Treatise Concerning the Principles of Human Knowledge – George Berkeley

Introduction

Berkeley begins by noting that those who spend the most time studying wisdom and truth (i.e. philosophers) “should enjoy a greater clam and serenity of mind” (sect. 1) than the illiterate bulk of mankind and yet it is the latter who are “for the most part easy and undisturbed.” (sect. 1) The problem, as Berkeley sees it, is that “no sooner do we depart from sense and instinct to follow the light of a superior principle – to reason, meditate, and reflect on the nature of things…” (sect. 1), we end up confusing ourselves with “a thousand scruples” (sect. 1). The purpose of his treatise, then, is to try and “discover what those Principles are which have introduced all that doubtfulness and uncertainty, those absurdities and contradictions, into the several sects of philosophy…” (sect. 4).
The first and biggest culprit Berkeley identifies is the object of logic and metaphysics; namely, the capacity the mind has for “framing abstract ideas or notions of things.” (sect. 6) Abstract ideas are formed when we take qualities or modes of things and consider them apart from the thing itself in which they are found. The example Berkeley gives is of an object we see which is extended, coloured, and moved. From this, we derive the abstract ideas of extension, colour, and motion. Despite the fact that it is not possible for colour or motion to exist without extension; nevertheless, the mind, in forming the abstract idea of these qualities, leads itself into error by imagining that they can. We thus derive an “idea of colour in abstract: which is neither red, nor blue, nor white, nor any other determinate colour.” (sect. 8) Likewise, after observing a number of particular objects, we look for some feature they all share in common, and thereby make extension into an abstract idea, a type of extension “which is neither line, surface, nor solid, nor has any figure or magnitude” (sect. 8). The error her for Berkeley is that we think we can actually conceive of these abstract ideas. “I deny that I can abstract from one another, or conceive separately, those qualities which it is impossible should exist so separated; or that I can frame a general notion, by abstracting from particulars…” (sect. 10)     

Next, he addresses a claim made by John Locke that “having abstract general ideas is what puts the widest difference in point of understanding betwixt man and beast.” (sect. 11) Locke asserts that “Words become general by being made the signs of general ideas.” (sect. 11) – but Berkeley argues that “a word becomes general by being made the sign, not of an abstract general ideas, but of several particular ideas, any one of which it indifferently suggests to the mind.” (sect. 11) One example of this is the proposition, “whatever has extension is divisible”, which, despite being about extension in general, nevertheless doesn’t require that there be “an abstract general idea of extension” (sect. 11). To be clear, Berkeley isn’t denying general ideas (which refer to groups of individual objects), only abstract general ideas (in which specific qualities are considered separate from the individual objects they occur with).    

It might be argued that abstract ideas are needed for communication and for the enlargement of knowledge. Berkeley disagrees with the former because “it is on all hands agreed that there is need of great toil and labour of the mind, to emancipate our thoughts from particular objects, and raise them to those sublime speculations that are conversant about abstract ideas.” (sect. 14) The latter, Berkeley argues needs universal ideas, not abstract ones. Universal ideas don’t consist “in the absolute, positive nature or conception of anything, but in the relation it bears to the particulars signified or represented by it; by virtue whereof it is that things, names, or notions, being in their own nature particular, are rendered universal.” (sect. 15)

Berkeley traces the source of abstract ideas to language; specifically the way it is thought that every name has “one only precise and settled signification; which inclines men to think there are certain abstract determinate ideas that constitute the true and only immediate signification of each general name; and that it is by the mediation of these abstract ideas that a general name comes to signify any particular thing.” (sect. 18) Berkeley insists, on the other hand, that there is no single signification to general names; rather, all names signify a number of different particular ideas.
In addition, it is believed that language is only for “communicating ideas, and that every significant name stands for an idea.” (sect. 19) Berkeley argues that words are used for a number of different purposes, such as “the raising of some passion, the existing to or deterring from an action, the putting the mind in some particular disposition…” (sect. 20), and also that there are many names “in use amongst speculative men which do not always suggest to others determinate, particular ideas, or in truth anything at all...” (sect. 19)

Finally, Berkeley states his intention to make clear his thesis using as few words as possible. He foresees three advantages to this. First, he will avoid all verbal controversies; second, he won’t fall prey to abstract ideas; third, in restricting himself to his ideas only, “divested of words” (sect. 22), he won’t be led astray in his thinking. 


