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Berkeley, Perception, and Identity


There is an explicit contradiction in Berkeley's writings about perception.  He says both


(1)  One sometimes immediately perceives the same thing by sight 
and touch.


(2)  One never immediately perceives the same thing by sight and touch.

I will assume that when Berkeley's meaning is made clear, what seems to be a contradiction really is not one.  So I will try to make his meaning clear.  That is I will look for a way to revise (1) and (2) so as to best express what Berkeley was trying to say.


When faced with a contradiction, make a distinction.  I will consider for each of three phrases -- 'immediately perceive', 'same', and 'thing' -- whether it should be taken two ways.  I will recommend a distinction that Berkeley explicitly discusses, viz. in the use of 'same'.


This focused discussion of a detail of his account enables a deep understanding of the whole.  It will show the unity of Berkeley's apparently disjoint project.  On the one hand he seems radically to oppose common sense by arguing that we see only bits of light and color organized into a language by which God speaks to us about tactile sensations.  On the other hand he seems to side with common sense by arguing that we directly see ordinary objects.1 I will argue, based on the results of the focused investigation, that these seemingly inconsistent broad positions are two aspects of a unitary position.  

I.


Berkeley is committed to claim (1).

Take away this material substance, about the identity whereof all the dispute is, and mean by body what every plain ordinary person means by that word, to wit, that which is immediately seen and felt, which is only a combination of sensible qualities, or ideas:  and then their most unanswerable objections come to nothing. (PHK.I.95)2    
Here Berkeley says that body is both immediately seen and immediately felt.

Wood, stones, fire, water, flesh, iron, and the like things, which I name and discourse of, are things that I know.  And I should not have known them, but that I perceived them by my senses; and things perceived by the senses are immediately perceived... (3D.III, 230)3 

So fire, something both seen and felt, is immediately perceived.

    But, say you, it sounds very harsh to say we eat and drink ideas, and  are clothed with ideas.  I acknowledge it does so, the word idea not  being used in common discourse to signify the several combinations of sensible qualities, which are called things:  and it is certain that any expression which varies from the familiar use of language, will seem harsh and ridiculous.  But this doth not concern the truth of the proposition, which in other words is no more than to say, we are fed and clothed with those things which we perceive immediately by our senses. (PHK.I.38

We are clothed with, for instance, a glove which Berkeley as Philonous says he both sees and feels. (3D.II, 224)  Since we are clothed with things which we perceive immediately, we perceive the glove immediately.

    In two of these passages the objects immediately perceived by both sight and touch are said to be combinations of sensible qualities.  It is clear that the individual qualities are immediately perceived.  And it may well be that no individual quality is immediately perceived by sight and touch.  But what is of interest here is that combinations of these qualities are immediately perceived. And some of these combinations are immediately perceived by both sight and touch.  So sometimes the same combination is immediately perceived both ways.  So Berkeley is committed to claim (1), viz. that one sometimes immediately perceives the same thing by sight and touch.  It might be the same fire, the same glove, or the same combination of sensible qualities.

    On the other hand Berkeley is committed to claim (2):

Strictly speaking, Hylas, we do not see the same object that we feel... (3D.III, 245)

But if we take a close and accurate view of things, it must be acknowledged that we never see and feel one and the same object.  That which is seen is one thing, and that which is felt is another. (NTV.49)4
The extension, figures, and motions perceived by sight are specifically distinct from the ideas of touch called by the same names, nor is there any such thing as one idea or kind of idea common to both senses. (NTV.127)

Secondly, light and colours are allowed by all to constitute a sort or species entirely different from the ideas of touch:  nor will any man, I presume, say they can make themselves perceived by that sense:  but there is no other immediate object of sight besides light and colours.  It is therefore a direct consequence that there is no idea common to both senses. (NTV.129)

He also says, "It is a mistake to think the same thing affects both sight and touch." (NTV.136) Since "things perceived by the senses are immediately perceived" (3D.III, 230), Berkeley is saying that there is no object or idea immediately perceived by bothsight and touch.  So he is committed to (2), that one never perceives the numerically same thing by sight and touch.

    By being committed to (1) and (2), Berkeley is apparently committed to a contradiction.  I will assume he is not really committed to one, by assuming that some phrase in the two claims is being used in two different ways.

II.


