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TWO GROUNDS FOR SENSIBLE QUALITIES 

 
This paper relies on two starting points. The first concerns the relation between properties and 

substances. It is a widely accepted claim that properties depend, for their instantiation, on 

ontologically independent entities. Aristotelians link the very existence of properties—universals—to 

their instantiation by substances. Platonists, who are committed to the independent existence of the 

universals themselves, nevertheless grant that for those universals to be instantiated, there must exist 

substances that secure their instantiation. So while Aristotelians and Platonists disagree about the 

ontological status of universals themselves, both agree that the particular instances of a universal are 

such that their existence depends on their ontological bases. In the early modern period, too, this 

idea remains dominant. Locke, for instance, suggests that our very ideas of the particular color, 

shape and size of a cherry are ideas of entities that cannot exist by themselves: 

 
All the ideas of the sensible qualities of a cherry come into my mind by Sensation…. The 

ideas of these qualities… are perceived by the mind to be of themselves inconsistent with 

existence…. Hence the mind perceives their necessary connection with inherence, or being 

supported.1 

 
This idea that particular instances of a property do not enjoy an independent existence remains 

widely accepted in the contemporary metaphysical literature. Even a trope theorist, as long as she is 

not committed to an ontology that is exclusively comprised of tropes, can accept that tropes require 

for their existence, bearers.2   

The second starting point is, at least in part, a sociological observation. There has been much 

disagreement in the history of philosophy over the nature of the sensible qualities in particular; that is, 

over whether the above-mentioned support for the instantiation of sensible qualities comes from 

material substances or from minds. Many philosophers, especially in the second half of the twentieth 

century, have adopted a materialist approach, insisting that sensible qualities are the kinds of 

qualities that depend, for their instantiation, on material substances. But this widespread agreement 

is a recent phenomenon. While the following may be a minority view in more recent discussions, 

many philosophers in the past have insisted that the sensible qualities are in fact essentially mind-

																																																								
1 Locke, J., (1689), An Essay Concerning Human Understanding, Vol. I, Bk. II, Ch. 2, §2. 
2 The only view that explicitly rejects the claim of dependence is a bundle view that inverts the dependence 
thesis and builds substances out of already existing tropes. I will not consider this kind of view in this paper. 
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dependent. To get a flavor for the most radical version of this kind of view, consider the following 

passage from Berkeley: 

 
Let it be considered, the sensible qualities are colour, figure, motion, smell, taste, and such 

like, that is, the ideas perceived by sense. Now for an idea to exist in an unperceiving thing is a 

manifest contradiction; for to have an idea is all one as to perceive: that therefore wherein 

colour, figure and the like qualities exist, must perceive them; hence it is clear there can be 

no unthinking substance or substratum of those ideas.3 

 
Note that Berkeley extends the thesis of mind-dependence or ideality not only to the secondary 

qualities—a widely accepted thesis in the early modern era—but to the primary qualities as well. On 

Berkeley’s view, all sensible qualities are nothing but ideas. Furthermore, they are not mind-

dependent just in virtue of being powers that objects have to cause experiences (as Locke was 

sometimes willing to grant of the secondary qualities); rather, they are nothing more than ideas or 

mental objects themselves. A commitment to this view of the mind-dependence of the sensible 

qualities remains compelling to many sense-datum theorists, who argue that sensible properties like 

color, shape and size are, in the first instance, properties that can only be instantiated by mental 

entities called sense-data, and are therefore dependent on minds in just the way that Berkeley 

suggests.4   

The basic set up for this paper is as follows: we can assume that sensible qualities depend on 

substances for their instantiation. But there is significant disagreement over which kinds of 

substance they depend on, i.e. mental or material. My central goal in the first part of the paper is not 

to adjudicate the disagreement, ultimately choosing one side over another, but to get clearer on the 

metaphysics of the two views. In the course of the paper, I will argue that a unitary notion of 

dependence will not suffice if we are to understand the central claims of both sides. Instead, we will 

need two distinct notions of dependence, one that applies to the relation between sensible qualities 

and material bodies, the other to sensible qualities and minds. Sensible qualities, if they depend on 

material substance for their instantiation, do so in virtue of inhering in material substances. On such a 

view, instances of sensible qualities depend for their existence on the material substances that they 

																																																								
3 Berkeley, Principles Concerning Human Knowledge, §7, my emphasis. 
4 Note, though, that many sense-datum theorists of the early twentieth century insisted that sense-data were 
neither material nor mind-dependent. This was driven by their combined commitment to perception being a 
source of knowledge and their insistence that one could only have knowledge of entities that are independent 
of the knower.    
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inhere in. But, it will turn out that inherence cannot be the notion that a philosopher like Berkeley had 

in mind when he argued for the mind-dependence of the sensible qualities; for this would attribute 

to him an independently implausible view that he explicitly rejects, namely that the mind itself must 

be literally shaped, colored and tasty. Instead, I will argue that what is meant by the thesis of mind-

dependence is that a sensible quality depends for its instantiation on a perceiver’s awareness of it. 

Dependence on inherence and dependence on awareness, then, are distinct relations that sensible 

qualities may stand in to particular kinds of substances.   

The second part of this paper engages in some exploratory metaphysics. It has always been 

assumed that only one of the two views described above is salvageable: it must either be material 

bodies or minds, which provide the ontological ground for the sensible qualities. But what would the 

ramifications be if we were to be permissive and allow for the instantiation of both kinds of 

dependence relations? If there is no prima facie reason to deny that both material bodies and minds 

can be implicated in the grounding explanation of distinct instances of sensible qualities, I will go on 

to investigate whether these two relations of dependence can also co-obtain in the case of a particular 

sensible instance. Once the mind and material bodies play distinct determining roles, there are no in 

principal obstacles to cases of joint dependence and over-determination. There turn out to be some 

striking consequences for the philosophy of mind. The notion of over-determination allows us to 

secure the mind-independence of the ordinary objects of seeing while nonetheless doing justice to 

the rich qualitative character attributable to the mind. The notion of joint dependence, on the other 

hand, allows us to treat sensations like pains, itches and tickles as simultaneously mind-dependent 

yet physically located in parts of our bodies, thereby doing justice to the essentially bodily nature of 

such sensations. 

 

I. INSTANTIATION DEPENDENCE 

Before we examine the particular case of sensible qualities and the dependence relations they stand 

in to material and mental substances, it is important to define the general notion of dependence that 

will we will make use of. It helps to begin with the more generic notion of ontological dependence, 

which is a notion that concerns the relation between particular entities. This notion is traditionally 

construed as follows: x ontologically depends on y iff x depends for its existence on y. In the past, 

the notion of ontological dependence has been given a modal interpretation; on this interpretation, x 

ontologically depends on y iff it is necessarily the case that if x exists, y exists.  
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More recently, though, in a series of papers by Fine, Lowe, Correia, Koslicki and others, it has 

been convincingly argued that a merely modal gloss on ontological dependence is unsatisfactory.5 

Crucially, modal notions are non-explanatory: they merely posit the existence of a necessary 

connection between two entities, without the resources to indicate the source of necessity. The 

notion of ontological dependence, in contrast, is an asymmetrical, explanatory notion – x’s being 

ontologically dependent on y implies that y explains x and is therefore, ontologically prior to x. 

