A Study on Berkeley’s Subjective Idealism
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—Summary—

I, The most remarkable argument in Berkeley’s idealism consists of two
parts, On the hand, he argues that we do not perceive material things,
but only colours, sounds, et., and that these ‘mental’ or ‘in the mind’.
His reasoning is completley cogent as to the first point, but as to the
second it suffers from the absence of any definition of the word ‘mental’.
He relies, in fact upon the received view that everything must be either
material or mental, and that nothing is bath.

The grounds on which idealism is advocated are generally grounds derived
from the theory of knowledge, that is to say, from a discussion of the
conditions which things must satify in order that we may be able to know
them. the first series attempt to establish idealism on such grounds was
that of George Berkeley.

He proved first, by arguments which were largely valid, that our sensible
qualities cannot be supposed to have an existence independent of us, but
must be, in part at least, °‘in’ the mind, in the sense that their existence
would not continue if these were no seeing or hearing or touching or
smelling or tasting. So far, his contention was almost certainly valid, even
if some of his arguments were not so, But he went on to argue that sensible
qualities were the only things of whose existence our perceptions could
assure us, and that to be known is to be ‘in’ a mind, and therefore to
be mental. Hence he concluded that nothing can ever be known except
what is in some mind, and that whatever is known without being in my
mind must be in some other mind,

There are in this argument a good many fallacies which have been impor-
tant in the history of philosophy, and which in will be as well to bright
to light,
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The essential point brought out in this study is a critical analysis of
Berkeley's argument,

I. To say, as does Berkeley, that only ideas in our mind exist, implies
that whatever exists, exists only when it is perceived or thought of, for
ideas, as Locke said, can exist only in a mind. Historically, those views
which emphasize mind or what relates or mind(ideas) as the sole universal
reality have been called idealistic (or spiritualistic, or mentalistic),

Berkeleyan idealism is one among a number of differant forms. Its another
maintained that common sense does not, as is popularly supposed, support
the view that perceived objects exist independently of consciousness. On the
contrary, common sense gives us evidence that they exist only when we
are conscious of them (i.e., When we have ideas) and gives us no evidence
that they exist at any other time. Berkeley summed up his view in the
maxim Esse est percipi (“to be is to be perceived”)—the being of anything
consists in its being perceived, that is, in its being an idea in a mind.

In maintaining the Berkeleyan thesis, However we did not identify the
being of anything with the ideas of only one type of thought, perception,

but (broadening his theory) may instead make us of the more general terms
‘consciousness,” ‘thought,’ or ‘experience.’

It there is no existence apart from consciousness, then the whole universe
becomes nothing but the sum of the ideas which 1, an individual, have.
If T cannot conceive of anything as existing independently of my experience,
then whatever does exist must exist as part of that experience, Only I
(a mind or spirit) and my ideas exist, and when I cease to be conscious,
nothing exists. This View is known as solipsism, or extreme Subjectivism.
Accoriding to it, Not only ‘things’ but other human beings exist only in
so far as they are perceived or imagined by me, for I know them only as
objects of perception, as ideas. In order to avoid solipsism, Berkeley

holds that not one but many minds exist, each with its ideas; so that
when I cease to perceive, other minds continue to do so.

Above all, there is the mind of. What we call ‘Nature’, or “the unive-
rse” is simply the totality of God’s experience. Even if all human minds
ceased to be conscious, Nature would still exist objectively as the set of
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God’s ideas. In terms of God’s experience we can explain our own. For
when we Derceive, or have ideas what this means is that we are parti-
cipating in the experience of God. |
N, Let us now make a critical analysis of Berkeley’s contentions. Berkeley
says: “Whatever is immediately perceived is an idea: and can any ideas
exist out of the mind.”
To say, as does Berkeley, that only ideas in our minds exist implies in

this argument a good many fallacies, This would require a long discussion
of the word ‘idea.’

We think of an idea as essentially something in somebody’s mind,
and thus when we are told that a table consists entirely of ideas, it is
natural to suppose that, if so, the tree must be entirely in minds. But
the notion of being ‘in’ the mind is ambiguous. we speak of a person in

mind, not meaning that the person is in our minds, but that a thought
of him is in our minds.

