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EDITOR’S PREFATORY NOTE

BERKELEY'S Treatise on the Principles of Human Know-
Jedge, as the one systematic exposition and defence of his
subtle argument against Materialism, deserves to be explained_
in its systematic connexion.

The Introduction points to abuse of Language, even by
philosophers, as the chief cause of the slow progress of
human knowledge. , Language had long been a cover for
empty abstractions." VT'he key to Berkeley's philosophical
point of' view is found in his attack on ‘abstract ideas’;
in the Introduction—1esumed in other places. The prin-
ciple here unfolded is—*that real knowledge deals with
what is concrete! that therc can be no concrete reality in
. the things of sense, commonly called the material world,
apart from the perceptions of a living mind, in which alone
Matter is rcalised ; and that to test the meaning of terms,
especially such terms fts.Matler and Mind, we must exem-
plify what we mean in individual examples,

¥Not o pretend to look for real substances or causes in

abstractions which cannot be individualised, and always
to verify ‘words concerning Matter by what is actually
presented in living perceptions of sense, is the lesson of
the Introduction. ¥

In the Zveatise which follows, this lesson is applied, to
show the meaninglcssness of Matter, when it is supposed to
be something that exists ind ently of living percipient
mind. We cannot have an abstrasf iden of Maltter, or an

B




4 EDITOR'S PREFATORY NCIE

idea of it other than what s derived from the concrete
manifestations given in our perceptions.  'Lhe material world
must consist of the p_c_we_ptiuns of persuns,

This central Principle nhout~Matler is expounded,
defended, and applied as follows :~

I. (Sect. 1-33.) These scclions contain a reasoned expos:
tion of what is meant by the real existence of Matter, which
is resolved into concrete data of sense, instead of the
meaningless abstract substance which” philosophers had
assumed it to be.  Analysis of the reasons for adopting this
conception affords abundant intellectual exeicise for the
student,

IL (Sect. 34-84.) We haye in these scctions a refutalion
of Objections to the Principles.

Other and graver objections, not suggested by Derkeley,
and partly arising oul of later philosophicel thought, might
be sought for, and aitically examined Ly the student.
Some of them are proposed in the <Inxotations.

IIL (Secl. 85-156.) In the remainder of the Zreatsise
the new conteption of Matler, ns consisting of datn of sense
that are necessarily dependent on mind for their intelligible
existence, is applied to 1efite Seepticiom and rostore Belief ;
as well asto clear the way to progress in scienee, 1f s
ipplied :—

(@) To resiore, in an improved form, Beliefs which weie
dissolving in Scepticism (Sect, 85~96);

(4) To get rid of unmeaning abstractions (Sect, 9y—100) ;

(¢) To advance Sciences which had Lcen in;pudcd by
empty conceptions of Matter, Causation, Space, Time, and
Motion (Sect. to1-116);

(@) To relieve perplexities in mathematical reasonings
(Sect. x17~134);

(¢) To explain and sustain faith in human Immortality
(Sect. 135-144);

.



REGARDING ' PRINCIPLES' ' 5

(/) To exphin the belief which each man has in the
existence of other men (Scct. 145) 3

(2) To cxplain and sustain faith in the cxistence of God
(Sect: 146-156). -

I hdve appended to the Tirst Part of the Selections
portions of the Dialogues between Hylas and DPhilonous,
in which the New Prmmplcs are discussed in an easy familiar
manner, I-Iylas arguing for the old abstract conception
of Matter, and Philonous vindicating Berkeley’s conception.
The lucidity of thought,the play of fancy, and the ardent
enthusiasm with which difficulties involved in the book of
Prmmp]cs are dlsent'mrrled in the Dialogues, may serve as
a relief to the more syslematic and didactic style of the
preceding Selections.

—_—

In dealing with this short method with Materialists, the
student may find some of his best philosophical education
in cntically testing the New Principles and the conclusions
drawn from them.






BERKELEY’S INTRODUCTION
TO THE PRINCIPLES

1. PHILOSOPW being nothing clse but 2ie study of wisdom
and truth*, %t may with reason be expected that those who
have spent most time and pains in it should enjoy a greater
calm and serenity of mind, a greater cleainess and evidence
of knowledge, and be less disturbed with doubts and diffi-
culties than other men, <Yet' so it is, we see lhe illiterate
bulk of mankind, that walk the high-1oad of plain common
sense, and are governed by the dictates of nature, for the

*" Philosophy secks for the deepest or most real insight allainable by
man into the meaning of his experience, Its nim, as distinguished from
ordinary knowledge and the special sciences, 1s Lo exhibit knowledge in
an all-comprehensive unity.

Is this nim aitainable ?  Can human expeiience be reduced to a nnity
in which faith is entirely converted inlo articulate knowledge?
Philosophy, as ¢ the study of wisdom and truth,’ seems to find when it
trles that this is inconsistent with & due recognition of the infinite and
therefore finally mysterions Reality. Bacon thus puts it as regards the
dnta, for instance, of religion :—¢ As for perfection or completeness in
divinity it is not to be sought. For he that will reduce a knowledge
into an art will make it round and uniform; but in divinity many
things must Ye left abwupt’ (Adpancement of Learning). So too
in the end meny things mnst by us be left ‘abiupt’, in our finally
incomplete philosophical science. The imaginative midour of Berkeley
was at fust apt to encourage the expectation that philosophy could
solve all difficulties, transforming our final faith into peifect science.
We find him less sanguine in his later years,
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most part casy and undistmbed.  To them nothing that is
familiar appears unaccountable or difficult to comprehend .
They complain not of any want of evidence in their senses,

"and arc out of all danger of becoming Seeptics,  But_no
sooner do we depart fiom Sense and Instinct Lo follow the
light of a supcrior Principle—to 1cason, meditate, and re-
flect on the nature of things, but a thousand scruples spring
up in our minds concerning those things whih hefore we
seemed fully to comprehend.  Prejudices and crrovs of sense
do from all parts discover themselves to our view; and,
endeavouring o correct these by reason, we are insensibly
drawn into uncouth paradoxes, difficullies, and inconsisten-
cies, which multiply and grow upon us as, we advance in
speculation, till at length, having wandered through many
intricate mazes, we find ourselves just where we were, or,
which is worse, sit down in a forlorn Scepticism %

2, The cause of this is thought to be the obscurity of
things, or the natural weakness and imperfection of ow
wnderstandings. T4 s sudd, “ihe fundties we hove are ey,
and those designed by nature for the support and pleasure
of life, sndd not {0 penctrate into the inward ossence mnd
constitution of things. Hesides, the mind of man befng
finite, when it treats of things which partake of infinity, it
is nol to be wondered at if it run into absurditics wwl
contradictions, out of which it is impossible it should ever
extricate itself ; it being of the nature of infinite not to be
comprehended by that which is finite 8/

! Custom dulls apprehension, t11] it is awakened by fresh philosophical
reflection. ¢ Traths of all others the most awful and inteesting are
ofien considercd as so Line thal they lose all the power of truth.’

. % The aim of Berkeley was, by reflection, to make us aware of the
final meaning that is otherwise dormant in the data of the senges.

8 Cf. Descartes’ Third Meditation ; also Locke's Essay, Introduction,
§§ 47  Lacke aluibutes the perplexities of Philasophy to rash
application of our nmrow understanding ; which is meant to regulate
our lives—not to make the universe perfecily intelligible to us.
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3. But, perhaps, we may be oo partial to ourselves in
placing the fault oviginally in our faculties, and not rather
in the wrong use we make of them., It is a hard thingto
suppose that right deductions from true principles should
ever end in conscquences which cannot be maintained o1
made consistent,  We should believe that God has dealt
more bountifully with the sons of men than (o give them a
stiong desire, for that knowledge which he had placed quite
out of their reach. This were not agrecable to the wonted
indulgent methods of Providence, which, whatever appetites
it may bave implanted ih the creatures, doth usually furnish
them with such means as, if rightly made use of, will not
fail w0 satisfy them!®, Upon the whole, I am inclined to
think that the far greater part, if not all, of those difficulties
which have hitherto amused philosophers, and blocked up
the way to knowledge, are entirely owing to ourselves—
that we have first raised a dust and then complain we
cannol sce. :

4. My purpose therefore is, lo try if I can discover what
those Principles are which have introduced all that doubt-
fulness and unccitainty, those absurdities and <ontradic-
tibns, into the seveial Sccts of Thilosophy ; insomuch that
the wisest men bave thought our ignorance incurable, con-
ceiving it to arise from the natural dulness and limitation
of our facultics,. And surcly il is a work well deserving
our pains o make a strict inquiry concerning the Tirst
Pirinciples of Human Knowledge, to sift and examine them

1 Have we renson to assnme that the data of our moral and physical
expericnce can be (by us) 1csolvable inlo perfect science? Does
philosophy not at last 1ssue in the faith that the 1ealtties of existence are
capable of %olution, though not fully by us, whose necessarily finite
knowledge of things is under relations of time and change? To take
the univeise as we find 1f, afler we have exhausted reflection upon it,
is ‘ wisdom,’ even if we find that it conslsts at last of irreducible facts.
We are not 1o imagine that the attainable end of human science and
philosophy is Omniscience, which makes no demand upon faith, i.e. trust,
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on all sides ; especially since there may be some grounds
to suspect that those lets and difficultics, which stay and
cmbarrass the mind in its search afler truth, do nol spring
*from any darkness and intrieacy in the objects, or natupal
defect in the understanding, so much as fiom Talse P'rin-
ciples which have been insisted on, and might have “been
avoided *,

& How difficult and discouraging soever this attempt
may seem, when I consider what a nunber of very great
and exiraordinaiy men have gone ‘before me in the like
designs, yet I am not without some hopes—upon the con.
sideration that the largest views are not always the clearest,
and that he who is shorl-sighted will be obliged to draw the
object nearer, and may, perhaps, by a close and narrow
survey, discern that which had escaped far better eyes.

6. In order to prepare the mind of the reader for the
casier conceiving what follows, it is propur to premise some-
what, by way of Intraduction, concerning the Nature and
Abusc of Language®. Dol the uneavelling this matier leads
me in some measwe to anticipate my design, by taking
notice of what scems to have had a chief part in rendering
speculation intiicate and perplexed, and Lo have oceasioned
innumerable errors and difficultics in alwost all puts of

1 Beikeley explains the anarchy of I'hilosaphy by the meaningless
¢ principles,’ to which, —under cover of empty abstinet terms,—it had
helped to give cuntency. Men put werds in place of concrete idens,
and then call the empty words ¢ abstact ideas.’

2 ¢ The inadequacy of the woids of oidinary language for the pur-
poses of Philosophy,’ as Sir J. Mackintosh remarks, ¢is an ancient and
fiequent complaint, The philosopher alone 1s doomed to usé the 1udest
tools for the most 1efined purposes. IIe must reason in words of which
the looseness and vaguencss are suitable in the ordinary intercourse of
life, but which are almost as remole fiom the exireme exaclness and
precision required in philosophy as the hammer and axe would be unlit
for the finest exeitions of skilful handiwork.’
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knowledge. Aad that is ke opinion that the mind hath a
power of framing abstract ideas or notions® of things. He
who is not a perfect stranger Lo the writings and disputes
of philosophers must needs acknowledge that no small part
of thgm are spent aboul abstract ideas®. These are in a
more especial manner thought to be the object of those
sciences which go by the name of Logic and Metaphysics,
and of all that which passes under the notion of the most
abstracted and sublime learning, in all which one shall
scarce find any question handled in such a manner as does
not suppose their existchce in the mind, and that it is well
dcquainted with them ®

T.e1t is agregd on all hands that the qualities or modes-
f things do never 7ea/ly exist each of them apart by itself,
fmd separated from all others, but are mixed, as it were,

/.'1 ‘Iden’” and *nolion ' scem here to be” taken as synonymes; after-
wards Bexkeley makes them 1epresent an imporlant distinction,

? With Betkeley ¢ iden’ means—an appeatance presented to the senses,
or 1cpresented In imagination, Ifor him ‘abstract iden’ would be
abstract image, which is impossible. "

o Compare with what follows againsl abstract ideas (as Dekeley
undestands iden), §§ 97-100, 118-132, 143 ; New Theory of Vision,
§§ r32-125. See also Aliphron, Dinl. vii. 5-7, and Defence of free
Thinking in Mathematics, §§ 45-48, in Florks, vols, il, ni. But In
the end compase all this with Szrds; § 335, and the scctions which
follow on the ‘ldeas’ of Plate, Lo which Berkeley's inicllectual ¢ notions®
ate nearer than Zis ideas or sensuouns phenomena,

In the followmg scctions, on the misuse and tight use of words,
Berkeley has Locke much in view, What is said of ¢ abstiacl ideas’
in Locke's Zssay may be studled, with the commentary in my edition
of the Zssay (Cluchdon Press, 1894). See §§ 11-13 which follow,
Hume refets to Bekeley (Zreatise of Heman Nature, b, L part 1,
chap. 7) as having produced ‘one of the gieatest and most valuable
discoveries that has been made of late years in the republic of letters,’
in bringing to light the absnrdity of abstiact ideas. So also J. 8, Mill,
in Fortnightly Review for Nov. 1871, extols Berkeley's ¢ discovery’ of
the legitimate office of abstraction in the formation of human knowledge,
as distinguished from the illusion that it can be o factor of perceptions
of sense and mental images thal ave not individual but nbsiract.
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und blended topether, several in the samic object.  But,
we are tdld, the mind being able to consider cach quality
singly, or abstracted from those other qualities with which
~it is umted daocs by that menns frame te itsell abstract
ideas. ' For example, there is pcu.cwul by sight an ij(.ct
exiended, coloured, and moved: this mixed or compound
idea the.mind 1csolving into its simple, constituent parts,
and viewing each by itself; exclusive of the 1esl,_docs frame
the abstract ideas of extension, colour, and motion. Not
that it is possible for colour or motion to exist without
cxtension ; but only that the mind’can frame to itself by
abstraction the idea of colour exclusive of extension, and of
motion exclusive of both colour and extensian,

8. Again, the mind having observed that in the pauticular
exiensions perceived by sense there is something commeon
and alike in all, and some other things peculiar, as this or
that figure or magnitude, which distinguish them one fiom
another; it considers apart or singles out by ilself that
which is common, makiug thercof a most abstiuet idea of
extension, which is neither ling, swiace, nor solid, nor has
any figure.or magpitude, but is an idea entirely preseinded
from all these'’, #50 likewise the mind, by leaving oul of
the particular colours perceived by sense that which dis-
tinguishes them one from another, and relaining that only
which is common to all, mukes an jdea of colour in abstract

which is neither red, nor bluc, nor White, Tor a any other
detcrminate colour, And, in like manuer, by considering
motion abstractedly not only from ihe body moved, but
likewise from the figure it describes, and all particular
directions and velocities, the absiracl idea of molion is
framed ; which cqually corresponds Lo all particular motions
whatsoever that may be perceived by sense,

1 ¢ Prescinded,’ i, ¢, exclusively attended to. To grescind an object
is 10 allend to it—1to the exclusion of other objects,
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" 9. And as the mind frames lo itself abstract ideas of
qualities or modes, so docs it, by the same precision or mental,
separation, attain abstract ideas of the moare compounded
beings which include severnl co-existent qualities. For ex-
ample, the mind having observed that Peter, James, and
John resempble each other in certain common agresments of
shape and other qualities, leaves out of the complex or com-
pounded idea. it has of Peter, James and any other paiticular
man, that which is petuliar to each, retaming only what is
common to all, and so makes an abstract idea wheiein all
the particulars equally partake—abstracting entirely from
and cutting Of all those circumstances and differences
which might determine it to any particular existence. And
after this manner it is said we come by the abstract idea
of .man, or, if you please, humanity, or human nature;
wherein it is true there is included colour, because there
is no man but has some colour, but then it can be neither
white, nor black, nor any particular colour, because there
is no one patticular colour wherein all men partake. So
Jikewise there is included stature, but then it is-neither tall
stature, nor low stature, nor yet middle stature, but some-
thing abstracted {rom all these. And so of the rest.  More-
ovet, there being a great variety of other creatures that
partake in some parts, but net all, of the complex idea of
man, the mind, leaving out those parts which are peculiar
te men, and retaining those only which are common to all the
living creatures, frames the idea of amimel, which abstractls
not only from all particular men, but also all birds, beasts,
fishes, and insects. The constituent parts of the abstract
idea of animal are body, life, sense, and spontaneous motion,
By body is meant body without any particular shape or figure,
there being no one shape or figure common to all animals,
without covering, either of hair, or feathers, or scales, &c.,
nor yet naked: hair, feathers, scales, and nakedness
being the distinguishing properties of particular animals,
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and for that reason lefi out of the adstzac/ idea. Upon

Jhe same account the spontancous motion must be neither,
walking, nor flying, nor creeping ; it is nevertheless a motftm,

but what that motion is it is not cusy to conceive.

10. Whether others have this wonderful fagulty of .
stracting their idcas, they best can tell.  For myself, I fin
I have indecd a faculty of imagining, or repiesenting
to mysclf, the idea of those parficelar things I have per-
ceived, and of variously compounding and dividing them.
I can imagine a man with two heads, or the upper pmts
of a man joined to the body of a horse. ¥ can consider
the hand, the cye, the nose, each by itself abstracted or
separated from the rest of the body.—But then whatever
hand or eye I imagine, it must have some particular shape
and colour,} Likewise the idea of man that I frame to
mysell must be either of a while, or a black, ov o tawny,
a strnight, or a crooked, a tall, or o low, or a middie sizxd
mon, I eannot by any effort of thought coneaive ! the
abstract idgn above deseribed, «—And it s equally impossible,
for me to forn the abstract iden of motion distinel fron the
body moving, and which is neither swift nor slow, curvie
lincar nor rectilinenr ; and the like may be suid of all other
abstract general ideas whatsoever. "To be plain, T own
mysel{ able to abstract iz one sense, as when [ consider
some particular parts or cualities separated from others,
with which, though they are united in some objuect, yet it i
possible they may really exist without them, PBu 1 deny Lh'u:
I can abstract from one another, or concecive s(.p.tmu,ly,
those qualities which it is impossible should exist so sepa-!
Jated ; or that T can frame a general notion, by abstracting ,
from particulars in the manner aforesaid—which last are
the two proper acceptations of adstraction.)/ And there is

1 ¢Conceive’ here menns realise in imagination. Ounly concrete -
ob]ects can be so realised.
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does it nol require some paing and skill to form the geneial
idea of a ttiangle (which is yet none of the most abstrac,
comprchensive, and difficult) ; for it must be neither oblique
nor rectangle, neither equilateral, equicrural, nor scalenon,
but all and none of these at once? In effect, it is some-
thing impeifect that cannot exist, an idea wherein some
parts of several different and inconsistent ideas are put
togetherg It is true the mind in this imperfect state has
need of such ideas, and makes all the haste to them it can,
for the conveniency of communication and enlargement of
knowledge, to both which it is natmally very much inclined.
But yet one has reason to suspect such ideas ate marks of
our imperfection.® At least this is enough to shew that the _
most abstract and general ideas are not those that the mind
is first and most easily acquainted with, nor such as its
earliest knowledge is conversant about.”—B. IV. ch. 1. § o.
If any man has the faculty of framing in his mind such an
idea of a triangle as is here described, it is in vain to pre-
tend to dispute him out of it, nor would I go about it, Al
I desite is that the reader would fully and ccaitainly inform
himgelf whether he has such an idca or no. Amd this,
methinks, can be no hard task for any one lo perform.
What more easy than for any one 1o look a little into his
own thoughts, and there tiy whether he has, or can attain
to have, an idea that shall correspond with the description
that is here given of the general idea of a triangle—which
is neither oblique nor rectangle, equilateral, equicrural nor
scalenon, but all and none of these al once®?

! The language of Locke is awkward, Does it mean more than that
the concept of s triangle may be individualised in any one of its many
possible applications—oblique, equilateral, &c.—in all of which it is as
it wete latent? No concept canp, as suck, be pictured, It belongs. to
the intellectunl constitution, nol {o the variable matter, of human
thought, rnd 8o neither in perception nor in imagination can we realise
universal relations, Only in the concrete example are they thus
realisable,

Cc2

-
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14. Much is here said of the difficulty that abstract idens
carry with thewy, and the pains and skill requisite 1o the
forming them, £And it is on all hands agreed that there is
need of great toil and labour of the mind, 1o emumwaipate
our thoughts from particular objects, and raise hem to
those sublime speculations that are conversant about ab-
stract ideas, TFrom all which the natural consequence
should scem 'to be, that so difficult a thing as the forming
abstiact ideas was not necessary for communication, which
is so easy and familiar to all serts of men. But, we are
told, if they seem obvious and easy to grown men, it is only
because by constant and familiar use they arc made so.
Now, I would fain know at what time it is men are em-
ployed in smmounting that difficully, and furnishing them-
selves with those necessary helps for discourse. It cannot
be when they are grown up, for then it secems they are not
conscious of any sucl painstaking; it remains therefore to
be the business of their childhood, And surely the great
and multiplied labour of framing abstract notions will be
found a hard task for ihat tender age, Is it not o hard
thing (o fnagine that a couple of childven cannot pratg to-
igether of their sugar-plums and rattles and the rest of their
Hitlle trinkets, till they have first (neked together number-
less inconsislencies, and so framed in their minds abstract,
general idess, and annexed them to every common name,
they make use of ?

r5. Nor do 1 think them a wit more needful for the *
enlargement of knowledge than for communication. It is,
I know, a point much insisted g¢n, that all knowledge and
demonstration are about universal notions, to which I fully
agree : but then it does not appear to me thal those notions
,are formed by abstraction in the manner premised-—univer-
\mlz'{y, 5o far as I can comprehend, not consisting in the ab-

olute, positive nature or conception of anything, but in the
i«elatzbfa it bears to the particulars signified or represented
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by it; by virtue wheyeof it is that things, names, ornetions ’,
being in their own nature particular, ave rendered uwaiversal.
Thus, ‘when I demonstrate any proposilion concerning tri-
angles, it is to be supposed that I bave in view the universal
idea of g triangle ; which ought not to be understood as if
I could frame an idea of a triangle which was neither equi-
lateral, nor scalenon, nor equicrural ; but only that the par-
ticular tiiangl€ I consider, whether of this or that sort it
madtlers not, doth equally stand for and represent all recti-
linear triangles whatsoever, and is iz that sense universal.
All which seems vety plain and not to include any difficulty
in it?

¥~ 16. "But here itswill be demanded, how we can know any
proposition to be true of all particular tiiangles, except we
have first seen it demonstrated of the abstract idea of a tri-
angle which equally agrces toall? For, because a property
may be demonstrated to agree to some one particular tri-
angle, it will not thence follow that it equally belongs to
any other tiiangle, which in al] respects is nof the same
with it, For example, having demonstrated that the three
angles of an isosceles rectangular triangle are cqualsto two
right ones, I cannot therefore conclude this affection agrees
to all other triangles which have neither a right angle nor
two equal sides. It seems therefore that, to be certain this
proposition is universally true, we must either make a pat-
ticular demonstration for every particular triangle, which is
impossible, or once for all demonstrate it of the abstract

! «Notion® is here agnin synonymous with individual perceptions
and imaginations,~not confined, s afierwards by Berkeley, to vofpara
and Suvohparu,

% This and the next are important sectlons. They touch the pene-
troting question—mwhat that és in the constitution of things which enables
18 to extend our knowledge beyond the immediate data of sense, ns in
our inductive inferences, Is it not the omnipresence of reason, order, or
law in the universe? Unless the wmverse were divinely constituted, it
could not be reasoned about.
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idea of 4 triangle, in which all the paiticulars do indifferently
partake and by which they are all equally represented.—f'o
which I answer, that, though the idea T have in view whilst
T make the demonstration be, for instance, that of an igo-
sceles rectangular trinngle whose sides ave of a detminate
length, T may ncvertheless be certain it extends to all other
rectilincar triangles, of what sort or bigness soever. And
that because neither the right angle, nor the equality, nor
determinate length of the sides, are at all concerned in the
demonstration. It is true the diagram I have in view in-
cludes all these particulars, but then there is not the lepst
mention made of them in the proof of the proposition. It
is not said the tbree angles are cqual te lwo right ongs,
because one of them is a right angle, or because the sides
comprehending it are of the same length. Which suffi-
ciently shews that the right angle might have been oblique,
and the sides uncqual, and for all ihat the demonstration
have held good,  And for this reason it is that I conelude
that to be wrue of any obliquangular or scalenon which I
had demonstrated of o particular right-angled equicsupal
triangle, and not because I demonstrated the praposition
of the abstract idea of o trinngle. |'And hae it mus e
acknowledged that a man may consider & figure mercly gy
triangular, without attending o the partienlar qualitivs of
the angles, or relations of the sides. So far he may gb-
stract?; but this will never prove that he can frame gn
abstract, general, inconsistent ides of a triangle. In like
manner we may consider Peter so far forth as man, or 5o
far forth as animal, without framing the foremantioned

1 What follows to ihe end of this seclion was added in Berheley's
third cdition.

* Here Berkeley giants thal without sbstraction in one sense of {he
term, there can be no scientific or philosophic knowledge of things. But
this abstraction means exclusive attention to the common altribuies, or
connecting velations, of individual things,
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abstract iden, cither of man or of animal, inasmuch as all
that is perceived is not considered. ]
17. Xt were an endjess as well as an useless thing to trace
he Sghoolmen, tfu:use‘l great masters of abstraction, through
all the yanifold inestricable labyrinths of error and dispute
ahich their doctrine of abstract natures and notions seems
i:) have led them into. What bickerings and controversies,
nd what a Jearned dust have been raised about those
matters, and whal mighty advantage has been fiom thence
derived to mankind, are things at this day too clearly known
to need being insisted on. And it had been well if the ill
effects of that doctrine were confined to those only who make
the mibst avowed profession of it. When men consider the
great paing, industry, and parts that have for so many ages
been laid out on the cultivation and advancement of the
sciences, and that notwithstanding all this the far greater pait
of them remain full of darkness and upcertainty and disputes
that are like never to have an end, and even those that are
thought to be supported by the most clear and cogent demon-
strations contain in them paradoxes which are perfectly irre-
concilable to the understandings of men, and that, taking all
together, a very small proportion of them does supply any real
benefit to mankind, otheiwise than by being an innacent
diversion and anusement—TI say, the consideration of all this
is apt to thhow them into a despondency and perfect contempt
of all study. But this may perhaps cease upon a view of
the False Principles that have obtained in the world, amongst
all which there is none, methinks, hath a more wide and
extended sway over the thoughts of speculative men than
this of adstract general ideas .

1 To sy that the sott of adstraction against which Berkeley argues is
impossible is simply to say thal subslances abstvacted from all gualitiss,
are unimaginable. Bul this does not prove that unrelated images,
per se, can constitute science; or that they can become knowledge
without their 1elations belng involved in the knowledge; or that
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8. ] come now to continue the sowree of this prevailing
notion, nnd that seems o me to be Tanguage.  And surely
nothing of less extent than reason itself could have been
the source of an opinion so universally received.  Thetruth
of this appears as from other 1casons so also from the plain
confession of the ablest patrons of abstract ideas, who
acknowledge that they are made in order Lo naming; from
which it is a clear consequence that if theré had been na
such thing as speech or unfversal signs there never had
been any thought of abstraction.. See b. IIL ch. 6. § 39,
and clsewhere of the Essay on Human Undersionding.
Lel us examine the manner wherein Wads have coniri-
buted to the origin of that mistake—Jirst then,” it is
thought' that cvery name has, or ought to have, onc only
precise and sctiled signification ; which inclines men to
think there are certain abstract, determinate idens that con-
stitute the true and enly immedinle signification of wach
genernl name, and that it is by the mediation of these
abstract ideas that a general name comes o signify any
particular thingy Whereas, in trutly, there is no such thing as
one pregise and definite signification annexed Lo any general
name, they all signifying indifferently a great number of
particular idens'. All which does evidently follow from
what has been already said, and will clemly appear to any
one by a little reflection. To this it will be objected that
every name that has a definition is thereby restrained to
one certain signification, For example, a triangle is de-
fined to be ‘a plain swiface comprehended by three right °
lines,’ by which that name is limited to denotc one certain
idea and no other. To which I answer, that in the defini-

progress in science is other than an ever.widening and deepening
intellectual appiehension of the relattons of individual things,

1 The same concept or notion is found exemplified in any one of
innumerable particular objects,
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tion it is not said whether the swface be great or small,
black or white, nor whether the sides are long or shott,
equal or uncqual, nor with what angles they ale inclined
to egch other; in all which there may be great variety,
and copsequently there is no one settled iden which limits
the signification of the word tiiangle. It is one thing for to
keep a name constantly to the samie definition, and another
to make it stdhd cverywhere for the same idea ; the one is
necessary, the other useless and mpracticable %

\ 19- But, to give a farther account how words came to
produce the doctrine of abstract ideas, it must be observed
that it is a received opinion that language has no other end
but tlfe communijcating our ideas, and thal every significant
name stands for an idea. This being so, and it being withal
certain that names which yet are not thought altugether
insignificant do not always mark out particular conceivable
ideas, it is straightway concluded that they stand for ab-
stract notions. That thue are many names in use amongst
speculative men which do not always suggest to others
determinate paticular ideas, or in truth anything at all, is
what nobody will deny,  And a litile attention will discover
that it is nol necessary (even in the strictest reasonings)
significant numes which stand for ideus should, every time
they are used, excile in the understanding the ideps
they are made to stand for—in reading and discoursing,
names being for the most part used as letters are in Algebra,
in which, though a particular quantity be marked by each
letier, yet to proceed right it is not requisite that in every
step each letter supgest to your thoughis that particular
quantity it was appointed to stand for”

-

1 Yel definition can determine the individual objects to which a
common name is applicable, although the reletiens which constilute
the concept expressed by the name defined cannot, as such, be pictared
in mmagination, They are imaginable only in conciete examples,

% Compare with thisthe so-called ‘symbolical knowledge ' of Leibniz
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20, Besides, the communicating of ideas marked by words
is not the chief and only end of language, as is commonly
sfxpposed. There are other ends, as the raising of some
passion, the exciling to or deterring from an action. the
putting the mind in some palicular disposition—to which
the former is in many cases barely subseivient, and some-
times entitcly omitted, when these can be obtained without
it, and I think does not unfiequently happen fn the familiar
use of language. T entreat the reader to iefiect with him-
self, and sce if it does not often happen, either in heming
or reading a discourse, that the passions of fear, love,
hatred, admiration, and disdain, and the like, alise imme-
diately in his mind upon the perception-of certain Words,
without any ideas coming between'. At first, indeed, the
words might have occasioned ideas that were fitling to pro-
duce those emotions ; but, if I nistake not, it will be found
that, when language is, once grown familiar, the hearing of
the sounds, or sight of the characters, is oft immedindely
atlended with those passions which at first were wont Lo be
produced by the intervention of ideas that are now quite
omitled, May we nol, for example, be affected with the
promise of u guod fing, though we have not an ided of
what it is? Or is not the being threatencd with denger
sufficient to oxcite a dread, though we think not of any

(Ofera Philasophita, pp. 19-80, Erdmann),  See also Stewnit on ¢ Ab-
straction’ (Z&lements, vol. 1. ch, 4 §§ 1 and 2)~wheie he tients of
individual examples, or resemdlingsigns, and of words, or non-resembling
slgns,

L ‘That is to say, without any ‘idens’ {prilicular examples) of the
concepts signified by the words rising up in his imagination in the act
of hearing or of rending~the word doing seivice instead, ~Language in
this way more easily discharges ils gracfical fanction, which is o evoke
emotion and incile 10 action as mnch as {o convey either intelleetnal
notions or mental images; but we me apt, in consequence, uncousciously
to accept woids (hat aremesningless. To escape this disaster we should
test our concepts by exemplifying them, dismissing the names till their
meanings are thus recognised,
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particular evil likely to befall us, nor yet frame to eurselves
an idea of danger in abstract? If any onc shall join ever
so little refleclion of his own to what has been said, I
beliave that it will evidently appear to him that general
names -are ofien used in the propriety of language without
the speaker's designing them for marks of ideas in his own,
which he would have them raise in the mind of the hearer.
Even proper names themselves do not secm always spoken
with a design to bring inlo our view the ideas of those indi-
viduals that are supposed to be marked by them., Foi
example, when a schoolman tells me *Aristotle hath said
ity all T conceive he means by it is to dispose me to em-
brace his opinior with the deference and submission which
cusiom has annexed to that name. And this effect is often
so instantly produced in the minds of those who are accus-
tomed to resign their judgment to authority of that philo-
sopher, as i is impossible any idea cither of his person,
wiilings, or rcpulation should go before. So close and
immediale a connexion may custom establish betwixt the
vay word Aristotle and the motions of assent and reverence
in the minds of some men,  Innumerable examples of this
lchigl_,may be given, but why should I insist on those things
w{il h every one’s cxperience will, I doubi not, plentifully
&ggest unto him*?

Y a1, We bave, I think, shewn the impossibility of Abstact
Tdeas. We have considercd what has been said for them
\)y their ablest patrons; and endeavoured to shew they are

\.{no use for those ends to which they are thought neces-

¥ Compare Aliphron, Dial. VIL. §§ 8-10. Beikeley hete shows how
words—especially in politics, theology, and metaphysics—impose npon
the uneducated and half-educated—deteimining their feelings and con-
duct independently of their intelligence; and why uneducated peisons
are annoyed by exactness e.g. in philosophical discussion. Ilistory
records theological controversies and social revolutions which were
largely due to the influence on the unreflecting of verbal shibbeleths
without meaning, at least without meaning for such minds,
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snry.  And lastly, we have traced them o the sonrce from
whence they flow, which appears evidently to be language.'
~TIt cannot be denied that woids are of excellent use, in
that by their means all that stock of knu\\:ludge which, has
been purchased by the joint labours of inquisitive gien in
all ages and nations may be drawn into the view and made
the possession of one single person. Bul most paris of
knowledge have been stangely paplexed and” darkened by
the aduse of words and general ways of speech wherein they
are delivered. Since therefore words are so apt to impose
on the undeistanding, whatever ideas I consider, I shall
endeavour to take #I¥m bare and naked inlo wmy view,
keeping out of x}?y thoughts, so far as % am able, those
names which long and constaht use hath so strictly united
with them ; from which I may expect to derive the following
advantages -

22. First, 1 shall be sure to get clear of all contraversies
purely veibal—the springing up of which weeds in almost
oll the sciences has been a main hindrance to the growth
of tiue and sound knowledge.  Swondly, this seems w be
a surc way to cxiricate mysell out of that fine and subtle
net of adstract ideas which has so miserably perplexed and
entangled the minds of men ; and that with this peculiar
circumstance, that by how much the finer and more curious
was the wit of any man, by so much the decper was he
likely 1o be ensnared and faster held thercin,  Thirdly,
so long as I confine my thoughts to my own ideas divested
of words, I do not see how I can casily be mistaken. The
objects I consider, I clearly and adequately know. I can-
not be deceived in thinking I have an idea which I have
not. It is not possible for me to imagine that any of
my own ideas are alike or unlike that are nol truly so.
To discern the agrecmenis or disagreements there are
between my ideas, o see what ideas are included in any
compound idea and what nol, there is nothing more requi-
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site than an atlentive perception of what passes inemy own
understanding *, .

23. But the ajtainment of all these advantages does pré-
suppose an entire deliverance from the deception of words
which & dare hardly promise myself; so difficult a thing it
is to dissolve an union so ealy begun, and confirmed by
so long a habit as that betwixt words and ideas. Which
difficulty seems to have been very much increased by the
doctrine of adszraction. For, so long as men thought abstract
ideas were annexed to their words, it does not seem strang®
that they should use words for ideas—it being found an int-
practicable thing to lay aside the word, and retain the adstrast
idea in the mirtd, which in itself was perfectly inconceiv-
able.

This seems to me the principal cause why those who have
so emphatically recommended to others the laying aside all
use of wards in their meditations, and contemplating their
bare ideas, have yet failed to perform it themselves. Of
late many have been very sensible of the absurd opinions
and insignificant disputes which grow out of the abuse of
wgrds.  And, in order to remedy these evils, they advise
well, that we altend to the ideas signified, and diaw off our
altention from the words which signify them®  But, how
good socver this advice may he they have given others, it
is plain they could not have a due regard to it themselveS,
so long as they thought the only immediate use of words
was to signily ideas, and that the immedatc signification of
every general name was a determinate ahstract idea.

1 Berkeley appenls throughout to this lest, Ile everywhere entrests
the student %o 77y whether he can conceive clearly and distinetly the
meanings of his words, throngh individual examples.

% See Locke, Hssap, b. 11, ch. 13. §§ 18, 28; also b. ITT.ch, 10, The
dtift of Berkeley’s exhortation 15 good so far s it is fitted to gumd U8
agoinst the dangerons tendency to accept empty words instead of legitl~
mate concepts, a lesson which 1t was a chief purpose of Locke's Zssar
to insist npon.
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24. Bat, these being known to be mistikes, o man may
with greater ease prevent his being imposed on by words,
He that knows he has no other than particxler ideas, will
not puzzle himself in vain to find oul and conceive? the
abstract idea annexed to any name. And he thataknows
names do not always stand for ideas will spare himsclf the
labour of looking for ideas where there are none to be had.
It were, therefore, to be wished that cvery one would use
his utmost endeavours to obtain a clear view of the idens
he would consider, scparating fromr them all that dress and
incumbrance of words which so much contribute to blind
the judgment and divide the attention® In vain do we
extend our view into the heavens and pryeinto the entiails
of the earth, in vain do we consult the writings of learncd
men and trace the dmk footsteps of antiquity—we need
only draw the curtain of words, to behold the fairest tree of
knowledge, whose fruit is excellent, and within the reach
of owt hand.

25, Unless we take care Lo clear the Uirst Principles of
Knowledge from the cmbarras and delusion of words, we
may make infinile reasonings upon them to no purposc;
we may draw consequences from consequences, and he
never the wiser, The farther we go, we shall only lose
ourselves the more irrecoverably, and be the deeper en-
tangled in difficulties and mistakes, Whoever therefore
designs to read the following shects, I entreal him thal he

! Ta ‘concelve * here means to form o mental 7mage, e.g. of atrinngle
that is neither right-angled, acute angled, nor obiuse-nngled; which
of course, on trial, is found impossible,

% Here the stndent may perhaps ask what he is expected to do when
his words signify Biavojuara and rofuara—what Beikeldy sometimes
called notions, in conlrast to ideas (alofhuara and pavrdouara),—if it
be true that e/ words must a¢ bollom signify only what is presentable in
sense, or representable in imngination, 1id he, even in the imperfect
philosophy of his youth, intend to limit human understanding to sense
and sensuous imagmation, overlooking intellectunl implicates indispens-
able to intelligent experience ?



INTRODUCTION TO THE PRINCITLES '3t

would moke my words the occasion of his own tifinking,
and endeavour to altain the same train of thoughts jn read:
ing that T had in. witing them, By this meant it will be
easy for him to discover the truth ot falsily of what I say.
He willsbe out of all danger of being deceived by my words,
and I do not see how he can be led into an error by con-
sidering his oyn naked, undisguised idcas.
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1. It is evident to any one who takes a survey of the
sbjects of human knowledge, that they ave cither (a ideas
actually imprinted on the senses; or elsc (8) Jdeas por-
ceived by attending to the passions and opeiations of the
mindg or lastly @) fdeas formed by help of memory and
imagination, either compounding, dividing, or burely repre-
senting those originally perceived.in the aforesnid ways'.—-1ly
sight I have the ideas of light and colours, willi their several
degrees and variations, By touch T perceive had and soft,
heat and cold, motion und resistance 3 and of all these more
and less either as 1o quantity or degree.  Smelling fwnishes
me with odours ; the palate with tastes ; and hearing conveys
sounds to the mind in all their vavicty of tone and com-
position,

"And as several of these are observed to accompany
each other, they come to be marked by one name, and
so to be reputed as one TIING ‘{,}" Thus, for example, a cer-

t Al phenomena, including those of human nature, whether actually
perceived, remembered, or imagined, ate called 7deas by Berkeley in
his early philosophical woiks. In Sérés the peiceplions of sense ate
called phenomena, according to our piesent usage. The thesis is am-
biguous as expiessed both by Locke and by Berkeley; and Bekeley
even more than Locke fails, in his earlier writings, to recognise
thecretically what is necessarily presupposed in the experience upon
which he proceeds in subsequent reasonings,

2 Ts ¢ observation” alone enough to account for this synthesis, in which
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win colour, lasie, smell, figme and consistence havirg becn
observed to go together, are accounted onc distinct thing,
signified by the name appk; other collections of ideas
constitute a sione, a tree, a book, and the like sensible
things—ewhich as they are pleasing or disagreeable excite
the passions of love, hatred, joy, grief, and so forth.

&( But besiges all that endless variety of idess or objects
of knowledge, there is likewise something which knows or
percetves them, and exercises divers operations,—as willing,
imagining, remembering,~—about them. This perceiving,
active being is what I call MIND, SPIRIT, SOUL, or MYSELF?,
By which words I do not denote any one of my ideas, but
a thing entirely distinct from them, wherein they exist, or,
which is the same thing, whereby they are perceived—for
the existence of an idea consists in being perceivcd.}

%'{That neither our thoughts nor passions, nor ideas
torméd by the imagination, exist without the mind? is what
everybody will allow,} *

And o we s g less evident thet the variqus SeNss:
TIONS, or idens imprinted on the sense, however blended of
Lombined together (that is, whatever o/ecds ® they compose)s

sense-presented phenomena (by him called ideas) are conceived as gralititf
of things? *1 own the word dvea, not being commonly used for thing
sounds something out of the way,’ e says elsewhere, ¢ My reason for s
using it is becanse a necessary relation to mind Is implied by the term édear

1 This unique element necessorily involved In experience is nsuallf
signified by the personal pronoun ‘1°—Zgs,~in contrast to the changing
ideas or phenomens, of which we are percipient. ¢

% ¢ Without the mind,’ i.e, unperceived—after total withdrawal ¢
conscious or perciplent life. Ydeas in memory and imagination, b
consent of all, could not exist ger sz, or ina totally dead nniverse. Thi
rajses his chief question:—Can a totally dead univeise exist?
natural phenomena, as presented to our senses, independent of o knowing?
feeling, and active Ego, in which they can be venlised? Must not al
phenomena depend for their reality upon Zgos? Must not all thing’
depend upon persons? Is not personal consclousness the root of reality
He begins to answer this question in the next sentence.

3 ¢Objects’ =* things,’ 1. &. agpregates of ideas or phenomena, ux:ogniss‘1

S, B. 1341% D
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cannots exist otherwise than in a mind perceiving them.: I
think¥an intuitive knowledge may be obtnined of this by
any one that shall attend to what is meant by lhe tery
EXIST when applied lo sensible things. The table T -wrila
on I say exists, that is, I see and feel it ; and if I were out
of my study I should say it existed—meaning thereby that
if I was in my study I might perceive it, or that some other
spirit actually does perceive it. " There was an odour, that
is, it was smelt ; there was & sound, that is, it Was heard ; a
colour or figure, and it was perceived by sight or touch,
This is all that I can understand by these and the like
expressions. For as to what i3 sald of #ke adsolute existence
of unthinking things without any velation to their being
perceived, that is to me perfectly unintelligible, Their esse
Js pereipi ; nor is it possible they should have any -e';;ac.
ence out of the minds or thinking things which perccive
them®, .

as ‘qualities’ of the aggregates, and of which the ‘materlal wonlg?
COnststs,

1 The characterisiic question of Beikeley’s philosophy might be thyg
expressed :—Do the phenomena mesented to the five sennes ~{]e
individual things of semse—which seem to be only aggregnies of
#deas—really exist a9 things totally independent of percipicnt mineg s
Ate solid things that move i space—the things we actually Ltouch ang
see—independent of the sentient and intelligent life that exislsin the
universe, in a way that feelings and fancies are nol? Ilis anawer ig
that the things we touch and see cannot be real otherwise than n;
appearances of which 2 (nol necessmily map) mind Is percipient : theje
i gsse lx_sj:rgg'g;‘;‘l The reason for this is, that the supposition of phenomepy,

exisfing when no one is peiciplent of them, is an uninteliigible, if ngt
a selficontradictory, supposition. To say ‘this table ew/ps,’ or g
¢ gomething real,’ means, if it has any meaning, that ji is seen or felt by
same one. Out of all perception, or imagination, of the phengmeng
(called its qualities), the word  tablg” is an empty abstrestion. Let nJy
life in the universe be anuihilated, and what becomes of The data ngy,
realised in the five senses? (He has still to explain the transformatioy
of sensations’ into ¢ qualities’ of things moving in space—the trang.
farmation of momentary sensation into what is believed to be permanent
quality.)

Ueberweg charges Berkeley with begging his principal question,
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"encd * It is indeed an opinion strangely prevailing #mongst
men, that houses, mountains, rivers, and in a word ajl
sensible objects, have an existence, natural or real, diStinet

frometheir being perceived by the undersianding,, But, with
hew great an assmance and acquidicence soever this prin-
ciple may be entertained in the world, yet whoever shall find
in his heait fo call it in question may, if I mistake not,
perceive it to involve a manifest contradiction, For, what
are the forementioned objects but the things we perceive by
sense? and what do we percéive besides our own ideas or
sensations? and is it not plainly repugnant thai any one
of #Aese, or any combination of them, should exist un-
perceived 3?7

5. If we throughly examine this tenet it will, perhaps, be
found at bottom to depend on the doctrine of adstract idvas.
gor can theie be a nicer strain of abstraction than to dis-
7ti9guish the existence of sensible objects from their Zeing
perceived, so af®fo_conceive? them cxisting unperceived ? ¥
Light and colours, heat and ¢€old, extension and figures—in
a woid the things we see and feel—what are they but so

-

because he sets out by maming the things of sense seunsations or ideas-—
thus mplylng in the connotntton of their name, thet. they have only o
mind-dependent g¢vistetes  But Perleefay need not, at selting out, be
1equized to mean mote than that all that' we are peicipient of in senses
is perceived, and must thetefore be, so far, dependent on mind—Ileaving
it still open to mquire whelher existence in absolute independence of all
perception is intellymble,

L §§ 4-24 contain the Msionals of his answer to the question about
the relation of Matter to Mind that was raised n § 3. That unper-
celved Matter must be meaningless seems to him hardly toequire proof,
being sell-enident to any one who attends to what must be meant by
‘exist’ and ‘1eal’ That the untbinking are notwithstanding disposed
to give a different answer, he attiibutes (§ 5) to that tendency to
employ empty verbal abstractions which he had ridiculed in the
Introduction.

2 How does Betkeley, in thus limiting my ¢perceptions’ to the
phenomena, of which I am pexcipient in sense—*our own ideas ’——not}
@mbside into Panegoism? Aads

¥ Does ¢ conceiva’ here mean imagine—have a mental picture of?

D3
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many sCnsations, notions, ideas, or impressions on the sen I
apd is it possible to separatc, even in thought, any of these
from petception? Tor my paif, I might as casily divide a
thing from itself. X may, indeed, divide in my thoughss, or
conceive apart from each other, thosc things which, perbaps,
I never perceived by sense so divided. Thus, I imagine the
trunk of a human body without the limbs, or,conceive the
smell of a rose without thinking on the rose itsclf, So far,
I will not deny, I can abstractm~if that may propaly be
called adstraction which extends ortly to the conceiving sepa-
rately such objects as it is possible may 1cally exist or be
actually perceived asunder. But my conceiving or imagining
" power does not extend beyond the possibility of real cxist-
ence or perceptiony, Hence, as il is impossible for me to sce
or feel anything without an actual sensation of that thing,
so is it impossible for me to conceive in my thoughts any sen.
sible thing or object distinct from the sensation or perceplion
of it. In truth, the object and the scnsation arc thej
same thing and cannot therefore bo abstincted fiom cach
othet.
/6. Seme truths there arc so near and obvious 1o the mind
that a man need only open his eyes to see them.  Suchel
take this imporiant one to be, viz that all “the choir of
heaven and furniture of the earih, in n word '\.}l those bodiey
which compose the mighty frame of the wold;ihave not any
subsistence without a mind—thal their being is 2o de percesved
or known ; that consequently so long as they me not
actually perceived by me, or do not exist in my mind or that
of any other created spiril, they must either have no exist-

1 Ilcre the * things of sense’ aie vaguely called ¢ notiofs’—a term in
this passage synonymous with sensation, idea, phenomenon. Berkeley
has not defined what he menas, here and elsewhere, by the metaphar
‘ xmpressmns on senae,’ which, taken lilerally, makes *perception’
motion in the bodily organ, mstead of state of conscions life.

% ¢Real existence or peweptnon, i. e, existence as realised in actual
perception,
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ence at all, or else subsist in the mind of some *Eternal

* Spiiit—it being perfectly unintelligible, and involving all the
absurdity of abstraction, to atfribute to any single part of
thena an existence independent of a spirjt.  To be convinced
of whieh, the reader nced only reflect, and try to separate in
his own thoughts the deing of a sensible thing from its Zeing
perceived *,

./ 1- From what has been said it is evident there is not any

other substance® than SPIRIT, or #at whick perceives®, But,

for the fuller demonstration of this point, let it be considered
the sensible qualities are colour, figure, motion, smecll, taste,
&c., 7, e. the ideas percelved by sense. Now, for an idea to
exist in an unpercelvmg thing is 2 manifest contradiction ;
for to have an idea is all one as to perceive ; that therefore
wherein colour, figure, &c. exist must perceive them ; hence

! Ueberweg accepts Derkeley’s arguments as 1cgards the necessary
dependence of phenomenn of sense, as phenomcna, alike severally and
in agpregates, on percipient mind : he denies that he has groved that
they may not a/so be external things, existing in space independently of
bemg perceived, and which may so operate on our senses that the spinl

ich animates our o (,nmsm is able to perccive Lthem.

Rerkeley has not heie given reason for adopting the alternative—hat
schsible things do snbslst contmuously in the perception of the Ktemnal
Spirt, dwing inteivals in which they are not pacaved by any finite
spitit—instead of the counter alternative of their ceasing to exist duting
such intervals. IIe does not even ask why we are obliged to believe n
their continuity., Still-less does he explain’ Zozw things wotild esist in
the Eteinal Mind during intervals of hinile perception. Is this moie
intelligible than absuact or unperceived existence? Do they exist as
peteeplions of sense 1n the mind of God ?

3 1le does not say distinctlly what he means by ®substance’ He
seems (like Descartes) to distinguish finite and relative from mfinite
subslance—the infinite substance being God.

3 Does th1® imply that each spiiit or ego must be always percipient
of phenomena—thal mind must always be conscions? Otherwise should
we not in an wnconscious spirié (on Berkeley's premises) still have an
cmpty abstraction, open to his objection against wngercesved things?
Indeed he says in his Commonplace Book, that the essence of mind is
conscious activity j—an ‘unthutting substance or substraium of ideas’
being a * manifest contradiction.
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it is clear there can be no uéthinking substance or swd-
stratum of those ideas.

"8, But, say you, though the ideas themselves do not exist
without the mind, yet theic may be things like them,
wheteof they are copies or resemblances, which things exist
without the mind in an unthinking substance®, I answer,
an idea can be nothing but an idea; a colour or figure
can be like nothing but another colour or figure®. If we
look but never so little into our own thoughts, we shall find
it impossible for us to conceive a likeness except only
between our ideas, Again, I ask whether those supposed
originals or external things, of which our ideas are the
pictures or represcntations, be themselves perceivaﬁle or
no? If they are, then they are ideas and we have gained
our point ; but if you say they are not, I appeal (o any one
whether it be sense to assert a colour is like something,
which is invisible; hard or sofi, like something which is
intangible ; and so of the rest.

9. Some there are who make a distinclion betwixt
primary and secondary qualities®. By the former they mean

!
g’ As those seemn to say who, in contraist with Betkeley, hold thal owm
! erception of the matetial world is #p¢ immedinte, but reached through
representative ideas, With DBerkeley ideas which appear in sense mie
not representative ;: they are the prasensed phenomenn of which his world
is composed.

% The reader should ponder this assumplion, illustraling it Lo himself
and examining its reason, Compare it with Lécke'’s assumption, Essay,
IL. 8, that onr ideas of some of the qualities of matter are resemblances
of what really exists in thingsg3

¢ Locke is here in his view, See Zssay, b, IL ch, 8. In this and
the seven following sections we have Derkeley's criticism of Locke's
acconnt of the Qualities of Matter. Lhat account implies that some of
them are independent of sensations. For Locke took for granted that
those qualities commonly called grimary do not need to he percaved
w order to be real. Those called seeondary, on the other hand, are
manifested only subjectively, in the sensations on which they depend.
8o we Znow the primary, and we only fee/ the sccondary. But Derkeley
tues, in what follows, to melt down the primary mto phenomena like,
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extension, figure, motion, rest, solidity, impenetrability, and
number ; by the latter they denote all other sensible quali-
Yies,~—as colours, sounds, tastes, and so foith. The ideas
we have of these lust they acknowledge not to be the
resetblances of anything existing without the mind, or
unperctived ; but they will have our ideas of the primary
qualities to be patterns or images of things which exist with-
out the mind—in an unthinking substance which they call
Matter.—By Maltter, therefore, we are to understand an
inert’, semseless subsiance, in which extension, figure and
motion do actually subsist. But it is evident, from what we
have already shewn, that extension, figure, and motion arc
only ideas existing in the mind; and that an idea can be
like nothing but ‘another idea ; and that consequently neither
they nor their archetypes ® can exist in an unperceiving sub-
stance. Hewme, it is plain thot the very notion of what is
called Matier or corporeal substarce involves a contradiciion
in its,

10. They who assert that figure, motion, and the rest of
the primary or original qualities do cxist without the mind,
in unthinking substances, do at the same time acknowledge
that colours, sounds, heat, cold, and suchlike scconday

the secondary, affiiming at the same time the 1eality of both, as realised
in thelr perceptions.

3 The wecessary powerlessness of Matier, with the consequent absurdity
of g}l materialistic explanations of the universe, is of the essence of
Berkeley’s philosophy.

3 ¢ Their archctypes,’ i. . the independent things, movable in space,
which the ideas or phenomena presented in sense were supposed to
symbolise.

3 Tn this section Berkeley has defined the ¢ Matter’ against which his
reasoning is directed. It is inert, unperceiving, and unperceived: yet
exlension, ﬂEure, and motion are attnbnled to ii: it is per se extended,
figured, and movable. Ile argues that this is uninielligible, and that
even the mathematical gnualities of things must be melted down into
sensations, which of course can exist only when perceived. Movement
in space cannot survive the withdiawal of the percipient activity which
is needed for realising it.
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dualities, do not-—which they tell us are scusations existing
in the mind alone, that depend on and are occusioned by
the different size, texture, and motion of the minute puticles
of matter’, | This they take for an undoubted tiuth, whicl
they can demonstrate beyond all exception. Now, if It be
certain that those original qualities are inseparably®united
with the other sensible qualities, and not, even in thought,
capable of being abstracted from them, it plainly follows
that they exist only in the mind. But I desire any one 10
reflect and try whether he can, by any abstraction of thought,
conceive the extension and motion of a body without all
other sensible qualities?. For my own parl, I see evidently
that it is not in my power to frame an jdea of a body ex-

(tended and moving, but T musi withal give it some colouf

- or other sensible quality which is acknowledged to exist

! only in the mind. In shott, extension, figure, and motiom
abstracted from all other qualitics, m ¢ inconceivable, Wheie
therefore the other sensible cualities are, there must these
be also, to wit, in the mind and nowhae clse.

11, Again, great and small, stift and sfoze, are allowed 10
exist nowhere without the mind, being entirely relative, and
changing as the frame or position of the mignns of scnse
vaties. The cxtension therefore which cxists without the
mind ¥ 1s neither great nor small, the motion neither swift nor

i Sea Locke’s Zssay, b. 11, ch.8. §§ 16 18; ch, a3, § 113 b, IV.
ch. 3. §§ 24~26, for his theory of the se/ation of the secondmy to the
primary qualities of matler—the lormer bring the suppused natwial
issue of (by us) unperccivable modifications of the primary atoms.
Locke cansequently demes the possibility of strictly demonstrative
science of nature, holding that physical science must nitimately 1est
on probable presumptions, Berkeley puls all qualitics—secondnry and
primary—~on the same sensuous fooling. Their essence is percipi.
There is only one way in which they can be real, i, ¢. in the conscious
life of spirit, 1If this ceases they cense.

9 That we cannot perceive extensions and motions nnless as blended
with sensations may be granted, Does it follow that extension and

motion are only transitory sensations?
3 ¢ Without the mind,’ i.e. unperceived.
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slow, that is, they arc nothing at all,  But, say you, they aic
extension in general, and motion in gencral: thus “we sce
how much the tenct of extended moveable substances exist-
ing without the mind depends an that strange doctrine of
abstfact ideas's  And here I cannol but 1emaik how ncarly
the vaghe and indeteiminate desciiption of Matler or cor-
porcal substance, which the modern philosophers are run
into by their ewn principles, resembles that antiquated and
so much ridiculed notion of materia prima, 1o be met with
in Aristotle and his followers® Withoul extcnsion solidity
cannot be conceived ; since therefore it has been shewn
that exicnsion exists not in an unthinking substance, the
same must also be true of solidity.

12. That number is entirely the creature of the mind?,
even though the other qualities be allowed to exist without,
will be evident to whoever considers that the same thing
bears a different denomination of number as the mind views
it with different respects. Thus, the same extension is one,
or three, or thirty-six, according as the mind considers it
with reference Lo a yard, a fool, or an inch. Number is so
visibly relative, and dependent on men’s undeistanding, that
it is strange 1o think how any onc should give it an absolute
existence without the mind, We say one book, one page,
one linc, &c. ; all these are cqually umts, though some con-
tain several of the others, And in each instance, it is plain,
the unit relates to some particular combination of ideas
arbitrarily put together by the mind.

1 Doaes it follow that if Extension, viewed apart from the perceptions
of individuals, is *neither great nar small’; or that Metion, so ab-
stracted, is ¢ flcither swifl nor slow,’ they must, after conscious mind is
withdiawn, be ¢ nothing at all*?

2 Yor Austotle’s mpdry YAy, see his Pkys. 1. 9; also Metaph. VIL 3.

8 If Number is entirely a ¢ creatme of the mind,’ how daes Berkeley
reconcile this with what he says clsewhere about plurality of finite
splrits?
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13. Unity T know some? will have to be a simple or un-
compounded idea, accompanying all other ideas into the
mind, That I have any such idea answaing the word warty
I do not find; and if I had, methinks T could not_miss
finding it: on the conttary, it should be the most fmnhaf
to my understanding, since it 15 said 10 accompany all other
ideas, and to be perceived by all the ways of sensation and
reflexion. To say no mote, it is an adsiract ilea®,

14. I shall fuither add, ihat, after the same manner as
modern philosophers prove cerfain sensible qualities to have
no cxistence in Matter, or withoul the mind, the same thing
may be likewise proved of all other sensible qualities what-
soever. Thus, for instance, it is said that heat and cold ar¢
affections only of the mind, and not at all patterns of real
beings existing in the corporeal substances which excite
them, for that the same body which appears cold to one
band scems warm to another®, Now, why may we not as
well argue that figme and cxtension are nol pattems or
resemblances of qualitics existing 1n Matter, because to the
same eye al different stations, or cyes of a different texture
at the same station, they appear various, and cannot there-
fore be the images of anylhing scitled and determinate
without the mind? Again, it is proved that sweelness is not
really in the sapid thing, because the thing remaining un-
altered the sweetness is changed into bitter, as in case of &
fever or othcrwise vitiated palate. Is it not as reasonable
to say that motion is not withoul the mind, since if the

1 Lacke for instance. See Fssay, b. TL. ch. . § 4.

% Cf. Locke’s Zssay, b. IL ch. 4. § ¥; ch. 13. § 26; ch, 16, § 1)
whee ‘number’ is said to be ¢ the mosl universal idea we have,' applics
able to everything 1¢al or 1magmn.ry.

3 Yel we find a standard in the thermometer, in which motior
(n primary quality) is substituted for sensations of heat and cold
(secondary qualities), which are thus interpreted in terms of motion.
Berkeley argues that {he motion cqually with the jeeling of heat is
dependent on being realised in living perception.
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succession of ideas in the mind hecome swiflter the motion,
it is acknowledged, shall appear slower without any altera-
tion in any extcrnal object? 4

15% In short, let any one consider those arguments which
are thoyght manifestly to prove that colours and tastes exist
onfy ‘in the mind, and he shall find they may with equal
force be brogght to prove the same thing of extension,
figure, and motion.—Though it must be confessed this
method of arguing docs not so much prove that there is no
extension or colour in an -outward object, as that we do not
know by sense which is the #we extension or colour of the
object. But the arguments foregoing® plainly shew it to be
impossible that eny colour or extension at all, or other
sensible quality whalsoever, should exist in an unthinking
subject without the mind ; or in truth, that there should be
any such thing as an outward object

16, But let us examine a little the reccived opinion.—It
is said exiension is & mode or accident of Matter, and that
Matler is the swhstratum that supports it. Now I desirc
thal you would explain to me whai is meant by Matter’s
supporting exiension. Say you, I have no idea of Matter
and therefore cannot explain it. I answer, though you have
no positive, yet, if you have any meaning at all, you must
at least have a relative idea of Matter; though you know

1 See §§ 5—9, which argue that if all conscious mind were withdiawn
from the universe, the woids which now signify sensible things must
become meaningless,

% Ilis conclusion, in this part of the argnment against Maiter as an
independent factor in the universe of existence—which turns on the
mind-dependent character of the gualitfes of Matler—is that el of
them—the primary as much as the secondary—resolve into phenomens
which presuppose a living percipient, and therefore cannot be real in
the absence of all sentient intelligence, In its absence they cease to be
actual ; and supposed ‘Matter’ becomes an unintelligible abstraction.
All is qualities, including its motions, are dependent for their reality
on percipient activity lifting them into it: and this holds good of our
organism itself as well as of extra-organic bodies.
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not what it is, yet you must be supposed to know what
relation it bears to accidents, and what is meant by its
supnorting them. It is evident ‘suppoit’ cannot here be
taken in its usual or literal sensc—as when we say that
pillars support a building; in what sense thcr(_fom_‘must it
be taken ?

¥ 19, If we inquite into what the most accurate philoso-
phers declare themselves to mean by material Psubstonce ! we
shall find them acknowledge they have no other meaning
annexed to those sounds but the idea of Jeing in general,
together with the relative notion of éis supporting accidents.
The geneial idea of Being appeareth to me the most abstract
\and incomprehensible of all other ; and asfor its supporting
accidents, this, as we have just now observed, cannot he
undeistood in the common schse of those words; it must
therefore be taken in some other sense, but what that is they
do not explain. So that when I consider the two parts or
branches which make the signification of the words malerial
substance, I am convinced theie 15 no dislinct meaning
annexcd to them. But why should we trouble oursclves uny
farther, in discussmg this matciial swdstratum or *support’
of figure, and motion, and other sensible qualities?  oes
it not suppose #4¢y have an existence withoui the mind?
And is not this a direct repugnancy, and aliogether incon-
ceivable??

! He argues elsewhere that the meaninglessness applies exclusively o
material substance, and not to spiritual substance. e anccepts the
egv, or spititual substance, as an intelligible datum of conscionsness.
Personel pronouns, he argues, have meaning : waperceived phendmena
have none,

? He seems to have Locke in view. Cf, Locke's Estap, b. L ch. 4.
§18; b, 1L ch. 12, §§ 3~6; ch. 13. § 19; ch. 23, where our idea of
substance, as distinct fiom all perceived qualitics, is said to Le dark,
confused, and of little use. Vel Locke hesitates to dismiss this abstiact
idea—as Hume afterwards did ; or even to exclude it from the material
world—as Berkeley is hete doing. ¥or l.ocke recognises it as some-
thiug of which we are conscious, obscure though 1t be—the iden of  one
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18, But though it were possible that solid, figured, move-
able swhstances wmay exist without the mind, corresponding
/o the ideas we haye of bodies, yet how is it possible for us
to know this? Either we must know it by Sense or by
Reason.—As for omr scnses, by them we have the know-
ledge only of our sensations, ideas, or those things that are
immediately peiceived by sensc, call them what you will:
but they do not inform us that thmgs exist Without the
mind, or unperccived, like to those which me perceived.
This the Materialists themselves acknowledge'.—IL remains
therefore that if we have any knowledge at all of external
things, it must be by Reason inferring their existence from
what is immediatoly perceived by sense. But what rcason
can induce us to believe the existence of bodies without the
mind, from what we perccive, since the veiy pattons of
Matter themselves do not prelend there is any wecessary
connexion betwixt them and our ideas? IYsay il is granted
on all hands—and whal happens in dreams, frenzies, and
the like, puts it beyond dispute—that it is possible we
might be affected with all the ideas we have now, though
there were no bodies existing without resemblingethem,
1lence, it is cvident the supposition of external bodies is
not necessary for the producing ou ideas ; sincetis gianted
they are produced sometimes, and might possibly be pro-
duced always in the same order we see them in at present,
without their concurience.

knows not what support’ of the perceived qualities, ¢ which we are
somehow obhiged to presuppose.’

L ¢« Materinlist” here includes all who maintain the reality of material
substance neitler percipient nor perceived ; not limited, as it commonly
is, 1o those who take Matter, or movable atoms, to be the only real
existence. The hypothesis that God, by divinely-cstablished law in
nature, has made Matter able to be conscious, must be distinguished
fiom the Umveisal Materialism which substitutes blind atomism
for God. Lepcke while rejecting the latter suggests the possibility of
the former,
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9. But, though we might possibly have all our sensations
w:thout them, yet pethaps it may be thought casier to
conceivé and” explain the manner of their production, by
supposing external bodies in their likeness rathersthan
otherwise ; and so it might be at least probable therc ac
such things as bodics that excite their ideas in our minds.
But neither can this be said ;for, though we give the
materialiSts théir exfernal bodies, they by their own con-
fession aie never the nemer knowing /Zow our ideas are
produced smce they own themselves unable to com_pre-
hend in what manner body can act upon spirit, or how it is
possxble it should 1mprmt any idea in the mind?% Hence
it is ev1dent "the production "of ideas or sensations in out
minds can be no reason why we should suppose Matter, or
cotpareal substances, since #4a? is acknowledged to remain
equally inexplicable with or without this supposition. 1f
itherefore it were possible for bodics to exist without the
mind? vet to hold they do so must nceds be a very pie-
carious opinion ; since it is to suppose, without any 1cason
at all, that God has created innumerable beings that ait
entirely useless, and serve to no manner of purpose®,
~ 20. In short, if there were external bodies, it is imimb-
sible we should ever come to know it and if there were
not, we mxght have the very same reasons to think there
were that 'We have now, Supposc—what no one can deny
possible—an. 12telhgencc without the help of external bodies,

— ——

1 So Locke, wi rprofesses inability to explain how the percipient
act originates, _al ough we may find by observation the organic
condifions uader which it manifests itself. Locke repndiates any final
explanation of petceptmn He takes it as an inexplicabl fagt,

2 ¢+ Without the mind,’ i. e. in the ahsence of all percipient life,

3 Not ‘useless’ 1f it can be shown that the independent existence
of sensible things is neceded in order to (a) my knowledge of the
existence of other men; () the existence of continuous order in nature }

and (¢) the recogmition of my own existence ag a person. Of all which
afterwards,
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to be affected with the same train of sensations or-ideas
that you aic, imprinted in the same ader, and with like
vividness in his mind. I ask whether that intelligence hath
not all the reason to helieve the existence of corporeal sub-
stances, «epresented by his ideas, and exciling them in his
mind, that you can possibly have for believing the same
thing? Of this there can be no question; which one
consideration were enough to make any rcosonable person
suspect the strength of whatever .arguments he may think
himself to have, for the existence of bodies without the
mind .

