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ABSTRACT

A SPIRITUAL INTERPRETATION OF REALITY IN
THE LIGHT OF BERKELEY'S IMMATERIALISM

by Waheed Ali Farooqi

The purpose of this dissertation is to present the
basis for a brief picture of the universe which can be
termed Spiritual Monism. The world is here considered as
a great chain of spiritual beings in which each spirit
affects and in turn is affected by the other, and each of
which represents the being of God from its own particular
point of view. The members of this spiritual community,
though variegated and full of distinctions, are held to be
constituted of a stuff which goes into the making of our
own inner life or soul.

The foundations of this spiritualism has been laid
on the mysticism of Islam and post-Kantian idealism in
general, and Berkeley's immaterialism and spiritualism in
particular. It has been shown that in spite of Berkeley's
most revolutionary doctrine of immaterialism, the inherent
driving force of spiritualism has not got itself adequately
stated in him. Immaterialism, Berkeley did not realize,

is only the first stage in any true system of idealism or
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spiritualism. But though Berkeley did not make proper use
of, or develop, his immaterial hypothesis, it is perfectly
possible to construct, by a process of sifting and elimina-
tion, a system of spiritualism on lines which are quite
compatible with a fully realistic view of the physical
world.

Berkeley, it is contended, most effectually proved
the truth that objects of the physical world are ideas,
but it was most misleading on his part to claim that these
ideas are therefore in the mind, or that their being con-
sists in their being perceived. This is tantamount to a
denial of the objective world, and Berkeley was rightly
accused of solipsism. The cardinal principle of his system
that "esse is percipi" is shown to rest on certain ambigui-
ties of language and certain paralogisms of reason which
when cleared up deprives it of all its argumentative force.
All genuine knowledge presupposes an antecedent reality with
a mind=-independent character in some sense, though it cannot
be demonstrated due to our ego-centric predicament.

Further, while Berkeley planned to drive matter out
of the universe, to say that the ideas are 'passive', 'inert'
and 'senseless', was still to cling to the doctrine of
matter in a different form which was no real improvement
on materialism. If the principle that like causes have
like effects has any validity, how can it come to pass that
Nature which is caused by a Supreme Active Spirit be passive,
inert or senseless? This is the type of contradiction, it

is explained, which was also committed by two eminent
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philosophers viz. Plotinus and Fichte, who otherwise come
closest to a doctrine of Spiritual Monism. The physical
world in both their systems is considered as an emanation
or creation of God but it behaves as if it were not. It
does not, for instance, seek the 'Divine likeness', but
moves in quite an opposite direction. Their doctrines have,
therefore, been discussed in some detail and attacked not
by way of refutation but by way of demonstrating the truth
of Spiritual Monism held by the author. The Kantian dis-
tinction between phenomenon and noumenon as two entirely
different and closed systems has also been rejected on the
same grounds.

But the proof demonstrating the falsity of the

principles of "esse is percipi" and the inert and passive

nature of ideas in Berkeley's earlier works does not mean
that the universe in Berkeley's system is not a spiritual
order or that it is not dependent for its existence upon
God. For his earlier doctrine of immaterialism studied in
conjunction with his latest work the Siris proves that the

pervading intellectual outcome of his life as a whole was

a philosophy of Spiritual Monism. In the Siris Berkeley
comes to adopt the doctrines:
a) that the universe is causally dependent upon God.
b) that fire, being a divine manifestation, possesses

' which actuates and

"an occult universal force,'
animates the whole world, and serves as an instru-

mental cause in the production of effects.
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c) that the world is animated and possessed of life
and consciousness.

d) that there are no chasms in nature but a continuous
scale of beings.

e) that reason being superior to sense can alone lead
us to the knowledge of ultimate reality.

It is argued that if Berkeley had in fact attempted
to reconcile the epistemological position of his earlier
works with the ontological position of the Siris, he would
have come in effect to adopt the type of Spiritual Monism
enunciated here, and also professed by some great mystics of

Islam viz. Jelaluddin Rumi and Ibnul Arabi.
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NOTE ON ABBREVIATIONS

In our references to Berkeley's works we have made

use of the nine volume definitive edition of The Works of

George Berkeley, edited by Professors Luce and Jessop and

published by Thomas Nelson and Sons (1948-1957). Works

referred to by section numbers are: The Principles of

Human Knowledge (abbreviated PHK), Essay Towards a New

Theory of Vision (abbreviated NTV) and the Siris. The

Three Dialoques Between Hylas and Philonous (abbreviated

TD) will be referred to by page numbers in volume II of

the Works. References to the Philosophical Commentaries

(abbreviated PC) will employ the entry numbers established
by Professor Luce. Berkeley's spelling, punctuation,

and emphasis will be adhered to in all quotations.
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INTRODUCTION

