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Philonous: Away . . . with all that scepticism, all those ridiculous philosophical doubts. What a jest is it for a philosopher to question the existence of sensible things, till he hath it proved to him from the veracity of God: or to pretend our knowledge in this point falls short of intuition or demonstra​tion? I might as well doubt of my own being, as of the being of those things I actually see and feel.

I am the farthest from Scepticism of any. man. I know with an intuitive know​lege the existence of other things as well as my own Soul. this is wt Locke nor scarce any other Thinking Philosopher will pretend to.

Philonous: That the colors are really in the tulip which I see is manifest. Neither can it be denied that this tulip may exist independent of your mind or mine; but that any immediate object of the senses – that is, any idea, or combina​tion of ideas – should exist in an unthinking substance, or exterior to all minds, is itself an evident contradiction.

George Berkeley's apparently strange view – that nothing exists without a mind except for minds themselves – is notorious. Also well known, and equally perplex​ing at a superfi​cial level, is his insistence that his doctrine is no more than what is consistent with common sense. It was every bit as crucial for Berkeley that it be demon​strated that the colors are really in the tulip, as that there is nothing that is neither a mind nor some​thing per​ceived by a mind. 

The combination of these two doctrines has at least momentarily bewildered several generations of students of Berkeley's work
. But once his explanations are explored in some detail, it becomes clear that much of the apparent oddity of his view dissipates against the back​ground of what he was objecting to: a technical philosophical doctrine of "material substance" which seemed to make it completely impossible to understand what such stuff might be, apart from the fact that it is, allegedly, the cause of the things we perceive.

The main choking point, however, for people who might otherwise be prepared to swallow Berkeley's arguments against "material substance" is his idealism.
 He argued that minds and ideas do, indeed must exist, if experience is to be explained. And to explain phenomena that are obvious to even the most casual investigator, Berkeley felt compelled to draw the conclusion that the entire world that we know, mental through​out, can be sustained only by a single great Mind. These "idealist" trappings of Berkeley's argument account for a widespread inclina​tion on the part of many contemporary thinkers to take it something less than fully seriously. 

In what follows, I shall attempt to re-examine Berkeley's argument in terms of what it appears to have meant to him. I am especially interested in the connection between Berkeley's thought concerning the relation between perception and metaphysics and that of Maurice Merleau-Ponty, with whom, perhaps surprisingly, Berkeley shared a great many intuitions and concerns. Thus part of my objective is to compare and contrast the work of two thinkers who had many common interests, and whose thought frequently led them down similar paths. I shall be especially interested in apparent points of departure, both those that turn out to reflect real divergences and those which reflect confusions of one kind or another. 

My main objective, however, is not mere textual analysis. Like both Berkeley and Merleau-Ponty, my main hope is to make progress in clarifying how things are. As odd as some of Berkeley's pronouncements may sound to contemporary ears – concerning especially the metaphysical consequences of what he regarded as perceptual facts – I shall argue that, in substance, he was often not far wrong at all – at least as measured by important strands of more contemporary work on the subject. More particularly, I shall contend that for going a long way down an extraordinarily fruitful path which has been subsequently explored more fully by (especially) Martin Heidegger, Merleau-Ponty, Nelson Goodman and Hilary Putnam, Berkeley deserves considerably more credit than he is usually accorded as a progenitor of contem​porary approaches to metaphysical issues.

1. Berkeley’s View
One of the first things that strikes one in any review of Berkeley’s work is the importance he attached to perception. For Berkeley, the conclu​sion that the boundaries of all possible being were constrained by the limits of perceiva​bility was driven by two factors. In the first place, there were the standard empiricist arguments about what was knowable. But more important for present purposes was the second factor: Berkeley felt driven to his conclusion about the importance of perception in large part because of the incoherence of the doctrine of "material substance" that played so vital a role in more standard versions of empiricism. 

Indeed, the general concept of "substance" was notoriously problematic among empiri​cists. The problem had been clearly stated by John Locke, in an infamous passage from his Essay Concerning Human Understanding: 

I confess there is another idea, which would be of general use for mankind to have, as it is of general talk, as if they had it; and that is the idea of sub​stance, which we neither have, nor can have, by sensation or reflection. If nature took care to provide us any ideas, we might well expect they should be such, as by our own faculties we cannot procure to ourselves: But we see, on the contrary, that since by those ways, whereby other ideas are brought into our minds, this is not, we have no such clear idea at all, and therefore signify nothing by the word substance, but only an uncertain supposition of we know not what, i. e. of some thing whereof we have no particular distinct positive idea, which we take to be the substratum, or support, of those ideas we do know.

Locke did not reject the idea of substance, although it is not easy to see how he could consistently retain it, given his view that all possible knowledge must eventually arise from experience.
 He left the problem to his successors, and it is a problem central to Berkeley's work. 

Material substance seemed especially difficult to Berkeley. Beyond the curious characteristic of supposedly having no sensible qualities in and of itself (rather, it is supposed to cause sensations in us, and is especially problematic if Berkeley’s argument concerning the real import of the primary/secondary quality distinction is sound
), material substance, in particular, was supposed to be non-mental in its very essence. This made no sense at all to Berkeley, since it was obvious to him 1) that any properties that "material substance" was supposed to have would, for strictly logical reasons, necessarily either be sensible or non-sensible properties, 2) if the proper​ties were sensible, then they were – by virtue of being sensible – men​tal; if non-sensible, then incomprehensible and therefore irrelevant, and 3) to try to separate "material substance" from its sensible properties was to commit an especially egregious form of conceptual error: abstraction to supposed entities that could not exist by themselves even in principle. This was partic​ularly problematic, given the defini​tion of substance – "that which can exist by itself" – which was widely in vogue.

But Berkeley agreed that something must be postulated to account for (espe​cially) the independence and orderliness of one large subset of our ideas and sensations – the ones that seemed most "vivid" and more or less reliable – and he thought that the known genetic principles that underlay the other main subset – our whims, imaginings and other mental concoctions – pro​vided clues as to the source of the problematic one. It had to be a creative mind that was responsible for our ideas; and that mind had to be remarkably powerful and overwhelmingly resource​ful in its abili​ty to think in an orderly fashion. The source had to be some​thing active (to account for the fact that these ideas are effects; no inert thing could have effects), had to be mental (since it was ideas that were the effects; how could something non-mental cause something mental?), had to be “external” to us in some sense (for how could we account for the fact that we per​ceive things that we would rather not see, that things seem to go on developing even when we are not looking at them, and so on?), and had to be remarkably clever (for how can one otherwise account for the incredi​ble order and consistency – sometimes apparent only through the most strenu​ous efforts on the part of human science – of what we perceive?). Berkeley concluded that the cause of those sensations and ideas that we do not cause our​selves must be God.

The apparent difference between these well-known conclusions of Berkeley's argument, on the one hand, and the extremely different conclusions drawn by Merleau-Ponty, on the other, is quite striking. But as will become clearer in what follows, such appearances are at least a bit misleading. While there certainly are important differences between Berkeley and Merleau-Ponty, these are more differences in degree and direction of develop​ment of a shared line of thought than they are fundamental differences in central doctrine. And while there can be absolutely no doubt that Berkeley's final view was shaped in large part by a particular theological commitment not shared by Merleau-Ponty, it is neverthe​less important to take note of the very important similarities.

2. Merleau-Ponty on Berkeley
As tempting as may be the superficial resemblances between aspects of Berkeley's and Merleau-Ponty's approaches to some questions, it has been the rule that they have been rejected as merely superficial, and nothing more, by the few thinkers who have considered the relation between the two philosophers.
 Indeed, Merleau-Ponty's ap​proach to the study of perception, a study which played as great a role in the development of his metaphysical views as Berkeley’s perceptual work played in his, is often regarded – even by Merleau-Ponty himself, it would seem – as a decisive rejection of the "Berkeley​an" approach. The analysis of depth perception is crucial to both thinkers – Merleau-Ponty, for example, refers to depth as the most “existential” of all dimensions (see quoted passage, below). In the following extended remark, Merleau-Ponty offers a characterization of Berkeley's view on depth percep​tion that is clearly at odds with Merleau-Ponty's own understanding: 

Traditional ideas of perception are at one in denying that depth is visible. Berkeley shows that it could not be given to sight in the absence of any means of recording it, since our retinas receive only a manifestly flat projec​tion of the spectacle. If one retorted that after the criticism of the 'constancy hypothesis' we cannot judge what we see by what is pictured on our retinas, Berkeley would probably reply that, whatever may be true of the retinal image, depth cannot be seen because it is not spread out before our eyes, but appears to them only in foreshortened form.
 In analytical reflection, it is for theoretical reasons that depth is to be judged invisible: even if it could be registered by our eyes, the sensory impression would present only a multi​plicity in itself, which would have to be ranged over, so that distance, like all other spatial relations, exists only for a subject who synthesizes it and embraces it in thought.
 Though diametrically opposed to each other, the two doctrines presuppose the same pushing aside of our actual experience. In both cases depth is tacitly equated with breadth seen from the side, and this is what makes it invisible. Berkeley's argument, made quite explicit, runs roughly like this. What I call depth is in reality a juxtaposition of points, making it comparable to breadth. I am simply badly placed to see it. I should see it if I were in the position of a specta​tor looking on from the side, who can take in at a glance the series of objects spread out in front of me, where​as for me they conceal each other – or see the distance from my body to the first object, whereas for me this distance is compressed into a point.