Part First

Rationale of the Principles (Sect. 1-33)

The positive part of Berkeley’s treatise begins by distinguishing three objects of human knowledge (ideas):
1. Ideas which are imprinted on the senses
2. Ideas derived from “attending to the passions and operations of the mind” (sect. 1)
3. Ideas formed from memory and imagination  
Knowledge requires two parts; the object (acquired from one of the above three sources) and the subject. So, in addition to the ideas, there is also “Something which knows or perceives them; and exercises divers operations, as willing, imagining, remembering, about them. This perceiving, active being is what I call mind, spirit, soul, or myself.” (sect. 2)
Berkeley’s central thesis comes next. In the same way that thoughts, passions, and imagined ideas can’t exist without the mind, “to me it seems no less evident that the various sensations, or ideas imprinted on the Sense… cannot exist otherwise than in a mind perceiving them.” (sect. 3) In other words, the “absolute existence of unthinking things, without any relation to their being perceived” (sect. 3) is completely unintelligible. “Their esse is percipi” (sect. 3). Berkeley isn’t denying that houses, rivers, and mountains exist; he is denying they exist “distinct from their being perceived by the understanding… For what are the forementioned objects but the things we perceive by sense?” (sect. 4)   
The converse, but prevailing, opinion that things exist independent from their being perceived derives from our tendency to form abstract ideas. Berkeley asks what the objects we perceive really are? If we answer this question honestly, he thinks, we will see that “they are but so many sensations, notions, ideas, or impressions on the sense” (sect. 5). Removing the sensed object from the totality (sensed object + sensing mind) and imagining it to be a real, independent thing in itself, is just as outrageous to Berkeley as removing the idea of extension from the extended object and imagining extension as a real, valid (abstract) idea in itself. “In truth, the object and the sensation are the same thing, and cannot therefore be abstracted from each other.” (sect. 5) Berkley thinks this is a self-evident truth and invites the reader to “reflect, and try to separate in his own thoughts the being of a sensible thing from its being perceived.” (sect. 6) The conclusion is that there is only one Substance; i.e. that which perceives (what Berkeley calls Spirit), and the notion of an unthinking substance is complete fiction.

Next, Berkeley turns to Locke’s distinction between primary and secondary qualities; the former including extension, figure, motion, rest, solidity or impenetrability, and number; the latter, all sensible qualities such as, colours, sounds, tastes, etc. It is held to be uncontroversial that secondary qualities don’t exist without the mind, or unperceived, but primary qualities are supposed to “exist without the mind, in an unthinking substance which they call Matter.” (sect. 9) According to Berkeley’s earlier argument, this cannot be true. The notion of Matter involves a contradiction.   
Berkeley offers another argument against Matter based on the primary/secondary qualities distinction. Secondary qualities exist only in the mind. Since primary qualities are inseparably united with secondary qualities, if the latter appear only in the mind, the former must follow suit. “In short, extension, figure and motion, abstracted from all other sensible qualities, are inconceivable. Where therefore the other sensible qualities are, there must these be also, to wit, in the mind and nowhere else.” (sect. 10)
The idea of relation yields a similar consequence. Adjectives like big, small, fast, and slow are all relative and therefore exist nowhere without the mind. “The extension therefore which exists without the mind is neither great nor small, the motion neither swift nor slow; that is, they are nothing at all.” (sect. 11) Berkeley dispatches of number with a similar argument. Number (a primary quality) is clearly relative; “We say one book, one page, one line, &c.; all these are equally units, though some contain several of the others. And in each instance, it is plain, the unit relates to some particular combination of ideas arbitrarily put together by the mind.” (sect. 12)     
Finally, Berkeley notes that we readily acknowledge heat and cold to be affectations in the mind and not genuine qualities existing in a material substance. Why, he asks, can we not make the same argument concerning figure and extension? “…to the same eye at different stations, or eyes of a different texture at the same station, they appear various, and cannot therefore be the images of anything settled and determinate without the mind” (sect. 14)

