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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTORY : BERKELEY’S SIGNIFICANCE
FOR PHILOSOPHY

THE early eighteenth century, with all its wealth of
versatility, possessed no one who touched its life at
more points than Berkeley. But though he was
intimately connected with almost every department
of the life and thought of his time, it is for his phllo-
sophy that he is, and deserves to be, chiefly remem-
bered. His reputation does not, however, rest
equally on every part of his philosophy. The three
great philosophical problems with which the
eighteenth century concerned itself were those of
knowledge, morality and religion. Berkeley tra-
versed the whole of this field of contemporary
speculation, and to the study of all its problems he
made worthy contributions ; but his philosophical
significance depends almost wholly upon his treat-
ment of the problem of knowledge.

In spite of Berkeley’s originality of thought and
unconventionality of life he remains the entirely
typical English philosopher. English philosophers
in general, and its five greatest representatives in
particular, display three well-marked characteristics.
A survey of the work of Bacon, Hobbes, Locke,

B.P. A
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\

Both start with experience, and both follow  the
new way of ideas.” Along that way, however,
Berkeley went a step further than Locke ; and it ‘ig.,
in one respect, his chief historical significance that
he formed a link in the chain of reasonirlg which
terminated in Hume’s scepticism. Berkeley accepts
Locke’s doctrine that the object of thought is an idea,
but, denying that this idea is a copy of an external
thing, he maintains that, as we cannot know material
reality either by way of ideas or by perception of its
effects, so-called material substances and material
causes are simply non-existent. Instead of material
substance and material cause Berkeley posits spiri-
tual substance and spiritual cause; and thus his
universe consists of spirits, substantive and causal,
and ideas, inert, unitary and dependent. Hume has
only a single step to take to reach his sceptical
conclusion. The same arguments, he insists, can
be advanced against Berkeley’s spiritual substance
and spiritual cause as Berkeley had brought against
Locke’s material substance and material cause : if
spiritual substance be simply an indefinable ““ some-
thing,” we have no more ground for maintaining its
existence than Locke has for his material ‘‘ some-
what.”

Now, from one standpoint, this is Berkeley’s place
in the history of English philosophy. But it is not
a complete account of his philosophical significance.
It is a great mistake to say, as Green does, that
Berkeley is ‘“ merely Locke purged ” For the most
suggestive part of Berkeley’s doctrine is not his
criticism of Locke, but his positive theory of spirit.
And that doctrine cannot really be overthrown by
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the same arguments as proved fatal to Locke’s
material substance, for Berkeley insists that we can
Ynow spirit—though we do not perceive it as an
idea, we have a notion of it, and know it to be active.
Now, his insistence on the reality of mind or spirit
is of the first importance. Locke, indeed, had not
‘denied the existence of mind, but he did not fully
realise its indispensability for knowledge. And
Berkeley was, in fact, the first modern philosopher
to discover the importance of the thinking subject
in knowledge. Whereas previous philosophy had,
in general, been content to regard mind as dependent
for its knowledge on the external world, Berkeley
made a veritable Copernican change, and insisted
that the so-called external world depends for its
existence on the mind. Thus mind or spirit becomes
the most important thing in the world. Reality is
primarily spiritual, and the existence of the physical
universe is mind-dependent.

But Berkeley was in advance of the process of
thought, and it was left to Kant, after the depths
of scepticism had been sounded by Hume, to rein-
state the self in a more secure position than it
occupied in Berkeley’s system. For Berkeley had
allowed two great lacunae to remain in his doctrine.
He left side by side two kinds of knowledge, (1)
knowledge of ideas, and (2) knowledge of spirits by
way of notions ; and until S¢rés he made no attempt
to bring these two kinds of knowledge into any
system. But in that work he points out the neces-
sary interconnection of perceptions and conceptions ;
and, in terms that remind us of Kant, insists that as
understanding alone cannot perceive, so sense alone
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cannot know, for all real knowledge requires the
concurrence of both ways of knowing. But this
view was never worked out. The other great defecs
in his theory is his failure vo give any account of
relations. He does, indeed, once or twice mention
relations as involving mental activity, but such
suggestions do not amount to a serious attempt to
deal with the problem. Berkeley explicitly holds
that things can be known apart from their relations,
and, though he insists on the uniformity of experience
and the systematic and harmonious nature of the
world, he maintains that no necessary connection
subsists between the particulars which constitute
the physical order.

To psychology Berkeley made contributions which
were of the first importance for the development of
that science. Mill, in a burst of generous enthusiasm,
attributes to him ‘ three first rate philosophical
discoveries, each sufficient to have constituted a
revolution in psychology, and which by their com-
bination have determined the whole course of
subsequent philosophical speculation ; discoveries,
too, which were not, like the achievements of many
other distinguished thinkers, merely refutations of
error, but were this and much more also ; being all
of them entitled to a permanent place among
positive truths.” ! The three doctrines on which
Mill bestows such praise are the theory of visual
perception, the contention that we reason always on
a particular, and the theory that reality consists of
groups of sensations. How far these doctrines have
“the right to be called “ positive truths ” we shall see

1 Dissertations and Discussions, iv. 155.
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t
later ; but there can at least be no doubt of the
importance of their influence on the development
«f psychology. If we trace the growth of psychology,
we shall find, as Ward has pointed out,! that it was
first untuly objeetive and then improperly sub-
jective. A mature psychology will hold in due
balance both the objective and subjective aspects ;
its fundamental conception will be experience, in
which subject and object are correlated. Now, while
Berkeley properly belongs to the second period, he
has done much to pave the way towards an adequate
psychology of experience. Aristotle, whom Ward
takes as the representative of the first period,
developed his psychology from a standpoint re-
sembling that of the modern biologist, and it was
characteristic of his work to contemplate psychical
facts from without, rather than introspectively
from within. Advancing on these lines, Aristotle
was unable to give any adequate account of the
unity of consciousness as the central feature of all
psychical acts. In Descartes and Locke psychology
assumed a more subjective tinge. They did not,
however, remain true to the introspective method
which they professed. They introduced meta-
physical distinctions, and vitiated their psychology
by a dualism of mind and matter. Now, Berkeley
denied the existence of that dualism, and, by his
insistence on the importance of the subject within
experience, anticipated the day when psychology
would strike the proper balance between the sub-
jective and objective elements within the unity of
experience as a whole. To adapt a Kantian dis-
1 ¢ On the Definition of Psychology,” Br. JI. Psych. i. 4.
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he started. Any knowledge we get by this method
must be supplemented and corrected with reference
to a new way of knowing, viz. knowledge by way ot
notions. We have notions of the self, of relations,
and of mental operations, none of which are révealed
to us by a psychological analysis, and to none of
which have we any right if we proceed solely by the
psychological method. In Berkeley’s middle period
knowledge of ideas and knowledge of notions were
allowed to remain side by side as two isolated and
distinct kinds of cognition, each fitted for obtaining
awareness of its appropriate objects, and no attempt
was made to show the relation of these kinds of
knowledge. But in the latest stage of his philo-
sophical development he realised, as we have already
mentioned, that we cannot have in isolation know-
ledge of particulars and knowledge of universals,
and that all knowledge requires the concurrence of
both the universal and the particular. Sensation
gives merely the raw material of knowledge, which
needs to be understood and interpreted before
becoming knowledge ; and the understanding by
itself is empty and can give no knowledge apart
from the filling of sense. All this, of course, proves
the inadequacy of the psychological method. But
though Berkeley certainly did see that it is inade-
quate, he does not seem to have understood precisely
why it is inadequate. It is unsatisfactory as a
philosophical method hecause it takes very little
account of a group of problems which it is one of
the principal tasks of philosophy to examine, the
problem of the relation of the self to its experience,
the problem of the relation of inner experience to
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outer experience, and the problem of the relation
of the finite self to the Infinite. All these problems
are touched by Berkeley, but in no case did he face
thoroughly the difficulties which they involve. And
his philosophical weakness may be said to be due,
in a word, to his failure to work out the implications
of personality. The world is, for him, dependent
for its character and existence on persons; yet he
deliberately avoids any fundamental discussion of
the meaning of personality.



CHAPTER II

THE ORIGINS OF BERKELEY’S THOUGHT

I. PHILOSOPHICAL AND RELIGIOUS ENVIRON-
MENT

It is the merest commonplace to say that every
thinker owes much to his predecessors and contem-
poraries. His thought is consciously influenced by
philosophers, scientists and moralists; and, in
addition, it bears upon it the stamp of that subtler
but none the less potent force, the social environ-
. ment in which he lives. Berkeley is perhaps the
freshest and most original thinker in the history of
British philosophy ; yet, more than any other, he
was influenced both by his immediate philosophical
predecessors and by the social surroundings in which
he was placed. He was aware of his debt, though
not, perhaps, of the full extent of it. ““I must
acknowledge myself beholding to the philosophers
who have gone before me,”! he reminds himself in
the Commonplace Book; but at the same time he
compares these predecessors to adventurers, ‘‘ who,
tho’ they attained not the desired port, they by
their wrecks have made known the rocks and sands,
- whereby the passage of aftercomers is made more

1 Commonplace Book, i. 38.
12
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secure and easy.”! But Berkeley’s indebtedness
was not merely of this negative kind. He did not
use other philosophers merely as beacons to enable
him to keep clear of the errors on which their thought
had been wrecked. This metaphor is entirely
inadequate. In reality, other philosophers formed
his spiritual meat and drink, and it was because he
assimilated so well the nourishment they provided
that he was able to reach the philosophical stature
to which he actually grew.

In Berkeley’s case it is possible, with greater
certainty than is usual, to discover the material
which his receptive mind acquired from his pre-
decessors and contemporaries, and, in general, to
trace the outlines of the main formative influences
which played upon his mind. When his first book
appeared, he was still very young. He was only
twenty-four when the New Theory of Vision was
published, and the Principles was given to the world
in the following year. In these works he makes no
effort to conceal the sources from which the New
Principle was derived. One of his great aims, he
tells us, is to ‘“ remove the mist or veil of words ”’
by which philosophy is obscured, and he has no wish
to hide the origins of his own thought or mask the
workings of his own mind. His own consciousness
of his relations of attraction and repulsion to other
philosophers renders the determination by us of the
extent and nature of those relations, if not an easy
task, at least a practicable one. A Locke, a Kant,
or a Hobbes, who does not produce his work till near
the evening of his days, finds it impossible to say

1 Ibed, i. 38,
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which among the myriad influences to which he has
been exposed have really been vital in the formation
of his mind. And it is often equally impossible for
the historian to disentangle the various threads
which have been woven so closely into the texture
of the particular philosophy. But Berkeley’s en-
during philosophical work was nearly all donié when
e wa¥#-very young man, and while the impressions
of his student-days were still fresh and vivid. It is
thus possible for us to trace, from his own writings,
the influence of his social and philosophical environ-
ment on the development of his thought.

What we have to do, then, is to study the evolution
of Berkeley’s philosophy, and, as no study of evolu-
tion is complete without some investigation of
environment, it is necessary to sketch in outline the
nature of the environment of mental and moral
forces with which Berkeley was surrounded during
his student-days at Trinity College, Dublin.

In his College days or earlier Berkeley encountered
the two great influences which affected the whole
course of his life and work. The one aim which he
kept persistently before him through all the vicissi-
tudes of a varied life was the refutation of deists and
free-thinkers. Now, in the formation of this purpose
and in the preparation for carrying it out, he was
affected by two main influences or sets of influences,
one religious, the other philosophical. He was
influenced not only by the new experimental philo-
sophy of mind and nature introduced by Newton
and Locke, but also by the great religious contro-
versy, which lasted over half-a-century, between
orthodoxy and deism,
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When Berkeley went to Dublin, the great deist
controversy, in which he was destined to play a
not unimportant part, was just beginning. 1In 1696
the flame was fairly it by John Toland with his
anonymous book, Christianity not Mysterious. The
publication immediately became notorious, and a
second edition bearing Toland’s name was issued
in the same year. In the spring of 1697 Toland
went to Ireland, his native country, and discovered
that intense excitement had already been caused
by his book. He did everything to encourage it.
In tavern and coffee-house he never wearied of airing
his views and repeating his main arguments. His
gkill in debate won many to his side, and Authority
considered it necessary to institute a vigorous
campaign against him.! Everything possible was
done to crush his views. State, Church, and Uni-
versity were all arrayed against him. Dr. Peter
Browne,? at that time Provost of Trinity, published
a violent attack on his views,? in which he endea-
voured to excite a popular outcry against him.¢
The Church was not behind in lending its voice to
the general condemnation, and from every pulpit,
by Archbishop and curate, Toland and his views were
denounced.®! The affair was even taken up by the

1 Cf. Lechler : Geschichte des Englischen Deismus, p. 195.

3 Peter Browne, with whom Berkeley subsequently had a con-
troversy, was the author of The Procedure and Limits of Human
Understanding, and The Divine Analogy.

34 Letter in Answer to a Book Entitled Christianity Not
Mysterious, 1697.

¢ Molyneux, the friend of Locke, criticised Browne on this
score. (Locke’s Works, viii. 428.)

8¢ A germon against his errors was as much expected as if it
had been prescribed in the rubric ; and an Irish peer gave it ag
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Irish Parliament, a special commission was appointed
to deal with it, and eventually a resolution was
passed by the whole House declaring the book to
be antagonistic to the Christian religion and the
Established Church, and decreeing that it should be
publicly burnt by the common hangman, and the
author arrested by the Serjeant at Arms. Toland
fled. But the controversy which he had popularised
was not so casily got rid of, and when Berkeley
entered Trinity College in 1700 free-thinking was
still a subject of the keenest debatc. From the
beginning Berkeley took the greatest interest in the
controversy, and definitely ranged himself on the side
of the orthodox.!

Berkeley’s Dublin environment was also respon-
sible for leading him in the direction in which the
work was to be done that would secure for him a
permanent reputation. If his work had consisted
simply in the refutation of the deists, he would now
be as much ignored as they are. His reputation
rests on his philosophy pure and simple, and the
general character of his philosophy wag debergm;qi
by his early studies at Trinity College. The College
i which he Tived had changed greatly since Swift’s
student-days. Swift took his degree in 1685, after
wrestling contemptuously with the ‘‘ Logics” of
Burgersdicius, Keckermannus and Smiglecius and
the ‘“ Manuals ” of Baronius and Scheiblerus. But
a reason why he had ceased to attend church that once he heard
something there about his saviour Jesus Christ, but now all the

discourse was about one John Toland.” (Hunt, Religious
Thought in England, ii. 244.)

1 For a detailed account of Berkeley’s attitude to the deists
vide infra, chapter vii.
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by Berkeley’s time these tomes had been discarded
from the curriculum, and very little attention was
paid to the subtleties of the Schools. Trinity
College had given a welcome to Locke’s Essay,
published in 1690, and Newton’s Principia, published
in 1687 ; and all interest was now concentrated on
the new philosophy initiated by them. Thus, when
Berkeley became a student in 1700, Locke and
Newton were the great intellectual forces in his
environment. Berkeley became greatly interested
in both thinkers, and in 1706 he was the leading
member of a society which met weekly for the
discussion of their views.

This society, which was founded on January 10,
1705/6, consisted originally of eight persons only ;
and there is some reason to suppose that Berkeley
was president and Samuel Molyneux (son of Locke’s
friend) secretary.! Though the statutes of this

1 The reasons for this conjecture are as follows. Berkeley, we
know, was far ahead of his fellow-students (Life and Letters oj
Berkeley, p. 23), and it is therefore a priori natural to suppose
that he was the first president of the society. Further, the
statutes, which deal mainly with elaborate rules of procedure,
are written out in full in his book, but not in his handwriting.
They are written, no doubt by the secretary, in the president’s
book for his guidance in directing the discussions. Again, the
date of the foundation of the society is January 10, 1705/6, and
there is in existence a manuscript of Berkeley’s—the Description
of the Cave of Dunmore—bearing the same date, which was almost
certainly read by Berkeley at the first meeting of the society.
(See Hermathena, vol. xi. p. 181.) And it seems probable that
the inaugural paper would be read by the president.

That Samuel Molyneux was secretary is suggested by the fact
that the manuscript just referred to and the manuscript of
Berkeley’s essay Of Infinites (which was apparently read to the
same society) were discovered among the Molyneux papers in
the library of Trinity College, Dublin, and both bear an endorse-
ment in the writing of Samuel Molyneux (Hermathena, xi. 181).

