[bookmark: _Hlk508632086][bookmark: _Hlk508655474][bookmark: _Hlk508458136][bookmark: _GoBack][bookmark: _Hlk508636436]‘In the world there exists nothing except particulars. Hence nominalism of some kind must be true’. Examine critically this assertion about universals?
[bookmark: _Hlk508636591]The statement, ‘“In the world there exists nothing except particulars. Hence nominalism of some kind must be true”’ debates the existence of Platonic and Aristotelian universals. Particulars are fundamental to our existence as the world is made from particulars, ‘[the] material world is a world of material particulars or is an aspect or activity of one...with an account of their nature and their doings, would cover the entire reality of the spatiotemporal world’[footnoteRef:1]. Particulars are one of the fundamental blocks of time and space, therefore, it is natural that many philosophers disregard abstract universals and adopt some kind of nominalism. Set Nominalism, Trope Nominalism and Austere Nominalism all have different arguments for suggesting universals do not exist. Set Nominalists states, ‘a is F in and only if a is a member of F-ness’[footnoteRef:2] which means two people can be wise if they are a member of ‘wisdomness’. Trope nominalism believes that both A and B are wise because they have tropes (or property) of wisdom. A’s wisdom is different to B’s no matter how similar they are and cannot be universal because tropes cannot be instantiable. Austere Nominalism (considered the most radical) would say A’s and B’s wisdom are brute facts taking all predictions to be primitive. Nominalism considers the idea of universals as absurd, leading to counter theories regarding how particulars interact and exist in space and time, therefore agreeing with the statement, “In the world there exists nothing except particulars”.  [1:  Keith Campbell, Metaphysics An Introduction (California: Dickenson Publishing Company, 1976) P29]  [2:  John W. Carroll and Ned Markosian, An Introduction to Metaphysics: Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 2010) P235] 

Many consider Plato to be the first philosopher to debate the concepts of universals and particulars. Plato writes a dialogue between Socrates and Meno, debating the nature of virtues, whereby Meno debates that virtues are subjective to the individual and to time, while Socrates responds, ‘[E]ven if they [virtues] are many and various, all of them have one and the same form which makes them virtues’[footnoteRef:3]. Plato is suggesting that there is something (a form of virtue) that connects all other virtuous things, one form of ‘virtueness’, which is above but connected to the other virtues. This is called The One Over Many argument, as there is one supreme form, to which entities are connected. Bruce Aune uses this example,  [3:  Socrates, The Circle Of Socrates Reading In The First-Generation Socrates ed. And trans by George Boys-Stone and Christopher Rowe (Cambridge: Hackett Publishing Co, 2013) p.242 ] 

Thus, if the paper on which I am writing, the typewriter I am using, and one of the books on the self in front of me are all truly described by the predicate “white,” they must share a common feature that justifies this described as white.[footnoteRef:4]       [4:  Bruce Aune, Metaphysics The Elements (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1985) p.38] 