Even if it were possible for a material substance to exist, how could we come to know this? We could only know it by sense or reason. Our senses are inadequate to prove the existence of matter. All they are capable of revealing to us are things immediately perceived by sense. Reason also falls short when it comes to demonstrating the existence of a material substance independent of mind. There is no “necessary connexion betwixt them [bodies without the mind] and our ideas… I say it is granted on all hands (and what happens in dreams, frensies, and the like, puts it beyond dispute) that it is possible we might be affected with all the ideas we have now, though no bodies existed without resembling them.” (sect. 18).    
We can’t even suppose that it is probable or more likely external bodies exist than not because even materialists are unable to explain how “body can act upon spirit, or how it is possible it should imprint any idea in the mind.” (sect. 19) Although Berkeley doesn’t mention it, this is the biggest problem with Cartesian dualism. If you posit a Mind (immaterial substance) and physical bodies (material substance), how can they interact with each other? Most modern philosophers have seen this as sounding the death knell for immaterial substance. Berkeley uses it to dispose of matter.   

Berekely lays down the gauntlet again. “If you can but conceive it possible for one extended moveable substance, or in general for any one idea, or anything like an idea, to exist otherwise than in a mind perceiving it, I shall readily give up the cause.” Of course, you will immediately declare victory by imagining trees and books existing without anyone near to perceive them. But, Berkeley notes, you are perceiving of thinking of them. Your image “only shews you have the power of imagining, or forming ideas in your mind; but it does not shew that you can conceive it possible the objects of your thought may exist without the mind.” (sect. 23) To prove Berkeley wrong, you would have to conceive of something existing unconceived. This is obviously a contradiction.

All of our ideas and sensations are passive. They cannot, in and of themselves, cause or produce anything. However, there is a continual succession of ideas running through our minds most of the time. There must, then, be some cause of them. This cause is, of course, Spirit or Mind. “A Spirit is one simple, undivided active being – as it perceives ideas it is called the understanding, and as it produces or otherwise operates about them it is called the will.” (sect. 27) It follows from this that we can’t form an idea about this soul or spirit because all ideas are, by definition, passive and inert while the spirit is active; “ideas… being passive and inert… cannot represent unto us… that which acts.” (sect. 27) Berkeley does grant that we must have some notion of soul, or spirit, inasmuch as we understand the meaning of the words, but nevertheless denies we can form a proper idea of it. 
Next, Berkeley notes that, although we have power over the ideas in our own minds, the ideas we get from sensation are completely beyond our will. His conclusion is that there must be some other Will or Spirit producing them; i.e. God. The ideas of sense are strong and lively, and exhibit a steadiness, order and coherence, and Berkeley thinks this befits and testifies to their source. The rigorous nature of these ideas are the laws of nature and they are the way God “excites in us the ideas of Sense” (sect. 30) 
It is only through experience that we learn these laws of nature and come to know for example, that “food nourishes, sleep refreshes, and fire warms us” (sect. 31). Berkeley’s point here is that we know these things, “not by discovering any necessary connexion between our ideas, but only by the observation of the settled laws of nature” (sect. 31)  


Supposed Objections to the Principles answered (Sect. 34-84)

In this section, Berkeley raises and answers fourteen objections which I will briefly outline below:

