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You will be familiar, in these days of inelegant travel, with the exercise of trying to fit everything you might
plausibly need into a very small suitcase. It sometimes happens that there is one thing which frustrates the
process, an object with awkward contours that ensure it cannot be packed along with the other necessities. It is
of some value to identify the troublesome object. Berkeley had been trying to fit together a number of beliefs,
and he found that he could not do it. Then, in a single insight, he saw that one belief frustrated his project, and
that he could do without it. The problem lay in fitting together a belief in perception by means of ideas in
immaterial minds, a belief in atoms, a trust in common sense, and a belief in matter. It was the last belief
Berkeley suddenly recognized that he had never needed and that by discarding it he could make the others fit
together. This freed him from a double puzzle of being isolated from the physical world in two separate, if
related, ways. Travelling The Perilous Way of Ideas Let us begin with the sort of isolation caused by a belief
in material things plus a belief in ideas. In this observation he was certainly correct. The reason was that early
modern philosophers could see no way for material bodies to be present in immaterial minds: Instead there
must be some intermediate entity, an idea. Ideas tie together the material world of bodies and the immaterial
plane of minds, for ideas can represent bodies but are present in minds. There was, of course, a great deal of
dispute as to how ideas ought to be understood. Antoine Arnauld thought of ideas as aspects of the act of
perception. Berkeley found this view implausible. It seemed to him that a more robust understanding of ideas
was needed, and he found it in the works of Nicolas Malebranche and John Locke Both men took ideas to be
not the perceptual acts themselves. With this Berkeley was in full agreement: Rather, ideas must be entities
such that a we may have them in mind, and b they convey to us the properties we associate with trees. But
consider now how this view isolates us, the perceivers. Take the case of colours. Since the early modern
period it has been widely thought that colours are not in bodies. Instead, colours are the result of interactions
between the surface properties of bodies and our sensory organs; and the same is true of smells, tastes, and
sounds. Following the way of ideas, then, colours and other sensations are features of ideas, not of bodies. The
world of our experience is a carnival of smells and tastes and sounds and colour, but we carry it about in our
minds through a reality that is in itself silent, dark, flavourless. That is what I mean when I say that the way of
ideas leads the perceiver into isolation. Moreover, this isolated state of man invites the sceptic to ask: How can
you be sure that every property of ideas is not like colours, and just in the mind? How can you be sure there
really is a material world at all? On this point the sceptic Pierre Bayle joked in his philosophical Dictionaire
Historique et Critique that the way of ideas had produced a stronger sceptical challenge than was known even
in antiquity. Bayle wrote toward the end of the seventeenth century, and even then his argument was hardly
new. In the end, Descartes argued that it would be inconsistent with the goodness of God for Him to deceive
us by presenting us with ideas of a material world with no material world corresponding to them. Malebranche
appealed to Scripture: God is said to have created heaven and earth, after all. These arguments are all, and in
the same way, question-begging. The sceptic shows how deep the isolation of early modern man is with regard
to bodies and his perception of them. And we are taught to distinguish their real nature from that which falls
under our senses. Hence arise scepticism and paradoxes. It is not enough, that we see and feel, that we taste
and smell a thing. Its true nature, its absolute external entity, is still concealed. For, though it be the fiction of
our own brain, we have made it inaccessible to all our faculties. Sense is fallacious, reason defective. We
spend our lives in doubting of those things which other men evidently know, and believing those things which
they laugh at, and despise. It does seem to him both laughable and contemptible to suppose that the real world
cannot be known through the rich world of experience. It is important to note here that an appeal to common
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sense is not an appeal to everything that is common. There are many people who do not understand
Shakespeare, but so much the worse for them. It is rather the claim that there are things that people cannot
help but knowing which is why they are common , and that this inescapable knowledge should bear some
weight in our philosophical reflection. And two things that we cannot help knowing, according to Berkeley,
are that we directly perceive bodies, and that we see them as they are. The way of ideas leaves us isolated,
when common sense tells us that we are crowded about with readily accessible things. George Berkeley by
Darren McAndrew Atomic Confusion The second type of isolation of perceivers from the material world is
caused by a belief in material atoms. Tables and chairs, our bodies and animal bodies, all these are just
assemblages, or as contemporary philosophers tended to think of them, mechanisms, made up ultimately of
material atoms. By the time Berkeley was writing, atomism had lost none of its appeal. That is because, as the
distinctive philosophy of the early modern period grew in confidence, so too it grew confident of its judgment
of the medieval period as obscurantist, authoritarian, and confused. To do without atoms seemed to risk a
return to a medieval Aristotelian account, in which living bodies were understood as more primary than their
parts, since on that view organisms consisted of indeterminate matter taking the determinate forms of the
organisms. Then, instead of a multiplication of kinds of explanations of things cat kinds, tree kinds, kinds of
humans as the Aristotelian account required, the early modern intellectual project became one of reducing
explanations to combinations of a few basic atomic kinds. It was crucial that atoms be indivisible, for if they
were not, their changes must be explained by some even more basic kinds. Locke thought it might be a brute
fact that the smallest things are indivisible. But why should they be? If they take up space, why could God not
separate their left and right halves? And if some things have this brute property of indivisibility, why must
they be small, as all early moderns, including Locke, supposed? Faced with this question, Democritus, one of
the ancient Greek originators of the idea of atoms, admitted that there might be atoms as big as houses. And
early modern man is again isolated by atomism, because all that he knows or understands is vastly larger than
the scale on which the workings of the world proceed. Once more, early modern man is like a Chinese
emperor who is born, lives, and dies in a Forbidden City of the mind. What happens beyond its walls he does
not know. As David Hume wrote in another context: Can there be a more certain proof, that the power, by
which this whole operation is performed, so far from being directly and fully known by an inward sentiment
or consciousness is, to the last degree, mysterious and unintelligible? But these are the bodies that are closest
to us. Early modern philosophy hoped to explain all bodily changes as variations of atomic motions. Another
way to put the puzzle is this. If changes in bodies are produced at the level of atomic motion, then the bodies
themselves seem to be reduced to a secondary explanatory state. Material bodies are like political bodies in
this sense: Locke was duly troubled. He wondered whether it is consistent with the goodness of God that He
reserved for Himself the true atomic knowledge of things, and gave us only the sort of knowledge we get from
our senses. Our creator had to choose on our behalf between the true and the useful, and He chose the second.