21, Were it necessary to add any farther proof against
the Existence of Matter?, after what has becn said, I could
instance scveral of those enos and difficulties (not to
mention impieties) which have sprung fiom that tenet. It
has occasioned numbetiless controversies and disputes in
philosophy, and not a few of far gteater moment in 1cligion.
But I shall not enter into the detwl of them in this place,
as well becanse I think aiguments g postriori aie un-
necessary for confirming what has been, if I mistake not,
sufliciently demonstrated @ priors®, as because I shalk here-
afier’ find occasion to speak somewhat of them.

22. I am afaid T have given cause to think I am need-

1 Whether Derkeley's conception of the material woild can be recon-
ciled with Jaw w2 satuse, without piesupposing covertly what 1t pro-
fessedly rejects, 1s the question which here begins to suggest itself. If
the reality of natural order among phenomena requires the zaupes ceived
or independent existence of what is manifested to us in sense, then
Berkeley must not say thal the independent matter 1s ‘entirely useless,’
and ‘serves no manner of purpose.’

3 {. e ils existence independently of 1calising Spi1it.

* Tn its old meaning ‘1easoning a préioré’ is from the presupposed
essential nature (real definition) of a cause—prior lo any experience of
its effects; ¢ remsonng @ gosteriori’ is based upon observation of its
effects. The premises in the former case are abstract principles; those
in the latter are facts of experience. The melhod of the former is
deductive; that of the latter inductive,
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lessly-piolix in handling this subject. 1o, to whal purpose
is it to dilate on that which may he demonstiated with the
utmost evidence in a line or Lwo, to any.onc that 1s capable
of the least reflection? It is but looking into your own
thoughts, and so &»ying whether you can concetve # possible
for a sound, or figure, or motion, or colour Lo cxist without
the mind or unperceived. This easy tiin), may pethaps
make you see thal what you contend for is a downright
contradiction. Insomuch that I am content to put the
wholc upon this issue :—If you can but conceive it possible
for one extended moveable substance, or, in general, for
any one idea, or anything like an idea, to exist otherwisc
than in a mind peiceiving it!, I shall readily give up the
cause. And, as for all thal compages of external bodies
you contend for, I shall grant you its existence, though you
cannot either (@) give me any rcason why you believe it
exists, or ($) assign any use to it when it is supposed to exisl.
I say, the bare possibility of your opinions being true shall
pass for an argument that it is so. #

23. But, say you, surely theie is nothing easicr than o
me te imagine tiecs, for instance, in a park, or books ex-
isting in a closet, and nobody by to perceive them. I
answer, you may so, there is no difficulty in it; hut what
is all this, I bescech you, more than framing in yowr mind
certain ideas which you call books and trces, and at the
same time omilting to frame the 1dea of any onc that may
perceive them?  But do not you yourself perceive or think
of them all the while? 'This therefore is nothing to the
purpose : it only shews you have the power of imagining or
forming ideas in your mind ; but it does not shew that you
can conceive it possible the objects of your thought may
exist without the mind. To make out this, i i5 necessary
that you conceive them existing unconcesved ov unthought

! Is a universe empty of all percipient life, finite or Divine, conceivable?
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of, which is a manifest repugnancy.  When we de ouy
utmost o conceive the cxistence of external bodies, we are
all the while only contemplating our own ideas. But the
mind,etaking no notice of irself, is deluded to think 1t ean
and docs conceive bodics existing unthought of or withouy
the mind, though at the same time they are apprehended
by or exist in i{gelf'. A little atiention will discover to any
one the truth and evidence of what is here said, and make
it unnecessary to insist on any other proofs against the
existence of marerial subsiance®,

24. It is very sbvious, upon the least inquity into our own
thoughts, to know whether it be possible for us to uaden
stand what is mea&nt by the abdsoluse existence of sensibla
objects in themsedves, or without the mind. To me it is evis
dent those words mark out either a direct contradiction, or
else nothing al all. And to convince others of this, I know
no readicr or fairer way than to entreat they would calmly
attend to their own thoughts; and if by this attention the
ampiness or repugnancy of those expressions dees appesr,
surely nothing more is requisite for their conviction. It is
on thls therefore that I insist, to wit, that the absoluteeexist-
ence of unthinking things aie woids without a meaning,
or which include a contradiction® This is what I repeat

1 L may be asked whether this argument does not equally apply to
the existence of o/ker persons; whose existence, as signified by material
phenomena, it 18 one aim of Berkeley’s philosophy to vindicate, Con-
scious life ewternal to kés own, is not, he would srgue, meaningless
in the way unperceived matter is. This is an intelligible soit of exter-
nality, derived from our notion of cur own self-conscious life, But what
of persons in therr intervals of apparent unconsclousnesa? Is the
existence of an’ witconscious spirit more intelligible than the existence
of nnperceived matter?

3 What we only imagine is so far real, but it is real subjectively or
privately—nat as part of the universal system of ordered things. Now,
it is the dnlers upled existence of material things in living experience
that Berkeley has to reconcile with faith n their permanence.

® (@) A ‘contradiction,’ 1f they mean that sensible objects are at

S. B. 1341° -
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and inculcate, and earnestly recommend to the altentive
thoughts of the reader.

;. 25. All our ideas, sensations, notions, or the things“which
Ywe perceive, by whatsocver names they may be distin-
guished, are visibly inactive—there is nothing of Power or
Agency meluded in them. So that one idea or object of
thought cannot produce or make any alteration in another,
.—To be satisfied of the truth of this, there is nothing else
requisite but & bare observatiori of our ideas. For, since
they and every part of them exist only in the mind, it fol-
lows that there is nothing in them but what is perceived :
but whoever shall attend to his ideas, whether of sense or
reflection, will not perceive in them any power or activity ;
there is, therefore, no such thing contained in them. A
little attention will discover to us thatfthe very being of an
idea implies passiveness and inertness in it, insomuch that
it is impossible for an idea to do anything, or, strictly
speaking, to be the cause of anything : ncither can it be the
resemblance or pattern of any active being, as is evident
from %ect, 8. Whence it plainly follows that extengion,
figure, and motion cannot be the cause of our sensations,
To say, therefore, that these are the effects of powers resnlt-

once perceived and not perceived—phenomenal and yet not phe-
nomenal. () ¢ Words withont a meaning® if what is intended is,
that Matter is ‘something’ otber than natural phenomena, The argu-
ment resls on the assumption that what is not sense-presented is
not merely unimaginable, but must be empty abstraction. But for
Berkeley's recognition elsewhere that personal pronouns are not
meaningless, this principle wonld involve the agnostic phenomenalism
of Hume. -

Berkeley rejects, as meaningless, a material world unrealised by any
living percipient. He tlzkes no account of the distinction between
existence that is only pofential and existence that is acfuel, i. e. realised
in living experience. The function of x or mystery in human know-
ledge Is & subject to be pondered, with the question whether philosophy
ean gver entirely eliminate x.
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ing fiom the configuration, number, motion, and size of
dorpuscles, must certainly be false .

v 26, We perceive a conunual suceession of ideas; some
ue apew cxcited, others are changed or totally disappear.
There is, therefore some Cause of these ideas, whereon they
jepend, and which produces and changes them. That this
zause cannot lJe any quality, or idea, or combination of
ideas is clear from the preceding section. It must there-
fore be a substance ; but it has been shewn that there is
no corporeal or malerial substance: it remains therefore
that the cause of ideas is an incorporeal active substance
or Spirit %

! In this and the next scclion we have the rudiments of that concep-
tion of Cansality and Pgwer which it is the chief porpose of Berkeley's
philosophy to unfold, a It implies the ¢ofal powerlessness of Matter.
In § 25 he tuns fiom“Spint giving reabty lo the material world, to
Spirit as the only real agent in existence. Ilere his first position iy, '
that there is no power o: active causnlity in things of sense: *bare!
observation’ gives proof of their inactivity, he says}y Customary sequence {
among things, maintamed by God, 1s the only soit of ¢ causality* which
Berkeley recogmises in the matertal world; which is with him a
divinely-established system of significant phenomena, in which g priosé
anytling might by God have been made the sign or so-called natuial
cause of anything. This is ke the physical couception of cansalityyy
afterwaids professed by IIume, Brown, Comte, the Mills, and others,
in harmony with Bacon’s favoutile conceplion of external nalure as
a system of inteipretable signs, of which the natwal sciences are the
interpretation. With them, howevel, it was not, as with Berkeley,
limited 1o the material world, and so with them agency proper is left
out of account.

2 Here Beikeley, like Locke, without an express analysis of the
ambiguous teim ‘canse,” proceeds tacitly upon the assumplion, that
every change necessarily presupposes the existence of something out of
which it issues, Power is with him mote than antecedent phenomenon.
ITe sees in phefomena only ordered signs, Spiit a/orze being the cause
of their order and consequent sigmficance or interpretability. The
matetial world is thus emplied of power, and its supposed ‘powers’ 4
are refunded into Spirit. All appearances m sense and the constant
order in which they appear are passive or caused - only Spirit actively
causes, Except metaphorically, he does not altnbute efficacy to any
sensible thing: the materlal world conswsts of aggiegated phenomena,

E2
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z7.” A Spirit is one simple, undivided, active being—as it
perceives ideas it is called the Undersianding, and as it is pro-
duces or otherwise gperates about them it.is called the TFiZ
Hence there can be no #dea formed of a soul or spirit; for,
all ideas whatever, being passive and inert, (vid. sect. 25,)
cannot remeisent unto us, by way of image or likeness, that
which acts, [ A little attention will make it plain to any one
that to have an idea which shall be Ji%z that active principle
of motion and change of ideas is absolutely impossible.
Such 1s the nature of Spirit, or that which acts, that it
cannot be of itself perceived, but only by the effects which
it produceth,—1If any man shall doubt of the truth of what
is here delivered, let him but reflect and try if we can frame
the idea of any Power or Active'Being; and whether he
has ideas of two principal powers, marked by the names
172l and Understanding, distinct from each other, as well as
from a third idea of Substance or Being in gencral, with a

uniform in their sequences, In recognising only o divinely aibitrary
invariableness in the natural owder of phenomena, he takes no explicit
account of our justification in refunding cflects mto canses, and cnuses
that maadequnate to the effects,

In these seclions Betlkeley scems to found our notion of Power on our -
intuitive conviction of our own acUvity—akin to the solution adopted \
afterwards by Reid, Stewart, and Maine de Biwan, Elsewhere (e.g.
Sirds, 257) he seems to trace it specially to agency for which one 1s
responsible, and in which, therefore, he must be fice to act or not
to act. His views (moe developed in the Findication and n 87ris)
may be compared with thosc of Locke, Zssay, b, I, ¢h. 21 and ch. 26;
also with the reduction of the cansal relation aflerwards proposed by
Hume; with the analysis of causation by Kant, as & category’ con-
stitntive of experience; or (lurning to ancient speculation) with the
Aristotelinn Four Causes. Hume iries to show that mecessizy of con-
nexion among phenomena 1s an illusion. Kant finds the notion of
canse presupposed in the very possibility of an dnfeliigible experience. !
According to Aristotle, everything presupposes (@) meatier of which
it is made; () form o1 essence by which it may be defined; (¢) force or
efficiency by which the matter and form have been united in its consti-
tution; and (d) end or purgese which it is its function to fulfl;—so
that 2 philosophical knowledge of an individual thing, or of the uni-
verse itself, would be a knowledge of it in all these four relations.
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relative notion of its supporting or being the subject‘.of the
aforesaid powers—which is signified by the name Soul o
Spiiit!. This is what some hold ; but, so far as I can see,
the words will, soul, spirit, do not stand for dilferent idea,
or, in tunth, for any idea at all, but for something which jg
very different from ideas, and which, being an Agent, cay-
not be like unto, or represented by, any idea whatsoevyr,
Though it must be owned at the same time that we haye
some #otion* of soul, spirit, and the operations of the minq ,
such as willing, loving, hating—inasmuch as we know g
understand the meaning of these words.

28, I find I can excile ideas in my mind at pleasuie, ahg
vary and shift the scenc as oft as I think fit . It is no mop
than willing, and straightway this or that idea arises in my
fancy ; and by the same power it is obliterated and makeg
way for another. T'his making and unmaking of ideas doy,
very properly denominate the mind active. This much i4
aattnir ond growmalad air expatanaes bud wihare we ol g/
unthinking agents, or of exciting ideas exclusive of Valitiop,
we only amuse ourselves with words 4

&~

According lo Locke we have no positsve idea cither of corporey)
or of spiritual substance; yet he recognises an obscule zegarive wea of
both. Berkelcy accepts, as giwen s consciousness of self, the * nolioy, »
(not* ides or phenomenon) of spirdfual substance. Hume afterwargg
rejected both, as neither can be traced to a semse-given phenomengy,
Xant recalled the intellectual notion of substance, as Decessr)y
involved in the intelligibility ot experience§

2 In short, according io Berkeley, thé notions and judgments
substance and cause seem given Lo us empirically in our consciousness of
continued personality and of moral agency, rather than as necessar;)
mvolved 1 experience. He says too that we have ‘notions,’ not ¢ ideag?
of them ; for Spirit cannot be phenomenalised,

? In this and the five following sections we have Berkeley's accoyp
of the difference between the original date or idens of caunse, and gy
subjective imagination of those data.

4 The émpotence of Matler rather than ils wnsealify, when 1t 18 ft
perceived, s the lesson of spiritual philosophy.
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-(]él.u., whalever power I may have over my own
ughtl, I find the ideas actually peiceived by Sense have
20t a like dependence on my will. When in bioad day-
light I open my eyes, il is not in my power io ochoosc
whether I shall see or no, or to determine what paiticula
objects shall present themselves to my view ; and so like-
wise as to the hearing and other scnscs, the ideas imprinted
on them are not creatures of my will. Thee is therefore
some ozker Will or Spirit that produces them.

30. Theideas of Sense are more strong, lively, and distinct
than those of the Imagination ; they have likewise a steadi-
ness, order, and coherence, and are not excited at random,
as those which aie the effects of human wills often are, but
in a regular tiain or series—ihe admitable connexion whereof
sufficiently testifies thc wisdom and hencvolence of s
Author. Now the scl 1ules or established methods wherein
the Mind we depend on excites in us the ideas of sense,
are called the /atos of nafure; and these we learn by
expericnce?, which teaches us that such and such ideas
are attended with such and such other ideas, 1 the ordinary
course-of things.

31. This gives us a sorl of foresight which cnables us to
Pegulate our actions for the benefit of life. And without
this we should be eternally at a loss; we could not know
how to act anything that might procuie us the least pleasure,
‘or remove the least pain of sense. That food nourishes,
sleep 1efieshes, and fire waims us; that to sow in the seed-
time is the way to reap in the harvest ; and in general that
to obtain such or such ends, such or such means are con-
ducive—all this we know, not by discovering any necessary

! Something more than present phenomena is here tacitly presupposed
in ‘expertence’: otheiwise, experience is only of what is at the moment,
not of what will always be. How does experience give conviction of
the constancy of order, if it is concerned only with ideas or phenomena
of sense now present?
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connexton between our ideas, but only by the edservation of
the settled laws of nature, without which we should be all.
in uncertainty and confusion, and a grown man no more
knowshow to manage himself n the affairs of life than an
infant just born,

32. And yet this consistent uniform working, which so
evidently displgys the goodness and wisdom of that Govern-
ing Spirit whose Will constitutes the laws of nature; is so
far from leading our thoughts to Him, that it rather sends
them wandering after secorrd causes. For{ when we perceive
certain ideas of Sense constantly followed by other ideas,
and we know this is not of our own doing, we forthwith
attribute power and agency to the ideas themselves, and
make one the cause of another, than which nothing can be
more absurd and unintelligible) Thus, for example, having
observed that when we perceive by sight a certain 10und
luminous figure we at the same time perceive by touch the
idea of sensation called heat, we do fiom thence conclude
the sun to be the cawse of heat. And in like manner pet-
ceiving the notion and collision of bodies to be attended
with sound, we mie inclined to think the latter the effeec of
the former,

33. The ideas imprinted on the Senses by the Author of
nature are called rea/ things : and those excaited in the Ima-
gination being less regular, vivid, and constant, are more
properly termed ideas, or images of ¢hings, which they copy
and represent. But then our sensations, be they never so
vivid and distinct, are nevertheless ideas ; that is, they cxist
in the mind %, or are perceived by it, as truly as the ideas of

1 Reduction®of induction to present ¢ observation’ is open to the
difficulty suggested in the preceding note.

% ¢in the mind’ is here and elsewhere used figuratively for desng
perceived, not for being Jocally within mind,—to which terms of locality
ate foreign, We do not speak of the size or shape of a thought, or
a feeling, or a volition, apart from their correlative organic conditions,
with which physiology is concerned.
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its own framing. ‘The ideas of Sensc we allowed to havg
more reality in them, that is, to be more st1ong, orderly, and
coherent than the cieatures of the mipd; but this is ng
argument that they exist without the mind. { They are alsg
less dependent on the spint, or thinking substanec which
percewes them, in that(they are exciled by the will of an-
Bther and more powerful Spirit; yet still they are /deas, ang
certainly no idea, whether faint or strong, can cxist otherwise
than in a mind perceiving it*.")

1 Such is Berkeley’s account of the difference between peiceived
things and 1magined things—between actual perception i sense and
mete fancy. Things of which we arc percipient, he says, (@) appear mn-
voluntarily, as far as the percipient is conceineds while fancies are oy
own creatutes ; () the foumer are mote strong, lively, and distinct thay
the latlel, thus differing from them in degree ; (¢) they arc units in a fixeq
orderly system. The sccond of these three distinguishing marks wag
afterwards emphasised by Hume, m his contrast betwean wnpiessiong
and their (representative) sdeas (27 eatise of Human Natuie, b. 1. pt. x,
§§ 1, 83 pt. 40 § Y5 Znquiry concerning Iluman Understonding § ).
Hume explains all Je/ief as the issue of the natural tendency of bling
sustom do anlinvy Shose adans ov phanomene dhed 200 S dp conntog,
connexion ; thus transformung them fiom capriciows fancies into heliefy,
*The memary, senses, and understandig are,’ he says, ‘all of thcnn
foundeli on the intensity or wvivacity of our ideas,’—See Lejhnis,
De tmodo distinguendi Phenomena Realla ab Ifmwmm s, and Lodco
Zssay, b IV, ch. 2. § 14; ch. 4; ch. 11, for apinions unlc(.ult.nl tu
Berkeley,
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OBJECTIPNS TO THE PRINCIPLES

v

34. Before we procecd any farther it is necessary we
spend some time in answcring Objections which may prob-
ably be made against the Piinciples we have hitheito laid
‘down.-‘ In doing of which, if I scem too prolix to those of
quick apprehensions, I desire I may be excused, since all
men do not equally apprehend things of this natwe, and
I am willing to be understood by every one.

First, then, it will be od/ected that by the foregoing prin-
ciples all that is real and substantial in nature is banished
out of the world ; and instead thereof a chimerical scheme
of ideas takes place. All things that exist exist only in the
mind, that is, they aie purcly notional®, What therefore
becones of the sun, moon, and stars?  What must we think
of houses, 1ivels, mountains, trees, stones ; nay, even of our
own bodies? Arc all these but so many chimeias and illu-
sions on the fancy?

To all which, and whatever else of the same sort may be
objected,(I answer, that by the principles premised we are
not deprived of any one thing in nature. Whatever we see,
feel, hear, or any wisc conceive or understand, remams as
secure as ever, and is as real as ever. Theie is a_rerum
natura, and the distinction between realities and chimeras
retains its full force, This is evident from scct. 29, 3o,

3 ‘notional,’ Herenotion is undistinguished from dea or phrenomenon,
CL §27.
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and 33, where we have shewn what is meant by real things,
in opposition to ckimeras, or ideas of our own framing? ; but
then they both equally exist in the mind, and in that sense
are alike Zdeas.
3 5.( T do not argue against the cxistence of any ene thing
that we can apprehend either by sense or reflection. That
f@he things I see with my eyes and touch with my hands do
exist, 1eally exist, I make not the least question. The only
thing whose existence we denyis that which philosophers call
,matter or corporeal substance.) And in doing of this there is
no damage done to the rest of mankind, who, I daie say, will
never miss it. Theatheist indeed will want the colour of an
cmpty name to support his impiety ; an@ the philosophers
+may possibly find they have lost a great handle for tiifling
and disputation.
v--36. If any man thinks this detracts fiom the existence or
reality of things, he is very far from understanding what hath
been premised in the plainest terms I could think of. 'Take
here an abstract of what has becn said :—{There are spuitual
subslances, minds, or human souls, which excite ideas? in
themeelves at pleasuie®: but these are faint, weak, and
unsteady in respect of others {hey perceive by Sense, wlnch,
being impiessed upon them pccording to certain Rules or
Laws of Nature, speak themselves the effects of a Mind more
powerful and wise than human spirits.  These latter are said
10 have more reality ! in them than the former ;—by which i

S maris e

1 ¢of our own fiaming,’ whereas ‘real things’ are continuously pre-
sented by a power other than ours—the Divine Power univeisally
operative in nature,

% ¢ideas,’ i.e, fancles, in contiast to the 1eal ideas oT which we aie
percipient in sense, and which enable us to mterpret nature.

% Jdeas thus raised we call fancies or dreams of imagination, in cons
tinst with the 1eal ideas or natural phenomena which are piesented in
our senses,

4 ‘more reality.’ This implies that seality admits of dsgrees. Ace
cordingly that is for m¢ most 1eal which enteis most into 1clation
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meant that they are more affecting, orderly, and distingt, and
that they are not fictions ! of the mind perceiving them. And
in this sense the sun that I see by day is the real sun, and
that which I imagine by night is the idea of the foimer?®

kI_r_x\ the sense here given of »zality, 1t is evident that every
vegetable, star, mineral, and in general each part of the
mundane systerp, is as much a reaZ being by ow principles
as by any other.) Whether others mean anything by the
term realify dilferent from what I do, I entreat them to look
into their own thoughts and see)

37. It will be wmged that thus muchat least is tiue, to wit,
that we take away all coiporeal sudsiances. To this my
answet is, that if tire word ¢ substance’ be taken in the vulgar
sense—for a combination of sensible qualities, such as exten-
sion, solidity, weight, and the like—this we cannot be accused
of taking away ; but if it be taken in a philosophic sense—
for the support of accidents or qualities withownt the mind,
then indeed I acknowledge thal we take it away, if one may
be said to take away that which never had any existence, not
even in the imagination.

38. But after all, say you, it sounds very harsh o say we
eat and drink ideas, and are clothed with idcas. I acknow-
ledge it does so—the word 22ea not being usced in common

with my individual peisonality; for man, that which most fully satis-
fies the ideal man. Thus the appearances presented to the senses are
more realised when interpreted scientifically than when looked at or
felt unintelligenily; and when also appichended philosophically, or
in their 1elation to God, they are realised in the highest degree. _But
do me1e fancies differ from actual perceptions only in degree?

1 The appeatances or qualities of things, when actually presented to
our senses, a1e ¥ not fictions’: they are reality immediately present in
sense. They cannot misrepresent, because they are not representative of
reality, but are themselves the real thing : they constitute matter.

% Here again we have the signal difference between imagined matter
and real matter insisted on, and sought to be reconciled with the already
argned unsubstantiality and powerlessness of the matenal world, apart
from percipient and active mind.
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discaurse to signify the several combinations of sensible
qualities which are called ##ngs ;—and it is certain thit any
expression which varies fiom the familiar use of language
will seem harsh and ridiculous. But this doth not cencern
the truth of the proposition, which in other words is no moie
than to say, we are {ed and clothed with ihose things which
we perceive immediately by our senses. The hardness or
softness, the colour, taste, warmth, figure, or suchlike quali-
ties, which, combined together, constitute the several sorts
of vicluals and apparel have been shewn to exist only in
the mind that perceives them ; and this is all that 15 meant
by calling them 7#deas; which woul if it was as ordinarily used
as thing, would sound no harsher nor more ridiculous than
it. I am not for disputing about the piopriety, but the truth
of the expression. If thercfoie you agree with me that we
cat and diink and ave clad with #&e fwmediale objects af sense,
which cannot exist unperceived or without the mund, 1 shall
+ readily grant it is more proper or conformable to custom
thal they should be called #kéngs rather than Zdeas.
. 39. Ifit be demanded why T make use of the wod idea,
and do not rather in compliance with custom call them
tfungs, 1 answer, I do it for two recasons :—fist, becanse
j the term ZZing, in contradistinction lo idea, is gencially
supposed to denote somewhat existing without the mind?;
\ secondly, because #éng hath a more comprehensive 51g111ﬁ-
cation than #Zea, including spirit or thinking things as well
as ideag? Since therefore the objects of scnse éxist only in
the mind, and are withal thoughtless and inactive ®, I choose
to mark them by the word idea*, which impliecs those
properties.
! i, e, unperceived—umealised by any conscions being.
% Self-conscions agenis are propeily called persons, in contiast to
things.
# 11e takes for granted that he has alieady demonstraied the wholly

dependent substantiality and power attributable to matter,
4 ¢Sensation,’ ¢ impression,’ ¢pescept,’ ¢ phenomenon,’ might be sub-
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40, Dut, say what we can, some one perhaps may be apt
f

to reply, he will still believe his senscs, and never suffer any,
arguments, how playsible soever, to prevail over the certainty
of them. Be il so; assert the evidence of scnse as high ay
you please ; we arc willing to do the same. That what I sce,
hear, and feel dof} exiss, that is to say, is perceived by me,
I no more doufyl than I do of my own being. But I do not
see how the testimony of sezse can be alleged as a proof for
the existence of anything which is no# perceived by sense,
We are not for having any man tuin sceptic and disbelieve
his senses; on the contrary, we give them all the stress and
assurance imaginable; nor are there any principles more
opposite to Sceptitism than those we have laid down, asg
shall be hereafter clearly shewn®,

\'qeqr. Secondly, it will be ebjected that there is a great Aif
erence betwixt real fire, for instance, and the idea of fire,
;Ibetwixt dreaming or imagining oncself burnt, and actually
being so: if you suspect it to be only the idea of fire which
you sce, do but put your hand into it and you will be con-
vinced with a witness®.  This and the like may be urged in
opposition to our tenets.—{To all which the answer is evident
from what hath been already said ; and I shall only add
this place, that if real fire be very different from the idea of
fire, 50 also is the real pain that it occasions very different
from the i1dea of the same pain; and yet nobody will pre.
tend thai real pain either is, or can possibly be, in an
stituted, thongh objections are open (o them all. In $irés he mefers
phenomenon to dew, as the name for appearances presented in the
senses. '
! Berkeley afgues that to suppose semsible things which are not
perceived by anp mind 15 as absurd as to suppose perception without
perception. But to 1esolve 2ZZugs wholly inlo 1solated ideas o
phenomens leaves the material world without any prineiple connectin

its present with 1ts absent phenomena, and therefole unintelligible,

This is the essence of Scepticism.
* So Locke, Zssay, b. IV, ch. 11, §§ 7, 8.
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unperceiving thing, or without the mind, any more than
its idea )

a2. Thirdly, it will be odjected thal we see things agtually
without, or at a distance from us ; and which consequently
do not exist in the mind ; it being absuid that those thinge
which are seen at the distance of several miles should be
as near to us as our own thoughis.—In haswer 10 this,
I desire it may be considered that in a dieam we do oft
perceive things as existing at a great diglnce off, and yet
for all that, those things are acknowledged to have their
existence only in the mind.

43. But, for the fuller clearing of this point, it may be
worth while to consider kow it is that we perceive disiance
and things pluced at a distance by sight. For, that we should
in truth see exicrnal space, and bodies actually existing in
it—somec nearer, and others farther off—seems to carry with
it some opposition to what hath been said of bodics existing
nowheie without the mind. The consideration of this diffi-
culty 1t was that gave bitth to my Zssay wwards a New
Theory of Vision, which was published not long since---
wherein it is shewn( that distance owquiness is ncithet im-
mediately of itself perceived by sight, nor yet apprehended
or judged of by lines and angles, or anything that hath
°a necessary connexion with it ; but that it is only sugyested ?
to our thoughts by certain visible ideas and sensations
attendmg vision, which in their own nature have no manner
of similitude or relation either with distance or things placed

1 But is there no more outness and independence of percipient mind
in the solid things of sense than there is in transltory pains and pleasures

—though both, it is granted, are different from the bar€ imagination of
either?

? The term swgpestion, so significant in Beikeley, here makes 1ls
first appearance in the Principles, See Theory of Vision, § 10, note,—
¢ Suggestion '—simple suggestion and 1elative—was employed long after-
wards, ns a synonym for mental association, in the psychology of
Thomas Brown,
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al a distance ; bui, by 2 connexion taught us by experience,
they come to signify and suggest them to us—after the same
manner that words of any language suggest the ideas they
are made to stand for ; insomuch that a man born blind and
afterwards made to see, would not, at first sight, think the
things he saw to be without his mind, or at any distance
from him. See sect. 41 of the forementioned treatise.

44 The ideas of sight and touch make two species entircly
distinct and heterogeneous. T%e former are marks and
proguostics of the lalter> 'That the proper objects of sight
neither cxist without the mind, nor are the mmages of ex-
ternal things, was shewn even in that treatise. Though
throughout the same the contiary be supposed truc of
tangible objects—not that to suppose that vulgar error was
necessary, for establishing the notion therein laid down, but’
because it was beside my purpose to examine and 1efute it
in a discourse concerning Fision. (So that in stict tiuth
the ideas'of sight, when we apprehend by them distance.
and things placed at A distance, do not suggest or mark out
to us things actually‘existing at a distance, but only admonish
us whatf ideas of touch? will be imprinted in our minds at
such And such distances*f time, and in consequence of such
and such actioi’fs)/ It is, I say, evident from what has been
said in the foregoing parts of this Zreasise, and in sect. 147
and elsewhere of the Zssay concerning Vision,] that visible
ideas arc the Language whereby the Governing Spiit on
whom we depend informs us what tangible ideas he is about
to impuint upon us, in case we excite this or that motion in
our own bodies. /| But for a fuller infoimation in this point
I refer to the ‘.Essny itself®.

1 ¢Snggestion’ is here 1ested upon fexperience,” or cnslomary con-
nexion, and is then made the constructive influence in the foimation
of visual perception, 1f not ultimately of physical science.

* Under ‘touch’ and ¢ tangible ideas’ he wncludes what is now called

muscular sense, and also our sense of locomolive activity.
8 Pisual expeciation develops into universal sense symbolism,
!
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45. Fourthly, it will be ofjecled that fiom the foregoing
principles it follows things arc cvety mowment annihilated
and created anew. The objects of sense exist only when they
are perceived ; the trees therelowe aue in the gardengor the
chairs in the patlour, no longer than while there is somchody
by to perceive them. Upon shutling my eyes all the fuini-
ture in the room is reduccd to nothing, and barely upon
opening them it is again cieated.—In axswer 1o all which,
I refer the reader to what has been said in sect. 3, 4, &c,,
‘and desire he will consider whether he means anything by
Lthe actual exisience of an idea distinct from its being per-
ceived. Tor my part, after the nicest inquiry I could make,
I am not able to discover that anythirg else is meant by
those words ; and I once more entreat the rcader to sound
*his own thoughts, and not suffer himself to be imposed on
by wouds. / If he can conceive it possible cither for his ideas
or their archetypes to exist without being perceived, then I
give up the cause ; but if he cannat, he will ackunowledge it
is unreasonable for him to stand up in defence of he knows
not what, and pretend to chatge on me as an absurdity the
not assenting to those propositions which at bottom have
no meaning in them )

46.° It will not be amiss o observe how far the reccived
'bprinciples of philosophy are themselves chargeable with those
pretended absurdities.(y\ Yt is thought stranpely absurd that
sipon closing my cyelids all the visible dbjects around me
should be reduced to nothing; and yet is not this what
philosopheis commonly acknowledge, when they agree on
»all hands that light and colours, which alone are the proper
and immediate objects of sight, ate_mere sensations? that

! This repeafs the warning against emply abstractions with which
he intioduced uvs to philosophy; for snch, according to his argument,
aie materinl substances and powers unperceived by any mind.

2 It is the want of gesrmanence in things, which seems to follow
Berkeley's conception of matter, that is objecied to; but this objection
equally applies also to that providence, or ‘conslant creation,’ held by
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exist no longer than they ae pere olvulﬂ‘))Al.,.un it may to
some pethaps scem very incredible that things should be
every moment creating, yet this very notion is commonly
taughtain the schools. Tor the Schoolmen, though they
acknowledge the existence of matter, and that the whole
mundane fabiic is framed out of it, are nevertheless of
opinion that i(.H cannot subsist without the divine conser-
vation, which by them is expounded to be a continual
creation.

49 \Farther, alittle thought will discover to us that though
we allow the existence of Matter, or corporeal substance,yet'
it will unavajdably follow, from the principles which are now
generally admitted, that the particsiar bodies, of what kind
soever, do nonc of them exist whilst they are not perceived.
Tor, it is evident, 6/from secl. 11 and the following sections,
that the Matter philosophers contend for is an fucomprefien-
sible somewhat, which haith none of those particular qualities
whereby the bodics falling under our senses are distinguished
onc from another. But, o make this more plain, it must
be remarked that the infinite divisibility of Matter is now
universally allowed, at” least by the most approved- and
consillerable philosophes, who, on the received principles,
demonsirate 1t beyond all exception. Hence, it follows
theie is an infinite number of parts in each paiticle of
Matter, which are not perceived by sense®. The reason
therefore that any particular body scems to be of a finite
magnitude, or exhibits only a finite number of parts to sense,
is, not because it contains no more, since in itself it contains
an infinite number of parts, but because the sense is nof

many long befome Berkeley argued that pescipi was the essence of the
¢ constantly crented ’ material object. k-

Berkeley’s limitation of power to Spint substitutes for substance and
power 1 the ¢ extended thing,’ the consiant crentive activity of God
(5§ 6, 48, &c.).

1 Tt is of the essence of infinite division that 1t can never be completed,
becaunse every aclual division must be carried fmther,

5. B, 1341° ¥
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acule enough to discern them. In pioportion theicfore as
the sense is 1endered more acute, il perceives a gieater
number of parts in the object; that is, the object appears
greater, and its figure varics, those paits in its extremities
which were before unperceivable appearing now to bound
it irf very different lines and angles from those petceived by
an obtuser sense. And at length, after vaiious changes of
size and shape, when the scnse becomces mﬁmtely acute the
body shall seem infinite. During all which there is no
alteration in the body, but only in the sense. Each body
therefore, considered in itself, is infinitely extended, and
consequently void of all shape and figure®, From which it
follows that, though we should grant the_ existence of Matter
to be never so cetain, yet it 1s withal as cerfain, the Mate-
rialists themselves are by their own principles forced to
acknowledge, that neither the particula bodies perceived
by sense, nor anything like them, exisls without the mind.
Maiter, I say, and each particle thereof, is according to them
infinite and shapeless ; and jt is the mind that frames all (ha,

variely of bodies which compose the visible woild, any one
whercof does nol exist longer than it is perceived. )

, 48. But, afier all, if we consider it, the objection proposed
in sect. 45 will not be found reasonably chaiged on the
puinciples we have premised, so as in truth to make any
objection al all against our notions, (For, though we hold
indeed the objects of sense to be nothing else but ideas'
which cannot exist unperceived, yet we may not hence con-
kclude they have no existence except only while they are
percelved by #; since there may be some other Spirit that
perceives them though ‘we do not.) Wheever bodies are
said to have no existence without the mind, I would not be
understood to mean this or that particular mind, but a#f minds
whatsoever.) It does not therefore follow from the foregoing

! The infinite In quantity is wholly unimaginable as an iden or
sensuous phenomenon,
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principles that bodies arc annihilated and cmeated ciety
moment, or exist not at all during the inteivals hetween onr
peteeption of them,

49. Fifthly, it may pcihaps be odjecled that if extension
and figure exist only in the mind, it follows that the mind
is extended ang figured ; since extension is a mode or attri-
bute which (to speak with the schools) is predicated of the
subject in which it exists@I answer, those qualities are iz
the mind only as they arc perceived by it—that is, not by -
way of mode or attribute, but only by way of idm); and it nos
more follows the soul or mind is extended, because extension
exists in it alone, than it does that it 1s red or blue, because ,:
those colours are on all hands acknowledged to exist in il, ‘
and nowhere else.}) As to what philosophers say of ‘ subject ’,
and ‘mode,” that seems vety groundless and unintelligible,'s

LY

1 To explain our confidence in the continued z‘dmlity of the things we
See and touch, notwithstanding their conslant flux in our percegptions 3
Pand to show /m&they exist dwming intervals in which there might be no
sense-perception of them by any mind, is Berkeley’s difficulty.

With reference to Berkeley’s reply to the fourth objection,eit has
been arged that 1f sensible things exist only supeinaturaily in God's will
and thought, when unperceived by us; and if, as renlised, they me
dependent on our {often 1ntertupted) sense-perceplions,—then, what we
call the same thing 15 many things, each of them anmhilated and
created anew with every opening and closing of our senses.—Did the
Ilerculanean manuscripts, some one asks, not really exist dunng the
centurics m which they were buried ; and shall we say that when they
wete discovered God cieated them anew ?  Is this restoration explained by
the assumption that all things are divinely governed according to naturalk
Inws? Islaw 1n nature possible except on the supposition that things
exist wn Space, mdcpcndently of realsation in percipent life? That
there may be inhabitanis in Mars, thongh no man on earth has ever
seen them, musf be admitted ; but this means only that in the progress
of our knowledge we may renhse them for ourselves. That which
18 related to present perception according to the natural laws which
regulate experience is physically real.

Peifect similarity in the sense-phenomena manifested, not objective
numerical identity, constitutes  sameness” 1n sensible things, according
to Betkeley. As to gersonal identity he i3 obscure.

Fa
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Tor instance, in this proposition—* a die is hard, exlended,
and squate,’ they will have it that the word dre denotes a
subject or substance, distinct from the hardness, extension,
and figure which are predicated of it, and in whiclf they
exist. This I cannot comprehend: to me a dic seems to
be nothing distinct from those things which are termed its
modes or accidenis. And, to say ‘a die is bard, extended,
and square’is not to attribute those qualities to a subject
distinct from and supporting them, but only an explication
of the meaning of the woid die ’

50. SixeAly, you will object there have been a great many
thmgs explained by matter and motion: take away these
and you destroy thc whole corpuscular philosophy, and
undermme those mechanical principles which have been
apphed with so much success to account for the pheno-
mena. In shoit, whatever advances have been made, either
by ancient or modern philosopheis, in the study of Nature
doall proceed on the supposition that corporcal substance
or Matter doth really exist.—To this I axseeer that there
is nof any one phenomenon explained on lthat supposmon
which may not as well be cxplained without}it, as mlght
casily be made appear by an inductien of particulars®, To

1 If Space and extended things exist only in and through percipient
mind, it may seem that mind must be extended; so thal after all
we ate landed in Materialism.—Berkeley's reply throws light on his
conception of the 1elation between sense and the phenomenon of
extension—Dbetween the percipient and the interpretable appearances.
Percipient mind is related to extenslon, figure, and what else is given
in sense m the wmégwe rclation of percipient to whal 1s perceived,
with whatever ¢ othemness’ that altogether unique relatign may involve.
It is not so related as that the extended phenomenon or idea is
an attribute of the ego.

3 It has been further objected—that =all physico-mathematical ex-
planations of events in natare presuppose that the things of sense and
their changes are absolutely independent of perciplent mind, and also
that Berkeley’s conception of what ®reality’ of the material world
meens is inconsistent with the ¢ conservation of force,’
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explain the phenomena, is all one as to shew why, upon
such and such occasions, we are affected with such and
such ideas. But how Matter should operate on a Spirit,
or pfoduce any idea in it, is what no philosopher will
pretend to explam ; it is therefoie evident there can be no
use of Matter in Natural Philosophy'. Besides, they who
attempt to acgount for things do it, not by corporeal sub-
stance, but by figure, motion, and other qualities ;)which
are in truth no more than mere ideas® and therefore can-
not be the cause of anything, as hath been already shewn.
See sect. 25.

51. Seventhly, it will upon this be demanded whether it
does not seem absurd to take away natural causcs® and
ascribe everything to the immediate operation of Spirits?
We must no longer say upon these principles that fire
heats, or water cools, but that a Spirit heats, and so forth.
Would not a man be deservedly laughed at, who should
talk after this manner >—I answer, he would so;{in suck
things we ought to think with the learned, and spesk with
the vulgar.) They who to demonstration are conVinced
of the truth of the Copernican system do ncveitheless say

1 The question for Materialism is—whether conscious life in man,
in its mational and voluntary manifestations, must originate in’ (z) a
power like itself, intellect being the only possible cause of what 1s
intellectual,—or may be only (§) o natural sequence to changes in
matter, With Berkeley the human body, in itself unsubstantial and
impotent, is ultimately dependent on active Spirit; and the human ego
is also conditioned by 1ls own mind-dependent organism, as healthy
or disessed. They are known as mutually dependent; but the depen-
dence of the conscions ego diffeis in kind from the dependence of matter
and the organim. Universal Materinlism, moreover, differs from this
modified Materialism, as 1emarked in a former note.

3 f1dens,’ 1.e. phenomena which succeed one another naturally in our
sense-experience.

® ‘take awny natural causes, i.e. empty natwal causes of all
inherent power, and refer their supposed powers to thte conslaut agency
of God.
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‘the sun rises,’ fthe sun sets,’ or fcomes Lo the meridian;’
and if they affected a contrary style in common talk it
would without doubt appear very ridiculous. A litlle
\ reflection on what is here said will make it manifest that
\the common use of language would receive no manner
lof alteration or distutbance from the admission of our
enets.
» 52. (In_the_ordinary_affairs. of life,.any phrases may be
1etained,-s50 long as they excite in us proper senliments,
or dispositions to act in such a‘manner as is necessary for
our well-being, how false soever they may be if taken in
a strict and speculative sense.) Nay, this is unavoidable,
since, propriety being regulated by custom, language is
suited to the received opinions, which are not always the
truest. Ilence it is impossible—even in the most rigid,
philosophic reasonings—so far to aiter the bent and genius
of the tongue we speak as never to give a handle for
cavillers to pretend difficullies and inconsistencies. But
a fair and ingenuous reader will collect the sense from the
scope and tenor and counexion of a discourse, muking
allowinces for thosc inaccurate modes of speech which
usc has made inevitable.
4+ 53. As to the opinion that there are no Corporeal Causes’,
this has been heretofore maintained by some of the School-
men, as it is of lale by others among the modermn philoso-
phers ; who, though they allow Matter to exist, yet will have
God alone to be the immediate efficient cause of all things.
These men saw that amongst all the objects of scnse theie
was none which had any power or activity included in it;
and that by consequence this was likewise true-of whatcver

! The essential piinciple is, that Matter cannot be the ac/fze cause
of anything ; so that physical change must itself in all cases presuppose
spiritual agency.. It thus 1econciles the common-sense 1ecognition of
natural order, on which science of nature proceeds, with the constant
causal regulation of the natural order by God.
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bodies #Zey supposed to exist without the mind, like unto
the immediatc objects of sense’. But then, that they should
suppose an mnumerable multitude of cieated beings, which
they acknowledge ate not capable of producing any onc
effect in nature, and which therefore are made {0 no mannel
of purpose, since God might have done everything as well
without them—-this I say, though we should allow il pos-
sible, must yet be a vely unaccountable and extravagant
supposition %

< 54 {n the eighth place, the universal concurrent Assent
fof Mankind ® may be thought by some an invincible aigu-
ment in behalf of Matter, or the existence of cxlernal things.
Must we suppose the whole woild to be mistaken? And.
if so, what causc can be assigned of so widespread and pre-,
dominant an ervor P—I axswer, firsl, that, upon a narrow
inquiry, it will not perhaps be found so many as is imagined
do really believe the existence of Maiter, or things without
the mind. j* Strictly speaking, to believe that which involves’
a contradiction, or has no meaning in it, is impossible ; and
whethel the foregoing expressions are not of thas sort,

1 ¢|odies’—of which the ideas, o1 immediate oljects of sense, were
supposed by them (not by Berkeley nor by Reid) to be only 1epresen-
talives.

? The reference in this section is to Malebranche, Geulinx, and other
so~called Occasionalists in the seventeenth century, who, while they
maintained an independent existence of Matter, denied, like Berkeley,
but on other grounds, 1its efficierscy. They held that, on occasion of the
affection of the organism, perception is evoked by God.

3 This 1s like the argnment from © common sense’ for the reality of
the materfal world, as put by Reid. The point in questlon is not,
however, whether the woild, 72 some sense of the term * veal,’ renlly
exists ; it is what we should mean, if we aic not to indulge in empty
verbal ebstraction, when we assert its reality, That the unreflecting
part of mankind shonld have o confused view of what the external
1enlity of matter means 18 not to be wondered at. IL 1s the office of
philosophical meditation to improve their conception, making it deeper
and truer.
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I refer it to the impartial examination of the rcader. In one
sense, indeed, men may be said to believe that Matter
cxists ; that is, they act as if the immediate cause of thch
sensations, which affects them every momeni, andeis so
nearly present to them, weie some scnseless, unthinking
being. But, that they should clearly apprehend any mean-
ing marked by those words, and foum theicof a settled
speculative opinion, is what I am not able to conceive,
This is not the only instance wherein men impose upon
themselves, by imagining they .believe those propositions
which they have often heard, though at bottom they have
no meaning in them

b~ 55, But second]y, though we should grant a notion
to be never 50 universally and stedfastly adhered to, yet
this is but a weak argument of its truth to whoever
considers what a vast number of prejucdices and false
.opinions are everywhere embraced with the utmost tcna-
ciousness, by the umeflecling (which are the far grealer)
part of mankind. There was a time when the antipedes
and motion of the eaith were looked upon as monstrous
absurdities even by men of learning: and il it he consi-
dered what a small proportion they bea to the rest of
mankind, we shall find that at this day those notionsg
have gained but a very inconsiderable footing in the
world.

§6. But #inthly, it is demanded that we assign a Cause
of this Prejudice, and account {or its obtaining in the woild.
—TothisI aizswer,(that men knowing they perccived several
ideas, whereof #ey #hemselves were not the authors—as not
being excited from within, nor depending on the operation
of their wills—this made them maintain those ideas or
objects of perception had an existence independent of and

1 Thet our perceptions of the materlal world are only perceplions
of mind-dependent phenomena is what Reid is supposed to refute.
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without the mind, without ever dreaming that a contra-
diction was involved in those words. ) !%ut, philosopheis
having plainly seen that tke immediate objects of perception
do not exist without the mind, they in some degiec cor
rected the mistake of the vulgar ; but a( the same time run
into another, which seems no less absurd, to wit, that there
are cetlain objects really cxisting without the mind, or
having a subsistence distinct from being perceived, of which
our 1deas are only images or resemblunces, imprinted by
those objects on the mind’: » And this notion of the philo-
sophers owes its origin to the same cause with the former,
namely, their being conscious that #zey were not the authors
of their own sensations, which they evidently knew woie
imprinted from without, and which therefore must have
some cause distinct from the minds on which they are
impuinted 2

57 (But why _they should suppose the idcas of sense_to
"be exciled in us by #kings in their /zkem-s.vl and not rather
‘have 1ecourse to SpiziZ, which alonc can act, may be ac-
counted for, ﬁlst(_ because they were not aware of the repug-
nancy, there is, as well in supposing things like untd our
1dcas cxisting withoul, as in attributing to them power or
activity. ) Secondly,{because the Supreme Spitit which excites
those ideas in our minds, is not marked out and limited
to our view by any particular finite collection of sensible
ideas, as human ngents are by their size, complexion, limbs,
and motions, ) And thirdly,(because His operations arc
regular and uniform?) Whenever the course of nature is
interrupted by a miracle, men are ready to own the pre-
sence of a Syperior Agent. But, when we sec things go
on in the oidinary course, they do nol cxcite in us any

1 This is the hypolhesis of 2 wholly 1epresentative perception in
sense, against which Reid’s philosophy was a protest.

* A “iepresentative’ perception piesupposes real but unperceived
things~—existing deksznd what 15 perceived.
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reflection ; their order and concatenation, though it be an
argument of the greatest wisdom, power, and goodness in
their creator, is yet so constant and familiar to us that we
do not think them the immediate cffects of a FRER $ririT;
especially since inconsistency and mulability in acting,
though it be an imperfeclion, is looked on as a mark of
Sreedom . )

58. Zenthly, it will be objected that the notions we
advance are inconsistent with several sound truths in Philo-
sophy and Mathematics. For example, the motion of the
earth is now universally admitied by astronomers as a truth
grounded on the clearest and most convincing reasons. But,
“on the forcgoing principles, therc can be no such thing. For,
. motion being only an idea, 1t follows that if it be not per-
ceived it exests not : but the motion of the earth is not per-
”Qéeived by sense.—I answer, that tenet, if 1ightly understood,
"will be found to agree with the principles we have premised ;
for, the question whether the earth moves or no amounts in

“reality 1o no more than this, to wit, whether we have 1cason
‘to cpnelude, fiom what has been vbserved by astronomes,
that if we were placed in such and such cicumstances, and
such or such a position and distance both from the carth
and sun, we should perceive the former to move among the
choir of the planets, and appeaiing in all respects like one
of them ; and this, by the cstablished 1ules of nature whi-h

! But diwéne ‘mbilianness’ is not caprice. Confusion nbout this
oceasions the difficulty of allowing that God originates and constantly
mamntains law in nature. Philosophy strnggles to resolve seeming
contingencies into the rational unity that is only in parl revealed to our
limited intelligence of the amveise Senmse1s confused thought, which
the rational constitution latent in nature enables human intellect to
conveit into physical science. But the narrow intellectual power and
experience of man can never entirely eliminate probability in the con~
vasion, Locke, who may have suggested to Berkeley his favourite
conceplion of arbitiariness in the constitution of the laws of nature,
maintained that therefore man could form no demonstrable science of
nature,
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we have no reason lo mistrust, is 1casonably collected from
the phenomena.

59. We may, from the experience we have had of the
irain ahd succession of ideas® in our minds, often make, I\
will not say uncertain conjectures, but sure and well-g1ounded
predictions concerning the ideas we shall be affected with
pursuant to a gieat train of actions, and be enabled to pags
a right judgment of what would have appeared to us, in case
we were placed in circumstances very different from those
we are in at present. Hetein consists the knowledge of
nature, which may preserve its use and certainty very
consistently with what hath been said. It will be easy
to apply this to whatever objections of the like sort may
be drawn from the magnitude of the stars, or any other
discoveries in astronomy or natuie, - -

vo. In the elevenih place, it will be demanded to what
purpose serves that curious organisation of plants, and the
animal mechanism in the parts of animals; might not
vegelables grow, and shoot forth leaves and blossoms, and
animals perform all their motions, as well without as with all
that vauety of intcinal parts so elegantly contiived and put
together ; which, being ideas, have nothing powerful or
operative in them, nor have any secessary counnexion with
the effects ascribed to them ? Ifit be a Spiit that imme-
ditely produces evely effect by a jfus or act of His will, we
must think all thatis fine and artificial in the works, whether
of man or nature, to be madc in vain. By this doctring,
though an artist has made the spring.and wheels, and evety
movement of a watch, and adjusted them in such a manner
as he knew would produce the motions he designed, yet he
st think all this s done Lo 1o purpose, and that it is wn

1 Qur sense-experence 1s here supposed Lo be constituted by divinely-
established associations of natural phenomena or sense-presented idens—
not by what is commonly meant by ‘association of ideas.’
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Intelligence which diicets the indevy, and points to the hout
of the day. If so, why may not the Intelligence do it, with-
out his being at the pains of making the wovements and
putting them together?  Why does not an emply case scive
as well as another? And how comes il to pass that when-
ever there is any fault in the going of a watch, there is some
corresponding disorder to be found in the mpvements, which
being mended by a skilful hand all is right again? The like
may be said of all the Clockwork of Nature, great pait
whereof is so wonderfully fine- and subtle as scarce to be
discerned by the best microscope. In short, it will be asked,
how, upon our pinciples, any tlolerable account can be
given, or any final cause assigned, of an innumeiable multi-
tude of bodies and machines, framed with the most exquisite
art, which in the common philosophy have veiy apposite
uses assigned them, and serve to cxplain abundance of
phenomena ?

61. To all which I awswer, fust, that though thete were
some difhicoliies 1dading o the Mdminishmtion o) Fioviience
and the uses by it assigned Lo the several parts of nature,
whieh I could not solve by the foregoing principles, yet this
objection could be of small weight agamst the trath and
certainty of those things which may be proved @ prior, with
the utmost evidence and rigour of demonstiation.  Secondly,
but neither arc the 1eceived principles free from the like
difficulties ; for, it may still be demanded 1o what end God
should take those roundabout methods of effecting things,
by instruments and machines, which no one can deny might
have been cfected by the mere command of His will, withoul
all that apparatus : nay, if we naniowly considgr it, we shall
find the objection may be retorted with greater force on
those who hold the existence of those machines without the
mind ; for it has been made evident that solidity, bulk, figure,
motjon, and the like have no acffwity or efficacy in them, 0
as to be capable of producing any one effect in nature.  See
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scct, 25.  Whoeve therclore supposes #hem to exist (allow-
ing the supposition possible) when they are not peiceived
does it manifestly to no purpose; since the only use that is
assignod to them, as they exist unpeiceived, is that they
nroduce those perccivable effects, which in truth cannot
a¢ ascribed to anything but Spirit,

\l62. But, to cQme nigher the difficulty, it must be observed
hat though the fabiication of all those parts and organs be
10t absolutely necessaiy to the producing any effect, yet it is~
accessaly 1o the_producing .of things Zu o constant regular
way according to_the laws of nature. There aie certain
reneral laws that run through the whole chain of natural
sffects: these are learned by the observation and study of
nature, and are by men applied as well to the fiaming
artificial things for the use and ornament of life as to the
explaining the various phenomena ;—which explanation con-
sists only in shewing the conformity any paiticular pheno-
menon hath to the general laws of nature, o1, which is the
same thing, in discovering the waiformity there is in the
production of natural effects ; as will be evident to whoever
shall attend to the several instances wheicin philosopheis
pretend to account for appearances. That there is a great
and conspicuous #se in thesc regular constant methods of
working observed by the Suprecme Agent hath been shewn
in sect. 31. And it is no less visible that a particular size,
figure, motion, and disposition of parts are necessary, though
not absolutely to the producing any effect, yet to the pro-
ducing it according Lo the standing mechanical laws of nature,
Thus, for instance, it cannot be denied that God, or the Intelli-
gence that sugtains and rules the ordinary course of things,
might, if He were minded to produce a miracle, cause all
the motions on the dial-plate of a watch, though nobody
had ever made the movements and put them in it : but yet,
if He will act agreeably to the rules of mechanism—by Him
for wise ends established and maintained in the creation—
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it 15 necessary that those actions of the watchmaker, wherehy
he makes the movements and rightly adjusts them, precede
the production of the afoicsaid motions ; as also that any
disorder in them be atiended with the perception ef some
corresponding disoder 1n the movements, which being once
coriected all is right again,

63. Tt may indeed on some occasions be necessary that
the Author of naturc display His . ovexrulmg power in pro-
~ducing appearances oul of the ordinmy seiies of things.
Such exceptions fiom the general 1ules of naturc are proper
to surprise and awe men into an acknowledgiment of the
Divine Being; but then they arc to be used but scldom,
otherwise there is a plain reason why they fail of that effect,
Besides, God seems to choose the convincing our reason of
His attributes by the works of natwe, which discover so
much harmony and contrivance in their make, and are such
plan indications of wisdom and beneficence in their Authos,
rather than to astonish us into a belief of 1lis Being by
anomalous and surprising cvents 2,

™! When Berkeley recognises rational order omnipresent in nature, his
positlon, it has been wged, is untenable, beeanse he can only assunie,
not prove, the continued conformity of the phenomena mesented in sense
to that order ;—and because this very assumption mmplics that things exist
independently of being perceived, scientific interpreintion of things pre-
sapposing their independent cxistence Belween our perceptions in
eating and our perceplions of the consequent growlh of our bodies, for
instance, many sequences aic interposed, which exist unperceived by
sentient mind ; hut these, as ench term in the sequence is only a datum
of sense, cannol, it 15 aigued, when thus unperceived, be identified
with the supersensible Ideas of God % So too with the existence of the
planels antenor to sezstient intelligence.—On the other hand, Berkeley
might ask in reply, whether the qualities of the matetinl woild could
maintain a conceivable existence after the extinction d¥ all perception ;
also whether there is more difficulty in explaining (consistently with
s conception of the matenal world) the unpeiceived growth of our
bodies, or the emily geologicel peiiods, than there is in explaining
the existence of the langible qualities of a house or a mountain when
one is only seeing it.

% The nature and office of miracles is here touched. If the whole
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64. Tosel this matter in a yet clearer light, T shall obseive
that whal has beeri objected m’scct, Go amounts m 1eality to
no more than this :—ideas are noi anyhow and ai random
produced, there bemng a certain order and connexion between
them, like to that of cause and cffect: there aic also several
combinations of them made in a very regular and artificial
manuer, which seem like so many Zzsérumenis in the hand
of nature that, b?aing hid as it were behind the scenes, have
a secret operation in producing those appearances which aic
seen on the theatie of the world, being themselves discernible
only to the curious cye of the philosopher. But, since one
idea cannot be the cawuse of another, to what purpose is that
connexion? And, since those instrumcnts—being baicly
inefficacious perceptions in the mind—are not subservient
to the pioduction of natural effects, it is demanded why
they are made; or, in other words, what reason can be
assigned why God should make us, upon a close inspec-
tion into His works, behold so great vaiiety of ideas so
artfully laid together, and so much according to rule;
it not being credible that e would be at the expensc
(:f one may so speak) of all that art and regularity ta no
pupoie ?

65. To all which my answer is, fitst, that the connexion of
ideas does not imply the rclation of cause and ¢ffect, but only
of a mark or sign with the fung signified!. The fire which
I see is not the cazse of the pain I suffer upon my approach-
ing it, but the marZ that forewarns me of it. In like

evolution of nature is always and immediately cansed by God, where,
it may be asked, 1s the room for miraculous interfeience with this divine
ader? Beikeleps answer to this may be gathered from § 62, Spiutual
insight, although different in kind from sensuous perception, ordinary
or miaculous, may be awakened by physical miracles,

! When it is objected that what exisls unperceived by m¢ must have
existed independently of my perception, it should be remembered that
the orderly sense-symbolism here supposed io constitute externality in
nature is postulated by human minds 1n virtue of their faith in God,
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manner the noise that I hear is not the effec# of this or that
motion or collision of the ambient hodies, bul the sign
thereof, Sccondly, the reason why ideus arc formed into
machines, that is, artificial and regular combinations, is the
same with that for combining letters into words. That a
few original ideas may be made to signily a great number of
cffects and actions, it is necessary they be variously combined
together.  And, to the end their use be permanent and uni-
versal, these combinations must be made by #u/, and with
wise conlrivance, By this means abundance of information
is conveyed unto us, concerning what we arc to expect fiom
such and such actions, and what methods are proper to be
taken for the exciting such and such idecas—which in elfect
is all that T conceive to be distinetly meant when it is said?
that, by discerning the figure, texture, and mechanism of the
ipward paits of bodies, whether natural or artificial, we may
tattain to know the seveial uses and propetlics depending
thereon, or the natuwe of the thing®

? 66. Henee, it is evident that those things which, under
the notion of a cause co-operating or concurring to the
production of effects, are altogether inexplicable, and run
us into great absurdities, may be very naturally explained,
and have a proper and obvious use assigned to them, when
they are considered only as maiks or signs for our informa.
tion. And it is the searching after and endcavouring to
unde:stand this Language (if T may so call it) of the Author
of Nature, that ought to be the employment of the natural
philosopher?®; and not the pretending to explain things by

1 By Locke, for instance, in his hypothesia of the natural dependence
of the secondary on the primary qualities of matter,

% This section expresses well the office of the orderly material world
in occasxomng mental activity, and educntmg us scientifically, which
perhaps is partly the final cause of its existence and elaborate organ-
ization,

* Compare this with the ‘homo naturne minister et interpres® of
Bacon.
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corporeal causes’, which doctrine seems to have tvo much
estranged the minds of men from that Active Principle,
that supteme and wise Spirit ‘in whom we live, move, and
have owr being %’

67. In the Zwelfth place, it may perhaps be odjected
that—though it be clear fiom what has been said that there
can be no such éhing as an inert, senseless, extended, solid, ¢
figured, moveable substance existing without the mind, such
as philosophers describe Matter,—yet, if any man shall
leave out of his idea of matter the posiive idens of exten-
sion, figure, solidity and motion, and say that he means
only by that word an incit, senseless substance, that exists
without the mind or unperceived, which is the awasion of
our ideas, or at the presence whereof God is pleased to
excite ideas in us—it doth not appear but that Matter taken
in this sense may possibly exist.-—In azswer to which I say,
fust, that it seems no less absurd to suppose a substance
without accidents, than it is to suppose accidents without
a substance. But secondly, though we should grant this
unknown substance may possibly exist, yet w/here can it be
suppoged to be ? That it cxists not in the mind is agréed ;
and that it exists not in place is no less certain—since all
place or extension exists only in the mind, as hath been
already proved. It remains therefore that it exists nowherc
at all.

«*%8. Let us cxamine a little the description that is here
given us of Matter. It neither acts, nor perceives nor is
perceived ; for this is all that is meant by saying it is an

1 ¢Corporeal causes’—which Berkeley thinks he has alrendy disposed
of, in his ¢ proof "sthat produciive powsr cannot be found in the material
world, and that spiitual agency is the only efficient 1n nature.

2 The search for physical ‘causes’ and natural laws thus becomes
search for the meaning of the ‘ language' addiessed to men in nature by
the Univeisal Spirit. Does the causality that belongs to the things of

sense mean no more than is signified by this metaphor of the natural
order being vutually a Divine Language?

5. B 13410 G
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incrt, senseless, unknown substance ;—which is a definition
cntirely made up of negatives ?, excepting only the relative
notion of its standing under or supporting. But then it
must be observed that it supports nothing at all, and how
nearly this comes to the description of a zonentity 1 desire
may be considered. But, say you, it is the unkrown occa-
sfon, at the presence of which ideas are excited in us by the
will of God. Now, I would fain know how anything can
be present to us, which is neither perceivable by sensc nor
reflection, nor capable of producing any idea in our minds,
nor is at all extended, nor hath any form, nor exists in any
place. The woids ‘to be present,’ when thus applied, must
needs be taken in some abstract and strange meaning, and
which I am not able to comprehend.

2769. Again, let us examine what is meant by occasion. So
far as I can gather from the common use of language, that
wourd signifies erther the agent which produces any effect, or
clse something that is observed to accompany or go before
it in the ordinary course of things. But when it is applied
to Matter as above described, it can be taken in neither
of those senses ; for Matter 15 said to be passive and inert,
and so cannot be an agent or efficient cause. It is also
unperceivable, as being devoid of all sensible qualities, and
so cannot be the occasion of our perceptions in the latter
sense—as when the burning my finger is said to be the
occasion of the pain that attends it. 1What theiefore can be
meant by calling Matter an occasion? This term is either
used in no sense at all, or else in some very distant from
its received signification,

70. You will perhaps say that Maiter, though it be not
perceived by us, is nevertheless perceived by God, o whom
1t is the oecasion of exciting ideas in our minds. For, say
you, since we observe our sensations to be imprinted in an

' This approaches Kant's ¢ thing in itself’ (ding an sick), made up of
negatives.



OBJECTIONS TO TIIE PRINCIPLES 83

ordaly and constant manner, it is but icasonable Lo sup-
pose that there are certain constant and regular occasions of
their being produced. That is to say, that there me certain
permanent and distinct parcels of Matter, corresponding to
our ideas, which, though they do not excite them in our
minds, or anywise immediately affect us, as deing altogether
passive and unpercelvable fo us, they are nevertheless to
God, by whom they are percefved, as it were so many occe-
sions to remind Him when and what ideas to imprint on
ow minds—that so things may go on in a constant uniform
manner. A

71. In answer to this, I obscrve thai, as the notion of
Matter is here stated, the question is no longer concerning
the existence of a thing distinct from Spiré# and idea, fiom
perceiving and bemg perceived ; but whether there are not
certain Ideas, of I know not what sort, in the mind of God,
which are so many marks or notes that ditect Him how to
produce sensations m our minds in a constant and regulaf
method—much aftter tiic same manner as a musiclan 15
directed by the notes of music to produce that harmonious
strain and composition of sound which is called a tune,
though' they who hear the music do not perceive the
notes, and may be entirely ignorant of them, But, this
notion of Matter (which after all is the only intelligible
one that I can pick from what is smd of ‘unknown occa-
sions’) seems too extravagant to deserve a confutation,
Besides, it is in effect no objection against what we have
advanced, viz. that thcie is no semseless unpercerved sub-
stance.

72. If we follow the light of reason, we shall, from the
constant uniform method of our sensations, collect the
goodness and wisdom of the Spirit who excites them in our
minds ; but this is all that I can see reasonably concluded
fiom thence. To me, I say, il is evident that the being of
a Spirit infinitely wise, good, and powerful is abundantly

G2
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'sufficient to explain all the appearances of nature. But, as
for fuerd, senseless Maiter, nothing that I perceive has any
the least connexion with it, or leads to the thoughts of it.
And I would fain scc any onc explain any the meanest
phenomenon in nature by i% or shew any manner of reason,
though in the lowest rank of probability, that he can have
for its existence, or even make any tolei'able sense or mean-
ing of that supposition. For, as to its bemg an occasion,
we have, I think, evidently shewn that with regard to wsit
is no occasion. It remams therefore that it must be, if at
all, the occasion to God of exciting ideas in us; and what
his amounts to we have just now seen.

73. It is worth while to reflect a little on the motives
which induced men to suppose the existence of maferial
substance ; that so having observed the gradual ceasing and
expiration of those motives or reasons, we may propotiion-
ably withdraw the assent that was grounded on them. Fist,
therefore, it was thought that colour, figure, motion, and the
rest of the sensible qualities or accidents, did really exist
without the mind?; and for this reason it seemed needful to
suppose some unthinking swdszraium or substance wherein
they did cxist—since they could not be conceived fo exist
by themselves?  Afterwards, in process of time, men being
convinced that colours, sounds, and the rest of the sensible
secondary qualities had no existence without the mind, they
stripped this sudsfrafum or material substance of Zhose
qualities—leaving only the p#imary ones, figure, motion,
and suchlike, which they still conceived to exist without
the mind, and consequently lo stand in need of a material

! This is the uneducated supposition, which assumes that the material
world could be exactly what we now experience, if no one wes experienc-
ing—disreguiding what is added by our sensations even in the case of the
secondary qualities,

3 He hardly explains w/hy the appenr:mces piésented in sense may not,
per se, be vegarded ns Subsiances manifested,
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support. But, it having been shewn that none even of
these can possibly exist otherwise than in a spirit or mind
which perceives them, it follows that we have no longer any
reason o suppose the being of Matter ; nay, that it is utterly
impossible that there should be any such thing—so long
as that word is takegn to denote an wnthunking substratum
of qualities or «ccidents, wherein they exist without the
mind?

