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PREFACE

THE pages which follow are a study of Berkeley based upon
all the evidence available for an understanding of his life and
thought. In form as well as content it has grown out of an at-
tempt to meet the demands of a suggestion made by Berkeley
himself. “I could wish,” he wrote his friend Johnson in 1730,
“that all the things I have published on these philosophical sub-
jects were read in the 'order wherein I have published them, to
take in the design and connexion of them, and a second time
with a critical eye, adding your own thought and observation
upon every part as you went along.” In the case of Berkeley
there can be no rigid separation of the individual treatises from
the character of their author. Any account of his intellectual
development without some understanding of his life must re-
main as hopelessly artificial as any account of his life without
some understanding of his philosophy. The ““design and con-
nexion” of his works is the man himself.

Berkeley has long been regarded as a difficult author. The
fertility of his ideas from youth onwards, his intense absorption
in the technical minutiae of particular problems, and finally the
severe criticism to which he constantly subjected himself, have
stood in the way of a conclusive understanding. Actually, he
has been regarded in the tradition of “history” as an immature
Hume, an untimely “Platonist,” or a confused mixture of the
two. Even though it may be impossible to accept these all too
simple classifications as finally adequate, Berkeley’s commen-
tators owe a great debt to the painstaking researches of the late
Campbell Fraser, who added the weight of his authority to this
tradition, but who also first discerned the importance of the
Siris as the final expression of that philosophia prima for which
Berkeley’s earlier writings only paved the way. Fraser, how-
ever, never pursued this discernment to the point of placing the
separate works in their original “order” and of thus com-
prehending them as phases of a single development. His Life and
Letters (1871), the standard biography of Berkeley, was unfor-
tunately written before the discovery of the Percival letters,
and the work in which Fraser later gave a summary of these all-
important letters (Berkeley, 1881) was restricted to the limits of
a short sketch.



vi PREFACE

In preparing the present study I have fortunately been able
to make use of all the available manuscript material both in this
country and abroad. T am particularly grateful to Mr. A. A.
Luce for placing at my disposal the detailed results of his recent
rescarches and discoveries of manuscript remains, letters, and
other Berkeleiana. The three unpublished sermons printed in
the Appendix were found among the Chapman manuscripts in
the British Museum. They are included in the present volume
because of their importance in understanding the nature and
course of Berkeley’s intellectual development. The almost uni-
versal neglect of the sermons by previous commentators must
be attributed to that horror theologiae which has for the last cen-
tury seriously impeded historical study both in Europe and in
America.

I wish to take this opportunity of expressing my thanks to Pro-
fessor I. H. Anderson of the University of Toronto for his help-
ful criticism of the manuscript, and to my wife for her constant
assistance. ‘T'o the Guggenheim Foundation, through whose aid
1 was cnabled to investigate the European manuscript material,
to the American Council of Learned Societies and the Harvard
Department of Philosophy, which have made possible the
publication of this volume, and finally to the Harvard Uni-
versity Press for its generous cooperation, I owe a heavy debt

of gratitude.

CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETIS,
Fanuary 2, 1936.
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BIBLIOGRAPHICAL NOTE

All references to Berkeley’s works 1n the text, unless otherwise specified,
are to The Works of George Berkelev in four volumes, edited by A. C. Fraser,
Oxford, 1901 (F. 1,11, m,1v). The following abbreviations also will be generally
employed.

PO. ............. Pussive Obedience, . iv, pp. 101 ff.

G.Ess. ........... Essavs tn the Guardian, K. v, pp. 139 ff.

JI .o oot A Letter to Sir John Fames, Bart. on the Differences
between the Roman and dAnglican Churches, F. iv,
pPp- 521 ff.

NT.V. ..., An Essay towards a New Theory of I'ision, 1. i, pp.
277 ff.

NT.V.V. ......... The Theory of Viston, or I'isual Language Vindscated
and Explained

Pr. ool A Treatise concerning the Principles of Human Knowl-
edge, Part I, K. 1, pp. 233 ff.

Pr.Int. .......... Author’s Introduction to the Principles of Human
Knowledge, ¥. 1, pp. 237 ff.

Pr.Ms. .......... Rough Draft of the Introduction, K. iii, pp. 357 ff.

3 D. (also 1D., 2D)., Three Dialogues between Hylas and Philonous, V. i,
3D.) pp- 373 ff.

DM. ............ De Motu, K. i, pp. 501 ff.

Ale. ooovvivinnnn, Alciphron or the Minute Philosopher tn Seven Dia-
logues, F. ii, pp. 31 ff.

An. ...l The Analyst or a Discourse Addressed to an Infidel
Mathematician, F. i, pp. 17 ff.

S, Siris, a Chain of Philosophical Reflections and Inquiries
concerning the Virtues of Tar-Water, K. ini, pp. 141 L.

CBJ.orJ. ....... Berkeley's Commonpluce Book, ed. by G. A. Johnston,
London, Faber & Faber, 1930

CBH.orH....... Philosophisches Tagebuck, ed. by Hecht, Leipzig,

Meiner, 1926

Unless otherwise stated, Berkeley’s letters to Percival refer to Rand, T4e
Correspondence of George Berkeley and Sir Fohn Percival, Cambridge, 1914;
and his letters to Prior, to Fraser, Life and Letters of George Berkeley, Oxford,
1871 (Life).






PART 1
THE REVELATION OF THE CONCRETE

“It seems to me that will and understanding — volitions and ideas
— cannot be severed, that either cannot be possibly without the
other.” (J. 825.) ““The concrete of the Will and Understanding

I must call Mind.” (J. 725.)






CHAPTER 1

THE NEW PHILOSOPHY

GEoORGE BERKELEY was born March 12, 1684 at Kilkrin near
Thomastown in Ireland. Of pure English descent on his father’s
side,” he was always a loyal subject of the King. He occasionally
refers to himself as an Irishman,? but never as a “native Irish-
man.” 3 There was a connection with the English family of
Berkeley, but a reference in 1713 to J.ord Berkeley of Stratton
as simply “a Lord of my name” 4 proves that this was remote.$
His grandfather expended a large fortune in the service of King
Charles I, remitted large sums of money to Charles I1, and in
return (as Berkeley’s daughter-in-law, Eliza Berkeley, rccords)
was made “collector of the port of - ,” which occa-
sioned the old gentleman’s leaving his malediction on any de-
scendant of his who should ever in any way assist any tyrant.” ¢

On the I7th of July, 1696, he was entered at Kilkenny School,
and placed in the second class, a sign of unusual precocity.
Aside from this fact, very little is known concerning his boy-
hood. It is certain, however, that he possessed from the first
an active and sceptical turn of mind. “I was distrustful at
eight years old,” reads one of the memoranda in the Common-
place Book, ‘*and consequently by nature disposed for . . . new
doctrines.”? This restlessness of mind and disposition remained
a fundamental trait throughout the course of his devclopment,

! Through his mother, he was related
to the family of General Wolfe, the con-
queror of Quebec. Cf. Monck Berkeley,
Poems, p. ccclxxm, note.

2 J., 938 and 939, and Word to the
Wise, F.1v, p 545, ‘““my countrymen.”

3 Cf. Cave of Dunmore, F. 1v, p. 80,
Qu. 91 and 92, and H#’ord to the I¥1se, F.1v.
P- 549.

4 Letter to Percival, May 7, 1713.

s His daughter-in-law quotes Swift
as introducing Berkeley to the Earl in the
following words: *‘ My Lord, here 1s a fine
young gentleman of your family. I can
assure your Lordship it 1s a much greater
honour to you to be related to him, than
1t 1s to him to be related to you.” The

always interesting but not overly accurate
Mary Granville — Mrs. Delany — states
that Berkeley was a “cadet of the family
of Farl Berkeley.” Autobiography and
Correspondence of Mary Granville, vol. 1,
p. 319, note. See also Monck Berkcley,
Poems, p clxxix.

6 GGeorge Monck Berkeley, Poems,
Preface (by Ehza Berkeley), p. ccclxxi,
note. This preface is full of valuable
biographical matenal. The book itself is
very rare, most of the onginal edition
having been lost 1n the fire which de-
stroyed the Nichols printing house early
in the 1gth century. There is one copy in
the British Museum.

7 J., 275



4 GEORGE BERKELEY

leading him constantly into conflict with established opinions.
So strong did this tendency become in his youth that he some-
times found it necessary while at college to admonish himself
privately. “N.B.,” he writes at one point in his diary, *“to rein
in ye satyrical nature.” * That this “satyrical nature” brought
him into opposition with ideas of the most unimpeachable au-
thority is indicated by his further warnings “to confute the
mathematicians with the utmost civility & respect, not to stile
them Nihilarians, &c.,” ¢ and “ to use utmost caution not to give
the least handle of offence to the Church or Church-men.” =

We must not suppose, however, that Berkeley’s scepticism led
him, as is so often the case, only to the point of questioning the
views of others. His “distrust” was from the first too intense
to be utilized as a convenient cloak for dogmatism. The critical
spirit which hindered him from readily accepting the beliefs
of others also discouraged any comforting confidence in him-
self. His youthful diary is full of caustic self-criticism. “I am
young, I am an upstart, I am a pretender, I am vain,” he
writes,' ““but one thing T know I am not guilty of, . . . I do not
adhere to any opinion because it is an old one, a received one,
.. . or one that [ have spent much time in the study and culti-
vation of.”

This readiness to doubt himself perhaps explains why his tend-
ency to disagreement did not prevent his forming many friend-
ships which led him to a further appreciation of the dangers of
absorption in a private dogmatism. There is apt to be a grain
of truth even in an “erroneous” position which it is essential
to recognize and explain. Hence, as Berkeley writes, “he that
would bring another to his opinion must seem to harmonize
with him at first, and humour him in his own way of thinking,” *
a habit which has occasionally led to misunderstandings.”

The tendency to turn his scepticism against himself as well
as others led Berkeley in his earliest youth not only to recognize
the necessity of respect for the opinions of those with whom he
disagreed, but also for truths possibly altogether out of his
reach. “For my part,” he says, “I think it is . . . irrational to

8 J.,643. chance of advancement.”” Development of
s J., 642. Berkeley’s Philosophy, p. 332.
w0 J.,727. Mr. G. A. Johnston regards = T, 464.
this as evidence of a “deliberate decision 12 Brit, Mus. Add. Ms. 39304. Cf.F.i,
not to annoy the Church, in order to avoid  p. 92.
the possibility of prejudice to his own 13 As in the N. T. V., where Berkeley
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pretend to dispute at, cavil, and ridicule holy mysteries, — i.e.
propositions about things that are altogether above our knowl-
edge.” # It was this same dissatisfaction with the limitations
of theory, no doubt, that led him at first to seek instruction
from the immediate and seemingly unquestionable *“facts” of
concrete experience. Here also, as well as perhaps in the mys-
teries, was a field apparently free from the endless uncertainties
of speculation. Popular tradition has insisted upon regarding
Berkeley as a ““vague” and “‘romantic” dreamer, and it has
been alleged that he was given to the reading of fairy-tales and
to fantastic imaginings. One biographer, Duncombe, actually
convinced himself of the truth of the prevalent belief which had
worked its way into book-sellers’ catalogues, that Berkeley was
the author of the Adventures of Signor Gaudentio di Lucca, a
popular romance of the time.’s Only after the express statement
of members of the family that not one of them had even read the
work did he publicly retract this view.” All the available evi-
dence points to a directly opposite tendency in Berkeley’s char-
acter. His wife, in fact, definitely stated that he always strongly
disliked the reading of romances.’” One anecdote recounted of
his early youth, while it may be partly fanciful, at least testifies
to his desire for immediate first-hand experience. After witness-
ing an execution, he returned home, wondering what “ pains and
symptoms a malefactor felt upon such an occasion.” Conse-
quently he made his friend Contarini string him up to the
ceiling, and the experiment did not terminate until he became
unconscious. When “brought around,” he said, *“Bless my
heart, Contarini, you have quite rufled my band.” Contarini
declined his turn.*®

There are, however, many less dubious indications of that
singularly concrete turn of mind which led him to question all
theoretical prejudices and prepossessions. It is manifest in the
intense curiosity with which, as a fourteen year old boy, he
explored the pillars and passages of the Cave of Dunmore,

speaks throughout in terms of the ““ vulgar
error’ that tangible objects “exist with-
out the mind.”” Cf, Pr.,sec. 44.

4 J.,732.

s Biog. Brit. Cf. Retrospectsive Re-
view, vol. 4,p. 332, and Notes and Queries,
vol. 11, pp. 327-328. See Bibliography.

6 Biog. Brit., vol. II1, Corr. and Add.,
p. 252.

7 “It is not true . . . that Dr. Berke-

ley was much addicted to the reading of
romances. On the contrary, he did very
strongly and at all times, dishke them,
regarding them as no better than fool-
enes.”” Ibid.

8 Annual Register, 1763. ‘‘Memoirs
of the late Dr. Berkeley, Bishop of
Cloyne,” p. 2.

19 Molyneux Papers, Trinity College
Ms. Also cf. F. iv, p. 78.
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in the pains he took on his Italian tour in clambering over moun-
tains and creeping into caverns to investigate their natural
history, and finally in the daring which led him to view an erup-
tion of Vesuvius at first hand, a feat that almost cost him his
life. “I scarce remember to have discoursed with him,” says
his friend, Thomas Blackwell, ““on that Art, liberal or mechanic,
of which he knew not more than the ordinary practitioners.
With the widest views he descended into a minute detail, and
begrudged neither Pains nor Expence for the means of infor-
mation. . .. [ have known him sit for hours in Forges and
Founderics to inspect their successive operations.” *°

TriniTy COLLEGE

Berkeley entered Trinity College March 21, 1700 at the age
of sixteen years. ‘‘Here he soon began to be looked upon as the
greatest genius, or the greatest dunce, in the whole university;
those also who were slightly acquainted with him, took him for
a fool, but those who shared his most intimate friendship looked
upon him as a prodigy of learning and good nature.” ** He
seems at once to have given evidence of intellectual brilliancy,
since he was made a scholar of the House in 1702. In 1704 he
received the bachelor’s degree, and the master’s degree in 1707,
while on June g of the same year he was admitted to a fellow-

ship, after an examination passed with great distinction. He

was tutor in the College from 1707 to 1724, though after 1712
in name only. He became sub-lecturer in 1710, junior dean in
1710 and 1711, and in 1712 (when only twenty-eight years of
age) junior Greek lecturer.