In the present study we propose to present the
basis for a brief picture of the universe which can be
termed Spiritual Monism. The universe is here considered
as a system of spirits which is a manifestation of God, in
which each spirit affects and in turn is affected by the
other, and each of which represents the being of God from
its own particular point of view. The members of this
spiritual community, from an ontological point of view,
are held to be constituted of a stuff which goes into the
making of our own inner life or soul. In constructing
this system we have laid our foundations on the mysticism
of Islam and post-Kantian idealism in general, and Berkeley's
immaterialism and spiritualism in particular. We have shown
in detail that in spite of Berkeley's most revolutionary
doctrine of immaterialism the inherent driving force of
idealism and spiritualism has not got itself adequately
stated in him. He did not work out his system as compre-
hensively and as fully as other philosophers have done,
and although he recognized the central importance of mind
and spirit in his system he could not explore the many
interesting speculative problems which it involved, or

think out in full the far reaching implications of his



insight. As a result many spaces are left blank and some
of the lines he has drawn (e.g., between 'ideas® and 'spirits')
can hardly stand. This, we feel, was perhaps due, not to
any lack of philosophical capacity on his part, but to his
desire to devote his attention to practical affairs of life,
and an absence of sufficiently keen interest in any except
a limited number of philosophical problems. Aware that he
was to inaugurate a revolution in the current modes of
metaphysical thinking, and mindful that the "mighty sect
of men" was to oppose him, the single problem of the existence
or nonexistence of matter assumed for him a size disporpor-
tionate to the Herculean task which his immaterial thesis
was called upon to resolve. Upon the existence or non-
existence of abstract matter, he thought, there lay at stake
the consistency of human reason with itself, and our only
warrant for the objectivity of ideals which human reason
sets for itself. Immaterialism, Berkeley did not realize,
is only the first stage in any true system of idealism or
spiritualism, though the former meant for him the latter.
The Berkeleyan system therefore resulted in what may in
Kantian phraseology be termed ‘dogmatic idealism.' The
substitution of God for matter as the operating cause that
gives rise to presentations in finite minds was, in truth,
no improvement on materialism.

Berkeley's version of immaterialism, however, has
the great merit of showing clearly, if only unintentionally,

just where the most formidable problems lie. And though



Berkeley did not make proper use of, or develop, his
immaterial hypothesis, it is perfectly possible to develop
from this a system of spiritualism on lines which are quite
compatible with a fully realistic view of the physical world.
The enterprise seems to us not only possible, but if carried
out, of great significance for philosophy, and it is this
which we undertake to construct briefly in the present
dissertation. We commit ourselves to a thorough-going
spiritualism which affirms that reality can be explained
in terms of ideas and conscious beings, all of which are
causally dependent for their existence on God. A system
of Spiritual Monism worked out on these lines, we believe,
is not found elsewhere.

The penetrating and sometimes crossing thoughts of
a philosopher can be improved and generalised by elimination
and harmonised in so far as they may lead us to a truth which,
though one and eternal, is not always consistently presented.
But since it is pregnant with a further meaning, after a
careful scrutiny and sorting, what is greatest and truest
may be gathered as the seed thoughts of further philosophi-
cal fruit. A philosopher may err while the principle
embodied in his thinking may still remain unshaken;
particular arguments may be wrong, while the principle it-
self has immortal and increasing vitality.

We, therefore, agree with the realistic critics of
Berkeley that the subjectivism of his system cannot be

maintained. The cardinal principle of his system that



"esse is percipi," we have held, rests upon certain

ambiguities of language and certain paralogisms of reason
which when detected and cleared up deprive it of all its
argumentative force. In a typical Berkeleyan strain
Professor Stace tells us that the belief in unexperienced
entities ought not to be entertained any more than the
belief that there is a unicorn on Mars ought to be enter-
tained.l Professor Stace fails to notice that knowing
does not make its object. For what depends on our per-
ceiving an object is not its existence but only the possi-
bility of our knowing it to exist. It is no more than a
tautology that we can only experience an object which is
experienced.

All genuine knowledge, we have maintained, presup-
poses an antecedent reality, with a mind-independent
character in some sense. To deny this principle is to
strike at the very roots of knowledge and intelligence.
For unless the content of knowledge is acknowledged as
having an existence independent of being perceived, the
peculiar significance of knowledge is inevitably lost.
All this, we have maintained, is indisputable, although
it cannot be demonstrated due to our ego-centric predica-

ment.

