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'ews by comparing them with those of l3ishop Berkeley, and as Ber-
keley is the sole inetaphysician of modern times whom he admits to
bave mnade an approximation to truth, it may not be useless or out of
place to notice the relation in which the sy8tem of the Institutes
stands to that expouuded in the "IDialogues between ilylas and
ilPhilonous, " and ini the IlTreatise concemning the principles of
Iiuman knowledge. " Berkeley did not aspire to frame a necessary
theory of knowledge. H1e limited himself to the knowledge of
which we are the subjects ; and tis is, i fact, urged ini the Insti-
tutes as the main defeet of his philosophy. IlBerkeley's system, "
we are told, Ilwau invalidai cd by a fundiimental weakness, whichi was
"this, that it was rather au exposition of the contingent structure
"of our knowledge than au exposition of the necessary structure of
"ail knowledge. " And ou this account "hbis Ontology, ' it is added,
"breaks down; for his conclusion je, that the subjeet and objeet
"together, the synthesis of mind and the universe, is what alone
"truly and absolutely existe or eau exist. " Berkeiey considered

the objects of perception to be sensible qualities; and it wus au es-
sential. point in hie doctrine tLat these are incapable of existi.ng ex-
cept in a mimd. Ife made no distinction in this respect between
what are termed the secondary qualities of niatter-taste, warmnth,
eoloni,, audible souud, and so forth-aud those 'whieh have been called
primaries- extension, figure, motion, &c. The extension, figure,
&c., which we perceive, are in the mind as trily, and lu the same

aniner, as the warmth, the sweetness, the redness, or the sound
which we perceive. Berkeley has often been represented as denying
the real existence of sensible things : but hie himself repeatedly and
vchemently protests against the imputation. ,rhe, real existence of
sensible things ie, hie says, incontrovertîble; but they do not exist
apart fromn the mind. Their esse is percipi. Must flot matter
however, an unthinki-ig, inactive substarce, be ",sunied as the sub-
stratum of sensible qualities ? Berkeley answers that sucli a sub-
stratum ie inconceivable. Nay, the conception of it which we are
asked to forni, involves a contradiction:- for sensible qualities being
incapable of existing out of a mind, how can they, without cntra.
diction, be spoken of as existing in an unthinking substratumi, that
ie, iu what is not mnd ? But gran.ting that nothing besides sensible
qualities is perceived; and that the existence of matter, as a sub-
%etratuiu of sensible qualities, ie an absurdity; may we flot stiil be-
Leve in mat-ter as the cause or occasion or instrument of our per-
-cptions P Berkeley examines this question very ninutely; and en-
.d-,,avou.a to show that iu any mneaning which we are able to affix to
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