Now, whatever merits this view may or may not have, it becomes immediately clear that it is not Merleau-Ponty's view: 

More directly than the other dimensions of space, depth forces us to reject the preconceived notion of the world and rediscover the primordial experi​ence from which it springs: it is, so to speak, the most 'existential' of all dimen​sions, because (and here Berkeley's argument is right) it is not im​pressed upon the object itself, it quite clearly belongs to the perspective and not to things. Therefore it cannot either be extracted from, or even put into that perspective by consciousness. It announces a certain indissoluble link between things and myself by which I am placed in front of them, whereas breadth can, at first sight, pass for a relationship between things them​selves, in which the perceiv​ing subject is not implied. By rediscovering the vision of depth, that is to say, of a depth which is not yet objectified and made up of mutually external points, we shall once more outrun the tradi​tional alterna​tives and elucidate the relation between subject and object.

Lest anyone be tempted to mistake Merleau-Ponty's passing complement of Berkeley for deep agreement at any level, it must be emphasized that Merleau-Ponty has taken Berkeley as the main representative of the "traditional" views that are to be rejected concerning the perception of depth. Berkeley's view is to be equated with those of the "objectifiers" who have lost touch with the real lived experience of depth, and who understand it in a way which allows – even encourages – a separation of the perceiv​ing subject from what is perceived. This is the very antithesis of the approach taken by Merleau-Ponty, and is to be rejected forcefully. 

Cautious reading of Berkeley's text, though, reveals – as will be shown in what follows – that such a view would be rejected out of hand by Berkeley, too. This presents something of a puzzle, which it is profitable to explore in some detail.

What's plainly true is this: Berkeley does try to distinguish between "immediate and proper" seeing, on the one hand – which is more or less what the empiricist tradition has understood to be bare visual sensation – and a more liberal sense of "seeing" – corresponding to what tradition has come to call "perception." The first – the bare immediate and proper "seeing" – is to be understood as uninter​preted, stripped of all learned associations: 

. . . what we immediately and properly see are only lights and colours in sundry situations and shades, and degrees of faintness and clearness, confu​sion and distinctness. All which visible objects are only in the mind . . .

The doctrine that Merleau-Ponty so plainly rejects is to be found very early in Berkeley's Essay Towards a New Theory of Vision. In fact, it is to be found in the second paragraph of that work: 

It is, I think, agreed by all that distance, of itself and immediately, cannot be seen. For distance being a line directed end-wise to the eye, it projects only one point in the fund of the eye, which point remains invariably the same, whether the distance be longer or shorter.

This passage, taken almost verbatim from Molyneux's Dioptricks of 1692,
 really does reflect a view widely held in Berkeley's time – as now – about the perception of distance.
 And it is clear from Berkeley's tone that he agrees with the view in question. So Merleau-Ponty is not wrong in attributing it to him. Indeed, the same view is repeated in Berkeley's later Principles of Human Knowledge: 

. . . distance or outness is neither immediately of it self perceived by sight, nor yet apprehended or judged of by lines and angles, or any thing that hath a necessary connexion with it: but . . . it is only suggested to our thoughts, by certain visible ideas and sensations attending vision, which in their own nature have no manner of similitude or relation, either with dis​tance, or things placed at a distance.

It is clear that Merleau-Ponty could never concede the existence of what Berkeley referred to as "immediate and proper" seeing; he would have said that such a conception is an abstraction from real seeing. No-one ever sees anything like mere "lights and colours in sundry situations and shades," and even if anyone ever did, Merleau-Ponty would surely insist that even such seeing is hardly devoid of meaning, utterly stripped of all sense. 

But Berkeley's own texts show that he was himself very uncomfortable with the traditionally-conceived implica​tions of this distinction between "immediate and proper" seeing and seeing as usually under​stood. Discomfort about things like this is, in fact, largely responsible for Berkeley's rejection of an "external" world of material things, and it will be necessary to return to this matter more fully below. For now, however, it is illuminating to add a bit more detail concerning Berkeley's view of depth perception. 

As regards whether we see distance, the above passages from Berkeley which tend to support a negative answer must be evaluated next to others, like this one: 

As we see distance, so we see magnitude. And we see both in the same way that we see shame or anger in the looks of a man. Those passions are them​selves invisible, they are nevertheless let in by the eye along with colours and alterations of countenance, which are the immediate object of vision: And which signify them for no other reason than barely because they have been observed to accompany them. Without which experience we should no more have taken blushing for a sign of shame than of glad​ness.

Here Berkeley asserts that we do see distance, just as we see shame or anger. But it may not seem that this makes much difference, since it seems that such "seeing" may be derivative, according to Berkeley. On most familiar empiricist schemes, there is a primary seeing which involves senses only, then an interpretive step which involves "judgment." One might think that the above passage fits neatly into that tradition, and that Berkeley takes the "seeing" of distance to be a matter of judgmental interpretation of what is given to the mind by "immediate and proper" seeing. The seeing of distance is, after all, compared favorably to the seeing of shame or anger on a man’s face, which passions are, according to Berkeley, actually “invisible”. Berkeley does, as we have seen, believe that there is something to distinguish as between "immedi​ate" seeing and some other, "mediat​ed" seeing. It is not obvious, though, that anything so traditional as "judgmental interpreta​tion" is involved in this distinction. 

To begin, at least, to attempt to dispel potential error, Berkeley makes it plain that many typical efforts of this kind, which would bestow primacy on some percep​tions and a derivative "judgmental" or cognitive character on others, are wrong-headed. Here is what he says, for example, about the relation between seeing the magnitude of objects, on the one hand, and seeing their distance, on the other: 

It is well known that the same extension at a near distance shall subtend a greater angle, and at a further distance a lesser angle. And by this principle (we are told) the mind estimates the magnitude of an object, comparing the angle under which it is seen with its distance, and thence inferring the magni​tude thereof. What inclines men to this mistake (beside the humour of making one see by geometry) is that the same perceptions or ideas which suggest distance do also suggest magnitude. But if we examine it we shall find they suggest the latter as immediately as the former. I say, they do not first suggest distance, and then leave it to the judgment to use that as a medium whereby to collect the magnitude; but they have as close and immediate a connexion with the magnitude as with the distance; and suggest magnitude as independently of distance as they do distance independently of magnitude.

as . . . [the] customary, experimental means of suggesting distance do likewise suggest magnitude, so they suggest the one as immediately as the other. I say they do not . . . first suggest distance, and then leave the mind from thence to infer or compute magnitude, but suggest magnitude as imme​diately and directly as they suggest distance.

Indeed, according to Berkeley, there are a great many factors involved in deter​min​ing what we see. Another factor involved in determining both perception of magni​tude and perception of distance is the apparent faintness of what is seen. But that's just one more factor in a very complicated contextual situation: 

Faintness, as well as all other ideas of perceptions which suggest magnitude or distance, doth it in the same way that words suggest the notions to which they are annexed. Now, it is known a word pronounced with certain circum​stances, or in a certain context with other words, hath not always the same import and signification that it hath when pronounced in some other circum​stances or different context of words. The very same visible appear​ance as to faintness and all other respects, if placed on high, shall not suggest the same magnitude that it would if it were seen at an equal dis​tance on a level with the eye.

As for why this should be, Berkeley explains that "our concerns lie among things situated rather before than above us . . ." Thus when the lived context of vision is changed, what is seen changes, too. When we have to look up at something, the very posture of our head may influence what is seen:

the circumstance of viewing a distant object in such a situation as is usual, and suits with the ordinary posture of the head and eyes being omitted, and instead thereof a different situation of the object, which requires a different posture of the head taking place, it is not to be wondered at if the magni​tude be judged different.

Perception of distance, of magnitude, is thus not strictly – "properly" – visual. Merleau-Ponty would say that perception is thus shown to be embodied, not a mere "sensory" affair. And Berkeley, while struggling with the empiricist doctrine that there exists such a thing as "immediate and proper" seeing – and with the details of his own unique attempt to undermine the idea that there is a vast Cartesian gulf between us and the world we inhabit – is trying to say the same thing. On the issue of "immedi​ate" versus "mediated" seeing, it is not at all clear that the difference involves "judgment" at all, for the percep​tion of distance is "suggested immediately" – just as is magnitude. As Berkeley pointedly observes,

To perceive is one thing; to judge is another. So likewise, to be suggested is one thing, and to be inferred another. Things are suggested and per​ceived by sense. We make judgments and inferences by the understand​ing.