The Trinity College of Berkeley’s day was physically just
recovering from the difficulties of the revolution, during which
the halls were used as barracks by James I. Several new build-
ings were under construction. But the spirit of the new cen-
tury was not content to express itself only in the formal lines
of its “classic” architecture. The *“‘new ideas” of Descartes
and Malebranche, Locke and Newton, were also gaining head-
way against the traditional scholastic compendia, and the study
of pure physics and mathematics had been introduced into the
curriculum. Many minds were being excited by the successful
application of the new mathematics of such ‘“moderns” as

2 Thomas Blackwell, Memoirs of the 2 Annual Register, 1763.
Court of Augustus, vol. 2, p. 277.
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Galileo, Kepler, Copernicus, Newton, and Descartes. Soon after
his entrance into the College, Berkeley plunged with great en-
thusiasm into the study of mathematics under the guidance of
his tutor, the Reverend John Hall.»* “By his exhortations,”
Berkeley says, “I was excited to the delightful study of mathe-
matics.” #* This discipline was the object of his first deep in-
tellectual interest, to which he devoted himself at intervals
throughout his life. The earliest researches resulted in two
mathematical treatises, published anonymously in Latin in
1707, but written at least two years earlier.”# While they
possess little intrinsic value, they show ingenuity, and are of
significance in relation to his later development, since this early
enthusiasm soon gave way to a more distinctly critical attitude
toward ““ the science.” s

The extent of this early interest in mathematics has not been
sufficiently recognized. He writes with particular eloquence
concerning algebra. *“Through all these[the arts and sciences],”
he says, “is diffused the wonderful power of algebra. It is
styled by all, the great, the wonderful art, the highest pinnacle
of human knowledge, the kernel and key of all mathematics;
and, by some, the foundation of all sciences.” ¢ Newton is
referred to as the most eminent man in the world.#” The really
noteworthy feature of these juvenile studies, however, is the
attempt to define and state the basic principles of arithmetical
reasoning, which the author believed had been neglected.
““Most students in mathematics,” he writes, ““ whilst they care-
fully and successfully master the demonstrations of theorems of
inferior utility leave untouched the principles and reasonings of
arithmetical operations, though these last are of such efficacy
and value, that they give the most important aid, not only to

22 Hall, the Vice Provost of the Col-
lege, was not, however, primanly a mathe-

2 “Proinde e re tyronum futurum
ratus, s1 haec mea quahacunque in lucem

matician, That his guidance was external
and hortatory rather than specafic and
technical 1s indicated by the following
passage from “A Defence of Free-
Thinking 1n Mathematics,” F. m, p. 72:
““And, as I never had a master in Mathe-
matics, so I fairly followed the dictates of
my own mind 1n cxamining and censuring
the authors I read upon that subject, with
the same freedom that 1 used upon any
other; taking nothing upon trust, and be-
lieving that no writer was infallible.”’
3 Arsthmetsca, F. v, pp. 6~7.

emitterem, ea postquam, si minus omnia,
pleraque certe per integrum fere trien-
nium 1n scrinus dehituernint, publici juris
facio.” Arsthmetica, Praefatio, K. 1v, p. 5.

3 C. B. J., 389-391 et passim.

% “‘Quippe per hasce omnes diffunditur
mirifica algebrae vis. Eadem apud omnes
ars magna, mirabilis, supremus cogni-
tionis humanae apex, universae matheseos
nucleus et clavis, imo apud nonneminem
scientiarum ommum fundamentum au-
dit.”” Arathm.,F.iv, p. 60.

a1 Cf. Arsthm., F. iv, p. 48.
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other branches of mathematics, but to the interests of men of
all denominations.” ?* In mathematical proofs Berkeley at last
found precise answers to his questionings. He was deeply im-
pressed by ‘““the clear light of demonstration . . . wherefore,”
he says, “I am anxious that all votaries of mathematics should
apply their minds to master the reasons and grounds of the
rules of arithmetic.” * While it cannot be maintained that these
early treatises were profound, the general quest after the logical
foundations of mathematics which they inaugurated certainly
bore fruit. They finally made Berkeley realize how uncertain
these foundations were and, after the discovery of his new prin-
ciple, led to his early treatise Of Infinites, and to its later and
profounder sequel, the /7nalyst, in which he maintains the neces-
sity of an intelligible logical basis for the new Calculus as well
as for mathematics itself.

During this period of uncritical enthusiasm Berkeley con-
siders algebra as much more than a sign system, primarily of
use in abbreviating and organizing vast ranges of knowledge into
a convenient and workable form, though this is one of its essen-
tial uses. He accordingly suggests certain changes in mathe-
matical symbolism which should be of value in the direction of
symbolic efficiency, notably in the case of the signs for algebraic
roots. But he speaks also with deep appreciation of the imme-
diate aesthetic pleasure attending the manipulation of mathe-
matical signs, and praises especially the absolute certainty of
mathematical conclusions. He even expatiates upon the pro-
found moral effect of mathematical studies, which “abstract
the mind from the senses, sharpen and confirm the talents.” 3
We shall attempt to trace Berkeley’s mathematical views in
detail in later chapters. It must suffice here merely to point out
that in the course of his examination of the “reasons and
grounds” of mathematics, particularly after the discovery of
his “new principle” in 1707, he gained an insight into the “ab-

a9 ¢

# ¢, . hinc fit ut plerique mathesi ...in clara demonstrationum

operam navantes, dum bene multorum
minons usus theorematum demonstra-
tiones studiose evolvunt, interca opera-
tionum arithmeticarum, quarum ea est
vis et pracstantia, ut non modo caeteris
disciplinis mathematicis, verum ctiam
hominum cuniuscunque demum sortis usi-
bus commodissime famulentur, princi-
pia ac rationes intactas praetereant.”
(Arithm., Pracfato, F. v, p 3.)

luce. . . . Quamobrem omnes matheseos
candidati ad regularum arithmeticae
rationes ac fundamenta percipiendum
animos adjungant, summopere velim et
exoptem.”  Arithm., Praefatio, F. 1v,
p- 6.

30 .. quod mentem a sensibus ab-
strahant, ingeniumque acuant et figant.”
Arithm., F. iv, p. 61.
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stract”’ character of the science, which resulted in a considerable
mitigation of his original enthusiasm. This significant develop-
ment of thought can be traced in the course of the Commonplace
Book, and in the short treatise, Of Infinites, written only two or
three years after the Miscellanea Mathematica.

Such transitions were typical of Berkeley’s development at
Trinity College. He absorbed all the elements of the “new
philosophy” with the greatest enthusiasm. He mastered them,
not, however, in an uncritical, passive way, but maintaining his
early “distrust.” In the case of Locke, for instance, while there
can be no question of his determining influence, the whole Com-
monplace Book is a standing proof of the continuous cross-fire of
question and criticism to which the master was subjected by the
pupil. As Berkeley himself puts it, “Such was the candour of
this man that I persuade myself, were he alive, he would not be
offended that I differ from him: seeing that even in so doing I
follow his advice, viz., to use my own judgment, see with my
own eyes, & not with another’s.” 3* He absorbed every aspect
of the “new philosophy” without becoming a disciple, whether
in agreement or disagreement, for even when opposing the new
tendencies he did not attack Locke as a schoolman, nor Newton
as a Cartesian, but preferred rather to forge his own weapons.

There was another phase of the contemporary fermentation
brought forth by the scientific philosophy which must also have
influenced Berkeley during his student days. This was the
Deist controversy. Newton’s Principia had appeared in 1687,
Locke’s Essay in 1690, and Toland’s Christianity Not Mysterious
in 169g6. The result was a wave of liberalism and so-called
rationalism in religion which caused a veritable furore. Toland’s
treatise was burned by the hangman in Dublin, censured by the
Irish Parliament, and denounced from every pulpit. Balfour
reports the comment of an Irish peer “as to his church” that
“once he heard something there about his Saviour, Jesus Christ,
but now all the discourse was about one John Toland.” 3

The universities, of course, took part in the strife, which
Berkeley could not have altogether escaped, although there are
no direct references to it in the Commonplace Book.* His nature

s C, B. J., 700. the C. B., but only a few short remarks
31 Bjographical Introduction to the concermng Epicureanism and Hobbism,
IWorks of Berkeley, ed. George Sampson, and against “idolotry, whether of images
London, Bell, 1897. or of gold, &c., that blinds the greatest
© There is no reference to Toland in  part of the world, as well as of that shame-
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was characterized by a certain religious seriousness combined
with the critical tendency to which he himself refers as a general
“distrust”’ of established opinions, but at this time these two
phases of his personality were not integrated into any compre-
hensive system. Rather, they lay side by side as two super-
ficially harmonized but opposed aspects of his thought. On the
one hand, in matters of “Revelation,” he says, “an humble
implicit faith becomes us,” 3t and yet he speaks disparagingly
of “Scripture and possibility” as ““ the onely proofs with Mal-
branch.” 3 He talks ambitiously of the “great articles of reli-
gion,” ¥ which are at regular intervals “ proved with the clearest
and most immediate evidence,” ¥ and then forgotten. Certain
statements, nevertheless, show a genuine depth of religious
feeling. ““After all,” he says in the Principles® “ what deserves
the first place in our studies is the consideration of God and our
Duty; which to promote, as it was the main drift and design of
my labours, so shall I csteem them altogether useless and in-
effectual if, by what I have said, I cannot inspire my readers
with a pious sensc of the presence of God.” Berkeley seems to
have had, however, on the whole, little difficulty in restricting
his religious feclings to a proper and altogether subordinate
station. One cannot read his early works without realizing that
he is throughout this period essentially a Deist.

He speaks, as we have seen, with typical Deistic enthusiasm
of mathematics and the mathematical method, and almost wor-
ships Newton. He takes great pains to show how all the truths
of science may be reconciled with his principles. *“Experimental
philosophers,” he says, “have nothing whereat to be offended
in me.” * His mind is dominated by a complete confidence in
the power of “reason” to deal adequately with all issues. In
this he was a confirmed adherent of the ‘“new Philosophy,”
which was winning so many impressive triumphs. Thus, his
Principles, as the title informs us, is to be an argument in which
“the grounds of scepticism, atheism and irreligion™ are to be

ful immorahty that turns us into beasts.”  justified, and the argument that in his
Cf. C. B.J., 407, also J., 17. Berkeley  religious position Berkeley ““had an eye”
did not himself enter specifically into the  to *“the main chance’ (Development, p.
Deist controversy, until his visit to Lon- 332 ff.), therefore loses 1ts force.

don 1n 1713 when he read Collins’ Dis- M J., 732,

course, and saw something of the Free- 5 J., 697.

thinkers’ Clubs. Mr. G. A. Johnston's % Three Dialogues, F. i, p. 478.
statement that ‘“in the Commonplace 1 lhid.

Book the frec-thinkers come in for much 8 Sec. 156, F. i, p. 347.

criticism” (Development, p. 328) is not » C. B. ], s02.
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rationally “inquired into.” It has not apparently occurred to
him that one may be led into scepticism on other than strictly
rational “grounds.” The “design” of his Three Dialogues, as
expressed in the title, is “ plainly to demonstrate . . . the incor-
poreal nature of the Soul, and the Immediate Providence of a
Deity in opposition to Sceptics and Atheists.”

The silence of the Commonplace Book with respect to the Deist
controversy, therefore, must be construed as meaning that
Berkeley was himseif at one with “the freethinkers,” at least
in his rationalism. He quickly discovered, however, what he
came to call the “abstractness’ of the mathematical method,
and attempted to develop in its place a new, concrete logic
which was to lead him eventually far beyond the limits of his
early position. His youthful philosophical diary (the Cammon-
place Book) contains occasional instances of this method in
actual operation, and hence yields us fragmentary glimpses, so
to speak, of the ““future” course of Berkeley’s thought, and the
strange regions that were to be revealed to him. In the earliest
period of his life, however, the deeper forces of his personality
remained latent, except for occasional outbursts to which he
himself seemed almost oblivious. We must think of him at
Trinity College as turning in relief from his mediaeval text-
books to plunge (with most of the other youthful spirits of the
time) into the study of mathematics and the ““new philosophy.”
That the inherent “distrust” which we have noted as a pre-
dominant trait in his character finally carried him beyond the
“new,” as it now carried him beyond the old, is an essential
feature of his later development.

THE PHI1LOSOPHICAL SOCIETIES

Berkeley’s earliest formative period as an undergraduate in
Trinity College was followed by five or six years of extraordi-
nary intellectual activity, during which he published his most
famous works, and developed most of the original ideas his-
torically associated with his name. We are able to follow the
inception and growth of these ideas with unusual accuracy,
owing to the survival of the Commonplace Book, a private diary
which he kept during the years 1707 and 1708, and which now
exists in the form of two note-books (A and B) bound together
in a small quarto volume.*® As a result of the painstaking re-

4 Brit. Mus. Add. Ms. 39305. It is throughout the text to the most recent
unfortunate that it 1s not possible to refer  English edition of the C. B. by G. A.
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search of Theodor Lorenz it has now been established that these
note-books were bound in the wrong order and that the memo-
randa of B were as a matter of fact written before those of A.
The present volume also contains two sets of statutes for dis-
cussion societies, a draft of a part of the Appendix to the Mis-
cellanea Mathematica (1707), formulae for combinations in the
De Ludo Algebraico, the description of the Cave of Dunmore
published by Fraser, seven axioms and two problems of the De
Motu, and a portion of a sermon. The fragments of the De Motu
indicate that Berkeley had the volume with him during his
second trip to Italy. It was probably at this time that the sec-
ond part of the Principles was lost, and the bad condition of the
manuscript, many pages of which seem to be water-marked,
leads to the conjecture that these pages may have been carried
with the lost papers, but happily saved through some accident.
In view of the researches of l.orenz and Erdmann, the following
explanation of the manuscript and its relation to the statutes
is most probable.

Soon after receiving his degree in 1704, Berkeley seems to
have played the leading part in the formation of a society to pro-
mote investigations in the ‘‘new philosophy ” of Newton, Locke,
and Malebranche. The first manuscript volume of the Common-
place Book contains the rules and statutes of this society, which
was to meet every Thursday at five P.M. The existence of a
*“Keeper of the Rarities” seems to point to some experimental
activity, but the primary purpose was to discuss, under the
leadership of a certain member, subjects selected at previous
meetings. The statutes are written in Berkeley’s own hand-
writing,* and in the margin there is a note by him which reads,

Johnston, the only cdition, suave the con-
fused version of Fraser, which is available
to the English reader. Mr. Johnston’sedi-
tion is regrettably inaccurate. A list of
the more serious errors 1s given by R. 1.
Aaronin Mind,N.S , vol. XL, no. 160, pp.
455 ff. The German edition of Andreas
Hecht (Berkeley: Philosophisches Tage-
buch, ubersezt, eingeleitet, und mit Anmes -
kungen von A. Hecht, Leipzig, Meiner,
1926), which follows strictly the original
numbering cstablished by Lorenz and Erd-
mann (krdmann, Berkeley’s Philosophie
sm Lichte sesnes wissenschaftlichen Tage-
buchs, Berlin, 1919) must be regarded at
present as the standard edition, since 1t is

the only version which is approximately
accurate. Referencesin the text will refer
both to Johnston (J) and Hecht (H). The
Johnston edition 1s usable, if allowance
1s made for the corrections noted by
Aaron.