Galileo, Descartes, Bayle, Malebranche, Locke, and eventually Hume all noticed many of the same things.
Double isolation, on account of both his means of perception and the scale of his perception, is the sad lot of
early modern man. Consider first the isolation brought on by following the way of ideas. The suggestion that
bodies things that cannot be in minds must be perceived indirectly by means of ideas things that can be in
minds hinges on the belief that bodies cannot be in minds. Now, the reason for thinking that bodies cannot be
in minds is that bodies are supposed to be of a nature incompatible with being in a mind: But if their
materiality is put in doubt, there would be no reason to think that bodies cannot be in minds. And then the first
sort of isolation would be unnecessary: Doubting that there are material bodies does not entail doubting that
there are bodies. It is rather a question of reevaluating the status of ideas. For most early modern philosophers,
ideas are intermediaries which bring us information about material things. But perhaps this is like one of those
fairy tales where the messenger is really the prince in disguise; and as in the tale, once the onlookers know,
they can clearly discern the princely features that had been there all along, for the ideas that were considered
mere intermediaries have all the features of the bodies we always supposed they represented. All the colours

Page 2

DOWNLOAD PDF BERKELEY AND MALEBRANCHE A STUDY IN THE
ORIGINS OF BERKELEYS THOUGHT
and smells and sounds and tastes which early modern philosophy had banished to the mind are as common
sense have always supposed they are â€” characteristics of the thing itself. What Berkeley discovered is that
doubting the existence of material bodies actually removes a great many other doubts. And so what seemed to
Descartes, Malebranche, and Locke a sceptical attack, is to Berkeley merely a purgative. Of course our ideas
do not point to anything beyond themselves, any more than bodies point to anything beyond themselves!
Without matter, the second isolation, which is brought about by scale, can also be resolved. Consider what you
see before you. You have reached a sensory minimum. Berkeley redefines the atom, then. On this view, God
has given us simultaneously micro- and macroscopical eyes, insofar as perception reveals large-scale bodies,
and simultaneously though we may have to narrow our attention , their sensory minima. So his redefinition is
just what Locke implicitly takes to be impossible even for a good God to create. They are indivisible because
they are atoms of sensation; so a limit on their divisibility is also a limit on what can be sensed by us. Another
consequence of this approach is that research into atoms is likely to be restricted to those fields which study
sensory phenomena, for example optics. And although ideas are composed of sensory atoms, there seems to be
no reason to look to the atoms rather than to complex ideas for explanations.
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June 10, Stefan Storrie ed. New Essays, Oxford University Press, , pp. Reviewed by Marc A. Hight,
Hampden-Sydney College George Berkeley arguably has risen in the ranks of early modern philosophers in
terms of philosophical esteem. The case is easy enough to make, and the articles in this anthology make it
simply through their argumentation and textual analysis. That the Three Dialogues is not merely a derivative
rehash of the earlier Principles emerges naturally from the philosophical subtleties of their differences. One
might justly wonder whether it is time to let at least some of the implicit authority of Luce and Jessop in all
matters Berkeley fade a bit. The book is unified by the intersection of the individual articles in some manner
with the Three Dialogues. Some of the essays are less about the Three Dialogues than about topics that happen
to be mentioned in the work, but the overall quality of the articles is relatively even. The volume is a scholarly
contribution to early modern literature and worthy of attention and study, but the subtitle is perhaps a bit
misleading. Most of the essays might be new in the sense of first being published in the volume although that
is not true for all of them , but they largely engage issues that are well worn in the Berkeley literature. As is
typical for short reviews of anthologies, I cannot give the proper attention due to each of the articles but will
nonetheless strive to mention each of them. The former, argues Downing, does so by engaging the
representative theory of perception while the latter targets the primary-secondary quality distinction. His
analysis rests on a common assumption, namely that the sensory ideas perceived by minds must be private to
them. There is no requirement that ideas be perceived only by the mind perceiving in that instance see, e.
