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A CRITICAL EVALUATION OF UNIVERSALS
IN NOMINALISM

1. Plato’'s and Aristotle’s fundamental views on
Universals.

Plato is certainly one of the earliest philosophers who attempts to
offer a solution to the problem of universals. He comes in the forefront of
metaphysical inquiry and tries to define the nature and the source of invariant
ideas, seeking in this way to determine the relationship of concepts to per-
ceptual data and to prove the validity of the ideas which serve as rational
links. In Plato, ideas have both an ontological and logical reference, for he
thinks that these references explain the nature of the external world and also
our intellectual experience of this world. For Plato, human knowledge and
the individual objects in this world require some objective medium to allow
them to be clearly related to each other. There 1s not a complete divorce
between an inner and an outer world, but only two ingredients in the one
world. This situation forces Plato to discover the Ideas or Forms (idéa,
eldoc), which are the real essences of the different kinds of objects, that is,
the objective entities of the human mind. These Forms, regarded by Plato
as self-revealed inner-structures of things, are the universals.

Plato distinguishes between universals and particulars, holding that the
Forms give reality to the latter. The Forms, when found as concrete indi-
viduals, make the particulars actually real and also the determinate kinds of
being they are. The universals, however, are independent substances (xa’
abta dvta) and as perfect and ideal patterns of the individual things subsist
of themselves apart from matter. They can be, and are, apprehended by the
intellect alone. Plato sees a universal as nothing more than the permanent
essential form of being uncovered within the flux of change. This abstract
approach to universality depends upon the «eidos» or the «species», that
is, the fixed form which is the fundamental principle of human intelligi-
bility!.

1. Cf. on this point: «The Population of the World of Ideas» in W.D. Ross, Plato’s
Theory of ldeas, Oxford, Clarendon Press 1953.



f Athens

A Critical Evaluation of Universals in Nominalism 383

demy o

In the Parmenides Plato approaches universality in a manner of mere
Spredication, that is, «subsistent universals». In his criticism of the Forms he
Sasserts that the universal meaning of a «common name» is a unique Form,
3fur a common name denotes always a meaning which partakes of a form.
:Fur instance, the common word «good» in the statement : «this man is good»,
gmeans that this man by his essence partakes of the Form of «Coodness».
lThe: term «good» applies universally to all things of which it is predicated,
Ufnr as a common name which can be the description of all things that can
< partake of the Form of «Goodness, it is a universal. Therefore, this term
partakes of the Form «Good», since there is nothing against one thing par-
taking of any number of Forms. Plato also argues that the things are allo-
wed to develop through the Forms, because it is impossible for them to
exist by themselves as individuals without participating (petréyewv), that is,
sharing in the Forms. The idea of «Good» as a universal is not identi-
cal with anything that is good, for it is only a universal meaning or es-
sence which has application to all those particular things which are good.
A universal is anything which may be shared by many particulars, and the-
refore it has only those characteristics which distinguish it from the actual
thing. As such a universal is one and the same, and it can be at the same time
in a number of particular things, which are separate and independent enti-
ties. Therefore, according to Plato, universals themselves are distinct reali-
ties such as «goodness», «justice», «beauty», and the other universal reali-
ties®.

Plato develops an objective realism in which he shows that universals
are the «intelligible species» of all particular things (aicOntd Svta), and
subsist of themselves without matter. The universals, for Plato, exist «in re»,
that is, independently of the human mind, which through them understands
the individual things. The universal concept is not an abstract form devoid
of objective contact or reference. Rather, the true universal concept, having
objective references of a higher order than merely sense-perception, is one
corresponding to our objective reality. Hence, only a universal can qualify
as an object of our intellectual knowledge, since, as a true concept, it is
a pure essence which can be intuited in its instances —whether in the data
of inner experience, the data of perception, or even in the data of fancy?.

Aristotle, on the contrary, seeing Plato’s inability to offer a good
empirical analogy in his theory of universals, which would elucidate the mea-

Aca

2. Cf. on this point: «The Doctrine of Forms» in F. Copleston S. J., A History of
Philosophy: Greece and Rome, Garden City, New York, Doubleday & Co 1962.
3. Ibid.: «Theory of Knowledge».
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ning of the universal, avoids positing a separate world of universals. He finds
no way to explain the world of change by the operation of mere universals,
for they are pure concepts of abstraction. However, Aristotle seeks to define
the universal in an empirical manner, for he sees that universals are not
substances existing independently of particulars: they are characters which
exist only as common elements in the particular things. He defines a universal
as that which is predicated of many things, while a particular is that which
cannot be predicated of anything at all. Therefore, every fact of human expe-
rience is a particular which is an instance of its universal, since no universal
exists apart from the individuals it predicates®.

Aristotle’s theory of universals is a definitive interpretation which of-
fers an alternative to Plato’s theory, and is also more attractive to common
sense. For he realizes that we experience a world of concrete individuals,
which are related by some common characters, that is, they are their pre-
dicates. These characters as the common predicates of many individual
things are as real and objective as the individuals, for their common chara-
cter claims that mode of existence which is proper to universals. The apprehen-
sion of a universal, or the formation of its concept, cannot be given in a single
experience. It is a gradual process of sense-perception and memory, con-
ditions subsequent to perceptions, which become recognitions of what is
familiar from previous perceptions. Therefore, according to Aristotle, the
universals exist «in rebus», that is, they exist only as embodied in the
particulars, and are independent of our thought, for they are apprehended
through the apprehension of the individuals®.

Aristotle maintains that the individuals are primary substances (np®rtat
ovoial), while the universals are substances only in a secondary sense in
that they place the individuals in their specific class. In this sense an indi-
vidual is always the subject of predication, while a universal is predicable
of individuals, since the latter is common to many things in which it exists as
a formal or specific element. For Aristotle, the universal is superior to the
individual in intelligibility, since it is the direct object of definition that the
mind confronts ; but in being it is inferior to the individual, since it is common
to many individual things, and therefore, itself is only potentially a concrete
entity. This entity is a primary substance in the sense it makes the indivi-
dual a substance of this or that kind. This is the main element in the indivi-

4. Aristotle, Metaphysics 1040 b (The Basic Worlks of Aristotle, Ed. R.P. McKeon,
New York, Random House 1941).

5. Cf. on this point: W.D. Ross, Aristotle, Metaphysies, New York, Barnes and
Noble 1966.
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Edual, which becomes the object of science, since it is the universal character,
©

othat is, the form of the individual thing, which the mind abstracts and con-
~ceives in a formal universality. The universal as such is real in the individual
3in which it exists as its character, and it is apprehended by the intellect. A
:Euniversal, according to Aristotle, is an essential element or common cha-
f,ractﬂr, which has a reality in a higher sense than a basic particular or indi-
Hé!idual. The universal exists only in basic particulars, but not as universal,
§sinm it i1s apprehended as such only in the manner of predication of these
<particulars. Therefore, universals in the Aristotelian sense exist potential-

ly, since they are grasped by the intellect in the data of sense-perception®.