& 74. But—though it be allowed by the Materialists them-
selves that Malter was thdught of only for the sake of
supporting accidents, and, the reason entirely ccasing, one
might cxpect the mind should naturally, and without any
reluctance at all, quit the belief of what was solely grounded
thereon—yet the prejudice is riveted so deeply in our
thoughts, that we can scarce tell how to part with it, and
ate therefore inclined, since the fhing itself is indefensible,
at least to retain the name, which we apply to I know not
what abstracted and indefinite notions of deing, or accasion,
though without any show of reason, at least so far as I can
sec. [(For, what is there on our part, or what do we per-
ceive, amongst all the ideas, sensations, notions ? which are
imprinted on our minds, either by sense or reflection ? from
whence may be inferred the existence of an inert, thought-
less, unperceived occasion 7 and, on the other hand, on the
part of an All-sufficient Spirit, what can there be that should
make us believe or even suspect He is directed by an inert
occasion to excite ideas in our minds ?

75, It is a very extraordinary instance of the force of
prejudice, and much to be lamented, that the mind of man

1 Tt has been a;gued, in opposition to this, that althongh the sensible’
qualiies themselves cannot exist ger se as they are found in our ex-
perience, yet the steady order of the phenomena we perceive imples
the existence of something independent of the perception. Berkeley finds
in God this independent ¢ somelhing.”

2 Here he uses ©iden, sensation, and notlion’ as synonymous, and
speaks of inteinal ¢ ideas of reffection’ even, as ¢ impunted,’
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retaing 50 great 4 fondness, against all the evidence of reason,
for o situpid thoughtless Somewhat; by the interposition
whereof it would as it were screen itself from the Providence
of God, and remove Him farther off from the affair} of the
world. But, though we do the utmost we can to secure
the belief of Matter ) though, when reason forsakes us, we
endeavour 1o support our opinion on the bare possibility of
the thing ; and though we indulge ourselves in the full scope
of an imagination not regulatéd by reason 1o make out that
poor possibility, [yet the upsot of all is—that there are
cerlain unknown Ideas in the mind of God ; for this, if any-
thing, is all that X conceive to be meant by oecasion with
regard 10 God. And this at the botlom is no longer con-,
tending for the thing, but for the name.

%6, Whether. there are such Ideas in the mind of God,
and whether z‘lze._’il~ may be called by the name Matter, 1 shall
not dispute. But, if you stick to the notion of an unthink-
ing substance or support of extension, motion, and other
sensible qualities, then to me it is most evidently impossible
there should be any such thing; since it is a plain repug-
nanty that those qualities should exist in or be supported
by an unperceiving substance’, . .

77. But, say you, though it be granted that there is no
thoughtless support of extension and the other qualities or
accidents which we perceive, yet there may perhaps be some

1 Berkeley snys years afterwaids that he has no objection to calling
the Tdeas in the mind of God archetypes of ours,’ and that he objects
only to those [unthinking] archetypes supposed to exist ger s,
without any consciousness of them. (See my Life of Bevkeley, ch. v.)
And in truth his acconnt of whai the 1eality of the material world
means presupposes divine Ideas, realised in the co¥mical order, and
towards a fuller intelligence of which humen science is approximating,
The assertion that matter is real would, when so understood, be an asser-
tion thal what we perceive in sense is ga#¢ of an inlerpretable universe.
It is actually interpreted io the extent that our scienlific conceptions are
in harmony with the divine Ideas exemplified in the natmal order :
Cf. Sirds, § 335,
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ineit, unperceiving substance or substratum of some other
qualities, as incomprehensible to us as colours aie to a man
born blind, because we have not a sense adapted to them
But, i* we had a new sense, we should possibly no more
doubt of their existence than a blind man made to see does
of the existence of hght and colours.—I answer, first, if what
you mean by the word Matter be only the unknown support
of unknown qualities, it is no matter whether there is such
a thing o1 no, since it no way concerns us; and I do not
see the advantage there is in disputing about we know not
2hat, and we know not w/iyp.

48. But, secondly, if we had a new sense it could only
furnish us with new 1deas or sensations ; and then we should
have the same reason against ZAelr existing in an unper-
ceiving substance that has been already oflfered with relation
to figure, motion, colour, and the like. Qualities, as hath
been shewn, are nothing else but sensations or ideas, which
exist only in a mind perceiving them ; and this is tiue not
only of the ideas we are acquainted with at present, but
likewise of all possible ideas whatsoever.

79.‘ But, you will insist, what if I have no reason to be-
lieve the existence of Matter? what if I cannot assign any
use to it, or explain anything by it, or even conceive what is
meant by that word ? yet still it is no contradiction to say
that Matler exists, and that this Matter is in general a sud-
stance, or accasion of ideas ; though indeed to go about to
unfold the meaning or adhere to any particular explication
of those words may be attended with great difficulties.—I
answer, when_ words are used without a meaning, you may
put them together as you please without danger of running
into a contradiclion. You may say, for example, that twice

* two is equal to seven, so long as you declare you do not take
the words of that proposition in their usual acceptation, but
for marks of you know not what. And, by the same 1eason,
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you may say there is an iner/ thoughtless substance without
ascidends which is the occasion of our ideas. And we shall
undetstand just as much by one proposition as the other.

80. In the Jast place, you will say, what if we give up the
cause of material Sudstance, and stand fo it that Matter is
an unknown Somewhai~—neither substanqa nor accident,
spirit nor idca, inert, thoughtless, indivisible, immoveable,
unextended, existing in no place? For, say you, whalever
may be urged againgt swdstance or eccasiom, or any other
positive or relative notion of Mattcr, hath no place at all,
so long as this wegazive definition of Matler is adhered to.
~1 answer, you may, if so it shall scem good, use the word
matler in the same sense as other men use notking, and
so make those terms convertible in your style. Ifor, after
all, this is what appears to me to be the result of that defini-
tion—the parts whereof when I consider with attention,
either collectively or separate from each other, I do not find
that there is any kind of cffect or impression tmade on my
mind different from what is excited by the term notiing.

81, You will reply, perhaps, that in the aforesaid deﬁmuon
is included what doth sufficiently distinguish it from nothlng
—the positive abstract 1dea of guiddity, entity, or existence.
I own, indeed, that those who pretend to the faculty of
framing abstract general ideas do talk as if they had such an
idea, which is, say they, the most abstract and general notion
of all; that is, to me, the most incomprehensible of all
others. That there are a great variety of spirits of different
ordets and capacities, whose faculties both in number and
extent are far exceeding those the Author of my being has
bestowed on me, I see 1o reason to deny. And for me to
pretend to determine, by iny own few, stinted, narrow inlets
of perception, what ideas the inexhaustible power of the
Supreme Spirit may imprint upon them were certainly the
utmost folly and presumption—since there may be, for anght
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that I know, innumeiable sorts of ideas or sensations, as
different from one another, and from all that I have per-
ceiwved, as colours are from sounds. But, how ready soever
1 may*be to acknowledge the scantiness of my comprehen-
sion with regard to the endless variety of spirits and ideas
that may possibly .exisl, yet for any one to pretend to a
notion of Entiy or Existence, abstracted from spirit and
tdea, from perceived and heing perceived, is, I suspect, a
downright repugnancy and tiifling with words.



v

CONSEQUENCES OF THE
PRINCIPLES

85. Having done with the Objections?, which I endea-
voured to propose in the clemest light, and gave them all the
force and weight I could, we proceed in the next place to
take a view of our tenets in their Consequences

1In the foregoing sections, we have miguments for and against
Berkeley's new conception of Matter and the physical Cosmos. Instead
of the unreflecting assumption, that things around us would be as we
now perceive, although no one was perceiving them—he argues that
they can be realised only in and through phenomena that are dependent
for their 1ealismiion on being perceived—without any independent
substance or power in the phenomena themselves, The meaninglessness
of Matter, on any other view than this, might be called his Jogical argu-
ment for the necessay dependence of the material world upon Spint.
The need for resolving all the quahties of matter, into passive (although
significant and therefore scientifically interpretable) phenomenn, is his
Psychological argument. There is, in the third place, the graciical argu-
ment, that existence for ever unrealised in a living experience, would
after all make no difference to us i the conduct of our lives,

The chief objections to these Principles are the difficulty of recon-
ciling this dependence of external things upon perceptlon (@) with their
continuous identity ; () with the mathematical necessities and physical
laws to which they must conform; (¢) with our bellef that other
Jersons exist; (4) with the implied unsubstantiality did impotence of
persons us well as of material 2Angs, if this new conception of maxter is
consistently carried ount. Berkeley’s Commonplace Book shows that this
last difficulty at first influenced him enough to make his position then
like IIume's total agnosticism.

2 The remainder of thi> book of Philosophical Minciples containg
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86. From the Principles we have laid down it follows
Human Knowledge may naturally be reduced to two heads
~that of 1DEAS and that of spiriTsY, Of cach of these I
shall*treat in oider. A

And first as to Ipras or wnthinking things. Our know-,
ledge of these¥has been very much obscured and confounded,
and we have been led into very dangerous errors, by sup-
posing a two-fold cxistence of the objects of sense—Lhe one
intelligible or in the mind; the other 7za/ and without the
mind, whereby unthinking things are thought to have a
natural subsistence of their own, distinct from being per-
ceived by spirits. ‘This, which, if I mistake not, hath becn
shewn to be a most gioundless and absurd notion, is the
very root of Scepticism ; for, so long as men thought that
real things subsisted without the mind, and that their know-
ledge was only so far forth »eal as it was conformable to real
things, it follows they could not be certain that they had any
real knowledge at all. For, how can it be Anown that the
things which are perceived are conformable to those which
are pot perceived, or exist without the mind ??

Berkeley's useful application of his new conception of the reality and
function of the material world,—And fiist he shows its efficacy as
against scepticism (§§ 86-96), and in frecing the mind fiom empty
abstiactions (§§ 97-100).

~" 1 +Idens and spirits.” In other wordg human knowledge 15 concerned
with znatural phenomena ond with self-conscious persons. Berkeley's
uge of the word 2dka to signify the phenomena presented in nature to
our senses; and his conclusion that the material world consists only
of phenomena or sense appearances which co-exist and suceexd one
another in a untform order, has led to his being called an 2dealist,
which 1n this uSe of words means a j‘llenwmnalz:l. In his later writings,
especnlly in Sirés, his emsly ¢ tdealism ” becomes Platonic Idealism,

3 "This question expresses what has been regarded as the insuperable
objection Lo a whally 1 epresentative perception of the material world, —~
Ilow can we be assared of the karmony of the suppused 1epiesentation
with the real thing—if the real thing is always unper ceived? We have
no opportunty in that case o compare the two.
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> 84, Colour, figure, motion, extension, and the like, con-
sidered only as so many sensatioss in the mind, are perfectly
known, there being nothing in them which is not perceived.
But, if they are locked on as notes or images, referfed to
things or archelypes existing without the mind, then are we
involved all in scepticism. We see only the appearances,
and not the real qualities of things'. What gaay be the ex-
tension, figure, or motion of anything really and absolutely,
ot in itself, it is impossible fo1 us to know, but only the
proportion or rclation they bear to our senses. Things
remaining the same, our idcas vary, and which of them, or
even whether any of them at all, represent the truc qualily
really existing in the thing, it is out of our reach to determine,
So that, for aught we know, all we see, hear, and feel may
be only phantom and vain chimeia, and not at all agree
with the real things existing w2 rerwm natura, Al this
sceptical cant follows from our supposing a difference
between #hings and ideas, and that the former had a sub-
isistence without the mind or unperceived. It were easy to
dilate on this subject, and shew how the arguments urged
by seéptics in all ages depend on the supposition of external
Jobjects %,

~ 88. So long as we attribute a real existcnce to unthinking
things, distinct from their being perceived, it is not only
impossible for us to know with evidence the nature of any
eal unthinking being, but even that it exists. Hence it is
)\ghat we see philosopheis distrust their senses, and doubt of
.the existence of heaven and earth, of everything they sec or
feel, even of their own bodies. And, after all their labour-
ing and struggle of thought, they are forced to own we cannot

! Accading to Berkeley the perceived appearances or natwal phe-
nomenn, ate the real things~—named by him fideas’ for the reason
already given.

* The supposition, that is to say, that the real things are unperceived
~bhecause external to or behind the ideas which only represent them.
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attain to any self-evident or demonstrative knowledge of the
existence of scnsible things®. But all this doubtfulness,
which so bewilders and confounds the mind, and makes
philosophy ridiculous in the eyes of the world, vanishes if
we annex a meaning to our wotds, and not amuse ourselves
with the terms absolute,” ¢ exteinal,’ ¢ exist,” &c.—signifying
we know not .thaf. For my part, I can as well doubt of
my own being as of the being of thosc #Zings whick Zactually
perceive by semse®; it being a manifest contradiction that
any sensible object should be immediatcly perceived by
sight or touch, and at the same time have no caistence in
nature, since the very exsséence of an unthinking being
consists in dbeing perceived .

1 Attempts have been made ta prows that matter exisls, all which,
according to Berkeley's conception of what matter means, ate un~
necessary, Iis living perception #s its reality.

? As long, at least, as I, or some one élse, is in the act of perceiving
them. See Locke’s £ssay, b. IV, ch. 11. § 9.

3 The difficulty is to suppose that we can have a knowledge of things
that are permanent, if our knowledge of them is melted down into
phenomena that dre transitory. The difficulty raises o chief question
in intellectual philosophy—to vindicate reality as given in experence.
Berkeley argues that the favoutite hypothesis of philosophers —that the
renl things are not themselves perceived, but have to be mferred-—need-
lessly increases the dufficulty. Let us, he says, recognise the ‘real thing
as al) eady presented in perception ; not as something dependent on a
‘ conformuty,’ impossible to ascertain, between the real thing and the
representation in the mind of which alone, on this hypothesis, we are
supposed to be percipient—and the difficulty is relieved. .But is
Berkeley's conception of things, as necessanly sense-dependent, consis-
tent with their objective reality, as media of communication beiween
persons ?

On the connexion between scepticism and representative perception,
see Hume’s Inquiry concerning Human Understanding, sect, xii. pl, 1,
which might IR a text for discussing the ¢ immediate perception’ of
Reid and Hamilton, and for comparing it with the ¢ perception’ and
¢ sugpestion’ of Berkeley. See also Hamilton's Discusséons, ¢ Philosophy
of Peiception.’—TFo1 an account of various modifications of a repre-
sentative perception which have been held by philosophers, see Reid's *
Second Kssay on the Intellectual Powers, and IHamulton’s appended
Dissertations B and Cin his edition of Reld. These Scotch psychologists
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/89, Nothing seems of more importance towards erecting
a firm system of sound and rcal knowledge, which may be
proof against the assaults of Scepticism, than to lay the
beginning in a distinct explication of what is meaar by
THING, REALITY, EXISTENCE; for in vain shall we dispute
concerning the 7eal existence of things, or pretend to any
knowledge thereof, so long as we bave not fiyed the mean-
ing of those words’. THING Or BEING is the most general
name of all: it comprehends under it two kinds entirely
distinct and heterogeneous, and which have nothing common
but the name, viz. sprriTs? and 1pEAS. The former are
active, indivisible substances: the latter are inert, flecting,
or dependent beings ; which subsist not by themselvces, but
are supported by, or exist in, minds or spiritual substances.
1We compiehend our own existence by inward feeling or
reflection, and that of other spirits by rcason *—We may be
said to have some knowledge or notion of our own minds,
of spirits and active beings—whereof in a strict sense we
. have not ideas. In like manner, we know and have a notion

tanght that an immediate revelation of Matter In certain of its qualities,
15 an Tultimate fact,—the rejection of which logicelly involves_total
scepticlsm, because it 1nvolves distrust in the foundation of all belief;
but they did not, like Berkeley, try Lo explain whal is meant by the
realily of Matter.

1 Thig throws light on Berkeley's purpose, which was not to grove
the 1eality of the material world, but—by showing what we are entitled
to mean when we say that an external thing ¢ exsts’—to make proof
superfluons. He takes for granted that this reality may be analysed, and
that analysis resolves it into signy/ican/ becanse oxfered sense-phenomena,
which are virtnally o Langnage.

2 Spirits are not properly things,

* The remainder of this section was added in the Second Edition of
the Principles, when he recognised the importance of~the distinction
which he then began to express by the contrasted terms #dse and notion
~—a distinction which, in one form of expression or another, goes decp
into his and every philosophy. 1lis reason for recognising independent
substance in Spirit, wlile he rejects it in Malter, 1s that ¢ we are comscions
of personality and its permanence, but not 80 1n the things around us,’

4 i. e, by inference.
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of relations hetween things or ideas—which relations are
distinet from the ideas or things related, inasmuch as the
latier may be perccived by us without our perceiving the
former!. To me it secms that ideas, spirits, and relations
aie all, in their respective kinds, the object of buman know-
ledge and subject of discourse, and that the term idea would
be improperly gxtcﬁded Lo signify everything we know or
have any notion of*.

go. Jdeas imprinted on the senses ave real things, or do
really exist: this we do not deny; but we deny they can
subsist without the minds which perceive them ; or that they
are resemblances of any archetypes® existing without the
mind j—since the very being of a sensation or idea consists *
in being perccived, and an idea can be like nothing but an
iden. Again, the things peiceived by scnse may be termed '
external, with regard to their ongin, in that they are not
generated from within by the mind itself%, bul imprinted by
a Spirit® distinct from that which perceives them.—Bensible
objects may likewise be said to be ‘ without the mind’ in
another sense, namely when they exist in® some other mind ;
thus, when I shut my eyes, the things I saw may still exist,
but it*must be in another mind. ' ¢

9I1. It were a mistake to think that what is here said
derogates in the least from the reality of things. It is
acknowledged, on the received principles, that extension,
motion, and in a word all sensible qualities, have need of a
support, as not being able to subsist by themselves. But

1 This seems to say that we may know an absolutely isolated phe-
nomenon.

¥ Note again how Beikeley calls the term wofioz into use in this
special meaning. ~

¥ IIe means unperceived and unperceiving archelypes—not Platonic
Tdens.
dfﬂls-lere Berkeley’s view differs from Fichte's, so fa1 as the Iatier
seems to find in the individual Ego the origin of the naterial world, and

thas lands in Panegoism. 5 God,
¢ fexist in,’ f. e, nre perceived by, some other mind,
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the objects perceived by sense arc allowed to be nothing
but combinations of those qualities, and consequently cannol
subsist by themselves. Thus far it is agreed on all hands,
So that in denying the things perceived by sense an exist-
ence independent of a substance or support wherein they
may exist, we detract nothing from the reccived opinion of
thei reality, and are guilty of no innovition.in that respect.
All the difference is that, according to us, the unthinking
beings perceived by sense have no existence dislinet from
being perceived, and cannot therefore exist in any other
substance than those unextended indivisible substances or
Spirits which act and think and perceive them; whereas
philosophers vulgarly hold the sensible qualities do exist in
an inert, extended, unperceiving substance which they call
Mutter—to which they attribute 2 natural subsistence, ex-
terior to all thinking beings, or distinct from being perceived
by any mind whatsoever, even the Eternal Mind of the
Creator, wherein they suppose only Ideas of the corporeal
substances created by Him: if indeed they allow them to
be at all created.

‘ gil. Beside the external existence of the objects of per-
ception, another great source of errors and difficulties with
regard to ideal knowledge is the doctrine of ‘abstract ideas,’
such as it hath been set forth in the Introduction. The
plainest things in the world, those we are most intimately
acquainted with and perfectly know, when 2hey are con-
sidered in an abstract way, appear strangely difficult and
incomprehensible, Time, Place, and Motion, taken in
particular or concrete, are what everybody knows; but,
having passed through the hands of a metaphysician, they
become too abstract and fine to be apprehended by men of
ordindry scnse.  Bid your servant meet you at such a time
in such a place, and he shall never stay to deliberate on the
meaning of those words ; in conceiving that particular time
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and place, or the motion by which he is 1o get thither, he
finds not the least difficulty.  But if Time be taken exclu-
sive of all those particular actions and ideas that diversify
the daf, merely for the continuation of existence, or Duration
in abstract, then it will perhaps gravel even a philosopher lo
comprehend it?,

98. For my wwn part, whenever I attempt to frame a
simple iden of Time, abstructed from the succession of
ideas in my mind, which flows uniformly and is participated
by all heings, ¥ am lost and embrangled® in inextricable
difficulties® I have no notion of it at all: only I hear
others say it is infinitely divisible, and speak of it in such a
manner as leads me to harbour odd thoughts of my exist-
ence ;—since that doctrine lays one under an absolute
necessity of thinking, either that he passes away innumer-
able ages without a thought, or else that he is annihilated
every moment of his life, both which seem equally absurd.
Time therefore being nothing, abstracted from the succes- .
sion of ideas in our minds, it follows that the duration
of any finite spirit must be estimated by the number of
ideas or actions succeeding each other in that seme spirit
or r;\ind.)( Hence, it is a plain consequence that the son/
afways thinks; and in truth whoever shall go about to

1 ¢Si non rogas intelligo.!

% ¢ Embrangled,’ to ‘ brangle,’ i. e. to twist or involve in perplexity.

3 Locke's account of time (Zssay, b. 1I. ch. 14. §§ 3, 5, I7) may be
compared with this. Though change in the phenomena of which we
are percipient, as a matter of fact, develops in us the idea of time, the
ultimate mystery of that idea remains. In Berkeley’s Commonplace
Book we find such expressions as these, regarding Time, Duration, and
Eternity :—* Time—train of 1deas succeeding one another., Succession
explained by before, betwecy, after, and numbering. Duration infinitely
divisible ; time not so. The same 70 v now common to all intelli-
gences. Time thought infinitely divisible on account of its measure,
Time a sensation ; therefore only in the mind, Lteinity is only a train
of innumerable ideas, Hence the immortality of the soul casily con-
ceived, or rather the immortality of the person, that of the soul not
being necessary for aught we can see.

8. B, 1341° i
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divide in his thoughts, or abstract, the existence of a spirit
frorn its wgrz/aﬂau, wxll I belleve ﬁnd 1t no easy task %,

10I. The two great provinces of speculatwe «science
conversant aboul ideas »eceived from Senmse, are Natural
Philosophy and Mathematics ; with regard to each of these
I shall make some obseivations?

And first I shall say somewhat of Natwmal Philosophy.

On this subject it is that the sceptics triumph, All that
stock of arguments they produce to depreciate our faculties
and make mankind appear ignoiant and low, are drawn
principally from this head, namely, that we are under an
invincible blindness as to the ##we and 7eal nature of things.
This they exaggerate, and love (o enlarge on. We are
,misembly banteired, say they, by our senses, and amused
t only with the outside and show of things. (The real essence
| —the internal qualities and constitution—of every the
imeanest object, is hid from our view ; something there is in
every drop of water, every grain of sand, which it is beyond
'the. power of human undeistanding to fathom or compre-
 hend. JBut, it is evident from what has been shewn ihat all
this complaint is groundless, and that we are influenced by
false principles to that degree as to mistrust our senses, and
think we know nothing of those things which we perfectly
comprehend?,

1 Berkeley says in one of his letters: * A succession of ideas I take
to constitute time, and not to be only the sensible measure thereof, as
Mr. Locke and others think, One of my earliest inquiries was abont
time, which led me into several paradoxes that I did not think fit or
necessary to publish.’  (See my Li/2 of Berkeley, ch, v.)

With Berkeley ¢ the soul always thinks,’ else it would loge its identity,
‘or unconscious Ega is ns___Eosslble asunperceived matter, Hence singe
he esse of things is gercipd, the esse of the Ego would be percipere.

% In Xant's ¢ Kritik * (f Aesthetic® and * Analytic”) we have his ex-
planation and defence of mathematical and physical science, as against

the sceptical dissolntion of it into phenomena accidentally associated,

8 For, under Berkeley's conception of the material world, there is
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102. One great inducement to our pronouncing ourselves
ignorant of the nature of things is the current opinion that
cverything includes wit%én itself the cause of its properties ;
or that there is in each object an inward essezce which is the
souice whence its discernible qualities flow, and whereon
they depend’.  Sgme have pretended to account for ap-
pearances by eccult qualities: but of late they are mostly
resolved into mechanical causes, to wit, the figure, motion,
weight, and suchlike qualities?, of insensible particles ;—
wheieas, in truth, there 1s no other agent or efficient cause
than spérit, it being evident that motion, as well as all other
ideas, 1s petfectly inert. Seesect. 25°  Hence, to endeavour
to explain the production of colours or sounds, by figure, mo-
tion, magnitude and the Iike, must needs be labour in vain,
And accordingly we sce the attempts of that kind are not at
all satisfactory. Which may be said in general of those in-
stances wherein onc idea or quality ¢ is assigned for the cause
of anothei. I need not say how many hypotheses and
speculations are left out, and how much the study of nature
is abridged by this doctiine®.

nothing to be comprehended in the materlal world except the phenomena
or appearances of which it consists, and their relations of coexistence
and succession, in vutue of which they constitnte & system of sensible
signs—a natural and divine language,

! This is the Aristotelian and Scholastic teaching, according to which
the essential nature or formal cause of anything (odola, 70 7 v
évar) explains its secondary qualities (rod), and is unfolded in its
defimtion, The form or essence of a thing thus consists of what is
essential to its existence as that rdentical thing, and is present 1 all
1ts developments,

2 The primary gualities, in respect of their differences of shape, size,
motion, &c., weie regarded by Locke and Descartes as the explanation
of the differences 1n the secondary qualities of things.

8 QOn the total powerlessness of matter,

4 Phenomenon, 1. e. sense-iden or appenrance.

8 Berkeley's conception of the material world is nltimately Spititual in
that it eliminates power from the things we see and touch, but retaing
it in Mind or Spirit, He sees in the ordei and interpretability of all

H2
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" 133. By what we have hitherto said, it is plain that very
"humerous and important errois have taken their rise from
those false Principles which were impugned in the forcgoing
parts of this treatise ; and the opposites of those errdheous
tenets at the same time appear to be most fruitful Principles,
from whence do flow innumerable consgquences highly ad-
vantageous to true philosophy, as well as to relgion, Particu-
larly MATTER, or the adso/ufe exisience of corporeal objects?,
hath been shewn to be that wherein the most avowed and
pernicious enemies of all knowledge, whether human or
divine, have ever placed their chief strength and confidence.
And surely if by distinguishing the #eq/ existence of un-
thinking things from their deing perceived, and allowing them
a subsistence of their own out of the minds of spirits, no one
thing is explained in nature, but on the contrary a great
many inexplicable difficulties arise; if the supposition of
Malter is barcly precarious, as not being grounded on so
much as one single reason ; if its consequences cannot endure
the light of examination and free inquiry, but screen them-
selves under the dark and general pretence of Infiniles being
incomprehensible ; if withal the removal of this Matter be
not attended with the least evil consequence; if it be not
even missed in the world, but everything as well, nay much
easier, conceived without it; if, lastly, both Sceptics and
Atheists are for ever silenced upon supposing only SPIRITS
and 1DEAS?, and this scheme of things is perfectly agreeable

phenomena presented to the senses, the constant operation of the Universal
or Divine Power.

1 The denial of the exisience of matter, as a substance and power
independent of all conscious or perclplent spirit, is not denial of the
popular dogma that what is perceived in the senses”is real. It only
professes to be a deeper analysis of what the popular dogma means,
making it reasonable.

9 They are ‘for ever silenced’ if it may be concluded thal Moral
Reason is supreme in the universe, and Natural Order subordinate. But
is that necessarily involved in the supposition that only sgirifs, and
phenomena defendent on a percipiennt exist? Consider whether this
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both to Reason and Religion—methinks we may expect it
should be admitted and firmly embraced, though it were
proposed only as an Aypothesis, and the existence of Matter
had been allowed possible, which yet I think we have
cvidently demonstiated that it is not,
135.IHavin§ dc;patched what we intended to say con-
cerning’ the knowledge of Ineas!, the method we proposed
leads us in the next place to ireat of Spirrrs—with regard
to which, perhaps, human knowledge is not so deficient as
is vulgatly imagined® ¢ The great reason that is assigned
for our being thought ignorant of the naturc of Spirits is— -
our not having an é#dea of it. But, surely it ought not to
be locked on as a defect in a human understanding that it
does not perceive the /dea of spirit’, if it is manifestly im-
possible there should be any such idea. And this if T
mistake not has been demonstrated in scction 27 ; to which
I shall here add——that a spirit has been shewn to be the
only substance or support wherein uathinking beings or
ideas can exist; but that this subsfance which supporés or
prerceives ideas should 1tself be an idea, or like an iden, is
ev1denlly absurd. ™
7136, It will perhaps be said that we want a sense (as some
have 1magined) proper to know swbsiances withal ; which, if
#we had, we mught know our own soul as we do a triangle.
To this T answer, that, in case we had a new sense bestowed

Principle is justified by reason, and whether it is the only one that
effectually silences rejection of ethical supremncy or theistic optimism in
the Universe.

1 ‘Idens’ -=nal;1r11 phenomena presented to the senses,

2 Tn the precedmg seclions Berkeley has mentioned improvements in
the physical sciences which should follow acceptance of his conception
of Matter. He proceeds, in §§ 135-56, to trace its consequences,
in its application to studies which are concerned with the ongin and
destiny of men, and the bemg and attributes of God.

3 ¢ /dea of spitit,’ i.¢, n picture of spirit m the sensuous imagination,
or its appeatance in sense as a natural phenomenon,
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upon us, we could only receive thereby some new sensations
or ideas of scnse. Dut I believe nobody will say that what
he means by the terms sox/ and subsiance is only some par-
ticular sort of idea or sensation?, We may therefor® infer
that, all things duly considered, it is not more reasonable to
think our fuculties defective, in that they do not furnish us
with an #dza of spitit o1 active thinking sulestance, than it
would be if we should blame them for not being able to
compichend a round square™

137.! Fiom the opinion that spirits are to be known after
the manner of an idea or semsation® have riscn many absurd
and heterodox tenets, and much scepticism about the nature
of the soul. It is cven probable that this opinion may
have produced a doubt in some whether they had any soul
‘at all distinct fiom their body ; since upon inquiry they
could nol find they had an idea of it. That an sdea, which
is inactive, and the existence whereof consists in being per-
ceived, should be the image or likeness of an agent subsist-
ing by itself, seems to need no other 1efutation than barely
attending to what is meant by those words. But perhaps
you will say that though an idea cannot resemble a spirit in
its thinking, acting, or subsisting by itself, yet it may in
some other respects ; and it is not necessary that an idea or
image be in all respects like the original.

. 138/ T answer, if it does not in those mentioned, it is
mmpossible it should represent it in any other thing, (Do
but leave out the power of willing, thinking, and perceiving
ideas, and there remains nothing else wherein the idea can
be like a spirit. Tor, by the word sgé#i¢ we mean only #hat
‘whickh thinks, wills, and perceives; this_apd this alone, ]
constitutes the signification of that term. ) If therefore it

1 Ideas, sensations, and phenomena are synonyms with Berkeley, as
the student cannot be too often reminded.

% That is to say, ' the opinion’ that we can have a senswous perceplion
of a spirit, as we liave of a sensible thing,
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is impossible that any degiee of those powers should be
represented in an ideu, it is evident there can be no ider of
a spirit.)

Ilv,ggBut it will be objected that, if there is no idea
signified by the terms ‘soul,’ ¢spirit,’ and * substance,’ they
are wholly insignificant, or have no meaning in them'
I answer, thosg wdtds do mean or signify a real thing—’
which is neither an idea nor like an idea, but that which
perceives ideas, and wills, and reasons about them. What
I am myself—that which I denote by the term J—is thg
same with what is meant by sou/ or spiritueal .mbslames
But if T should say that 7 was nothing, or that Z was an
idea, nothing could be moie evidently absurd than either of
these propositions.  If it be said that this is only quarrel-
ling at a word, and that, since the immediate significations
of other names are by common consent called édeas, no
reason can be assigned why that which is signified by the
name spizit or sox/ may not partake in the same appella-
ton, .1 answer—-All the un:rhmkmg ohjects of the mind
agree in that they are entirely passive, and their existence
consists only in being perceived ; whereas a soul or spirit
is an®active being, whose existence consists, not in being
perceived, but in perceiving ideas and thinking?® ' It is
therefore necessary—in order to prevent equivocation and
confounding natures perfectly disagreeing and unlike, that
we distinguish between srirrT and 1pEA. See sect. 27,

1 ¢ Rotional psychology,’” says Kant, ‘has its oiigin in a mere mis-
understanding, The unity of self-consciousness is confnsed with an
intuition of the subject as an objeet ; and the olfiect thus supposed to be
thus intuiteq is, motcover, substantiated. (But this © subject” is really
nothing more than a unity m thought, 2z whick no objeet i given, and
to which therefore the categoiy of substance, which presupposes™an
object, cannot be applicd. Therefore the subject cannot be known as
a sybstance.’ This of Kant seems to overlook the fact that the indi-
vidual is present to himself in his own activities,

2 If the existencé of the Zgo depends on ac/nal perception, & person
cannot become unconscious without ceasing to exist.
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V7140, In a large sense indeed, we may be said to have an
dea [or rather a notion '] of spé7é#; that is, we understand
he meaning of the word, otherwise we could not affirm or
deny anything of it% Moreover, as we conceive the ideas
that are in the minds of other spirits by means of our own,
which we suppose to be resemblances of them ; so we know
other spirits by means of our own soul~~whigh in that sense
is #he image or idea of them; it having a like respect to
other spirits that blueness or heat by me perceived has to
those ideas perceived by another®

1 Added in Second Edition of the Principles. The teim ¢notion’
intrfinced to sigmfy what is unimaginable.

’%y *spititual substance” Berkeley intends whatever is meant by
the Personal pronoun. This cannot, he urges, be an #dez, or datum
of sense, The Znower cannot be 2hus known ; yet,as I am presupposed
in all my knowledge, I cannol beignorant of mysel. Hume afterwards
applied Berkeley's own rensoning against abstract matéer to this *notion®
of Zpo, and argued that the knowing spirit, as well as the things of
sense, is resolvable into passing conscious states, whose unfon in
imngination gives rise to the illusion of personal identity. (Zveatése of
Human Neture,b, 1. parl iv. sect, 6.)—DBerkeley's answer {o this is given
by anticipetion in the Dialague between Hylas and Dhilonous, wheie
Philonous meets the objection, that ‘there is no more meaning in
spivitual substance than in maferial substance, so the one is to be
exploded as well as the other.’

3 That is to say, we become aware of the existence of other consclous
beings, not by cntering into their conscionsness, but by inference,
based partly on our own consciousness, and partly on the signs of similar
conscious life in them, implied in our petceplions of their corporeal
actions. ‘We can concerve conscions lifg numerically different from our
own, while ungercetved matter is unimaglnable negatior‘ig

Berkeley's account of the relation of human spirits 4 the Supreme
Spirit, and to the Systent of Nature, is obscure. The question how far
the humen spirit is part of the Cosmos, its physical birth being an
event or evolution, he does not touch ;—nor yet oif 1elation to the
Universal Consciousness, of which, Panthelsts say, we are indszadual
phases—God being the wuniversal forme of which each of us is a finite
and illusory manifestation.—Is not the root of individual personality
found in the self-originated power by whichk a man is able to do evil,

and to lose his power to act rightly, through sclf-caused paralysis
of will?
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141. The Natural Immortality of the Soul is a necessary

consequence of the foregoing doctrine. But before we’

“atlempt to prove this, it is fit that we explain the meaning
of that tenet.( It must not be supposed that they who

assert the natural immortality- of the soul are of opinion’

".,tha.t it is absolutely incapable of annihilation even by the
jinfinite power p{ te Creator who first gave it being, but
‘only that it is not liable to be broken or dissolved by the
tordinary laws of nature or motion. They indecd who hold
"the soul of man to be only a thin vital flame, or system of
animal spirits, make it perishing and corruplible as the hody ;
since there is nothing more casily dissipated than such a
being, which it is naturally impossible should survive the
ruin of the tabernacle wherein it is encloscd.) And this
notion has been preedily embraced and chenshed by the
worst pat of mankind, as the most effectual antidote
against all impressions of virtue and religion. But it has
been made evident that dodies, of what frame and texture
souver, are barely passive ideas in the mznd—which is more
distant and heterogencous fiom them than light is from
datkness. (We have shewn that the soul is induvisible,
incotporeal, unextended, and it is consequently incorrup:
tible. Nothing can be plainer than that the motions,
changes, decays, and dissolutions which we hourly see
befull natural bodics (and which is what we mecan by the
course of mature) cannot possibly affect an active, simple,
uncompounded substance: such a being therefore is indis-
soluble by the force of nature ; that is to say-—the soul of
man is nafurally immortal?, "

1 This 1s BerkZley's application of his conception of Matter to the
question of the continued exlstence of self-conscious hfe in persons
after the dissolution of the bodily oiganism i Death. From the
necessary dependence of body on spirit, and the pessible independence
of the conscious spirit in man of 1ts coiporeal organism (which he
assumes that he has alieady proved), he argues for the netwral
immortality of the human spurit, If this be so, there 13 no absurdity

[
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r42. After what has been said, it is, I suppose, plain
that our souls are not to be known in the same manner as

in snpposing our continued personal consciousness after death —
as unhodied spirits,—the dissolution of the body having ne watural
connexton with extinction of personal consciousness; though, 4y a
wiracle, God might at death cause our s'elf-consclous lives to cease.
*1 see nio difficulty,’ he says 1n one of his lctters,p‘m conceiving a change
of state, such as is vulgarly called Death, ns well without as with
material substance, It is sufficient for that pmpose that we allow
sensible bodies, 1 e. such as arc percerved by sight and touch ; the exist-
cnce of which I am go far from guestioning (as philosophers are used to
do) that I establish it, I think, upon evident principles, Now, it scems
very easy to concerve the sou/ to cxist in a separate siate (i e, divested
from those limits and laws of motion nod perception with which she is
cmbarrassed here), and to exeicic herself on new ideas—without the
intervenlion of those tangible things we call our bodics. It is even very
possible to conceive how the sonl may have ideas of colour without
an cye, or of sounds without an ear’ (Lifz of Berkeley, ch, v.)
Note how in this he distinguishes ‘sensible bodies,’ dependent for their
existence on being perceived, from ‘matenal substance,” supposed to
exist independently of any percipient and sensation.
It was common among philusophers and theologians of the seven-
teenth century and afterwaids to defend faith in a life afier death by the
* metaphysical assumption of the indivisibility of mind, its independence
of matler, and ils merely contingent connexion wilh the body, Thus
Bishop Dutler takes for gianted that ‘all presumption of death’s being
the destraction of Zivéng beings must go upon the supposihion that they
are compounded aud so disceiptible’; adding that, since consciousness
‘is a single and indivisible power, it should scem that the subject in
which 1t resides mnst be so too’ And even if it should not he ‘also-
lutely indiscerptible,” we have no way, he argues, of determining Ly
experience ‘what its bulk 1n space is; and till it can be shown that
what T call myself is larget in bulk than the solid elementary particles
of matter (atoms), which as there is no ground to think any natwral
power can dissolve, so there iz no rafure/1ces0n to think death to be gur
dissolution' Refernng to our connexion with our bodies, he says that
‘upon the supposition that the living being each man calls himself ia
a single being . . . onr organised bodies are no more ourselves, or part of
ourselves, than any other matier around us.' ‘It is as<easy to conceive,’
he continucs, ‘that we may exist ont of bodies as in them; that we
might have animated bodies of any other organs, and senses wholly
different from those now given us; and that we may herealter animate
these same, or new bodics, varously modified and organised, as to
conceive how we can animate such bodics as onr present; and the
dissolution of all these several orgamised bodies, supposing ourselves
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senseless, inactive objects, or by way of idea. Spirits and
ideas are _things so wholly different, that when we say ¢ they
exist, ‘they are known,’ or thc like, these words must not
be thought to signify anything common to both natures.
There is nothing alike or common in them ; and Lo cxpect
that by any multiplication or enlargement of our faculties
we may be engbled® to know a spitit as we do a triangle,
seems as absurd as if we should hope io see a sound.
This is inculcated because T imagine it may be of moment
towards clearing several important questions, and preventing
some very dangerous errors concerning the Nature of the
Soul. ['Wec may not, I think, strictly be said to have

to have successively animated them, would have no more conceivable
tendency to destroy the living beings, ourselves, or deprive us of living
faculties, than the dissolution of any foreign malter? (4nalogy, pt. L
ch. 1).

This train of thought is more foreign to the present generation, when
science insists that self-conscions hfe in constant correlation with a
corporenl frame 13 a fact proved by sufllicient induction; whatever may
be the abstract metaphysical possibility of conceiving the conscious
Leing lo exist mdependently of body, The only personal hfe we have
any experience of, 1t is argucd, 13 one that is found in organic.union
with the corpoteal stiucture, in correlation with which it develops.
Speculations like those of Derkeley and Butler would be condemned as
dreams,

Faith in continued self-conscious life after death seems to have iis
1ationale 1 ethical considerations rather than in physical or in meta-
physical arguments, Does not a theistically constituted universe, with
s moral implications, suggest that physical death is nat the extinction
of the moral agent alter a short life in this mixed world, with its
irregular distribution of happiness and oppo:tunity? Moral experience
of the organised unaty I call myself seems to justify the previsive infezence
that the physical change called death is not the end of me. In one
view the rising of the sun to-moriow, and the consetous life after death
of any person wifo has not yet died, as future, are both ¢ beyond experi-
ence.’ In another definition of experience, neither is ¢ beyond’ it: the
one may be involved in the rational constitution of natural, and the other
in the constitution of moral expcrience.

1 What follows to the end of this section was introduced in the second
edition of the Principles, ns well as other passages in which notion is
duistingulshed frowm 2/ez or sense-presented phenomenon,
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jan idea of an active being, or of an action, although we
may be said to have a #ofion of them. I have some know-
ledge or notion of my mind, and its acts about ideas—
inasmuch as I know or understand what is meant by these
words. What I know, that I have some notion of.—I will
not say that the terms idea and sotion may not be used
convertibly, if the world will have it $o; hbut yet it con-
duceth to clearness and propriety that we distinguish things
very different by different names. It is also to be re-
marked that, all relations including an act of the mind, we
cumot so properly be said to have an idea, but rather a
notion of the relations and habitudes betwcen things*. But
if, in the modern way, the word /dea is extended to spirits,
and reiations and acts, his 15, after all, an affair of verbal
concern®]

0 . . . . [y . .

145. Inom what has been said, it is plain l.ha,t(we cannot
know the existence of oflier spivits® otherwise than by their
operations, or the ideas by them excited in us. I perceive
seveial motions, changes, and combinations of idcas, that
inform me there are ceitain particular agents, likc myself,
which accompany them and concur in their production.
Hence,[the knowledge I have of other spirits is not imme-

1@I‘here is perhaps a faint anticipation of Kantism in this employment
of the term sotion to signify conscious mind, and the relations which its
intellectual acts mvolve. But ciitical analysis, like Kant's, of the
relations presupposed in 1eal experience is foiegn to Berkeley,

3 Nerkeley hardly proves that we cannot have an intellectual ¢ notion’
of substance as manifested in its sensible phenomena. What he says
goes to show that we find in self that to which theie is nothing
analogous in the phenomena of which we are peicipient in our five
senses—that our continuous individual personality 1s an wreducible fact,
sue generis, and wntranglatable into a natural phenomenon that can be
presented ta the sense;.as

B ¢ Other sprrils, e.fr. other men. We only see their bodies and
bodily motwns: theh sclf-conscious life or proper personality s
necessarily lnvisible.
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diate, as is the knowledge of my ideas; but depending on
the intervention of ideas, by me referied to agents or spirits
distinet fiom myself, as effects or concomitant signs ] )

146.4 But, though there be some things which convince
us Aumdn agents are concerned in producing them, yet it is
evident to every one, that those things which are called the
Works of Natute—that is, the far greater part of the idcas
or sensations perceived by us—are not produced by, or
dependent on, the wills of men, There is thercfore some
other Spirit that causes them; since it is repugnant? that
they should subsist by themselves. Sce sect. 29. But, if
we ut'tentively consider the constant regulmity, order, and
concatenation of natural things ; the smprising magnificence,
beauty and perfection of the larger, and the exquisite con-
trivance of the smaller parts of the creation, together with
the exact harmony and correspondence of the whole; but
above all the never-enough-admired laws of pain and plea-

3 This is one of the most fruitful sections in the Frénciples, How
can one individual mind communicate with another individual Tmind
through a meud-degendent body, such ns Berkeley supposes human bedies,
and thg whale waterial world, to be? Tt has been alleged that, under
Beikeley’s conception of the materml world, I have no reason to believe
in the existence of other men j—that, at most, I ean discem only my
own existence and God. I find that 7 can will, and T suppose
that what our wills fail to do is God's doing; so my volitions
and Ais detetmmne all changes.—Berkeley, however, might argue that,
under his view of nature, the supremacy of Divme Will is a security
that we are not deceived when changes in phenomena presented to our
senses suggest the intentions and meanings of persons like onrselves as
their cause. (Is this, we may ask, mere ‘suggestion’ or is it “inference
of reason’? See Fzadication of Theory of Vision,§§ 11, 12, 42.) The
difficulty still is to understand Jow the appecrances which I perceive
\when I nse my scnses—if they are wholly subjective or self-contained,
land numerically different from those of which any other nund is con-

cions—can be wmedia of communication with another mind., In § 147

e says vaguely that God ‘ maintains that intercourse between spirits

hereby they are able to perceive the existence of each other.’

% ¢ Repugnant,’ for it would paralyse its indispensable presupposition
of efficient caunsation.
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sure, and the instinels or natural inclinations, appetites, and
passions of animals—I say if we consider all these things,
and at the same time attend to the meaning and import of
the attributes One, Eternal, Infinitely Wise, Good, and
Perfect, we shall clearly perceive thal they belong to the
aforesaid Spigit, * who works all in all,” and ‘by whom all
things nsisb “ .

144.\Hened, it is evident that God is known as certainly
and immediately as agy pther mind or spirit wha{soever
distinct from ourselves é’e may even assert that the
existence of God is fat'mdre evidently perceived than the
existence of men; because the effects of Nature are infin-
itely more numeious and considerable than those ascribed
to human agents.y There is not any one mak that denotes
a man, or effect produced by him, which does not more
strongly evince the being of that Spirit who is the Author
of Nature. For, it is evident that in affecting other per-
sons the will of man has no other object than barely the
motion of the limbs of his body; but that such a molion
should be attended by, or excite any idea in the mind of
another, depends wholly on the will of the Creator, He
alone it is who, ‘upholding all things by the word of His
power,’ maintains that intercourse between spirits whereby
they are able to perceive the existence of each other. And
yet this pure and clear light which enlightens every one is
itself invisible !,

148. It seems to be a general pretence of the unthinking
herd that they cannot sez God. Could we but see Him,
say they, as we see a man, we should believe that He is,
and believing obey His commands. But alas, we need
only open our eyes to see the Sovereign Lord of all things,
with a more full and clear’view than we do any one of our
fellow-creatures. Not that I imagine we see"God (as some

1 The reasoning in this and the two next sections is expanded in the
Dialogue on Déwine Viswal Language.
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will have it) by a direct and immediate view ; or see cor-
poteal things, not by themselves, bul by secing that which
represents them in the essence of God, which doctrine is,
I must confess, to me mcomprehensible®. DBut I shall
explain my meaning:—A human spiréit or person is npot
perceived by sense, as not being an i.dea. ; when therefore
we see the colpur, %ize, figure,” and motions of a man, we
perceive only certain sensations or idcas excited in our own
minds ; and these being cxhibited to our view in sundiy
distinct collcctions, serve to mark out unto us the existence
of finite and created spiits like owisclves. Hence it is
plain we do not see @ man—if by man is meant that which
lives, moves, perceives, and thinks as we do—but only such
a certain collection of ideas? as directs ug to think there isa
distinct principle of thought and motion, like to ourselves,
accompanying and represented by it.  And after the same
manner we see (God ; all the difference is that, wheress some
one finite and narrow assemblage of ideas denotes & paiti-
cufar human mind, whitheisoever we direcl our view, we
do at all times and in all places perceive manifest tokens
of the Divinity—-everything we see, hear, feel, or anjwise
perceive by Sense, being a sign o ¢ffect of the power of
God; as is our perception of those very motions which*
are produced by men ./

1 ITe refers to Malebranche, whose doctrine—that we perceive the
material world ‘in God’—was an attempt to reconcile the Cartesian
duality of self-conscious and unextended substance, on the one hand,
extended and unconscious substance, on the other. DBerkeley does not,
like Malebianche, say that we perceive things by peiceiving God, and
that we perceive them in Him (whatever that may mean); butonly that
phenomena are piesenied 1 cur perceptions according to what we call
‘natural order,) which is teally the immediate 13sue and sensible
expiession of the mnd of God. The phenomena present m our senses,
which are wholly passive, cannot, he argues, be like the Divine Spirit,
who is wholly active. See Burkeley’s IForks, vol. L p. 308,

% ¢Ideas,’ i.e. natural appearances presented to our sencs.

8 The pesent existence of Gol and the preseni existence of ather
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. 149.¥ It is thercfore plain that nothing can be more evi-
lent to any one that is capable of the least reflection than
he existence of God, or a Spirit who is intimately present
o our minds,}'—producing in them all that variety of ideas
o sensations which continually affect us; on whom we have
w1 absolute and entire dependence, in short ‘in whom we
ive, and move, and have our being.’ ~That the discovery
of this great truth, which lies so near and obvious to the
nind, should be attained to by the reason of so very few, is
1 sad instance of the stupidity and inattention of men, whe,
hough they are surrounded with such clear manifestationg
of the Deity, are yet so little affected by them that they
seem, as it were, blinded with excess of light.

* r50. But you will say,? Hath Nature no share in the pra.
duction of nalural things, and must they be all ascribed to
the immediate and sole operation of God WI answer, if by
Nalure is meant only the visible serics of effects or sensationg
‘mprinted on our minds, according io cerlain fixed ang
seneral faws, ther 1t 1§ plaim thar Natore, taker in ¢S sense,
mnnot produce anything at all®.  But, if by NVaswre is meant
iomé being distinct from God, as well as fiom the laws of
1ature, and things perccived by sense, I must confess thag
vord is to me an empty sound without any intelligible
neaning annexed to it. Nature, in this acceptation, is
sain chimem, introduced by those heathens who had not
just notions of the omnipresence and infinite perfection of
God?® But, it is more unaccountable that it should be
human spints are both reached, it seems, through sense signs, accord.
ing to Berkeley, and at first only in the way of ¢suggestion.’ The
Dialogue on Visual Language is an expansion of this section. Neither
here nor there does he refer to the moral presupposition of God given
in conscience, and its ¢ supremacy,’ which 15 practically perfect ethica]
supremacy in the universe.

1 In a word ‘natural causes’ are not, properly speaking, canses at all;
they only instrumentally tiansmit the originating efficacy of spint, ang
sigoify its meaning,

% Thus in the Greek conception of Nature (¢iois) ag something inter.
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received among Christians, professing belief in the Holy
Scriptures, which constantly ascribe those effects to the
fmmediate hand of God that heathen philosophers are wont
to impate to Nature. ‘The Lord He causeth the vapours
to ascend ; He maketh lightnings with rain; He bringeth
forth the wind out of His treasures,’ Jerem, x. 13 ‘He
turneth the shadow &f death into the morning, and maketh
the day dark with night.’ Amos v. 8. ‘Ile visiteth the
carth, and maketh it soft with showers: He blesscth the
springing thereof, and crowneth the year with His good-
ness; so that the pastures are clothed with flocks, and the
valleys are covered over with corn’ See Psal. Ixv.  But,
notwithstanding that this is the constant language of Scrip-
ture, yet we have I know not what aversion from believing
that God concerns Himself so nearly in our affairs. Fain
would we suppose Him at a great distance off, and substi-
tute some dlind unthinking deputy in His stead, though (if
we may believe Saint Paul) ‘He be not far from every one
of us/

151. It will, I doubt not, be objected that the slow,
gradual, and roundabout methods observed in the *pro-
duction of natural things do not seem o have for their
cause the smmediate hand of an Almighty Agent. Besides,
monsters, untimely births, fruits blasted in the blossom,
rains falling in desert places, miseries incident to human
life, and the like, are so many arguments that the whole
frame of nature is not immediately actuated and superin-
tended by a Spirit of infinite wisdom and goodness'. But

mediate between Necessity and Chance—the efficient cause of the
Cosmos, of which God is the final cause. So too in the impersonal
¢ force’ of modern scientific assumption. Are conservation and trans-
formation of force more than names for that /aw of change in the
universe under which every perishing phenomenon has its equivalent in
a new one, in the orderly metamorplosis which the passing phenoméha
of sense are continually undergoing ?

! So J. 8. Mill, in his Aulobiography and posthumous Hssays, in

s. B, 1341
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the answer to this objection is in a good measure plain
from sect. 6z; it being visible that the aforesaid Methods
of Nature are absolutely necessary, in order to working by
the most simple and general rules, and after a steddy and
consistent manner; which argues both the wisdom and
goodness of God, Such is the aruﬁcxal contrivance of this
xmghty Machine of Nature that, whilst i*s motions and
various phenomena strike on our senses, the hand which
actuates the whole is itself unperceivable to men of flesh
and blood. ‘Verily’ (saith the prophet) ‘thou art a God
that hidest thyself!! Isaiash xlv. 15. But, though the
Lord conceal Himself from the eyes of the sensual and
lazy, who will not be at the least expense of thought, yet
to an unbiassed and attentive mind nothing can be more
plainly legible than the intimate presence of an All-wise
Spirit, who fashions, regulates, and sustains the whole
system of beings. It is clear, from what we have elsewhere
ohserved, that the operating according to general and stated
laws is so necessary for our guidance in the affairs of Life,
and letting us into the secret of Nature, that without it all
reach and compass of thought, all human sagacity and de-
sign, could serve to no manner of purpose; il were even
impossible there should be any such faculties or powers in
the mind. See sect. 31. Which one consideration abun-
dantly outbalances whatever particular inconveniences may
thence arise?

152. But we should further consider that the very blem-

which he conjectures a Manicheeist solution of the difficulties of our
moral expericnce, instead of referring them to the free agency of men or
other finite persons.

1 So Pascal in the Pensdes, on God as a God ¢ that hideth himself,’

1 We should be virtually irrational if we lived in a physical Chaos
instend of the Cosmos ; for sense-phenomena would then have no mean-
ing on which our cognitive power might be exercised. The rationally-
constituted Cosmos is the correlate of our faculty of intelligence, and
material phenomena give concrete meaning to abstract thought,
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ishes and defccts of Naturc are not without their use, in
that they make an agreeable sort of variety, and augment
the beauty of the rest of the creation, as shades in a picture
serve to set off the brighter and more enlightened parts.
We would likewise do well to examine whether our taxing
the waste of secds and embryos, and accidental destruction
of plants and ammals, before they come to full maturity, as
an imprudence in the Author of Nature, be not the effect
of prejudice contracted by onr familiarity with impotent and
saving mortals, In man indeed a thrifty management of
those things which he cannot procme without much pains
and industry may be esteemed wisdom. But, we must not
imagine that the inexplicably fine machine of an animal or
vegetable costs the great Creator any more pains or trouble
in its production than a pebble does; nothing being more
evident than that an Omnipotent Spirit can indifferently
produce everything by a mere fa/ or act of his will®,
Hence, it is plain that the splendid profusion of natural
things should not be interpreted weakness or prodigality in
the agent who produces them, but rather be looked on as
an argument of the riches of his power.

X 153. As for the mixture of pain or uneasiness which is in
the world, pmsuant to the general Laws of Nature, and the
actions of finite, imperfect spirits, this, in the state we are in
at present, is indispensably necessary to our well-being, Bu¢
our prospecis are too narvew. We take, for instance, the
idea of some one particular pain into our thoughts, and
account ## evil ; whereas, if we enlarge our view, so as to
comprehend the various ends, connexions, and dependen-
cies of things, on what occasions and in what proportions
we are affected with pain and pleasure, the nature of human
freedom, and the design with which we are put into the

1 By a power that is independent of nature, We suppose nature and
naturel laws to be constantly sustained by Supteme Active Reason, not
evolved in blind necessity,

112
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world ; we shall be forced to acknowledge that those par-
ticular things which, consideied in themselves, appear to be
evil, have the nature of good, when considered as linked with
the whole system of beings®.

1 So afterwards Butler. ¢ Our whole nature leads us to ascribe moral
perfection to God, and to deny all imperfectiomof Him., And #24s must
for ever be a practical proof of His moral charactel? From thence we
conclude that virtue must be the happiness and vice the misery of
every creature; and that regularity, order, and right cannot but prevail
finally, in & universc under His government. Bu? we are in no sort
yudges what are the necessary means of accomplishing this end?
(Analogy, Introduction,) See also his Sermon on the ‘ Ignorance of
Man~~In the Z%esdicds of Leibniz, published in the same year as the
Drinciples of Berkeley, these difficulties are discussed.

They gave rise to Manichwism, the doctrine of Manes, a Persian
philosopher of the third century, who appears to have held Eternal
Daality in the Universal Power to be an explanation of the mingled
good and evil that is in the universe. The existence of free agents,—
who, as free, must be free to act wickedly,—might seem to be a modified
Manicheism; especially if accompanied by the supposition that the
universe into which finite agents can introduce sin 1s incapable of ultimate
freedom fiom evil, and thet it is thus a falure, which it is doubtful
whether the Manicheeans themselves meant to say. Is the creation of
finite creators of acts which may be evil as well as good, Divine creation
of e?il? A sense of the importance of responsible (because free) ageuts
in the wniverse has, through Christianity, grown m the medimval and
modern world; as compared with an indifference lowards individual
personality in the ceconomy of things on the part of Greek and other
ancient philosophers.

Our limlted knowledge of the oiigin and destiny of the universe is at
the 100t of objections at the present day to the recognition of Active Moral
Reason as its ultimate explanation. Hume proceeds partly on this, when
he treats the universe as a * singular effect,’ the phenomena of which can
be interpreted only so far as this life of sense is concerned (and even that
in merely probable interpretations), but which at last dissolves in ¢a riddle,
an wmnigma, an jnexplicable mystery. Does not true philosophical
analysis show that our knowledge of the universe cannot he even so
much as this withont belng more than this? Is not final assurance of
Omnipotent Goodness the fundamental postulate of human experience,
virtually presupposed in the scientific postulate of constant order in
nature ?
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A DIALOGULE CONCERNING THE

PRINCIPLES
Yardn ofmhﬂx ‘“9" ey

FPhilonous. Good morrow, ]J)las I did not cxpect to find
yol abroad so early.

Hylas, Tt is indeed something unusual; but my thoughts
wele so taken up with a subject I was discoursing of last
night, that finding I could not sleep, I resolved to rise and
take a turn in the garden.

Flid. Tt happened well, to let you see what innocent and
agreeable pleasures you lose every morning, Can there be
a pleasanter time of the day, or a more delightful season of
the year? That purple sky, those wild but sweet notes
of birds, the fragrant bloom upon the trees and flowers, the
gentle influence of the rising sun, these and a thousand
nameless beauties of nature inspite the soul with secret
transports ; its faculties too being at this time fresh and
lively, are fit for these meditations, which the solitude of
a garden and tranquillity of the morning naturally dispose us
to. But I am afraid I interrupt your thoughts: for you
seemed very intent on something,

Ayl Tt is true, I was, and shall be obliged to you if you
will permit me to go on in the same vein ; not that I would
by any means deprive myself of your company, for my
thoughts always flow moie easily in conversation with a
friend, than when I am alone: but my iequest is, that you
would suffer me to impart my reflections to you,
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Pril. With all my heart, it is what I should have requested
myself if you had not prevented me.

Hyl, T was considering the odd fate of those men who
have in all ages, through an affectation of being distinguished
from the vulgar, or some unaccountable turn of thought,
pretended either to believe nothing at all, or to believe the
most extravagant things in the world. “Thig however might
be borne, if their paradoxes and scepticism did not draw
after them some consequences of geneial disadvantage to
mankind. But the mischief lieth here; that when men of
less leisure see them who are supposed to have spent their
whole time in the pursuits of knowledge professing an entire
ignorance of all things, or advancing such notions as are
repugnant to plain and commonly received principles, they
will be tempted to enteitain suspicions concerning the most
important truths, which they had hitherto held sacred and
unquestionable.

Phil, 1 entirely agree with you, as to the ill tendency of
the affected deubts of some philosophers, and fantastical
conceits of others. I am even so far gone of late in this
way~of thinking, that I have quitted several of the sublime
notions I had got in their schools for vulgar opinions.” And
I give it you on my word, since this revolt from metaphysical
notions, to the plain dictates of nature and common sense,
I find my understanding strangely enlightened, so that I can
now easily comprehend a great many things which before
were all mystery and riddle,

Hyl. 1 am glad to find there was nothing in the accounts
I heard of you

Phil. Pray, what were those?

Hyl, You were represented in last night's conversation, as
one who maintained the most extravagant opinion that ever
entered into the mind of man, to wit, that there is no such
thing as material substance in \he world,

Phil, That there is no such thing as what Philosophets
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call material substance, I am seriously peisuaded: but, if
I were made to see anything absurd or sceptical in this,
I should then have the same reason to renounce this that I
imagins I have now to reject the contrary opinion.

Kyl What! can anything be more fantastical, more
repugnant to common sense, or a more manifest piece of
Scepticism, than to’ believe there is no such thing as
matler }

Fhil. Softly, good Hylas. What if it should prove, thal
you, who hold there is, are, by viitue of that opinion,
a greater sceplic, and maintain more paradoxes and
repugnances to common sense, than I who believe no
such thing?

Hyl. You may as soon persuade me, the part is greater
than the whole, as that, in order to aveid absurdity and
Scepticism, I should ever be obliged to give up my opinion
in this point,

Pril, Well then, are you content to admit that opinion
for true, which, upon examination, shall- appear most
agreeable to common sense, and remote from Scepticism ?

Hyl, With all my hearl, Since you are for raising disgutes
about the plainest things innature, I am content for once to
hear what you have to say.

Phil, Pray, Hylas, what do you mean by a sceptic |

Ayl 1 mean what all men mean-—one that doubts of
everything.

Phil. He then who entertains no doubt concerning some
particular point, with regard to that point cannot be thought
a sceptic.

Hyl. T agiee with you. :

Phil, Whether doth doubting consist in embracing the
affirmative or negative side of a question ?

Hyl. In neither ; for whoever understands English, cannot
but know that dewbting signifies a suspense between bath,
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Pkil. He then that denieth any point, can no more be
said to doubt of it, than he who affirmeth it with the same
degree of assurance.

Hyl. True.

Phil. And, consequently, for such his denial is no more
to be esteemcd a sceptic than the other,

Iyl T acknowledge it.

Phil. How cometh it to pass then, Aylus, that you pro-
nounce me a seepéic, because I deny what you affirm, to wit,
the existence of Matter? Since, for aught you can tell,
I am as peretnptory in my denial, as you in your affirmation.

Hyl, Hold, Philonous, 1T have been a litlle out in my
definition ; but every false step a man makes in discourse
is not to be insisted on. I said indeed thata scepsic was
one who doubted of everything ; but I should have added,
or who denies the reality and truth of things.

Phil. What things? Do you mean the principles and
theotems of sciences? But these you know are univeisal
intcllectual notions, and consequently independent of
Matter ; the denial therefore of this doth not imply the
denfing them, .

Ayl 1 grant it. But are there no other things? What
think you of distrusting the senses, of denying the real
existence of sensible things, or pretending to know nothing
of them. Is not this sufficient to denominate a man &
sceplic ¥

Pril. Shall we therefore examine which of us it is that
denies the reality of sensible things, or professes the greates
gnorance of them ; since, if I take you rightly, he is to bé
steemed the greatest seepric ?

Hyl, That is what I desire,

Plil, What mean you by Sensible Things ?
Hyl, Those things which are perceived by the senses
Can you imagine that I mean anything else ?
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Fhil, Pardon me, Hylas, if I am desirous clearly to appre-
hend your notions, since this may much shorten our inquiry.
Suffer me then to ask you this farther question, Are those
things*only perceived by the scnses which are perceived
immediately? Or, may those things praperly be said to be
sensible which are psrceived mediately, or not without the
intervention of wthers?

Ayl 1 do not sufficiently understand you.

Pril In reading a book, what I immediately perceive
are the letters, but mediately, or by means of these, are
suggested to my mind the notions of God, virtue, truth, &c.
Now, that the letters are truly sensible things, or perceived
by sense, there is no doubt: bul I would know whether
you take the things suggested by them to be so too.

Ifyl. No, certainly ; it were absurd to think Ged or viriue
sensitle things, though they may be signified and suggested
to the mind by sensible marks, with which they have an
arbitrary connexion.

FPhil, 1t seems then, that by sensidle things you mean
those only which can be perceived fmmediately by sense ?

Hyl. Right. :

Prkil, Doth it not follow from this, that though I see one
part of the sky red,and another blue, and that my reason
doth thence evidently conclude there must be some cause
of that diversity of colours, yet that cause cannot be said to
be a usensible thing, or perceived by the sense of seeing?

A Tt doth.

Phil. In like manner, though I hear varicty of sounds,
yet I cannot be said to hear the causes of those sounds?

Hyl. You cannot,

Phil. And when by my touch I perceive a thing to be hot
and heavy, I cannot say, with any truth or propriety, that
I feel the cause of its heat or weight ?

Hyl, To prevent any more questions of this kind, T tell
you once for all, that by sensible things T mean those only
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which are perceived by sense, and that in truth the senses
perceive nothing which they do not percecive immediately ;
for they make no inferences. The deducing therefore
of causes or occasions from effects and appeaiances,
which salone are perceived by sense, entirely relates to
reason,

Phil. This point then is agreed between ws—that sensible
things arve those only whick are immediately perceived by sense.
You will farther inform me, whether we immediately per-
ceive by sight anything beside light, and colours, and
figures; or by hearing, anything but sounds; by the
palate, anything beside tasles ; by the smell, beside odours;
or by the touch, more than tangible qualities,

Hyl. We do not.

Phil. Tt seems, therefore, that if you take away all
sensible qualities, there remains nothing sensible?

Ayl 1 mant it

Prhil. Sensible things therefore are nothing else but so
many sensible qualities, or combinations of sensible
qualities?

Hpyl, Nothing else.

Phil, Heat then is a sensible thing?

Ayl. Certainly.

Fhil. Doth the reality of sensible things consist in being
perceived? or, is it something distinct from their being per-
ceived, and that bears no relation to the mind?

Hyl. To exist is one thing, and to be perceived is arpiher.

Pkil. 1 speak with regard to sensible things only: and
of these I ask, whether by their real existence you mean
a subsistence exterior to the mind, and distinct from their
being perceived P

Ayl 1 mean a real absolute being, distinct from, and
without any relation to their being perceived.

Lhil. Heat therefore, if it be allowed a real being, must
exist without the mind?
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Hyl, It must.

Phil. Tell me, Hylas, is this real existence equally com-
patible to il degrees of heat, which we perceive ; or is theie
any reason why we should attribute it to some, and deny
it to others, and if there be, pray let me know that reason.

Kyl Whatever degrec of heat we perceive by sense, we
may be sure the sanle exists in the object that oceasions it.

LFlil, What | the greatest as well as the least ?

Hyl. 1 tell you, the reason is plainly the same in respect
of both: they are both perceived by sense; nay, the
greater degrec of heat is more sensibly perceived ; and
consequently, if there is any difference, we are more certain
of its real existence than we can be of the realily of a lesser
degiee,

Plul. But is not the most vehement and intense degree
of heat a very great pain P

Hyl, No one can deny it

Phil. And is any unperceiving thing cabable of pain
or pleasure?

Hyl. No certainly.

Phl Is your material substance a senseless being, or
a beifig endowed with sense and perception?

Kyl It is senseless without doubt.

Phil, Tt cannot therefore be the subject of pain?

Hyl. By no means,

Phil. Nor consequently of the greatest heat perceived by
sense, since you acknowledge this to be no small pain?

Hyl. 1 grant it.

Phil. What shall we say then of your external object ; is
it a material substance, or no ?

Hyl, 1t is a material substance with the sensible qualities
inhering in it.