4 Fraser maintained that the statutes
were not1n Berkeley’shand. Certainly the
writing is markedly different from that
which follows in most of the Commonplace
Book. 1 am inclined, however, to agree
with A. A. Luce, Hermathena, vol. XXII,
1932, p. 7, that the statutes are written
by Berkeley in his formal or *‘company "
hand. This also seems to be the view of
Hone and Rossi, Bishop Berkeley, p. 258.
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“ Agreed to Jan. 10, 1705, ’ (new style, ]an. 21, 1706), probably
the date of the first meeting. At this meeting, Berkeley appar-
ently agreed to read a description of the cave of Dunmore,*
which he had explored (purely for his diversion) ““almost seven
years before.” In the Trinity College manuscript of this
paper, which is not printed by Fraser, it is quite clear that he is
addressing a gathering of the society, and there are several
apologies for the unscientific character of the pleasure excursion
described. The paper is remarkable, however, for the curiosity
and courage shown by a fourteen year old boy in making such
an expedition, as well as the almost romantic feeling for the
awesomeness and grandeur of nature which it manifests.

The second series of statutes is dated almost a year later,
December 7, 1706, and bears a more definitely philosophical
character. It is indeed specifically stated that the purpose of
this society is *““‘to discourse on some part of the new philoso-
phy,” and the statutes are directly preceded by twenty-five
subjects, or theses for discussion, in Berkeley’s handwriting.
These themes are for the most part closely connected with
Locke’s philosophy, but they are aspects of this philosophy in
which it is obvious that Berkeley would be particularly inter-
ested, and many of them imply criticisms which are clearly his
own.* It is, of course, possible that these theses represent sub-
jects which were actually discussed by the first society. The
examination of the manuscript itself, however, indicates that
they belong rather with the second set of statutes, and that
they were probably written by Berkeley late in 1706 as projected
topics for discussion during the ensuing year. This is also indi-
cated by the more specifically philosophical character of the
second set of statutes. Nothing is known concerning the mem-
bership of the two societies, nor the regularity of the meetings.
Erdmann is inclined to be sceptical of the importance of the
first, and suggests that the somewhat strict and elaborate rules
brought an early end to this, as to so many other youthful
enterprises.*s S. P. Johnson, on the other hand, takes a more en-
thusiastic view, speaks of “a successful session,” a widening
“of their lines for the following year,” and even suggests that
the society may have been the nucleus which led to the revival

4 This is suggested by the date 4 G. A. Johnston in his edition of the
“Jan. 10, 1705, which occurs in the Commonplace Book gives twenty-four.
Trinity College version. Cf. also F. ni, « ], XXI, XXII1, XXIV.

P- 499. 4 Erdmann, pp. 25-26.
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of the Dublin Philosophical Society in 1707.4 Fraser, it may be
added, in general follows this opinion.*”

Although it must be admitted that the Dunmore address was
found among the Molyneux papers, and that Berkeley certainly
was a close friend and tutor of Samuel Molyneux, who played
a very active role in the revival of the Dublin Society, it is
nevertheless clear that Johnson’s statements go beyond the evi-
dence. There is no way of knowing whether the first society
was successful or not, and the history of the second, aside from
the agreement to the charter and the suggested topics, is cer-
tainly a blank. Perhaps the most probable conjecture is that
the membership in the two societies remained very largely the
same, that in effect they are one and the same society, but that
during the first year the interest of the leading members, or
member, shifted in a more specifically philosophical direction
which, together with the stringency and inflexibility of the first
set of rules, necessitated a revision of the charter. The fact
that Berkeley probably suggested the topics for the second
socicty, and that he read the address at the inaugural meeting
of the first is conclusive evidence that he was the leading spirit
of the group. It is tempting to suppose, in view of his relation
to Molyneux and the finding of the Dunmore address in the
Molyncux papers, that the society was really connected with the
revival of the Dublin Society, but in the light of the present evi-
dence, this must remain conjectural. The societies may have
involved only a few casual meetings, and the second may
have died immediately after its birth.

However this may be, it is certain that the notices and memo-
randa which fill the body of the Commonplace Book, and which
follow the second set of statutes, are Berkeley’s own, and it is
probable that they were written some time after the acceptance
of the statutes in 1707, perhaps after the disintegration of the
second society, when it became clear that the statute book
could have no more official use. The entries are in his hand-
writing, and bear the peculiar imprint of his interests and
method of thought. Furthermore, it is quite impossible to
believe, as Fraser has suggested, that these memoranda have
anything to do with the procedure of the second society. They
are clearly intended only for private perusal, and must not,
therefore, be confused with the twenty-five theses. The last
page of the manuscript bears the date *“ 1708 August,” and one

« Hermathena, vol. XI, 1901. 41 App. E., F. iii, p. 409.
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note 48 refers to an edition of Locke’s Letters published in 1708,
so that at least the last third and probably more was written
in this year.#

The Trinity College manuscripts show that the first actual
draft of the Principles was begun November 15, 1708, a fact
hitherto neglected by commentators,s® which probably sets a
limit to the period actually occupied by the writing of the
Commonplace Book. The succeeding six years, at any rate, are
accounted for, and it is at least unlikely that the thread
of the discussion would be resumed after so long an interval.
Berkeley’s youthful diary, therefore, was apparently composed
between December 7, 1706 and September or October, 1708,
probably at intermittent stages throughout the whole of this
period, though it is possible that some of the entries were
written quite late, during his Italian travels (1716-1720).5
The chart on the following page shows the established dates,
and the probable time sequence of these events.

The theses indicate that early in 1706 Berkeley was satu-
rated with the philosophy of J.ocke, but well advanced in his
own criticism of Locke’s point of view and in the development,
through such criticism, of his own thought.s* We are, in fact,

4 J., 72L

# Mr R. 1. Aaron, who first discovered
the date of this edition (Mind, N S vol.
XL, no. 160, p. 43y) goes so far as to at-
trbute the discovery of the New Principle
to a hypothctical reading by Berkeley of
Locke’s Exvamination of P. Mualebranche,
published 1n 1706. I cannot agree with
this opmion for the following reasons.
(1) There 15 no further reference on
Berkeley'’s part to thisessav. (2) Berkeley
does refer in the C B. to Malebranche’s
Recherche, without mentioning Focke’s
criticism, or making the same points him-
self, as Mr. Aaron admits. (3) The
querics with the statutes of December,
1706 were probably written before
Berkeley read Locke’s Posthumous Works
(published 1n 1706) containing the Exam:-
nation of P. Malebranche, and while these
queries are obviously comments on the
Essay they (particularly 1I, XXI, and
XXIV) clearly show, in my opinion, that
Berkeley was already well advanced 1in his
own position as a result of his reading of
the Essav, before he came in contact with
the later work.

s> In I'raser’s cdition, m, p. 358, these
all-important dates are omtted.

st The notes for the De Motu show that
he had the volume with him on his [tahan
tour. If most of note-book A was written
at this time we have an explanation of the
great divergence between B and A. The
summary at the end of B (yo3-953)
written 1n July or August, 1708, when
Berkeley was starting to write the Intro-
duction to his Trearsse would then con-
stitute the end of the early Commonplace
Book. The chief evidence against this
view is the date, August 28, 1708, which
appears on the last page of A, although
it 1s of course not necessary to suppose
that the present order of the notations in
A corresponds to the temporal order 1n
which they were wnitten. Also the leaf
bearing August 28, 1708 may have been
misplaced.

52 Mr. R. I. Aaron has questioned this,
op. cil., p. 444. I must call attention,
however, to the close correspondence
between thesis II and C. B. J., 106, be-
tween XXI and C. B. J., 52, as well as the
sharp distinction between will and idea
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here brought face to face with the origin and early growth of a
new philosophic idea. In an intimate manner, intended only
for his own use, Berkeley notes points that deserve to be re-
membered, applies his leading conceptions to new territory,

1706, Jan. 10, Foundation of first Society; intensive study of
Statutes Locke, Newton, Malebranche, and Descartes. *
1706, Dec. 7, The Philosophical Society. Locke statutes; Criti-
Statutes cism of Locke.
1707 First notations of Commonplace Book; Discovery
of “New Principle.”
1707, end of. Dublin Soctety; first half of Commonplace Book
(Note-book B).
1708 Locke letters published (after Jan. 2, probably

spring or summer), p. 64 Ms., C. B. 721 {d.).
Last third of C. B.}

1708, Aug. 28. The Adventure of the (Shirt?), p. 95 Ms., C. B.
901 (J.)-
1708, Nov. 15§ to First draft of Introduction to the Principles.
Dec. 18.

* The mention of AMr. Newton (C B., 327) who was knighted April, 1705, must be

attributed to carelessness.
+ I am indebted to Mr. R. . Aaron for the establishment of this date, Mind, N.S.

vol. x1, no. 160, October, 1931.

follows hints here and there, starts down bypaths, returns again,
and generally expands his “new principle,” as he called it, first
in the direction of scientific experimental application, and later
in the direction of metaphysics. In short, in a way which is
almost unique in the history of philosophy, we are enabled to
watch, at first hand, the play of ideas in the mind of a philoso-
pher, freed from all the formal restrictions and hesitations inci-
dent to the publication and finished formulation of a *point of
view.” When properly understood and interpreted, the im-
portance of this work for the comprehension of Berkeley’s early
thought can hardly be exaggerated. The situation confronting
an interpreter, however, is a somewhat difficult one, requiring
preliminary discussion.

so prominent in the whole of the C. B., new position at the very beginning of the
and finally between XXIV and J., 178  year 1707, and that this development was
and 179. These theses seem to indicate stimulated chiely by his reading of
beyond question that Berkeley was well Locke’s Essay.

advanced in the development of his own
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Tue CoMMONPLACE Book AND THE TREATISE

It is, of course, impossible to consider the Commonplace Book
as a finished work, and to analyze and quote isolated sections as
representing Berkeley’s ““views,” as many writers have done.
In a private note-book of this sort, a writer is bound to consider
“views” with which he does not in the least agree, and to try
out experimentally many intellectual pathways which almost
at once are seen to lead nowhere. The diary must be considered
as a whole, or not at all. If we examine it as separate, numbered
sections it becomes, as we should expect, a mass of *“ contradic-
tions.” The only reasonable method of interpretation is to ex-
amine the book broadly as well as in detail, in the attempt to
discover general tendencies of thought. What are the leading
concepts? Do the “contradictions” tend in any one direction?
This 1s the type of question we may hope to find answered,
especially in view of Lorenz’s establishment of the correct
original order of the two note-books in the sequence B-A.s
Only in view of the results of his painstaking and remarkably

$3 There is one respect, however, in
which I must differ from Lorenz’s results,
which have been followed 1n general by all
subsequent investigators save Hone and
Rossi, who regard the matter as indecisive,
on the basis of the external evidence. |
cannot agree with this opinion, for as
Lorenz pointed out, when the internal
evidence is taken into consideration, the
reasons for the prionity of note-book B
become quite inescapable. Indeed, the
whole following discussion may be re-
garded as an attempt to justify Lorenz’s
view that in the order B (J., 1-395) and A
(396-902), the C. B. as a whole comes to
make sense, and the growth of Berkeley’s
thought becomes intelhigible. (Cf. Archiv.
J. G. d. Phl., vol. XVIII, p. 551.)

On the basis of this internal evidence,
however, which led Lorenz (floc. c1.)
to his important discovery, I am forced to
disagree with him concerning the entries
(J.) 903-953 (Fraser, pp. 89—92) which are
contained 1n note-book B, but which are
placed by him (followed by krdmann,
Johnston, Rossi, and Hecht) after A at
the very end of the entries, on the ground
that these entries contain a sort of sum-
ming-up of salient points, and refer def-

nitely to the Principles, published in
1710. Since, however, all the entrics in
the C. B. refer cqually to the Treatsse, and
there 1s no cogent reason why Berkeley
should not have made a summing-up at
the end of note-book B, where they ac-
tually stand, as well as at the end of A, [
cannot consider these points as convine-
ing. Furthermore, the notations in ques-
tion, from the standpoint of the growth of
Berkeley’s thought, are clearly retrograde
and belong, with the other comments of B
to an early stage of his thought, before the
development of his conception of ““Con-
crete Spirit,” which falls in A. Their tone
is thoroughly lLockian (907-go8, 912,
915, 921). Prop. 913 also certainly pre-
cedes the concrete esse percips principle,
and the actsve view of perception so promi-
nent in A, and the mathematical tone of
925-94§ clearly belongs to B. I have.
therefore, no hesitation in following the
“natural” order, and in reading 903953
(J) as they come in the manuscript after
395 (J), a context into which, I may add,
they fit in an organic fashion, not only
from the external standpoint of the manu-
script which shows no break, but inter-
nally as well.
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successful researches is it possible with any confidence to trace
the growth and direction of Berkeley’s thought during this
critical time.

The Commonplace Book was written during a creative period
when Berkeley was actually thinking out his ideas as they first
came to him. The immediately succeeding published works,
particularly the New Theory of Vision and the Principles, are,
for the most part, only elaborations of suggestions originally
developed in the diary. The traditional interpretation of
Berkeley is largely based on the Principles. But not the least
important fact revealed by the Commonplace Book is that this
work is only a fragment, the first part or book of a larger
“treatise” which, as projected, was to include three parts,
the first concerning ideas and sensual experience, the second,
and presumably the most important, concerning the will and
morality, and the third consisting of a criticism of natural
philosophy or science, in the light of the new system. The sec-
ond part, later lost, was actually written by Berkeley. The
De Motu and the Analyst probably include the most important
ideas destined for the third.

The “introduction” is specifically mentioned at an early
point,* and after this, frequent allusions to other parts of the
work are scattered through the text. We must suppose, there-
fore, that in 1707 Berkeley conceived the plan of a systematic
“treatise” consisting of a preface, introduction, and three
books to embody the principles of his new philosophy. Most of
the annotations of the Commonplace Book were allotted their
approximate positions in this treatise by marginal letters which
were clearly written in Berkeley’s handwriting, at the same time
as the annotations themselves. The key to these marginal
letters, which is also written in Berkeley’s hand, is, therefore,
an outline of the proposed work. Itruns asfollows: Pref. (Pref-
ace), I (Introduction), M (Matter), P (Primary and Secondary
Qualities), F. (Existence), T (Time), S (Soul-Spirit), G (God),
Mo (Moral Philosophy), N (Natural Philosophy). As originally
projected, Part I, or Book I, was to include M, P, E, and
probably T; Book 11, S, G, and Mo; and Book I1I, N.