1W. T. Stace, "The Refutation of Realism," Mind,
Vol. XLIII, No. 170 (April, 1934), pp. 145-155.



Now if what we experience is in any degree public
and not private, independently real and not subjective, then
sense~data are not in the mind but objective occurrences
which are an integral part of the physical world, and which
appear within the spatio-temporal continuum. Even sounds,
colours, odours, etc., which Berkeley and most of his pre-
decessors held to be mind-dependent we have argued to be
independent. Nature both in its primary and secondary
qualities is not only a means to an intellectual end, but
is also in some respects an end in itself. And even when
it is a means, it is in its first and most direct intent
a means either to the end of nature itself, or to the over-
all divine plan, rather than an end to human perception.
The nightingale pours out its beautiful songs not only for
us but it sings for itself also. The rose that blushes
unseen is not lost and the sweetness shed on the desert
air is not wasted. Berkeley®'s concept of nature as
divine language fails to cover all the facets of the pheno-
menal world.2 No system of philosophy can be built on the
straining of a metaphor.

Thus while nobody can refute Berkeley's fundamental

thesis that the universe is constituted of spirits and

2Berkeley considered the physical world as a
language through which God speaks to his creatures. Our
visible ideas, he says, "are the language whereby the
governing spirit on whom we depend, informs us what tangible
ideas he is about to imprint on us, in case we excite this
or that motion in our own bodies" (PHK, Sec. 44).



their ideas3 (and it is largely upon this that we propose

to construct the edifice of our spiritual monism) we hold
without falling into any 'manifest repugnancy' that physical
objects not as such, but by the intermediacy of our ideas
and mental experiences, find their way to the mind.

This then is the minimum, but with the bare statement
of this minimum the problem has only begun. The real issue
is to discover the nature and ontological status of these
"independent" "ideas" and "spirits,"” and to determine what
that independence really means. We have argued that
physical objects, though existing independently of us,
resemble feeling or sentient beings in their ultimate nature,
and are really mental or physical in character. So while
rejecting the first part of Berkeley's thesis that "esse
is percipi," we admit the second part that all "esse is
percipere." The same objects which have the characteristics
we ascribe to tables, stones, etc., also feel, experience
and have psychical qualities. The "ideas" or physical
objects, according to Berkeley, are mental only in the
sense that they are dependent on a mind for their existence
and not in the sense that they are themselves spiritual in
their own nature and being. But in contradistinction to

this Berkeleyan thesis we have maintained that ultimately,

3All refutations of immaterialism are always one
or another form of Samuel Johnson®s refutation, who kicking
a large stone said, "I disprove it thus." Johnson missed
Berkeley's real point, and we do not find that any of the
many refutations since his time, differ in principle from his.



pericpere applies to physical objects, that they are really
conscious, perceiving things, much akin to the human soul,
and that despite all appearances to the contrary, their
existence is a conscious perceiving existence. Professor
Moore recognizes that idealism in this larger sense, namely
the metaphysical assertion that the universe is spiritual
is irrefutable:

Modern Idealism, if it asserts any general
conclusion about the universe at all, asserts that
it is spiritual. There are two points about this
assertion to which I wish to call attention. These
points are that, whatever be its exact meaning, it
is certainly meant to assert (1) that the universe
is very different indeed from what it seems, and
(2) that it has quite a large number of properties
which it does not seem to have. Chairs and tables
and mountains seem to be very different from us;
but, when the whole universe is declared to be
spiritual, it is certainly meant to assert that they
are far more like us than we think. The idealist
means to assert that they are in some sense neither
lifeless nor unconscious, as they certainly seem
to be; and I do not think his language is so
grossly deceptive, but that we may assume him to
believe that they really are very different indeed
from what they seem. And secondly when he declares
that they are spiritual, he means to include in that
term quite a large number of different properties.
When the whole universe is declared to be spiritual,
it is meant not only that it is in some sense
conscious, but that it has what we recognise in
ourselves as the higher forms of consciousness.

That it is intelligent; that it is purposeful; that

it is not mechanical; all these different things

are commonly asserted of it. 1In general, it may be
said, this phrase 'reality is spiritual' excites and
expresses the belief that the whole universe possesses
all the qualities the possession of which is held to
make us so superior to things which seem to be in-
animate: at least, if it does not possess exactly
those which we possess, it possesses not one only,

but several others, which, by the same ethical standard,
would be judged equal to or better than our own.

When we say it is spiritual we mean to say that it



has quite a number of excellent qualities, dif-

ferent from any which we commonly attribute either

to stars or planets or to cups and saucers. . . .