C

A

2. Medieval Nominalists’ solution to the problem
of Universals.

This grasp of the universals within the perceptual level of experience
implies thatin Aristotle’s realism the Platonic notion of separation(yopiopog),
i.e., that the universals are independent of natural things, must be abando-
ned. The medieval realists in failing to recognize this clarification by Aristotle
are driven to develop an extreme realism. They think that a satisfactory
answer to their question must be found among the alternatives which Por-
phyry posits in his Introduction to Aristotles Categories:

I shall refuse to say concerning genera and species whether they subsist or whether
they are placed in the naked understanding alone or whether subsisting they are corporeal
or incorporeal, and whether they are separated from sensibles or placed in sensibles and
in accord with them. Questions of this sort are most exalted business and require very
great diligence of inquiry’.

This metaphysical puzzle posited by Porphyry, and their inability to
reply to the critics and to justify their own realistic views, leads them to
conclude arbitrarily that universals are only mental products. This extreme
conclusion leads some of these critics to go even further and to hold that
a universal is nothing but a name or a word. In this way they initiate the
development of nominalism as a new theory for the explanation of universals.
Nominalism, in its strict sense, holds that the only things that are universals
are names or general words, because the things which are named as such
are singular and individual. For nominalists the view that words are general

6. Cf. on this point: «The Metaphysics of Aristotle» in Copleston, op. cit., Part II.
7. Boethius, Commentary on Porphyry’s Introduction, Trnsl. by R. P. McKeon,

Selections from Medieval Philosophers, Vol. 1, New York, Ch. Scribner’s Sons 1929,
p. 91.
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or have meaning explains the situation without interposing concepts between
words and what words stand for. It is clear to nominalists that the meaning-
fulness of a word can be accounted for without postulating a separate men-
tal entity, i.e., a concept.

The first steps toward nominalism are made by Eric of Auxerre in the
ninth century, who by his denial of extreme realism affirms emphatically
the existence of individuals and offers a psychological explanation of uni-
versal concepts. He insists that individuals are the only objects of general
names and, therefore, have general or universal objects which correspond
to them. This notion is supported later in the twelfth century by Roscelin,
an opponent of extreme realism. Roscelin holds that universals are mere
sounds (flatus vocis). He pays no attention to the question whether there are
ideas of species and genera or not, even if his actual words imply this. From
his fragmentary testimony, he seems to favor nominalism, a theory which is
supported by the fact that universals are mere words®.

Indeed, Peter Abelard (1079-1142) is the medieval philosopher
who synthesizes the different views on universals and puts forward a solu-
tion, although not final, to the controversy over universals. Seeing the basic
distinction of Aristotle between universals and particulars, Abelard finds a
basis from which to start the analysis of the concept of the universal, to
which he gives a different solution. He is aware that this distinction between
universals and particulars is a matter of predication, since according to
Boethius, Aristotle defines the universal (universale) as that which is by its
nature fit to be predicated of many things (quod in plurtbus natum est pre-
dicart) in contrast to the particular which is not predicated of anything at
all (singulare vero quod non)®. Abelard, unlike Aristotle, sees that the pre-
dication of a universal is about names rather than things, since all that can
be predicated of many things is a name instead of a thing. Therefore, he
ascribes universality exclusively to words, since only names are predicated
of things.

Following the steps of his teacher, Roscelin, Abelard ascribes a nomi-
nalistic view to universals. Laying down the main lines of nominalism and
overcoming his teacher’s difficulties, Abelard postulates the universal idea
(intellectus universalis), which is expressed by a universal name (nromen uni-
persale), and has a logical content. He asserts that universals are not mere
sounds, but rather meaningful sounds, that is, words which acquire their
meaning from their use. Abelard makes a distinction between the sound

8. Copleston, op. cit.,, Volume II, Part I, pp. 164-65.
9. Ibid.: «The Problem of Universals», p. 171.
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vox) which signifies the word as a physical entity (flatus vocis), and the
eaningful sound (sermo) which signifies the word which has a relation
o the logical content, that is the universal idea, which is predicated about
name. Since Abelard thinks that what is predicated is not a thing but rather
name, he denies the existence of universal things and asserts the existence
f universal words. He thinks that such universal nouns as «man» or «horse»
ave meaning by abstracting the nature and setting it free from all indivi-
uality. This universal noun bears no special relation to any particular indi-
vidual, since it can be predicated of all individual men or horses which are
signified by its universality®,

Abelard holds that the concept of the universal is a result of abstraction,
since the formation of a concept depends on the mental conception rather
than on sensory images. He assumes that the human intellect by its mental
activity abstracts from things that aspect in which they are similar, and
through this «likeness» on which the intellect focuses its attention the concept
is formed as the resemblance of one to another. This sort of concept is of a
«fictitious character», since it is formed through abstraction, and therefore
it has no direct reference to understanding by means of sensory perception.
The concept itself does not correspond to actual things, but it relates itself
to these things, since it is a «common character», that is, a relation which
belongs to them, and it therefore claims to be a universal, for it is neither
«a real thing» nor «a nothing»?. Abelard, unlike the realists, shows that
a universal is real in so far as it is abstracted, for its object is an abstraction
rather than a distinct and concrete object of real existence. For considering
the common aspects of Peter, Paul, and John in strict isolation from their
individual natures, we derive the general idea of «man», that is, the concept
of «rationality». This concept as abstracted from rational individuals is a
universal word, which reflects an objective reality from all these forms of
being. Therefore, Abelard assumes that the concept of the universal derives
from abstraction:

gd
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For when I hear man or whiteness or white I do not recall from the meaning of the
noun all the natures or properties which are in the subject things, but from man I have
only the conception ... of animal and rational mortal ... Wherefore the understanding
of universals is rightly spoken of as alone and naked and pure, that is, alone from the
sences . . . and naked in regard to the abstraction of all and of any forms, and pure with
respect to discreteness because no thing whether it be matter or form, is designated in it!2,

10. Ibid., pp. 171-172.

11. Cf. on this point.: The Glosses of Peter Abelard on Porp hyry, Trnsl. by
R. P. McKeon, op. cit., Yolume I.

12. Ibid., pp. 249-250.
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In holding that there are no discrete things, but only universal words,
Abelard understands mere words (flatus vocis), sentences, and statement-
forms to be linguistic expressions of our perception of real things (res).
For he thinks that such words or sentences and their relationship have meaning
in so far as human reason (ratio)arranges for them to be associated with
mental reality. For reality is conceived through the intellect (ratio) rather
than through perception (sensus), since such a mental reality is involved
only in «dialectic», an abstract theory which applies to reason alone. The
intellect, by its mental activity, removes all sensory images and abstracts
from the things that aspect which is the same in all of them since they resem-
ble one another. This «sameness» is the common character of the things
which occurs in the process of mental abstraction and forms the general
concept of these things, that is, the universal. This universal concept is the
concept of our «consciousness», since it is a general word, which has a mea-
ning in so far as it is a linguistic expression. For Abelard it is the mind’s
intellectual power which abstracts such a «sameness» from the physical
things, and forms the universal, which as a general concept is «a rationali-
ty» rather than «a nothing»*3.