Principles section 6, where Berkeley explicitly indicates that ideas must be supported by his own mind, that of
another finite mind, or by a divine mind. Again, the topic has a history in the literature, although Fields does
not engage the assumption about privacy. His solution invokes linguistic norms that determine the ordering of
sensory ideas. This an excellent summary of the topic and includes some careful analysis of the details of the
arguments themselves. In "Berkeley on Continuous Creation: Occasionalism Contained," Sukjae Lee presents
another article in a series concerning his work on occasionalism in Berkeley. This article is reprinted.
Unsurprisingly, Lee argues that Berkeley is not strongly committed to the principle at least not as strongly as
Malebranche and other contemporaries are. Lee contends that Berkeley is "constraining" his occasionalism to
fit his immaterialist metaphysics rather than making concessions in his metaphysics to accommodate
theological concerns. James Hill develops and argues for a theory of the self in Berkeley that he calls "active
perception. The key for Hill is to distance Berkeley from the view that perception must be a purely passive
affair. That much seems clear, and Hill contributes to the literature defending the same position. As a result,
the mind is continuously active -- an orthodox upshot that nonetheless nicely brings the issues together. To
suffer pain would make God both passive and defective, two consequences Berkeley is most keen to avoid.
Thus, God does not perceive this particular instance of pain that you or I might be experiencing passively now
, but knows the pain as one part of the entirety of sensory experience. Pain for finite minds is thus not quite
what one might typically think. Daniel writes, "this appropriate experience of ideas as incompatible is what we
experience as pain First, the paper would profit from even a brief engagement of the Incarnation which only
gets a passing mention in a footnote and is neglected in the literature , where one might argue that God obtains
direct knowledge of pain as Christ. Second, Berkeley does indicate that God knows and perceives all of the
ideas that finite minds do. That knowledge is not sensory, but it does seem to be particular for both finite
minds and the divine mind. How can Berkeley reject abstract ideas but admit innate ones? Roberts proposes
that Berkeley adopts a Neoplatonic position inspired by Cudworth. According to a sketch of Neoplatonic
thought outlined by Roberts, finite minds are created in the image of God insofar as we will and act morally.
When we will analogously to how God wills, we do so as moral reasoners. That such a view can be attributed
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to Berkeley seems plausible, even though the analysis is speculative as Roberts admits and the evidence is
suggestive as opposed to conclusive. Exactly how this conception of self explains why Berkeley kept innate
ideas while abandoning abstract ones is not entirely clear from the piece, but the reading is promising. Storrie
identifies four "possibilities" for what Berkeley might mean when he appeals to his principle of immaterialism
He concludes by attributing to Berkeley the view that his immaterialist principle is like a scientific
hypothesis: He thinks that if there is absolute space and if this can be reasonably shown , then such a
revelation would undermine his immaterialist principles. But Berkeley thinks the arguments for absolute space
fail, and so rests content in defending the reasonable possibility of his theory. Pearce worries about an odd
comment Berkeley makes in his Notebooks, where he reminds himself to give no offense to his fellow
churchmen. Yet Berkeley explicitly targets freethinkers -- alleged atheists aligned against the faithful. Why
would Berkeley be worried about offending the churchmen while defending the church against freethinkers?
Thus, Berkeley thinks that ordinary faith views of the vulgar is sufficient to refute atheistic challenges, but
nonetheless might offend the sensibilities of theologians. Pearce has defended this rough line of interpretation
previously, but the article is well-reasoned and compellingly put together. He then expounds about some of the
consequences of this claim, primarily for Hume, given that both philosophers take minds to be non-extended.
Garrett is careful to note that saying that some ideas are extended does not imply that perception is extended or
that those ideas or minds must be spatially located One of the main problems for Hume is that his previous
commitment to causal bundling and constant conjunction make co-perception especially difficult. After
presenting other problems for Hume including complications about whether there are minds at all , Garrett
notes that Berkeley has the resources for a kind of solution. For Berkeley, minds are substances on which
ideas are ontologically dependent. Yet that dependence need not be one of inherence; hence, there is no
necessity that minds perceiving extended ideas must likewise be extended and a discussion of Principles 49
follows. The territory, at least for Berkeley scholars, is familiar. One might have preferred to see some added
subtlety introduced by the fact that Berkeley is also committed to the heterogeneity of ideas. The extendedness
of a visual idea is distinct in kind from the extendedness of a tactile idea. Nonetheless, the piece is smartly
argued. Each of the articles is a quality scholarly contribution to the field. The book will no doubt be of use to
Berkeley specialists as a whole but more likely in parts , if not necessarily for the groundbreaking theses, then
for the solid quality of the arguments and presentations of core themes in the field. Critical and Interpretative
Essays. Edited by Colin Turbayne. University of Minnesota Press, Lee has published a number of good
articles on this same topic. Edited by Richard Brook and Bertil Belfrage.