For my own part I wish it to be clearly understood

that I do not suppose that anything I shall say has

the smallest tendency to prove that reality is not
spiritual: I do not believe it possible to refute a
single one of the many important propositions contained
in the assertion that it is so.

We likewise regard the activity of our own minds,
so to speak, as a pulse of a single cosmic activity which
manifests itself in all that exists. The same arguments
which lead to interpret the body and behavior of a man,
as manifesting a spirit, would lead us to recognize spirits
in the higher animals too. And if in the higher animals
why not in the lower? And if in the lower animals why not
in plants? For, like animals, plants are organisms of
individualized structure, and their reaction to their
environment exhibit, like those of animals, the purposive
character which we sum up in the term "“adaptation." And
lastly if we follow the thread of continuity downward, can
we stop at what we usually call the inorganic or so-called
inanimate? It is therefore a mistake to ascribe any sense
of momentous contrast between human experience and the
experience of physical objects. Leibniz* doctrine of the
active perceiving monads represents to some extent the nature

of such a spiritualism. Leibniz, however, could not divine

Berkeley's penetrating insight that matter does not exist.

4G. E. Moore, Philosophical Studies (Routledge and
Kegan Paul: London, 1922), pp. 1-3.




In such a system of reality nothing is lifeless or
soulless; it is ordered in an ascending hierarchy from the
lowest and most rudimentary kind of spirits up to the highest.
The universe, we maintain is a great Chain of Being and
there are innumerable realms of these "ideas" and "spirits."
The panorama of spiritual existence is variegated and full
of distinctions and there are degrees of perfection and
reality. Our view, therefore, unlike other systems of
spiritualism is also not open to the criticism voiced by
Aristotle or L. T. Hobhouse that "where everything is
spiritual, the spiritual loses all distinctive significance."
Each spirit is constantly active and perceiving. But per-
ceiving implies objects; therefore, each spirit has a world
of objects of its own which in themselves are spirits of a
different order.

Berkeley, we know, relied on the inert nature of
his "ideas" due to a so-called indubitable immediacy and a
dogmatic device of definitional certainty. "Our ideas,"
he asserts, "are visibly inactive, there is nothing of

5 "A little attention

power or agency included in them."
will discover to us that the very being of an idea implies
passiveness and inertness in so far as it is impossible for
an idea to do anything or strictly speaking, to be the

cause of anything." Berkeley here unquestionably sets out

from the Cartesian dualism of conscious life and unthinking

5PHK. Sec. 25.
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extended bodies. He, however, did not realize that Descartes
himself failed to give any satisfactory explanation of the

dualism of res cogitans and res extensa. For when he

comes to give an explanation of the interaction of body and
mind, he flagrantly violates his own rule about suspending
judgment until he saw the truth clearly and distinctly:

Quite apart from the fact that he had no evidence

at all that the pineal gland was the locus of

interaction, the problem is to see how any organ

could be the locus of something which is not extended.

How could the mind, which is immaterial, cause

changes in body which by definition moves on contact?

How could body, which causes changes only on contact,

cause changes in something it cannot touch? It

would seem that no answer to these questions is

possible in Cartesian terms.®

It was becoming more and more evident to Locke as

well, that the two heterogeneous quiddities of body and
mind would never fulfill the requirement of explaining
one another which had been implied in the assertion of
their mutual relation. Locke was, therefore, on the verge
of bridging this dualism when he declared that he did not
see any reason why physical objects should not be endowed
by God with the power to think.7 He, however, confused
these objects with matter. Now Berkeley instead of breaking
the impasse in accordance with the dictates of reason thought

it fit to resolve it by sheer violence. The two antithetical

Cartesian substances were reduced to one not by showing any

6W. T. Jones, A History of Western Philosophy
(New York: Harcourt, Brace & World, Inc., 1952), p. 684.

7Essa s IV, 3, 6.
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sort of kinship through an ontological analysis of the two,
but by a summary relegation of the one to the other to

the rank of dependent existence. The world of nature which
is caused by a Supreme Active Spirit, we are told, exists
only as an inert and passive being. But if the principle
that like causes have like effects has any truth, can nature

be ever inert and passive? In the Three Dialoques he asks:

"how can that which is unthinking be a cause of thought?"
As a corollary we ask Berkeley the further question: "how
that which is active and thinking be the cause of that which
is passive and inert?"