As the above analysis shows, Abelard’s treatment of the problem of
universals is thus a «nominalism», that is, a denial of extreme realism, and at
the same time an assertion of the distinction between the logical and real
orders. Yet it never denies the objective foundation of the universal concept.
Thus Abelard, in his final solution of the doctrine of universals, believes that
universals are not subsistent things, but rather exist in singular things. For
instance, humanity has existence only in the particular man, and the universa-
lity which holds for humanity in the concept is a result of abstraction, and
therefore, humanity itself in a sense is a subjective contribution which stands
for the individual objects.

In developing his arguments against realism William of Ockham
(1300 - ca. 1350) becomes the most outstanding supporter of nominalism.
Ochkam holds that universals are terms or signs standing for individual
objects but do not themselves exist for they cannot be real entities, since a
real entity has existence only as an individual. Indeed things are individuals
and not universals since it is obvious that an existing thing is an individual.
For Ockham, universals are terms which signify the individual things which

13. Cf. on this point: «Abelard’s Thought» in Peter Abelard: Philosophy and
Christianity in the Middle Ages, Trnsl. by C. F. Crowley, New York, Harcourt, Brace

& World 1970. See also D. Luscombe, The School of Peter Abelard, New York, Cam-
bridge Univ. Press 1969.
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really do exist. He holds that the existence of a universal consists in an act
&Juf the understanding and owes its existence only to the intellect, for there
3is no universal reality corresponding to the concept. Universals are only
'3 ways of conceiving or knowing the individual things. Therefore, they stand

c # - 5 "
g::fﬂr individual real things, and as such they exist as acts of the human un-

Bderstanding only!4.
=2

3 Ockham develops his nominalism in terms of a «natural sign», because

ghc realizes that a natural sign is a concept, that is, the term considered ac-
cording to its meaning. Words signifying the same thing are conventionally
different in different languages; and yet their meaning is the same, since
it can be discovered that the one meaning, although differently expressed,
applies in the same way. The concept, for Ockham, is universal, for a mental
entity is an act of understanding, which shows «what something is» (quid-
ditas), that is, the direct knowledge of the thing without any presupposi-
tion or mediation of a third element. For this is the direct apprehension of
whatever causes a concept of a thing in the mind. The sign signifies the
existence of «something» in the way «the disk signifies wine in the tavern»4,
In Ockham’s nominalistic approach this sign is a mental concept which con-
veys an object to cognition and stands for that «thing» (signum supposi-
ttvum) or the unspoken words which lack a concrete signification. The un-
spoken word which the soul forms is a natural sign of the perceptible indi-
viduals for which it stands, and as such is distinguished from a convention-
al sign, which is rather a spoken or written symbol of our language. There-
fore, a sign in its very apprehension is that which brings something into
the sphere or realm of cognition'®.

The notion of natural signification becomes Ockham’s basic viewpoint
in his theory of knowledge, since he thinks that a sign always causes «some-
thing» to come into knowledge and so to stand for that particular thing.
However, ideas seem to be taken as «mental signs» which serve for the cog-
nition of the things outsibe the human mind. For mental signs are concep-
tions which make possible our direct and immediate reference to the things
of the external world. Indeed Ocham sees clearly a natural signification in
the term «natural» (naturalis) which connects the human mind with the exter-
nal world. This natural signification, although not definite, helps in a way

adem

14. A. Woozley, «Universals» in The Encyclopedia of Philosophy, Ed. P. Edwards,
New York, MacMillan Co. & Free Press 1967, p. 205.

15. S. C. Tornay, Ockham : Studies and Selections, «Logic», Part II, La Salle, Illi-
nois, Open Court Publ. 1938, p. 93.

16. Ibid.: «Ockham's Nominalism», Part I, p. 7.
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to give a clue to everything concerning both the conditions and the validity
of human knowledge. The natural sign, that is, the universal, considered
in its subjective view is psychological, for it is an intellectual act which signi-
fies the particular objects which are predicated of it. For Ockham, although
the universal is an entity embedded in a psychological act, its being is logi-
cal (esse objectivum) rather than psychological (esse subjectivum). It is
this logical signification or character of the ontological status of the univer-
sal that shows that universals are not merely ideas or images but rather
«mental signs», that is, universal words (untversales voces). Such a univer-
sal word is a concept abstracted from the things, that is, a general meaning
which includes all the individuals which may be involved in this abstraction.
This process of abstraction is intentional, since it always ends in an «inten-
tional sign», which, according to Ockham, as «the intention of the soul is a
universal, because it is a sign which can be predicated of many»'7,

Therefore, in Ockham’s nominalistic view universals are objective beings
which have a logical status only, since their formal reality does not involve
positive things. The universals reside in the soul because of their «fictio-
nal» nature —a notion which occurs in Plato— and thus they transcend the
real things of the external world. This objectification of universals has an
important metaphysical implication: if the universals were subjective enti-
ties, and thus had psychological being, they would claim to be real things.
In that case a real existence would be ascribed to chimeras, unicorns, centaurs
and Pegasus, entities which have in fact only a sort of logical being. Ockham
asserts in this Sentences:

Propositions, syllogisms, and such other things as logic treats, have no psychological
being, but only a logical being : and so their being is their being understood!®.

However, universals, according to Ockham, are concepts or general
terms, that is, mental entities which exist in thought and therefore their
beings is solely being understood (esse eorum est eorum cognosci), for
they have no subjective being outside the soul'®, Hence, in conclusion, Ockham
teaches that universals are only predicates or general meanings, which have
no reality. Rather they have a logical status for thought and communication
of whatever could exist among individual things to which they ascribe rea-
lity.

17. S. C. Tomnay, op. cit., Part. I, p. 12.
18. Ibid., p. 13.
19. R. P. McKeon, op. cit.: «William of Ockham», p. 353.
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A modern nominalistic position is found in Thomas Hobbes’
%(1533-16?9) treatment of «names». Names serve as marks or signs in our
gspcech and conversations for the recollection and the communication of our
‘éthuughts. He argues that all common names are universal, since the term
‘S «universal» predicates of a name. Yet «universal» is not at all predicated
ib}r that individual object designated by this name. In Leviathan I, Hobbes
recognizes the fact that there are common names which are shared by many
things. Although a term such as «man», «horse», or «tree» is a single name,
it is used in the same way to refer to different particular things. It is this
fact which accounts for the use of the term «universal». But there are no
universals in reality since only names are universals, while things are indi-
viduals. The reason why a universal name is imposed upon many things is
grounded in their similitude in source or quality, or in some other accident®?,

The same name is the name of many individual things, but none of these
things is a universal, for there is no universal name to stand for a universal
concept. The term «universal» means neither the name of a physical thing,
nor the name of an idea formed in the mind; it means only the name of
some word, which is common to many things and for that reason is called
a «universal name». For instance, when we ascribe universality to such
terms as «living creatures», what 1s understood is not any particular
creature, such as a «man» or «horse». Rather, what should be understood
is simply a universal name. For Hobbes finds no room for universal con-
cepts or ideas; and therefore he ascribes universality to common names
only. However, the critic may see that this assumption of universal names
helps Hobbes to combine his nominalism with points of view which are
scarcely compatible with it; but nevertheless, his theory must be taken as
a serious nominalism®.