Consider, for example, someone who thinks that there are bi-directionally necessary connections 

between the mental and the physical, and as a result is committed to a claim of the following sort: 

“It is necessarily the case that mental state m exists if and only if physical state p exists.” This bi-

conditional leaves open which, if any, of the two states explains the existence of other. Both a non-

eliminativist physicalist who thinks that the fundamental level of reality is physical and a non-

eliminativist idealist who believes that the fundamental level of reality is mental could endorse the 

above bi-conditional. But there is a stark disagreement between the proponents of these two 

positions. The disagreement concerns which of the two states is more ontologically fundamental. 

Merely working with a modal notion of dependence is not fine-grained enough to distinguish 

between such radically distinct metaphysical views.  

To accommodate the asymmetrical, explanatory aspect of ontological dependence, Fine and 

others have recommended that the modal operator be replaced by an essence- or identity-based 

operator (where this operator is primitive and is not itself to be given a modal interpretation). On 

such an essentialist construal, if x is ontologically dependent on y, it is true in virtue of the identity of 

x that if it exists, y exists. We can define this identity-based notion of existential dependence as 

follows: 

 
Existential Dependence: x existentially depends on y iff □x (if x exists, then y exists); where 

□x is a primitive operator that stands for ‘it is true in virtue of the identity of x’.6  

																																																								
5 See Fine, K., (1995), “Ontological Dependence,” Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society 95:269 – 290; Lowe, E. J., 
(1994), “Ontological Dependency,” Philosophical Papers, 23 (1):31-48; Correia, F., (2008), “Ontological 
dependence,” Philosophy Compass, 3 (5):1013-1032; Koslicki, K., (2012), “Varieties of ontological dependence,” 
In F. Correia & B. Schnieder (eds.), Metaphysical Grounding: Understanding the Structure of Reality, Cambridge 
University Press. 
6 Rather than interpreting the operator in terms of a primitive relation between the identity of x and 
propositions that are made true in virtue of it, Fine suggests that there is an unanalyzed relation that holds 
between x and a set of propositions, such that the identity of x is to be derivatively understood in terms of 
the propositions rendered true, not the other way around. In a recent paper, though, Dasgupta develops the 
compelling thought that this approach will not be able to do justice to role that essences play in securing non-
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Introducing this essence-based operator gets us the explanatory asymmetries we were interested 

in capturing – in Fine’s well-known example, it is true in virtue of the essence of the singleton set 

containing Socrates that it can only exist if its member, Socrates, exists, but it does not seem 

essential to Socrates’ existence that abstract entities like sets exist; so we get an explanatory 

asymmetry even in the face of a true modal bi-conditional. As for the case described above, a non-

eliminativist physicalist can now state her position explicitly: it is true in virtue of the essence of pain 

that it exists only if a certain kind of neural firing exists but not vice-versa – for given the priority of 

the neural state, its essence cannot be defined in terms of the mental states that depend on it. This is 

a more informative claim than the mere modal claim, which establishes nothing more than a 

necessary covariance between the mind and the physical world. A non-eliminativist idealist can 

distinguish her position from that of the physicalist by clarifying the ontological priority of the 

mental state, positing it as the metaphysical explanans of the neural firing.  

Fine, in his work on dependence, has recommended a further modification to the notion on 

which we replace the notion of existence entirely with the notion of essence. Rather than define 

ontological dependence as a relation between the existences of x and y that obtains due to the essence 

of x, Fine recommends that we define the relation in terms of the role that y plays in constituting the 

essence of x. He implements this modification by introducing the notion of real definitions – 

definitions, which as the ontological counterpart of nominal definitions, serve to define entities 

rather than terms. On his final analysis, we get the following definition:  

 
Essential Dependence: x essentially depends on y iff y is a constituent of the real definition 

of x.  

 
Fine’s transition from an existence-based notion of dependence to an essence-based one stems from 

his interest in cases of necessary existents and non-existents. Fine is keen to accommodate the 

possibility of relations of ontological explanation even in the case of such entities, and in order to 

capture these cases, we must have a notion that is not necessarily tied to existence.   

Which, if any, of these notions is suitable for our discussion of the relation between substances 

and properties? Implicit in the repeated endorsement of the claim that properties are dependent on 

substances is the view that it is of the nature of a property that it requires something that is 

ontologically prior to secure its instantiation. So, in exploring the relation between substances and 
																																																																																																																																																																																			
propositional forms of essential knowledge, such as knowledge by acquaintance. See Dasgupta, S., (2015), 
“Inexpressible Ignorance,” Philosophical Review, 124, 441-480. 
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the properties that depend on them, it is clear that we will benefit from an asymmetrical, essence-

based notion of dependence. On the other hand, the asymmetrical relation between properties and 

substances that we are most interested in pertains neither to the existence of properties, nor to their 

unrestricted essences. If we are to state a thesis that is compatible with Platonism, for example, we 

cannot define the relation of dependence between properties and substances in terms of conditions 

on the former’s existence. Furthermore, instead of just including a substance in the unrestricted real 

definition of the universal, it is more perspicuous for our purposes to implicate it specifically in that 

aspect of the property’s essence that pertains to the instantiation of the property. On the Finean 

notion, if the ontologically prior entity is a constituent of the essence of the ontologically dependent 

entity, this presumably has wider ramifications than the notion we are interested in. On the basis of 

these observations, we can define the following notion of instantiation-dependence:  

 
Instantiation-Dependence: A property F instantiation-depends on substance iff □F (if F is 

instantiated, ∃S (S is a substance)).7  

 
In its current formulation, this notion of dependence is quite vague. It says nothing about why it 

is the case that the existence of a substance is required for the instantiation of a property. An 

explanation of this claim will be the focus of the next two sections of the paper. I will first consider 

(in section II) the way in which sensible qualities are thought to depend on material substance. 

Having characterized the relevant notion here as inherence, I will argue (in section III) that 

inherence cannot be the notion in play when philosophers argue that sensible qualities are mind-

dependent. This will lead us to explore the notion of mind-dependence in more detail.  