There can be no doubt that this ‘*“Treatise” is the whole,
of which the published Treatise concerning the Principles of
Human Knowledge is only a fragment. As to the Preface, the
remarks of the Commonplace Book largely concern Berkeley’s

54 J., 220.



THE NEW PHILOSOPHY  {°]

relation to Locke and the necessity of recognizing obligations
to his predecessor.ss This was omitted in the printed Preface
to the Principles perhaps for the reason that by this time
Berkeley felt his own position to be so distinct from that of
Locke that no statement was really necessary. When we come
to the Introduction we find such a marked similarity between
the proposals of the Commonplace Book and the Introduction to
the published Principles that there can be no question at all
as to their relation. This similarity is verified even by isolated
details.s¢ In writing the published version of the Introduction,
Berkeley, although his views had certainly developed in the
interim, followed very closely the suggestions of the early diary.

When we pass to the remaining parts, the correspondence
with the published text of the Principles becomes more obscure.
There are, however, striking similarities.s” We gather from the
marginal headings that the first Book, as projected in the diary,
was to include the discussion of matter, primary and secondary
qualities, and existence; problems, that is, connected with sense
qualities or ideas. If we turn to the Principles, we find, only a
dozen pages from the end, the following statement: “Having
despatched what we intended to say concerning the knowledge
of ideas the method we proposed leads us in the next place to
treat of spirits.” s* The published Principles thus follows in gen-
eral the scheme outlined in the Commonplace Book. It is, how-
ever, only a fragment of the proposed treatise, as is made clear

ss J., 689.

¢ For cxample, Berkeley says, ‘“Even
to speak somewhat favorably of the
Schoolmen, and shew that they who
blame them for jargon are not free of it
themselves. Introd.” (J., 728. Cf. Pr.
Int., sec. 17.) Furthermore, “A man of
slow parts may overtake truth, &c. In-
trod. Even my shortsightedness might
perhaps be aiding to me in this matter —
*twill make me bring the object nearer to
my thoughts...” (J., 755). The cor-
responding passage in the Introduction
of the Principles, sec. §, runs as follows:
““. .. he who is shortsighted will be ob-
liged to draw the object nearer, and may,
perhaps by a closc and narrow survey,
discern that which had escaped far better
eyes.”” The other references to the Intro-
duction 1n the Commonplace Book concern
the two main topics of the published
introduction, i.e. words (J., 714, 729,

749), and the theory of abstraction (J.,
397, 699, 838).

57 For example, Berkeley proposes *‘ to
begin the first Book not with mention of
sensation and reflection, but instead of
sensation to usc perception or thought in
general >’ (]., §76). The connection of this
passage with the famous first section of
the Principles, which classifies all *‘the
objects of human knowledge,”’ 1s apparent.
This much disputed passage becomes
quite unambiguous when interpreted in
the hight of the Commonplace Book. To
avoid all misunderstanding it should be
altered to read as follows: “It 1s evident
to any one who takes a survey of the
obgects of human knowledge, that they are
either ideas actually imprinted on the
senses; or 1deas formed by help of memory
and imagination; or else lastly, oésects
such as are perceived by attending to the
passions and operations of the mind.”

st Pr., sec. 135.
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in the first edition, which carries Part I on the title page.
Berkeley also refers to other parts in his letters. What we have
in the main body of the published Principles is, therefore, Part I
of the projected treatise dealing with ideas. What does the diary
tell us concerning the other parts?

There are two passages referring to Part I, of which the first
is the more important.s* It runs as follows: “The two great
Principles of Morality — the Being of a God & the Freedom of
Man. Those to be handled in the beginning of the Second
Book.” That this Part was in Berkeley’s estimation the most
important division of his philosophy is indicated in the last
section of the Principles, which was probably constructed origi-
nally as an introduction to Part I, and which reads as follows:
“after all, what deserves the first place in our studies is, the con-
sideration of God and our Duty;....” The other passage
concerns the reason for using the word idea rather than thing.
This reason, Berkeley says, “I shall give in the Second Book.”
If we turn to the last part of the Principles, which probably
represents a short sketch of the ideas worked out in Part II, and
which unfortunately represents all that we possess of this essen-
tial Part, so far as the published writings are concerned, we find
a reason at least indicated. Active spirit is sharply distinguished
from the passive idea, and Berkeley specifically warns against
what he would have considered the fallacy of Hume and others
of inferring that there is no active spirit because *‘they could
not find they had any idea of it.” % Berkeley opposes this posi-
tion, declaring that the terms soul, spirit, and substance ‘“do
mean or signify a real thing. . ..” % It is necessary to reserve
the word thing for the general meaning, which comprises both
active and passive beings, and to employ the word idea for sen-
sory things alone.

All this, we must imagine, would have been made clearer in
the second Part, which Berkeley actually finished, but unfor-
tunately lost on his Italian travels. From the nature of the last
sections of the Principles,’* we must infer that the headings S,
G, Mo, or Soul, God, and Moral Philosophy, all of which con-
cern the active side of existence, were to be treated in this im-
portant second Part. If we ask ourselves why Berkeley allowed
his philosophy to be brought before the world in such a fragmen-

:’ }., gu. :: ? 137.
° J., 819, . 139.
o P;., secs. 136-138. 8% Secs. 135-156.
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tary form, we can only refer to his letter to Johnson where he
says that the distaste for rewriting a whole treatise, and lack of
time, made it impossible for him to complete his work.®s We
must also remember that in the Three Dialogues the gap is at
least partially filled, since the last two dialogues deal with re-
ligious matters, although in a popular and unsystematic form,
and that Berkeley’s moral philosophy is outlined, with respect
at least to a certain critical problem, in the Puassive Obedience.

There is only one note in the Commonplace Book which dis-
cusses Book IIL.*¢ This concerns the “prejudice” that “we
think we see an empty space, which I shall demonstrate to be
false in the third Book.” At the conclusion of his short discus-
sion of infinitesimals in the Principles, Berkeley says, “ But this
will be more clearly made out hereafter.®” That this allusion
refers to the coming Part I1I is made almost certain by the fact
that this passage was omitted in the second edition, after
Berkeley realized that it would be impossible for him to com-
plete the original project, and that the Principles, Part I, must
stand alone. It is also clear that the reference in the Analyst ¢
which refers to the “hints” of “twenty-five years ago,” from
which he was ““diverted by other occupations,” refers to those
portions of the Principles where infinitesimals are cursorily
discussed (1710 1735). We must conclude, therefore, that in
general, secs. 101 134 of the Principles which deal with prob-
lems of natural science “ are no more than anticipations of what
Berkeley originally planned to treat at full length in Part III,
which was not worked out until much later in the separate
treatises De Motu and Analyst.

It must be emphasized once more that the core of this treatise,
Part 11, on the will, was lost, and that Berkeley, amid the mani-
fold distractions of his active life, never had the opportunity to
rewrite it. If we are ever to discover some further trace of the
content of this essential Part, we must look for it in the Common-
plece Book. There is, moreover, good reason for believing that
such a search will not be in vain. Many of the later notes deal
with the will, and the relation of the will to ideas or objects.
This is, indeed, the central problem of the later portions of the

6 Berkeley to Johnson, November 23, % J., 589.
1729. (Fraser dates this letter June 23, 67 Sec. 132.
1729, vol. 11, p. 14.) Cf. Samuel Johnson, 8 Sec. 0.
Ilss Career and If'ritings, ed. Schneider, & “N.” in C, B.
New York, 1929, vol. 11, pp. 270 ff.
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diary. Itisimpossible to account for the presence of fragments
connected with the De Motu without supposing that the volume
accompanied Berkeley on his Italian travels, during which he
wrote the second Part of the Principles. It is probable, there-
fore, that he referred to the later note-book A in composing the
most essential portion of his ““Treatise.” It is even possible, as
we have suggested, that sections of note-book A were actually
written at this late date, in which case it would supersede all the
other early work.™ In any case, the Commonplace Book presents
us with an intimate record of Berkeley’s thought during a long
period of formulation when, in and through a criticism of the
standard authors of the day, especially Locke, he was tenta-
tively finding his way. To chart the course which he followed
through this maze of contemporary doctrine is an essential pre-
requisite for the understanding of his published works. The
notes are, of course, fragmentary and inchoate, since they cover
a wide range of topics. This very lack of order, however, is to
some extent an advantage, since where the separate memoranda
are not actually brought together in stated propositions, or
where they are brought together in ““contradictory” ways, it is
nevertheless sometimes possible to discern the tendency of
Berkeley’s thought, which is often of much more importance
than his stated *“views.”

70 ‘The early works would then follow Jogues, Guardian Essays, and finally Note-

the suggestive order. Note-book B, New book A, which 1s certainly favored by in-
Theory of Viston, Princsples, Three Dra-  ternal evidence.



CHAPTER 11

THE COMMONPLACE BOOK

In spITE of its fragmentary and occasional character, Berkeley’s
Commonplace Book, when read in the original order established
by Lorenz, betrays a marked unity of thought. Most of the
notations are consciously connected with one underlying con-
ception or ““principle,” and all of the strictly philosophical com-
ments may be traced to this source. Berkeley refers to this
“principle” on the first page of the Commonplace Book * as *“ the
immaterial hypothesis,” and defines it as follows: ‘“Nothing
properly but persons, i.e. conscious things, do exist. All other
things are not so much existences as manners of ye existence of
persons.” # It is interesting to note the increasing degree of cer-
tainty with which Berkeley refers to this conception. At first it
is ‘ the immaterial hypothesis.” 3 Then it is ““my doctrine.” 4
Later it is an “obvious tho’ amazing truth.” 5 Finally it is re-
ferred to fairly consistently as “the Principle.”® Berkeley,
therefore, came to regard his principle as a truth which must
become evident to any unprejudiced mind taking the trouble
to examine the facts of experience.” Thus, he says, * Ignorance
in some sort requisite in ye person that should disaver the
Principle.” *

Several passages show that Berkeley is very anxious to guard
his new conception against the accusation of scepticism, which
he felt from the first was apt to be urged against it. He says,
for example, “There is a reality: there are things: there is a
rerum natura.” *° He does not, therefore, mean to deny the
reality of the external world, but only to assert its necessary
relation to a superior factor held to be present in all experience.
Hence, *“the reverse of ye Principle introduced scepticism,” *°
for, since all that we know or experience contains an “active”
factor, a reality independent of consciousness can never in any
way be known or experienced.

rJ, 19 § J., 293; cf. J., 314, 398, 407, 923.
1], 24. 1 Cf. J., 287.

$ )., 19. ' ], 293

4+ )., 199. ’ J., 316.

5 J., 287. 10 J., 315; cf. 407.
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The principle is not specifically mentioned until the nine-
tecenth notation, but is implied in the fifth and thirteenth. It
is very possible that the primary thought came to him as a result
of reflection upon the nature of time with which these earliest
notations are concerned.” Three of the theses, which Berkeley
worked out as suggestions for discussion in the second philo-
sophical society, refer to time,” and both the distinction be-
tween time or duration and its ‘““measure,” ** as well as the
doctrine of the relativity of perceptual time,** which, for
Berkeley, was identified with duration or actual existence,*s are
familiar to the reader of the Essay. The earliest formulations
of the “new principle” might easily have been suggested by a
careful reading of l.ocke’s chapter on the /dea of Duration.*s
T'ime, in its actual conscious passage, ditfers from individual to
individual and varies even in the same individual in different
moods. But all our experience is necessarily in time. Therefore,
““duration not distinguish’d from existence” 7 which is conse-
quently rclative and mind-dependent. Some such train of
thought may very well have led up to the first definite formula-
tion of the new principle.® The theses, particularly, show that
even before the beginning of the Commonplace Book, Berkeley
had progressed very far towards his new point of view through a
carcful reading and criticism of the Kssay. In one thesis, in-
deed,' he specifically mentions five doctrines of Locke, the con-
tradictories of which are prominent in the diary itself. In any
case, it is certain that the principle, which underlies the whole
structure of the Commonplace Book and provides Berkeley with
his new point of departure, originated either late in 1706 or
carly in 1707, shortly after the second set of statutes, as a result
of meditation upon Locke’s Lssay.

There has been much discussion concerning the relation
between the ‘“‘new principle” and the logic of abstraction.
Erdmann particularly has taken the position that Berkeley’s
theory of abstraction was only a later and secondary theory
devised ad hoc for the defense of his “spiritism” or “imma-
terialism,” which is regarded by most of the German investi-
gators as a “basic religious intuition.” ** When Berkeley’s

nCf. J,16 7 J,s

u § X1, X1V, XX # J., 19 and 24.

u ], 10, “J, 0. » XXIL

5 )., 8. 2 See espectally Erdmann, Berkeleys

1 pssav, 1, 14. Phil. sm Lichte . . ., pp. 47 ff.
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philosophical development, however, is regarded as a whole, it
becomes manifest that this view is quite incorrect. As we hope
to show in detail, Berkeley’s fundamental insight was an insight
into the connectedness of things, not an obstinate tendency to
regard everything as inhering in disembodied ghosts. His
hatred of abstraction led him constantly to see * wholes” where
common sense saw only disjoined fragments. The famous esse
percipi principle is simply a particular application of his con-
crete logic, or what he came to call his “mental” mode of
“reasoning.” The self and the world are not separate entities,
lying side by side, but are intimately conjoined in a whole,
without which either would be unthinkable. This, as the later
development of Berkeley’s thought, in the Dic/ogues and in the
Siris, shows, is the true meaning of the *“‘new principle.”
Against the argument of Erdmann and Lorenz that the ““ prin-
ciple” is actually stated defore the doctrine of abstraction, it
must be replied: first, that the principle is itself an application
of the doctrine of abstraction to the relation between the self
and the world; second, that several of the theses written before
the Commonplace Book also involve the principle of abstrac-
tion; ** and third, that the earliest notations on time,* imme-
diately preceding the first statement of the ‘‘new principle,” con-
cern the real inseparability of time from existence ** and must
also be regarded as applications of the new *“‘concrete” logic.
The world is not a heap of mechanical elements externally re-
lated to one another, but a system, the parts of which are essen-
tially related, and the sharp lines drawn between * things” by
common sense are artificial and unreal. Back of this artificial
dismembered world of language and ordinary discourse, lies the
world as it really is. This is the essential meaning of Berkelcy’s
“new principle.” The “spiritism” or *psychologism” in
which it was first expressed 1s only a temporary crystallization
of his new method which inevitably passed beyond this first
subjectivistic formulation.