FPhil, How then can a great heat exist in it, since you
own it cannot in a material substance? I desire you would
clear this point.
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Hyl. Hold, Philonous, 1 fear 1 was out in yielding intense
heat to be a pain, It should seem rather, that pain is
something distinet from heal, and the consequence or
cffect of it. °

Fhil, Upon putting your hand near the fire, do you
percetve one simple uniform sensation, or two distinct
sensations ?

Hyl. But one simple sensation,

Phil. Ts not the heat immediately perceived?

Hyl. 1t is.

Phil, And the pain?

Hyl. True,

Pril, Seeing therefoie they are both immediately per-
ceived at the same Lme, and the fire affects you only
with one simple, or uncompounded idea, it follows that
this same simple idea is both the intense heat immediately
perceived, and the pain ; and, consequently, that the intense
heat immediately perceived, is nothing distinct from a par-
ticular soit of pain.

ZIyl. 1t seewmns so.

LE. Again, try in your thoughts, Aylas, if you can con-
ceive a vehement sensation to be without pain or pleasure,

Iyl 1 cannot.

Pril. Or can you frame to yourself an idea of sensible
pain or pleasure, in general, abstracted from every particular
idea of heat, cold, tastes, smells? &c.

Hyl. 1 do not find that I can.

FPhil. Doth it not therefore follow, that sensible pain is
nothing distinct from those sensations or ideas—in an intense
degree?

Hyl. 1t is undeniable ; and, to speak the truth, I begin
to suspecl a very great heat cannot exist but in a mind
perceiving it.

Phil. What! are you then in that seephical state of
suspense, between affirming and denying?
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Iyl 1 think T may be positive in the point. A vey
violent and painful heat cannot exist without the mind.

Phil, 1t hath not therefore, according to you, any real
being?

Ayl 1 own it.

Plil, Ts it therefore certain, that there is no body in
nature really hot? ?

Iyl 1T have not denied there is any real heat in
badies. T only say, there is no such thing as an intense
real heat.

Frif, But did you not say before that all degrees of heat
were equally 1eal ; or, if there was any diffecrence, that the
greater were more undoubtedly real than the lesscr?

Hyl. True: but it was because I did not then consider
the ground there is for distinguishing between them, which
I now plainly see. And it is this :—because intense heat is
nathing else but a paiticular kind of painful sensation ; and
pain cannot exist but in a perceiving being; it follows that
no intense heat can really exist in an unperceiving corporeal
substance. But this 1s no reason why we should deny heal
in an inferior degree to exist n such a substance. )

Pril. But how shall we be able to discern those deprees
of heat which exist only in the mind from those which exist
without it ?

Hyl. That is no difficult matter. VYou know the least
pain cannot exist unperceived ; whatever, therefore, degree
of heat is a pain exists only in the mind. But, as for all
other degrees of heat, nothing obliges us to think the same
of them.

Phri. T think you granted before that no unperceiving
being was capable of pleasure, any more than of pain,

Ayl T did.

Phil. And is not warmth, or 2 more gentle degree of heat
than what causes uneasincss, a pleasure ?

Hyl. What then?
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Phil. Consequently, it cannot exist without the mind in
an unperceiving substance, or body.

Hyl. So it seems, .

Phil, Since, thercfore, as well those degrees of heat that
are not painful, as those that are, can exist only in a thinking
substance ; may we not conclude that external bodies are
absolutely incapable of any degree of heat whatsoever?

Iyl On second thoughts, I do not think it so evident
that warmth is a pleasure as that a great degree of heat
is a pain.,

Plul. T do not pretend that warmth is as great a pleasure
as heat is a pain, But, if you grant it to be even a small
pleasure, it serves to make good my conclusion.

Hyl. 1 could rather call it an indolence. It seems to be
nothing more than a privation of both pain and pleasure.
And that such a quality or slale as this may agree to an
unthinking substance, I hope you will not deny.

Prhil, If you are resolved to maintain that warmth, or
a gentle degree of heal, is no pleasure, I know not how to
convince you otherwise, than by appealing to your own
sense. But what think you of cold ? -

Hyl, The same that I do of heat. An intense degree of
cold is & pain; for to feel a very great cold, is to perceive
o great uneasiness: it cannot therefore exist without the
mind; but a lesser degree of cold may, as well as a lesser
degree of heat.

Phit. Those bodies, therefore, upon whose application to
our own, we perceive a moderate degree of heat, must be
concluded to have a moderate degree of heat or warmth in
them; and those, upon whose application we feel a like
degree of cold, must be thought to have cold in them,

Hyl. They must,

PhriZ, Can any doctrine be true that necessarily leads
a man into an absurdity ?

Hyl, Without doubt it cannot.
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Fril. 1s 1t not an absurdity to think that the same thing
should be at the same time hoth cold and warm?

Iyl Tt is,

Phil} Suppose now one of your hands hot, and the other
cold, and that they are both at once put into the same
vesscl of water, in an intermediate state; will not the water
seem cold to ore hand, and warm to the other?

Lyl Tt will,

FPhil. Ought we not theiefore, by your principles, to
canclude it is really hoth cold and warm at the same time,

 that is, according to your own concession, lo belicve an
vabsurdity ?

Hyl. 1 confess it scems so.

Lhil. Consequently, the principles themselves are false,
since you have granted that no true principle leads to an
absurdity.

Hyl, But, after all, can anything be more absurd than to
say, there is no heat in the firel

Phil. To make the point still clearer; tell me whether,
in two cases exactly alike, we ought not to make the same
judgment?

Hyl. We ought.

Phil. When a pin pricks your finger, doth it not rend and
divide the fibres of yow flesh?

Hyl. It doth,

PEil, And when a coal burns your finger, doth it any
mare ?

Hyl. 1t doth not.

Phil, Since, therefore, you neither judge the sensation
itself accasioned by the pin, nor anything like it to be in
the pin; you should not, conformably to what you have
now granted, judge the sensation occasioned by the fire, or
anything like it, to be in the fire.

Fyl, Well, since it must be so, I am content to yield this
point, and acknowledge that heat and cold are only sensa-
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tions existing in our minds. But thee still remain qualities
enough to secure the reality of exteinal things.

Pil. But what will you say, Hylas, if it shall appear that
the case is the same with regard to all other sensible
qualities, and that they can no more he supposed to exist
without the mind, than heat and cold ?

ZIyl. Then indeed you will have done samething to the
purposc ; but that is what I despair of seeing proved. *

ZL’Ril. et us cxamine them in order. What think you of
Zastes—do they exist without the mind, or no?

Hyl. Can any man in his senses doubt whether sugar is
sweet, or wormwood bitter ? '

Plkil. Inform me, Hylas. Is a sweet taste a particular
kind of pleasure or pleasant sensation, or is it not?

Hyl. Tt is,

PR, And is not bitterness some kind of uneasiness or
pain?

Hyl. 1 grant it.

Pral. If therefore sugar and wormwood are unthinking
corporeal substances existing without the mind, how can
sweetness and bitterness, that is, pleasme and pain, agree
to them? .

Hyl. Hold, Philonous, 1 now sec what it was deluded
me all this time. You asked whether heat and cold,
sweetness and bitterness, were not particular sorts of plea-
sure and pain ; to which I answered simply, that they were.
Whereas I should have thus distinguished :—those quali-
ties, as perceived by us, arc pleasures or pains; but not as
existing in the external objects. We must not therefore
conclude absolutely, that there is no heat in the fire, or
sweetness in the sugar, but only that heat or sweetness,
as perceived by us, are not in the fire or sugar. What
say you to this?

Prhil. 1 say it is nothing to the purpose, Qur discourse
proceeded altogether concerning sensible things, which you
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defined to be, 2ke things we immediately pereeive by our senses.
Whatever other qualities, therefore, you speak of, as distinct
from these, I know nothing of them, neither do they at all
belong to the point in dispute. You may, indeed, pretend
to have discovered certain qualities which you do not
perceive, and assert those inscnsible qualities exist in fire
and sugar. Byt what use can be made of this to your
present putpose, I am at a loss to conceive, Tell me then
once more, do you acknowledge that heat and cold, sweet
ness and bitlerness (meaning those qualities which are
perceived by the senses), do not exist without the mind?

Hyl. T see 1t is to no purpose to hold out, so T give
up the cause as to those mentioned qualities. Though
I profess it sounds oddly, to say that sugar is not sweet.

Piil, But, for your farther satisfaction, take this along
wwth you: that which at other times seems swcet, shall, to
a distempered palate, appear bitter, And, nothing can be
plainer than that divers persons perceive different tastes in
the same food; since that which one man delights in,
another abhors. And how could this be, if the taste was
something really inheient in the food ?

HyY. T acknowledge I know not how.

Phil. In the next place, odonrs are to be considered
And, with regard to these, I would fain know whether what
hath been said of tastes doth not exactly agree to them?
Are they not so many pleasing or displeasing sensations ?

Hyl. They are.

Phil. Can you then conceive it possible that they should
exist in an unperceiving thing?

Ayl 1 cannot.

Phil. Or, can you imagine that filth and ordure affect
those brute animals that feed on them out of choice, with
the same smells which we perceive in them ?

Zyl. By no means.

LPhil. May we not therefore conclude of smelis, as of the
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other forementioned qualities, that they cannot exist in any
but a perceiving substance or mind ?

Hyl. T think so.

Phif, Then as to sounds, what must we think of 4hem:
are they accidents really inherent in external bodies, or not?

Hyl, That they inhere not in the sonorous bodies is plain
from hence; because a bell struck in tkte exhausted receiver
of an air-pump sends forth no sound. The air, therefore,
must be thought the subject of sound.

Phkil. What reason is there for that, Hylas?

Hyl. Becausc, when any motion is raised in the air, we
perceive a sound greater or lesser, according to the air’s
motion ; but without some motion in the air, we never hear
any sound at all,

Plyl, And granting that we never hear a sound but when
some motion is produced in the air, yet I do not see
how you can infer from thence, that the sound itself is in
the air.

Hyl. It is this very motion in the exlernal air that
produces in the mind the sensation of sownd. For,
striking on the drum of the ear, it causeth a vibration,
which by the auditory nerves being communicated o the
brain, the soul is thereupon affected with the sensation
called sound. .

LFril, What! is sound then a sensation?

Hyl. 1 tell you, as perceived by us, it is a particular
sensation in the mind.

Prkil. And can any sensation exist without the mind ?

Hyl. No, certainly.

Piil. How then can sound, being a sensation, exist in
the air, if by the a/» you mean a senseless substance existing
without the mind?

Hyl. You must distinguish, PZilonous, between sound as
it is perceived by us, and as it is in itself ; or (which is the
same thing) between the sound we immediatcly perceive,
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and that which exists without us. The former, indeed, is
a particular kind of sensation, but the latter is merely
a vibrative or undulatory motion in the air.

Fid. 1 thought I had already obviated that distinction,
by the answer I gave when you weie applying it in a like
case before, But, to say no more of that, are you sure then
that sound is really hothing but motion ?

Hyl, T am.

Phil, Whatever therefore agrees to real sound, may with
truth be attributed to motion ?

Hyl, 1t may,

Plil, Tt is then good sense to speak of motion as of
a thing that is Jowd, sweet, acute, or grave.

Ayl 1 see you are resolved not to understand me. Is it
not evident those accidents or modes belong only to sen-
sible sound, or sownd in the common acceptation of the
word, but not to sound in the real and philosophic sensc;
which, as I just now told you, is nothing but a certain
molion of the air?

Pril. Tt seems then there are two sorts of sound—the
one vulgar, or that which is heard, the other philosophical
and real ?

Hyl. Even so.

Phil. And the latter consists in motion?

Hyl. 1 told you so before,

Phil. Tell me, Hylas, to which of the senses, think you,
the idea of motion belongs? to the heanng?

Hyl. No, certainly ; but to the sight and touch.

Phil, Tt should follow then, that, according to you, real
sounds may possibly be seex or felt, but never Aeard.

Hyl, Look you, Philonous, you may, if you plense, make
a jest of my opinion, but that will not alter the truth of
things. I own, indeed, the inferences you draw me into,
sound something oddly ; but common language, you know,
is framed by, and for the use of the vulgar: we must not

K3
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therefore wonder, if expressions adapted to exact philosophic
notions seem uncouth and out of the way.

Pril. Is it come to that? I assure you, I imagine myself
to have gained no small point, since you make so light
of departing from common phrases and opinions ; it being
a main part of our inquiry, to examine whose notions are
widest of the common road, and modt repugnant to the
general sense of the world. But, can you think it no more
than a philosophical paradox, to say that rea/ sounds are
never heard, and that the idea of them is obtained by some
other sense? And is there nothing in this contrary to
nature and the truth of things?

Hyl. To deal ingenuously, I do not like it. And, after
the concessions already made, I had as well grant that
sounds too have no real being without the mind.

Phit, And I hope you will make no difficulty Lo acknow-
ledge the same of colonrs.

Hpyl. Pardon me: the case of colours is very different.
Can anything be plainer than that we see them on the
objects ?

P#il. The objects you speak of are, I suppose, corpoxeal
Substances existing without the mind ?

Hyl. They are.

Fhil, And have true and real colours inhering in them?

Hyl, Bach visible object hath that colour which we
see in it

Phil, How! is there anything visible but what we per-
ceive by sight?

Hyl, There is not.

Phil. And, do we perceive anything by sense which we
do not perceive immediately ?

Hpyl. How often must I be obliged to repcat the same
thing? I tell you, we do not.

Phil, Have patience, good Hylas; and tell me once
more, whether there is anything immediately perceived by



4 DIALOGUE CONCERNING THE PRINCIPLES 133

the senses, except sensible qualities. I know you asserted
there was not ; but I would now be informed, whether you
still persist in the same opinion.

Ay, 1 do.

Phil. Pray, is your corporeal substance either a sensible
quality, or made up_of sensible qualities ?

JZZyl, What & question that is! who ever thought i{ was?

Phil, My reason for asking was, because in saying, eack
visible object hath that colour whick we see in if, you make
visible objects 1o be corporeal substances; which implics
either that corporeal substances are sensible qualities, or
else that there is something beside sensible qualities per-
ceived by sight: but, as this point was foomerly agreed
between us, and is still maintained by you, it is a clear
consequence, that your corporeal substance is nathing
distinct from sensible qualities.

Hypl. You may draw as many absurd consequences as you
please, and endeavour to perplex the plainest things; but
you shall never persuade me out of my sensés. I clearly
understand my own meaning. .

Pl T wish you would make me understand it too.
But, since you are unwilling to have your notion of corpo-
real substance examined, I shall urge that point no farther.
Only be pleased to let me know, whether the same colours
which we see exist in external bodies, or some other,

Hyl. The very same.

Phil, What! are then the beautiful red and purple we
see on yonder clouds really in them? Or do you imagine
they bave in themselves any other form than that of a dark
mist or vapour?

Hyl, T must own, Philonous, those colours are not really
in the clouds as they seem to be at this distance. They are
only apparent colours,

Phil. Apparent call you them? how shall we distinguish
these apparent colours from real?
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Hyl, Very easily. Those are to be thought apparent
which, appearing only at a distance, vanish upon a nearer
approach.

Phil, And those, I suppose, are to be thought real’which
are discovered by the most near and exact survey.

Ayl Right. ,

Phil. Ts the nearest and exactest survey nfade by the help
of a microscope, or by the naked eyc?

Ilyl. By a microscope, doubtless.

Plhil. But a microscope often discovers colours in an
object different from those perceived by the unassisted
sight. And, in case we had microscopes magnifying to any
assigned degree, it is ceilain that no object whatsoever,
viewed through them, would appear in the same colour
which it exhibits to the naked eye.

Hyl, And what will you conclude from all this? You
cannot argue that there are really and naturally no colours
on objects : because by artificial managements they may be
altered, or made to vanish.

PPil. 1 think it may evidently be concluded from your
own concessions, that all the colours we see with our paked
eyes are only apparent as those on the clouds, since they
vanish upon a more close and accurale inspection which is
afforded us by a microscope, Then, as to what you say by
way of prevention : I ask you whether the real and natural
state of an object is better discovered by a very sharp and
piercing sight, or by one which is less sharp?

Hyl. By the former without doubt.

Phil. Is it not plain from .Dioptrics that microscopes
make the sight more penetrating, and represent objects
as they would appear to the eye in case it were naturally
endowed with a most exquisite sharpness ?

Hyl, Tt is.

Phil, Consequently the microscopical representation is
to be thought that which best sets forth the real nature
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of the thing, or what it is in itself. The colours, therefore,
by it perceived are more genuine and real than those
perceived otherwise.

Ayl 1 confess there is something in what you say.

ZLhil. Besides, it is not only possible but manifest, that
there actually are amnmls whose eyes are by nature framed
to perceive those thmgs which by reason of their minuteness
escape our sight, What think you of those inconceivably
small animals perccived by glasses? must we suppose they
arc all stark blind? Or, in case they see, can it be imagined
their sight hath not the same use in preserving their bodies
from injuries, which appears in that of all other animals?
And if it hath, is it not evident they must see particles
less than their own bodies, which will present them with
a far different view in each object from that which strikes
our scnses? Even our own eyes do not always represent
objects to us after the same manner, In the jawadice every
one knows that all things seem yellow. Is it not therefore
highly probable those animals in whose eyes we discern
a very diffcrent texture from that of ours, and whose bodies
abound with different humours, do not see the same colours
in evéry object that we do? From all which, should it not
seem to follow that all colours are equally appaient, and
that none of those which we perceive are really inherent
in any outward object?

Hyl. Tt should.

Plhil. The point will be past all doubt, if you consider
that, in case colours were real properties or affections
inherent in external bodies, they could admit of no altera-
tion without some change wrought in the very bodies
themselves : but, is it not evident from what hath been said
that, upon the use of microscopes, upon a change happening
in the humours of the eye, ov a variation of distance, with-
out any manner of real alteration in the thing itself, the
colours of any object are cither changed, or totally dis-
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appear? Nay, all other circumstances remaining the same,
change but the situation of some objects, and they shall
present different colours to the eye. The same thing
happens upon viewing an object in various degrees of
light. And what is more known than that the same bodies
appear differently coloured by candle-lright from what they
do in the open day? Add to these the”experiment of
a prism which, separating the heterogeneous rays of light,
alters the colour of any object, and will cause the whitest
to appear of a deep blue or red to the naked eye. And
now tcll me whether you are still of opinion that every body
hath its true real colour inhering in it; and, if you think
it hath, I would fain know farther from you, what certain
distance and position of thc object, what peculiar texture
and formation of the eye, what degree or kind of light
is necessary for ascertaining that true colour, and distin-
guishing it from apparent ones.

Hyl. 1 own myself entirely satisfied, that they are all
equally apparent, and that there is no such thing as colour
really inhering in external bodies, but that it is altogether
in the light. And what confirms me in this opinion 15 that
in proportion to the light colours are still more or less vivid ;
and if there be no light, then are there no colours perceived.
Besides, allowing there are colours on external objects,
yet, how is it possible for us to perceive them? For no
external body affects the mind, unless it acts first on our
organs of sense. But the only action of bodies is motion;
and motion cannot be communicated otherwise than by
impulse. A distant object therefore cannot act on the eye,
nor consequently make itself or ils properties perceivable
to the soul. 'Whence it plainly follows that it is immediately
some contiguous subslance, which, operating on the eye,
occasions a perception of colours : and such is light.

Phil. How ! is hight then a substance?

Iyl 1 tell you, Philonons, external light is nothing but
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a thin fluid substance, whose minute particles being agitated
with a brisk motion, and in various manners reflccted from
the different surfaces of outward objects to the eyes, com-
municdte different motions to the optic nerves; which,
being propagated to the brain, cause therein various im-
pressions; and these arc attended with the sensations of
red, blue, yellow, &c!

Phil. Tt seems then the light doth no more than shake
the optic nerves.

Ifyl, Nothing else.

Phil. And, consequent to each particular motion of the
nerves, the mind is affected with a sensation, which is some
particular colour.

Hyl Right,

Lhil, And these sensations have no existence without the
mind, '

Zyl. They have not.

Phil, How then do you affirm that colours are in the
light ; since by Zg4¢ you understand a corporeal subsiance
external to the mind ?

Hyl. Light and colours, as immediately perccived by us,
I grant cannot exist without the mind. But, in themselves
they are only the motions and configurations of certain
insensible particles of matter.

FPhil. Colours then, in the vulgar sense, or taken for the
immediate objects of sight, cannot agree to any but 2
perceiving substance.

Hyl. That is what I say.

Phil, Well then, since you give up the point as to those
sensible qualities which are alone thought colours by all
mankind beside, you may hold what you please with
regard to those invisible ones of the philosophers. It is
not my business to dispute about them; only I would
advise you to bethink yourself, whether, considering the

\inquiry we are upon, it be prudent for you to affirm—zke
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red and blue which we see are not veal coloups, but certain
wunknown motions and figures, which no man ever did or can
see, are truly so. Aie not these shocking notions, and
are not they subject to as many ridiculous inferefces, as
those you were obliged to renounce before in the case of
sounds?

/ Hyl. 1 frankly own, Philonous, that it is in vain to stand
out any longer. Colours, sounds, tastes, in a word all those
termed secondary qualities, have certainly no existence with-
out the mind. But, by this acknowledgment I must not
be supposed to derogate anything from the reality of
Matter or external objects; sceing it is no more than
several philosophers maintain, who nevertheless are the
farthest imaginable from denying Matter., For the clearer
understanding of this, you must know sensible qualities are
y philosophers divided into prémary and secondary, The
ormer are Extension, Figure, Solidity, Gravily, Motion,
nd Rest. And these they hold exist really in bodies.
he latter are those above enumerated ; or, briefly, all sen-
sible qualities beside the Primay, which they assert are only
50 many sensations or ideas existing nowhere but in the
inind. But all this, I doubt not, you are apprised of. For
Imy part, I have been a long time sensible there was such:
jau opinion current among philosophers, but was never
‘tllomughly convinced of its truth until now.

Phil. You are still then of opinion that exZension and
Jigures are inherent in external unthinking substances?

Iyl T am.

Pril. But what if the same arguments which are brought
against Secondary Qualities will hold good against these
also?

£yl Why then I shall be obliged to think, they too exist
only in the mind,

Phil. Is it your opinion the very figure and extension
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which you perceive by sense exist in the outward object or
material substance ?

Hyl, Tt is,

Plil! Have all other animals as good grounds to think
the same of the figure and extension which they see and
feel ?

Hyl. Without doubt, if they have any thought at all,

Lhil. Answer me, Zfy/as. Think you the senses were
bestowed upon all animals for their preservation and well
being in life? or were they given to men alone for this end?

Zyl. T make no question but they have the same use in
all other animals,

Phil. If so,is il not necessary they should be enabled
by them to perceive their own limbs, and those bodies which
are capable of harming them?

Hjyl, Certainly,

Phil. A mite thercfore must be supposed to see his own
foot, and things equal or even less than it, as bodies of
some considerable dimension; though at the same time
they appear to you scarce discernible, or at best as so many
visible points? '

Hyl. 1 cannot deny it.

Pkil, And to creatwies less than the mile they will scem
yet larger ?

Hyl, They will,

Phil. Insomuch that what you can hardly discern will
to another cxtremely minute animal appear as some huge
mountain ?

Hyl. All this T grant.

£kl Can one and the same thing be at the same time
in itself of different dimensions ?

Fyl. ‘That were absurd to imagine,

Zil. But, from what you have laid down it follows that
both the extension by you perceived, and that perceived by
the mite itself, as likewise all those perceived by lesser
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animals, are each of them the true extension of the mite’s
foot; that is to say, by your own principles, you are led into
an absurdity.

Hyl. There seems to be some difficulty in the point,

Phil. Again, have you not acknowledged that no real
inherent property of any object can be changed without
some change in the thing itself ? :

Hyl, 1 have.

Phil. But, as we approach to or recede from an object,
the visible extension varies, being at one distance ten or
a hundred times greater than at another. Doth it not
therefore follow from hence likewise that it is not really
{ inherent in the object?

Hyl, 1 own I am at a loss what {o think.

Pril, Your judgment will soon be determined, if you will
venture to think as freely concerning this qualily as you
have done concerning the rest. Was it not admitted as
a good mgument, that neither heat nor cold was in the
water, because it scemed warm to one hand and cold to
the other?

Hyl, 1t was, .

Phil. Ts it not the very same reasoning to conclude, there
is no extension or figure in an object, because to one eye
it shall seem little, smooth, and round, when at the same
time it appears to the other, great, uneven, and angular?

Eyl. The very same. But does this latter fact cver
happen?

Phil. You may at any time make the experiment, by
looking with one eye bare, and with the other through
a microscope.

Hyl. Tknow not how to maintain it, and yet I am loath
to give up extension, I see so many odd consequences
following upon such a concession.

Phif, Odd, say you? After the concessions already
made, I hope you will stick at nothing for its oddness.
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But, on the other hand, should it not seem very odd, if the
general reasoning which includes all other sensible qualities
did not also include extension? If it be allowed that no
ides nar anything like an idea can exist in an unperceiving
substance, then surely it follows that no figure or made
of extension, which we can cither perceive or imagine, or
have any idea f, c#n be really inherent in Matter ; not
to mention the peculiar difficulty there must be in conceiving
a material substance, prior to and distinct from extension,
to be the substratum of extension. Be the sensible quality
what it will—figure, or sound, or colour; it seems alikc
impossible it should subsist in that which doth not
perceive it.

Hyl, 1 give up the point for the present, reserving still
a right to retract my opinion, in case 1 shall hereafter
discover any false step in my progress to it.

Phil. That is a right you cannot be denied, Figures and
extension being despatched, we proceed next to motion.
Can a real motion in any external body be at the same time
both very swift and very slow?

Hyl. Tt cannot.

Prii, Is not the motion of a body swift in a reciprocal
proportion to the time it takes up in describing any given
space? Thus abody that describes a mile in an hour moves
three times faster than it would in case it described only
a mile in three hours.

Hyl, 1 agree with you.

Phil, And is not time measured by the succession of ideas
in our minds?

Hyl 1t is.

Phil, And is it not possible ideas should succced one
another twice as fast in your mind as they do in mine, or
in that of some spirit of another kind?

Hyl. 1 own it.

FIil. Consequently, the same body may to another seem
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to perform its motion ovet any space in half the time that
it doth to you. And the same reasoning will hold as to any
other proportion : that is to say, according to your principles
(since the motions perceived are both really in the-object)
it is possible one and the same body shall be really moved
the same way at once, both very swift and very slow. How
is this consistent either with commofi sense, or with what
you just now granted ?

Hpyl, 1 have nothing to say to it.

Phil. Then as for solidity ; either you do not mean any
sensible quality by that word, and so it is beside our inquiry:
or if you do, it must be either hardness or rcsistance. But
both the one and the other are plainly relative to our senses :
it being evident that what seems hard to one animal may
appear soft to another, who hath greater force and firmness
of limbs. Nor is it less plain that the resistance I feel
is not in the body.

Hyl. 1 own the very sensalion of resistance, which is all
you immediately perceive, is not in the dody ; but the cause
of that sensation is. .

Plil. But the causes of our sensations are not things
immediately perceived, and therefore not sensible, This
point I thought had been already determined.

Ayl T own it was ; but you will pardon me if I seem a
little embarrassed : I know not how to quit my old notions.

Phil. To help you out, do but consider that if exfension
be once acknowledged to have no existence without the
mind, the same must necessarily be granted of motion,
solidity, and gravity-—since they all evidently suppose ex-
tension. It is therefore superfluous to inquire particularly
concerning each of them. In denying extension, you have
denied them all to have any real existence.

Hyl. 1 wonder, Philonous, if what you say be true, why
those philosophers who deny the Secondary Qualities any
real existence, should yet attribute it to the Primary. If
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there is no difference between them, how can this be
accounted for?

Pril. It is not my business to account for every opinion
of the philosophers. But, among other reasons which may
be assigned for this, it seems probable that pleasure and
pain being rather anncxed to the former than the latter
may be one. Hgeat #nd cold, tastes and smells, have some-
thing more vividly pleasing or disagreeable than the ideas
of extension, figure, and motion affect us with. And, it
being too visibly absurd to hold that pain or pleasure can
be in an unperceiving Substance, men are more easily
weaned from belicving the external existence of the Secon-
dary than the Piimary Qualities. You will be satisfied
there is something in this, if you recollect the difference
you made between an intense and more moderate degree
of heat; allowing the one a real existence, while you denied
il to the other. But, after all, there is no rational ground
for that distinction ; for, surely an indifferent sensation is as
truly @ sensation as one more pleasing or painful ; and con-
sequcntly should not any more than they be supposed to
exist in an unthinking subject.

Hyl" 1t is just come into my head, Philonous, that I have
somewheic heard of a distinction between absolute and
sensible extension. Now, though it be acknowledged that
great and small, consisting merely in the relation which
other extended beings have to the parts of our own bodies,
do not really inhere in the Substances themselves; yet
nothing obliges us to hold the same with regard to absolute
extension, which is something abstracted from gress and
small, from this or that particular magnitude or figure. So
likewise as to motion ; swift and slow are altogether relative
to the succession of ideas in our own minds. But, it doth
not follow, because those modifications of motion exist not
without the mind, that therefore absolute motion abstracted
from them doth not.
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Prhil, Proy what is it that distinguishes one motion, or ong
part of extension, from another? Is it not something sen.
sible, as some degree of swiltness or slowness, some certain
magnitude or figure peculiar to each?

Hyl. 1 think so.

Phil, These qualities, therefore, stripped of all sensiblg
properties, are without all specific andmumerical differences,
as the schools call them,

Hyl. They are.

Phil. That is to say, they ate extension in geneial, and
motion in general.

Hyl, Let it be so.

Phil. But it is a universally received maxim that Eovery.
thing whick exists is particular. How then can motion
in general, or extension in general, exist in any corporeal
Substance?

IyZ. I will take time to solve your difficulty.

Pl But I think the point may be speedily decideq,
Without doubt you can tell whether you are able to frame
this or that idea. Now I am content to put our dispute op
this issue. If you can frame in your thoughts a distinct
abstract idea of motion or extension; divested™ of al]
those sensible modes, as swift and slow, great and smal),
round and square, and the like, which are acknowledged
to exist only in the mind, I will then yield the point you
contend for. But, if you cannot, it will be unreasonablg
on your side to insist any longer upon what you have
no notion of.

Hyl. To confess ingenuously, I cannot,

Plil. Can you even separate the ideas of extension and
mation from the ideas of all those qualities which they who
make the distinction term secondary ?

Hyl. What!| is it not an easy matter to consider extension
and motion by themsclves, abstracted from all other sensible
qualities? Pray how do the mathematicians treat of them?
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Dhil. T acknowledge, Zylas, it is not difficult to form
general propositions and reasonings about those qualities,
without mentioning any other; and, in this sense, to con-
sider oy treat of them abstractedly. But, how doth it follow
that, because I can pronounce the word motion by itself,
I can form the idea of it in my mind exclusive of body?
Or, because thegrems may be made of extension and figures,
without any mention of great or small, or any other sensible
mode or quality, that therefore it is possible such an abstract
iden of extension, without any particular size or figure, or
sensible quality, should be distinctly formed, and appre-
hended by the mind? Mathematicians treat of quantity,
without regarding what other sensible qualitics it is attended
with, as being altogether ind:fferent to their demonstrations.
But, when laying aside the woids, they contemplate the bare
ideas, I believe you will find, they are not the pure abstracted
ideas of extension.

Hyl, But what say you to pure infellect? May not
abstracted ideas be framed by that faculty ?

Plil. Since I cannot frame abstract ideas at all, it is plain
I cannot frame them by the belp of pure intellect ; whatso-
cever faculty you understand by those words. Besides, not
to inquire into the nature of puie intellect and its spiritual
objects, as virtue, reason, God, ot the like, thus much seems
manifest—that sensible things are only to be perceived by
sense, or represented by the imagination. IFiguies, there-
fore, and extension, being originally perceived by sense,
do not belong to pure intellect: but, for your farther
satisfaction, try if you can framc the idea of any figure,
abstracted from all particularities of size, or even from other
sensible qualities.

Zyl. Let me think a little I do not find that I can.

Phil, And can you think it possible thal should really
exist in nature which implies a 1epugnancy in its con-
ception ?

S.B. 13417
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Hyl. By no means,

Prhil. Since therefore it is impossible even for the mind
to disunite the ideas ol extension and motion from all other
sensible qualities, doth it not follow, that where the one exist

\ there necessarily the other exist Likewise?

Hyl. 1t should seem so.

Pril. Consequently, the very same #rgurgents which you
admitted as conclusive against the Secondary Qualities are,
without any farther application of force, against the Piimary
oo, DBesides, if you will trusl your senses, is it not plain
all sensible qualities coexist, or to them appear as being
in the same place? Do they ever represent & motion, or
figure, as being divested of all other visible and tangible
qualities ?

Hyl. You need say no more on this head. I am free
to own, if there be no secrct error or oversight in our
proceedings hitherto, that all sensible qualities are alike
to be denied existence without the mind. But, my fear 1$
tnat 1 have been too Yiperal n my former concessions, of
overlooked some fallacy or other. In short, I did not take
tim® (o think.

Lhil. For that matter, Hylas, you may take whdt time
you please in reviewing the piogress of our inquiry. You
are at liberty to recover any slips you might have made,
or offer whatever you have omitted which makes for your
first opinion.

Ayl One great oversight I take to be this—that I did
not sufficiently distinguish the odject from the sensation.
Now, though this latter may not exist without the mind,
yet it will not thence follow that the former cannot.

Fhi/, What object do you mean? The object of the
senses ?

Hyl. The same,

LPrhil, Tt is then immediately perceived ?

Hyl. Right.
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Phil, Make me to understand the difference between
what is immediately perceived, and a sensation,

Hyl. The sensation I take to be an act of the mind per-
ceiving : besides which, there is something perceived ; and
this I call the odject. TFor example, there is red and yellow
on that tulip. Dut then the act of perceiving those colours
is in me only, and wot in the tulip.

Phil. What tulip do you speak of?  Is it that which
you see?

Ayl The same.

Phil. And whal do you sce beside colour, figure, and
extension ?

Iyl. Nothing,

Phril. What you would say then is that the red and yellow
are coexistent with the extension ; 15 it not?

Hyl. Thatis notall; I would say they have a real exist-
ence without the mind, in some unthinking substance.

Phil. That the colours are really in the tulip which I see
is manifest. Neither can it be denied that this tulip may
exist independent of your mind or mine; but, that any
immediate object of the senses—that is, any idea, or Tom-
binatton of ideas—should exist in an unthinking substance,
or exterior to all minds, is in itself an evident contradiction,
Nor can I imagine how this follows from what you said
just now, to wit, that the red and ycllow were on the
tulip you saw, since you do not pretend to see that un-
thinking substance.

Hyl. You have an artful way, Philonous, of diverting our
inquiry from the subject.

Phil, T sce you have no mind to be pressed that way.
To return then to your distinction between sensation and
object; if 1 take you right, you distinguish in every per-
ception two things, the one an action of the mind, the
other not.

Hyl. True.
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Phil. And this action cannot exist in, or belong to, any
unthinking thing; but, whatever beside is implied in a
perception may ?

Hyl. That is my meaning,

Phil. So that if there was a perception without any act
of the mind, it were possible such a perception should exist
in an unthinking substance ? T e

Hyl. 1 gant it. But it is impossible there should be
such a perception.

Pril, When is the mind said to be active?

27yl When it produces, puts an end to, or changes,
anything,

Phil. Can the mind produce, discontinue, or change
anything, but by an act of the will ?

Hyl, It cannot.

LPril. The mind therefore is to be accounted acfive in
its perceptions so far forth as wolition is included in
them ?

Hyl. It is,

Pl In plucking this flower I am active ; because I do
it by the motion of my hand, which was consequent upon
my volition ; so likewise in applying it to my nose. But is
either of these smelling ?

Hyl. No. .

Pkl T act too in drawing the air through my nose;
because my breathing so rather than otherwise is the effect
of my volition, But neither can this be called smeliing:
for, if it were, I should smell every time I breathed m that
manner ?

Hyl. True,

Pril. Smelling then is somewhat consequent to all this?

Hyl 1tis.

Phil, But I do not find my will concerned any faither.
Whatever more there is—as that I perceive such a paiticular
smell, or any smell at all—this is independent of my will,
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and therein I am altogether passive. Do you find it othet-
wise with you, Hylas?

Hyi. No, the very same.

PZil. Then, as to seeing, is it not in your power to open
your eyes, or keep them shut; to turn them this or that
way? o

Hyl, Without doubt.

Phil, Buy, doth it in like manner depend on your will
that in looking on this flower you perceive white rather than
any other colour? Or, directing your open eyes towards
yonder part of the heaven, can you avoid seeing the sun?
Or is light or darkness the effect of your volition ?

Hyl, No cerlainly.

LPhil. You are then in these respects altogether passive ?

£l 1 am,

Phil. Tell me now, whether seewng consists in perceiving
light and colours, or in opening and turning the eyes ?

Hyl. Without doubt, in the former,

Phil. Since therefore you are in the very peiception of
light and colours altogether passive, what is become of that
actiop you were speaking of as an ingredient in every sensa-
tion? And, doth it not follow from your own concessions,
that the perception of light and colours, including no action
in it, may exist in an unperceiving substance? And is not
this a plain contradiction ?

Hyl. 1 know not what to think of it.

Plil, Besides, since you distinguish the a¢#ive and passive
in every perception, you must do it in that of pain. But
how is it possible that pain, be it as little active as you
please, should exist in an unperceiving substance? In
short, do but consider the point, and then confess in-
genuously, whether light and colours, tastes, sounds, &c.,
arc not all equally passions o1 sensations in the soul. You
may indeed call them exfernal objects, and give them in
words what subsistence you please. But, examine your
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own thoughts, and then tell me whether it be not as
Isay?

Ayl 1 acknowledge, Philonous, that, upon a fair observa-
tion of what passes in my mind, I can discover nothing else
but that I am a thinking beimng, affected with variety of sen-
sations ; neither is it possible to conceiye how a sensalion
should exist in an unpercciving substance—~But then, on
the other hand, when Ilook on sensible things in a differcnt
view, considering them as so many modes and qualities,
I find it necessary to suppose a material sudstratum, without
which they cannot be conceived to cxist.

Pril. Material substratum call you it? Pray, by which
of your senses came you acquainted with that being ?

Hyl It is not itself sensible; its modes and qualitics
only being perceived by the senscs.

Phil, 1 presume then it was by reflection and reason you
obtained the idea of it ?

Ayl 1 do not pretend to any proper positive idea of it.

. However, I conclude it exists, because gualities cannot he
_congeived to exist without a support.

Prhifl, 1t seems then you have only a relative notjon of
it, or that you conceive it not otherwise than by conceiving
the relation it bears to sensible qualities?

Hyl. Right.

Phil. Be pleased therefore to let me know wherein that
relation consists,

Hyl, Isit not sufficiently expressed in the term subsératum,
or substance P

Phil. If so, the word swbsiratum should import that it
is spread under the sensible qualities or accidents ?

Hyl. True.

FPhil. And consequently under extension ?

Hyl, T own it,

Phil. Tt is therefore somewhat in its own nature entirely
distinct from extension ?
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Hyl. T tell you, extension is only a mode, and Matter
is something that supports medes. And is it not evident
the thing supporled is different from the thing supporting?

Phil. So that something distinct from, and exclusive of]
extension is supposed to be the swdstratum of extension ?

Ayl Just so.

Fhil, Answer me,wflylas. Can a thing be spread without
extension? or is not the idea of extension necessarily
included in spreading?

Hyl Tt is.

Fhit. Whatsocver thetefole you suppose spread under
anything must have in itself an extension distinet from the
extension of that thing under which it is spread ?

Ayl Tt must,

Phil Consequently, every corporeal substance being the
substratum of extension must have in itself another exten-
sion, by which it is qualified to be a suds¢ratum : and so on
to infinity ? And I ask whether this be notabsurd in itself,
and repugnant to what you granted just now, to wit, that
the swbstratum was something distinct from and exclysive
of extgnsion ?

Hyl, Aye but, Philonous, you take me wrong. I do not
mean that Matter is spread in a gross literal sense under
extension. The word swbstratum is used only to expiess
in general the same thing with sudsiance.

Phil. Well then, let us examine the relation implied in
the term subsiance. Isit not that it stands under accidents ?

Hyl, The very same,

Phil. But, that one thing may stand under or support
another, must it not be extended ?

Hyl. Tt must.

Phil. Ts not therefoie this supposition liable to the same
absurdity with the former ?

Iyl. You still take things in a shict literal sense ; that
is not fuir, Philonous.
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Phil. T am not for imposing any sense on your words:
you are at liberty to explain them as you please. Only,
I beseech you, make me understand something by them,
You tell me Matter supports or stands under acéidents,
How! is it as your legs suppott your body ?

Hyl, Noj; that is the literal sense.

Phil. Pray let me know any sense, literal or not literal,
that you understand it in, . . . How long must I wait for
an answer, Aylas?

Hyl. 1 declare I know not what to say. I once thought
I understood well enough what was meant by Matter’s sup-
porting accidents. But now, the more I think on it theless
can I comprehend it; in short I find that I know nothing
of it.

Thil. Tt seems then you have no idea at all, neither
relative nor positive, of Matter ; you know neither what
it is in itself, nor what relation it bears to accidents ?

Hyl. T acknowledge it.

Phil. And yet you asserted that you could not conceive
how qualities or accidents should really exist, without con-
ceiving at the same time a material support of them?

Hyl. 1did.

Phil. That is to say, when you conceive the real existence
of qualities, you do withal conceive something which you
cannot conceive?

Hyl, I was wrong I own, But still I fear there is some
fallacy or other., Pray what think you of this? It is just
come into my head that the ground of all our mistake lies
in your treating of each quality by itself. Now, I grant that
each qualily cannot singly subsist without the mind. Colour
cannot without extension, neither can figure without some
other sensible quality. But, as the several qualities united
or blended together form entire sensible things, nothing
hinders why such things may not be supposed to exist
without the mind, '
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Plil. Either, Hylas, you are jesting, or have a very bad
memory., Though indeed we went through all the qualitics
by name one after another; yet my arguments, or rather
your ‘concessions, nowhere tended to prove that the
Secondary Qualities did not subsist each alone by itself;
but, that they were not at all without the mind, Indeed,
in treating of figurd®and motion we concluded they could
not exist without the mind, because it was impossible even
in thought to separate them from all secondary qualities, so
as to conceive them caisting by themsclves,  But then this
was not the only arpument made use of upon that occasion.
But (to pass by all that hath been hitherto said, and reckon
it for nothing, if you will have it so)} I am content to put
the whole upon this issue, If you can conceive it possible
for any mixture or combination of qualities, or any sensible
object whatever, to exist without the mind, then I will grant
it actually to be so.

Hyl. If it comes to that the point will soon be decided,
What more easy than to conceive a tree ar house existing
by itself, independent of, and unperccived by, any mind
whats.oever? I do at this present time conceive them exist-
ing after that manner,

Lhil, How say you, Hylas, can you see a thing which
is at the same time unseen?

Hyl. No, that were a contradiction.

Prul. Ts it not as great a contradiction to talk of conceiving
a thing which is waconceived?

Hyl Tt is.

Phiil. The tree or house theiefore which you think of is
conceived by you?

Hyl. How should it be otherwise?

Pril. And what is conceived is surely in the mind ?

Ayl Without question, that which is conceived is in the
mind.

F'jl. How then came you to say, jou concuved a
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house or tree existing independent and out of all minds
whatsoever ?

Hyl, That was I own an oversight; but stay, let me
consider what led mc into it.—It 15 a pleasant mistake
enough. As I was thinking of a tree in a solitary place
where no one was present to sce it, methought that was
to concecive a tree as existing unperceived or unthought
of—not considering that I myself conceived it all the
while. But now I plainly sec that all I can do is to
frame ideas in my own mind. I may indeed conceive
in my own thoughts the idea of a tree, or a house, or
a mountain, but that is all. And this is far from proving
that T can conceive them existing owt of the minds of all
Spirits,

Phil. You acknowledge then that you cannot possibly
conceive how any one corporeal sensible thing should exist
otherwise than in a mind?

Hyl. 1 do.

Fril. And yet you will earnestly contend for the truth
of that which you cannot so much as conceive ?

Hyl. T profess I know not what to think ; but still, there
are some scruples remain with me. Is it not certain I see
things at a distance? Do we not perceive the stars and
moon, for example, to be a great way off? Isnot this, I say,
manifest to the senses?

Pril, Do you not in a dream too perceive those or the
like objects?

Hyl, 1 do.

LFhil. And have they not then ‘the same appearance of
being distant?

Hyl. They have.

Prhil. But you do not thence conclude the apparitions in
a dream to be without the mind ? ’

Ziyl. By no means.

Pril, You ought not therefore to conclude that sensible



A DIALOGUE CONCERNING THE PRINCIPLES 155

objects are without the mind, from their appearance or
manner wherein they are petceived.

Hyl, 1 acknowledge it. But doth not my sense deceive
me in those cases ?

Pril. By no means. The idea or thing which you imme-
diately perceive, neither sense nor reason informs you that
it actually exists'without the mind. By sense you only know
that you are affected with such certain sensations of light
and colour, &c. And these you will not say are without
the mind. .

Hyl, True: but, beside all that, do you not think the
sight suggests somcthiog of oudness or distance?

Pril. Upon approaching a distant object, do the visible
size and figure change perpetually, or do they appear the
same at all distances ?

Hyl. They are in a continual change.

Pril. Sight therefore doth not suggest or any way inform
you that the visible object you immediately perceive exists
at a distance, or will be perceived when you advance
farther onward ; there being a continued series of visjble
objects succeeding each other during the whole time of your
approach,

iyl 1t doth not; but still T know, upon seeing an object,
what object I shall perceive after having passed over a
certain distance: no matter whether it be exactly the same
or no: there 15 still something of distance suggested in
the case.

Phil. Good Hylas, do but reflect a little on the point,
and then tell me whether there be any more in it than this:
—I'rom the ideas you actually perceive by sight, you have
by experience leained to collect what other ideas you will
(according to the standing ordet of naturc) be affected with,
after such a cerlain succession of time and motion.

ZIyl. Upon the whole, I take it to be nothing else.

Plkil. Now, is it not plain that if we suppose a man born
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blind was on a sudden made to sce, he could at {irst have
no experience of whal may be suggested by sight ?

Hyl Tt is,

Phil. He would not then, according to you, hdve any
notion of distance annexed to the things he saw ; but would
take them for a new set of sensations existing only tn his
mind ? o )

Hyl. Tt is undeniable.

Phil. But, to make it still more plain: is not disfance
a lme turned endwise to the eye?

Iyl Tt is.

Pril, And can a line so situated be perceived by sight?

Hyl. Tt cannot.

Lkl Doth it not therefore follow that distance is not
properly and immediately perceived by sight ?

Hyl, 1t should seem so,

Pril. Again, is it your opinion that colours arc at a
distance ?

Hpyl. 1t must be acknowledged they are only in the mind.

Phil. But do not colours appear to the eye as coexisting
in the same place with extension and figures ?

Hyl. They do.

Pril, How can you then conclude from sight that figures
exist without, when you acknowledge colours do not; the
sensible appearance being the very same with regard to both ?

Hyl. T know not what to answer.

Phil. But, allowing that distance was truly and imme-
diately perceived by the mind, yet it would not thence
follow it existed out of the mind. [For, whatever is
immediately perceived is an idea: and can any idea exist
S o s o e -
out of the mind e "™ T I

Hyl. To suppose that were abswd: but, inform me,
JPhilonous, can we perceive or know nothing beside our
ideas?

Pril. As for the rational deducing of causes from effects,
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that is beside our inquiry, And, by the senses you can best
tell whether you perceive anything which is not immediately
perceived. And I ask you, whether the things immediately
perceived are other than your own sensations or ideas?
You have indeed more than once, in the course of this
conversation, declared yourself on those points; but you
seeln, by this last geestion, to have departed from what
you then thought.

Hyl, To speak the truth, Philonous, 1 think there are two
kinds of objects:—the one perceived immediately, which
are likewise called ideas ; the other are real things or external
objects, perceived by the mediation of ideas, which are their
images and representations. Now, I own ideas do not exist
without the mind ; but the latter sort of objects do, Iam
sorry I did not think of this distinction sooner ; it would
probably have cut short your discourse.

Phil, Are those external objects peiceived by sense, or
by some other faculty ?

Hyl, They are perceived by sense.

Plul, How! is there anything perceived by sense Wthl‘l
is not immediately perceived ?

Hyl* Yes, Philonous, in some sort thereis. TFor example,
when I look on a picture or statue of Julivs Ceesar, I may
be said after a manner to peiceive him (though not imme-
diately) by my seuses,

Plil. It seems then you will have our ideas, which alone
are immediately perceived, to be pictures of external things:
and that these also are perceived by sense, inasmuch as they
have a conformity or resemblance to our ideas?

Ayl That is my meaning.

Phil, And, in the same way that Julius Cwesar, in himself
invisible, is nevertheless perceived by sight; real things,
in themselves impeiceptible, are perceived by sense.

Iyl In the very same.

Phil, Tell me, Zyplas, when you behold the picture of
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Julius Ceesar, do you see with your eyes any more than some
colours and figures, with a certain symmetry and composi-
tion of the whole?

Hyl. Nothing else. .

Phil, And would not a man who had never known
anything of Julins Ceesar see as much?

Il 1le would, . .

Ihil. Consequently he hath his sight, and the use of it,
in a5 perfect a degree as you?

Iyl 1 agree with you.

Pril. Whence comes it then that your thoughts are
directed to the Roman emperor, and his are not? This
cannot proceed from the sensations or ideas of scnse by
you then perceived ; since you acknowledge you have no
advantage over him in that respect. It should seem
therefore to procced from reason and memory: should
it not?

Hyl. Tt should.

Pkil. Consequently, it will not follow from that instance
that anything is perceived by sense which is not immediately
perceived, ‘Though I grant we may, in one acceptation, be
said to perceive sensible things mediately by sensc—that is,
when, from a frequently perceived connexion, the immediate
perception of ideas by one sense suggests to the mind others,
perhaps belonging to another sense, which are wont to be
connected with them. For instance, when I hear a coach
drive along the streets, immediately I perceive only the
sound ; but, from the experience I have had that such
a sound is connected with a coach, I am said to hear the
coach. It is nevertheless evident that, in truth and strict-
ness, nothing can be Aeard but sound ; and the coach is not
then properly perceived by sense, but suggested from
cxperience. So likewise when we are said to see a red-
hot bar of iron; the solidity and heat of the iron are not
the objects of sight, but suggested to the imagination by the
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colour and figure which are properly perceived by that sense.
In short, those things alone are actually and strictly per-
ccived by any sense, which would have been perceived in
case that same sense had then been first conferred on us.
As for other things, it is plain they are only suggested to the
mind by experience, grounded on former perceptions. Dut,
to return to your corgparison of Cresar’s picture, it is plain,
if you keep to that, you must hold the real things or arche-
types of our ideas are not perceived by sense, but hy spme
internal faculty of the soul, as reason or memory, I would
therefore fain know what aiguments you can draw from
reason for the existence of what you call real #hings or
material objects. Or, whether you remember to have seen
them formerly as they are in themselves; or, if you have
heard or read of any one that did.

Hyl. 1 see, Philonous, you are disposcd to raillery; but
that will never convince me.

Phil. My aim is only to learn from you the way to come
at the knowledge of maierial beings. Whatever we perceive
is perceived immediately or mediately: by sense; or by
reason and reflection. But, as you have excluded sense,
pruy shew me what rcason you have to believe their exist-
cnce; or what mediem you can possibly make usc of to
prave it, erther to mine ar your own undeistanding.

Hyl. To deal ingenuously, Philonous, now I consider the
point, I do not find T can give you any good reason for it.
But, thus much secms pretty plain, that it is at least possible
such things may rcully exist. And, as long as there is no
absurdity in supposing them, I am resolved to believe as
T did, till you bring good reasons to the contrary.

Phil, What! is it come to this, that you only believe the
existence of material objects, and that your belief is founded
barely on the possibility of its being true? Then you will
have me bring reasons against it: though another would
think it reasonable the proof should lic on him who holds
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the affirmative. And, afler all, this very point which you
are now resolved to maintain, without any reason, is in effect
what you have more than once during this discourse seen
good reason to give up. But, to pass over all this; if
I understand you rightly, you say our ideas do not exist
without the mind; but that they are copies, images, or
Lepresentations, of certain originals thagdo? .

Hyl. You take me right.

Phil. They are then like external things ?

Hy!. They are.

ZDhil, Have those things a stable and permanent nature,
independent of our senses; or are they in a perpetual
change, upon our producing any motions in our bodies—
suspending, exerting, or altering, our faculties or organs
of sense ?

Hyl. Real things, it is plain, have a fixed and real nature,
which remains the same notwithstanding any change in our
senses, or in the posture and motion of our bodies ; which
indeed may affect the ideas in our minds, but it were absurd
to think they had the same effect on things existing without
the"mind.

Pril. How then is it possible that things perpetually
fleeting and variable as our ideas should be copies or images
of anything fixed and constant? Or, in other words, since
all sensible qualities, as size, figure, colour, &c., that is, our
ideas, are continually changing upon every alteration in the
distance, medium, or instruments of sensation; how can
any determinate material objects be properly represented
or painted forth by several distinct things, each of which
is so different from and unlike the rest? Or, if you
say it resembles some one only of our ideas, how shall
we be able to distinguish the true copy from all the false
ones?

Hyl, 1 profess, Philonous, I am at a loss. I know not
what to say to this.
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Phil. But neither is this all. Which are material objects
in themselves—perceptible or imperceptible ?

£yl Properly and immediately nothing can be perceived
but ideas. All material things, therefore, are in themselves
insensible, and to be perceived only by our ideas.

Fril. Tdeas then aie sensible, and their archetypes or
orlginals insensible ? »

Hyl. Right.

LPril. But how can that which is sensible be like that
which is insensible? Can a 1eal thing, in itself Znwisidle,
be like a elowr; or a real thing, which is not awditée, be
like a soxnd? In a word, can anything be like a sensation
or idea, but another sensation or idea ?

Iyl 1 must own, I think not.

Pl Is it possible there should be any doubt on the
point? Do you not perfectly know your own ideas ?

Hyl. 1know them perfectly ; since what I do not perceive
or know can be no part of my idea.

Plil, Consider, therefore, and examine them, and then
tell me if there be anything in them which can exist without
the mind? or if you can conceive anything like them exisiing
without the mind ?

Ayl Upon inquiry, I find it is impossible for me to
conceive or understand how anything but an idea can be
like an idea. And it 1s most evident that no idea can exist
without the mind,

Phil. You are therefore, by your principles, forced to
deny the reality of sensible things; since you made it to
consist in an absolute existence extetior to the mind,
That is to say, you are a downright sceptic. So I have
gained my point, which was to shew your principles led
1o Scepticism,

Zyl. You say your own soul supplies you with some sort
of an idea or image of God. But, at the same time, you

8. B, 13417 M
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acknowledge you have, properly speaking, no #dea of your
own soul.  You cven affirm that spirits are a sort of beings
altogether different from ideas. Consequently that no idea
can be like a spirit. We have therefore no idea of any
spirit. You admit nevertheless that there is spiritual
Substance, although you have no 1dea of it; while you
deny there can be such a thing as< malerial Substante,
because you have no notion or idea of it. Is this fair
dealing? To act consistently, you must either admit
Matter or reject Spirit. What say you to this?

Fhil. I say, in the first place, that I do not deny the
éfistence of material substance, merely because I have no
notion of it, but because the notion of it is incousistent;
or, in other words, because it is repugnant that there should
be a notion of it. Many things, for ought I know, may
exist, whereof neither I nor any other man hath or can have
any idea or notion whatsocver. But then those things must
be possible ; that is, nothing inconsistent must be included
in their definition. T say, secondly, that, although we
believe things to exist which we do not perceive, yet we
may not believe that any parucular thing exists, without
some reason for such belicf: but I have no reaon for
believing the existence of Matter. I have no immediate
intuition thereof: neither can I immediately from my
sensations, ideas, notions, actions, or passions, infer an
unthinking, unperceiving, inactive Substance—either by
probable deduction, or hecessary consequence. Whereas

the being of my Self, that is, my own soul, mind, or
Mg_mmpwmmm”eﬂm You

will forgive me if I repeat the same things in answer to the
same objections. In the very notion or definition of
material Substance, there is included a manifest repugnance
and inconsistency. But this cannot be said of the notion
of Spirit. That ideas should exist in what doth not per-
ceive, or be produced by what doth not act, is repugnant,
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But, it is no repugnancy to say that a perceiving thing should
be the subject of ideas, or an active thing the cause of theny,
It is manted Xeither an immediate_evidence nor
2 demdnstrative knowledge of the_existence .of other. ﬁmte
Eml but it will not thence follow that such spilits are
on a foot with material substances: if to suppose the one
be' inconsistent, and*it be nat inconsistent to suppose the
other; if the one can be inferred by no argument, and
there is a probabilily for the other; if we see signs and
effects indicating distinct finite agents like ourselves, and
see no sign or symptom whatever that leads to a rational
belief of material Substance. I say, lastly, that T have &
notion of Spirit, though I have not, strictly speaking, an
idea of it. I do not perceive it as an idea, or by means of
an idea, but know it by reflection,

Hyl, Notwithstanding all you have said, to me it seems
that, according to your own way of thinking, and in conse-
quence of your own principles, it should follow that yow are
only o system of floating ideas, without any spbstance 1o
support them. Words are not to be used without a meanmg
And as there is no more mefmmg in sperftnal Suebstance
than in maferial Substance, the one is to be exploded as well
as the other.

Phil. How often must T repeat, that I know or am
conscious of my own » being ; and that J myself am not my
1dcas, but _io_niell_l_a_t‘else-—a thinking, active principle that
perceives, knows, wills, and operates about ideas, I know
that I, one and the same self, perceive both colours and
sounds : thal a colour cannot perceive a sound, nor a sound
a colour: that I am therefore one individual principle,
didtinct from colour and sound ; and, for the same reason,
from all other sensible things and inert ideas. But, I am
not in like manner conscious either of the existence or
essence of Matter, On the contrary, I know that nothing
inconsistent can exist, and that the existence of Matter

M2
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implies an inconsistency. Tarther, I know what I mean
when I affirm that there is a spiritual substance or support
of ideas; that is, that a spirit knows and perceives ideas.
But, I do not know what is meant when it is said that an
unperceiving substance hath inherent in it and supports
either ideas or the archciypes of ideas. There is there-
fore upon the whole no paity of casC between Spirit and
Matter.

Iyl 1 musl needs own, Philonous, nothing seems to
have kept me from agreeing with you moie than somehow
mistaking the question. In denying Matter, at fiist glimpse
I am tempted to imagine you deny the things we see and
feel: but, upon reflection, find there is no ground for it.
What think you, therefore, of relaining the name Marter,
and applying it to semsible things? ‘This may be done
without any change in your scnliments: and, believe me,
it would be a means of icconciling them to some persons
who may be more shocked at an innovation in woids than
in opinion,

Phil, With all my hemt: retain the word Matser, and
apply it to the objects of sense, if you please; provided
you do not attribute to them any subsisience distinct from
their being-perceived. I shall never quarremﬁr
an expression. Mgi'tzr, or material substance, nre terms
introduced by philosophers ; and, as used by them, imply
a sort of independency, or a subsistence distinct from being
perceived by a mind: but are never used by common
people ; or, if ever, it is to signify the immediate objects of
sense. One would think, therefore, so long as the names
of all particular things, with the terms sensidle, substance,
body, stuff; and the like, are retained, the word Mausler
should be never missed in common talk. And in philo-
sophical discourses it seems the best way to leave it quite
out: since there is not, perhaps, any one thing that bath
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mote favoured and strengthened the depraved bent of the
mind towards Atheism than the use of that general confused
term.

Hyk Well but, Philonous, since I am content to give up
the notion of an unthinking substance exterior to the mind,
I think you onght not to deny me the privilege of using the
word Matter as I please, and annexing it to a collection of
sensible qualities subsisting only in the mind. I frecly own
there is no other substance, in a strict sense, than Spris.
But I have been so long accustomed to the term Matler
that I know not how to part with it. ‘To say, there is no
Matter in the world, is still shocking to me. Wheieas one
may say, There is no Matter, if by that term be meunt an
unthinking substance existing without the mind: but if by
Mutter is meant some sensible thing, whose existence
consisis in being percecived, then there is Ma#fer. This
distinction gives it quite another turn ; and men will come
into your notions with small difficulty, when they are pro-
pused in that manner. For, after all, the controversy about
Alatter, in the strict acceptation of it, lies altogether between
you and the philosophers : whose Principles, I acknowledge,
are not near so natural, oo so agreeable to the common
sense of mankind, and Iloly Scriptuie, as yours, There
is nothing we either desire or shun but as it makes, or
is apprehended to make, some part of our happiness or
misery. But what hath bappiness or misery, joy or grief,
pleasure or pain, to do with Absolute Existence; or with
unknown Entities, abstracted fron: all 1elation to us? It is
evident, things regard us only as they are pleasing or dis-
pleasing : and they can please or displesase only so far forth
us they are perceived. Farther, therefore, we are not con-
cemed ; and thus far you leave things as you found them.
Yet still there is something new in this doctrine, It is plain,
I do not now think with the philosophers, nor yet altogether
with the vulgar. I would know how the case stands in that



166 SELECTIONS FROM BERKELEY

respect ; precisely, what you have added to, or altered in
my former notions.

Phil. T do not pretend to be a setter-up of new nolions,
My endecavours tend only to unite and place in a clearer
light that truth which was before shared between the vulgar
and the philosophers :—the former being of opinion, that
thase things they immediately perceive rare the veal things;
and the lattel, that the things immediately perceived are ideas
which exist only wn the mind. Which two notions, put
together, do, in effect, constitute the substance of what
I advance.

Ayl 1 have been a long time distrusting my senses;
methought I saw things by a dim light, and through false
glasses. Now the glasses are removed, and a new light
breaks in upon my understanding. I am clearly convinced
that I see things in their native forms, and am no longer
in pain about their wnknown natures or absolute existence,
This is the state I find myself in at present: though, indeed,
the course that brought me to it I do not yet thoroughly
comprehend, You set out upon the same principles that
Academics, Cartesians, and the like sects usually do; and
for a long time it looked as if you weie advancing their
Philosophical Scepticism ; but, in the end, your conclusions
are directly opposite to theirs,

Pril. You see, Hylas, the water of yonder fountain, how
it is forced upwards, in a round column, to & certain height ;
at which it breaks, and falls back into the basin from whence
it rose; its ascent as well as descent proceeding from
the same uniform law or principle of gravifation. Just
so, the same Principles which, at first view, lead to
Scepticism, puisued to a cerlain point, bring men back
to Common Sense.
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PREFATORY NOTE

Tur Lssay towards a New Theory of Vision was pub-
lished in 1709, a year before the Frinciples. Tt is the first
in chronological order of those writings of Berkeley, illus-
trated in the Second Part of the Selectwns, which,— osten-
sibly concerned with the Visible World, the psychology of
the Senses and sense-suggestion,—treat by implication of
the philosophy of Science, and ultimately of our knowledge
of God. ' Twenty-three years after the publication of the
juvenile Zheory of Fision, theological inferences involved
in that theory were deduced in Alkiphron, or the Minute
Lhilosgpker, in a Dialogue on the Visible World interpreted
as the language of God. And in the following year this
thought was pursued in the Theory of Visual Language
Further Vindicated and Explained. The selections which
follow are taken from these threc works, harmonised by
the furegomng Thilosophical Principles.

According to Berkeley's Principles, the supposition that
Matter exists independently of a percipient mind is un-
intelligible : it involves the absurdity of experience existing
without any one living to make experience real.

Yet all hodies exist ¢ without mind,” if what is meant
by ¢without’ is, that they are extended or exist ‘in space.’
And that they thus exist in space, or consist of pardes exira
partes, cannot be doubted. Do we not see them so existing
in seeing that they are extended ; and also in seeing that
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each extra-organic body is placed relatively to other extra-
organic bodies, and to the living body of the percipient?
What, Bertkeley asks, is the deepest and truest meaning of
‘outness’ or ¢ externality ’; and is the ouswardness of bodies
originally seen? This question leads us into the heart of
the psychology of exteinal perception.

The Netw Theory of Vision is so far Berkeley’s answer.
But in it he holds in reserve the bolder doctrine of his
book of Principles, namely, that the material world cannot
in any of its qualities exist out of living perception: he is
satisfied with the more limited conclusion, that colowred ex-
tension is dependent on a percipient who can see.  The claim
to independent externality on behalf of what 1s perceived by
fouck is weanwhile postponed. He argues that, because
outwardness is unintelligible apart from the experience we
have when we touch things and move our bodies, therefore
it cannot be perceived originally by sight. This argument
should be examined critically by the student, as a central
part of the psychology of the Senses and the rise of mere
sensc-perception into physical science,

-Berkeley's account of the Visible Woild advances from
the things of sense in their relation to our orfanism,
through their natural laws as interpreted in the physical
sciences, to our faith in Divine or Universal Mind, as the
philosophical explanation of all changes of the sensible
world, and therefore as the ultimate rafionale of sense-
perception. So our power of seeing things in ‘ambient
space’ is virtually a power of seeing interpretable signs of
the constant agency of God.

