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8 Berkeley’s Stoic Notion of
Spiritual Substance

Stephen H. Daniel

not be understood as the same kinds of objects of knowl-

edge as ideas. Rather, as he says, minds are active princi-
ples or simply active beings that are “subjects of discourse™ (PHK
89) of which we have no idcas, only notions. But it is not uncoms-
mon to hear people talk about Berkeleian minds in the same way
that they talk about objects of mind (i.e., ideas). With a wink and a
nod and an occasional caveat that our notions of mind are not
ideas, some historians go right ahead and discuss minds as it they
were the same kinds of things that Descartes and Locke refer to
when they speak of minds as “spiritual substances.”

To be sure, Berkeley sometimes does refer to minds as spiri-
tual substances. And when he does, the temptation 1s to think that
he is drawing on a tradition (traceable as far back as Aristotle)
which minds are treated as objects of knowlcdge (i.c., things we
know). But Berkeley explicitly denies that minds or spiritual sub-
stances are such objects (i.c., ideas): “Spirits and ideas arc things
so wholly different, that when we say, they exist, they are known,
or the like, these words must not be thought to signify anything
common to both natures. There is nothing alike or common In
them” (PHK 142). To claim, therefore, that spirits exist or arc be-
ings or are even things at all is, for Berkeley, to misunderstand the
nature of mind. Furthermore, if minds don’t exist in the same way
that things exist, then by extending Berkeley’s celebrated esse est
percipi to include aut percipere, we risk failing to distinguish the
existence of ideas from the “existence” of minds.

C ommentators often note that, for Berkecley, minds should
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204  NEW INTERPRETATIONS OF BERKELEY’S THOUGHT

Some commentators hold that all this talk 1s a mere subterfuge,
and they claim that in dismissing the concept of material substance,
Berkeley also rejects the notion of substance in general.' Others
argue that Berkeley retains core features of the supposedly “tradi-
tional” Cartesian or Lockean view of spiritual substance by treat-
ing minds as the self-subsisting things in which ideas “inhere.””
Still others counter that even if spirttual substances can be said to
“support” or “cause” 1deas, that does not mean that minds can be
considered apart from their activities of perceiving or willing.” But
these latter commentators leave unexplained what such a claim
means regarding the ontological status of minds as substances.
Nonetheless, they suggest that Berkeley’s position on spiritual sub-
stances can be considered Cartesian or Lockean as long as we
recognize that, for Descartes and Locke, mental substances cannot
be conceived apart from or exist apart from therr activities of per-
ceiving or willing, even if they can be abstracted (by a conceptual
distinction) from those activities.

This last way of speaking 1s developed 1n Descartes’ doctrine
that “thought . . . must be considered as nothing other than think-
ing substance itself . . . that 1s, as mind” (Principles of Philosophy
[.63; CSM 1: 215). In other words, the mind 1s not composed of
modes of thought, for that would equate the mind’s essential activ-
ity with 1ts modes (i.¢., 1deas). But because “we can clearly per-
ceive a substance apart from the mode which we say differs from
it” (Principles 1.61; CSM 1: 214), and because “thought itself . . .
1S not conceived as a mode, but as an attribute which constitutes
the nature of a substance,” the attribute of thinking (and not its
modes) can be said to define a mental substance (Comments on a
Certain Broadsheet, CSM 1: 298).

For Descartes, though, thinking substance can be conceptually
distinguished from its activities, even 1f it 1s more easily known 1n
terms of those activities or attributes:

Indeed, 1t 1s much easier for us to have an understanding of
extended substance or thinking substance than 1t 1s for us to
understand substance on 1ts own, leaving out the fact that 1t
thinks or is extended. For we have some difficulty in ab-
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stracting the notion of substance from the notions of thought
and extension, since the distinction between these two no-

tions and the notion of substance itself 1s merely a conceptual
distinction. (Principles 1.63; CSM 1: 215)

In other words, even though we cannot know what substance is
other than as a pure abstraction from its attributes, we can at least
have a notion of thinking substance as long as we limit our de-
scription to its activitics.

This view, I suspect, would have met with Berkeley’s approval:
mental substances abstracted from their activitics are sumply ab-
stractions. But as Descartes writes to Hobbes, such abstractions
can meaningfully be said to exist: “I do not say that the thing that
understands 1s the same as intellection” (Replies to Objections 111;
CSM 2: 123); and “If we perceive the presence of some attribute,
we can infer that there must also be present an existing thing or
substance to which it may be attributed” (Principles 1. 52; CSM 1:
210). It is Descartes’ insistence on the existence of that abstract
thing—in which activitics of thought (e.g., understanding, willing)
“inhere” (Replies 111; CSM 2: 124; Meditations V1, CSM 2: 54)—
that prevents assimilating Berkeley’s nonabstractionist account of
mind to Descartes’.

For Berkeley, Locke’s account of mind 1s similarly problem-
atic. Locke’s notion of “pure substance in general” 1s unabashedly
“only a supposition of he knows not what support of such qualities
which are capable of producing simplc ideas m us” (Essay
I1.xx11i.2, 295). Spiritual substances are thus suppositions of a unify-
ing principle in terms of which mental operations are intelligible:

By supposing a substance wherein thinking, knowing, doubi-
ing, and a power of moving, etc. do subsist, we have as clear
a notion of the substance of spirit as we have of body: the
one being supposed to be (without knowing what 1t 15) the
substratum to those simple ideas we have from without; and
the other supposed (with a like ignorance of what 1t 1s) to be
the substratum to those operations which we experiment in
ourselves within. (Essay Il.xxiu.5, 297-98)
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As with Descartes, Locke proposes a notion of spiritual substance
that 1s defined by its essential activities. By placing those activities
in a supposition that goes beyond the proper limits ot experience,
Locke invokes a strategy in which a spiritual substance again be-
comes an abstraction that Berkeley would have found unacceptable.

A few years ago I proposed an interpretation ot Berkeley that
retains the vocabulary of spiritual substance but rejects the view
that minds are things that can be conceived apart from activities ot
perception or will.* Marc Hight and Walter Ott have questioned my
interpretation, saying that when Berkeley talks of spiritual sub-
stance, he obviously must be adopting the “traditional” or “re-
ceived” view of spiritual substance as that which 1s persistent and
independent.” But by assuming that Berkeley is willing to accept
Descartes’ and Locke’s view of spiritual substance as an abstrac-
tion and by ignoring the possibility that he could be drawing on a
completely different notion of substance, they have to dismiss
some of Berkeley’s early comments about minds, saying that those
remarks reflect positions he later rejects.

In this current collection, Talia Bettcher also challenges my
interpretation. She suggests that, for Berkeley, a mind 1s “an object
of inner awareness,” an “agent” distinct from 1ts specific activi-
ties.® But as with the Hight—Ott account, her view also seems to be
inconsistent with Berkeley’s anti-abstractionism.