[bookmark: _Hlk508656609]Another way of writing it could be, ‘[W]e can say that A’s [whiteness] are more fundamental than Bs [white] if Bs [white] depend[s] upon A’s [whiteness] but not vice versa. And A’s [whiteness] are fundamental if there are no other particulars upon which they depend’[footnoteRef:5]. Different shades of white (e.g. seashell, cream, ivory and the others) rely on the form of ‘whiteness’ as it is the perfect form, but they cannot be the perfect form as they are shades that diverge from the perfect form.  All white things must possess the identity of ‘whiteness’, which everyone can acknowledge. Plato assumed this because he was a dualist, believing our souls came from the forms. Every particular thing must possess the identity of multiple particulars, which are connected to the perfect universal (the form). There are many difficulties with Plato’s philosophical reasoning and it has been addressed by multiple philosophers including Ludwig Wittgenstein, Bertrand Russell and Jean-Paul Sartre. Wittgenstein’s problem with the One Over Many argument is that we often group or classify things on complicated resemblances which do not have common features. Wittgenstein is suggesting that according to Plato we can connect things which have no common connection; ‘…we classify things together on the basis, often, of complicated similarities between them and that, if we survey these similarities, we shall not always find a feature that is common to everything we assign to the same class’[footnoteRef:6]. People often assign similar particulars to one set of objects as another without thought of how these things connect. The ‘whiteness’ of objects connects white things, but no fundamental, meaningful connection can be found. Another problem Russell and other philosophers have are with the abstractness of Platonic forms. Russell holds a similar view to Plato’s forms but instead introduces acquaintances, ‘[W]e shall say that we have acquaintance with anything of which we are directly aware, without the intermediary of any process of inference of any knowledge of truth’[footnoteRef:7]. Russell rejects the abstract concept of the forms developing a more empirical theory. Sartre’s critique of Platonic forms is his famous; ‘existence precedes essence’[footnoteRef:8], meaning something must exist first for its essence to exist. The example given is a penknife as it must have a folding blade to possess the essence of a penknife. When the first penknife was created the essence of the penknife came after it was created as nothing existed for the essence to rely on. Others question the reliability of accepting such abstract universals, ‘[T]hey hardly seem to be the sort of thing that could be an object of perception. It is hard to see how they could stand in any causal connection with the rest of the world’[footnoteRef:9].  Plato’s One Over Many argument has many weaknesses and this led to Nominalists developing concepts, which better explain our relation to particulars within our spatiotemporal world. [5:  Campbell PP.30-31]  [6:  Aune p.40]  [7:  Bertrand Russell, The Problems of Philosophy (London: Hazell Watson and Viney, 1912) p.73]  [8:  Jean-Paul Sartre, Existentialism is a Humianism trs. Phillip Mariet   http://www.mrsmoser.com/uploads/8/5/0/1/8501319/english_11_ib_-_no_exit_-_existentialism_is_a_humanism_-_sartre.pdf [Accessed 12th March 2018]  ]  [9:  Carroll and Markosian p.231] 

Aristotle’s understanding of universals and particulars is different to Plato’s as Aristotle is not concerned about forms. Instead he developed an empirical theory, which showed the weaknesses of Plato’s heaven. Aristotle’s critique of Plato is simple; he argues that it is impossible to imagine a universal perfect entity, ‘[P]erfect whiteness – and, more generally, perfect courage, perfect beauty, and perfect triangularity – maybe just as imaginary and unreal as the perfect English bulldog’[footnoteRef:10]. The identity of the perfect bulldog is subjective and impossible to conceive and even if something could be conceived to be perfect it does not exist; therefore, it has no meaningful value. Immanuel Kant (1724-1804) uses the same logic for his argument against the Ontological argument in his book Critique of Pure Reason (1781). One real penny has more worth than one hundred imaginary pennies and a belief in a concept does not justify its existence. By creating a more empirical theory Aristotle avoids concepts being inherent, pushed into a non-spatial heaven. Philosopher David Armstrong (1926-2014) has revised Aristotle’s philosophy, linking universals to scientific enquiry, ‘it is the task of total science, conceived of as total enquiry, to determine what universals there are’[footnoteRef:11]. Armstrong suggests that it is the job of science to determine what relation universals, particulars, tropes, properties or sets have with each other and with us, in relation to space and time. Aristotelian universals do have some weaknesses including some which the Platonic forms avoid. By creating a more empirical theory of universals Aristotle discovered some obstacles, ‘[A]ccording to the Aristotelian, this electron’s charge and that electron’s charge are not two instantiations of charge; this electron’s charge literally is the very same thing as that electron’s charge, even if the two electrons are a million miles apart’[footnoteRef:12]. The two electrons are the same because it is impossible to distinguish the identity between one and the other as they both have the same charge. Platonic universals do not have this problem as they can state the two electrons are connected to a perfect form of ‘electroness’. This weakness shows that trying to create an empirical theory of universals creates many problems.  [10:  Aune p.39]  [11:  D. M. Armstong, Nominalism and Realism Universals and Scientific Realism Volume 1 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1978) PXII]  [12:  Carroll and Markosian p.234] 