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Malebranche argued that human knowledge is dependent on divine understanding in a way analogous to that
in which the motion of bodies is dependent on divine will. But whereas Descartes believed ideas are mental
entities, Malebranche argued that all ideas exist only in God. These ideas, therefore, are uncreated and
independent of finite minds. When we access them intellectually, we apprehend objective truth. Malebranche
defined " truth " as a relation between ideas: Malebranche divided these relations between ideas into two
categories: The former constitute "speculative" truths, such as those of geometry, while the latter constitute the
"practical" truths of ethics. Ethical principles , for Malebranche, are therefore divine in their foundation,
universal in their application, and to be discovered by intellectual contemplation, just as geometrical principles
are. With regard to this account of intellectual knowledge, Malebranche was more or less following Saint
Augustine. His great innovation was to explain how these same divine ideas could also serve as the immediate
objects of human minds in sensual perception. The problem there is that the divine ideas are universal ,
whereas all perception seems to be of particulars. These sensations, unlike the ideas, are indeed proper to
individual created minds, and subsist as modes thereof. The idea will represent only the geometrical or
mechanical properties of bodies size, shape, motion , while the sensation will consist in colour or some other
sensible quality. To a different mind, one with a different sensation, the same idea could represent a different
individual of the same general kind. In the Dialogues On Metaphysics And Religion dialogue 1 , Malebranche
added that the same basic structure can also account for the mental as opposed to the physiological element in
imagination, in this case where the idea only "lightly touches" the mind. Malebranche was strongly influenced
by Descartes but did not accept his philosophy uncritically. However, his attribution of epistemological and
explanatory primacy to God leads to difficulties. We can appeal to clear and distinct ideas as a criterion for the
veridicality of judgements about physical things, but it is God who is ultimately responsible for our ideas.
Although he conceded that God had the power to create a more perfect world, free from all defects, such a
world would have necessitated a greater complexity in divine ways. Thus, God produces the natural evils that
follow from simple laws not because he wills those particular effects, but because he wills a world that best
reflects his wisdom by achieving the best possible balance between the intrinsic perfection of the work and the
simplicity and generality of its laws. But in contrast to Descartes, who considered it possible to form a clear
and distinct idea of the mind, Malebranche argues in the Dialogues on Metaphysics , a dialogue between
Theodore and Aristes, that we do not have a complete conception of the powers of the mind, and thus no clear
conception of the nature of the mind. I am unable, when I turn to myself, to recognize any of my faculties or
my capacities. The inner sensation which I have of myself informs me that I am, that I think, that I will , that I
have sensory awareness , that I suffer , and so on; but it provides me with no knowledge whatever of what I
am - of the nature of my thought , my sensations, my passions , or my pain - or the mutual relations that obtain
between all these things [ What is more, with regard to psycho-physical interaction, Malebranche argues that
body could not act on mind, nor mind on body. The only active power hence the only efficient cause of change
in the world is God. When I will that my arm should rise, my volition is the "occasion" or the "occasional
cause" of the movement of my arm; the efficient cause of both my volition and the movement of my arm is
God. Created things are at best "occasions" for divine activity. Bodies and minds act neither on themselves nor
on each other; God alone brings about all the phenomena of nature and the mind. Changes occurring in created
things will exhibit regularities and will thus satisfy a Humean definition of causation because God in creating
the world, observes what Malebranche calls "order": In particular, there will be laws governing what we
would customarily call the "interaction" of body and mind, so that similar movements in the body will
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"occasion" similar ideas in the mind. That relation has some features of the causal relation it satisfies, for
example, universal conditionals of the form "Whenever C occurs, E occurs". But in reality both the idea in the
mind and the movement in the body are caused by God. Scientific contributions[ edit ] Although better known
for his philosophical work, Malebranche made some notable contributions to physics , working within a
broadly Cartesian framework but nevertheless prepared to depart from Descartes where necessary. Newton
had already developed his position some thirty years earlier, but Malebranche probably would not have been
aware of it until it was finally published in the Opticks of , or, more likely, in its Latin translation of In
addition, Malebranche wrote on the laws of motion , a topic he discussed extensively with Leibniz. He also
wrote on mathematics and, although he made no major mathematical discoveries of his own, he was
instrumental in introducing and disseminating the contributions of Descartes and Leibniz in France.
Malebranche also developed an original theory related to preformationism , postulating that each embryo
probably contained even smaller embryos ad infinitum , like an idealized Matryoshka doll. According to
Malebranche, "an infinite series of plants and animals were contained within the seed or the egg, but only
naturalists with sufficient skill and experience could detect their presence. He was, however, held in
widespread high regard within his own lifetime and for some time afterwards, and the influence of certain of
his ideas can be discerned in the works of several important figures. Pierre Bayle regarded Malebranche as
"one of the greatest philosophers of this age" though, admittedly, not as the greatest, as is often reported.
Occasionalism and the vision in God seem to make the real existence of material substance redundant. Not
only is it unable to be directly perceived, but it cannot actually affect us or anything else in any way at all.