W.V.Quine observes that the solution to the chassical problem
of universals has been sought in realism, conceptualism, and nominalism,
In twentieth century philosophy it reappears with the new names of logicism,
intuitionism, and formalism. Realism regards universals as independent of
the mind; logicism condones the use of «bound variables» to refer to uni-
versals. Then, since conceptualists hold that universals are mind-made

20. Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan I, Ed. R. Kirk, Chicago, Henry Regnery Company
1956, p. 32.

21. Cf. on this point: «Of Speech», Leviathan I, Tbid.
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and are therefore mind-dependent, this school allows intuitionism to coun-
tenance the use of «bound variables» to refer to abstract entities. Thirdly, since
nominalism holds that universals are general words or common names, the
nominalists do not permit formalism to admit any abstract entities, not even
in the sense of mind-made entities®®.

Quine sides with nominalism, since he holds that universals are attri-
butes which are common to many individual things. The term «whiteness»,
for example, is common to such individual entities as «white horses», «whi-
te roses», «white doves», etc., and therefore it turns out to be a «meaning»,
that is, a universal. Thus Quine maintains that predicates such as «is-whi-
te», and «pegasizes», or «centaurizes», are not names of attributes, but are
«meanings» which, whether they are names or not, are universals, since
meanings themselves are attributes or something related to them?3.

Quine likewise admits that «classes» as abstract entities are universals
and fulfill the needs of mathematics. He acknowledges that both numbers and
relations can be defined as classes of «classes», with the result that functions
too are relations. For Quine, classes are those abstract entities which in-
clude all entities other than concrete objects. This theory of classes is rather
a simple device. It is a method of abstracting universals which is quite recon-
cilable with nominalism, a theory that insists that there are no real universals,
since there are no abstract entities of any sort. Universals are regarded as
mere «signs», which involve a metaphorical use of the «dentity sign» for
what is a «sameness of length». Thus, in abstracting universals by the «iden-
tification of indiscernables», Quine resurrects the old system of particulars.
In conclusion, in attempting to find a solution to the problem of universals,
Quine discovers that some realists regard the existence of an infinite universe
of universals to be a dream-world. Therefore, he chooses to side with nomi-
nalism, and concludes that the infinitude of the universe consists only in
particulars, since he assumes that only particulars exist in the objective
world as the physicist expreriences it*4,

Nelson Goodman, on the contrary, holds that nominalism con-
sists in a refusal to recognize classes. He sees nominalism as a doctrine which
excludes no abstract entities, spirits, absolutes soul or mind. Nominalism is
a doctrine grounded in a single rule: whatever is to be admitted as an entity
must be construed as an individual. For Goodman, then, nominalism does

22, W. V. Quine, From a Logical Point of View, New York, Harper and Row 1961,
pp. 14-15.

23. Cf. on this point: «On What There Is», From a Logical Point of View, 1bid.
24, Ibid., pp. 117-118, 128.
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snot dwell so much upon what it is to be an entity as upon that demand that
;‘gentities, once admitted, must be treated as individuals?5. He insists that the
Stheory of nominalism stands for the description of the world as a composite
éﬂf many individuals. The world is regarded as a world of individuals which
Zdoes not require any personal integration. The explanation of nominalism
Sis rooted in the description of the world as composed of individuals. To
Sdescribe the world is to describe the entities of which it is made up and no
Etwn entities have exactly the same atoms. Therefore, the theory of nomina-
lism admits no distinction of entities without distinction of content, since
for a nominalist there are no two distinct things which have the same
atoms. This conclusion follows from the principle of generation which
holds that different things can be generated from different atoms?.
Goodman acknowledges that, in fact, what characterizes nominalism is
not what its generating relations are going to be called or whether the values
of its variables will be called «classes» or «individuals», but simply that
they must be regarded as «entities». Any system which admits that no two
distinct entities have exactly the same atoms is a nominalistic system in the
strict sense of the term. The words or names in such a system name things
which are singular and individual. Therefore, Goodman concludes that no-
minalism is a necessary condition for an acceptable philosophic system. His
theory provides us with a rule of selection which will deliver us from the
hopeless analogy involved in extending the application of such terms as
«part», «whole», and «individual» beyond the realm of the demarcated spa-
tio-temporally continuous lumps®7.

4. Nominalism in the strict sense is not a defen-
sible theory.

The above analysis of the school of nominalism, whether as the deve-
lopment of medieval nominalists, as a treatment of the modern Hobbes, or
as a reassertion of the contemporary Quine and Goodman, is an extreme
position. Perhaps, as Woozley observes, none of the above supporters of
nominalism maintains such an extreme nominalism, which holds that what
is common to a given group of particulars is nothing more than the fact that
they are referred to by the same name. If all that is common to the class of

25. Bochenski, Church, Goodman, The Problem of Universals, Notre Dame, India-
na, Notre Dame University Press 1956, pp. 16-17.

26. Ibid., pp. 20-23.

27. Cf. on this point: The Problem of Universals, Ibid.
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«man» is the fact that its members are denoted by the same name «many,
then everything could be a man simply by our arbitrary or conventional
decision. However, this form of nominalism, if possible, would be a quite
unwarranted leap in the dark?®.

The contemporary critic may argue that nominalism, whether strict
or moderate, does not offer a true solution to the problem of universals,
since all of its exponents consider only individuals, and fail to utilize the
concept of identity. Their nominalistic claims, whether strict or moderate,
end by maintaining a strict nominalism since they use arbitrarily a conven-
tional basis to ascribe names to individual things. For instance, they main-
tain that certain objects are chairs only because they are called «chairs».
This is arbitrary and even absurd, because it never answers the question
why certain objects are to be labeled «chairs» and others not. The fact that
nominalism asserts that «nothing i1s universal», but only general words or
names only encourages the potential nominalist to hold that nothing is
common to a certain group of objects apart from their being called by the
same name. The reason why nominalists insist on the universality of the
words is their denial of the universality of the things which are individuals,
and therefore they maintain that the properties of a thing are individual
to itde,

Therefore a strict nominalism is not defensible because it has no lo-
gical status, that is, a fundamental ontology. If a contemporary critic of
nominalism were to rely on the criticisms of this doctrine put forward by
Russell, Pears, Wittgenstein, and Bochenski, he would find it a quite un-
satisfactory system, which by itself cannot be a satisfactory theory of
philosophic inquiry. The reason is that its proponents fail to see that uni-
versals are not real existents, but are predicates or meanings which possess
only a logical status, which is required for both thought and communica-
tion. In fact, the proponents of nominalism are not really naming something
which could possibly exist as an individual —even though this is their well
known claim.

B. Russell holds that universals are apprehended by the mind but
do not exist in the mind, since they are understood as universals in particu-
lars. In the Aristotelian sense the noetic of sense-perception is universal
and the act of perception is of a particular, because what is perceived 1s «man»,
not «man Socrates». Russell describes a world of universals which may
substitute for the indispensable, rigid, and exact world of the mathemati-

28. Woozley, op. cit.,, p. 204,
29. Ibid., pp. 203-204.
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ian, the logician, and the metaphysician. For Russell, the description of
he world requires universal terms, which may show something about the
orld itself as being the ultimate conceptual constituents of reality. There-
fore, universals are not «universal» realities, because they only «subsist»
or have being in a timeless context, and as such are distinguished from
thoughts, minds, intuitions, and the things which as individual entities have
real existence®.

