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CEAPTER I1; INTRODUCTION

’The central function of this essdy is to analyze
the problem of universals. The technique that we have
édepted to accomplish this end is to examine the ma jor,
eonflicting theories about universals, Our first task,
rha[wever, is to present the data that provoke the problem
-and to explain why these data produce gonflicting views,

In the first ahalysis, questions about universals
‘are qﬁestians about human knowledge. Observe how the
philosopher operates in his investigations about know-
ledge., He attempts to discover thg sources of our ideas,
distinguishing beiwesn péreeptian,~teatimeny, and reason-
ing, These are ways in which our knowledge is increased
bﬁt its ultimate beginnings are a mystery. It is true,
bf gourse, that we teach our children, a,g.,~we point to
several objects and utter the word faog? each time, Even-
tually the child points to ome of these objects and pro-
‘Aounces the word 'deg' without prompting., What has the
sdult taught the child in this situation? He bas mot
taﬁght the child what dogs are. He’has directed the child's
‘gttantion to certain cbjéota and the child somehow learns

Iwkat thege objests are, The child acquires the knbwledgo
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‘l £or himself. The adult has taught him when to make a
- sound and which sound to make.
o Hence the materials with which the philosepher deals
in his study of cognitions are ohtained originally by all
"_of us, The setting for him is a situation in whioch know=-
yledge ;s'obtained by individuals and they increase and ex-
\ tand their learning by a mental activity called reasoning,
"The fact that we are familiar with knowledge and reason-
ing before we study philosophy does not mean that philoso-
| ph’ers are unable to instruct us. The ability to make cog-
nitive distinctions is a ggne_ggg hon condition of all

ratianal quests, i.e., if we were ﬁngble to distinguish
‘Jéogs from mountains, and ﬁonntains frem trees, the zoolo-
gist, the geologist, and the botanist would not be able to
‘ impart information to us, ’
Philosophy begins, then, with materials produced in
”ffnanéphiloaophieal rields. Universals constitute an; tmpoxs
tant portion of this pre-philOEOPhiQal matrix. Thia can be
rjiiseen by noting a technical distinction maae in logic be-
;mﬁﬁgwogn”singular and general terms, 4 singular term 1g-gpe
that is applicable to one, and only one, individual in the
éame sense, 6.8., Rover, Franklin D.’Boesevelt.‘chair No., 7
in Room 22 of the Univereity of Ciﬁeinﬁati Library. A
~ general term is one that is apylieabls to an inacfiﬁifc
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B
pumber of individuals in the same sense, ©,g., man, Ted,
dog. While thie is a technical distinction, our use of
singular and general terms in everyday discourse indigates
& recognition of the distinetim between them. We would

_ pever think of saying that this animal now before us is a
~ Fido, but we’would say that he is a deg, and, perhaps,
ﬁ,éésign the name of Fide to him.
General terms are universals and that we are well
k'qaqualnted with them cam be seen by observing that all
~ pentences contain universal words. We shall observe here
;  spme characteristics of universals in order to get the
‘ data before us. Once the data have been produced, the
?jfproblem evoked by them will be explained. | |
- Both singular and general terms are expressed in
language by words, i,e,, written or spoken symbols. . 4ll
words are particular existents: as written marks or spoken
T&ébunds, wdrds used to express general te rms are just as
 ’ particular as words used to express singular terms. Both
k:31ngalar and general terms are capable of being ob:eets of
fftthought. When we think of either singular or general terms,
gikthe thought g____ psyahologica.l fagt i a particular ocour-
rence. A mental happening has a precise temporal reference
»,rinﬁ~éepends upon definite ghyelological conditions, whether

ﬁfftho content of that event be singular 0r’gsnera1 terms.
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4
The assignment of singular terms to individuals is an
arbitra.ry procedure in the sense that the name ordinarily
 does not desoribe the individual. From the fact that the
. name of some miknown individual is Joe, I camot infer that
~-he or it is man rather than beast, four-ie'gged rather than
two-legged. It is trus that there are instances where
- gingular terms become transformed through use into general
terms., The name, Benedict aArnold, originally designated
"@ne, and only one,' individué,l, and this individual became
a. traitor. We now use the phrase, Benedist Arnold, to
gignify anyope who 18 a traitor. But singular terms, so
iéng as they are singular temms meiély, designate individ-
~ uals by convention. If, in a given case, we are not ao-
,‘quair'lted with the aan%ention, the most thorough examination
of the name will mot tell ue ite referent; and the most
_ thorough examinatim of a person will mot disologe his or
her name., On the other hand, general teﬁns have meaning
in'a’ sense not appropriate to singular terms, The term,
man, signifies an indefinite number of individuéls. The re
i8 no reason why the word, man, is better fitted to sig-
~ nify these individuals than the word, dog, or the group of
iétters, tihpx. Yet once a word is chosen to designate
these individuals, the meaning which we attagh to the word
18 fixed by the natures of the things denoted by the word,
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'Thése\individuals are rational animals, and it is because
- they are rational animals that we can denote all of them
~ with one arbitrarily-ehosen'word.
| The description that has been given of universals
~ would be ascepted by most philosophers of most Bchools as
‘an uncontroversial description. There are some, however,
k,who would deny that the natures of things defermine the
. meanings that we attach to general tems., We shall give
goncise statement of this poesition and expléin why we Tre-
,jeat it. |
A typical example of the view that meanings consist
~of linguistic relatims is found in Etienne Bonnot de
 Condillac's Lam@ _ des galguls, where it is maintained

7‘that every science 13 nething more than a we ll-made lang-
i«fasp.@;e. The signifieance of mathematics, according te Con-~
'fgﬁillac, is completely exhausted in the internal relations
" of the elements of mathematical langudge. To ask what a
f1 mathematiaa1 expreseion means over and above the relations
f4§f the verbal elements to each other, is to ask a meaning-
~ less question. For Condillac, puibers are not real enti-
ties. When the mathematician says that two Plus two equals
e §ur, he is saying mothing about entities having existence

;:uiﬁﬁépanaent of the langnage 0of mathematics. He is simply

g using signs ana Perf@rming eperatians aacerﬂing to aertain

,1ingﬂistic rulea.
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Our objesetions to this kind of procedure are two:
(1) mathematice sSo conceived possesses trivial consis-
\—'}'sexiay at the expense of logical negessity; (2) language
80 conceived continues to lmave extermal reférénoe to what
18 itself not languags.
In regard to the first point, let us try to forget
what mathematics is about, and simply arrange the terms
| of the language according to the rules of the language.
The rules are chosen arbitrarily and we, in effect, are
f:la;y ing a game which allows ug to make certain marks in
gertain orders, S0 long as we follow the rules, we are
‘pla,ying the game fairly. Let us take the signs: tat,
: ; 'plus’ and 'equals', and establish a rule that alléw‘; us
to say: 'a plus a equale a'. I am playing the game
‘ ‘:ta.‘irly/, put is the expressién. 'a élus a equals a', true
 or false? It has mo significance to say that the ‘expression.
‘ 18 either true or falge, until we have assigned a meaning
 to the signs. Since we know that i‘t is false that 'two
plus two equals two', we can say that the expressiai, '‘a
~ plus a equals a', ie false in a qaantitative algebra. “We know
that the exprsséien is false in view of the relatioms that
| exist among the entities which are the referents of our
signs, If a language is not about something other than

_ itself, the only necessity which 1t possesses is & neeessity
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‘of convention and such a necessity 1s not a necessity of
logic. If the language is about some thing other than it-
self, the language gua language does not possess logical
negessity:; but it majba that the relatiens amohg the en-~
tities to whioch the language refers are negessary.,

Our second consideration is to point out tmt the
‘nature of language is such that it muet refer to extra-
linguistic elements, That.whiah does not possess this
referential character is, for that reason alome, not a

‘ ,"Mguage.‘ It is a mttér of common knowledge that we use
language to “talk about language. In full realization of
_ this fact, medieval philosophers instituted a distinction
between 'first intentions' and 'second intentioms'. Con-
gepte of first intention are signs of entities that are
 themselves not signs, e.g., book, ¢oat, eto. Conceptis of
‘seaond intention are signs of entities that are themselves
signe, €.g., noun, adjective, ete. But what this dis-
finction ghows is that among the hugé varieties of enti-
'kties that are referents of languages are languages them-
, fielves. This is a fact abeut'the referents, and it ger-

" ‘tainly cannot be used as a basis for asserting that there

to some thing beyond "themselves are ‘no longex @rlggngatg of
- language, but}merely merks or sounds. The concluesion
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8
 «~’ ,[ that follows from these comments is that language in its
fl,basential nature is referential,
| For these reasonse, we shall assume that the nature of
universal conaepts is determined to some extent by extra-
 linguistic entities, Now that we have stated and justified
. our charaoterizations of universals, we proceed to a
_statement 'of the problem of universals.
: The controversy over universals arises whem either of
two questims is asked:; (1) What is the referemt of
| general terms? (2) How do we know the meaning of general’
terms? The first questicm is predeminantly metaphyziaal
wd the gecond is predominantly epistemologieal. These
; kqueations are distinet but very closely related.
| The obvious answer to the questian of the referent of
gﬁenierél terms is that they refer to individuals., This is
ageeﬁ starting poix\zt, but no mre than a starting point.
 The reason why this is so is because any given gemeral
| ~ term, e.g., man, will denote some individuals, €.g., Soc-
'}atés, Caesar, Iuther, eta., and will not demote other in-
. k&ividuaia. e‘.g.:; my dcg, Deks; lee's horse, Traveler; your
. aapy of Hamlet; and so on. The ”qnéstim then becomes

mt is is tha’s makes Seera.tes and Luther referents of the
te‘rm, man, and pmvents Dake and Traveler from being

referents of that same tém? At this point, ‘eonfliating
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;;1 §heories arise, Some philosophers have said that there is
'ué.comman nature, 'Manness', possessed by Socrates and
yﬁuther, and that the successful use of a general terms de-
 »;énds upon the possession of comﬁon natures by individuals,
 f; what this means is that a common nature is that character-
f'“iatic or those characteristics by virtue of which indi-
 viduals are the kinds of individuals they are. This red
 pateh and that blue pateh différ gualitatively, but one is
‘;“gat a more genuine eelo: than the other. They are equally
yif:gplérs, i,e., they possess the common nature, Color.
’” ;bther philosophers, for reasons to be explained subse-
A“géqently, asgert that the concept of common natures is
‘ ,fh§pe1ess1y agbiguous &ﬁd should be discarded, Their ex-
"3 91anat1on of the reason why different individuals can be
':~:éanoted by one term is that these individuals resemble one
fJ  §mather in this or that respect, and resemblance becomes
f¥i;£he basic concept. These are two examples, and nothing
”éore, of interpretations of the omntological prohlem of
universals. |
2 An obvious answer to the questioam of how we know uni-

versals is that we know them through perceptual experience.

s, too, 1s a good start, but only & start, Some uni-
versals seem to be derived from [erceptiom through the

otion of contrast, analysis, comparisen, and abstraction.
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I find, for example, that several things 'look red' and
: 'éventua.lly I am able to abstragt the rednéssés from the
| 'pa.rtieular things with their different qualities, and 1
‘, have acquired the idea of redmness. But some philcsophérs
" have believed that there are some concepts that are not de-
- rived from pergeptual experiense because the content of
eur perceptual experience does mot furnish an adequate
basis for the content of these concepts, For example, the
~idea of circularity does not denote elements of our per-
'kée‘ptual experience, i.e., although some partioulars are
r#xo,re or less nearly eircmla.i', none are exactly circular,
: Qn the basies of such considerations, some believe it
" ',lﬁaeessary to postulate immate ideas as the negessary con-
é.ition of the existénae of some aoncepts, Again, these
are specific interpretations of the epistemological problem
e:t univeréals and by no means exhaust all posgible ones,
L Our fipal introductory comment concerning the nature
| ~ of the problem of universals is that tbe problem is never
whether universals exist. No one has denied in every

 gense that universals exist, for the sufficient reason that

~ the very formulation of a denial would invplve using uni-
qvfﬁaa.is. At the very least, universals are signs that de-
néte, eonf‘ésedly or ¢learly, several individuals, And we

© ‘regognize that in experience universals have a decided
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f'nnity. While they funotion plurally and are integrally
 kre1ated to things, they are substantial in the sense that
‘V §9 can refer to them with the confidence .and assuredness

that we have in our dealings with conorete things.

It is important, then, to reaognize that universals

| are génnine elemente of our experience. 7The fusion of
~  universals and partioulars is a gemerig characteristie of

éiperienae. Hence we should avoid the mistake of saying
 :that experienée is particular aﬁ& that the problem of uni-

,iersals is how universals can be elicited from particulars.
»f;nsvitably, we think not only of this particular seﬁsatien

| Jér that'spécific objegt, but of this red spmething and that
'  ;§§". The fact that ordinarily we are acquainted with uni-
'i versa1s as they qualify particulars does not warrant the
 inference that partiaulars are given and the problem is to
 a1seuss how they produce universal oonaepts. In the first
aﬁ&l&éis. universals appear to be just as ultimate factors
’a; $f experience as particulars, Those who say that particus
. lars are given and that universals are derivative are in-

‘,terpieting the data, Ll.€., theorizing; and the same is true

‘,éi thoée who say that universals are givem and that par-

";'tiaﬁlars are derivative.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



12

CHAPTER II: STATUS OF THE PROBLEM TODAY
o We have hoted some features of universals and why
7}"£hese;coneepts present a problem. We shall now investigate
,  £he status of this controversy today, as reflscted in
'7  mbdern works on the history of philosophy and in systematic:
_,M"ﬁreatises written by contemporary philosophers. The in-
?¥'gasquaeies of the modemn attitude will be expiainad. The
‘purPOSS of these undertakingse is to shdw that this contro-
k?'isrsy over universals requires new examination.
: Standard histories‘ef Philosophy introduce students
‘féf our times to the problem of universals with the famous
 eontroversy between Aristotle and Plato. They point out
°  %hat Plato believed that gemeral terms refer ultimately to
~ form or essences that subsist by themselves; e.g., these
*f “ihﬁ1v1&&a1 things are trees by virtus of participating in
yf4¢§ho form of Treeness and that form exists independent of
. the particular trees. Aristotle believed in forms or és~
3‘aeﬁces, but he did not believe that these forms subsistaa
“fan’a realm of their own. Cdnerate subét&ﬁees, e.g,, mem,

‘treas, ete,, are his m@taphysical ultimates, Genarete

bstances are individuals and they are individuals of one
 kipd or another. This object before me 1s an iﬁﬁividual
~ penmeil. It is umique in that it differs mumerically from
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”all other pencils, but it is an instance of & universal in
that it is a pencil. These histories tell us, then; that
 Aristotle pelieved that general te:ms deaignate essences
‘fjvéhat exigt in things, They generally give P1ato's the oxy
gf reminiscence and Ariétetle's doetfine 6f'abstiaction
‘  as explanationavof how universal concepte are found.
 These Platonic and Aristotelian theories were oriticized
  k§y some of the contemporaries of Plate and Aristotle, e,g.,
§.°Bibgenes, and these oriticisms usually are mentioned,
V';fﬁith this, the problem is dropped.
B Ordinarily historians next discuss the problem of
V ~universals within the context of medieval philosbph&.
« Qampetent historians approach the problem in the‘miﬂdlc
i  :£ges within the context of the historical fagtor of
‘ 2 ¢hristian theology . ’Ghristianity provided new premiges
 '5“§hat mde consideration of the problem especially urgent,
 »;f?or example, thé question of the ;eneness' or 'threeness’
f;:féﬁ the Trinity was the center of égntroveray,throqghent (
wa%hé middle ages; and Roscelin, a néminaiiét, fbﬁnd himseif
’1f¥£ﬁeu3ed of heresy on the grounds that nominalism commits,
ene to a belief in three Gods. The dogma that all indi-

uwals Sin because it is in the nature of 'manness' to

a finds its most nataral'axﬁrosaien;in;a>éeaiiém.“1Again,
... Balvation is offered to all individuals and these indi-
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 vyiduals have a unique value of their own. This principle
*f'¢an be urged on nominalistic grounds in virtue of the émw
 ' §hnsis placed upon individuality. TYet this message is

braught to individuals by & single, universal churgh,
'Qnestians of these types were efficacious in bringing the
 ‘ prpb1am of universals to the attention of medieval philo-
‘;,gephera- | |
| . Most historians analyze the problem in the middle ages
‘ikvia the classification of unlversalia ante res, in rebus,
";ana post res. John Scotus Erigena is said to be an extrems
‘  raa1iet because he held that universals exisl as essences |
'  bpfere things. St., Thomas Aquinas is said to be a moderato
 #¢a1ist because he held that wmiversals exist in things.,
 ;§i111am of Ockham is said to be a nominalist because he held
" _¥hat universals exist after things, i.e., that the mind
; ﬁ§reates and does not discover universals. Sometimes a po-
sition called conceptualism is added, and Peter Abelard is
:;isffen name&}as the proponent, It‘is said that the essen-
,Qidtial characteristiq of cenceptualian is the attempt to
bridge the gap between moderate realism and nominalism.,
Historians sometimos geem to feel that the preblem of

‘universals is the exclusive property of the~mdﬂélé 8898,

They note that the middle ages begin with extreme realism,

v6 on to moderate realfsm, and terminate in nominalism

\
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ff“fgnd sgepticism. The problem again disappears from view,

+ The next time this problem is raised by the historians

  &§ in the controversy over imnate ideas among Descartes,
'A  ;Eibniz, and Looke. Unfortunately these histoiians.de not
}‘ .;aké clear the relationship between aaceptance or rejocfien
k,‘ét inmate ideas amd theories about universais. Is a belief
| ;4in innate ideas the conditiom or the eonaequanee‘pf resl-
ﬁ j;13m? Can a nominalist accept innate ideas without weaken-
7_' ing his nominalism? Suah questions are not disansao&. The
‘{_roadar almest universally is told that Locke's attaah upen

“innate ideas was g0 withering tmat the dootrine of 1nnato
" ideas was destroyed, He then reads that Berkeley and Hume

waged a devastating QGAemie against abstraat ideas, Oﬁéo
’~  mﬁre, it is said, scepticism terminates disoussion of the
 question.

y In modern times philosophers do mot seem to be very
}"muah éonéerned with the problem of universals, Many con-
'1f7tempsrary philosophers feel that philosophy, in the be~

?:ginning, gt off on the wrong foot and see it as their

f‘function to redirect philosophisal inquiry. In order to

airoid what they regard as the errprs of Q?'eek; ﬂeaieyal,

oane Eanaisaaneorphilésephefs,‘khéy h&ggégyoigﬁafta:aﬁénden
aetaphysics as a fruitless, self-stultiiying mode 9! ;n-

- gquiry. These philosophers assert that modern developments
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in psychology, anthrepolegy; g8 ogiology, semantios, etc.
" .ﬁa#a shown that the problem of universals is én artiiici&l
' '§reb1em instituted by a false diéhotomy between man and
‘ nature. Some urge an event-continuum ontology té repla,o'e
~ the substance-attribute ontology and go on to proclaim
7 ;v‘ti’za.t universals are verbal re-organizations of expsrience.
‘elicited by adjustive situations a,nd( determined by the oon- |
| kzéxt in which cénceptualizing ocours, kThia naturalistio
"/,;;h;kleaophy is based upon the conviction that ideas and be-
, g?.iéfs are not unchanging and ever young like the eternal
gods of Olympus; instead, these ideas and beliefs é.r-a born,
‘i;"‘grow, mature, and die, It is difficult o understand
what such assertioms meari. But independent of a eampleto
: \"cemprehension of the mee;ningA of these assertions, it is
e;.ear that there is no longer a preb m of univeraals for
| "these_philosaphers. Ultlmtely, what ‘trese philosophers
do is deny that contrasting theories of miversals make
“é.iaktinctive assertims about the nature of reality. They
o ifaul& say that wha t have been regarded as alternativoi
: ’éheories are, in fact, altermative hnguages. For ex-
" imle, when Aristotle asserts, gentra Plato, that uni-
- versals are in ’chings and rmt a;éart :trem them, hp i recom-
mending a new verbal usage and tlat ie all he is doing.
‘;i”j:,;,Eénee the decision as to whether one is to be a Platonist
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‘ ér an Aristotelian in regard to universals should be set-
 t1eé ehtirely on linguistie grounds, .Still onge again
A ; discussion of universals terminates iniseeptioism; and
,Qome gontemporary philosophers feel that th§ lagt nail has
,‘vbeen driven into the coffin that uantains among the re-
“1 mains of other traditional preblems, the aantroversy over
 ° nniver8a1a.
From the foregoing, it is evident that disoussions
-'ef the problem of universals in the di fferent historical
periods reflect the same pattem., The formulation of a
i $héory of universals presents the problem to an age. This
1s’fallcwed by eriticism of the theory. Thé problem then
‘f ,§4aappears from view. Special significance attaches to
o ,it:‘a disappéaraﬁce in our times due to the conviation on
4‘1$h§ part of semé philosophers that it is‘net a genuine
' ph11osophiea1 problem.
,‘W | The préductien df thie essay 1s based upon the belief
""""i:ka.t the attitude of contemporary philosophy toward the
' "?prab1em of universals indicates an essential lack of un-
| derstanding. This problem is an integral rart of the
| structure of philosophical inquiry. It is true that there

ve special oircumstances sarraanéiag,tha ﬁﬁﬁaaxance of the
proklem in the different ages, and these cireumstanees

ff}jhﬁ#@ some effect upon its disposition. These facts are
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. 18
’  ,part1cu1ar1y}evident in the middle ages., But thesé G Om~-
“ f4ﬁwﬂts apply to all philosophical quastions; The error
A that shoulé be assiduously avoided is to assume thét be-
‘? é&ﬁse there are spesial historical factors that make a
5 » §reb1em erugial foi a certain age, it follaws that this
‘ ,;preb1em'has signifieance only for th&f age. The fact that
' “ﬁph1l0sophers of the middle ages, in geheral, were‘Christians
  ?ﬁeaﬁt that the problem of univeréals had a pressing sig-
|  _nif1eance for them. But this question must be faced by all
7 “9511osophers, Christians and npn-Christian, ancient, medi-
‘éiai, and modern. Logicians study laws of thought, propo-
‘léitiens, variables,beta. EBstheticians study beauty, ugli-
,  ness, form, expression, empathy, ete. These are, without
 vf Qioeption; universal concepts., What the logician says
¢*  abgut the relation of laws of thought to things, what the
{5  ethieist saye about the subjectivity or objesctivity of
i  §99&§983, all such assertions involve attitudes as to the
1f ?;;§ure of universals. The logician and the ethicist gua
‘4g¢ghilesephers should state explicitly and systematicgliy
‘”itheir aceounts of universals. | |

Ideas, a&8 our contemporaries pe:sistently urge, Qo

have consequences., And onme of the consequences of the |
dismissal of the problem of universals seems to be rela-

vism in regard to values. This is mot te say that
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i :elativism follows logically from such a diemisaél. But
, ; those philosophers who say that the controversy over uni-
 versals is artificial seem to feel that this belief either
f;xfurnishes a solid basis for relativism or that this belief
’; entai1e relativism, | o
| To the extent that the position of these philosophers
 f1s intelligible, it involves the following prineiples.
(1) Our 1deas and beliefs change, But mo one has ever
’ f‘3e§ie& this and it is ineredibls that anyOne would deny 1;-
o ?hese philosophers seem to mean something 8 pecial, 1.e..
i (2) The central meaning of auy idea is dependent upon the
; ,speai51 eircumsténaes snrreuﬁéing its origin, 1.9;, that
, Qéefinita euaﬁéms apd traditions edit our ideas 8o that we
" never look at reality with pristine eyes. That there are,
k"fer example, netewerthy variations and divargenoies be tween
   &1££erent moral codes is affirmed by all philesophers. But
yfjwhat some comntemporary philosophers deny is that these ?
'  wai1atiens and divefgenaies are aoipatible with the con-~
:"étancy of fundamehtal moral rules, and they'ooneluﬁe that
' ﬁb’m©r§1 rules are comstant, .