When a man says that some business he had to arrange went clean out
of his mind, he does not mean to imply that the busines itself was ever
in his mind, but only that a thought of the bussiness itself was ever in
his mind, but afterwards ceased to be in his mind.

Takig the word ‘idea’ in Berkeley’s sense, there are two quite distinct
things to be considered whenever an idea is before the mind. There is
on the one hand the thing of which we are aware—say the colour of my
table—and on the other hand the actual awareness itself, the mental act
of apprehending the thing. The mental act is undoubtedly mental, But
is there any reason to suppose that the thing apprehended is in any sense
mental ?

Berkeley’ s arguments concerning the colour did not prove it to be mental;
they only proved that its existence depends upon the relation of our sense
organs to the physical object—in our case, the table.

That is to say, they proved that a certain colour will exist, in a certain
light, if a normal eye is placed at a certain point relatively to the table,
They did not prove that the colour is in the mind of the percipient,

Berkeley’s View, that obviously the colour must be in the mind, seems
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to depend for its plausibility upon confusing the thing apprehended with
the act of apprehension. Either of these might be called an ‘idea’; probably
either would have been called an idea by Berkeley.

The act is undoudtedly in the mind; hence, When we are thinking of the
act, we really assent to the view that ideas must be in the mind.

Then, forgetting that this was only true when ideas were taken as acts
of apprehension, We transfer the proposition that ‘ideas are in the mind’
to ideas in the other sense, i,e. to the things apprehended by our acts of
apprehension,

Thus, by an unconscious equivocation, we arrive at the conclusion that
whatever we can apprehend must be in our minds, This seems to be the

true analysis of Berkeley's argument, and the ultimate fallacy upon which
it rests.

In abolishing the distinction between ‘idea’ and ‘thing’, Berkeley is
stretching the term ‘idea’ to cover both. This is a form of the reductive
fallacy. To declare that things are ‘nothing but’ ideas, as Berkeley does,
that ideas are ‘nothing but’ things, as materialism does, is to oversimplify,
albeit in respectively opposite ways.

If in examining the difficulties of dualism we felt better able to sympa-
thize with the intention of materialism (or perhaps of Berkeleyan idealism),
now, in observing the reductive artificialities of materialism and idealism,
we may pPerhaps better understand the intention of a man like Descartes,
Who by his dualism wished to ratify common sense and avoid such redu-
ction. Ironically enough, the responsibility for Berkeleyan reduction lies
with Locke. For had Locke not so elaborately established the usage of ‘idea’
as something representative, had he not been so inclined to speak of the

‘idea’ as a kind of distinct entity, Berkeley might not have gone on to
abolish the representation in the way that he did.

The critisisms made above of Berkeley are independent of the Lockean
theoretical framework. The dualism of knower and known, like any other
dualism, commits us to the difficulty of bridging some trouble some gap.

Berkeley was a child of Locke’s indiscretion, repudiated before he was
born by a father fully responsible for his birth. His argument against
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discontinuity is sound if it is interpreted as a protest against dualism.

But the elimination of the material world is not the only way to correct
this dualism,
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It is evident to any one who takes a survey of the objects of human know-
ledge, °that they are either ideas actually imprinted on the senses; or else
such as are perceived by attending to the passions and operations of the mind;
or lastly, ideas formed by help of memory and imagination—either compo-
unding, dividing, or barely representing those originally perceived in the
aforesaid ways.

By sight I have the ideas of light and colours, with their several degrees
and variations. By touch I perceived hard and soft, heat and cold, motion
and resistance, and of all these more and less either as to quantity or degree.

Smelling furnishes me with odours; the palate with tastes; and hearing
conveys sounds to the mind in all their variety of tone and composition. and
as several of these are observed to accompany each other, they come to be
marked by one name, and so to be reputed as one thing.