Yet there is a difference between Berkeley and Merleau-Ponty about "immediate" seeing. One apparent interesting question involves what Berkeley might understand by Merleau-Ponty's notion of "embodi​ment." We shall have to return to this issue in due course.
 For now, it is important to note that the "mind" that Berkeley is famous for enthroning is emphatically not to be understood as being in some way divorced from the world in which bodily activity goes on. Indeed, for Berkeley, there is just one world. Berkeley's "mind" is no more isolated from body than Merleau-Ponty's "body" is isolated from mind. One misunderstands them both if one reads in their words any endorsement at all of the traditional dichotomy.

But what is to be made of Berkeley's position concerning the perception of distance? Well, by now at least one main upshot should be clear. Returning to the doctrine that Merleau-Ponty takes issue with in the Phenom​enology of Perception, it is clear that a major part of Berkeley's objective is simply to deny that our understanding of distance is merely a matter of information picked up at the retinae. As he puts it,

From what we have shewn it is a manifest consequence that the ideas of space, outness, and things placed at a distance are not, strictly speaking, the object of sight; they are not otherwise perceived by the eye than by the ear.

That is, Berkeley is making a point perfectly compatible with Merleau-Ponty's understand​ing of perception as being incomprehensible except as embodied. Berkeley would agree (given a characteristically Berkeleyan interpretation of “embodiment”), and actually went even further from time to time. At one point, Berkeley makes his point with exquisite clarity, as he tries to picture how things would seem to an unembodied intelli​gence equipped only with vision: 

. . . it is certain the aforesaid intelligence could have no idea of a solid, or quantity of three dimensions, which followeth from its not having any idea of distance. We indeed are prone to think that we have by sight the ideas of space and solids, which ariseth from our imagining that we do, strictly speak​ing, see distance and some parts of an object at a greater distance than others; which hath been demonstrated to be the effect of the experience we have had, what ideas of touch are connected with such and such ideas attending vision :  But the intelligence here spoken of is supposed to have no experience of touch. He would not, therefore, judge as we do, nor have any idea of distance, outness, or profundity, nor consequently of space or body, either immediately or by suggestion.

He goes on to argue that such an intelligence could have no knowledge of even the simplest elements of plane geometry. Why? Because experience – that is, lived experi​ence in the world – is necessary to provide the background within which such knowl​edge is possible. Merleau-Ponty could not have put the matter more strongly. 

In sum, Merleau-Ponty's case against Berkeley involved in a fundamental way the complaint that depth is not just breadth seen from the side. But as Merleau-Ponty himself was aware
, Berkeley's view was not as simple as this. Merleau-Ponty worried about the tendency of Berkeley's approach to "objectify" perception – to remove the subject from the scene, and to treat perception as a kind of display cast before a passive ("objective") observer. But Berkeley's real argument seems to insist on the central involvement of a living, experiencing subject in any legitimate account of (at least) the perception of depth.
 Berkeley's claim is not really that we don't see depth – he explicitly says that we do. But he insists equally – in concert with the later position worked out by Merleau-Ponty, rather than in conflict with it – that it is we who see . . . not our retinae
. Such "seeing" is mediated by what is learned through experience.

But the conflict over some "immediate and proper" sort of seeing that Berkeley clings to is still a problem.
 While he does not think that either the perception of magni​tude or the perception of distance (or any similar "mediated" perception) is definitively primitive, he does think that the "immediate" seeing of colors and shades does have a kind of primacy. And closely connected with this problem is a sense, derivable from Essays Toward a New Theory of Vision, that while Berkeley may think that vision is somehow unable to break the bonds of consciousness, he at least sometimes appears to have believed that touch can. 

3. The Primacy of Touch? An Interlude with Casey and James
In an extremely interesting article by Edward Casey, the views of William James, J. J. Gibson, Merleau-Ponty, and Berkeley are compared and contrasted as they relate to our experience of depth and place.
 And while Casey gets his Berkeley (and the part of his James that relates to Berkeley) a bit wrong, the main thrust of the piece is most illuminating. Indeed, the mistakes made by Casey are themselves enlightening, since they seem to repeat errors about what Berkeley's real position is that Casey may have picked up from James and Merleau-Ponty.

3a. Casey on James on Berkeley 
The main objective of Casey's article as it relates to our present discussion of depth is to suggest, along Merleau-Pontyan lines, that experience of depth is not deriva​tive or even interpretative, but is instead primordial. Because James argued vehemently in behalf of the same thesis, Casey rightly devotes considerable attention to his emphasis, in The Principles of Psychology, on an "element of voluminousness" that accompanies, according to James, every form of sensation. Casey highlights especially the "phenomen​ological precision" with which James catalogued such "feelings of crude extensity" in passages such as this one: 

We call the reverberations of a thunderstorm more voluminous than the squeaking of a slate-pencil; the entrance into a warm bath gives our skin a more massive feeling than the prick of a pin; a little neuralgic pain, fine as a cobweb, in the face, seems less extensive than the heavy soreness of a boil or the vast discomfort of a colic or a lumbago; and a solitary star looks smaller than the noonday sky.

Casey then goes on to relate this passage from James to Berkeley's view concern​ing the perception of distance: 

Part of James's agenda in the chapter of The Principles of Psychology from which this passage comes – a chapter entitled 'The Perception of Space' – is to refute the Berkeleyian notion that we grasp depth or distance . . . by means of tactile experience alone.

As should be plain by now, Berkeley made no such claim. Indeed, he argued that lots of things go into the perception of depth, that lots of what goes into it comes to us through the eyes, that it is impossible to say that one "cue" rather than another is always primary in the perception of depth, and so forth. 

James may have missed or underemphasized some of the non-tactile elements acknowledged by Berkeley, but his real agenda was not quite as off-the-mark as would be the one named by Casey. It was really quite simple. Berkeley had held that distance was not "immediately" seen.
 James argued that Berkeley was wrong about this. Berkeley hadn't said that depth or distance was grasped by tactile experience alone, and James didn't make very much of the "tactile" element in the Berkeleyan analysis. Berkeley did think that distance was not perceived through "immediate" seeing alone, however, and James wanted to take him on. Here, in particular, is what James himself says about his "agenda" as it involves Berkeley: 

Starting with the physical assumption that a difference in the distance of a point can make no difference in the nature of its retinal image, since 'distance being a line directed endwise to the eye, it projects only one point in the fund of the eye – which point remains invariably the same, whether the distance be longer or shorter,' he [Berkeley] concluded that distance could not possibly be a visual sensation, but must be an intellectual 'suggestion' from 'custom' of some non-visual experience. According to Berkeley this experience was tactile. His whole treatment of the subject was excessively vague, – no shame to him, as a breaker of fresh ground, – but as it has been adopted and enthusiastically hugged in all its vagueness by nearly the whole line of British psychologists who have succeeded him, it will be well for us to begin our study of vision by refuting his notion that depth cannot possibly be perceived in terms of purely visual feeling.

Thus, while James was mistaken in suggesting that, for Berkeley, the nature of the experience which is necessary for the perception of distance was necessarily all non-visual (and, in particular, tactile), this mistake does not lead him astray in his main "agenda" item. He plans to tackle the real Berkeleyan position that "depth cannot possibly be perceived in terms of purely visual feeling."
 Casey then picks up and passes along James's mistake about Berkeley, but then makes one of his own: he takes this mistaken character​ization as being the focus of James's attention. 

As interesting as these mistakes may be, they are by no means the whole story. In The Principles of Psychology, James actually credits Berkeley not only with making a clear distinction between sensation (Berkeley’s “immediate and proper seeing”) and perception (“seeing” as more broadly understood), but with being responsible for originally making this distinction an "integral part of Psychology."
 James then embrac​es the distinction, while conceding that "A pure sensation . . . [is] never realized in adult life"
: 

Pure sensations can only be realized in the earliest days of life. They are all but impossible to adults with memories and stores of associations acquired. Prior to all impressions on sense-organs the brain is plunged in deep sleep and consciousness is practically non-existent. Even the first weeks after birth are passed in almost unbroken sleep by human infants. It takes a strong message from the sense-organs to break this slumber. In a new-born brain this gives rise to an absolutely pure sensation.

James then argues that the sensation of depth, in particular, is primordial rather than derived. As he puts it, the "feeling of crude extensity" is "discernible in each and every sensation." In particular, it is discernible in visual sensations (but not only in those), and thus is as primitive as color and shade. So James really does disagree with Berkeley. For James, this "element of voluminousness" which accompanies all sensations is the "original sensation of space, out of which all the exact knowledge about space that we afterwards come to have is woven by processes of discrimination, association, and selection."