METHODOLOGY

Nothing in the Commonplace Book is more striking than the
development of Berkeley’s theory of demonstration, and more
particularly the change in attitude toward mathematics which
this involved. Berkeley’s earliest published treatises, which we

# Fspeaally J., 1V, V, IX. 2§, 1-16. 3], 5.
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have good reason to believe were completed in 1705 or 1706,
when the Commonplace Book was just begun, manifest, as we
have observed, the greatest enthusiasm for mathematics and the
mathematical method. This attitude is reflected in the earlier
portions of the Commonplace Book. Mathematics, for example,
has an important advantage over ethics and metaphysics in that
its fundamental definitions do not encounter prejudice and are
willingly agreed to by all men.* It is possible to demonstrate
metaphysics and ethics in the mathematical manner.?s Berke-
ley’s enthusiasm, therefore, carries him even farther than the
mathematical ethics suggested by Locke,* although, as he says,
“Metaphysics is not so capable to be demonstrated in a geo-
metrical way, because men see clearer and have not so many
prejudices in ethiques.” # Berkeley, however, did not long
maintain this pan-mathematical point of view, and it is most
interesting to follow in the Commonplace Book the process of
self-criticism which finally led him more precisely to define and
restrict the field of mathematical demonstration. This process
is naturally somewhat confused, and there are lapses and false
starts. It is nevertheless possible, in considering the Common-
place Book as a whole, not only to discern the direction of
Berkeley's thought, but to discover several of its more im-
portant consequences.

The earliest methodological notations concern the inade-
quacy of language to express thought, and this sense of the
deficiency of words remains a fundamental strand throughout
the pattern of the book, being closely connected with the origin
of the theory of abstraction.* This theory, indeed, was not
fully and distinctly stated until 1708 in the first draft of the
Principles (Introduction), but is clearly based on the linguistic
criticism worked out in the memoranda of the Commonplace
Book. Berkeley points out that we are in the habit of expressing
insensible things in terms of metaphors drawn from the sensory
realm,” and, as the Commonplace Book proceeds, he comes to
place more and more emphasis on the philosophic difficulties
resulting from this preoccupation with the sensory. Thus he
observes that we know and experience many things for which
we have no proper vocabulary.s® Directly after remarking upon
the metaphysical character of language, he says, “The grand

u ], 164. = J., 165. 2 Cf. J., 569, 566, 560.

% Essay, IV, m, 18-20. » J., 178,
27 J,, 248. 3 J., 182 and 232.
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mustake is that we think we have ideas of the operations of our
minds.” # The deceptiveness of language is, therefore, due to
the fact that it seems to ignore the pure activity which for
Berkeley was at this time a fundamental element in experience.
This fact leads him to state that his “chief” purpose is to lay
aside the “veil” of words, and return to the given facts of ex-
perience. “The chief thing I do or pretend to do is onely to
remove the mist or veil of words.” ** This conception recurs
again and again.® As long as we confine ourselves to the obser-
vation or intuition of experienced facts we cannot be mistaken.
“To view the deformity of error we need only undress it.”” 3¢
Fallacies and mistakes occur only when we become confused in
our symbol systems and imagine meanings for symbols which
never really existed at all, or when ““in long deductions made by
signs” there may be “slips of memory.” 35 Truth is the natural
product of experience and intuition. Error is something that
arises from an artificially abstract use of symbols.

Berkeley accordingly insists that even mathematical signs
must be given some empirically verifiable meaning or idea.s®
He is nevertheless dominated by the mathematical ideal of
knowledge, speaking constantly of demonstration in general,
and more particularly of the demonstration of his doctrine.
Thus he says, “I shall demonstrate all my doctrines,” 3" and
also, ““Newton begs his principles; I demonstrate mine.” ** He
does not think that certainty is confined to mathematics, but,
following Locke, proposes to apply the mathematical method to
ethics and to metaphysics. Even theology is subject to demon-
stration, ‘. . . for though the principles may be founded on
Faith, yet this hinders not but that legitimate demonstrations
might be built thereon; provided still that we define the words
we use, and never go beyond our ideas. . . .” 3 There is nothing

32 J., 651,

8 Cf. J., 497, 708.

1 J., 750.

s J., 7058.

% Not necessarily a sensuous meaning.
The word idea is at first used vaguely to
refer to significance in general. In J.,
424 Berkeley defines idea, for example, as
the “immediate object of thought.”” It
is only toward the middle of the Common-
place Book that he gives this word the
hmited signification which it thenceforth

bears in his doctrine. Thus, in J., 492 he
says, ‘“Whether 1t were not better no¢
to call the operations of the mind ideas,
confining this term to things sensible?"
In the passages where he discards in-
finitesimals and abstract ideas because
they have no ideas or meanings, he s using
the word in the general rather than in the
specific or Humian sense as, for example,
1n J., 647-648.

7 J., 592.

# J., 403.

» J., 590.
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incompatible between “‘experience” and the mathematical
method. We accept our basic propositions from an empirical
source, and then proceed to demonstrate mathematical con-
clusions from them. Towards the end of the Commonplace Book,
however, a most significant movement of thought occurs, in
which the mathematical method is sharply sundered from the
intuitions of experience.

This development is preceded by two preparatory phases, one
connected with mathematics, and one with ethics. Early in the
Commonplace Book, spurred on by his criticism of the doctrine
of infinitesimals as empirically meaningless, he catches himself
up brusquely, “What shall I say?” he asks himself, “‘Dare 1
pronounce the admired éxpiBeta mathematica, that darling of
the age, a trifle?” 4 FKor a long period Berkeley evidently
turned this revolutionary idea over in his mind. In two interest-
ing propositions he compares the schoolmen with the mathema-
ticians.** *‘The Schoolmen,” he says, *“have noble subjects, but
handle themill. The Mathematicians have trifling subjects, but
reason admirably about them .. .”; # and again: ** If we admire
the method & acuteness of the Mathematicians, the length, the
subtilty, the exactness of their Demonstrations, we must never-
theless be forced to grant that they are for the most part about
trifling subjects, and perhaps mean nothing at all.” 4+ Though
he is reluctant to pursue this criticism to its ultimate conclusion,
the impetus of his thought led him on implacably. As he tested
one mathematical proposition after another by his concrete test,
it became evident to him that they had no actual application or
meaning. What was left was mere symbolism. It was not that
Berkeley ever came to doubt mathematical propositions. The
result of his reflections was rather to deprive them of relevancy
to the intuited experience which for him was the only reality.
He never questioned that the sort of circle the mathematicians
talk about cannot be squared. What he questioned was the
applicability of this circle to the actual world. The experienced
circle can be squared. Similarly, the experienced square has an
experienced diagonal which consists of a certain number of
minima, and therefore the experienced diagonal is commensu-
rable with its sides, unless we are prepared to deny the theory of
minima or thresholds. This position of Berkeley is not as absurd
as has often been supposed. It isone thing to deny mathematics

© J., 324; cf. 389- 390. 2 J., 408,

# J., 339 and 405. s J., 347,
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and another to deny its relevancy to empirical reality. What is
the connection of the necessary judgments of mathematics with
experience? Berkeley neither denied the fact that there were
necessary judgments, nor that they were valid in some sense.
What interested him from the very first was their application or
meaning and what he finally affirmed was their essentially
analytic or tautologous character.

The other line of thought which led him to this important
conclusion was his criticism of Locke’s doctrine of mathematical
morality. According to this theory, “To demonstrate morality
it seemed one need only make a dictionary of words, and see
which included which.” # The succeeding notation,* however,
shows that this is not in the least Berkeley’s own point of view.4
This essential proposition runs as follows: *“Locke’s instances of
demonstration in morality are, according to his own rule,
trifling propositions.” Berkeley is undoubtedly referring to
Locke’s famous distinction between real and trifling proposi-
tions 7 which we know attracted Berkeley’s attention, for,
shortly after, he makes the following memorandum, *Locke of
trifling propositions. (Bk. 4 c. 8) Mem. Well to observe and con
over that chapter.” #* Soon after his first criticism of mathe-
matical morality # he reopens the question: “N.B. To consider
well wt is meant by that wch Locke saith concerning Algebra -—
that it supplies intermediate ideas. Also to think of a method
affording the same use in morals &c. that this doth in mathe-
matiques.”s* The next proposition begins his essential criticism.
“ Homo is not proved to be vivens by means of any intermediate
idea. I don’t fully agree with Lockc in wt he says concerning
sagacity in finding out intermediate ideas in matter capable of
demonstration & the use thereof; as if that were the onely
means of improving and enlarging demonstrative knowledge.” 5

The reason for this disagreement is developed in the exceed-
ingly important series ** where, in a condensed form, Berkeley
states his new conception of mathematics and lays the founda-
tions for his own peculiar philosophic method. He begins with
the concept of the solitary man, which he finds a most useful
device to carry him back to the immediate facts of experience.

4 J., 702; cf. 717. 47 Book 1V, Chap. VIIIL.
s J., 703. 4 J., 784
4% As Mr. G. A. Johnston has supposed. 4 J., 703.

See ‘‘ The Influence of Mathematical Con- so J., 709,

ceptions on Berkeley’'s Philosophy,” st J., 710

Mind, N. S., XXV, 1916.  J.,739-753-
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If such a man were taught to speak, the words would serve him
only as mnemonic devices to record and rearrange his ideas.®
In the primary experience of such a man, however, there would
be no identical elements, and hence ‘“there are no identical
mental propositions.” ¢ It is useless, therefore, to search for
intermediate terms which may eventually prove two experiences
identical.5s Such demonstrations, and the abstract identities
involved in them, can be only verbal. Two words may be iden-
tical, as defined to stand for the same reality. Certainty, says
Berkeley, seems to be a matter of mere words and definitions.s¢
But in a marginal comment, which represents his final criticism
of this view, he says, *“This seems wrong. Certainty, real cer-
tainty, is of sensible ideas.”s” ‘I may be certain without affir-
mation or negation.”

There are, in other words, two sorts of certainty — the verbal
certainty which arises from the arbitrary definition of words and
their substitution one for another in identical or analytic propo-
sitions, and the very different sort of certainty which involves
concrete reality and is synthetic, since it relates different, non-
identical elements together. Berkeley leaves us in no doubt as
to which he himself considers the more important, at least for
philosophy.s* The mathematical certainty involving two iden-
tities is tautologous and obvious. ‘“The reason why we can
demonstrate so well about signs is, that they are perfectly arbi-
trary & in our power — made at pleasure.” * It is no wonder
that we may go on making definitions ad infinitum, and deduc-
ing consequences from them, according to certain rules. The
sign world is at our disposal. This may be interesting and essen-
tial for certain purposes, but it is ““trifling.” The much dis-
cussed, traditional aefernae veritates thus “vanish,” ¢ for they
are tautologies resulting from arbitrary definitions subject to
our will. They are all hypothetical. If we agree to define so and
so as such and such, then all manner of so-called eternal truths
must follow. The philosopher, however, is more interested in
“mental propositions” which are not mere identities, like the
cogito of Descartes,® but which relate together different facts

s J., 739. Book 1V, Chap. V, where *“ mental propo-
s4 J., 740; my 1talics. sitions”’ are defined as those ‘‘ wherein the
ss J., 741, $ J.,743. 1deas in our understandings are without
ST )., 44 the use of words put together, or sepa-
8 Cf. J., 753. rated,” and contrasted with “verbal
9 J., 745. 6o J., 748. propositions’’ which “are words . .. put

& J., 751; cf. 743, and Locke, Essay, together or separated.”
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and, therefore, tell us something. ‘Knowledge, or certainty, or
perception of agreement of ideas—as to identity and diversity,
and real existence, vanisheth; of relation becometh merely nomi-
nal; of coexistence, remaineth.”¢* All “real knowledge” i1s
knowledge of ““ coexistence,” which Locke had discarded as being
relatively unimportant. Mathematical knowledge of relation,
or agreement of ideas, is merely verbal and dependent on the
will, while the knowledge of existent entities without the mind
is again only verbal, for such entities are only verbal abstrac-
tions. The only real knowledge which remains is knowledge of
coexistence.

This does not, however, imply that mathematics is to be dis-
carded. It is altogether a matter of signs and definitions, but
it is, nevertheless, ““ useful,” % and it is even possible to conceive
of a ““mixt” mathematical science of ethics.%* Given that cer-
tain things are right, it may be very ““useful”’ to deduce all the
identical propositions which follow from these. The result of
this important line of thought is a complete departure from the
prevailing tendency which attempted to make mathematics the
model of all valid thought. There are other perfectly valid
modes of reasoning. ‘‘Certainly it is not impossible but a man
may arrive at the knowledge of all real truth as well without as
with signs, had he a memory and imagination most strong and
capacious. Therefore reasoning & science doth not altogether
depend upon words or names.” % Berkeley does not doubt that
the method of philosophy is synthetic rather than mathemati-
cal, and, so far as it is concerned, he gives up his previous ideal
of a mathematical metaphysics and theology. ‘I must not pre-
tend to promise much of demonstration. I must cancell all pas-
sages that look like that sort of pride, that raising of expectation
in my readers.” % The contrast between this and the mathe-
matical enthusiasm of the earlier portions of the Commonplace
Book and the Miscellanea Mathematica is striking.

Berkeley, in the later portions of the Commonplace Book and
in the Principles, places a certain science of signs at the base
of mathematics.” This science involves the primary rules of
symbolic manipulation, and is entirely analytic or “trifling” in
character. Geometry, however, is to be “reckon’d among the
mixt mathematics,” being ‘““an application” of the abstracted

62 J., 752, 6 J., 895; my italics.

& J., 865. & J., 870.