Thus, for example a certain colour, taste, smell, figure and consistence

having been observed to go together, are accounted one distinct thing, signified

by the name apple; other collections of ideas constitute a stone, a tree, a book,
and the like sensible things—which as they are pleasing or disagreeable excite
the passions of love, hatred, joy, grief, and so forth.”*
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they are perceived—for the existence of an idea consists in being perceived.”*!
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HEMQ A4 o]},

el Wit A e AT dx, dEoY mgold AAolY dFE Rl
A8 AdE 7HAx Sieh. W o714 Sl Berkeleys ®A®RS BAE 4% 4
AT, Berkeley 47439 MES TRz 274 RWEsSE AL FAHA W& T o
ehs 29 ZEF el 2 RF Wilm Y& Aolch, “HfE B Y olzbd RS
Rd § g dole, 2% gESCS: 2¥ £ ¢, D.Humex A AT upgt o
aEEA gv A RES AT 2Aslmea Aoy,

2} Berkeley: Aol dlalA+ 4 (Notion) & 714 4 vtz ngten, #%
e ZE AL AAdol otvnl, AL g abdolztm FAH .

6)Ibid., sec.2, P, 413
7)Ibid,, sec,27, P, 418
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3. mel &

Berkeleys] Mame Tol st AL MHE B Hkd) o=, S AA AA%e
Auto] REATHE RERY 4ES o8l BES Haolds HARN ST,

°of F7Hx 8 HEE DARWoER Mo fHfEle REMN EiS o &0

#ESe A FA 4o de HEaolakd v od A4S AT de 2 Wil
TEYTT $2l7 832 g€ Fodes 239 FEE Brhile AU %E AT
¢ o

Berkeleys] #3¢ waw A $3& WAL W7 2 & BET FAld9 o
FAE obd FHolsh, wid e od Ax 9] AYpe STz FESE RoE A
F€ 4 god #ESE Y AL e AYY d¥2A fHAENE T Aelw, 2¥
A v e shdEwte]l FfEstn, detA st BRIETE abFd ob¥AE HHES
Al et MRl o

2 A Berkeleyt: z#l3 <zl MARR (Solipsism) & Aty A4 AR oid
T AAEY HEE AN S FEN FA W FEE AAHNT FAT AadA
Ae BB AT 2EY HsozA AL IR 4% ddx AL AU
S22 AR Ze Tty e AL Wl A Y Stk felvt aRHA gv Bk
dE HAS MY HASY FAZA s FRNCZ HFAEIT. Sl AL a2 F3
B 5ol st} MeEshAl @& AA i zAsSAM 44% £ Yet ¥ X
Aol gl Emrle BAE A AM Mae e AL WE S A 2
st 22 e ade fely AAol azEHF FdE Aabste Aol ok otz
Aoleh, 2 WAL A A F e RomE L2 pA & AL, §F KRN
H A8 FEE A ok Uk, MM HAlel T Molnd, Sl M HaE FHAT ¥
g 24 AP AP 4 Ak dAksie 2 mEdSAd Fde A oA
o] ouldte R $el7t WY AYd Hdsm Ut Holr] wEolH.

2o ol Rike SRS g M FEE Bttt AezA 29 BERd #
AR wiERA Rod HRolrt,

Berkeleyt HEY Ad#e FA4A = 23 $nddn 244 5 KReE &4
o At

Berkeleyd] w#alE¢ dlA2 29 REHN 342 AAFn Homle LeAAA
FFEA ES %2 Bozs Berkeleyd #4& RMT 4 Avtm AAgct. v
£ 2t Ae FTEA Bol shid BaeL kY AJE s dEelH,
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Berkeleyw 29] Aol efsiA ole|d F72 w7l 9l& RAE A &3t Fo
e}, '
“First, then, it will be objected that by the foregoing principles all that
is real and substantial in nature is banished out of the world, and instead
there of a chimerical scheme of ideas takes place. |
All things that exist, exist only in the mind, that is, they are purely no-
tional. What therefore becomes of the sun. moon and stars; What must we
think of houses, rivers, mountains, trees, stones; nay, even of our own
bodies? Are all these but so many chimeras and illusions on the fancy ?
To all which, and whatever else of the same sort many be objected, I answer,
that by the principles premised we are not deprived of any one thing in
nature. Whatever we see, feel, hear, or anywise conceive or understand
remains as secure as ever, and is as real as ever,” ¥
Berkeley & ol2|& F79 dlol FAAoz F5F Ful7l 5o AN
Fel7h 2AY A RE AL A7) 2] shied MaeczA QdAdE sy 293
RE drlt F vialal AR WEMO T, ARl M Basolstys AL AFl A
7l A= Rl 2 Age FexE HRERE st