¢Ehsaa phileaephers do nat pressnt us with a alear idea of

o grounds upon whieh they aome te this eanalasian. Par-
ps they daﬁy that universal aancepts denete real essenaes

7aeanse of theirrdisbelief in the existence of real es-
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~ sences. Or perhaps they mean that we must remain content
’k/witk nominal essences begause we gan never penetraterfha
 ﬂ anaerlying reality of real essences, Perhaps they mean
: 4that things apd events in mature undergo eanstant ahange so
'ni,tkat our gancepts mast change to keep up with them, Fer-
VQJ;Eﬁps they mean that while nature retains soms kind ef;idon-
Tf;tity throughout different ages, we choose different aapeats
f&ﬂﬁf reality to symbolize in the g ifferent ages, and thia’sq-
: ;}éctive factor exylainsrthe cognitive changes. 'Iﬁ view of
k;r?ﬁhp'faat that these philésephers glaim to discard the prob-
 ” 1§m of universals, these are nothing more thapn guesses.
 ;’$pt‘1t is’eviéent that the reasons these philospphers pre-
 gent for affirming relativism in yaﬁug have their origin

~ in some interpretatim of universals, Now it is nok our
;?;ifnnatian to evaluate relativism. It is our funetien, how~
 ever, to point out that this relativiem is theoretically
f   §axar1ess, unless it includes same,cohgrenx theory of
'i  univarsa1a.

v ‘, What has been said in regard to ourremt philosophical
i‘ fgftitﬁdss toward the problem of universals is based upon
= an analysis of a considerable portion of céntemperﬁry

philosophical literature. This wiiter, however, has not

‘;:1ntenﬁed to build a straw man and he recognizes that the

»g,v1ewpoint depicted above does not eemprehend all eentam~
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j' perary philosophical opinions., Such outstanding philoso-

| bh@rs as C, D, Broad, H, H, Price, aad‘R. W. Church are of
- the opinion that some theory of universals in its tra-
k},ditienal form ie necessary to previdé én adeguate phila-‘

| -gophical explanation of experienae, IFrege, the famous
 ,19th century German mathematician, said that any mathema-
_’ritiaian who knows what he is doing ie a Platonist; In the
o Harvard_;gg -g;_g,<ﬁgrris R, Cohen sai&z '

"It may aeem.a bold and reckless statemant to

asgert that an adeqnate discussior of cases
like Berry vs, Donovan, Adai i 23 United States,

or Commenwealth.v, Boston axnd Main R, imvolves
the whole medieval dontroversy over the reality

of universals. “4nd yet, the aonfident aseer-
tion of ‘'immutable principles of justige in-

hering in the very idea of free government'

made by the writers of these decisions, and

the equally eonfident assertion of their

oritics tmat there are no such principles,

show how 1mpessib1e it is to keop out af

me taphysios." | " (1)

‘k‘ﬁhesp are healthy opinions and it is unfortunate that'theyv
kl,ére not more widespread. | |
= An adequate history and systematic analysis of the
problem has not yet been produced, and it is deplorable to
#eo that some philosophers really believe that it is a
 , psuodo problem- that it is antiquated and outmoded; tlat

it s artificial; tmat 1t is & controversy confined to
iifithat strange medieval period; and so on. This essay is a

 systematic amalysis of the problem of universals, and
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k ,;th1s analysis is accomplished thraagh examining character-
  istic theories of universals in the history of western |
‘qulture. The essay is sbove all an attempt to show the
 f £femendous signifieanqe of this problem té philesaphy, and
’:T~there is no attempt to convert the reader to some special
 1  ?1ew'-- unless the belief that universals do constitute a

problem be a special view.
‘1W6 have indicated that the modern attitude toward
~ universals and the problem of wniversals is inadequate,
 We have pointed specifically to the fact that some just
\f;ignare the problem, But even within the ranks of those
~,’:ﬁh° recognize ite im@brtanae, we ﬂisbover eo#fuﬁioné and
H f.&ﬁbiguities. For example, some philoaephers regard nomi-
Vfaalism as a seientifie’and realism as a nonpeaient;fiq or
mt;-saientifié theory. We shall observe that these
!f aharacterizations are either mislgading or erroneous.
k :6thars say that nominalism entaiils séeptieism, and we shall
)Tvéég that these two aoncepts are logically independent of
  ;?§adh other, Many do not seeﬁ to understand the relatien
‘Tf4$§twaen theories asserting or rejecting innate ideas, and
theories about universals; and to fail in understanding

this relation is to fail in understanding Flato's theory

“g,knewleﬁgeg logt important oanll,‘yhi;ésqphérg £6n=

. ,fgg;y have assumeﬁ'that the preblem of universals is
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f? ﬁathing more than the mecessity of choosing between realism
“ an¢“nom1nal1am. Too mﬁeh attention has been paid to this

‘ *‘a]$ernative; i,e,, either realiem er'nominalism, and too

7‘aiiittle attention to the prablema that generated it., We

- shall contend that there are persuasive realisms, e,&.,

/Jffrlato's theory, and persuasive nominalisms, e.g., Ockham's

%heor}; and that there are inadequate reélisms, €8, )
ﬁ‘,Williém.of Champeaux' theory, and inadequate nominalisms,
‘f'é.gk., James Mill's theory. In addition, it is difficult
: §e gee why it has been assumed that there must be onme,
  ,single explanation that applies to all general terms. Per-
wirrﬁh"s,;ps some universal soncepts can besat ba exp¥§ined on one
V 7,hypethesis, others on some different hypothesis or hypo-

7$hoses.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



24

CEAPTER III; THE ORIGIN OF NOMINALISM

When the terms 'realism' and 'nominalism' are used to
 *§hara5terize theories about ﬁniveréals, these terms spme-~
t:lmes are regarded as being mutually Q::elaaj,ve» and .j éintly
 ‘ §xhaust1ve. According to this usage, a realist theory is
fﬁ ‘héeessari1y iﬁcempatible with a nominaliat.theory, and any
;f;%heery about universals must be either realistic or nomin-
'If glistic. We shall follow this usage to the extent that it
7‘_18'peseiblé to do so. But just as some books are not clear-
: 1y either poetry or pneee, but embody elements of both
<I5types of literature, so too some theories about universals
s pet clearly realistic or nominalistic, but embody ele-
7 :;«mn%s of both theories,
Since one of the purposes of thia essay is to discover
‘,3what are the meanings of realism and nominalism, it would be
 j'1aappropr1ata to define them at this stage in the aavelﬁp-
   mant of the essay. The attempt will be made to define
";these terms in’thekcentgxt of the history of the problem,
‘f ﬁbnetheless,"it is advantageous to have some working con-
”_fggption bf the meanings of these terms, and it is possible
5',§e provide such'a sonception without prejudging cgntﬁoé
§9r81a1 issues,
e Phe facte that confront both the realist and the
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 nominalist are that msture contains an indefinite number
‘of individual entities, i.e., things, qualities, and Te-
latione, and that we observe relations of resemblance and
: . éifferenes between these entities. We construst gemeral
~~ terms on the baéis of some of the observed resemblances,
- The question that now presents jtself is this: How is it
' ' §ha% two or more discrete particulars can resémble ons
another and thus make it possible for a single term to de-
M nete more than ene particular? The realist says that these
kihdividuals share in the same eséenae, that they partake
of a common nature. The common nature is those character-
'istios by virtue of which individuals are members of the
! "#pééies to which they in faet belong., The reasecns for
| ,fhia assertion will be given later. The nominalist.'en the
gther hand, asserts that the realist appeal to a Eggﬁigg
quid is umnecessary and that there are no common natares
'””€5 wh1ch appeal can be made, He asserts that individuals
 resemble one anmother by virtue of their own intrinsic, in-
'\‘aividna].natures, and gives (or, at any rate, shoulﬁ give)~
"ran analysis of resemblance, 5
' We shall proceed with the development of this essay
by examlning some of the chracteristics of nominalism in
ﬁ' fits first appearances in the history of philesophy. It is
g Qreaegnized, of course, that to begin the examination 6f a
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52f2§heary by noting its origin is sound procedure. But it is
j¥ ifo}speeia11y appropriate that we do 8o with nominalism, for
? {?h1s theory frequently has been the objeat of misunderstand-
'7 ,jﬁg; and this misunderstanding goes back to its begirmings,
4;_;? wé ¢an glear away this misunderstanding, then the |
|  ?éa11st will be presented with a sine qua nom condition of
"f#éfuting nominalism, i,e., understanding it, |
- The outstanding discussion of the problem of univer-
© gals in Greek philesophy is found in the famous centrgvérsy
!' botween Plato and Aristotle. PFrier te Plato, heweiér, ﬁn
:,f §warenes$‘of this problem can be discerned in the views of
"’ggtisthenes the Cynie, contemporary of Protagoras, Gorgias,
. _éha Soarates. The opinioms of Antisthehea are known to us
’ 7 §i1méri1y threugh his oritiecs, Plate and Aristotls, If
Ahtisthenes can be called appropriately the first nominal-
ist, and there are good reasons-fer this desigmation,
. nominalism received severe treatment at the hands of his-
torians of philesophy from the outset. | |
. Diogenes laertius motes that Antisthenes was the first
to define statement, by saying that "a statemeht is that
. ihich sets forth what a thing was erdis.“ t8) But, acéérd—
wﬂiing to Aristatle,‘z)

 jgtent thing in such a radical manner that he believed

. he cegnceived the identity éf an ex-

" '§very existing entity could be defined dnly through itself.
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'f'Antisthenes geems to have thought that the 1ndivi&ua1 alone
'1 '&x1sts and that the predication of one attribute of many
k;‘individuals is not eignifie&nt. Thus, "A man is a man" and
”A good is a good" are legitimate assertions, but ﬁﬁan is
1 f gaod" is meaningléss.gé) Ag Aristotle indicates,‘s% false-~
:"_hoed and contradiction in this scheme are impossible and
ijndgmant trivial, If the feregbing constitutes a fair
'ébhstructien of Antisthenes’ position, gemeral words are
 meaningless and the éesitioﬁ itself camot even be articu-
 lated without contradiction. Granted this, it would follow
:}_ﬁhkt Antisthenes is a 'foolish' and 'uneducated' man, aé
 Aristotle alleges. Instead of dismissing the beliefs of
}‘~ £ntisthenes as mere ﬁonsense, it is possible to disoerh the
7“' éerms of a coherent nominalism in his thought. This is
- possible when one interprets the few disconnected comments
concerning Antisthenes in the philospphical and historical
| "‘,‘é‘éntext of his times.‘é) |
: All philosophically-minded Greeks of the b6th century
,; kB,c. were familiar with the problem of the Oms and the Many
551 §§“ref1ectéd in the controversy between the Eleatia and
1 vEerae1itean doatrines, Heraalitus»had pointed to thé uni-
 ;L§§r¢a11ty of change and Parmenides had agked us to observe
 that change is rationally 1naenceivabls. And the 4th gen-
'ﬂ ‘tury B.C, Greeks ef s philesophic temper were familiar
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with the reconciliating attempts of Empedocles, Anaxagoras,
- and Democritus. Generally the pre-Socratio philosophers
”’~‘were'net goncerned with questions céncerning the péssibi-
 7‘11ty'cf know ledge , but devoted their energies to aseeré
taining the charaeteristics of reality. But with the ad-
‘f‘vent of Sophism and the 'failure of nerve', philosophers
hégén to question seriously the possibility of acquiring
: knowledge. The conditions of tpe'times were éueh that
'” 7ph119sephers were more cancerned with the problem of how
%he‘individual could live the good life than with the prob-
 lem of wiat is ultimately real. The belief in the impor-
4itance and uniqueness of individuals culminated in the self-
* gentered attitude of the ethical schools. |
.Uﬁ ‘Antisthenes was a student of Sosrates, While he did
7/net aécept the positive achievements of Socratis Philosophy,
3 'he must have been impressed with the Sooratic technique of
\‘arguing, whergby an individual ultimafely was forced to ad-
':‘mit that he did not understand the meaning of pleasure,
 ;1:§ourage, and other general terms, This sceptical attitude
1   §£ Antisthenes was based on the acceptance of radiocal -
‘pluraliem. In view of the failure, first, of the pre-
'Seératic moniets, and, seocond, of attempts to reconcile
. monism and pluralism, 1t is not difficult to ses why An-

d[%iﬁ%henes came to the conclusion that the unique individual
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 alome exists, Just as ethical standards, which imply the
 real existence of some common nature, were believed to be
épurious, 80 all clase names were believed to ﬁe arti—1
ficial, All that ome could say of any entity was that it
f'was itself. Henoe, fo say "This man is good," is to com-
mit a double fallacy. First, it is assumed that this in-

- dividual is the member of & class, men. Second, the fiec-
"titious class, men, is confused with the fidtitiené class,
good. On the basis of this doctrine, it is ﬁo wénagr 
that Antisthenes regoiled s0 violently from Platonism;
”Wo'ahbulﬂ keep in mind for later disauséien‘the fact that
'éna of the faoctors determining the position’cf Antisthenes
‘kas his aversion to extreme realism, -
| There is some reason to believe that Antisthenes was
trnet content with,the bald assertion of an ﬁnmitigated
ﬁpluraliem, for Aristotle says:
"Therefore the difficulty which used to be
- raised by the school of Antisthenes and other
such uneducated people has a certain timeli-
ness, They said that the 'what' cannot be
defined (for the definition so galled is a
e L er Thought Hohoseinies”

actually, to explain, not saying what it is,
but that it is like tin." - (7)

 This statement suggests that Antistheres allowed the pos-
eibility of comparisons between simple, indivisible things,
'k‘,whieh a llowance w@ﬁld entail the gsagrifice of the utter
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ﬁi;fﬁniqueness of things. This statement also suggests that
"]Antisthenes believed that only aomplex’entities gan be de-
| fined, and this is the interpretation that Aristotle gives
 the statement. If 80, the argument is that since silver
'f'ié simple, it caﬁnét be defined; but it can be related to
k fbther simples, e.g. tin, This principle of the intrinsic
*7 §im11arity of individuals has besome the central idea of
, nbminalistia theories, Antisthenes lacked the toole and
¥f 1ngenuity to set fértb agpositive theory af‘the funotion
 of general terms. At the period when Antisthenes taught,
j T'mast logical prineiﬁlae and pethods haé not been explicit-
l'f 1y formulated., Ifuch later in the hisfar& of philosophy,
 13ggmina1ists attéﬁpt to provide a positive theory of uni-
~ yersals upon the basis of the logical distinotion between
 ‘§re&1oatien and'sigﬁificattan. Antisthenes 4id provide the
 f5asis for such an attempt, | 7
 ’ | The next nominalist we shall discuss is Hoscelim who
 lived in the 12th century. Roscelin is universally re-
| § gardcd as an extreme nominalist and here again, we are
krﬂf@raed to construct his theory em the baéia of comments
g,_,méae by critics. Anselm m@ntiona
] "those dialecticians éf our times . . . Who
think that the 8o called universal substances

are only emissions of sounds by the voice
(flatum voeis); who are unable to understand
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that coler is anything apart from the body

in which it inheres, or that the wisdom of

man is other than the soul of man . + « &

If any one pronounces the word 'black' or

'white', he will not indicate thereby any

particular thing, unless he says 'white'

or ‘black man' or 'white' or 'black horse'," (8)
In order to understand the meaning of this selegtion, it is

advisable to examine the setting in which Roscelin set
~farth his views.
.~ Medieval philosophers approached the problem of uni=-
versals in terms of the translatidn and commentary of
. Porphyry produced by Boethius in the sixth eemtury, Por-
 §h&ry. in his }ntrgguég;an to_the Predicaments of i
!Ar;stotla, had raised the prehiémvgf'uﬁiversals in his

Pamous sentence:

"I shall keep away from the deeper questions

but shall aim rightly at the simpler; i.e.,

I shall refuge to say whether genus and species

are subsistent or are located only in mnaked

eoncepts, and if subsistent, whether they are
gorporeal or incorporeal, and whether sepa-

rate from sensibles or subsisting in them and

around them." (9)

f' 1n the ninth aentary, the problem of universals begame a
,“iioéal point of philosophical attentiom. The firét group of
~ philosophers to take an explicit position on this problem

 _ gere extreme realists, In view of the tremendous influence

Mlaf,?latg, the Heo-?latenists, and Augustine, this stand is
" not surprising. But wiat would have dismyed both Plato

and Augustine was the orudeness of these realisms, There
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18 good reason to believe that Roscelin imn his criticisms
was objecting particularly to the views of William of
Champeaux, a 12th century realist. Abailard bas this to
‘gay of William's doctrine; )
"Certain philosophers, indeed, take the uni-
versal thing thus: in things differemt from
each other in form they set up a substance
essentially the same; thie is the material
essence of the individuals in which it is,
and 1t is one in iteelf and diverse only
through the forme of ite inferiors. If these
forms should happer to be taken away, there
would be absolutely no difference of things,
whigh are separated from each other only by
a Qiversity of forms, since the mtter is in
essence absolutely the same," (10)
,,A.ppa‘rently, the reference to universals as 'things' was ‘not
‘?Jmt a verbal convention of the times. Will:(lﬁ)seemd to
believe that universale are kinds of objects. . and Abail-
~ ard eriticises his theory upon the premise that #udh wa s
, William 8 belief. Perhaps the most appropriato remark to
ma.kn on ‘the aoouracy ofkba.ilard's griticiem is to note
that Wil;;lam abandoned the doctrine in the face of the
eriticism,
In view of these gongiderations, lst us now return to
A!nsalxiz'a desoription of the position of Roscelin. The de~
~ scription does Not indicate that Ra'seol.m,bolioved pmr-

‘fﬂ.mhrs to be abmlutely unique, More than this, tke fast

t Roseelin aseribos aigniﬁeanao ta aneh phrases as
'white man' a.nd ,}'whi‘h horse’ 1n;diea.tea, logically, that a
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'~V$9rm ean be predicated vf more than one individual aé répé
resented in language; and it indicates, ontologically,
that individuals are resembling. But what then é_,bmit the
.3799&1 sounds'? The selection indicates e]early'that
?uﬁiversal substances' are woal sounds. It would seem
%hat Roscelin is oritieizxng the position of oxtremg real-
‘ylism by asgerting that universals, congidered ag substances
~§part from the context in which they appear, lose signi-
‘fieanee. i.e., are nothing mpore than vocal sounds . 'White'
'  Resoe11n believed, signifies an 1ndefinito number of par- ‘
“‘timars that in faet are white, but 'white' does npt sig-
‘nify some entity apart from these pgriicul&#s.
| Two impertant pringiples, then, in an understanding
" of the nominalism of Roscelin é:a, first, his reaction to
-fhn erule versions of extreme realism prevalent in his
1$ime; and, segond, the belief that 1ndi§i¢uals resemble
one another and thaf unive?sal goncepts are eanstructgd
'iggst regs on the basis of these resemblahcos.
| The close similarity between the nominglisme of An-
" {t1sthénes and Rosgelin are obvious. A4g we shall see in a
1ater chapter, ‘subse quent m‘mimlista"mil’a upon pringiples
- asserted by Antiathenes and Roscelin, But what ﬁe wish to 4o
«n#n is to nete aharacteristic misintorpratatiens of nom-

inalism presented by contemporary philosophers,
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One gharagteristic misconception "6'1' nomipalism is ex-
s empliﬁed in H.W.B, Joseph's claim that nominalism holds
‘that all 1n6.1viﬁua.13 are utterly unique, so that indi*(vi%t)nls
ealled by the same name have only the name in commen. . ‘
A nomipalist, a.ccording to this interpretation, would have
to assert that there is no mre reason for calling Sosrates,
Plato, and Aristotle by the same name than there is for
~ ealling Soerates, courage, and ice cream by the same namo.
5 it nominalism entails the belief that there .ié no onto-
~ logheal basis whatever for common names, them this theory
| does not merit serious consideration. Jow let us see mt
. neminalists themselves say about this question,
| Antisthenes, as we have seen, allows for the possibility
: f_;e';t aoﬁzparisons be tween simple, individible things. Los~ |
‘ faelin clearly believes that the omtological basis of common
names is resembling individuals. Abailard, who has been
' Qalhd a moderate realist, a eenaoptualist, and a nominal-
list, asserts that the term, man, names individual things
by virtue of a likeness among -individual mon.(lm Durand,
& 14th century nominalist, said: "

", . for nothing exists in the external thing

exgept the individual or the singular, hence,

the being of the individual is not like any-

thing in virtue of something added to it, but

it is like something elao 1n virtne af tha.t ‘
which it 1s. (14)
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William of Ockham asserts;
“ "I admit that Socrates and Plato really agree
and really differ, since they are alike ape~-
o eifically and d;ffer numerically.” : (15)
~ Hobbes explains: m |
", . one mniversal name is imposed on many
~ thinge for their similitude in some quality
or other acgident; and whereas a proper

pame bringeth to mind one thing only, uni-
versals recall any one of those many." (1)

';Boé;‘keley explains that words may begome g&;eral
", . by béing mde to stand indiscriminately
for all particular ideas, which, from a '
- mutual resemblances, belong to the same
kind, without the intervention of any ab-
| stract general idea." (17)
 fhese illustrations are sufficient to show that the out-
stending nominalists in the history of philosophy do not
"""adghero to the principle which Joseph believeé is eha.ragtb‘r-
“;atie of nominalism. No attembt has been made to p@rsua.do
 the reader of the virtues (or vices) of nominalism. In
point of fasct, the systems signified by the above exerpts
 are defective in various ways, But they do not contain the
ﬁa,ssartions that individuals are é.bsp lutely unique and that
the imposition of common names upon individuals is arbi-
_trary. Perhaps Joseph means to 8ay that there 1s mo midale
- grotmé. between realism and the theory whigh he ¢alls nom-
fi‘n_a.liém. Perhaps nominalism fails gomple foly to give a
]iés;ti‘sfactai'y analyeis of the origin and nature of common
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pames, But careful philosophical analysis wmld bo Tre~
quired to effect this redustio ad absurdum, 1f indeed 1t
- ean be effested; and 1t 1s just eareleas to fdentify the
f:a,.bave point of view with nominalism,
| Another distortive treatment of nominalism is re-
ft.‘leate?d in the assumption that nominalism amd scepticism
are interdependent notions., This asmmptién is prevalent
. ’teaay. Hmn, of course, if ne meane by scepticism the
»theory whigh denies the real, prior, and separate oxiatenec
9: universal forms, then it follows that all nominalists
o é.i’e sceptics, a.xﬁ the converse without 11mitat10n.‘ Aris-
= fktatlye would be a sceptic in regard to Platonis realism, and
 Aquinas a sceptic in regard to Augustianian realism. But |
‘égmm has assigned a diffqrentmeaning to soapticism,“ as |
}yn,d.i‘eated by Webster: "Séeptieiem is the doctrine that all
~ knowledge is ﬁneertain.;' This is the meaning that we shall
use,

Maritain,; outstanding gontemporary ﬁee-Themist, a8-
 gerts that scepticism is alwaye traceable %o "the 0ld error
‘_'91 nominalism. ‘18? John Wild, 1n a recent bwk ms kes

: ilem interest ing comparisens of realism and nominalism,
" His treatment, however, is vitiated by the identifieation
of pominalism with "extreme seeptia,ism.“(m)

The historical evidence fof the independence of
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gcepticism and noininalism is the fact that, for example,
- Durand was a nominalist amnd not a sceptic, while Nicolaus
: of Autrecourt was a sceptic and mot a nominalist. The
systematic evidence for this independence will be presented
in Chapter VI, Scepticiem and nominalism are not inter-
 Qependent notions,

What we have done in this chapter is to oxamine the
’,fm.invéﬂharacteristics of primitive nominalisms and to elim-
Jinate miscgnoeptions of nominalism that have been attached
%0 that position sinse its origin,
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@HAI"L“ER IV’;
THE CASE FOR AND AGAINS T EXTREME REALISM

x.