How can you get the effect out of the cause if it

is not implicitly contained in the cause in the

first place. Either the cause must provide for the

effect or not. If it does then we no longer have

simply inert, passive and senseless things but

things which are potentially minds.8

This is a type of contradiction in metaphysical

speculation which was also committed by two eminent philoso-
phers viz., Plotinus and Fichte, whom we otherwise consider
to have come closest to our Spiritual Monism. Their
doctrines have, therefore, been discussed in some detail and
attacked not by way of refutation but in constructing our
own thesis. We have shown that the physical world in both

these systems is considered as an emanation or creation of

God but it behaves as if it were not. It does not, for

8F. W. McConnel, "Berkeley and Scepticism" (New
Studies in Berkeley's Philosophy, edited by W. E. Steinkraus;
New York: Holt Rinehart, Winston Inc., 1966), p. 54.
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instance, seek the "Divine likeness," but moves in quite
an opposite direction. We maintain that a philosophy
which considered the physical world and its laws as some-
thing distinct or opposite from God "is a vain chimera
introduced by those heathens who had not just notions of
the omnipresence and infinite perfection of God."9 It
is on these grounds that we have also rejected the Kantian
distinction between phenomenon and the noumenon as two
entirely different and closed systems. |

Further, we have held that an "idea" can be like

nothing but an idea--that the physical world instead of

being passive, inert and senseless, as something sui generis

distinct from our ideas and consciousness, bears a close
semblance to our thoughts and to spirits. There is a real
correspondence, correlation, analogy and conformity between
the subject and the object. Mind and nature stand in
relation of mutual implication. As mind is organic to

the world so the world is organic to the mind, since at
heart they are both one and the same.

Were its course not regular, Berkeley tells us,
nature could never be understood. But what directs our
mind to the discovery of this regular course? His metaphor
of language again fails him. Sheer observation of the
order of our ideas as we perceive them, would never dis-

cover to us nature or her regular course. Unless there is

%PEK, Sec. 150.
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a close conformity between the principles of nature and the
principles of our own mind we can never be concerned with
bringing the manifold of non-conforming items within the

. 0
order of our own presentatlons.1

The Spiritualism of the Siris

But although Berkeley's reach far exceeded his
grasp, we propose to show, his reach was very great. For
in the Siris he drops his earlier epistemological thesis
practically out of sight when he mounts from a recipe of
tar-water as a panacea of all human ills to the vision of
God as the pervading spirit manifesting Himself in all

Nature.ll The net result of the Siris is to transform the

10George P. Adams, "Berkeley and Kant" (California
University Publications in Philosophy, Vol. 29), pp. 189-206.

llIn our study we have purposely avoided entering
into any controversy regarding the "unity" or "development"
in Berkeley's thought, this having no direct relevance to
the construction of our spiritualistic doctrine. Professor
Luce has challenged the view of some of Berkeley's critics
that his philosophy underwent any significant change in his
later works, particularly the Siris. So far as we are con-
cerned we have only brought into the fore what appeared to
us as the points of similarities and differences between
Siris and his earlier works, and left to the reader to
judge for himself whether it amounts to a change of doctrine.
It requires a long and detailed study to weigh up the pros
and cons of the dispute. Our main purpose here is rather
to effect, by a process of sifting and elimination, a
reconciliation between the two phases of Berkeley's thought
and to show that through this device a true system of
Spiritual Monism can be built. Those interested in the
controversy may see A. A. Luce's articles on "The Unity
of Berkeleyan Philosophy" in Mind, Vol. XIVI, Nos. 181-82,
January and April, 1937. J. Wild criticized Luce's opinion
in the issue of Mind for October, 1937 (Vol. XIVI, No. 184).
In January, 1940, and April, 1943, Professor Luce contri-
buted further articles in defense of his views.
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theory of the universe in terms of *ideas' into a theory

of the universe in terms of *mind,® ®spirit,®' or what Kant
would call ‘experience.® The addition of the Siris to
Berkeley's philosophical writings proves that Berkeley's
thought, rough-hewn though in many respects it may be,

is nonetheless in its essentials a significant expression
of the driving force of all spiritualism. We maintain that
if Berkeley had in fact attempted to reconcile the epistemo-
logical position of his earlier works with the ontological
position of the Siris, he would have come in effect to
adopt the type of Spiritual Monism enunciated by us and
professed by some of the great mystics of Islam viz.,
Jelaluddin Rumi and Ibnul Arabi. In such a system we are
not obliged to worship an unknown or unknowable God. The
same Eternal and Intelligent Spirit that we find manifested
in our own inner life we see in visible phenomena. God
plays here the role of a Cosmic Donor without whose existence,
our own existence and the existence of the external world

cannot consistently be conceived. 1In the Principles and

the Three Dialogues knowledge of God, based as it was on

the ‘esse is percipi®' principle, was purely inferential.