Berkeley®] B#HE 7 ¢z e WEHRE A ddAddEr T2 Hox 2
#HRE A2 oFz A Rtz FHE £% et ey Berkeleyst YA e A
€ RBRiF] WEElA] L Wil ohdeln FARC Wiz 19 HRE o RE
Peol PO ME—3 dabxl EERRoletm FAY. “FAE Aol o AY Ex A A
AL WA RER FEE 27t 3 el ohdz Fel S8 AAde =HuAX F
2E AAY ABAA Ao #HEE RE7t e Aok, " (The question----is not,

whether ‘things have a real existence out of the mind of this or that person,

but, whether they have an absolute existence, distinct from being perceived

by God, and exterior to all minds.”

K. &t ¥

D Berkeleysl #a#el A 24 5 922 BT & Atk
shbe Sele WAM e MEss Aol ohdm, ok Aoh} 25T 2 #R

8)Ibid., sec.34. P, 419
9) From the third of the three Dialogues between Hylas and Philonoug
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(Character) & &n#3¥ Folvt, E4t, 22AES A4 (mental) olt, = wn}&&q
(in the mind) ¢lc}.

Berkeleyd] ®& 712d A FE& B234¢ =ln = Aoz 428 4 9+
o7t s e XS BEM Bkolvl, z M AL otk v B By
Al A FAAolete AL (FA ol e @BH7 A9 gat $28 & 9 3
of gr}, "

Berkeley: =& Rol BAolEs ETAED ¥ 39 shiz ne Aid AHE 3
st glow, EA FAA A Re gty »E ZRHRN MHES AA L A

Berkeleye] @& 7Fedl $2lv tE(quality)& @3 Holnl, WEMN Fi%(material
substances) & &3t AL ohvele FHL A Aol fele A4 At A
ZHetRol Abgol &3 Qvtm SAAE oAz YAEE o wEIAIE A 9GE o=
el £ e Aolzstm AFF ol frl ke H#BE FUALR &

vt R 7Rl =9 BER Bkl AAFolete Wtk: MEKS Ruedts
Ao, AAE sty & F Urh.

Philonous= %371 E “old Zolvt AR mEHE AL  Fdeld. uyd Maol
al2 ghe] HEY 4 d=71?” (Whatever is immediately perceived is an idea:
and can any idea exist out of the mind?) etz e}, o3t R S/t o
E 2 HES HAY F U AL BEN KBS £ 5 Sense—data'” Foln], ot}
£ A€ AA %) (n the mind) o Yrte A, st AAH olets A Zolet, ol
A a2t odd AL Qe A PHde obFRAE A ZF . o A &4 e A
€ 93 AA Lo Q& Aolojo} Frtm 2 AEE WG

29 FAE olsdtsl AN E WA 2t AHSdte Bgolk €Y FekE oMY Ha
7t Qlet. ™

2e 7 AR AFse HR F Sense—data® RF MAolztn F=u 3idh
27 2e 12E delr, £ 4£E adolnt. 2yd ahdeoldt W BREEN
dnk FIHA A&t ol okt st EEESA HEte AT Lol ¢

10) B.Russell; A history of western philosophy, American book—Straford press,
Inc., New York, 1959,PP 651~659 &=
Russell® of714 BEMW HE 5 B YAAolEM, HALd HFESADZ Re
AHNE degtA vasin g,

11) Russell?] #®y) M BB 2 A ¢4 dv A, dsiaiad Wi, 4,40
T REo: MRS KRS Uk, Berkeleyd &l s 3k,

12) B.Russell; The problems of philosophy, Oxford university press,
1959, PP 37~445, 3=z
Russell® oJ7] 4 Berkeleys} Ekdls Baolst AgEY BrkE +435ta Bl 34
o] frERhE A Y 2eg 2 E Qe
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217t st dAste Extde 2RE AR @] sEold.