B.P. B
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society, which are preserved in Berkeley’s Common-
place Book, are rather elaborate, yet, oddly enough,
the object of the society is not stated. It was clearly
to be very comprehensive, members being entitled
to “ propose to the assembly their inventions, new
thoughts, or observations in any of the sciences.” !
The constitution provides for a museum, with one
of the members as “ Keeper of the Rarities ’ ; and
it is clear from some entries which immediately
follow the statutes in Berkeley’s Commonplace Book
that Locke was the subject of much discussion.
Directly after these entries follows another list of
statutes, a short onc this time, which is dated
December 7, 1706. These statutes may refer to a
new society, but it is more probable that they merely
correct or amplify the constitution of the original
society. The object of the society is now defined.
It is “ to discourse on some part of the new philo-
sophy.” 2

In this society, accordingly, Berkeley discussed
with his friends the New Philosophy of Locke and
Newton ; and in connection with these discussions,
he wrote his Commonplace Book.

II. THE COMMONPLACE BOOK

The Commonplace Book is in itself of unique philo-
sophical interest, and is, in addition, of the utmost
value for the light it throws on the genesis, evolution,

Now it was one of the statutes of the society ‘‘ that the secretary
have the charge of all papers belonging to the society.” (Life
and Letters, p. 24.)

1 Life and Letters of Berkeley, p. 25. 2 Jbed. p. 26.
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and affiliation of Berkeley’s thought. Begun early
in, 1706, the book contains a full and suggestive series
of notes of what he was reading and thinking and
planning during the earliest years of his philoso-
phical development. In its vivid, disjointed, and
staccato jottings it reveals a mind pregnant with a
great discovery. More important still, it displays
the sources from which that great discovery was
nourished prior to being brought forth in the New
Theory of Vision and Principles, and enables us to
discern the emotions which, in Berkeley’s mind,
accompanied the birth of the New Principle. The
notebook was intended for the eye of its writer alone,
and it contains the freest possible expression of his
attitude towards the philosophers and mathe-
maticians from whom he was still learning. Its
casual and unstudied utterances throw a brilliant
light on the origin and progress of his thought.

The earliest philosophical remarks in the book
are the queries interposed between the statutes of
January 1705/6 and December 1706. These have
reference, without exception, to particular points
of Locke’s doctrine. Several isolated questions refer
to matters which Berkeley was later to raise, though
they have little connection with the fundamentals
of his own theory ; but more interesting than these
are the important queries which indicate that
already Berkeley’s mind was tending in the direction
of the New Principle. Suggestive, for instance, is
the very first entry, “ Query. Whether number be
in the objects without the mind ? Locke, b. 2, c. 8,
8. 9.1 Berkeley’s conviction of the mind-dependent

1 Life and Letters of Berkeley, p. 25.
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exists only so long as it endures. The existence of
time is its duration and nothing else; hence, in
general (this seems to be his argument), existence is
identical with duration. But the difficulty arises

script, and some errors in deciphering Berkeley’s handwriting,
the Commonplace Book printed by Campbell Fraser is identical
with the manuscript volume.

Now, as Lorenz was the first to point out (Archiv filr Geschichte
der Philosophie, xviii. 554), the manuscript volume consists of
two notebooks, bound together. Evidence of the former bindings
remains, and there is a slight difference in the texture and quality
of the paper. One notebook comprises pp. 7-58 down to and
including the quotation from Clov (), 7.e. what we have called
section ITI. For convenience we will call this notebook A. The
other contains the statutes and queries followed by pp. 58-92,
i.e. what we have called sections 1., II. and IV. Let us call this
notebook B.

It was suggested by Lorenz that these notebooks had
accidentally been hound together in the wrong order. This
supposition I have adopted. To substantiate it, it is necessary
to show that notebook A must be later than notebook B.

(1) A contains the date August 28th, 1708. B contains the
dates January 10, 1705/6, and December 7, 1706. There is no
doubt as to these dates, consequently A must be later than B.
This is absolutely conclusive. (There is an entry on p. 84 which
might be taken to suggest that it had beon written before April 16,
1705. It refers to ‘“ Mr. Newton,”’ and as Newton was knighted
on April 16, 1705, the entry, Fraser suggests, would seem to
indicate that it was written before that date. This is not, of
course, conclusive. It is quite possible that Berkeley simply
wrote ‘ Mr. Newton ”’ inadvertently. If Fraser’s supposition be
true, it still further confirms our contention that B is earlier
than A, though it gives rise to difficulties of its own in connection
with the statutes, which would then, though preceding the
Newton entry in the manusecript, be subsequent to it in time. And
this, I think, is a further objection to Fraser’s suggestion.)

(2) That B was written as early as 1706, and therefore before
A, is confirmed by the discovery made by Prof. 8. P. Johnston
of an essay by Berkeley entitled ‘‘ Of Infinites.”” On external
and internal evidence Prof. Johnston assigns this essay to the
period 1708-7 (Hermathena, vol. xi. pp. 181-2), and a comparison
of it with the Commonplace Book shows that it was certainly
written at the same time as pp. 83-88.

(3) Berkeley tells us (Works, ii. 19) that one of his earliest



ORIGINS OF BERKELEY’S THOUGHT 23

that, if this be so, we seem to be deprived of any
objective measure of existence. In pain time is
longer than it is in pleasure. Because its duration
is longer, its existence is longer. The conclusion

enquiries was about time. Now the only group of entries in the
Commonplace Book concerning time is that on pp. 58f. This
would be *‘ one of his earliest enquiries ” only if B is prior to A.

(4) But by far the most convincing confirmatory evidence of
the priority of B is that supplied by a consideration of the sub-
jects dealt with in the two parts. There are, for instance, two
or three fairly certain references from A to B. On p. 12 we have
the following : ‘ Motion on 2nd thoughts seems to be a simple
idea.” Now, motion has not been mentioned previous to this
in A. In B, on the other hand, motion is mentioned in such a
way as to imply that it is a complex idea. That is, we have
Berkeley’s first thought in B, and his second thought in A.
Again, in B we frequently find dogmatic and unguarded state-
ments which are carefully qualified in A. For instance, he states
in B, absolutely and without qualification, that in perception the
mind is essentially passive (p. 83). But in A he qualifies this by
adding, ‘‘ There is somewhat active in most perceptions *’ (p. 37).
Lastly (and this seems to be an irrefragable example), in B he
defines ‘‘ bodies ”’ as ‘‘ combinations of powers,” obviously a
technical definition of his own (p. 64). But in A he reminds
himself ‘‘ not to mention the combinations of powers’’ (p. 50).
Now, the phrase ‘‘combinations of powers” has not previously
been mentioned in A. The reference is clearly to the passage in B.

(5) Finally, if we take the Commonplace Book printed in the
Oxford edition, it is impossible to trace any development in
Berkeley’s thought. On the very first page of A, in the second
entry, we have a reference in detail to the structure of the Intro-
duction to the Principles, and Berkeley speaks in a most familiar
way of the application of the Principle to various difficulties.
The first few pages of A show, in fact, that he had already reached
the stage of drafting the Principles, and was even paying atten-
tion to the phrasing of important passages. In A the references
are all to the Principles. On the other hand, B contains almost
the whole of the argument of the New Theory of Vision, which
was certainly developed before the Principles. And the general
style and atmosphere of A are more mature than B. Most
important of all, on the supposition that B precedes A in time, it
18 possible to discern a real continuity of argument and progress
of thought. This is shown in the brief exposition of the argument
of the Commonplace Book which I have given in the text, and need
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existence. And the conclusion follows that ‘“ Nothing
properly but Persons, i.e. conscious things, do exist.”
Existence, then, is of two kinds: in its primary
sense it means  perceiving,”’ in a secondary sense
it means ‘ being perceived.”” We may accordingly
state the universal and comprehensive truth esse est
aut percipere aut percipi.

This is, in essence, the kernel of Berkeley’s theory
of knowledge and existence. The evolution—and
it is a real evolution—is complete in the first page
of the Commonplace Book.

But no sooner had Berkeley reached this conclusion
(and indeed before he reached it), than difficulties
came crowding into his mind. Nothing, I think, in
the whole course of Berkeley’s work leaves such an
impression of freshness, vitality, and vigour, as the
early pages of the Commonplace Book. His mind
was literally open to the world, problems of all kinds
impinged upon it from every direction, and, now that
he had discovered his New Principle, it was essential
that all these problems should be considered with
reference to it, and in the light which it had to give.

These problems fall naturally into three classes :
they are either religious, psychological, or mathe-
‘matical. As an example of the way in which
problems literally overwhelm him, it may be of
interest simply to enumerate some of the points
which he mentions and considers in the first two pages
of the Commonplace Book. (1) Religious. Immor-
tality, the wisdom of God, the fall of Adam; the
knowability of the soul, and the proofs of the being
of God. (2) Psychological. The nature of primary
and secondary qualities, the question whether a
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blind man made to see would know motion at first
sight, the nature of colour, the relation of visual and
tactual qualities, and the query of Molyneux whether
a born-blind man made to see would know a cube
or sphere at first sight. (3) Mathematical. The
infinite divisibility of time and space, the nature of
motion, and the question whether the incommen-
surability of the side and diagonal of the square is
compatible with the New Principle. Most of these
special difficulties, many of them of the first import-
ance in themselves and with reference to his theory,
were dealt with in detail by him subsequently : the
impressive thing about their appearance here is just
the fact that they do appear. Berkeley’s instinct
for the important elements was not at fault ; for as
early as this he descried the obstacles and hazards
in the way of the exposition of the Philosophy of the
New Principle.

In the rest of the Commonplace Book the New
Principle is turned over and over in Berkeley’s mind,
scrutinised from every possible point of view,
examined in the light of all the reading he could
bring to bear upon it, and defended against the
attacks of imaginary critics. In these pages there
is naturally much repetition, for the same difficulties
recur again and again. But the repetition is, like
Kant’s, never entirely negligible. The same funda-
mental ideas are advanced in slightly different
settings, for they have been suggested in slightly
different ways.

The development of what is commonly known as
the Berkeleian theory is in essentials completed, as
we have seen, in the first few lines of the Common-
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place Book, and it is unnecessary to trace in any
great detail the progress of Berkeley’s thought in
the remaining pages. The precise way in which he
dealt with the various difficulties which confronted
the New Principle will be treated subsequently. In
the meantime it will be sufficient to indicate, in the
briefest outline, the order in which the wvarious
problems seem to have become prominent in his
mind.

The general problem which first occupies him is
the nature of extension. He has already concluded
that extension is simply a collection of ideas; but
this conclusion, he soon realises, teems with im-
portant and difficult problems. What, for example,
is the relation of visible extension to tangible exten-
sion ?—and the relation of either or both to reality ?
Again, since the existence of extension consists in
being perceived, what becomes of it when it is not
being perceived ? Has extension any permanence %
And further, what is the relation of the extension
that I perceive to the extension that you perceive ?
Has extension any self-identity ? Lastly, if exten-
sion consists of discrete ideas, particular perceptions,
what do we mean by speaking of its continuity ?
(pp. 60-63).

These problems of permanence, identity and con-
tinuity are next considered in relation to persons.
The existence, permanence, and the like of the
external world, Berkeley believes, depend on the
perception of persons; and it is therefore obviously
important to examine the grounds on which we
ascribe existence to persons. If the existence of
persons consists in perceiving, what becomes of them
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when they are not actually perceiving ¢ Does it
follow that ¢ men die, or are in a state of annihilation,
oft in a day ¢ Or, i§ we say that identity of per-
sonality consists in the will, and that the will is
continuously active, what is the relation of the
finite will to the will of God ? Is its existence
swallowed up in God as the ultimate power of per-
ception and action, or does it enjoy a distinct and
particular permanence and reality ? (pp. 64-72).

The next main group of problems is concerned with
the perception of distance and magnitude. Questions
relating to perception have, as we have seen, already
been raised by Berkeley, but he does not become
preoccupied with them till p. 72. On that page he
states in successive entries the two fundamental points
in his theory of vision, viz. that there is no necessary
connection between optic angles and extension, and
that distance is not immediately perceived by sight.
The relation, he goes on to point out, between visual
signs and the distance or magnitude they suggest is,
though constant association leads us to imagine it
to be necessary, really only an arbitrary one. We
never immediately perceive distance or magnitude.
They can only be inferred by us, for they are
suggested to us by the signs which, in our experience,
uniformly accompany them ! (pp. 72-82).

In the next few pages Berkeley’s mind is, in spite
of many distractions, occupied in the main with

1]t is noticeable that in dealing with these points, soon to be
expounded in the New Theory of Vision, Berkeley is distinctly
more sure of himself than when discussing the problems which
we have mentioned in the previous two paragraphs. There he
is, for the most part, still asking questions. Here, on the other
hand, he makes assertions.
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mathematics. The mathematical doctrine of the
nature of infinitesimals was perhaps the most difficult
obstacle with which his theory had to contend, and
it is clear that he read widely in contemporary mathe-
matics with a view to the discovery of a means of
overcoming the difficulty. The pages in which he
deals with mathematics are the most unsatisfactory
in the whole Commonplace Book. He saw clearly
that, if extension consists of minima sensibilia, then
of course infinite divisibility is impossible, and the
recently discovered and generally accepted mathe-
matical doctrine of infinitesimals must be branded a
fiction. Not only so, but it would have to be asserted
that the bisection of a line is possible only when it
consists of an even number of minima sensibilia, and
the time-honoured theorem that the side and diagonal
of a square are incommensurable would have to be
denied. Berkeley accordingly devotes much time
to a discussion of these and kindred difficulties
(pp- 83-89, 7-14).

In the rest of the book no one group of problems
occupies his attention for any length of time. It is
noteworthy, however, that psychological questions
are almost excluded, no doubt because by this time
the New Theory of Vision was already in manu-
script ; and Berkeley’s attention is devoted to re-
thinking, in all its aspects and implications, the
New Principle which he was preparing to publish
to the world in the Principles. He was thinking a
good deal about the relation of the New Principle to
religion and morality, he was working out a concep-
tion of will and soul that he intended to expound in
a subsequent volume of the Principles, he was dili-
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gently drafting important paragraphs for the Intro-
duction to the Principles, and he was reading and
re-reading Locke, Newton, Descartes, Malebranche,
Hobbes, Spinoza and others, in order to see what
criticisms could be brought against his theory from
their standpoints (pp. 15-58).

We have now indicated, as far as it is possible to
do so with brevity, the origin of Berkeley’s philo-
sophy, and the general order in which he considered
the problems to which it gave rise. So far, we have
not said anything in detail of his relation to other
thinkers, and of the extent to which he was influ-
enced by them. And we now proceed to state, in
some detail, the points at which his thought seems
to have been influenced by other philosophers. In
doing this our method will be strictly historical. We
will not go beyond the data supplied by the Common-
place Book, and one or two slight contemporary
writings ; and, as our method is historical, dis-
cussion and criticism of the various theories will be
postponed to subsequent chapters. Here we are
concerned simply to state seriatim the various points
of relation and lines of influence.

In the Commonplace Book we find three main
sources of Berkeley’s philosophy, or perhaps it would
be better to say, three main lines of influence on the
development of his thought. These were (1) Locke,
(2) the Cartesians, especially Malebranche, and (3)
Newton and other contemporary mathematicians.
Of these Locke is by far the most important. It
might, indeed, be proper to claim that he is the only
real source of Berkeley’s philosophy, and to regard
the others as contributing only formative influences.
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From Locke only did he really derive anything of the
first importance. The original impulse and direction
of his philosophy came from Locke, and from Locke
also the great Gemeingut of Ydeas which makes the
continuity between them as remarkable as their
differences.

In the following three sections of this chapter, we
shall examine the influence of (1) Locke, (2) the
Cartesians, and (3) contemporary mathematicians
on the development of Berkeley’s thought, especially
as it is revealed in the Commonplace Book.

IIT. THE INFLUENCE OF LOCKE

That the mind of Locke exercised an almost
magisterial influence on Berkeley is indisputable.
But Berkeley was by no means willing to take every-
thing on trust from his master. His admiration was
tempered by criticism. Thus, his relation to Locke
is one both of attraction and repulsion. This double
attitude is manifest at almost every point at which
Berkeley came into contact with Locke.

To speak first of the method of philosophy. At
first Berkeley here followed Locke implicitly. Locke’s
method is empirical and psychological. He makes
an inventory of the actual contents of human experi-
ence, and holds that, as our knowledge is wholly
derived from experience, philosophy must consist
simply in an analysis of that experience.

Locke himself describes his method and aim very
clearly in the Second Letter to Stillingfleet. “If I
have done anything new,” he says, ““ it has been to
describe to others, more particularly than has been
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done before, what it is that their minds do when they
perform the action that they call knowing.” The
a priori methods of scholasticism had been dis-
credited in natural science ; and it seemed probable
that the methods of observation and analysis which
had proved so fruitful in physical enquiries would,
if applied to ‘ inner experience ”’ as their subject-
matter, lead to equally successful results. Thus
‘“ inner experience ” as well as ‘‘ outer experience
is matter for scientific treatment. In the latter case
the enquiry gives rise to the various special sciences ;
in the former to mental science or philosophy.
Observation as directed upon inner experience is
introspection, the chief method of philosophy, which
Locke defined as the process of “looking into the
mind to see how it works.”