 

II. INHERENCE 

In the passage already quoted above, Locke describes sensible qualities as qualities that are “of 

themselves inconsistent with existence.” We should interpret this passage, given our framework, and 

given Locke’s suspicion of universals in general, as a claim about the existence conditions on 

particular instances of sensible qualities. In another passage in the Essay, Locke restates this point, this 

																																																								
7 Koslicki, in her 2012 paper, makes use of Fine’s notions of real definitions to introduce the notion of 
feature- dependence. It may seem as though this notion is very close to the notion I have defined here. But in 
section III, I will argue that a substance can be implicated in the instantiation of a property, without that 
property being a feature of the substance. For this reason, we need a notion of instantiation-dependence that 
is more neutral than Koslicki’s notion.   
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time defining substance as that which provides support to particular instances of qualities that 

cannot subsist by themselves: 

 
If anyone should be asked, “What is the subject wherein colour or weight inheres?” he 

would have nothing to say, but the solid extended parts; and if he were demanded, “What is 

that solidity and extension inhere in?” he would not be in a much better case than the Indian 

mentioned before…[who] replied, Something, he knew not what…The idea, then, we have, 

to which we give the general name substance, being nothing but the supposed, but unknown 

support of those qualities we find existing, which we imagine cannot subsist sine re substante, 

without something to support them, we call that support substantia; which according to the 

true import of the word is, in plain English, standing under, or upholding.8   

 
It is clear, in this passage, again, that Locke is pointing out that property-instances depend, for their 

existence on the existence of substances. Given our willingness to allow universals into our ontology, 

we can capture Locke’s insight in terms of the instantiation, if not the existence, of properties 

requiring the existence of substances.9 This is what we have done in the previous section. But here, I 

want to draw two further points from Locke’s text. First, notice how Locke’s focus here in on the 

sensible qualities in particular. He asks of color and weight in particular, what secures their 

instantiation and his answer is “the solid extended parts.” Given that we know that Locke thinks 

that our idea of material substance is an idea of an extended, solid thing, we can conclude that for 

Locke, the kind of substance that secures the instantiation of sensible qualities is material substance.10  

Second, Locke also makes clear that the way in which material substances secure the instantiation of 

																																																								
8 Locke, An Essay Concerning Human Understanding, vol. I, Bk. II, Ch.23, §2. 
9 At this point, someone might point out that a sensible quality depending on a substance for its instantiation, 
does not imply that the resulting instance depends, for its existence, on the particular substance that instantiates 
it. For example, one might think that instances can survive while moving from one substance to another. 
Given the very strange nature of such a view, and given that most philosophers straightforwardly endorse the 
entailment, I will put aside this complication and continue to move from the dependence of a universal for its 
instantiation to dependence of an instance for its existence. 
10 Some have interpreted the passage from the Essay quoted above, in particular when Locke asks what it is 
that solidity and extension inhere in, as evidence that Locke was committed to a view on which substances 
are metaphysically prior to all properties, essential and accidental. However, as Ayers and Yolton argues, the 
more plausible reading here is that Locke is asking about observable solid and extended parts, that is, the 
observable primary qualities, and asking about what it is that these observable qualities inhere in. On this 
reading, the passage quoted above presents the view that all sensible qualities—primary and secondary—
require for their existence, a substance that they inhere in. (See Ayers, M., (1975), “The Ideas of Power and 
Substance in Locke’s Philosophy,” Philosophical Quarterly, 25, 1-27; Yolton, J.W., (1970), Locke and the Compass 
of Understanding, Cambridge University Press. 
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sensible qualities is by these qualities inhering in material substances. This is also echoed in the first 

passage, in which the term “inherence” is used to illustrate how sensible qualities need to be 

supported. So, redness requires, for its instantiation, the existence of a material substance that it can 

inhere in. Furthermore, the particular redness of the tomato on my kitchen counter depends, for its 

existence, on the particular tomato that it inheres in. Similarly, roundness requires, for its 

instantiation, the existence of material substances that roundness can inhere in; and the particular 

instance that inheres in Jupiter depends for its existence on the existence of Jupiter itself.  

Making use of the notion of inherence, then, we can define a more determinate notion of 

instantiation-dependence, one that applies directly to the relation between sensible qualities and 

material substance:  

 
DependenceINH: A sensible quality F (instantiation-)dependsINH on material substances iff □F 

(if F is instantiated, then ∃S (S is a material substance and F inheres in S)).11 

 
We now have a clearer sense of the way in which sensible qualities are thought to depend on 

material substances. Inherence in such substances is what enables the qualities to be instantiated.     

Before we go on to look at the relationship posited between sensible qualities and the mind, I want 

to focus in some more detail on the notion of inherence in the case of sensible qualities. At a 

minimum, inherence is that relation that sensible qualities stand in to their bearers. If a quality 

inheres in a particular substance, the substance bears or possesses that quality. But can more be said 

about why it is the case that a quality like redness, say, requires a material bearer for its instantiation? 

Part of Locke’s insight is that having a material bearer—or inhering in a material substance—is 

meant to explain the possibility of a sensible quality’s being instantiated.12 This reveals that the notion 

of inherence is thicker than the mere notion of instantiation, given that the former is meant to 

explain the possibility of the latter. But what kind of explanation does inherence in a material 

substance provide? 

																																																								
11 Inherence is a notion that likely applies to a broader class of properties than the sensible qualities. I will 
restrict the definition to the sensible case, however, to keep our discussion more streamlined. 
12 Again, we will restrict our explanation to sensible qualities. If we extend the notion of dependenceINH to 
other properties of a material substance—including perhaps the essential properties—the explanatory account 
I go on to offer will have to be substantially tweaked. But offering a unified account of inherence takes us 
beyond the confines of this paper.  
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If we look back to the early modern period, we find strong evidence for a reductive explanation 

of the instantiation of sensible qualities. 13  For both Descartes and Locke, for instance, the 

instantiation of both primary and secondary sensible qualities by a medium-sized, material object—a 

tomato, for example—is to be explained in terms of the primary qualities of the tomato’s 

microscopic parts, its corpuscles. 14  In the case of such qualities, if one asks why redness is 

instantiated by the tomato—or why this particular instance of redness exists—our initial explanation 

is merely that redness inheres in the tomato. But the early moderns offer us a more fleshed out 

response – for them, the explanation for why redness or roundness is instantiated by the tomato is 

that redness is reducible to the more fundamental properties of the tomato, namely the shape, size 

and arrangement of its corpuscles. So, on this proposal, what it is for a particular sensible quality to 

inhere in a material substance is for that quality to be explained by or reducible to the more 

fundamental properties of the substance in question. The fact that the tomato’s redness is reducible 

to a particular arrangement of corpuscles explains why redness is instantiated by the tomato.  