g, 2% A bEe e Ak Ak d2 B AR ok R o
AL, ol Ao mBEsE 3 ol AAHQ Folo] gty Mg TAE A
3 getr e o Adke A2 T FelTt aBIRoe Aol $evt & A%
9, T Aol el & dHol: 2 UFE s 2AY RS 2= G Yo
aevh R AEs A fffeste AL fiol Al&ste] 1AL Al Fey] WEolsn el
217t #®Y (physical object) olztz = RS UFE #Y vl £9 BLo s
offoialet. o Ml mpE el gl M2E S UEFE Bd SR e Bdd v%EA
B 23 Rl S B OF vhe 4ol 99s gEYEE Ad QoA Sl |
&3 rtar,

2 Hetd 219 ZE MBS § mfd Bomez MRtz . A2 Al
‘Hrezte AL 2L FE RA HE AL ol WG Y] dEoloh. wiebA KR
% 2 &4 Qe BES WA BRE MFAR S @or o LAY AL of
FAE <44 A b el ob: AL AE Idols] wFold

1A% Mk TXol Ads wrh. AA, Haclels ¢ HERHAA Etol 4. &
ot ME&E AHAMNoz od AF A ol Y& Aozt A4Wc. 2z FA
Moz olfolx glatn & | UFE FA o gojorwt Wekm A7stA e}, 23
ool A4 T&e) slrbe #4e 2139 mEdn SHMol.

Felvh olwl Abgbe vhE o2 ARG o, 2 Fe a2 A%l £ vhe&d AUde
Aol ohm, = Abstel Y A 7tel 2] whg el by Aot 28t sl E fe]
7b vbel daA obehel g ehg &) Qlojol Wrtm Berkeleyst wdtw, AL
of Widt Azte] vhg4el Qlojok vty A Lolvh, v 2 Abalst $2l rlE & 3l
ofoF vt F¢ Fest AA}E A7) 2ol 219 vbg Lol Slojok Wrim Ft
2,

Foolet & Berkeleyd Aoz siAFderd ofd Figol AA kol A o FrlA
Ay o A7 474 slojok Aot FHe Sl BRHZ e A, F ALY 2o
et modFol Qu, B oz E EMEMR, F ONEMC Ao, of LAVEM A
Ao FrEEele ¢ 8 st k. ey 2 JLLAEAC] AR oltn HA kR ol
Lol Zeletn dZsord vt € F JAes?

17, &2, JA, 2 L 98 A & gojol @t Berkeleyd A= 4
24 Az @RERE 253 Ao

o] F7tAE etol Maolet ¥E 4 vk olvix  Berkeley: o T E o B4

-7 -
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olgt B3 & Rolr,

fste e sl A Lol vk zelE B ddAdRr J4dc Baed
A A Lol AT,

2 fel= o] MAS A &l rhe HEE R onld A MY HAE F $3
o e kst Bumd Aoz g HAF ne el mfsts Roldw R
olvf mhE&o] glojol Frte AT mwetA o},

°|21 & Berkeley?] #&°l 94 2FF Waxn 9+ Aol

Ft AHEE AREd o A g THdels [MEE T8 Fasich A
Cise] & #E ol 2 A Fad SRk dae AA gite AL
22 AAdz BA LA RAGA AR, vt A 7%5]: bl b=l HA Lo gl
ofobut grtm WA $-2le BAo| A Aste FEL A A
sl Eolsts Aol =x win,

A 4o}] (in the mind) ¢Icts 28 (FA Fo]) (Before the mind) Qets 2
A Koz oW F Bes] A6 st ARHE AL dujats d v @
et fElE d 2 2 HEo] stm v Aol F woluh, wef St 2@
oz @ity Holetd, o dnje] i AA Fd g AL HAY £4ko] oldAR

it A AA #oknl ot

B, Russell & ol 4}2} 22 iE Eo] A Berkeleyd =g w&xoz} Az g}
2" AS oA s Baol AAY fiEelolol e R T HREARL e

Aolete Bhe A Ak, o] X4 Russelld H#AE wiZ ZBsbd w33 2

r‘"‘
ot
X
*
il
rlo
i
o

o

“This question of the distinctin between act and object in our apprehending
of things is vitally important, since our whole power of acquiring knowledge
is bound up with it. The faculty of being acquainted with things other than
itself is the main characteristic of a mind. Acquaintance with objects essen-
tially consits in a relation betwen the mind and something other than the mind;
it is this that constitutes the mind’s. power of knowing things,

If we say that the things known must be in the mind, we are either unduly
limiting the mind’s power of knowing, or we are uttering a mere tautology,
We are uttering a mere tautology if we mean by ‘in the mind’ the same as
by ‘before the mind’ i.e. if we mean merely being apprehended by the mind.