& J., 783, 865 and P. O., sec. 53. 67 J., 780 and 781.
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pure nominal mathematics “to points.” ¢ Berkeley, therefore,
would not admit with Kant that arithmetic involved any in-
tuitive process, though he would agree with him in associating
geometry with the intuition of space. But the ultimate effect
of his critique of mathematics was the same as that of Kant,
namely the development of a concrete sort of logic to deal, not
merely with verbal abstractions and arbitrary definitions, but
to move among the concrete contents of experience. The logic
of mathematics is not the logic of actuality, and therefore can-
not be the logic of philosophical “reasoning.” *“ Reasoning there
may be about things or ideas, or actions; but demonstration can
be only verbal. ...” ®

Berkeley’s attempt to work out a concrete or “mental ” mode
of reasoning leads him to take issue with a tendency of thought
which was peculiarly characteristic of the time — the disparage-
ment of sense qualities as an insignificant and unreliable source
of knowledge. Indeed, he often seems perilously close to the
point of identifying the concrete with the sensory, though his
doctrine of the ineffable, *“ transcendental” character of the self
finally saves him from this danger. For Descartes, sense was
notoriously confused and inadequate, and the same was, of
course, true of Malebranche and Spinoza. Even Locke, though
his position is somewhat obscure, in the end remains true to
the mathematical ideal, and “sensitive knowledge,” which is
sharply distinguished from relational knowledge, since it is only
probable, is placed on a distinctly lower level. Through the
whole of the Commonplace Book, there are numerous passages
which directly oppose this tendency to dismiss the senses. He
says, for example: *Foolish in men to dispise the senses. If
it were not for them the mind could have no knowledge, no
thought at all.”» And yet, as he clearly indicates in the rest
of this passage, he does not mean that sense is the source but
rather the condition of knowledge. “All...of introversion,
meditation, contemplation, and spiritual acts, as if these could
be exerted before we had ideas from without by the senses, mani-
festly absurd.”™ Without sense our reasoning is empty and
verbal. “... We must have ideas or else we cannot think.” *
Geometry is an example which he constantly refers to. With-
out the space which we actually intuit, geometry becomes a
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set of symbols manipulated according to arbitrary rule. Thus,
“Sense rather than reason or demonstration ought to be em-
ployed about lines and figures, these being things sensible.
...”1 Geometry that attempts to be purely rational really
ceases to be geometry.™ The attempt to make “pure intellect”
by itself the judge of geometrical questions ends in destroying
the question. ‘“Say you, pure intellect must be judge. I re-
ply that lines and triangles are not operations of the mind.” 7s
This is why Berkeley attempted in the Commonplace Book,
without denying the traditional geometry, to lay the founda-
tions for a sensory geometry which should be truly applicable
and not a mere set of symbols with arbitrary meanings.

This insistence on ‘‘concreteness” was doubtless a most
wholesome reaction to the prevailing abstract *‘intellectualism™
of the day. There are certain respects, however, in which his
very antagonism to an abstract intellectualism led him astray.
The first and most dangerous of these was his marked tendency
to identify the ““concrete” with the ““empirical,” or what is sen-
sorily grven in experience. This passive or descriptive attitude
really lies back of the *“spiritism” or ““psychologism” we have
already noted in his early thinking. What is not “‘given” to
some sense or “‘intuitive” faculty is not real, and is, therefore,
attributed to obstinate verbalism. In spite of many warnings
to the effect that the self cannot be made into an object or
“thing,” it is nevertheless viewed as the “object” of a peculiar
“intuitive” faculty. This oscillation between the objective,
empirical self conceived by an abstract logic and a truly “tran-
scendental” principle developed through his new synthetic
method is characteristic of Berkeley’s early thought. He is
never guite clear as to just which he means by the ambiguous
term *‘self,” though there can be no question as to the pre-
dominance of the abstract, spiritistic trend in the earlier por-
tions of the Commonplace Book.

In the later portions, however, his concrete logic begins to dis-
solve away the fixed abstraction of the “self” about which his
earlier reflections had crystallized, and leads him, in a develop-
ment which is prophetic of the course later to be taken in the
three Dialogues and finally in the Siris, to a new, transcendental
level of thought. Before examining this first conquest of the new
non-mathematical method, however, we must pause to con-
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sider the spiritistic theory of ideas, which, on the whole, domi-
nates the earlier note-book (B) and comes to a final expression
in the published Principles of Human Knowledge.

Book I. PHiLosopuy or IDEAs (SuBjECTIVISM)

The passages in the Commonplace Book marked M, P, and E
(Matter, Primary and Secondary Qualities, and Existence) were
later elaborated and published in a finished form in the work
entitled A4 Treatise Concerning the Principles of Human Knowl-
edge. All the conceptions developed in the main body of this
work are contained in germ in the earlier portions of the Com-
monplace Book. These conceptions fit together systematically
into a position conveniently indicated by the term subjectivism,
which is the first stable thought structure into which his new
concrete method crystallized, and with which Berkeley’s name
has been since associated. We must now devote our attention
to an examination of this position as it is clearly suggested in the
earliest fragmentary notations of his intellectual diary.

“Nothing properly but persons, i.e. conscious things, do
exist. All other things are not so much existences as manners of
ye existence of persons,” 7 and *“’tis wondrous to contemplate
ye world empty’d of all intelligences.” 77 This, as we have seen,
is the original form in which Berkeley stated his new principle.
It dominates the early sections of the Commonplace Book, and
traces of it are evident even in the later portions. What it repre-
sents, as we have already observed, is the application of Berke-
ley’s new synthetic mode of reasoning to what are ordinarily
called “objects without the mind.” Such objects, as Berkeley
soon discovered, are not absolutely or abstractly independent,
but relative to a ““ conscious thing” perceiving them. They ““are
not so much existences as manners of ye existence of persons,”
in other words, “ideas.” They are dependent upon the “con-
scious thing” in the sense that without it they would not be
what they are. The world of the fly is not our world,™ and even
in the case of separate persons we must suppose that the worlds
of “ideas” which they perceive are, in fact, distinct. We may
classify what we perceive in various ways. There are primary
qualities, secondary qualities, spatial extensions, and temporal
successions, but it remains true that all objects whatsoever are
objects to a ““conscious thing,” and hence ideas. The first note-
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book (B) of the Commonplace Book, as well as the main body of
the Principles, is devoted to the task of carrying out this for-
mulation of Locke’s “new way of ideas” with a rigid consistency
which would seem to lead to a thoroughgoing solipsism.

The single self turns out to be the “bearer” of all time and
existence. If we ask ourselves what really lies at the basis of
this theory which has impressed certain minds as irrefutable,
there can be only one answer. The “bearer” of the world is the
individual, finite ““person,” or what Berkeley calls the *con-
scious thing.” In his earlier works, he says very little more
about this fundamental concept, but simply rests his case upon
an “intuition,” which he apparently thinks can be verified by
any conscious being capable of introspection. The individual
self is the “active” element in experience, and there is “no
active power but the Will.” 7 This “will” is an ubiquitous
feature of our experience, which it is impossible convincingly to
question. It is, in fact, the inescapable center, about which all
our ideas revolve, for what is there that happens to us that
cannot in the end be fitted into our lives as phases of our
biographies? The will itself is simply “given,” through an in-
tuition so inescapable that ‘“we cannot possibly conceive any
active power but the Will.” #°

Berkeley’s familiar subjectivism, according to which the
ideas which we immediately or directly perceive “are” things
themselves, is, of course, a consequence of this intuitive doc-
trine. If I intuit myself as a private individual center of
consciousness, there seems no escape from the psychologistic
conclusion that everything in the universe is a phase of my expe-
rience, since what could be meant by the universe of someone
else must forever remain a meaningless verbalism to ‘“me.”
Solipsism would, in fact, seem to be the only rigidly consistent
conclusion derivable from this doctrine.

Berkeley, however, in the first half of the Commonplace Book
feels no compelling drift in this direction. He follows Locke in
believing that the principle of causation offers an impregnable
refuge from the logic of the situation. Certain of my ‘‘ideas,”
it is true, those I call “imaginary,” are within the control of
“my” will, but other ideas, which I call real, are not similarly
within my control. They are rather forced upon me by some
“external”’ cause, since they are impressed upon me against my

» C. B. J., 133. t J., 157.
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will. Instead of supposing a world of “primary qualities” ex-
ternal to me, however, Berkeley differs from Locke, during this
phase of his thought, in substituting for the *physical” uni-
verse the conception of an active agent, which he thinks it is
fitting to describe as “God,” since He acts in a “regular” way,
and is clearly more *“ powerful” than ourselves. ‘“The cause of
all natural things,” he says, “is onely God. . .. This Doctrine
gives a most suitable idea of the Divinity.” * We are not to
imagine that there are sensations in this causal being, but only
“powers” to cause sensations in us. This is the one respect in
which Berkeley’s carly theory seems to possess an advantage
over what is commonly accepted as the view of Locke. Material
substance is inert. It is, therefore, ““of great use to religion to
take extension out of our idea of God, & put a power in its
place.” 8 There is an external world “independent” of us, just
as in Locke’s theory, but this is a world of active ““powers”
rather than inert, extended substances, possessing the primary
qualities, for the primary qualities are just as clearly ideas as the
secondary. “Nothing . .. without,” says Berkeley, “corre-
sponds to our primary ideas but powers.” *3

The crudity of this early view, which is, nevertheless, de-
fended with great ingenuity in the Principles, was recognized by
Berkeley himself at an early date, as is shown by the funda-
mental transformation of the doctrine in the latter portions of
the Commonplace Book, and the Third Dialogue between Hylas
and Philonous. Indeed, almost all of the fundamental criticisms
Berkeley aimed with such deadly precision against .ocke, apply
with equal force against his own causal spiritism. How can the
conception of transcendental, causal ‘““powers” be reconciled
with his own attack upon representationism, especially when he
makes it apply specifically to l.ocke’s “‘real and nominal
essences”’? #  Does not the ““causal theory” involve the same
futile doubling of the world, against which he constantly urges
such forcible objections? # How can a passive idea in the mind
resemble an “active” cause without the mind?* With what
right, indeed, of any sort do we apply the concept of causation
beyond the world of our experience, since “ there are no causes
(properly speaking) but spiritual,” *7 and the only direct and
trustworthy knowledge of “spirits” is gained from ourselves?

8 ., 430. 8 J., 541, 8 Cf. J., 862.
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What enables us to make the transempirical leap from “our-
selves” to God, especially in view of the fact that the Common-
place Book does not seem to admit any essential connection even
between the causes and effects we actually experience? How
much more tenuous must this connection then become, when
one of the links is beyond all experience whatsoever? Is not
Berkeley definitely undermining the force of his causal argu-
ment, when he refers to the axiom that ‘“the effect is contained
in the cause” as “‘an axiom I do not understand or believe to
be true.” %

These are a few of the more apparent objections which even-
tually led Berkeley completely to abandon the early spiritism
he developed under the influence of Locke, and defended so in-
geniously in the Principles. In the first half of the Commonplace
Book, it s accepted as almost a truism, and even identified with
the new logical principle. We know ourselves by an undeniable
intuition to be “active’ spirits, impressed from without by
various real ““ideas” or objects. For all ““sorts” of sensations or
“collections of thoughts” there are corresponding * collections
of powers” in God.*» He sends our sensations to us in regular
clusters or “sorts,” and for every such cluster there is a separate
causal principle in Him. Our minds are also active principles,
and in so far as they are able to interpret the sensory sequences,
may arrive at some conception of the causal agencies producing
them, but all degrees of interpretation and misinterpretation
are possible. Every advance in the understanding of nature,
every discovery of a natural law or “sort,” is a step in the
direction of understanding God. ‘““Every sensation of mine,
which happens in consequence of the general known laws of
nature, & is from without, i.e. independent of my will, demon-
strates the being of a God. . ..” ¢ This is, of course, the con-
ception which he sometimes indicated by the image of the *“uni-
versal” or “divine language of nature,”** though it does not
occur in the Commonplace Book itself, and is of no special im-
portance in the development of Berkeley’s underlying thought.”

% ., 793. fundamental “intuition” is embedded in
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This early Lockian conception, which we shall refer to as
spiritism or psychologism, since it is based upon a supposed
direct “intuition” of the self as an independent will or *“ think-
ing thing,” is summarized in a concise formula near the middle
of the Commonplace Book. *Existence,” he says, “is percipi, or
percipere (or velle, i.e. agere). . . .”” 9% All reality may be divided
into two separate types. On the one hand, there are the “‘ac-
tive”” substances, which will carry on other activities, and per-
ceive. They are thinking ““ things,” capable of existing in their
own right, not dependent upon anything outside themselves.
Their esse is hence percipere or velle or agere. On the other hand,
there are the passive, dependent objects or ideas perceived by
these thinking substances. They are not similarly independent
and self-existent. They cannot simply be what they are in
themselves, but are rather relative in nature. Their essences
extend beyond themselves, and their esse is percipi. Without
an active “will”’ to perceive them, they could not be. But the
““conscious things,” or persons, can exist in abstract isolation
from all objects. They can will, therefore, without willing any-
thing, and can perceive without perceiving anything, though
it is absurd to think of the existence of an idea existing without
its being perceived. It is the independence or priority of the
“active,” finite will which, on the basis of an incontrovertible
intuition, is supposed to exist in utter independence, that under-
lies the thought of the early Commonplace Book and Berkeley’s
whole philosophy of ideas. Objects are dependent, and hence
only ideas, but the self is an independent substance. The esse of
all objects is percipi, but ““ the will wills.” We shall henceforth
refer to this position as spiritism or subjectivism. It dominates
the early Commonpluce Book and the Principles, although the
concrete logic, which, as we have seen, is the fundamental
methodological basis of Berkeley’s reflections, leads him, even
in these works, to insights with which this plausible * position”
cannot be reconciled. His concrete method of ‘“reasoning”
finally led him far beyond this abstract spiritism of his youth,
which he really abandoned at the age of twenty-eight. We
must now turn to the important movement of thought through
which this step was hesitantly accomplished in the later note-
book (A) of the Commonplace Book.

9 J., 426.
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Book II. THE DiaLEcTIC OF THE SELF

The sections in the Commonplace Book marked S (Soul-
Spirit), G (God), and Mo (Moral Philosophy) occur for the
most part in the later note-book (A) which Berkeley presumably
carried with him on his Italian travels when he was preparing
the second part of the Principles. It is not surprising, therefore,
that the notations of this book betray a grasp immeasurably
profounder than the earlier entries. Whether these later entries
of note-book A were written in 1707 as is usually supposed, or, as
is at least possible, in 1715 or 1716,% they reveal a most essential
development of Berkeley’s thought from the crude spiritism of
note-book B.%

There are still traces of the spiritistic position. At one point,
Berkeley even says: “. .. I know with an intuitive knowledge
the existence of other things as well as my own soul.” *¢ But
the hesitant scepticism, evinced at one or two points in the
earlier Commonplace Book, concerning the basic “intuition” of
the self, on which the whole position rests, is now deeply inten-
sified.>” Passage after passage expresses doubt as to whether
the activity of the soul may be made the object or idea of any
faculty whatsoever. Objections are raised against Locke’s defi-
nition of power as a “simple idea.” ** Somewhat further we
find the remarkably strong statement that ““it seems improper
to make the word person stand for an idea, or to make ourselves
Ideas. . ..” % The activity of the self can never be the object
of any sense, or of any intuition no matter how *peculiar,”
since as soon as we sense or intuit it, it becomes an object or
idea, and hence not the self at all. There are many notations
in which Berkeley impresses upon himself the fact that the soul
must be known in a fashion entirely different from that in
which we know ideas or objects. All our ordinary categories of
thought, such as existence, are directed outwardly to ideas or
objects, but if we attempt to apply these objective categories
uncritically to the self, essential distortions inevitably arise.
This scepticism finally developed such an irresistible logical
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force that Berkeley says near the end of the book, “The Will is
purus actus, or rather pure spirit, not imaginable, not sensible,
not intelligible, in no wise the object of the understanding, no
wise perceivable.”*** The soul, or will, is no object of any sort,
since it is the very act (purus actus) through which we know
such objects. It is at the same time the most ubiquitous and
the most elusive element in our experience. Not only is Berkeley
now not in a position to make the self the bearer of all experi-
ence, but his early exaggeration of subjectivity leads him to the
point of doubting whether there is any such thing. It is only
his newly discovered logic of *“ reasoning,” which saves him from
this predicament, and the process through which this conse-
quence is avoided is so essential that we must trace it in detail.