[ here explain how my interpretation not only avoids the pittalls
of thinking of mind as an abstraction but also shows how Berke-
ley’s comments (from early and late works) can be seen as consis-
tent with one another. My approach requires that we think ot his
view 1n a context in which spiritual substances are understood 1n a
non-Cartesian, non-L.ockean way. Becausc that way of thinking
(which I associate with Stoicism) 1s adopted by some ot Berkeley’s
contemporaries (e.g., Leibniz, Jonathan Edwards), 1t 1s presumptu-
ous and misleading to use the Cartesian-Lockean model—no mat-
ter how often it is referred to as the “traditional” or “received”

view of spiritual substance—as the means for understanding
Berkeley.
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I. THE STOIC CONTEXT

Berkeley frames his discussion of the relation of mind to 1deas
within a network of terms that signal an appeal to a distinctly Stoic
outlook. In particular, he often invokes a Stoic distinction when he
insists that, even though ideas or bodies can be said to exist, they
cannot be said to subsist apart from mind.” Like the Stoics, Berke-
ley appeals to this distinction to highlight the fact that, even though
the act by which a thing is identified is itself real, the act itself 1s
not a thing and thus cannot be said to exist. Instead, the act sub-
sists as the incorporeal activity by means of which those things are
identified and on which they therefore depend for their existence.
Accordingly, whenever Berkeley uses the word subsist, it 1s al-
ways to emphasize the fact that, apart from the activity of mind, no
thing can exist (PHK 6, 46, 56, 8687, 89-91, 133, 137, 146; DHP
175. 190, 197, 199, 212, 216, 261). By this he does not mean that
when a mind perceives, it bestows the gift of existence on an al-
ready determinate and identifiable thing. That would make 1t
sound as if the thing alrcady has what Berkeley calls a “natural
subsistence” prior to its being perceived (PHK 86, 91). That, he
points out, would beg the question by presuming that a thing could
perhaps be some unknown, external substance apart from ifs being
perceived (DHP 260). But because a thing has no identity prior to
its being perceived as that thing (and thus no existence, at least
relative to finite perceivers), it cannot subsist apart from the very
act of being perceived (which is the activity of mind).

This distinction between existence and subsistence 1s hardly
ever mentioned by many of Berkeley’s contemporaries, because
they assume that the existence of a thing 1s (at least in principle
or by reason) separable from what the thing 1s or 1s perceived to
be. But Berkeley dismisses such a view as unintelligible (PHK 3)
and contradictory (DHP 230). As he observes, “For can there be a
nicer strain of abstraction than to distinguish the existence ot sen-
sible objects from their being perceived, so as to concelve them
existing unperceived? . . . For my part, I might as casily divide a
thing from itself” (PHK 5; also see PHK 6, 81); and “I cannot
prescind or abstract, even in thought, the existence of a sensible
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thing from its being perceived” (DHP 230; also see PHK 6, 81;
DHP 193-94, 222-23). His basic point 1s that a thing cannot be
perceitved as that thing apart from 1ts existence. That 1s why ifs
being consists 1n nothing other than its perception: its esse 1s
percipi.

As Berkeley repeatedly states, though, the being of the thing
perceived (of which we can have an idea) is different from the
being of the activity by which 1t 1s perceived (of which we can
have only a notion). Both, as he says, are “real things,” “real be-
ings” (DHP 260, 262). Further, regardless of whether we refer to
the thing perceived or the perceiving act by which the thing is
1dentified, both can be called perceptions because, as m Stoic epis-
temology, 1n perceiving something we identify the state of affairs
in terms of which qualities are related to one another.” That is,
when we percerve something, we 1dentify the state of affairs by
which the thing i1s perceived as that thing. The existence of that
thing thus depends on 1ts being perceived, but the activity by
means of which it 1s perceived is not itself perceived: the activity
does not exist; rather, it subsists. This is the point of the Stoic doc-
trine that even though only bodies exist, there 1s more to reality
than existent things.”

Although such Stoic 1deas appear frequently in Berkeley’s
writings, they do not draw much attention. Even when commenta-
tors mention Stoicism in the context of Berkeley’s thought, they
generally limit their remarks to Berkeley’s late work Siris (1744)
where he invokes themes about the World Soul, “seminal rea-
sons,” and the animating fire or acther of the universc.'’ The Stoic
heritage of other Berkeleian doctrines (e.g., about notions, the
laws of nature, and the semiotic character of reason) i1s seldom
recognized; and when 1t 1s, little 1s typically made of it in explain-
ing his thought in general.'’

That, I propose, 1s a shame, considering how we can under-
stand Berkeley’s doctrine of mind better by noting how it, along
with other aspects of his thought, draws on the semantic ontology
implicit in Stoic logic. That logic (or as the Stoics call it dialectic)
identifies the practices by which semantics, ontology, and what we
(after Aristotle) refer to as logic are derivatively differentiated. Re-
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trieving the perceptual immediacy of that aboriginal /ogos 1s at the
heart of Berkeley’s effort to explain reality as a discourse or lan-
guage. As Berkeley observes in citing his favorite scriptural pas-
sage—the line from the Stoic poet Aratus quoted by St. Paul (Acts
17:28)—it is in terms of that divine Word that we “live, move, and
have our being.”'* Tt also informs his scattered remarks on mean-
ing, mind, and freedom. Because those remarks can hardly be said
to constitute explicit theories, 1 suggest that 1t becomes all the
more important to retrieve the Stoic context that unites them.

That Berkeley would have been familiar with Stoic 1deas 1s
not surprising. After all, Stoic doctrines had been discussed exten-
sively by some of thec Cambridge Platonists.” Like Berkeley, the
Stoics believed that all objects of sensible perception are embed-
ded in a discursive context—or as Berkeley puts it, in the language
of nature.” As I have suggested elsewhere, Berkeley was exposed
to many of these doctrines indirectly through the seventeenth-
century followers of the Renaissance logician Peter Ramus, whose
influence at Kilkenny (where Berkeley studied as a boy) and at
Trinity College Dublin is much more pronounced than has hitherto
been recognized.'”

I will not go into detail here about the evidence for a Ramust
influence on Berkeley. Suffice it to say that Berkeley’s exposure
to Ramist ways of thinking occurs so early and so pervasively that,
for him, they hardly constitute a distinct philosophy. Unlike the
strategies of Locke or Malebranche, they do not have to be singled
out by name because, for him, they identify simply what 1t means
to think in the first place. But as I say, I don’t want to get into the
question about the extent to which Berkeley’s thought exhibits
characteristically Ramist traits. Instead, I want to indicate how, by
focusing on features of Stoic philosophy that are subsequently
appropriated in Ramism, we can make more sense of Berkeley,
specifically his notion of mind.

The key to Ramist dialectics lies in understanding how 1t draws
on the Stoic preference for propositional logic over predicate
logic.'® In the logic of predication assumed in Platonic-Aristotelian
and Cartesian-Lockean thought, subjects and predicates have
meanings that are independent of the determinate rhetorical ex-
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pressions in which they appear. They can be removed (i.€., ab-
stracted) from their grammatical places without affecting their
meanings. The sense or meaning of terms (e.g., “Socrates” or
“running”) 1s considered a semantic or etymological 1ssue, having
little logical or ontological significance. This logic 1s concerned
most directly with reasoning about how terms are related and 1s
only indirectly concerned with how 1deas and the things to which
they refer are related.