-t_The Essay on Vision wds the first elaborate attempt to
show that our ordinary visual pexceptions of cxlended things
are not our original perceptions of Sight; that they are
expeciations which are so connected with what we see,
that sight becomes foresight. According to Adam Smith
this theory is ‘one of the finest examples of philosophical
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analysis that is to be found either in our own or in any
other language.’* ¢ Whatever I say upon the subject,” he
adds, ‘if not directly borrowed from Berkeley, has been
suggested by what he has said’ DBekeley refers the
carly growth of our knowledge of space, mn its three
dimensions of length, breadth, and thickness, to ideas
of contact, musculaw resistance, and locomotive cffoit that
are suggested by visual sensations, with which they have
been connected in our experience, The former in process
of time by habit come to do duty for the latter; so that
we can be admonished by this lunguage secing of what
sensations of touch will affect us, at such and such
distances of time, in consequence of such and such
actions,

Berkeley staried with the assumption that Colour is the
proper and direct object of sight. Without denying that
the colour we see is superficially extended, he analysed
coloured extension, in oider to show that this extension is
different in kind from the cxtension presented to us in
touch, in which he holds that real ‘outness’ consists.
He argues that when one sees a thing ‘at a distance,’ he is
really Yorcseeing coming sensations, of which what he sees
are the signs. Seetng becomes predicting. If people never
experienced locomotive sensations, they could not under-
stand what the word Space means ; for it means room fo
move int—an idea we could not bave had without experi-
ence of movement. *The so-called ‘sight’ of ouiwardness
is therefore power of interpreting "visual phenomena. This
power, he further argues, is (#) not instinctive ; () nor so
connected with what we originally see that it can be
realised @ priori: it is (¢) gradually suggested, in the same
way as words suggest their meanings in human languagess

This is the answer given by Berkeley to the question,
How it comes to pass that we &as# to perceive, by what we
see, what is not seen ; and what indeed neither rescmbles, nor
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causes, nor is caused by, nor has any necessary connexion
with what is secn? This answer implies that what we see
is connected with its tactual meaning by natural law; not
merely by the tendency to associate ideas that have by
accident often been together in our experience. The ulti-
mate reason of Law in Nature, or the philosophy of natural
Science (almost unconsciously on thespart of Berkeley)'is
thus proposed for reflection. Natural law is resolved into
divinely cstablished connexion among the phenomena
of which nature is composed: this connexion is said
to be ‘arbitrary, Lecause God might have made the law
different. This arbitrariness is what Berkeley intends in
his metaphor of external nature as ¢Visual Language.
But the ‘arbitrariness’ must not be confounded with
caprice; for it means the perfectly 1ational will of the
Divine Agent, An important difference between the words
of men, and the words daily addressed to us by God in the
providential language of the senses is, that the connexion
between human words and their meanings is due to human
convention, whereas the connexion between what we see
and Zie experience whick in consequence we expect is grounded
an faith in the reasonable Will of God. As he puts it,
visible ideas are the language whereby the Governing Spirit,
m whom we depend, informs us what tangible ideas He is
about to imprint upon us, in case we excite this or that
motion in our own bodies’ When applied to the phe-
nomena presented in the five senses, and not merely in
sight, this implies that Order in Nature is the expression
of Divine Rational Will—that the Natural Government of
things is subordinate in the Divine System of the Universe
to the Moral Government of persons—and that our know-
ledge of the natural laws of the material world cannot be_
@ priori, but must be gathered by experiment, ¥

*DBerkeley's psychological analysis of seeing implies that if
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a person born blind were suddenly endowed with sight, he
could a/ first have no knowledge of visual outness; that
the visible world must all seem to be ‘in his mind,’ prior
to further expericnce.x This is a conclusion which might
be tested by experiments on individuals as well as by mental
analysis. Appiopriate tests would be—(a) cases of born-
blind persons who heve been made to see; (4) the imagina-
tion of space possessed by the born-blind ; (¢) experiments on
persons able to see, but who had no sense of movement
(if such persons could be found) ; () facts of sight in human
infants; (¢) in the lower antmals. Berkeley contributes no
ariginal observations gathered on any of these ficlds,

His discussions on Visual Signs and their interpretation
may be used by the student as aids to the study of the
human mind in its ascent from the Tive Senses and their
original perceptions, by sensuous Imagination through
suggestion ; inductive discovery of laws in Nature, with the
ground in reason of scientific inferences; all culminating in
recognition of the relalion between natural order and the
Supreme Active Reason that operates heyond and within
Nature, )

In the ¢ Dialogue on Visual Language’ which follows the
selections from the *New Theoy,’ the subject is unfolded
in its theological relations. ¥The significant phenomena pre-
sented in sight are taken as striking illustrations of the
omnipresent agency of God, and as affording the same
sort of assurance of the presence of God as we have of the
presence of our fellow men when they stand before us and
speak to us.¥

I have appended to the Second Part some extracts from
Berkeley’s ¢ Vindication’ of this conception of Vision as
Divine Language—the last philosophical publication of his
middle life, which appeared in 1733, in which, with added
explanations, the subject is presented in some fresh lights,
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The rationale of Theism that is offered in Berkeley’s
visual psychology lies in his treatment of Natural Order
as virtually the language of omnipiesent Deity. He leaves
too much in the background the still deeper conception
of Omnipotent Goodness in the omnipresent Power, and
the cthico-theological presupposition that is implied in our
confidence in natural law and in the ousginal constitution %f
man,



A NEW THEORY OF VISION

1. My design is () to shew the manner wheiein we
perceive by Sight the Distance, Magnitude, and Situation of
objects ; also (4) to consider the difference there 15 betwixt
the ideas of Sight and Touch, and whethei there be any
idea common to both senses’,

2. It is, I think, agreed by all that Distance, of itself and
immediately, cannot be seen., For, distance being a line
directed endwise to the eye, it projects only one pointinthe
fund of the eye, which point remains invariably the sarhe,
whether the distance be longer or shorter?,

1 The design is, to compare the phenomena immediately presented in
Sight with those immediately presented in Toucl, and to show how
we leamn gradually in seeing to apprehend inwisible phenomena of the
natural world, It is an analysts of the genesis of our adult perception
of visible things, It is founded upon deductions from the lawz and
tendenctes of the human mind, as these operate in the adult, but are
latent in infancy. From tms we are npturally led to comsider the
office of all the Senses, and the expansion of semse-perception in the
formation of science, in connexion with this analysis of Sight, ‘the most
perfect and dehghtful’ of them.

% Sect. 2-51 explain how we scem to ‘see’ Distance, or an interval
between two poluts, one of which 1s invisible, Sect, 2 tnkes for granted,
but without dustinct proof or adequate definition of terms, that distance
is necessarily invisible directly, and that it can be seen only through the
medium of visual signs by which it is suggested. Now the ‘ distance’
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3. I find it also acknowledged that the estimate we make
of the distance of objects considerably remote is rather an act
of judgment * grounded on experience than of sense, TFor
cxample, when I perceive a great number of intermediate
objects, such as houses, fields, rivers, and the like, which
I have experienced to take up a considerable space, I thence
form a judgment or conclusion, that the object I see beydhd
them is at a great distance. Again, when an object appears
fuint and small which at a near distance I have experienced
to make a vigorous and large appearance, I instantly con-
clude it to be far off—And this, it is evident, is the result
of experience ; without which, from the faintness and little-
ness, I should not have inferred anything concerning the
distance of objects 2.

intended seems to be space in its third dimension, i.e, depth, or
outness from the eye in the line of sight; not superficial extension.
In relation to the distance which cannot be seen—viz. depth, or distance
which is 1n the line of sight—the percipient is supposed to be af /he
end of a straight lime, the interval hetween the two extremes of which
must be invisible, because only one of them can be present, When
we see superficial distance, on the other hand, we are a¢ the side, and not
at the end of the line—at o point where the distance forms a larger or
smaller angle with the eye; so that this smil of distance ig called
lates al, transverse, or angular. Any distance that is strictly in the line
of sight, in order to become visible, must, by a change in the point of
view of the percipient, be as it were transformed into lateral distance,
i, e, from 5 relation in the third dimensicn of space into plane superficial
extension. Rut 1t has then censed to be the sort of distance that is
invisihle,

Some of Beikeley's critics have referred to sect. 2 as 1f it fully stated
bis famous ¢ theory of vision,’ and also his ‘argument in suppoit of it.!
It is merely a statement of one of the alleged facts on which the theory
rests,

¥ See the account of what Locke calls judgment (i.e. falth in
probability), In his Essap, b. IV, ch. 14, 15, 16. Like Berkeley here,
Locke opposes it, as ¢ grounded on experlence® with its contingencics,
to kncwledge profer, which is due to intuition or to demonstration.

* What docs Berkeley, hereand in what follows, intend by * mecessary
connexion’? Is it onlya factitious, @ posteriori necessity ; generated, as
Hume would say, by custom objectively manifested 1n nature, and con-
sequent habit generated in the individual and the race? Oris il a
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4. Bui, when an object is placed at so near a distance
as that the interval between the eyes bears any sensible
proportion to it, the opinion of speculative men is, that
the two optic axes (the fancy that we see only with one
eye at once being cxploded), concurring at the object, do
there make an angle, by means of which, according as it
is freater or lesser, ti.e object is perceived to be nearer or
farther off.

5. Betwixt which and the foregoing manner of estimating
distance there is this remarkable difference ; ~that, whereas
there was no apparent uecessary ' connexion between small
distance and a large and strong appewrance, or hetween
great distance and a little and faint appearance, there
appears a very necessary connexion between an obtuse
angle and near distance, and an acute angle and farther
distance. It does not in the least depend upon experience,
but may be evidently known by any one before he had
experienced it, that the nearer the concurrence of the
optic axes the greater the angle, and the remoter their
concurrence is the lesser will be the angle commehended
by them?
necessu';‘y due to the eternal constitution of things? That it is meant to
be more than the former scems 1mplled in the subsequent nnalysis of our
faith in the actual laws of nature into ¢suggestion’ determined by
custom. Necessity he illustrates by pure mathematics; although the
outcome of this Zssay tends to refer mathematical necessity itself to the
will of God.

1 What artists call aerial and linear perspectives are here taken as
acknawledged signs of ‘ considerably remote” distances. But the main
question is, £he manner in whick we learn to see near distances in the
line of sight outwards. In Derkeley's day even, It was *agreed by all’
that ‘the remoter distances’ outwards are ‘suggested’ by *arbitrary
signs’; near distances were supposed to he demonstrated from (not
merely suggested by) necessary relations of lines and angles, This last
supposition Berkeley proceeds to refute in the following sections.

% Here again, what sorf of * necessity ' does he intend in the cannexion
(§§ 5. ) between angles and distances, and between divergency of

rays and degrees of distance? The varieties in the possible meaning
of the ambiguous term ‘necessity’ (which way he either logieal,

5.6 f34c? N
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6. There is another way, mentioned by optic writers,
whereby they will have us judge of those distances in
respect of which the breadth of the pupil hath any sensible
bigness. And that is the greater or lesser divergency of
the rays, which, issuing from the visible point, do fall on
the pupil—that point being judged nearest which is seen
by most diverging rays, and that remotyr which is seen by
less diverging rays ; and so on, the apparent distance still
increasing, as the divergency of the rays decreases, till at
length it becomes infinite when the rays that fall on the
pupil are to sense parallel. And after this manner it is said
we perceive distance when we look only with one eye,

7. In this case also it is plain we are not beholden to
experience: it being a certain, necessary truth that, the
nearer the direct rays falling on the eye approach to a
paralielism, the farther off is the point of their intersection,
or the visible point from whence they flow.

8. Now though the accounts here given of perceiving
near distance by sight are received for true, and accord-
ingly made use of in determining the apparent places of
objects, they do nevertheless seem to me very unsatisfa:ctory,
and that for these following reasons :-—

9. Firsy, It is evident that, when the mind perceives any
idea, not immediately and of itself, it must be by the means
of some other idea. Thus, for instance, the passions which
are in the mind of another are of themselves to me invisible,
I may nevertheless perceive them by sight, though not
immediately, yet by means of the colours they produce in

mathematical, metaphysical, physical, or moral necessity) should be
here distinguished by the student, Is there ground for sltsmasely dis.
tinguishing the necessity in virtue of which #4ds is the cause of thay
from the necessity for @ cause of every change; also for distingnishing
mathematical from metaphysicnl necessity ; and both from the logical
abligation to avoid a contradiction in terms?
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the countenance, We often sce shame or fear in the looks
of a man, by perceiving the changes of his countenance to
red or pale.

ro. Mareover, it is evident that no idea? which is not itself
perceived can be to me the means of perceiving any other
idea®. If I do not perceive the redness or paleness of a
man’s face themselyes, it is impossible I should perceive
by them the passions which are in his mind.

11, Now, from sect. 2, it is plain that distance is in its
own nature imperceptible® ; and yet it is perceived by sight.
It remains, therefore, that it be brought into view by means
of some other idea, that is itself immediately perceived in
the act of vision.

12. But those lines and angles by means whereof some
men prelend to explain the perception of distance, are
themselves not at all perceived, nor ate they in truth ever
thought of by those unskilful in optics. I appeal to any
one’s experience, whether, upon sight of an object, he com-
putes its distance by the bigness of the angle made by the
meeting of the two optic axes? or whether he ever thinks
of the greater or lesser divergency of the rays which arrive
from"any point to his pupil? nay, whether it be not perfectly
impossible for him to perceive by sense the various angles
wherewith the rays, according to their greater or lesser
diveigence, do fall on the eye? Every onc is himself the
best judge of what he perceives, and what not, In vain

1 ¢iden, here as elsewhere =phenomenon presented in sense,

% JJere ! perceived’ menns epprehending dmmediate date of senses
¢perceiving’ sometimes means being' aware (through what he calls
tsugpestion”) of what is signified by sense-given data. So in the
following sections what Is ¢ imperceptible,’ Lecanse not actually felt in
sense, is yet ‘perceived,’ {.e, ‘judged’ through suggestion, The former
is immediate, and the latter acquited perception,

8 That is to say, distance outwards or in the line of sight, {s not
immediately presentable in sense—cannot be an idea or phenomenon so
presented, Accordingly it must be percelved through some sign,

N2
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shall any man tell me, that I perceive certain lines and
angles which introduce into my mind the various ideas
of distance, so long as I myself am conscious of no such
thing,

13. Since thercfore those angles and lines are not them-
selves perceived by sight, it follows, from sect. 1o, that the
mind does not by them judge of the disténce of objects.

14. Secondly, The truth of this assertion will be yet
farther evident to any one that considers those lines and
ungles bave no real existence in nature, being only an
hypothesis framed by the mathematicians, and by them
introduced into optics that they might treat of that science
in a geometrical way.

15. The #kérd and last reason I shall give for rejecting
that doctrine is, that though we should grant the real exist-
ence of those optic angles, &c., and that it was possible for
the mind to perceive them, yet these principles would not
be found sufficient to explain the phenomena of distance,
as shall be shewn hereafter.

16, Now, it being already shewn that distance is suggested?

1 Note in § 16 the first use in the Zssay of the term SUGGESTION—

already referred to as expressive of the way in which our acquired power
of interpreting what we see, and thus going beyond bare visual sense of
colowr,is explained by Berkeley. He explains acquired visual perception
by resolving it into what he calls suggestion.—An important question
is, What does he mean by Suggestion ¥ Is it more than blind Hahit}
Does it involve reasont (See Pindication, sect. 42.) The answer to
this question goes (so far) to seftle Berkeley's starling-point, as either
empirical like Hume’s, or as anticipating Reid, if not even Kant, in
this constructive principle of his early plosophy.—Reid, in his Juguiry,
often uses the word ‘suggestion” when treating of the five senses, and
the relations of their data to one anotlier, making it mean conviction
of which no further explanation can be given than what he calls the
Common Sense. ‘I know no word, he says, ¢more proper than
suggestion to express a power of the mind which seems entirely to have
escaped the notice of philosophers, and to which we owe many of our
simple nations which are neither impressions nor idens, as well us many
original principles of hellef, . , . There i3 a smit of suggestion which is
not nataral or original: it is the result of experience and habit.. .,
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to the mind, by the mediation of some other idea which is
itself perceived in the act of seeing, it remains that we
inquire whar ideas or sensations there be that attend
vision unto which we may suppase the ideas of distance
are connected, and by which they are introduced into the
mind Y,

*But I think it appears, that there are also watwral suggestions, e.g. that
sensation suggests the notion of present existence, and the belief that
what we perceive or fecl does now exist; that memory suggests the
notion of past existence, and the belief that what we remember did
exist in time past; and that our sensations and thoughts suggest the
notion of a mind, and the belief of its existence, nad of its relation tov
our thoughts. By a like natural principle it is that a beginning of
existence, or any change in nature, suggests to us the notion of a cause,
and compels our belief of its existence. And in Hke mannes, certain
sensations of touch, by the constitution of our nature, suggest to us
extension, solidity, and motion, which sre nowise like sensations,
althoogh they have been lutherto confounded with them’ (fuguiry,
ch. II sect. ¥). *This class of intimations,’ says Stewart, with re-
ference to this passage, ‘result from ke original frame of the human
mind, and were quite overlooked by Berkeley.’—The question which
Berkeley would solve by ¢suggestion’ is really the great one after-
wards proposed by Hume, in his Juguiry concerning Human Under-
standing, section IV, and which the remainder of that work is an
attempt to answer ,— What is the nature of that evidence which assures
us of any matter of fact that lies deyond (he present testimony of our
senses or the records of our memory?}’ This 13 just to ask what the
ultimate constructive principle of our sciences of nature is, in virtue of
which present phenomena of sense 1ssue first in acquirad perceplions,
and then n physical science. That, Hume says, 15 Custom With
Berkeley s~nse-perception is evolved by ‘suggestion,’ to which the
origin of our judgments of Extension is referred. Berheley's ex-
planation may be compared with Kant's, by whom phenomena of sense
were supposed to be translated into perceptions, under ‘forms’ that
belong to intellect and not to sense, but which are true, because they
are forms under which phenomena mus? be experienced by s if they
are experienced at all. Cowmpare Berkeley's ¢ suggestion? also with the
transformed sensations of Condillae, and with the ¢ principle of common
sense’ of Reid,

The truth seems to be that Berkeley’s suggestion’ means £ab#, but
habit that may be senconsciously rational, Oane result of what he seys
is to show the efficacy of eaily babits,

1 §§ 16~27 give three sorts of ® arbitrary signs® of ‘near distances’
~recognition of their arditrariness being what Berkeley considers the
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And, first, it is certain by experience, thet when we look
at a near object with both eyes, according as it approaches
or recedes from us, we alter the disposition of our eyes, by
lessening or widening the interval between the pupils. This
disposition or turn of the eyes isattended with & sensation’,
which seems to me to be that which in this case brings the
iden of greater or lesser distance into the mind.

17. Not that there is any natural or necessary connexion
between the sensation we perceive by the tuin of the eyes
and greater or lesser distance.  But—because the mind has,
by constant experience, found the different sensations corre-
sponding lo the different disposilions of the eycs 1o be
attended cach with a different degree of distance in the
object—there has grown an habitual or customary con-
nexion? between those two sorts of ideas; so that the mind
no sooner perceives the sensation arising from the different
turn it gives the eyes, in order to bring the pupils nearer or
farther asunder, but it withal perceives the different idea of
distance which was wont to be connected with that sensa-
tion. Just as, upon hearing a certain sound, the idea is
immediately suggested to the understanding which custom
had united with it. ’

18, Nor do I see how I can easily be mistaken in this
matter. I know evidently that distance is not perceived of

important outcome of his whole investigation into vision, as it empties
patural law and physical science of a pr7ord necessity, reducing them to
effects of Divine will which foim an interpretable language,

3 This muscular *sensation’ connected with this adjustment of the
eye is of course not itself seen; it is fet. It may be called wisual, but
it is not isidle. Thus the visual signs through which we leam to see
things in their places are some of them (like this one) invisible while
others are seen.

% The ‘customary connexion,’ elsewheie called arbitrary, is not
therefore capricions. The ©suggestions® to which it gives rise may
favolve unconscious reason; and farbitrary’ may be understood to
mean reasonable will, as opposed to dlind necessify——and this divine
srbitrariness would be the constant motive power of the universe,
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itself—that, by consequence, it must be perceived by means
of some other idea, which is immediately perceived, and
varies with the different degrees of distance. I know also
that the sensation arising from the turn of the eyes is of
itself immediately perceived, and various degrees thereof
are connected with different distances, which never fail to
dccompany them nto my mind, when I view an object
distinctly with both eyes whose distance is so small that in
respect of it the interval between the eyes has any consider-
able magnitude.

19. I know it is a reccived opinion that, by altering the
disposition of the eyes, the mind perceives whether the
angle of the optic axes, or the lateral angles comprehended
between the interval of the eyes or the optic axes, are made
greater or lesser ; and that, accordingly, by a kind of natural
geometry, it judges the point of their intersection to be
nearer or farther off, But that this is not true I am con-
vinced by my own experience, since I am not conscious
that I make any such use of the perception I have by the
turn of my eyes. And for me to make those judgments,
and draw those conclusions from it, without knowing that
I dd so, seems altogether incomprehensible.

20, From all which it follows, that the judgment we make
of the distance of an object viewed with both eyes is entirely
the result of experience®. If we had not constantly found
certain sensations, arising from the various dispositions of
the eyes, attended with certain degrees of distance, we should
never make those sudden judgments from them concerning
the distance of objects ; no mare than we would pretend to
judge of 2 man's thought by his pronouncing words we had
never heard before,

1 ¢tExperience,’ i.e. phenomena presented lo the senses, at first
antomatically organised into experlence by ¢ suggestion "—which he held
sufficient to explain the ¢ judgment,’ or presumption of protability, that
is latent in acquired perception,
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21. Secondly, an object placed at a certain distance from
the eye, to which the breadth of the pupil bears a consider-
able proportion, being made to approach, is seen more con-
fusedly, And the nearer it is brought the more confused
appearance it makes, And, this being found constantly to
be so, there arises in the mind an habitual connexion
between the several degrees of confusipn and distance ; the
greater confusion still implying the lesser distance, and the
lesser confusion the greater distance of the object?,

22, This confused appearance of the object doth therefore
seem to be the medium whereby the mind judges of distance,
in those cases wherein the most approved writers of optics
will have it judge by the different divergency with which the
rays flowing from the radiating point fall on the pupil. No
man, I believe, will pretend to see or feel those imaginary
angles that the rays are supposed to form according to their
various inclinations on his eye. But he cannot choose
seeing whether the object appear more or less confused.
1t is therefore a manifest consequence from what has been
demonstrated that, instead of the greater or lesser diver-
gency of the rays, the mind makes use of the greater or
lesser confusedness of the appearance, thereby to detérmine
the appatent place of an object.

23. Nor doth it avail to say there is not any necessary
connexion between confused vision and distance great or
small. For I ask any man what necessary connexion he
sees between the redness of a blush and shame? And yet
no sooner shall he behold that colour to arise in the face of
another but it brings into his mind the idea of that passion
which hath been observed to accompany it.

! This explanation of our acquired power of seeing menr distances,
tends towards an acknowledgment of what 13 now called Inseparable
Associstion, See Mill's Examination of Homilion,ch, XIV. But can

sclentific experience be resolved into blind association? It may explain,

in & physical way, connexions in an individual mind; surely not the
perception of cbjective reality.
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24. What seems to have misled the writers of optics in
this matter is, that they imagine men judge of distance as
they do of a conclusion in mathematics ; betwixt which and
the premiscs it is indeed absolutely requisite there be an
apparent necessary conpexion', But it is far otherwise in
the stdden judgments men make of distance. We are not
tothink that brutes and children, or even grown reasonable
men, whenever they perceive an object to approach or
depart from them, do it by virtue of geometry and demon-
stration.

25, That one idea may suggest another to the mind, it will
suffice that they have been observed to go together, without
any demonstration of the neccessity of their coexistence, or
without as much as knowing what it is that makes them su
to coexist. Of this there are innumerable instances, of
which no one can be ignorant®

26. Thus, greater confusion having been constantly
attended with nearer distance, no sooner is the former idea
perceived but it suggests the latter to our thoughts, And,
if it had been the oudinary course of nature that the farther
off an object were placed the mare confused it should
appeat, it is certain the very same perception that now
makes us think an object approaches would then have

1 In this Berkeley thus early scems to recognise intellectunl necessity
in mathematical demonstration.

? Here and throughout Herkeley presuppases o nataral tendency in
each person to connect in his thoughts, ever after, those phenomena’of
sense which have been connected in his previous experience—a tendency
the sirength of which may be so confirmed through repetition, that /s
mind ot last decomes wnable to scparate them. This is the associative
tendency, since made so much of by some psychologists, which thes,
with Betkeley as with Arfstotle, is mixed up with the psycholopy of the
senses.  Because it is dependent on the variable experience of each
person, it has been called a suljeciive law or tendency, in contrast to
relations which issue from jrreversible necessities that are of the cssence
of renson, and therefore common to all ntelligence. The diffetence
between the blind tendency to associate and the necessary relations of
reason is obscured in association psychology,
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made us to imagine it went farther off—that perception,
abstracting from custom and experience, being equalily
fitted to produce the idea of great distance, or small
distance, or no distance at all,

2y, Thirdly, an object being placed at the distance above
specificd, and brought nearer to the eye, we may ncver-
theless prevent, at least for some time, the appearance’s
growing more confused, by straining the eye. In which
case that sensation supplies the place of confused vision, in
aiding the mind to judge of the distance of the object ; it
being esteemed so much the nearer by how much the effort
or straining of the eye in order to distinct vision is greater.

28. I have here set down those sensations or ideas that
seem to be the constant and general occasions of introducing
into the mind the different ideas of near distance. Itis
tiue, in most cases, that divers other circumstances con-
tribute to frame our idea of distance, viz. the particular
number, size, kind, &c. of the things seen!. Concerning
which, as well as all other the forementioned occasions
which suggest distance, I shall only observe, they have none
of them, in their own nature, any relation or connexion
with it: nor is it possible they should ever signify the
various degrees thereof, otherwise than as by experience
they have been found to be connected with them?,

. . . . . . . . . .

! Visible signs roix with those that are merely wisual, The latter
appear to be fels in the ¢ye, but are not themselves seer

% The visual ‘signs® given in the preceding sections are all either
(a) visible or (§) dnwisibls. Under neither head is Berkeley's list ex-
haustive, nor even accurate as far as it goes. Recent German and
British physiologists have discovered others: Mfiller, Helmholtz, and
Lotze have mentioned visual signs not recognised by Berkeley, The
student should here generalise the chief visual signs of the distances
of objects, including the muscular sensations which accompany focal
ndjustment of the crystalline lens; the muscular sensations due fo
convergence of the axes of both eyes; the smallness and indistinctness
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41. Trom what hath been premised, it is a manifest con-
sequence, that a man born blind, being made to see, would
at first have no idea of Distance by sight: the sun and
stars, the remotest objects as well as the nearer, would all
seem to be in his cye, or rather in his mind®. The objects
intromitted by sight would seem to him (as in truth they
are) no other than a 1ew set of thoughts or sensations, each
whereof is as near to him as the perceptions of pain or
pleasure, or the most inward passions of his soul. For, our
judging objects perceived by sight to be at any disiance, or
without the mind, is (vid, sect. 28) entirely the effect of
experience, which one in those circumstances could not yet
have attained to.

4z. It is indeed otherwisc upon the common supposition
—that men judge of distance by the angle of the optic axes,
just as one in the dark, or a blind man by the angle com-
prehended by two sticks, one whereof he held in each hand,
For, if this were true, it would follow that one blind from
his birth, being made to see, should stand in need of no
new experience, in order to perceive distance by sight.
But that this is false has, I think, been sufficiently demon-
strated™,
of the visible image; the number of intervening objecls; as well as
the phenomena of hinocular vision. But these and otber matters of
biological psychology were for Berkeley questions of detail, irrelevant
to the general principle of divinely arbitrary sense-symbolicne which was
meinly in his vie\‘v. The distinction between the sensory and molor
nerves, important in connexion with the correlative difference between
pessive and active sensc-con-ciousness, was unknown to him; also much

else now known as to the neivous system and its relations by physio-
logleal psychologists,

In §§ 29~40, here omitted, Berkeley proceeds to verify his invisible
and visible signs, by showing that one class of them can explain a
curious optical phenomenon that had baflled Barrow and others.

! “In his eye’ and fin his mind’—i.e. existing depeadenitly on the
organ, or on the senticnt mind.

* He does not, as one might expect, ask for experimental verification
of his conclusions in cases of born-blind persons made to see.
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43. 'And perhaps, upon a strict inquiry, we shall not find
that even those who from their birth have grown up in a
continued habit of seeing are irrecoverably prejudiced on
the other side, to wit, in thinking what they see to be at
a distance from them. For, at this time it seems agreed
on all hands, by those who have had any thoughts of that
matter, Zhat colours, which are the proper and immediate
object of sight®, are not withowut the mind® But then, it
will be said, by sigZt we have also the idcas of extension,
and figure, and motion ; all which may well be thought with-
out and at some distance from the mind, though colour
should not. In answer to this, I appeal to any man’s ex-
perience, whether the visible extension of any object do
not appear as near to him as the colour of that object;
nay, whether they do not both seem to be in the very same
place, Is not the extension we see coloured, and is it

1 Berkeley now advances from (z) the argument that our power to
see distance entwards is due to sugpestion, and proceeds (5) to draw
similar conclusions from the fact that phenomena of colour are the only
phenomena which we immediately see. Having shown, by the pre-
ceding reasons, that distances outwards, whether near or remote, are
not acually seen, but are suggesied by divinely arbitrary signs, he now
proceeds to deny the externality of colour— exteinality’ fheaning its
being extended in space, in independence of a percipient.

One may here ask, why Zonch is popularly regarded as the test of
externality, as when 2isiility without tangibility is supposed to imply
that what is seen is illusory unless it can be touched? Berkeley, though
he argued for the ideal or mind-dependent nature of what is seen, sooner
than for the ideal or mind-dependent nature of what can be touched,
dacs not make the distinction between the illusory and the real turn
ultimately uwpon the tangibility of the real. (See Prinmciples, sect.
28-33.) But sce Mansel’s Metaplysics, p. 346 ; also Brown's Lectures,
xxiv,

% With psycholopists generally, since Aristatle (De Anima, b. II.
ch. %), he assumes that colour, and whatever eolour implies, is the only
original datum of sight, all cise popularly included in *seeing’ being
gradually learned through suggestion.

8 ‘Not without the mind,’i.e. not independent of sentient intelligence
=not able to aviss without belng felt or perceived; therefore incapable
of being ¢at a dislance’ from embodied mind.



A NEWW THEORY OF PVISION 189

possible for us, so much as in thought, to separate and
abstract colour from extension? Now, where the cxtension
is, there surely is the figure, and there the motion too.
I speak of those which are perceived by sight?,

44. But, for a fuller explication of this point, and to shew
that the immediate objects of sight are not 50 much as the
ideas or resemblances vof things placed at a distance, it is
requisite that we look nearer into the matter, and carefully
observe what is meant in common discourse when one says,
that which he sees is at a distance from him. Suppose, for
example, that looking at the moon I should say it were
filty or sixty semidiameters of the carth distant from me.
Let us see what moon this is spoken of. It is plain it
cannot be the visible moon, or anything like the visible
moon, or that which I see—which is only a round luminous
plain, of about thirty visible points in diameter. For, in
case I am carried from the place where I stand directly
towards the moon, it is manifest the object varies still as I

! Berkeley started, in § 2, with the assumption that distance in
the line of sight i in s nature invisible ; on this foundation he pro-
ceeded im the proof, given in §§ 3~28, that all distances outward
are perceptions of sight only so far ss they are ‘suggestions’ gradually
acquired through expericace of the meaning of visunl and visible signs.—
He enters in this section on a second line of prool. He argues that
what we see cannot be independent of percepti This is founded
an a second assumption, alse sustained by concurrent authority—that
eolowr is the only immediate or original object of sight. Locke had
aid that we can see distances between bodies, and between parts
of the same body. But does colour involve distance! What Berkeley
wants to show is, that ¢ distance’ and ‘ extension’ are ambiguous words
—the distances and extensions we see being different in &2z from those
we tonch. The common philosophical opinion had been, that light or
colour is what we see—mcluding whatever extension is nccessarily
involved in seeing colour ; for it was supposed that colour, as originally
seen, was in some sort extended, involving an immediate perception of
extension. The question still unconsidered was the nature of ixible
extension, Is it of two dimensions or of three? Js the coloared
extension we see identical with, or even similar to, the extension we
touch? Terkeley argues that it is not. See §§ 12146,
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go on; and, by the time that T am advanced fifty or sixty
semidiameters of the earth, I shall be so far from being
near a small, round, luminous flat that I shall perceive
nothing like it—this object having long since disappeared,
and, if T would recover it, it must be by going back to the
earth from whence I set out. Again, suppose I perceive
by sight the faint and obscure idea, of something, which
I doubt whether it be a man, or a tree, or a tower, but
judge it to be at the distance of about a mile. It is plain
I cannot mean that what I see is a mile off, or that it is the
image or likeness of anything which is a mile off; since
that every step I take towards it the appemance alters,
and from being obscure, small, and faint, grows clear, large,
and vigorous, And when I come to the mile’s end, that
which I saw first is quite lost, neither do I find anything
in the likeness of it?,

45. Inthese and the like instances, the truth of the matter,
I find, stands thus :—Haying of a long time experienced

2 The sceptical objections of the Eleatics and others to the trusts
worthiness of onr senses, referred to by Descartes in his Meditations,
and by Malebranche in the first book of his Recherche, may have
suggested the illustrations in this section. The sceptical difficulty rises
out of the assumption that the extended colour we see, when the
tangible object 1s near, is the same extended colour that we sce, when
the tangible object is more remote. Berkeley insists that what is
seen in these coses is different, but that what is signified or suggested
&y what is seen may still be the same, He does not here pursue the
deeper question of what is ultimately meant by sameness in sensible
thinps—foreign to sn Essay on Sight, This he hed to meet in de-
fending his conception of Matter, a5 necessarily dependent on percipient
mind.

Compare, and analyse critically, ITume’s illustration of his posltion
—that ‘nothing can he present to the mind but an image or perception,’
and that the senses are only ¢ inlets through which these images are con-
veyed, without being able to produce any immediate intercourse between
the mind and the {owtward) object.  Ze table which we ses seems to
diminish as we remove further from it: but k¢ rea/ ¢able which exists
independent of us suffers no alteratlon ' (Zsiay on * Sceptical Phitosophy,
Part I).
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certain ideas perceivable by Zowch'—as distance, tangible
figure, and solidity—to have been connected with certain
ideas of sight, I do, upon perceiving these idens of sight,
forthwith conclude what tangible ideas are, by the wonted
ordinary course of nature, like to follow. Looking at an
object, I perceive a certain visible figure and colour, with
some degree of faintngss and other circumstances, which,
from what I have formally observed, determine me to think
that if I advance forward so many paces, miles, &c., I shall
be affected with such and such ideas of touch., So that, in
truth and strictness of speech, I neither see distance itself,
nor anything that I take to be at a distance, I say, ncither
distance nor things placed at a distance are themselves, or
their ideas, truly perceived by sight. This I am persuaded
of, as to what concerns myself. And I believe whoever will
look natrowly into his own thoughts, and examine what he
means by saying he sces this or that thing at a distance, will
agree with me, that what he sees only suggesss to his under-
standing that, afler having passed a certain distance, % e
medsured by the motion of his body, which is perceivable by
Zouck, he shall come to perceive such and such tangible
ideas, which have been usually connected with such and
such visible ideas®, But, that one might be deceived by

i This {s the first introduction of the phenomena of ‘touch’~—a term
which with Berkeley includes nat merely (@) the sense of simple convact,
but also (8) the sewmse of muscular resistance, and (¢) the sentient
aclivity connected with the movements of our bodies, or any of their organs,
From this pomnt he begins to unfold lis antithesis of the wisible and the
tangible worlds —colonred ond zesistant extension. To explain by
‘ guggestion’ the umon of these opposite clements in our acquired
percepiions of sight is the aim of this theory of Visual Symbolism, or
tactual meanings in visual signs.

% The important office of our sensuous consclousness of bodily move-
ment and muscular resistance, in the development of self-conscionsness
and knowledge of extra-organic things, might he illustrated in connexion
with this fact., Tt is in our active collision with the materfal worlil that
we begin to distinguish between ‘X can' and ¢I cannot'; and the con-
ceptions and convictions of personality, personal identity, end personal
responsibility are thus gradually drawn forth,
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these suggestions of sense, and that there iz no necessary
connexion between visible and tangible ideas suggested by
them, we need go no farther than the next looking-glass or
picture to be convinced®.~Note that, when I speak of
tangible ideas, I take the word sdea for any the immediate
object of sense or understanding—in which large signification
it is commonly used by the moderns*

46. From what we have shewn, it is 2 manifest consequence
that the ideas of Space, Outness, and things placed at a dis-
tance are not, strictly speaking, the object of sight: they are
not otherwise perceived by the eye than by the ear. Sitling
in my study I hear a coach drive along the street; I look
through the casement and see it; I walk out and enter into
it. Thus, common speech would incline one to think I heard,
saw, and touched the same thing, to wit, the coach. Ttis
nevertheless certain the ideas intromitted by each sense are
widely different, and distinct from each other; but, having
been observed constantly to go together, they are spoken of
as one and the same thing. By the variation of the noise,
I perceive the different distances of the coach, and know
that it approaches before I look out. Thus, by the ear
1 perceive distance just after the same manner as I do
by the eye®

¥ Consider and examine critically the meaning and relevancy of this
illustration.

2 tmoderns'—Locke and Descartes for instance, With Locke (Zssay,
Introduction, § 8), ‘ideas’ mean whatever we are conscious of—
¢ whateoever 1s the object of the understanding when a man thinks;’
and what we are conscious, i.e, immediately percipient of, in sense.
perception, includes primary qualities of things, and also semsations
which the primary qualities are supposed to occasion, namely, secondary
qualities, Dy Descartes, ‘ides’ was sometimes applied to the mental
perception and sometimes to the organic motion or physical im-
pression with which the perception was belleved to be connected by
Divine appointment.

% In short the ¢ perception * in both cases 18 a ¢ suggested * expectation,
Acquired sight is foresight,
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47. 1 do not nevertheless say I hear distance, in like
manner as I say that I see it—the ideas perceived by hearing
not being so apt to be confounded with the ideas of touch as
those of sight are. So likewise a man is easily convinced
that bodies and external things aie not properly the object
of hearing, but only sounds—by the mediation whereof
the idea of this or that body, or distance, is suggested to
his thoughts®,  But then one is with more difficulty brought
to discern the difference there is betwixt the ideas of
sight and touch: though it be certain, 2 man no more
sces and feels the same thing, than he hears and fecls the
same thing.

48. One reason of which seems to be this. It is thought
a great absurdity to imagine that one and the same thing
should have any more than one extension and one figure.
But, the extension and figure of a body being let into the
mind two ways, and that indifferently, either by sight or
touch, it seems to follow that we sce the same extension
and the same figure which we feel.

49. But, if we take 2 close and accurate view of the matter,
it must be acknowledged that we never see and feel one and
Zhe sale object, 'That which is seen is one thing, and that
which is felt is another. If the visible figure and extension
be not the same with the tangible figure and extension, we
are not to infer that one and the same thing has divers
extensions. The true consequence is that the objects of
sight and touch are two distinct things, It may perhaps
require some thought rightly to conceive this distinction,

1 The original data peculiar to the sense of Hearing should be here
analysed by the student, and compared with those of Sight and of
Touch, as systems of audible and visual signs. The chiel natoral
languages of sense, as well as all verbal or articulate languages, consist
either of audible signs or of visual signs. Visible signs it should be
remembered. are seen, wheteas visual signs may bo felt In the organ of
sight withou! being seen—e. g motions in the eye, &e.

8, B. 1341%
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And the difficulty seems not & little increased, because the
combination of visible ideas hath constantly the same name
as the combination of tangible ideas wherewith it is con-
pected—which doth of necessity arise from the use and end
of Janguage.

so. In order, therefore, to treat accurately and uncon-
fusedly of vision, we must bear in mind that there are two
gorts of objects apprehended by the eye~—the one primarily
and immediately, the other secondarily and by intervention
of the former. Those of the first sort neither are nor appear
to be without the mind, or at any distance off. They may,
indeed, grow greater or smaller, more confused, or more
clear, or more faint, But they do not, cannot approach or
recede from us. Whenever we say an object is at a distance,
whenever we say it draws near, or goes farther off, we must
always mean it of the latter sort, which properly belong to
the touch, and are not so truly gerceived as suggested by the
eye, in like manner as thoughts by the ear?,

51. No sooner do we hear the words of a familiar language
pronounced in our ears but the ideas corresponding thereto
present themselves to our minds : in the very same instant
the sound and its meaning enter the understanding; so
closely are they united that it is not in our power to keep
out the one except we exclude the other also. Weeven act
in all respects as if we heard the very thoughts themselves,
So likewise the secondary objects, or those which are only
suggested by sight, do often more strongly affect us, and are
more regarded, than the proper objects of that sense ; along
with which they enter into the mind, and with which they
have a far more strict connexion than ideas have with words.
Hence it is we find it so difficult to discriminate between

!} Whether what Is percelved in touching is as dependent on a per-
clpient mind s what is perceived in seeing, Berkeley does not discnss
m this juvenile Essap. That is the wider question considered in his
Prineiphes of Human Knowledg,
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the immediate and mediale? objects of sight, and are so
prone to attribute to the former what belongs only to the
latler. They are, as it were, most closely twisted, blended,
and incorporated together. And the prejudice is confirmed
and riveted in our thoughts by a long tract of time, by the
use of language, and want of reflection. However, I doubt
not but any one that ahall attentively consider what we have
already said, and shall say upon this subject before we have
done (especially if he pursue it in his own thoughts), may
be able to deliver himself from that prejudice. Sure I am,
it is wotth some attention to whoever would understand
the truc nature of vision?

52, I have now done with distance, and proceed to shew
how it is that we perceive by sight the Magnitude of objects?,
—1It is the opinion of some that we do it by angles, or by
angles in conjunction with distance.  But, neither angles nor
distance being perceivable by sight, and the things we se¢*
being in truth at no distance from us, it follows that, as we
bave shewn lines and angles not to be the medium the mind
makes use of in apprehending the apparent place, so neither
are they the medium whereby it apprehends the apparent
magnitude of objects.

53, It is well known that the same extension at a near

3 tmediate’ or suggested.

2 The attempt to define the original data of any of the senses /akern
singly Mustrates this difficulty; but it is more obstrusive In sight and in
touch, hecause perception of extension, and discernment of its relations
(the chief difficulty in the analysis), seem to occur in visual and tactnal
perceptions exclusively. In his Commonplace Book (p. 494) Berkeley
well remarks that ‘extension is lended with tangible or visible ideas,
and afterwards by the mind prescinded [abstracted] therefrom.’'

¥ Sect. 53-8y treat of the necessary invisibility of the real Magnitudes
of things—the tactual dlstances between their parts, Cf Pindication,
sect. 54-61.

4 ¢see,’ i. e, sec immediately, as distinguished from visual suggestion
or acquired seeing.

Qa
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distance shall subtend a greater angle, and at a farther dis-
tance a lesser angle. And by this principle (we are told)
the mind estimates the magnilude of an object, comparing
the angle under which it is seen with its distance, and
thence inferring the magnitude thereof. What inclines men
to this mistake (beside the humour of making one see by
geometry) is, that the same perceptions or ideas which
suggest distance do also suggest magnitude. But, if we
examine it, we shall find they suggest the latter as imme-
diately as the former. I say, they do not first suggest dis-
tance and then leave it to the judgment to use that as a
medium whereby to collect the magnitude; but they have
as close and immediate a connexion with the magnitude as
with the distance; and suggest magnitude as independently
of distance, as they do distanceindependently of magnitude,
All which will be evident to whoever considers what has
been already said and what follows.

54 It has been shewn there are two sorts of objects appre-
hended by sight, each whereof has its distinct magnitude or
extension—the one, properly tangible, L e. to be perceived
and measured by touch, and not immediately falling under
the sense of seeing; the olher, properly and immediately
visible, by mediation of which the former is brought in view.
Each of these magnitudes are greater or lesser, according as
they contain in them more or fewer points, they being made
up of points or minimums, For, whatever may be said of
extension in abstract, it is certain sensible extension is not
infinitely divisible. There is a minimum tangibile, and
a minimum visibile, beyond which sense cannot perceive®.
This every one’s experience will inform him.

A There is & minimum visibile ot which we cease to be percipient of
colotr, and also a minimum langibile at which all sense of resistance
and contact disappears, This point is, for us, the necessary Hmit (in
imagination) of (visible or tangible) reality.

‘Though Berkeley regards extension as, in itself, necessarily dependent
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55. The magnitude of the object which exists without the
mind, and is at a distance, continues always invariably the
same: but, the visible object still changing as you approach
to or recede from the tangible object, it hath no fixed and
determinate greatness, Whenever therefore we speak of the
magnitude of any thing, for instance a tree or a house, we
must mean the tangible magnitude; otherwise there can be
nothing steady and free from ambiguity spoken of it?, Now,
though the tangible and visible magnitude do in truth belong
to two distinct objects, I shall nevertheless {especially since
those objects are called by the same name, and are observed
to coexist), to avoid tediousness and singularity of speech,
sometimes speak of them as belonging to one and the same
thing ?,

56, Now, in order to discover by what means the magni-
tude of tangible abjects is perceived by sight, I need only
reflect on what passes in my own mind, and observe what
those things be which (as signs) introduce the ideas of
greater or lesser into my thoughts when I look on any
object®, And these I find to be, first, the magnitude or
on @ percipient mind, he does not mean that mind, in perceiving ex-
tension, itself becomes extended. With him, extension—existing only
as a greater or smaller number of colonred or resistant minima, all
dependent on sentient mind, nevertheless does not exist as an aztribute
of mind. (CE Principles, sect 49.) Mind, he might say, can be con-
scious without being percipient of what is extended; on the other hand,
what is extended canret exist without & living mind to realise it.

1 But is not this * nosteadiness’ or ¢flux’ found in what we touch as
well as in what we see—though less obtrusively? A felt thing is felt to
be larger or smaller according to the state of the organism of the
percipient at the time of the perception,s Every perception is relative
to the state of the bodily organ.

3 Ordinary language identifies what careful analysis of the original
data of the senses seems to Berkeley to distinguish. Does ordinary
language involve a truer analysis of extension than Derkeley entertains,
and if nof, why not?

3 The ‘signs’ which ‘suggest,’ and so enable us to *judge’ of, the
teal magnitudes of things, aie analysed in the following sections. They
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extension of the visible object, which, being immediately
perceived by sight, is connected with that other which is
tangible and placed at a distance: secondly, the confusion
or distinctness: and Ziirdly, the vigorousness or faininess
of the aforcsaid visible appearance. Celeris paribus, by
how much the greater or lesser the visible object is, by so
much the greater or lesser do T cenclude the tangible
object to be. Dut, be the idea immediately perceived by
sight never so large, yet, if it be withal confused, I judge
the magnitude of the thing to be Lut small. If it be
distinct and clear, I judge it greater. And, if it be faint,
I apprehend it to be yet greater. What is here mecant by
confusion and faintness has been explained in sect. 35.

57. Moreover, the judgments we make of greatness do,
in like manner as those of distance, depend on the dis-
position of the eye ; also on the figure, number, and situation
of intermediate objects, and other circumstances that have
been observed to attend great or small tangible magnitudes,
Thus, for instance, the very same quantity of visible ex-
tension which in the figure of a tower doth suggest the idea
of grest magnitude shall in the figure of a man suggest the

*idea of much smaller magnitude. ‘That this is owing to the
experience we have had of the usual bigness of a tower and
a man, no one, I suppose, need be told,

58. It is also evident that confusion or faintness have no
more a necessary connexion with little or great magnitude
than they have with little or great distance. As they suggest
the latter, so they suggest the former to our minds. And,
by consequence, if it were not for experience, we should no
more judge® a faint or confused appearance to be connected
sre concluded to be (4) the proportion of the field of sight which the
vhject occupies, (#) the clearness or indistinctness of its outlnes, () the
lightness or faintness of its colours, (/) the nnmber of intervening visible
objects, and (¢) the amount of muscular strain or sensation in directing

both eyes to the object.
1 ¢ Judge,’ i. e, assume to be proved by sufficient experience—ngnin in
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with great or little magnitude than we should that it was
connected with great or little distance.

59. Nor will it be found that great or small visible magni-
tude hath any nmecessary relation to great or small tangible
magnitude—so that the one may certainly and infallibly be
inferred from the other.—But, before we come to the proof
of'this, it is fit we cpnsider the difference there is betwixt
the extension and figure which is the proper object of
touch, and that other which is termed visible ; and how the
former is principally, though not immediately, taken notice
of when we look at any object. This has been before men-
tioned, but we shall here inquire into the cause thereof.
We regard the objects that environ us in proportion as they
are adapted to benefit or injure our own bodies, and thereby
produce in our minds the sensations of pleasure or pain,
Now, bodies operating on our organs by an immediate
application, and the hurt and advantage arising therefrom
depending altogether on the tangible, and not at all on the
visible, qualities of any object—this is a plain reason why
those should be regarded by us much more than these.
And for this end the visive sense seems to have been
bestoved on animals, to wit, that, by the perception of
visible ideas® (which in themselves are not capable of affect-
ing or anywise altering the frame of their bodies), they may
be able to foresee (from the experience they have had what
tangible ideas are connected with such and such visible
ideas) the damage or benefit which is like to ensue upon
the application of their own bodies to this or that body

Locke's meaning of *jadgment’; in contrast with what is either in-
tuitively or demonstratively ‘known,! Even with Berkeley rational
judgments turn out to be unconsciously presupposed in the sub-conscious
and mechanical ¢suggestions’ of experience; but he does not unfold
them ciitically as Xant would do.

1 ¢perception of visible ideas’ f.e of the visible symbols. He
proceeds to explain why we associate yealify with touch rather than
with sight.



200 SELECTIONS FROM BERKELEY

which is at a distance. Which foresight, how necessary it
is for the preservation of an animal, every one’s expetience
can inform him® Hence it is that, when we look at an
object, the tangible figure and cxtension thereof are prin-

" cipally attended 1o; whilst there is small heed taken of the
visible figure and magnitude, which, though more imme-
.diately perceived, do less sensibly affect us, and arc mot
fitted to produce any alteration in our bodies,

Go. That the matter of fact is true will be evident to any
one who considers that a man placed at ten {oot distance is
thought as great as if he were placed at a distance only of
five foot ; which is true, not with relation to the visible, but
tangible greatness of the object: the visible magnitude being
far greater at one station than it is at the other.

61, Inches, feet, &c. are settled, stated lengths, whereby
we measure objects and estimate their magnitude. We say,
for example, an object appears to be six inches, or six foot
long. Nov, that this cannot be meant of visible inches, &e.
is evident, because a visible inch is itself no constant deter-
minate magnitude, and cannot therefore serve to mark out
and determine the magmtude of any other thing. Take an
inch marked upon 2 ruler; view it successively, at the dis-
tance of half a foot, a foot, a foot and a half, &c. from the
eye: ateach of which, and at all the intermediate distances,
the inch shall have a different visible extension, i. e. there
shail be more or fewer points discerned in it. Now, I ask
which of all these various extensions is that stated deter-
rainate one that is agreed on for a common measure of other
magnitudes? No reason can be assigned why we should

% Most of what is commonly called ¢vision® is really prevision, and
proceeds on sub-conscions assumption of the omnipresence of law or
ordet in nature. In all developed vismal perception we go beyond
mere sense; still more in all the inferences of physical science, and on
the same assumnption of constant natural order, But in science this
assumption is more conscious of its 1ational ground, and is not the issne
of babit only, as at the lower stage of mere sense-suggestion,
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pitch on one more than another. And, except there be
some invariable determinate extension fixed on to be marked
by the word inch, it is plain it can be used to little purpose ;
and fo say a thing contains this or that number of inches
shall imply no more than that it is extended, without bring-
ing any particular idea of that extension into the mind.
Fatther, an inch ands a foot, from different distances, shall
both exhibit the same visible magnitude, and yet at the
same time you shall say that one secms several times greater
than the other., From all which it is manifest, that the
judgments we make of the magnitude of objects by sight are
altogether in reference to their tangible extension. When-
ever we say an object is great or small, of this or that deter-
minate measure, I say, it must be meant of the tangible
and not the visible cxtension, which, though immediately
perceived, is nevertheless little taken notice of™,

62. Now, that there is no necessary connexion between
these two distinct extensions is evident fram hence—because
our eyes might have been framed in such a manner as to be
able to see nothing but what were less than the minimum
tangibile. In which case it is not impossible we might have
perceived all the immediate objects of sight the very same
that we do now; but unto those visible appearances there
would not be connected those different tangible magnitudes
that are now. Which shews the judgments we make of the
magnitude of things placed at a distance, from the various
greatness of the immediate objects of sight, do not arise
from any essential or necessary, but only a customary? tie
which has been observed betwixt them.

1 But if exteusion is only an empirieal datum of sense, and if tangible
us well as coloured extension fluctuates velatively to the state of the
sense-organism, we need an objective eriterion of the former as well as
of the latter, Whatis &t?

2 So Hume sfterwards, who tried to reduce faith In ‘necessary' con-
nexion to the physicel issue of habit, induced by the custom of previous
experience. ‘Al inferences from experience,’ he maintains, are gffzcts
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63. Moreover, it is not only cerlain that any idea of sight
might not have been connected with this or that idea of
touch we now obscrve io accompany it, but also that the
greater visible magnitudes might have been connected with
and introduced into our minds lesser tangible magnitudes,
and the lesser visible magnitudes greater tangible magni.
tudes, Nay, that it actually is so, weshave daily experiehcg
—that object which makes a strong and large appecarance
not seeming near so great as another the visible magnitude
whereof is much less, but more faint, and the appearance
upper, or which is the same thing, painted lower on the
retina, which faintness and situation suggest both greater
magnilude and greater distance,

64. From which, and from sect. 57 and 58, it is manifest
that, as we do not perceive the magnitude of objects
immediately by sight, so neither do we pereeive them by
the mediation of anything which has a necessary connexion
with them. Those ideas that now suggest unto us the
various magnitudes of external objects before we touch
them might possibly have suggested no such thing ; or they
might have signified them in a direct contrary manner, so
that the very same ideas on the perception whereof we judge
an object to be smalt might as well have served to make us
conclude it great; those ideas being in their own nature
equally fitted to bring into our minds the idea of small or
great, or no size at al), of outward objects, just as the words
of any language are in their own nature indifferent to signify
this or that thing, or nothing at all.

65. As we see distance 50 we see magnitude. And we
see both in the same way that we see shame or anger in
the looks of & man. Those passions are themselves in-
visible ; they are nevertheless let in by the cye along with

aof custom, not conclusions of veasowng. Custom is the guide of life?
(/mguiry, V.. 1) With Dishop Butler, ‘probability is the guide of
life) \Analegy, Intrud) 8o tuo Locke.
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colours and alterations of countenance which are the
immediate object of vision, and which signify them for no
other reason than barely because they have been observed
to accompany them, Without which experience we should
no more have taken blushing for a sign of shame than of
gladness,

'66. We are nevemheless exceedingly prone to imagine
those things which are perceived only by the mediation of
others to be themselves the immediate objects of sight, ot
at least to have in their own nature a fitness to be suggested
by them before ever they had been experienced to coexist
with them. From which prejudice every one perhaps will
not find. it easy to emancipate himself, by any the clearest
convictions of reason. And there are some grounds to
think that, if there was one only invariable and universal
language in the world, and that men were born with the
faculty of speaking it, it would be the opinion of some, that
the ideas in other men’s minds were properly perceived by
the ear, or had at least a necessary and inseparable tie with
the sounds that were affixed to them. All which seems to
arise from want of a due application of our discerning
faculty, thereby to discriminate between the ideas that are
in our understandings, and consider them apart from each
other ; which would preserve us from confounding those
that are different, and make us see what ideas do, and what
do not, include or imply this or that other idea?,

. ) . . . ] 1) ) +

T Mak the stress put in these sections on the divine arbitrariness of
the connexion between those visual signs which suggest tangible magni.
tudes, and that which they signify—a fundamental principle throughout
the Zssay; for, as accardug to the analogy of articulate language, any
term might & f27ors have heen snade the sign of any meaning, g0 any
sort of sense-phenomenon might have been connected by divine Wil
with any other sort, under divinely maintained ¢ natural® law., Compare
this with TIume, when he says that *if we reasun @ prior? anything may
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77. For the further clearing up of this point, it is to
be observed, that what we immediately and properly see are
only lights and colours in sundry situations and shades, and
degrees of faintness and clearness, confusion and distinct-
ness. All which visible objects are only in the mind *; nor
do they suggest aught external?, whether distance or magni
tude, otherwise than by habitual copmexion, as words do
things. We are also to remark, that beside the straining
of the eyes, and beside the vivid and faint, the distinct and
confused appearances (which, bearing some proportion to
lines and angles, have been substituted instead of them in
the foregoing part of this Tredtise), there are other meany
which suggest both distance and magnitude—particularly
the sitoation of visible points or objects, as upper or lower;
the former suggesting a farther distance and greater magni
tude, the latter 2 nearer distance and lesser magnitude—all
which is an effect only of custom and experience, there
being really nothing intermediate in the line of distance
between the uppermost and the lowermost, which are both
equidistant, or rather at no distance from the eye ; as there
is also nothing in upper or lower which by necessary con-
nexion should suggest greater or lesser magnitude. Now,
as these customary experimental means of suggesting dis-
tance do likewise suggest magnitude, so they suggest the

appear able to produce anything., The falling of a pebble may, for all
we know, extinguish the sun; or the wish of n man control the planets
in their orhits. It is only experience that teaches us the actual nature
aud bounds of cause and effect’ (fnguiry, ch. XIL pt. 3). Here ‘ cause’
means sigh, and physical causation means natural signification.

In §§ G7-76, which aie here omitted, Berkeley tries to verify the
preceding doctrines, as to the visual signs of actual or tangible Magni-
tude, by applying them to solve ascientific puzzle of long standing—~the
fact of the greater visible magnitude of the moon and other heavenly
bodies when in the horizon, See Betkeley's Works, vol, 1.

! 7in the mind, i, e. depend on heing perceived.

* *external,’ i.e, given in touch, the data of which are (meantime)
supposed to be possibly independent of percaption.
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one as immediately as the other. I say, they do not (vide
sect. 53) fitst suggest distance, and then leave the mind
from thence to infer or computc magnitude, but suggest
magnitude as immediately and directly as they suggest
distance?,

78. This phenomenon of the horizontal moon is a clear
inStance of the insufficiency of lines and angles for explain-
ing the way wherein the mind perceives and estimates the
magnitude of outward objects. There is, nevertheless,
a use of computation by them—in order to dectermine the
apparent magnitude of things, so far as they have a con-
nexion with and are proportional to those other ideas or
perceptions which are the true and immediate occasions
that suggest to the mind the apparent magnitude of things.
But this in general may, I think, be observed concerning
mathematical computation in optics—that it can never be
very precise and exact, since the judgments we make of the
magnitude of external things do often depend on several
circumstances which are not proportional to or capable of
being defined by lines and angles.

79. From what has been said, we may safely deduce this
conseéuence, to wit, that a man born blind, and made to
see, would, at first opening of his eyes, make a very different
judgment of the magnitude of objects intromitted by them
from what others do. He would not consider the ideas of
sight with reference to, or as having any connexion with the
ideas of touch. His view of them being entirely terminated
within themselves, he can no otherwise judge them great or
small than as they contain a greater or lesser number of
visible points, Now, it being certain that any visible point
can cover or exclude from view only one other visible
point, it follows that whatever object intercepts the view

1 Note the contrast here between ¢inference’ and ¢ suggestion': the

former involves exercise of Intellect, while in the latter I{abit takes the
place of Intellect. See Pindication, sect. 4a.
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of another hath an equal number of visible points with it}
and, consequently, they shall both be thought by him to have
tbe same magnitude. Xlence, it is evident one in those
circumstances would judge his thumb, with which he might
hide a tower, or hinder its being scen, equal to that tower;
or his hand, the interposition whereof might conceal the
firmament from his view, equalio the frmament: how gréat
an inequality soever there may, in our apprehensions, seem
to be hetwixt those two things, because of the customary
and close connexion that has grown up in our minds between
the objects of sight and touch, whereby the very different
and distinct idens of those two senses are so blended and
confounded together as to be mistaken for one and the
same thing—out of which prejudice we cannot easily
extricate ourselves,

121. We have shewn the way wherein the mind, by
mediation of visible ideas®, doth perceive or apprehend
the distance, magnitude, and situation of tangible objects.

I come now to inquire more particulatly concerning the
difference between the ideas of Sight and Touch which are
called by the same names, and see whether there be any idea
common to both senses. From what we have at large set
forth and demonstrated in the foregoing parts of this treatise,
it is plain there is no one self-same numerical Extension,
perceived both by sight and touch ; but that the particular
figures and extensions perceived by sight, however they may
be called by the same names, and reputed the same things
with those perceived by touch, ate nevertheless different,
and have an existence very distinct and separate from them.

1 ¢visible idens’—~say rather wisible and wisual ideas; for he here
fncludes not only colours which we see, but also the invisible ¢sensa-
tiona® in the visual organ—mnuscular and locomotive—~which are /2%
and not seen.
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So that the question is not now concerning the same
numerical ideas, but whether there be any une and the same
sort or species of ideas equally perceivable to both senses ;
or, in other words, whether extension, figure, and motion
petceived by sight, are not specifically distinct from
extension, figure, and motion perceived by touch?

. . » . . . . . .

127. It having been shewn that there are noabstract ideas
of figure, and that it is impossible for us, by any precision!
of thought, to frame an abstract idea of extension, separate
from all other visible and tangible qualities, which shall be
common both to sight and touch, the question now remaining
is, Whether the particular extensions, figures, and motions
perceived by sight, be of the same Zind with the particular
extensions, figures, and motions perceived by touch? In
answer to which I shall venture to lay down the following
proposition :—7%e extensions, figures, and motions perceived
by sight ave specifically distinct from the ideas of touch, called
Dy dhe same namer ; wor is Haere any sweh Juing as ove ides,
or kind of idea, common to both senses®, ‘This proposition
may, without much difficully, be collected from what hath
been said in several places of this Essay. But, because it

1 ¢‘precision,’ i, e, separation produced by thinking.

3 This seems to imply that there are no ‘common sensibles,’ as
Aristotle called them, and as the primary gualities are by many held to
be, That space may be a perception necessarily involved in all (or in
some) perceptions of sense, while iconceivable apart from a particnlar
perception, does not occur to Herkeley. He mghtly insists on the
impossibility of having a sensuous image of space in abstraction from data
of sense; but he does not discuss the counter impossibility of sensuous
data being perceived or conceived without space; nor whether percep-
tions which involve extension may be evoded by sensations in touch or
in sight, witheut spnce being therefore édentified either with sensations
of contact and resistance or with sensations of colour, Is it the perception
of extension thus called forth that gizes oséness to what we are conscious
of in sense, and enables us to renlise objects as ¢ in space "—not vaguely
as unknown powers that are called ¢ external’ because independent of
our personal agency?
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seems so remote from, and contrary to the received notions
and settled opinion of mankind, I shall attempt to demon-
strate it more particularly and at large by the following
arguments :—

128, Jirsé, When, upon perception of an idea, I range it
under this or that sort, it is because it is perccived afier the
same manner, or because it has a liker=ss or conformity with
or affects me in the same way as the ideas of the sort I rank
it under.  In short, it must not be entirely new, but have
somcthing in it old and already perceived by me, It must,
I say, have so much, at least, in common with the ideas
I have before known and named, as to make me give it the
same name with them. But, it has been, if I mistake not,
clearly made out that 2 man Jo#% blind would not, a first
reception gf his sight, think the things he saw were of the
same nature with the objects of touch, or had anything in
common with them ; but that they were a new set of ideas,
perceived in a new manner, and entirely different from all
he had ever perceived before. So that he would not call
them by the same name, nor repute them to be of the same
sort, with anything he had hitherto known.

129. Secondly, Light and colours are allowed by' all to
constitute a sort of species entitely different from the ideas
of touch ; nor will any man, T presume, say they can make
themselves perceived by that sense. But there is no other
immediate object of sight besides light and colours. It is
therefore a direct consequence, that there is no idea
common to both senses.

130. It is a prevailing opinion, even amongst those who
have thought and writ most accurately concerning our ideas,
and the ways whereby they enter into the understanding, that
something more is perceived by sight than barely light and
colours with their variations. Mnr, Locke termeth sight * the
most comprehensive of all our senses, conveying to our
minds the ideas of light and colours, which are peculiar only
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to that sense ; and also the far different ideas of space, figure,
and motion." (Essay on Human Understanding, b. 1L ch, .
8. 9.) Space or distance, we have shewn, is no otherwise
the object of sight than of hearing, (Vid. sect. 46.) And,
as for figure and extension, 1 leave it to any one that shall
calmly attend to his own clear and distinct ideas to decide
whether he has any idea intromitted immediately and
properly by sight save only light and colours: or, whether
it be possible for him to frame in his mind a distinct
abstract idea of visible extension, or figrure, exclusive of all
colour ; and, on the other hand, whether he can conceive
colour without visible extension? For my own part, I must
confess, I am not able to attain so great a nicety of abstrac-
tion, I know very well that, in a strict sense, I se¢ nothing
but light and colours, with their several shades and variations,
He who beside these doth also perceive by sight ideas far
different and distinct from them, hath that faculty in a
degree more perfect and comprehensive than I can pretend
to, It must be owned, indeed, that, by the mediation of
light and colours, other far different ideas are suggested to
my mind. But then, upon this score, I see no reason why
the sight! should be thought more ‘comprehensive’ than
the hearing, which, beside sounds which are peculiar to that
sense, doth, by their mediation, suggest not only space,
figure, and motion, but also all other ideas whatsoever that
can be signified by words.

131. Z%irdly, It is, I think, an axiom universally received,
that ‘quantities of the same kind may be added together
and make one entire sum,’ Mathematicians add lines
together ; but they do not add a line to a solid, or conceive
it as making one sum with a surface. These three kinds
of quantity being thought incapable of any such mutual

1 ¢the sight, i, & what we otiginally and immedintely see, a1 dis-
tinguished from the ‘auggestions’ called forth by visible or visual
signs,

5. B I341° r
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addition, and consequently of being compared together in
the several ways of proportion, are by them for that reason
esteemed entirely disparate and heterogeneous, Now let
any one tty in his thoughts to add a wisid/ linc or surface
to a Zangible line or surface, so as to conceive them making
one continued sum or whole. He that can do this may
think them homogeneous ; but he that-cannot must, by thie
foregoing axiom, think them heterogeneous. A blue and
a red line I can conceive added together into one sum and
making one continued line ; but to make, in my thoughts,
one continued line of a visible and tangible line added
together, is, I find, a tagsk far more difficult, and even
insurmountable; and I leave it to the reflection and
experience of every particular person to determine for
himself,

132. Fourthly, A farther confirmation of our tenet may be
drawn from the solution of Mr. Molyneux’s problem, pub-
lished by Mr. Locke in his Zssgy: which I shall set down
as it there lies, together with Mr. Locke’s opinion of it ;—
‘Suppose a man born blind, and now adult, and taught by
his touch to distinguish between a cube and a sphere of
the same meta), and nighly of the same bigness, so as to
tell when he felt one and the other, which is the cube and
which the sphere. Suppose then the cube and sphere
placed on a table, and the blind man made to see : Quere,
Whether by his sight, before he touched them, he could
now distinguish, and tell, which is the globe, which the
cube. To which the acute and judicious proposer answers :
Not, Tor, though he has obtained the experience of how
a globe, how a cube affects his touch; yet he has not yet
attained the experience, that what affects his tonch so or so
must affect his sight so or so: or that a protuberant angle
in the cube, that pressed his hand unequally, shall appear
to his eye as it doth in the cube. I agree with this think-
ing gentleman, whom I am proud to call my friend, in
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his answer to this his problem; and am of opinion that
the blind man, at first sight, would not be able with cer-
tainty to say, which was the globe, which the cube, whilst
he only saw them.” (Locke’s Zssay on Human Understand.
fng, b. I ch. g.s. 81)

133. Now, if a square surface perceived by touch be of
the same sort with asquare surface perceived by sight, it is
certain the blind man here mentioned might know & square
surface as soon as he saw it. It is no more but introducing
into his mind, by a new inlet, an idea he has been already
well acquainted with, Since therefore he is supposed to
have known by his touch that a cube is a body terminated
by square surfaces; and that a sphere is not terminated by
square surfaces—upon the supposition that a visible and
tangible square differ only in numero, it follows that he might
know, by the unerring mark of the square surfaces, which
was the cube, and which not, while he only saw them. We
must therefore allow, either that visible extension and figures
are specifically distinct from tangible extension and figures,
or else, that the solution of this problem, given by those
two thoughtful and ingenious men, is wrong.

134. Much more might be laid together in proof of the
proposition I have advanced. But, what has been said is,
if I mistake not, sufficient to convince any one that shall
yield a reasonable attention. And, as for those that will
not be at the pains of a little thought, no multiplication of
words will ever suffice to make them understand the truth,
or rightly conceive my meaning.

135. I cannot let go the above-mentioned problem with-
out some reflection on it. It hath been made evident that
a man blind from his birth would not, at first sight, denomi-
nate anything he saw, by the names he had been used to

1 This ‘problem” first appeared in the second edition of Locke's
Essap, See also Leibniz (Nonweanx Essais, liv. 1L ch. 9), who dis-
putes the alleged heterogeneity.