Berkeley’s method is at first, like Locke’s, entirely
introspective. His objection to Locke is not that
he used the method of introspection, but that he did
not use it enough. Locke, like other philosophers,
had been misled by words, and had been content to
take words at their face-value without trying to
verify their real meaning. Let Locke and his
followers, Berkeley urges, examine their own experi-
ence, and they will find that the abstract ideas which
they posit have no real existence corresponding to
the words which name them. Hence, as the panacea
for incorrect thinking Berkeley advocates intro-
spection, or, as he sometimes terms it, using a
scholastic word, introversion. ¢ Consult, ransack
your understanding,” he says.! And he is as good
as his injunction. For most of the jottings in

i, 27,
B.P. c
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the Commonplace Book are the result of his own
application of the introspective method to his
own experience.

Hence for Berkeley the only real philosophy is
empirical. “ Mem.,” he says, * much to recommend
and approve of experimental philosophy.” * The
New Theory of Vision is wholly psychological, and
in the Principles he claims that his results are based
entirely on his analysis of his own experience : in
both cases he advises the reader to confirm the
doctrines expounded by examining A¢s experience.?
We should base our philosophy, he insists, on our
own observation of our own experience.  There is
nothing more requisite than an attentive perception
of what passes in my own understanding.” ? In
philosophy it is vain, he declares, to postulate any-
thing which we do not find in our analysis of our
own experience.

But though Berkeley thus follows Locke’s metho-
dology, he goes further than his master. He goes
further by going back to investigate the foundations
of science and the roots of knowledge.* He believes
that philosophers like Locke have occupied a vast
tract of country, but they have not been sufficiently
careful to establish their base and organise their lines
of communication. They have not possessed their
possessions. Thus the territory that they discovered
needs re-discovery and development. Or, to vary
the metaphor, the ground which they tilled exten-

1i, 18.

t Cf. Introduction to the Principles, § 13, Principles, §§8, 10,
22, 24, 25, 27, 45.

3 Introduction to the Principles, § 22. 4i. 25.
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sively, and whose produce they thought they had
exhausted, can be made to yield still richer and more
abundant fruit by the application of intensive
methods of cultivation.

Berkeley believes in the need of a critical regress
on current methods and assumptions. Locke, indeed,
had criticised the scholastic presuppositions which
were still implied in much of the philosophy of the
day; and, in particular, had destroyed the hoary
doctrine of innate ideas. But his criticism had not,
Berkeley maintains, been sufficiently radical, and
thus many of the old errors were still suffered to
persist. The notable instance of an error which
had not only not been removed by Locke, but which
he actually took pains to reinforce with new argu-
ments of his own was the doctrine of abstract ideas.
Locke’s acceptance and confirmation of that doctrine
is, in Berkeley’s view, his greatest mistake, and one
which seriously affects the value of the critical
method. And in Berkeley’s eyes his own great
methodological reform consists in driving back the
critical regress which had been started by Locke
beyond the point reached by him; and in
showing that any conception of abstract ideas
formed according to the currently accepted
theories must be avoided by a true philosophical
method.

But in spite of this important difference, a differ-
ence which greatly affects the results and ultimate
orientation of the two systems, Berkeley agrees with
Locke that the great philosophical method is that
of observation and introspection. Berkeley is,¥in
fact, a more consistent Locke. A4l our philosophical
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conclusions must be based, he insists, on our examina-
tion of experience.

Up to a certain point, Berk>ley also follows Locke
in his view of the result of this examination of
experience. At first his inventory of the contents
of the mind is very similar to Locke’s. With Locke
he agrees, at least at first, that “ all knowledge [is]
onely about ideas.”! Now for Locke ‘idea”
means, in the oft-quoted definition, ‘“ whatsoever is
the object of the understanding when a man thinks.”
In this definition ‘ thinking > covers both sense-
perception and reflection. Ideas of sensation are
produced by external objects, ideas of reflection by
the operations of the mind ; but both ideas of sensa-
tion and ideas of reflection may be called the objects
of the mind. This in outline is Locke’s theory of
‘knowledge.

Now, a good deal of misunderstanding of Locke’s
view has arisen from not keeping carefully in mind
a point which, it must be admitted, Locke did not
make sufficiently clear ; and, if we are to understand
Berkeley’s relation to him, his theory must be
explained with some care.

For Locke, an idea of sensation is one produced by
an external object on the senses. But an idea of
reflection is produced by the operation of the mind
on what Locke calls *“ internal sense.”” In each case
the preposition ‘ of ”’ indicates the source from which
the idea comes. On the other hand, when Locke
speaks of an idea of blue, ““ blue” refers to the
object which gives rise to the idea. An idea of blue
may be either an idea of sensation or an idea of

1 Commeonplace Book, i. 21,  Cf. Locke’s Essay, 1v. i. 1.
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reflection, according as it is produced by direct
stimulation by an external object, or by the repre-
sentative operation of the mind. Locke calls the
idea the object of the mind, but he also calls the
external thing the object of the mind. On his view,
if we analyse any process of perception, we really
have three elements, (i) the external thing, (ii) the
idea which results from the perception of the external
thing by the mind, and (iii) the mind for which the
idea becomes an object. The idea thus occupies
an intermediate position between the mind and the
thing. ‘It is evident the mind knows not things
immediately, but only by the intervention of the
ideas it has of them.” !

To formulate in exact and precise terms Locke’s
conception of the relation of the idea to the mind
on the one hand, and to the thing on the other, is
exceedingly difficult, if not impossible. But it s
possible to say what he did not mean. (1) The
relation between mind and idea is not that of
substance and attribute, nor of phenomenon and
noumenon, nor of appearance and reality. All these
statements of the relation involve metaphysical
theories foreign to Locke. The best statement of
the relation, and one sanctioned by Locke, regards
the idea as the copy of the thing. But only some
ideas (those of primary qualities) are copies of
things. (2) The difficulty of stating the relation of
the idea and the mind is equally great. Locke
constantly speaks of ideas as ‘“ in the mind.” But
it is a mistake to say that, for Locke, ideas are
“ states of consciousness’ or ‘‘ mental affections.”

1 Essay, 1v. iv. 3.
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He does not dream of saying that we know only ouz
own states of consciousness. Nor is an idea a
“mental affection.” Malebranche had raised the
question of the relation of a mental modification or
affection to an idea. In the Essay Locke does not
touch the problem at all, and in his criticism of
Malebranche ! he does not seem to see that there is
a problem. To say that the idea is ‘‘ mental”
would suggest an opposition which was absent from
Locke’s mind between “ mental >’ and “ non-mental.”
In so far as an idea is said to be in the mind, it would
seem to be mental ; but as the object of the under-
standing, that which is perceived, it would seem to
be non-mental, though on a different level from the
physical object. But Locke does not seem to have
asked himself whether an idea is mental or non-
mental. He was content simply to say that it is
the object of the understanding. Thus the funda-
mental fact, and that in which Locke is mainly
interested, is that in the widest sense the idea is
(i) the copy of the thing, and (ii) the object of the
mind.

‘Berkeley at first, in his zeal ‘“to simplify and
abridge the labour of study,” thought of denying
the existence of both minds and things. Only ideas
would be left. Of different kinds, and in various
combinations, they alone would constitute the whole
of experience. But though Berkeley actually sug-
gests the banishment of both minds and external
things, he insists upon it only in the case of external
things.

1 An Ezamination of Father Malebranche’s Opinion of Seeing
All Things in God.
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He had what seemed to him excellent reasons for
denying the existence of external things, and indeed
his criticism of Locke lgft him no option. Locke’s
account of the ‘‘ original ” of knowledge, Berkeley
maintains, is untenable. His view of the relation
of idea and thing as that of copy and thing copied
is impossible, because if the mind is confined to
knowledge of its own ideas, *“ it can compare nothing
but its own ideas.”” ! In order to test the truth of
its own ideas, the mind ought to be able to compare
them with the things which they copy. But this
is impossible, (@) because the idea can be like nothing
but another idea,? and (b) because the mind, on
Locke’s view, is incapable of knowing things without
the medium of ideas.® Further, since external
material things cannot be known directly, it will be
necessary to show that they perform some useful
practical function, if we are to be justified in retaining
them even as postulates. But Locke’s own account
of material substance shows how incapable material
things are of undertaking the task he has assigned
to them, for, as in his view matter is wholly passive,
it is unable actively to produce ideasin us. Berkeley
accordingly thinks that, since Locke’s external
things have been shown to be theoretically unknow-
able and practically useless, we are justified in
applying Occam’s Razor, and retaining ideas only.
He has no objection to calling ideas * things,”” though
‘““ thing ”’ is wider than “ idea,” provided we do not
import into the term ‘‘ thing ”’ any notion of mate-
rial existence.* And he protests against the use
of the phrase, ‘“idea of something,”” on the ground

14 90. 1. 56. 2. 63. 4i. 50,
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that it implies the false suggestion that the idea
and the thing are different.! For Berkeley the
idea is the thing perceived,,and the thing perceived
is the idea. “ By idea I mean any sensible or
imaginable thing.” 2 The problem of the relation
of idea and thing thus becomes non-existent, for
they are identical.

Not so the question of the mind’s relation to its
ideas. That is a real problem. Berkeley speaks,
as Locke had done, of ideas being ““in the mind,”
and once or twice even suggests that the mind is
nothing but these constituent ideas. He very soon
abandoned that theory, but there is some justifica-
tion for the view that in the Commonplace Book an
idea is regarded as some kind of mental modification.
Yet in the Commonplace Book we also have the
reiterated assertion that the idea is the object of the
mind.? °‘The house itself, the church itself, is an
idea, 7.e. an object—immediate object—of thought.”” ¢
To Berkeley’s treatment of this problem we must
return later. In the meantime it is sufficient to
note that the important thing for Berkeley is that
the universe consists solely of minds and ideas.

His study of Locke’s and Descartes’ theory of
primary and secondary qualities also helped to lead
him to this conclusion. Locke, largely following
Descartes, had developed the distinction between
primary and secondary qualities. Primary qualities
are extension, solidity, figure, number, motion and
rest. All others are secondary. Primary or real
qualities actually belong to the thing, whether it
is perceived or not; but secondary or imputed

1i. 35. 24, 47. 2. 51. i 9.
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qualities do not inhere in the thing, but depend for
their existence on our perception of them. Only
in the case of primary gualities is the idea like the
original. ‘ Their patterns do really exist in the
bodies themselves.”” But with secondary qualities,
“ there is nothing like our ideas existing in the bodies
themselves.” 1 Ideas of sccondary qualities are
entirely dependent on the mind which perceives
them. Now Berkeley points out that Locke’s argu-
ments for the mind-dependent existence of secondary
qualities may be applied also to primary qualities.?
He holds that Locke has failed to make out a case
for the different treatment of primary and secondary
qualities, and maintains that ideas of primary
qualities must be reduced to the same level as ideas
of secondary qualities. Both alike are entirely
dependent on being perceived ; and the only reality
is mind and its ideas.

But Berkeley insists that this ¢s reality. He
admits, indeed, that at first sight his argument
against the independent existence of primary qualities
seems to deprive us of reality. The reality of ex-
tension, figure, solidity and so on seems to have
vanished. But this is only in seeming. Berkeley
maintains that his theory conserves reality, and he
is inclined to think that it is the only one that does.?

Berkeley’s theory of reality, like his theory of
knowledge, is very closely connected with Locke’s
doctrine, and, if we would understand its significance,
we must examine how Berkeley developed it by
criticism of Locke.

Locke’s doctrine of reality follows directly from

1 Essay, 11. viii. 15. ' %2459, *i. 23.
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his theory of knowledge. For Locke the only
objects of knowledge are ideas; and ideas, distin-
guished according to their spurce, may be classified,
as we have already pointed out, as ideas of sensation
or ideas of reflection. But there is another distinc-
tion drawn by Locke, to which, though it is of great
importance, we have not yet paid attention. That
is the disfinction between simple ideas and complex
ideas. Simple ideas are the ultimate unanalysable
elements of all knowledge, and in its apprehension
of them the mind is wholly passive and receptive.
On the other hand, in complex ideas, which result
from the union or composition of several simple ideas,
the active operation of the mind is displayed.
Regarding simple ideas as the material and founda-
tion of all knowledge, the mind combines, by deter-
minate processes, certain of them which are regularly
found together in our experience into aggregates or
compounds ; and to each of the complex ideas thus
formed we assign a name, and come to regard it as
representing one thing.

Now, this would be impossible, said Locke, unless
some ‘‘substance’” existed to account for the
coherence of simple ideas. Without some support
or substratum simple ideas would fall apart; and,
if nothing but simple ideas existed, knowledge would
not be possible, for knowledge depends on the
practicability of combining and compounding them.
Thus reality depends on substance : substance is
the support or substratum of real things, and without
this substratum permanence and self-identity, the
two ultimate characteristics of reality, would not
be possible.
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What, then, is substance, which apparently dis-
charges an indispensable function in the universe ?
Locke admitted that he gould give no account of it.
We no more know what the substratum or support
of things is than the Indian philosopher did who
declared that the world is supported by an elephant,
the elephant by a tortoise, and the tortoise by—he
knew not what. Substance, then, is an obscure
idea of somewhat—we know not what.!

At first Berkeley seems simply to have taken over
this conception from Locke. Thus in one of his
early entries he claims that he has demonstrative
knowledge of the existence of bodies, meaning by
“bodies ” ““ combinations of powers in an unknown
substratum.” 2 But from such a conception of an
unknown support of qualities or powers he very
soon emancipated himself.

Against the view he brings the very natural
argument that, as we can in no way know the support
or substratum, and as it performs no indispensable
function, it is quite unnecessary to assume it. The
reason why no account can be given of this substra-
tum is not that it is obscure, as Locke supposed, but
that it is non-existent. And Berkeley suggests that
all we mean by the substance of a thing is * the
collection of concrete ideas included in that thing.” 3
In this sense, Berkeley allows, we may still speak
of the substance of a thing. But substance in
general, or the abstract idea of substance, is nothing
but a philosophical fiction.

Granted, then, that Locke’s substance is an im-
possibility, what gives permanence and reality to

1 Essay, 11. xxiii. 2. 2. 64. 3. 20.
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things ¢ At first Berkeley was inclined to assume
the existence of certain mysterious powers to per-
form this function.! Butg¢he soon recognised that
such powers, of which we can give no account, are
in no better case than Locke’s substance, and if
Locke’s substance be abandoned, these obscure
powers cannot be retained.

The conclusion to which Berkeley is finally driven
is that the reality of things rests on no substance or
set of powers, but depends on being perceived. This
is what Berkeley regards as his great discovery—
esse est percipi. That this conviction dawned on
him very early in his philosophical development has
already been pointed out; but it is interesting to
notice that this, which is usually regarded as the
most original element in his whole philosophy, had
already been suggested by Locke. “ When ideas
are in our minds,” said Locke, ‘ we consider them
as being actually there, . . . which is that they exist
or have existence.” 2 TFor Locke the esse of ideas
is percipi. Now, Berkeley held, as we have seen,
that things are simply collections of ideas, and there-
fore, adopting Locke’s view of the esse of ideas and
applying it universally, he reaches the conclusion
that the esse of all collections of ideas, ¢.e. all things,
is percipi. The general principle may, therefore, be
stated as esse est percips.

But this definition, Berkeley sees, is not sufficiently
comprehensive. It is true only of one of the two
classes into which Locke divided things. Locke
drew a distinction sharp on the whole between
active things and passive things. Passive things

14, 60, 61, 64. 2 Essay, 11.'vii. 7.
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are those which are not self-subsistent, but depend
on something outside themselves, while active things
are self-supporting and Substantial. It should not
be overlooked that this distinction, which is of the
utmost importance in Berkeley’s philosophy, is
simply taken over by him from Locke.! Berkeley,
of course, translates it into his own terminology, and
holds that while passive things depend on being
perceived, the existence of active things (or persons)
consists not in being perceived but in perceiving.
Thus the complete definition of cxistence is as
follows : “ Existence is percipi or percipere.” 2
Hence the pivot of Berkeley’s whole doctrine of
reality is the mind. Active things exist as percipient,
i.e. as minds ; and passive things exist as objects of
perception, i.e. as dependent on the mind. All
reality, then, is connected with the mind, and it is
obviously of the greatest importance for Berkeley’s
theory of reality to know exactly what the mind is.