Now, an account of sensible inherence in terms of property reduction is a view that many will 

find compelling even today, despite differences in the particular reductive accounts one may offer. If 

however, we disagree with Descartes and Locke about whether sensible qualities are 

straightforwardly reducible to more fundamental physical properties, what can we say about sensible 

inherence? Here, a distinction made by Elizabeth Barnes between ontological dependence and 

fundamentality can be quite useful in understanding how a primitive property can also be said to 

inhere in material substance. In the case of primitive properties, we can treat inherence in a material 

substance as providing a partial explanation of why the property is instantiated in terms of the more 

fundamental properties of the substance, while maintaining that the instantiation of the property is 

not fully explained by these fundamental properties, and therefore counts as itself fundamental or 

primitive. Any account on which color, say, is a primitive property, must nevertheless incorporate 

the fact that pounding an almond can change the color of the almond.15 The natural way to make 

room for this fact is to acknowledge that primitive properties are still dependent on the fundamental 
																																																								
13 Note, though, that in my use of the term “reduction,” I do not assume identity. Given the more fine-
grained resources provided us by the notion of ontological dependence, we can maintain the distinct identity 
of the two properties in question, while appealing to an asymmetrical, explanatory relation between them. 
14 The view that all observable qualities of material bodies must reduce to more fundamental properties led 
both Descartes and Locke to sometimes assert that we must either deny that the secondary qualities inhere in 
material bodies, or concede that we have only confused ideas of these qualities given our inability to 
comprehend how qualities that correspond to our ideas of color, smell, or taste could be explained by the size 
and shape of microphysical corpuscles 
15 See Barnes, E., (2013), “Emergence and Fundamentality,” Mind, 121, 874-901. 
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properties of the object, even if they are not fully explained by these properties. On such a view, 

what makes it the case that primitive properties still inhere in a material substance, then, is that there 

is such a partial explanation that can indeed be given. If it were in fact the case that no explanation 

could be given of the primitive property in terms of the essential nature of the substance that it 

inheres in, it would be mysterious why we thought the primitive property was attached to, or 

possessed by, that particular substance in the first place.16  

So far, I have made use of the notion of inherence to capture the particular way in which 

sensible qualities are related to material substance. This section, then, has more precisely stated the 

most common view of the sensible properties in the contemporary context. Our next task is to 

focus on those philosophers, admittedly in the minority, who have denied this claim; namely, those 

philosophers who have insisted that sensible qualities are in fact mind-dependent. In particular, I am 

interested in exploring whether the notion of inherence already discussed is suitable to capture the 

view on which sensible qualities are ontologically dependent on minds. 

 

III. AWARENESS 

The view on which sensible qualities inhere in the material world is indeed the most common view 

in the contemporary, philosophical literature. But repeatedly, in the history of philosophy, this 

conception of sensible qualities has been challenged. In this section, I want to look more closely at 

how to make sense of the view proposed by these critics, on which sensible qualities are mind-

dependent. 

One might think that this will be a straightforward task. We have relied on the notion of 

inherence in order to make sense of the way in which sensible qualities can depend on material 

																																																								
16 In later sections of the Essay (vol. II, Book IV, Ch. 3, §6), Locke considers the intriguing possibility that 
thought might be “superadded” to material substance. If superaddition is the addition of a property to a 
substance that cannot be (even partially) explained by the essence of the substance to which it is added—and 
this is the standard interpretation—we must conclude that superadded properties do not in fact inhere in the 
substance. Locke himself never uses the term “inhere” when describing the relation between superadded 
properties and material substances. He does describe these properties as “in” the substance, but as the 
following section will prove, this is not to be straightforwardly identified with a thicker notion of inherence. 
Note, though, that Ayers, in his interpretation of these passages, argues that superadded properties are merely 
properties that we cannot explain in terms of the essence of material substance, but which do in fact flow 
from the essence of material substance. On such a reading, superadded properties, just like any other 
properties can be said to inhere in material substance (either as ordinary accidents or as primitive properties, 
depending on the nature of the explanation). (See Ayers, M., (1981), “Mechanism, Superaddition and the 
Proof of God’s Existence in Locke’s Essay,” Philosophical Review, 90, 210-251). For an example of a non-
epistemic reading of the phenomenon of superaddition, see Stuart, M., (1998), “Locke on Superaddition and 
Mechanism,” British Journal of the History of Philosophy, 6, 351-379. 
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bodies. Perhaps, then, we can make use of the very same notion of inherence to explain what 

relation is being posited between sensible qualities and minds when it is asserted that sensible 

qualities are mind-dependent entities. If the very same notion is in play, then the disagreement 

between the two sides can be neatly explicated – proponents of both views have the very same kind 

of dependence in mind, but they disagree about which substances sensible properties depend on in 

this way. 

 At first glance, one might think this can indeed be done. For it is often the case that 

philosophers like Berkeley, in describing the mind-dependence of the sensible qualities, speak of the 

qualities as being in the mind. Consider, for example the following passages: 

 
May we not therefore conclude of smells, as of the other forementioned qualities, that they 

cannot exist in any but a perceiving substance or mind?17  

 
If you can frame in your thoughts a distinct abstract idea of motion or extension, divested of 

all those sensible modes, as swift and slow, great and small, round and square, and the link, 

which are acknowledged to exist only in the mind.18  

 
In passages like these and many others, Berkeley repeatedly refers to sensible qualities as “in” the 

mind. But this does not by itself imply that Berkeley thinks that the mind is literally the bearer of 

sensible qualities. And sure enough, in the following passage, he explicitly considers and rejects such 

an interpretation of his view: 

 
It may perhaps be objected that if extension and figure exist only in the mind, it follows that 

the mind is extended and figured, since extension is a mode or attribute which (to speak with 

the Schools) is predicated of the subject in which it exists. I answer, those qualities are in the 

mind only as they are perceived by it – that is, not by way of mode or attribute, but only by way of 

idea, and it no more follows that the soul or mind is extended, because extension exists in it 

alone, than it does that it is red or blue, because those colors are on all hands acknowledged 

to exist in it, and nowhere else.19  

																																																								
17 Dialogues, 181 
18 Dialogues, 193 
19 Berkeley, Principles, §49, my emphasis. Some commentators have tried to interpret this passage as consistent 
with a view on which ideas are inherent in the mind. Cummins, for instance, suggests that Berkeley is making 
a point about linguistic predication, rather than inherence. But given the explicit statement that qualities are 
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This passage provides incontrovertible evidence that Berkeley has some notion other than inherence 

in mind when he speaks of the qualities as “in” the mind. Furthermore, looking beyond the 

particular details of Berkeley’s views for a moment, no philosopher who has plausibly argued that 

colors or smells or tastes are mind-dependent can intend that the mind itself bears these features, 

that the mind itself is colored, smelly or sweet-tasting. Just as ludicrous would be to attribute to 

them the claim that primary qualities like shape, size and motion are literally features that inhere in 

the mind - most philosophers who have argued for the mind-dependence of the primary qualities are 

themselves committed to a non-extended conception of mental substance; they cannot then assume 

that the mind itself is shaped or sized in any determinate way. Furthermore, regardless of one’s view 

of the non-material nature of the mind, no one would argue that the mind itself has those shapes 

that we mistakenly take material bodies to have during a sensory experience. 20 

What does a philosopher like Berkeley mean, then, when he describes both primary and 

secondary qualities as literally in the mind? Already in the passage described in the first section, 

Berkeley gives us a clue – even there he states there that for a mind to have an idea is for the mind to 

“perceive the idea”. Elsewhere he writes that ideas are “immediate objects of the understanding.”21At 

first glance, this suggestion is unhelpful. We perceive all sorts of entities, most of which are normally 

mind-independent, so how could the relation between a mind and the objects it perceives be helpful 

in understanding the notion of mind-dependence? Reconstruing Berkeley’s suggestion with the help 

of the general notion of instantiation-dependence will provide the requisite insight here. It is not just 

the case that sensible qualities, according to Berkeley, are perceived by minds – that would indeed 

leave their ontological status untainted; rather, the claim is that colors, shapes and sizes, depend for 

their instantiation on being perceived by minds. This is categorically not true of the objects we 

normally perceive – their existence is entirely independent of being perceived. In contrast, Berkeley’s 

infamous maxim esse est percipi, or “to be is to be perceived”, reveals itself as providing a clue to a 

distinct kind of dependence, on which a particular instance of a sensible quality, depends for its very 

existence, on being perceived. We can define this novel kind of instantiation-dependence as follows: 