It is here that Casey's argument becomes important. He agrees with James that the experience of depth or volume is primitive, but disagrees with the entire tradition which attempts to make a rigid distinction between sensation and perception.
 But now that we have sorted all these things out, what Casey would say about Berkeley's real thesis – that the percep​tion of distance is not purely visual – is not at all clear. To be in disagreement with Berkeley's position is emphatically not merely to contend that distance is seen. For Berkeley explicitly agrees with that contention. To disagree with Berkeley is to argue, with James, that distance is in the physiological sensations – that, in particu​lar, there is an experience of distance in the retinal stimulation, taken all by itself. What's even more important, if one argues that retinal stimulation is not all there is to seeing, then one is not arguing against Berkeley at all. One is agreeing with one of the main components of his argument about the perception of distance. 

3b. Touch versus Vision
As Casey plainly sees, the rigid distinction between sensation and perception harks back to the separation between mind and body that played such a crucial role in the development of European philosophy after Descartes. And it is the demolition of this distinction, as much as anything else, which serves as the underlying theme of the work of Merleau-Ponty. What is important for present purposes, though, is that this same theme – the demolition of the distinction between mental and material "substance" – provides one way of looking at the development of Berkeley's work, too. 

The distinction between sensation and perception has, as we have seen, an important role to play in Essay Towards a New Theory of Vision, although (as has been clear in the discussion so far, I hope) Berkeley's attitude toward the distinction was ambiguous even there. But readers of this essay who have endured several pages of references to Berkeley as having treated vision and touch as if there were parity between them deserve attention, at long last: also present in New Theory is what looks for all the world like a lingering attachment to the idea that touch has primacy: 

We say any object of touch is high or low, according as it is more or less distant from the tangible earth: And in like manner we denominate any object of sight high or low in proportion as it is more or less distant from the visible earth: But to define the situation of visible things with relation to the distance they bear from any tangible thing, or vice versa, this were absurd and perfect​ly unintelligible. For all visible things are equally in the mind, and take up no part of the external space: And consequently are equidistant from any tangi​ble thing which exists without the mind.

This suggestion that tangible things exist "without the mind" is quite momentous, given the later direction of Berkeley's work.
 And it is important enough that Berkeley feels compelled, when considering the question of the perception of distance again in the Principles of Human Knowledge, to correct the impression that might have been left: 

The ideas of sight and touch make two species, entirely distinct and hetero​geneous. The former are marks and prognostics of the latter. That the proper objects of sight neither exist without the mind, nor are the images of external things, was shewn even in . . . [Essay Towards a New Theory of Vision]. Though throughout the same, the contrary be supposed true of tangible objects: not that to suppose that vulgar error, was necessary for establishing the notion therein laid down; but because it was beside my purpose to examine and refute it in a discourse concerning vision.

Here Berkeley makes it clear that he regards the view that tangible objects exist outside the mind as a "vulgar error." It is in the Principles that Berkeley's “immaterialism” emerges clearly. And while the matter is not nearly as tidy as one might wish it to be, there are several hints of a genuine development in thinking – one which concerns at least the best way to express Berkeley's position, if not the substance of the position itself – from the earlier work to the later. 

The rigid distinction between sensation and perception, captured particularly in Berkeley's discussion of "immediate" perception, plays a prominent role in both works. But that role is increasingly ambiguous, as Berkeley struggles to distinguish between different "acceptances" of "immediate perception." We don't see distance, for example, if by that is meant stimulation at the retinae. But we do see distance, and immediately at that, if we mean unmediated by specific cues like magnitude or faintness. The context gives us cues, according to Berkeley, among which no single type of cue is necessarily primitive. And we learn about contexts via experience. There is an indication, in the special treatment given to touch in the New Theory of Vision, that perhaps there is a perception of distance through that sensory modality that is more primitive than whatever is available via vision. But this impression is renounced in the Principles
. 

The complaint that Merleau-Ponty would make to the idea of physiological sensation as somehow a separable avenue for primitive information to invade the mind is already felt by Berkeley. Merleau-Ponty would object, as Casey does, to the whole idea – advanced by Berkeley and seized upon gladly by James – that sensation and perception must be rigorously distinguished. Merleau-Ponty would argue that the whole idea of physiological "sensation" is an illegitimate abstraction from lived experience. 

That Berkeley is troubled by the same sort of issue is demonstrated by the fact that The Principles of Human Knowledge notoriously begins with a tirade against illegiti​mate abstraction, along with a firm, clear, renunciation of the whole idea of "material sub​stance." If it was not clear in the earlier work, he now makes it abundantly clear that nothing exists "without the mind" except for other minds. Whatever else this move did, it certainly obliterated the alleged gap between subject and object, which was later to become a central part of Merleau-Ponty's project. 

But this attempt at bridging the "subject/object" gap may still seem to be absurd. So it will be helpful to examine what Berkeley really meant by talking about things as being within and without the mind. 

4. Back to Berkeley: "Within" and "Without" the Mind
It is crucial, to begin with, to understand that when Berkeley speaks about things or processes being "in" or "within" ("external to" or "outside") the mind, he is not talking about those things or processes being inside or outside the head. For Berkeley, space itself is reducible to sensations of movement, or (perhaps) anticipations of possible movement suggested by previous associa​tion between movement-sensations and other (e. g. , visual) sensa​tions.
 All these sensations, for Berkeley, are "within the mind." The spatial metaphor is thus not very helpful. 

Berkeley clears up the matter a bit in the following passage from Three Dialogues: 

Philonous: I own the word 'idea,' not being commonly used for 'thing,' sounds some​thing out of the way. My reason for using it was because a necessary relation to the mind is understood to be implied by that term; and it is now common​ly used by philoso​phers to denote the immediate objects of the understanding. But however oddly the proposition may sound in words, yet it includes nothing so very strange or shocking in its sense, which in effect amounts to no more than this, to wit, that there are only things perceiving and things perceived, or that every unthink​ing being is necessarily, and from the very nature of its existence, per​ceived by some mind, if not by any finite created mind, yet certainly by the infinite mind of God, in whom 'we live, and move, and have our being.'

He seems to mean to emphasize the "necessary relation to the mind" and to "percep​tion" whenever he equates "ideas" with "things." He also wants, as emphasized in one of the mottos with which this paper began, to insist that colors are in the tulips and the clouds, that heat, cold, sweet​ness, bitterness, etc. are in the various objects that we encoun​ter in our common sense experience. Indeed, there is a crucial sense in which, for Berkeley, the only proper place for these "qualities" is in the world of objects, surfaces, and so forth. 

Why is it not "repugnant," then, for Berkeley to claim that camels and cheeses, colors and cottonwoods, are in the mind? It is quite plain that he means only that all of these things are dependent in some way, for their existence, upon the mind. The spatial metaphor – “within” and “without” the mind – is not only unhelpful, it gets in the way. The best formula​tion for Berkeley's purposes is one cast in terms of dependence and independence, rather than one that uses these spatial metaphors. But if we take such a reformulation serious​ly, Berkeley's thesis immediately loses at least some of its paradoxi​cal tone: that things should exist as colored, scented, whatever, independently of perceivers and potential perception, seems at least to be problematic in a familiar way, just as Berkeley suggested. While we may argue whether trees falling in forests with no one (or nothing) around to hear really do or do not make sounds, the claim that they do not – since making a sound, rather than just setting up vibrations in the air, involves the engagement of a perceptual apparatus – is at least not incoherent.

Berkeley argues, though, that all "primary" qualities are as depend​ent upon the mind as the "secondary" qualities. This contention is absolutely central to his denial of the existence of “material substance”, and it is this that has been so hard for some to swallow. But even this is a bit easier to take when it is remembered that the thesis is merely that the world of physical objects as we can know them is in some way mind-dependent, if only because of the “as we can know them” clause.
 As Berke​​ley emphasizes, the perceptual apparatus we have is what it is because of our needs as biological organisms.
 Any qualities we perceive in the world, whether using bare senses, instruments, or theoretical constructs, implicate our perceptual and conceptual make-up; thus they implicate our needs and capacities. Thus any way of portray​ing the world at all must be in terms of ideas and sensations. We don't have any other access to the world.

Berkeley denies emphatically that there exists any "material substance" in large part because nothing could be what "material substance" is supposed by Berkeley’s philosophical predecessors to be. Once it is recog​nized that every way of characterizing it must necessarily refer to sensible properties, that none of these has any necessary priority over any other, and that substance is supposed to be what has or underlies these properties on (anyway) the Cartesian scheme that Berkeley was criticizing, one reaches the conclusion that Locke reached: this strange stuff is in principle uncharacterizable. We can't say anything about it, other than that it causes sensations in us. It is simply inconceivable, uncharacterizable, (quite literal) non-sense.
 For Berkeley, the only things there are, are mental, and this is because all talk of non-mental substance refers necessar​ily to something to which, in principle, humans can have no access what​soever. To be non-mental is – as a matter of the traditional defini​tion – to be simply inconceivable. Thus everything there is must either be a mind or (at least) be depen​dent upon one.