God was introduced as a mere dues ex machina in the

entire system. A genuine proof of the existence of God,
however, must be much more direct and plausible. It must
be of such a nature as to enable us to perceive the un-

deniable and evident necessity of divine existence with a
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degree of certainty which belongs to no other concept in

the universe. God is, therefore, conceived as a Necessary
Being in our system of Spiritual Monism, which also coincides
with Berkeley's notion of God in the Siris.

The notion that the physical world can be reduced
without remainder to the nature of experience and conscious-
ness also to some extent plays a part in the philosophies
of Husserl, Russell and Whitehead, but none of them
developed their systems in a way that either directly leads
to the establishment of a Necessary Being or maintains the
thoroughgoing spiritual nature of the universe. We do not,
therefore, consider their systems as satisfactory explana-
tion about the nature of reality. In their analysis of the
ontological status of sense-data the concept of phenomenal
things has been so watered down in Russell and Whitehead
as to become as innocuous as it is useless, and has become
compatible with almost any concept of the elementary con-
stituents of the universe, short of brute material entities.
While Whitehead went on to construct a philosophy on the
false principle of "esse is perci i,"l2 Russell presented
a phenomenalism in which there is neither any place for,

13

nor necessity of God. We on the contrary have maintained

12See W. M. Urban's article "Elements of Unintelligi-
bility in Whitehead's Philosophy," Journal of Philosophy,
VOl- 35' NO. 23' ppo 617—6370

13Bertrand Russell, Our Knowledge of the External
World (London: Allen & Unwin Ltd., 1926), pp. 107-34.
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that the notion of Necessary Being as an Infinite Spirit

is the cardinal principle of all thought and is logically
entailed by the very definition of finite spirits as possible
beings.

Finally it will be seen that in our system of
Spiritual Monism not only is the principle of 'esse is
percipi' and the doctrine of matter overthrown but a whole
host of other philosophical difficulties are cleared out of
the way. We get rid of the metaphysical dualism of Descartes
and with it the mind-body problem conceived in terms of the
interaction of two heterogeneous substances. The Kantian
dualism of a world of facts as distinct from a world of
values has also been demolishéd. Again, in epistemology,
the separation of subject and objects has been avoided as
if they belonged to different worlds, and as if the subject
knows only its own mental states. The principle of Occam's
razor is strongly in our favor. If the notion of matter
is something which is given neither by sensation nor by
reason, that is the best possible reason for not assuming
its existence; and if we can account for the facts of exis-
tence in terms of 'ideas' there is a good ground for
effecting an analysis which reduces the constituents of
the universe exclusively to 'ideas' or 'spirits,' all as

manifestations of one Infinite Spirit.



CHAPTER I

BERKELEY!S REVOLUTIONARY DOCTRINE OF

IMMATERIALISM

The final aim of all speculative philosophy from
Thales down to our own times has largely remained one and
the same--viz., to find the One in the many, to discover
unity among all multiplicity, a single principle which can
explain the whence and whither of all things. One such
brilliant attempt was made by an eighteenth century Irish
philosopher, Bishop Berkeley, who by his most revolutionary
doctrine of immaterialism paved the way to a true system
of Spiritual Monism. Professor Fraser has truly remarked
of the new conception of matter presented by Berkeley that
"its consequences justify us in regarding it as one of the
conceptions that marks epochs, and become springs of spiritual
progress.“l By destroying the theory of matter he aimed
to solve at a stroke the countless insoluble enigmas and
contradictions and an incredible number of disputes and
puzzling questions which, since the times of Aristotle, had
been a thorn in the side of the divines, as well as

philosophers.

1A. C. Praser, Selections from Berkeley (London:
At the Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1899), p. xiii.
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Matter in Aristotle's system, we know, was synony-
mous with a potentiality to change. By itself it was an
absolute blankness and formlessness. But how, it may be
asked, can such a matter be conceived as existing? All
existence must be determinate, must have some form, whereas
matter, by definition, was said to be formless. Such a
paradoxical principle which can neither be perceived nor
conceived baffles the human intellect. Such a 'potentiality’
cannot be conceived since it is the absolute zero of all
that makes thought and knowledge possible.