																																																																																																																																																																																			
neither mode [n]or attribute,” coupled with the other passages in which Berkeley treats ideas as objects of the 
mind, such a reading is difficult to defend. See Cummins, P., (1963), “Perceptual Relativity and Ideas in the 
Mind,” Philosophy and Phenomenological Research, 24, 202-214. 
20 Furthermore, it would surprising if Berkeley were to retain a model on which qualities inhere in an 
underlying substance. His attack against the Lockean view isn’t just an attack on the notion of matter, but 
against the mere notion of a substratum that provides some kind of existential support to its qualities. 
21 Dialogues, p. 237. 
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DependenceAWA: A sensible quality F (instantiation-)dependsAWA on minds iff □F (if F is 

instantiated, then ∃M (M is a mind and F is the object of M’s awareness)).  

 
Dependence on awareness provides us a fundamentally different way in which instances of a 

sensible quality can be granted existence. In the most straightforward terms, Berkeley is denying that 

for there to be an instance of redness, there must be some substance that is itself red. Of course, we 

can always nominalize the instantiation of a sensible property and speak of there being something 

red there – Berkeley is not concerned with how we speak – but in so doing, we must not assume 

that the thing we are calling red is a metaphysically weighty substance whose existence is 

ontologically prior to the existence of the sensible quality that we predicate of it. Rather, Berkeley is 

suggesting that entities of a specific sort, i.e. minds, play a very different role in supporting the 

instantiation of sensible qualities, in virtue of these qualities being the objects of the mind’s 

conscious states.  

We now see that the way in which sensible qualities are thought to depend on the mind is quite 

different from the way in which they are thought to depend on material bodies. If sensible qualities 

depend for their instantiation on material bodies, it is in virtue of these qualities inhering in those 

bodies. If, on the other hand, a sensible quality is dependent for its instantiation on a mind, it is in 

virtue of its instantiation being secured by the mind’s awareness of it. In the remainder of the paper, 

I will explore what the philosophical ramifications are if we hold on to both notions, rather than 

presuppose that we must pick only one.  

 

IV. OVER-DETERMINATION AND SENSIBLE QUALITIES 

Most have assumed that we must either think of sensible qualities as inhering in material substance or 

as being the objects of perceiver’s awareness. But is there genuine reason to adopt this kind of 

exclusive approach? Abstractly, if we make room for qualities to have a nature that is compatible 

with both inherence and awareness playing a role in the instantiation of these qualities, there are two 

ways this could be achieved. First, we could think of the qualities in question as having a nature that 

places disjunctive conditions on instantiation, such that the sensible quality in question can be 

instantiated either in virtue of inhering in a material body or in virtue of being the object of a 

perceiver’s awareness. Alternatively, we could think of qualities as having a nature that imposes 

conjunctive conditions on instantiation. On such a view, for a quality to be instantiated, the sensible 
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quality would have to both inhere in a material body and be the object of a perceiver’s awareness. In 

the remainder of this paper, I will argue that sensible qualities like color, smell, shape and size are best 

thought of as having disjunctive conditions on instantiation, while sensuous qualities like pains, itches 

and tickles, ought to be given a conjunctive analysis. In this section, I will focus on the case of 

sensible qualities, before moving on to the case of the sensuous.  

In his recent book, Berkeley’s Puzzle, John Campbell describes two uncomfortable descriptions we 

are led to when describing the peculiar experience that most of us have when we exert pressure on a 

closed eyelid - an experience of a moving patch of color, or a phosphene: 

 
(1) It is just a denial of reality to say there is nothing there that is yellow, square and moving. 

That is the only vocabulary we have to describe what the subject is experiencing…you are 

not talking figuratively when you say that the thing is a vibrant yellow.  

 
(2) It’s crazy to say there is something there that is literally yellow, square, and moving. We can 

search all of space and time and there is nowhere to be found anything literally occupying 

space that has these characteristics. There is nothing that is yellow, square and moving. 22 

 
The two descriptions that Campbell provides seem straightforwardly incompatible: the first insists 

on the presence of something yellow, which the latter explicitly denies. And so it seems we must 

give up one or the other. But what is uniquely compelling about Campbell’s description of the 

phenomenon is how he makes vivid that both descriptions seem equally compelling. 

Let us start with the intuition expressed in (1). When one has an experience of a phosphene, the 

most natural description of what is going on is that you really are aware of an instance of yellowness. 

Phenomenologically speaking, yellowness is there for you in the very same way as it is there for you 

in an ordinary case of color perception. We cannot capture the phenomenology merely by appealing 

to an uninstantiated universal, yellowness; for this doesn’t capture how the yellowness that you 

experience is right there in front of you, not in Platonic heaven.23 For you may be simultaneously 

aware of numerically distinct instances of yellowness (imagine a case in which there are two 

phosphenes), so an appeal to a generic Platonic universal can do us no good. It seems like the only 

																																																								
22 Campbell, J. & Cassam, Q., (2014), Berkeley’s Puzzle, Oxford University Press, 10. 
23 This is the basic problem with Johnston’s account of hallucination. See Johnston, M., (2004), “The obscure 
object of hallucination,” Philosophical Studies 120 (1-3): 113-83. 
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good characterization of our phenomenology has it that the perceiver is in fact aware of an actual 

instance of yellowness. 

But, moving to the intuition expressed in (2), how can one make sense of the presence of an 

instance of yellow if there is nothing there that serves as the bearer of yellowness? To put it most 

paradoxically – how can yellowness be instantiated if there is nothing there that instantiates 

yellowness?  Surely the mind is not itself yellow. Also, it does us no good to appeal to the phosphene 

itself as the “bearer” of yellowness A phosphene is nothing over and above a collection of sensible 

instances and so it cannot serve as the bearer of these instances. The only entities that seem suitable 

to serve as the bearers of sensible qualities are material substances. But the quandary is that there is 

no material substance around that can play this role for the yellowness that we are aware of in an 

experience of a phosphene. As Campbell writes, “we can search all of space and time” and fail to 

find any physical object that can serve this purpose. So, it seems, we must deny that there is anything 

yellow there in the case of a phosphene. But now, this leaves us unable to do justice to our 

phenomenology, thereby returning us to the opposing intuition in (1). 

Our compulsion to reject the existence of an instance of yellowness in the case of the 

phosphene was driven by the natural thought that yellowness can only be instantiated if there is 

something there that is the bearer of yellowness. But now that we have worked through the notion 

of awareness-dependence in more detail, we have expanded our options – we now know that the 

absence of a bearer of yellowness does not straightforwardly entail the absence of an instance of 

yellow. For if Berkeley is right, the mind can secure the instantiation of yellowness without itself 

serving as the bearer of that instance. Instead, yellowness can be instantiated solely in virtue of a 

perceiver enjoying a certain kind of experience that has yellowness as its object.  