Berkeley insists, however, that there is something "outside" us – that is, indepen​dent of us – that is responsible for a large part of our sensory experience. He is confi​dent of this because of the apparent difference between those parts of our experience that we conjure up ourselves, and those that we can't avoid no matter how hard we try. Berkeley's view of just what the relation is between God (the "out​side" source of our experience) and our sensa​tions is a bit complicated
, but the main lines of his argument are these: the source of our sensations is indepen​dent of us, as is clear from the fact that we aren't in control of what we sense; it can't be inert or passive, because it causes these ideas in us; it has to be the sort of thing that can instigate mental phenomena; and it has to be extreme​ly consis​tent, and incredibly thorough, given the remarkable law-like behavior of our sensory experience. Thus the doctrine that all reality is mental is im​mediately and fundamentally qualified with the insistence that the origin, anyway, of most of what I perceive is at least in part independent of my own mind. 

Most of us would agree with this qualification, arguing that reality constrains what we may sense and think. Berkeley would agree complete​ly. Where there might appear to be rather significant disagreement is in understanding the char​acter of this constrain​ing reality. Berkeley argues that it is irreducibly mental. I will return to this matter in a moment, after a brief excursion into the charac​ter of minds themselves. 

The status of minds is a difficult problem. As Berkeley puts it in the Third Dialogue,

Philonous: I own I have properly no idea either of God or any other spirit; for these, being active, cannot be repre​sented by things perfect​ly inert as our ideas are.

The status of God and other spirits presents not only systematic but doctrinaire problems for Berkeley. If they were only "in" the mind, as tables and llamas are, then Berkeley is a solipsist and an infidel. This would appear to be the conse​quence, anyway, if souls and spirits were ideas. For how could ideas exist indepen​dently of mind? Absurd (says Berke​ley)! Thus God and other spirits can't be ideas, and Berke​ley must struggle over just what they are. 

There is plenty of evidence in Berkeley's notebooks that he agonized over the question of the status of minds. Occasionally, he appears to have wanted to treat mental substance precisely as he had treated material substance: he from time to time denied that there could be such a thing.
 By the time he published the first edition of the Principles, though, Berkeley had settled on the doctrine that minds did not fall prey to the same argument that had been used to argue against matter. In particular, we could have no idea of mind on account of the activity of mind being incompatible with the necessary passivity of any idea. Furthermore, as is elucidated in the Dialogues,

I know or am conscious of my own being, and . . . I myself am not my ideas, but somewhat else, a thinking, active principle that perceives, knows, wills, and operates about ideas. I know that I, one and the same self, per​ceive both colors and sounds, that a color cannot perceive a sound, nor a sound color, that I am therefore one individual principle distinct from color and sound, and, for the same reason, from all other sensible things and inert ideas.

Nevertheless, Berkeley seemed prepared in the first edition of the Principles to say that there is a "larger sense" of "idea."
 In this larg​er sense we do have ideas of spirit. This larger sense is just that we understand the meaning of the word. By the 1730s, in the second edition, he preferred to abandon the term "ideas" to its "proper," not-so-wide sense, and use the term "notion" to signify the kind of awareness or understanding we have of minds. As regards other minds, we are told the the Third Dialogue that

It is granted we have neither an immediate evidence nor a demonstra​tive knowledge of the existence of other finite spirits, but it will not thence follow that such spirits are on a foot with material substances, if to suppose the one be inconsistent, and it be not incon​sistent to suppose the other; if the one can be in​ferred by no argument, and there is a probability for the other; if we see signs and effects indicating distinct finite agents like our​selves, and see no sign or symptom whatever that leads to a rational belief of matter. I say, lastly, that I have a notion of spirit, though I have not, strictly speaking, an idea of it. I do not perceive it as an idea, or by means of an idea, but know it by reflec​tion.

The argument comes as something of a surprise. Part of the reasoning for rejecting the idea of material substance was that it was "repugnant": in par​ticular, it was an "abstract general idea" of the kind that Berkeley was eager to renounce in general terms. As Berkeley had put it, "it seems no less absurd to suppose a substance without accidents, than it is to suppose accidents without a substance." The question concerning ideas must be: is it any more possible to conceive a distinct substance that supports or underlies ideas and sensa​tions than it is to conceive of material substance? Berkeley's answer is: yes and no. We can have no idea of mind for precisely this reason. But we are not barred from having a notion of mind, because it is not senseless to imagine mind functioning in the way proposed (as Berkeley claims it is for matter) and because we have reason (partial​ly from our own experience) for postulating it as the generator of ideas as well as the entertainer of ideas. It is, nevertheless, rather difficult to conceive of mind standing alone (without ideas and sensations), and it is not clear that merely debarring mind as an idea (while allowing that we may have a notion of mind) is entirely satisfacto​ry. It is hard to see, on Berkeleyan grounds, how minds can exist, apart from mere fiat.

In any case, the framework of Berkeley's world may be sketched as follows: there is the phenomenal world before us (Berkeley actually allows that this world may be called "physi​cal"), whose general character is precisely what it appears to be. It consists of tables, chairs, friends, cats and penny whistles. These, though, are irreducibly "mental" in the sense that they are not "independent of mind." In addition to this mind-dependent world of things and colors, shapes and events, there is mind itself. There must be more than just my mind, given the world's independent and coherent behavior. Some of the independence of what I experience could be accounted for by the existence of other minds like mine. But the in​credible consistency and coher​ence of my experience indicates that most of my ideas are gener​ated by an idea-source much more powerful and intelligent than is imagin​able in a finite spirit. Thus, in the end, we end up with what Berkeley thought was a near knock-down proof of the exis​tence of God, where God is understood to be not only a source of all things but the arena within which all reality unfolds. In this way Berkeley’s views concerning perceptual experience are used as evidentiary basis for his metaphysics and for his theology.

5. Conclusion: Metaphysical Lessons
The preceding discussion indicates, I trust, that Berkeley was plainly struggling, nearly 300 years ago, with problems that, in the twentieth and twenty-first centuries, go by such names as "perceptual readiness" and "the theory-ladenness of observa​tion." His heroic efforts to reunite subject and object presage modern work by Martin Heidegger and Merleau-Ponty. Something close to Berkeley's thesis about the ineluctable mentality of all existent things is even picked up within contemporary Anglo-American philosophical thought in the work of thinkers like Nelson Goodman and Hilary Putnam. 

One cannot, though, press too far the claim that Berkeley's work anticipates more contemporary approaches. In the absence of any other apparent alternative, Berkeley did settle on a "mentalism" which, while attempting to reunite subject and object in a philosophical perspective that seemed to him to be truer to common sense (“the colors are really in the tulip”), nevertheless ended up characterizing life as mental. While this has the advantage of eliminating the alienness of the lived world, it has seemed to most readers anyway – if not to Berkeley himself – to narrow it to the bare life of the mind. As Merleau-Ponty observed, "[The] . . . phenomenal field is not an 'inner world,' the 'phenom​enon' is not a 'state of conscious​ness,' or a 'mental fact,' and the experience of phenomena is not an act of introspection or an intuition . . ."
  As much as the spirit of Berkeley's work seems to resonate with this sentiment, there is no denying that Berkeley chose mind as the vehicle for all of life. And as M. C. Dillon observes, what Merleau-Ponty is attempting in the attack on the subject/object distinction goes far beyond what Berkeley achieved: "[Merleau-Ponty's work is not] . . . a reversion to Berkeley's esse est aut percipi aut percipere, for that aut. . . aut preserves the ontological disjunction of subject and object that Merleau-Ponty seeks to undercut."

It might be argued that what is indicated by Berkeleyan sorts of arguments is the non-eliminability of language from our relation to the world (an argument that might tend to undermine Berkeley’s view that a metaphysical view is underwritten by his argument, rather than a “merely” epistemological view), but Berkeley is, quite reasonably, somewhat more cautious. He actually endorsed this thesis, but only when lan​guage was construed broadly enough to include perception itself. Perception, he thought, casts reality in those terms suited to creatures like us; it is God's language, through which He commu​nicates information about what we should expect, and provides us with data that can inform our action: 

visible ideas are the language whereby the governing spirit, on whom we depend, informs us what tangible ideas he is about to imprint upon us, in case we excite this or that motion in our own bodies.