Plato's theory ef’ferm is the genter of gravity for the
” my significant comgeptions that Plato contributed $o phil-
éaophy. Thie theory of forms is & theory about nniversdls,
‘ What 1t asserts is that the ultimate referents of general
tem are eternal essenges that subsiet in a realm of their
;  ; ewn. These essences, agbout whigh we will have ‘much o ‘say
‘j,’n this chapter, are called forms.  This position is real-
~ istic because the referents of general terms exist indepen-
fé@oﬁt of the human mind, The position is extreme boeausb
- these referenté have a reality inde pendent of the world re-
'jirn.led to us through our senses., The function of this
 ehapter is to show both the strength and weakness of sx-
' : téem realism. Plato's theory ﬁll be used as gur model
“ ;,~~'§g¢ause this theory, after all these genturies, continues
: to be the main fortress of extreme realism. |
; The interpretation of Plato's theory of forms that is
’ Agi;.vm‘ in this chapter is standard. That is to. eay, this
,'_Lj"mterprotation, in its essentials, agreés with the inter-
:;’a:etation settled upon by scholars and historians. th_;revor
thero 18 disagreement with this tradition, that faet will bi
~noted, John Burnet is the cutstanding representative of a
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~ small group of scholars who hold that Plato's theory of
  £brms is radically d;figrent'trem the traditimal inter-
pratation of it. This minority point of view oénnet be
ignored, But its disposition requires detailed and complex
“aﬁalysis that would interfere with the development of th;é"'
'7§saay. Consequently, this mtter is discussed in Appendix
A | , |
| Bo attQmpt is made in the essay to discuss the prob-
; ' lem of whether Socrates or Plato is the author of the theory
 of forms. In the opinim of thim writer, however, Socrates
provided the groundwork and Plato the expansion and final

'gevelepment to the theory of forms,

1I1. ZThe The‘rm of Reminiscenge

In Plato's thsory of univoraals, thers is an irre-
" auoible gap between semse data and general concepts., Yet
he affirms a connection between them, since a single gen-
 eral concept oan stand for many sense data. Plato tries
to explain this connection by postulating a realn of forue :
"Whenever a number of individuals have a |
common name, we assumé them to lave also a
aerresponding idea or form."” (20)
 :$;%h§ particular objects we touch and see are liable to '
‘f,ri‘gem:age- they come into being, alter while in being, and
7H‘_then passe away.‘gl? But the content of general ideas 18
',not gubject %0 gomparable chsnge. This fastor leads Flate

%0 believe that sensory experience is the osgasion of
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the psychological gemesis of univeraai concepts, but
 neither the cause mor the principal content of them.
"Indeed, Soerates, I cannot answer; my only
notion is that these, unlike objects of sense,
have no separate organ, but that the mind by
| :é{gwgg g{lhgiizggrnaantemplatas the univer- (22)
- General ideas are graspe& by the mind and the immediate
'ﬁrcblem is to trace their origin. In view of the transi-
&' ‘§ery and particular character of sehae data, how is this
‘:, égehanging and universal aspect of our experience pos-
5f;§1ble? Plato does ﬁat ask whether khewleage exists, but
 he 1nqu1£es eoncerning the mental and extra-memtal con-
o @itians of the knowledge that we ave,
The theory of reminiscence is presented appropriately
,4;h the setting of an epistemological dilemma, In inguiry
we do not learn what we é,lreaay'knew', for if we already
|  kmow it, we cannot subsequently learn it. And how can we
| '1#§u1re after something we a?gg?t know since we waulinit
~ Yecognize it if we found it? . Socrates tells of a
pa 'glorious truth' rélatod by certain wise men and women.
Acoording to them, the soul is immprtal; it dies and is
iébarn again and again but is never destroyed. 1In virtue
'éf this pre-existence, the suui,has knowledge ofiall things
and, idegl%gi)is able to call to remembrance all that it

n:;,étog knew,
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"Por a man must lmve intelligence of uni-
versale, and be able to proceed from the
many partiau]ars of sense to one conception
of reason; ~~ this is the reasollection of
those things which our spul omee gaw while
following God -~ when regardless of that
which we now oall being she raised her
head up towards the true being . . « For
every soul of man has in the way of nature
beheld true being; this wae the conditien
of her passing into the form of mam ., . .
For there is no light of justice or tem-
perance or any of the higher ideas which
are precious to souls in the earthly
gopiegs of them; they are seen through a

&lass dimly; and there are few who, going
to the images, behold in them the ruli-

| ties, and these only with aifficulty.” ( 25)
~All inquiry and learning is regollestion and present ox-
iyperienee of evseible things makes us s,ware af rational con-
_ geptions that oceurred in a previous existence, To say
B that imowledge was acquired in a former siate of existencge
‘15 not simply to move the problem of knowledge back a Q'tQP |
| ’vy;thaat resolving it. The generic problem evf knowledge
"":;ét'eme from the fact that man is a sentient as well as a
| ~rational oreatureé. The senses provide particular, frag-
injentary data; the mind somehow forms universal gconceptions,
o yyffhe process is possible because the soul had a previous
s existenge in which it was mot attached te a body and was
“f‘s.ble to learn universal truth directly.

The specific arguments Plato advances to support

& theory of rgmm«ﬁﬂ are mot thremglyjimpértant for
oar purposes, .'ého main point to be urged is that sensory
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~objects suggest conceptims that are not kmowable via the
senses alene.‘,%) Sensory experience is said to be im-

' perfect, This imperfection is most evident in the field
'9: mathemtiea, e;g., ¢irocular objects in nature are never
, mére than approximations of mathematical ¢ireularity. Mam,
,'.theréfora, possesses standards in virtue of which these
~ objects are gpaid to be imperfect, but he doss not begin
: ~1life with these stanaards‘in his comsoious possession. Our
: gpprehenaion of the standarda,‘uhen it doem arise, cannot
fﬁj;cj_ome from experience, for these standards are used in ar-
: ;‘énging and evaluating expe rience,
| This is not the naive theory of innate ideas often at-
7 "‘yributed to Plato. Plato really does not mean that we come
,'iinto the world armed with several packages of knowledge.
It is difficult to see why locke's diatribe against immate
‘iéeas has been received as a serious criticism of the Pla~
’t‘onic theory of reminiseence, John Dewey is impresscd" by
| 'Iaaeke'a denial of the existence of innate ideas becauses
"He (i.,e. Locke) sees almost every old idea, '
every hereditary prejudice, every vested in-
terest of thought, dei’ended on the ground
that it is an innate idea." | (27)
| fhie is a strange argument for a Philoso pher to p_reaen%. i
It is comparable to arguing tmat Packards sre inferior cars
: ;éfn the ground that some people have slaimed that inferior
cars of other makes are Packards, In the Middle Ages, some
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"nyil acts were committed in the name of Christian;ty. but
we recognize that the mnature of Ghriatianify is not to be
determined by historiéal perversions of it. If true, it is
,t‘oo bad that the doctrine of inpate ideas has been eontam-
inated by perverted applicatims., But this by no means
,‘praves that there‘ are no innate ideas.,
Locke's criticism of inmate ideas has frequently been
' regar&ed as devastating to Plato’'s theory of remini;oegop,
; mke argued that if an idea Wers innate, we would be oo~
scious of it at birth. But when Plato said that ideas are
ippate, he d4id not mean that bables are born thinking of
Goa, Causa tion, Substance, Tria.ngalari/ty, and né on, and
that these ideas are the object of their attention until
death, DNor did Plato mean that if the correct stimulus
were presented t‘a babies, they would be »s,b;e to generate
the ideas of God, Substance, etc. '
What Plato did mean can be discerned by means of an
anmalogy. DBables cannot speak a langéage when they are borm,
"Bnt,bs.bies‘ can acquire the capacity to speak a language.
Qhey can acquire this capacity provided they are traimed
“:,i\errectly. Give the same trainiﬁé to fish and plants and
7 the capacity is not developed.
- Nowx Plato believed timt ex_pé rience shows that we need

tg pos tula te gpesial inte lleatual capacities to prlaj.n the
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- knowledge that we hawe. We have, for example, the gapacity
:}ko‘ form the idea of causation when the appropriate stimuly
i farre presented, i.\ey., tke constant cen;hymletion of two‘ olr-
"/,"~g.etere. We have the gapacity to form the idea of snbata’neo
/ ,ihen grc‘mp'a of qualities appear together over a periea of
 time. We have the capacity to form the idea of justice
- whan we experiemce a particular kind of emotion in a par-
"fkieular kind of situatim. And so on.

Plafo 4id not work out i‘iis theory of innate ideas in
m‘détail. If he had done 80, it might have been neeusary
':ter him to distingaiah between powers to acquire intellesc-

| tual ocamoities to form ideas and the simple aequiaitim of
:Léea.s where no special powers or capacities need be postu-~
'ia«t}ed. But we should not expeat the founder of a doct.rim
 to give the definitive treatment of it. Of course, the
: j:a.sh postulation of innate ideas is rash. Ferhaps some
 philosophers have used theories of imnate 1deas to conceal
"intelleatua.l weaknesges and prejudices, 4md it is true
tht babies, savages, and idots 4o not thiﬁk very signifi-
: ~eantly, if at all, about Substance and Gauaation. But the
~ Platonic theory of reminiscence is not affected by these
| ;éﬁissions.
. Too often, Eiato'a theory of reminiscence is regarded
k'f,a 8 triek to amid the :mndamental problems of knowledge.
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f i@ﬂ'havo tried to show that this theory is based upon care-
 #ul, empirical analysis and thergngh‘rqeagnition of these
~ problems, Plato does mot present this theory as a neat
~ solution to these problems. He does not believe that he
 j~underBtands thoroughly the activity ef cognitton.

On the other hand, the hugustinian theory of illumi-
~ nation does tend to explain too muoch. Auvgustine, with
fég;ate, asgerts that we know universal essences or forms
‘7i§a that this kneiledge-eeul@ not have been derived from
‘éiperienca. But Augustine takeg s muah more radiegl ate
~ titude toward this situation than does Plato. Plato’s
"> %heery of reminiscence provides for our antecedent asqui-
- ”aition of concepts; but gensory experienmge does remind us
‘ éf‘tham and it is up to the individual %o remember them for
 nimeelf and by himself. For Augustine, however, knowledge
of the intqlligiblo werldvis éasentially revelation or il-
lumination. The 1ntu1tivs knowle dge of the intelligibls
: ‘truths is not eonstruea to be an independent production of
the mind out of ite own nature, The individual conscious-
'i#pas takeg an expectant and purei& regeptive attituie, At
- this point, A.ugu‘stino'ks theory of kmowledge reflects a
reharaeteristia Boe-Pl&tanic @ali@: that is mnot typical of
| elear-cut Platonism, Plato, then, dees not use the theery
: ar reminiscence to bypass the pr@blsm of knowledge,
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The question may yet arise as to whether this explana-
$ion resolves the original epistemological dilemma. Should
_the whole affair be reggrded as a misleading burst of poetry?
Some philosophers emphasize the point that the theory of
- reminiscence is presented by Platovin the language of the
Orphic doctrine of pre-existence and re-incarnation, that
Socrates is mde to say he lmg learned this doctrine from
poets and priests, and that the main function of the theory
of reminiscence is to suggest that the soul is immortal.
Plato does say that his descriptioen of the soul and
her mansions need not be taken as literally true, but he
also says that something of the kind is true neverthe-
1ess.(28) Elsewhere, Plato remarks that he is not alto-
gether confident of the theory.(ag)‘ Yet these comments do
not justify the inference that the theory of reminiscence
i® a poetic fiction enjoyable only esthetically.

"But that we shall be better and braver and

less helpless if we think that we ought to

inguire, than we should have been if we in-

dulged in the idle fancy that there was no

knowing and no uee seeking to know what we

do not know; -~ that is a theme upon which

I am ready to fight, in word and deed, to

the utmost of my power." {20)

The point of the myth is to éhow that we 4o not possess a
rational understanding of knowledge, as regards both its
‘aéquisition and ite nature. This is what Plato believed

and one reason why he believed it is because he thought
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','th&t sense cxperiepee suggests truthe that it deos’not ade~
~ quately embody. He believed that there are characteristice,
- @e8s, Gircularity, that do not characterize asctual partiou-
» Iara. How do we acquire knowledge of these truthe? Plato
believed that sense eiperience does not provide the answer,
@aé he canﬁot find the answer anywhere else. To indicate
:manFs inadequacy to explain some of his possessions, he
terﬁalatas & myth. When Bertranmd Russell‘z;? asserts that
:,?lato’a myth is 'fantastic', he 1s:asserting a fact of
' which Plato was well aware., But what Plato regarded as
‘gven mérg fantastic wag to try amd expiainlknewleago with~
- out a myth, '

111, Zhe Extent of the Forms
Plato realized that tﬁéffaat t£at’é concept 18 imnste
is no guarantee of its validity, Human minde might be con-
stituted in such a way that reality is inaccessible %o
‘shem. In this event, innate ideas would impede rather than
!&eilitéte sognition of reality. Hence, the ontological
. ,earollary, universalia ante rem, whiah eonstitutea the es-
sence of extreme realism, is neaesaary to provide a foun-
aafien for Plato's theory of reminiscence,
 As observea previously, Flato asserts that whenever a
 :;fgnnher of individuals have a common name, they are assumed
A  ’$9 have a aorresponding form. On the basis of this eri-
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:  tnr;en, all universal aomcepts, concrete and abstract, ab-
solute and relgtife; have corresponding tbrmé. Virtues
‘,guch as tegfagince,‘courage, liberality, and magnificence
have forms. . [Esthetic values are treated ag forms in
the §xggggggg‘whefe Soorates urges that men pass from th@
_ }éreibtion‘éf tinit?éggantifal things to the contemplation
- of absolute beauty,  There are forms of physical quali-
$ies such as health and strength;(54? of sensory qpalitioﬁ
gﬁsh ag oolor and nqnnd;‘5§? of states such as swiftncsﬁ
aﬁﬁ slowness;(gﬁ? of natural objeeté, 1f we are to accept
 tho testimony of Aristotls, who says that Elate'beliqua

there were as many forms as there are kinds of natural
' (27) (88)

yebjects;‘ - of artifacts ﬁnch as beds an% tables;: . gna
- of relatiens%auoh as greater and amaller,fs??,likenoss and
‘:gnlikéncss.(ég? The obyious conclusion to be drawn from
~ Shese textual eitatioﬁs 18 that forms exist as ontelogiaal
~eorollaries to all common names,
| éhia copelusian,‘while it may give a consistemaey to
"Blato‘skthought that it otlerwise does not possess, is
| 'iéaftiéult to maintain in view of other passages from the
"'ﬁdialegues. Parmenides, in questioning Scorates concerning
";,the extent of the world of separate forms, receives the
5 fghoquivoaal answer tlat there are forms of mg thematical

 entities apnd of moral and esthetic qualities, But in
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{3;.,;8&1“1 to the question of whether there are forme of th‘gk
' ';oncies of living creatures and of the four elements, Sec-
vr_,lr'ates is in doubt; o
JLars oites Devs Fasied abust thosy things,
game thing is true in their case or not,” (41)
At this point, it seems necessary to d,.istinguish botwein :
: the beliefs of the young Socrates, on the one hand, and the
Platonic philosephy with which we are concerned, on the
':‘é‘ther. In this dialogue, Parmnidoa says that philesophy
; ‘haa not &et taken hold of Syoarates as ;t.irfnly a8 he be-
“,'1;evres it will some day. Soscrates, with his predominant
concern for ethical inquiries, may never have applied the
‘ ,theéry of forms systematically to the whole of natgrp.
But statements in other dialogues make it certain that
| 'I‘Iate does affirm the existence of forms of tl(;ez?ywiu
'a;t' living creatures and of the four elements, ‘
‘Pamenides goes on to ask if such things as’ "hp,ir,
- mud, dirt, or a.nything s8lse whieh ia ‘vile and paltry alao
- »hs.ve' forms separate from these actual pmrticulars,

"Certainly not gaid Socrates; visible things
like these are *such as they n,%gear t0o us, and
I am afraid that there would an s,bsnrdj.ty
in assuming any idea of them, although I some-
times get disturbed, and begin to think that
there 1is nothing without an idea; but then

- again, when I have taken up this pesition, I
run away, baaause I ‘am afraid that 3’. my fall
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into a bottomlees pit of nonsense, and perish;
and so I return to the ideas of which I was
just speaking (i.e., justice, beanty. geeﬂ—
; ness) and oceupy myself with them," (43)
4whe attitude expresged in this passage amnnot be attribﬁiad
“entirely to the youth and philosephical naivete of Soorates.
There is the tendengy in Platonism to assume that what is
 most valuable is @9 ipso most real. In accordance with
~ this tendenay, universal concepts of positive valus, e.g.,
bé&uty, goodness, have objestive counterparts, and mne
ethar universal concepts have an ontological referent. The
dilemma which is invoked by the dichotomy between moral and
:1;313&1 requirements is not resolved elsewhere in the dia%
k;egues. This ethical bias ie in evideﬁce again in the |
"ﬁeral twist given to the theory of reminiscqnco‘at the ends
of the Gorgias and the “_e_gg__ie. The extent to which the
','realms of ract and valns are merged is an importamt meta-
~H'physiea1 consiéaration. But for purposes of development of
k th1s essay, it is sufficient to note that the statement of
Lextreme realism ag a legieal and epistemological &ectrino
does not permit the exclusion of "even the meanest things"
bf,for fear "there would be an absurdity in assuming any 1dea
 9; them,"m That Plato sometimes is aware of this fact is

, - (44)
evident in the dialogues..
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1V, Sense and Thought
Plato is aéhsindéd'that‘génrhéé{a mind which can ap-
prehend reality amd that this reality possesses wmgualified
existence, The theory of reminiscence is employed to give
an explanation of the fact that our minds can apprehend
'1roality. The phenomenal world is contimually in the pro-
‘éess of becoming, and Plato believed that change 1s in-
’,vaftab;to. These immutable and eternal entities which exist
:   outside of the phenomemal world are the forms, The forms
‘gze gimple and individual, om the one hand, and are uni-
‘fvbreal and function complexly, on the other; and yet the
individuality of the forms ie not opposed to their univer-
| sgl;ty.(‘s? Each form ie individual since its existence
lris not the consequensce of the recepiion of anything outside
of itself nor of the extension of itself to amy other thing.
?hc restrietien of place, therefore, is 1napplicab19.‘ )
But while the forms are simple and individual qua essences,
ihgy are universal and function complexly with respeet to

‘:gll the phemomena which are imitatians or representations

f@f them.
Plato emphasizes th? p?int that the forms are gppre-
' : A (47 |
~ hended only by the mind, . That the forms are free from

\éhy taint of imagery or semnse is indigated by their mode
~ of apprehension. Yet, Adristotle critigizes Plato on pre-
eisely this paint:

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



b1

"e « the most paradoxisal thing of all is

the statement that there are certain things

besides those in the material umiverse, and

that these are the sams as sensible things

exaspt that they are eternal while the

latter are perishable , , For they were

positing nothing but eternal men, nor are

the Platonists making the Forms anything

other than eternal sensible thinge." (48)

7 This procedure, Aristotle c¢laims, is comparable té :
the eonception of Gode as eternal menm and just as anthro-
pomorphism is objectionable in religion, so this an-
~ alagous procedure in metaphysics is untenable. Aristotle
18 asserting that Plato attributes substantial existemce
‘to general concepts and that this atiribution transforms
,:gsneral concepts into particular things, which is centra-
Q.iatery,

What is the foree of this oriticism? Spgﬁ would deny
 the legitimacy of such an interpretation of Platonism,
 pointing out that Aristotle is motoriously an unreliable

erisic, and the oriticism would thus be dismissed. But the
philosophical approaeh to thie situation is to regaré ag
 irrelevant the fact that Aristotle uttered the critia%zg)
and then examine the eriticism rather than Aristotle.. .
- in fact, the criticism is a significant one and there are
- émphases in Plato that furnish a basis for this interpre-
tation. |

In order to answer this Aristotelian oriticism, 1%
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{  yill be helpful to eonsider systematically the relatien
!§3§etwcen thought and sense, When ome tries to thihk}gbagt
’ffxiggaht, he realizes the extent te whioh his 1deas'arc en-
 temeled in sentiemce, When I $hink of the dimmer that I
i»*ggek;ggt night, I ?39&11 the coler, odor and shape of the
'  §¥o&k, the textufe of the ﬁetatoes, the sweet taste of the
foe oream, and 80 on. These colors, shapes, tastes, eta.
arq 1mages, i,e., recalled sensations. Some philosophers
" bave believed that the rTeason why our thoughts are so en-
tangled in sentience is begause ideas are images, Accerd—
 1ng1y, t0 have an jidea of x is to have an image that re-
~ sembles i, In this tradition, David Hume asserted that to
ihave an idcalar some thing is to'havn an image of that
some thing and that if there is no image, there oan be no
Lidea. An&'Berkn;ey hﬁd shown that we oamnot have general
imagés.' For if there were a general image gorresponding
%o the genmeral idea, color, this image could not be red,
blue, etc., nor any determinate series of hues. It would
V,hgvé to be an indeterminate golor image, and no such 13550
?@an be found, |
V Now if Hume is right and all ideas are nothing more
|  tth&nvimages, eur'ggggg of the Platonic forms would be
;fﬁfimﬁgesp - Any &eser;ptien that we gould give of the forms

 ?igou1d be in terms of aansgry elements. It would not neces-

: 5&?11y follow that thc forme thcméelvea were sensiblc
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T‘ things, but, nonetheless, we could net use our knowledge
%o maintain that they were not. Eho cogency of Platonism,
ffherefore, would be seriously impairea.

A recognition of the integral relation betwsen images
and ideas need not drive us to the absurd comclusion of
_yggma. If we keep in mind the distinction between the

57 ;pistemia conditions of cognition and the constitutive con-
' :é1f1ans'cf reality, then we see that Plato can admit cer-
~ %ain relations between sense and reascn and at the same
7f§ime maintain that the forme gua ontological entities are
free from any taint of sense éf imagery.