The possibility that sensible qualities may be instantiated even in the absence of any material 

body in which they can inhere allows us to acknowledge that the two descriptions that Campbell 

puts forth are not really mutually exclusive. We can concede that there is no(thing) yellow there, 

insofar as there is no material body there that is itself yellow, while still insisting that there is an 

instance of yellow, whose existence depends on the perceiver’s awareness of it.  

Some might worry that allowing for the existence of yellow instances in the absence of material 

objects will result in the view that all instances of yellow are similarly mind-dependent. But this 

universalizing approach is not forced upon us. We can allow for the existence of two classes of 

sensible instances – those whose existence is secured by inhering in material bodies, and those 

whose existence is secured as the objects of a perceiver’s awareness. To introduce this kind of view, 
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we must move from the mere dependence claims we have been working with so far to a closely 

related set of sufficiency claims. Start with the case of sensory experience – if it is true that the 

perceiver being in a certain state of awareness guarantees the existence of a sensible instance even in 

the absence of a material body for the instance to inhere in, we must treat the perceiver’s mind as 

sufficient for the instantiation of the sensible quality. In fact, it is only in explaining how it can be that 

a sensory experience is sufficient for the existence of a sensible quality instance that we are led to 

think of the instance in question as dependent on the perceiver’s awareness of it. To state this 

precisely, let us introduce the notion of instantiation-sufficiency: 

 
SufficiencyAWA: A mind is (instantiation-)sufficientAWA for a sensible quality F iff □F (if ∃M (M 

is a mind and F is the object of M’s awareness) then F is instantiated).  

 
But now consider the material world. To avoid a universalized mind-dependence, we must be able to 

hold on to the view that material objects have the colors and shapes that they do entirely 

independent of our awareness of them. Lemons were yellow long before any perceivers were around 

to experience them and they will continue to be yellow long after our demise.  To capture this 

intuition, we once again need a sufficiency claim – it is not only the case that sensible qualities 

depend on material substances for their instantiation; it also seems to be the case that all that is 

required for the instantiation of a sensible quality is that there exist a material substance that is its 

bearer:24  

 
SufficiencyINH: A material substance is (instantiation-)sufficientINH for a sensible quality F iff 

□F (if ∃S (S is a material substance and F inheres in S) then F is instantiated).25 

 

																																																								
24 This assumes a non-relational account of sensible qualities. Note, though, that most relationalists about 
sensible qualities think that sensible qualities bear some relation to a mind, so they will deny the intuition that I 
am working with, namely that lemons will continue to be yellow in the absence of any perceiving minds. 
25 Another caveat is necessary here: if we end up with a primitivist analysis of sensible qualities, inherence in a 
material substance will only provide a partial explanation of the instantiation of a sensible quality. So, 
inherence in a material substance will not be sufficient for the instantiation of the sensible quality. On such a 
view, we can still maintain that as far as substances go, the only substance that is required is a material 
substance. As will become clear, this kind of sufficiency claim will be adequate for our purposes – the 
important contrast is not whether anything else at all is necessary for instantiation of the property, but rather 
whether a mind is necessary for the instantiation of the property. I will not formulate the more complicated 
sufficiency claim, however, for ease of exposition. 
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So far, we have stated two sufficient conditions on the instantiation of sensible qualities. If we are to 

accommodate the possibility of both conditions, we must define the nature of sensible qualities in 

disjunctive terms: 

 
Sensible Nature: For any sensible quality, F, □F (if F is instantiated, (∃S (S is a material 

substance and F inheres in S)) or (∃M (M is a mind and F is the object of M’s awareness))). 

 
Note that this statement does not imply that the nature of sensible qualities is itself disjunctive. 

Rather, it is sufficient that sensible qualities have a nature that entails disjunctive conditions on 

instantiation.26  This will of course constrain our view of sensible qualities – if we were, for example, 

to treat sensible qualities as essentially microphysical, then there would be no way we could allow for 

such qualities to be instantiated solely in virtue of a perceiver enjoying a certain kind of sensory 

experience. But there are accounts of sensible qualities that would permit for such ontological 

variety – if, for example, we treat sensible qualities as essentially qualitative properties—that is, as 

essentially tied to their appearances—then it is entirely compatible with their nature that they have 

both mind-dependent and mind-independent instances. To emphasize, a view of sensible qualities 

that permits such variety is to be preferred. For sensible features just don’t seem to come with the 

ontological restrictions that either essentially mentalistic or essentially material properties have: we 

ascribe shape and size to material objects, regions of space and abstract entities; we find it incredibly 

natural to ascribe color to entities as diverse as tomatoes, rainbows, phosphenes, holograms and 

after-images. Indeed, the very fact that there has been such a protracted history of disagreement 

over the nature of the sensible qualities—whether they are mind-dependent, microphysical, 

structural or primitive—suggests that there is no prima facie reason to deny that sensible features can 

have ontologically diverse instances.27 

If sensible qualities have disjunctive conditions on instantiation, each of the disjuncts are 

sufficient for instantiation, but the quality is not dependent on either condition in particular 

obtaining. This means that the quality is, by its nature, neither essentially material nor essentially 

mental. We can still categorize particular instances of the quality as material or mental. This 

categorization will be based on which condition of instantiation in fact obtains on a particular 

																																																								
26 See Fine (1995) for the distinction between a constitutive and consequentialist notion of essence. 
27 For the purposes of this paper, I have only discussed two conditions on instantiation. But another 
advantage of not defining the nature of the quality as itself disjunctive is that it leaves open whether there are 
only two conditions on instantiation or more. I will not take a stand on this issue in this paper. 
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occasion. Those instances whose existence is secured solely by inhering in material substances will 

be material instances. On the other hand, those instances whose existence depends solely on a 

perceiver enjoying a sensory experience will be mind-dependent instances. Given that the nature of 

the sensible qualities is ontologically neutral, the nature of the resulting instances will be similarly 

neutral – there is nothing in the nature of any particular instance that makes it a material instance or 

a mind-dependent instance. Rather, our categorization of instances into the two categories is based 

on contingent facts about their actual existence, not facts about their essential natures.  

Once we conceive of sensible qualities as having a disjunctive nature, there is a third category of 

instance that we must consider – namely, an instance that results from both conditions on 

instantiation simultaneously obtaining. If such an instance is possible, its existence is simultaneously 

secured by two conditions, each of which is sufficient in isolation for the existence of that very 

instance. In other words, such an instance is over-determined.  