The quotations supporting (1) seem meant to cohere with ordinary views of perception.  Ordinary objects and what the vulgar mean by their words are among the topics.  In contrast the quotations supporting (2) seem meant to express "a close and accurate view of things," or be true "strictly speaking."  Pitcher senses this contrast and uses it to solve inconsistencies like the one under scrutiny.5 I will follow his lead, while disagreeing with his specific proposal.

    The key to Pitcher's resolution of the apparent contradictions he assembles, is to let a certain one of the claims be understood as speaking with the vulgar and to let its contrary be understood as expressing the truth, strictly speaking. (p. 104)  Thus the claims made while speaking with the vulgar are false, strictly speaking.  What one means to say by saying them can nonetheless be taken as strictly true if one follows Berkeley's injunction "to think with the learned, and speak with the vulgar" (PHK.I.51)  I am supposing (i) that this is to use a strictly false sentence to express ideas which one knows how to express using a strictly true sentence, and (ii) that one does this for the purpose of speaking in a familiar way, but with the expectation of communicating the appropriate ideas to the learned.

    So, for example, to resolve the contradiction Pitcher would suggest that claim (1) is a case of speaking with the vulgar and that claim (2) is true strictly speaking.  How should the learned think of claim (1)?  Following Pitcher (p. 105) the answer would be that (1) should be thought of as saying

    (1') One sometimes mediately perceives the numerically same thing by sight and touch. 

So understood, (1) would be consistent with (2).

    If (1) contained only 'perceives' and not 'immediately perceives', then Pitcher's appeal to two senses of 'perceives' to solve the problem would be incontestable.  But the 'immediately' in (1) should not be overlooked.  Because of it, there are two problems with this solution.  
First, the vulgar do not use the phrase 'immediately perceives'.  The vulgar use only 'perceives'.  The modifiers 'immediately' and 'mediately' are used with 'perceives' only to construct technical terms to express a  distinction made by philosophers, notably Berkeley.  The vulgar would equally say that we perceive by sight a red hot bar of iron and that we perceive by sight its color.  Only the philosopher would say that we mediately perceive the former and immediately perceive the latter.  So one cannot use (1) to speak with the vulgar.

    Second, Pitcher's solution does not explain the bald assertions Berkeley makes which support attributing (1) to him.  Pitcher allows that this is a problem for the third Dialogue passage about wood, stones, fire, etc. (p. 105)  It is not plausible that Berkeley who carefully distinguished immediate from mediate perception would expect 'immediate perception' to be understood as mediate perception.

    Despite these serious problems with specifics, the general recommendation to appeal to a difference between what is strictly true and what is customarily said will prove to be very valuable.  It is a contrast explicitly mentioned in Berkeley's discussion of 'same'.

III.

    The best distinction to make to resolve the contradiction is one Berkeley explicitly authorizes.  There is no such authorization for two senses of 'immediately perceive'.  But there is for two uses of 'same'.  In the third Dialogue Berkeley distinguishes "the term same... taken in the vulgar acceptation" from "the term same... used in the acceptation of philosophers". (3D.III, 247) To be precise he should be understood as distinguishing two uses of 'numerically same'.  


Various commentators disagree, suggesting that Berkeley takes 'same' in the vulgar acceptation to mean exactly resembling, and not to mean numerically the same.6 But the evidence for this view does not establish it.  When explaining the vulgar acceptation Berkeley says:

   Words are of arbitrary imposition; and since men are used to apply the word same where no distinction or variety is perceived, and I do not pretend to alter their perceptions, it follows, that as men have said before, several saw the same thing, so they may upon like occasions still continue to use the same phrase, without any deviation either from propriety of language, or the truth of things.  (3D.III, 247)

Likewise he says

Let us suppose several men together, all endued with the same faculties, and consequently affected in like sort by their senses, and who had yet never known the use of language; they would without question agree in their perceptions.  Though perhaps, when they came to the use of speech, some regarding the uniformness of what was perceived, might call it the same thing:  others especially regarding the diversity of persons who perceived, might choose the denomination of different things. (3D.III, 247-48)

Both these passages have people calling things the same on the basis of exact resemblance.  But this does not establish that by 'same' they mean exact resemblance.  Berkeley might well be assuming that exact resemblance is often grounds for asserting numerical identity.  