In predicate logic, then, the substances and properties depicted
in propositions do not depend on one another for their intelligibil-
ity. Thinking about Socrates or running does not require thinking
either that Socrates runs or that Socrates and running have any
particular relation to one another. Likewise, asking whether minds
necessarily think or whether bodies are necessarily extended can-
not make sense, because thinking and extension are properties that
are 1ntelligible apart from how they happen to be linked in propo-
sitions. The fact that they have been joined i sentences that re-
quire them to have specific conjugations or tenses, declensions or
case endings, 1s an accident of grammar, not an indication of any
ontological importance.'’

By contrast, where being is defined in terms of propositional
logic, subjects and predicates are embedded 1n a network of ex-
pressions that constitute intelligibility.'® Within that network, each
expression identifies the meanings of its terms by situating them in
grammatical relations to one another. Those relations—expressed
1in terms of something’s having a declension or case ending (e.g.,
nominative, genitive, dative) or a conjugation (e.g., infinitive or
first-person singular present tense)—identify the thing as what it
1s. Nothing intelligible exists without being a function of such
expressions. There 1s no abstract meaning (e.g., “Socrates” or “‘run-
ning”’) that 1s supposedly referred to by all of its grammatical or
rhetorical forms, for even to think of such a meaning would re-
quire the use of one of those forms as a stand-in for the rest. But
the stand-in (e.g., the nominative “Socrates” or the infinitive “to
run’’) does not point to some meaning that exists apart from the
material, determinate expressions or propositions that constitute
the ground for all relations and thought.
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The logic of propositions is thus not simply added onto the
logic of predication—as if reasoning begins by relating terms to
one another in propositions and then continues by relating proposi-
tions to one another.” Such a model for reasoning overlooks how
the differentiation of terms inscribed in their meaning already
places terms in relation to one another. Furthermore, because such
a model does not account for how terms originally get their mean-
ings, it is unable to explain how the /ogos of reasoning is tied to
the logos of the universe.”

By contrast, in the logic of propositions things arc meaningtul
in terms of their appearance in a discourse that cstablishes the
semantic and syntactic requirements for intelligibility. This “lan-
guage of nature” constitutes the possibility for signification, in that
it identifies the logos of the universe as a system of things ditter-
entiated from, and related to, one another.”’ Individual things are
determinate and meaningful only to the extent that they are 1denti-
fied as different or related, and in this way they are linked to one
another as signifiers and signifieds.

2. MIND AS THE ACTIVE PRINCIPLE OF IDEAS

In the Stoic-Ramist context in which Berkeley formulates his doc-
trines, a spirit or mind is not an object of thought (1.e., an idea).
Rather, mind is the principle or activity whereby itdeas are i1denti-
fied and subsequently thought in relation to one another. Such a
turn does not require Berkeley to reject all talk of spiritual sub-
stance. It means only that his appeal to the vocabulary of sub-
stance when speaking of minds has to be qualified in a way that
distances him from those who use substance-talk to portray minds
as if they are known “by way of idea” (PHK 27, 135-42; DHP
233). If they are not ideas (i.e., objects), they likewise cannot be
substances in any Aristotelian, Scholastic, Cartesian, or Lockean
sense, because they cannot be objects of thought. Furthermore,
spiritual substances are not substrata in which 1deas inhere (PHK

89), nor do they “support” ideas other than as the “willing, think-
ing, and perceiving” of ideas (PHK 138; DHP 234, 237).* Instead,
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the substance of mind (i.e., spiritual substance) 1s simply the activ-
ity whereby determinate, real things are identified, differentiated,
and related to one another perceptually, imaginatively, and voli-
tionally. As Berkeley puts it, the “substance of a spirit 1s that 1t
acts, causes, wills, operates, or if you please (to avoid the quibble
that may be made on the word if), to act, cause, will, operate; its
substance is not knowable, not being an idea” (NB 829).* In other
words, the substance of a mind is not a thing at all but the activity
in terms of which things exist: that 1s why 1t is best referred to not
as “1t” but as “to act.”

This insistence on treating spiritual substance not as a what
but as a that pits Berkeley against the so-called traditional substan-
tialist metaphysics of his contemporaries in ways that cannot be
overstated. It precludes any effort to describe consciousness as an
attribute (even the “principal attribute”) of mind because 1t denies
that the mind is some thing modally distinct from 1ts activity.”*
The mind is its activity, and it is this activity that makes 1t substan-
tial (i.e., effective) and gives it substance. Indeed, when Berkeley
writes, “there is not any other substance than spirit” (PHK 7; DHP
261), he highlights how mental activity constitutes the relative
identification, differentiation, and organization of objects i1n the
world (see Siris 295).”

However, just as Berkeley’s notion of mind requires a differ-
ent understanding of substance, so it also requires a diffcrent un-
derstanding of idea. As Berkeley’s contemporaries would have
known, this other understanding draws explicitly on how the ex-
pression “by way of idea” means a communication from God.”®
But for Berkeley such a communication cannot be from God to
independently existing minds, for that would imply that minds are
objects (at least as far as God is concerncd). Indeed, other minds
cannot be objects even for us (PHK 145, DHP 231). So 1t 1s more

accurate to say that a divine communication 1S an expression of

God, in which God wills that therc be a “subject of 1deas™ (DHP
233) in which perceptions or thoughts are “com-prehended” (1.e.,
held together) as or in a mind.

This way of thinking about spirits or souls permits Berkeley
occasionally to speak of their “existence” (e.g., PHK 89, 139) 1n
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the context of their perceiving, thinking, or willing determinate
ideas. That is because the perception, thought, or volition of those
ideas not only constitutes the existence of those ideas but also
(reflexively) identifies the perceiving, thinking, or willing of those
ideas as those particular perceptions, thoughts, or volitions. In
referring to the “existence” of souls, Berkeley thus points to how
the mind is the active cognition by which objects are identified,
not the re-cognition of objects assumed to exist prior to perception
or thought. In perceiving, the mind does not make a judgment
about an object (e.g., that a cherry is red), for that would 1mply
that the terms of the judgment (cherry, red) are already determi-
nate and intelligible.”’ Instead, the perception of an idea is an
event in which ideas or objects are identified as meaningtul by
being differentiated. My having the idea cherry is an expression of
God’s will that there be a differentiation of determinate objects 1n
experience. This event of perceiving is not a judgment that I make
about the cherry (as if “cherry” could be intelligible apart from 1ts
color), nor is anything predicated of anything clse in the 1dea
cherry, for the characterization of the cherry as red is not a judg-
ment or proposition at all.”® Rather, the event expresscs a proposi-
tion, namely, that there is (in virtue of this event) a differcntiation
that heretofore has not existed. Of course, we could describe this
positing of an idea in propositional terms (i.e., as a particular act
of will responsible for a particular idea), but such a description
would always be derivative.

Accordingly, when we engage actively in perceiving (¢.g., by
turning our gaze in a certain direction), our sensations are assocl-
ated with one another affectively (i.e., volitionally) (NB 672a).
But since volitions are distinguished only by differences in what
we apprehend, we can attribute differences in volition to different
acts of will only after the fact. As Berkeley writes, “there can be
no idea of volition. . . . We see no variety or difference betwixt the
volitions, only between their effccts. Tis one will, one act distin-
ouished by the effects. This will, this act is the spirit, operative
principle, soul, etc.” (NB 756, 788). The activity of differcntiating
objects does not exist apart from the actual differentiation of those
objects, just as the will does not exist apart from the particular
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volitions or actions by which ideas are identified (NB 792, 808;
PHK 143). Nonetheless, objects of thought can be said (after the
fact) to be the effects of volitions in terms of the differentiating
activities whereby they are 1dentified.