Set Nominalism is different from Platonic and Aristotelian universals and particulars. Set Nominalists would discuss particulars in relation to properties and sets. If a Set Nominalist said, “Plato is wise” they are stating Plato is a member of ‘wiseness’ which is not a universal as, ‘wisdom is a particular and not a universal… sets are not instantiated by any member or by anything else’[footnoteRef:13]. Wisdom is a member of ‘wiseness’ but ‘wiseness’ is not universal, ‘a [wisdom] is F [wiseness] if and only if a [wisdom] is a member of F-ness [wiseness]’[footnoteRef:14]. When considering objects, a Set Nominalist discusses them in terms of properties. Every entity (including imaginary) has a property but properties between the imaginary and reality are different. The realm of imagination leads to uncertain properties as (theoretically) anything is possible. ‘[T]he property of being a donkey is different from the property of being a flying pig’[footnoteRef:15], as the donkey’s property is absolute, based in the non-spatial world. Philosopher David Lewis (1941-2001) believed that everything imaginable exists as it has the possibility of existing, everything belongs to either the does-exist list or the Actually Exists list[footnoteRef:16]. Set Nominalism limits both Platonic forms and Aristotelian universals by reducing their importance, instead stating that many universals (wisdom) are particulars and entities have specific properties and sets. There are weaknesses with Set Nominalism especially when considering Lewis’ ‘Actually Exists list’. Many would question the existence of something imaginary as it impossible for others to verify its existence. Lewis seems to be moving Set Nominalism towards a Platonic Heaven, where everything that exists, exists in a prior realm before it moves towards the ‘Actually Exists list’, which causes Set Nominalism to adopt some of Plato’s weaknesses.  [13:  Ibid., p. 235]  [14:  Ibid., p.235]  [15:  Ibid., p.235]  [16:  Ibid., p. 236] 

Trope Nominalism is split between Modest Trope and Ambitious Trope. Modest Trope states, ‘a is F if and only if a has F-ness’[footnoteRef:17]. When considering Plato’s and Socrates’s wisdom they are discussing properties, which are not universal, as Plato’s wisdom is different from Socrates’ even if they possess similar amounts of ‘wisdomness’ because they are not mutually interchanageable tropes of wisedom/multiply instantiable, ‘Plato’s wisdom is not Socrates’; no matter how similar they might be’[footnoteRef:18]. Wisdom can be attributed to different people for different reasons; there is no perfect definition or example of wisdom and many people have different types of wisdom. Modest Tropes stops here; believing, ‘Socrates is wise because he has wisdom, because a certain named trope is his. Modest Trope Nominalism stops there, taking the having of a trope by a particular as brute’[footnoteRef:19]. Ambitious Trope (developed by philosopher Donald Williams 1899-1983) tries to discover the special relationship between two tropes, which makes them similar and different. Ambitious Trope states, ‘a is F if and only if a intersects F-ness – where F-ness names a set of matching tropes’[footnoteRef:20]. How does the trope wisdom interact, relate and differ to the trope of virtue within Socrates and Plato? They want to discover how Socrates’s virtue and wisdom interact with each other and what connects them to Plato’s virtue and wisdom. Both Modest and Ambitious Tropes have some weaknesses relating to subjectivity and abstract reasoning. Modest Tropes could be considered too subjective as an individual could believe they have the Trope wisdom without it connecting to another person’s wisdom. A fool could be considered wise, while a genius a buffoon. Politics is an example of one side believing that the other group are fools and that they themselves are geniuses. If there is no direct connection between one person’s wisdom and another’s, anyone could be considered wise, without a fundamental connection between two tropes. Ambitious trope’s reasoning is unnecessarily complicated, causing the investigation into finding connections to lead only to the adoption of Platonic forms or further unnecessary reasoning, itself developing into logic puzzles.          [17:  Ibid., p. 237]  [18:  Ibid., pp.236-237]  [19:  Ibid., p.237]  [20:  Ibid., p. 237] 