1 At the risk of labouring the obvious, I should like to repeat
that the features of Berkeley’s theory which excited most atten-
tion in his own day on account of their apparently paradoxical
character were immediately derived from suggestions made by
Locke, though never elaborated by him.

2 Under percipere Berkeley here means to include volitions
and other active operations of the mind. In the margin of the
Commonplace Book, opposite the entry quoted above, and with
reference to the word Percipere, he adds a note, ‘‘ or velle, i.e.
agere.”” He hesitates a good deal whether to affirm that the
mind is active in perception. On the whole, he seems to incline
to the view that (a) in sense-perception the mind is passive and
receptive, while (b) in imagination (which he sometimes includes
under percipere) the mind is active. But he also maintains,
without vacillation, that it is really volition that constitutes the
activity of the mind; and, as he believes that volition is impos-
sible apart from perception, the activity of volitional experience
confers a certain degree of activity on percipient experience.
(Cf. Commonplace Book, i. 34, 37, 47, 52, 83.)
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In his investigation of the meaning of the mind, he
again has recourse to a consideration of Locke’s
theory. ’

To the question What is the mind? Locke had
given two distinct answers, both of which occupied
Berkeley’s attention.

(1) The mind is, on Locke’s view, apart from
experience, a piece of white paper whose blanks have
yet to be filled. It is a tabula rasa on which ideas
must be impressed ab extra. In perception the mind
is thus purely passive ; it depends for its knowledge
wholly on what it receives from the external world,
and it can exercise no active function at all.! Locke
disagrees with the Cartesian view that because it is
the.essence of the mind to think therefore the mind
always thinks. ‘ Every drowsy nod shakes their doc-
trine, who teach that the soul is always thinking.” 2
Berkeley criticises Locke,® and returns to the
Cartesian theory, for he sees clearly Locke’s incon-
sistency. If the mind is purely passive, how does
it come by complex ideas ? Can the piece of white
paper make marks upon itself ? Complex ideas are
the result of the voluntary operation of the mind in
dealing with simple ideas impressed upon it in
perception. But a mind which voluntarily operates
cannot be passive.

(2) On the other hand, Locke holds also that the

1In the fourth edition of the Essay, Locke, perceiving the
inconsistency into which he was led by this doctrine, introduced

& paragraph or two pointing out that in certain cases the mind
might exercise acfive functions. (Essay, 11. xii. 1.)

2 Essay, 11. i. 13.

3 “ Locke seems to be mistaken when he says thought is not
essential to the mind ” (i. 34).
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mind is a complex spiritual substance.! When he
speaks of the activity of the mind, he is usually
thinking of this theory. He holds that the same
arguments as lead to the belief in material substance
justify our belief in spiritual substance, for only those
whose thoughts are immersed in matter find it
more difficult to conceive spiritual than material
substance.

This theory also influenced Berkeley. He had
denied the existence of material substance, main-
taining that a thing is nothing but a collection of
sensible qualities ; and he was inclined to think that
consistency required him to deny the existence also
of spiritual substance, and affirm that the mind is
only an aggregate of ideas. In the Commonplace
Book he actually suggests this, and thus anticipates
Hume in reducing his theory to consistency.
“Mind,” he says, ‘“is a congeries of perceptions.
Take away perceptions and you take away the mind.
Put the perceptions and you put the mind.” 2 He
means to deny, as Hume afterwards did, that there
is any entity apart from ideas, and asserts roundly
that the understanding is simply perceptions and
the will nothing but volitions. Self, soul, under-
standing, will, are merely names for collections of
ideas or volitions. Apart from these ideas and
volitions, which wholly constitute them, they have
no existence.®

1 Locke left the question open whether spiritual substance is
really spiritual or simply very finely material. The latter inter-
pretation of the spiritual was well known in the Schools, and
Locke admits the possibility that spiritual substance may really
be very fine material substance. This was anathema to Berkeley.

*i, 27, 28. 4. 27, 31, 38, 41, 51, 53, 56, 69.
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Though Berkeley reiterates this view and is
apparently satisfied with its theoretical consistency,
certain practical considerasions made it impossible
for him to rest init. Isit quite certain, he asks, that
the understanding is nothing over and above its
perceptions ¢ Still more, ““ what must one think of
the will and passions ¢’ 1 Is the will, as Hume was
later to say, nothing but the passions ? Berkeley’s
moral and religious interest prevented his believing
this. The will must be distinet from, and superior
to, the passions. The understanding is more than
the ideas. Both understanding and will are active
and may be identified with one another and with
spirit. But Berkeley prefers to regard under-
standing and will as at least verbally distinct. ‘‘ The
concrete of the will and understanding I might call
mind.” 2 Mind as an entity must exist.

Berkeley was led to the same conclusion by the
consideration of the problem of the unity of experi-
ence. If there is no matter, but only sensible
qualities, and if there is no mind, but only fleeting
ideas, how can mind have any unity ? I cannot
even speak of my ideas, because I do not exist apart
from the succession of ideas. An experience of this
sort would be utter chaos. ‘What mean you,”
Berkeley asks, ‘“ by my perceptions, my volitions 2 > 3
Berkeley sees that it is necessary to postulate the
existence of a personal self to guarantee the unity of
experience. But he deliberately avoided giving any
account of the meaning of personality. ‘ Mem.,”
he says, ‘ carefully to omit defining of person, or
making much mention of it.” 4

1i. 28. 2i. 41. 3i. 45. Italics mine. 4i. 41.
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Still another point impressed upon Berkeley the
necessity of a permanent mind or self. As we have
seen, ideas are passive, ‘y impotent things.”” Hence
an active mind is necessary to bring them into
complexes and manipulate them. A collection of
ideas by itself will always remain passive. Thus
the active mind or spirit must be more than any idea
or congeries of ideas.

But the problem of identity and permanence must
be probed further. Granted that there are minds,
and that existence means simply perceiving and being
perceived, what account can we give of the perma-
nence and identity of ideas or things and of minds
or persons ¢ Neither persons nor things have
identity, if identity means durational continuity.
Berkeley is at first inclined to give up the permanence
both of things and persons, and he is thus forced
to seek some other ground for their identity. With
regard to things, he points out that their existence
is often interrupted by °‘ divers beginnings and
endings.” ! Ideas are particular perishing existents.
Nor do persons have an uninterrupted existence.2
The mind does not exist in sleep.? The mind exists
only so long as it is actually perceiving, and things
exist only when they are being perceived. But
Berkeley’s efforts to find any adequate ground for
the identity of persons and things, after making this
admission, proved fruitless; and he was therefore
compelled to retrace his steps and attempt to
establish the permanence both of things and persons.
In dealing with persons, he simply reaffirmed,
against Locke, the Cartesian view that the mind

1i. 72, *i. 71 ¥i. 34.
B.P. D
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always thinks. Even in sleep the mind is active,
and thus the mind as thinking substance is perma-
nent and self-identical. Mird is essentially percipient,
and hence permanently existent.

But the permanence of things cannot be so easily
preserved. It will not do to say that things are
always perceived by finite minds, because that can
be experimentally disproved. Berkeley first attempts
to maintain the permanence of things by an inter-
esting variety of the Cartesian cogito ergo sum
argument. According to this argument, I cannot
doubt my own existence, because the very doubt,
the thought, proves that a thinker exists. Now
Berkeley believes that things exist whenever they
are perceived or imagined or thought of. Hence,
the very question whether a thing exists proves that
it does. As mentioned, it exists.) But Berkeley
soon saw that this explanation is untenable. In the
first place, the existence of an object merely thought
differs from the existence of an object directly
perceived. In the second place, what happens to
the thing when it is neither perceived nor imagined
nor thought on nor referred to in any way ¢ It must
simply vanish. But Berkeley could not rest in this
conclusion. It is necessary, in order to account for
our practical social and moral relations to our fellow-
men, that things should exist even when they are
not being perceived or referred to in any way. The
permanence of things cannot, therefore, depend on
our finite minds. It is based on the fact that they
exist as powers, or potentially, in the mind of God.?
But this is not an actual existence.® Berkeley is

14, 15. *i. 61 i 71,
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thus forced to distinguish two kinds of existence, a
permanent potential exmtence in the mind of God,
and an actual intermittent existence only when things
are being actually perceived by finite beings. This
intermittent existence owes what unity it has to the
fact that its potential permanence is guaranteed by
God.

Even here Berkeley was influenced by Locke. It
is true that God in Berkeley’s system is much more
important than in Locke’s, but the function which
Berkeley makes God perform is suggested by Locke.
When pressed, Locke is unable to explain how we
come to have ideas. In the last resort, he thinks,
God is responsible for the regularity and uniformity
of our experience. ‘I see or perceive or have ideas
when it pleases God that I should, but in a way that
I cannot comprehend.” In imagination I can bring
ideas before my own mind by my own volition, but
not in perception. The regularity of my perceptual
experience depends partly on God, and partly on
the material supports of ideas. As Berkeley elimi-
nates material substance, God is left to sustain the
whole burden of securing the permanence and
identity of things and the regularity of perceptual
experience. Berkeley agrees with Locke that while
perceptual experience must ultimately be referred
to God as its ground, we are the causes both of our
imaginative and volitional experience.

Berkeley believes, as we have seen, that minds
are necessary for the constitution of experience.
But so far we have not yet considered how minds
may be known. Minds for Berkeley are sharply
distinguished from ideas, and therefore we can have
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no perceptual or imaginative knowledge of minds.
How then do we know minds ? On this problem
also Berkeley’s efforts to relch a solution show the
influence of Locke. ILocke maintained that know-
ledge of the mind is possible. If we regard the mind
as a tabula rasa, then the knowledge we have of it
is intuitive. On the other hand, if we take the mind
to be a spiritual substance, then we can have of it
precisely the same sort of knowledge as of any other
complex idea. Mind, as a spiritual substance, knows
itself, as a spiritual substance. Thus a complex idea
knows itself. The difficulty of this view is obvious.
A complex idea, like the simple ideas of which it
is compounded, is passive. How then is it able
actively to compound itself ? It must be active
to bring together the complex of ideas which
constitute it. But in its nature it is passive.

In the Commonplace Book Berkeley tried to make
use of both of Locke’s explanations, but he felt that
neither of these views was really satisfactory. Both
of them are inconsistent with his doctrine that all
our knowledge is derived from the senses. Ex
hypothest, intuitive knowledge is mneither sense-
knowledge itself, nor derived from sense-knowledge.
It is a unique and peculiar sort of knowledge, of
which we can give no account. For Berkeley it
was a scandalous exception to his doctrine, and one
which he was anxious to remove. On the other
hand, the view that an idea of the self is possible
conflicts equally with Berkeley’s theory that all
knowledge is perceptual. Berkeley’s introspection
revealed to him only aggregates of ideas in perpetual
flux. Introspection does not enable us to form an
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idea of the mind as an entity distinct from the series
of fleeting perceptions. It is impossible to perceive
the mind. Must we th&n conclude that the mind is
utterly unknowable ?

Hume, arguing in precisely the same way as
Berkeley, that no idea of the mind is possible, took
the further steps of affirming that the self is therefore
unknowable, and that because it is unknowable it
is non-existent. We have seen that Berkeley was
unable to rest in the sceptical denial of the perma-
nence of the self. Equally did he avoid scepticism
with regard to the knowability of the self. He saw
the need of revising his doctrine that all knowledge
is knowledge of ideas. Nor was he willing to take
refuge in intuition. When the entities of which it
was necessary to postulate an intditive knowledge
were only one or two, e.g. the self and God, such
important exceptions to the general doctrine that
all knowledge is sense-perception might perhaps be
allowed. But as soon as it became clear to Berkeley
that it would be necessary to admit an intuitive
knowledge of whole classes of things, e.g. volitions
and other mental operations, he realised that it would
be essential to modify his early theory of knowledge.!
Knowledge, be believed, is perceptual ; but it cannot
all be perceptual. There must be another kind of
knowledge of such things as selves, volitions, mental
operations, and relations. Now Berkeley refused to
be content with the obscurum per obscurius of
referring such knowledge to intuition. What kind
of knowledge is it, then, that we have of such objects?
In the Commonplace Book Berkeley has no answer

1y 24,
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to this question, though he is convinced that (a) we
can have no idea of them, and (b) we can know them
somehow. t

Of what nature this non-ideal knowledge would
be Berkeley does not make clear. But he suggests
that it would be by way of  pure intellect,” for
in such knowledge the mind is active and
thoughts called ““the interior operations of themind.”
And Berkeley once or twice speaks of the mind
“ considering ”’ things, in distinction from perceiving
or imagining them. Such entries as these, vague
as they are, suggest that even in the days of the
Commonplace Book he was engaged on the problem
of the nature of what he afterwards came to call
“ notions.” With this notional knowledge of selves,
mental operations, and moral conceptions he intended
to deal in Part II. of the Principles.?

So far, we have been dealing with the implications
of what Locke called the complex idea of substance.
But substance was not the only kind of complex idea
mentioned by Locke. He assumed the existence of
two other types of complex idea, which he called
respectively modes and relations. Now, modes and
relations stand on a very different footing from
substances. Substance is not only self-subsisting,
it also serves as the support of all qualities. But
modes and relations cannot subsist of themselves.
Modes depend upon substances, or are attributes of

1i. 81,

2Tt is quite certain that, when the Commonplace Book was
written, Berkeley believed that this non-ideal knowledge is the
only kind of acquaintance we can have with the self, the will,

and mental operations in general. Of these, he repeatedly states,
we can have no tdea. (Cf. Commonplace Book, i. 35, 36, 49.)
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substances ; and relations, depending on the com-
parison of one idea with another, have no existence
apart from the ideas which they join, or on which
they terminate. Hence modes: and relations can
never be independent. They cannot exist by them-
selves: they exist only as dependent upon substances.

On the whole, Berkeley paid very little attention
to Locke’s doctrine of modes and relations, but even
here certain lines of influence may be traced.

With regard to modes Berkeley differs in an im-
portant respect from Locke. For Locke all modes
are complex ideas, which the mind has made ‘‘ by
combining several simple ideas into one compound
one.” ! With this definition Berkeley refuses to
agree, for in his view a complex idea is not a com-
pound, not one idea, but simply an aggregate of
several simple ideas, and, though we may express
this aggregate by a single word, no idea corresponds
to it. Again, Berkeley holds, modes cannot depend
upon, or be affections of, material substance, for it
is non-existent. He agrees with Locke that modes
are not self-subsisting: ‘ they are not so much
existences as manners of the existence of persons.” 2
He thus substitutes spirit for material substance as
the support of modes. He takes little notice of
Locke’s distinction between simple and mixed modes.
The distinction depends on whether the simple
constituents are of similar or different sorts. If the
mode is simply the repetition of the same simple
idea, as a score, for instance, is a repetition of unity,
then the mode is simple; but if the simple ideas
compounded to make the complex one are of different

1 Essay, 11. xii. 1. 2i. 59.
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sorts, e.g. as beauty involves different ideas of colour,
shape, and so on, the mode ismixed. Inthe Common-
place Book he uses Locke’s términology, but for him
the distinction is strictly unmeaning. If a complex
idea is merely a bare aggregate (and this, as we have
seen, is the only meaning Berkeley is willing to assign
to it), it does not matter whether that aggregate is a
collection of similar or different ideas.

Of relations, the second of Locke’s types of complex
ideas which we are at present considering, Berkeley
has little to say. He agrees with Locke, as we have
seen, that relations exist ; but he holds that we can
have no idea of them. We can use relations, talk
about them, and express them in language by
particles. They have a meaning, and that is all
we can say of them.

In connection with one particular type of relation,
however, Berkeley paid a good deal of attention to
Locke’s theory. The relation in question is the
causal relation. Locke had confused his treatment
of the problem by introducing an artificial distinction
between the relation of cause and effect and the mode
of power. But Berkeley has no artificial schema
to support, and he holds that the problems of power
and causality are essentially the same. In the
Commonplace Book, we may remind ourselves, his
world consists of (i) God, (ii) finite selves, and (iii)
ideas. He first states that no idea can be a cause,
for all ideas are passive. So far he agrees with
Locke,! who maintained that God and spirits mani-
fest active power, while things (i.e. Berkeley’s ideas)
are passive powers. Idea-things for Berkeley as for
1 Locke is not quite positive on this point. (Cf. Essay, 11. xxi. 2.)
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Locke are susceptible but not productive of change.
Thus, for Berkeley as for Locke only God and selves
are active; and they Mone can strictly be called
causes.! At one time Berkeley thought of allowing
causality to idea-things, while carefully distinguish-
ing this physical causality from spiritual or true
causality.? But later on he deemed it better to
restrict causality to spiritual causes alone, and to
term idea-things ‘“ occasions.” An idea-thing may
be the occasion of an action or thought, but it cannot
really be the cause.?