Speaking 1in this precise and technical way about will is impor-
tant for understanding the nature of spiritual substances, particu-
larly considering how “the soul is the will properly speaking” (NB
4°78a). Prior to the actual diffcrentiation and identification of ideas
and their relations, there 1s no mind or spirit. That is why Berkeley
claims that “if there were no sensible ideas, there could be no
soul” (NB 478); “the very existence of ideas constitutes the soul”
(NB 577); “to say the mind exists without thinking is a contradic-
tion, nonsense, nothing” (NB 652). The will that there be differen-
tiation and identification 1s not “itself” differentiated or identified,
so 1t cannot be the act of an already differentiated and identified
being. Instead of speaking about a being that wills, then, we should

refer to “nothing but a will, a being which wills being unintelligi-
ble” (NB 499a):

It you ask what thing it is that wills, I answer, if you mean
1dea by the word thing or any thing like any idea, then I say
tis no thing at all that wills. This how extravagant soever it
may seem, yet 1S a certain truth. We are cheated by these

general terms ‘thing’, ‘is’, etc. . . . Again if by ‘is’ you mean
1s perceived or does perceive, I say no thing which is per-
ceived or does perceive wills. . . . While I exist or have any

1dea, I am eternally, constantly willing (NB 658-59, 791).

Will cannot be merely one of the activities of a being, sincc the
very 1dentity of the being consists in the differentiations and iden-
tifications 1t expresses. Its differentiation and identification must
be based on some principle, which itself would have to be caused
by yet another principle, and so on. The only way out of this re-

gress 1s to shift the account of will away from an explanation of

things to activities. This acknowledges that the “alterity” of a mind
(to use the expression from Siris 329) is based on no other princi-
ple than the divine fiat that there be an “active principle of motion
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and change of ideas” (PHK 27), a determinate sequence of experi-
ences that (especially from God’s eternal perspective) is a unity,
not a mere bundle of disconnected ideas.” It is in this sense that
“the spirit, the active thing, that which 1s soul and God, is the will
alone” (NB 712)—specifically, the will that there be difference
and identity (i.e., certain perceptions, thoughts, VOIitions).30

Of course, for Berkeley, the mind does not create the “train
and succession of ideas” by which ideas are identified (in terms of
relative existence) as those ideas in those relations (NB 629), but it
is the active principle or will that there be such perceptions,
thoughts, and volitions. It is not ipappropriate to conclude, there-
fore, that “there are innate ideas, 1.e. 1deas created with us” (NB
649), because the existence of those ideas depends on the mind,
and the identity of the mind is characterized by 1its perceiving ideas
and having volitions. To say that ideas are mnnate is simply to say
that those idcas exist as the ideas of particular minds, not (as
Malebranche would have it) as ideas in the mind of God (DHP
213-14). According to Berkcley, God knows our ideas not be-
cause he has those idcas but because he wills for al] eternity that
there be the specific perceptions, thoughts, and volitions that dif-
ferentiate minds as distinctive and simple unities, and it is in this
sense that “the soul taken for the will is immorta]” (NB 814).
The will that there be a distinctive sequence of experiences is thus
not something distinct from the eternally determined sequence
(and certainly not a mere bundle of experiences). Rather, it is one,
simple, eternal unity.”

Because no specific mind exists apart from sych a fiat, no
mind is constrained by divine fiat. Any activity in which the mind
engages 1dentifies the mind reflexively as the substance that it is.
Since nothing other than ifs own nature 1s expressed through these
activitics, it is eminently free. By understanding Berkeley’s doc-
trine of spiritual substance in this way, we discern not only how
ideas are related to minds but also how human freedom is possible
in a world in which God creates all things.

Just as ideas exist as differentiated determinations of will, so
volitions are differentiated by the 1deas they identify_ As such, the
positing or willing of differentiation and the cognition of those
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differentiations are inextricably bound to one another. As Berkeley
puts it, “there can be no perception, no idea, without will. . . . It
seems to me that will and understanding, volitions and 1deas, can-
not be severed, that either cannot be possibly without the other”
(NB 833, 841).” As that which determines the identity of this or
that idea in this or that relation, the will that there be such deter-
mination constitutes the existence of ideas. That is, apart from the
activity by which they are differentiated, those ideas do not exist.
Nor do specific volitions exist prior to the perceptions they iden-
tify. Indeed, as activities, volitions do not really exis? at all: rather,
they “subsist” as the principles by which perceptions are identi-
fied. So “distinct from or without perception, there 1s no volition;
therefore neither is there existence without perception” (NB 674).
Ideas are said to exist “in” the mind (“by way of i1deca”) precisely
because they are identified or perceived as those ideas. That speci-
fication cannot be due to the fact that certain objects are perceived,
for that would make those ideas active and capable of existing
apart from their being perceived. Instead, the existence of ideas 1s
based solely on their having been willed to be perceived as those
ideas. Nothing other than those volitional differcntiations—and
thus those ideas—reflexively and derivatively identify a mind as
that mind.

This last point leads Berkeley to conclude that the mind 1s not
a thing that perceives but is rather a particular congeries or con-
crescence of perceptions (NB 581): “Take away perceptions and
you take away the mind; put the perceptions and you put the
mind” (NB 580).”* As I have suggested, this does not mean that
the mind is a Humean bundle of already differentiated 1deas but
rather the unique, singular, divinely instituted principle or activity
of differentiation and association by means of which 1deas are
identified and related. That is why there is no mind apart from the
specific succession of perceived, thought, or willed 1deas (NB
651). In Berkeley’s succinct expression, “the soul always thinks”
(PHK 98; NB 842), because its very existence consists in the ac-
tivity of distinguishing and associating (i.c., perceiving) ideas.

Of course, the activity by which ideas are identified and re-
lated to one another is radically different from the objects (1.e.,
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ideas) that are bundled. In other words, the “bundling” activity ot
the mind is different from the “bundled” objects that are thus dis-
tinguished or associated. By being differentiated from and related
to one another, ideas are said to be “supported by, or exist in
minds or spiritual substances” (PHK 89; also 135). This, however,
does not involve invoking a second-order notion of mind, because
it does not identify mind as a bundle of idcas (as if i1deas could
have identities apart from their differentiation 1n mind) or as a
thing that does the bundling. Indeed, the mind cannot be a thing
about which one can predicate anything (including thc having ot
ideas), for mind 1s the activity by which things are identified.”” The
mind simply is the differentiation, identification, and association of
ideas—if you will, the “bundie” (or more properly, “bundling”) ot
perceivings.