Descartes had also maintained that matter was not directly perceivable, but he had argued that the veracity of
God could support a proof of its certain existence. Bayle pushed even further down this same path, thereby
laying much of the ground work for the immaterialism of George Berkeley. Berkeley, influenced both by
Bayle and directly by Malebranche himself, simply took the final step to a full denial of the existence of
material substance. Arthur Collier , who was also influenced directly by Malebranche, and by Norris, made the
same move at around the same time as Berkeley did, but, it would appear, entirely independently of him.
Berkeley, admittedly, did reject the theory of vision in God. In addition, Berkeley agreed with Malebranche,
against Descartes , that we could not achieve a clear idea of the mind itself. John Locke had also argued for
this, but he had made no distinction between minds and bodies on this point, whereas both Berkeley and
Malebranche maintained each in his own way that we could have ideas of bodies but not of minds. Gottfried
Wilhelm Leibniz who met Malebranche in Paris in about and corresponded with him thereafter also rejected
the vision in God, and his theory of pre-established harmony was designed as a new alternative to
occasionalism as well as to the more traditional theory of efficient causal interaction. However, when it came
to finding a positive replacement for such causal connections, he turned inwards to the workings of the human
mind, instead of turning upwards to God. Our line is too short to fathom such immense abysses. In a
somewhat similar manner, Arthur Schopenhauer regarded the theory of vision in God as "explaining
something unknown by something even more unknown. Several of his works have been translated into
English for the first time, as scholars have been reassessing his ideas. Lennon and Paul J. Cambridge
University Press, Dialogues on Metaphysics and Religion, eds. Nicholas Jolley and David Scott. Supersedes
translation by Morris Ginsberg. Treatise on Nature and Grace, tr. Hackett Publishing Company, Contains
selections some in alternative translations from above three works. Treatise on Ethics, tr. Kluwer Academic
Publishers, University Press of America, Watson and Marjorie Grene. Southern Illinois University Press,
The Thomas Taylor translation of the Search ; second edition includes material not contained in the Lennon
and Olscamp edition which is based on the version of the text. The Treatise of Nature and Grace is also
included in the same volume. Rival translations of all three of these works were also published by Richard
Sault in â€”
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While still an undergraduate, this future bishop of the Anglican church worked out his trenchant criticism of
Locke and proposed a simple but startling alternative. Philosophers like Descartes and Locke tried to forestall
problems of perceptual illusion by distinguishing between material objects and the ideas by means of which
we perceive them. The results of this failure, Berkeley believed, are bound to be skepticism and atheism.
There is, however, an obvious alternative. Common sense dictates that there are only two crucial elements
involved in perception: All we need to do, Berkeley argued, is eliminate the absurd, philosophically-conceived
third element in the picture: For Berkeley, only the ideas we directly perceive are real. No Abstract Ideas
Developing the basis for an empiricist immaterialism requires unlearning significant portions of what Locke
taught us. As Berkeley correctly noticed, our experience is always of concrete particulars. When I contemplate
the idea of "triangle," the image that comes to mind is that of some determinate shape; having the abstract
image of a three-sided figure that is neither equilateral nor isoceles nor scalene is simply impossible.
Intoduction 10 It is unnecessary, too: It is not at all clear that even Locke would have disagreed with this
position. Instead, they acquire meaning by a process of association with particular experiences, which are in
turn associated with each other. But of course mere association as Locke himself had noted with respect to
ideas is not a reliable guide to reality. Sensible Objects As the self-proclaimed defender of common sense,
Berkeley held that what we perceive really is as we perceive it to be. But what we perceive are just sensible
objects, collections of sensible qualities, which are themselves nothing other than ideas in the minds of their
perceivers. In the Dialogues Berkeley used Lockean arguments about the unreliability of secondary qualities in
support of his own, more radical view. Take heat, for example: When exposed to great heat I feel a pain that
everyone acknowledges to be in me, not in the fire, Berkeley argued, so the warmth I feel when exposed to
lesser heat must surely be the same. What is more, if dip both of my hands into a bowl of tepid water after
chilling one and warming the other, the water will feel both warm and cold at the same time. Clearly, then,
heat as I perceive it is nothing other than an idea in my mind. But the same considerations apply to primary
qualities as well, Berkeley pointed out, since my perception of shape and size depend upon the position of my
eyes, my experience of solidity depends upon my sense of touch, and my idea of motion is always relative to
my own situation. Locke was correct in his view of secondary qualities but mistaken about primary qualities:
But sensible objects are nothing more than collections of sensible qualities, so they are merely complex ideas
in the minds of those who perceive them. For such ideas, Berkeley held, to be just is to be perceived in Latin,
esse est percipi. There is no need to refer to the supposition of anything existing outside our minds, which
could never be shown to resemble our ideas, since "nothing can be like an idea but an idea. Since it is the very
nature of sensible objects to be perceived, on his view, it would be absurd to suppose that their reality depends
in any way upon an imperceptible core. This gives rise to a perfectly general argument against even the
possibility of material substance. Putting aside all of the forgoing lines of argument, Berkeley declared, the
whole issue can be allowed to rest on a single question: The challenge seems easy enough at first. But if I
conceive of this thing, then it is present in my mind as I think of it, so it is not truly independent of all
perception. According to Berkeley and such later idealists as Fichte and Bradley this argument shows