    Further evidence supports my interpretation of the vulgar 'same'.  Berkeley begins the Third Dialogue passage which includes the above quotations by explaining the vulgar usage according to which we can examine more closely with a microscope the same thing as we perceive with the naked eye, despite the fact that strictly they are not the same thing. (3D. III, 245) In this case the reason for taking them to be the same thing is not because they exactly resemble, "... the object perceived by the glass being quite different from the former" (i.e.  "what I perceived already by my bare eyes"). (3D. III, 245) If they exactly resembled, the microscope would be of no use.  So 'same' in the vulgar usage here could not mean exactly resembling.

    And taking the vulgar 'same' to mean numerical identity makes more sense of the lengthy answer to Hylas's objection that since no idea can be in two minds, no two people can see the same thing on Philonous's theory.  For Philonous is concerned to prove that "...men may dispute about identity and diversity, without any real difference in their thoughts and opinions, abstracted from names". (3D.III, 248) And his examples are disputes in which the participants agree about the exact resemblance of their ideas. So the disputes are not about the qualitative identity of what they perceive but about the numerical identity.  


Furthermore in these disputes the grounds for applying the phrases 'same thing' or 'different things' have to be distinguished from the meanings of the phrases.  For example:

Let us suppose several men together, all endued with the same faculties, and consequently affected in like sort by their senses, and who had yet never known the use of language; they would without question agree in their perceptions.  Though perhaps, when they came to the use of speech, some regarding the uniformness of what was perceived, might call it the same thing:  others especially regarding the diversity of persons who perceived, might choose the denomination of different things. (3D.III, 247-48)

Clearly Berkeley doesn't intend that those in favor of applying 'different things' mean by that phrase 'perceived by different people'.  So I doubt that he intends the phrase 'same thing' to mean 'uniform' here.  The dispute is a matter of taking different grounds to be important for the application of 'same' in the sense of 'numerically same'.  


I take it that this is also the case in the apparent disagreement between Philonous and the vulgar about whether several people can see the same thing.  The vulgar in effect take the uniformity of what is seen to be good grounds for attributing numerical identity to what is seen by each. Philonous takes the diversity of perceivers to be good grounds for denying the numerical identity.  Though he concedes that given the vulgar's purposes of "conveniency and dispatch in the common actions of life" (3D.III, 246) their grounds are fine.

    So I take Berkeley when he distinguishes two acceptations of 'same', to be distinguishing two uses of 'numerically same'.  Things numerically distinct according to the usage of philosophers may be numerical identical according to the usage of the vulgar. The philosopher, e.g. Philonous, is concerned with what is strictly true.  But it is convenient for the vulgar to consider certain resembling or constantly co-existent or successive things to be numerically identical. (3D.III, 245, 247) They do not recognize that these things are distinct.  And for their purposes they may call these the same "without any deviation from propriety of language, or the truth of things." (3D.III, 247)

    Thus the apparent contradiction would be resolved by understanding 'numerically same' to have different usages in (1) and in (2).  Together they say the following:  What we immediately see and immediately feel are always distinct, on philosophical usage, but are sometimes identical, on vulgar usage. Thus things that are really distinct are considered identical for practical reasons.7
    In this Berkeleyan context the things which really are distinct are sensible qualities, viz. the objects of immediate perception.  They are taken to be identical by the vulgar who take distinct sensible qualities to be the same ordinary object.

    Two passages support this reading explicitly.

But though the tangible and visible magnitude in truth belong to two distinct objects:  I shall nevertheless (especially since those objects are called by the same name, and are observed to coexist), to avoid tediousness and singularity of speech, sometimes speak of them as belonging to one and the same thing. (NTV.55)

To avoid uncommon ways of speaking he sometimes speaks of what are really two distinct objects as one and the same thing.     Sitting in my study I hear a coach drive along the street; I look through the casement and see it; I walk out and enter into it; thus, common speech would incline one to think I heard, saw, and touched the same thing, to wit, the coach.  It is nevertheless certain, the ideas intromitted by each sense are widely different and distinct from each other; but having been observed constantly to go together, they are spoken of as one and the same thing. (NTV.46)

Here we have Berkeley saying that distinct sensations are, according to common speech, the same thing.

IV.

    Berkeley's discussion of number gives a third distinction which could be used to resolve the contradiction.  Using the distinction would in effect give two readings of 'thing' in claims (1) and (2).  This resolution will be compelling, but will reach an obstacle.