Of the many questions that could be raised soncerning
the relation of thought and sense, two are partiocularly
'«fﬁertinent for our purposes, First, can we think without

 _ images? It is difficult to eétabliﬁh the eeaurrc@ﬁi of
‘; \iﬁage1ess;thaught. ~ The associational School in psychology
ij‘hga the effest of strengthening the belief that thought
' ,gnd imagery are inseparably connected, But Ostwald Kulpe
 began some empirioal, experimental tests around the be-
”ﬂginning of this eentury that eulﬁinatod in therstablishmant
 9£,& widespread belief in imageless thought. ©Of aeurse;
   ~the extreme behaviorists demy the ocourrence of imageless

 thought since they deny the ocourremse gz than;ht alto-

:?i'g;thar. But such rnpraacntative p&yehalogists as Messer,
°'ler, Alfrc& Binat and Woodsworth either accepted the
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 yesults of Kulpe or established indepemdently similar re-
“aults. And 4, W, Moore in 1915 found that the méaningg
i ygf words tend to rise more quickly tham the corresponding
| images, These résults are ot cmclusive, but they should
not be ignored. So far as our first question is oenéerneé,,
,,4i"':1§;\gwever, it is by no means gertain that imageless thought
~ osours, | |
, Whether imageless thought occurs or not, it is still
aignificant to aek, secondly, whe ther 1mge§ and ideas gua
L meanings are identical. The evidence would indicate that
’in some gases images and meanings are identical, in others,
not. The general idea, orimson, denotes a determinate
| quality that has been repeated several times in my ex-
~perience, When 1 thihk of orimeon, I have an image of &
shade that has been repeated several times in the ‘;‘past.
| fhis is the only meaning that orimson has for me. The
image and the meaning are one and the same. |
And yet the work of Kulpe, Moore, and others indicates
 that there is a distinotion between images and manings in
some situations. The language of mathematics and logic: has
& precisien and exactitude that is unacaounted for if the
|  meanings of the words of this language consist of magu.
. ths is not to deny that expe rienced and recalled semse
',:&;a?.ta are negessary o_ené.iticins of the acquisition of |

1@31%.1 and Qaathqagg.#ia&,l knowledge. _g‘er are w§ denying
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 that images accompany such cognitive processes. We are
‘1nsisting upon a distinction between images and mdaniﬁgs
‘fin regard to some concepts, The phrase, moral obligation,
kr%hasymsaning for me. Introspeétively, I discover that
, whenever I am under moral obligation, I experiemce a cer-
tain kind of emotion, let us say that when I recall emo-
/,iiens experienced in the past, I bave images of those
'yametiens.' There are no images,.no data of introspection
which tel]l me whether theae'emotiana are fitting or un-
~ fitting to the objests toward which they are directed.
Genuine moral obligation involves an emotiocnal state and
'it‘&lao involves the notion of appropriateness of emotion
%o objest. I am unable to conceive what such an image
would be. And it is diffioult to see what image could
‘poesibly be employed to represent implication and non-
~§ontradiation. Analyéeé of causation and material thing-
'heea also show a distinction between image and meaning,
'J§emcene might object to the fact that I lave used my
iﬁtrospeative powers as a means to diekingﬁieh between
’1mage and'meaning. That is true and it is poseible that
my introspestive powers are defective. If there are
 ¢thérs who bave better introspective powers, let them
speak, 1f they can. Until they do, I shall rely upon

: ‘ﬁinﬂi
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| These comments lead to the negessity for distinguish-
ing between imagery apd thought and, at the same time‘,

iﬁdieate the difficulty of separating them. The admission
th&t imagery and thought are distinguishable but net 8e pa~-
rable is consistemt with Plato's assertion that the forms
~ are free from any #taint of sense or imagery. 411 or most
o ét our ’thinking has its sensory components, bu% in some
“"v;vea;a‘es we can distinguish semse and meaning. This provides
Plato with an epistemic foundation for the onto logical as-
zifgrtian that entities free from sensory components exist in
‘a8 realm of their owa,
B Aristotle'a gomparison of Plato's eternal seneibles
with énthropemérphism in religion 1s not merely of his-
- terical moment. I;l all religions deity is described in
; anthropomerphic terms to some degree., If the attempt 18
f made to purge religion of descriptive térms, religion will
T,bo‘, inadequate in the sense that the cntent will be inde-
- terminate. Ané. to the extent that characterization of a
’,~;‘,;Qo,ity is adequate, representation is introdﬁeeé,. The ef-
~fect of this introdustion of represemtation, however, may
',_:’,afe}‘t be as diaastrqus a8 Xenophanes, in the one case, and
""i':}é;ristetle. in the other, believed. So long as one remembers
mt he 18 dealing with a representation and that the

af;éreaenta.ﬂmf i Bot the entity, deception does not geour.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



b7
E"o there may be & residual element of imagery in all
‘khought, and unless extreme care is taken in the interpre-
| ”ri.#ﬁa‘.tign of thi_sy residue in the case of the FPlatonic form,
tha eriticism made by aAristotle wil:l.‘bg applicabls, But
; 1:“§hio eriticism would be effective only if Plato had main~
o ta.ined that ideas and images are identical, and no one has

i ewr comegted Plato with this view,

V. E!h Un;versal Essgneos

The doctrine o:t reminiscenee mdicatea that the senses
, pvsgest the forms to us and Plato deee not believe that the
~senses contain the standards they suggest, With this em-
[Phaﬂiﬂ in mind, the assertion that sensible things imitate
;zarma become s 1ntelligib1c.‘.5o,) Elsa?%ge, Plato speaks of
sensibles participating in the forms,  but he is severe
| ‘in his ¢riticisms of the standard interpretations Zshat his
aaversarioa gave to the relation of participation, 52? As
L ~ the dilemma of participation is presented, if particular
things pg.r’cah of forme, either the forms must be redupli-
~j~:§g,’ted in their entirety in each of their instances (im -
'~,\‘1’rhio’h case there is a mmltiplication of forms) or axiy
k’ningla form is diviﬁed ammg the things partieipatins in
it. Either alternative is absard,

What, then, 48 the relation between forms and phenomena?
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Blata gives several answers bnt is gatisfied with none.
l?er example, he says that the forms are mmtterns of which
'7 ”"l".he";va are likenesses in things. Participa.tion here means
’ ‘the Pesemblance which a copy has to ite original. Plato
puté the following objeotion tp this argument inte the
'ﬁaath of Parmenides: original and copy are glikn and there-
@%_f,jﬁ're have a common character, and so another form must be

. postulated inm which‘gg? original and copy participate, and

#0 on ad infinitum. This appsars to be the(g:;aalled
'third-man argument' to which Aristetle refers. Al-

~§hm‘1-gh Socrates is represented'aa being 'anaﬁls to meﬁ}
‘this argument, it ie fallacious. This is such a funda~
- mental oriticism of Platonism that we should examine the

,"o.rgument carefully in order to see why it is fallacious,

- The best statoﬁent of the argumept is presented by Alex-
~ ander as follows: ' ‘

"If a term truly predicated of a number of
things actually exists in semration from the
things it is predicated of -- and that is
what those who assert Forms believe they
show, since their reasons for the existence
of a Self-man is that man is truly predi-
gated of a number of things and is a differ-
ent 'Man' from the individual men -~ then
there will be a third man. For if the 'lian'
which is predicated is different from the
things it is predicated of and bas an inde-~
pendent existence, and if it is predicated
both of the individuvals and of the Form,
there will be a third Man over and above
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Form and the :lné.ivielu&ls and a fifth, and
80 on indefinitely." (65)
: @hia argament is a aenﬂitiena.l of the following :Earm: 3L
 (&;) the 'Man' which is predicated truly of a number of in-
iif;mua..l'ﬁen;is different from individual men, and if (b)
jﬁ)iis 'Man' hae an independent existence, and if (o) this
'Man' is ﬁredicatcd of individual men, and if (d) "i‘}:his
'Han' is predicated of the Form, then it fellnws that there
2 will be a third man over and above the individuals and the
E ,“m. and 80 on. It cannot be denjed that the omditional
_is true. The realvqueation, however, is whether Ela,tgl deu
}@zmrm the antegedent. Now the amtegedent in thj.é case is
‘gbmp;l.ex and there is mo doubt that Plato does affirm the
| ;ffouowins parts of the antecedent: “that the 'Max' which
e ;!.3 rredicated truly of a number of mdividualv‘ﬁen” is 4if-
'rv,!brent from mdividt;é.l men; that this 'Ha.n' s an inde-
| rf.éenayent existence; and that this 'Man' is predicated of
individual men. The remaining pa;é% of the antecedent in
" }quaatian soncerns the predication of this 'Han' relative
%o the form,
| It must be admitted that Plato's language sometimes
commits him to the assertion of this last antecedent and
thus exposes him directly to the é.aiastatins;attg,ak of
the 'third man'. In the Protagoras it is said that justice
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f:;l_ia just and holiness 1s holy; indeed, for emphasis, it 1(56)
'a,aae& that nothing ¢an be holy if holiness is not holy.. .
. Yet, we should not allow the ocsasional use of loose lang-
mge to obfuscate the exactitude with which Plato elsewhere
'Qﬁates the dootrine; fgr he is both awila.re of and protects |
' _himeelf against this interpretation, The sbsolute unity of
ﬂthe forms precludes the possibility of predicating something
~ 61’ them., Socrates is a man and Plato is a man beocause par-
#i@ﬁlar thinge ,partigipata in forms., But it 18 false that
- Hanhood is a man Jjust as it is false that the form of iwo-
ii&sa has two or any other number as a quality. In the
ahave quotation, then, the 'Man' whieh is predicated of
'mdividual men is not alse ﬁredieated of the fem‘ 6:( Man-
r'haé&, for the predicated ‘Man' ag 1t oceurs in discourse
: gtands for the form itself. Manhood does not have flﬁmf’ as
“a. character but is that gharacter itself; the relationship,
then, is one of identity, not one of predication. ?a
therefore gonclude that the 'third-mn" argument contains 8
4 | tme aenditiona.l but does not apply to P]ato'a statenents
. ’ahout participation.
It remains true, however, that to defend Flato's
ﬁheory of forms against a particular attack is net to give
8 positive answer to the question of the relation of forme

o things. Plato aduits the many difficulties that attach
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ta the postulation of the forms and he does not explain
:';"’"ffrggisely and syetematically the relation beiween forms
”]igmafsensibles. Thege difficulties comstitute the reason

7'ix‘why the theory of forms is 'hard to accept and hard to

(67)

rejest' . and demonstrate tmt it 'is marvelous: aigfi-

. ) (b8
‘gult to convince anyone who raises objections'-v . But

e ';l?laxte persistently urges that recognition of tho Mfﬂ-

- oulties that inhere in the postulation does Dot erase the
 necessity for the postulation. Although he does not ex-
"“.,~"p1a1n what the relation of participation is, the Heracli-
, lto‘an flux is s8t1ll in the baokground., It really is not
' kjn’ygra.nge that 'Platonism is8 built upon $he aceepta,uce of the
vﬁer,aelitean flux. The flux of Heraclitus is not chaos but

18 ordered change, and Heraclitus be%é:;ed that there is a

L 'hidden haymony' which rules mture, . and that the wise
; ,m is he who discerns 'fhe thought by which all things

(60)
through all are guided'., . 4And Plato 1e cavinced that

- if there is to be commmicatim, discourse, and philosophy,

, ,there mugt be objects of thmght that exist nnehanging and
~1ndepenelent of the flow of sensible things.

"And yet, Soerates, said Parmenides, if a man,
fixing nis attentian on these and the like
Aifficulties, does away with ideas of things

and will not admit that every individuwal thing

has its own determinate idea which is always

on¢ and the same, he will hawe nothing on

which his mind can rest; and so he will utter-

ly destroy the power of reasoning, as you sSeem %o me
to have previously noted." 61)
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; When we pass from the problem of the relation of
forme to things to the problem of the relations among the
forms themselves, we find Plato arguing that there must
be some relationships among the forms to explain the know-
- 1edge that we ha.ve. Otherwise, it would not be possible
,to predieate one general term of another significantly,
:,If the statement, 2 plus 2 equals 4, is necessarily true,
e ;ts truth muet be in virtue of a relationship between the
forms of Twoness and Fourness. '

In the Roggb , Soogrates simply asserts that uni-
',,yersals taken singly are individuals but when combined
éppear many._(féé? Ih the Phaedo, it is briefly indicated

- :,that some esaenees'-aan paiti’cipate in one another (Snow
‘,‘gna Cold), provided the participations are based uﬁpén the
aternal relations of being. Cantrary essences (Cold and
Het, Icifg and ?eath) cannot pa.rticipate in 'each‘éther (65)”
- without losing their identities, and this is imposaibh.,
| In the Sophisg. Plate discusses the possible kinds of
’,.,rulationship between forms, All forme might have communion
k““ws.th any others; or some forme might bave communion with
some or all other forme. The first two poseibilities are
- eliminated and it is decided that sowe forms are capable
‘ 9! intermixture uchethers, some forms are sontained unﬁer

& higher form, and many forme exist .m soparati@n and
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isolation. The philosopher through the use of dialestie
‘iean apfrehend gome of the relations that hold botwecn

fﬁ,msp
B The information provided thus far is necessary to a
' eomplete explanation of the relationship among forms but
ie not sufficient. Once the attempt is mde to specify the
f frclationship of 'participation', 'communion', 'blending',
‘“ffintermixture’, étc.,‘insoluhlé d&:xigultisé piesent t he m-
 ‘j;e1vas. The fact that these different ®rmes are used in-
f}ai!ferenﬁly to signify the relation suggests that Platoe ﬁiﬁ
 Bot want the reader to take any ame term in its literal
 ”@ean1ng. 'Verbal puzzles' arise when ene tries to under-
atané. thviswz"'elation', and Plato again reminds us that to
;‘ ;e§arate the forms from one another is & ?barbar;sm anéesa)
. utterly unworthy of an educated or philosophical mind,".
Yet something bas been accomplished in tlat the élt-
‘ ferenee between the unknown relations between forme and
7  aene1b1es, on the one hand, and the unknown relation amoeng
 the'forms themse lves, on the other, can be stated. For the
Yelationship of sensibles to forms‘is unilatera} or #sym-
'fiﬁ@tricalx sensibles participate in forme but forms do not
;5a§ticipite in sensibles; and forms are in no way affected

{e6)
‘ tha partiaipattsn of sensibles in thesu . The re-

,1ationahip wmang ferms eontrarily, is reeiproeal or sym-

i metrical. Each form possesses unqualified existence and is
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} yﬁhgt it 18 by virtue of ite own intrineic nature. 4nd this
 gagount is sufficient to show oénalusively that Plate aid
‘M g9g intend to repregent the forms as derivative frem d@mo
o liingle ideal prineiple; i.e., the Goed or the One, Hamoe,
kff’thé transformation from Platonié:pluralism to ﬁée-?lﬁfania
‘1‘@Qnism should not be regarded as simply an explicafién of

 112;gtenism.

VI, Eyaluation and Criticism
Now that the Platonioc theory ig before us, we shall

ydansider gsome of the objections traditionally brought
‘ggainst the theory. UNo gattempt will be made to give a
A  éemp1ete list of all the eriticisms that bave been or
“;igeuld be'aireeted against Platonism. Some of the objesctions
i, 7§hat eéula be discussed &t‘fhi8 peint\épply more direstly
' {'fe other systems of thought and they will be discussed in
aihe contexts of these systems, Our main goneern is to dis-
euse those points that are significant for a systematie
vd‘gnalysis of the problem of universals.
”  Plato asserts that universal ¢oncepts designate some
 ~ real'néturés outside the soul, intrinsic and essential to
: *:th@sa things of which they are the common natures, and yet

- distinet from them. Universal forms are alleged to be dis-

164 frem,the°fhing§i%e which they are commom for several

easons noted prpiiouﬂly, e.8., because universal en-
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y7f7tities are ineorruptible wheresas singulars are aorruptibls.
: The One and the Many argument has been applied vigor-
| : euﬂy to the various types of realisms repeatedly in the
- "»yhyiatary of philospphy. It is an argament with which any
realistic theory of universals must reckon., It is conven-
k f 1éntVte use it as the basis of this evaluation fgr‘reaaons
‘,’fhat iill become evident. Although the Ome and the Many
,yv'fg:gamnt is familiar, its complicated character nceg'ési-
, tates careful analysis. This argument is applied to po-
| " ‘sit;ions which assert (1) that there are distinot jnrtieu]ars
m nature, and (2) that the universal form is a numerical
o };nity. The first ‘assumption is complex but at the very
. fjgast it involves the principle that the being of any par-
' ”_ti,enlar cannot be wholly explained in terms of any other
| being, universal or particular, It appears extremely
_ likely that Plato holds to such a view, motwithstanding the
k ':Eaat that certain temdencies in his philosophy have gen-
’7»”erateﬁ monistic trends that are ineompatibie with this
, "?;flmlistia oconception. In regard to the geeend assumption,
'  7 ﬁhataver stands in any nuéexiea.l eonnection with anything
2 distinat from itself must have a numerical value. The
form is distinct from the many of which it is propaily
:  ,§roéia&tea and mast therefere have & numerical value, d.6.,

ijwmty.
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| On the basis of such assumptions, the following four
 l argnﬁénts are possible (they are listed in the erdq: in
which they will be considered): (1) the qualitative
Jnnity of the form 18-;ncéﬁpatible with the numerigal di-
versity of the things that partieiﬁate in the form; (2)
‘the numerical unity of the form is incompatible with 1te
;:#ﬁmerical &iversity;amung the things that participate in
iit; (5)’ the numarieél unity of the form is incompatible
e ﬁath‘the qualitative diversity among the things that par-
ﬁieipate in 1t; (4) the qualitative unity of the form is
 incompatible with the qualitative diversity among the
 things that participate in it. |
The first argument can be dismissed at once, for it
is na§ true that numerical diversity implies qualitative
aiversity. That qualities are often repeated in the sen-
,So?y life of man is one of the indubitable faqts that form
~ ‘fhe subject-matter for the controversy over universals, and
;t° recognize that these fepetitiagg; oagcur does not eommit
~ ome to any spesific theory of univérsgla.~
‘ The gée@nd argament is the one gﬁneral;y agseei&tad
. with the One and Many argument, According to it, the mu-
‘ff'ggtieal‘uﬁity o£'£he form is ince&patibla with i1ts nmerical
w‘fﬁiversity among the things that marticipate in it. Sinee
~ %he form is distinet from the singulars, it is argued that
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the form must be numerically distinet from them, and, as a
,gérm, a nnﬁerieal unity. To the extent the tbrmyia essen~
| ;jial to the singulars, it is numerically as many as there
‘~ire particulars. So the universal, being a one in a many,
‘,,7ﬁ§gt be at once an undivided unity and at the same time a
:;:?;gralityv-- which is 1ogiea11y impossible, It seems dif-
\[fiaﬁlt to answer this argument by denying that the forms
'l are numerical unities, For any two forme are numerically
%"ﬁistingt; there i8 a mumerical plurality ef forms, Now
v ,?1ato was aware of this difficulty and yet he did not aban-
‘don hie position, He was mot content with the above con-
© tradiotion, but appeared to believe that the situation
seemed contradictory te us because of our inmability to
ygemprehend the reality of the forms in their ralgtien to
7;  §art1cu1ars. To comprehend this relation would be to dis-
;ifééver the reasen ﬁhy forms gap be eemﬁnnieatoa to particu-
r7 lars without variation in themselves. Perbaps Plato be-
 lieved that the fact there is a;nnmariail pluralify of
, 5 :arms need not imply that any form stands in a mumerical
:: 1391at1on to 1ts’aingulars. If so, the unity of the univer-
;al form begomes a different kind of unity frem that of the
‘~1 15¢171¢aa1. In any event, we are unable to say more in
T;_tthis eonnoctién than we said when discussing the relationm
“5?§£ forms to things. It is reasonable to assume that Plato

believed that it was absolutely necessary to postulate the
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© reality of the forms. He then moted that seriows diffi-
j”]"f,"_gnlfb:.as develop out of this postulation. To the extent
_ that the difficulties are explained at all by Plato, they

 §§0 attributed to epistemic limitations, On logisal |
,;_greundp, this is a very dangerous progedure, But ﬁntil the
fact 1s estahliahgd that the universe is completely ac-
 ,?9G$Bib1e to human cognition and its laws, we cannot be
 certain that Plato's position is invalidated,
i We ehall'eonsider'the third and fourth arguments to-
} gether. The gquestion is whether the numerical and guali-
‘5f§tive unity of the form is ineompatible with the qualita_
Vt;is aiieraity amemg the things that participate im 1t.
‘ﬁhia red pateh and that green patch are qualitatively di fe-
7:erent andAyet both are called colors, Is there a single
4'/i£¢rm, g¢olor, in which they both partiaipéte? ,1t is nét
; ézear just how Plato would answer this gusstiéﬁ. Ehiloso-
phers generally have assumed that he would givé aﬁ“aft;rmg—
;§;ve answer. It 1s not evem clear that FPlato recognizes
" _tk§’disttnet1oﬁ between exact and inexact resemblance of
” yg?ticulars. But Aristotle makes a‘cemment about Plato
| ihat contains a vetycinteresting suggestion, a suggestion,
’we}shall maintain, that is significant for the problem of
universals,

The gommsnt of Aristotle is this:
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"The men who 1ntraducad thie dogtrine did not
posit Ideas of classes within which they rec-
ognized priority and posteriority (which is
the reason why they did not maintain the ex-
e istence of an Idea embracing all numbers). ." (67)
ﬁy;gristotle asserts that Plato did not posit a férm*ot mmber,
f‘fft 1s.tempting to interpret this assertion to mean that for
, féiato there are no forms of numbers, The reason why this
g ;§ﬁferpretat1en is tempting is becausg of Plato's remarkvin
~1i§he Egggﬂiig that the mathematicals ogoupy a third reslm
in%oiﬁédiate between the forms and things. The problem of

‘the mathematicals is & @ifficult, perhaps insurmountable,
~ prodlem. But, as we bave shown in Appendix A, the solution
3  §z'this problem is pot essential to aeserting that there
 ;$:@ forme of mumbers, Granted that there are forms of
; 5énmhers, what oan the gbove quotation mean?

»_' What it means is that there is ne form of number in
legﬁnerdl, i.e., number as comprehending the entire series of
7  gﬁmbers. Numbers taken collectively constitute a series
“fénd the members of this series are commeated by the rela-
 tion of priority and posteriority, e.g., three comes after
   ¥?@ and before four. The ordered series of integers,

‘,‘j;l_zere:tore, is not g form, but a series of forms, Im our
"f:éi#eussien of the third-man argument, we saw that the
'f;‘ﬁnity. simplicity, and uniqueness of the forns preelud&p
tho poseibility of predicating qualities or characteristics
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:'f@t,thum. That which the term, number, denotes i§s not
~ simple and indivieible, It follows that number cammot
designate a form, Aristotle also reports that for Plato
'vfhere ie no form corresponding to figures and constitu-
;vhtigns. Plato apparently believed that the term, figure,
 iv€§notes a series of forma,ke.g;, triangles, squares, &ta,;
"jihat the term, gonstitution, denotes a>seriss of fprms,
8.8, , aristocracy, demogracy, ets, It ie easj to see how
‘ihc relation of priefity and posteriérity generates the
'vkaeries of constitutional forms in view of Pmnte's convigtion
‘~f£hat demooragy, for example, follows (in time) eligarehy
’fana that demoaracy precedes (in tim@) tyranny. 69) It is
i iifficult to see Jjust how this relation of priqrity and
,ﬁesteriority orders the geometrical figures, and, ‘fer our
f  purposes, it is unnecessary to pursue the subjeet.
‘ At the beginning of this eseay, we noted that philo~
- sophers have assumed that there must be a,single explana-
tion that will account for all genmeral concepts. We also
 n@§cd that the assumption is not self-evident. The tra-
'Qitional interpretation of Plato’'s theory of universals is
‘~l5aa§d upon the prinaeiple reflectéa in the following quo-
;tatienz |
. "jherever a group of tnéividusls have a common

name, we assuna them $o hava a aerrasp@naing
form." (69)

-
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t; $ke viewpaiﬁt depicted above would necessitate the re-
i‘:’fi’ff:-ﬁk,cle.isiem of this statement., If a and b are the same, we use
_fphs term to denote both of them, For example, if a 18 8
| ig‘.a pateh and b 18 & Ted patoh, then they are the same hue,
 t.e,, they are qualitatively identioal. If we used dif-
}'ferent terms to designate repetitions of éualities, eemg
’ ‘ man1eation wou ld ha'pmaetiaally impossible, Dut it .does
~ mot follow that if one term is used to designate two items,
;th;n the two items must be qualitativély identical. To
i‘ aasuma that it does follow is to commit the fallagy Qf af-
";firming the eonsequent; For example, this red ratoh and
‘k :$ha$ blue patoh are both called colors, but this is not %o
. say that they are qualitatively idemtical,
| What this meaus is that for Plato there are at least
519 ﬁiffe:ent kinds of universal concepts that we might
f 3§signate as simple and complex, Simple uniiersa;s are
~ those that pertain to particulars in respect to qualities
‘%hﬁt are eommén'to the particulars, Complex universals
'f;zaibr to groups of simple universals when these groups form
7:scr1es. Plato, of course, @id mot make this distinetion ex-
piieitly between #imple and somplex universals, but.Rlatonism
 g§§§a oontain the basis for such a distinetion. ?hefélweu}d
1 36 little vaiue in additicnal discussion of this question
,} »w1thin the confines of Plato's philosophy. If this &istina—
f f§;on had been noted befere, %hg’hié%@ry of the problen of
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iggjéhiversala‘might have assumed a different form. Fhile-
-sophers might have recognized that it is important to
’“faénaiyza kinde of resemblange yriar to swearing alleglance
" to either mominalism or realism.
| e gepd to make two more points in regard to the po-
~sition of extrems realism, as this position is expressed in
_ $he philosophy of Plato. There are some today who do nmot
kfbelieve that extreie realism is an appropriate objest 914
 éGn$amperary philosophical attention., Some of the reasons

ifter the generation of this belief are the griticisms, e,g.,

~ the One and Many argumant,.applicahle to extreme realism,

We bave moted, just as Plato noted, that some of the oriti-
ejems are difficult to answer, but in no case have we dis-
" govered anything amounting to a refutation of the poeition,

"}Thergfore, these reasons are npt sufficient to sustain this

‘« .ﬂegat1va attitude. Some peréons beliefe thét;Platonism.