irrefutably that the very concept of material substance as a sensible object existing independently of any
perception is incoherent. No wonder the representationalist philosophy leads to skepticism: Spirits Although
he maintained that there can be no material substances, Berkeley did not reject the notion of substance
altogether. The most crucial feature of substance is activity, he supposed, and in our experience the most
obvioius example activity is that of perceiving itself. So thinking substances do exist, and for these spirits or
souls or minds to be is just to perceive in Latin, esse est percipere. Although each spirit is directly aware of its
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own existence and nature, it cannot be perceived. Since ideas are always of sensible qualities or objects for
Berkeley, we have no ideas but only notions of spirits. This is a complete enumeration of what is real: It is a
genuinely empiricist philosophy, since it begins with what we actually experience and claims to account for
everything without making extravagant suppositions about unknowable entities. Next, we will consider how
well this doctrine provides for common sense, science, and religion. He claimed to defend common sense
against skeptical challenges, yet he maintained that sensible objects exist only in the minds of those who
perceive them. Surely common sense includes the belief that ordinary things continue to exist when I am not
perceiving them. Although all of my visual ideas disappear and reappear every time I blink my eyes, I do not
suppose that the everything I see pops out of existence and then back in. While a strict phenomenalist might
point out that there is no practical consequence even if it does, Berkeley disagreed. The existence of what I see
does not depend exclusively on my seeing it. So long as some sentient being, some thinking substance or
spirit, has in mind the sensible qualities or objects at issue, they do truly exist. Thus, even when I close my
eyes, the tree I now see will continue to exist, provided that someone else is seeing it. This difference,
Berkeley held, precisely marks the distinction between real and imaginary things. What I merely imagine
exists in my mind alone and continues to exist only so long as I think of it. But what is real exists in many
minds, so it can continue to exist whether I perceive it or not. In fact, the persistence and regularity of the
sensible objects that constitute the natural world is independent of all human perception, according to
Berkeley. Even when none of us is perceiving this tree, god is. The mind of god serves as a permanent
repository of the sensible objects that we perceive at some times and not at others. It emphasizes that bodies or
sensible objects really are just the ideas we have of them, yet can also explain their apparent independence of
our perception. All he rejects is the mysterious philosophical notion of the material object as an extended
substance capable of existing independently of any perception. That suppostion, he argued, is both
unnecessary and untenable. But Berkeley maintained that natural science, if properly conceived, could proceed
and even thrive without assuming that bodies are material substances existing outside the mind. Astronomy
and optics seem to suppose that what we see exists at some distance from us. But Berkeley argued in his New
Theory of Vision that our apparent perception of distance itself is a mental invention, easily explained in terms
of the content of visual ideas, without any reference to existing material objects. In fact, Berkeley held, our
visual and tactile perceptions are entirely independent. What we see and what we touch have nothing to do
with each other; we have merely learned by experience to associate each with the other, just as we have
learned to associate the appearance, the taste, and the smell of an apple. There is no reason to suppose that all
of these qualities inhere in a common material substratum. It follows that Locke was mistaken in supposing
that our ideas of primary qualities have a special status because they arise from more than one of our senses.
Although the corpuscularian hypothesis has yielded interesting results so far, Berkeley believed that science
will soon enough outgrow it, learning to rely more directly on what we perceive for its hypotheses about what
new experiences we rightly anticipate. The causal regularities we observe in the natural world rely upon the
same source. Natural science has plenty to do even in the absence of material objects, then: Here Berkeley
came very close to the philosophy of Malebranche. More significantly for us, he also correctly anticipated
much of the physical science of the twentieth century. Like Berkeley, we believe that the solidity of bodies is
merely apparent, that a proper cosmology depends upon our capacity to conceive it, and that the role of
science is to gather and correlate the independent observations of human perceivers. It is not surprising that
physicists like Mach expressed an appreciation for the thought of Berkeley. Religion The affinity between
immaterialism and traditional religion is somewhat easier to understand. Materialism leads to atheism no less
than to skepticism , Berkeley believed, since its belief that bodies exist outside the mind encourages the notion
that the physical realm may always have existed independently of any spiritual influence. Immaterialism, by
contrast, restores god to a role of central importance, not only as the chief among active thinking substances
but also as the source of all sensible objects. Since sensible objects are mind-dependent yet exhibit a
persistence and regularity that transcends our perception of them, it follows that there must be a
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master-perceiver, god, in whose mind they always are. Thus, in the Dialogues, Philonous extols the beauty and
majesty of the natural world, attributing them to the power and elegance of the divine mind. This leads to the
traditional conception of god as deserving of worship because of the benevolent creation of all that we
observe. All in all, Berkeley developed a philosophical system worthy of no little respect. Immaterialism rests
on the simple premise that there are no physical objects. Berkeley defended this notion with many clever
arguments and worked out its implications consistently. Allthough counter-intuitive, immaterialism is difficult
to refute.