Berkeley is thus not concerned with identifying the activity of
mind, because mind 1s nothing other than that very activity. For
him, mind—and note how I speak of “mind” rather than “the mind”
in order to make this point—is simply the cxistence of those 1deas
differentiated and identified as such. We can have no idea of exis-
tence because there is nothing that could differentiate such an 1dea
from others (NB 552, 725, 772).>° And because the very differen-
tiation of an idea as that idea establishes its existence, its identity
consists in its being perceived/willed. In this way “existence [1s]
not conceivable without perception or volition; [it 1s] not distin-
guished therefrom” (NB 646). If we do not recognize the connec-
tions of our ideas as internally caused and affectively related, we
think of them as perceptions unrelated to volitions (NB 645). But
once we understand how 1deas express mental activity, we treat
them as thoughts (NB 194, 378).

To “have” an 1dea, then, 1s to think it as an element 1n a com-
plex of perceiving, willing activity. As the differentiation, produc-
tion, or association of ideas, that activity 1s will (NB 155; PHK
27); as the identification or perception of ideas, it 1s understanding
(NB 587, 821; DHP 240).”" But because will and understanding
refer (respectively) to the differentiation and 1dentification ot ob-
jects, to speak about the will and the understanding 1s to ignore
how they are ‘““abstract ideas, i.¢., none at all, they not being even
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ratione different from the spirit qua faculties” (NB 871; PHK
143). Not even modally distinct from mind, will and understand-
“ing are simply different ways of speaking about the differentiation
of ideas. We might even express the difference between will and
understanding (in more contemporary terms) as a contrast between
acts and events. But regardless of how we formulate the distine-
tion, it is crucial, for Berkeley, to explain mind in terms of 1deas
and vice versa—which, in turn, requires his distinctive doctrine of
spiritual substance.

For Berkeley, then, ideas are intelligible only to the extent that
they are cognized by mind. To understand what that means re-
quires that we understand Berkeley’s use of the expression “by
way of idea” as a description of how ideas are differentiated and
identified by mind. His Notebooks are especially helpful in this
regard, because they indicate how we should not think about 1deas
apart from their place in a broader discussion of the relation of will
and understanding. Because most current interpretations of Berke-
ley’s doctrine of ideas minimize the role of will in the 1dentifica-
tion of ideas, they fail to explain what it means to say that ideas
are “in” the mind. Efforts to describe an idea using the act-object
distinction—even as qualified in formal-objective, 1ntentionality,
or adverbial accounts—or using the mental act-mental event dis-
tinction do not capture Berkeley’s central insight about how 1deas
or sensible objects are initially identified by being differentiated.
Such views overlook his point that existence is not simply added
onto a thing—as if it could have an identity apart from its place
within the affective-cognitive matrix that defines the mind. Be-
cause an object’s relative being consists in its being perceived as
that thing, its being that thing consists in its being perceived as
that thing by a particalar mind. So to describe an idea as a mental
event does not really help us, because one of the questions regard-
ing ideas concerns what it means to call them objects of mind in
the first place.

In the end, though, the act-event distinction is useful in describ-
ing ideas because it indicates how ideas are produced mn and
through events of differentiation. That is, the distinction 1s uscful
because it does not presume that the differentiation of things needs
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to be understood in terms of discrete acts by individual minds; for
if ideas were identified that way, we would be faced with insur-
mountable difficulties regarding how ideas in different minds can
be said to be the same. In my proposed modified version of the
act—event distinction, those difficulties are avoided by reformulat-
ing the issue not as a problem with how the same idea can be 1n
different minds but as a problem with how minds themselves are
differentiated.

3. AN ALTERNATIVE VIEW OF SPIRITUAL SUBSTANCE:
LLEIBNIZ AND EDWARDS

By describing spiritual substance in a way that eschews both the
Cartesian claim that ideas “inhere” in minds and the Lockean
claim that an unknown substratum “supports” ideas, Berkeley ap-
peals to a way of thinking in which ideas can be said to be “in” or
caused by a mind which 1s not some “third thing” that supports
will and intellect (PHK 27). This way of thinking about the rela-
tion of spiritual substances to objects of thought 1s, I suggest,
found not only in Berkeley but also in others for whom “there 1s
not any other substance than spirit” (PHK 7).

For example, like Berkeley, Leibniz and Jonathan Edwards
maintain that God wills a substance (from all eternity) to be the
specific continuous sequence of activities that identifies and re-
lates all the things that can be said of 1t. Since such a notion of
substance is of that which is inherently active and nccessarily
spiritual, it precludes the possibility of a material substance. But
more to the point, such a notion also precludes the possibility of
thinking of spiritual substance as some thing that engages In ac-
tivitics of willing and perceiving or as some “I know not what”
support of such activities. It comes as no surprise, then, that
Berkeley’s doubts about referring to mind as “that thing that wills”
(NB 658—59) mirrors Leibniz’s similar criticism of Locke’s “thing
that understands and wills, imagines and reasons” and Edwards’s
treatment of substance.””
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To use the “received” view of Descartes or Locke to mterpret
Berkeley’s doctrine of mind 1s thus perverse, since it 1s the very
view that his account undermines. Instead, Berkeley can be better
understood by being aligned with Leibniz and Edwards, in that for
all three a spiritual substance 1s the eternally identified unity of
perceivings by which ideas have their “very existence” (NB 577)
as 1deas 1in harmony with other i1deas. Accordingly, God does not
first create minds and then cause them to have sequences of ex-
periences that just happen to have the determinate and harmonious
character of laws of nature. Rather, God creates simple spiritual
substances as unities by means of communicating 1dcas 1n unique,
orderly sequences. The creation of a world of objects (1deas) 1s
thus complemented by the simultaneous creation of a universe of
perceivers, each one of whose 1dentities 1s distinguished less by its
1deas than by its activity of having and willing those 1deas. That 1s
why 1deas are more the products of differentiating events rather
than objects created by the discrete acts of individuals.

Of course, as commentators have noted regarding Leibniz and
Edwards as well, this way of speaking raises questions about
whether created minds are free to will 1in terms of any sequence of
1deas other than the one that 1dentifies their divinely instituted and
coordinated natures. But as Berkeley notes 1n Alciphron (VII.16—
20; 309-18), his compatibilist solution to this question {(in which
the certainty of a person’s action i1s not equated with its necessity)
does not require a description of what a person is beyond that
identified by his or her actions. The fact that this discussion of
freedom arises out of Alciphron’s VII.4—10 (289-303) discussions
of grace, personhood, and original sin all the more indicate how,
for Berkeley, talk of spiritual substances needs to be retrieved for
practical purposes from thosec who would treat minds as meta-
physical objccts rather than as the principles by which objects are
identified.”