But if we mean this, we shall have to admit that what, in this sense, is
in the mind, may nevertheless be not mental, Thus when we realize the nature
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of knowledge, Berkeley’s argument is seen to be wrong in substance as well as

in form, and his grounds for supposing that ‘ideas’ — i.e. the objects

apprehended — must be mental, are found to have no validity whatever, Hence
his grounds in farvour of idealism may be dismissed.
It remains to see whether there are any other greunds,” '

Berkeley= 4#/EMzt mBK%Res 7982 g fiHe FAHoo, HE= A Ao
oMezte AHE =utstz Y Aolw oA =ik, BRI B, S EEE 214
1A dx, BES oW mEBM A4S REEN BE SLed HESE Y A = 0}
+ ytol ZFAESF Ak AL 2 fiffel QoA mEolzlm i,

Russell2 -i9} e MW ch&o) w9t 28 AFo| Aoty 2 A8,

Z7be obAA glole HIET F71 k. olA A: 3 zteln shzl, admz AdAl
T ohA AL glofok et AL REM LMol At zlele AL Mo, w
dAHes Fold & Jd& Aol zevk AL EAHHA 28 AR rlex: @i},
& oA Akl Aqd FAdA hee Aol viatAlzs mY ojw Aol el o
A ofole ojd mhgo] oA HAF] Y-GS Ei}. el AbEo] BEES] kol
A gowl ZAshx ¢ Aolzt: HAEL ez e

It is impossible for a nephew to exist without an uncle; now Mr. A is a
nephew; therefore it is logically necessasy given that Mr. A is a nephew, but
not from anything to discovered by analysis of Mr. A. So, if something is
an object of the senses, some mind is concerned with it; but it does follow

that the same thing could not have existed without being an object of the
senses,” 4

Berkeley: #42t #4po 748 AsgozA Berkeley: Haol3t 2615 QAL
3ol ofatE ol sl2 RS stm YUk, oA o #U9 Y 2 F(the reductive fallacy)
ol &%rh. ' Berkeleyst o] Wipg Baol T Zolet e Ao, ohJwl
WL Zol Waolt Hyol B Holg st AL A Fubd o Folr]& sht
o] AEFd dEsE Wiy g Aold, ZRAHKY YAE ArFoed St My
#i & Berkeley® B4 HEl 2o o] 2 Tz el oA Sele W
w3t MaHRS I AN49L vty 9 Fo) Descartesst e AT BEE o »
ot o & ol#l3tAl =918 Aoluh. Descartes: RS AT AL w|Tstm ol

13) Ibid., PP. 42~.44

14) Russell; A history of western philosophy, P. 652

15) John Herman Randall, JR.; Philosophy an introduction, PP, 215~216 3z
Justus Buchler
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e Ade sistmat Y1 Aolot,

Berkeley? #19] Mol Lockeel Ueh. #frkshdl Lockest @l 2€A%E FEoA
Bl o7t HEd 494 e AL FHHES 2 $9e FAAN GRWE,
Locke7} widl #&e <T9 WMAMN ety 9ot W& =elx $%AE, Berkeley
€ 255 AASA dzES At A ol2xs @%tE Roly] wFolrt,

Berkeleyel =3t ¢19] #4190 Lockeo] MMM A Ash: &pisicr. @msts o B
B A TiEme oHE ZE i@ vhAhA R @R Aeld AE celes g
ol e 3A e},