_ the archiype of extreme realism, is a dogmatic, pre-

5  W5c1e£tif1a, superstitious philosophy, and that 20th century

]’f5m4n with his - saientific temper and objective technigques
 “ 7§;nnat be expested to take such a position very seriously.

We should recognize from the cutset, however, that

 f ‘the Sosratie-Platonic theory of universals is not dogmatie

f;;51n the sense of being uncritical, Socrates and Plate
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- 1ived in immediate contact with radieal sceepticiam. Ehe&
were besieged by firsthand stateméﬁts of farious forms of

: jﬁaeptieism and relativism and these statements are so
definitive that, in some instances, they havb not been im-
: ;yrgveé. upon to this day. We should not forget that one of
: I’htq's teachers was Qra.tyiaa, a Heraclitean, who was just
;3.3 impressed in the fifth cenfurj B.C, as Professor John
',‘Dewey is in the 20th eentury A.D, with the fagt that we are
. 1dving in a changing world. Antisthenes, as we have seen,
jdenied that general terms could be significantly predicated
: of one another. Diogenes had complained to Socrates that
he could see norses but not horseness. .Prgtageras had
: ‘m;a:intained that man is tke measure of all things, | Gorgias
had argued againgt the existence of reality, knowledge, and
e ,ébm:auniaation. These men were Plato's seniors and that
| :‘i;};gy thofoughly understood the kind e;f realism Soorates md
',,Bla,to were advocating is demonstrated in the Prgtazoras and
"élsewhere. Not only did they understand it. Qheyeriti—
'aizeé. it geverely and well, and Plato was familiar wi‘bh
their oriticisms.
- In any age a vigorously-applied scepticism will make
| f,réfleétive peoplé aware of the precarious and aentinggnt
phaseg of their lives. More tm this, such a scepticism
may also gonvinge thém initiallﬁ of the instability of
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,*bfall standards and beliefs, Yet, even in the most extreme
‘-7_giaaes, people do not behave as though the world were a
" guccession of}ineeherent ohanges, We continue to plant
- gern and get sorn, to breed horses and get‘herses, to jump
 { £§ water and get wet, ete. So far as we can judge, our
: , imowledge is reliabie, true, and of the real. In this
 ;§1tuat1on, one may become distrﬁsf:ul of his seéptieism and
;1 i§gain proceed to examine his exﬁerienaes gritically before
3‘;L$¢tt11ng permanently with the dogma of aoeptiqism.
© Socrates and Plato fe;t~that these seeptieal philogo~
~ phies d1d mot provide adequate empirical descriptions of
ﬂ \ §he experiences that we have. They noted that experiemnce
 '~§aa recurring factors., This indi vidual thing was gener-
 ated and will be dissolved and it will mot reeur. But
'¢9ther individual things will appear and disappear in the
!uture and they will resemble the objects before me now.
k} §hgy observed that experience suggests truths that it dees
l;,fﬁgt édequatoly embody. I can observe that these two
x §ranges'p1us those two oranges make four erﬁnges, but I
 RE§snnet observe that any two plue any other two equals four
- and yet it is true. I can observe that this red patch
. 1s mot green, but I cannot observe that whatever is red
' :éannet be green at the same time and in the same sense, --

and this o0 is trus, Particular experiences emabled me
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‘;te*s‘.pprehend these truths, but the experiences do not
',:tmetion in any sense as premises which embody or justify
: .‘~‘the prineiples. The ogeasion of particularities makes us

',1a.wa.r>e of geperal laws, but the latter canmnot be resolved
| ! without remainder into the former.

Such eonsideratims as these impelled Socrates and
| Ela.te to eanétruet an elaborate philosophical system that
‘ﬁoﬁm provide an adequate framework for the explanation of

| the empirieal facts that confronted them and that comfront

;;ﬁs. That they were aware of the internal difficulties with-
7 in the aystem is evident from the argumenté £lato had Par-
s "‘;@nidea give in the Par menides. Although they jadmittc&

tmat 1t was extraprdinarily ifficult to explain the being
" of universal forms, they thought it impossible to explain
 experience without them,

o In view of’ the foregoing remarks, it should be scarely
‘~,“U~.neeeséary t0 point out that modern science has not invali-
~dated the Platonic position of extreme realism., The dif-

" ","r,“;tiéultiee th;.t econfront Platonism precede and axg'umffgetca
hy nodern developments ai;& discoveries in psycholegy, an~
”N\x;'"'t;hrevolegy’, sociology, eto. The scientific evidence mo
~,‘mere demonstrates the truth of the view, e.g. , that .univer-
, ” sals are verbal reorganizatime of experience than it does
o 8 xﬂ",‘e view that universals are real entities existing pria’r
Hlto and apart from experienge; just a8, analogically,
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.mme 8 theory of causatim is no my3re sgientific than
"Aristotle B
| : It is interesting to observe that one modern 'scien-
- tific' attitude toward this problem is no mre seientific
15  tkan Plato's attitude. Professor Kalph Barton Perry is
- eonvinced that philosophers should be objestive, dypamia,
 ffbehav19r1stia, paturalistic, and scientific -- these are the
. fsrma that he uses, Frofesser Ferry objeats to the per-
yetugtion of Platonie auperstitions in regard to innate
idea’s and forms, But it turns auf that he does not feel at
_ all uncomfortable about adopting "an inherited mode of in-

telligence,"” provided we understaﬁd that Zthie ugse does not
e in‘volve any mysterious pre-established harmony between man
’,J~~ané. ::ts.i:v.ure.('ﬂ?l Bow the employment of a 20th century
;nephisticated language and the self-application of honorifie
terms in the introduetion of a theory of innate dispositions
j“;"eally does not conceal the fact that a theory of innateness
Viaa.s‘ been introduced. Ferry and Flato both require some form
at inna teness to explairn experience a8 we empirically have
;t, and if the term 'scientific' must be used at all in this
f‘k,,?egard, let it be applied to those who recognize that one
‘iiﬁnat &0 beyond exper ience to explain experience as it
'na.turally ocgurs.
Our last observations on extreme realism soncern the

fﬁelation of extreme realism te the belief in innate ideas.
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It is impossible to understand Platonism without appreci-
_ating the internality of the relation between the theory of
reminisgence and the theory of forms, If we did mot pos-
e ‘spss innate ideas, we would never know the forms., If the
forms 414 not exist, the power of innateness would be a
’smre and a delusion., The forgce of Platonism resides in
,fhe fusion of these two theories, one supplementing the
other. We have emphasized the central importance of this
~ fusion throughout this chapter and it is unecessary to Te-
 peat that emphasis here,
But it would be erroneous to asgume that the two the-
‘ oriesr which Plato fuses must always stamd in tha,t relation
 4in any philosophical eystem. On logical grounds, it is |
. false that the belief in imnate ideas is a praperty’of ex-
 treme realism. A property, in Aristat'eylian terminoclogy, is
g characteristic that is beth ebman and peculiar to a
~something, There is no reason to believe that ome could
- not be an extreme realist and yet not believe m innate
‘ ideas. For example, one could assert that all of our ideas
eome from sensory exper ience. If this position held, it
ﬁight turn out either that the eterral essences were un-
; kinqws,b le or that they were eternal sensible things; but

_there are no a priori reasens why such conclusions should

f@é regarded as self-gcontradictory to the rremise, i.e.,
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“fffgn& Plausible type‘of theory which rejects innate ideas
 _ an& 8till is a kind of extreme realism. Fhilosophers,
~ quite properly, exhibit a kind of uneasiness about innate
,yideaa; One reason why they do is that there is always
durking the fear that man does not know independent roélity
&8 1t 18 in itself. We may be using immate ideas to trans-
‘  form the independantly existing entitiee, And most phil-

"~ 1§gephers, with the exgeption of the idealists and pragma-
‘tiste, believe that cognition is arproeesa that does not
~alter its object, How, then, explain the knowledge that we

“have of entities that are mot semse data or groups of sense
dataf? Perhaps man has a non-sensory capacityvef power of
intuition by meaﬁs of which he apprehends esgences, Ier-
:‘hgps'when our perceptual experience takes a eertainltﬁpé,
'»-]aertain real structures are mgao available to the mind via
k this intuition. We are mot trying to argue for the truth
- of such a position, We are arguing that the position is a
" ”perfeat1y respectable one. In view of these statements,
~ extreme realism ebviéusly need not have the belief in in-
 mate ideas appended to it. |
| On the other hand, there are no 1631@&1 objesgtiens %o
’ *the acceptance of innate ideas and the rejectien of extreme

ealism. 1t my be that objects of our everyday e;petiQpqu

,;i; aortain*éharaateristias that we would nevtr'apprehcnﬁ
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‘ware it not for the assistance of innate ideas, The reality

  §£’theso gharagteristiocs may be totally exhansted'by their
7  prassnee in our world. There is no deubt but what a moder-
',1gte realist could maintain such a view, And we do not see
Vjﬁhya nominalist could not maintain a similar view. It is
fiygue that nominalism is generally associated with sensa-
tlomalism, the belief that all of our kmowledge is derived
‘ §1£imately from sense data. FPerhaps the gtrongeat ¢ase for
5»nominalism can be urged on empirieal grounds, But nominal-
Af,;;m need not be based upon empiricism, ?n thisaennaotio?il
~philosophers have ignored certain statements of Descartes.
5_3@& Spinoza‘?g? that aré strongly nominalistie iﬁ sharaater,
 §&&,‘aertain1y, these two philosophers believed in inmate
| iﬂaaa. |
M Extreme realism and theories of innateness are dis-
’ tiact philosophical theories, But this does mot deny that
l?i#to needed and used both of these theories to explain the
 possibility of human knowledge.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



80

CHAPTER V: MODERATE REALISM

1. Aristotle’'s Critigue of Platonism

The ﬁésitien ¢alled ﬁoderata realism is an alternative
: to the extreme realism of flato. Whereas Plato maintained
. that universal concepts designate real entities that exist
- by themselves, the moderate realist maintains that universal
  ‘9bncepts designate real entities that q#o existentially in-
:useparable from the particulars that embody them. Histori-
, 9;1;y.‘Axistet1e bhas been designated as the founder of
 moderate realism, and St. Thomas Aquinas is regarded as the
  ¢¢hamp1on of mpderate realism in the Miadle Ages, We ashall
"bnaounter some difficulty in stating~the position of Aris-
,  tat1e and Adquinas on the problem of universals, and wo
"aheuld attend Partieularly to the causes of the difficulty.
7fBerhaps the position of moderate realism is intrinsically
*mbigueua. Or perhaps Aristotle and Aqninaa are not mod-
4! §ratg realists: they might be extreme realists, nominal-
| ists, or eclectic in their views. We shall try to specify
" the source of difficulty wherever pessible.
- In view of the fact that Aristotle was a studend of
‘Q“?i&tovand a eritic of the theory of forms advanced by Plate,

e‘shall begin by neting the na ture of Aristotle 8 eritiaiams.
%1stat13 tarmnlatee many ebjeetions and thero is no neod
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ynggr us te,examine each one of them. There are two typos;
“: however, that proviée considerable 1nformatian a8 to Aris-

';fqtle's own views on universals. We shall name these types
" the ontological and epistemological objections, and examine
each of them. |
| The core of Aristotle's ontological oriticiem of
' _?late‘s forms is his contention that the forms are nothing
: @ére than eternal sensible things.?vs? Plato observed that
 f§3na1b1a thinge are in constant flux, He was also aware of
‘ftae fagt that characteriastios in some cases can be prediQ
- oated of an indefinite number of sensible things, The sen-
;Qible things change., the characteristios do mot. But how
Hgan the charasteristics be unchanging if they exist in these
,tgansient gensible things? Acgording to Aristotle, the in-
 ability of Plato to answer this question resulted in the
‘8eparation of the forms from things, Bﬁt, Arisfetle-oen-
"tinues, once the c¢ommon eharacteristiea'are'separattd from
v‘sénsibl& things, they lose their univorsﬁlity and are dis-
| ltingnishab]a ffbm sensible things only in virtue of their
etarna11t¥9€74) ;
‘This is a very interesting eriticism. For Aristotle,
-'j}gengréte particulars are substances amd no universals are
», 1§uhstanees. The evidence for these fma assertions will be

© . presented in a later portion of this chapter. It is in
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}:torms of these two mrineiples that Aristotle advances his
ontologieal griticiam of Plato. In the context of Arie-
totle's thought, to say of an entity that is a universal
i;:is‘to‘say that it is a common predicate, To say of an
entity that it is a substance is fa say that it is a con-.
?  éreta particular that is numerically one. What Plato doas,
acoording to Aristotle, is to take a predioate and sepa-
f:/‘fate it from the particulars to which it is common. But
~ when thié is done, this predicate gains substantialit&
’,éna loqggtggiversality‘simnltaneeualy. This is what Aris-
totle meanéﬁiy ealling the forms eternal semeibles., If
the forms are to be universals, they cannot be subsiances.
, It the forms are to be substances, they cannot be univer-
| ;ég;s. It is important to note that this criticism, which
appears in many portions of dristotle's writings, relies
"npan the acceptance of the prinaipleshthat we have ¢ited,
.~ These principles are not the exclusive property of m@der.
Héte realism. A4 nominalist could assert the same oriticiem
- eh the same bases with complete equanimity., |
| | The obre of Aristotle's epistemological objeetions to
' ’th& Platonia theory of forms lies in his eonviatieﬂ that it
>'1s inconceivable that an idea be innate to a persen and
- that this person be unaware of tho idea., Thus, in speaking

ﬁ};efkinnate ideas, Aristatlo saya:
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"How it is strange if we possess them from
birth for it means that we possess appre- ,
hensions more accurate than demonstrations
| and fail to motice them." (76)
This is essentially the criticism that Locke airectsﬂ ‘
‘,igainst innate ideas., Locke interprets“ianateness to mean
 the original conscious pesseesien of gcertain truths, and
; then easily shows that men do not possess such truths
 grom birth:
: ", . it seems to me near a contradioction to
gay, that there are truths imprinted on the
soul, which it perceives or understands not:
imprinting, if it signify anything, being
nothing else but the making certain truths
\ to be perceived," - (76)
- Perbaps the only thiné easier to prove than that man aeés
V* Nﬁot possess innate ideas in the sense that locke specifies,
‘nia that no outstanding philesopher has everhmaintainnd
~ that we have such ideas. Let it be agreed that Jocke has
. ghewn that there are no 1nﬁate ideas stamped or imprinted
on the mind at birth, Neither Plato nor Descartes nor
Leibniz maintained that innate ideas are independont‘ot~_
 and prior to the mental development of the individual,
_ But these philosophers did not believe that the univer-
”ﬂéglity and necessity that characterize some of the ideas

' \?$hat we scquire, can be explained by resolving these

4deas into transitory semnse data. And this is precisely
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’ the problem that lLocke's em@irieism does not and cannot
' hahdle. | |
T Now Aristotle oriticizes Plate's theory of innateness
, :‘in the sam way that Iocke oriticigzes theories of inmateness,
- If Locke intended his criticism te apply to Descartes, then
\ ihsmargument is an jignoratio elenghi. In view of the fact

| ﬁhatkPlato is careful to &istinguiah bgtween memory and
” ,,femuniscenoe.‘7?) e learly reeognizing.that we are not aware
ﬂi of universal truths from birth, Aristotle’s oriticism of
‘him, as cited above, misses the mark. \L@éke, on the basis
“';9: his extreme empiricism, is unable to account for the
;,knn;versality and necessity of some ideas, Qhe question
§ £hat we ﬁow wish %o ask is whethef Aristotlé too attempts
‘ o scoount for universals on the basis of an extreme em-
 y1r1eism. We should not ignore the fact that leibnis
placed Plato and himeelf in one tradition, Aristotle and
~ Iocke in the othor.‘vs,
# This concludes our preliminary considerations. We
"”have found that'Aristetle. in directing ontelogical and
epistemological oriticisms to the Platonie theory of umi-
,‘gv§rsals has used certain yrineiﬁles or standards in the
 1, ermu1at1on of these oriticisms. We shall examine Aris-
 totle's explanation of the arigin of universal eoneéyts‘

Q}lhcthiﬁg whether he is able to aveia; on the ome hand, a
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:theery of innateness, and, on the other, extreme em-

piricism,

Aristotle emphasizes the prineip%eg}hat all knew~
7

ﬁla&ga arises from sensory experience. . Ho e?a ?an learn
‘ erkunderstand anything in the absence of sense, - He

‘ ;§xr1ved at this principle by noting that we learn either
by induction or demomstration. Demonstration develops
?rom universals, and ainaé we defivg universals from par-
?‘tieulars, the source of universals is induction from par-
- tioculars, These particulars are grasped by sense per-
—@eption, |

"Thus demonstration develops from universals,
induction from particulars; but gince it is
possible to familiarige the puplil with even
the so-called mathematical abstractions only
through induetion -- i.e, only because each
subject genus possesses, in virtue of a de-
terminate mathematical eharaeter, certain
properties which can be treated as separate
even though they do not exist in isolation ..
it is consequently impossible to come to
grasp universals except through induction.
~But induction is impossible for those who
have no sense perception, For it is sense
pergeption alone whieh is a&equato for grasp-
ing the particulars.™ (81)

Yot Aristotle is careful ha distinguish hia‘peaitian‘ireé

¢ Protagersan idextification of sensation and Imowledgs.
fkﬁ@w things 1n¥é?ar as we can predicate attributes
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o universally of them, and sense is umable to tell us that
something is common to a whole set of individuals,
” "The ground of this difference is that what
while what Knowledss apprenends is usivers
8als, and these are in a sense within the
soul," _ '(82)
The central Aristotelian preblem of knowlodgo is now
kbbfere us, While sensory exparienge is the source of all
'  know1adge, knowledge is in no case to be identified with
:i  s§nsatian. Since perception is of particulars and know-
5 1edge involves recognition of universals, knowledge is not
: attainca through the act of peroeptien alone.(ss, This is
 the dilemma that confronted Plato, and the theories of
,' rcminchenee and forms constitute his solution. Aristotle,
‘, 1n‘aaswax1ng both Plato and Protagoras, asserts that we
rséegnize the universal in the p@rticular. Now we wish to
. 8ee how this ean oceur,
| _ While Arimtotle does not believe that the mind pos-
  ;§9;8@§ knowledge prior to experiengce, yet he affirms that
”ﬂiho mind mest possess the basis for asquiring knowlodso;
 :;Wa possess, first of all, the eenfgnital discriminative
~3aapaaity called sense pergeption,. . If this were the
 only mative capacity that our minds possessed, our cog-

itions would be very primitive indeed, consisting in

éaﬁasivgraypearanceskef sense data, But sense impressions
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‘yorsist in our minds; they are preserved by the inmate
faculty of memory.
"So out of semse-perception comes to be what
we ¢all memory, and out of frequently repeated
memories ¢f the same thing develops experi-
ence; for a number of memories ceonstitute a
single experience . . » We conclude that
thege states of knowledge are neither innate
in a determinate form, nor developed from
other higher states of knowledge, but from
sense pergeption, It is like a rout in
battle stopped by first one man making a
gstand and then another, until the original
formation has been restored . , « When one
of a number of logically indiseriminable
particulars hag made a stand, the earliest
universal is present in the seul. for
though the act of sense-perception is of the
particular, its content is universal.” - {ss)
It is difficult to analyze this position. Aristetle
dees ﬁavg a theory of innateness, but it differs signifi-
éantly from that akamate. Aristotle affirme the existence
~of such capacities a8 pereeption, memory, gomparisen, ab-
~straction, and intuition, whereas Flato affirms the latent
 ‘9;1stenee of specific umiversal oeﬁeepts in the mind,
But does Aristotle's aceount differ from that of the British
;&mpiricista? We shall consider that question now, |

; The factor that clearly distinguishes Aristotelian
'qpiatemelogy from the epistemology of the British Empiri-
giste is the selective abstraction that is at work evem in
the early stages of sensation. Aristotle tries to repudi-
ate Plato's contention that 1t is impossible to derive
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   _nniversa1s from sense data by assigning discriminatory
:jufpower to sensation. But do we know the particular before

‘  the universal on Aristotle's acecount? It would seem that
,Axistotle's own theery of the relatian‘betwegn potengy and
 [ §atna11ty would negessitate that in order to recognize a
’  universal in a particular, we need antecedent o know ex-
1 1sting universals.(ae) |
But, one might objest, thi® is foreing upon Aristotle
distiﬁetions that he would not make. }Ier the conérefe par-
- ticular consists of the union’of individuval and universal
‘traits, and it is in the process of cognition that these
. traits are known. We cannot apprehend the one without the
 other -- to this extent Plato is right. But the universal
.anegé_net exist antecedently to the mrticular., If the
 >ﬁaiversa1’a$$ira1;y’1a in the particular, waiting, so to
: aﬁeak, to be apprehended by the mind equipped with innate

f aapacit1es, then this would seem to be an answer to our

 question,
| But again we encounter difficulties. Aris?et}e's
i A . 87
‘gesertion that universals exist within the soul . and

\‘ hiﬂ emphasis upon abstraction asg a means of producing uni-
“#ersal concepts, suggest the possibility that universals do
.vgfg@t exist in things., To do justice to Aristotle's theory

‘*fﬁbf Knowledge , we must give a more detailed account of the
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~ process of aoquiring universal concepts,
| Aristotle asserts that when an individual knows some-
thing else, he in some sense becomes that something o lse,
| ? Ehe fact that an individual gets outside of'himselr in the
';'§r@ecns of knowing requires the identification of th§
 ‘;k§ewer with that which is kmown,
| ". o the soul is in a way all existing things;
for existing thinge are either sensible or
thinkable, and knowledge is in a way what is
knowable and sensation is in a way what is
| sensible.” | (e8)
 \[;t is éiftiau1£ to explain just how this identifieatign¢or
"inower and object known cam oggur. If, in apprehending
‘   the stone, I become the sione in all of the latter's con-
 grete materiality, it would seem that my mind would become
kkﬂpatrified. At this point, Aristotle could have said that
yfwhdt,the mind ayprehends ia;a representation disfinet from
’ tho.object, but this would have ﬁéprivea eégnitien of the
,'_nnion of mind and object. 4nd so he saye that the mind
. fdentifies itself with the form or species of the objest,
'a-gnd this form is literally part of the object. The iﬁ-
“;ﬁnllect becomes the form of the object which 1t knews.
f,gﬁew the universal concept is not identical with the form,
 l§he farm is inseparable from the object, whereas the con-
':éept is distinet from the thing. St. Thomas points out
 §Bﬁt‘the concept which the mind préduoos is a representa-
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(e9)
tion of the form, The universal concept is oreated
'[*by the mind and resides in the soul. The form, then, is
 the ontological basis of universal concepts, snd the form
- is an essence, a common nature, St, Thomas explains that
$he common nature is realized in each individual eobjeot.
"How it belongs to sush a nature tp exist in
some individual, and this cannot he apart
from corporeal matter; for instance, it be~
longs to the nature of a stone to be in an
individual stone, and to the nature of a

horse te be in an individual horse, and so '
forth,” (90)

III. 1Ihe Doctrine of Substance

We have noted the logical reaiiam’ef Aristotle and
Aqninés, i,e., the view that universal concepts denote
"3;émmon natures fhat exist independent of the  aet of con-
~ eeption. Now Aristotle is also an ontological realist and
' §hg sore of his ontology is that substances, i.e., conorete
vyartieulars, are fundamentally real. It is essential to
T' an understanding of the distinctivenssé of moderate realism
] ,§9'geeognize that neither universal goncepts nor their
1  :§x9par referemts, common natures, are substances. It is
f5‘casy to confuse this point in view of the aigtinetién be-
~ tween firet and second substance advanced in the gggggggigg.
“",3ha11 analyse that distinetion qnd then ahew that the -
ii"*@gégtrina of eubstannc found in the xaggi.