The universals as abstract terms are regarded by Russell as common
nouns, adjectives, substantives, verbs, and even prepositions, which are re-
lated to particulars, and possess those characteristics which distinguish
them from the particular acts and things. For instance, «justice» and «ra-
tionality» are universals and as such are distinguished from «just acts» and
«rational beings». However, a true meaning or a state of being must be invol-
ved in a term which denotes a universal, since all truths involve universals
and all knowledge of truths involves acquaintance with universals3!, Russell
concludes that only relations are true universals and not all qualities, since
it is on the basis of qualities that we acquire knowledge of the individual things.
Therefore, the individuals become real things through their relation to the
apprehended universals, and not through common nouns or words, as the
partisans of nominalism would assert for the justification of their theory.

I. Bochenski, in The Problem of Universals, points out that nomi-
nalism is not a defensible doctrine of universals because the exponents of
nominalism, as well as of extreme realism, fail to state the problem of uni-
versals on the basis of a stable metaphysical principle. Bochenski recommends
for this purpose the principle of identity, since he recognizes that the problem
has to be stated in terms of what is common to classified things, and this
«commonness» is nothing other than the identity of a certain property. Iden-
tity in itself consists in the link between classified things through the identity
of certain aspects in terms of certain properties which are inherent in all
the classified objects. This connection is a relation of identity which holds
only between the aspects in terms of certain properties. As such it is a «sym-
metrical», «reflexive», and «transitive» relation. Bochenski suggests that
the solution to the problem of universals must be sought in the nature of
this relation, which stands as the link between classified things. In conclu-
sion, while not offering a solution to the problem of universals, Bochenski

il‘l‘

30. B. Russell, The Problem of Philosophy, New York, Oxford University Press
1968, pp. 100-101.
31. Ibid. p. 93.
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rules out the nominalists’ solution that only names or words are universals
which stand for the singular and individual things®2.

D. F. Pears holds that nominalism cannot be a defensible doctrine
of universals because the visible process, which could be analogous to naming,
shows only that a name is merely connected with a multitude of things and
the latter are only occasionally similar. Moreover, the similarity theory
cannot be stated except in terms of the identity theory because the classifi-
cation of things based on similarity presupposes identity. Therefore, there
is no type of similarity sufficient for a given classification. Pears sees that
analogy on an observable basis is either too natural or too artificial, and
so it cannot be seen that one word or name is connected with many objects
all the time. These analogies as natural or artificial happenings are alien to
the hypothesis of naming. The characteristic of naming is that the objects
have nothing in common besides being called by one name®.

The type of nominalism which suggests that the things which are called
by one name have only their name in common turns out to be extremely
artificial. It holds that there is no way for a word to be used in more than one
sense. On the other hand, all theories of naming except realism agree on the
possibility and impossibility for a precise answer to this question. Possibly,
these theories involve some truth, since we bestow common names on cer-
tain chosen groups of things which exhibit certain similarities. But it seems
that they fail to go deep enough to satisfy the metaphysician, since they do
not successfully show naming is founded on something else which lies even
deeper. Therefore, the nominalistic solution, even though it must be taken
as a great advance, is nevertheless a false solution, because naming cannot be
explained by something which goes beyond a reasoned choice of usage?s.

Finally, L. Wittgenstein (I1889-1952) provides no possibility
for the defense of the doctrine of nominalism, because the investigation of
metaphysical problems must be supported not by common names or general
terms, but rather by the data of sense, the data of perception, and the data of
use. He observes that such mental entities as mind or intellect can in no way
help toward the solution of any metaphysical problem, if there is any at all,
since they dissolve into the very analysis of the metaphysical uses of the
terms which stand for them. They disappear at the same time together with
the meaning of the term, since the meaning of the word must be ignored for

32. Bochenski, Church, Goodman, The Problem of Universals, op. cit., pp. 47, 54.

33. D. F. Pears, Universals. Logic and Language. Ed. A. Flew, Garden City, N.Y,,
Doubleday & Company 1965, p. 277.

34, Ibid., pp. 273-75, 278-79.
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Sthe sake of the use. In the Investigations he holds that there is no one standard
cmeaning of a given word because a word can have as many meanings as it
< _ .

;has uses, and these uses are countless. Therefore, Wittgenstein does not
‘3presuppose that such abstract entities as the universals are real existents, as
&Plato thought. He disposes of universals and turns his attention to the ways
;in which such words as «horse», «good», or «two» are used in actual discour-
u%se. For Wittgenstein, each word has different uses and each constitutes a
Smeaning of the word; and therefore the various meanings do not have an
<identical entity such as «horseness» in common?®.

R. Bambrough suggests that Witigenstein overcomes the nomi-
nalistic difficulty of similarity once he uses the example of cames as parallel
to all terms or words which mark resemblances between the things to which
they apply, as for example the word «red» to red things or the word «white»
to white things. This general application of the example of games helps Witt-
genstein to illustrate his contention that all things have something in common
which we subsume under a general term, and therefore it cannot be admit-
ted that such common names or words are universals found in individual
objects and sets of objects, as the nominalists hold. Bambrough grounds
Wittgenstein’s solution of the problem of universals on the assumption that
what Wittgenstein says about «games» is parallel to what he says about «rea-
ding», «expecting», «languages», «numbers», and «propositions», since
in all these cases the instances that fall under each of these concepts form a
family resemblance. The family resemblances have common similarities and
relations and not an element or character which philosophers consider a
common property, that is, a universal®,

Wittgenstein denies the claims of both nominalists and realists, but at
the same time he asserts the nominalist’s claim that there is no element that
is common to all games. Whenever the nominalist argues that the games have
nothing in common except that they are called «games», Wittgenstein answers
that games have nothing in common except that they are games. He
denies the claim of the nominalist to an objective justification for the appli-
cation of the word «game», since there is not an element common to all games,
i.e., universale in rebus, nor a common relation of all games to

d

35. Cf. on this point: Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations, Trnsl. by G. M.
E. Anscombe, Oxford, Blackwell 19582, Part I, secs. 65-77.
36. R. Bambrough, Universals and Family Resemblances, in L. Wittgenstein, The

Philosophical Investigations, Ed. G. Pitcher, Garden City, N. Y., Doubleday & Co.
1966, p. 193.
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something that is not a game, i.e., auniversale ante res, as the
realist would assert. Wittgenstein observes that the nominalist, while he
rightly holds that there is no such thing as a common element, concludes
wrongly that there is no objective justification for the application of any
general term, that is, a universal. The nominalist misses the point, for he
cannot establish the fact that there are such ultimate entities as family resem-
blances, which Wittgenstein himself uses to solve the problem of universals.
Therefore, Wittgenstein disproves the nominalist view that only common
names or words, which stand for individual things alone, are universals,
and so he shows that nominalism is not a defensible doctrine®.

