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This position supported in this essay is that Red and redness do not exist independently. The main argument to support this is that without particular red things, which look similar, we would not agree whether something was red. Redness however is just the similarity that all red things share, and not some real underlying pure essence of red. This is the view I will be defending in this essay.
Plato1 put forward the idea of transcendent forms and said every idea we can think of has an underlying Form. When we have the idea of redness, our minds are reaching out, says Plato, to the real world of transcendental forms and grasping a real tangible object of redness. And when we see a red object Plato says it is red because the object is partaking in the Form redness. Using this argument, Plato hopes to explain how we can have ideas of things like redness, both human, and mammal. Also how these ideas relate to things in the real world which actually have these properties. Personally, I do not find Plato’s argument convincing. Firstly, there appears to be no empirical evidence to support the existence of these Forms. Saying that you feel your mind can grasp the idea of redness is not empirical evidence. And secondly, the idea of redness could be explained by the argument that we notice similarities between the colour and shade of particular red things and therefore name these things ‘red’ because of their physical characteristics.
Crane & Farkas2 have noticed another problem with the Forms in their book Metaphysics: A Guide and Anthology (page 218). They say there is a problem in how things partake in the Form, the example given to illustrate this is as follows. If different particulars in different places have a part of the Form in them then the Form must be separate from itself, which sounds absurd. It also means that when a particular is partaking in the Form, it is only partaking in a part of the Form, since other parts of the Form are in other places in other particulars. There is a problem here of how the parts of the Form relate to the Form as a whole. And so, according to Crane & Farkas, it is not clear what Plato means by the Forms. Noticing these difficulties is as good as admitting that the theory of Forms does not explain the relationship between universals and particulars. It shows that the idea of redness does not exist independently of particular red things.
Nominalists claim that red things exist but that redness itself does not exist. Things we call red just have a resemblance and there is no underlying entity that connects them together. I am inclined to call myself a nominalist because it means I can base what I believe on what I see. For example, a rose is red not because it is connected to redness but because it resembles other objects that I call red. However, Bertrand Russell3 pointed out a problem with this view. If we abandon the idea of universals, like redness, then we will be forced to substitute some particular patch of red and say that anything is red only insofar as it resembles our particular patch of red. But then the similarities between our particular patch of red and everything else we call red will have to be a universal since a universal is something that holds for many things. Russell goes on to say that the way red objects resemble our patch of red are resemblances that resemble each other, making our resemblances of red a true universal. For me, this last point is flawed because it shows that Russell has not given up the idea of universals. Any ordinary person would be quite happy to see things that are similar as red, and things that are different from red but similar to other things as a different colour such as blue. By fixating on a chosen particular and how things resemble it, Russell puts forward the idea that the way red objects look similar is the same as the way the ideal Form of redness looks to particular red objects. 
Class nominalism is a view within nominalism that says we call things red because they belong to the class of red things. And in this class is a list of everything that is red. But if we consider the class of cordates, which is the class of all animals with hearts, and the class of renates, which is the class of all animals with kidneys, then we notice that both classes have the same members in their sets. All animals that have hearts also have kidneys. According to class nominalists what it means to be a cordate is to belong to the class of cordates and what it means to be a renate is to belong to the class of renates. Because all animals that have hearts also have kidneys, and the class of cordates is identical to the class of renates, it must follow that to be a cordate is the same thing as being a renate. But this is absurd. We can all agree that what it means to have a heart is different to what it means to have a kidney. We could say it is convenient to put things in classes but that is not what makes them what they are. For could we not imagine an example where an animal with a heart but no kidneys comes along and then forever making the class of cordates different from the class of renates. Class nominalists could say that the very fact it is possible for something like that to happen shows that the two classes are different classes and that what it takes for something to be red is not just being a member in the class of red things but being similar in redness to every other member in that class. Instead of using this complicated theory of classes to explain how we know something is red or has the property of redness I will adopt a simpler view where the things that are red to me simply show a resemblance to other things that I have called red in the past.
For Aristotle,4 universals were not in another more real world but in our world and immanent. He said that the universal redness, or the form redness, resides in each particular red thing. In other words, he defines universals as what pertains to many things. Instead of saying that ideal Forms have a connection to the characteristics of an object, he says that the essence or substance of each object is special to that object and has nothing to do with anything else. The universal on the other hand is what different objects have in common. In fact, to be a universal an idea has to have a nature that pertains to a plurality of things. Aristotle defines universals in this way, as belonging to many things. You will notice that this view is different from the class nominalist view where particulars belong to their classes or Plato’s view where an objects properties does not belong to the particular but to the immortal underlying Form. Between Aristotle and Plato the main difference is that of what is most fundamentally real. Plato argued that redness comes from a world that transcends our own; and Aristotle argued that the ultimate reality of redness lies within the ordinary world of experience we live through every day. Of all the theories I have heard so far I find Aristotle’s the most convincing. It accounts for how we can have an idea of redness by saying the idea is the similarities we observe. And it does away with the transcendent world of the Forms by observing that things do not have to pertain to anything else, only themselves.
In our modern day some philosophers have put forward arguments to back-up realism: realism being another name for Plato’s idea of Forms. D. M. Armstrong5 argues that for every statement that asserts a contingent truth about the world there must be something in the world that makes it true. He calls this the “truth-maker principle”. When I make the statement “Some apples are red” I am voicing a contingent truth that applies universally to at least more than one apple. Particulars are instantiating universals here; or to put it another way objects are instantiating properties. Armstrong calls this relationship “states of affairs”. But as with all realist positions it faces problems of how particulars and universals relate to each other. We might ask Armstrong how it is we can see particulars but not universals. And if they are related or connected in some way why we can not use one to get to the other.
In conclusion, I believe that the strongest arguments support the argument that redness does not exist independently of particular red things because to believe in a universal unchanging redness in another world is to take away from the unique property of redness that each red object has here in the real world. In addition, I find that realist arguments about universals do not show how particulars and universals relate to each other. For example, how can a particular partake of the Form as a whole when the Form is also in other places being partaken by other particulars. Aristotle’s theory of immanent universals and nominalism are the arguments I found most convincing. They say that red things exist separate from each other and that universals are only the idea of what red things have in common.
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