The problem next arises how to apportion causality
between the self and God. In the Commonplace
Bsok Berkeley vacillates, at one time tending to the
extreme theory of Malebranche that God is the sole
cause, at another to the common-sense belief that
finite selves exercise a real causality. On the whole,
his view in the Commonplace Book is that God is the
ultimate cause of all things, but the proximate cause
only of immediate perceptions. Finite selves are the
proximate causes of imaginative and volitional
experience.

So far, in considering Berkeley’s relation to Locke,
we have not adverted to the aspect of Locke’s theory
which, more than any other, led Berkeley to devote
himself to the task of refuting him. This was
Locke’s scepticism.

That Berkeley was hostile to the deists has already
been pointed out. Now, the deists themselves
regarded Locke as the father of their scepticism, and
though Locke went out of his way to disclaim the

1 There is, however, another side to Locke’s view. 2. B5.
3i. 55.
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paternity, Berkeley seems to have been inclined to
impute it to him. At any rate, he felt it necessary,
in his practical efforts to sthmp out * atheism,” to
aim straight at what he considered the sceptical
tendencies of Locke’s theory of knowledge ; and his
arguments to prove Locke a sceptic are quite
ingenious. He shows that, on Locke’s own theory,
he cannot possibly escape absolute scepticism.

Locke divided knowledge into three kinds which
he called respectively intuitive, demonstrative, and
sensitive. He believed that only in intuition and
demonstration is certainty possible, for only there do
we have ‘“‘real knowledge.” Of all the kinds of
knowledge intuition is, Locke affirms, the most
certain. By it we perceive the agreement or dis-
agreement of two ideas immediately, without any
process of reasoning or inference; e.g. * that white
is not black, that a circle is not a triangle, that three
are more than two and equal to ome and two.”?!
Demonstrative knowledge, on the other hand, is not
immediate ; it is always mediated by other ideas,
and depends on processes of reasoning which we call
proofs. Demonstrative knowledge depends for its
certainty on the possibility of proving relations
between abstract ideas.

All other so-called knowledge, Locke maintained,
is not really knowledge at all, but only opinion. For
all knowledge not based on intuition and demon-
stration is, in the last resort, sensitive knowledge,
and thus can give no certainty. For in mere sense-
perception we are confined within the limits of our
own ideas, and can never reach reality.

! Essay, 1v. ii. 1
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For the purposes of criticism Berkeley accepts
this classification of knowledge ; and argues that,
as it can be shown that %he first #wo kinds of know-
ledge do not give certainty, and as Locke himself
admits that the third does not, he cannot escape
absolute scepticism.

Berkeley reminds us that demonstrative know-
ledge for Locke depends on proving relations of
agreement and disagreement by means of abstract
ideas. Now, Berkeley has already shown that such
a conception of abstract ideas as is cherished by
Locke is self-contradictory, and it therefore follows,
he holds, that the vaunted certainty of his demon-
strative knowledge will vanish.

Thus, as Locke himself admits that sensitive
knowledge supplies no certainty, and as demon-
strative knowledge (at least on Locke’s view of it)
has been shown to be impossible, it follows that
only intuition remains to save him from utter
scepticism.

But intuitive knowledge, Berkeley maintains, is
only a broken reed ; and so far is it from being able
of itself to bear our weight that unless we can bring
support to it from other quarters we are not justified
in ascribing any certainty at all to it. We often
think we have an intuitive certainty of what is
either unreal or non-existent. Again, what seems
intuitively true to one man may seem intuitively
false to another, and, if our only standard of certainty
is intuition, it will be impossible to decide which of
these conflicting intuitions really gives truth. Thus,
here also, Berkeley urges, Locke is necessarily
involved in scepticism.
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Berkeley’s own theory of knowledge is, of course,
largely modelled on Locke’s; but he believes that
the changes whicl he has¢introduced enable him
to escape the force of the criticisms which he has
just brought against Locke. Intuitive knowledge
he wisely avoids as much as possible, for he sees that
the criticisms he has used against Locke’s theory
are valid against any theory of intuition. Therefore
he sets no store by it.! But he believes that certainty
18 possible on the theories of sensitive and demon-
strative knowledge which he developed.

He claims, in the first place, that knowledge in
sense-perception is not mere opinion, as Locke held,
but gives absolute certainty. ° Certainly,” he says,
“I cannot err in matter of simple perception.” 2
“We must with the mob place certainty in the
senses.”” 3 “‘ Certainty, real certainty, is of sensible
ideas.” And though Berkeley came later to
modify his belief that error is impossible in sensitive
knowledge, he never resiled from the conviction
that, in general, the senses provide us with certain
knowledge ; and he always regarded it as a great
part of his work to have vindicated the senses from
the aspersions cast upon them by Locke and others.

And certain knowledge is possible also in demon-
stration. But by demonstration Berkeley does not
mean, as Locke did, reasoning by means of inter-
vening abstract ideas ; he means reasoning by means
of words or signs. ‘ Demonstration,” he says, ““ can
be only verbal.”* 1In the Commonplace Book
Berkeley has simply adopted the extreme nominalism

1 Yet he occasionally uses intuition rashly. (Ct. i. 24, 26.)
24, 39. 3i., 44, 4i. 50. Italics mine.
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of Hobbes. The possibility of reasoning depends on
the demonstration of words. In reasoning about
particular things we tak® one particular to stand for
or represent other particulars of the same kind, and
to designate the whole class of particulars we use
one word. We pay no attention to the differences
between the particulars: they bear one name, and
it is on the name that we reason. In the Common-
place Book Berkeley simply substitutes words for
Locke’s abstract ideas. And the reason he gives
for the demonstrability of words or signs is precisely
that which Locke finds to be responsible for the
possibility of demonstrating relations of abstract
ideas, i.e. that they are made by us.! Berkeley
changes Locke’s conceptualism into a nominalism.
But this was a passing phase which was under eclipse
by the time he wrote the Principles.

Berkeley’s general conclusion in the Commonplace
Book is that his theory of knowledge is free from the
sceptical tendencies which Stillingfleet and others
had discerned in Locke; and that, in spite of its
paradoxical appearance, it is the only theory of
knowledge perfectly consistent with common sense.

Before passing from our investigation of Berkeley’s
relation to Locke, we may note (the point is inter-
esting and may be important) that his criticisms
of Locke, on several fundamental points, are very
similar to those of the latter’s little-known ecritic,
John Sergeant. It would be very rash to say that
Berkeley adopted them from Sergeant. There can
be little doubt that he arrived at them independently.
But it is well to bear in mind that, as is shown by a

1. 44,
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reference in the Commonplace Book,! he was ac-
quainted with Sergean’o’s Solid  Philosophy, and
further, not only were many of his most telling criti-
cisms of Locke anticipated in that book, but his own
conception of a mind-dependent universe was very
clearly foreshadowed by its author.

Though Sergeant was a writer of some merit, he
is now almost unknown, and as his Solid Philosophy
is extremely rare, I shall point out with some care
the respects in which his criticism of Locke forestalls
Berkeley, and the suggestions which he makes
towards the philosophical doctrine which Berkeley
afterwards expounded.

Sergeant’s book 2 is a criticism of Locke’s “ way
of ideas.” In it he makes it his aim, he tells us, “ to
disintricate truth,”” which Locke had allowed to
become sadly entangled with words and fancies ;
and thus to establish “solidly,” in opposition to
Locke’s ideism and scepticism, our real knowledge
of the real world. It is rather interesting to notice
in passing that just as our contemporary realists
seem all to be tending towards phenomenalism, so
this ““ solidist ”’ anticipates the idealism of Berkeley.
But in the meantime I wish to draw attention, not
to his anticipation of Berkeley’s positive work, but
to his criticism of Locke.

Sergeant interprets Locke’s ‘ideas,” precisely as
Berkeley does, to mean merely copies or images of
things ; and he argues, on the same lines as Berkeley

1i. b4.

2 Solid Philosophy Asserted, against the Fancies of the Ideists ¢
or, the Method to Science Farther Illustrated. With Reflections on
Mry. Locke’s Essay concerning Human Understanding. London,
1697.
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adopted, that if our knowledge starts with ideas, we
must be forever confined within the circle of our
own ideas. If, that i%, our knowledge begins in
ideas which are defined as similitudes, resemblances,
pictures, then our knowledge must terminate in
ideas. ‘“That only is known,” says Sergeant,
““ which I have in my knowledge, or in my under-
standing ; for to know what I have not in my
knowledge is a contradiction : therefore, if I have
only the idea, and not the thing, in my knowledge
or understanding, I can only know the idea and
not the thing ; and, by consequence, I know nothing
without me, or nothing in nature.”

Sergeant goes on to show that if ideas are the
copies of things, and if truth consists in the agree-
ment of the copy and the thing, then we must know
both the copy and the thing. But we have already
seen that we know only the copy. Hence Locke’s
account of truth falls to the ground. Sergeant,
then, deserves credit for his acumen in exposing the
fallacy of the doctrine of representative perception.
“We cannot possibly know at all the things them-
selves by the ideas, unless we know certainly those
ideas are right resemblances of them. But we can
never know (by the principles of the Ideists), that
their ideas are right resemblances of the things ;
therefore we cannot possibly know at all the things
by their ideas.” 2 Of this thesis Sergeant proceeds
to give a syllogistic proof. ‘ The minor is proved
thus; we cannot know any idea to be a right re-
semblance of a thing, (nor, indeed, that anything
whatever resembles another rightly,) unless they be

1 Op. cit. p. 30. Cf. p. 20. 2 Op. cit. p. 31.
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both of them in our comparing power, that is, in
our understanding or reason, and there viewed and
compared together, that wé may see whether the
one does rightly resemble the other, or no. But this
necessitates that the thing itself, as well as the idea,
must be in the understanding, which is directly
contrary to their principles; therefore, by the
principles of the Ideists, we cannot possibly know
that their ideas are right resemblances of the thing.” *

Sergeant also argues that Locke’s theory involves
a regress ad infinitum. ‘‘ Again, since Mr. Locke
affirms that we know nothing, either by direct or
reflex knowledges, but by having ideas of it ; it must
follow, that when by a reflex act I know my first
idea got by a direct impression, I must have an idea
of that direct idea, and another idea, when I know
that reflex one, of it ; and still another of that; and
so still on. . ..” 2 What scems to impress Sergeant
most is the impossibility of an idea of an idea, in
the sense of an image, a similitude of a similitude. In
this, in itself, there is in reality no difficulty, and his
argument is of little value. He is on surer ground
when he points out that in the regress of ideas we
reach no end : if, that is, we cannot know a thing
directly and immediately, but only by means of an
intervening idea, then we need another idea to
intervene and relate the mind to the original inter-
vening idea. This regress in infinitum is the direct
result of the initial assumption of Locke, viz. that we
cannot have immediate knowledge of particular things.

Another of Berkeley’s criticisms of Locke which is
anticipated by Sergeant concerns abstract ideas.

1 0p. cit. pp. 31-32. Cf. p. 342. 2 Op. cit. p. 20.



ORIGINS OF BERKELEY’S THOUGHT 65

Like Berkeley, he argues that abstract general ideas
are self-contradictory, because idea for Locke means
image or likeness, and an abstract universal image
or likeness is a contradiction in terms. Images,
like the things of which they are copies, are always
particular. “ If then we have an idea or likeness of
universality, or generality, what is it like ¢ It must
either be like the thing, or must be like nothing, and
80 is no idea or likeness at all. But it cannot be
like the thing in any respect, because in the thing
there is nothing that is general or universal ; but all
that there is particular and determined; which is
quite unlike, nay, opposite to universality or
generality.” ! )

Sergeant then states sharply the dilemma with
which Locke and his supporters are confronted.
‘ Philosophy,” he presumes, ‘“is the knowledge of
things ; but if I have nothing but the i¢deas of things
in my mind, I can have knowledge of nothing but
of those ideas. Wherefore, either those ideas are
the things themselves, . . . or else they are not the
things, and then we do not know the things at all.” 2
Now, the latter alternative can be shown to lead, as
Sergeant points out, to absolute scepticism. He
confirms this, at length, by his criticism of Locke’s
view of the intervention of ideas between the mind
and the thing; and concludes, ‘“ Wherefore Mr.
Locke in pursuance of his own principles should
not have said that ‘ the mind does not know things
immediately, but by means of the ideas’; but that
it does not know them at all, neither mediately nor
immediately.” 3

1 Op. cit. Preface, § 24. 30p. cit. p. 30. 2 Op. cit. p. 341.

B,P. E
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Thus our general conclusion from the dilemma is
that if knowledge is to be saved, the former alter-
native must be accepted.l‘ And it can be proved,
Sergeant believes, that the “ideal theory ’’ of Locke
logically results in the adoption of the former
alternative, i.e. that the ideas are the things them-
selves. Tt is necessary for the ¢ ideal theory,” he
argues, to identify ‘““idea” and ‘‘ thing.”  Being
thus at a loss to explicate ‘intervention’ or to
know what it, or the idea or representative serves
for, we will reflect next upon the word know’
which Mr. Locke applies (tho’ not so immediately,
yet) indifferently, to the thing and to the idea. Now,
if this be so, and that to be known agrees to them
both ; then, as the idea is in the mind when it is
known, so the thing, when known, should be in the
mind too, which is our very position, thought by the
ideists so paradoxical, and yet here forcibly admitted
by themselves.” !

All this is, of course, very closely akin to the process
of argument by which Berkeley reaches the New
Principle, and more than once Sergeant almost
stumbles upon Berkeley’s actual formulation of it.?
It is noteworthy also that the term ‘ notion ” which

1 Op. cit. pp. 340-341.

3 8ee, for example, Solid Philosophy, pp. 32 fi. and 339 ff.
And for other points at which Sergeant’s attitude to Locke is
very similar to Berkeley’s, see op. cit. p. 265, 318 and 321.

Berkeley would have done well to take to heart one of
Sergeant’s criticisms of the use of God by Locke and Descartes.
‘“ God was brought in at every hard pinch, to act contrary to
what the natures of things required ; without which, they could
not lay their principles, or make their scheme cohere ; that is,
they would needs make God, as he is the Author and Orderer of
Nature, to work either preternaturally or else supernaturally ;
which is a plain contradiction.” (Epistle Dedicatory, op. cit.)
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later came to play an important part in Berkeley’s
philosophy is very prominent indeed in Sergeant’s
Solid Philosophy.t Whether in any of these points
Berkeley directly derived anything from Sergeant
must remain a matter of opinion; but, whatever
be our judgment, we may at least agree that the
striking similarities between them bear a remarkable
testimony to the existence at the time of an atmo-
sphere of opposition to Locke in which the develop-
ment of such a theory as Berkeley’s is only what
might have been expected.

When compared with the influence exerted upon
Berkeley by Locke and this atmosphere of reaction
against him, the influence of other thinkers is so
slight as to be almost negligible. Almost, but not
quite ; and, before bringing our account of the origin
and early development of Berkeley’s thought to a
close, we must indicate briefly his relation to the
Cartesians, and to the mathematics of the day.

IV. THE INFLUENCE OF CARTESIANISM

If we may judge from the references to Descartes
and his followers in the Commonplace Book, Berkeley
did not make a detailed study of them till the set
of his mind was already determined by opposition
to Locke ; and his references to Descartes are mainly
criticisms of those points in which the Cartesians
agree with Locke.? Thus, it seems fair to assume

1 Berkeley’s relation to Sergeant’s doctrine of ‘‘ notions” is
considered below, Chap. IV. ii., and see also Appendix II.

? The entries in the Commonplace Book pp. 48-54 consist mainly
of critical remarks on Descartes’ Meditations and on the Objec-
tions and Replies,
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that Berkeley criticises them simply because the
attitude he had already adopted towards Locke
made it essential, if he wad to be consistent, that he
should oppose them. But in one matter, while he
was far from blindly concurring in the Cartesian
doctrine, he was certainly profoundly influenced by
the followers of Descartes, especially Malebranche.
This was the theory of Occasionalism.