5. In Nominalism Universals are incompatible
with Individuals.

The thesis that in nominalism a universal is incompatible with the con-
cept of an individual or a basic particular will be clearly seen in the following
analysis: Nominalism maintains that universals are only names. «Many,
for instance, does not signify any individual man for the following reason. By
abstraction the nature of man is set free from all individuality, and therefo-
re the nature is denied any relation to particular individuals. This makes it
impossible for the universal word to be applied to individuals or basic parti-
culars, for the word itself is stripped of the same ralation to individuals, and
SO it possesses no universality. Therefore, in the strict sense of nominalism,
there is no compatibility between a universal and the concept of an indivi-
dual or a basic particular.

The incompatibility of universals with individuals or basic particulars
may be seen in the following three ways. First, one can see how a universal
in the strict sense of nominalism is incompatible with the concept of an indi-
vidual or a basic particular, because of the latter’s natural consistency. A
universal in the strict sense of nominalism is a mere name or a general word
which stands there to be predicated of things, while the concept of an indi-
vidual or basic particular is conceived in a thing which possesses a mate-
rial body alone. In fact, individuals or basic particulars are not those arbi-
trarily admitted entities which have to be construed as individuals. Rather
individuals are distinct things which possess bodies, that is, things we grasp
in our familiar uses of them as historical occurrences, material objects, and
people. It seems that they fit together within a single picture of the world,

37. Cf. on this point: Universals and Family Resemblance, 1bid.
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hose framework is a unitary spatio-temporal context. The material con-
istency of these individuals or basic particulars shows that they are ma-
Jerial things, of which the particulal identification rests ultimately on the
3}0551]}““}' of locating the particular things we speak of in a single unified
cspatm-ternpnral system. A concept of an individual or a basic particular
‘js a concrete meaning and bears a special relation to the particular, that
‘55 found within the spatio-temporal system as a material object. Therefore,
L&I'm: universal is not a bare name or general word, which a strict nominalism
<hnlds'*‘3
Secondly, one can see that a universal in the strict sense of nominalism
is incompatible with the concept of an individual or basic particular because
of the latter’s phenomenal or empirical content. An individual or a basic
particular is perceived as a concrete empirical entity, since it is the pu-
blic object of perception. It is a particular object which different people
experience as really existing. Even more, such «private particulars» as
comprise the overlapping groups of one’s own sensations, mental events
and sense-data —which depend on a person’s private experiences— turn
out to be very favorable candidates for the status of individuals or ba-
sic particulars. The principle of individuation of such experiences turns on
the identities of the persons to whose histories they belong. Moreover, a
large class of states, events, processes, and conditions that are neither pri-
vate nor unobservable but have the minimum conditions of independent
identifiabinity qualify as «particulars» of a certain type, since we conceive
them as material bodies, states, or conditions. Only bodies, however, appear
to be the most appropriate candidates for the status of individuals or basic
particulars, since they fill our physical geography with the observable things
of our external world. Only bodies enjoy one single, common and extendable
frame of reference shared by any particular of any other type. All things pos-
sessing bodies qualify as basic particulars, because as such they are obser-
vable in time and space as exhibiting time-space relations between themsel-
ves. Therefore, the concept of an individual or basic particular is empirical,
since it is conceived through perception of the material object. But a univer-
sal in the strict sense of nominalismis a mere name or word, not conceived
at thing?.
P. Strawson sees thirdly that there is an incompatibility in thought
between a universal in the strict sense of nominalism and the concept of
an individual or basic particular. He acknowledges that the thought of a

cg,d

38. P. F. Strawson, Individuals,, London, Methuen 1959, pp. 37-41.
39. Cf. on this point: «Bodies», «Monads» in Individuals, 1bid.
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particular is a complete thought, but the thought of a universal is not a
thought at all. For the latter does not need a logical complexity or comple-
teness in thought, although the former does need this. Strawson observes
that «the particular is a construction from facts, whereas the universal is an
abstraction from facts»%, Every introduction of a particular into a propo-
sition rests on a definite fact about the world, while such an introduction of
a universal into a proposition does not need to rest upon a definite prior fact.

Finally, the distinction that exists between dependent and independent
particulars leads to the solution of finding a type «fact» which has to be seen
as underlying the particular. It is the factual status of the independent parti-
cular which underlies any thought of this dependent particular. In this way
we ultimately find facts which supply a basis for some particulars, for «sortal
universals» instantiated by particulars are constituents of individual things.
From this description, in which we see that a particular rests on a fact, we
may conclude that the thought of a definite particular is a complete thought,
but never the thought of a universal in a strict sense of nominalism. The
universal concept is formed by abstraction and only through this concept
do we conceive w hat isinthe object and not the way it is thought in the
object. In conclusion, the nominalists are unable to see that an individual
or basic particular is a relation to a fact, that is, a thing which possesses a
body as distinct from a mere name or a general word. Therefore, a universal
in the strict sense of nominalism is incompatible with the concept of an indi-
vidual or a basic particulari!.

40. Ibid., p. 210.

41. Cf. on this point: «Logical Subjects», Part II, in Individuals, Ibid. On the whole
subject see also the following works: Cajetan, Commentary on Being and Essence
Trnsl. by L. Kendzierski - F. Wade, Milwaukee, Wisc. 1964, B. Bosanquet, The Prin-
ciple of Individuality and Value, New York (reprint 1968), R. J. Iten, The Problem of
Universals, New York, Appleton - Gentury - Crofts 1970, J. M. Loux, Universals and
Particulars, Garden City, New York, Doubleday Co 1970, J. Meiland, Talking about
Particulars, New York, N.Y. Humanities Press 1970.
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To dpbpo émyeipel ma éxtipnon 1dv xabolov otijv 'Ovopatoxpatia
g (Nominalismus) pé¢ tehkn émdion t6c0 va v Epunvedon GO piG véa
%Bsmp[u Y1& TV xaravonon 1ot yevikod oo kai vi droPain ot kprriky v
g ebAoyopavela Kai Tiv cuvéneld tne. ZTiv apyn availivetoar §| Tpaypetoxpa-
< kN tomofétnon tod INhdatwvog xai tob 'Aprototélovs, aAl’ drwe elvan
PLOIKO TO EvOraQEpOoV cuykevrpovetatl otV 'Ovopartoxpatia t1dv pecuio-
vik®v @ihoocdpov (Abaelardus xoi Ockham), tdv veotépov (Hobbes)
kKai tdv ovyypoévov (Quine xkai Goodman). 'ISiaitepn npoondbera yiverat
v poTiclij | xprtikn Béon ehoocopmv, 6mwc ol Russel, Pears, Wittgenstein,
Bochenski, Woosley kai Strawson, pé cuvéneila thv doknon xai tpoconikiic
KPLTIKijg and pépoug 1ol cuyypaping. IMapd 1o yeyovog 6T 1) kprTikn adTi
otv elvar EEaviinnikn, anoflénel 610 vi Tpoywpion Eve PBiipa ndpa népa.
"H Evvola tdv xaBo6lov npotoeppuviletar otiv tAatoviKi Tpoondbeia
va Bpedi] & Loyikdg olvdeopog, dnhadn 10 avrikelpevikd dvdidpeco petatd
avlponivne yvooeng xai &ni pépovg npaypdtov, pé 10 énolo elval cuvdede-
puévae peta€d toue, apod otov IThdtova dév Onapyel dSidotacn petald Evoc
gomtepikod xai £voc tEmtepixol x6opov, all’ abtol dnoteloliv dvo cvota-
Tk tol £vog xoopov. "Etolr 6 IMAdtov avexalinter tic 16éeg §| ta £ldn,
nov, OC GAVTIKEIPEVIKEG OVTOTNTES Y1d TOV GvOpdmivo vol, elval ol ainbivég
ovoieg TV dapopeTikdv elddv TdV mpaypdtov. Of idéeg, mob 6 IMhdtwv
Tig PAénel va adToamoKeAVTTOVIAL O T) ECOTEPLIKT SOUN TV TPpAYHATOV,
elvar 1@ xaBohov, mob npocdidovv UnupEn ot £ni pépoug, Emerdn ta xudi-
ctolv évepyeiq mpaypatika OSvia kol tovg mpoodiopilovv thv popon tiig
Unapene tov. ‘O IMidtov déxetar 6Tt e xabohov elvar dvta xab’ éavrtd,
moL @¢ téAElx Kai ideatd mpldtuma v mpaypdtov Lmapyouvv avefdpinra
and v UAn, xabog Omd@pyouvv «n re», mou onpaiver aveaptnia Ano 1O
YVOOTIKO DrokKeipevo, oL pé Tt pecordfnor tovg Katavoel ta £mi pHEpOLS
TPAYHATA.
"0 ’Apiototédng Préner 611 6 [Mhdatov pe 1 Bewpia tov y1d ta xabodrov
d&v divel T cwotn) Béon oty Eunerpia xai v1' adtd Siddokel 611 1 kabolov
d&v elvan odoiec p& yoprot and ta xad' Exaotov Umapén, AL’ daroteholv
pairov id16TnTeg ToL DMApYOLY pOVOV O TA Ko1vd otolyeia 1dV Enl PEPOLG
npaypatov. lMapatnpel 611 1§ cvAANYN 00 KaO6 o, dnAadn O oYNHATIONOG