First objection: Berkeley’s principles banish the real and substantial leaving only a “chimerical scheme of ideas” (sect. 34).
Answer: Berkeley doesn’t deprive us of anything in nature. “Whatever we see, feel, hear, or any wise conceive or understand, remains as secure as ever, and is as real as ever.” (sect. 34) Things we perceive really exist; only Matter, or corporeal substance, doesn’t exist. Spiritual substances, minds or human souls, which are capable of willing or exciting ideas, also exist. However, Berkeley maintains these ideas are “faint, weak, and unsteady” (sect. 36) when compared to the ideas of sense (impressed upon us by the laws of nature) which are the “effects of a Mind more powerful and wise than human spirits.” (sect. 36) Berkeley holds these latter to have more reality in them than the former.  

Second objection: There is a difference between real fire and the idea of fire “betwixt dreaming or imagining oneself burnt, and actually being so.” (sect. 41)
Answer: The real fire for Berkeley is the idea of fire as presented to the senses. Imagined fire is not the same as an “idea of fire”. Berkeley also notes that real pain is different from imagined pain and yet no one pretends that the former exists without the mind.

Third objection: We often see things at a “distance from us, and which consequently do not exist in the mind” (sect. 42).
Answer: The same thing happens in dreams, which nevertheless occur only in the mind. Of course, distance itself is never perceived, “it is only suggested to our thoughts by certain visible ideas, and sensations attending vision…” (sect. 43)

Fourth objection: According to Berkeley’s principles, “things are every moment annihilated and created anew.” (sect. 45) Shutting one’s eyes is enough to destroy the world.
Answer: Berkeley’s main answer here is to note that he doesn’t maintain the existence of the external world depends on “us; since there may be some other spirit that perceives them though we do not.” (sect. 48) Presumably, this is a reference to God.
Berkeley also turns the objection around and poses the same question to his imagined interlocutor. No one thinks it strange that light and colours don’t exist when no one perceives them, so why should it be any different with ideas like extension, motion, etc.
Finally, Berkeley attacks the theory of Matter by attacking the idea of its infinite divisibility; a principle he says is “universally allowed” (sect. 47) in his time. If infinite divisibility is true, “Each body therefore, considered in itself, is infinitely extended, and consequently void of all shape and figure.” (sect. 47) And yet we see shape and figure. How is this possible? “Matter, I say, and each particle thereof, is according to them infinite and shapeless; and it is the mind that frames all that variety of bodies which compose the visible world, any one whereof does not exist longer than it is perceived.” (sect. 47) 

Fifth objection: If extension and figure exist only in the mind, the mind must also be extended and figured. This objection depends on the Scholastic notion that whatever is true for the effect must also be true for the cause.
Answer: Those qualities are only in the mind by way of idea, not as modes or attributes. Likewise, just because red and blue exist in the mind, no one thinks the mind must also be red and blue.

Sixth objection: Corpuscular philosophy and the mechanical principles derived thereof undergird many discoveries and explanations, all of which will be voided by Berkeley’s principles.
Answer: No phenomena explained by corpuscular philosophy cannot be explained just as well without it. Again, Berkeley doesn’t deny the reality of the laws of nature or the connections we observe between things we perceive; only that they are grounded in some non-thinking substance.

Seventh objection: Berkeley’s principles take away natural causes. We must now ascribe all effects to the immediate operation of spirits.
Answer: Berkeley doesn’t care what words we use to describe the sensations we perceive. He notes that even though we are convinced by the heliocentric thesis, we still say “the sun rises” and “the sun sets”. The only thing that matters is the phrases we use “excite in us proper sentiments” (sect. 52).

