=0, what is the digtinction batween primary and sacondary qualities? It & not, as Barke ey and
Hume thought, that prima ry qualities are inobjects ard secorda ry qualities aran't. That's not the
digtinction. t's rather that the deas of primary qualities am resamblnces of tham, and thair
patterre do really exist in the bodies themsahkes. But the ideas pmoduced in us by thass
sacondary qualities have no resemblance to them at all. Thare is nothing like our deas existing
in the bodies thamsalws.

20 whan | zay that =omething, a ourd yellow thing, i rourd, I'm attributing a poperty to it
which rezsambls my dea. The mundress of the objlect and the roundness, as it wem, as
parcaied by me, am supposad to resamble. Whemas the vellowness of the object is not a
resamblrce of my idea at all. My idea of yellow, the phanome ral charactar of it, the vellowness
that | =oe, iz completely diferert fom whatevar it & in the objgcot that causes that dea.
Yallowness in the object & a matter we spaculate of the microstructune, the suface taxtura, tha
compuscles, the shapa of the corpuecks, how they're amanged, the way that light eflocts off
therm, and so forth. Ard its resamblnce, mthar than pesance, in the object that distinguishas
primary and secondarny qualitios.

Okay, now Barkaley famously attacks Locka on thie, as on many othar things. And Barkalay
wants to =ay that an idea cannot resemble anobjict. Andea can ba like mothing butan dea. A
cobr or figure can ba like nothing but another color or figura. 30 ke attacks Locka's claim
corcarning resamblanca. He wants to say that ideas are, as it wamn, intrirgically paroaivabla.
Thare's somathing about the mwhich just in thair vary nature has to B percaived . Mow | think
this & vary plawsible with sscordary qualities. Suppose, for example, you imaging the smeall of
bBvarder. Can you imagire that I've got some laverder essance ard | sprinkke it amurd the
kcture theatar and you sniff it, get that smeall, that smellof bBvenrder, rig it? Could that smell exist
outside of mind? | dont meanthe substance that causes the smell, | mean the smell itzalf. That
couk that exist outside of mind? No. Surely rot. If mobody existed, if thare waemr nome of us,
thare wane o people o awe that smeall or o animals o have that smeall, then the smell would
mot exist, even i the substance did. It is plawsible to say that nothing physical can be like a
amell. & smell iz just intringically zomething which Fas to b2 ina mird, Fas to b= parceived in
order to exist. That's a very plausible claim.

Ckay, mow think about a cobr. Think about the yellowness of that light. And | don't mean
whatever it is that causes the yellbw. Now | mean the perceived yvellowness, the phenomearal
dea that you get. Think of the differernce betwean yellbw ard red or blue, or whatever. It feek
diferent o us, it boks different. Can that bok exist o utside of mind? Plawsibly not. Plausibly, the
ok, the phanomeral ook, what it i like to see it, can only exist by someore actually seaing it
Juetas the smell canonly exiet by someone actually smelling it.

Z0, if you think of things in that way, Barkaley's principle that fo rideas, thair baing is thair baing
parcaived seems wvery phusible. But what about primary qualitiks? We think, well, the
rourdress of the light, what's that? Mot the =ame? Ckay, | bokat the light ard | 2ee it a=s rourd,
ard | dont feal anything like the =ame reluctance to say that a mal object can B2 rourd. The
rourdress B not something thatcan only exist by Being perceived. At least, that iz our ratural
incliration to say. And Berkeley wants to argue against that. And in the case of primarny qualities,
you can zea ha's got much more of an uphill battle aguing the point. It doezn't see m that ideas
of primary gualities have quite the same intimate conmection with Being perceived, with
manta lity. Ard part of the reason is that they're more abstract a rd stroctural. We can wee the