What about God Himself, though? What is God like? Here one demands to go beyond what, for Berkeley, is even in principle possible. This, in the end, is the message of Berkeley's work: we simply cannot say. We cannot reach outside of our ideas to characterize in any clear way the source of all ideas. We know there must be such an independent source, but we cannot say anything about it apart from ideas and sensations. From one point of view, ideas and sensations provide us direct contact with reality:
 reality is irreducibly mental. From another point of view, we can have no clear idea of what may be viewed as the most important feature of all concerning reality: the source of all ideas. We can deduce that there must be such a source, we can know that it, too, must be mental, and that it is pretty remark​able, but that's about all.

This seems to leave us hanging. It's more or less where Berkeley left the matter, apart from his reverent attitude toward God, whom he regarded as the author of all being as well as the arena within which "we live, and move, and have our be​ing."
 Arguably, though, we have not made much progress since Berkeley set down his pen. It remains as difficult as ever to offer a description of reality that successfully evades the constraints imposed by the very act and nature of descrip​tion. Put like that, the task may seem every bit as impossible as Berkeley made it out to be.

It is possible, however, to make a bit more progress than such a negative view may indicate, and it is a peculiarly Berke​leyan line of argument that may show us the way. As is well known, Berkeley was adamantly opposed to any claim to the effect that there existed abstract general ideas or (worse, if not understood to be the same thing) abstract general en​tities. Never​theless, it is important that we not neglect his positive account of what he held was really going on when we might believe (on other accounts than his) that we were formulating abstract general ideas. 

There is a useful process of generaliza​tion that Berkeley applauds
 in connection with attempts to identify general facts about collectivities. According to Berkeley, there is absolutely nothing wrong with considering particular "ideas" (i. e. , portions of the phenome​nal world) only in respect of certain of their at​tributes, neglecting others. We go wrong only when we try to hypostatize the results of such focussed consideration. 

Let us follow this advice as it applies to our consideration of description and explanation in general. Berkeley preferred to talk about such matters as necessarily involving sensations and ideas, but let us be a bit more circumspect: let us avoid ad​dressing this particular detail in our consideration of descrip​tion and explanation, if only in order to avoid certain niceties in the identification of Berkeleyan sensations and ideas. 

We can, I think, formulate useful propositions about the world (we charac​terize it in some way as we think about it) without attending to the particular features of our present characterization. We can think about characterization in general, and we can use our present characterization (please do think about it in any way you like) as a sign of all characteriza​tions. We do not thus formulate (or even try to formulate) a character​ization of what is uncharac​terizable. We simply focus attention in a certain way. 

This is a legitimate Berkeleyan process of generalization. Berkeley warns us, again, that we must not think that abstract general ideas are generated thereby; and we must agree that we cannot hope to generate a "true" description of the world as it really is by eliminat​ing all elements that are artifacts of the act of description. As Berkeley warns us: if we try to leave out all such artifacts, there will be nothing left. Again: this is a fact about descrip​tion and charac​terization. 

What do we get, though, by so considering each and every characterization, in so far as it may be taken to represent all characterization? Well, we get a modified Berkeley​anism. Sensible things, on such an account, really do exist. They constitute, in some sense, the best and most reliable vehicles for description and explanation among creatures like us. Taking them as represen​tatives of sensation generally, we can talk about the relation​ship of organisms to perceptual environs, neglecting (for the moment) the differ​ences in perceptual equipment among different species. Again using our own character​ization of the world as representative of ever larger classes of phenomena in which it may seem to be included as a member, we can neglect more and more features that are specific to our mode of charac​terization or representation, and establish more and more truths about charac​terization in general. We do not pretend, in any of this, that characterization can really go on without particular instantia​tion, because we are following Berkeley's advice against hyposta​tization. 

Conclusions that may be drawn from such an exercise are quite spare. But it seems to me they are not unim​portant. On the one hand, we learn that any characterization at all is in very large measure dependent upon the perspective from which the characterization is made. We may begin to have doubts as to whether any sense may be made of the proposition that there is some single "way" that the world is. We will certainly doubt, I think, that any characterization would be best for all purpos​es, from all perspec​tives. But we may further lose any sense that there can be a total picture: a "set of all truths."

So long as we are talking about characterization or descrip​tion or explana​tion, however, it seems hard to imagine that we will ever lose the sense that there is something that we are trying to characterize, describe, or explain. Such activities do not appear to go on in a vacuum; something plainly acts as a constant constraint, such that not just any old characterization will do. Varia​tions in perspective permit varied characteriza​tions, but only within limits. Furthermore, the constraints upon characterization are such that some anticipation is possible concerning how characterization varies with perspective. We can predict how things would look from perspectives other than our own
. 

Such regular​ity was accounted for by Berkeley as the sign of God. For him, the ultimate base of reality was divine
. Those of us who reject such a religious mode of description should nevertheless understand the motivation for such a claim. The world we try to characterize supports and constrains an indefinite variety of such attempts. It seems plausible to describe it as indefinite – or even infinite – in scope and potential, while imposing limita​tions on description that are necessarily also functions, in part, of our own capacities and needs as organisms. It should not be surprising that such a circumstance might seem incredibly wise, incredibly solicitous, to one who understands the universe as a creation. 

Be that as it may, George Berkeley was a pioneer in territo​ry that has more recently become much better traveled. The questions he raised, while posed in a religious argot that many are inclined to reject, continue to be central. And the solutions he proposed, while posed in that same style, do not differ greatly from views taken seriously today by thinkers on both sides of the unfortunate analytic/continental line that otherwise divides contemporary philosophy. What's more, Berkeley's own thoughts on these problems, along with many of his proposed solutions, reflect considerable sensitivity to concerns contemporary thinkers might have about his preferred formulations. Berkeley was moved in part by a religious program that few contemporary philosophers share. But his​ reality, although it is often cast as a strange and alien reality, is not as dif​ferent from our own as it may at first seem.
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�.	Essay Towards a New Theory of Vision, Section 73, in Works, Vol. I, p. 198. For illuminating discussion of Berkeley’s analogy between the ways words and perceptions suggest their referents, see Margaret Atherton, Berkeley’s Revolution in Vision (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1990) and, more recently, “Berkeley’s Theory of Vision and its Reception”, in Winkler, op. cit., pp. 94-124.


�.	ibid., p. 199.


�.	The Theory of Vision or Visual Language shewing the immediate Presence and Provi�dence of a Deity Vindicated and Explained, Section 42, in Works, Vol. I. , p. 265. George Pappas has been especially emphatic in stressing this point. See, for example, Pappas, "Berkeley and Immediate Perception," in Sosa, op. cit. , pp. 195-213, especially p. 199. 


�.	See below, Section 4.


�.	Essay Towards a New Theory of Vision, Section 46, in Works, Vol. I, p. 188. 


�.	Essay Towards a New Theory of Vision, Section 154, in Works, Vol. I, p. 233. 


�.	See notes #14 and #15, above, and the Merleau-Ponty quotation in the text to which they are attached.


�.	It might be held that the "living" and "experiencing" that Berkeley had in mind is just that: in the mind. Thus it isn't real living at all, and cannot be compared to "living" as it comes into play in the philosophy of Merleau-Ponty. Berkeley would find this quite contentious. His insistence that it is real life that he is talking about, and the real world, couldn't be more emphatic. For now, perhaps it will suffice to emphasize once more that reading Berkeley as championing an impoverished "mental" life (as opposed to some�thing else that is held to be richer) is about as apt as taking Merleau-Ponty to be a crass materialist in his championing of the "body." In each case, the misinterpretation is profound.





�.	For a related contemporary application of this general line of thinking, with special reference to Berkeley, see John T. Sanders, “Retinae Don’t See”, Behavioral and Brain Sciences, vol. 27, no. 6 (December 2004).


�.	What is and what is not "immediately" perceivable in Berkeley is plainly a difficult issue. Here are some passages that demonstrate further that it would be a mistake to think that Berkeley simply and unequivocally thought that only colors and shades could be immedi�ately seen:





“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 . . . " (Principles, 95, in Works, Vol. 11, p. 82). 





“Philonous: 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 immediate�ly perceived; and things immedi�ately perceived are ideas . . . " (Three Dialogues, Third Dialogue, in Works, Vol. II, p. 230). 





“Philonous: [A man] . . . is not mistaken with regard to the ideas he actually perceives, but in the inference he makes from his present percep�tions. Thus, in the case of the oar [with one end in the water], what he immediate�ly perceives by sight is certainly crooked, and so far he is in the right . . . His mistake lies not in what he perceives immediately and at present . . . but in the wrong judgment he makes concerning the ideas he appre�hends to be connected with those immediately perceived.” (Three Dialogues, Third Dialogue, in Works, Vol. II, p. 238). 