If there were only one way in which substances could secure the instantiation of sensible 

qualities, such over-determination would likely be ruled out. Take the case of inherence - if an 

instance of a sensible quality inheres in one substance, this does indeed seem to prevent that instance 

from inhering in any other substance. The particular instance of redness that inheres in the tomato 

cannot, for example, also inhere in the strawberry in the refrigerator.28 And so, if inherence were the 

only notion of determination at our disposal, we could not conceive of one and the same instance 

being simultaneously determined by a material body and a mind. Similarly, if being the object of 

awareness were the only way to secure the instantiation of sensible qualities, then too the material 

world and the mind could not coincide in the explanation of a particular instance’s existence – for 

surely, a material object (unless that material object belongs to the special category of minds) cannot 

perceive anything.  

But, once we have two distinct modes of instantiation, there seems to be no obstacle to their 

both contributing to the explanation of a single instance. No aspect of our notion of inherence rules 

out the possibility that an instance that inheres in a material body may also be the object of a 

perceiver’s awareness, and vice-versa. So it seems like an over-determined instance of a sensible 

quality is in fact possible. But is this possibility of any significant philosophical interest? In the 

																																																								
28 At this stage, someone might object by describing a case in which one and the same instance of the color 
sienna inheres in a statue and in the clay that comprises it. But even if we are to permit the statue and the clay 
as distinct substances, we must acknowledge that they stand in a relation of ontological dependence. It is 
natural to conclude of such a case that the instance inheres in the statue only in virtue of inhering in the clay, 
and so is not a genuine case of multiple inherence. 
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remainder of this section, I will briefly indicate that there is good reason to treat all cases of veridical 

perception as involving an awareness of over-determined sensible instances. Furthermore, I will 

suggest that treating veridical perception in this way results in a uniquely compelling account of 

perception.  

Start with a hallucinatory experience of a banana, say. Let us concede that the perceiver’s state of 

awareness is sufficientAWA for a sensible instance of yellow – this does justice to our intuition that a 

hallucinatory experience—just like an experience of an after-image or phosphene—makes us aware 

of sensible quality instances even in the absence of any material objects of awareness. But if a 

hallucination can be brought about just by replicating the neural state that the perceiver is in when 

she has an ordinary perception of a banana, then in the latter case too, the perceiver must be 

enjoying an experience that is sufficientAWA for an instance of yellow. But notice that in the veridical 

case, we have a second sufficient condition for the instantiation of yellow that was missing in the 

hallucination – the presence of a material object in which yellowness can inhere. The banana, as we 

have seen, is also sufficientINH for the instantiation of yellowness. So a veridical perception turns out 

to be the very kind of case described above, namely, a case in which there are two conditions 

present, each of which is sufficient for the instantiation of yellowness. Now, if we are to maintain 

that there is only one instance of yellowness present in such a case, we must treat that instance as 

over-determined. And there is good reason to insist that there is only one instance present in the 

veridical perception, rather than two distinct instances – the perceiver is only aware of a single 

instance, the instance she is aware of seems to be the very instance that inheres in the banana, and so 

on.  

Treating the sensible instances present in ordinary perception as over-determined gives us a 

compelling account of both ordinary and delusive perceptions. Granting that in a hallucination, the 

perceiver enjoys an experience that is sufficientAWA for a sensible instance gives us the most 

phenomenologically appropriate account of a hallucination, one on which hallucinations make us 

aware of actual instances of sensible qualities. Now given that there is no suitable material object 

present in the hallucination, the hallucinated sensible instance depends for its existence on the 

perceiver’s awareness of it, rendering it mind-dependent. This implication has led most philosophers 

to avoid such an account of hallucination, because they have assumed that it forces upon us the 

same verdict of mind-dependence for the veridical perception. It would indeed be epistemically 

disastrous if we were forced to the conclusion that ordinary perception only ever made us aware of 

mind-dependent instances of sensible qualities. Assuming this implication, most philosophers have 
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chosen to deny that delusive perceptions involve instantiated properties at all. But this renders it 

close to impossible to offer a satisfying account of the phenomenology of such experiences.  

But once we have the possibility of over-determination on the table, we can avoid the 

ontological generalization across the two kinds of experience, thereby keeping our treatment of 

hallucination as comprising an awareness of mind-dependent sensible instances.  It is essential to 

recognize that the yellow instance in the hallucination is dependent on the perceiver only because there 

is no other sufficient condition present. In a case of over-determination, by contrast, the mind is 

only one of two sufficient conditions that secure the existence of the sensible instance in question. 

Insofar as inherence in the banana is itself sufficient for the instance to exist, that instance will 

continue to exist even in the absence of the experience. This makes the over-determined sensible 

instance present in the veridical perception mind-independent. Therefore, the mind-dependence of the 

instances in a hallucination turns out to be compatible with the mind-independence of the instances 

in a veridical perception.  

So far, I have argued that a view on which sensible qualities have disjunctive conditions on 

instantiation does most justice to our pre-theoretical conception of such qualities. Furthermore, 

recognizing the disjunctive nature of these qualities allows us to provide a unified account of 

ordinary and delusive perception as both comprising an awareness of instantiated sensible qualities, 

without excluding the mind-independent world from the perceiver’s ken. In the final section, I will 

shift focus to consider the case of sensuous qualities. I will argue that these qualities are best 

understood as having a conjunctive nature. The philosophical upshot of this observation is the 

ability to treat essentially mind-dependent qualities as nonetheless physically located, thereby 

respecting the important sense in which a significant set of sensations are bodily sensations. 

 

V. JOINT DEPENDENCE AND BODILY SENSATIONS 

The majority of this paper has focused on traditional sensible qualities like color, smell, size and 

shape. But now I want to consider a close relative of the sensible qualities – sensuous qualities like 

pains, itches and tickles. Often referred to as bodily sensations, this class of sensuous qualities is 

typically assumed to be essentially mind-dependent. Pains are the kinds of qualities that depend, for 

their instantiation, on our awareness of them; Itches require for their instantiation, that they be felt; 

and similarly tickles require someone who feels tickled. We can capture this notion of mind-

dependence with the help of our notion of dependenceAWA – it is true in virtue of the nature of these 
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sensuous qualities that they depend, for their instantiation, on the existence of minds that perceive 

them.   

Now, it has often been argued that the mind-dependence of bodily sensations is incompatible 

with these sensations being physically located. Traditionally, an acknowledgement of the mind-

dependence of such sensations has led philosophers to insist that they are not in fact located in our 

bodies, but can only be said to be “in” the mind. But this is a problematic implication because it 

seems essential to our experience of a pain, say, that the pain felt is, say, in our ankle. Similarly, it 

seems essential to an itch that it is on my back, say. What could it even be for an itch to be in my 

mind? Gripped by the intimate connection that our phenomenology posits between such sensations 

and our bodies, some philosophers have recently concluded that sensations like pains are necessarily 

uninstantiable.29 The basic reasoning proceeds as follows: if a pain were to be instantiated, it would 

have to reside in the body and yet be dependent on the mind, but many have concluded that this 

combination of features is untenable. If pains live in the body, it has been assumed, they cannot be 

mind-dependent.  