V“sigs is compat-
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ible with the discuesion of substance in the Categeries.
e What Aristotle says in the Categories is that he is
';@istiﬁguishing between two kinds of terms included in the
’]éaﬁegory of substance.

"All substance appears to signify that which
is individual," (el)

A?irst gubstances are those terms that stand for one and
| énly one individual, e.g8., Sogcrates and 'this man'.
~ ‘Second substances are those terms that stand for many in-
’H éividua1s understood by a single univocal concept. 4Any
;téxﬁ in the categery of substance then, must stand for
| ¢findividuals. There is no reason to believe that first
k;sahstances.denete one kind of substamce and second sub-
  §taneeé another, it seens clear tmat we are ocmfronted
with a legical distinction between kinds of terms, This
| logical distinction shares with many other logieal dis-
 j £1nctions the feature of being based upon ontological
gonsiderations. The reason why some terms in the categery
‘ﬁikf substance can designate many individuals is because
'; %5853 individuals possess commen natures,
| There is no doubt but what the discussion of substance
Mi;n the Metaphysigs is primarily omtological., As we have
| ,ﬁgtsd, this ontological discussion is the basis of the real
; ff@ggtinction betwoen,?lgte and Arietotle, ,ﬁns us see just
l;f”?hgt'tho dostrine ot substance 1is. Aristotle dces mot
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"; p:psent the docotrine of substance as a report of observa-

$iom. It is an interpretation of what ie observed. The

'lihats that are the basis of the interpretation are as
- rallgwsz Piret there are things in experience that are

- yelative 1hdependent. Second, these things canmot ogoupy
~ the same place at the same time. Third, these things are
 k';g¢nt1t1ea through change. Fearth; these things are cap-
- able of causal aatiéﬁ, i.e,, they possess powers or potene
7; eies. Aristotle interpreted thesé facts to mean that\there

are unique entities in mature that are independent of ome

~‘dnethor; that these entities persiet through change and

» are causally active and passive.

This ﬂoctrihs gshows gonclusively that Aristotle was
not a sensationalist or pesitivist, i.e,, the belief thas
knowledge consists of sense data. Modern positiviets

~ vigorously investigate all theories that assert knowledge
‘ li9t entities that transcend sensory sxperience., They are
guite right in insisting that all suoh theories ‘shoald_ be
tested, first, for meaning; second, for truth;’ But they
&0 on to maintain that atatéments,invelving subs%&nces are
 nothing more than descriptions of sense data, Thus, if I
‘1’§ayz "There is & green Van Gogh print in my living raom;“
1§k§§any(g) that I had certain sense data in the past in m&
1iiving foem and (b) 1f I now go to my living roem, I will
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 ;‘hava similar sense data. But Aristotle really means more
' ‘§han this, and that he does can be meen by noting the £01-
- ;euing statement; "If I were in my living roeﬁ now (which
 11$ am not), I weuld gee ﬁy green Van G@gﬁ print."” Thére is
" £ﬁ indioative conditional of the "if . , theﬁ" iarm in
1¢ither mgterial or strict impliaatien fhat aaﬁ adequately
’§xpress ﬁhie meaning, I am asserting the independent ex-
Astence of a material ebject tﬁat has the characteristics
~ noted above, This doctrine of substance forms the basis
~5 §£ the Aristotelian belief that we can learn from experi-
_ence, that experience is reliable, 4ristotle did not be-
'a l£eve that the regularities he recorded in his experimen-
»1 §a1 observations were purely accidental runs of events.
'  John S, Mill, who speaks with more oandor than his
~ gontemporary representatives, uses the phrase, "permanent
E ;ﬁeasibility of sensation,” in place éf the worai "gub~
‘f«ﬁtaneo." Yet, this permaﬂent possibility of sensation
‘*1§§ems to bave all of the characteristics that Aristotle
‘ H§seribes to substamce. Perhaps, then, to borrow the pro-
   §eéara of contemporary pesitiviste, we should interpret
igilifs phrase as simply a verbal roaamasn§ation. If eo, I

~ think we may drop Mill's phrase by spplying the law of

8 imony . |
How thgt we h;ve examined the doctrine of substance
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’.gnd have seen that it is unquestionably an ontological
i;doetrine, let us determine what bearing it has upon Aris-
hﬂ?ietle's theory of universals, He states unambiguously inm
the Metaphysics that substance is individual and that uni-
 wersals are therefore not substances.

"For it seems impossible that any universal

| term should be the name of a substance." (92)

| T;‘,,nga,m; k -
: ", . it is plain that no universal attribute

is a substance." (93)

 ~,Ar1stot1e notes thatwmatter cannot bé substance becaﬁse:

"both separability and 'thisness' are thought
to belong chiefly to substance.,". (94)

Aristotle agrees completely with Plg;e that the faamﬁ mﬁs&
liBo substances, if they are separated from things., But

.V'fthon, a8 we noted previously, they lose their universality.

Qristatle's convietion, then, is that universals are met
Vi §eparab1e and not individual, and therefore cammot be sub-
f ¥Btanass. We do mot find in the Metaphysics a substantiatien
 of the omtological fnterpretation of the distinction between
 #irst and sesond substamce found in the Categeries.

IV. Conglusions

Before we draw comclusions from this examimation of

‘1gtbtle, let us observe a feature of the historjcal con-

éiersy ever‘n#iiefsagsg, The controversy betwégn the
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~ realist and the hominalist often has been interpreted as a
‘f:gbatraversy between those who believe that general terms
 ‘ havn denotation and those who deny that general terms have
\f;~ﬁenetatian. Such an 1nterpretation we have maintained,
  :15 fallacious, since all outstanding nominalists and
 f'rpa1iste maintain that general terms have denotation., The
 ;?¢g1 sontroversy, rather,'aencerns the nature of what is
 7 §9ﬁatad by general terme. The nominaligt, as we shéll see
in the next ohapter, maintains tlat general terms desig-
“pate repembling particulars. Whether these particulars
‘  §:& sensory data or ontological substances, depends upon
ithether the nominalist is & positivist or an ontologieal
frsalist. The realist, on thé'other hand, haé been repro-
H'» senteﬁ by the nominalist as maintaining that general terms
;v‘&esignate something over and above resembling particulars.
7:“$hey are said to designate a tertium quid. In the gase of
' f  Plato, thie tertium guid is the form which exists separate
 from individuals.

‘,  our question is whether there is a ert;um quid in
"foistetle 's philesophy. It might seem that eur eonclusion
‘1;that second substances denote individuals eliminates the
. grt;mn guid. But this is not so. Secend substances can
"}f&mete an indefinite number of individuals in virtue of

ﬁhe pesseaaian by the latter ef gommon natures. Thie is

the distinetive characteristiec of moderate Tealism.
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There is an 1mperfant aspect to Aristotle's theory
of knowledge that merits special emphésis. In‘regard to
the questi@n4of how we acquire knowledge, Aristotle has
given a pubstantial scapupt of the operatione of sense
. pereeption, memory, eempariaan,,an&\ahstractian. These
_’ processes acoount for the formation of many general con-
 ' g§pts. But Aristotle is not a sensatiopnalist. He does
 pot believe tiat all universal comcepts are resolvable
into sense data. His emphasis upon intellestual intuition
indieates that what we know, in some cases, is more than
‘  éense data. The intellectual act of apprehension grasps -
~ what the sense data suggest but do not thorsmghly embody.
'a  ?§§n we finally intuit, for example, that any two plus any
' ]§§her two must equal four, the Imowledge that we have is
s ﬁniveraal and certain, Mere abstraction is insufficient
H' ;§a explain this kind of knéwlsdge. This knowladge is gex-
tain and an acoumulation of instances does not breduce
"Tthis_eertainty. What this means is that in such apﬁro-
o hension, we grasszamething that we regard as rationally
' f certain, and this is different rnwmvaaeiding, say, to use
the word, réd, to designate & sensory quality that i- re-
_peated in our experience, This intuitive act is respon-
' teib1e also for such assertioms as: "Orange is between red

and yellow." "Malice is bad," "The hammer drives the nail

- -
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,   ;nte the wood."” "The chair exists independently of ny
“j;gwarensse of 1t." And so on. The fact of intelleatual
;"Lfintuition elﬁar1§ differentiates Aristotls from one who
 ‘ iou1d assert that all knowledge is acquired through the
 outer or imner sense. |
Granted, them, that Aristotle is net a peositivist,
‘it doee not follow that he is an extreme realist concern-
 ing universals. We have been able to show how Aristotle
 ”7,§agvas a path between Platonism and pesitivisnu' Contrary
%o Plate and consistent with positiviem, he denies that
there is a separate realm of forme and he asserts that
”‘aencrete particulars are basic and real. Centrary to
 positiviem and consistent with Platonisn, he denies that
4f ~dénse perception is the source and stuff of all knowledge,
'f §ome of our gognitione pertain to entities that are not

b g§ensery and yet are in _re.
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CHAPTER VI; NOMINALISM

YI. Introduction

- Hominalism can be characterized negatively as the
view that universal concepts do not designate common na-
| tﬁres, but such & characterization doces not provide suf-
fieient information. Nominalism, positively, is the view
that universal concepts designate resembling particulars,
In an earlier ehaptéi, we considered the beginnings of
"ﬁaminalism in the thoughte of Antisthenes and Roscelin,
'_W0 noted that these two men were reacting to the extreme
realisms prevalent in their times, and were mere inter-
‘héted in destructive eriticism than in constructive ex-
position., The information that we have does not permit
'k the inferende that they worked out a eystematic phile-
' »scphiea1 framework for their nominalistie expressiens.
The first systematic statement of nomimalism appears
in the 14th century in the philosophy of William of Ogk-
‘ ham. Many of our gomments in this chapter will center
,,»7Areund'tha nominalism of Ockham. One reason why he has
| been chosen is because of his general philesophieal\aom—
;  Fétence. Too often examinations of nominalism have con-
‘/*,siatea of éiting asgertions made by incompetent philo-

.~ sophers who happened to be nomimalists. If extreme
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realism as regards universals were held respomsible for
. ti;e erude version stated by William of Champeaux, it would
 mot be a very respectable position. So toe, of one goes
' to the writings of James Mill to discover what nominalism
{8, he will find that Mill regarded it as

| "obvious and certain, that men are led to class
solely for the purpose of egonomizing in the
use of names, Could the purposes of naming and
discourse have been as gonveniently managed by
a name for every individual, the names of
¢lasses and the idea of cl&saifieatien, would
never have existed. But as the limits of hu-
man memory 4id npt enable men to retain beyond
a very limited number of individuals; and even
if it had, a8 it would have required a most in-
eonwenient portion of time, to ran over in dis-
gourse as many names of 1ndividua15 and of
individual qualities, as there is oeeasien to refer
to in discourse, it was negessary to have eon~
trivances of abridgement; that is, to employ
names which marked equally a nnmber of individ-

uals, with all their aeparate properties; and
enable ue to speak of multitudes at once.” (95)

">f§his is an inept explanation of the origin .af general
'?$erms. The real gquestion of how it is that we can tarm
  ~ these ¢lasses, granted the need far’them, is not answeroa

k }‘At all. 7This is aASPeaifie illustration of the general
f, =§hi1Qa0phica1 incompe tence of James Mill and bas very
little to do with nominalism as a philosophical theory.
| Another reasen for making Ockham the ecentral figurs
in thia chapter is that he is an ontological realist, A
. pominalist need mot be an ontological realist, But it is

impértant, nonetheless, to examine nominalism in the
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;}  eéntext of ontological realism because many histerians of
'%~philosophy have believed that nominalism is inimical to
""en$elogioal realiem, This belief has been the source of
 unfounded charges against Ockham and against nominalism.
~ If we oan show that omtological realism is a legitimate
 f £oundation for nominalism, then & basis will have been pro-
vided for obtaining a better understanaing of the position
“f@! William of Ockhem in the history of philosophy and &
better understanding of the problem of universals, Again,
-‘iat 1t be noted that the primary function of this chapter
is not to0 show that nominalism is true., Our main efforts
.Uarelaireated to a discovery of what is nominalism. Once
~ that has been determined, speculations as o 1its truth or
“f,talaity become appropriate. |
g We firet shall consider some of the aharactoriatie
interéretatiana of Ockbam that are, in our opinion, er-
reneaus. In showing why we regard these interpretations
to Be erronegus, we wiil be led diraetlyiinte the heart
,ief,oekham's philosophy. ‘

etatians of

Many philosophere assart that Ockham is a sceptic and
j’};that he is a sseptic because he is & nominalist. 8t, ;
}'7[Ehemas Aquinas and Buns Scotus affirmed the naeessity of
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~ pos iting the existence of intelligible species as the
~ means of informing the intellect for knowlsdge. Ockham,
[ on the other hand, maintained that the intelligible spe-
¢ies is an unnecessary postulation, that the mind gognizes
| reality directly in an intuitive act. The basis for Ock-
~ﬁ,',ham's view, ultimately, is the famous pringiple; |

 "fpustra fit per plura quod potest fieri per
.pauciora.” (96)

_ Anton C, Pegis believes thatthis is eaeptiaism.‘.-gn but it
_ L ‘—iiss;d-i:‘tfieialt to see why., It was Ockbam's expressed intent
'»’Be‘ remove an obstacle to the dir_e’et apprehension of an ex-

ternal reality. He believed that to place an intermediary
| \__i;betwoen the mind and reality was to encourage scepticism,
inthat 1t became daifficult for our minde to get beyond

Uit_,he intermediary. We, today, should appreciate this situ-
- : q.tion in view of the outcome of the representationalism of

"'J‘éhn Locke, If what the mind knows when it thinks is an

i fidea,‘hew can'ene ever be assured that reality ocerresponds
. ta his ideas that allegedly represent reality. The answer

e this question is found in the scepticism of Hume,

There are other bases on which the charge of saepti-
’cfiam has been urged against Ockham's nominalism, Pegis

)ints to Ockham's sckuowledgement |
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". o that in seeing a stone he can be abso-
lutely certain of his seeing, but not of the
existensce of the stone. In thie eonclusion
Ockham has all but formulated the Cartesian
elosed Cogito as the starting point of evi-
dent knowledge; and he has just as certainly
forced European thought to prove the exis-

tonce of an astual world @f ngs outaide
man," (98)

k__&his is strange reasoning on the part of Pegis, It sug-
~ gests that a gine qua non condition of avoiding scepticism
;f §a $he conviction that we have demonstrable knowledge of
’:  gn independently existing world, Price, Bread, Moore, and
f‘Qéthex contemporary realists distinguish between the given
- 8lement of experienge and the material thing. The given
iis indubitable, but net the material thing. How else can
=;‘§nc acegount for hallucination, for any nén-vefidieal per-
/?,éiptionﬂ? 1t seems more reagonable to say that unless ome
‘~~makgs this'distinetion, he mugt either accept scepticism
5 ~§:~papu1ate the world with strange entities.
| 5t11]1 another basis for the allegation that Qekham's.
'ﬂeminalism is scepticism is provided by Father Bittle whe
‘figasaerts that for the nominalist
: "there i# no foundation in the things themselves
Eniversal ladae: Tuy universai idess are thus
purely subjective preducts of the mind without
a correlative in nature; in other words, there

is nothing in the individuals in nature whigh

is ganuin&ly represented by theso universal
i&t&e. B L | o (99)
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l;@hé simplest way of disposing of this view is to quote
:ffﬁekham.
"The universal comcept expresses or explains,
declares, imports and signifies the substances
of things, or the essence of things -- 1,8.
their nature, which is their substance." . (100)
John Wild claims that Ockham is not and could not be
. an ontolagieal realist in view of the fact that nominalism
18 the basis of his scepticism.
" "William of Ockham attacked realistic episte-
mology from a nominalistic point of view
which lies at the root of his skeptical
philosophy . « « Reality is thus dissolved
into a ¢haos of individuval entities with no
stable oausal structure open to cur intel-
ligence, 3Such a philosophy provides no
foundation for a realistic ms taphysics or
philesophy of nature., So Ockham devoted
"~ his energies primarily to details of formal
logic. At least we ocan manipulate the sym~
bole and intentions of intelligible dis-
gourse, though we ean never be sure as to
what they stand for." (101)
We shall provide in this chapter a statement of Ockham's
‘Hominalism tmat will show clearly its compatibility with
 f°an$c1ogiaa1 realism. We can note at this point, however,
‘7‘ that there is no justification for Wild's statement that

 we can never be sure as to what symbelsjstand for. Ock-
:fﬁ(him'e elaborate theory of suppeaitian is developed on the
  jbaa1s of the conviction that sometimes symbole denote extra-
:l}"msntal things and sometimes they denote other symbols., It
kf 1s true that Oekham was concerned with details of formal
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~logie. Seo were Aristotle and Aquinas, but in none of these
 three cases did a comcern for fomal logic spring from a

'.?reudian mechanism of excape from metaphysics, Indeed one

'*fnﬂetion of Ockham's logical distinctions was to extricate

‘ Aristotelian‘phileéephy from ite Neo-Platonic web. Thus

- the doctrine of supposition taught by Ockham is used to
~ restore the Aristotelian doctrine of the predicables to
, ]u;ts proper status as a logical scheme of classification
~and to eradicate the Neo-Platonic interpretation fostered
  §$ Porphyry. Wild's statement that Ockham dissolves reality
7 into a chaos of individual entities is contradicted by Ock-
- bam's belief that reality consists of individual substances
:‘thaf are in eaﬁsal relation to one another. Perhaps Nico~
" 1aus of dutresourt is guilty of this diesolution, but not
~ Ockham,
 "4 No statement cf‘misinterpretatiens of Ockham would be
' gomplete without some reference to Etienne Gilson who, more
7T than aryone else, is responsible for the belief so preva-
 ;ent today that Ockham, being a nominalist, was a sqept19~
= jn reference to Ockham, Gilson says:

- "He was convinced that to give a psychological
analysis of human knowledge was to give a philo-
sophieal analysis of reality. For instance,
each intuition is radically distinet from every
other intuition, hence, each particular thing

is radically distinet from every other particu-
lar thing." (102)
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ii’@ilson then asserts that Ockham, like Hume, 1s a Baeptic
 * in regard to causal relations, basing his assertion upon
_ Ookbam's admission that by looking at a statue of a man,
5ffén§ will never know whom the statue represauts; if he has
:} 'never seen the man before, This aeeptiaism,'aocbrding to
b Gilemn wa s B

| LI 1nevitablo and will always oceur whenever
a philosopher mistakes the empirical description
of our ways of knowing for a correct description
of reality itself . . . Granted that a concept
is but a particular sign that stands for several
individvals, it does not follow that reality is
exclugively individual; otherwise, how could
several individuals be aignifiaa by the same
, aign? (105)
:3~;9115an s criticism centains errors of interpretatiom and -
:71 un;ustified inferencas. First Gilson seenms to be using
‘€ 9'radieal1y asg a question»begging word rather than as a
g};term descriptive., Ockham does say that each intuition is
;f Znnmeriea11y distinct from every other intuition, and that
Tl5~g&eh particular thing;ia numerically distinect from every

.éﬁher partiaular thing., But, as we shall see, this nu-

- if;ical diversity does n@t‘imply qualitative aiversity.
~ S4nce all philosophies other than unqualified monisus

'girm numerigal diversity of entites, it is misleading to

er to this ag 'radieal”, Second, Ockham was not a
ptic invregardiié causal relations. He does say that
[by,ieeking at the statue, we do not bhave a primary
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1;f ag5nition of the individual man, unless we have kmown him
1   per8ona11y in the past. He also says that the appéaranoo
1 ‘féf distinetive tracks im the mud will permit us to infer
- kﬁhat an ox made the tracks, but it will not give us a pri-
T“7ﬁary aéghition of the particular ox who made the tracks,
_,  1n modern terminolegy, @okhaﬁ‘ié saying that knowledge by
"féesaription is to be distinguished from knowledge by ac-

‘ quaintanee. But he does pot deny that inferences from ef-
feats to causes and from ocauses to effects give us legi-
 timate and valvable knowledge. Surely this is not scepbi-
f;ﬁi#m. Third, it is true that the propesition, ”Rnal;ty

yiyskexclusively individual," daes not follow fro;n the
“preposition, "4 concept 1sﬁbut a particular sign that
'giands for several individuals.® But here again, Gilson
~ attributes to Ockham an inforence that he, Ockham, does
_"faat make. As we shall see, Gakham‘bases his claim to the
H ' 1nd1vidua1ity of reality upon the Aristotelian dictum that
o 1ndividual substances are the metaﬁhysieal ultimates,

lfy‘ﬁhis may be & bad answer, put it is not ‘psychologism’

1II.
The éﬁémplés'of eritiééi?iﬁféfﬁietéfiéns of Ockham

Ontological Healism and Nominalism

hat we have examinsé show th&t Gekham hag aat received a
iir h&aring iny when these kinds ef eriticism are
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igﬁécegnized as specious, does it bedome possible to give an

ifgfﬁnbiased analysis of his nmominalism. On the basis of the
:f;;preaeding analysie, it appears to be false that Ockham's
© pomipalism is a general philosophical seepticism. We find,
. éareovsr, that Ockham eriticized gertain aeholastia’phila—
f;sophers because the latter embued Aristotelianism with
i[:,}i’latenie thought, Professor Moody says:
i "§e might, for example, take him at his word
and assume that he was seeking to effect a
return to a pure aristotelianism -~ the
scholastic interpretations of the peripa-
tetic philosophy being, in Ockham's eyes and
in his time, encrusted with alien elements
derived from the augustinian tradition and
from the arab commentators." | (104)
' ;fW0 have noted the difficulties 1n asgertaining what'ﬁuref
‘ éAristote11anism is, and we shall not try to decide whether
}:Qﬁckham aecompliahea this return or mot. But it is evident
“f £rem Ockham's eritieieme of Augustine ami Scotus, in which
 h¢ appealé fegularly to the text of Aristotle, that scho=-
~ lastic Aristotelianism was very impure, Now Ockham directs
k"nnny griticisms, specific and detailed, against several
varieties of realism as regards universals, apd it is un-
“ﬁeeossary to consider all of these for the purpose of stat-
ing his own position. Yet, it is important that we under-
' 1;stand his method of oriticism, sinee it reveals the

‘sﬁarting~peint of his own pogitive statement.
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Ockham states that some argue that the designatum of
- universal terms is some real entity outside the mind that
'1 ;6 both essential to those things of which it is the com-

\' 'm@n nature and at the same time distinct from these things.