Spiritism or psychologism was correct, as far as it went. The
trouble was that it was based altogether on a consideration of
the objective side of consciousness. The self, or will, had been
simply assumed or postulated as an “intuited datum.” Once
having started to reflect seriously or to “reason” upon the
nature of the self, it is not long before Berkeley discovers that its
logical position is precisely similar to that of “passive” or de-
pendent objects. What he now discovers is that the self or soul
1s relative in exactly the same sense. There is no object (esse)
without perception (percipi). But it is equally true that there
is no activity without some object. As Berkeley remarks: *“ Cer-
tainly if there were no sensible ideas there could be no soul, no
perception, remembrance, love, fear, &c; no faculty could be
exerted.” ** Nevertheless, as he declares in the immediately
following passage: “The soul is the Will . . . and . . . is distinct
from ideas.” '** The more he is forced to think of these two
aspects of experience as distinct, the more he is forced to think
them together, and the more he pursues this line of thought the
morc distinct they become. Berkeley returns again and again
to this puzzling situation, and the development of thought to
which it leads 1s unquestionably the most interesting feature of
the later sections of the Commonplace Book.

The first, and what we may call the more uncritical portion
of the Commonplace Book, consists of secs. 1-469 and 9go1-953.
It contains the doctrines which we have already considered.
Experience may be analyzed into two distinct factors, the pas-
sive reception of ideas, or what Berkeley consistently calls
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‘“understanding,” and the active will. Thus “ ... the mind”
is “the active thing wch I call ‘I’ “myself’ — yt seems to be
distinct from the understanding. . . .”” "¢ Perception is nothing
but the “passive recognition of ideas” **¢ and is, therefore,
equivalent to understanding. It is not until about the middle
of the Commonplace Book in note-book A **s that Berkeley be-
gins to reflect seriously upon the relation between these two
disparate functions. The ““soul” is not an independent entity,
but necessarily requires objects.**® This reflection inaugurates a
new development in his thought. Perception and will, existence
and percipere, ideas and mind necessarily belong together.

The first important result of this synthetic tendency is the dis-
covery of a new and more general function — * thought in gen-
eral.” This is identified with the word ‘“perception,” which
consequently ceases to be merely the passive ‘‘reception” of
ideas, but now comes to include something active in its nature.
It is, therefore, important ‘“To begin the First Book not with
mention of sensation and reflection, but instead of sensation to
use perception or thought in general.” 7 Berkeley is at this
stage so impressed by the unity of consciousness that in the next
section he says: ““‘I defy any man to imagine or conceive percep-
tion without an idea, or an idea without perception.” ¥ Ideas
are not altogether passive, but include an element of activity
(perception) in their very nature. Furthermore, this union is of
such an essential character that it is impossible to conceive
action, or what Berkeley has hitherto termed soul, without idea
or sensory content. “The very existence of ideas, constitutes
the Soul,” ' and, “Consciousness, perception, existence of
ideas, seem to be all one.” "*

These passages, together with those immediately following,
have been interpreted as implying a Humian reduction of the
mind to a series of sense impressions. Professor Fraser, for ex-
ample, suggests that Berkeley means, ‘‘like Hume afterwards,
that ideas or phenomena constitute the ego, so that I am only
the transitory conscious state of each moment.” "* Such an
interpretation, however, is possible only if certain passages '
are completely isolated from their context, and the movement

™ J., 379- w8 1, 5615 J., 577
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of Berkeley’s thought is ignored. What he really means is not
that the mind does not exist, but that what we call the *“mind”
is essentially united with its objects in a higher or larger unity.
Thus he does not say: “What find you . . . besides several per-
ceptions,” but “Wt find you ... besides several perceptions
or thoughts.” '** The word ““ perception” now includes the ele-
ment of activity in its meaning, so that without it, idea or ob-
ject is an abstraction. Mind, &v itself, however, is also a verbal
reification. What we really mean by this word is not isolated
activity, but activity united with a content. “. .. Take away
perceptions and you take away the mind. Put the perceptions
and you put the mind.” ** The action of perceiving, and the
thing or object perceived, are phases of a greater whole, neither
one of which can have any «ctual meaning when isolated from
the other. “Wherein does the perception of white differ from
white mem.” s Berkeley is simply making another telling
application of his doctrine of abstraction. It is absurd to think
of the mind as one of its own objects, but equally absurd to
think of all objects as psychologically ““subjective.” What ex-
perience reveals to us is a larger whole of which object and
mind, idea and perception are abstracted phases. To isolate
and reify the objective phasc is the basic fallacy of materialism.
“’The distinguishing betwixt an idea and perception of the idea
has been one great cause of imagining material substances.” **¢

Spiritism is simply the opposed fallacy. There can be little
doubt that in this movement of thought we have the key to
explain Berkeley’s preference for the later formula “esse est
percipi,” a formula conveying a much clearer conception of the
cssential relation which holds thought or perception and its
object together. The order of words in this formula is acci-
dental, for it is also true that percipi est esse. Each term enters
into the meaning of the other in such a way that, though dis-
tinct, nevertheless, as aspects of an inseparable whole, extending
beyond either, the two are identical. *“‘The understanding
taken for a faculty is not really distinct from ye will. This
allowed hereafter.” *7

That this identity of thought and object, however, does not
preclude their essential difference when abstracted, and that
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it is also necessary to make this abstraction, is proved by the
following sections of the Commonplace Book, which are full of
passages emphasizing even more acutely than before the unique-
ness of the will. Thus, “The grand cause of perplexity and
darkness in treating of the Will is that we imagine it to be an
object of thought: (to speak with the vulgar) we think we may
perceive, contemplate, and view it like any of our ideas;
whereas, in truth, ’tis no idea, nor is there any idea of it. "Tis
toto coelo dlﬂ'erent from the Understanding, i.e. from all our
ideas. . . .” "* He even goes so far as to say that so different
is action from idea that it is contradictory to think of an *‘idea
of a volition,” ' and he often maintains in a manner reminis-
cent of earlier passages in note-book B the two-fold character
of reality: “’Things are two-fold — active or inactive. The ex-
istence of active things is to act; of inactive to be perceived.” '*°
Yet, in spite of this basic opposition, Berkeley is now con-
tinually forced, in attempting to do justice to the concrete
reality confronting him, to bring the two together. ‘“There is,”
for example, ‘“somewhat active in most perceptions, i.e. such
as ensue upon our volitions . . .,” *** and, a little further, *“Dis-
tinct from or without perception there is no vohtxon therefore
neither is there existence without perception.” The will is
quite distinct from the objects of experience and pervades them
in a unique sort of way, but nevertheless without them it would
not be what we mean by will. The two together enter into each
other to constitute a concrete or essential whole which is more
than either. *‘The concrete of the Will & understanding I must
call mind. .. .” ™

Berkeley, itis true, still speaks at times as though it were the
will or active element, the “me” which binds the dlfferent
objects of experience into a self-identical unity, and organizes
the separate ideas into a world. The drift of his thought, how-
ever, remains clear. Action without an object cannot be ex-
erted, and is, therefore, unthinkable. ‘‘Pure intellect I under-
stand not.” *** This is why we find him approving the axiom
of the schoolmen that *“Nihil est in intellectu quod non prius
fuit in sensu,” ** not meaning the absurdity of denying the in-
tellect, but rather the absolute emptiness of an intellect with
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no object. Pure passivity, however, is equally absurd. Apart
from perception, which is now clearly classified with imagina-
tion as something active, there is no existence. The pure object,
passively received by consciousness, is just as much an artificial
abstraction as the pure activity apart from any object. “The
existence of anything imaginable is nothing different from
imagination or perception.” '2¢ “‘Perception” or “understand-
ing”” is no longer viewed as a purely passive reception or ‘‘recog-
nition.” *Understanding is in some sort an action.” **7 It
makes no difference at which side of the opposition we begin.
If we start with pure, passive perception, we find it is an incom-
plete abstraction which leads us to the “concrete”’ unity, and if
we start, on the other hand, with the pure activity, this likewise,
when submitted to Berkeley’s logic of ““reasoning,” turns into
an empty abstraction, pushing us on to the same goal. “It
seems to me that will and understanding -— volitions and ideas
— cannot be severed, that either cannot be possibly without
the other.” *# This is the final statement of his new position.
Mind and object mutually imply each other, and enter into
each other in such a way that neither can possibly be without
the other.

Berkeley refers to the ““concrete” unity of will and ideas or
understanding as ““Spirit,” and the traditional faculties so
tortuously composed and decomposed by l.ocke are abstrac-
tions which smack of the linguistic laboratory. *“I must not ™
mention the understanding as a faculty or part of the mind. 1
must include understanding and will &c. in the word Spirit — by
which | mean all that is active.” *** The extent to which this
represents a critical advance from the *“subjectivism” or
“spiritism” of note-book B is apparent. “The Spirit, or Mind,
is neither a volition nor an idea.” ' The latter are no more
than aspects of a larger unity which, as separate entities, are
nothing at all, since they cannot exist except as phases of the
whole which enters into them and makes them one with itself.
“I must not say the Will & Understanding are all one, but that
they are both abstract ideas, i.e. none at all — they not being
even ratione different from the Spirit gua faculties, or active.” 32
The unity of spirit is not an abstract identity but an identity
in which difference is preserved. The mind, while it is one with

16 H., 782; J., 804. 130 H., 836; J., 860.
11 H,, 81135 J., 833. w H., 837; J., 861.
8 H,, 82¢; J., 853. 132 H., 859; J., 883.
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its objects and enters into them, is nevertheless distinct from
them. *‘ Bodies exist without the mind i.e. are not the mind, but
distinct from it. This I allow, the mind being altogether different
therefrom.” 32 To explain his meaning further Berkeley uses
the example of imagination: ““If a man with his eyes shut im-
agines to himself the sun & firmament, you will not say 4e or Ais
mind is the sun, or extended, tho’ neither sun nor firmament be
without the mind.” 34

This insight into the mutual dependence of subject (percipere)
and object (esse) in the concrete perception (percipi) of spirit
is the veritable climax of the Commonplace Book. In order to
appreciate its importance for Berkeley’s later development it
would be necessary to give a résumé of his later works. We
must be content, at this stage, to point out one essential conse-
quence which Berkeley does explicitly recognize in the Common-
place Book itself. As a result of his spiritism, he had been forced
to assert the constant annihilation and re-creation of objects,
correlated with the fluctuations of individual attention. When I
close my eyes, the objects surrounding me disappear or vanish
into nothingness so far as I am concerned. From the stand-
point of spiritism this is equivalent to annihilation. Even the
self, when we cease to “intuit” it, passes out of existence.
Berkeley, therefore, is forced to the conclusion that “Men die,
or are in [a] state of annihilation oft in a day,” s and agrees
with Locke’s common-sense assertion that ‘“the mind thinks
not always.”

The new insight into the concrete unity of spirit, however,
enables Berkeley to transcend the crudity of such a plausible
position. It is no more possible to think of the non-being of the
self independently of objects or ideas than the being of the self.
We can no more think of the self as being annihilated in ab-
stract isolation from the world than we can think of the anni-
hilation of a sense object in isolation from a perceiver. To assert
that anything is annihilated is to assert that something else
exists. My being asleep would have no meaning were it not
possible for me to think of events in the interval. Thought must
grasp the passage from unconsciousness to consciousness and
remain immune to it, or the transition itself would be meaning-
less. The mon-being of my thought is not absolute non-being,
or I could not even refer to my being asleep, and when I awake I
should have to begin immediately from my /st waking moment,

w H,, 851; J., 875. w H., 873; J., 898. ns J., 8.
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with no awareness of the interval. Such “intervals” would be
“nothing.” ¢ This, however, is not the case. I can perfectly
well think of myself as asleep, or unconscious, or dead. But the
I which thinks this is not the finite self /7 know. There is an
underlying continuity binding both my conscious states, and
my unconscious states together, and making up a world into
which I as well as other finite objects enter and from which
they depart.

The negation of my consciousness, or of any other finite thing
is not absolute non-being or annihilation, but merely the asser-
tion of something else. Fven if I pass beyond all consciousness
whatsoever to the negation of everything finite, I arrive not at
what is ordinarily called non-being, but at absolute metaphysi-
cal nothingness, which is pure thought, or pure “Spirit” itself.
“To say the mind exists without thinking is a contradiction,
nonsense, nothing.” '37 Pure existence, as well as pure non-
existence, are both thoughts, though not my thought nor your
thought. It is meaningless to think of mind without such ex-
istence, or of existence without mind, although it is exceedingly
easy to think of vast intervals in which neither I nor any other
finite object exists, by the simple procedure of thinking of some-
thing else. It is, however, impossible to escape from thought
itself. Berkcley, consequently, now finds himself in agreement
with Descartes as against Locke with regard to the proposition
that “the mind always and constantly thinks,” 38 although
“the mind™ kere referred to is neither my mind nor any finite
mind whatsoever, but ““Spirit.” Berkeley was doubtless un-
aware of all the implications of this startling discovery. It was
not until the Dialogues of 1713 that he clearly recognized the
sort of transcendentalism it implies,"* and not until much later
in the Analyst '+ and the Siris that it took full possession of his
thought. But the fragmentary dialectic of the Commonplace
Book itself is enough to show the direction in which his concrete
logic was impelling him.