The Occasionalism that was made explicit by
Geulinex and Malebranche was derived from three
fundamental and closely-related doctrines of Des-
cartes, viz. his theory of representative perception,
his spiritualism, and his view of the nature of
causation.! And it is precisely these three doctrines,
more especially perhaps in the form which they
assumed in Locke, that led to Berkeley’s Occasion-
alism. But his Occasionalism differs from that of
Malebranche in an important respect. He carries
out more consistently than Malebranche the pre-
suppositions involved in Descartes’ fundamental
thesis. Descartes had, indeed, recognised, as one
of the consequences of his theory of representative
perception, that, if matter did not exist, then, so
long as sensations were produced in our minds with
the same regularity as they actually are, we should
still have the same ground for believing in the
independent existence of matter as we do have.
The intuitive and theological grounds on which
Cartesianism posits the existence of an external
world have no inherent connection with its meta-
physics. Berkeley refuses to accept these irrelevant
reasons for the existence of the material world ; and

1 Cf. Stein in Archiv f. Gesch. d. Phil. i. 53 f1.
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on his premisses has no difficulty in showing"that,
even on Cartesian assumptions, since matter is both
imperceptible and inert, it cannot exist. Hence,
Berkeley retains in a one-sided form the Cartesian
Occasionalism. He insists, and here he is directly
following Malebranche, that the only ultimately real
causation is creation. Matter being incapable of
productive causality, the only real cause is spirit.
Spirit as infinite, i.e. God, creates from moment to
moment the ideas which we perceive, and spirit as
finite, i.e. selves, creates the ideas which they
imagine. Each man’s world is really his own. He
may call his ideas ‘““ideas” or ‘‘ things,” but the
essence of Berkeley’s view is that they are numeri-
cally distinct for each man. Every mind has its
separate and private world, which is correlated with
the other worlds of other minds by God. From
moment to moment God adjusts the several worlds.
Berkeley, it is true, does not express his view in this
extreme Occasionalist way ; but there is no doubt
that, in the Commonplace Book at least, this is his
doctrine.

Berkeley’s other references to Cartesianism in the
Commonplace Book are mainly criticisms of doctrines
which Locke followed, and to which his attitude has
already, with reference to Locke, been explained.
He criticises Descartes’ arguments for the existence
of the self and of God, the former on the ground that
the proposition cogito ergo sum is a tautology,! and
the latter because the ontological proof is invalid.
“ Absurd,” says Berkeley, “ to argue the existence
of God from his idea.” 2 This criticism rests on an

1i. 44, 24, 48,
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intentional misrepresentation of Descartes’ concep-
tion of the meaning of idea.; For Descartes idea and
conception are synonymous terms, and if his proof
be attacked it must be along Kant’s lines. Berkeley
simply interprets ‘ an idea of God” according to
his own terminology as ‘“ a perception of God,” and
he is able to show that we never do have this
knowledge of God.

Berkeley points out that his theory is more
realistic and less sceptical than Cartesianism. The
Cartesians make both primary and secondary
qualities dependent on what is particular or con-
tingent. Primary qualities inhere in matter, which
is contingent, and secondary qualities depend on the
perception of particular selves. Berkeley claims that
he is able to secure the equal reality of primary and
secondary qualities. Both alike are real, not because
they are independent, but inasmuch as they are
directly dependent on God, the ultimate reality.
Yet while Berkeley holds that the reality of things
depends on their being referred directly to God, he
maintains, against Malebranche, that actions owe
their reality only ultimately to God, and proximately
to finite selves. “ We move our legs ourselves.”

Yet Malebranche influenced Berkeley more than
any other Cartesian. Malebranche had developed
Cartesianism by ascribing to God functions of over-
whelming importance, functions almost identical
with those which Berkeley assigned to God. Male-
branche goes much further than Descartes in re-
ferring knowledge, from the standpoint of its validity,

1 Berkeley knew well enough what Descartes meant by * idea.”
(Commonplace Book, i. 52.)



ORIGINS OF BERKELEY’'S THOUGHT 71

to God. All knowledge involves knowledge of God.!
Whenever we think of being at all, the infinite is
involved. We can apptehend finite being only as
posterior to, and derivative from, infinite being.?
We see all things in God ; and it is only in God that
we can see the truth of things.? We can know all
things in God only because all ideas are in God.
God has in himself the ideas of all finite beings,*
and finite minds are entirely dependent for their
knowledge on God. This is also true of man’s
practical life. Just as men are entirely dependent
on God for their ideas, so in the practical realm their
actions are really produced by his activity. ‘ Dieu
fait tout en toutes choses.” God is ultimately the
only agent as he is the only knower.®

So far as knowledge goes, Berkeley follows Male-
branche very closely in ascribing everything to God.
The constancy and regularity of our knowledge is
due to the fact that God has himself the power to
create all ideas, and that he graciously wills to create
them in a uniform and regular way. All the ideas
we perceive are God’s ideas: it is because they
are God’s ideas that they are real. Ideas that
are our own, i.e. that we can call up at will, are
imaginative. But this imaginative knowledge is
itself dependent on our perceptual knowledge.
Had we not had this real knowledge, we could

1 Récherche de la Vérité, p. 295. - ®Ibid. p. 298.

3 The chapter in which Malebranche’s doctrine on this point
is chiefly contained (Récherche, 111 ii. 6) is entitled ‘‘ Que nous
voyons toutes choses en Dieu.”

4 ¢ J1 est absolument nécessaire que Dieu ait en lui-méme les
idées de tous les 8tres qu'il a créés (p. 295).

8 Ibid. p. 300.
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not have recalled in imagination the ideas which
God gave us in perception. But Berkeley differs
from Malebranche on thé question of our re-
sponsibility for our actions. Berkeley insists that
in our actions we exercise a real causality. If God
were the sole cause of our actions and volitions, our
apparent freedom would be the cruellest delusion.
Berkeley believes in moral responsibility and moral
freedom ;! and he sees no way of securing them
without maintaining the real activity and produc-
tivity of finite will. In the whole Commonplace
Book no other single point receives such reiterated
emphasis as this.

Malebranche is ready to admit that though we
know all things in God, knowledge may be of different
sorts. But, however different these kinds of know-
ledge are, they are all ultimately mediated by God.
Malebranche distinguishes sense-perception, imagina-
tion, and pure intellection, as different sorts of know-
ledge, under God. Berkeley was certainly influenced
by Malebranche’s elaborate psychological analysis
of these different ways in which the mind may
apprehend its object; and his account of sense-
perception is very similar to Malebranche’s, except
that Malebranche retains material substance to make
impressions, under God, on the sense-organs. (Yet
Malebranche admits (a) that sense knowledge is
possible without impressions caused by material
objects, e.g. a current of animal spirits may make an
impression on the brain; and (b) that the only
reasons for the existence of material substance are

1 So does Malebranche. But his definitions of will and liberty
did not satisfy Berkeley.
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theological.) Berkeley also follows Malebranche in
his analysis of imagination, the only difference being,
as I have already pomted out, that while Berkeley
assigns a real creative activity to the soul in imagina-
tion, Malebranche reserves such activity entirely to
God. But to correspond to Malebranche’s third
and most important type of knowledge, Berkeley
has, in the Commonplace Book, nothing, and, in his
doctrine as a whole, very little. Malebranche
believes that by pure understanding or intellection
we obtain all our most important knowledge, e.g.
universal ideas, common notions, and spiritual
truths. Such conceptual knowledge Berkeley abso-
lutely refuses to admit in the Commonplace Book.
But it seems clear from what he says about notions,
in the second edition of the Principles, that notional
knowledge would have comprised as its objects
precisely those which Malebranche knows by
‘ entendement pur.”

Apart from Malebranche and Locke, Berkeley owed
very little, in his early period at least, to any other
philosopher. In later life, when he wrote Alciphron
and Sirss, references to the thinkers of antiquity are
frequent ; but in the Commonplace Book he is
essentially the child of his time, and, as the two
philosophers who at that day attracted most attention
were Locke and Malebranche, it is naturally of them
that Berkeley takes most notice.

Yet in the Commonplace Book we do find one or
two references to other philosophers. He notices
Henry More and Ralph Cudworth, the so-called
Cambridge Platonists, once or twice, but in the days
of the Commonplace Book he had no sympathy for
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what he calls ““the lofty and Platonic strain.” !
Their conception of universals annoyed him, for he
believed it was tarred with the same brush as Locke’s
abstract ideas; and once, in reference probably to
a fundamental doctrine of Cudworth’s Eternal and
Immutable Morality, he contemptuously ejaculates,
““ What becomes of the aeternae veritates?® They
vanish.” 2

On Hobbes and Spinoza also Berkeley passes a
few remarks, but these are of no particular im-
portance, for his religious interest seems to have made
it impossible for him to feel any sympathy with them.
He notes that it is “ silly of Hobbes to speak of the
will as if it were motion, with which it has no like-
ness,” 3 and that Spinoza * gives an odd account . . .
of the original of all universals.” * More important
is the version of the causal principle which he states
in emendation of the ancient axiom—ex nihilo nihil
Jfit—which Spinoza approves. ‘‘ To make this axiom
have a positive signification,”” he says, ‘“ one should
express it thus: every idea has a cause, s.e. is
produced by a will.”’ 3 But neither Hobbes nor
Spinoza in any sense formed a ““ source” of Berkeley’s
thought. From the way in which he mentions them
in the Commonplace Book, it would seem that he
studied them carefully only after the New Principle
had been developed in his own mind, and in order
to see whether any objections could be advanced
from their standpoint against his doctrine. And,
as the result of this investigation, he is very well
satisfied with his own philosophy. “ My doctrines
rightly understood, all that philosophy of Epicurus,

14, 83, i, 44. 'i. 52. 4i. 62 si. 53,
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Hobbes, Spinoza, etc., which has been a declared
enemy of religion, comgs to the ground.” ?

But if philosophers are rarely mentioned by
Berkeley, the names of mathematicians are constantly
on his lips ; and we must now consider (it is the third
line of enquiry which we set before ourselves) the
influence exerted on the development of Berkeley’s
mind by mathematics.

V. MATHEMATICS IN THE COMMONPLACE BOOK

No one who reads the Commonplace Book with any
care can avoid noticing what a great deal of attention
is paid to mathematical questions, and, in particular,
how frequently Berkeley refers to Newton and other
contemporary mathematicians. At first sight it may
seem strange that the mathematicians referred to so
greatly outnumber the philosophers; but a little
reflection will show that it is perfectly natural.

It is natural that we should find frequent references
to mathematicians in the Commonplace Book because
at the beginning of the eighteenth century mathe-
matics was the science. Mathematical work of all
kinds had been encouraged in the highest degree by
the wonderful results progressively achieved in the
previous century and particularly in the past two or
three decades. A very brief sketch of the mathe-
matical progress of the preceding seventy-five years
will make this clear.

Mathematics was revolutionised in 1637 by
Descartes with the invention of the so-called cartesian
or analytical geometry. For all the purposes of

1i, 52.
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research analytical geometry is very much more
useful than Euclidean. Euclidean geometry involves
special constructions for every separate problem
attacked, but analytical geometry proceeds on a few
simple rules which are universally true and by
subsumption under which any problem may be
solved. About the same time as Descartes made
this discovery, Cavalieri, an Italian Jesuit, applied
the principle of indivisibles, which had previously
been used by the astronomer Kepler, to the deter-
mination of areas and volumes. His results were
attained by a process of summation analogous to
that now employed in the integral calculus. The
analytical work of Descartes and Cavalieri was
extended and systematised by Wallis, Professor of
Geometry at Oxford, in a series of important works,
extending from 1656 to 1686. These books were
much more clearly written than those of his more
original predecessors, and they became the standard
works on the New Mathematics. Wallis came very
near to making the important discovery how to
effect the quadrature of the circle, or, in other words,
how to determine the value of =. But, until the
binomial theorem was invented by Newton, he did
not quite succeed.

The next great advance in mathematics was made
when the fluxional or differential calculus was
invented almost simultaneously and probably inde-
pendently by Newton and Leibniz. It had always
been the great difficulty of mathematics to apply its
principles to cases where continuous and gradual
changes take place. The properties of mathematical
figures bounded by consecutive straight lines had



ORIGINS OF BERKELEY’S THOUGHT 77

early been determined, because the changes in the
direction of the boundaries are made only at certain
points, t.e. at the angilas of the figure, and these
changes of direction can readily be calculated. But
in a curvilinear figure the direction of the line which
forms its boundary is continuously and gradually
changing, and it is exceedingly difficult to calculate
the properties of the figure. The work of Descartes,
Cavalieri, Wallis and others had made it possible to
calculate directions and areas in the case of some
curves, but their methods were applicable only to
certain kinds of curves. There were, indeed, in
Wallis’s work, hints of an organised method of deal-
ing with all cases; but it remained for Newton to
universalise the method by the invention of the
calculus. By means of the calculus it is possible to
determine accurately the direction of all curves.
The importance of this invention will be recognised
when it is remembered that most things in nature
change continuously according to regularly operative
laws, and that this change can be represented
graphically as a curve. Given such a curve, or such
a quantity in gradual and continuous change, it is
possible by means of the differential calculus to
compute the rate of its increase or decrease ; and,
by the application of the integral calculus, to find
from this the original quantity, or the principle of
the curve.

These discoveries in mathematics, whose import-
ance was only coming to be fully realised when
Berkeley was a student, led to the reconstruction of
the science, and rendered possible the further ex-
tremely rapid progress of pure mathematics, and its
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application to the world of nature in mechanics and
physics. When Berkeley was writing the Common-
place Book much of the important work in the
application of mathematical principles had already
been done, or was in process of being done, by Newton
and his contemporaries.

By the use of the calculus Newton was enabled
to unriddle several problems which previous mathe-
maticians had found insoluble, or of which they had
given ridiculous or erroneous solutions. A mere
enumeration of the departments of applied mathe-
matics which Newton created or extended is enough
to indicate the tremendous advance made by mathe-
matics in the few years previous to Berkeley’s
student-days.

Newton was the first to place dynamics on a sound
basis by the application of his new mathematical
methods to the determination of fluids and solids ;
and from dynamics he deduced the theory of statics.
Further, he was the creator of the theory of hydro-
dynamics, and he greatly extended the science of
hydrostatics. By the application of mathematics to
the mechanics of the solar system he achieved even
more remarkable results. He established the law
of gravitation, disproved the vortex-theory of
Descartes, and created the science of physical
astronomy. In optics he made many experiments
with spectra, and explained the decomposition of
light and the theory of the rainbow.!

1 This hrief sketch of the development of mathematics in this
period is almost entirely derived from the Histories of Mathe-
matics of W. W. R. Ball, M. Cantor, and F. Cajori, and various
writings of De Morgan and Brewster on Newton.
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And his mathematical principles were also applied
by him and his followers in more ‘‘ practically
useful ” ways. His astronomical work (combined
with the observations of Flamsteed, the Astronomer
Royal), and his invention of the sextant did much
for the science of navigation. And Sir Christopher
Wren made use of some of his mathematical methods
in his famous architectural work. In these and
many other ways the New Mathematics was being
applied in the advancement of science and for the
benefit of life.

It is therefore not strange that, in Berkeley’s day,
mathematics was, as he tells us himself, ‘ the
admired darling of the age.” And it is fairly clear
that the conceptions of mathematics exercised on
Berkeley the same sort of influence as the idea of
evolution exerted on the philosophy and literature
of the second half of the nineteenth century. The
place of mathematical and physical science at that
time was precisely similar to that occupied 150 years
later by biological conceptions. One or two illus-
trations will perhaps help to give point to the
analogy. When Richard Bentley, the great classical
scholar, was appointed to give the first course of
Boyle lectures on the being of God, he wrote to
Newton asking him for instructions how to read the
Principia, and in his lectures he applied the con-
ceptions of the Principia, just as theologians of later
days applied the conception of evolution in their
apologetics. Again, Locke, in spite of mathematical
incapacity, assimilated as best he could the argument
of the Principia, after having carefully enquired
whether the mathematical calculations which he was
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unable to follow might safely be accepted. Mathe-
matical conceptions form the warp and woof of the
thought of the day; and Berkeley, like everybody
else, was exposed to their influence.

At two points, one of them of central importance
in his philosophy, Berkeley attempted to ““ apply ”
mathematical conceptions. He applied algebra to
the solution of the problems of morality, and thus
endeavoured to found an Algebra of Ethics; and
by making use of the recently discovered methods
of calculation by signs and symbols, he sought to
give an explanation of nature and its laws by means
of the relation of sign and thing signified, and thus
establish an Algebra of Nature. How far he was
successful in the attainment of these objects it will
be convenient to consider, not at this point, but in
connection with his theory of ethics and his doctrine
of causality respectively. It is enough, in the mean-
time, to bear in mind that in these two theories
he is definitely influenced by the mathematical
conceptions of his time.

We now proceed to examine how, in Berkeley’s
mind, so far as it can be discerned in the Common-
place Book, his own new principle is related to the
new mathematics.

Berkeley very early perceived that his new
principle involved difficulties with regard to the
nature of mathematics. The new principle implies
that lines consist of a finite number of points, that
surfaces consist of a finite number of lines, and that
golids ! consist of a finite number of surfaces. Thus

1 How, it may be asked, on Berkeley’s theory of minima
sensibilia, js it possible for him to maintain the existence of
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ultimately all geometrical figures consist of complexes
of points, which are regayded by Berkeley as ultimate
indivisibles. These indivisibles are minima sensi-
bilia, the minutest possible objects of sense. It is
impossible that the minima sensibilia should be
divisible, because in that case we should have some-
thing of which our senses could not make us aware ;
and that, Berkeley believes, is simply a contra-
diction.!