To appreciate how Berkeley i1s not alone in thinking about
substance 1n this way, we need look only to Leibniz and Edwards
for similar discussions. For example, in the New Essays on Human
Understanding, Leibniz ridicules Locke’s view that there 1s some
thing underlying the activities of mind:

Berkeley’s Stoic Notion of Spiritual Substance 221

If you distinguish two things in a substance—the attributes or
predicates, and their common subject—it 1s no wonder that
you cannot conceive anything distinctive about the subject.
That is inevitable, because you have already removed all the
attributes by which its details could be conceived. Thus, to
require of this “pure subject in general” anything beyond
what is needed for the conception of ‘the thing itself’—e.g.,
the thing itself that understands and wills, imagines and rea-
sons—is to demand the impossible.40

Berkeley makes a similar point when he notes that acts of percerv-
ing (“perceptions”), just like acts of will, are not mere expressions
of mind; rather, they constitutc what mind 1s “in the strictest

sense”” (DHP 240):

Say you the mind is not the perceptions, but that thing which
perceives. I answer, you are abused by the words that and
thing; these are vague, empty words without a meaning. . . .
If you ask what thing it is that wills, I answer 1f you mean
idea by the word thing or any thing like an 1dea, then I say tis
no thing at all that wills. This how extravagant soever it may
seem, yet is a certain truth. We are cheated by these general
terms, thing, 1s, etc. . . . It should be said nothing but a will, a
being which wills being unintelligible. . . . Tis an easie mat-
ter for a man to say the mind exists without thinking, but to
conceive a meaning that may correspond to those sounds, or
to frame a notion of a spirit’s existence abstracted from 1ts
thinking, this seems to me imptossi‘tzuLe.,'41

As with Leibniz’s substances, Berkeleian minds cannot be ab-
stracted from their activities; they are those activities. Indeed,
those activities comprisc the principle by which objects are 1denti-
fied and related in certain ways. In this sensc, minds substantiate
their objects. That is why, as Leibniz says, they are thus the most
perfect (and perhaps the only) substances in the world.*

Like Berkeley, Edwards (who refers explicitly to his Ramuist
training) maintains that “nothing has any existencc anywhere else
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but in consciousness,” and “it is manifest that there can be nothing
like those things we call by the name of bodies out of the mind,
unless it be in some other mind or minds.”* But for Edwards, to
be “in” a mind does not necessarily mean to be the object of any
particular created consciousness. Rather, existence depends on

God’s will that perceptions be integral parts of coordinated se-
quences ot experience:

It may be asked, how do those things exist which have an ac-
tual existence, but of which no created mind is conscious—
for instance the furniture of this room when we are absent
and the room is shut up and no created mind perceives it—
how do these things exist? I answer, there has been in times
past such a course and succession of existences that these
things must be supposed to make the series complete, accord-
ing to divine appointment of the order of things; and there
will be innumerable things consequential which will be out

of joint—out of their constituted series—without the suppo-
sition of these. ™

The existence of something thus depends on its being percelved as
part of the order of creation. But as with the preestablished har-
mony of Leibnizian monads, the law-governed order of objects in
nature 1s a product of God’s will that there be minds with such
perceptions; for “what we call spirit is nothing but a composition
and series of perceptions, or an universe of coexisting and succes-
s1ve perceptions connected by such wonderful methods and laws.”®
Spirits or minds are not objects of God’s thought or Humean bun-
dles of perceptions; rather, they are expressions of God’s will that
things be identified through differentiation and association with
one another. In this way, “those beings which have knowledge and
consciousness are the only proper and real and substantial beings,
inasmuch as the being of other things is only by these.”*® Accord-
ingly, to say that a mind or spirit is a substance is to characterize it

not as a thing but as the activity whereby things are differentiated
and identificd as things."’
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For Berkeley, then, as for Leibniz and Edwards, a substance v
the principle whereby things are identified as differentiatcd and
related. “Its” identity consists in nothing other than the will (ha
there be such differentiation and association. Such a differentiation
1s what constitutes a mind as a specific ordering of activitics (1
cluding both perceiving and willing). To say that the mind 15
“collection” of these activities can easily be misinterpreted as o
bundle in the Humean sensc, because “collection” suggests that
the things in the collection exist prior to their being collected. In
my interpretation, for Berkeley, the things identified by mind exist
in virtuc of their being differentiated and related to one another.
and this constitution of ideas-in-relation 1s exactly what the mind
1s and does.

The activities of understanding and willing thus constitute the
mind, and the mind is not diffecrent from its activitics. What gives
the mind its identity over time 1s not that i1t 1s some substance un-
derlying its activitics; rather, it 1s the fact that those activities con-
stitute the particular ordering (or, if you will, “bundling”) of 1deas
that arc the contents of what we understand and will. Ot course,
the acts of differentiation that constitute the mind are not the same
as the things differentiated (even if they arc retlexively designated
as specific acts in virtue of their products). When we perceive
things, we perceive them as distinct from and related to one an-
other. By that act we intend or “will” their differentiation.*® That is
how Berkeley can claim in his Notebooks that no volition occurs
apart from understanding, and no act of intellection occurs apart
from a simultaneous act of volition.

It is perhaps more in keeping with Berkeley’s insight to refer
to his notion of “mind” rather than the derivative and potentially
misleading concept of “the mind” or “a mind,” because 1f we think
of a mind as already differentiated prior to 1its activity (e.g., in the
mind of God), then it must be considered an idea (and thus inhet-
ently passive). To say, as Berkcley does to Samuel Johnson, that
the mind is passive shows we arc not completely responsible for
the activities of differentiation and relation whercby the things we
experience are ordered. But that in no way detracts {from the com-
patibility of divine sovereignty and human freedom, because 1n
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such an account God 1s understood to will that there be a particular

arrangement or sequence of acts of intellection and valuation that
constitute what I am. Accordingly, my mind is the principle for the
differentiation and relation of things and is thus the “‘substance” of

those things. Apart from such a designa’[ionj those things would
have no identities and thus not exist s those things.

This way of interpreting Berkeley still maintains that, properly
speaking, only God 1s substance. But the fact that things can bc
thought of as differentiated and related means that the principles
of those associations (viz., finite minds) can also properly be
called substances. As long as we limit our understanding of sub-
stance to this way of speaking, we will not refer to spiritual sub-
stances (as Descartes and Locke do) as objects in the world whose
identities are simply given as things that engage in or underlie
perceiving and willing. Rather, we will think of minds as the spc-
cific patterns in which things in the world are experienced.

As in the case of material substances, nothing more than this
ordering is needed to provide a principle of identity. But unlike 1n
the case of material substances, that principle of identity is the
active, organizing pattern for the distinctive sequences of experi-
ences that characterize spiritual substances. Only in this sensc can
a mind be said to be different from any of its acts of percciving or
willing.

One final point: in creating a mind, God also creates a pattern
by which ideas are differentiated, related, and summarized in the
laws of nature. The creation of minds (and simultancously, their

ideas) thus registers God’s active involvement in every detail of
our existence. Our experience of the world may be passive (in the
sense that we do not determine the sequence of our ideas), but it is
active in that we are the ones who experience the sequence. To the
extent that we understand our perceptions and volitions in ways
that are consistent with that divinely ordained pattern, we are rec-
onciled with God.

Berkeley’s Stoic Notion of Spiritual Substance '

NOTES

1. See Colin M. Turbayne, “Berkeley’s Two Concepts of Mind,”
in Berkeley: Principles of Human Knowledge, Text and Critical Iy
says, ed. Colin M. Turbayne (Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1970),
145-60; and Robert G. Muehlmann, “The Substance of Berkelcy's
Philosophy,” in Berkeley’s Metaphysics: Structural, Interpretive, and
Critical Essays, ed. Robert G. Muehlmann (Unitversity Park: Penn-
sylvania State University Press, 19935), 89-105.