3
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" appropriate to ideas of touch. Cube, sphere, table are
words he has known applied to things perceivable by touch,
but to things perfectly intangible he never knew them
applied. Those words, in their wonted application, always
marked out to his mind bodies or solid things which were
perceived by the resistance they gave., But there is no
solidity, no resistance or protrusion, *perceived by sight.
In short, the ideas of sight are all new perceptions, to
which there be no names annexed in his mind: he cannot
therefore understand what is said to him concerning them.
And to ask of the two bodies he saw placed on the table,
which was the sphere, which the cube, were to him a ques-
tion downright bantering and unintelligible; nothing he
sees being able fo suggest to his thoughts the idea of
body, distance, or, in general, of anything he had already
known.

136. It is o mistake to think the same thing affects both
sight and touch. If the same angle or square which is the
object of touch be also the object of vision, what should
hinder the blind man, at first sight, from knowing it? For,
though the manner wherein it affects the sight be different
from that wherein it affected his touch, yet, there being,
beside this manner or circumstance, which is new and
unknown, the angle or figure, which is old and known, he
cannot choose but discern it

138. I shail not enlarge any farther on this subject, but pro-
ceed to inquire what may be alleged, with greatest appear-
ance of reason, against the proposition we have demonstrated
to be true; for, where there is so much prejudice to be
encountered, a bare and naked demonstration of the truth
will scarce suffice. e must also satisfy the scruples that
men may start in favour of their preconceived notions,
shew whence the mistake arises, how it came to spread,
and carefully disclose and root out those false persuasions
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that an early prejudice might have implanted in the
mind.

139. It will be demanded how visible extension and
figures come to be called by the same name with tangible
extension and figures, if they are not of the same kind with
them? It must be something more than humour or acci-
dent that could occqsion a custom so constant and universal
as this, which has obtained in all ages and nations of the
world, and amongst all ranks of men, the learned as well
as the illiterate.

140. To which I answer, we can no more argue a vistble
and tangible square to be of the same species, from their
being called by the same name, than we can that a tangible
square, and the monosyllable consisting of six letters wherehy
it is marked, are of the same species, because they are both
called by the same name. It is customary to call written
words, and the things they signify, by the same name: for,
words not being regarded in their own nature, or otherwise
shan s they ave marks of things, & hod bhaar saparivous
and beside the design of language, to have given them
names distinct from those of the things marked by them.
The"same reason holds here also. Visible figures are the
matks of tangible figures; and, from sect. 5y, it is plain
that in themselves they are little regarded, or upon any
other score than for their connexion with tangible figures,
which by nature they are ordained tosignify. And, because
this Language of Nature does not vary in different ages or
nations, hence it is that in all times and places visible figures
are called by the same names as the respective tangible
figures suggested by them ; and not because they are alike,
or of the same sort with them,

141, But, say you, surely a tangible square is liker toa
visible square than to a visible circle: it has four angles,
and as many sides; so also has the visible square ; but the
visible circle has no such thing, being bounded by one
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. uniform curve, without right lines or angles, which makes it
unfit to represent the tangible square, but very fit to repre.
sept the tangible circle. Whence it clearly follows, that
visible figures are patterns of, or of the same species with,
the respective tangible figures represented by them ; that
they are like unto them, and of their own nature fitted to
represent them, as being of the same gort; and that they
are in no respect arbitrary signs, as words.

142. I answer, it must be acknowledged the visible square
is fitter than the visible circle to represent the tangible
square; but then it is not because it is liker, or more of a
species with it, but, because the visible square contains in it
several distinct parts, whereby to mark the several distinct
corresponding parts of a tangible square, whereas the visible
circle doth not. The square perceived by touch hath four
distinct equal sides, so also hath it four distinct equal angles,
It is therefore necessary that the visible figure which shall be
most proper to mark it contain four distinct equal parts,
corresponding to the four sides of the fangibie square; as
likewise four other distinct and equal parts, whereby to
denote the four equal angles of the tangible square. And
accordingly we ses the visible figures contain in them dis.
tinct visible parts, answering to the distinct tangible parts of
the figures signified or suggested by them,

143. But it will not hence follow that any visible figure is
like unto or of the same species with its corresponding
tangible figure—unless it be also shewn that not only the
number, but also the Aind of the parts be the same in both,
To illustrate this, T observe that visible figures represent
tangible figures much after the same manner that written
words do sounds. Now, in this respect, words are not
arbitrary ; it not being indifferent what written word stands
for any sound. But, it is requisite that each word contain
in it as many distinct characters as there are variations in
the sound it stands for, ‘Thus, the single letter @ is proper
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to mark one simple uniform sound ; and the word adultery
is accommodated to represent the sound annexed to it—in
the formation whereof there heing eight different collisions
or modifications of the air by the organs of speech, each of
which produces a difference of sound, it was fit the word
representing it should consist of as many distinct characters,
thereby to mark esgh particular difference or part of the
whole sound. And yet nobody, I presume, will say the
single letler @, or the word adullery, are alike unto or of the
same species with the respective sounds by them represented.
It is indeed arbitrary that, in general, letters of any language
represent sounds at all; but, when that is once agreed, it is
not arbitrary what combination of letters shall represent this
or that particular sound. I leave this with the reader to
pursue, and apply it in his own thoughts.

144. It must be confessed that we are not so apt to con-
found other signs with the things signified, or to think them
of the same species, as we are visible and tangible ideas.
But, 2 little consideration will shew us how this may well
be, without our supposing them of a like nature, Visible
signs are constant and universal; their connexion with tan-
gible ideas has been leamt at our first entrance into the
world ; and ever since, almost every moment of our lives,
it has been occurring to our thoughts, and fastening and
striking deeper on our minds. When we observe that signs
are variable, and of human institution ; when we remember
there was a time they were not connected in our minds with
those things they now so readily suggest, but that their
signification was learned by the slow steps of experience:
this preserves us from confounding them, But, when we
find the same signs suggest the same things all over the
world; when we know they are not of human institution,
and cannot remember that we ever learned their signification,
but think that at first sight they would have suggested to us
the same things they do now: all this persuades us they are
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of the same species as the things respectively represented
by them, and that it is by a natural resemblance they suggest
them to our minds.

145. Add to this that whenever we make a nice suivey of
any object, successively directing the optic axis to each point
thereof, there are certain lines and figures, desctibed by the
motion of the head or eye, which, being in truth perceivid
by feeling?, do nevertheless so mix themselves, as it were, with
the ideas of sight that we can scarce think but they apper-
tain to that sense. Again, the ideas of sight enter into the
mind several at once, mote distinct and unmingled than is
usual in the other senses beside the touch. Sounds, for
example, perceived at the same instant, are apt to coalesce,
if I may so say, into one sound: but we can perceive, at the
same time, great variety of visible objects, very separate and
distinct from each other, Now, tangible extension being
made up of several distinct coexistent parts, we may hence
gather another reason that may dispose us to imagine a like-
Tess or analugy bedween the immediate objects of sight and
touch. But nothing, certainly, does more contribute to
blend and confound them together, than the strict and close
connexion they bhave with each other. We cannot’ open
our eyes but the ideas of distance?, bodies, and tangible
figures are suggested by them. So swift, and sudden, and
unperceived is the transit from visible to tangible ideas that
we can scarce forbear thinking them equally the immediate
object of vision.

146. 'The prejudice which is grounded an these, and what.
ever other causes may be assigned thereof, sticks so fast on
our understandings, that it is impossible, without obstinate
striving and labour of the mind, to get entirely clear of it,

1 These are visna/ as distinguished from wisidle signs of tactual
phenomena.

# ‘distance,’ i, e. distance outward in the line of sight. Outwardness
is fvisible, and only ¢ suggested’ by what we see,
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But then the reluctancy we find in rejecting any opinion can
be no argument of its truth, to whoever considers what has
been already shewn with regard to the prejudices we enter-
tain concerning the distance, magnitude, and situation of
objects ; prejudices so familiar to our minds, so confirmed
and inveterate, as they will hardly give way to the clearest
delonstration.

147. Upon the whole, I think we may fairly conclude
that the proper objects of vision? constitute the Universal
Language of Nature ?; whereby we are instructed how to
regulate our actions, in order to attain those things that are
necessary to the preservation and well-being of our bodies,
as also to avoid whatever may be hurtful and destructive
of them. 1Itis by their information that we are principally
guided in all the transactions and concerns of life, And
the manner wherein they signify and mark out unto us the
objects which are at a distance is the same with that of
languages and signs of human appointment ; which do not
suggest the things signified by any likeness or identity of
nature, but only by an habitual connexion that experience
has made us to observe between them.

148. Suppose one who had always continued blind be
told by his guide that after he has advanced so many steps
he shall come to the brink of the precipice, or be stopped

} Is the ¢ proper object of vision’ extended or unextended colour ?

2 In this and the pext section Berkeley sums up the theory’ to
which the preceding analyses conduct;—after having, as he believed,
shown the complete heterogeneity of the orlpinal data presented in the
sense of Sight, and the original data presented in the sense of Touch.
He had been gradually approaching this in the preceding sections, ynder
his favourite metaphor of Janguage ' latent in nature, with the therein
implied arbitrariness and generality in the sensible signs. When this
theary is pushed into its issues, the mathematical as well as the physical
sciences appear as if based on arbitrary relations among the data of
the two senses, all their Inferences being sustained by ¢sugpestions,’
themselves not fully explained, which yield only customary not necessary
or universal conclusions.
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by a wall; must not this to him seem very admirable and
surprising? He cannot conceive how it is possible for
mortals to frame such predictions as these, which to him
would seem as strange and unaccountable as prophecy does
to others, Even they who are blessed with the visive faculty
may (thongh familiarity make it less observed) find therein
sufficient cause of admiration. The wonderful art &nd
contrivance wherewith it is adjusted to those ends and
purposes for which it was apparently. designed ; the vast
extent, number, and variety of objects that are at once, with
so much ease, and quickness, and pleasure, suggested by it—
all these afford subject for much and pleasing speculation,
and may, if anything, give us some glimmering analogous
prienotion of things that are placed beyond the certain
discovery and comprehension of our present statel,

1 The World of Vision is ihroughout a Book of God, which we are
interpreting when we seem to be seemng, and which we find to be literally
a Book of Propheey.

Does Berkeley mean to maintain that the only propes object of sight
is unextended colour—that even supesficial extension is inwisible—and
that, apart from an expeiience of ceifain sensations and exertions in
the molor organs, all zdsilifia are unextended points? Can goloured
extansion ever be seere without previous experlence of organic movement
and muscular resistance? Among Brilish writers, Brown (Zecswres
XXIX), J. 8. Mill (Exam. of Hamition, pp. 285~387), and Bain (Sensss
and Inleliect, pp, 366-378) answer this question in the negative, They
analyse our perception of extension, in length and breadth as well as in
depth, into successive sensations of impeded and unimpeded organic
movement, including muscular expansion and contraction. They deny
that form can be seen in colour alone, or that what we mean by visible
form can be conceived by one who has never been conscions of sensations
of locomotion—at least in the eye. They Interpret a ‘round’ form to
signify something that presupposes a 72/ sweep of the eye to engble ve
to apprehend it, 'We must, it is ergued, experience organic movement
before we ¢an find ax/ension in our peiceptions of colour, ¢ camnot,
says Mill, ¢ admit that we could have what is meant by a perception of
supes fieial space, unless we conceived it as something which the hand
could be moved across.! Vet both Mill and Bain seem to allow that
yrhen the extended area is very small (less than ¢ of aninch in diameter),
it can be sten without any motion even in the eye. On this subject see
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Hamilton's Lectures on Metaphysics, vol. IL. p. 165, where a reason is
offered for concluding the #ecessary implication of superficial extension
(as distinguished from ontness or depth) in all perception of colours.

As to all this the question arises, whether perception of phenomena in
motlon does not presuppose perception of space or room, as a con-
dition of our perceiving motion. If so, the proposed explanation of the
latter by the former wonld involve pgetitio principii. Can the idea of
motion from place to place be wholly 1esolved into experience of
suctessive phenomena ¥ Qne might also ask what conception of motion
is possible to a person born blind #

Some hold that all sensuous Impressions, in all the senses, are
originally given as external to one another in place—in short, that we
cannot have any organic sensation without an implied perception of
extension—that sensation proper in our organism, and perception proper
of the extended object exist only as they co-exist, though always in an
inverse ratio——and that we are originally sentient and percipient of
our own extended bodily organism, and of that only, *All the senses,’
says Hamilton, ‘simply or m combination, afford conditions for the
perception of the primary qualities® (Reid, Works, p. 864).

*Mind alone,' snys Mansel, *1s not capable of sensation; for it is ren-
tient only so far as it animates & bodily organism. That o disembodied
spirit has consciousness we must believe ;—at least it 15 imposgible to
conceive how spirftual existence can be otherwise manifested ;—but it
is impossible to conceive such consciousness as at all resembling our
own, at any rate in the particular phenomena which are conveyed by
means of the senses’ (Mesaplysics, p. g1). Berkeley elsewhere supposes
that it is possible for us to be percipient of colours after death has
dissolved the bodily organ of sight, of sounds after the bodily organ of
hearing has been dissolved, and of the material world in all its qualities
wfter the total dissolution of the body,
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DIVINE VISUAL LANGUAGE

A DIALOGUR?

1. EARLY the next morning, as I looked out of my
window, I saw Alkiphron walking in the garden with al)
the signs of a man in deep thought. Upon which I went
down to him.

1 This is the Fourth of Seven Dialogues, published by Berkeley iy
1732, under the title of Alciphron, or the Minute Philosopher. ¢ Minuty
philosophers® were sceptics, or, as we now cell them, agnostics, whose
narrow philosophy was limited to the empirtcal data of the senses,
Aleiphron and Lyslcles represent this minute philosophy—the former ag
fina] philasophy, the latter merelv as an analggy for 2 life of sensuony
pleasure: Euphranor and Crito argue for the reasonableness of religion,
The following Dialogue examines the foundation of faith in 4he per.
petual and omnipresent activity of God in external nature, taking ity
departure from the theory of seeing, and so laoking at the visible worlq
as & Book of God, because a system of sensible signs, more or lesy
interpretable by man. As the Fower that regulates the phenomeng
presented In sense is contiovally presenting to us in Sight significany
phenomena, which are to all intents and puwrposes a Divine Language,
it is argued that I have the same kind of evidence for the Universal
Power being intelligent and intending Spirit as I have for the existence
of a man when he is speaking to me, The explanation raises the
inquiry,~Can on¢ mind communicate with another mind, whether
Divine or human, through the medinm of a material world that consisty
only of sense-dependent phenomena ?

The subject is fnlroduced in §§ 1-7. The theory that much of what
is called seeing Is renlly dnterpreting what #s seen is explained iy
§§ 8-15; wheie it is argned that, as the visible world has in itself no active
power, the phenomena presented to Sight must derive their arderly anq
therefore significant relations to those of Touch from ordering Intelli.
gence slways omnipresent in nature, The remainder of the Dialogue
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Alciphron, said 1, this early and profound meditation
puts me in no small fright.

How so?

Because I should be sorry to be convinced there was no
God. The thought of anarchy in Naiure is to me more
shocking than in civil life: inasmuch as natural concems
are'more important than civil, and the basis of all others.

I grant, replied Akiphron, that some inconvenience may
possibly follow from disproving a God : but as to what you
say of fright and shocking, all that is nothing but mere
prejudice. Men frame an iden or chimera. in their own
minds, and then fall down and worship it. Notions govern
mankind : but of all notions that of God's governing the
world hath taken the deepest root and spread the farthest:
it is therefore in philosophy an heroical achievement to
dispossess this imaginary monarch of his government, and
banish all those fears and spectres which the light of rcason
can alone dispt_al)

Non radii solis, non lucida tela diei
Discutinnt, sed naturae species ratioque?,

My part, said I, shall be to stand by, as I have hitherto
done, and take notes of all that passeth during this
memorable event; while a minute philosopher, not six

(5§ 16-24) is devoted to a discussion of the human knowledge of this
Universal Power that is continually speaking to us by visual signs,
and in sll the phenomena of the senses, which thus constitute a vast
sense-symbolism, or lenguage. Crito argues that our conception of
this Power cantot be wholly negative; for total nescience makes faith
imposslble. We have reasonable assurance that the Power immanent in
the visible world iz Spirit. God 15 inferred from the intelligibility of
the visible world, in the sort of way one’s human neighbour is inferred
from his words and actions.

This Dislogue may he taken as a rationale of theism, founded on the
orderliness, and therefore interpretability, of the data of the senses—
especinlly those of sizht.

* Lucretius,
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X

feet high, attempts to dethione the monarch of the
universe.

Alas! replied Aleiplron, arguments are not to be measured
by feet and inches. One man may see more than a million ;
and a short argument, managed by o free-thinker, may be
sufficient to overthrow the most gigantic chimera,

As we wete engaged in this discourse, Crito and Euphranor
joined us,

I find you have been beforchand with us to-day, said
Crito to Alciphron, and taken the advantage of solitude
and early hours, while Euphranor and I were asleep in our
beds. We may, therefore, expect to see Atheism placed
in the best light, and supported by the strongest argu.
ments,

2. Ale. The being of a God is a subject upon which
there has been a world of commonplace, which it is need-
less to repeat. Give me leave therefore to lay down certain
rules and limitations, in order to shorten our present con-
ference. For, as the end of debating is to persuade, all
those things which are foreign to this end should be left
out of our debate, -

First then, let me tell you I am not to be persuaded by
metaphysical atguments ; such, for instance, as are drawn
from the idea of an all-perfect being?, or from the absurdity
of ap infinite progression of causes’. This sort of argu-
ments I have always found dry and jejune: and, as they
are not suited to my way of thinking they may perhaps
puzzle, but never will convince me. Secondly, I am not
to be persuaded by the authority either of past or present
ages, of mankind in general, or of particular wise men, all
which passeth for little or nothing with s man of sound
argument and {ree thought. Thirdly, all proofs drawn from

1 As proposed by Deseartes for instance,
3 A favourite argument of some theologians,
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utility or convenience are foreign to the purpose, They
may prove indeed the usefulness of the notion, but not the
existence of the thing. Whatever legislators or statesmen
may think, trath and convenicnce are very different things
to the rigorous eye of a philosopher.

And now, that I may not seem partial, I will limit myself
also not to object, in the first place, from anything that may
seem irregular or unaccountable in the works of nature,
against a cause of infinite power and wisdom ; because I
already know the answer you will make, to wit, that no one
can judge of the symmetry and use of the parts of an in-
finite machine, which are all relative to each other, and to
the whole, without being able to comprehend the entire
machine, or the whole universe. And, in the second place,
1 shall engage myself not to object against the justice and
providence of a Supreme Being fram the evil that befalls
good men, and the prosperity which is often the portion of
wicked men in this life; because, I know that, instead of
admitting this to be an objection against a Deity, you
would make it an argument for a future state, in which
there shall be such a retribution of rewards and punish-
ments as may vindicate the Divine attributes, and set all
things right in the end. Now, these answers, though they
should be admitted for good ones, are in truth no proofs of
the being of God, but only solutions of certain difficulties
which might be objected, supposing it already proved. by
proper arguments. Thus much I thought fit to premise, in
order to save time and trouble both to you and myself.

Cri. 1 think that as the proper end of our conference
ought to be supposed the discovery and defence of truth,
so truth may be justified, not only by persuading its adver-
saries, but, where that cannot be done, by shewing them to
be untreasonable, Arguments, therefore, which carry light
have their effect, even against an opponent who shuts his
eyes, because they shew him to be obstinate and prejudiced.
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Besides, this distinction between arguments that puzzle and
that convince, is least of all observed by minute philo-
sophers, and need not therefore be observed by others in
their favour.—But perhaps, Euphranor may be willing to
encounter you on your own terms, in which case I have
nothing further to say.

3. Zuph. Alciphron acts like a skilful general, who is
bent upon gaining the advantage of the ground, and
alluring the enemy out of their trenches. We who believe
a God, are entrenched within tradition, custom, authority,
and law. And, nevertheless, instead of attempting to force
us, he proposes that we should volunlarily abandon these
intrenchments and make the attack; when we may act on
the defensive with much security and ease, leaving him
the trouble to dispossess us of what we need not resign,
Those reasons (continued he, addressing himself to Alci-
phron) which you have mustered up in this morning’s
meditation, if they do not weaken, must establish our belief
of a God; for the utmost is to be expected from so great
a master in his profession, when he set his strength to
point,

Alz. 1 hold the confused notion of a Deity, or some in-
visible power, to be of all prejudices the most unconquer-
able. When halfa-dozen ingenious men are got together
over a glass of wine, by a cheerful fire, in a room well-
lighted, we banish with ease all the spectres of fancy and
education, and are very clear in our decisions. But, as I
was taking a solitary walk before it was broad daylight in
yonder grove, methought the point was not quite so clear;
nor could I readily recollect the force of those arguments
which used to appear so conclusive at other times, I had
1 know not what awe upon my mind, and seemed haunted
by a sort of panic, which I cannot otherwise account for
than by supposiog it the efiect of prejudice: for, you must
know, that I, like the rest of the world, was once upon
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a time catechised and tutored into the belief of 2 God or
Spirit, There is no surer mark of prejudice than the be-
lieving a thing wilhout reason. What necessity then can
there be that I should set myself the difficult task of praving
a negative, when it is sufficient to observe that there is no
proof of the affirmative, and that the admitting it without
proof is unreasonablg? Prove therefore your opinion; or,
if you cannot, you may indecd remain in possession of it,
but you will only be possessed of a prejudice.

Zupk. O Alciphron, to content you we must prove, it
seems, and we must prove upon your own terms. But, in
the first place, let us sce what sort of proof you capect.

Ale. Perhaps I may not expect it, but I will tell you what
gort of proof I would have: and that is, in short—such
proof as every man of sense requires of a matter of fact, or
the existence of any other particular thing, For instance,
ghould a man ask why I believe there is a king of Great
Britain? I might answer—Because I had seen him. Or
a king of Spain? Because I had seen those wha saw him.
But as for this King of kings, I neither saw him myself, or
any one else that ever did see Him. Surely, if there be
such 2 thing as God, it is very strange that He should leave
Himself without a witness; that men should still dispute
His being ; and that there should be no one evident, sen-
sible, plain proof of it, without recourse to philosophy or
metaphysics. A matter of fact is not to be proved by
notions, but by facts'. 'This is clear and full to the point.

1 So IIume in Jnguiry concerning Undmla?sding, sact, 4, pt. L.
Those matters of fact for which we have not the direct evidence of
sense cannot be ascertained in the same way as abstract conclusions
which are demonstratively certain. * The contrary of every matter of
fact is still possible, because it can never imply a contradietion , . .
That the sun will not rise to-morrow is no less intelligible a proposition,
and implies no more contradiction, than the affirmation, that it will
rise . . . If you ask & man why he believes any matler of fact which is

absent, he would give you a reason, and this reason would be somse
other fact)—But although a present fact can dignify an absent fact,

5. B, 13410 Q
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You see what I would be at. Upon these principles I defy
superstition,

Euph. You believe then as far as you can see?

Ale, That is my role of faith,

Eupk, How ! will you not believe the existence of things
which you hear, unless you also see them ?

Ak, T will not say so neither, .When I insisted ‘on
seesng, 1 would be understood to mean perceiving in
general. Qutward objects make very different impressions
upon the animal spirits, all of which are comprised under
the common name of sesse. And whatever we can perceive
by any sense we may be sure of.

4. Euph. What! do you believe then that there are such
things as animal spirits?

Ale. Doubtless,

Zuph, By what sense do you perceive them ?

Ale. T do not perceive them immediately by any of my
senses. I am nevertheless persuaded of their existence,
because T can collect it from their effects and operations.
They are the messengers which, running to and fro in the
nerves, preserve a communication between the soul and
outward objects. ‘

Zuph. You admit then the being of a soul?

Ale. Provided I do not admit an immaterial substance,
1 zee no inconvenience in admitting there may be such a
thing as a soul, And this may be no more than a thin fine
texture of subtle parts or spirits residing in the brain.

Euph, 1 do not ask about its nature, I only ask whether

can an empirdenl fact, or any combination of them, prove Infinite
and Etemal Power? Con an infinite conclusion be drawn from fnite
premites? ‘The existence and nature of the Supteme Being,' says
Reid (so far recognising this), *is the only »eql fact that is necessary.
Other real existences are the effects of will and power. They had
4 beglnning and are mutable.' (Hamilton's Reid, p, 443.) In this
m&eet Giod Is unigue, and so far out of analogy with embodied persons
such as men,
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you admit that there is a principle of thought and action,
and whether # be perceivable by sense.

Ale. T grant that there is such a principle, and that it is
not the object of sense itself, but inferred from appearances
which are perceived by sense,

Fuph, 1f T understand you rightly, from animal functions
and motions you infef the existence of animal spirits, and
from reasonable acts you infer the existence of a reasonable
soul. Isitnotso?

Ale, Tt s,

Luph. Tt should seem, therefore, that the being of things
imperceptible to sense may be collected from effects and
signs, or sensible tokens.

Ale. Tt may.

ZEupk. Tell me, Alciphron, is not the soul that which
makes the principal distinction between a real person and
a shadow, & living man and a carcass ?

Al T grant it is,

Eupk. T cannot, therefore, know that yow, for instance,
are a distinct thinking individual, or a real living man, by
surer ot other signs than those from which it can be inferred
that ydu have a soul ,

Al, You cannot.

Zuph, Pray tell me, arc not all acts immediately and
properly perceived by sense reducible to motion ?

Alk. They are.

Eupk, From motions, therefore, you infer a mover or
cause; and from reasonable motions (or such as appear
calculated for a reasonable end) a rational cause, soul or
spirit?

Ale. Even so.

8. Euph. The soul of man actuates but a small body,
an insignificant particle, in respect of the great masses of

* Accordingly, I cannot see another person. I can only see visible
sigus of him.

Q1
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Nature, the elements, and heavenly bodies, and System of
the World, And the wisdom that appears in those motions
which are the effect of human reason is incomparably less
than that which discovers itself in the structure and use of
organised natural bodies, animal or vegetable. A man with
his hand can make no machine so admirable as the hand
itself ; nor can any of those motions by which we trace out
human reason approach the skill and contrivance of those
wonderful motions of the heart, and brain, and other vital
parts, which do not depend on the will of man.

Ale. All this is true.

Euph, Doth it not follow, then, that from natural
motions, independent of man's will, may be inferred both
power and wisdom incomparably gieater than that of the
human soul?

Ale. It should seem so.

Luph, Further, is there not in nalural productions and
effects a visible unity of counsel and design? Are not the
rules fixed and immoveable? Do not the same laws of
motion obtain throughout? The same in China and here,
the same two thousand years ago and at this day ?

Al All this I do not deny. ‘

Zuph. Is there not also a connexion or relation between
animals and vegetables, between both and the elements,
between the elements and heavenly bodies; so that, from
their mutual respects, influences, subordinations, and uses,
they may be collected to be parts of one whole, conspiring
to one and the same end, and fulfilling the same design?

Al Supposing all this to be true.

Euph, Will it not then follow that this vastly great, or
infinite, power and wisdom must be supposed in one and
the same Agent, Spirit, or Mind ; and that we have at least
as clear, full, and immediate certainty of the being of this
infinitely wise and powerful Spirit, as of any one human soul
whatsoever besides our own?
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Al. Let me consider: I suspect we proceed too hastily.
What! Do you pretend you can have the same assurance of
the being of a God that you can have of mine, whom you
actually s¢e stand before you and talk to you?

ZEuph. The very same, if not greater.

Ale. How do you make this appear ?

Zuph. By the persqu Alciphron is meant an individual
thinking thing, and not the hair, skin, or visible surface,
or any part of the outward form, colour, or shape of
Alciphron,

Ale. This I grant?,

Euph. And, in granting this, you grant that, in a strict
sense, I do not see Alciphron, i e. that individual thinking
thing, but only such visible signs and tokens as suggest and
infer? the being of that invisible thinking principle or soul.
Even s0, in the self-same manner, it seems to me that, though
T cannot with eyes of flesh behold the invisible God, yet 1 do
in the strictest sense behold and perceive by all my senses
such signs and tokens, such effects and operations, as suggest,
indicate, and demonstrate an invisible God—as certainly,
and with the same evidence, at least, as any other signs,
perceived by sense, do suggest to me the existence of your
soul, spirit, or thinking principle ; which I am convinced of
only by a few signs or effects, and the motions of one smail
organised body : whereas I do at all times and in all places
perceive sensible signs which evince the being of God.
The point, therefore, doubted or denied by you at the
beginning, now seems manifestly to follow from the premises.
Throughout this whole enquiry, have we not considered

1 One is apt to object to this purely spuritual individuality, as an
abstraction foreign to our experience of finite personality and agency,
which we always find embodled ;—rashly concluding from this that
persons and all their conscious acts ultimately depend on matter, and
then taking the bodily organisin for the person,

 Here ¢ wuggestion’ and ¢ Inference’ sre both included in the ground
of our belief in the existgnce of other men,
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every step with care, and made not the least advance
without clear evidence? You and I examined and assented
singly to each foregoing proposition : what shall we do then
with the conclusion? For my part, if you do not help me
out, I find mysell under an absolute necessity of admitting
it for true.  You must thercfore be content henceforward to
Dear the blame, if I live and die in the belief of a God."

6, Ale. Tt must be confessed, I do not readily find an
answer. There seems to be some foundation for what you
say. DBut, on the other hand, if the point was so clear as
you pretend, I cannot conceive how 50 many sagacious men
of our sect should be so much in the dark as not to know
or believe one syllable of it.

Euph, O Alciphron, it is not our present business to
account for the oversights, or vindicate the honour, of those
great men the free-thinkers, when their very existence is in
danger of being called in question.

Ale. How so?

Eupk. Be pleased to recollect the concessions you have
made, and then shew me, if the arguments for a Deity
be not conclusive, by what better arguments you can prove
the existence of that thinking thing which in strictness
constitutes the free-thinker.

As soon as Euphranot had uttered these words, Alciphron
stopped shorl, and stood in a posture of meditation, while
the rest of us continued our walk and took two or three
turns, afier which he joined us again with a smiling
countenance, like one who had made some discovery.

I have found, said he, what may clear up the point in

! The argument here ascends from finite facts given in sense to the
Infinite Fact. It is based on the analogy of the proof from sensible
facts of the existence of our fellow.men. But if fheir existence is
only the existence of spirits that are embodied, are we to transfer
this analogy to God? Or is the material univetse an embodiment
of Deity?
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dispute, and give Euphranor entire satisfaction ; I would say
an argument which will prove the existence of a free-thinker,
the like whereof cannot be applied to prove the existence
of God. You must know then that your notion of our per-
ceiving the existence of God, as certainly and immediately as
we do that of a human person, I could by no means digest;
thbugh I must own it puzzled me, till I had considered the
matter, At the first methought a particular structure, shape,
or motion was a most certain proof of a thinking reasonable
soul. But a little attention satisfied me that these things
have no necessary connexion with reason, knowledge, and
wisdom; and that, allowing them to be certain proofs of
a living soul, they cannot be so of a thinking and reasonable
one. Upon second thoughts, therefore, and a minute
examination of this point, I have found that nothing so
much convinces me of the existence of another person as
his speaking to me. 1t is my hearing you talk that, in strict
and philosophical truth, is to me the best argument for your
being. And this is a peculiar argument, inapplicable to
your purpose; for, you will not, I suppose, pretend that
God speaks to man in the same clear and sensible manner
as on¢ man doth to another?

4. Euph. How! is then the impression of sound so much
more evident than that of other senses? Or, if it be, is the
voice of man louder than that of thunder?

Ale. Alas! you mistake the point. What I mean is not
the sound of speech merely as such, but the arbitrary use
of sensible signs, which have no similitude or necessary
connexion with the things signified ;—so as by the apposite
management of them to suggest and exhibit to my mind an
endless variety of things, differing in nature, time, and place;
thereby informing me, entertaining me, and directing me
how to act, not only with regard to things near and present,
but also with regard to things distant and future. No matter
whether these signs arc pronounced or written; whether
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they enter by the eye or ear: they have the same use, and
are equally proofs of an intelligent, thinking, designing
cause,

Luph. Butwhat if it should appear that God really speaks
to man; would this content you P

Ale, I am for admitting no inward speech, no holy
instinets, or suggestions of light or spirit.  All that, you
must know, passeth with men of sense for nothing?!, If
you do not make it plain to me that God speaks to men by
outward sensible signs, of such sort and in such manner
as I have defined, you do nothing.

Euph. But if it shall appear plainly that God speaks to
men by the intervention and use of arbitrary, outward, sen.
sible signs, having no resemblance or necessary connexion
with the things they stand for and suggest : if it shall appear
that, by innumerable combinations of these signs, an endlesg
variety of things is discovered and made known to us; and
that we are thereby instructed or informed in their different
natures ; that we are taught and admonished what to shun,
and what to pursue ; and are directed how to regulate our
motions, and how to act with respect to things distant from
us, as well in time as place, will this content you?  *

Alk. 1t is the very thing I would have you make out ; for
therein consists the force, and use, and nature of language.

8. Euph. Look, Alciphron, do you not see the castls
upon yonder hili?

Al 1 do.

+ Xf “‘men of sense’ could say that & man is only his living bedy, this
might pass, DBt what If evidence of the presence and supremacy of
Grod in the universe rests in our moral experience—evidence of a sort
which if rejected would oblige us i consistency to disallow in external
perception all that justifies us in treating the presented phenomena as
signs and interpretable? What if the rise into acquired perceplion is
itself inexplicable, except on grrounds which require us to interpret experi-
ence under the presupposition that the aniverse is morally governed, and
that what oupht fo b2 is thus the deepest and truest reality ?
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Euph, Ts'it not at a great distance from you?

Ak, 1t is,

Zuph. Tell me, Alciphron, is not distance? a line turned
endwise to the eye?

Ale. Doubtless.

Euph. And can a ling, in that situation, project more
than one single point on the bottom of the eye?

Ale, Tt cannot.

Euph. Therefore the appearance? of a long and of a short
distance is of the same magnitude, or rather of no magnitude
at all —being in all cases one single point,

Alke. Tt seems so.

Luph. Should it not follow from hence that distance is
not immediately peiceived by the eye?

Ale, Tt should®.

Euph. Must it not then be perceived by the mediation
of some other thing?

Ale. Tt must.

Euph. To discover what this is, let us examine what
alteration there may be in the appearance of the same object
placed at different distances from the eye. Now, I find by
experitnce that when an object is removed still farther and

1 i, e, distance outwards, or in the line of sight,

8 ¢appearance.’ Does he mean here the 2isidle appearance, and
that we actually see the single point in the retina~which, as always of
the same size, or rather of no size, cannot be a visible sign of distances
that are of various degrees; or does he mean that, being of ‘ no magni-
tude,’ the supposed appearance cannot be either a visible or invisible
sign? In what follows he says nothing of mstivct—a name for the
unexplained—in his account of the way we learn to see things existing
under space relations. To confess ¢ instinet ' wonld be to allege that in
the perception of placed things there les an inexplicable fact. Berkeley
tries so far to explain by means of fsuggestion’ our perceptivn of the
significant phenomena we call the material world.

3 Could it be émmediately perceived in seewy, even if the ¢ ap-
pearance —~the point in the bultom of the eye—did vary according to
the distatce of the object seen?
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farther off in a direct line from the eye, its visible appearance
still grows lesser and fainter ; and this change of appearance,
being proportional and universal, seems to me to be that by
which we apprehend the various degrees of distance.

Ale. T have nothing to object to this.

Euph, But littleness or faintness, in their own nature,
seem to have no necessary connexion,with greater lengtif of
distance?

Ale. T admit this to be true.

Zuph, Will it not follow then that they could never
suggest it but from experience?

Ale. Tt will,

Euph, That is to say—we perceive distance, not imme-
diately, but by mediation of a sign, which hath no likeness
to it, or necessary connexion with it, but only suggests
it from repeated experience—as words do things %

Ale. Hold, Euphranor: now I think of it, the writers in
optics tell us of an angle made by the two optic axes, where
they meet in the visible poiat or object; whick angle, the
obtuser it is the nearer it shews the object to be, and by how
much the acuter, by so much the farther off ; and tlus from
a necessary demonstrable connexion.

Euph. The mind then finds out the distance of things
by geometry?

Alk. 1t doth.

Zuph. Should it not follow, therefore, that nobody could
see but those who had learned geometry, and knew some-
thing of lines and angles?

Ale, There is a sort of natural geometry which is got
without learning,

LEuph. Pray inform me, Alciphron, in order to frame
a proof of any kind, or deduce one point fiom another, is
it not necessary that T perceive the connexion of the terms
in the premises, and the connexion of the premiges with the

1 Quinets is only signified by its sensible signs—not originally seen.
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conclusion and, in general, to know one thing by means
of another, must I not first know that other thing? When
I perceive your meaning by your words, must I not first
perceive the words themselves? and must I not know the
premises before I infer the conclusion ?

Ale. All this is true,

* Zupk. Whoever, therefore, collects a nearer distance fiom
a wider angle, or a farther distance from an acuter angle,
must first perceive the angles themselves. And he who
doth not perceive those angles can infer nothing from them,
Is il so or not?

Ale, 1t is as you say.

Luph. Ask now the first man you meet whether he per-
ceives or knows anything of those optic angles? or whether
he ever thinks about them, or makes any inferences from
them, either by natural or artificial geometry? What
answer do you think he would make?

Ale. To speak the truth, I believe his answer would be,
that he knew nothing of these matters.

Luph. Tt cannot therefore be that men judge' of distance
by angles: nor, consequently, can there be any force in the
argulnent you drew from thence, to prove that distance is
perceived by means of something which hath a necessary
connexion with it.

Ale. T agree with you.

9. Zupk, To me it seems that a man may know whether
he perceives & thing or no; and, if he perceives it, whether
it be immediately or mediately: and, if mediately, whether
by means of something like or unlike, necessarily or
arbitrarily connected with it.

Ale. Tt seems s0.

JZupk, And is it not certain that distance is perceived

1 tjudge’ here seems to Include demonsivatwon thiough i1tlations
necessary in reason, and so is different from Locke's ‘ judgment,’ wiuch
is probable presumption Lased on anslogy.
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¢ only by experience?, if it be neither perceived immediately
by itself, nor by mcans of any image, nor of any lines and
angles which are like it, or have a necessary connexion
with it?

Ale. Tt is.

Eupk, Doth it not scem to (ollow, from what hath becn
said and allowed by you, that before gll expenience a mah
would not imagine the things he saw were at any distance
from him?

Ale, How | let me see,

Euph. The littleness or faintness of appearance, or any
other idea or sensation not necessarily connected with or
resembling distance, can no more suggest different degrees
of distance, or any distance at all, to the mind which hath
not experienced a connexion of the things signifying and
signified, than words can suggest notions before a man hath
learned the language,

Al. 1 allow this to be true.

Euph. Will it not thence follow that a man born blind,
and made to see, would, upon first receiving his sight, take
the things he saw not to be at any distance from him, but
in his eye, or rather in his mind?

Ak, I must own it seems so. And yet, on the other
hand, T can hardly persuade myself that, if I werc in such
a state, I should think those objects which I #oze see at so
great distance to be at no distance at all.

Euph. It seems, then, that you now think? the objects
of sight are at a distance from you ?

1 ¢experience,’ namely, of the connexion, established independenily
of human will, between what we see and movement among extra-organic
hodies, But more than automatic sense-suggestion is surely latent in
an acquired perception. Is not reason tacitly involved in suck
‘ suggestions’ ? .

% Think, i.e. judge—the judgment somehow emerging in the sugges-
tion with which it is Dlended. Berkeley does not fully explain its
appearance, or explicate it after it has appeared.
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Ale, Doubtless I do. Can any one question but yonder
castle is at a great distance?

Eupk, Tell me, Alciphron, can you discern the doors,
windows, and battlements of that same castle ?

Ale. T cannot. At this distance it seems only a sall
round tower,

* Euph. But I, whp have been at it, know that it is no
small round tower, but a large square building with
battlements and turrets, which it scems you do not sce.

Ale. What will you infer from thence?

Euph, T would infer that the very object which you
strictly and properly perccive by sight is not that thing
which is several miles distant.

Ale. Why so?

Euph. Becanse g little round object is one thing, and
a great square object is another. Is it not?

Ale. 1 cannot deny it.

Zupk. Tell me, is not the visible appearance alone the
propet object of sight ?

Ale. Tt s,

What think you now (said Eupliranor, pointing towards
the heavens) of the visible appearance of yonder planet?
Is it not a round luminous flat, no bigger than a sixpence ?

Ale. What then?

Eupk. Tell me then, what you think of the planet itself.
Do you not conceive it to be a vast apaque globe, with
several unequal risings and valleys P

Alk. 1 do,

Euph. How can you therefore conclude that the proper
ohject of your sight ! exists at a distance?

1 ¢the proper ohject of sight,’ i.e the data that are duc exclusively
to sight,~before we have Jenined, in the way alieady explained, to read
into them data of touch. This infant conscionsnes» cannot be revived
by the adult. And could the adult, one may ask, have read extenslon
and space, with their mathematical relations, into the sensille data
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Ae. 1 confess I know not.

Euph. For your further conviction, do but consider that
crimson cloud. Think you that, if you were in the very
place where it is, you would perceive anything like what
you now see?

Alk. By no means. I should perceive only a dark mist,

Euph, Isit not plain, therefore, that neither the castle,
the planet, nor the cloud, which you see here, are .those
real ones which you suppose exist at a distance ?

10. Ak. What am I to think then? Do we see anything
at all, or is it altogether fancy and illusion ?

Euph. Upon the whole, it seems the proper objects of
sight are light and colours, with their several shades and
degrees; all which, being infinitely diversified and combined,
do form a language wonderfully adapted to suggest and
exhibit to us the distances, figures, situations, dimensions,
and various qualities of tangible objects--not by similitude,
nor yet by inference of necessary connexion, but by the
arbitrary imposition of Providence’, just as words suggest
the things signified by them.

Alk. How! Do we not, strictly speaking, perceive by
sight such things, as trees, houses, men, rivers, and the
like ?

Euph. Wedo, indeed, perceive or apprehend? those things
by the faculty of sight. But will it follow from thence that

either of touch or of sight, unless extension and space had been pre-
supposed ?

1 Moflern doubt would not be satisfied by this unreasoned reference of
material nature to Active Reason, Berkeley here takes no account
of the supremacy of conscience, and the fundamental ethical postulates,
It is in conscience, not in sensuous understanding, that our faith in Ged
or divine optimism ig tooted.

? ¢ perceive, or apprehend,’ 1, e, mediately—through ¢suggestion,’ or
‘fudgment according to sense,’ as distinguished by Berkeley from direct
apprehension, which also he calls * perception ~both falling short of
the scientific, and still more of the philosophic interpretation of the
sensible world,
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they are thé proper and immediate objects of sight, any more
than that all those things are the profer and immediate
objects of hearing which are signified by the help of words
or sounds ?

Ale. You would have us think, then, that light, shades,
and colours, variously combined, answer to the several
arficulations of sound in language; and that, by means
thereof, all sorts of objects are suggested to the mind
through the eye, in the same manner as they are suggested
by words or sounds through the ear: that is, neither from
necessary deduction to the judgment, nor from similitude
10 the fancy, but purely and solely from experience, custom,
and habit,

ZEuph. 1 would not have you think anything more than
the nature of things obligeth you to think, nor submit in the
least to my judgment, but only to the force of truth : which
is an imposition that I suppose the freest thinkers will not
pretend to be exempt from.

Ak. You bave led me, it seems, step by step, till I am
got I know not where, But I shall try to get out again,
if not by the way I came, yet by some other of my own
finding,

Here Aliphron, having made a short pause, proceeded ag
follows—

1. Answer me, Euphranor, should it not follow from
these principles that a man bom blind, and made to see,
would, at first sight, not only not perceive their distance,
but also not so much as know the very things themselves
which he saw, for instance, men or trees? which surely to
suppose must be absurd.

Euph. 1 grant,4n consequence of those principles, which
both you and I have admitted, that such a one would never
think of men, trees, or any other objects that he had been
accustomed to perceive by touch, upon having his mind
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filled with new sensations of light and colours!, whose
various combinatifns he doth not yet understand, or know
the meaning of ; no more than a Chinese, upon first hearing
the words man and #ree would think of the things signified
by them. In both cases, there must be time and experience,
by repeated acts, to acquire & habit of knowing® the
connexion between the signs and ;hings signified ; that
is to say, of understanding the language, whether of the
eyes or of the ears. And I conceive no absurdity in all
this,

Ak, 1 see, therefore, in strict philosophical truth, that
rock only in the same sense that I may be said to hear
it, when the word 7oc% is pronounced,

LZupk, In the very same.

Ale. How comes it to pass then that every one shall say
he sees, for instance, a rock or a house, when those things
are before his eyes ; but nobody will say he hears a rock or
2 house, but only the words or sounds themselves, by which
those things are said to be signified or suggested but not
heard? Besides, if vision be only a language speaking to
the eyes, it may be asked, when did men learn this langnage?
To acquire the knowledge of so many signs as go io the
making up a language is a work of some difficulty. But,

1 Here throughout he speaks of ‘sensations of light and colonrs' as
the visible language of vision, making no account of the visual but in-
visible signs /2% in the organ of seeing.

3 A ‘habit of knowing.' Consider whether human science can
be constituted only by habit or automatic sugpestion. If not, what
higher elements must it involve?—The office of custom wmust of
course be recognised. It Is at any rate a stage in the evolution of
knowledge. ‘Custom,' says Pascal, * may be conceived ag a secondary
nature, apd nature as 2 primary custom.' ‘What,’ he even asks,
‘are all our natural principles but principles of custom, derived by
hereditary descent from parents to children, ns fear and flight in beasts
of sport?’  So too Wardsworthem

‘And custom lie upon thee with a weight
v+ + « - deep almost as life.
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will any than say he hath spent tune, or been at painy,
to learn this Language of Vision?

Zuph. No wonder ; we cannot assign a time beyond our
temotest memory. If we have been all practising this
language, ever since our first entrance into the world : if the
Author of Nature constantly speaks to the eyes of all man-
kind, even in their garliest infancy, whenever the cyes are
open in the light, whether alone or in company : it doth not
seem to me at all strange that men should not be awate they
had ever learned & language begun so early, and practised
5o constantly, as this of Vision. And, if we also consider
that it is the same throughout the whole world, and not,
like other languages, differing in different places, it will not
seem unaccountable that men should mistake the connexion
between the proper objects of sight and the things signified
by them to be founded in necessary relation or likeness ;
or, that they should even take them for the same things.
Hence it seems easy to conceive why men who do not think
should confound in this language of vision the signs with
the things signified, otherwise than they are wont to do in
the various particular languages formed by the several nations
of mén.

r2. It may be also worth while to observe that signs,
being little considered in themselves, or for their own sake,
but only in their relative capacity, and for the sake of those
things whereof they are signs, it comes to pass that the mind
overlooks them, 50 as fo carry its attention immediately on
to the things signified. Thus, for example, in reading we
run over the characters with the slightest regard, and pass
on to the meaning. Hence it is frequent for men to say,
they see words, and notions, and things in reading of
a book ; wherear in sirictness they see only the characters
which suggest words, notions, and things. And, by parity
of reason, may we not suppose that men, not resting in, but
overlooking the immediate and proper objects of sight, ag

5 B, 134:° B
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, in their own nature of small moment, carry théir attention
onward to the very things signified, and talk as if they saw
the secondary objects? which, in truth and strictness, are
not seen, but only suggested and apprehended by means of
the proper objects of sight, which alone are seen.

Ak. To speak my mind freely, this dissertation grows
tedious, and runs_ into points too dry and minute for
a gentleman’s attention,

1 thought, said Crifs, we had been told that minute
philosophers loved to consider things closely and minutely,

Al That 1s true, but in so polile an age who would be
a mere philosopher? There is a certain scholastic accuracy
which ill suits the freedom and ease of a well-bred man.
But, to cut short this chicane, I propound it fairly to your
own conscience, whether you really think that God Himself
speaks every day and in every place to the eyes of all
men,

Euph. That is really and in truth my opinion; and it
should be yours too, if you are consistent with yourself, and
abide by your own definition of language. Since you cannot
deny that the great Mover and Author of nature constantly
explaineth Himself to the eyes of men by the sénsible
intervention of arbitrary signs, which have no similitude or
connexion with the things signified ; so as, by compounding
and disposing them, to suggest and exhibit an endless
variety of objects, differing in nature, time, and place ; thereby
informing and directing men how to act with respect to things
distant and future, as well as near and present. In conse-
quence, I say, of your own sentiments and concessions, you
have as much reason to think the Universal Agent or God
speaks to your eyes, as you can have for thinking any
particular person speaks to your ears!, -

1 This argument by implication universalizes the fact of continuous
personal existence, assumed to be given in our primary cousciousness
{Principles, § 2), and of which, in Berkeley's language, we have a



DIVINE VISUAL LANGUAGE 243

Ak, 1 Yeannot help thinking that some fallacy runs
throughout this whole ratiocination, thbugh perhaps 1 may
not readily point it out. Hold! let me see. In language
the signs are arbitrary, are they not?

Euph, They are,

Ale. And, consequently, they do not always suggest real
thatters of fact. Whereas this Natural Language, as you
call it, or these visible signs, do always suggest things in
the same uniform way, and have the same constant regular
connexion with matters of fact: whence it should seem the
connexion was necessary ; and, therefore, according to the
definition premised, it can be no language, Ilow do you
solve thig objection ?

Euph, You may solve it yourself by the help of a picture
or looking-glass,

Al, You are in the right. I see there is nothing in it.
I know not what else to say to this opinion, more than that
it is so odd and contrary to my way of thinking that I shall
never assent to it.

x3. Zupk. Be pleased to recollect your own lectures upon
prejudice, and apply them in the present case. Perhaps they
may help you to follow where reason leads, and to suspect
notions which are strongly rivetted, without having been
ever examined,

Al. 1 disdain the suspicion of prejudice. And I do not
speak only for myself I know a club of most ingenious

‘notion,’ He thus infers, by analogy, the constant omnipresence of God
in nature, The argument is aa application of an assumed analogy
belween the visible signs of the existence of a man, on the one hand,
and the symbolism of the sensible world, on the other hand,—as
premises of the conclusion that both are revelations of spdritual agency.
It implies too that#he cansal demand can find rest only in an absolute
cause—not in the cansed causation, or sensible signs, of natoral science,
1s the sensible world to be viewed as the divine organlsm? Or is the
analogy between the human organism and the material universe, as the
supposed organism of God, incomplete ?
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men, the freest from prejudice of any men alive, %ho abhor
? the notion of a Godf and I doubt not would be very able tq
untie this knot.

Upon which words of Alciphron, I, who had acted the
pert of an indifferent stander-by, observed to him—That it
misbecame his character and repeated professions, to own
an attachment to the judgment, or build upon the prespmed
abilities of other men, how ingenious soever ; and that this
proceeding might encourage his adversaries to have recourse
to authority 1, in which perhaps they would find their account
more than he.

Oh! said Crits, 1 have often observed the conduct of
minute philosophers, When one of them has got a ring
of disciples round him, his method is to exclaim against
prejudice, and recommend thinking and reasoning, giving
to understand that himself is a man of decp researches and
close argument, one who examines impartially, and con-
cludes warily. The same man, in other company, if he
chance to be pressed with reason, shail laugh at logic, and
assume the lazy supine airs of a fine gentleman, a wit,
& raillenr, to ayoid the dryness of a regular and exact
inquiry, This double face of the minute philosophér is
of no small use to propagate and maintain his notions,
Though to me it seems a plain case that if a fine gentleman
will shake off authority, and appeal from religion to reason,
unto reason he must go: and, if he cannot go without
leading-strings, surely he had better be led by the authority
of the public than by that of any knot of minute philo-
sophers. '

b ¢ quthority,’ i, e. fallible authority of truated men—faith in the
insight of experts, as distinguished from our own, * But in Berkeley's
view of language immanent in Nature, all rensonings about Nature are
based on faith in God, and are thus reasonings sbout facts which are

grounded on authority—the absolute or infallible authority of a per-
sonal God,
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Al Gentlemen, this discomrse is very irksome, and need-
less. For my part, I am a friend to inquiry. I am willing
reason should have its full and free scope. I build on no
man’s authority. For my part, I have no interest in denying
a God. Any man may believe or not believe a God, s he
pleases, for me. But, after all, Buphranor must allow me to
starew little at his epnclusions, .

Luph. The conclusions are yours as much as mine, for
you were led to them by your own concessions,

14. You, it seems, stare to find that God is not far from
every one of us; and that in ILim we live, and move, and
have our being’. You, who, in the beginning of this
morning’s conference, thought it strange that God should
leave Himself without a witness, do now think it strange the
witness should be so full and clear.

A, I must own I do. I was aware, indeed, of a certain
metaphysical hypothesis of our seeing all things in God by
the union of the human soul with the intelligible substance
of the Deity, which neither I nor any one else could make
sense of%, But I never imagined it could be pretended that
we saw God with our fleshly eyes as plain as we see any
human person whatsoever, and that He daily speaks to our
senses in & manifest and clear dialect.

Cri. As for that metaphysical hypothesis, I can make no
more of it than you. But I think it plain this Optic Language
hath a necessary connexion® with knowledge, wisdom and

t Because, on this view of things, God animates the whole sensible
universe, lilke as 2 man animates the movements of his owa body: God
uses the physical system as the symbol and sacrament of the spiritnal
agency that is externalised in it : all #a/ural changes and their laws re
referred to the Divine Will, Nature would thus be throughont super
s refers to Balchranches hypothesis, which Berkeley here and
elsewhere disclaims, for reasons which shonld be studied, It is peahaps
less remote from his own philosophy, as developed in Sirds, than at this

earlier stage in his mental history he supposes it to be,
® Ile thus postulates a necessary councxion between the physical and
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.

goodness. It is eqyivalent to a constant creatiorf, betoken-
ing an immediate act of power and providence. It cannot
be accounted for by mechanical principles, by atoms,
attractions, or effluvia. The instantaneous production and
reproduction of so many signs, combined, dissolved, trans-
posed, diversified, and adapted to such an endless variety of
purposes, ever shifting with the occasiong and suited to4hem,
being utterly inexplicable and unaccountable by the laws of
motion, by chance, by fate, or the like blind principles,
doth set forth and testify the immediate operation of a spirit
or thinking being ; and pot merely of a spirit, which every
motion or gravitation may possibly infer, but of one wise,
good, and provident Spirit, which directs and rules and
governs the world. Some philosophers, being convinced
of the wisdom and power of the Creator, from the make
and contrivance of organised bodies and orderly system
of the world, did nevertheless imagine that he left this
system with all its parts and contents well adjusted and
put in motion, as an artist leaves a clock, to go thence-
forward of itself for a certain period', But this Visual
Language proves, not a Creator merely, but a provident
Governor, actually and intimately present, and attentive
to all our interests and motions, who watches over our
conduct, and takes care of our minutest actions and designs

the spiritual or moral government of the universe—without showing the
‘necessity,’  1le implies that the former must be subordinate to the
latter, which is supreme. Compare with Plato and the idea of the
Good, or Butler and Kant on the Supremacy of Moral Reason.

3 This is the philosophical theory of an established Harmony,
by which Leibniz sought to explain the inter-dependent agency of
conscious persons and unconscious things, Leibniz nses the analogy of
the watch in his correspondence with Clarke. See Collection of Papers
Setween Ledbnits and Clarke, relating to the Peiuciples of Natural
Philosophy and Religion (1717), pp. 9-6, 12-16, 28-34, &c. On the
other hand, on Berkeley’s conception of what the reality of the material
warld merns, the interpretahle Cosmos would relapse into a Chaos if the
Divine providential action in it were for a moment withdrawn,
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throughout the whole course of our lwes, informing, ad-
monishing, and directing incessantly, in*a most evident and
sensible manner. This is truly wonderful.

Zuph, And is it not so, that men should be encompassed
by such a wonder, without reflecting on it ?

15. Something there is of Divine and admirable in this
Langyage, addresseq to our eyes, that ay well awaken the
mind, and deserve its utmost attention :—it is learned with
so little pains: it expresseth the differences of things so
clearly and aptly : it instructs with such facility and despatch,
by one glance of the cye conveying a greater variety of
advices, and a more distinct knowledge of things, than
could be got by a discourse of several hours. And, while
it informs, it amuses and entertains the mind with such
singular pleasure and delight. It is of such excellent use
in giving a stability and permanency to human discourse,
in recording sounds and bestowing life on dead languages,
enabling us to converse with men of remote ages and
countries. And it answers so apposite to the uses and
necessities of mankind, informing us more distinctly of those
objects whose nearness and magnitude qualify them to be
of greatest detriment or benefit to our bodies, and less
exactly in proportion as their littleness or distance makes
them of less concern to us?,

Ale, And yet these strange things affect men but little,

ZEuph. But they are not strange, they are familiar ; and
that makes them be overlooked. Things which ravely happen
strike ; whereas frequency lessens the admiration of things,
though in themselves ever so admirable. Hence, 2 common
man, who is not used to think and make reflections, would
probably be more convinced of the being of a God by one

]

% Berkeley makes much of the sensible evidence of the constant active
presence of God belng such that we may be said to ss2 Him ag we see a
fellow-man, Does not faith in the constancy of natwral order imply
tacitly faith in Omnipotent Goodness !
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single sentence heard once in his life from the sky than by
all the experience e bas had of this Visual Language, con-
trived with such exquisite skill, so constantly addressed to
his eyes, and so plainly declaring the nearness, wisdom, and
providence of Him with whom we have to do

Ale, After ally I cannot satisfy myself how men should be
so little surprised o amazed about thjs visive facult, if it
was really of & nature so surprising and amazing.

Lupk. But let us suppose a nation of men blind from
their infancy, among whom a gtranger arrives, the only man
who can see in all the country; let us suppose this stranger
travelling with some of the natives, and that one while he
foretells to them that, in case they walk straight forward, in
half an hour they shall meet men or cattle, or come to
a house; that, if they tuin to the right and proceed, they
shall in a few minutes be in danger of falling down a
precipice ; that, shaping their course to the left, they will
in such a time arrive at a river, a wood, or a mountain,
What think you? Must they not be infinitely surprised that
one who had never been in their country before should
know it so much better than themselves? And would not
those predictions seem to them as unaccountable” and
incredible as Prophecy to a minute philosopher ?

Ak. 1 cannot deny it,

Eupk, But it seems to require intense thought to be able
to unravel a prejudice that has been so long forming ; to get
over the vulgar errors or ideas common to both senses ; and
50 to distinguish between the objects of Sight and Touch,
which have grown (if I may so say), blended together* in

1¢In philosophy equally as in poetry, says Coleridge, ‘it is the
highest and most useful prerogative of genius to prodnce the sirongest
impiesaions of novelty, while it rescues acimtied Lruths from the neglect
cansed by the very circumstance of their universal admission,’

* tblended together,’ So in his Commonplace Book he says that
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our fancy, ad to be able to suppose ourselves exactly in the
state that one of those men would be in'f if he were made
to see. And yet this I believe is possible, and might seem
worth the pains of a little thinking, especially to those men
whose proper employment and profession it is to think, and
unravel prejudices, and confute mistakes.

Al & frankly own T cannot find my way out of this maze,
and should gladly be set right by those who see better than
myself.

Cri. The pursuing this subject in their own thoughls
would possibly open a new scene to those speculative
gentlemen of the minute philosophy, It puts me in mind
of a passage in the Psalmist, where he represents Ged to
be covered with light as with a garment, and would methinks
be no ill comment on that ancient notion of some eastern
sages— that God had light for His body, and truth for His
soul®,

This corverstiion fasted ol & seround caare 7 ol oy
the tea was ready: upon which we walked in, and found
Lysicles at the tea-table.

16, As soon as we sat down, I am glad, said Alsiphron,
that I have here found my second, a fresh man to maintain
our common cause, which, I doubt, Lysicles will think hath
suffered by his absence.

Zys. Why so?

¢ extension is dlended with tangible or visible ideas,” which might mean
that it is = latent pre-condilton of sense experience.

1 According to this philosophy, the significant phenomena presented
in the senses—conspicuously those given in sight—nre types or symbols
of spiritual and unscen tealities: physical order is an instrument of
ethical. The supportlng argument for this might be, that the theistic
explanation, and that alone, affords a trustworthy natural universe, fit to
be reasoned about and interpreted,  But Berkeley relies tou exclustvely on
sense, and understanding judging according to suggestions of sense, and
takes too little account of moral postulates.

h]
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Al 1 have been drawn into some concessions you will
not like,

Lys. Let me know what they are,

Ale, Why, that there is such a thing as & God, and that
His existence is very certain.

Lys. Bless me! How came you to entertain so wild a
notion ?

Ak, You know we protess to tollow reason wherever it
leads. And in short I have been reasoned into it.

Lys. Reasoned! You should say, amused with words,
bewildered with sophistry.

Zupk Have you a mind to hear the same reasoning that
led Alciphron and me step by step, that we may examine
whether it be sophistry or no?

ZLys. As to that I am very easy. I guess all that can be
said on that head. It shall be my business to help my
friend out, whatever arguments drew him in.

Eupk. Will you admit the premises and deny the con-
clusions?

ZLys. What if I admit the conclusion?

Euph. How! will you grant there is a God?

Lys. Perhaps I may.

Euph. Then we are agreed,

Zys. Perhaps not.

Euph, O Lysicles, you are a subtle adversary. I know
not what you would be at,

Zys. You must know then that at bottom the being of
a God is a point in itself of small consequence, and a man
may make this concession without yielding much. The
great point is what sense the word God is to be taken in’

1 This iy still 2 ¢ great point® in the philosophy of religion, Is God,
go far as kmowable by man, & conscious Person, incognisable by #s
otherwise ;—or merely a name for the Reason presupposed in experience;
or even for totally unknowable Power?
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The very Ep?curea.ns allowed the being of gods; but then
they were indolent gods, unconcerned with human affairs,
Hobbes allowed a corporeal god: and Spinosa held the
universe to be God. And yet nobody doubts they were
staunch free-thinkers. I could wish indeed the word God
were quite omitted ; because in most minds it is coupled
with a sert of superstitigus awe, the very rpot of all religion,
I shall not, nevertheless, be much disturbed, though the
name be retained, and the being of a God allowed in any
sense but in that of a Mind, which knows all things, and
beholds human actions, like some judge or magistrate, with
infinite observation and intelligence. The belief of a God
in this sense fills a man’s mind with scruples, lays him
under constraints, and embitters his very being: but in
another sense it may be attended with no great ill con-
sequence. This I know was the opinion of our great Diagoras,
who told me he would never have been at the pains to find
out a demonstration that there was no God?, if the received
notion of God had been the same with that of some Fathers
and Schoolmen.

Euypk. Pray what was that?

7. Zgs. You must know, Diagoras, & man of much
reading and inquiry, had discovered that once upon a time
the most profound and speculative divines, finding it
impossible to reconcile the attributes of God—taken in the
common $ense, or in any known sense—with human reason,
and the appearance of things, taught that the words znow-
ledge, wisdom, goodness, and such like, when spoken of the
Deity, must be understood in quite a different sense from
what they signify in the vulgar acceptation, or from anything

that we can form a notion of or conceive. Kence, whatever
a
1 The most plausible objections to Theism are founded on the final
insolubility of the universe of nature and man. Agnosticism fs offered
as the alternative to either Thelsm or Atheism,~* suspense of judgment’
us the only possible position at last.
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objections might be made against the attributes of God
they easily solved”—by denying those attributes belonged to
God, in this, or that, or any known particular sense or
notion ; which was the same thing as to deny they belonged
to Him at all. And, thus denying the attributes of God,
they in effect denied His being, though perhaps they were
not aware of it. ’

Suppose, for instance, & man should object that future
contingencies were inconsistent with the Foreknowledge of
God, because it is repugnant that certain knowledge should
be of an uncertain thing: it was a reandy and an easy
answer to say that this may be tiue with respect to know-
ledge taken in the common sense, or in any sense that we
can possibly form any notion of ; but that there would not
appear the same inconsistency between the contingent
nature of things and Divine Foreknowledge, taken to signify
somewhat that we know nothing of, which in God supplies
the place of what we understand by knowledge ; from which
it differs not in quantity or degree of perfection, but
altogether, and in kind, as light doth from sound ;—and
even more, since these agree in that they are both sensa-
tions ; whereas knowledge in God hath no sort of resem-
blance or agreement with any notion that man can frame of
knowledge. The like may be said of all the other attributes,
which indeed may by this means be equally reconciled with
everything or with nothing. But all men who think must
needs see this is cutting knots and not untying them. For,
how are things reconciled with the Divine attributes when
these attributes themselves are in every intelligible sense
denied ; and, consequently, the very notion of God taken
away, and nothing left but the name, without any meaning
annexed to it? In short, the belief thit there is an un-
known subject of attributes absolutely unknown is a very
innocent doctrine ; which the acute Diagoras well saw, and
was therefore wonderfully delighted witlt this system.
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18. For, hid he, if this could once make its way and
obtain in the world, there would be an end to all natural or
rational religion, which is the basis both of the Jewish and
the Christian: for be who comes to God, or enters himself
in the church of God, must first believe that there is a God
in some intelligidle sense ; and not only that there is Some-
thing in general, without any proper notiop, though never so
inadequate, of any of its qualities or altributes : for this may
be fate, or chaos, or plastic nature, or anything else as well
as God.—Nor will it avail to say :—There is something in
this unknown being analogous 10 knowledge and goodness ;
that is to suy, which produceth those effects which we could
not conceive to be produced by men, in any degree, with-
out knowledge and goodness. Faor, this is in fact to give
up the point in dispute belween theists and atheists—the
question having always been, not whether there was a
Principle (which point was allowed by all philosophers, as
well before as since Anaxagoras), but whether this principle
was a vals, a thinking intelligent being: that is to say,
whether that order, and beauty, and use, visible in natural
effects, could be produced by anything but a Mind of Intel-
ligence; in the proper sense of the word? And whether
there must not be true, real, and proper knowledge, in the
First Cause? We will, therefore, acknowledge that all
those natural effects which are vulgarly ascribed to know-
ledge and wisdom proceed from a being in which there s,
properly speaking, no knowledge or wisdom at all, but only
something else, which in reality is the cause of those things
which men, for want of knowing better, ascribe to what
they call knowledge and wisdom and understanding. You
wonder perhaps to hear a man of pleasure, who diverts
himself as I do, pbflosophize at this rate. But you should
consider that much is to be got by conversing with ingenious
men, which is a short way to knowledge, that saves a man
the drudgery of reading and thinking.
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And, now we have granted to you that there is a God in
this indefinite sénse, I would fain see what use you can
make of this concession. You cannot argue from unknown
attributes, or, which is the same thing, from attributes in an
unknown sense. You cannot prove that God is to be loved
for His goodness, or feared for His justice, or respected for
His knowledge:,all which consequences, we own, would
follow from those attributes admitted in an intelligible
sense. But we deny that those or any other consequences
can be drawn from attributes admitted in no particular
sense, or in a sense which none of us understand. Since,
therefore, nothing can be inferred from such an account
of God, about conscience, or worship, or religion, you may
even make the best of it, And, not 1o be singular, we
will use the name too, and so at once there is an end of
atheism,

Eupk. This account of & Deity is new to me. I donot
like it, and therefore shall leave it to be maintained by
those who do.