Eighth objection: Too many people believe in Matter for the idea to be mistaken.
Answer: Berkeley thinks that, since this thesis involves a contradiction, a “narrow inquiry (sect. 54) will find that fewer actually believe it than we might at first believe.
Secondly though, the argument that something must be true because many people believe it is a particularly weak argument, considering that “vast numbers of prejudices and false opinions are everywhere embraced with the utmost tenaciousness, by the unreflecting (which are the far greater) part of mankind.” (sect. 55) 

Ninth objection: But why then, are so many people deceived into believing in Matter and why do they not instead automatically presume the cause of these ideas of sensation to Spirit?
Answer: To the first question; in noticing that “they were not the authors of their own sensations” (sect. 56), people realised these sensations “must have some cause, distinct from the minds on which they are imprinted.” (sect. 56)
To the second question; people weren’t aware of the contradiction involved in belief in Matter. In addition, the “Supreme Spirit” (sect. 57) is not immediately obvious to humans. Finally, because the ideas of the laws of nature are “regular and uniform.” (sect. 57) People have no problem inferring a Superior Agent when those laws are interrupted by a miracle, but the typical, the regular, the consistent don’t appear dependent on a greater Spirit.  

Tenth objection: Berkeley’s principles are inconsistent with some sound truths. For example, it has been proven that the earth moves. If motion is but an idea and if it be not perceived, it doesn’t exist, the motion of the earth must be false.
Answer: According to the principles, whether the earth moves or not, amounts to the postulate that “if we were placed in such and such circumstances, and such or such a position and distance both from the earth and sun, we should perceive the former to move among the choir of the planets… and this, by the established rules of nature.” (sect. 58)  

Eleventh objection: If all is reducible to ideas, why does nature accomplish its ends through such complex and intricate methods? What is the point of the whole architecture of nature, particularly causality?
Answer: Firstly, although Berkeley admits he was unable to solve “some difficulties relating to the administration of Providence, and the uses by it assigned to the several parts of nature” (sect. 61), the status quo is just as unable to explain “to what end God should take those roundabout methods of effecting things by instruments and machines” (sect. 61). 
Secondly, regarding causality, “the connexion of ideas does not imply the relation of cause and effect, but only of a mark or sign with the thing signified… the noise that I hear is not the effect of this or that motion or collision of the ambient bodies, but the sign thereof.” (sect. 65) Berkeley sees in the complexity of nature, that is, ideas formed into “artificial and regular combinations” (sect. 65), the same purpose that we combine letters into words; namely, “That a few original ideas may be made to signify a great number of effects and actions” (sect. 65). What we see as the effects of causes are really “marks or signs for our information. And it is the searching after and endeavouring to understand this Language… that ought to be the employment of the natural philosopher” (sect. 66).     

Twelfth objection: Matter may still exist as an inert, senseless substance, entirely lacking in attributes, that exists unperceived but which is the occasion of our ideas.
Answer: It is absurd to propose a substance without accidents. This definition of matter is one “entirely made up of negatives, excepting only the relative notion of its standing under or supporting. But then it must be observed that it supports nothing at all, and how nearly this comes to the description of a nonentity I desire may be considered.” (sect. 68)
In answering this objection, Berkeley briefly traces how people came to believe in material substance in the first place. Initially, people thought all qualities (primary and secondary) existed without the mind, and since qualities cannot exist by themselves, freefloating, as it were, they would need a substance to support them. Afterwards, it was recognised that secondary qualities have no existence without the mind and so these were removed from the substance. This still left primary qualities in need of material support though. Now that Berkeley has shown that primary qualities also have no existence without the mind, the postulate of ‘matter’ is completely redundant, and even incomprehensible.   

Thirteenth objection: Perhaps Matter may still exist as an “unknown Somewhat – neither substance nor accident, spirit nor idea – inert, thoughtless, indivisible, immoveable, unextended, existing in no place” (sect. 80).
Answer: To use the word ‘matter’ like this is to use it “in the same sense as other men use nothing” (sect. 80). To respond that ‘matter’ defined like this retains the “positive abstract idea of quiddity, entity, or existence” (sect. 81) is just as senseless to Berkeley. It is, in effect, to claim that one can have an idea of the most abstract and general notion of all, which Berkeley spent the Introduction rejecting.