"[ ?&ka, for example, two things that are pergeived as being
‘égétially separate, and that bave the same, identical
 f éhgraater, red. When these two things share the same
. oharacteristic, they are said to share an entity called
| 8 universal. This entity mast be distinct from the things
 ‘te which it is common besause conorete things are gor-
: ',mptible while universale are incorpruptible. This entity
 must be common to the things from which it can be dis
: tinguished begause of the predication of the.aame term of
 the two terms that denote the two things.(105)
Ookham's most basic oriticisme of realistic interpre-

 tations of universals rest upon his conviction that being

V “;and oneness (ens et unum) are universally convertible. He

\i; ﬁaintains that it is impoesible for a universal to be an
:';;nnAivided,unity and a plurality at the same time, The

universal must either be & ome or & many. Singe it is

2 - 8aid to be distingt from the things of whieh it is predi-

”‘ aateé, it must be a numerical unity. On the ether hand,
"~ since it is essential and intrinsic to its many singulare,
" 4% will be as multiplied as those singulars.
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~ The principle of the convertibility of ems et unum cannet
'f‘fitself be demonstrated, according to Ockham, since it is
i  'presupposed in all discourse. Everything that is, is
ﬁif singularly. Any being will be either simple or compound,
~ If simple, it is numerically ome. If compound, its parts
are numerically one. |
"It must be maintained undoubtedly that any-
thing imaginable whatsoever, which subsists by
iteelf, is without any addition to it a singu-
lar thing and one in number, so that no
imaginable thing is singular through having
something added to it, but this (scil. being
aingula?? ie an attribute belonging immedi-
ately to everything, because every thing is
per se identical or diverse from others." (106)
e From the foregoing, it is evident why @eiham beiievés
:: ,i$'improper to start with universal natures and ask for a
 reason of their individuation. Just ae dristotle had as-
'f 'ssrted that all being is determinate, 80 Ockham starts
with singular things, _&he problem of ugivbrséls thus be-
gomes the endeavor to find out how it is that our ocencepts
~are universal. Imlat concepts are universal and that all
things outside the mind are simgular are the data with
~ which he begins.

"It is not to be asked how the universal becomes
gingular but rather how the singular becomes uni-
versal, Individuality does not come from any-

thing added to or divisible from the real univer-
sal. Everything which exists is singular." (107)

Qokham asserts that the ultimate subject of kuowledge is
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, ‘ §he goncrete individual whose existence is revealed in

~ intuitive sensory cognition, Ockham is thus an ontolegical
 realist. He believes that individual substances are the

’ - immediate and gireet external referents of gognition,

"Although universals are the pringciples of art
and science, every discipline starts out from
individuals « . . just as all our knowledge has
ite origin in sense, 80 also every disceipline
has its origin in individuals, although no doo-
trine should treat of singulars significantly
0r ne science properly so-called is about ine
dividuals but is about universals for indi-
| viduals," ' , (108)
 We begin, then, with intellectual intuition of singulars.
~ ;,Sﬁbsequent to this first intuitive act of the understanding
 (petitia inguitiva intellectiva), there follows a second
 abstractive act of the understanding (notitis abstractiva
‘«yiggellegt;va). It is this second actﬂwhieh,preduees the
 universal, the general concept. Ockham demoribes the
*fk;gint functioning of these procesboa in the follewing quo-
'“ftatign. (The scholastios use the term 'objective' %o mean
’ {representat1ana1' and the term 'eubjeeﬁive' to méan‘
,ﬁggxistential';) | A |

"Qur intellect first intuitively understiands
gsome really existing singular thing, which
thing baving been understoed, the intellect
'is able to construct something similar to
what was previously understood. The thing
thus constructed will not be able to have
subjeptive being but only objeetive being

« « o Thus the oemstructed thing is merely
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such as was previously understood in objec-
tive being and is mot in subjestive being,
but it will be an image, as it were, ex-
actly similar to the thing previously
~ understood in objestive being." (109)
| Ockham does not give detailed information aoncérniﬁg
“ivihe péyeholegiaal processes whereby universai concepts are
i  prb&uced. He does, however, consider seriously amd at
\}gngth the gquestion of what manner of being the universal
   §éneept has in the soul. His first theory, the figtum
‘f,fheery. states that universal concepts have représénta-
‘7‘$i¢nal béing; they are fictions similar te things which
"Tekiat beyond the mind. The universal is thought of as a (110)
: ‘unique kind of being, a logical eantent or pure meaning, - :
n#ﬁ later oriticizes the g__g_g_a__ theory by applying the law
 ?1§f parsim@ny¢ He dﬁeides?fﬁét the ast of understanding ex~
| 'yiains whatever can be explained by the representative
;2 331ng. Simce this is so, the logical content becomes su-
fprerflnouB. He agserts, further, that this ficiive being
 impadea aognition of reality, since it functions as an
 '1ntermediary between the act of cognition and reality.
 '.318 second theory, the intellectio theory, thus consiste
‘ §$ climinating the represintati;é entity, and asserting

H"'that the psychical fact, qu liﬁas ani Rg, is better suited

*"?te serve ag a eign ef several ainsnlaxs. Hers the umi-
[f iaraal is thought af as an exietenti&i entity medifying

'*f;thc eognitive act.
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"But what, in the soul, is this thing which 1is
a s8ign? It must be said that with regard to
this there are various opinions., For some seay
that it is nothing but a certain fiction preo-
duced by the soul. Others say that it is a
gertain quality existing subjeatively in the
soul, distinot frem the act of understanding.
Others say that it is the ast of understanding.
And in favour of these there is this to bde
paid: what can be explained on fewer prin-
¢iples is explained needlessly by more,
Everything, however, whisch is explained
through positing something distinet from the
act of undersianding can be explained with-
out positing such a distinet thing. For to
stand for something and to signify something
gan belong juet as well to the ast of under-
standing as to this fictive entity; therefore
one ought not to posit angthing else beyond
the ast of understanding. {111)
- But regardlesg of whether the fictum theory or the intel-
- “leetio theory is accepted, the central tenet of Ockham's
~ nominalism remains that

"nothing universal, unless per chance it be uni-

versal by voluntary ingetitution (e.g., a written

or spoken word), is something existing in any

manner outside the mind, but everything which

is universally predicable of many in virtue of

its very mature is in the mind either subjeo-

tively or objectively." - (112)

Two central'teneta of éakham's nominalism have ﬁcqn”

~explained: (1) That cencrete, individual substances are

; ]f§he ultimate constituents of reality; (2) That universals
7‘  ¢:13$ in the mind and not outside of the mind, The oppo-
. ment of nominalism who recognizes the existence of these

 two oharacteristics gemerally will eriticize nominalism in

fﬁiifﬁhié,mannerz he will assert that if there are no Gommon
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f; natures in the external world and if universals exist
6n1y in the mind, then universal concepts have no demota-
tive force, so far as the external world is concerned., It
“ @wgﬁ1d seem, he argues, that universal cencepts for Ockham
‘~,fa:e distortive and impede cognition of the real. | |
| | Ogkham's answer to this eritieiém constitutes the
. third anpd last tenet of his nominalism, He believes that
gingular existents resemble and differ from other singular
_ézistents, and that there need be no incompatibility be-
tween the fact that one thing resembles another and the
‘_iﬁet that the first thing is still &itrarent from the
 other,
| "All real unity is numerical; all real diversity
is numerical; so that even specific difference
is numerical . . » Hence numerigal diversity is
more important than specific or generic diversity
begause it follows that if things are diverse in
genus or species they are therefere déiverse in
pumber but mot conversely." {113)
Ockham is thus asserting that qualitative_differcnne in-
";;olvos numerical differenge, but that numerical diversity
| ggad not involve qualitative diversity. Qualitative iden-
k'tity and qualitative difference are ineompatible; numeriecal
’ ‘_1dQntity and numerical difference are incompatible, But
two entities may be qualitatively identical and numerieally
yiéiverse. The reaspon why this last proposition is true,
dée@rding to Ockham, i® that the resemblance of things

‘depends solely on their individual natures.
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"I admit that Bocrates andi FPlato really agree
and really differ, 8 ince they are alike spe-
¢ifically and differ numerically ... and thus
you say that the same thing is the cause of
the agreement and disagreement, It must be
gaid that the same thing is not the cause of
an agreement and of a difference opposed to
that agreement, but such is8 not in gquestion
here, For between specific likeness and nu-
merical difference there is no opposition at
all, It mast be admitted therefore that Soc-
rates agrees specifically and differs numeri-
cally from Plato by the same thing." (114)

~§ew the oritic will seize upon the abevoﬁpassaga andAobsérVQ

;ig~§hat Ockham admits that Socrates and Plato resemble 'by
 §hé same thing', Henge, the oritic concludes, the commen
nétar re-enters the pieture and nominalism is shown to be

g ihadeqnate by ite own proponent. But Ockham is careful to
guard against this eriticiem, as the following quotation
(; inaieates:
"Strictly speaking, it ought not to be conceded
tlat Socrates and Plato are alike in virtue of
something or some things, but we ought to oen-
cede that they are alike by means of some thing
because they are alike by means of themeelves,
and thus that Socrates is like Plate mot in
something but by means of sométhing, because he
is 1like Plato by means of his own self." (116)

In pereeiving and conceiving entities, we Aiggevér

  ‘ﬂﬂ1m11arit1ea. The similarities are no more npﬂtdl‘éoné

 structs than are the beings that are similar. The universal

‘ ; fge‘neept, which is a e@natrﬁet, signifies gseveral individuale

    in§;v1rtu£ of their existemtial similarities. There is no

 doubt but what this is Ockhem's considered view.
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IV, ZThe Comcept of Resemblange

Nominalists often ¢riticize realism because of wha t
;;‘ggay feel to be an obsgurity in the notion of common
",nﬁtnraa. The realist, however, can and does retort that
1 :fthe egoncept of similarity or resemblance is obscure, What
'1~§e‘ﬁha11 do now is to see what the nominalist has to say
| "gb@ut resemblance, First, there is mo éttemm$ to define
  atesemh1ance; it is regarded as an inﬁofiﬁablq notion. We
 haw seen that Ockham discusses the relation between re-

semblance and numerical diversity, but he does mot try to
' giVe a systematic analysis of resemblance, Some nominal-
i",‘iy,f.l,si;a have attempted to analyze the meaning of resemblance,
aﬂé, we ahall examine these attempts, B
‘ A begimning of the analysis of resemblance can be
 _'£enn&'in a footnote Hume appendea‘to his Treatise:
" "It is evident, that even different simple ideas

may have & similarity or resemblance to each

O Temkstinos ot rrbems ats Shouad e dleisier

or separable from that in which they differ.

Blue and green are different simple ideas, but.
i are more resembling than blue and scarlet."” (116)
J ;§@t us ignore the philosophical context and just attend to
 this resemblance: Blue resembles green moTe than it re-
i f§§mb1es scarlet.' Obviously, this is different iﬁ kind
A?lfiém other reseiblances we note, such as; This patch of

blue is qualitatively identical with &hat patch of blue.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



S e

| 1lé
: j 4nd; Blue and green resemble in that they are both colors.
A contemporary nominaiist, E. W, Church, has attempted
a sygtemtizatiaﬁ of resemb la o es and an arrangement of
~ them acgording to kind.‘117’ The first is the case where
fwo patohes are qualitatively identical, i.e., & shade of

g¢olor is repeated. For example, we say that this cobalt

blnc is exactly the same as that cobalt blue, We are peoint-
mgto two patohes of color that are mmerically diverse
. but qualitatively identical. If the nominalist is asked
what is meant by saying that the two paﬁtehes are gualita-

7 :k ‘%ively identical, he must resort te the denotative me thod,

He will point and that is éll he can do.

, : Often, however, we do not compare single qualities,
but things or substances. Thus, for example, we might say
 that Object A resembles Objeat B more than it resembles
' [,Q‘p»jegt C, What may be meant by such an assertion is this:
that more qualities are repeated in 4 and B than are re-
- ~peated in 4 and ¢, This is apother, though secondary,

kind of resemblancge.
: But we do often compare qualitatively diverse charace~
teriaties. We aay', for example, that orange is more like

red than orange is like blue. All that we can say, in ex-

ining this thirﬁévk’ind of resemblance, is that in the

2 ,.,lé.gous erder of huee, orange is cloeer to red tham it
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- 18 %o blue, i.e., there are more hues between eiange and
~ blue than there are between orange and red.
v | Sometimes when we say that Object A resembles Objeot
'_‘;;,Bmmere than it resembles Object C, we mean something like
' «%his. Assume that 4 is a surface gontaining scarlet,
‘;hriek red, pale orange, and chrome yellow patches; that B
~,jv}faentains grimson, salmon pink, canary yellow, and aobalt
E“’blne patokhes; that C containe FPrussian blue, sea green,
| ;Mgh'ﬁ grey, and white patoches. Observe that there is no
;?ﬁpetitien of hues; no one hue characterizes more than one
yrﬁﬁr‘faca. But the hues which characterize A are closer 1o
. the hues which characterize B than they are to the hues
thiah charagcterize C, 4and this is what is meant by the
gsaortien of resemblance.
~ None of the foregoing kinds of resemblance, however,
explaing the statement: Blue and green are colors, Doe s
yv"’:j"gythki,s mean that at least in this one case the nominalist
‘ f[ﬁill gay that oolor is a nature or essence common to blue
a.né. green? According to Church, however, this assertien
18 not explanatory:
"Nevertheless, we must reply that this common
nature is a chimera, Colouredmness could be no
‘determinate hue, and it could be no range of:
determinate hues, Therefore, this eommon na-
ture could only be colour gmdeterminate. The
indeterminate would be in Ho wise distinet

from aaything elsea It wealé ‘be n@thing at
“9.11.,, 7 - ; (118)
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111 th_at one gan say, on nominalist grounds, is that the
"~«','¢’ffé"em, ¢olour, refers to the intrinsie order of hues, Blue,
gr‘aan,'red, ete, differ uniquely from each other, Diverse
. 'lg‘ne%s are signified by the term, color, because theydrc-
~ semble one another in the sense that they comstitute an
[in'trinsio order., In W, E, Johnson's terme, they are de-
~ terminates under a single determinable, The nominalist
does not try to answer the guestion of why, €.&. , below
and soft do nmot fall in between red and yellow, He just
'é.ss'érts that they don't and once again resorts to the de-
~'~'.',fngtative method . |

¥hatever one may say about this analysis of resem-

blance, it is neither relativistic nor sgeptical., Tp deny
~ that resemblance denotes a common nature does mnot deny the
" reality of determinate resemblances, Their reality has not

- been questioned,
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| In this chapter, we shall review five comclusions
: abeut ‘universals and the problem of universals that ha ve
‘k:“ﬂbecn suggested to us in the development of this eseay.
Qhe first conclusion concerns the relat ionship of par-
»‘,,'ﬁ:’,‘;tieuhm and universals in the aet of gognitim. There
’,‘[;vhaa,a been a tendency among some philosophers to give a
. compositiomal fnterpretation to the origin and acquisitien
of knowledge, iece:bding ‘to this interpretation, we firast
,,’fi:]’ajgge,ma aware of isolated, individual facts. These cog-
',f_f,l'r‘nitigﬁg produce simple, indivisible , unanalyzable 1deas.
~ We then compose complex ideas through the processes of ab-
:5 fstraatian, comparison, and other allied mental activities,
,;  t,»tniversal emmoepts are then said to be complex ideas made
: ]np of simple ideas, liany realisms and nominalisms embedy
““i,n varying degrees this erromeous inmterpretat ion of cog-
flf;ﬁitien. The most extreme statements of this theory, how-
_ ever, are found in the writings of Looke and Berkeley.
Bnt both of these men were too cempétent a8 philosophers
ta remain content with their expressed commitmemnts to
’J::"kgebmpesitienalim. There are various Places in the (VEEEQZ
ahere Looke admits that mot everything 'given' to the
o mind is simple and that not all composites are complex
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, (119) -
- 1deas. - In the fourth edition of his Egsay, Complex

kéldcas and General Ideas are listed under sqyirate’h@&dings.

;_ﬁ;ieéke thus recognizes that compositionalism is inaaéqﬂateflge)

v1  Amﬁ Berkeley is forsed to introduce the concept of a

i  w’not1an' to explain ideas that ceunot be explained on the

gompos itional theory. In the Siris he says that "the

‘f ,pr1ncip1as of scienge are neither objects of eense nor of
imagination," and that "intelleat and reason are alone the

', é&ré guides ﬁo truth.” (121’
| Now the reason wﬁy the compositiopal theory is ulti-

' matély inadequate is begause it assumes a sharp separatien
 ]»§atween pergeption and congeption., Hume's epistemology is
;   vitiated by his adherence to the prihoipie that whatever is
 °,{§1stingu1ahab1e must be separable. We ocan distinguish be-

riween perception and conception, and it is assumed by Hume
"'~§h&t these acts are temporally separate in cognitive eop-

' érations. Once this aésumptien is made, sense data are

, viewea as isolated entities that are mechanically pro-

fiaaeoa, and it becomes néaessany to postulate separate gscis

_of the intelleat to explain the comoepts that we have,

 ; Within such a framework, the classical priuciple, Hih;;

:ggt in intellectu guod non fuerit prius in sensu, becomes
J;;;iﬁé guiding'prineiylé; e S
' The trouble with the British Empiriciss, in this
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| regard, is that they are not empirical enough. We are not
; lfirst awars of determinate particulars and then build uni-
 versal soncepts out of these articulars, We never per-
' éeive individuals as individuals merely., We can distinguish
sensory cognitions from other cogrnitions and it is txue
i - that knowledge begins with sensory cognitions., But the
great truth of EKant's theory of knowledge is that the fact
‘that all knowledge begins with sensory experience does not
imply that all k:newlédge gomes from sensory experience,
Neither Plato, Aristotle, nor Ockham suceumb to the
| fallacy of compositionalism, and these three philoséphers
wv'féprasent respectively the extreme reaiistie, the moderate
‘ ;§$11st1e, and the nominalistic traditioms, This is one
Pzéga.sen why we 8aid at the beginning of this essay that we
"Sheuld not assume that the most important or the only im-
"f;ﬁertant question about universals im whether realismor
'ﬁominalism is true, .

‘The text-book versions of Aristotelianism are some-
 [times guilty of interpreting Aristotle's desoription of
‘~;‘§h° learning process in & cempesitianai mnner, Aristotle
| does say, as we have noted, that kmowledge begins with

gense pergeption and that we arrive at general principles

by inductien., Nonetheless, he does not believe that learn-

. - ing is comparable to collegting marbles. That is why he
i__zégyg that although sense-perception is directed to the
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- particular, ite content is universal. Sensation has a
disoriminatery power»; selective abstraction i8 operative
from the begimning., It is false, then, to say that we
L ‘knaw the particular before we know the universal.
- A second eonclusion suggested by us by the develop-
ment of this essay was the realization of the varieties
- of universal concepte, This realisation has suggested
! ~ %he possibility that different theories are nesded to ex~
ff“,play.in different wPes of universals. Consider such gon-
‘fiyf‘jgevpts as red, blue, sweet, sour, soft, hard, loud, ete.
 1:5 the final amalysis, it is imposeible to give a de-
,':j"i;a.ileﬁ, lucid analysis of how we acquire comeepts, But
- ,ﬁfé gan discern by analysis the major factors involved in
'ﬁhe acquisition of such cdnaepts. Aristotle, Abailard,
~ 8%, Thomas, and Ockham agree that sensaticn, comparison,
’;bstractienﬂ, and memory are the central processes at work
in the 4aequis.ition of these coneepts. None of these men
would assert that the mind is a tabula rasa in the mense
: that these capacities are net a part of “the native onaén-
. memt of the human mind. But they would deny that it is
| ‘,‘hécessary to postulate either specific imnate ideas or a
: ﬁéparate realm of essences to explain such oeghitiens.
’ HNow 8t. Th«g%ma asserts that ,t,_here‘> gre:' common matures
which are the c;iis'e‘ofnk"‘ti&l referents of the concepts listed
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‘g‘«hreve. Ockham , aentrarily,,asserts that the concepts

- Qesignate intrinsically resembling individual matures.

- This writer is, in general, very suspisious of those

‘v‘vﬁjahiloaophers who resolve philosephical disputes by as-

féérting that disputes expressed in language are nothing

“:':v“,g@re than linguistic disputes. But, in this case, 1t does

‘ fﬁéram that there is less difference between these two as-
’ . ,sertions of the moderate realist and the nominalist than
. has been aemceded traditiomally. |
i ~ Consider, now, a second group of concepts, those eom-
 prehending such diverse classes as mterial things, e.g.,
f-ru,t:ées, dogs, rocks; causal relations, e.z,, the stone
 breaking the window, the hammer driving the nail into the
".‘weaé.; and value gharacteristics, €8y, good, bad, beautiful,
. ‘}\vt;eily. We noted that the factors involved in the origin of

 the firet group of concepts are sensation, comparison, ab-

E straction, and memory. Ilet us ask the question whether

 our knowlsdge of material things, causal relations, and

 values can be explained by the coordinated action of these

l“‘,:fgeters. It seems quite clear that Hume showed us that

- ﬁhe auswer must be no. These factors are sufficient to
 explain the fagt tlmt we cognize tundles of qualities,
regular sequences of events, and perceptual situations

that elisit ehamet,eristig types of emot lons, These gog-
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nitians are negessary but not sufficient for the genasis
es universal concepte Buch as trees, hammer-driving-nai l-
in-wood and good. We need to postulate the existence of
';;i"raé.ditienal intellectual capacities in order to sxplain
'v’,‘ffit,f:gnah knowledge. Now this is mot to say that the mind
ﬁneratos this knowledge. The mind discovers things,

':f'ff keausal relatiene and values, But tﬁié"diseévery gseems to
bo mediated by a kind of non-sensuous intuitiom. It does
nat seem necgessary 1o postulate a separate realm of &8-
Sonee to explain such universal agncepts; these cenceptg
designate gharacters of the world tiat surrounds us, The
}_irzfaat that the stone breaks the win&aw is just as much a
",'t\"f'p;art of our world as is the fact tkat the stone is white.
| Ist ua gonsider a last class of universals and choose
_é‘.g e\xé.mples ¢ircularity and straightness. It seems to us
: 7  that this is the type of universeal that Plato had most
j—vff',faften in mind when presenting his theory of forms, Take
these two relations: smoother than and straighter than,
l(y shirt is smoother than my jaockét. This I kiaaw by means
e:t the processes necessary and sufficient to acquire the
‘,:'fiﬁret type of universal conocept we examinoa. This line
"""that I draw is straighter than this other line I drew, JNow
‘ i’s ma;y be that I know this ;eaat by the same msgns tha‘l; I
knew my shirt wé,a. smoother than my jacket., But'ﬁhere is a
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. @itﬁorenae in regard to the knowledge that I obtain in the
two ’e"ases. - In regard to the relation of stfaighter than,
I understand that there is a superlative, i.e,, absolute
S ,étra,ightness, and this is a concept that VI: possess that 1
fth;'avo not agquired from experience by the usual means. It
igifffers from concepts in the first class in that it was
not derived from sensation. It differs from concepts in
: the second class in that it does mot charaaterize particu-
hra of my experience, On the other hand, I no more know
_what absolute smoothness is than I know wha t absolute hot-
:‘,;;ii‘éés or abso lute sweatnesa is. If this analysis is, in
the min,’ corregt, them 1t seems likely that we need to
:‘@stﬁlate special conditions for the acquisition of such
"‘,j,';éeneepts. And these conditions may invelve still different
immte capacities and a seps.,rate’ i'ealm of esgences, I am
ﬁet as gertain that there must be this third typé of aon-
,“;“‘,‘Legpts as I am that we mst distinguish between tle first
[%Hﬁ types; Butv neither am I certain that we can give an
ij“'ége“qmte explanation of eur‘aencegts without such & pos-
",‘;‘fyglafian. N |

; We mve listed three elassés or types of concepis, and
wa have needed both nominalistic and ::galiétie ;prine;plles

to explai:i the origin and nature of these ocomcepts., If our
- “‘“j};}_iysis is seaa;i«d,‘ this would mesm th&t‘tha‘eiassieal'aw
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sumptiun that either realism or nominalism (and not bath)
L ;axp]ains all universal concepts, is mnjusufied.

| " Our third conclusion is the observation that too much
a.frtentien in the et bas been devoted to the battle be-
Wean nominalism and realiem. The consequence of this
5f“,‘i:4’ﬁ§raeadure has been an wnwarranted produstioen of a wide
’,~"‘;"k;§hasm between these two theories, We have noted how modern
‘{ ""ii;\";:-','és'.dera are confronted with corrppt ’versions of both the-
| 4"9:1@3. We are told that "if you rejeat univei'sals . o
and treat abstractions as mere na.mea,“‘{ 12»’?"’ then you are a
:;ieminalist. Professor Dewey tells us that nominalists are

k‘ftfs{véommitted to th?mbes ,;Lief"that meanings are "adventitious

. and arbitrary.“: . Surely, if this were the state of
M:y;x,ya.ftairs no sane peTson wou 14 .velu.ntarily adopt nominalism,
',flyiﬁn the other hand, if we wish to lose touch with actual
fif‘;ii':life, if we wish to claim abeo lute finality for our be-
 ~ ;:~1161’9 1f we think that truth is eternmally o mba tmed in the
fj:"rfl:ftneble arghitecture of our philosophical aystems, if we
f-iif-;""“h to be sub jective and unseientif%gé‘f);hen, William James
:,,j\,;t&llﬂ us, we should embrace realism. Again, who would
voluntarily accept this intellectual bure.en‘!