2. See Ian C. Tipton, “Berkeley’s View of Spirit,” in New Stud-
ies in Berkeley’s Philosophy, ed. Warren E. Steinkraus (New York:
Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1966), 59-71; Phillip Cummins, “Hylas’
Parity Argument,” in Berkeley: Critical and Interpretive Essays, ed.
Colin M. Turbayne (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press,
1982), 283-94; and William H. Beardsley, “Berkeley on Spirit and Its
Unity,” History of Philosophy Quarterly 18 (2001), 267-70.

3. See A. C. Lloyd, “The Self in Berkeley’s Philosophy,” in £is-
says on Berkeley: A Tercentennial Celebration, eds. John Foster and
Howard Robinson (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1985), 193-94; See A.
C. Grayling, Berkeley: The Central Arguments (La Salle, IL.: Open
Court, 1986), 154-71; Daniel Garber, “Something-I-Know-Not-What:
Berkeley on Locke on Substance,” in Essays on the Philosophy of
George Berkeley, ed. Emest Sosa (Dordrecht: D. Reidel, 1987), 23—
42: and Fred Wilson, “On the Hausmans’ ‘A New Approach,”” 1n
Berkeley’s Metaphysics, ed. Muehlmann, 67-69, 75-88.

4. Cf. Stephen H. Daniel, “Berkeley’s Christian Neoplatonism,
Archetypes, and Divine Ideas,” Journal of the History of Philosophy
39 (2001), 239-58; idem, “Berkeley’s Pantheistic Discourse,” Infer-
national Journal for Philosophy of Religion 49 (2001), 179-94; idem,
“Edwards, Berkeley, and Ramist Logic,” Idealistic Studies 31 (2001),
55-72; and idem, “Berkeley, Suarez, and the Esse-Existere Distinc-
tion,” American Catholic Philosophical Quarterly 74 (2000), 621 10.

5. “The New Berkeley,” Canadian Journal of Philosophy 3
(2004), 1-24. See also John R. Roberts, 4 Metaphysics for the Mobh:
The Philosophy of George Berkeley (New York: Oxford Universily
Press, 2007), 7.

6. See Talia Mae Bettcher’s essay in this collection.



226 NEW INTERPRETATIONS OF BERKELEY’S THOUGHT

7. See Charles H. Kahn, “Stoic Logi¢c and Stoic LOGOS,” Ar-
chiv fiir Geschichte der Philosophie 51 (1969), 165.

8. See A. A. Long, Hellenistic Philogophy: Stoics, Epicureans,
Sceptics (New York: Charles Scribner’s Song, 1974), 121-22; A. A.
Long, “Language and Thought n Stoicism ” in Problems in Stoicism,
ed. A. A. Long (London: Athlone Press, 1971), 84; and A. C. Lloyd,
“Emotion and Decision 1in Stoic Psychology;’ in The Stoics, ed. John
M. Rist (Berkeley: University of California pregs, 1978), 237.

9. See Jetlrey Barnouw, Propositiona] Perception: “Phantasia,”
Predication and Sign in Plato, Aristotle and the Stoics (Lanham, MD:
University Press of America, 2002), 3.

10. Cf. Gabriel Moked, Particles and Jdeas: Bishop Berkeley’s
Corpuscular Philosophy (Oxford: Clarenqon Press, 1988), 126-27;
Denise Leduc-Fayette, “Qu’est que ‘parler gux yeux’? Berkeley et le

‘langage optique,’” Revue philosophique e [g France et I'etranger
187 (1997), 414, 419, and Alexander JaCij “The Neoplatonic Con-

ception of Nature in More, Cudworth, and Berkeley,” in The Uses of

Antiquity: The Scientific Revolution and the Classical Tradition, ed.
Stephen Gaukroger (Boston: Kluwer, 1991) 115

I1. Cf. Harry M. Bracken, Berkeley (New York: St. Martin’s
Press, 1974), 137.

12. See Berkeley, PHK 66, 149; DHP 214 236; Guardian Essay
# 88 (“The Christian Idea of God”), in W 7: 219: and TVV title page
and 2. Cf. Sky Signs: Aratus’ "Phaenomena,” trans. Stanley Lom-
bardo (Berkeley, CA: North Atlantic Bookg 1983), 1; Stuart Brown,
“Platonic ldealism in Modemn Philosophy from Malebranche to
Berkeley,” i The Cambridge Platonists jn Philosophical Context:
Politics, Metaphysics and Religion, eds. (3. A. J. Rogers, J. M. Vi-
enne, and Y. C. Zarka (Boston: Kluwer, 1997) 198-99; and Daniel,
“Berkeley’s Pantheistic Discourse,” 179-94

13. See Jacqueline Lagrée, “John Smijth et le Portique,” in The
Cambridge Platonists in Philosophical Corngext: Politics, Metaphysics
and Religion, eds. G. A. J. Rogers, J. M. Vienne, and Y. C. Zarka
(Boston: Kluwer, 1997), 80-81. We know that Berkeley’s donation of
almost 1000 volumes to the College at Naw Haven (later, Yale Uni-
versity) in 1733 included works by DiOgeneS Laertius and Ralph
Cudworth’s True Intellectual System of the [Jniverse (1678).

Berkeley’s Stoic Notion of Spiritual Substance '/

14. Emile Bréhier, Chrysippe et I’ancien stoicisme (Patis: Pre:a
universitaires de France, 1951), 68-71.

15. See Fred Wilson, “Berkeley’s Metaphysics and Ramue!
Logic,” in Logic and the Workings of the Mind, ed. Patricia A. Faston
(Atascadero, CA.: Ridgeview, 1997), 115-28; and Stephen H. Danicl.
“The Ramist Context of Berkeley’s Philosophy,” British Journal of
the History of Philosophy 9 (2001), 487-503.

16. Cf. Benson Mates, Stoic Logic (Berkeley: University of (‘ali
fornia Press, 1951), 2; and Walter J. Ong, S.J., Ramus: Method, !
the Decay of Dialogue (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 195K).
5,93, 186.

17. See Michael Frede, “Stoic vs. Aristotelian Syllogistic,” AAr
chiv fiir Geschichte der Philosophie 56 (1974), 9; and Claude Imbcrl.
Phénomeénologie et langues formularies (Paris: Presses universitaires
de France, 1992), 68—69, 205.

18. See Long, Hellenistic Philosophy, 142-43; and Gilles
Deleuze, The Logic of Sense, trans. Mark Lester and Charles Stivalc.
ed. Constantin V. Boundas (New York: Columbia University Press.
1990), 7, 105.

19. Cf. Wilson, “Berkeley’s Metaphysics,” 122.

20. See Long, “Language and Thought in Stoicism,” 102,

21. See Claude Imbert, “Théorie de la représentation et doctrine
logique dans le Stoicisme ancien,” in Les Stoiciens et leur logique, ¢
Jacques Brunschwig (Paris: J. Vrin, 1978), 224, 230.

22. Cf. Michael R. Ayers, ed., PW, xiv—xvil.

23. 1 appeal to Berkeley’s Notebooks to clarify points about hi:
theory of mind that were to be developed in the second (ultimately
lost) volume of his Principles. 1 take his notes not as juvenile musing:
that are superceded by his “mature” publications only a year or two
later, but as guides for what Berkeley had in mind for the subsequent
volumes of the Principles. 1 assume, therefore, that 1t 1s possible 1o
think of the doctrines in the Notebooks as consistent with those 1 li
published works.