Fourteenth objection: References to really existing bodies in the Bible ought to convince us they are more than mere ideas. And what about miracles? Did Moses’ rod really turn into a serpent, or “was there only a change of ideas in the minds of the spectators?” (sect. 84) 
Answer: Nothing in Berkeley’s principles denies the existence of bodies. The Bible doesn’t mention anything about any substance called Matter.
Regarding miracles, Berkeley merely says, “if at table all who were present should see, and smell, and taste, and drink wine, and find the effects of it, with me there could be no doubt of its reality.” (sect. 84) 


Consequences and Applications of the Principles (Sect. 85-156)

[bookmark: _GoBack]Human knowledge can be reduced to two heads – ideas and Spirits. Taking ideas (or unthinking things) first, Berkeley notes that people have believed in two kinds of ideas; “the one intelligible or in the mind, the other real and without the mind.” (sect. 86) This, he thinks has been the root of scepticism, “for, so long as men thought that real things subsisted without the mind, and that their knowledge was only so far forth real as it was comformable to real things, it follows they could not be certain that they had any real knowledge at all. For how can it be known that the things which are perceived are conformable to those which are not perceived, or exist without the mind?” (sect. 86) Berkeley’s principle eliminates this worry.
This same error, Berkeley thinks, lies behind “Atheism and Irreligion.” (sect. 92) Seizing upon the doctrine of material substance has allowed atheists to “make a self-existent, stupid, unthinking substance the root and origin of all beings” (sect. 93). This has also caused a number of problems for Christian doctrine. Berkeley gives the example of the resurrection, which has been plagued by disputations about whether a resurrected body would be the same body, even if it were composed of different material substance from the original. Under Berkeley’s principles, these disputations disappear.

As covered in the Introduction, Berkeley’s principles dispatch with abstract ideas, by way of which “[t]he plainest things in the world… appear strangely difficult and incomprehensible.” (sect. 97) One example Berkeley discusses here is time, which he understands perfectly when used in practical, real-world terms (such as when you “bid your servant meet you at such a time” (sect. 97)), but once it is “taken exclusive of all those particular actions and ideas that diversify the day, merely for the continuation of existence or duration in abstract, then it will perhaps gravel even a philosopher to comprehend it.” (sect.97) He also makes similar points regarding happiness and goodness.

Berkeley now turns to the impact his principles have on Natural Philosophy (science) and Mathematics. One of the biggest problems in natural philosophy is that the doctrine of Matter leaves us “ignorant of the nature of things” (sect. 102) because of “the current opinion that every thing includes within itself the cause of its properties: or that there is in each object an inward essence, which is the source whence its discernible qualities flow, and whereon they depend.” (sect. 102) Berkeley talks about the “great mechanical principle now in vogue… attraction [gravity]” (sect. 103) here, noting that its cause is of less importance because nothing is signified in it besides the effect.
Berkeley also warns of the dangers of over-reaching with scientific investigations, specifically noting that “we are apt to lay too great a stress on analogies, and, to the prejudice of truth, humour that eagerness of the mind, whereby it is carried to extend its knowledge into general theorems.” (sect. 106) He criticises the way this has been done with gravity, which after noting it applies in many cases, scientists have proclaimed it to be inherent in all bodies. He (incorrectly) notes a couple of examples where he thinks this principle is false; stars, which don’t exert any gravitational pull; and plants, which grow perpendicular to the ground, in direct opposition to gravity. Berkeley thinks objects which partake in gravity have been chosen by God “just as He sees convenient.” (sect. 106)
Berkeley now makes four general conclusions concerning what has been said about natural philosophy. First, philosophers shouldn’t search for any cause distinct from a mind or spirit. Secondly, they should only inquire into final causes. Thirdly, none of Berkeley’s points mean that we should cease making observations and experiments which will be helpful to humankind. Fourthly, following such means will help us to discover the general laws of nature.  
Next, Berkeley rejects Newton’s postulates of absolute time and space. He has already discussed time and Berkeley similarly rejects the abstract idea of absolute space, that is, “pure Space exclusive of all body.” (sect. 116) “When I excite a motion in some part of my body, if it be free or without resistance, I say there is Space. But if I find a resistance, then I say there is Body: and in proportion as the resistance to motion is lesser or greater, I say the space is more or less pure.” (sect. 116) In addition to this, he thinks all motion is relative, although in any particular case of motion, “it may be that one only is moved” (sect. 113).  

