Z0, the attack on the resemblance thesie retumlly kads 1= to an attack based on our bBek of
urde tarding of the gqualities concerred. So, hare you can see ampirciem phying a big mla.
Remambear, Locke & vary motable for his empirciem, for irsisting that all our deas must darnve
from expananca. All o urideas are copied, as it warne, fromexparienca. Barkelkyarnd Hume both
follow him in this.

But if our deas are copied from experienca, then it seems that our ideas of primary qualites
must be infused with the exparential qua lities thmugh whichwe exparience them. Whan | zea a
circular shape, | see it as colored. It's only bBecause it's colored that | can seea it at all. Well, if
that's =0, what doesn't it follow that my idea of a shape must intinsically be cobred? And if
sacondary qualities like cobr cannotexiet excapt ina mird, thanthe same i going to go forthe
primary qua lities, isnt it? Wall, maybe mot. Why cant | see a yvallow circle, a blug circke, a rad
circle, and so forth, ard than form the abstract dea of a cimle, just a circle, not with any
particular colbr? Why can't | do that? In whic h case, that dea of cicularity & notgoing to ko, as
it wara, cortamirated with subjective sacordary qualites. Maybe | can form the idea of
someathing which i circular but not colorad.

Wall, Barkaley and Hume both attack Locks, saying that we cannot do this. And thay attack
Locke on the doctrire of a bstraction. Now, you may remamber Locke's doctrine of abstraction i
that wea form geraral ideas by leaving out detail. So, forexampla, a child, the fimt man that chid
gats to know is probably hie fathar, 50, the chid forms the idea of his fathar. Than, e bagins to
meat othar man ard notices their similarity and motices their difereance, o doubt, fom tha
women that he meats. Ard then he forms the abstract idea of a ma n by leaving out details. So,
some men are tall, =ome are short, =ome are fat, some are thin, =ome fave a eard, some
don't. Tha chid forms the abstract dea of a man by kavirg out all the distinctive featums and
just retaining the geraral features of manliress. That's Locke's doctrine of abstraction.

Barkely vary strongly attacks it. He says you cant do that. Thaere's o way you can formthe
dea of a man who is reither tall nor short, nor fat nor thin, nor with a beard nor without ore.
Thats incoreietent. You canmat imagire such a thing because such a thing canmot exist in
reality any more than you can form the dea of a triargle which & meither equilataral nor
Boscales nmor scakne. It's impossible to do these things., And when you read Barkeley, you
might worder why, Why & be making sucha big thing about abstraction? Why is it so impodant
to him? Well, the maszon that it's important to him comes back to this business of primary ard
sacondary qualities. Berkaley wants to say that | cannot form the idea of a cick which has o
cobr. And if | cant form the idea of a primary quality cicle without the sscondary quality colar,
ard if all my deas of zeco rdary qualities am intrirsically mantal, they cannot exist outsida a
mird, than it follows that | canmot even conceive of a primary quality which can exist
indepardantly of a mind. | cannot form that conce ption. Ard that's why be put such a bt of
amphasizs onit. If you mad Barkaley's Principles, most of the introduction is devoted to anattack
onabstraction. That's why.

=0, Bereley concludes from this argument that bodies indeperdent of mind are literally
inconceiable. You cannot even conceive of an object existing outside of the mind. Now, ifthat's
right, than it follows that the world has to coneist ultimately of mantal entities, spirits, and ideas.
=0, you get to Barkely's famous dealizm. MNow, most of 1B probably are not going to b vary
attractad by dealizm. It seems the kird of extravaga rt mataphysica | rnoreense that phikbsophars
bve spoutimg. But Mo commorsarsical parson could possibly baleve. Samual Johreon &



famously =aid to have diecussad Barkeley in these termms, kicking a stora. He said, "l refute him

this," and the idea was that the solidity of the stome cleady shows that real physical o bects
axit outside minds.

Well, suppose wa want to have a rather more conside ed mactionto Barkelkey. The right thing to
do seams to be just to concede that our notion of body = not likely to be ultimate iy composed of
alements that we can fully understard inthose kinds of tarme that Locke thought we could. [T we
try to form an dea of body as consisting entirely of proparties that msemble our deas, the nwe
Frave this problem of undertanding what it iz that fils the space. And maybe we just have to
concade that in the case of a property like solidity, we just can't do that. We have to attribute
body as having something, | know not what, that fille the space. |s that a probleam? Wall,
Barkely arnd co wanted to say thatwas a poblem, thata theory that attributes "a someathing |
krow ot what" & no theory atall. But actually, we can see with the progress of modarn scianos
that this has bacome a much mare familiar idea.

Okay, at the time, the best physical theory, the corpuscularan theory, had thie intemsting
coincidence that the proporties attributed to matter were, at the same time, popaties that
saamed intrinsically intelligible. That made seree. Again, Locks wa ntad to say that in praising
the corpuscularian hypothesis, e praiges the fact that it is o intelligible. Shape, size, motion,
these are things that we can understand madily enough, ard it seems to maks seree whanorma
thing bashes into amothar and makes it move. Its got that kind of intrinsic intalligibility. 30, we
raturally getthe dea that the furdameantal po paties of mattar, the proparties inte mes of which
wia're explining everything, including matter's appeamnce, those proparties are ores which are
intzlligibke o uE.

Than wa bok critically at solidity, ard we find actually maybs it's not 2o simpla. Maybs, inordar
to draw a distinction batwean matte rand empty space, we have to attribute this crucia | proparty,
solidity or someathing like that. Which & a proparty that we can only understand indirectly, in
dispositioral terms, in terme of what it does. We have to say there's this something, we know
rot what, that keeps other =omething, we krnow mot what, out. And that boks at fist to ba
urdesirable. But then you bok at modern theories ard you see thirgs like mass, charge, spin,
stangeress, all thesa funny properties that we start attibuting to furdamental partickes. We
come up with things like guantum mechanics, whare we more or kss have to give up any
attempt to urderstard the furdamental properties of things in terme that we fird raturally
intelligible. Ard we have to face up to the fact that as ewolwed creatures, our zerses am
raturally fitted to urderstard the word atore kvel But that doesn't mean by any mears that
our intuitive understa nding iz goirg to work all the way down. So maybe we just have to accapt
that our best theories are quite likely to attribute furdamental proparties to o bjects which am
radically d ifferant from anything that we are intuitively awa e of.

=0, we do have to zay, wall, & thie something | know not what, which has thase proparties? |
call it charge. It can be either positive or negative . It has the proparty that a positive attracts a
regative and a positive mepek a positive, and 2o forth. All | cando & give yo uequations at bast
which describe how thesa things belave. But if you say, what & it? All | can say &, well, it's a
somathing | know not what that has these proparties. So, at the time, that looked ureccaptabla.
| think the reason it looked urecoaptable was becauss the scientiests of the time fad this illusion,
a vary attractive illugion, that the workl was going to bo compmhersible. Ard the illusion was
fostered by having a physical theory which seamead to bo so intuitively neat ard nice. The crack



there comes with soldity. If you really push at that, you come to a quite different corcleion
about the way in which an ideal science can . It cannot attribute ultimate properties that we
will recassarily find intelligible.