    In Notebook B, Berkeley says that: depending on how the mind views something, it is one thing or many things. (PC.104)8  In the Principles he says that it depends on an arbitrary choice of units for counting whether a book of several pages is one thing or several things. (PHK.I.12)  The fullest exposition is given in the New Theory of Vision:

...number (however some may reckon it amongst the primary qualities) is nothing fixed and settled, really existing in things themselves.  It is entirely the creature of the mind, considering either an idea by itself, or any combination of ideas to which it gives one name, and so makes it pass for an unit.  According as the mind variously combines its ideas the unit varies:  and as the unit, so the number, which is only a collection of units, doth also vary.  We call a window one, a chimney one, and yet a house in which there are many windows and many chimneys hath an equal right to be called one, and many houses go to the making of one city. In these and the like instances it is evident that the unit constantly relates to the particular draughts the mind makes of its ideas, to which it affixes names, and wherein it includes more or less as best suits its own ends and purposes.  Whatever, therefore, the mind considers as one, that is an unit.  Every combination of ideas is considered one thing by the mind, and in tokenthereof is marked by one name.  Now, this naming and combining together of ideas is perfectly arbitrary, and done by the mind in such sort as experience shews it to be most convenient:  without which our ideas had never been collected into such sundry distinct combinations as they now are. (NTV.109)

Depending on what is convenient, we think of something as one thing or many things.  We use different units for different purposes.

    This discussion is echoed in Berkeley's discussion of how ordinary objects are combinations of sensible ideas.

... a cherry, I say, is nothing but a congeries of sensible impressions, or ideas perceived by various senses:  which ideas are united into one thing (or have one name given them) by the mind; because they are observed to attend each other. (3D.III, ˇ249)

And again

And as several of these [sensations] 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. (PHK.I.1)

And again

...men combine together several ideas, apprehended by divers senses, or by the same sense at different times, or in different circumstances, but observed however to have some connexion in Nature, either with respect to co-existence or succession; all which they refer to one name, and consider as one thing. (3D.III, 245)

In these three passages Berkeley speaks of combining sensible ideas together, considering them to be a single thing, and designated them so considered with one name. This is just how he speaks of taking several things to be a single unit in the New Theory of Vision passage about number. So Berkeley's account of ordinary objects seems to be that each is several sensible ideas in a combination which is considered to be one thing.

    This suggests the following resolution of the apparent contradiction:  In (1) Berkeley is considering combinations of ideas to be the units -- the things that are counted as single things. So he should be understood as saying that we immediately see and immediately feel the same unit which is a combination of sensible ideas. But in (2) Berkeley is considering individual sensible ideas to be the units.  So he should be understood as saying that we do not immediately see and immediately feel the same unit which is an individual sensible idea.  In this way 'thing' means 'unit' which is applied in (1) to collections of sensible ideas, and in (2) to individual sensible ideas.

    The textual evidence for this interpretation is persuasive, but there is a major problem. Berkeley makes it clear that no idea, whether a combination of ideas or a lone idea, is any more or less a unit than any other.  Number "is entirely the creature of the mind, considering either an idea by itself, or any combination of ideas to which it gives one name, and so makes it pass for an unit". (NTV.109)  And "this naming and combining together of ideas is perfectly arbitrary, and done by the mind in such sort as experience shews it to be the most convenient..." (NTV.109)  On the other hand Berkeley has clearly stated that, "Strictly speaking, Hylas, we do not see the same object that we feel..." (3D.III, 245)  And this claim is crucial to establishing his conclusions in the New Theory of Vision.  So here is the problem.  If the distinction between what counts as a unit were used to solve the apparent contradiction, then neither (1) nor (2) would have the advantage of being true "strictly speaking".  For what counts as a unit is arbitrary.  But (2) explicitly has this advantage.  So the distinction between units should not be used this way.

    A distinction is needed that makes (2) strictly true and (1) true only as a matter of convenience.  Berkeley's distinction between what counts as a unit does not do this.  His distinction between acceptations of 'same' does.  So I recommend the latter.

V.


My recommended solution and the one just criticized seem to compete.  Further mine has an advantage the other lacks -- explaining how only (2) is true strictly speaking.  But Berkeley was not careful about the possible difference between taking distinct things to be the same thing and combining two things into a single thing.  In the Three Dialogues passage at pp. 245-46 he explains the fact that we take differentideas to be the same thing by the fact that for convenience we combine various ideas together and consider them as one thing.  In the four passages about how ordinary objects are combinations of ideas, he speaks both ways.  He talks of several ideas "united into one thing" (3D.III, 246, 249), "consider[ed] as one thing" (3D.III, 245), "reputed to be one thing", "accounted one distinct thing" (PHK.I.1), and "spoken of as one and the same thing". (NTV.46)  For the reason given I have taken the last to be the clearest expression of what he meant.  But some account of why he takes these to be interchangeable is needed.  The result will be a reconciliation of the competing solutions.