Berkeley+ Locke?| #&mfkol d& olglolo]mlA = el Al Malel A& oy
A2 Ye HER e ARG a4olth, Tt g 2o RBS ZiKRd A%
giow sl A4 Relo, 2t WERMFA AA o “T#HS ARItE #4
T gL ote

ii) Berkeleys] BaR< ®WRHF (Solipsism) o] =kx]z] G 29 7 2AAE ¥
3 F4% F ke Aol 0 9 BRE WAL ol Fd A HEIA ek o
o BHE W3 cE Age AAF B 49 S FAL F AT oW TA=
o] MaRM THo=Z ¥e 58S A2 AW £ Aes? 2 A% ¥ E A
2 Berkeley®] ZAsjo] wtzwl ofw Bz dte] b ohR AR AA @] A4S
TS A8 4 &7t 3t Aolrh. Berkeley® $-ult vb® Abste] A Aol fhel M
£ M 4 v AL Addd, 2 28 259 Ay (notion) & M £ 9
oa F33el.

23y o] Adoldt ol ofsje ¥ oz}, o] fol2] 9l Berkeleyd 714 &
BAFs mesch o] BMERH wad ML (5 AE) % g F gz BE
Wae BE 2aels] #Eolrt. olstzte] st & dilemma] Fo] Helw wieh, F
Bl JAe =AY Jule] FERE e WRARW (Solipsism) & Aol d 4+ §ish,

22 o] ERE sy dsA e A B A FEE AU aksA
3L A HEVGL BHY £+ vtz ste BEN B LU0 KR ol &
A J4ddct. 23 BWARFAA wix] Ak obixl Esse est percipi (FFfEE Ad) olwt
t FEE 218 A §x o ik

iii) D. Hume& HEMN FI8S ¥Ast: Berkeleyd BEE= Aox 4% & 7z
AAA AA, T2 dd3 dE5A JEE FAste dedx &€ F ASE g, "

16) Tbid., PP. 214—215, atz, Berkeleyd BlAdNol Mk Tl A 484 ¢+
A =25t AAsle] slet,
17) Ibid., PP. 217218 3tz
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Berkeley: 4%t AHASel fEHL old fifE & A A9 FFoleke Locked HF
AU, 2N FHS LS 449 AA = zpold] 3HEF 2] 4L o]lw 24 Bk ¢
AN Aelz #Astel, 7|29l Aolzt: Dercartesd FME A&std F&dtdrh. W
Hol 2Fe mE AAA wHT Fddolety A ZAA . o AW S Humed ¥
BHoz gulsty o JEE obFA A, Fe A FAE pelFA @& TAS
#ch. D.Humed] zAl9] we 2@ AT T zads) F1 A

“There are some philosophers who imagine we are every moment intimately

2

1z

conscious of what we call ourself; that we feel its existence and its continuance
in existence; and are certain, beyond the evidence of a demonstration, both of
its perfect identity and simplicity-- For my part, when [ enter most intimately
into what I call myself, I always stumble upon some particular perception or
other, of heat or cold, light or shade, lovc or hatred, pain or pleasure. I
never can catch myself at any time without a perception and never can observe
anything but the perception.

when my perception are removed for any time, as by sound sleep, so long
am [ insensible of myself, and may truly be said not to exist-:-(The mind or
self is] nothing but a bundle or collection of different perceptions,  which
suceed each other with an inconceivable rapidity, and are in a perpetual flux
and movement-:---- The mind is a kind of theatre, where several perceptions
successibly make there appearance; pass, repass, glide away, and mingle in
a infinite variety of postures and situations------The comparison of the theatre
must not mislead us.

They are the successive perceptions only, that constitute the mind-----
Hume® ¥4 wrol datd e FHHY d4¢ A2 JAst. Ramd Wit
hd & MR RiESes TRz AR obFd Al shidlel Adx Az el AAH AA

B Eke AR bR AYA AL A g

“Philsophers begin to be recconciled to the principle, that we have no idea
of external substance, distinct from the ideas of particular qualities.

This must pave the way for a like principle with regard to the mind, that

we have no notion of it, distinct from the particular perceptions.” "'

18) D, Hume; A treatise of Human nature, Bk.I, Pt. 4 Sec. 6.
19) Ibid., BK.1, Pt, 4, Appendix to Sec.é.
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