Turning to mathematics next, Berkeley claims there may be some “erroneous maxims” (sect. 118) at its core. Much of arithmetic, which takes “for its object abstract ideas of number” (sect. 119), is “trifling numerical speculations” (sect. 119), with no practical benefits. For Berkeley, number is nothing more than a collection of units, and since there are no abstract ideas of number, any theories abstracted from actual names and figures and practical use “can be supposed to have nothing at all for their object.” (sect. 120) 
Regarding geometry, that is, extension, Berkeley reaffirms his disbelief in infinite divisibility; “If, therefore, I cannot perceive innumerable parts in any finite extension that I consider, it is certain they are not contained in it.” (sect. 124) The error people make here is in applying general formulae to specific cases in which they don’t apply, thus, “when we say a line is infinitely divisible, we must mean a line which is infinitely great.” (sect. 128)  


Next, Berkeley looks at the other branch of human knowledge; Spirits, which he defines as “that which thinks, wills, and perceives” (sect. 138). It is typically thought our knowledge of spirits is poor because we don’t have any ideas about them. “But, surely it ought not to be looked on as a defect in a human understanding that it does not perceive the idea of Spirit, if it is manifestly impossible there should be any such idea.” (sect. 135) 
The main thrust of this section is to demonstrate the immortality of the soul (the spirit which I am), which he does simply by observing that only bodies are passive ideas in the mind. The spirit, by contrast, is “indivisible, incorporeal, unextended; and it is consequently incorruptible.” (sect. 141) By immortal, Berkeley means “not liable to be broken or dissolved by the ordinary laws of nature or motion” (sect. 141), preserving the possibility of annihilation by God. 
Finally, Berkeley notes two mistakes which have led to many misconceptions about spirits. First, is people believing they could “frame abstract notions of the powers and acts of the mind” (sect. 143). Second, is the way people have taken to speaking about the spirit using terms borrowed from sensible ideas. The example he gives here is where “the will is termed the motion of the soul” (sect. 144).  

Concerning spirits other than ourselves, we must address other humans and God. Regarding other human beings; these “we cannot know… otherwise than by their operations, or the ideas by them, excited in us.” (sect. 145) Our knowledge of other people is therefore not immediate, and based on inference. 
In discussing God, Berkeley starts by proving his existence. Since it is obvious that most of the ideas or sensations we perceive are not caused by humans, some other Spirit must cause them. In noting the perfection and harmony of these sensations, this spirit must be God. God is therefore, “far more evidently perceived than the existence of men; because the effects of Nature are infinitely more numerous and considerable than those ascribed to human agents.” (sect. 147)
Next, Berkeley defends against the problem of evil by claiming that all of the bad “are absolutely necessary in order to working by the most simple and general rules, and after a steady and consistent manner” (sect. 151). He also argues that we need the “blemishes and defects of nature” (sect. 152) in order that the good be augmented. Finally, he suggests that we are too narrow-minded in calling things evil. He thinks, “if we enlarge our view, so as to comprehend the various ends, connections, and dependencies of things… we shall be forced to acknowledge that those particular things which, considered in themselves, appear to be evil, have the nature of good, when considered as linked with the whole system of beings.” (sect. 153)
Berkeley also defends God’s apparent wastefulness in nature by claiming that, while a “thrifty management” (sect. 152) of things is considered good for human beings, we cannot hold God, who “can indifferently produce everything by a mere fiat or act of his will” (sect. 152), to these same standards.  