But a view on which bodily sensations are necessarily uninstantiable makes nonsense of our 

phenomenology. If there are no pains, itches or tickles in fact instantiated in pain, itch or tickle 

experiences, one might appeal to uninstantiated universals to explain the phenomenology of such 

experiences. But the unsatisfying nature of this approach has already been broached in our 

discussion of the phosphene – what good is an appeal to an uninstantiated universal in explaining 

why a pain is felt in my leg? How can awareness of such a universal explain a case in which the very 

same kind of pain that was felt in my calf a moment ago is now felt in my toe? If both experiences 

merely involve an awareness of one and the same universal, what resources does such a view have to 

make sense of the clear differences between the two experiences?  

Some might try to explain away the locatedness of pains as merely seeming locatedness. On such a 

view, it merely seems to me that a pain is instantiated in my toe, when in fact it is not. The difference 

between the two experiences described above, then, is captured in terms of where the pain seems to 

be located, but in fact is not. But then, this view has the bizarre implication that there is no 

																																																								
29 See, for example, Chalmers, D., (2006), “Perception and the Fall from Eden,” In T.S. Gendler & J.  
Hawthorne (eds.), Perceptual Experience. Oxford University Press 49-125; Pautz, A., (2009), “A Simple View of 
Consciousness,” In R.C. Koons & G. Bealer (eds.), The Waning of Materialism: New Essays. Oxford University 
Press, 25-66, p.60; Pautz, A., (2010), “Do theories of consciousness rest on a mistake?” Philosophical Issues, 20: 
333-367. 
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objectively valid reason to request the perpetrator of the pain to stop stamping on my toe – for all 

that has been said, his actions merely result in a false belief about the presence of a pain in my toe. 

The perpetrator should be justified then to continue his behavior while politely explaining to me that 

there is in fact no pain in my toe, and I am merely deluded in thinking that there is. Or at best, we 

must re-describe our request to the perpetrator as driven by a desire to avoid a false belief about 

pain, not to avoid the pain itself.  

At this stage, the proponent of such a view will insist that I am not adequately acknowledging 

the distinctively phenomenal nature of the seemings in question – it is not merely the case that the 

perceiver has a false belief about the presence of pain in his leg, but rather, that he is in a sensorily 

rich state that represents to him the presence of a pain that is in fact not present. And this sensory 

state is what the perceiver is rightfully trying to avoid. But now, aren’t we back at our original 

starting point? The natural way to explain the actual sensory character of the perceiver’s state is to 

insist that he is aware of a pain quality that is in fact instantiated. If one is to deny the existence of 

any such instance of pain, and yet maintain the existence of a sensorily rich pain experience, one 

must offer an alternative account of the character of a pain experience without any appeal to pain 

itself. As evident from its very description, this task seems doomed to failure.   

Fortunately, however, we can now see that the radical conclusions of uninstantiability are 

unwarranted, for they rest on a mistaken understanding of mind-dependence. Insisting that the pair 

of criteria—mind-dependence and bodily location—is jointly unsatisfiable stems from a failure to 

recognize that mind-dependence does not require that bodily sensations inhere in the mind. But the 

central goal of this paper has been to argue for a notion of mind-dependence on which a quality 

does not depend on a mind in virtue of inhering in it, but rather in virtue of being perceived by it. 

Relying on this notion to make sense of the mind-dependence of bodily sensations leaves entirely 

open the possibility that bodily sensations also inhere in a distinct, material substance. In the case of 

sensuous qualities like pains and itches, it is clear that this would be a case of joint dependence. For 

inhering in a body part is not sufficient in isolation for these qualities to be instantiated. On the 

other hand, merely being the object of perceptual awareness also seems insufficient for their 

instantiation, if we are to acknowledge the essential locatedness of these kinds of sensations. So we 

can define the nature of bodily sensations as follows: 
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Bodily Sensations: For any sensuous quality, F, □F (if F is instantiated, (∃S (S is a material 

substance and F inheres in S)) and ∃M (M is a mind and F is the object of M’s 

awareness))).30 

 
If bodily sensations have conjunctive, rather than disjunctive, conditions of instantiation, then any 

particular instance of a sensuous quality will be such that it depends for its existence, both on the 

mind that is aware of it but also on the physical body that it inheres in. Once again, we have seen 

that making room for two distinct conditions on instantiation—inherence and awareness—allows us 

to make significant headway on a central problem in the philosophy of mind, namely, how to make 

sense of the bodily nature of mind-dependent sensations. 

 

VI. CONCLUSION 

The primary goal of this paper has been to present a new metaphysical framework on which the 

mind and the material world play distinct roles in securing the instantiation of sensible and sensuous 

qualities. Material bodies are implicated in sensible and sensuous instantiation by serving as the 

bearers that these qualities may inhere in. But the mind cannot play the role of bearer for sensible or 

sensuous qualities. For it is never the case that the mind is literally the bearer of colors, shapes, sizes, 

pains, itches or tickles. Nevertheless, the mind does have a significant role to play in the instantiation 

of such qualities. We have seen that it can secure (or contribute to securing) the instantiation of 

these qualities by perceiving them. The second half of the paper has been more exploratory – I have 

suggested that we should make room for both the mind and the material world to contribute to our 

explanations of sensible (or sensuous) instantiation, rather than being forced to choose one at the 

expense of the other.  

It turns out that an inclusive approach has some powerful ramifications for the philosophy of 

mind, two of which I discuss in the latter half of the paper. If we treat veridical perception as 

involving an awareness of over-determined instances of sensible qualities, we can offer a unified 

account of perceptual consciousness that nonetheless allows a perceiver unmediated access to the 

mind-independent world. Furthermore, treating pains, itches, and tickles as jointly dependent on the 

																																																								
30 There is a further interesting feature to this analysis of pains. Each of the conditions turns out to be 
sufficient for the other, even though they are jointly necessary for the quality to be instantiated. In other 
words, a pain inhering in my arm is sufficient for it being felt by me; similarly, a pain being felt by me is 
sufficient for its being located where it is felt. So the two conditions though not identical, are not independent 
of each other. 
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mind and the physical body finally does justice to the essentially bodily nature of these mind-

dependent phenomena. 

Of course, to defend the view of perception I propose, one would have to develop a view of 

sensible qualities that makes it possible for them to have disjunctive conditions on instantiation. 

That is, one would have to defend a view of the nature of sensible qualities that allows for some 

sensible instances to be determined by inherence and others by awareness. I have only briefly 

indicated that a view that treats the nature of colors and shapes as essentially qualitative would be 

well-suited for the job, but a systematic development of such a view would require further 

discussion.  

Similarly, in the case of pain – work still needs to be done to argue that pain is indeed the kind 

of entity that can be dependent both on the mind and on the body. At a minimum, one would have 

to address the possibility of phantom pains or itches that are not located in actual body parts.  In 

this paper, my central goal has been to lay the groundwork that is necessary prior to launching a 

defense of either of the views briefly suggested at the very end. Once we have clearly established 

inherence and awareness as two distinct kinds of determination, neither of which excludes the other, 

all that remains is to defend the claim that the determined entities—sensible or sensory qualities—

are not themselves incompatible with simultaneous determination by material and mental substances 

in the way that I have recommended. 

 