“I see no difficulty in conceiving a change of state, such as is vulgarly called Death, as well without as with material substance. It is sufficient for that purpose that we allow sensible bodies, i. e. such as are immedi�ately perceived by sight and touch ; the existence of which I am so far from questioning (as philosophers are used to do), that I establish it, I think upon evident principles.” (Letter to Samuel Johnson, 25 November 1729, in Works, Vol. II, p. 282). 





These passages demonstrate that Berkeley was prepared to say that we “immediately” perceive wood, stones, fire, water, flesh, iron, sensible bodies generally, and crooked oars (when a straight oar is thrust into clear water). That the issue concerning what Berkeley really thought is certainly puzzling, however, is shown in passages like this: 





"Consequently it will not follow from that instance, that any thing is perceived by sense which is not immediately perceived. Though I grant we may in one acceptation be said to perceive sensible things mediately by sense: that is, when from a frequently perceived connexion, the imme�diate perception of ideas by one sense suggests to the mind others perhaps belonging to another sense, which are wont to be connected with them. For instance, when I hear a coach drive along the streets, immediately I perceive only the sound; but from the experience I have had that such a sound is connected with a coach, I am said to hear the coach. It is never�theless evident, that in truth and strictness, nothing can be heard but sound: and the coach is not then properly perceived by sense, but sug�gested from experience. So likewise when we are said to see a red�hot bar of iron; the solidity and heat of the iron are not the objects of sight, but suggested to the imagination by the colour and figure, which are properly perceived by that sense. In short, those things alone are actually and strictly perceived by any sense, which would have been perceived, in case that same sense had then been first conferred on us. As for other things, it is plain they are only suggested to the mind by experience grounded on former perceptions." (Three Dialogues, First Dialogue, in Works, Vol. II, p. 204). 





The puzzles that are raised by Berkeley's discussion of "immediate" perception, "immedi�ate" seeing, and the like, are much discussed in the literature. See, for example, George S. Pappas, "Berkeley and Immediate Perception," in Sosa, op. cit. , pp. 195-213, and "Berkeley and Common Sense Realism," op. cit.  See also Georges Dicker, "The Concept of Immediate Perception in Berkeley's Immateri�alism," in Turbayne, op. cit. Dicker is surely right in protesting that there is something plainly wrong about what Berkeley says in the last passage quoted above, if it is taken at face value. As Dicker puts it, " . . . it is just false that the coach has to be (though in certain circumstances it might be) inferred, however rapidly, from the sound. Upon hearing the sound of an airplane (to modernize Berkeley's example), we do not infer that it is the sound of an airplane. We immediately take it to be the sound of an airplane – with no inference or reasoning in any ordinary sense involved" (p. 51). Indeed, we hear an airplane, not just the sound of an airplane. We perceive an airplane. But Berkeley wants to say that too, and in the passage in question it looks for all the world as if he's trying to distinguish among at least two "accepta�tions" or senses of "immediate perception."


�.	Edward S. Casey, "'The Element of Voluminousness': Depth and Place Re-examined," in M. C. Dillon (ed. ) Merleau-Ponty Vivant (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1991), pp. 1-29. The views of Merleau-Ponty and the perceptual psychologist J. J. Gibson are remarkably similar both in their conclusions and in the development of their ideas, despite the fact that Gibson got his start as a behaviorist and a student of the "material�ist" E. B. Holt. See especially Gibson's Ecological Approach to Visual Perception (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1979). For discussion of the similarities between Gibson and Merleau-Ponty, see John T. Sanders, "Merleau-Ponty, Gibson, and the Materiality of Meaning," Man and World, Vol. 26, 1993, pp. 287-302. 


�.	William James, The Principles of Psychology (New York: Henry Holt and Company, 1902), Vol. 2, p. 134. Quoted in Casey, p. 2. 


�.	Casey, p. 2. 


�.	As indicated above, though, Berkeley’s entanglement of “immediate” with “proper” seeing may be a fundamental part of the problem in his attempt to get clear about this business and in our subsequent attempts to get clear about his position.


�.	James, Principles of Psychology, Vol. 2, p. 212. 


�.	At the risk of beating a by now nearly fully decomposed horse, the wrong view to attribute to Berkeley is 1) that perception of depth is not visual at all, but is (rather) tactile. The right view is 2) that perception of depth is not purely a matter of “immediate and proper” seeing.


�.	Principles of Psychology, Vol. 2, p. 77. 


�.	Principles of Psychology, Vol. 2, p. 76. 


�.	Principles of Psychology, Vol. 2, pp. 7-8. 


�.	Principles of Psychology, Vol. 2, p. 135. 


�.	Casey, "The Element of Voluminousness," p. 24, note 14. 


�.	Berkeley, Essay Towards a New Theory of Vision, Section 111, in Works, Vol. One, pp. 215-216 (emphasis added). 


�.	See below, though, Section 4.


�.	Principles of Human Knowledge, Part I, Section 44, in Works, Vol. Two, pp. 58-59. T. E. Jessop notes, in an editorial footnote to this passage, that Berkeley's Philosophical Commentaries show that his immaterialism really did precede his theory of vision, just as Berkeley indicates here. A. A. Luce, who edited the Essay Towards a New Theory of Vision for the same collection of Berkeley's Works, seems a bit skeptical in his own editorial footnote to the passage quoted above from section 111 of that work. There even exists a tradition suggesting not only that Berkeley was “dissembling” in his pronounce�ments in New Theory of Vision about the status of tangible objects (see David Berman, George Berkeley: Idealism and the Man (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1994) and “Berkeley’s Life and Works”, in Winkler, op. cit., pp. 13-33), but even, more radically, about his religious commitment (see G.A. Johnston, The Development of Berkeley’s Philosophy (London: Macmillan, 1923)). In the end, while there is controversy over what the Philosophical Commentaries indicate, there is a development at least in the printed works, from Essay Towards a New Theory of Vision to The Principles of Human Knowledge, from a willingness to assent to the idea that tangible objects exist "without the mind" to the rejection of that assertion. 


�.	There at least a whiff of the idea of touch’s priority to vision even in the quotation from the Principles, above, that purports to renounce it. But Berkeley’s views have by the Principles already begun to congeal around the doctrine that perception is the language of God, designed to help us in our practical lives. Thus vision is subordinated not so much to touch as to praxis. This general idea, if not all of its doctrinal consequences, was already prominent in New Theory (see note 55, below), thus providing some support to Jessop’s thesis concerning the temporal origin of Berkeley’s immaterialism (see note 49, above). 


�.	See Essay Towards a New Theory of Vision, Sections 94-96; in Works, Vol. I, pp. 209-211), and De Motu, sections 52-57; in Works, Vol. IV, pp. 45-47. For a thoughtful general account of the concept of space in Berkeley's work, see Gary Thrane, "The Spaces of Berkeley's World," in Colin M. Turbayne (ed. ) Berkeley: Critical and Interpretive Essays (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1982), pp. 127-47. 


�.	Third Dialogue; in Works, Vol. II, pp. 235-36. References like this one to the idea that our own lives take place within God should set off alarms in the mind of anyone who thinks that Berkeley’s God is easily equated with the God of Hebrew and Christian tradition. There can be no doubt that Berkeley believed he had identified a way of rationally demonstrating the existence of the Christian God. Whether his demonstration was on target, though, should have been a matter of not only metaphysical and logical, but also of theological, controversy.


�.	For an especially interesting contribution to the discussion of the significance of the "argument from perceptual relativity" in Berkeley's case against materialism, see Robert Muehlmann, "The Role of Perceptual Relativity in Berkeley's Philosophy" (Journal of the History of Philosophy, Vol. XXIX, July 1991, pp. 397-425). 


�.	George S. Pappas, in "Berkeley and Immediate Perception" (Sosa, op. cit. , pp. 195-213; p. 205), makes a case for calling Berkeley a common-sense realist and an ontological phenomenalist. The case is not implausible. Nevertheless, in another place, Pappas makes at least as good a case against calling Berkeley a common-sense realist (in "Berkeley and Common Sense Realism," op. cit. ). What's more, the temptation to call Berkeley an "ontological phenomenalist" perhaps ought to be avoided, since Berkeley could not agree to the distinction between the phenomenal and the real, and since that distinction is fundamen�tal to the category scheme that has tradi�tionally given meaning to the various position labels. If one is unable to resist the temptation to force Berkeley into one of the more or less traditional categories, it seems inevitable that whatever category it is will have to be fairly severely deformed. He would have insisted that he was a realist, but to accommodate his kind of realism, as Pappas has shown, one would have to redraw the boundaries of realism. If "realist" won't do because of Berkeley's rejection of material substance, then "anti-materialist" is really better than "idealist. " R. M. Adams's opposition of Berkeley's "ideal�ism" to "direct realism" (see Adams, op. cit.), while suitably qualified by Adams for the purposes of his article, seems to me misleading and inapt for more general purposes. The controversies about how to place Berkeley’s view within the philosophical tradition extend, in any case, even to questions concerning whether he was a rationalist or empiricist. See, for example, Michael Ayers, “Was Berkeley an Empiricist or a Rationalist?”, in Winkler, op. cit., pp. 34-62, and the sources referred to there.