Sensation, then, is the test of all geometrical
relations. Thus geometrical equality depends simply
on our inability to distinguish in sense-perception.
“I can mean nothing by equal lines but lines which
it is indifferent whether of them I take, lines in which
I observe by my senses no difference.” 2 Berkeley
explicitly considers the claims of imagination and
pure intellect to judge of geometrical relations ; and
summarily rejects their pretensions. Imagination,
he holds, is based on sensation, and has no other
authority than that of the senses. It has no means
of judging, but what it derives from the senses, and,
as it is removed by one stage from immediate sense-
perception and has its knowledge, as it were, only
solids ? A solid, on his theory, should consist of a finite number
of surfaces, each of which is composed of a finite number of lines,
each of which is made up of a finite number of points. A solid,
that is, consists in the last resort of minima sensibilia. But only
the external surfaces of the solid are open to sense-perception.
Is every solid, then, nothing but an empty husk ? Mathematical
calculation showed Berkeley that that was impossible. Suppose,
for instance, a cube, the length of each of its sides being 5 units.
Then the volume of the cube may be proved to be 5 x 5 x 5 cubic
units. But, if it were merely a husk, it would contain (5 x 5) x 6

square units. The only way out of the difficulty is to say that
God perceives the minima sensibilia inside the solid.

1i. 86. 24, 22.
B.P, F
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at second-hand, it is, in fact, not so well fitted as
sensation to judge and discriminate. Pure intellect,
Berkeley continues, has no jurisdiction in mathe-
matics, for it is concerned only with the operations
of the mind, and “lines and triangles are not opera-
tions of the mind.” !

Now, this view of the nature of geometry is the
direct consequence of Berkeley’s metaphysical
theory, but it is interesting to note that it also
connected itself in his mind with the method of
indivisibles maintained by the Italian mathematician,
Cavalieri.? ‘‘ All might be demonstrated,” he says,
“by a new method of indivisibles, easier perhaps
and juster than that of Cavalierius.” # What pre-
cisely Cavalieri meant by his conception of indi-
visibles is open to doubt, but it is certain that
Berkeley’s sympathy would be elicited by his
demonstration that quantities are composed of
indivisible units, a line being made up of points, a
surface of lines, and a volume of surfaces. It is
possible, though he is very obscure, that he regarded
areas as composed of exceedingly small indivisible
atoms of area. Berkeley’s conception is clearly
very similar to this; but whereas Cavalieri main-
tained that the number of points in a line is
infinite, Berkeley was convinced that no line or
surface can contain more than a finite number
of points, points for him being minima sensibilia.

1§, 22 (cf. 14).

2 Bonaventura Cavalieri (1598-1647) was the author of Geo-
metria indiviaibilibus continuorum nova quadam ratione promoia
(1635), and Ezercitationes geometricae sex (1647).

3i. 87.
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This, then, is Berkeley’s ‘ new method of indi-
visibles.” 1 \

It will follow that geometry must be conceived
to be an applied science. The only pure science will
be algebra, for it alone deals with signs in abstraction
from concrete things. Geometry may be regarded
as an application of algebra and arithmetic to points,
i.e. the minima sensibilia which constitute the whole
of concrete existence.? Berkeley admits that it is
difficult for us ‘“to imagine a minimum.” * But
that is only because we have not been accustomed to
take note of it singly. In reading we do not usually
notice explicitly each particular letter. But the
words and pages can be analysed down to these
minimal letters. Similarly, though we are not
explicitly aware of the minima sensibilia, they do
exist separately, and may be analysed &s indivisibles
in the complex sense-datum presented to us in
perception. Geometry, then, is an applied science
dealing with finite magnitudes composed of indi-
visible minima sensibilia.

If this conception of the nature of geometry be
adopted, it immediately follows, as Berkeley very
clearly perceived, that most if not all the traditional
Euclidean geometry must be rejected. (1) In the
first place, on the new theory, not all lines are capable
of bisection.? Only those lines which consist of an

1 Berkeley criticises Barrow’s arguments against indivisibles.
(Commeonplace Book, i. 13, 19.) Isaac Barrow (1630-1677),
Newton’s predecessor at Cambridge, published in 1669 his
Lectiones opticae et geometricae, which had been revised by
Newton, and in 1683 his mathematical lectures were published
under the title Lectiones mathematicae.

2§, 47, 2i. 85. 4i. 79, 80.
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even number of points can be bisected. If the number
of points comprising the ling be odd, then (supposing
bisection to be possible) the line of bisection would
need to pass through the central point. But the
point is ex hypothesi indivisible ; hence the line
does not admit of bisection. (2) Again, the mathe-
matical doctrine of the incommensurability of the
side and the diagonal of the square must be rejected.!
For since both the side and the diagonal of the
square are composed of a finite number of points,
the relation between these lines will always be
capable of integral numerical expression. Berkeley
even makes the general statement, “ I say there are
no incommensurables, no surds.” > (3) It follows
that one square can never be double another, for
that is possible only on the assumption of incom-
mensurables. And it also follows that the famous
Pythagorean theorem (Huclid, i. 47) is false.®
(4) Further, it is no longer possible to maintain that
a mean proportional may be found between any two
given lines. A mean proportional will be possible,
on Berkeley’s theory, only in the special case where
the numbers of the points contained in the two lines
will, if multiplied together, produce a square number.*
(6) Finally, the important work that had recently
been done on the problem of squaring the circle is,
in Berkeley’s view, quite useless. Any visible or
tangible circle, ¢.e. any actually constructed circle,
may be squared approximately ; and it is therefore
time thrown away to invent general methods for
the quadrature of all circles.®

That his new doctrine necessitated such a clean

15, 60,78, 79. i 14 i 19,  ¢i 14 S 7.
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sweep of important mathematical results, most of
which had been accepted for hundreds of years, might
well have given pause to an even more confident
man than Berkeley ; for (to take only one instance),
apart from its startling theoretical consequences,
serious practical difficulties would arise if some lines
should prove incapable of bisection. Berkeley
therefore suggests that, for practical purposes, small
errors may be neglected. Though we cannot bisect
a line consisting of 5 points, we can divide it into two
parts, one containing 3 points, the other 2 ; and, as
the minimum sensibile is so minute, it makes no
practical difference if the two lines are only approxi-
mately equal. Berkeley was influenced to make
this suggestion by the method of neglecting differ-
ences practised in the calculus.! If differentials,
which are admitted to be something, are overlooked
under certain circumstances in the calculus, are we
not justified in the new geometry, Berkeley asks,
in neglecting everything less than the minimum
senstbile 2 2 The resulting errors will be so slight
that the usefulness of geometry, which it must be
remembered is a practical science, will not be
impaired.?

It is of peculiar interest to notice that Berkeley

1j. 85.

3 Tt might seom that in our approximate bisection of the line
we have neglected a whole minimum sensibile. But from the
point of view of the parts of the line we have not done that.
The two parts ought each to contain 2} points. Now each of
the two lines got by our approximate method differs from this
by only % a point. Hence the error to be neglected in each case

is less than a minimum sensibile. And this is the condition laid
down by Berkeley.

30t i 78,
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was influenced to neglect small errors, and to justify
his procedure, by the example of the differential
calculus. For, as we shall see in a subsequent
chapter, nearly thirty years later he very vigorously
attacked, in The Analyst, this method of ignoring
small errors in the calculus. What a triumph it
would have been for his opponents in The Analyst
controversy if they could have seen the Common-
place Book !

But though Berkeley made use of the illegitimate
method suggested by the calculus, his attitude to
the calculus itself was, from the first, exceedingly
critical. And his motive for criticism is not far to
seek. If the calculus were sound, then his con-
ception of geometry could not be maintained. For
the calculus, whether in the form of Newton’s
theory of fluxions or Leibniz’s method of differ-
entials, rested, Berkeley believed, on the assumption
of the existence of infinitely small quantities. Now,
if these infinitesimals were admitted to exist, the
significance of his minima sensibilia would disappear ;
and indeed the foundations of his philosophy as a
whole would be seriously shaken. For if quantities
could be proved to exist which were neither sensible
nor imaginable, he would need to revise his theory
of knowledge and indeed his entire philosophy.
Berkeley thus had every motive for looking with
critical eyes on the conception of infinitely small
quantities.

In the Commonplace Book he says nothing of
importance with regard to the use to which infini-
tesimals are put in the calculus. Though he was
critical, his criticism is not very intelligent. But
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he was certainly acquainted with a good deal of the
work that had been done on fluxions and differentials.
His notes contain references, on matters connected
with infinitesimals, not only to Newton and Leibniz,
but also to Barrow, in whose Lectiones opticae et
geometricae (1669) Newton’s theory of fluxions was
first stated; to Wallis (1616-1703), whose Arith-
melica infinitorum (1656) paved the way for the
invention of the calculus ; to Keill (1671-1721), who,
in addition to his Introductio ad veram physicam
(1702), had written on fluxions in the Philosophical
Transactions of the Royal Society, and took a pro-
minent part in the famous * Priority Controversy "’
in which he accused Leibniz of having derived the
fundamental ideas of his calculus from Newton ; to
Halley (1656-1742), who besides his works on
astronomy and magnetism wrote on fluxions in the
Philosophical Transactions ; to Cheyne (1671-1743),
whose Fluxionum methodus inversa (1703) and
Philosophical Principles of Natural Religion (1705)
gained for him admission to the Royal Society ; to
Joseph Raphson, whose De spatio reali seu ente
tnfinito (1697) contained a definition of the infinitely
small, and who was later to write a History of
Fluxions ; and also to two more elementary writers,
Hayes (1678-1760), who published in 1704 his
Treatise of Fluxions, and John Harris, whose New
Short Treatise of Algebra . .. Together with a Speci-
men of the Nature and Algorithm of Fluxions (1702)
was the first elementary book on fluxions to be
published in England. And that he had not confined
his reading to English works is proved by his refer-
ences to Analyse des Infiniment Petits, and to the
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controversy between Leibniz and Bernhard Nieu-
wentijt, a Dutch physician gnd physicist, which took
place in 1694-5 in the pages of the Leipzig Acta
Eruditorum.

It is clear, then, that Berkeley was acquainted
with much of the work that had been done in the
calculus. But when he wrote the Commonplace Book
he was not in possession of the arguments which
subsequently in The Analyst he advanced against it.?
In the Commonplace Book he does not venture any
criticism in detail of the use of infinitesimals in the
calculus.® What he is concerned to do there is to
prove that infinitesimals have no real existence at all.

The conception of the infinitesimal rests, Berkeley
believes, on the supposition that extension is infin-
itely divisible. And mathematicians who maintain
the doctrine of divisibility ad infinitum commit, in
his estimation, three serious errors.

‘1. They suppose extension to exist without the
mind, or not perceived.

2. They suppose that we have an idea of length
without breadth, or that length without breadth does
exist, ¢ or rather,” as Berkeley says in the margin,
‘ that invisible length does exist.”

3. That unity is divisible ad nfinitum.” ¢

1 The last-mentioned references are made not in the Common-
place Book, but in the contemporary essay, ‘ Of Infinites’
(Works, iii. 411).

2 Some of his remarks show that he was at this time far from
understanding its principles and methods. (Cif. Commonplace
Book, i. 84, 85.)

3 There is some criticism of the calculus itself in the essay ‘‘ Of

Infinites ” (Works, iii. 411). And cf. Commonplace Book, i.
83-86.

4i. 86
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It will be noticed that, with the exception of the
third,* these are faulty only on Berkeley’s own
metaphysical theory.

He now makes his criticism ‘“ more homely ’—a
favourite phrase of his—and maintains that infini-
tesimals are wholly inconceivable. The line of
argument is indicated twice over,? and is again based
on his own metaphysic. For the purposes of his
proof he posits two axioms : (I) “ No word to be used
without an idea,” and (II) “ No reasoning about
things whereof we have no idea.” * Now, we have
no idea, Berkeley says, of an infinitesimal. By this
he means, according to his terminology, that infini-
tesimals cannot be either objects of sense-perception
or objects of representation in imagination. Hence,
as we have no idea of an infinitesimal, it is simply a
word. Further, according to axiom I, it is a word
which means nothing ; and, according to axiom II,
we have no right to use it in our calculations.*

The gencral principle that infinite divisibility is

<

1 A word of oxplanation on the third point. Berkeley proves
that it is an error as follows. It assumes that the integer 1 is
infinitely divisible, i.e. divisible into an infinite number of parts.
But, says Berkeley, that which has an infinite number of parts
must itself be infinite. Hence the integer 1 must be infinite ;
or, in other words, unity and infinity are identical. But that is
absurd. Hence the original proposition must be false. We
conclude, then, that unity is not infinitely divisible. (Common-
place Book, i. 87 and 89.)

2i. 87 and 89.

3 This axiom is clearly inconsistent with Berkeley’s theory of
algebra. In algebra we reason on signs of which we have no
idea.

¢ Berkeley’s own views on infinity were very vague. Thus
he sometimes uses ad infinitum and ad indefinitum as though
they were synonymous, (Commonplace Book, i. 67, 78.)
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a fiction is applied by Berkeley to the two special
relations of space and time. He holds that time
is not infinitely divisible, because * time is the train
of ideas succeeding each other.” Since time is
simply this series of particular indivisible ideas, it is
not infinitely divisible, for, however far you may
divide it, you come eventually to unitary ideas
incapable of further division.

The same argument applies to the doctrine of the
infinite divisibility of space. Since, on his theory,
space consists simply of a compages of co-existent
ideas, the process of division, however far it be
carried, will eventually be checked by the indi-
visibility of the simple ideas of which it is composed.
The doctrine of the infinite divisibility of extension
rests, Berkeley thinks, on the mistaken belief that
extension has real external existence. ‘‘The latter
is false,” he says, ““ergo ye former also.” ! Exten-
sion, then, is not infinitely divisible. TFurther, it is
not infinitely extended. ‘ Our idea we call exten-
sion neither way capable of infinity, i.e. neither
infinitely small or great.” > No extended object can
exist smaller than the minimum sensibile, and no
extended object can exist larger than we can picture
in imagination. This is Berkeley’s theory.

We have now considered, in outline, Berkeley’s
attitude, as revealed in the Commonplace Book, to
contemporary mathematical problems. His willing-
ness to throw overboard the solid achievements of
the established geometry simply because they did
not accord with an aper¢u of his own does not
encourage us to rate his mathematical ability very

1i. 59. 1. 63.
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highly.! Or perhaps it would be truer to say that when
he wrote the Commonplace Book he had not had time
to steady his outlook upon science and the world ;
and allowance may fairly be made for his youthful
dreams of a New Idea which was destined to
revolutionise the sciences, when we remember that
it was only about seventy-three years since Galileo
expounded the Copernican theory and thus changed
entirely the orientation of astronomy, and indeed of
science as a whole. Another *“ Copernican change,"”
Berkeley believed, was not an impossibility ; and,
in any case, he was inclined to think that the wonder-
ful mathematical renaissance of the previous few
decades had, among all its triumphs, grown not a
few excrescences and callosities, which it would do
no harm to pare off. And it was his boast that his
theory would simplify the sciences and abridge the
labour of study.

Is it possible for us, gathering up the strands of
our long investigation of the early development of
Berkeley’s thought, to estimate concisely the philo-
sophical position of the Commonplace Book * If it
can be summed up in a single word, that word is
Particularism. In every department of knowledge

1 Berkeley makes a good many foolish and supercilious
remarks on mathematics and mathematicians in the Common-
place Book. This is especially the case in regard to Newton.
Such entries as ‘‘ Newton begs his principles : I demonstrate
mine,” and * Newton’s harangue amounts to no more than that
gravity is proportional to gravity '’ read strangely in cornparison
with the contemporary estimates of men who were better
qualified than he to judge of the value of Newton’s work. Cf.,
e.g., Halley’s * Nec fas est propius mortali attingere divos,” and
de I'Hépital’s almost serious question whether Newton ate,
drank, and slept.
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!
which Berkeley touches his emphasis is laid on the
particular.

The universe consists of partlcular persons, each
with innumerable particular ideas or sensations.
These groups of particular ideas form the particular
worlds in which particular persons live. The worlds
are private and particular, and Berkeley is forced
to introduce God to correlate them, in order
to make knowledge and social life possible.
Hence his occasionalism, which means the continual
correlation of particulars, his view of time as a
succession of particular instants differing for each
particular being in whose experience it exists, and
his theory of space as not merely private to each par-
ticular person, but private to each particular sense.