In modern philosophy Descartes® preparatory skepti-
cism no doubt did not suffer the existence of matter to
pass unchallenged, but he ended by accepting its existence
as true, conceiving the veracity of the Deity involved in
our apparently intuitive belief in it. With Malebranche
matter had no duty to perform and thus was quite a super-
fluous supposition, but he nonetheless accepted it, supposing
that Revelation testified to its existence. Thus both
Descartes and Malebranche believed in matter, but the belief
was destitute of meaning for Malebranche. Locke too,
largely on the credit of Aristotle's logic, believed in
matter as "the supposed, but unknown support of those
qualities we find existing. . . ."2 Matter, in Locke's
view, turns out in the last analysis to be an unknown X

which we assume to exist because we cannot imagine the

2Essa s 1I, 13, 2.
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qualities that we directly observe as existing without some-
thing in which to inhere. But nothing can be said of its
nature--it is a "something I know not what."

It was reserved for Berkeley to deny the existence
of matter as a senseless and baseless hypothesis. 1In so
doing he not only simplified speculation by dropping a
fictitious entity but saved philosophy from skepticism
resulting in the contradictions and confusions between the
doubts of reason and the beliefs of sense. Berkeley takes
issue with Locke by arguing that if matter is only an
unknown X, of whose existence we know and can know nothing,
we must conclude that it does not exist. Throughout our
whole experience of the physical world, we apprehend nothing
but sensible ideas. Berkeley's great originality lies in
the fact that he saw possible a consistent explanation of
the physical world by granting only ordered sensations and
¥ideas'; for if we consider any of the qualities we usually
ascribe to physical objects, these turn out to be nothing
but ideas. An object is only the sum-total of all perceived
qualities, viewed in combination with each other as they
are presented to us in experience.

As several of these qualities 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 as one distinct thing,
signified by the name apple; other collections of

ideas constitute a stone, a tree, a book, and the
like sensible things.

3PHK' SeC. l L]
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Berkeley maintains that his theory of ideas makes
no difference to the reality of the sensible world. All
that he gets rid of is Locke®'s material substance, which
is not an object of sense and which will therefore not be
missed by any ordinary man. Thus while a material substance
unrevealed in a living perception of concrete phenomena
seemed to Berkeley meaningless and unreal, he found in
abundance concrete sights and touches and sounds and tastes
and odors--ideas or phenomena presented according to natural

laws. In the Philosophical Commentaries he supplies us

with a living test of his argument: Ask a man, never

tainted with the jargon of philosophers, what he means by
corporeal substance or the substances of a body, he shall al-
ways answer bulk, solidity and such like sensible qualities.4

I do not argue against the existence of any one thing
that we can apprehend, either by sense or reflexion.
That the things I see with mine eyes and touch with
my hands do exist, really exist, I make not the least
question. The only thing whose existence we deny, is
that which philosophers call matter or corporeal
substance. And in doing of this, there is no damage
done to the rest of mankind, who, I dare say, will
never miss it. The atheist indeed will want the
colour of an empty name to support his impiety:; and
the philosophers may possibly find, they have lost

a great handle for trifling and disputation.5

Matter, Berkeley asserts, is not given to us by any
of the external senses,; for all they show us are sensible

qualities and ideas. It is not given by the intellect,

4pc, #517 A.

5PHK. Sec. 35.
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which is utterly unable to frame any such notion. It is a
fiction, a false creation, which, when closely pressed,
turns out to be a non-entity. There is no such thing,
because there is no evidence of it--we have no true notion,
no imagination of it, and even the spurious notion is a
contradiction.

I say in the first place that I do not deny the
existence of material substance, merely because I
have no notion of it, but because the notion of it
is inconsistent, or in other words, because it is
repugnant that there should be a notion of it.
Many things, for ought I know, may exist, whereof
neither I nor any other man hath or can have any
idea or notion whatsoever. But then those things
must be possible, that is, nothing inconsistent
must be included in their definition. I say
secondly, that although we believe things to

exist which we do not perceive; yet we may not
believe that any particular thing exists, without
some reason for such belief: but I have no reason
for believing the existence of matter. I have no
immediate intuition thereof: neither can I
immediately from my sensations, ideas, notions,
actions or passions, infer an unthinking, unper-
ceiving, inactive substance, either by probable
deduction, or necessary consequence.

The doctrine of material substance as substratum
also involves itself in a paradox--that of infinite regression.
Matter, it is sometimes alleged, is requisite to support
such properties as extension and motion. But if an
analysis is made as to what ‘material substratum® or °sup-
porting' really means it will be found that no definite
meaning can be given to such phrases. If it is asserted

that it is spread under sensible qualities or accidents,

6rp, pp. 232-233.
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it must be spread under extension. In this case it must
itself be extended, and, as a consequence, we find ourselves
involved in an infinite regress.