How might Berkeley be justified in interchanging unity and identity?  Here is a guess.  Considering two things as one thing is considering them no longer to be two.  So it is considering them no longer to be distinct, but rather to be identical.  Conversely, considering them to be identical is considering them as one thing.  


This argument may sound like an equivocation nowadays.  An objector might think that considering two things as one is shifting attention from the two parts to the one whole they compose.  And considering the whole to be one thing in no way precludes thinking of the parts as two.  Thus the argument given on Berkeley's behalf may seem to equivocate between parts and whole.  But it would be the objector who is making this very equivocation.  The point of the argument is just that in considering the two things as one we are considering them.  We are not considering something else, such as the objector's whole.  And to consider them as one is to cease to consider them as two, and so is to cease to consider them distinct.


The argument linking unity and identity justifies Berkeley's interchangeable use of them.  It also makes my solution to the apparent contradiction between (1) and (2) merge with the solution I have just criticized.  It does, that is, if the problem with the latter can be resolved.


The obstacle to merging the interpretations is an inconsistency that is a problem in any case.  Berkeley claims that "Strictly speaking, Hylas, we do not see the same object that we feel..." (3D.III, 245)  This would entail that strictly speaking the object of sight and that of touch are two not one.  Number would not be arbitrary when speaking strictly.  But this conflicts with the passages about number being "nothingfixed and settled, really existing in things themselves." (NTV.109)


I do not see how to resolve this without revising Berkeley's text.  My guess is that Berkeley ought to have said that the number of simple ideas is fixed and settled.  So strictly speaking the number of things something is, is equal to the number of simple ideas that compose it.  Then he could go on to say that any arbitrary combination of simple ideas may correctly be considered a unit for some purpose or other.  This line would still allow him to make his point in the Essay that a newly sighted person would not know to count a seen head as one and seen feet as two. (NTV.110)


With this revision I would lose my argument for my interpretation over the one last criticized.  Its proponent could say that strictly speaking there are two different things, one immediately felt and the other immediately seen, but on some useful ways of speaking there is one thing that is both felt and touched.  But likewise the revision would remove the obstacle to merging the two interpretations by means of the link between unity and identity.  And this is what I think ought to be done.  Given the revision both solutions are justified by the text, and Berkeley seems to talk both ways interchangeably.


So as the text stands my solution is preferable.  But the revision seems required in any case.  With the revision the way is open to strengthening each solution with the textual support for the other, by merging them. 

VI.

    The suggestion from Section III that we take different sensible ideas to be the same thing is puzzling.  Do we take a color and a smoothness to be same sensation?  That seems wrong.  But a different interpretation is suggested by the fact that when speaking of a congeries of sensations Berkeley is not careful to distinguish identity and unity.  That is, he is not careful to distinguish (i) the congeries being distinct sensations taken to be identical and (ii) its being several sensations taken to be united into one thing.  The preceeding considerations suggest the following interpretation:  We take each of two smaller units to be identical with one larger unit.  It is in that sense that we take them to be identical with each other.  


This does not sound familiar because we ordinarily do not think in these terms. But consider the example of a stone, understood as Berkeley would.  The colored thing we see is really a complex visual sensation, but we take it to be a stone.  Likewise the shaped thing we feel is really a complex tactile sensation, but we also take it to be a stone.  And we are taking both to be one and the same stone.  When the congeries is taken to be a unit, we do not take its members to be distinct things.  Rather we take each just to be the unit again.

    This account can be used to explain how one can immediately perceive a collection.  A collection is immediately perceived in virtue of immediately perceiving a member.9  The collection as a unit is just the thing which all the parts are identical with in the vulgar acceptation of identity.  If a part is immediately perceived, then anything it is identical with is immediately perceived.  This would be the part itself on philosophical usage of 'identical with', but would be the whole collection on vulgar usage.  In this sense, then, immediately perceiving a part just is immediately perceiving the whole.  

    My interpretation has the following consequence for Berkeleyan collections of sensations:  A collection is several sensations considered to be united into a single thing, such that each sensation is considered to be identical with that thing.