[bookmark: _Hlk508309541][bookmark: _Hlk508649635][bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: _Hlk508631803]Austere Nominalism (also called Ostrich Nominalism – coined by D.M. Armstrong) is the most extreme of all nominalism, ‘[T]he Austere Nominalist can deny that there exist properties. There is no need for universals, tropes, or properties as sets. The Austere Nominalist refuses to give an account of prediction, rejecting The One-Over-Many as a pseudo-problem’[footnoteRef:21]. Austere Nominalism is prepared to take all predictions as brute facts, not relying on universals, tropes, or properties for understanding virtues, objects and entities. ‘Plato is wise and Socrates is wise, and each of those facts is taken to be a brute fact. The Austere Nominalist is prepared to take all predications as primitive [e.g. A is F is true because A is F]’[footnoteRef:22]. W. V. O. Quine tries to show how Austere Nominalism works in relation to whiteness and dogs,  [21:  Ibid., p. 237-238]  [22:  Ibid., p. 239] 

some dogs are white and not thereby commit ourselves to recognizing either doghood or whiteness as entities. “Some dogs are white,” say that some things that are dogs are white; and, in order that this statement be true, the things over which the bound variable ‘something’ ranges must include some white dogs, but need not include doghood or whiteness[footnoteRef:23].        [23:  W.V.O. Quine, Review of Metaphysics (Washington: Philosophy Education Society, 1948) P32] 

Quine is stating that recognising the statement “some dogs are white” is not identifying ‘doghood’ or ‘whiteness’ but instead that some things we identify as dogs could be white, which range from different shades of white and to different dogs. This does not identify a universal ‘doghood’ or particular ‘dogness’ but instead simply identifies that it is a brute fact that some dogs are white. Austere Nominalists are not preoccupied with identifying universals, tropes, or properties but instead accept that all predications are primitive, brute facts leading to a straightforward theory. D.M. Armstrong coined the phrase Ostrich Nominalism to describe how Austere Nominalism refuses to take predication into account. This critique of Austere Nominalism has been used by other philosophers. Another weakness is that by rejecting universals, tropes, or properties it leaves Austere Nominalism hard to debate as it has no foundations upon which it can rely. Set Nominalism and Trope Nominalism rely on tropes and properties for their arguments, creating a concrete foundation for their arguments instead of starting from a point of rejection. By rejecting all these an Austere Nominalism seems to have a less unified account of truth and seems to be nihilistic as it rejects everything as a brute fact.   
The title claim “In the world there exists nothing except particulars. Hence nominalism of some kind must be true”, debates the claims made by Plato and Aristotle. Plato would consider the statement absurd as he thought everything to be based on forms, a perfect representation of particulars. Aristotle would also debate the statement as he also believed in universals but considered a more empirical theory than Plato. These two philosophers started the debate concerning universals and particulars, but their theories have some significant weaknesses. Bertrand Russell’s simpler, empirical, acquaintance theory is similar to Plato’s forms without introducing a complicated, abstract concept. The weakness proposed by Jean-Paul Sartre whose statement, ‘existence precedes essence’[footnoteRef:24] critically weakens the possibility of forms existing as we have no prior knowledge of forms before our birth as no essence can exist without something existing. These weaknesses of universals make the reasoning for Nominalism more convincing but which theory is the most logical when considering particulars, tropes, property and sets? Set Nominalism and Modest Trope Nominalism seem more rational than Ambitious Trope Nominalism and Austere Nominalism, as these theories overcomplicate necessary reasoning. Set Nominalism rejects that wisdom must be universal, but that two people can be wise if they are members of ‘wisdomness’. Wisdom is subjective but there must be a connection between two people who are wise, they are both members of the particular wisdom but the particular is subjective to the individual who possesses wisdom and to those who believe they are wise. Modest Trope Nominalism is logical because it rejects the need to connect different tropes and accepts that there is a connection between two tropes without the need for us to connect them. This is a critical weakness of Ambitious Trope theory, as trying to connect different tropes together only leads to a similar concept of Platonic universals. When considering Nominalism and universals, there are many weaknesses with both theories, but Nominalism seems to suggest a better argument compared to the more conservative and metaphysical arguments of Plato and Aristotle.    [24:  Sartre, http://www.mrsmoser.com/uploads/8/5/0/1/8501319/english_11_ib_-_no_exit_-_existentialism_is_a_humanism_-_sartre.pdf [Accessed 12th March 2018] ] 
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