To the plea that all mankind must necessarily be-
lieve in material things, Berkeley answers that, on the
contrary, all mankind believe in the things which are the
immediate objects of perception, i.e., in ideas and not some
imaginary substratum of which we know or can know nothing.
When Hylas (the skeptic) accuses Philonous (the spokesman
of Berkeley) of leaving nothing but empty forms of things,
the outside only of which strikes the senses, Philonous
asserts that what Hylas calls "empty forms" are indeed the
very things themselves.7

The doctrine of immaterialism, Berkeley affirms,
is also in no way incompatible with the explanations given
by the Corpuscular philosophy. Physics deals with bodies,
and nowhere does he deny their existence. He only denies
a mysterious and occult entity called "matter." Science
may still deal with the state of physical things, and every-
thing it has to say of them can be said with far greater
facility and simplicity by an explanation of empirical
relations of one idea to the other organized in terms of
co-existence and succession, rather than reducing everything

to matter in motion.

Tep, p. 244.



23

Thus Berkeley's arguments against matter are
invincible. He exploded all the different hypotheses by
which the existence of matter had been vindicated. The
full-blooded matter of Descartes, who had exclaimed "“give
me matter and motion and I will give you a world," crumbles
down at his hand. Our ideas are not merely the only objects
of knowledge but the only existing things.

Berkeley no doubt planned to drive matter out of
the universe to build up a system of philosophy where minds
and their ideas could be considered as the only reality, but
he could not unfortunately perform this task as easily and
as effectually as he imagined he could. 1In the first place
the spell of Cartesian dualism, where bodies were defined
as completely passive and inert, was so thorough-going that
he could not conceive the ontological nature of his 'ideas'
in terms other than established by Descartes. The result
was that Berkeley drove matter out the front door only to
allow it to re-enter the back door. To say that the 'ideas'
are passive, inert and senseless is still to cling to the
notion of matter in a different form and is no real improve-
ment on materialism. Secondly while Berkeley no doubt
pointed out a very important truth that the objects of the
external world are ideas and that we never apprehend in
the physical world more than what we can perceive or con-
ceive, it was most misleading on his part to claim that

these ideas are therefore in the mind, and that their being
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consists in being perceived. This is tantamount to a
denial of the objective world, and Berkeley was rightly
accused of solipsism.

Since matter in any form can have no place in a
true system of spiritual monism we propose to show that the
'ideas® instead of being inert, passive and senseless are
all ensouled, conscious and spiritual entities. Further,
such a doctrine of spiritual monism is also compatible
with a fully realistic view of the external world. The
'ideas,' in truth, are objective occurrences which take
place within the spatio-temporal continuum and form an
integral part of the physical world. They have an existence
independent from allﬁperception. We therefore first en-
deavour to prove the extent of the paradox which Berkeley's
identification of the esse of physical things with their

percipi involves.



CHAPTER II

A REFUTATION OF BERKELEY'S PRINCIPLE

“"ESSE IS PERCIPI"

The cornerstone of Berkeleyan philosophy consists

in his doctrine, "esse is percipi." In the Principles of

Human Knowledge and the Three Dialogues he clearly lays down

that "to be is to be perceived" for sensible things.
Existence consists in perceiving and being perceived.

That which is not perceived, or does not perceive, does not
exist. Take away the perceiving mind and you take away the
sensible world. "Some truths there are," he says, "so

near and obvious to the human mind that a man need only to
open his eyes to see them. Such I take this important one
to be, to wit, that all the choir of heaven and furniture
of the earth, in a word all those bodies which compose the

mighty frame of the world, have not any subsistence

without a mind, that their being is to be perceived or known.'

Berkeley thinks that the principle is self-evident to any
one who cares to attend to what is meant by the term “exist"
when applied to sensible things. "The table I write on, I

say, exists, that is, I see and feel it; and if I were out

lPHK, Sec. 6.
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of my study I should say it existed, meaning thereby that

if I was in my study I might perceive it, or that some other
spirit actually does perceive it.2 There was an odour,

that is, it was smelled; there was a sound, that is to say,
it was heard; a colour or figure, and it was perceived by
sight or touch. This is all that I can understand by these
and the like expressions. For as to what is said of the
absolute existence of unthinking things without any relation
to their being perceived, that seems perfectly unintelligible."3
What we call things (a cherry for instance) are only bundles
of sensations of light, colour, heat or cold, extension and
figure, and is it possible, asks Berkeley, to separate even
in thought, any one of these from perception? Berkeley

does not maintain, as many other philosophers have done,

that we cannot know with certainty whether objects exist

2Berkeley held the view of posse-percipi in his
earlier writings. Entries 98 and 185a of The Philosophical
Commentaries, confirm this view. He, however, later thought
that the doctrine of posse-percipi wa<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>