His theory of knowledge also is frankly particu-
larist. The particular ideas which constitute the
experience of each particular person may be aggre-
gated in various ways, but they never form a uni-
versal : they always remain a bundle of particulars.
Reasoning is carried on by particular words, which,
though general in their signification, still remain
particular words. And the syllogism is either a
tautology or a paradox.

This particularism is obtrusive in his mathematics.
Lines consist of particular points, surfaces of parti-
cular lines, and solids of particular surfaces. Infinity
is impossible, because the infinite can never be made
up of particulars, however many we take ; and, for
the same reason, a true theory of continuity is
excluded.

Everywhere the particular and concrete is em-
phasised ; everywhere the general and abstract is
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depreciated or denied. Almost every philosophical
term which connotes a tendency to particularism
may be predicated of the Berkeley of this early period.
Sensationalist, atomist, empiricist, singularist, pheno-
menalist, solipsist, occasionalist—all these may be
applied with greater or less truth to the writer of
the Commonplace Book. But suggestions of a more
adequate view are, as we have seen, to be found even
in the Commonplace Book. The development of his
philosophy was to involve a gradually decpening’
realisation of the importance of the universal, both
in knowledge and in reality. That evolution of
thought will be traced in subsequent chapters.



CHAPTER III

THE PSYCHOLOGY OF VISION

BEREELEY’S method, as we have seen, is psycho-
logical. Psychology forms the basis of his work.
And apart from his general psychological interest
and attitude, he introduces into his writings from
time to time much special psychology, inextricably
interwoven with metaphysics, theory of knowledge,
and philosophy of religion. It would be an almost
impossible task, and not a very profitable one, to
try to isolate completely Berkeley’s psychology.
That task will not be attempted in this chapter.
The chapter will be confined to a statement and
examination of Berkeley’s theory of vision, perhaps
the most original of all his work, and certainly his
most solid contribution to psychology.

Berkeley’s theory of perception is strictly psy-
chological. This is worth noting, for it was the first
strictly psychological theory of visual perception
ever advanced. Berkeley’s significance for psycho-
logy rests largely on the fact that he was one of
the first thinkers to suggest the modern view of
psychology as the positive science of individual
experience. His treatment of the special problem
with which we are now concerned differs both from

94
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Aristotelian and Scholastic physiological doctrines
on the one hand, and fro.n the mathematical theories
of the Cartesians on the other.

Instead of criticising in detail the Scholastic
method of dealing with the problem, Berkeley
simply rules it out of court as irrelevant. The
problem of vision, he says, is a psychological one,
and physiological considerations do not require to
be taken into account. Berkeley’s protest against
Scholastic physiological psychology is not only
perfectly justified on his own philosophical premisses,
but is also notable as the first demand in the history
of philosophy that psychological questions should
be treated as psychology, and should not be solved
by referring them to physiology. In spite of
Berkeley, physiological psychology has returned in
a new form; and while most psychologists would
now admit that a psychological theory of vision must
take into account the physiology of the eye, Berkeley’s
attitude is still valuable as a protest against the
tendency, still too prevalent, to suppose that a
physiological explanation is necessarily psycho-
logically adequate.

Against the geometrical optics, which Cartesianism
had been developing, Berkeley brings a special
criticism, which is quite unanswerable. The Car-
tesians maintained that we perceive distance by
means of the angle formed by the concurrence on
the object perceived of two imaginary lines extending
from the eye to the object. The greater the angle
subtended, the less is the distance of the object from
the eye. Thus we perceive varying distances by
means of the varying angles. Now the fatal defect
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of this theory, Berkeley argues, 1s precisely its mathe-
matical demonstrability. ¢t could be proved, so
that even the blind would have to admit it. This
fact proves its inadequacy as a theory of wvision.
For if the born-blind are as capable of understanding
a theory of vision as those who actually have the
experience of sight, the theory must have abstracted
from the real facts of vision, because these are facts
which must remain forever unknown to the born-
blind. Thus since the born-blind can understand
this mathematical science of optics, it must, as an
account and interpretation of the actual facts of
vision, be either false or inadequate.!

Another vital criticism is advanced by Berkeley.
It applies equally to the physiological psychology
and the geometrical optics of the day. Berkeley
insists that the problem of vision is a problem solely
of vision; and thus tactual data are strictly irre-
levant to its solution. Berkeley has much to say,
as we shall sce below, on the relation of visual and
tactual sensations. But these tactual sensations are
concerned not with vision pure and simple, but
with inferences. The physiological and geometrical
sciences of optics, with which Berkeley was familiar,
depended on tactual data; and therefore in
Berkeley’s opinion, whatever else they might be,
they were not really sciences of optics, which must
be concerned solely with vision.

Leaving aside all physiological and geometrical
tonsiderations, Berkeley attempts to construct a
theory of the perception of distance and magnitude,

ased solely on the data of vision. He takes into
1 New Theory of Vision, i. 146,
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account only ‘‘the proper and peculiar facts of
sight—the facts, the whole facts, and nothing but
the facts of that particular and isolated sense.”!
In dealing with these facts, Berkeley’s method is
definitely empirical and introspective. Here again
he differs from both Scholasticism and Cartesianism.
He states the results he has himself obtained by
examining his own visual experience, and he appeals
to others whether the result of their introspection
does not confirm his conclusions.? Berkeley’s task
is thus an introspective examination of the facts of
vision. But he restricts the immediate area of his
enquiry to two particular problems, (i) “ the manner
wherein we perceive by sight the distance, magnitude,
and situation of objects ’; and (ii) ““ the difference
there is betwixt the ideas of sight and touch, and
whether there be any idea common to both senses.”” 2
It is perhaps worth while to have made quite clear
what Berkeley’s problem really is, for much of the
criticism directed against his theory ariscs from a
misapprehension of the exact scope of his enquiry.

Berkeley begins by stating two points, which are
‘““ agreed by all,” and which form the assumptions on
which his own theory is built. The first of these is
that distance is by itself invisible. Distance is a
line directed endwise to the eye, and whatever the
length of the line, ¢.e. whatever the distance, only an
invisible point, which remains always the same, is
projected on the retina. It is also generally agreed
that the distance of * considerably remote ’’ objects
is not immediately perceived by sense, but is judged

! Ferrier : Philosophical Remains, ii. 325.

2 New Theory of Vision, i, 130, 133, 148, 152, 3 Ibid. i. 127,

B.P, @
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or estimated on the basis of*past experience. With
both these accepted viewt Berkeley thoroughly
agrees. His own contribution consists in extending
the accepted theory with regard to the perception of
the distance of considerably remote objects to objects
near at hand. To account for the perception of near
distance contemporary optics had suggested a theory
which Berkeley considered entirely false. Berkeley
therefore criticises this theory, and substitutes for it
an extension of the accepted theory of the perception
of remote distance. It has sometimes been assumed
by Berkeley’s disciples as well as by his critics that
the theory that distance is not immediately perceived
but is suggested by experience is Berkeley’s great
discovery. He has then been criticised for merely
stating it, without any attempt at proof.! But the
fact is, as Berkeley himself explicitly points out, that
he simply takes over the theory from contemporary
speculation. He does not attempt to prove it,
partly because it was a commonplace of contem-
porary psychology, and partly because he regards it
as self-evident.?

Both points, (a) that distance is invisible, and
(b) that magnitude is suggested rather than per-
ceived, are to be found in Malebranche. But Male-
branche also holds the theory which Berkeley

1 Cf. S. Bailey: A Review of Berkeley’s Theory of Vision, and
T. K. Abbott: Sight and Touch.

2 A strong argument that it is logically impossible to perceive
distance by sight has been advanced by Ferrier (Philosophical
Remains, ii. 330 sqq.) and Lipps (Psychologische Studien, 69 sqq.).
They maintain that a visible distance must be between visible
termini. In the case of the distance of an object from the eye,
one of the termini is the eye itself, which is not seen. Thus
distance cannot be seen.
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attacks—that the distaqnce of near objects is per-
ceived by a system of lines and angles.! For the
rest, Berkeley certainly owes a good deal to the
French Father. Malebranche gives an account of
the six kinds of signs by which we learn to estimate
the distance of remote objects, and the most im-
portant of these are also mentioned by Berkeley.
Berkeley extends Malebranche’s theory of the per-
ception of remote distance to the perception of all
distance. And with regard also to the perception
of magnitude, Berkeley’s theory owes much to
Malebranche. Malebranche points out that real
magnitude is not immediately perceived, but is, like
distance, estimated or inferred.?2 Every sense-
perception, according to Malebranche, involves
judgment. Bare sensations require to be interpreted
and only with the help of certain natural judgments
can they become significant parts of our mental
experience. It would have been well for Berkeley’s
theory if he had appreciated as keenly as Male-
branche the importance of the element of judgment
or estimate. On the other hand, Berkeley improves
on Malebranche by taking into account the relation
of tactual and visual sensations, in the determination
of distance and magnitude. Malebranche almost
completely ignores the importance of tactual sensa-
tions. Berkeley very probably thought that his
recognition of tactual experience as a main deter-
minant of our knowledge of distance and magnitude
rendered superfluous Malebranche’s elaborate system
of natural judgments.
L Récherche de la Vérité, 1. ix. 3.
2 Cf. Réponse @ M, Régis, i. § 1-3.
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It is clear from the Commorplace Book that no other
thinker influenced BerkeleY’s theory of vision so
much as Malebranche. The same two points on
which Berkeley was specially indebted to Male-
branche appear also in Molyneux and Locke. In
almost the same words as Berkeley subsequently
used, Molyneux says, “ Distance of itself is not to be
perceived ; for ’tis a line (or length) presented in
our eye with its end towards us, which must therefore
be only a point, and that is invisible. . . . In plain
vision the estimate we make of the distance of
objects . . . is rather the act of our judgment than
of sense.”! But Molyneux still believes the
traditional view of the perception of near objects.
The importance of the question of the relation of
tactual and visual sensations may well have been
suggested to Berkeley by the problem proposed by
Molyneux, which Locke discusses in the second
edition of the Essay. The problem is this. Suppose
a born-blind man has been taught to distinguish by
touch a cube and a sphere. If he were then made
to see, would he at first be able by sight to distinguish
between a sphere and cube standing on a table out
of his reach ? Both Molyneux and Locke answer
in the negative.? The born-blind man would have
to learn by experience which object previously
known by tactual experience is referred to by each
set of visual sensations. The connection between
tactual sensations and visual sensations involved in

1 Treatise of Dioptrics, i. § 31.

2 Essay, 11. xi. 8. The passage is quoted by Berkeley in the
New Theory of Vision (i. 193), where he somewhat disingenuously
regards it as ‘‘ a confirmation of our tenet,”
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our sense-knowledge of' the same object is wholly
empirical. This is precisely Berkeley’s view.

On the whole, then, while claiming for Berkeley
real originality, we do not suggest that he discovered
any previously unknown truth. It would be more
correct to say that he sought to make the traditional
view, purged of all its physiological and geometrical
excrescences, self-consistent. The traditional view
was inconsistent in drawing a distinction between
near and remote distance, and in giving different
explanations of our perception of these kinds of
distance. Berkeley maintains that there is only one
kind of distance, and only one explanation of our
awareness of it.

We may now proceed to state and examine
Berkeley’s theory in some detail. Berkeley main-
tains that our awareness of distance is an inference
from experience. It is not immediately perceived,
but is suggested to the mind by some other idea or
sensation. We know by experience that when we
look at any object with the two eyes, we alter the
relative position of the eyes, according as the object
approaches or recedes from us. The turning of
the eyes is accompanied by certain sensations, and
these sensations are connected in experience with,
and come to suggest, greater or less distance. The
connection between these muscular sensations and
objects is purely empirical, customary, and arbitrary.
““Because the mind has by constant experience
found the different sensations corresponding to the
different dispositions of the eyes to be attended
each with a different degree of distance in the object,
there has grown an habitual or customary connection
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between those two sorts of ileas.” ! Berkeley also
mentions two other marks or signs of distance.
(@) If objects are very close to the eye, our vision of
them is confused ; and the confusion increases as
the distance decreases. (b) But this confused
appearance may for some time be prevented by
straining the eye. In such a case, the sensation of
strain is connected empirically, in the same way as
the confused appearance, with the distance of the
object.?

Berkeley is at special pains to point out that the
connection between these sensations and the
distances of objects is entirely arbitrary. They are
connected not by any necessary tie, but solely by
association. None of the signs of distance have,
in their own nature or necessarily, any relation or
connection with it. From constant experience of
the coexistence of sign and distance signified, we
come to infer from a given collocation of signs a
certain distance. ‘“That one idea may suggest
another to the mind, it will suffice that they have
been observed to go together, without any demon-
stration of the necessity of their coexistence.” 3

1 New Theory of Vision, i. 132.

? Berkeley states (i. 135) that this list of visual signs does not
pretend to be an exhaustive enumeration. Other marks had
been mentioned by his predecessors, e.g., Malebranche, who
mentions the size, force, definiteness, and distinctness of the
retinal image, and the number and kind of the intermediate
objects (Récherche de la Vérité, 1. ix. 3). But it was not Berkeley’s
purpose to give a complete list of visual signs, such as has been
given by Helmholtz. His aim was directed to show that, what-
ever visual signs there might be, the connection between themn
and objects could not be other than empirical and arbitrary.
To attain this result he considered a perfect induction unnecessary.

3 New Theory of Vision, i. 134,
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Thus, since in our expe rience the more confused the
sensation the less the listance, a sensation of con-
fusion no sooner occurs but it suggests the distance
which in previous experience has been found to
coexist with it. If it had been our experience, or
(what is the same thing) if it had been the course
of nature, that the more confused the sensation the
greater the distance, then the same series of sensa-
tions which make us think that an object is approach-
ing would then lead us to suppose that it was re-
ceding.! The connection is purely empirical and
arbitrary.

The proof that distance is not immediately
perceived, but is suggested by various signs, though
Berkeley hints at it in § 18, is not explicitly stated
by him. But as Mill has shown, “ the evidence of
the doctrine is of that positive and irrefragable
character which cannot often be obtained in psy-
chology ; it amounts to a complete induction.” ?
The actual arguments which Berkeley suggests are
those afterwards named by Mill the methods of
Agreement, Difference, and Concomitant Variations.
When a certain sign is present, a certain distance is
indicated ; when the sign is absent, the distance
cannot be inferred ; and every change in the distance
is proportionate to the alteration in the signs. From
these arguments Mill would infer a causal relation
between distance and sign. But Berkeley does not,
in the New Theory of Vision, go beyond the assertion
of uniform coexistence, though later, e.g. in the
Theory of Vision Vindicated, he shows that this

1 New Theory of Vision, i. 134.
2 Dissertations and Discussions, iv. 160.
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empirical connection, thoiigh arbitrary, is not
capricious, but depends on the will of God, and is
thus in Berkeley’s sense a causal relation.

Having shown that all perception of distance is
an inference from experience, Berkeley proceeds to
prove that the only things directly perceived are
colours. Tt was generally agreed in contemporary
speculation that colour is immediately perceived,
but Berkeley goes further and holds that nothing
but colour is immediately perceived.! Thus the real
magnitude and situation of objects is as imper-
ceptible as their distance. By the ‘‘ distance” of
an object we mean the distance of the object from
the eye. “ Situation” depends on the distance of
one object from another, and ‘‘ magnitude > on the
distance of the parts of an object from one another.
In every case the conception of distance is involved,
and in every case sight properly supplies only colour.
Colours appear in certain arrangements which are
called apparent figure, apparent position, and
apparent magnitude. Now apparent figure, apparent
position, and apparent magnitude have existence in
two dimensions only. They have length and breadth
but no depth, for in immediate perception we
perceive only coloured plane surfaces. One differ-
ence between distance from the eye and distance in
a plane surface may be noted. The former kind of
distance is entirely imperceptible, because every
distance projects only a single point on the retina.
But lateral or transverse distance, %.e. distance
between two objects in a plane, projects a line on
the retina. This line on the retina is immediately

1 New Theory of Vision, i. 146.
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perceived, but is percpived only as an apparent
distance. The real distance must be estimated or
inferred. In immediate visual experience we per-
ceive only colour. All else 1s an inference from other
experience.!

Before examining the nature of this other experi-
ence, we may notice a question of importance in its
relation to Berkeley’s general metaphysical theory.
When Berkeley says that distance or outness is not
immediately perceived by sight, does he mean that
we are unable to perceive visible objects as external
at all, or that, while we can and do perceive that
objects are external, ¢.e. at some distance from the
eye, we are incapable of perceiving their relative
distance from it and from one another ? One of
Berkeley’s critics (Bailey) has said, ‘° Whether
objects are seen to be external or at some distance,
is one question entirely distinct from the enquiry—
whether objects are seen by the unassisted vision

1 James, among others, maintains that distance is immediately
perceived. He