This dialectic movement which culminates in the concept of
the “concrete” unity of spirit is the crowning feature of the
Commonplace Book, and it underlies the whole of Berkeley’s
philosophy, for it is presupposed in the condensed and abbre-
viated formula “esse est precipi,” in which he summed up the

1 J., 596, u9 Cf., however, Pr., sec. 118.
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burden of his early reflections, though it did not achieve a fully
conscious expression until the Platonism of the third Dialogue
and the final metaphysics of the Siris. As so often happens,
however, when philosophers attempt to summarize the “re-
sults” of their reflections, the actual movement of their thought,
which is really the valuable thing, is lost. We may imagine that,
had Berkeley published the second part of his treatise, we should
have had a better idea of this critical development through
which he first hesitantly and falteringly forced himself to the
level of “pure Spirit” which is neither subject nor object but
necessarily prior to both. Many years of arduous and painful
reflection were necessary before his thought was able to move
with any confidence in this realm which is only vaguely glimpsed
in the early works. What mars these works is the continued
confusion of pure “Spirit” with that “‘spiritism” or “psy-
chologism” which, while it reduces the external objects to ap-
pearances in space and time, nevertheless uncritically accepts
the “self” or “‘will” naively as presented. The individual
“will,” however, is also in time, and must itself, therefore, as
“active,” or as ““will,” be reduced to the rank of an appearance.
The whole world of experience, indeed, including the self with
which it is so intimately united, must be regarded as dependent
upon a truly transcendent principle, neither subject nor object
but rather that concrete “idea” of which both*“will” and under-
standing are abstract elements.”* It is only in the final phases
of his thought that Berkeley, with the aid of Plato and Plotinus,
really reaches this ultimate height of the pure idea. The path
by which he advanced from his earlier psychologism to such a
conclusion will constantly occupy us in the following chapters.

Book III. AprricaTiONSs OF THE NEW PRINCIPLE IN
NAaTuRrAL SCIENCE

Whatever we may think of Berkeley’s criticism of the mathe-
matical rationalism of his day, it cannot be denied that his at-
tempt to penetrate through the veil of language to concrete
reality led him to extremely influential discoveries in several
fields of scientific study. It is interesting to observe that the
germs of all these contributions are to be found in the Common-
place Book — for the most part under the heading N (Natural
Philosophy). Berkeley originally intended to work out these

w J,, 883.
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suggestions in the third Book of the ““Treatise,” but his thought
soon developed them far beyond the limits of his original ““sys-
tem " and they were accordingly published separately as the
New Theory of Vision, the De Motu, and the Analyst. The de-
tailed exposition of these points must, therefore, be postponed
to later chapters.”? We must here comment only on the light
which the Commonplace Book throws upon their genesis, and
their connection with the new concrete logic.

The New Theory of Vision was published in 1709, only a few
years after the Commonplace Book was completed, and the latter
1s full of references to the problem of visual perception. Many
detailed points developed in the published work, such as the
first solution of the inverted image problem, are already worked
out in the early diary. The distinction between sight and touch,
so prominent in thc new theory, was apparently arrived at
very early in his reflections. The space which we see is not
to be identified with the space that we touch. At first the con-
nection between these two types of sensation is attributed to
arbitrary association, there being * no necessary connection” 43
between the immediate object of vision and the depth or solid-
ity which constitutes the third dimension of space. This is
doubtless the dominant conception implied by the notations
dealing with vision, which are for the most part contained in
note-book B, and therefore belong to the earliest stage of
Berkeley’s reflections.

A pure idea or sensation, however, is a meaningless abstrac-
tion. This, as we have seen, is the outcome of Berkeley’s new
concrete method as expressed in the formula esse est percips. 1t
is possible to discern the influence of this synthetic mode of
thought even in the first comments upon vision. Thus he says,
“wt I see is onely variety of colours and light. Wt I feel is hard
or soft, hot or cold, rough or smooth, &c.” ' Space, in other
words, is not a sensation at all. *“Extension seems to be per-
ccived by the eye, as thought by the ear.”'*s Space, while it
cannot be dissociated from a sensory factor, essentially involves
an “active,” interpretative element. We perceive spatial rela-
tions not as mere data ‘“but by reasoning.” ' The extension
of objects, therefore, is not so much the result of an arbitrary
association of disparate sensations, as of their rational correla-
tion. The first radical distinction between the space of sight

2 Chaps. 1V, X, X1V, g, 235, u J 210,
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and the space of touch is thus leading Berkeley to the recogni-
tion of the fact that space is not a sensation at all.

The theory of sensory minima, which is also prominent in the
earlier note-book, is corrected by a similar synthetic tendency.
In all fields of sensation there is a minimum beyond which we
cannot pass. Thus, “ ... there [1s] no one idea diminishable
ad infinitum.” 1 Fvery sensory “given” must consist of such
minimal units, beyond which it is impossible to pass. Further-
more, the concrete “given” must consist of a finite or numerable
number of such minima, for ““ Points tho’ never so many, may
be numbered. . . . Also if by infinite idea you mean an idea too
great to be comprehended or perceived all at once, you must
excuse me. [ think such an infinite is no less than a contradic-
tion.” ** What we perceive in the concrete are finite clusters
of minima, related in various ways by the mind. Thus, while
the mathematically defined circle may not be squared, “Any
visible circle possibly perceivable of any man may be squar’d

.,” ' since a square may be constructed which will contain
the same number of minima as the circle, and the difference
between the two, since it cannot be perceived, is non-existent
in the concrete. *‘1 say the invisibles are nothings, cannot exist,
include a contradiction.” 's®

At first this seems to involve the most radical disintegration of
experience into discrete given ‘‘sensa.” Almost at once, how-
ever, we find Berkeley correcting this tendency not so much by
the introduction of an external principle of unity, as by simply
allowing the distinction to work itself out. The minimum,
through its very meaning, necessarily involves a concrete whole
of which it is the minimum. Hence Berkeley concludes that
each person’s spatial minimum, together with his field of space,
is identical with that of every other. “Your M. V. (minimum
visibile) is suppose, less than mine. Let a third person have
perfect ideas of both our M. V. His idea of my M. V. contains
his idea of yours & somewhat more. Therefore, ’tis made up of
parts; therefore his idea of my M. V. is not perfect or just,
which divests the hypothesis.” *5* [t is easy to see from this how
Berkeley’s concrete method, even at this early stage, is gaining
headway against his spiritism. It is absurd to speak in spiritis-
tic terms of my space as distinguished from your space, since
such a plurality of private spaces is simply not what we mean
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by space. We must postpone the fuller discussion of this im-
portant conception to a later chapter,’s* taking occasion at this
point only to note Berkeley’s denial of extension as a pure
sensation and his suggestion that space is a universal rational
interpretation of sensation, as a most important though hesitant
development of the new concrete logic.

It remains for us to consider briefly Berkeley’s criticism of
the “Modern Analysis,” or infinitesimal calculus, which was
also initiated during this period.’s* Pure mathematics, Berkeley
now held, is the science of symbolism — the study of the analytic
relations obtaining between signs which we have arbitrarily
defined. Such definitions lose all value if they are not clear
and distinct. Geometry, on the other hand, or *“ mix’t mathe-
matics,” ' involves the application of such an analytic pro-
cedure to certain objects or “ideas.” The conception of the
infinitesimal that Berkeley found in the exposition of such con-
tinental mathematicians as De I'Hospital, however,'ss secemed
neither clear and distinct, nor in any sense empirical. The in-
finitesimal is certainly not an object or idea,'s¢ and yet the many
confused and inconsistent definitions given by the mathe-
maticians lack the precision and clarity necessary in the field
of pure mathematics.

At no time in his career did Berkeley ever dispute the utility
of pure mathematics, nor did he question the practical value of
the new analysis. In the early treatise Of Iufinites, indeed, he
expressly states that the method may, doubtless, be developed
a priori without the confused concept of infinitesimals, as New-
ton himself had stated. The pure, analytic method is necessary
and important in its place, but this is a restricted one, since the
objects of mathematics are artificial abstractions rather than
concrete realities. It is for this reason that the method of
mathematics cannot be the method of philosophy, whose func-
tion is rather to explain this rea/ world than to deduce analytic
systems of propositions from arbitrary premises. As for geom-
etry, it is the application of this method to extension, and, as
such, it cannot afford to ignore these facts, for it is an applied

152 Chap. IV. 155 The nalvse des infinsment petits by
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science. It is, therefore, a ““folly of the mathematicians in not
judging of sensations by their senses.” *s7

Mathematical knowledge by itself is “ trifling,” “‘symbolic,”
or analytic. Berkeley was led by his acute realization of this
fact to search for a new logic or “way of reasoning” which
should be adequate to the *concrete” world of “reality,” and
yet also remain necessary or rational without being merely
tautologous or “ trifling” in character. While much of his reflec-
tion, particularly his handling of the relation between the self
and the world which led to the esse percipi formula, as seen
from a later and more fully conscious standpoint, does, as a
matter of fact, exemplify such a ‘“concrete” logic, Berkeley
himself did not succeed in formulating its principles, and his
new method of “reasoning” is, in the Commonplace Book,
often confused with empirical association. The overcoming of
this early “empiricism,” which he took over uncritically from
Locke and the “scientific” atmosphere of his day, through his
gradual realization of the significance of concrete logic is un-
questionably the dominant feature of his mature development.

This development is already clearly indicated in the Common-
place Book. E.ven the “spiritism” which dominates the earlier
note-book is an advance beyond l.ocke, since it involves the
consistent destruction of I.ocke’s hypostatized material sub-
stances. It is true that Berkeley at first set equally artificial
spiritual substances in their place. But the ultimate conquest
of his concrete logic (the “new principle”’) over this position is
assured by the critical reflections of the later note-book (A).
In this essential movement of thought Berkeley comes to realize
that spiritual substance (the thinking thing) is just as illegiti-
mate an abstraction as the material substance of L.ocke. Both
subject and object are phases of a reality more actual and con-
crete than either, the concrete unity of spirit. Berkeley’s reflec-
tions at this point rise to a level beyond materialism, spiritism,
or any other ism, the level of pure thought, or what he was later
to call the “idea.” His attempts to explore this realm are at
first tentative and feeble. We cannot expect his progress to be
a steady, triumphal march. There will be many false starts and
lapses into that spiritism which, as it was the first systematic
position into which his reflections crystallized, continued to
exert a powerful influence upon his mind. The early history of
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Berkeley’s thought which we are now about to trace is the
history of a struggle in which, with the aid of his new synthetic
mode of ““reasoning,” he gradually shakes himself free from sub-
jectivism.  Before turning to this history, however, we must at
least briefly consider the *“influences” which played a significant
role in this development. These influences are primarily two,
that of Locke, whose thought determined the outlines of the
spiritistic philosophy dominating his youth, and that of Plato,
who, more than any other philosopher, guided his concrete logic
on its later course, after the collapse of his early system.



CHAPTER III
BERKELEY AND HIS PREDECESSORS

ALTHOUGH the Commonplace Book is a remarkably independent
document, the sense in which Berkeley’s early thought devel-
oped in and through a close study of preceding authors is made
manifest on almost every page. There is one writer in par-
ticular with whom the diary is almost continually preoccupied.
Without an understanding of their relation to the doctrines for-
mulated in Locke’s Essav, most of the notations remain alto-
gether obscure. It is clear that during the interval in which he
was using the first note-book (B), Berkeley was actually reading
the Essay. Not only is the vocabulary of the first diary taken
over bodily from this source, but the doctrine of spiritism which
dominates the carlier pages is itself a form of Lockianism. Even
the new synthetic or *“mental”” mode of reasoning, which is cer-
tainly the most important as it is the most original idea of the
Commonplace Book, was obv1ously suggested to Berkeley by
Locke’s distinction between “mental” and ‘““verbal” proposi-
tions in Chapter V of Book IV of the Essay, and the distinction
between “‘real” and “trifling” knowledge in Chapter VIII of
Book IV. Berkeley’s development and application of this
method, however, as we have seen, led him, in the second note-
book (A), far beyond his youthful “spiritism” into realms of
thought entirely strange to the earnest literalism of his pred-
ecessor. Before following Berkeley’s synthetic method further
into these profounder realms, however, we shall pause at this
point to consider more precisely the relation between Berkeley’s
new mode of thought or ““principle”” and that of the philosophi-
cal writers he was reading at the time of its first formulation.
The source of all understanding is contrast.

LockEe

All the main doctrinal features of the spiritism which domi.
nates the early Commonplace Book and the published Principle:
are taken over bodily from Locke. This spiritism, as we have
seen, is based upon a supposed, immediate sense of “ power”’ o
causal efficacy in something called “ourselves.” The source
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of this conception is obviously to be found in the Essay. In his
famous chapter on “Power,” for example, Locke says: “The
idea of the deginning of motion we have only from reflection on
what passes in ourselves.” ' ““Power,” or agency, is something
which we simply intuit, or “find in ourselves.” * The word
“spirit,” in fact, is used constantly in the Essay to refer to the
substantial being, which is capable of ** thinking, understanding,
willing, knowing, and . . . beginning motion.” * lLocke, more-
over, divides these various capacities into the two gencral
faculties, *“ Will” and ““Understanding,” ¢ which are first made
familiar to the reader of the Commanplace Book as the “active”
and *“passive” faculties of the mind. The conception of God as
the “first” or ultimate cause is also a J.ockian conception, and
Berkeley only followed his predecessor in thinking of Him as the
chief member, or *‘head,” of the society of spirits. “God” and
“spirits” arc constantly joined together in the Essav as essen-
tially analogous to one another, as, for example, in Book II,
where * for the clearest idea of active power” we are referred “to
the consideration of God and spirits.” ®

The spiritism of the early Commonplece Book and the Pran-
riples, therefore, is really a modified form of Lockianism.
Berkeley simply removed the vague, material substance or
“supposed 1 know not what,” ¢ hovering in Locke’s mind be-
tween God and His attendant choir of spirits. This, however,
as has often been pointed out, was a step for which Locke him-
self had somewhat more than paved the way. “We are as far
from the idea of the substance of body,” he says in one place,
“as if we knew nothing at all.” 7 The difference between this
position, which is reiterated throughout the Essay, and the
famous “immaterialism” of the Principles is exceedingly tenu-
ous. Berkeley, of course, simply pointed out the consequence
that primary and secondary qualities must be placed on strictly
the same level as ideas “in” some spirit, since it is impossible
consistently to consider any “ideas™ as the copies of spatial
entities subsisting “outside” spirits in a material world. Such
ideas are rather the direct effects of the omnipresent, *“‘causal”
activity of God, acting on the subordinate “selves,” and induc-
ing different “worlds™ of ideas in them. This position is not
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exactly Locke. It is L.ocke shorn of a vast amount of hesita-
tion, irrelevancy, and downright inconsistency. But ther<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>