* Metdgppaon and 10 dyylixd A. Mrevaxn.
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g évvoiag, yevvital o e otadwaxn nopela tiig alobntijc avniAnyeng
Kai T pviung, mov O¢ MUPENOUEVOS OPOS THS AVIIANYENS TPOCPEPEL TNV
avayvopion avtol mov eival oikelo and wponyovueves avtidinyels. Ta kabo-
Aov év tovtolg cvlrapPdvovtar ano Ty didvola péca otd dedopéva TAOV
aiocOnmxdv dviilqyeov kai pé avuti) v Evvola Dmdpyovy SUVANEL AVTIKEL-
peva tiig EmoTNHOVIKiS YVvooews yivovtal énedn 6 avOpomivog volg ouvi-
hapfaver dompetikd pé pid tomikn kebfolikoTnTe TOV YEVIKO YUpaxKTiipa
tovg. I't’ abto 1 xubolov yid TOv "Aprototéln Dnapyovv «in rebus», dniadn
Eyouv UnapEn povo évoopatopéve ot kab’ Exaotov, yiati elvar avebapnta
and thv avlpomivn vonon xkai ocvilapPavovrar pé tiv xatavonon tdvV
Enl pépouc.

To mpoPinpa tdv xabolov yiverar peraguoikn Bewpia oty 'Ovo-
patoxkpatia @¢ Eémakoiovlo 1ol 611 6 "Aprototédng apvidnke OV TAATOVIKO
WOPLoPO», dniadn tnv Unapln 16edv yoprotdv and ta aicbnta dvra, Enel-
on ol mpaypatoxpatikol piiocopor 1ol Meouimwvog dtv kat@pbooay va dia-
Kpivouv tov yapaktiipe aOTi Ti)¢ GPLoTOTEMKIS LoUPCEDMS Kai O1EROp-
eooav Etor pav dkpatn IMpaypetokpatia (Realismus). ‘H dadvvapia tovg
abtn, pall pé v petapuolkn apnyavie tod [Mopeupiov yid 7 eion 1@V
YevdV Kai tdv lddv, Tovg 00nYEel 610 avbaipeto cvpnépaopa, 611 Ta xaborou
glvan mpoidvta tol vol, mov @G OvOopate 1| AEEels pE YEVIKO MEPLELOHEVO
avtunpooonevovy T kab' Exaotov xai ta £ni pépovg mpaypata. Ta nphra
Prpata tpodg tiv dvopatokpatiki epunveia tdv xabdéiov Eyivav 10v 9o «i.
and tov Heiricus, mov avtitaynke oty anoivtn éxeivn [paypatoxpurtia,
oL Dmootipile v Omaplin povo t1dv xub’ Exaota kai TpOGPEPE pId Yoy o-
royikn £ENynon ywa tic yevikes Evvoies. H Oewpia avtny avaeloavpodbnke
tov 120 al. and 10v Roscelinus, mol dDmootipi&e 611 t@ xaborov elvar amhic
poveég (flatus vocis), mob &g anhd ovoépata aviorolgoiv otd kad’
EKQOTA.

"Exelvog 6pmg mov Exdpate v kOpra katevBuvon t1¢ "Ovopatokpatiag
elvar 6 Abaelardus, mo0 di16doker 611 N yevikn 16éa (intellectus universalis)
gExkppaletar pé Eva yevikdo Ovopa (nomen universale) xui £xel Emopivmg
povo Loy1kO mepLexopevo. Mia tétowa yevikn 16cn, Omemg «ivBporog», xatn-
yopeitar o& Sioug tolg émi pépovs avOpomnovg, apod 1 Evvord g eival
TPoiov AQaIpECEMS, ToL EEupTdTUl Ao TH VONTIKN AvTiAnyn mapd and Tig
aiobntéc eikoves. Kai tolito &neldn) 6 voig apuipel 6ihec tic alobntéc eiko-
VEC Kl OLVAYEL Ao TA TPAYHUTE TG KOwva oTtoryeia, mov (Mg 10 KO1vO ya-
PAKTNPLOTIKO) elval 1] «OpotoTNTAY, ALTT Tov épgaviletal ot dndikacia
Tl vonTiKiiS GaQupiécems Kui moL OLUHOPPAOVEL HId YEVIKT] Evvola® aUTO
amoTelel «ud AoyikOTnTA», MOU cuveRdyetal to Kabdiov.

‘0 devtepog loyupog Oméppayog tijs "Ovopatokpatiag eivar &6 Ockham,
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oL déxetar 611 ta xabolov elvar Hpor | onuela mod avrimpocwredovv
ta ka®’ Exaotov, aila abta ta idwa d&v Exouv avburaptia, neldn pa npa-
< YHatik oboia Exel OmapEn povo o¢ émi pépoug §i xubd’ Exactov mpaypa.
3 Ta xabohov Spwg elvar dpot, mod onuaivovv &ri pépovg mpdypata pé mpa-
< ypatikn UnapEn, émedn ocvykpotodvial d¢ yvootikh wpatn xai deeilovv
8 v UnapEf tovg ot didvore kai povo, apod d&v LmapyEL pIG TPAYHATL-
c kOTNTe Kebohikdv &vvoidv. "Etor yid tov Ockham 10 xa®déhov elvar Ev-
vola, mov ¢ vomTikn ovoia amotelel TNV yvootikn mpatn kai deiyvet
«ti elvar kat» (quidditas), elvar dniadn N dpeon yvoon tod mphypatog
ropis v npoiindbeon §| v pecorafnon tpitov ortoryeiov. I'' altd T
kaBorov elvar dvrikeipevikd dvra pdc hoyikiic téfeme, apol 7 TvmIKT
aAnBerd touvg d&v ouvendyerar avrikeipeva pé Betikn) Umapgn.