19, Cri. It is not new to me. I remember not long
since to have heard a minute philosopher triumph upon
this very point; which put me on inquiring what"founda-
tion there was for it in the Fathers or Schoolmen. And,
for aught that I can find, it owes its original o those
writings which have been published under the name of
Dionysius the Areopagite’. The author of which, it must

! May we not say that r8ason in man at last necessarily merges in
faith or moral trust in the omnipotent goodness of the Power at work
in the physical and spiritual system in which, in our bodily and motal
experience, we find ourselves included? Does not this, with its back-
ground of mystery, meet our intellectnal inadequacy—God thus practically
comprehended, while still scientifically inconfprehensible? Does not
Berkeley incline too much to the anthropomorphic Theism that is
content to think of God as one Spirit among many? ‘Knowledge,’
*wisdom,” and ®gooduess,’ 30 far as owr experience can go, may be
inadequate terms when applied to Deity, not because the Universal



DIVINE VISUAL LANGUAGE 255

be owned, dath written upon the Divine attributes in a
very singular style. In his treatise De Mierarchia Coeclesti,
he saith that God is something above all essence and life,
fnép whoay odolay rai wijv; and again, in his treatise De
Divinis Nowmintbus, that He is above all wisdom and under-
standing, t=ip wloav codiav xal siveow, ineffable and inno-
minablg, dppyros xal dvivupos ; the wisdop of God he terms
an unreasonable, unintelligent, and foolish wisdom, =
d\oyov, kal dvouy, xal pwptw ocodlov.  But then the reason he
gives for expressing himself in this strange manner is, that
the Divine wisdom is the cause of all reason, wisdom, and ,
understanding, and therein are contained the treasures of
all wisdom and knowledge. He calls God fméoorodos and
dwéplws ; as if wisdom and life were words not worthy to
express the Divine perfections: and he adds that the atiri-
butes unintelligent and unperceiving must be ascribed to
the Divinity, not xar’ #\Aeyuwy, by way of defect, but xaf
wepoxsfv, by way of eminency; which he explains by our
giving the name of darkness to light inaccessible., And,
notwithstanding the harshness of his expregsions in some
places, he affirms over and over in others—that God knows
all thirigs ; not that He is beholden to the creatures for His
knowledge, but by knowing Himself, from whom they all
derive their being, and in whom they are contained as in
their cause. It was late before these writings appear tc
have been known in the world ; and, although they obtained
credit during the age of the Schoolmen, yet, since critical
learning hath been cultivated, they have lost that credit,
and are at this day given up for spurious, as containing
several evident marks of a much later date than the age
of Dionysius.—Upon the whole, although this method of
growing in expres:fon and dwindling in notion, of clearing
up doubts by nonsense, and avoiding difficulties by running

Power includes less, but because the Universal Power includes more than
even our highest thought enables us to conceive.
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into affected contradictions, may perhaps proceed from
a well-meant zes§, yet it appears not to be according to
knowledge ; and, instead of reconciling atheists to the truth,
hath, I doubt, a tendency to confirm them in their own
persuasion. It should seem, therefore, very weak and rash
in a Christian to adopt this harsh language of an apocryphal
writer preferably tg that of the Holy Sgriptures. I remerdber,
indeed, to have read of a certain philosopher, who lived
some cenluries ago, that used to say—if these supposed
works of Dionysius had been known to the primitive
Fathers, they would have furnished them admirable weapons
against the heretics, and would have saved a world of pains
But the event since their discovery hath by no means
confirmed his opinion®,

It must be owned, the celebrated Picus of Mirandula ’,
among his' nine hundred conclusions (which that prince,
being very young, proposed to maintain by public disputa-
tion at Rome), hath this for one—to wit, that it is more
improper to say of God, He is an intellect or intelligent
Being, than to say of a reasonable soul that it is an angel:

! The baoks attributed to Dionysius the Areopagile, who was sald
to be a contemporary of the Apostles (Acts xvii. 34) and first Bishop of
Athens, They belong probably to the fourth century after Christ, if
not to a later period, and to the New Platonic school. They are
ntitled De Hierarchia Coelesti, De Nominibus Divinds, De Hierarchia
Ecclesiastica, and De Theologia Mystica, Various editions appeared n
the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. In common with some Fathers
of the Church, the psendo-Dionysius expresses, in paradoxical lnnguage,
the ultimate incompiebensibility of God, unbalanced by the counter
trath that God may be truly known,—as at man’s fimte point of view,
and relatively to the ends of human life, He ascends (or descends) to
a point at which, by total abstraction of attributes, the Universal Power
becomes wholly incognisable, The subject invitEs to the study of Kant's
*Dialectic,” B. IL. ch, 3, in the A7itik of Pure Reason.

* John Picus, Count of Mirandula, lived in the fifteenth century, The

disputation in which he proposed to defend his nine hundred theses
never taok place.
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which docfrine it seems was not relished. And Picus,
when he comes to defend it, supports hitiself altogether by
the example and authority of Dionysius, and in effect ex-
plains it away into a mere verbal difference—affirming that
neither Dionysius nor himself ever meant to deprive God
of knowledge, or to deny that He knows all things; but
that, as reason is of kjnd peculiar to mag, so by intellection
he understands a kind or manner of knowing peculiar to
angels; and that the knowledge which is in God is more
above the intellection of angels than angel is above man.
He adds that, as his tenet consists with admitting the most
perfect knowledge in God, so he would by no means be
understood to exclude from the Deity intellection itself,
taken in the common or general sense, but only that peculiar
sort of intellection proper to angels, which be thinks ought
not to be attributed to God any more than human reason.
Picus, therefore, though he speaks as the apocryphal
Dionysius, yet, when he explains himself, it is evident he
speaks like other men. And, although the forementioned
books of the Celestinl Hierarchy and of the Divine Names,
being attributed to a saint and martyr of the apostolical age,
were 'respected by the Schoolmen, yet it is certain they
rejected or softened his harsh expressions, and explained
away or reduced his doctrine to the received notions taken
from Holy Scripture and the light of nature,

20. Thomas Aquinas' expresseth his sense of this point
in the following manner. All perfections, saith he, derived
from God to the creatures are in a certain higher sense, or
(as the Schoolmen term it) eminently in God. Whenever,
therefore, a name borrowed from any perfection in the

3 Thomas of Aquifo (Aquinas), in the territory of Naples (1225-74),
In whose works the philosophy cnlled Scholastie resched lts highest
paint, aecommodating Aristotle to the teaching of the Catholic Church,
1lis philosophical theology, or theological philosaphy, is contained in
his Summa Thelsgias.

S, B, 1341% 8
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creature is attributed to God, we must exclude from its
signification ever yﬁ\mg that belongs to the imperfect manner
wherein that attribute is found in the creature, Whence
he concludes that knowledge in God is not a habit but
a pure act. And again, the same Doctor observes that
our intellect gets its notions of all sorts of perfections from
the creatures, andethat as it apprehgnds those perfectlons
so it signifies them by names. Therefore, saith he, in
attributing these names to God we are to consider two
things : first, the perfections themselves, as goodness, life,
and the like, which are properly in God; and secondly,
the manner which is peculiar to the crcature, and cannot,
strictly and properly speaking, be said to agiee to the
Creator,

And although Suarez!, with other Schoolmen, teacheth
that the mind of man conceiveth knowledge and will to be
in God as faculties or operations, by analogy only fo created
beings, yet he gives it plainly as his opinion that when
knowledge is said not to be properly in God it must be
understood in a sense including imperfection, such as
discursive knowledge? or the like imperfect kind found
in the creatures: and that none of those imperfections in
the knowledge of men or angels belonging to the formal
notion of knowledge, or to knowledge as such, it will not
thence follow that knowledge, in its proper formal sense,
may not be attributed to God. And of knowledge taken

1 Snarez, the Spanish Thomist, who died in 161y, What follows is
related in his Dispulationes Metaphysicas, XXX. ¢ Quid Deus sit.’

* XKnowledge 1eached only through the intervention of what is sup-
posed to be already known, 1. e, by menns of premises, is colled ¢ dis-
cursive, and forms discarsive as dislinguished grom intuitive know-
ledge. Discursive or syllogistle activity is a mark of the finitude of the
mind that is obliged to have recourse to it. Were we able o know all
things and all their relations in a single view, discursive thought would
seem to be superfluous. It is in all—comprehensive intuition, we
suppose, that Omnisclent Intelligence knows,
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in general for the clear evident understandmg of all truth,
he expressly affirms that it is in God, ’and that this was
never denied by any philosopher who believed a God
It was, indeed, a current opinion in the schools that even
deing itself should be attributed azalogically to God and
the creatures. That is, they held that God, the supreme,
independent, self- -origjnate cause ‘and saiirce of all beings,
must not be supposed to exds# in the same sense with
created beings ; not that he exists less truly, properly, or
formally than they, but only because he exists in a more
eminent and perfect manner?,

21, But, to prevent any mun’s being led, by mistaking
the scholastic use of the terms analogy and analigical, into
an opinion that we cannot frame in any degree 2 true and
proper notion of attributes applied by analogy, o1, in the
school phrase, predicated analogically, it may not be amiss
to inquire into the tiue sense and meaning of thoss words.
Every one knows that analogy is a Greek word used by
mathematicians to signify a similitude of proportions. For
instance, when we observe that two is to six as three is to
nine, this similitude or equality of proportion is termed
analogy And, although proportion strictly signifies the
habitude or ielation of one quantity to another, yet, in
a looser and translated sense, it hath been applied to
signify every other habitude ; and, consequently, the term
analogy comes to signify all similitude of relations or
habitudes whatsoever. Hence the Schoolmen tell us there

! But if Omniscience does not, like our limited or broken knowledge,
presuppose a Szccassion of conscious acts gong on in God, contem.
poraneously with our own conscious acts and states—as we represent to
ourselves the intellectial life of a fellow man—we cannot realise the
* clear evident undenstanding of all truth' by God: the act that is con«
ceivable by us must be part of a succession.

2 All this is very different from the materialistic dogma, that the
Universal Power is ée/ow, instead of mysteriously afoze, the conscious
life we experience, in which our spirits are revealed to oursclves,

§1
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is analogy between intellect and sight; forasmuch as
intellect is to the thind what sight is to the body, and that
he who governs the state is analogous to him who steeis
a ship. Hence a prince is analogically styled a pilot, being
to the state as a pilot is to his vessel.

For the further clearing of this point, it is to be observed
that a twofold analegy is distinguished by the Schoohmen—
metaphorical and proper.—Of the first kind there are fre-
quent instances in Holy Scripture, attributing human parts
and passions to God. When He is represented as having
a finger, an eye, or an ear; when He is said to repent, to
be angry, or grieved ; every one secs that analogy is meta-
phorical. Because those parts and passions, taken in the
proper signification, must, in every degree, necessarily and
from the formal nature of the thing, include imperfection,
When, therefore, it is said—the finger of God appears in
this or that event, men of common sense mean no more
but that it is ad truly ascribed to God as the works wrought
by human fingers are to man: and so of the rest. But
the case is different when wisdom and knowledge are attri-
buted to God. Passions and senses, as such, imply defect;
but in knowledge simply, or as such, there is no defect?,
Knowledge, therefore, in the proper formal meaning of the
word, may be attributed to God proportionably, that is
preserving a proportion to the infinite nature of God?. We
may say, therefore, that as God is infinitely above man, so
is the knowledge of God infinitely above the knowledge of

1 But what if there is something which forbids the resolution of the
divinely constituted universe into 2 perfectly comprehended unity, by
human intellectual power, and which obliges us, if we have regard to
renson, o ‘leave many things abrupt,’ as Bacon gays the philosophical
theologian must at last do? The sceptical issue of attempted omniscience
on man’s part, as contrasted with the philosophy that begins and ends
in moral faith, proves that the Infinjte Renlity refuses to be fully known
in our ¢little systems.’

3 What does this apparently important qualification imply ?
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man, and this is what Cajctan calls analogia proprie facta,
And after this same analogy we must thderstand all those
attributes to belong to the Deity which in themselves
simply, and as such, denote perfection. We may, therefore,
consistently with what hath been premised, affirm that all
sorls of perfection which we can conceive in a finite spirit
are in God, but without any of that aljay® which is found
in the creatures. This doctrine, therefore, of analogical
perfections in God, or our knowing God by analogy, seems
very much misunderstood and misapplied by those who
would infer from thence that we cannot frame any ditcct
or proper notion, though never so inadequate, of know-
ledge or wisdom, as they are in the Deity; or understand
any more of them than one born blind can of light and
colours?,

2z. And now, gentlemen, it may be expecled I should
ask your pardon for having dwelt so long on a point of
metaphysics, and introduced such uvpolished and un-
fashionable writers as the Schoolmen into good company ;

1 ¢pllay,’ i, e. alloy. ¢ Allay’ in Bacon and other eaily writers,

% In what he says aboul an analogical knowledge of God, Berkeley
had probably in view two contemporary theologians—both Irish
bishops, Among other replies lo Toland’s Christianity not Mysterious
(1696) was a Letler by Peter Browne, afterwards Bishop of Cork and
Ross, which appeared in 1699. Browne maintains (so far In verbal
agreement with Berkeley) that we have no fdea of spirit; and further,
that our knowledge of God and the sphitual world is gained by analogy
from our knowledge of the operations of our own embodied spint.
Also in 1709, Archbishop King published a Sermon on the Comsisterzcy
of Predestination and Foreknowledge with the Freedom of Man's Will,
which he defended on the same foundation of analogy, in a way that
seems to imply that onr highest conception of God must be in meta-
phors, not in science. Browne's view of human theological lknowledge
is given 1n his Procedure, Extent, and Limits of Human Unde) standing
(1428), and moe fully in Things Divine and Supernatural conceived
by Analogy with Things Natural end Human (1733).—Lutler's
*analogy’ between the constitution of nature and that larger constitution
that is implied in Religion, is not to be confounded with Bruwne's
analogical interoretation of the attiibutes of God.
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but, as Lysicles gave the occasion, I leave hifi to answer
for it.

ZLys. 1 never dreamt of this dry dissertation. But, if
I have been the occasion of discussing these scholastic
points, by my unluckily mentioning the Schoolmen, it was
my first fault of the kind, and I promise il shall be the last,
The meddling with crabbed authors pf any sort is wone’ of
my taste, I grant one mects now and then with a good
notion in what we call dry writers, such a one for example
as this I was speaking of, which I must own struck my
fancy. But then, for these we have such as Prodicus or
Diagoras, who look into obsolete books, and save the rest
of us that trouble.

Cri, So you pin your faith upon them ?

Zys. It is only for some odd opinions, and matters of
fact, and critical points, Besides, we know the men to
whom we give credit ; they are judicious and honest, and
have no end to serve but truth. And I am confident some
author or other has maintained the forementioned notion in
the same sense as Diagoras related it

Cri. That may be. Bul it never was a 1eceived notion,
and never will, 5o long as men believe a God : the same
arguments that prove a First Cause proving an Intelligent
Cause j—intelligent, I say, in the proper sense; wise and
good in the true and formal acceptation of the words,
Otherwise, it is evident that every syllogism brought to
prove those attributes, or, which is the same thing, to prove
the being of a God, will be found to consist of four terms,
and consequently can conclude nothing!. But for your

1 ¢Four temns’ in a syllogism—one of the commonest fallacies, due
to the ambiguity of human language. The referance is to the position
in Bishop Browne in his Procedure of the Understanding and Divine
Analogy, where he argues that God’s so-called ‘knowledge’ and
‘goodness’® are not knowledge or goodness as we understand those
terms, but only words that represent mysteries which transcend humen
Intelligence. Can this be reconciled with theistig faith ?
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part, dlipkron, you have been fully convinced that God is
a thinking intelligent being, in the samg sense with other
spirits; though not in the same imperfect manner or
degree.

23. Alk. And yet I am not without my scruples: for, with
knowledge you infer wisdom, and with wisdom goodness.
But how is it possible to conceive God so good and man
so wicked? It may, perhaps, with some colour be alleged
that a little soft shadowing of evil sets off the bright and
luminous parts of the creation, and so contributes to the
beauty of the whole piece; but for blots so large and so
black it is impossible to account by that principle. That
there. should be so much vice, and so little virtue upon
earth, and that the laws of God's kingdom should be so
ill observed by His subjects, is what can never be recon-
ciled with that surpassing wisdom and goodness of the
supreme Monarch

Euph. Tell me, Aliphron, would you argue that a state
was ill administered, or judge of the manners of its citizens,
by the disorders committed in the jail or dungeon?

Al. 1 would not.

Exuph. And, for aught we know, this spot, with the few
sinners on it, bears no greater proportion to the universe of
intelligences than a dungeon doth to a kingdom. It seems
we are led, not only by revelation, but by common sense,
observing and inferring from the analogy of visible things,
to conclude there are innumerable orders of intelligent
beings more happy and more perfect than man; whose
life is but a span, and whose place, this earthly globe,
is but a point, in respect of the whole system of God's

1 This familiar difficulty does not rise, like that which occasloned the
analogical hypothesis, from perplexities implied in o finite Intelligence,
Tt is occasioned by the Evil which in fact men find in their own lives
and around them,
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creation. We are dazzled, indeed, with thes glory and
grandeur of thingss here below, because we know no better,
But, I am apt to think, i we knew what it was to be an
angel for one hour, we should return to this world, though
it were to sit on the brightest throne in it, with vastly more
loathing and reluctance than we would now descend into
a loathsome dungeon or sepulchre’,

24. Cri. To me it seems natural that such a weak,
passionate, and short-sighted creature as man stould be
ever liable to scruples of one kind or other®. But, as this
same creature is apt to be over-positive in judging, and
overhasty in concluding, it falls out that these difficulties
and scruples about God's conduct are made objections to His
being®. And so men come to argue from their own defects
against the Divine perfections. And, as the views and
humours of men are different and often opposite, you may
sometimes see them deduce the same atheistical conclusions
from contrary premises. T knew an instance of this in
two minute philosophers of my acquaintance, who used to
argue each from his own temper against a Providence,
One of them, a man of a choleric and vindictive spirit,
said he could not believe a Providence, because London
was not swallowed up or consumed by fire from heaven;

1 Astronomers tell us of thitty millions of stars or suns, with their
respective planetary systems—it may be supposed the homes of self-
canscions persons ot moral agents, as well as merely sentient beings,
With the conception thus formed of the population of the materinl
universe, not to speak of unembodied spirits, what room is theie for
@ priori dogmas regarding man?

® This suggested mitigation of the mystery of the sorrow and sin
found on this planet is in the spirit of Butler’s * Analogy® 1ather than of
Browne’s, especinlly Butler's Sermon on the ‘Ignorance of Man.

® Thus much at least, as Butler might say, will be found not taken
for granted but prored—that a reasonable mat who will consider
the matier, may be a8 much asswied as he is of his own being, that
it iz not so clear a case that there is nothing in our faith in theistie
optimism and ethical supremacyin the universe, or In ow own continued
moral agency after physical death,
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the streels®being, as he said, full of people who shew no
other belief or worship of God but perpetually praying
that He would damn, rot, sink, and confound them.. The
other, being of an indolent easy temper, concluded there-
could be no such thing as Providence; for that a being
of consummate wisdom must needs employ himself better
than i minding the prayers and actiong and little interests
of mankind %

Ale. After all, if God have no passions, how can it be
true that vengeance is His? Or how can He be said to
be jealous of His glory?

Cri, We believe that God executes vengeance without
revenge, and is jealous without weakness, just as the
mind of man sees withoul eyes, and apprehends without
hands.

25. Ale. To put a period to this discourse, we will grant
there is 2 God in this dispassionale sense; but what then?
What hath this to do with Religion or Divine worship?
To what purpose are all these prayers, and praises, and
thanksgivings, and singing of praises, which the foolish
vulgar call serving God? What sense, or use, or end is
there'in all these things?

Cri. We worship God, we praise and pray to Him: not
because we think that He is proud of our worship or fond
of our praise or prayers, and affected with them as man-
kind are: or that all our service can contribute in the
least degree to His happiness or good: but because it is
good for #s to be so disposed towards God: because it is
just and right, and suitable to the nature of things, and

! A supreme law of Omnipresent Providentinl Adaptation is no
more inapplicable t0 the *little interests of mankind,' or even of the
Jowest orders of sentient beings, than the law of gravitation is in-
applicable to the fall of a grain of sand. Is not the Universe of God
adapted as much to the least as to the greatest thing and peison
conlained in it?
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becoming the relation we stand in to our supreme Lord
and Governor.

Al If it be good for us to worship God, it should seem
that the Christian Religion, which pretends to teach men
the knowledge and worship of God, was of some use and
benefit to mankind.

Cri, Doubtless.

Ale, If this can be made appear, 1"shall own myself very
much mistaken,

Cri. It is now near dinnertime. Wherefore, if you
please, we will put an end to this conversation for the
presentt,

! Berkeley, in the preceding Dialogue, argnes that faith in the
existence and character of Gud may be vindicated In the snme way as
faith in the existence and character of our fellow-men, He realises the
universe as consisting in a hierarchy of intercommunicating spirits~—
intercommunicating by means of the phenomena presented to each in
sense; and all by like means in communion with the Divine Spirit
Supreme, God is with him the Spirit, Supreme in the hierarchy, an
whom all other conscious spirits and the universe depend,

But one may ask whether this conception enough recognises that
ineflable mysteriousness of the Infinite Being, which nourlshes the
sentiment of reverence, so efficacious in our spiritual life, and which is
involved in the faith, in its different degrees in individual men, on which
human life nitimntely rests ?

At the opposite extreme God disappears in Unknowable Power—as
with Herbert Spencer.

The difficulty of an #nfermediate between the extremes of Zkedstic
anthropomorphism and fotal theological nescience perplexes modem
thought. A God fully comprehensible by us is no God: a Gad
totally unknowable by man cannot engage feith. Berkeley seemg
unconscions of the difficulty. Out of it has arisen the theological
ngnoshcxsm of modem physical science, and its counterpart gnosticism,
in an Abstract God—personified in finite spirits, Siris carries us farther
into this subject.

The preceding Dialogue hardly recognises diffitulties which are now
apt to beset the inquirer in theology; for it encourages the assumption
that there is no alternative between a fully comprehended God and
dogmatic Athelsm. Moreover, little is said that applies to later scientific
agnosticlam, initiated by Hume, which pronounces the final problem
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insoluble—ix Hume’s words, ‘a riddle, an enigma, an inevplicable
mystery’; with ¢ doubt, uncertainty, and suspenge of judgment,’ as ‘the
only result of our most accurate scrutiny ir:lé) it’—and which thus
holds us debarred from any ultimate satisfaction. We are now
beginning to see that if the ultimate is total darkness, then even secnlar
life, and the generalisations of science, may be unworthy of trust, The
issue is thus total as well as theological agnosticism.

* Mang of the subjects |;hzﬂ: are tonched in the preceding annotations
and in those which follow aie discussed in my Philosaphy of Theism,
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FURTHER VINDICATED AND EXPLAINED

9. By a senstdle object T understand that which is properly
perceived by sense.  Things properly perceived by sense are
immediately perceived }.—Besides things properly and imme-
diately perceived by any sense, there may be also other
things suggested to the mind by means of those proper and
immediate objects:—which things so suggested are not
objects of that sense, being in truth only objects of the
imagination? and originally belonging to some other sense
or faculty. 'Thus, sounds, are the proper object of hearing,
being properly and immediately perccived by that, and by
no other sense. But, by the mediation of sounds or words,
all other things may be suggested to the mind; and yet
things so suggested are not thought the object of hearing,

10. The peculiar objects of cach sense, although they are

! Do we become immedintely perciplent—meaning by thal cognisant
of something that is more than a transient phenomenon contempo-
raneous only with the percipient act—in any one of our five senses,
taken singly? Does externality so belong to all of them that in each
we reach not only sensations, but also tealise objects independent of the

individual percipient? If so, what means this disttaction, and how and
why 1is it made?

? *imaginalion,’ L e, expectant imagination. But is not reason Zalen?
In the automatic expectation, founded on tiust in the constancy of
natural order, which Berkeley calls ¢ snggestion’?
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truly or sﬁ'icl.ly perceived by that sense alone, may yet be
suggested to the imagination by somePother sense. The
objecls thercfore of all the senses may become objects of
imagination—which faculty represents all sensible things.
A colour, therefore, which is truly perceived by sight alone,
may nevertheless, upon hearing the words blue or red, be
apprelbended by the,imagination. It is in a primary and
peculiar manner the object of sight; in a secondary manner
it is the object of imagination: but cannot properly be
supp6sed the object of hearing *.

11. The objects of sense, being things immediately per-
ceived, are otherwise called sdeas?®,

The cause® of these ideas, or the power of producing
them, is not the object of sense—not being itself perceived,
but only inferred by reason from its effects, to wit, those
objects or ideas which are perceived by sense. From our
ideas of sense the inference of reason is good to Power,
Cause, Agent. But we may not thercfore infer that our
ideas are /ke unlo this Power, Cause, or Active Being.
On the contrary, it seems evident that an idea can be only
like another idea, and that in our ideas or immediate

! In this and the preceding seclion he disimguishes seausephanomena
that are smmediately percesved in the seveinl senses, and peculiar to
each sense, from suggestions, in which more than one sense is involved,
their respective data being interpreted as signs, by which our peicep-
tion of extra-organic things is enlarged. Berheley’s ‘immediate per-
ception’ is direct consciousness of phenomenain sense; his ¢ suggestion’
is the automatic siferpretation of the phenomena given in sense that is
evoked after custom or experience.

9 Elsewhere called ‘sensations’ and ‘real ideas’ (in contrast with
¢chimeras’ of fancy), and afierwards in Sivis called ¢ phenomena.
Phenomenon is perhaps the most convement term,

% ¢ Cause’ here is not sign, i.e. constant antecedent or natural cause,
but efficient or productive cause; and that with Berkeley must be sgires.
1t cannot be phenomepon of sense,
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objects of sense, there is nothing of Power, Clusality, or
Agency included. ¢

r2. Hence it follows that the power or cause of ideas is
not an object of sense, but of zeason.  Our knowledge of the
cause is measured by the effect ; of the power, by our idea.
To the absolute nature, thercfore, of outward causes or
powers, we have nothing to say : they gre no objects »of otr
sense or perception. Whenever, therefore, the appellation
of sensible olbject is used in a determined intelligible sense,
it is not applied to signify the absolutely existing out-
ward cause or power, but the ideas themselves produced
thercby 1.

13. Ideas which are observed to be connected together
ae vulgarly considered under the relation of cause and
effect, wheieas, in strict and philosophic truth, they are
only related as the sign to the thing signified® For, we
know our ideas, and therefoe know that one idea cannot
be the cause of another. We know that our ideas of sense
are not the cause of themselves. We know also that ¢ do
not cause them. Hence we know they mus# have some

other efficient cause, distinct from #em and ws. .

14. In treating of Vision, it was my purpose to consider
the effects and appearances—the objects perceived by my
senses-—the ideas of sight as connected with those of touch ;
to inquire how one idea comes to suggest another belonging

1 This acems to say that the things of sense involve only phenomena
directly perceived in sense, or suggested when the date of sense are
interpreted as evidence of sense-phenomena to be expected. But the
rational relations which the objects necessarily thus Involve are not
empirical phenomena ; they are presupposed.

7 Ile does not articulately show what is involved in our being obliged
to refer sensuous phenomena to unperceived power; nor why we must
connect them as sign and thing signified, i.e. under laws pemistent.
Mere sense cannot give more than a transient phenomenon. Of sug-
gestion he only says that it is based on ¢ arbitrary ipstitution,’
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to a diffadnt sense; how things visible suggest things
tangible ; how present things suggest tRings more remote
and future—whetber by likeness, by necessary connexion,
by geometrical inference, or by arbitrary institution,

15. It hath indeed been a prevailing opinion and un-
doubted principle among mathematicians and philosophers
that there were certyin ideas common to both senses:
whence arose the distinction of primary and secondary
qualities. But, I think it hath been demonstrated that
there is no such thing as @ common olject—as an idea, or
kind of idea, perceived both by sight and touch.

16. In order to treat with due exactness on the nalure of
Vision, it is necessary in the first place accurately to consider
our own ideas ; to distinguish where there is a difference ;
to call things by their right names; to define terms, and
not confound ourselves and others by their ambiguous use ;
the want or neglect whereof hath so often produced mistakes.
Hence it is thai men talk as if one idea was the efficient
cause of another ; hence they mistake fnferesnces of reason for
percepiions gf sense ; hence they confound 2ke power residing
in somewhat external® with the proper object of sense—which
i§ in truth no more than our own idea.

14. When we have well understood and considered the
nature of Vision, we may, by reasoning from thence, be better
able to collect some knowledge of thec external unseen cause
of our ideas ;—whether it be one or many, intelligent or
unintelligent, active or inert, body or spirit. But, in order
to understand and comprehend this theory % and discover
the true principles thereof, we should consider the likeliest
way is not to attend to unknown substances, external causes,

1 This ¢power’ is, with Berkeley, Divine Mind or Spitit—not imme-
diately peiceived by our senses, but found by ‘inference,’ if not by
antomatic suggestion

? 1, e. the theory of gur power of inlerpreting phenomena,
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agents, or POWers ; nor to reason or infer anything about
or from things o"scure, unperceived, and altogether un-
known®,

18, As in this inquiry we are concerned with what objects
we perceive, or our own ideas, 50, upon them our reasonings
must procced. To treat of things utterly unknown as if we
knew them, and sq lay our beginning in obscurity, wodld
not surely seem the properest means for the discovering of
truth, Hence it follows, that it would be wrong if one
about to treat of the nature of Vision should, instead of
attending to wisible ideas, define the object of sight to be
that obscure cause, that invisible power or agent, which pro-
duced visible ideas in our minds. Certainly such cause or
power does not seem to be the object either of the sense
or the science of Vision, masmuch as what we know thereby
we know only of the effects?,

1 ¢unknown'—so far as mere sense is concerned.

2 The foregoing sections confine the question to the odjects we are
directly percipient of—namely, ‘ ideas of sense,’ or ¢ phenomena’ actually
present—and to thewr suggesfed connexion with one another, in which
connexion the reallty of the material world consists, The power that
presents phenomensa to our senses, in an interpretnble order, cannot
ftself be an object’ of sense: its charncter is presnpposed in our trust
in the language of natnre. We distingnish what 2z can produce,
from visible and tangible phenomensa which ¢ cannof produce, and
which we find onrselves in reason obliged to refer to a Spirit ¢distinct
from them and us’ (§ 13). Causality—physical, formal, efficient, and
final—as a fundamental principle of Universal Reason, is thus, as it were,
proposed here for further philosophical analysis, by a student so inclined.

The causal prineipls has been used by some as a premiss in reasonings
on hehalf of the existence of Matter. The phenomena of sense, they
argue, must be cansed: we are not their cauge (although they are
percelved by us) : they must therefore be ¢ffecs of a Something, called
Matter. Unable to accept this conclusion, Derkeley had asked, Must
not the Power of which the phenomena presented to our senses and
their interpretable order are effects—at least if the word ‘power® is to
have a meaning—~he Mind or Spirit~—like our gwn mind jn kind, but
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33. We mot only impose on others but often on ourselves,
by the unsteady or ambiguous use of tsgms. One would
imagine that an olject should be perceived’, I must own,
when that word is employed in a different sense, that I am
at a loss for its meaning, and consequently cannot co.mpre-
hend any arguments or conclusions about it. And Iam not
sure that, on my own part, some inaccuracy of expression,
as well as the peculifr nature of the subject, not always
easy either to explain or conceive, may not have rendered
my Treatise concerning Vision difficult to a cursory reader,
But, to one of due attention, and who makes my words an
occasion of his own thinking, I conceive the whole to be
very intelligible : and, when it is rightly understood, I scarce
doubt but it will be assented to. One thing at least I can
affirm, that, if I am mistaken, I can plead neither haste nor

higher in degree—ns/ a mere sbstraction, as Matter divorced from
living Mind 1s?—Others, Reid and Hamilton for instance, deny that
Matter is thus énferred. Body and mind, in their view, exist face to
fnce in perception—in 1he sui gowerds relation of gesciginvt and g
cefued—ench ¢gually known to the perceiving mind, in an irreducible
act; neither knowable independently of their phenomena,—Berkeley
argues .that we say infer that Active Spirit is the cause of sense-
presented phenomena and of their significance, although we cannot infer
that abstract Matter 138 so. And his implied reason for this seems to
be, that we have experience of what © power® means, in the free personal
acts of which we recognise ourse/ves as the responsible, and therefore
true causes, while we cannot connect azy meening with the term
power when it is applied to  matter’: there s meaning in spirétual or
morally responsible gower; but power in malier is a meaningless
abstraction.

A sort of representative perception of sensible things s implied
in Berkeley's ¢ suggestion,’ or acquired perception : ‘real things’ consist
of phenomena that are significant of (and #hws represent) other pheno-
mena~—under natural law, i. &, according to the rational order of ever
acting Divine Providence,

1 Berkeley's suggesizd ¢ objects of sense’ imply hoth aua? and exs
pected phenomena of sense ; the former signs of the Iatter, and the latter
expected, but not actunlly given in sense. (Cf.§39.) Heregards what
is suggested as mediately perceived, and so resolves inductive expectation
into automatic suggestion and consequent trust.

8. B. 1341 T
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inattention, having taken true pains and much thought
about it. A

38, It is to be noted that, in formerly considering the
Theary of Vision, I observed a certain known method,
wherein, from false and popular suppositions, men do often
arrive at truth'. <Whereas in the synthetical method of
delivering science or truth already found, we proceed in an
inverted order, the conclusions in the analysis being assumed
gs principles in the synthesis. I shall therefore now begin
with that conclusion—Z%a¢ Vision is the Language of the
Author of Nature; from thence deducing theorems and
solutions of phenomena, and explaining the nature of visible
things and the visive faculty.

39. Ideas which are observed to be connected with other
ideas come to be considered as signs? by means whereof
things not actually perceived by sense are signified or sug-
gested to the dmagination; whose objocts”they are, and
which alone perceives them. And, as sounds snggest other
things, so characters suggest other sounds ; and, in general,
all signs suggest the things signified, there being no idea
which may not offer to the mind another idea which hath
been frequently joined with it. In certain cases a sign
may suggest its correlate as an image, in others as an effect,
in others as a cause®, But, where there is no such relation

1 The juvenile Zssay on Vision proceeds upwards fiom facts to the
general principle which they exemplify.

% How do they ‘ come to be so considered’? Berkeley says through
‘ experience’ or ¢ custom.” But the ¢ custom of nature’ which the things
of sense follow, commonly called *law’ of nature, presupposes an
* arbitrary (not capricious) wstitution * of the lawsfby the etkically perfect
will of God.

% Daes this imply that efficient and final canses—free apiritual causes

—are only ¢ suggested * automatically and blindly in sense, without being
inferred under moral reagson ?
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of similitmle or causality, nor any necessary connexion
whatsoever, two things, by their mere cg-existence, or two
ideas, merely by being perceived together, may suggest or
signify one the other—their connexion being all the while
arbitrary ; for it is the connexion only, as such, that causeth
this effect %

*40. A gieat number of arditrary signs, various and oppo-
site, do constitute a Language. If such arbitrary connexion
be instituted by men, it is an artificial Language ; if by the
Author of Nature, it is a Natural Language. Infinitely
various are the modifications of light and sound, whence
they are each capable of supplying an endless variety of
signs, and, accordingly, have been each employed to form
languages ; the one by the arbitrary appointment of man-
kind, the other by that of God Himself. A connexion
established by the Author of Nature, in the ordinary course
of things, may surely be called natural, as that made by
men will be named artificial. And yet this doth not hinder
but the one may be as arhitrary o8 the ather,  And, in fact,
there is no more likeness to exhibit, or necessity lo infer,
things tangible from the modifications of light, than there
is in"language to collect the meaning from the sound
(Essay on Vision, sect. 144, 147). But, such as the con-
nexion is of the various tones and articulations of voice

1 Association seems to be here taken as an explanation of our trust
in objective order in nature; and thus of our translation of the
transitory phenomenn of sense into fixed perceptions of solid and
extended things. This might be compared with Kant's theory of
perception, according to which sensations, received under necessery
forms of space, are made intelligible by catggories of understanding,
The modern student has to determine between the two explanations.
Berkeley assumes that each humen being begins his conscious life
with perception of phenomena presented to his senses independently of
his will; he then finds by ¢suggestion’—which here seems to mean
little more than association of ideas—the externality of this experience,
and then rises to inductive judgments of science,

Ta
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with their several meanings, the same is it bé&ween the
various modes of Aight and their respective correlates, or,
in other words, between the ideas of sight and touch,

41. As to light, and its scveral modes or colours, all
thinking men are agreed that they are ideas peculiar only
to sight; neither common to the touch, nor of the same
kind with any that aye perceived by thg.t gense. Buthereln
lics the mistake, that, beside these, there are supposed other
ideas common to both senses, being equally perceived by
sight and touch—such as Extension, Size, Figure, and
Motion. But that there are in reality no such common
ideas, and that the objects of sight, marked by these woids,
are entirely different and heterogeneous from whatever is
the object of feeling, marked by the same names, hath been
proved in the ZZeory (A New Theory of Vision, sect. 127).

42. To perceive is one thing; 7o judge is another, So
likewise, 10 be suggesied is one thing, and to be inferred
another. Things are suggested and perceived by Sense.
We make judgments and inferences by the Understanding.
(a) What we immediately and properly perceive by sight is
its primary object—/ight and colours. (&) What is suggested,
or perceived by mediation thereof, are femgible ideas—
which may be considered as secondary and improper objects
of sight. (¢) We infer causes from effects, effects from

causes, and properties one from anothet, where the connexion
is necessary .

1 Note wn this a fuller recognition of universal and necessary human
judgments, having their evidence in themselves, the source of intuitive
truths above sense,—designated by some the Common Sense, According
to Berkeley, in his carlier writings, our ability to read into what
we see more than is directly seen 15 due to ¢ suggestion ’ of phenomena
previously perceived, especially in touch. In all this Intellect is latent.
Jndgment and inference, on the other hand, manlfest Intellect proper.
Higher development of mind, in which Sense is subordinate to Intellect,
is now more prominent in his view.

‘What docs Berkeley here and elsewhere mean by ¢ mecarsity* of con-
nexion; and how, on his theory of knowledge, does he account for
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How comes i2 to pass that we apprehend by the ideas of sight
cerlain other ideas, whick neither rem;@le them, nor couse
them, nov are caused by them, nor have any necessary con-
nexion with them? The solution of this Problem, in its full
extent, doth comprehend the whole Theory of Vision. This
stating of the matter placeth it on a new foot, and in
a~different light from’all preceding theories,

43. To which the ‘proper answer is—Zha# 2his is done in

virtue of an arbitrary connexion, instituted by the Autior of
Nature®,

44. The proper, immediate ohject of vision is light, in
all its modes and variations, various colours in kind, in
degree, in quantity ; some lively, others faint ; more of some
and less of others ; various in their bounds or limits ; various
in their order and situation. A blind man, when first made
to see, might perceive these objects, in which there is an
endless variety ; but he would neither perceive nor imagine
any resemblance or connexion between these visible objects
and those perceived by feeling®. Lights, sbades, and
colours would suggest nothing to him about bodies, hard or
soft,"rough or smooth: nor would their quantities, limits
or order suggest to hin geometrical figures, or extension, or
situation—which they must do upon the received supposition,
that these objects are common to sight and touch.

the ‘necessity’? e finds *judgments’ of reason rising out of
¢ suggestions,’ but he does not define precisely what they are, or
unfold them articnlately. In short, he does not anticipate either Kant
or Reid.

1 The philosophical inquirer still asks On what ultimate ground of
reqson we in any tase proceed from the known to the unknown—from
the perceued sign to the suggested thing signified. More than o mere
datam of sense is nieded 1o explain ihis mentnl transition; and to
justify the assumption of steady order in nature, which is involved in
expeciation and inductive inference,

% ¢ feeling,’ i.e. touch, which here, as elsewhere with Berkeley,
includes the muscular sense, and the sense of locomotive activity.
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45. All the various sorts, combinations, dquantities,
degrees, and dispositions of light and colours, would, upon
the first perception thereof, be considered in themselves
only as a new set of sensations and ideas. As they are
wholly new and unknown, & man born blind would not, at
first sight, give them the names of things formerly known
and perceived by his touch. But, after some expgrience,
he would perceive their connexion with tangible things,
and would, therefore, consider them as signs, and give
them (as is usual in other cases) the same names with the
things signified.

71. Before I conclude, it may not be amiss to add the
following extract from the Philosophical Tranmsactions (No.
400), relaiing to a person blind from his infancy, and long
after made to see: *When he first saw, he was so far from
making any judgment about distances that he thought all
objects whatever touched his eyes (as he expressed it) as
what he felt did his skin, and thought no objects so agree-
able as those which were smooth and regular, though he
could form no judgment of their shape, or guess what it
was in any object that was pleasing to him. He kneW not
the shape of anything, nor any one thing from another,
however different in shape or magnitude: but upon being
told what things were, whose form he before knew from
Feeling, he would carefully observe them that he might
know them again ; but having too many objects to learn at
once, be forgot many of them; and (as he said) at first be
learncd to know, and again forgot, a thousand things in a
day. Several weeks after he was couched being deceivod
by pictures, he asked which was the lying sense—Feeling
or Seeing? He was never able to imagin® any lines beyond
the bounds he saw. The room he was in, he said, he knew
to be part of the house, yet he could not conceive that the
whole house could look bigger. He said every new object
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was a new delight, and the pleasure was so great that he
wanted ways to express it —Thus, by fict and experiment,
those points of the theory which seem the most remote
from common apprehension were not a little confirmed,
many years after I had been led into the discovery of them
by reasoning.

1 Berﬂeley here quotes™the noted experiment’of Cheselden, recorded
in the Philosophical Transactions for 1928. It is offered as evidence
that our power of interpreting senstble signs s neither (4) an instinct
nor (#) a necessary inference, but (¢) an expectation suggested by our
customary experlence.— Chesclden’s is among the first of several recorded
examples of persons born blind and made to see, whose mental ex-
perience, immediately consequent upon their acquirement of sight,
has been (more or less accurately) described. Berkeley's comparative
indifference to experiments of the sort, and to the relative physiology of
the senses, is not difficult to wnderstand. His appeal to our inward
consciousness, to show that we cannot originally see outward distances,
maganitndes, or siluations, nor touch what is vimble, nor see what is
tangible ; along with the evidence he offers that our incllnation to unite
visible and tangible phenomena, as ‘ qualities > of the same ‘ substance,’
may all be explained by the constant mental assoctation of the latter
with the former—perhaps seemed to make testimony of the born-blind
unnecessary, Our inadequate records of experiments like Cheselden’s
1liustrate the remark of Diderot, that an adequate cross-examination of
persons born blind would be employment enough for the combined
powers of Newton, Descartes, Locke, and Leibniz,

Besides the first experience of the born-blind when made to see, the
experiences of children, and of the lower animals, during the evolution
of distinct visual perception, have also been recorded, with & view to
show the nature and genesis of adult vismal perception,—instead of
Berkeley's introspective inferences. The former is an example of the
methed of external observation in paychology—more obvious, but apt to
overlook the spiritusl facts, The latter is the method of Introspective
apalysls — more subtle and difficult, but more fundamentsl. Our
physiological psychology is of later growth.
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PREFATORY NOTE

Sizis (capd, a chain) appeared when Berkeley was about
sixty. It contains the philosophy of his later life, in which
he rises from Locke to Plato. He ingeniously starts from
the supposed medicinal virtues of tar-water, invites us
to follow the ascending links which connect sensible things
with one another, through supreme and pervading Divine
Will, and then revels in his favourite thought of the natural
woild in constant, because necessary, dependence on
Active Reason.

In the Enghish meephysical Hremrere of {he sighicenth
century no work more abounds in seeds of thought than
Siris. Its immediate purpose was to confirm the conjecture
that "Tar yields a ‘ water of health’ for the relief of diseases,
from which the animal world might draw fresh supplies of
vital activity. In a series of aphorisms, connected by
subtle association, the thoughts of ancient and medieval
philosophers are interwoven, the whole forming a study at
once in medicine and in metaphysics. The work breathes
the spirit of Plato, in the least Platonic generation in
England since the rise of modern philosophy, all with the
unexpectedness of genius, inspired by a thing so common-
place as tar.

More than half of Si#is is occupied with physical con-
jectures meant to improve the art of healing. The Selections
which follow are almost all taken from the metaphysical
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aphorisms, They may be studied apart fronr tar-water
simply as meditatiims upon the world viewed in its Divine
spiritual unity.

In this curious work medicine thus passes into metar
physics. Doubt regarding the medicinal virtues of tar-water
need not disturb enjoyment of the philosophical speculations
about the rational concatenation of the Univeise of whith
tar is merely the occasion. The meédical aphorisms may
misinterpret the meaning that is latent in the phenomena
of tar; this must not hinder us from learning through Sizés
to see, in an unsubstantial and powerless material world, a
constant manifestation of God.

When we compare Siris with the Primciples, published
nearly forty years earlier, we find important developments
of Berkeley’s philosophy. The Universals of Reason hers
overshadow the changing phenomena presented in Sense
and the suggestions of sensuous Imagination. Sensible
things are looked at as adumbrations of a reality beyond
Nature, which philosophy helps us tarecoganise. . The abiects
presented in sense are in Sizes called phenomena, insiead of
ideas or semsafions; while Ideas (not in Berkeley's early
meaning of the term but in Plato’s) are recognised 4s the
supreme objects of meditative thought.»

An increase of intellectual tolerance and of eclecticism
appears in Siz#s, and less disposition to insist with merely
controversial acuteness upon the dependence of the sensible
world on sentient mind, as a final solution of difficulties.
*That esse is percipi is felt to be the beginning rather than the
end of philosophy.* Recluse meditation—long continued,
with more study of human philosophy in the past—has
given Berkeley a larger conception of the final problem of
the Universe, and a feeling that it is neitfer so easily nor so
perfectly intelligible under this old formula as it seemed in
his ardent and less considerate youth. Awe of its mys-
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teriousness»is shown, and also 1cadiness to allow different
ages and countries, each in its own way, 10 recognise Divine
Reason and Will as supreme,—with still irreducible data
too in the explanation finally offered. *He now welcomes
an acknowledgment of God in any intellectual form
of faith that consists with supremacy of Reason in the
uriiversey His last work in philosophy more than any
breathes and helps” to educate the philosophie spirit
which begins in infantile wonder, but is found at the end
Lo issue in wonder deepened by reflection, Sizés illustrates
his spiritual growth in later Lfe. We find him intellec
tually broader, more modest, and more liberal ; more ready
to accept with reverence the ‘broken’ philosophy, with '
its sense of mystery, to which deep and patient insight
at last conducts us; more aware that in this mortal state
under its present limitalions, we must be satisfied to make
the best of any openings which occur;—yet not without
hope, there being ‘no subject so obscure but we may
dizcern some glimpee of trath by long poring on {7 4 we
cultivate love for truth—*the cry of all; while it is really
‘the game of only a few.’

THus thought in the life of Berkeley, taken in chronological
order, begins with Matter and ends with God. Intellect i5
latent in the senses : the phenomena of the external world
find their ultimate explanation in the omnipresent meaning
which makes science possible: YSense-perception connects
conscious Spirit and unconscious phenomena, with their un-
fathomable mysteries of Space and Time* Reason essays the
Divine meaning of what in Sense is revealed under conditions
of co-existence and succession. *Here are the three great
objects of meditative thought—the conscious Ego and the
Material World, mhtually related in and through God. The
correlation of Self and Sense—Spirit and Matter—is pro-
minentin the Prénciples ; the ultimate unity of the Universe
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in Divine Spirit is prominent in Sisis, which enforees the
* harmony of sciencg of Nature with the constant orderly
agency of Omnipresent Reason and Will.  Naiural cavsa-
*tion is a revelation of the Divine Agent who is immanent
and yet manifested in the natural world and in man, »



A CHAIN OF PHILOSOPHICAL
REFLECTIONS

154, The order ana course ot things, and the experiments .
we daily make, shew there is a Mind that governs and
actuates this mundane system, as Eé—proper real agent
and cause. . . . We have no proof, either from experiment
or reason, of any other agent or efficient cause than Mind
or Spirit. When, therefore, we speak of corporeal agents
or corporeal causes, this is to be understood in & different,
subordinate, and improper sense,

153, The principles whereof = thing s compounded, the
instrument used in its production, and the end for which it
was intended, are all in vulgar use termed ¢ causes,’—though
none of them be, strictly speaking, agert or efficient. There
is not any proof that an extended corporeal or mechanical
cause doth really and properly acz—even motion itself being
in truth a passion. . . . They are, nevertheless, sometimes
termed ‘ agents’ and * causes,’ although they are by no means

1 This and the following sections express Berkeley's later thoughts
about Active Reason as the Universal Power, and so the insulliciency
of the atomic or apy other merely physical hypothesis, as our
ultimate explanation of the universe, although il may satisfy sclence,
His implied premiss is, that every change must at last have sufficiens
cause, and that the only sufficient ultimate cause must be God ; but that
in physical nature, anything might a priori have been made by God the
previsive trustworthy sign, 1. e, natural cause, of any change.
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active in a strict and proper signification,. Whem thercfore
force, power, virtue, or action is mentioned as subsisting in
an extended and cerporeal or mechanical being, this is not
to be taken in a true, genuine, and real, but only in a gross
and popular sense, which sticks in appearances, and doth
not analyse things to their first principles’, In compliance
with established lapguage and the use of the woild, We
must employ the popular current pﬁrase. But then in
regard to truth we ought to distinguish its meaning,

160, The mind of map acts by an instrument necessarily®.
The 75 fyepovicdv, or Mind presiding in the world, acts by an
“instrument freely . Without instrumental and second causes,
there could be no regular course of nature, And withont a
regular course, nature could never be understood ; mankind
must always be at a loss, not knowing what to expect, or
how to govern themselves, or dircct their actions for the
obtaining of any end. Therefore in the government of the
world physica) agenis-—improperly sp called—or mechanical
ot second causes, or natural causes or instruments, are ne-
cessary to assist, not the governor, but the governed*,

1 This is urged and illostrated in Thomas Brown's fnguiry into the
Relation of Cause and Effect,

® This is in the spint of the opening aphorisms of the Nowzm Organum,
which teach that, in oider to be able to produce beneficial changes in
nature, man must observe and understand the established connexions, or
laws of change, in nature. A divinely-established sense-symbulism is the
basis of trustworthy science of nature.

® The ‘laws of nature,’ to which man must conform his actions,
are here assumed to be themselves the issue of the will of God—sa
that nature is essentially supemnatural, although merely physical science
disregards its supernatmal side, while philosophy js bound to recognise
both sides.

4 Cf. Principles, §§ 60-66, in which Berkeley urges the utility to man
of elaborate order in nuture, which needs to be interpreted in science,
and its consistency with constant dependence of matter and ils changey
upon Spirit,
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231. The laws of attraclion and repulsion are to be re-
garded as laws of motion ; and these only as rules or methods +
observed in the productions of natural eJects,—the efficient
and final causes whereof are not of mechanical consideration.
Certainly, if the explaining a phenomenon be to assign its
proper efficient and final cause, it should seem that Me-
chanicgl Philosophers never explained any thing; their
province being only {3 discover the laws of nature, that is,
the general rules and methods of motion, and to account
for particular phmnomena by reducing them under, or
shewing their conformity to, such general rules,

232, Some corpuscularian philosophers of the last age
have indeed attempted to explain the formation of this world *
and its phenomena by a few simple laws of mechanism,
But, if we consider the vaiious productions of nature, in the
mineral, vegetable, and animal parts of the creation, 1 helieve
we shall see cause o affirm, that not any one of them has
hitherto been, or can be, accounted for on piinciples merely
mechanical ; and that nothing could be more vain and
imaginary than to suppose with Descartes, that merely from
a circular motion’s being impressed by the supreme Agent
on thte particles of extended substance, the whole world,
with all its several parts, appurtenances, and phenomena,
might be produced, by a necessary consequence, from the
laws of motion?,

233. Others suppose that God did more at the beginning,
having then made the seeds of all vegetables and animals,
containing their solid organical parts in miniature, the

1 This is part of the scientific cosmogony of Descartes, Heexplained
the stellar system, and the motions of stars and planets, as the issne of
vortices, or vortical motions, in an original chaos coextensive with
space. But this must be taken in connexion with what he taught
about the apparent interaction of mind and body being really due to
the constant efficient agency of God. The notion of constant Divine
agency was cairied farther by Malebranche and other Cartesians, in their
theory of ‘oceasional ’ causes.

5.B. 13417 v
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gradual filling and evolution of which, by ths influx of
proper juices, doth constitute the generation and growth
of a living body. So that the artificial structure of plants
and animals daily generated requires no present exercise of
art to produce it, having been already framed at the origin
of the world, which with all its parts hath ever since sub-
sisted ;—going like,a clock or machine by itself, according
to the laws of nature, without the immediate hand of the
artist, But how can this hypothesis explain the blended
features of different species in mules and other mongrels?
or the parts added or changed, and sometimes whole limbs
lost, by marking in the womb? or how can it account for
the resurrection of a tree from its stump, or the vegetative
power in its cuttings? in which cases we must necessarily
conceive something more than the mere evolution of a
seed?,

234. Mechanical laws of nature or motion direct us how
to act, and teach us what to expect. Where Intellect pre-
sides there will be method and order, and therefare yiles,
which if not stated and constant, would cease to be rules.
There is therefore a constancy in things, which is styled the
Course of Nature?®, All the phenomena in nature are pro-

1 This is the theory of Leibniz, nccording to which the force or
energy originally infused into the universe remains the seme, only
subject to transformations, agreeably to laws of nature, in a harmony
pre-established by God between 2houghts and motions. Mind and body
in man thus agree like two clocks moving in congert, And thus the
material world is always in harmony with intelligencs, and thus inters
pretable, With Cartesians and with Leibniz, masfer is neither that of
which we are actually percipient, nor is it the efficlent cause of onf
being perciplent s we are perciplent by presens (Cartesians), or previous
{Leibnizians) agency and deslgn of God.

* We cannot, he virtually argues, find sufficient cause of the effects in
mere data of sense and their changes, so that there must be more than
an evolution of phenomena to explain the issue tiustworthily, The
{gsue presupposes the constant orderly agency of evolving Mind, evolution
itself being manifestation of power in the evolving Mind.

® Faith, i.¢ trust in the supremacy of Moral Reason at the roof
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duced by enotion. ‘There appears an uniform working in
things great and small, by attracting a.l}d repelling forces.
But the particular laws of attraction "and repulsion are
various. Nor are we concerned at all about the forces,
neither can we know or measure them otherwise than by
their effects, that is to say, the motions; which motions
only, and not the forces, are indeed in jhe bodies. Bodies
are rhoved to or from each other, and this is performed
according to different laws. The natural or mechanic
philosopher endeavours to discover those laws by experi-
ment and reasoning. But what is said of forces residing in
bodies, whether attracting or repelling, is to be regarded only
as a mathematical hypothesis, and not as any thing really"
existing in nature .,

235. We are not therefore seriously to suppose, with
certain mechanic philosophers, that the minute particles of
bodies have #ea/ forces or powers, by which they act on each
other, to produce the various phenomena in nature. The
minute corpuscles are impelled and directed, that is to say,
moved to and from each other, according to various rules
or laws of motion. The laws of gravity, magnetism, and
electricity are divers. And it is not known what other
different rules or laws of motion might be established by
the Author of Nature®,

237, These and numberless other effects seem inexplic-

of all, is in short the basis of our inductive reliance on constant physical
order,

1 That Is to say, even if all changes in natural phenomena could be
resolved according to Jaws of motion, these laws would be themselves
only effects, not true causes. But Intellect, thus omnipresent in motions
and their laws, cannot be an effect of the motlon which reveals it.

2 The *arbitrariness’ of the existing constitution of nature means
dependence, not on caprice, but on Divine Will. The ultimate depend-
gnce of the physicel world on the moral world Is suggested,

v
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able on mechanical principles; or otherwise than ey recourse
to & mind or Spitjtual Agent. Nor will it suffice from
present phznomera and effects, through a chain of natural
causes and subordinate blind agents, to trace a Divine
Intellect as the remote original cause, that first created the
world, and then set it a going. We cannot make even one
single step in acgounting for the phenomena, without
admitting the immediatc presence and immediate actton of
an incorporeal Agent, who connecls, moves, and disposes
all things, according to such rules, and for such purposes,
as seem good to Him®,

- . . . . - L} L] [} » .

244, Though it be supposed the chief business of a
natural philosopher to tiace out causes from the effects, yet
this is to be understood not of agents, but of component
parts, in one sense, or of laws or rules, in another. In strict
truth, e/l agenis are incorporeal, and as suck are not properly
of plysical constderation. The astronomer, therefore, the
mechanic, or the chemist, not as such, but by accident only,
treat of real causes, agents, or efficients. Neither doth it
seem, as iz supposed by the greatest of mechanical philo.
sophers, that the true way of proceeding in their science is,
from known notions in nature to investigate the moving
forces. Forasmuch as forre is neither corporeal, nor belongs
to any corporeal thing ; nor yet to be discovered by experi-
nients or mathematical reasonings, which reach no farther

1 In short, there are no active or responsible canses in the materin]
world os interpreted in physical science, Yet there 15 the supreme
agency of the Universal Mind, and the occasiopal agency of morally
responsible persons, The Divine agency Betkeley, like Descartes, seems
to say must be constant, not, as with Leibniz, remote in past time. But
perhaps the alternative, as between Descartes and Leibmz, is one which
man cannot settle ; nor the involved question of time and the timeless,
in relation ta Divine Mind,
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than discornible effects, and motions in things passive and
moved.

248. Vis or force is to the soul whatVextension is to the
body, saith St. Augustin, in his tract concerning the Quantity
of the Soul; and without force there is nothing done or
made, and consequently there can be no agent. Authorily
i'not fo decide in th{s case. Let any Qne consult his own
notions and reason, as well as experience, concerning the
origin of motion, and the respective natures, properties, and
differences of soul and body, and he will, if I mistake not,
evidently perceive, that there is nothing active in the latter,
Nor are they natural agents or corporeal forces which make
the particles of bodies to cohere. Nor is it the business’
of experimental philosophers to find them out.

249. The mechanical philosopher, as hath been already
observed, inquires properly concerning the rules and modes
of operation alone, and not concerning the cause ; foras-
much as nothing mechanical is or really can be a cawse.
And although a mechanical or mathematical philosopher
may speak of absolute space, absolute motion, and of force,
as existing in bodies, causing such motion and proportional
thereto; yet wka? these forces’ are, which are supposed
to be lodged in bodies, to be impressed on bodies, to be
multiplied, divided, and communicated from one body to
another, and which seem to animate bodies like abstract
spirits, or souls, bath been found very difficult, not to say
impossible, for thinking men to conceive and explain,

250. Nor, if we consider the proclivity of mankind to
realise their notions?, will it seem strange that mechanic
philosophers and geometricians should, like other men, be
misled by prejudice, and take mathematical hypotheses for

I ¢reqlise their notions,by assuming for instance that the abstrac-
tions of natuial philosophy, such as ¢ force * or * power’ in matter, stand
for something that may be perceived and imagined, instead of being
empty abstractions.
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real beings existing in bodies, so far as even w make it
the very aimand end of their science to compute or measure
those phantoms ; whereas it is very certain that nothing in
truth can be measured or computed, besides the very effects
ot motions themselves. Sir Isaac Newton asks, Have not
the minute particles of bodies certain forces or powers by
which zey act on ope another, as well as on the particles
of ll[,ht for producing most of the phaenomena in nature?
But, in reality, those minute parlicles are only agitated,
according 1o certain laws of natlure, by some other agent,
whetein the force exists, and not in them, which have only
the motion; which motion in the body moved, the

“Peripatetics rightly judge to be a mere passion, but in

the mover to be &uépyes or act’

251. It passeth with many, I know not how, that mecha-
nical principles give a clear solution of the phznomena.
The Democritic hypothesis, saith Dr. Cudworth, doth much
more handsomely and intelligibly solve ihe phznomena,
than that of Aristotle and Plato? Bat, things rightly con-
sidered, perhaps it will be found not to solve any phenome-
non at alk: for all phenomena® are, o speak truly, appear-

! The relation of motion (as a sense-presented idea or phenomenon) to
active power (a notion to which no mere sense-phenomenon corresponds)
is the subject of Berkeley's tract De Motu (Works, vol. IIL, pp. 75-100).

2 The passage in Cudworth (1619-1688) is as follows :—* The whole
Aristotelical system of philosaphy 15 infinitely to be preferred befors
the whole Democritical; though the former hath Leen so much dis-
paraged, and the other cried up of late amongst us, Because, though it
canaot be denied but that the Democritic hypothesis doth much more
handsomely and intelligibly solve the corporenl phenomena, yet in all
other things whick are of far the greater monent, it is rather a madness
than a Plilosophy’—Intellecinal System, b, 1. ch, 1, § 45 The atomic
hypothesis may be the boundary of me:ely physical science, but not of
philosophy. Tlato (B.C. 427-34%) and Arlsiotle (B,C. 384~323), m
contrast to the atomism of Demacrilus (8.C. 460~370), accupy many of
the sections which follow. Bacon and others had extolled Demoeritus
and the pre-Socratics, in compmison with Socrates and his school.

3 ¢phenomens,’ I may say again, correspond to the *sensations,’ or
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ances in the soul or mind ; and it hath never been explained,
nor can it be explained, how external bodies, figures, and
motions, should produce an appearance ththe mind. These
principles, therefore, do not solve—if by solving is meant
assigning the real, ecither efficient or final, cause of
appearances~—but only reduce them to general rules.

252. ! There is a certamn analogy, constoncy, and uniformity
in the phenomena or appearances of nature, which are
a foundation for general rules: and thesc are a Grammar
for the understanding of Nature, or that series of cflects in
the Visible World whereby we are enabled to foresee what
will come to pass in the natural course of things. Plotinus?
observes, in his third Ennead, that the art of presaging is in
some sort the reading of natural letters denoting order, and
that so far forth as analogy obtains in the universe, there
may be vaticination. And in reality, he that foretells the
motions of the planets, or the effects of medicines, or the
results of chemical or mechanical experiments, may be said
to do it by natural vaticination

253. We know a thing when we understand it; and we
understand it when we can interpret or tell what it signifies.
Strictly, the Sense knows nothing!, We percecive indeed

¢ ideas of sense,’ of Berkeley's earlier works ; as to which he had argued
that their real existence depends upon thelr being perceived. In order
to become real, mind must be percipient of them; but they do not
depend on my individual mind,

1 The following sections place Nature In some new lights, when
regarded as an interpreisble and prophetic Language.

3 The celebrated Neoplatomst.

8 This remarkable passage in its own way anticipates the modern
sclentific conception of prewision, It treats perception in sense as
obscure science, disclosed when we emerge from mere sense, and enter,
through divine reason in which we share, into the true meaning of things,

¢ So Cudworth, who carefully distinguishes snteliectual notions from
senstous imaginations: ‘Sense,’ he argues, ‘ cannot be the knowledge
which comptehends a thing as it is. If the Sense had no other power

L]
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sounds by hearing, and characters bysight. But eye are not
therefore said to understand them., After the same manner,
the phenomena of* nature are alike visible to all: but all
have not alike learned the connexion of natural things, or
undersiand what they signify, or know how to vaticinate
by them,

254. As the natural copnexion of s:gns with the, taings
signified is regular and constant, it fofms a sort of Rat‘xonal
Discourse, and is therefore the immediate effect of an intel-
ligent Cause. ‘This is agreeable to the philosophy of Plato,
and other ancients. Plotinus indeed saith, that which acts
naturally is not intellection, but a certain power of moving
*matter, which doth not know but only do.—And it must
be owned that, ag faculties are multiplied by philosophers
according to their operations, the ws// may be distinguished
from the #nsellect. But it will not therefore follow that the
Will which operates in the course of nature is not conducted
and applied by intellect %, although it be granted that neither
will understands, nor intellect wills. Therefore, the pheeno-
mena of nature, which strike on the senses and are undet-
stood by the mind, do form not only a magnificent spectacle,
but also a most coherent, entertaining, and instructive” Dis-
course ; and to effect this, they are conducted, adjusted,
and ranged by the greatest wisdom. This language or Dis-
course is studied with different attention, and interpreted
with different degrees of skill. But so far as men have
studied and remarked its rules, and can interpret right, so
far they may be said to be knowing in nature. A beast is

but this of passion or sensatlon (as Protagoins supposed), then there
could be no such thing as tiuth or knowledge. But that hypothesis
contradlcts itself. For that which pronounces that sensible ideas of
things are phantastical and relative, must itself be something superior
to Sense, and able 10 judge what really and absolutely is and is not.
See Cudworth's Zmmntable Morality.

3 It is not imperfectly reasonable wills, as in men, but Will in Divine
Active Reason,
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like a man who hears a sirange tongue but understands
nothing . .

255, Nature, saith the learned Doctct Cudworth, is not
master of art or wisdom : nature is ralic mersa et confusa—
reason immersed and plunged into matter, and as it were
fuddled in it and confounded with it. But the formation
of plapts and animals, the motions of patural bodies, their
various propertles, aﬁbearances, and v1c1ss1tudes, in a word,
the whole series of things in this visible world, which we
call the Course of Nature, is so wiscly managed and carried
on that the most improved human reason cannot toroughly
comprehend even the least particle thereof ;—so far is it
from seeming to be produced by fuddled or confounded’
reason?,

256. Natural productions, it is true, are not all equally
perfect. But neither doth it suit with the order of things,
the structure of the universe, or the ends of Providence, that
they should be so. General rules are necessary to make the
world intelligible: and from the constant observations of
such rules, natural evils will sometimes unavoidably ensue:
things will be produced in a slow length of time, and arrive
at dilferent degrees of perfection.

257. It .must be owned, we are not conscious of the
systole and diastole of the heart, or the motion of the
diaphragm. It may not nevertheless be thence inferred,
that nmknowing nature can act regularly, as well as our-
selves. The true inference is—that the self-thinking in-

1 This section applies to external nature the theory, implied in Bacon
and expressed in Berkeley, that what we see, or perceive in any of our
senses, is to all intents a Divine Langnage. Bacon's favouite conception
of the inferpretability of Nature is in harmony with this, Physical
science is attelnment by human mind of some of the divine thoughts that
are expressed by the sensible world,

2 Smce we cannot fully know any one thing without knowing all its
relations to all other things, knowledge in its highest meaning must be
Omnisciences
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dividual, or human person, is not the real author of those
natural motions, And, in fact, no man blames himself if
they are wrong, orfvalues himsclf if they are right®, The
same may be said of the fingers of a musician, which some
object to be moved by habit which understands not; it
being evident that what is done by rule must proceed from
something that undgrstands the rule; therefore, if nqt from
the musician himsclf, from some oifier active Intellience,
the same perhaps which governs bees and spiders, and
moves the limbs of those who walk in their sleep ®

258, Justruments, occasions, and signs (sect. 160) occur
in, or rather make up, the whole visible Course of Nature.
“These, being no agents themselves, are under the direction
of One Agent, concerting all for one end, the supreme good,
All these motions, whether in animal bodies, or in other
parts of the system of naturc, which ale not effects of pas-
ticnlar wills, seem to spring from the same general cause

1 The moral judgment seems 1o be here taken (by implication) as the
test for distinguishing agends praper from the physteal laws or methods
of action that are maintained by God in nature, Conscience makes il
imposeible to explain moral or immotal acts by physical law; and
presupposes moral ideals, not derived from, but whick may be
illustrated in experience. Conscience points to our only known example
of o true cause, in poinling to the free creative agency of persons—
moral and immoral agents. Phenomena presented in sense can only be
divinely appointed sigus of unpresented phenomena—not agents; and,
as far as one can see, any phenomenon might have been made the sign
( physical canse or effect) of any other.