. Thie essay, then, bas not been g0 much an attempt to

~_solve the problem of universals as it s been an attempt

‘e~-present the problem e¢learly to curselves. The main
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‘ ‘i;'sipeé,iment to an understanding of nominalism is the be-
Lﬁf“{"»,lakie,f that ‘nominalism mgt be relativistic and sceptical,
ﬁe bave sean that it need not be either, It can be both,
Themin impediment to an understanding of realism is the

belief that it is anti-saientific. dgain, it cam be, but
ﬁ need not be. |

‘V' On the basis of our examination of realistic and
gygominalistic theories, it begomes evident that they are
y,}x'm’t as flatly opposed as often thought. This is particu-~
»Ef“‘;’"t;&rvly evident in regard to the relation between the the-
~ ories of Aristotle and Ockham, It mey well be that his-
fﬁrieal acoident is respomsible for the chasm between
,f‘fqali-stio and nominalistic theories, The first realism,

. ;1?&31;9:110 realism, was extreme., The first nominalism,
" that of Antisthenes, was, in many 1‘9;’81"‘9““" relativistic
vfmé,aa"eptieal. Aristotle accepted neither of these the-
‘~i‘j:;""f§rzesy. He eertainlykwa.s emphatise in his denunciatien of
the relativism and scepticism that characterized the nom-
1”’,_7,3_;“11%3'91 his time, We believe that one reason, though
net the gnly; reason, why philosophers have characterised
-:,_\g.ristotle's position on universals as realistic is because
tmt position is neither relativistic mnor seeptical. So
m ag we have been able to ascertain, a nominaliem that
18 based upon ontological realism is significantly similar
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to what has been oalled, traditionally, moderate realism,
f f£hig is not an attcm@t to 'read out' of Aristotle, tem-
1w,;génaies that oan be discerned in his thought., But it is
:}f“an attempt to recegnize tendencie s in his thought that
’#f pava hitherto been ignored, While we do netywiahvte urge
T   }&at philosophers either do or should always agree, it
;‘gfié encouraging nonetie less to discover bonds, unacknow-
o 1edged until now, among some of the great philosophers of
ak “the western tradition,
| | The fourth conclusion is that the problem of univer-
"‘gala extends beyond the province of linguistics., We have
'f},ﬁ@téa at various pointg in the development of this“essay
’?;feertain eamflicts in the interpretations of universals
  ;;preeenteﬁ by Plato, Aristotle, and Ockham. But these phil-
. ';;epa;phers agree that we must go to reality in order to ox-
f_ §1a1n the origin and application of universal acncepts,
if{ §hey are gmecerned with a philoso phical problem, Others,
hgwever, say that the problem of universals is merely a
:?;;§ygtaqtica1 questim, The reason why, for example, the
:;“f,iro‘ra, dog, designates Eievet, Buater, Tray, etc, 18 a
linguistioc ™ale. Now it is true that we gan play meaning-
;jyiéﬂs games with symbols., For those who like that sort of
i$hins, it can be harmless amusement. But language, as we

",“aaserted in the 1ntnaauctien. 1s esaentially referential.
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: 3I apeak to others in order to express my thoughts and at-

»‘7 titnaes about things and persons which exist independent

| af the language I am uwsing. It is Aifficult to believe
 :f,th&t reality is so obliging that she wili con tinuously

WE1 maé1£¥ herself to keep up with our 11g6aistie.eenyentians.

* guiding principle in the produstion of this essay is the

i%ﬁﬁviotian that a fundamentally-adequate theory of uni-
‘ f}§srsa1s mugt be based upon conclusions congerning the
>‘ §atnres of thinga.A
i The fifth gonelusion is not one that has been argued
f f§$9r in any specific portion of this essay. It is simply
 }5 thé great significance of the problem of uniieraala to
iffiphilegophieal inquiry. when ene sees the part that inter-
 ° ,pretat1ans of universazsfplay in the philoeophical systems
; §1 Plato, Aristotle, Ockham, and others, it is to be hoped
‘"~§hat the pervasive nature of this problem becomes evident.
f; ‘§he gurrent ebsesaien with new terms and new keys has
fﬁfféreatéé an atmosphere inimical to a serious consideration
  ii¢f the pﬁehlem.ez universals, The indifferentism mani-
‘fg*fested toward the problem of universals today is, in part,
ij;fg 8pecific illustration of the anti-rationalistic atbi-
'“fliﬁac which interprets intellegctual éuriesity as a bio-
 7 :iégiea1 error. When man i2 regarded exclusively as a

‘7  jhysiolegieal aréanism concerned with the gratification
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of organic drives, the problem of universals becomes a

. luzury that this oreature caunot afford. Fhilosophy be-
comes an artificial exercise of powers resulting in simu-
e Q;g’sed actions. The problem of universals is an artificial

~ problem for animals, It is a genuine problem for man,
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APPENDIX A

8o far as a systemt‘ie treatment of the problem of
;,f",'}universals in the history of phiieaophy i8 concerned, it
,yeum seem to make little difference ihether or not Plato
\ ;Ls the author of the theory of forms. The theory of forms
};‘s one of the moet significant conceptims in the histery
of ideas and debates as to authorship presumably would
7,4'>5hp.ive little bearing upon the theory itself. It is impor-

| }yt‘ant to recognize that the theory of forms is the 'center
of gravity' for what are ordinarily believed to be the
,‘yr‘itten works of Plato, appearing both in his early‘,ms)
 ame late(laé) writings. |

o But John Burnet bas maintained that Plato was not the
“'~°"'"';"gu,,\thoi' of the theory of forms and, in attempting to jus-
jr",‘,.ﬁfy this assertion, he significantly alters the tl‘:igg of
- forms contaimed in the dialogues. Hareld Cherniss
i jée‘ints out that in support of his (i,e, , Burnet's) denial
that the theery of forms sgntia.inad' in the dialogues be-

longs to Plato, Burnet cites Aristotle and others who refer

tea theory of idea-numbers and to Plato's oral teaching.
 The consequence is the construction of a theory of forms
o _basod on the identification of ideas and numbers, So far,

ae good. But now a curious twist is given and it appears
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. im the form of a collateral effect of this procedure;
"tho Platonic dialogues are re-examined ‘and re-interpreted
t‘e support this new theory of forms, The final éonscquemo
, :, is that what was originally a dispute over authership of a
'~"’4rthyeery culminates in the partial disintegration of the
tkeery itself. Thus Burmet says: |
"One thing, at any rate, seems clear, Aristotle
knows of but enﬁl&tcnic philosophy, that which
| ‘identified the forms with numbers," | , {128)
sime this consequence gan be and las been drawn, thg'
| ":‘fii;&t;iaation_ of authorship is therefore pertinent. The most
""‘im}portant rarpose for considering this question is to es-
~ tablish the point that the Socratic-Platonic dialogues
o eontain a theory of forms in Walch £orms and numbers are
- not identified, That is the function of this appendix,
Two questiax;s are to be distinguished in this eontro-
je:sy. The first eoncerns the 1dgntifieatien of all forme
o _viith numbers. Acgording to this interpretation, Platoniem
‘ bégames a kind of Pythagoreanism. In connection with this
f : figeaﬁeral question, it i necessary to eomsider the specific
@i‘iat;ﬂeli&n assertion that for Plato the ':One’ is the

. eause of the wssence of the forms, The second question con-

| @’rns the oonstruction of a third realm of mathematicals
gi“nﬁtermediate betwean the realm of forme and the realm of

iéneible particulars, Here the traditional interpretation
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f gg”the theory of forms ig, in the main, preserved. The
,"eﬂdenoe for these assertions is not the éame and the two
S "questions will therefere be considered separately. The
o 3’ outline presented below may give some indication of the
. ,'atrueture of a complex subjeat.

I. The identification of all forms with numbers,
) A, The 'One' is the cause of the ssssnce
of the forms,
(1) "Forms' meaning both math, and
non-math, forms, :
(2) "Forme' meaning all forms are
numbers (formsg gua numbers),
II. The Third Realm of mathematicals between forms
: and particulars,
A, There are no forms of mathematical
objecte and math. objects therefore
exist only in the Third Realm.
B, There are forms of math. objects and
: also a Third Realm of mthemticals.

: - The first question for consideration is whether Plato
: identifies all forms with numbers. Aristotelian writings
‘ ‘»,“"e ‘generally used as the basis for asserting that Plato
‘?‘,"d’aes in fact identify forme and numbers, but an examination
 of these writings reflects that they do not justify the
- identificatim. Aristotle prev‘\ides a foundation for the
e standard interpretation of Plato's philosophy in the
. Metaphysics (189’.) where he notes that Plate in his youth
- .-ké:':é}'bwome familiar with Cratylus and with the Heraclitean

",diectrinea that all sengible things are in flux and that we
"have no knmowledge of them. Aristotle explicitly states
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';tha't Plato held these views even in later years and this
f‘,"gtatemenit is verified in the Theaetetus. He also mentioms
| ,thé,t Pla to accepted the Socratic tefaahing that the uni-
“',‘,v;cfrsai is the proper object of knowledge and that Plato
gees on to urge that the object of knowledge will mnot be
found in particular things and that particular things par-
';;mi;pate in objeets of knowledge. These statements suggest,
 although they by no means prove, that Aristotle believed |
t“';451£1at9 to be the author of the theory of forms found in the
. . éi& logues.
S (1z0)
~Yet it is true that elsewhers. - Aristotle does say
that those who speak of Ideas say that the Ideas are numbers.
B'at Arigtotle does not mention the name of i’late/. It is
o ~"jslignificant to observe that Aristotle oriticizes the theory
ef idea-numbers on the grouni that the numbers are limited

o (131)
to ten. - shortly after e has aseribed to Flato the
dﬁéotrine(tha;: there are as many ideas as there are natural
P 132
 olasses, :

e More gonclusive evidence is available, One criticiem

|  that Aristotle makes of the theory of forms simply would

. hc ‘inappiopriate if the theory of forms involved the iden-
'Wfﬂ';t;iﬂeatien of forms and numbers. Tha t oriticism, which

appears more thau once :m Aristotelian writings and is re-

erred to by his ’aeﬁteﬁpgraries. is th@t the only differ-
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éﬁee between forms and sensibles is that the former are |
e‘t‘einal, Just as aﬁthrepom?iggg.e go@s are nothing more

- than eternal human beings.,

- The writings of Aristotle, then, do not suggest that
 « 3.'£th6 was the author of the theory which identifies forms

: ?'tfé;n,dvnumbers. On the contrary, the testimony from these
j!‘:gu‘rritinga tende to substantiate the attribution of the tra-
B é.itigna.l interpretat ion of the theory of forms teo Plate,

ogi;lfhhough this testimony does appear to be inconelﬁsivo

.gﬁa perhaps inconsisient. Those who claim that Flato was

, _‘ﬁkhe auther of the ;liﬂea-numher‘ theory base their claim pri-

g ‘-'mé.rily on the writings of ,Ar;lstotls and Plat,e"s oral
}:f-,ikgaahinga. In regard to the Qeeanﬁ souree, it may be true

o that Plate's oral doatrine which he expounded to Aristotle

and others was one in whioch forms and numbers are iden-
S fi'iﬁed, a lthough the evidence for this is ngt compelling.
- Rﬁg"ardleas, the theory of forms contained in the dialogues

. ~ does not identify forms and numbers; and we have argued

~ that Plato is the suthor of the theory contained in the

. aialogues. |

7 | In regard to this general question of whether Plato
 ldentified forme and numbers, attention should be paid to
Aristotle's assertion that the Qne is the aause of the es-

. (134) , .
senge of forms, This assertion might very well be
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~ taken to mean tiat Plato makes the forms derivatives from
5;3y§n@ness. S50 far as Plate's written works are concerned,
5 f»§§ia is not true, In trying to ascertain the meaning of
ths statement that thc One is the eauée ef’tho essence of
terms, we should consider two poseible waye in which the
‘i ?%§im "forms' may be used in such a Gontext, First, 'form'
   §;5ht‘sign1fy bbth m thematical and non—mathematiealfqn- ”
1 ‘§;t1es, i.e., Rationality, Beauty, eirqalarity,'mwénssa,
;'h_éte. Seoond, 'forms' might signify forms gua numbers, l.e,,
  ¥¢$iqness, Threehess, étc. If we aesu&e, in fhe first place,
“‘fﬁh@t Aristotle mesant 'forms' in both the mathematical and
‘;i npneméthamatieal senaé, the“assertion is migleading. For
1;;3?1at9 each form is a unique entity. As such, it is a
un!.ty and the unity of each form must come from participa-
j f,§icﬁ in the form of Omeness, To say that all forms par-
?ﬂli;aipate or blend in the form of Oneness is not to say
that the latter is the generative principle of the forms,
:fflv;? Ana the dislogues do not contain any statements that would
‘fi §gk9 the form of Oneness primary in any other sense., 1In
'  ?g§garﬁ to the second interpretatiom of 'forme' givon above,
ﬁff éaeness_oannot be taken as the generative principle of the

tm.-ms of numbers, The relatimship among the members of

il*’h’ ideal numerical series is as eternal ss the members

" “:vf*?;‘emselves. The process of addition may aseist us in
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_ discovering, for example, Twoness; but Twnéss is not pro-
'»f{»_’,f‘dﬁced by any arithmetical operatiocns, Sé the members of
fﬁ\’;‘,_»~‘tho ideal numerical series are mot derived from the ferm
- s cm..(21.55)‘ ,
' The second general question 'aa be eonsi&erod is Ari 8-
| ,tetlo 8 assertion that Flato constructed a third realm of
‘,'mthemtieals intermediate between the realm ¢f forms and
| '_:ghe realm of sensible particulars,‘we) There are two ways
of interpreting this assertion., First, it w mean that
f’thyere are no forms e:f’ mathematioal objeats, that 1(193.;
"""‘V'::‘:r,mmbers, idea-shapes, eta. exist only in this third realm,
-Or, second, it may mean tlat there are forms of mthcms,ti-
,r»éal objects and that mathematical objeats also exist in
the intermediate realm, In either case, cmcern is mot
~ with the alleged Platonic ‘theory that all forms are numbers,
.  put rather with the interpretation of the mathematical ob-
Jeate contained in the dialogues.
ﬁ et us take first the questim of whe ther there are
:Eerms of mathematical objects., Since there iam an idea for
| ‘f.f‘every ¢ollestion of particulars to which a goummon name is
"M:::'"iapplied there muet be am idea or form for each number.(m”»
Elsewhere, Plato denies that the additiom of one and one
. 48 the cause of two because all things come into existence

‘ by prtieipation in their proper essences. The proper
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| ,;asusa of a sensible pair therefoere, is p&rtieip&tion in
%‘mness.‘ma., Additional evidence for this inter;pratttien
'~ ‘:; §.~.5 found in the Gratylm(w ’ where Elate, exhibiting his
'».T.ke‘xtraordinary ability to anticipate hie most severe erities,
'v étates that the relation of estype to arshetype is not
'r:i'_{é,ifzticult to grasp in many cases, for no particular tri-
kan.ngle is the perfect triangle and no }particular eirele the
' ; "pek;rfect ¢ircle. But in what sense, he asks; does this par-~
 tieular gollestion of ten items before me fall short of the
 form of ten. It would seem that if this collection were
sm imperfect sopy of Temmess, it would be, say, nine or
: ",k'i‘oleven. Plato then argues that 8ince all forms are simple,
o ax;iique unite, the eollection of ten items is am imperfegt
j',eyopy or imitation simply begause it is sn aggregation, and

the unity of aggregation is not as cemplete a unity as the
ftm.tty each form possesses,
Thie interpretation of numbers makes the forms of
k ‘,jmm‘bere inaddible as Aristotle notes;
| "If the ideas are a kind of number other than
mathematical, we could have no comprehension
of it; for who of most of us unaerstanas any
o other number?" {140)
: 1’3&%0 again antio ipates this oriticismi ﬁ
‘"Oh my friends, what are these wonderful mum-
bers abeut whieh you are reasoning, in which,
a8 you say, there is a uniiy such as you de~

mand, and each unit is egual, invariable, inm-
divisible, -- what would 'they answer? (141)
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When we say that five plus six equals elaven, we mean that
five units and eix more units total eleven units, But,
"'iaaording to Plato, the form of five is a unity and the
74“":i’oyrm of 8ix i# a unity and the form of elsven too is a
"fﬁnlty; and each of these indivisible unities is unique.
\iﬁmbers gusa forms or meé.nings are quantitatively indif-
ferent and each number gua form is unige, i.e,, no numer-
iyé‘al form i# a part of another mumerical form.
It seems certain, then, that Plato did posit forms of

@theﬁatiaal objects, But wiat cam be done with uistatle 8
ﬂhistatement that the Platonists did not posit a form of
“,‘mber?( w2 The evidence produced abeve certainly shows
that Plato 4id believe in forms of mumbers, and Ari.stotﬂls
18 mot denying this., Wit Aristotle is asserting is that
 Plato did not postulate a form of number in gemeral, i.e.,
. :"*‘i»mmber as comprehending the entire series of numbers.
= " #ﬁmbers, taken collectively, constitute a series and the
"I;"x:a‘elmbers of this series are connected by the relatiom of
: piiarity and posteriority. Hence the ordered series of in-
tegere is mot a form but a series of forms, We have seen,
”'Ti"’tka‘t Aristotle's assertion that Plate does nmot postulate a
farm of number does not centradiet Elatev's postulation of

e:ms for other mthemtieal objeats.
| It seems evident that Aristetlﬁ 8 ascriptien of a
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 third realm of méthomatieals to Plato doee not eliminate
;ﬁor'ms of mathematical objects. Attention now will be di-
,,,k‘irecjted to the question of whether Plato in his written
. '_;jmrks suggested that there is a third realm of mathematiocal
" objeats.

1 Aristotle claime that for Plato mathematioal objects
‘"':g,;onstitute a third ¢lass of entities intermediate betwesn
;f:tho sensible particulars and the fmms; that mathematical
: f;gbjeets resemble forms in that they are eternal amd im- -
-~ mebile; that usthematical objects reeemble semsible par-
L tioulars in that there are many of each xma,"}'&s? If it
2 j‘;sl n;aintaingd that Aristotle here is reporting upon i’lﬁe's
| é:?al doctrine, nothing conclusive cam be said by way of
: ‘Vf,‘~?"ajubstantiatien or repudiation, There are, however, two
"f'@*rztya,eters wﬁich tend to discredit the position, First, the
= fi’et that Aristotle is inconsistent in making this report
 tends to cast some doubt upon the validity ef the report.

Mz ene point, Aristotle complains that Plato has said

'fnothmg(%bm)lt the mode of existence of these interme-
44
- diates, - At another point, he objects that the twoness

'{  9£ sensible twos and the twoness of mathematical twes i1s
J‘f.sa.m to be one and tﬁ:.}m thing while the form of two is
pthing different,. ~ The second objeation to this

ition 18 the oharacter of the textual evidence wsed to
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,afubpcrt it. Advocates of the three-realm interpretation
point to Plato's mpager discussion of mathematicals in

- : (146)
~ the Republig, but an examination of the passage in

f;'q'a.‘esfio‘n ghiows that mathematical objects are forms, al-
fhough in mathematics these ok jests are not treated as
forms. The 'habit' or mental process of the mathemati-
‘glan is said to be 'intermediate between opinionm and
ieésen'. A8 Plato states the distinction in this passage,
it appears to be epistemic, mot ontological.
‘ Textual references, however, do nat take us very far,
gnﬁ, from a systemétic perspective, it is difficult to mee
~ how the problem can be resolved within the framework of
Platonism., The numbers with which mathematicians operate
are certainly not sensory objeats, Ner are figures, al-
~ though their spatial character draws them closer to the
7 ~v§e'neory world., For the mathematician's circle centains
’p?wisely 360 degrees, gome th ing tmt“emnet be said of
i:7the rough image he draws on the blackboard, On tie other
hend, since all forms are inaddible, indivisible, unigue
 units, the mathematical objects with which the mathemati-
“y,';jje‘ian deals do not appear to be the forms of mathematical
i objects. When we add three and three and three, there
must be several threes, and we speak of large and small

i;::gigiz'ares ae though tkhéro were sevéml Bquares, 4nd the use
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of numbers in the study of economice, psychology, soci-
ology, ete. certainly falls far short ef’the contempla-
" tiom of Platonic forms,
But these considerations do not seem to take wus
" nearer to a solution of the problem, It can be said that
: l mathematical objeats do mot oo oupy a third realm and that
- to explain the being of mathemtical objests, one simply
"ﬁ;’aakes a distinetion between indispensable conditions of
e 'e'dgnition and constitutive cenditions of reality. Then
“the aonelusion i8 drawn that pathematicians apeak of add-
. ing two units to three units to get five units because
this procedure is negessary in the learning vpreveess ané
‘ Y"',ahml& not be cgonstrued as a reflection of the reality
 imperfectly represented by these operatims, But the ob-
~ jects of mthematical thought are just as genuinely ob-
|  jeots of thought as the forms. We an add, divide, and
~ multiply 4in complete independence of semsory factors and
| 'Vﬁhe numbers we use are vastly different from simple uni-
':';‘ve‘i',s'al forms, Perhaps, then, the general strnetﬁre of
f ;P;oj.tenism requires a third realm. For if the mind is
: ‘ffié‘a.,pable of erea ting such precision instruments as addible
v ;ﬁnita, the way is open for the attempt to explain all ob-
< jeats of thought as mental cemstruations.

Consideration of this general question of the functien
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of mathematical objests in Platenism bhas produced some
  “?preb1amatic eonclusions, some of which rest rather se-
~_eurely on substantial evidemce. I% seems highly unlikely
 that Plato is.the author of a theory that idemtifies the
~ objeats of thought with ideal numbers. The evidence for
,"this negative conclusim suggests that Plato is the author
f :re£ the theory of forme contained in the dialogues, That
: 18 to say, the primary reason why seme have snggestéd that
~ Plato is nmot the author of this theory of forms is be-
 eause the other theory has been attributed to him. This
‘fsanelusion is made on the assumption that there is a the-
. ';'bery,of fei'ma in the dialogues and this theory has ’pem
 fi qzamineﬁ in Chapter;lv; No definite cgneluaigns were
 1 ¥9&3h8d eons erning the question of the intermodigte réglm

of mathemtical objects,
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