abstract mathematical properties of shapes to think about them in a way that seeams to
comaspond with the real world. I'm given, 'l give an example. lmagine that you have a
rectangle. Okay, now imagine a diagoral line drawn from the bottom laft corrar of the mctargle
to the top right corner of the rectangle. Now imagine a vertical line bisacting the rectangle. So it
goes from the middle of the top to the middle of the bottom. From the point whare thoss teo
lires meaet, imaging a horzontal line Bing drawn to the right. Where does it cmss the bourda ry
of the rectargle? Ard you will all 22y, wall, halfway up the rig it-hard side. Ard you'd ba right, or
at kast | hopa 0. Now we cando that zort of imagining. We can imaging an idea, and wa think
actually corractly, that if we wam to do that with physical objects ard =0 on, evarything would
wiork out. We would find that the kind of thinking we're doing, the structural thinking wa're daoing,
does =oam to match up with physical objects in the workd, And that goes togethar with the fact
that attributing to objects proparties that are structurally similar o our mental picture of tham
does actua lly work. Which makes it quite pusible that the objects themsaves, tho ugh parfaps
in many ways vary, vary differert from our concaption of them, revertbelkss have a sort of
astructural izomarphism, a similr structure to the way we concaive of them, at least in respact of
thair shapa, =size, and =20 forth. If you wanrt to mad more on this, Jorathan Lowa's boolk,
"Unkcking the Room," discusses these sods of izswes at the pages I've refamad to thara.

Dkay, =0 wa can make zome sarse of primary qualities in geneml, like shape ard size and
mation resambling somehow our deas of tham. It ssems, at any rate, to maks a bt mome sense
than the thouwght of primary qualities msembling a smellora colbr. But solidity ssems to ba a bit
of an odd man out here. Okay, =0 wa'va got a nice divide between primary qualities ard
sacondary qualities. We've got secondary qualities that seem to ke intimately conrected with
perce ption. We va got primary qualities, which sgem to b2 more abstract and structum |, And we
zeem o b able to make some sarse, at least, of our ideas of primary qualities resambling
primary qualities in the objects themsalvwes. But soldity... does my idea of solidity resembl
solidity in the object it=alf? Can | make any serse of that? That's not=o clkear. How do | gat my
dea of solidity? Well, | get it by kind of pushing against things or seeing ome thing bazh into
amther and knock it out of the way. It looks like my only idea of soldity comes fom seaing
things belave ina particular way. | don't ssem to lave any intrinsic idea of solidity, in the way
that | might do of a shapo ora movemeant. S0 whan wa say that objects are sold, it's not clear
that wa mally under=tard, in any intimate way, what we'ne saying. My soldity scems to baa
powear, a disposition, a way of behaving. It's the power to exclude other bodies. o0 what's a
body, then? Wall, @ body is something =olid. But if we can't undestard =oldity excapt as a
power to exclude other solid bodies, it boks like wa're just going ina cick. So hem is David
Hume attacking on preciely this lire: "Two monsantities cannot exclude each othar from thair
places. Mow, | ask, what idea do we form of these bodies or objects to which wa suppose
soldity to belorg? To say that we conceive them meraly as solid is to run on in infinitum.
Extersion must mecessarnly b2 coreidered aithar as colomd, which is a falze idea Bcawse it's a
sacondary quality which we're supposing not to b2 an object, or as sold, which brirgs s back
to the first question. Henoe, after the exclusion of colbrs ard so forth from the rank of exterral
axitences, there remaire nothing which canafiord wes a just ard corsiste nt dea of body." S0
what Hume k& saying here is that the particular dea of solidity &= highly proble matic. It doesn't
geam to fit into the category of deas which we can co berntly form as =ome how mprasanting
an idea of objpct as rese mbling the way we conceive of tham. Ard if vou try to get an adequate
conseption of soldity, you fail. You have to think of a body as excluding other bodies, but the
anly seres you can form of that is eithar to think of a body as a colored exparss orto think of it
as a solid exparsa. The latter just gives vou circularity, the fo mmer brings you back to secordary
fualities.