3 So Cudworth (fntellectual System, b, 1, chap, 3. §§ 12-14). A
vein of speculation somewhat similar appears in Aristotle’s Physics.
The facts here referred to, with otheis analogous, have given rise to
hypotheses of ¢sub-conscious mental agency,’ ‘unconscious cerebral
agency,’ and ‘ automatic activity,” That our habits and instincts inzo/ve
theughts of which the person who is the subject of them is unconscious,
is not, however, to be taken as evidence that thought may 1ssue from
what is blind or nnmielligent. It rather shows that sz gennine instincts
express immancnt Divine Reason. An artist need not possess consciously
the ideal that determines the work by which he is piactically inspired,
and which determines his artistic activity,
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with the negetation of plants—an =thereal spiit actuated
by a Mind?,

259. The first poets and theologersibf Greece and the
East considered the generation of things as ascribed rather
to a Divine Cause, but the pAysief to natural causes, sub-
ordinate to and directed still by a Divine; except soma
cdrporgalists and mechanics, who vainly pretended to make
& world without a Qod. The hidden force that unites,
adjusts, and causcth all things to hang together, and move
in harmony—which Orphcus and Empedocles styled Love
~this principle of union is no blind principle, but acts with
intellect. This Divine Love and Intellect are not them-
selves obvious to our view, or otherwise discerned than irp
their effects. Intellect enlightens, Love connects, and the
Sovereign Good attracts all things,

260. All things are made for the Supreme Good, all
things tend {o that end: and we may be said to acount for
a thing, when we shew that it is so best. In the Phedon,
Socrates declares 1t to be his opinion that he who supposed
all things to have been disposed and ordered by a Mind
should not pretend to assign any other cause of them. He
blames physiologeis for attempting to account for pheno-
mena, parlicularly {or gravity and cohesion, by voriexes and
sether ; overlooking the 76 dyafdv and 7o 3oy, the strongest
bond and cement which holds together in all parts of the
universe, and not discerning the Cause itself from those
things which only attend it3

1 In short, wicked acts, for which finite fessorsare vesponsible, are the
only effects in the universe that are nof to be 1eferred to the Universal
Power ¢ finile persons are real, because responsible, causes.

4 In Bakeley's phijosophy, as one cannot be 100 ofien reminded, the
physical inquirer has to do only with powesrless pheromeng, and with the
constant laws or tules which they aie made by God to follow in their
natmal metamorphoses. Phenomena (i.e, the data of the semses), ag
algo their laws, are ¢fzcfs—not active causes—through which Divine
Reason and Will are to some extent revealed to human minds ; physical
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262, As for the blots and defects which appear in the
course of this world—which some have thought to proceed
from a fatality or ndtessity in nature, and others from an evil
principle—that same philosopher observes, that it may be
the Governing Reason produceth and ordaineth all those
things ; and, not intending that all parts should be equally
good, maketh some worse than others by design; as il
parts in an animal are not eyes; and fin a city, comedy, or
picture, all ranks, characters, and colours are not equal or
alike; even so excesses, defects, and contrary qualities
conspire to the beauty and harmony of the world.

263. It cannot be denied that, with respect to the uni-
Yerse of things, we in this mortal state are like men educated
in Plato’s cave, looking on shadows with our backs turned
to the light. But though our light be dim, and our situation
bad, yet if the best use 'be made of both, perhaps something
may be seen’,—Proclus, in his Commentary on the Theology
of Plato, observes there are two sorts of philosophers. The
one placed Body first in the order of beings, and made
the faculty of thinking depend thereupon, supposing that the
principles of all things are corporeal: that Body most really
or principally exists, and all other things in a secondary
sense, and by virtue of that. Others, making all corporeal
things to be dependent upon Soul or Mind, think this to
exist in the first place and primary sense, and the being of

fcansation® is the divinely caused——constant and arbitrary, but not
capricious — connexion of sensible signs with other phenomena of
sense, which they signify under what is commonly called ‘law’ in
natute.

1 The tone in this and other parts of Sirés may be compared with
that in the first five sections of the Introduction to the Principles of
Human Kuowledge, in which Berkeley attiibulfes the difficulties of
philosophy, not to the facts of the case, but to ¢ our having first raised
o dust, and then complaining that we cannot see’—misled thus by our
empty verbal abstractions,
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Bodies tosbe altogether derived from and to presuppose that
of the Mind !,

264. Sense and Experience® acquaintbus with the course
and analogy of appearance or zafwral effects, Thought,
Reason, Intellect introduce us into the knowledge of their
causes. Sensible appearances, though of a flowing, unstable,
anhd ugr.lcertmn nature, yet having first occupied the mind,
they»do by an earf) prevention render the aftertask of
thought more difficult ; and, as they amuse the eyes and
ears, and are more suited to vulgar uses and the mechanic
arts of life, they easily obtain a preference, in the opinion
of most men, to those superior principles, which are the
later growth of the human mind, amived to maturity and’
petfection, but, not affecting the corporeal sense, are thought
to be so far deficient in point of solidity and reality—sensible
and real, to common apprehensions, being the same thing,
Although it be certain that the principles of science are neither
objects of Sense nor Imagination; and that Intellect and
Reason are alone the sure guides to truth®,

1 Thig expresses the contrast between Materialism and Spiritual Realism.
Proclus, the Neoplatonist, lived in the Gfth century after Christ.

2 ¢ Experience’ scems to be here limited to the fluctuating phenomena
presented io the senses, connected by antomatic mental nssocmtion,
distinguished from the intellectual notions under which we rise into
reasoned knowledge.

8 This section is one of the best expressions of Berkeley's later
philosophy, influenced by Plato and Plotinus, with its recognition
of Intellect (voiis) as supreme, distinguished from mere Sense, as
well as from the Suggestions to which custom gives rise. It may be
contrasted with the attack on abstractions, in the Introduction to the
Principles, and with the account of the factors of human knowledge
with which he starts in the Prnu‘zple.r, §§ 1,2, .Siris, animated by a
higher Idenlism, finds rca.hty in ¢ principles e universal relations '—
only tacitly contained in ordinary sense-perception and sense-sngges-
tion. In his early works, Derkeley speaks as if scepticism consisted
in doubting the reality of sensible things. IHere he speaks lightly
of the phenomera of sense. Can these views be reconciled, and if
50, how?
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265, The successful curiosity of the present age, in arts,
and experiments, and new systems, is apt to elate men, and
make them overlogk the Ancients, But, notwithstanding
that the encouragement and purse of princes, and the united
endeavours of great societies in these later ages, have ex-
tended expamimental and mechanical knowledge very far,
yet it must be owned that the Ancients too were nbt
ignorant of many thmgs, as well in PWsics or Metaphysics,
which perhaps are more generally, though not first, known
in these modern times.

266. The Pythagoreans and Plalonisis had a notion of
4he truc System of the World. They allowed of mechanical
principles, but actuated by soul or mind : they distinguished
the primary qualities in bodies from the secondary, making
the former to be physical causes, and they understood
physical causes in a right sense: they saw that a mind
infinite in power, unextended, invisible, immortal, governed,
connected, and contained all things: they saw there was no
such thing as real absolule space: that mind, soul, or spirit
truly and really exists : that bodics exist only in a secondary
and dependent sense: that the soul is the place of forms:
that the sensible qualities are to be regarded as acts only in
the cause, and as passions to us : they accurately considered
the differences of intellect, rational soul, and sensitive soul,
with their distinct acts of intellection, reasoning, and sensa-
tion ; points wherein the Cartesians and their followers, who
consider sensation as a mode of thinking, seem to have
failed. They knew the whole mass of corporeal beings
was itself actually moved and directed by a mind; and
that physical causes were only instruments, or rather marks
and signs™,

! This section helps to show what Berkeley had come to consider
‘the true system of the world’ It may also be nsed as g text for
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a270. Plgtinus acknowledgeth no place but soul or mind,
expressly affirming that the soul is not in the world, but
the world in the soul. And farther,Athe place of the
soul, saith he, is not body, but soul is in mind, and body
in the soul.

«273. It was an opinion of remote antiquity that the World
was g’ animal.  If we, may trust the Hermaic writings, the
+ Egyptians thought all things did partake of life, This
opinion was also so general and current among the Greeks
that Plutarch asserts all others held the wold to be an
animal, and goveined by Providence, except Leucippus,
Democritus, and Epicurus. And although an animal con-s
taining all bodies within itself conld not be touched or sen.
sibly affected from without, yet it is plain they attributed to
it an inward sense and feeling, as well as appetites and
aversions ; and that from all the various tones, actions, and
passions of the universe, they suppose one symphony, one
animal act and life to result.

274. Jamblichus declares the world to be one animal, in
which the parts, however distant each from other, are never-
theless related and connected by one common nature. And
he teacheth, what is also a received notion of the Pytha-
goreans and Platonics, that there is no chasm in nature, but
8 Chain or Scale of beings rising by gentle uninterrupted
gradations from the lowest to the highest, each nature
being informed and perfected by the participation of a
higher', As air becomes igneous, so the purest fire becomes

comparing speculations about the universe among the Platonists anq
Neoplatonists with those of the moderns, in the Cartesian and Lockian
ern 1n which Berkeley was educated.

1 The thought of a Chain (sepd) in nature, connecting nfl the
phenomeng, of the univeise with one another and with God, the omni.
present providentlal Mind, in a Cosmos in which phenomena are
regularly linked with phenomena, is the governing thought m Sérés,
This and the next seclion may be compared with Milton, Par. Zos,
V. 469-490.
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animal, and the animal soul becomes intellectnal: which
is to be understood not of the change of one naturc
into another, but tof the connexion of different natures;
each lower nature being, according to those philosophers,
as it were a receptacle or subject for the next above it to
reside and act in.

275, It is also the doctrine of Platonic philosophers, titat
intellect is the very life of living thifgs, the first prmclple
and exemplar of all, from whence by different degrees are
derived the inferior classes of life: first the rational, then
the sensitive, after that the vegetal ; but so as in the rational
animal there is still somewhat intellectual, again, in the sen-

~gitive there is somewhat rational, and in the vegetal some-
what sensitive, and lastly, in mixed bodies, as metals and
minerals, somewhat of vegetation. By which means the
whole is thought to be more perfectly connected. Which
doctrine imphes that all the faculties, instincts, and
motions of inferior beings, in their several respective sub-
ordinations, are derived from, and depend upon Mind and
Intellect.

276. Both Stoics and Platonics held the world to be alive ;
though sometimes it be mentioned as a sentient artimal,
sometimes as a plant or vegetable. But in this, notwith-
standing what hath been surmised by some learned men,
there seems to be no Atheism®. For, so long as the world
is supposed to be quickened by elementary fire or spirit,
which is {tself animated by soul, and directed by under-

1 Faith in the absolute supremacy of Active Reason in the universe
is here mcognised, under its various forms in the Divine language of the
senses ; in particular in the graduated evolution of vegetable into animal
life, of animal into rational life, and generally in the order of nature.
‘Evolutxon itself is a scientific, not a philosophical or ultimate con-
ception. Tt is o physical law; and althongh moral ideas and universal
truths have gradually emerged in hnman conscionsness in harmony with

this law, the result is unaccountable by this or any other merely physienl
late,
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standing, jt follows that all paits thereof originally depend
upon, and may be reduced unto the same indivisible stemt
or piinciple, to wit, a Supreme Mind— vghich is the conem-
rent doctrine of Pythagoreans, Platonics, and Stoics.

277. There is, according to those philosophers, & Zf in-
fused throughout all things : the nip voepdy, mip reyruciv, ant
intellectual and artificial fire~an inward principle, animal
spitity Or natural life, §1oducing and fotming within as art
doth without ; regulating, moderating, and reconciling the
various motions, qualities, and parts of this Mundane System.
By virtue of this life the great masses are held together in
their orderly courses, as well as the minutest particles
governed in their natural motions, according to the several®
laws of attraction, gravity, electricity, magnetism, and the
rest. 1t is this gives instincts?, teaches the spider her web,
and the bee her honey. - This it is that directs the roots of
plants to draw forth juices from the earth, and the leaves
and corticle vessels to separate and attract such particles of
air, and elementary fire, as suit their respective natures.

278, Nature seems to be not otherwise distinguished from
the anima mundi than as life is from soul, and, upon the
prindiples of the oldest philosophers, may not improperly or
incongruously be styled the life of the world. Some Pla-
tonics, indeed, regard life as the act of nature, in like manner
as intellection is of the mind or intellect, As the First
Intellect acts by understanding, so nature according to them
acts or generates by living. But life is the act of the soul,
and seems to be very nature itself, which is notthe principle,
but the result of another and higher principle, being a life
resulting from soul, as cogitation from intellect®

1 Compare § 257, apd note.

% ‘goul,’ {,e. animnting power, as distingnished from its physical
manifestations. The phenomena coustitute the material world—that
world being, by the supposition, virtually animated organism, Soul
(YvxM) was distinguished from body (¢apt), on the one hand, and from
reason (vois), on the ot)_i‘er—medinting between them, The ancient notion

8. B, 1341° X
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279. If nature be the life of the world, animated by one
soul, compacted into one frame, and directed or governed
in all parts by one gnind : this system cannot be accused of
Atheism ; though perhaps it may of mistake or impropriety.
And yet, as one presiding mind gives unity to the infinite
aggregale of things, by a mutual communion of actions and
passions, and an adjustment of parts, causing all to gonctr
in one view to one and the same efd-—the ultimate and
supreme good of the whole, it should seem reasonable ta
say, with Ocellus Lucanus the Pythagoreah, that as life
holds together the bodies of animals, the cause whereof iy
the soul ; and as a city is held together by concord, the
*cause whereof is law, even so the world is held together by
harmony, the cause whereof is God. And in this sense the
world or universe may be considered either as one anéma)
or one ity L,

284. * * Thus much the schools of Plato and Pythagoray
seem agreed in, to wit, that the Soul of the World, whether
having 2 distinct mind of 3y own, or diracted by & superioy
mind, doth embrace all its parts, connect them by an in.
visible and indissoluble Chain, and preserve them ever wel]
adjusted and in good order.

285. Naturalists, whose proper province it is to consider
phznomena, experiments, mechanical organs and motions,
principally regard the visible frame of things or corporea]
world—supposing soul to be contained in bedy. And thig
hypothesis may be tolerated in physics, as it is not necessary
in the arts of dialling or navigation to mention the trug

of the animation of the universe may be fonnd, in one form or another,
among physical philosephers of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries,
It is often difficult to distinguish from Hylozoiem, or the hypothesig
that the univexse is Eternal Matter of which conscious life is ap
attribnte,

 The De Lggidus of Ocellus Lucanus is here referred to—now, along
with other fragments, rejected as spurious,
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system onearth’s motion, But those who, not content with
sensible appearances, would penetrate into the real and
lruc causes (the object of Theology, Jletaphysics, or the
Plilosophia Prima'), will rectify this error, and speak of
the world as contained by the soul, and not the soul by the
world,

[ ]

287, If we suppo:% that ome and the same Mind is the
Universal Principle of order and harmony throughout the
world, containing and connecting all its parls, and giving
unity to the system, there seems to be nothing atheistical
or impious in this supposition. .

288, Number 15 no object of scnse: it is an act of the
mind. The same thing in a different conception is one
or many, Comprehending God and the creatures in one
general notion, we may say that all things together make
one Universe, or 70 mdv. But if we should say that all
things make one God, this would, indeed, be an erroneous
notion of Gad, but would not amount to Atheism, so long
asmind or intellect was admitted to be the 7o fyepovixiy, the
governing part® It is, nevertheless, more respectful, and
consequently the truer notion of God, to suppose Him
neither made up of parts, nor to be himself a part of any
whole whatsoever.

289. All those who conceived the universe’ to be an

1 With Aristotle these are one. See Melagh. lib. VI, c. 1, and 1ib,
XL ec. 7. This section again contrasts ‘sensible appearances,’ i.e, the
data of sense and suggestion, in their sequences and coexistences, with
tiue causes, (Cf. Vindication, §% 9-13, and 42.)

2 This is a Theism difficnlt to reconcile with moral agency in men,
and theiefore with a fpally spiritual or ethical conception of the universe
—unless we distinguish persons or moral agents from * things.’ But his
di:position, especlally in Sirés, is to acknowledge that, in defect of
a perfect knowledge of God, men may neveitheless struggle to become
like God—so far ns God is revealed in the sense-signs of nature, 1
conscience, and in history—and be victorious in the struggle,

Xa
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animal must, in consequence of that notion, suppose all
« things to be one. But to conceive God to be the senlient
soul of an animal ispllogether unworthy and absurd. There
is no sense nor sensory, nor any thing like a sense or
sensory, in God. Sense implies an impression from some
other being, and denotes a dependence in the soul which
hath it. Sense is a passion: and passions imply impet-
fection. God knoweth all things, as #re mind or intelbect ;
but nothing by sense, nor in nor through asensory. There-
fore to suppose a sensory of any kind—whether space or
any other—in God, would be very wrong, and lead us into
false conceptions of His naturel,
* ago. Body is opposite to spiri? or mind. We have a
notion of spitit from thought and action. We havea notion *
of body from resistance. So far forth as there is real
power, there is spirit. So far forth as there is resistance,
there is inability or want of power: that is, there is nega-
tion of spitit. We are embodied, that is, we are clogged
by weight, and hindered hy resistance. But in respect al
a perfect spirit, there is nothing hard or impenetable:
there 18 no resistance to the Deity: nor hath he any body:
not is the supreme Being united to the world as the soul’
of an animal is to its body; which necessarily implieth
defect, both as an instrument, and as a constant weight
and impediment %,

1 Berkeley here rejects the supposition that things exist ar phenomens
¢f sanse in the Divine Mind. He says that they exist in God imtel
lectually, whatever that implies. And the sublime mystery of infinite
wncreated space again repels him.—Note what 1s said in this section

of dependence on Power external fo ourselves being implied in the
passivity of sense. Thus sense, by contrast with our own self-activity,

awakens in us the conviction of our personal individuality, rounded off
by Power other than our own.

2 He asigns solidity (not extension) as the essentml mark of body.
So too in his early philosophical works, How are tactnal phenomens
tests of sensible reality more than visible phenomena? Are they our
fundamental experience in sense, nto which that of the other senses has
1@ be translated ?
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291, Nor is this doctrine less philosophical than pious.
We see all nature alive or in motion. We see water turneda
into air, and air rarefied and made elagtic by the attraction
of another medium, more pure indeed, more subtle, and
more volatile, than air, But still, as this is a moveable,
extended, and consequently a corporesl being, it cannot be
ftself the principle of motion, but leads us naturally and
necet.sanly to an inChrporeal Spirit or Agmt. We are con-
scious that a Spirit can begin, alter, or determine motion ;
but nothing of this appears in body. Nay, the contrary is
evident, both to experiment and reflexion .

292, Natural phenomena are only natural appearances.
They are, therefore, such as we see and perceive then!.
Their real and objective® natures are, therefore, the same ;
passive without anything active, fluent and changing without
anything permanent in them. However, as these make the
first impressions, and the mind takes her first flight and
spring, as it were, by resting her foot on these objects,
they are not only first considered by all men, but most con-
sidered by most men. They and the phantoms that result
from those appearances, the children of imagination grafted
updn sense—such for example as pure space—are thought
by many the very first in existence and stability, and to
embrace and comprehend all other beings.

293. Now, although such phantoms as corporeal forces,
absolute motions, and real spaces do pass in physics for

1 Ilere he finds what the word power means in a consclousness
of self-aclivity, but withont sufficient reference to this activity as
morally responsible, and 2Aerefore self-originated. And he grounds his
allegation of the total powerlessness of matter on our not baving any
enidence of true causality in sensible iings, which we have in the case
of morally responsible gezsons,

2 {gbjective’—here equivalent to presented in sense, Contrast its
other applications, (4) to what is extended, and so supposed to be a
manifestation of something other than mind, and (&) to relations that
are universal and pecessary, because involved in the constitution of
fenson.
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causes and principles, yet are they in truth bul hypotheses ;
nor can they be the objecls of 1eal science. They pass
nevertheless in physics, conversant ahout things of sense,
and confined to experiments and mechanics. But when
we enter the province of the philosophia prima, we discover
another order of beings—mind and its acis—permanent
being—not dependept on corporeal things, nor resylting,
nor connected, nor contained ; but cfhtaining, connecting,
enlivening the whole frame ; and imparting those motions,
forms, qualities, and that order and symmetry, to all those
transient pheenomena which we term the Course of Nature.

294. It is with our faculties as with our affections: what
first seizes holds fast. It is a vulgar theme, that man is
a compound of contratieties, which breed a restless struggle
in his nature, between flesh and spirit, the beast and the
angel, earth and heaven, ever weighed down and ever
bearing up. During which conflict the character fluctuates:
when either side prevails, it is then fixed for vice or virtue.
And Yfe from different principles takes a different issue.~
It is the same in regard to our faculiies, Sense at first
besets and overbears the mind. The sensible appearances
areall in all: our reasonings are employed about them :” our
desires terminate in them: we look no farther for realities
or causes; till intellect begins to dawn, and cast a ray on
this shadowy scene. We then perceive the true principle
of unity, identity, and existence, Those things that before
seemed to constitute the whole of Being, upon taking an
intellectual view of things, prove to be but fleeting
phantoms % '

295. From the outward form of gross masses which
occupy the vulgar, a curious inquirer progeeds to examine
the inward structure and minute parts, anﬂ, from observing

1 This section suggests that gradual development of intellect and
spirit in man which it is the office of psychology to descibe, along
wilh the condilions on which it depends. Cf, §§ 255 and 264,
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the motions in nature, to discover the laws of those motions.
By the way, he frames his hypothesis and suits his language-
to this natural philosophy. And thesesfit the occasion and
answer the end of a maker of experiments or mechanic,
who means only to apply the powers of nature, and rcduce
the phenomena to rules. But if, proceeding still in his
analysis and inquiry, he ascends fiom the sensible into the
intellectual world, add beholds lhmfrs in a new light and
a new order, he will then change his systcm, and perceive
that what he took for substances and causcs are but fleeting
shadows: that the mind contains all, and acts all, and is to
all created beings the source of unity and identity, harmony
and order, existence and stability % *
206. It is neither acid, nor salt, nor sulphur, nor air, nor
ether, nor visible corporeal fire—much less the phantom
Jate or necessify—ihat is the real agent, but, by a certain
analysis, aregular connexion and climax, we ascend through
all those mediums to a glimpse of the First Mover, invisible,
incorporeal, unextended, intellectual source of life and being,
There is, it must be owned, a mixture of obscurity and
prejudice in human speech and reasonings. This is un-
avoidable, since the veils of prejudice and error are slowly
and singly taken off one by one. Buf, if there are many
links in the Chain which connects the two extremes of what

1 In this and the foiegoing section intellect, as an element in the
formation of knowledge, is recognised, in contrast to the physical
phenomena of sense and their antomaticsnggestions. We hardly find this
in Berkeley's earlier writings, In his Commonplace Buook especially,
¢mind"’ is little more than seznse; and necessities of reason are not
distinctly acknowledged in the construction of our knowledge. *Pure
intellect I understand not.’ ¢ We must with the mob place certainty in
the senses.,’ ‘If it were not {or the senses mind could have no knowledge,
no thonght, at all.’ ¥ ¢Mind is a congeries of perceptions. Take away
perceptions and you take away the mind. Put the perceptions and you
put the mind. *Sensual pleasure is the summum bonum. This the
great principle of morality The sensnous utilitarinnlsm of the juvenile
Commonplace Book rises in Sirds into spiritual ethic.
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is grossly sensible and purely intelligible, and itsScems a
tedious work, by the slow helps of memory, imagination,
and reason '—opprgssed and overwhelmed, as we are, by
the senses, through erroncous principles, and long ambages
of words and notions—to siruggle upwards into the light of
truth, yet, as this gradually dawns, farther discoveries still
correct the style and clear up the notions. ¢

297, The Mind, Her acts and faculyts, furnish a newand
distinet class of objects, from the contemplation whereof
arise certain other notions, principles, and vetities, so remote
from, and even so repugnant to, the first prejudices which
surprise the sense of mankind that they may well be
txcluded from vulgar speech and books, as abstract from
sensible matters?, and more fit for the speculation of truth,
the labour and aim of a few, than for the practice of
the world, or the subjects of experimental or mechanical
inquiry.

s e . Ve e e e

300. Plato and Aristotle considered God as abstracted
or distinct from the natural world®. But the Egyptians
considered God and Nature as making one whole, or all
things together as making one Universe. In doing which
they did not exclude the Intelligent Mind, but considered it
as containing all things. Therefore, whatever was wrong
in their way of thinking, it doth not, nevertheless, imply or
lead to Atheism 4

1 ¢ yeason’—here used for 1easoning, as by Locke and others,

? The *abstract® is here contrasted with the ‘sensible—in a tone
foreign to his earlier thonght.

¥ This is confirmed by passages in Plato. As regards Aristotle the
caze s not sa clear.  Hedistingnishes Deity from Nature, and recognises
final canses—but not God in any analogy to a person: the world with him
is etesnal—an endless suceession of changes, devel®ped according to the
easences of their species, and in relation to their ends,

4 As in bis early works, Berkeley expressly raised the question of

what should be meant when we use the word Master, so in Siris (as
yreviously in the Dialogue on Fisual Langrage), he raises the deeper
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301, Rhe human mind is so much clogged and Borne
downward by the strong and early impressions of sense, .
that it is wonderful how the ancientsqshould have made
even such a progress, and seen so far into intellectual
matters, without some glimmering of a divine tradition.
‘Whoever considers a parcel of rude savages left to them-
Selves, how they are sunk and swallowed up in sense and
prejudice, and how Mnqualified by their natural force to
emerge from this state, will be apt to think that the first
spark of philosophy was derived from heaven.

302. Theology and philosophy gently unbind the liga-
ments that chain the soul down {0 the eamth, and assist
ber flight towards the sovereign Good. There is an instinct
or tendency of the mind upwards, which sheweth & natural
endeavour to recover and raise oursclves from our present
sensual and low condition, into a state of light, order, and
purity %

303, Toe Tucepdons of Sense wie moes: o even In
the senses there is a difference. Though harmony and
proportion are not objects of sense, yet the eye and the ear
are~organs which offer to the mind such materials by means
whereof she may apprehend both the one and the other.
By experiments of sense we become acquainted with the
lower faculties of the soul; and from them, whether by
a gradual evolution or ascent, we arrive at the highest.—
Sense supplies images to memory, These become subjects

question of what should be meant when we use the waid God, and
what Atheism essentially consists in, He says less here than in the
Dialogue about verilying faith in God by sense and its suggestions,
and more about finding God in the constitution of reason, if not in the
final supremacy of moral renson.

1 Evil, as Plato rdpresents, is due to apostasy from the original Good,
To the Good philosophy and religion struggle to retura; the former
through intellect, and the latter in the ethical or spiritoal life through
which we become like, and thus learn to know, ‘the Good’, or God,
in Theistic optimism,
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for f"ancy to work upon.—Reason considers andejudges of
the imaginations. And these acts of rcason become new
objects to the Ungerstanding.—In this scale, cach lower
faculty is a step that leads to oneabove it. And the upper-
most naturally leads to the Deity ; which is rather the object
of intellectual knowledge than even of the discursive faculty,
not to mention the sgnsitive .—Therc runs a Chain througt-
out the whole system of beings. Isfthis Chain one*link
drags another. The meanest things are connected with
the highest. The calamity therefore is neither strange nor
much to be complained of, if a low sensual reader shall,
from mere love of the animal life, find himself drawn on,
Surprised and betiayed, into some curiosity concerning the
intellectual.

304. There is, according to Plato, properly no Auowledge,
but only gpinipn concerning things sensible and perishing ;
not because they are naturally abstruse and involved in daik.
ness, but because their nature and existence are uncertain,
ever flecting and changing. Or rather, because they do nat
in strict truth exist at all, being always generating or iz flers,
that is, in & perpetual flux, without any thing stable or
permanent in them to constitute an object of real science.
The Pythagoreans and Platonics distinguish between 3
vyvopevor and o by, that which ever generated and that
which exists. Sensible things and corporeal forms are per-
petually producing and perishing, appearing and disappeating,

1 This impoitant passage contains hints of the interdependent grada-
tion of faculties that is involved in the development of Intellect in man,
In proportion as Intellect awakens in the individual, the universe
becomes more intelligible. The ascent is through (#) sense-perception
to (&) sensuous iimagination, detexmined by auntomatlc laws of suggestion,
‘These are the lower ¢ faculties,’ which provide matenal for (¢) scientific
inferences ; all culminating in (@) ¢intellectual knowledge’ of God
sustained in falth. Philosophy gradually sscends towards God, and
culmibates in theology.



PIIFLOSOPHICAL REFLECTIOI\iS 315

never resting in one state, but always in motion and change ;
and therefore, in effect, not one being but a succession of-
beings : while 70 dv is understood tosbe somewhat of an
abstract or spiritual nature, and the proper object of
intellectual knowledge. Thercfore, as there can be no
knowledge of things flowing and unstable, the opinion
of Protagoras and Thezletus, that JSense was science, 18
absurd .

305. As understanding perceiveth not, that is, doth not
hear, or see, or feel, 0 sense knoweth not : and although
the mind may use both sense and fancy, as means whereby
to arrive at knowledge, yet sense or soul, so far forth as
sensitive, knoweth nothing. Tfor, as it is rightly observed ih
the Tkemtefus of Plato, science consists not in the passive
perceptions, but in the reasoning upon them—rd mepl éxedvur
culhoywop§ %

1 The reference is Lo the fomo mensure of Prolagorss—argued against
in the Theetstus by Plato—with whom God, not each individual man,
least of all man as a merely sensuous animal, is the criterion of truth.
But man in the fulness of his spiritual integrity is, for man, the only
possible final criterion. This is the Zomo mensura in its highest signifi-
cance, or the Déving mensura humanised,

If there can be no ‘knowledge’ of what is ¢ flowing and unstable,’
how do transitory sensations ever become knowledge? Also, how can
customary sequences of phenomena be krnowsn to be snvariahle? These
questions hardly rise in Berkeley.

Here, as in his earlier writings, what he teaches Is in harmony with
the divine arbitrariness of natural law, Throughout he resists the
hypothesis that laws of nature can be so nccessary that they are inde-
pendent of the Reason and Will that is Supreme. To those who argne
that, in interpreting natare, we w5 sce that natural lnws are eternally
necessary, and that the opposite conception is irreconcilable with our
having expenence—he might answer that, in this meaning of ‘knowledge,’
we have 70 knowledge of things sensible.

3 Does this imply that isolated phenomens of sense are unintelligible,
so that we cannot be even percipient of them—nunless ¢perception?
means only blind sensuous fecling ?
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307. Aristotle maketh a threefold distinction of objects,
»according to the three speculative sciences. Thysics he
supposeth to- be cgnversant about such things as have g
principle of motion in themselves; Mathematics about
things permanent but not abstracted ; and Theology about
Being abstracted and immoveable. Which distinction may
be secn in the mnth book of his Melapliysics, where by abn
stracted, xwpiorov, he understands segrable from corpereal
beings and sensible qualitics.

308, That philosopher held that the mind of man was a
tabula rasa, and that there were no innate ideas. Plato, on
the contrary, held original ideas in the mind ; that is, notions
Which never were or can be in the sense, such as being,
beauty, goodness, likeness, parity. Some, perhaps, may
think the truth to be this :—that there are properly no ideas,
or passive objects, in the mind but what were derived from
sense : but that there are also besides these her own acts
or operations; such as nolions',

30g. It isa maxim of the Platonic philosophy, that the
soul of man was originally furnished with native inbred
notions, and stands in need of sensible occasions, not abso-
lutely for producing them, but only for awakening, rouding,
or exciting into act what was already pre-existent, dormant,
and latent in the soul; as things are said to be laid up in
the memory, though not actually perceived until they happen

1 Tn this important sentence we again touch the contrast yet, cotiela.
tion, of Sense and Intellect. Berkeley's “1deas or passive objects’
represent the former; his ¢ notions® the latter, What he says here is
in curlous contrast to what he says in the Commonplace Book of his
early youth, where he expressly accepts the sensntwnubst Answer—
* Nihil est in intellectu quod non prins fuit in sewsz’; adding that if the
Schoolmen had stuck to this, *it had never tanght®hem the doctrine of
abstract ideas” Tere, in Sirds the work of his old age, he virtually
aceepts the famous addition of Leibniz— Nihil est in intellectu quod
non prins fuit in sensu, nis éntell:ctus ipse’; in which the activity of
intellect is recognised as necessary lo the constitution of knowledge.
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to be called forth and brought into view by other ob}ects.
This notion seemeth somewhat different from that of innate
ideas, as understood by those moderns who have attempted
to explode them . To wnderséand and to Je ave, according
to Parmenides, the same thing. And Plato in his seventh
Letter makes no difference between wos and érwomjuy,
l“nindq and knowledge. Whence it follows that mind,
knowledge, and notidqs, either in habit or in act, always go
together.

3ro. And albeit Aristotle considered the soul in its
original state as a blank paper, yet he held it to bc the
proper place of Jforms—riy Yruxiw elvar véwov €lddv ; which
doctrine, first maintained by others, he admits, under thi3
restriction, that it is not to be understood of the whole soul,
but only of the voyruey ; as is to be seen in his third book
De Anima’, .

31%. As to an absolute actual existence® of Sensible or

Corporeal Things (sect. 264, 292, 294), it doth not seem to
have been admitted either by Plato or Anstotle, In the

1 He probably refers to Locke, who fails in his Zssay to recognise the
distinction between comscrous and sub-conscions intellectual activity, in
his argument against innate ideas and knowledge.

2 In the passage referied to, Avistotle identifies the alofyrixdy with
the alodnrév, and the émarqpovendy with the émornrdy, through their
forms (eidy)—the potential intellect being with him, as with Platoe, the
place of forme—rémos eld@, The illustration of blank paper is used
by Locke. ¢Let us suppose the mind to be, as we say, white paper, void
of all charncter, without any ideas—how comes it to be furnished ?’
(Essay, b. 1L ch. i. § 2.)

8 Tn §§ 311-370, Berkeley, in contemplating the transitoriness of all
that appears in the senses, returns (but in a more meditative and less
argumentative spirit) to the favourite speculation of his youth—the mean-
ing of real, when the term is applied to sensible things, and the
djstinction Letween' wisible and fangible space. lle summons Plato
and Aristotle as witnesses, that the existence of matter and space is
dependent upon a living percipient; so that what is unperceived must be
mere negation, (¢ Sensible things * mie not to be confounded with the
dwepov of Flato, or tlle Ay of Aristotle.)
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Thedtetns we are told that if any one saith a thing is, or is
made, he must withal say, for what, or of what, or in respect
of what, it is, or is made ; for, that any thing should exist ##
itself or absolutely is absurd. Agreeably to which doctring
it.is also farther affirmed by Plato, that it is impossible
a thing should be sweet and sweet to nobody*. It must,
nevertheless, be owned with regard to Aristotle, that even
in his Metophysics thre are some exgressions which "seem
to favour the absolute existence of corporeal things. For
instance, in the eleventh book, speaking of corporeal sen-
sible things, what wonder, saith he, if they never appear to
us the same, no more than to sick men, since we are always
changing and never remain the same ourselves? And
again, he saith, sensible things, elthough they receive no
change in themselves, do nevertheless in sick persons pro-
duce different sensations and not the same. . These passages
would seem to imply a distinct and absolute existence of
the objects of sense?,

31z. Butit must be observed, that Aristotle distinguisheth
a twolold existence—porential and actual. 1t will not there-
fore follow that, according to Aristotle, because a thing is, it
must ecfually exist®. This is evident from the eighth bbok
of his Metaphysics, where he animadverts on the Megaric
philosophers, as not admitting a possible existence distinct
from the actual : from whence, saith he, it must follow, that
there is nothing cold, or hot, or sweet, or any sensible thing

1 So Berkeley on the qualities of matter,

3 See b, X, (XL) ch. 6, whexe Aristotle argues against Protagoras and
the sceptics, in behalf of germanence in sensible things. He does not
thereby contradict the doctrine of the De Anima, as to the creative
activity of mind, and the share contributed by perception. Only be
implies that #Asngs are more than sensations in a sentient being,

8 Although the ar#nal belng of the things of sense depends on a living
pereeption of their qualities, may they not have a gofential existence that
is independent of all percipients?
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at all, where there is no perception. He adds that, in
consequence of that Megaric docirine, we can have no
sense but while we actually exert it: we are blind when
we do not see, and thercfore both blind and deaf several
times a day?,

313. The évredéyeas mplirar of the Peripatetics, that is, the
sciences, arts, and habits, were by them distinguished from
the acts or &rehéyaanedrepar, and sufposed to exist in the
mind, though not exerted or put inte act?, This seems to
illustrate the manner in which Socrates, Plato, and their
followers, conceive innafe notions to be in the soul of man
(sect. 309). It was the Platonic doctrine, that human souls
or minds descended from above, and were sowed in genera:
tion ; that they were stunned, stupefied, and intoxicated by
this descent and immersion into animal nature ; and that
the soul, in this dvelpufis or slumber, forgets her original
notions, which are smothered and oppressed by many false
tenets and prejudices of sense. Insomuch that Proclus
compares the soul in her descent, invested with growing
prejudices, to Glaucus diving to the bottom of the sea,
and theie contracting divers coats of seaweed, coral, and

1 The distinction of potential and actual is amongst the most fruitful
in Aristotle, and one might reconsider Berkeley's theory of the reality
of the material world in the light of it. Tn this paszage, potential
(¢ Swvdpe) is contrasted with actualised existence (& &vepyeig, or &v
évrerexcle); and the Megaric theory, limiting * being* to the latter, is
identified with the sceptical individualism of Protagoias. Berkeley, on
the other hand, might mean that, as far as individual percipients or
agents are concerned, the things of sense might always exist in &v Swvdpe ;
inasmuch as, when unperceived by Zem, they exist potentially in the
Divine Reason and Will~What is to be understcod by = ¢ potential’
existence in God ? Is a thing in the Divine Idea like the thing as known
by usin sense? Is the universe unbeginning and endless nnder God, or was
it created jn timé? Beikeley hardly recognises these questions, but he
rejects the snpposition that the material world has a sentient existence
in God, i. e, that it exists in the form of divine sensations,

2 The acquisition of a habit implies previous capacity in those who
can acquire the habit,
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shells, which stick close to him, and conceal ghis true
shape®.

314. Hence, accgrding to this philosophy, the mind of
man is so restless to shake off that slumber, to disengage
and emancipate hersclf from those prejudices and false
opinions that so straitly beset and cling to her, to rub off
those covers that dis.guise her original form, and to :egain
her primeval state and first notions : ghence that perpetual
struggle to recover the lost region of light, that ardent thirst
and endeavour after truth and intellectual ideas, which she
would neither seek to atlain, nor rejoice in, nor know when
attained, except she had some prenotion or anticipation of
them, and they had lain innate and dormant, like habits
and sciences in the mind, or things laid up, which are called
out and roused by recollection or reminiscence. So that
learning seemeth in effect reminiscence?,

315. The Peripatetics themselves distinguish between
reminiscence and mere memory., Themistius obsetves that
the best memories commonly go with the worst parts; but
that reminiscence is most perfect in the most ingenious
minds. And, notwithstanding the tabu/a rasa of Aristotle,
yet some of his followers have undertaken to make him
speak Plato’s sense?,

Y Commentaria of the Neoplatonist Proclus (A.D. 412-485).

3 There is blind or automatic suggestion, founded on coexistence in the
person’s past experience. It is distingnished from active ¢ reminiscence’
i.e, the rlse in consclousness of what was previously latent in a person—
born with him, and as some would say, retained at birth from a preceding
life.

% Themistius, the first-named of those Peripatetics, lived in the fomth
century. To Simplicius, a Neoplatonist of the sixth century, we owe
valuable expositions of Aristotle, especially of the De Anima. He
attempted to reconcile Arlstotle with Plato, ¢ Plutarch the Peripatetic’
seems to be Plutarch son of Nestorius, the Neoplatonist, who is said
to have written a commentary, now lost, on the Dz Anima. With
Atistotle, reminiscence (dvépwnais) implies less than Plato meant by
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317. Meither Plato nor Aristotle by Matter, Ay, uhder
stood corporeal substance, whatever the moderns may under:
stand by that word, To them certainly it signified nd
positive actual being. Aristotle describes it as made up of
negatives, having neither quantity, nor quality, nor essence %
And not only the Platonists and Pythagoreans, but also the
Peripatetics themselves declare it to be known, neither by
sense, nor by any dwect and just reajoning, but only by
some spurious or adulterine method, as hath been observed
before, That Matter is actually nothing, but potentially all
things, is the doctrine of Aristotle, Theophrastus, and all the
ancient Peripatetics.

318, According to those philosophers, Matter is only
a pura polentia, a mere possibility. Plato observes that we
dream, as it were, when we think of place, and believe it
necessary that whatever exists should exist in some place.
Which place or #pace, he also observes, 15 uer' dvawrlfnoias
dmwrdv, that is, to be felt as darkness is seen, or silence
‘neard, DENE 2 mere phvanon®,

pre-existing yet latent ideals, gradually evoked into consciousness with
growing clenrness through reflective activity.

! The dwepov, or ¥repov of Plato—according to Hegel, a weorld-
necessitaled * otherness’ The material world zafésed’in living perception,
must not be confounded with the formless Matter of Aristotle, This
lagt is that dark, undefinable, pra-condition of the actuality of things,
for which Berkeley substitutes God and constant creation, in the form
of divinely-sustained regularity of nature.

% Space, in total abstraction from sense, is neither ‘notion,’ not
tiden,’ nor ¢ phenomenon’ (according to Berkeley's use of these terms).
We cannot when we try imagine space emptied of all sensuous data.
But on the other hand, data of sense cannot be conceived as outward
apart from space, which is necessasily blended with the phesomena
that we peresive, giving them outwardness, and suggesting that bound-
lessness or spaclal infinity which 1s one of the nltimate mysteries.

Berkeley sees in #he successive phenomema of senst and in intellectual
notfons two elements of concrete reality, In his early philosophy
he concerned himself chiefly with the former; in Sirér rather with the

S8, 1341 Y
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3%g. If any one should think 1o infer the realitw or actual
being of Matter from the modern tenet—that gravity is
always proportionalr)le to the quantity of matter, let him but
narrowly scan the modern demonstration of that tenet, and
he will find it to be a vain circle, concluding in truth no
more than this—that gravily is proportionable to weight,
that is, to itself. Since Matter is conceived only as defelt
and mere possibility ; and since Godis absolute per?eetion
and act; it follows there is the greatest distance and oppo-
sition imaginable between God and Matter. Insomuch that
a material God would be altogether inconsistent,

320, The force that produces, the snfelect that orders, the
goodness that perfects all things in the Supreme Being. Evil,
defect, negation, is not the object of God’s creative power.

326. Now, whether the wds be abstracled from the sen:
sible world, and considered by itself, ag distinct from, and
presiding over, the created system; or whether the whole
Universe, including mind together with the mundane body,
is conceived to be God, and the creatures to be partial
manifestations of the Divine essence—there is no Atheism in_
either case, whatever misconceptions there may be ; so long
as Mind or Intellect is understood to preside over, govern,
and conduct, the whole frame of things?,

Intter. Space, abstracted from sense, being neither 2 phenomenon nor
& notion, must, he concluded, be an illusion. He did not contemplate
space relations as necessary to the constitution of our experience of the
world of sense.

Sect, 320329, in accumulating authorities favourable to the depend-
ence of all phenomena ultimately on Mind, approach the question of
what the term God means,

! He seems satisfied to think of God either as Zranscending the
dependent universe of things and persons, or as #unipresent in nature
and spirit—provided only that there i3 & practical acknowledgment of
Goodness ot the heart of the mniverse. The ‘must’ of speculative
rensan, end the ‘ ought’ of moral reason, cannot be reduced to the ¢is’
or fis not’ of sense.
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328, Might we not conceive that God may be said to be
ALL in divers senses ;—as he is the cause and origin of all
beings ; as the vobs is the voyrd, 2 doctrine both of Platonics
and Peripatetics ; as the yods is the plaac of all forms; and
as it is the same which comprehends and orders and svstains
the whole mundane system? Aristotle declares that the
Dlvme force or influence permeates the entire universe, and
thas What the pllot i§ in & ship, the~driver in a charlot,
the precentor in a choir, the law in a city, the general in
an army, the same God is in the world, This he amply
sets forth in his book .De Mundo ; a ireatise which, having
been anciently ascribed to him, ought not to be set aside
from the difference of style; which (as Patricius rightfy
observes), being in a letter to a king, might well be sup-
posed to differ from the other dry and crabbed parts of
his writings®,

.329. And although there are some expressions to be met
with in the philosophers, even of the Platonic and Aristotelic
sects, which speak of God as mixing with, or pervading all

. nature and all the elements ; yet this must be explained by
Jorce and not by extension, which was never attributed to
the mind, either by Aristotle or Plato,

330, These disquisitions will probably seem dry and
useless to such readers as are accustomed to consider only
sensible objects, The employment of the mind on things
purely intellectual is to most men irksome; whereas the
sensitive powers, by constant use, acquire strength, Hence,
the objects of sense more forcibly affect us, and are too
often counted the chief good. For these things men fight,

t The De Mundo is not now accepted as Aristotle’s, That God is
Moral Order vivified or personified—not capricious interference with
order—is the profound lesson at once of science and of religion. As
50 conceived, thelstig faith is an Indispensable tacit postulate of science,

Ya
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cheal, and scramble, Therefore, in oider to tame sankind,
and introduce a sense of virtue, the best human means is
to exercise their understanding, to give them a glimpse of
another world, superior to the sensible, and, while they take
pains to cherish and maintain the animal life, to teach them
not to neglect the intellectual &,

331. Prevailing studies are of no small consequence t8
a state, the religion, manners, andmcivil government of
a country ever taking some bias from its philosophy, which
affects not only the minds of its professors and students,
but also the opinions of all the better sort, and the practice
of the whole people, remotely and consequentially indeed,
though not inconsiderably. Have not the polemic and
scholastic philosophy been observed to produce controversies
in law and religion? And have not Fatalism and Sadducism
gained ground, during the general passion for the corpuscu-
larian and mechanical philosophy, which hath prevailed for
about a century? This, indeed, might usefully enough have
employed some share of the leisure and curiosity of inquisi-
tive persons. But when it entered the seminaries of learning
as a necessary accomplishment, and most important part of
education, by engrossing men’s thoughts, and fixing their
minds so much on corporeal objects, and the laws of motion,
it hath, however undesignedly, indirectly, and by accident,
yet not a little indisposed them for spiritual, moral, and in-
tellectual matters, Certainly had the philosophy of Socrates
and Pythagoras prevailed in this age, among those who think
themselves too wise to receive the dictates of the Gospel, we
should not have seen interest take so general and fast hold
on the minds of men, nor public spirit reputed to be yevaiay
cinjfear, 2 generous folly, among those who are reckoned to

T

1 The eloguent protest on behalf of Plato and against Materlalism, in
this and follawing sections, Is the prelude in Sérés to abstruse speenlation
as to the Perzonality and Txinity of God, and the dependence of the
Personality on the Trinity, which is omitted here.
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be the most knowing as well as the most getting part of
mankind .,

332. It might very well be thought serious trifling to tell
my readers that the greatest men had ever a high esteem for
Plato ; whose writings are the touchstone of a hasty and
shallow mind; whose philosophy has been the admiration of
dges ; which supplied patriots, magistrates, and lawgivers to
theemost flourishing sates, as well as fathers to the Church,
and doctors to the schools. Albeit in these days the depths
_ of that old learning are rarely fathomed; and yet it were
happy for these lands if our young nobility and gentry, in-
stead of modern maxims, would imbibe the notions of the
great men of antiquity. But, in these freethinking times,
many an empty head is shook at Aristotle and Plato, as well
as at the Holy Scriptures. And the writings of those cele-
brated ancients are by most men treated on a foot with the
dry and barbarous lucubrations of the schoolmen. It may
be modestly presumed there are not many among us, even
of those who are called the better sort, who have more
sense, virtue, and love of their country than Cicero, who in
a Letter to Atticus could not forbear exclaiming, O Soerates et
Solratici vivi ] nunguam vobis gratiam referam. Would to
God many of our countrymen had the same obligations to
those Socratic writers | Certainly, where the people are well
educated, the art of piloting a state is best learned from the
writings of Plato. But among bad men, void of discipline
and education, Plato, Pythagoras, and Aristotle themselves,
were they living, could do but little good.

334. Socrates in the First Alcibiades teacheth that the
contemplation of God is the proper means to know or under-

1 In short, the superiority of, ¢ften lalent, universal Reason to
the accidents of human experience, and to the trausitory opinious of
individuals and societies, would be recognised as they cannot be in
a materialistic age, when experience is dogmatically confined within the
limils of the physlcal

.
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stand our own soul. * As the eye, saith he, looking steadfastly
«at the visive part or pupil of another eye, beholds itself,
even so the soul beholds and understands herself, while
she contemplates the Deity, which is wisdom and virtue, or
like thereunto. In the Phaedon, Socrates speaks of God
as being rd dyabov and 73 dov ; Plotinus represents God as
Order; Aristotle as Law®, .
335. It may seem, Yerhaps, to those awho have been taught
to discourse about substratums, more reasonable and pious
to attribute to the Deity a more substantial being than the
notional entities of wisdom, order, law, virtue, or goodness,
which being only complex ideas, framed and put together by
tle understanding, are its own creatures, and bave nothing
substantial, real, or independent ib them. But it must be
considered that, in the Platonic system, order, vittue, law,
goodness, and wisdom are not creatures of the soul of man,
but innate and originally existent therein, not as an accident
in a substance, but as light to enlighten, and as a guide to
govern. In Plato’s style, the term Jdea doth not merely
signify an inert inactive object of the understanding, but is
used as synonymous with airiov and épx, cause and principle.
According to that philosopher, goodness, beauty, virtue, and
such like are not figments of the mind, nor mere mixed
modes, nor yet abstract ideas in the modetn sense, but the
most real beings, intellectual and unchangeable : and there-
fore more real than the fleeting, transient objects of sense,
which, wanting stability, cannot be subjects of science,
much less of intellectual knowledge?

1 These dactrines present God as abstract reason and goodness, towards
which we nre ethically bound to struggle, rather than as reason and
goodness vivified or personified,

2 Murk the contrast between abstract ideas’ as criticised in Berkeley's

% early writings, and what he now appreciates in the Ideas of Plato,
Without IQeas, according to Plato, the material universe could not exist
teally; by participation in them sensible things are constitnted; in
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337 oThe most refined human intelect, exerted Yo its
utmost reach, can only seize some imperfect glimpses of the,
Divine Ideas—abstracted from all thin%s corporeal, sensible,
and imaginable. Therefore Pythagoras and Plato treated
them in a mysterious manner, concealing rather than ex-
posing them to vulgar eyes; so far were they from thinking

~that those abstract things, although the most real, were the
fitkedt to influence cpmmon minds, o» become principles of
knowledge, not to say duty and virtue, to the generality of
mankind,

340. Human souls in this low situation, bordering on mere
animal life, bear the weight and see through the dusk of.a
gross atmosphere, gathered from wrong judgments daily
passed, false opinions daily learned, and early habits of an
older date than either judgment or opinion. Through such
a medium the sharpest eye cannot see clearly. And if by
some extraordinary effort the mind should surmount this
dusky region, and snatch a glimpse of pure light, she is soon
drawn backwards, and depressed by the heaviness of the
animal nature to which she is chained, And if again she
chanceth, amidst the agitation of wild fancies and strong
affections, to spring upwards, a second relapse speedily
succeeds into this region of darkness and dreams.

. . - . L . - - » .

350. The displeasure of some readers may perhaps be
incurred, by surprising them into certain reflexions and

discovery of them, by reminiscence or otherwise, philosaphy seeks
satisfaction, Inductive research is only our tentative endeavour to see
things nnder laws, according to their divine meaning, Its provisional
but useful generalisations, limited by the data of our experence, are
far ghort of the Divine Thought which Idealist systems have hitherto
vainly tried to grasp and fully comprehend. Vet our sclentific
inferences involve trustful ¢leaps’ not wholly in the datk’ for even
sclence of nature is rooted in theistic faith in the moral constitution
of the universe.
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inquiries for which#they have no curiosity. But perhaps
some others may be pleased to find a dry subject varied by
digressions, traced through remote inferences, and carried
into ancient times, %hose hoary maxims, scattered in this
Essay, are not proposed as principles, but barely as hints
to awaken and exercise the inquisitive reader, on points not
beneath the attention of the ablest men. Those great men,*
Pythagoras, Plato, and Aristotle, the most consummafe.in
politics, who founded states, or instructed princes, or wrote
most accurately on public government, were at the same time
most acute at all abstracted and sublime speculations ; the
clearest light being ever neccssary to guide the most im-
paxtant actions. And, whatever the world thinks, he who
hath not much meditated upon God, the human mind, and
the swmmum bonum, may possibly make a thriving earth-
worm, but will most indubitably make a sorry patriot and
a sorry statesman,

367. As for the perfect intuition of divine things, Zkas
Plato supposeth to be the lot of pure souls, beholding by
a pure light, initiated, happy, free and unstained from those
bodies, wherein we are now imprisoned like oysters. Bat,
in this mortal state, we must be satisfied to make the best
of those glimpses within our reach. Itis Plato’s remark, in
his Z%etetus, that while we sit still we are never the wiser,
but going into the river, and moving up and down, is the
way to discover its depths and shallows. If we exercise and
bestir ourselves, we may even here discover something.

368. The eye by long use comes to see even in the darkest
cavern: and there is no subject so obscure but we may
discern some glimpse of truth by long poring on it. Truth
is the cry of all, but the game of a few. Cegtainly, where it
is the chief passion, it doth not give way to vulgar cares and
views ; nor is it contented with a little ardour in the early
time of life; active perhaps, to pursue, but not so fit to
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weigh apd revise, He that would maf® o real progréss in
knowledge must dedicate his age as well as youth, the later,
growth as well as first fiuits, at the altar of Truth

1 Siris concludes with sentences which confess that human knowledge
of the infinite universe of reality must in the end be incomplete,
with a residuum of mystery that demands faith or moral trust in the
"Universal Power. We know enough to know that owr knowledge
canpot become Omnisclence; that our philossphy cannot solve all the
questions to which phy?\cnl and moral expeiience gives bhirth; that
in its progressive advance, there must be an ever receding, yet always
present, horizon of faith, But—although by ¢ exerciae,” if we ‘ bestir onr-
selves,’ we may * discover something,” Omniscience is not indispensable
to our living wisely and religiously, Universally victorlous science is
not the human way of finally separating gold from dross in this
transitory life, which may be a life of final faith, although it must
be one of incomplete conceptions and constant controversy—of slowly
enlarging experience—of ever unfinished, and thetefore faith-constituted,
knowledge,
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tension, 12 ; abstract general idea
of, 13 ; the properobject of sight,
188, 208, 238; admitted not to
exist without percipient mind, 38,

Common Sense, 8; Reid's, synony-
mous with Common Reason, 71 #,
Conception, 28 criterion of objec-
tive possibility, 48.

Concepts, 17 7., Ig #.

Condillac, 181 2,

Consciousness, xxvii.

Cosmos, 104 11y 113 82, T14 .

Creation, constant, 64, 65, 78 #.,

246,

Cudwsorth, Ralph, 294, 205 n., 20%,
208 #.

Custom, xli, §1 #, 201, 201 4,
240 8,

Death and unbodied spirits, Berkeley
and Budler on, 10§ .

INDEX

Definition, 24~35, 99

Democritus, 204, 303. .

Descartes, his tentative doubt, xill;
his Dualism, xiv; Substance and
Cangality according to, #, ; scien.
{ific cosmogony of, 38g; holds
Divine agency to be constant,
292 #. ; Cartesians and Platonists
compared, 303.

Diderot, 279 2.

Dionysius the Areopagite, a5€.

Distance, @utness in the line of sifht,
175 1. ~—Onutness, admitted not to
be 2 direct object of vision, 175
also admitted that remote out-
ness is only snggested by visible
signs, 176 ; the signs of near dis-
tance said to be necessary, 177;
this rejected, for reasons given,
178-180; signs by which near dis-
fance is snﬁgested, 180-186, 234;
one born blind has at first sight
no iden of outness, 187, 239. Is
lateral, or superficial, an original
object of sight with Berkeley?

AZS 7,

Divisibility, of maltter, 63, 218,

Dreams, 45, 61.

Ego, Se Spirit,

Empedocles, 299,

Epicurus, 303.

Error, causes of, 8.

Zisse, of sengible things 1a percipi,
34 of spirits is percipere, 98 n.
Lvi), physieal, 113, oo; mors),

231, 263.

Existence, consists of spirits and
their ideas or phenomena, 94;
abstract idea of, incomprehen-
sible, 80; of sensible things, 39,
66, 8y, et passim; of our own
spirit, 33, 04, o7 ; of other finite
spirits, 94, 108 of God, 109, 228,

245,

Expectation, Ses Suggestion,

Expericnce, teaghes us the scientific
interpretability of sense ideas or
henomena, xxvil-xxxi, 54; o~
erences of geometry and their
relation to knowledge of causes,
3oL,
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Extenslog, is realised only in & mind
percefving, 40 ; so exists only by
way ofldea or phenomena, but not
as & mode of mind, 6y, 196 2. ;
extension not the same 1n sight and
in tonch, 207 ; no n.bsnlutely ne-
cessary connexion between visible
and tangible phenomena, 201,

.Extemahty, real meaning of, g2.

Faculdies, humen, their finitude and
ifs relation to sceplictm, 8 are
not mers ideas or phenomena,
108 cannot be abstracted from
mind, 74,; gradation of, 314

Firith, orfiust, moral, xlvit, 8, 329 72,

Fichtey 95 7.

Force, See Power.

Gassendi, xxiv.
Geometry, 206, 234,
Geulinx, xv, 71 #., 289 %,

64, existence of, contained byimpli-
cation in phenomena ofsense, 110,
245; laws of nature express the
Reason and Will of, xxxii~xxxiv,
54y 111,—and constitute His
language, XX\x-xx<n, b3, 30, 239~

249,2905-297 ; ElisIdeas thearche-
types of oms, 86 #. ; the relation
of free finite spirits to, Yo4 #.;
ebjection from physical pain to the
goodness of, 113; from moral evil,
222, 262-263 ; What is to be un-
derstood by the word ¢ God,’ and
in what respect God is knowable
by man, 250.

Hamilton, Sir W., g3, 219, 273 2.

HeFel, X, 331 7.

Helmholtz, 186 ».

Hermaic wiitings, 303.

Hobbes, xxiv, 251.

Hume, xxxvi; on self as aniden or
phenomencn, xxxviii ; on human
sgency and will, xxxix ; on order
in nature, x1; pesolves intellect
into senge, x1i; on abstract ideas,
1I #.; impressions or, sensations,

6 #7.; on substance, 44 #.; on
causality, 53 #.; on Beikeley's
argument sgainst matter, xxxvil,

lo4 73 on regresentntfve percep”
tion, g3 2. ; his sceptical nescl”
ence, 267 #.; the universe® &
‘singular effect,’ 116 2. ; custord”
ary cInnexion is physical cansatio®
accordmng to, 181 2., 201 7.

Idea or phenomenon or appearances
xvil, xx #,, Yo #., 11, 33 7, 9f
#., 369 7. ; restricted to the per
ceivgble, and the imaginable, it
Berkeley's early works, 53; cal
be like nothing but another ided;
38, 05; notequivalent to ‘notions
15, 203 istinguished  fror®
‘mode,” 67; 1deas of sense an
their polential existence in Gods
36, 67, 82, ¢6; do not impl!
abstract substance, xxvii, gZ. aré
not true camses, 51, 98, 269 but
only natural signs, 53, 79; thos®

resented in sense a1& real thinge
n contradistinction to mere fancie®
or dreams, g5, 61, 93; in Sirs’
those of sense and imagination ar®
called phenomena, and ‘idea’ ##
used in its Platonic meanings

XX % , 304 M, ¥C. J0eay, dostrack
See Abstraction. Ideas, how theY
{:ecome general, 17, ldeas, ap

anguage, 24-31.

Identity, of sensible things, 64.—661
82, g0 .

Imagination, 32, 54,268 ; affords p°
proof that sensible things co?
exist really when unperceived, 49
Locke, Leibniz, and Hame of»

6.

Immaterialism, xxvili, xlvi.

Immortality of min, 103, 106 .

Induection, and 1ts ground, xviii s
xx 7., 180, 205.

Inference, rational, contrasted with
automatic snggestion, and adapt
to finite intelligence, 305, 374 7
276 n,

Infinity, 8 r.

Jamblichus, 303.
Judgment, 176 #., 199 #.

Kant, xliv; on causation, 52 #.; o® -
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identity of things, 82 . #on phy-
sicnl and mathematical science,
%8 s.; on knowledge of ego or
self, 103 #.; on the origin of
knowledge, 108 7, ; on the con-
stitntive principles of knowledge,
180 72,

King, Abp., 361 7.

Knowledge, objects of, 32,91 does
not include abstract idess, 20;
ideal, 96 ; 1eal, 23 . ; incogplete-
ness of human, 328; automatic
suggestion, 240 #, ; intuitive and
discursive, 258 2.; symbolical,
Leibniz, 25#.; and opinion,
Plato, 314,

Langoage, 275 3 nature and abuse of,
10, 28 ; does not require general
ideas to be abstract, 17; univer-
sality in, 20 ; ends of, 26 ; Lan~
guage of Nature, particularly of
visual signs, xxxi, 62, 63 ; its arbi-
trariness, or dependence on Will,
217, 330; its reasonableness, 182
#., 225; differs from artificial
languages of man, 241.

Law, In nature, 54, 55.

Leibniz, x, xlii, 25 7., 56 ., 116 .,
31T 7, 246 %, 290 %, 292 %,
316 7,

Leucippus, 303,

Locke, influence of, on Berkeley,
x, xiil, xvi-xxiv; begins with
introspective study of mind, xvi;
finds our expetience made up
of ideas of the senses and of re-
flexion, xvii; tacitly assumes @
prioré principles, 10., 38; dis-
tinguishes primary from secondary
qualities of matter, zviii; ¢idea’
and its meaning according to, xx,
192 #.; on ‘abstract ideas,’ xx,
18, 18; idea of ¢ substance,” xx1,
45 . ; © perception,’ according to,
xx #,; on causation, 51 .; on
the perplexities of philosophy,
8 m,; holds that abstraction dis-
tinguishes man from brute, 15;
on physical science and ity in-
demonstrability, 40 #.; on judg-
ment in hisspecial meaning of the

teim, 146 7.3 on sight gnd tounch,

208, 210; on innate ideas, 317 #.;

does not distinguish potential

from actual knowledge, gty s,
Lotze, 186 .

Mackintosh, Sir [., 10 2,

Malebranche, x, xv, xxiv, y1 a,
111 #., 945 %, 289 72,

Manicheism, 116 2,

Mansel, Dean, 17 7, -

Materia ima, Aristotle's, 41.”

Materialism, xxiv, 45 7., 68 #,,69 2.

Mathematics, g8, 316 #,

Matter, abstract, xxiv-xxxvi, 3p;
supposed support of accidents, 43
as such, cannot be known, 45;
as such, useless, 46, 70, 81; as
such, either contradletory or un.
intelligible, 44 5., 49 2, ; its tatal
Eowerlessness, 5O 78, 53 5., 300 7.,

c.; agsuch, independent material
substance of power not needed in
natural philosophy, 69; origin of
belief in, 72-73 ; not the unknow-
able cause of ideas, 81; nor the
unknowable suppoit of qualities,
87; nor an unknown Somewhat,
neither substance noraccldent, 88
erroneous conception of matter the
root of materialism and scepti-
cism or total nescience, 94. *

Megaric philosophy, 318.

Metaphysics, xiil, 11,

Mill, J. S, 118, 5122, X139, 218 22,

Mind. Ses Spirit.

Miracles, physical, 78 s,

Mirandula, Picus of, 256.

Molyneux, x, 210,

Motion, 13, 39, 50, 218 1.

Miiller, 186 2,

Neture, laws of, xxx, xI, §4, 55,
T12-115 ; langnage of, Sa: 133.
guage, Berkeley's conception of
natural law, 47 ., 88 »., 70 n.,
74 78 . §0 25,

Necessity, physical, xxx; mathe-
matical, I77; anclents on, 3oz~

304,
Newton, Sir Isaac, x, 204.
Nominalism, Berkeley's, 11-31.
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istinguished by Berkeley
suons jdea or pheno-
. i, xxxv, xxxviii, 1122,
| \ o4, 108, 316 m., 217 2.,
%,
b auanber, 41, 30y,
Oceasional canses, Se¢ Cause.
Oceltus Lucanus, 3o6.
Outness, Sze Distance,

L]

Parmenjdes, 3L7.

Pascal, x14 7, 2407,

Perception, xx #.; medfile, ac-
quired or suggested, ss distin-
guished from immediate, 1%8,
192. 2%3; distinguished from
imagipation, 53 ; in the ascending
fchain of !’ncultiee,’ 313; repre-
sentative, 38, 91 2, 93 1., 273 %.

Perlpatetics, 319, 320, 321, 323.

Phenomenon, wstend of idea, in
Sirés, xx #,, 294 7.

Philosophy, What? 7-10,

Philosophy of Theism, 267 n,

Ploto, Ideas of, xx #., 1I #,, 326~
339; Theaetetus, quoted, 3Is,
318, 3283 Phaeds, 336, Timaeus,
321} on {he personality of God,
3132; onevil, 313 .; onknowledge
and opinion, 314; on matter, 318,
3213 on the soul, 319; on innate
nptions, 316; on sensible quali~
ties, 321, 323; on God, 323;
protest on behalf of, 324,

Platonists, 302—306, 314, 321, 323.

Plolinus, 295, 296, 303, 326.

Plutarch, 303.

Portins, Simon, g20 #.

Power, xxxii, 50, 51 #. Se¢¢ Consa-
tion.

Powers of mind, See Faculties,

Proclus, 300, 301 %., 319.

Psychology, the facts with which it
is concerned, 32 ; Derkeley's ently,
33 #.; ragjonal, 103 2.

Pythagoreans, 303, 305, 306, 314,
331, 337,

Qualitles of Matter, primary and
secondary, xviii, 38, 84 See Ideas
and Phenomens,

335

Reality, admits of degrees, 58. ’
Reason, 24g, 272 #,, 301,
Reasoning, a grieri and gos¥eriori,

47 #,
Reid, xliii, §3 7., YT 2., 73 9%.,03 %4
180 ., 219 7., 226 #., 273 #.
Relations® “notions” of, g4, 108;
presupposed In knowledge, 4% #.,
108, 268,
o Responsibility, moral, and true or
active causation, xxxi1, 298,

Scepticisy, sxavi-xlii, §, 61 2., 94,
100, 338 7.

Schoolmen, 23, 63, 67 #.

Science, xxix, 73, YOI #.

Self. Sez Spirit,

Sensations, can exist only In a
sentient mind, 33; cannot be
true causes, 50; are significant
through the coostant Divine
Ordetly Activity, go #.; contain
nothing but what is perceived, 92.

Sense, why the presentations of are
called ideas, g ; abstract matier
not an object of, 43; nor the
spiritual ego, 1013 fper se, knows
nothing, 295; antithesis of sense
and regsan, 271, 308

Sight, immedinte and mediate ob-

jects of, 188, 204, 208 ; objects of
sight and of touch, 202, no%, 207,

Signs, material world & system of
sense-given, and as such can be
interpreted, xxix, §1#., 90 #.; ma-
terial causes are anly signs, 79,
275 ; of the agency of spirits, 109,

Simplicius, 320 #.

Socrates, 319, 334-330.

Solidity, 39, 191,

Soul, ~See Spirit.

Space, no such thing as real abso-
lute, g02; in fts three dimen-
sions not an immediste object
of sight, 193, 218 n.

Spinoza, xvi, 251,

Spint, xxil, xxxili, xxxviii, 33, 34,
Tor; the onlysnbstance, 37, 51 #.
g5, 101§ the only real cause, j14. ;
thinks always, 37 7., 9% ; we have
u notion, not an idea or imsage of

§3, 104, 107; the Supreme, ho!