    In any perception of an ordinary object we have relatively few sensations, but for convenience take ourselves to be perceiving the very thing which is constituted by a vast number of sensations.  We have a few ideas and take ourselves to be sensing a cherry, or an apple, etc.


One might object that the consequences of this interpretation are too strange even for Berkeley to accept.  It attributes to the vulgar the implausible belief that each of a collection's members is identical with the collection itself.


But this objection plays on an ambiguity.  My claim is not that the vulgar individuate the members as distinct units and the collection as a single unit and then explicitly believe each of the members is identical with the collection.  Rather they fail to distinguish the members as distinct units.  Whenever they are presented with some members they speak and act as if those things are the collection -- the bigger unit.  Only philosophers recognize that really only some members are present.


This is what happens in perception in most everyday contexts.  Of course sometimes the vulgar attend to the members themselves.  Sometimes they distinguishsensations.  As Berkeley says, for various reasons we take different things as units.  But the crucial point is this:  Someone would turn his attention from a sensation back to the collection it is a member of, by ceasing to think of it as distinct from the rest.  It is in this sense that he takes the member to be the collection.  This is the way the vulgar unite several sensations into one thing. 

VII.

    Now that the details have been addressed, some important consequences fall out fairly quickly.  With the vulgar usage of 'same' it can be said that one immediately perceives the same thing that he perceives by another sense, or that he will or has immediately perceived, or the same thing that another person immediately does perceive, will perceive, or has perceived by various senses.  In other words, taking ordinary objects as collections in the manner I have explained, gives a sense in which one can immediately perceive ordinary objects.  All those ways of differently perceiving the same thing are compatible with the fact that strictly all we immediately perceive are our own current sensations.  Taking 'same' in the philosophical usage, we are restricted in this way.  Nothing but the current sensations themselves are the same as what we immediately perceive.  The fact that for Berkeley there are two usages of 'same' -- one designed to be practical and convenient, the other designed to express what is strictly true -- explains how his single system can give rise to such seemingly widely different conclusions.  And in fact, as I will briefly sketch, it explains the unity of his whole ambitious and seemingly disjoint project.

    Berkeley's over-arching concern is to remove the doubts about human knowledge, specifically to rebut skepticism and atheism.  To do this he argues for the absurdity and uselessness of the doctrine of corporeal substance.

For as we have shown the doctrine of matter or corporeal substance, to have been the main pillar and support of scepticism, so likewise upon the same foundation have been raised all the impious schemes of atheism and irreligion. (PHK.I.92)  

Skepticism has it that there is no reason to believe in ordinary objects.  Atheism has it that there is no reason to believe in God.  Berkeley hopes to undermine these by means of his principle that to be is to be perceived or to perceive.  Given this principle, he thinks the existence of ordinary objects and the existence of God can be verified by thesenses.

    We know that ordinary objects exist because we immediately perceive them.  Materialism encourages the belief that ordinary objects are perceived only mediately, which is to say not at all. So it encourages skepticism.  Without materialism we can revert to our original inclination to say with Berkeley's gardener that we know there is a tree over yonder because we see it. (3D.III, 234)

    Likewise we know that God exists because he speaks to us using a language of vision.  The best way to know of the existence of an intelligent spirit is to be spoken to by that spirit.  God speaks to us by giving us visual sensations which signify tactile sensations.

Upon the whole, it seems the proper objects of sight are light and colours, with their several shades and degrees; all which, being infinitely diversified and combined, do form a language wonderfully adapted to suggest and exhibit to us the distances, figures, situations, dimensions, and various qualities of tangible objects -- not by similtude, nor yet by inference of necessary connection, but by the arbitrary imposition of Providence, just as words suggest the things signified by them. (Alc.4.10)10
    The trouble with these two lines of thought is that they seem incompatible.  Berkeley claims to be defending common sense.  And the claim that we directly perceive ordinary objects does seem relatively common-sensical.  But the claim that what we perceive is just myriad sensations such that some are words signifying others, seems to defy common sense.

    What unifies these separate strains is the fact that those are two usages of 'same' -- one suited for strict truth and the other for practicality.  It is true strictly speaking that all we perceive are diverse sensations.  But ordinary objects consist of many sensations considered to be a unit, such that each is taken to be identical with that unit.  So vulgarly speaking, when that supposition of identity is appropriate, we immediately perceive ordinary objects.  The philosophers' sensations are the vulgar's ordinary objects.11 
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