Lt vebtepn émoyxn O QAdco@og mov UmoothpiEe tiv 'Ovopartokpa-
tia elvar 0 Hobbes, éxeivog mob £8idule 6Tt OAa T Kowva OvOpaTa Eival
kabolikég Evvoieg, Emerdn 6 Gpog xaborov xatnyopeitar poévov émi dvo-
patov Kai moAld mpaypata petéxouvv ota kowva ovopata. “Etor Evag xot-
vog Opoc, Onwg «livlporog» §j «immogy, Evd eivar anhd Svopa, ypnoipo-
ToleTTan pe ToOV 1610 TpoOMO avapopikad pe mordld i pépovg mpaypata. INa
10v Hobbes & Opog «xaBbélov» (¢ dvopa ioyvel i molhd mpaypata, £¢’
6ocov Exovv kotwvi yevetikn 1] molotikn oporotnte. “Evag xabolixog 6pog
kata tov Hobbes elvar Eva xowvo Svopa, dniadn to dvopa mol Exel Thv
0w EZpappoyn of moihd £mi pEpovs mpaypata, amd Tt Omoia xavéva SEV
propel va elvar xaBohikd, Emeldn d&v Lmapyel YEVIKO Ovopa mov va avti-
wpocomneun pa kabolikn Evvowa. I' avtd 6 Hobbes, Prémovrag 611 10
kaBoiov dév onuaiver olte 10 Ovopa £voc Quolkol TPpaypatog oUTE Midc
16éag, amodider xaborxkOTnTa poVO Of Kova Ovopata Kai OEv PAEmer va
urapyn 0éon v yevikég Evvolec.

‘H "Ovopatoxpatia ot ouyypovn ¢riocopia avaPuover pé tov Quine
kai tov Goodman, mob otiv mpoondbeia va Ppoliv Aon ot mpdPAnue
v xabohov @bavovv ot mpocomkig AUoels. ‘O Quine déxetar v Evvoln
v «taEenv» O¢ apnpnuéveov obotdv §j kabbélov, mov ikavomoroliv Tig
avayxkeg v Mabnpatikdv, &vd 6 Goodman dpveitar v tig dey 0, Emeldn
i va yivn xat dextd O¢ obola wpéner v elvan EEatopkevpévo kab’ Exa-
otov. "Etor 6 mpdrtog déxetar 61 ol tafeig elvar apnpnuéves ovoieg, mov
nepihapPavouv 6Aheg tic oboieg mMEpu MO TG CLYKEKPLUEVE GVTIKEIPEVA,
g&v®d 6 devtepog motedel 6t 1 "Ovopatoxkputia cuviotatal oTi] dnuLoup-
vie oyéoeov kal aEidv tdv petafintdv nov anidg Oewpolviar @g «ol-
oiegn. I'Y avtd 6 Quine ocvprepaiver 611 10 dnelpov Tol ocLUTAVTOG LEI-
otatal povo ot &mi pépovg, &vd O Goodman dév déyetar Ot O KOOHOG
oTfv TeEAIKR Tou meprypa®n elvar ocvvleon moAAdV Emi pEPOLG.
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‘H ’Ovopatokpatic otnv adotnpn onpacia g dév elvar Bewpia mov
puropel va Omootnpiydii, ywati 8&v Omapyer xkappa té6co axpaic popom
¢, moL va déxetan mag 6,11 elvar kowvd otd &l pépoug dév elvar tinorte
(iAlo mapd 7| kowvn ave@opd tovg pE 1O 1d10 Svopa. "H émdingn tdv 'Ovo-
pHaToKpat®V KataAfyel otd va tnootnpiletar pa pdilov adotnpn deopia,
oV amodidsr dvopata otd £mi peépoug mpaypate abbuipeta xai pé tpomo
ovpfatikd xai Epunvedel Etol pa Opada mpaypdtov dO¢ avikovoa of Eva
omorodnmote 6o eldog, povov &9’ Goov Exouvv 10 Ovopa E€mi pEpouvg ov-
owdv, dnog «livlporog», «Inmog» kir. Ol idior dotdoo, toviovrag Thv
xafolixotnra tdv AtEewv, dpvoliviar tov xabolixo yupaxtiijpa tdv £mi
HéEpOUS Tpaypdtov Kai yi' avtd pud ardéivtn §| Eoto perpronadng 'Ovopa-
toxkpatia d&v umopel va Ppf] Omootnpign, &medn dév Exer hoyikn Paon,
dnAadn wa Oepeiraxn yU avtnv 'Ovroroyia.

Télog, ta xabohov otiv andivtn Evvoia tfic 'Ovopatokpatiag elvar
daovpfifacta pé v Evvola tdv kab’ Exaota §j Tdv Pacikdv &ni pépoug,
agol Eva xabolov ovdiénote onpaiver dnowodnnote kub’ Exactov, £’ doov
@¢ pn-euoikn dotnta dév pmopel va dexdiki] Omowadnmote ainOuvn)
oxton pe ta &mi pépovg. AiTO 10 douvuPipacto tol xaborov xai tob &mi
pHépovg Qaiverar ot QUOLKT] CLUVOYT, OTO MEPLEYOHEVO TAOV QUIVOREVOV
kai otiv &vvololoyikn avtilnyn tod televtaiov, éneldn yid ta wpaypate
Exope ocvykexkpipéves Evvoleg, £vd ta kebohov elvar arid vonpoate xkad’
Exaotov mpaypdtov. Kai toito émedn ta xaboiov otiv dndéivtn dvopa-
TOKpatiKn Evvoiwa eivar anid Oovopata 7| AEEEl pE YEVIKO Kai poOvo mepl-
gxopevo, pé mpoopiopd va mpoodiopilovv 1da mphypata ywpic va wEPL-
gxouvv ol 1diec Omorodnmote vomua, agot elvar aeaipécelc and ta 6ed0-
Héva, yrati dév yivovtar avniAnntic ©¢ datopkeég dOvtotntes &vd, avribera,
1@ ka0’ Exaoctov, Mol ocuykpotolvial amd T dedopéva Tiig MpaypatikOTN-
106, elval dlakekplpéva mpaypata pe copatikn Umapfn xal anotelobv ta
KOwa avtikeipeva Ti¢ avnilnyens, moL cvAAéyope O¢ ioTopiKd Puivopeva
fi ©¢ DMxa avnikeipeva 7| dg avlpodrovg xai [da, xui mobv cuvlitouvy GAu
pall v pla éviaia eixdéva tol xbdopov.
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