24. See Daniel, “Edwards, Berkeley, and Ramist Logic,” 55-72.
Cf. Willhlam H. Beardsley, “Berkeley on Spirit and Its Unity,” History
of Philosophy Quarterly 18 (2001), 267-70.




228 NEW INTERPRETATIONS OF BERKELEY’S THOUGHT

25. Ct. Fred Wilson, “On the Hausmans’ ‘A New Approach,’” in
Berkeley’s Metaphysics, ed. Muehlmann, 81-87; and A. C. Lloyd,
“The Self 1n Berkeley’s Philosophy,” in Essays on Berkeley: A Ter-
centennial Celebration, eds. John Foster and Howard Robinson (Ox-
tford: Clarendon, 1985), 193-94.

26. See Noel Flemming, “Berkeley and Idealism,” Philosophy 60
(1985), 313-14; and Daniel, “Berkeley’s Christian Neoplatonism,”
240, 256-58.

27. Cf. Jody Graham, “Common Sense and Berkeley’s Percep-
tion by Suggestion,” International Journal of Philosophical Studies 5
(1997), 400; and George Pitcher, Berkeley (Boston: Routledge and
Kegan Paul, 1977), 22.

28. Ct. George S. Pappas, Berkeley’s Thought (Ithaca: Cornell
Umiversity Press, 2000), 134-36, 157.

29. Ct. Daniel, “Berkeley’s Pantheistic Discourse,” 184-90. Cf.
Roberts, Metaphysics, 99, 103-4.

30. This incorporeal predication by which a body is perceived as
a thing 1s what the Stoics call a lekton. Lekta do not exist, rather they
subsist; and they are the “substance” of the thing insofar as the thing
1s understood as embedded in a system of signs. That is why Sextus
Empiricus says of the Stoics, “the sign has its substance [hupostasin]
in the lekton.” See Barnouw, Propositional Perception, 157.

31. See Daniel, “Berkeley’s Christian Neoplatonism,” 247-54.

32. Only from a temporal perspective could one ever mistakenly
think that the mind is composed of its perceived, disconnected ob-
jects. There 1s thus no need to think that Berkeley ever adopted the
so-called bundle theory of the self, even as a passing phase in his
Notebooks. Cf. Bertil Belfrage, “Berkeley’s Four Concepts of the Soul
(1707-1709),” in Reexamining Berkeley’s Philosophy, ed. Stephen H.
Daniel (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2007), 172—87.

33. On how minds are both ontologically distinct and existen-
tially inseparable from their ideas, see Genevieve Migely, “Berke-
ley’s Actively Passive Mind,” in Reexamining Berkeley’s Philosophy,
ed. Stephen H. Daniel (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2007),
153-71.

34. For years A. A. Luce and his followers treated this and other
NB entries marked with a “+” as a position Berkeley rejects; but in

Berkeley’s Stoic Notion of Spiritual Substance 229

response to criticisms by Bertil Belfrage, Luce ultimately abandoned
that hypothesis. See A. A. Luce, “Another Look at Berkeley’s Note-
books,” Hermathena 110 (1970), 5-23; and Bertil Belfrage, “A New
Approach to Berkeley’s Philosophical Notebooks,” in Essays on the
Philosophy of George Berkeley, ed. Ernest Sosa (Dordrecht: D. Rei-
del, 1987), 219-21.

35. In her essay in this collection, Bettcher is, no doubt, correct
in saying that ideas are related to minds in some way other than as
modes (e.g., as “elements” of consciousness). But she proposes to put
aside the question of how Berkeley thinks of spirits as things. How-
ever, I think this issue cannot be avoided, especially since she uses
the fact of consciousness as the basis for claiming that the self 1s an
agent (an “I” who acts and who is passive in sense perception). To do
that is to fall back into thinking of the self as an abstraction distinct
from acts of consciousness. That is precisely what Berkeley rejects
when he explicitly denies that there is some thing that perceives or
wills (NB 581, 658-59): “I answer you are abus’d by the words that
& thing[;] these are vague empty words w'out a meaning. . . . I say
no thing w" is perceived or does perceive Wills.”

36. Also see Berkeley to Samuel Johnson, 24 March 1730, in W
2:293: and Daniel, “Berkeley, Suarez,” 622-34.

37. Cf. Geneviéve Brykman, “Plaisir/Douleur et passivité des
idées dans ’immatérialisme de Berkeley,” in Cahiers d’histoire de la
philosophie: Berkeley, ed. Renée Bouveresse-Quilliot (Bourgogne:
Centre Gaston Bachelard, 2000), 34.

38. See G. W. Leibniz, New Essays on Human Understanding,
trans. and ed. Peter Remnant and Jonathan Bennett (Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press, 1996), IL.xxm.2, p. 218.

39. On the practical foundations of Berkeley’s ontology, see the
essays in this collection by Jeffrey Barnouw and Geneviéve Brykman.

40. Leibniz, New Essays, 11.xxiii.2, p. 218. For a more detailed
treatment of the shared views of Leibniz and Berkeley, see Stephen H.
Daniel, “The Harmony of the Leibniz—Berkeley Juxtaposition,” 1n
Leibniz and the English Speaking World, ed. Stuart Brown and
Pauline Phemister (New York: Springer/Kluwer, 2007), 163-380.

41. Berkeley, NB 581, 658, 499a; and PHK MS version of 98, in
W 2: 84n. Cf. Daniel, “Berkeley, Sudrez,” 631-36; Daniel, “Berke-




230 NEW INTERPRETATIONS OF BERKELEY'S THOUGHT

ley’s Christian Neoplatonism,” 244-45; and Charles J. McCracken,
“Berkeley on the Relation of Ideas to the Mind,” in Minds, Ideas, and
Objects: Essays on the Theory of Representation in Modern Philoso-
phy, ed. Phillip D. Cummins and Guenter Zoeller (Atascadero, CA:
Ridgeview, 1992), 197.

42. G. W. Leibniz, Discourse on Metaphysics, sec. 35, in G. W.
Ieibniz, Philosophical Texts, trans. R. S. Woolhouse and Richard
Francks (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998), 87.

43. Jonathan Edwards, “Of Being” [1723 addition], in Scientific
and Philosophical Writings, ed. Wallace E. Anderson, vol. 6 of The
Works of Jonathan Edwards (New Haven: Yale University Press,
1980), 204; and Edwards, “The Mind” #13 [1726], 1bid., 344. Hereaf-
ter SPW. Similarities with Berkeley abound here, but it seems that
Edwards came to these ideas independently of Berkeley.

44. Edwards, “Mind” #40 [1725], SPW 356-57; also #36 [1725],
SPW 355.

45. Edwards, “Notes on Knowledge and Existence” [mid-1750s],
SPW 398. _

46. Edwards, “Of Being” [1723], SPW 206.

47. For more on the overall philosophic mindset developed by
Edwards, see Stephen H. Daniel, “Edwards as Philosopher,” in The
Cambridge Companion to Jonathan Edwards, ed. Stephen J. Stein
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006), 162-380.

48. See Stephen H. Daniel, “Berkeley’s Semantic Treatment of
Representation,” History of Philosophy Quarterly 25 (2008), 41-55.
Cf. Roberts, Metaphysics, 75-87.