�.	"[F]or this end the visive sense seems to have been bestowed on animals, to wit, that by the perception of visible ideas (which in themselves are not capable of affecting or any wise altering the frame of their bodies) they may be able to foresee (from the experience they have had what tangible ideas are connected with such and such visible ideas) the damage or benefit which is like to ensue, upon the application of their own bodies to this or that body which is at a distance.” New Theory of Vision, Section 59; in Works, Vol. I, p. 193. See also the text from the Principles cited at note 67, below, and Kenneth P. Winkler, “Berkeley and the Doctrine of Signs”, in Winkler, op. cit., pp. 125-65, espe�cially pp. 138 ff.


�.	M. C. Dillon, in Merleau-Ponty's Ontology (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1988), makes this concession to the similarity between Berkeley and Merleau-Ponty: "there is a germ of truth in Berkeley's idealism: the phenomenal world is permeated with humanity, and this is a condition for its self-manifestation. We are here at one limit of human cognition: every phenomenon we experience, conceive, imagine, etc. is in some way touched and limited by that disclosure" (p. 88). 


�.	Compare Merleau-Ponty, Phenomenology of Perception, p. 320: "The relations between things or aspects of things having always our body as their vehicle, the whole of nature is the setting of our own life, or our interlocutor in a sort of dialogue. That is why in the last analysis we cannot conceive anything which is not perceived or perceptible."


�.	Does God have all the ideas there ever could be in His mind? Does He have any of our ideas in His mind? Or is He just the cause of our ideas, "like" which He doesn't really "have" anything at all? Berkeley denies that our ideas "are resemblances of any arche�types existing without the mind" (Prin�ciples, Part I, Section 90; in Works, Vol. II, p. 80). Perhaps he just means to deny the existence of material archetypes that our ideas imitate. What would it be like, after all, for ideas to "imitate" or "resem�ble" material sub�stance? And in other places, apparently confirming this inter�pretation, he allows that there may be "archetypes" of our ideas in God's mind (See Third Dia�logue; in Works, Vol. II, pp. 230-31, 235, 254; see also the Philosophical Correspondence with Johnson; in Works, Vol. II, pp. 271-94). But he is a bit non-committal in these latter passages, apparently with good reason. In the original doctrine of the Principles, according to which there simply are no external archetypes for our ideas to resemble, Berkeley had been trying to show that skepticism cannot arise in his scheme, since no ques�tion of failure to conform to archetypes can arise (Principles, Part I, Section 86; in Works, Vol. II, p. 78). If our ideas were supposed to conform to some divine cognitive archetypes, the ugly specter of skepticism could re-raise its head. See also the Third Dialogue (in Works, Vol. II, p. 252) for a suggestion that "All objects are eternally known by God, or, which is the same thing, have an eternal existence in His mind.” Perhaps God just thinks our ideas into our minds, so that there is no possibility of error. But then the presence of ideas in His mind would seem to be as unnecessary as the existence of material substance. For further discussion of these issues, see Adams, op. cit. , and Genevieve Brykman, "Berkeley on 'Archetype'," both in Sosa, op. cit. See also J. D. Mabbott, "The Place of God in Berke�ley's Philosophy," in Turbayne (ed. ) A Treatise Concerning the Princi�ples of Human Knowledge by George Berkeley: With Critical Essays (Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1970), pp. 201-19. 


�.	Third Dialogue; in Works, Vol. II, p. 231. 


�.	For examples of such agonizing, see, for example, the Philosophical Commentaries, 576-81, 587, 614-15, 637-39; in Works, Vol. I, pp. 72-73, 76, 78. See also Charles J. McCracken, “Berkeley’s Notion of Spirit,” History of European Ideas, Vol. 7 (1986), pp. 597-602. For illuminating discussion of Berkeley’s views about mind and agency, see Phillip D. Cummins, “Berkeley on Minds and Agency”, in Winkler, op. cit., pp. 190-229, especially 204 ff.


�.	Third Dialogue; in Works, Vol. II, pp. 233-34. 


�.	Principles, Part I, Section 140; in Works, Vol. II, p. 105. Berkeley suggested that he had written a second part for the Principles, on mind, but that he had lost the manuscript during a trip to Italy (Works, Vol. II, p. 282). This loss has created considerable room for doubt about the details of his understanding of mind. See Cummins, “Berkeley on Minds and Agency”, op. cit., for help in filling in the blanks.


�.	Third Dialogue; in Works, Vol. II, p. 233. 


�.	For an illuminating discussion of such problems, see Daniel E. Flage, Berkeley's Doc�trine of Notions (London & Sydney: Croom Helm, 1987). See also Colin M. Turbayne, "Berkeley's Two Concepts of Mind," in Turbayne (ed. ), op. cit. (1970), pp. 145-60, and Richard N. Lee, "What Berkeley's Notions Are," Idealistic Studies, Vol. XX, January 1990, pp. 19-41. 


�.	Phenomen�ology of Perception, p. 57.


�.	Merleau-Ponty's Ontology, p. 106.


�.	Principles, Part I, Section 44; in Works, Vol. II, p. 59. As regards Berkeley's language analogy (if, indeed, analogy is the best construal of Berkeley’s intent), see especially Frederick J.E. Woodbridge, “Berkeley’s Realism”, in Studies in the History of Ideas (New York: Columbia University Press, 1918), pp. 188-215, and Margaret Atherton, Berkeley's Revolution in Vision (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1990), especially pp. 195-201. See also Atherton, “Berkeley’s Theory of Vision and Its Reception”, op. cit.


�.	For a nice discussion of this aspect of Berkeley's understanding of "immediate percep�tion," see Kenneth P. Winkler, Berkeley: An Interpretation (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1989), pp. 149-61. 


�.	There is an interesting passage in Berkeley's commentar�ies where he suggests that the best way to talk about the divine power that accounts for our sensations may be as "one simple perfect power" (Philosophical Commentaries, 282; in Works, Vol. I, p. 35). This is the same problem that motivates Nelson Goodman to take a contrary tack: that talking about such a single under�lying power or world, uncharacteriz�able in itself, is less illuminating than focussing attention on the many versions of the world that are colored by our perceptual and conceptual fix, and is consequently "not worth fighting for or against." See Goodman, Ways of Worldmaking (Indianapolis: Hackett, 1978), p. 20. And despite the fact that this is a different tack from Berkeley's own, its rejection of attempts to characterize what is in principle uncharacterizable is decidedly Berkeleyan. 


�.	Third Dialogue; in Works, Vol. II, p. 236. The dual nature of Berkeley's God as source of all existence and arena of all activity is suggestive of Spinoza. 


�.	The urge to overcome such constraints is documented and discussed by Thomas Nagel, both in Mortal Questions (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1979) and in The View from Nowhere (New York: Oxford University Press, 1983). Charles Taylor thinks efforts of this kind are endemic to what he calls "rationalism" (whether "Cartesian" or "empiricist") in its attempts to "ontologize the disengaged perspective" (see "Lichtung or Lebensform: Parallels Between Heidegger and Witt�genstein," in Taylor, Philosophi�cal Arguments (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1995), pp. 61-78). Taylor champions an "engaged" or "embodied" perspective which eschews such temptations. As Taylor says, it is the perspective of embodied experiences "which is responsible for our attributing the colour to the object; it is this which makes us give disproportionate importance to the senses and imagination in our account of knowing." And it is this perspective which is derided as "naive" by Cartesians and empiricists alike, and which has seemed to some to have been relegated to remote history by scientific progress since the seventeenth century. But it is just this perspective that was embraced fervently by Berkeley, in his attacks on abstraction and in his celebration of common sense. The color really is in the tulip, Berkeley said, and only a philosopher would think differently.





�.	See Principles, Introduction, Sections 15-16; in Works, Vol. II, pp. 33-34. A useful act of generalization is one in which certain characters of individuals are neglected as being of no importance for purposes at hand. I use this particular trian�gle, for example, as an exemplar of all triangles, by neglect�ing, for present purposes, those of its characteristics that make it a special case. See also A Defence of Free-thinking in Mathematics, Sections 45-46; in Works, Vol. IV, p. 134), where Berkeley again discusses this matter. 


�.	For an interestingly different contemporary approach to a similar con�clusion, see Patrick Grim," There Is No Set of All Truths," Analysis, 1984, pp. 206-08. 


�.	[See Thomas Reid on Hume’s argument concerning the table]


�.	For helpful discussion of flaws in Berkeley’s theological reasoning, see especially A.C. Grayling, Berkeley: The Central Arguments (London: Duckworth, 1986), pp. 183-203.
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