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It is evident to any one who takes a survey of the objects of human knowledge, that they are either ideas
actually imprinted on the senses, or else such as are perceived by attending to the passions and operations of
the mind, or lastly ideas formed by help of memory and imagination, either compounding, dividing, or barely
representing those originally perceived in the aforesaid ways. By sight I have the ideas of light and colours
with their several degrees and variations. By touch I perceive, for example, hard and soft, heat and cold,
motion and resistance, and of all these more and less either as to quantity or degree. Smelling furnishes me
with odours; the palate with tastes, and hearing conveys sounds to the mind in all their variety of tone and
composition. And as several of these are observed to accompany each other, they come to be marked by one
name, and so to be reputed as one thing. Thus, for example, a certain colour, taste, smell, figure and
consistence having been observed to go together, are accounted one distinct thing, signified by the name apple.
Other collections of ideas constitute a stone, a tree, a book, and the like sensible things; which, as they are
pleasing or disagreeable, excite the passions of love, hatred, joy, grief, and so forth. As this passage illustrates,
Berkeley does not deny the existence of ordinary objects such as stones, trees, books, and apples. On the
contrary, as was indicated above, he holds that only an immaterialist account of such objects can avoid
skepticism about their existence and nature. What such objects turn out to be, on his account, are bundles or
collections of ideas. An apple is a combination of visual ideas including the sensible qualities of color and
visual shape , tangible ideas, ideas of taste, smell, etc. He does make clear that there are two sides to the
process of bundling ideas into objects: Thus, although there is no material world for Berkeley, there is a
physical world, a world of ordinary objects. This world is mind-dependent, for it is composed of ideas, whose
existence consists in being perceived. For ideas, and so for the physical world, esse est percipi. In addition to
perceived things ideas , he posits perceivers, i. Spirits, he emphasizes, are totally different in kind from ideas,
for they are active where ideas are passive. This suggests that Berkeley has replaced one kind of dualism, of
mind and matter, with another kind of dualism, of mind and idea. He argues by elimination: What could cause
my sensory ideas? Berkeley eliminates the first option with the following argument PHK Therefore, 3 Ideas
are passive, that is, they possess no causal power. The hidden assumption here is that any causing the mind
does must be done by willing and such willing must be accessible to consciousness. Berkeley is hardly alone
in presupposing this model of the mental; Descartes, for example, makes a similar set of assumptions. This
leaves us, then, with the third option: Berkeley thinks that when we consider the stunning complexity and
systematicity of our sensory ideas, we must conclude that the spirit in question is wise and benevolent beyond
measure, that, in short, he is God. Berkeley himself sees very well how necessary this is: Much of the
Principles is structured as a series of objections and replies, and in the Three Dialogues, once Philonous has
rendered Hylas a reluctant convert to idealism, he devotes the rest of the book to convincing him that this is a
philosophy which coheres well with common sense, at least better than materialism ever did. Berkeley replies
that the distinction between real things and chimeras retains its full force on his view. One way of making the
distinction is suggested by his argument for the existence of God, examined above: Ideas which depend on our
own finite human wills are not constituents of real things. Not being voluntary is thus a necessary condition
for being a real thing, but it is clearly not sufficient, since hallucinations and dreams do not depend on our
wills, but are nevertheless not real. Berkeley notes that the ideas that constitute real things exhibit a steadiness,
vivacity, and distinctness that chimerical ideas do not. The most crucial feature that he points to, however, is
order. They are thus regular and coherent, that is, they constitute a coherent real world. They allow him to
respond to the following objection, put forward in PHK The like may be said of all the clockwork of Nature,
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great part whereof is so wonderfully fine and subtle, as scarce to be discerned by the best microscope. In short,
it will be asked, how upon our principles any tolerable account can be given, or any final cause assigned of an
innumerable multitude of bodies and machines framed with the most exquisite art, which in the common
philosophy have very apposite uses assigned them, and serve to explain abundance of phenomena. Thus,
whenever we have ideas of a working watch, we will find that if we open it,[ 15 ] we will see have ideas of an
appropriate internal mechanism. Likewise, when we have ideas of a living tulip, we will find that if we pull it
apart, we will observe the usual internal structure of such plants, with the same transport tissues, reproductive
parts, etc. A bit of background is needed here to see why this issue posed a special challenge for Berkeley.
One traditional understanding of science, derived from Aristotle, held that it aims at identifying the causes of
things. Seventhly, it will upon this be demanded whether it does not seem absurd to take away natural causes,
and ascribe every thing to the immediate operation of spirits? We must no longer say upon these principles
that fire heats, or water cools, but that a spirit heats, and so forth. Would not a man be deservedly laughed at,
who should talk after this manner? I answer, he would so; in such things we ought to think with the learned,
and speak with the vulgar. But surely, one might object, it is a step backwards to abandon our scientific
theories and simply note that God causes what happens in the physical world! What makes this advice
legitimate is that he can reconstrue such talk as being about regularities in our ideas. If therefore we consider
the difference there is betwixt natural philosophers and other men, with regard to their knowledge of the
phenomena, we shall find it consists, not in an exacter knowledge of the efficient cause that produces them, for
that can be no other than the will of a spirit, but only in a greater largeness of comprehension, whereby
analogies, harmonies, and agreements are discovered in the works of Nature, and the particular effects
explained, that is, reduced to general rules, see Sect. PHK Natural philosophers thus consider signs, rather than
causes PHK , but their results are just as useful as they would be under a materialist system. Moreover, the
regularities they discover provide the sort of explanation proper to science, by rendering the particular events
they subsume unsurprising PHK The sort of explanation proper to science, then, is not causal explanation, but
reduction to regularity. Interestingly, in the Principles Berkeley seems relatively unperturbed by this natural
objection to idealism. He claims that there is no problem for â€¦anyone that shall attend to what is meant by
the term exist when applied to sensible things. The table I write on, I say, exists, that is, I see and feel it; and if
I were out of my study I should say it existed, meaning thereby that if I was in my study I might perceive it, or
that some other spirit actually does perceive it. PHK 3 So, when I say that my desk still exists after I leave my
office, perhaps I just mean that I would perceive it if I were in my office, or, more broadly, that a finite mind
would perceive the desk were it in the appropriate circumstances in my office, with the lights on, with eyes
open, etc. This is to provide a sort of counterfactual analysis of the continued existence of unperceived objects.
The truth of the counterfactuals in question is anchored in regularity: Unfortunately, this analysis has
counterintuitive consequences when coupled with the esse est percipi doctrine McCracken , If to be is, as
Berkeley insists, to be perceived, then the unperceived desk does not exist, despite the fact that it would be
perceived and thus would exist if someone opened the office door. Consequently, on this view the desk would
not endure uninterrupted but would pop in and out of existence, though it would do so quite predictably. One
way to respond to this worry would be to dismiss itâ€”what does it matter if the desk ceases to exist when
unperceived, as long as it exists whenever we need it? Berkeley shows signs of this sort of attitude in
Principles 45â€”46, where he tries to argue that his materialist opponents and scholastic predecessors are in
much the same boat. In the Three Dialogues, Berkeley very clearly invokes God in this context. Interestingly,
whereas in the Principles, as we have seen above, he argued that God must exist in order to cause our ideas of
sense, in the Dialogues , â€”5 he argues that our ideas must exist in God when not perceived by us. Indeed,
they must exist continuously, since standard Christian doctrine dictates that God is unchanging. Although this
solves one problem for Berkeley, it creates several more. How can that which is sensible be like that which is
insensible? Can a real thing in itself invisible be like a colour; or a real thing which is not audible, be like a
sound? And, even worse, God has ideas of all possible objects Pitcher , â€”2 , not just the ones which we
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would commonsensically wish to say exist. Such an account in terms of divine decrees or volitions looks
promising: The tree continues to exist when unperceived just in case God has an appropriate volition or
intention to cause a tree-idea in finite perceivers under the right circumstances. Furthermore, this solution has
important textual support: In the Three Dialogues, Hylas challenges Philonous to account for the creation,
given that all existence is mind-dependent, in his view, but everything must exist eternally in the mind of God.
Philonous responds as follows: May we not understand it [the creation] to have been entirely in respect of
finite spirits; so that things, with regard to us, may properly be said to begin their existence, or be created,
when God decreed they should become perceptible to intelligent creatures, in that order and manner which he
then established, and we now call the laws of Nature? You may call this a relative, or hypothetical existence if
you please. As with the counterfactual analysis of continued existence, however, this account also fails under
pressure from the esse est percipi principle: Yes, Philonous, I grant the existence of a sensible thing consists in
being perceivable, but not in being actually perceived. And what is perceivable but an idea? And can an idea
exist without being actually perceived? These are points long since agreed between us. Fortunately, Kenneth
Winkler has put forward an interpretation which goes a great distance towards resolving this difficulty. While
the principle is never explicitly invoked or argued for by Berkeley, in a number of passages he does note the
interdependence of will and understanding. Winkler plausibly suggests that Berkeley may have found this
principle so obvious as to need no arguing. With it in place, we have a guarantee that anything willed by God,
e. Of course, it remains true that God cannot have ideas that are, strictly speaking, the same as ours. This
problem is closely related to another that confronts Berkeley: Can two people ever perceive the same thing?
One way to dissolve this difficulty is to recall that objects are bundles of ideas. Either account might be
applied in order to show either that God and I may perceive the same object, or that God and I may perceive,
loosely speaking, the same thing. An X exists at time t if and only if God has an idea that corresponds to a
volition that if a finite mind at t is in appropriate circumstances e. It also captures the fact that the bundling of
ideas into objects is done by us. Here is another way to raise the worry that I have in mind: He does, however,
have an account of error, as he shows us in the Dialogues: What say you to this? Since, according to you, men
judge of the reality of things by their senses, how can a man be mistaken in thinking the moon a plain lucid
surface, about a foot in diameter; or a square tower, seen at a distance, round; or an oar, with one end in the
water, crooked? He is not mistaken with regard to the ideas he actually perceives; but in the inferences he
makes from his present perceptions. Thus in the case of the oar, what he immediately perceives by sight is
certainly crooked; and so far he is in the right.
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