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THE UNIVERSAL .
PART I--——HISTORY OF THE UNIVERSATL

CHAPTER F-—-THE APPEARANCE OF THE UNIVERSAL IN
' PHITOSOPHICAL THOUGHT.

Aj the outset we shall endeavour to show how the
problem_of the universal gradually took shape as: phllosophy
progressed;through.the centuries. The various phllasophlcal,
systems of the East, that is, those of Babylonia and 1 .
Assyria, Egypt, China, India and Persia, dealt ‘rather with
religious beliefs than with philosophy- ,COnsaénently'We
£ind very IittIe, if any;'consideration.giten to the’
universal in these ancient systems of thought. -

It is anly'when.we turn to the philosophy of ancient
Greece\that we flnd.any'noticeable trace of this question
which.has.played such an important part in the greatest
of alIfsclences; .There was .a strlking contrast between
the Oriental mind and the Greek mind. Thefpeopie of the
'Grienx were extremely imaginstive and ré;igious. Their
imagination and their religious inclinationms were the cause
of their building up various sy&tems of worship and myth.
Their thinkérs sought truth.indirecﬁly-and were infIuenced
more by imagination and myth than bw’lagical,p?incipies;

The Greek mind was more direct. It had a craving for truth
and diad up¢'wish.to be impeded and sidé-tracked by allegories
or myths. Cbnsequently'Greek religion, which of course was
mythical, had Iittle influence on the development of phil-
osophical.doctrines. waewer, in passing, we might say that
in ome point, at Ieast, Greek religion influenced Greek
philosophy; and that was In the doctrine of immortality.

This doetrine, nevertheless, always presénts-itself as
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having a theological arigin.

The Greeks at the beginning of their philosophiéal
speculation tried to picture in their imagination the
origin and the evolution of the universe. Hence their phil-
osophy, like their religion, was first expressed_in;poetry;
Gradually, however, with the passage of time, their doctrine
became more and more rational.

When Heraclitus gave himself over to philosophy he
preached the doctrine of unixersal_change. He taught that
the only reality 1s Becoming. Nothing remains the same. _
Things are always changing. The basis of ail.change,'that
is, the underlying prineiple of all change, is fiie, which
Heraclitus taught was an invisible, warm matter rather - than
the fire which consumes matter. That which co—exists with
fire is "strife," which tends to separate the fire and thus
giﬁa-risé to things which exist and which.we perceive;
Besides "strife"™ there is Tharmony,"” which directs all._things
back: to the fire whence théy came.

One of the chief reasons why Heraclitus adopted this
doctrine was his distrust of knowlédga.acqnired,through.the
senses. He believed that the senses were deceptive. They
make us think that things are permanent, whereas in reality
théy are always changing. In this way he evolved his doctrine
of Becoming and placed his trust only in rational knowledge,
or, as we might say, in intellectual kmowled&ge. In this
distinntion between the senses and the iﬁtelléct we have the

gerﬁ;of the universal, which is the subject of this thesis.

The senses perceive what is singular and contingent, while
the intellect sees what 1Is universal and necessary-. "He
(Heraclitus) was the first to call attention to the transi-

toriness of the individual and the permanence of the law which
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gdvern3'individua14changesg thus formmIating the problem
to wﬁich.Piata and AristotlIe afterwards addressed
themselves as to the paramount question of metaphysies.w #F
Xenophanes, of the Eleatic School, Iaid some stress on
sense knowledge, but did not trust it entirely, since
he believed that we arrive at the truth gradually. Ir,
‘contfary'to Xenophanes' teaching, we were to place all
our trust in the senses, knowledge, for us, would be
acquired immediately, as soonr as one or more of the
sensitive faculties had come into play. Parmenides,
who:’ was Iikewise an Eleatic philosopher, went so far as
to say'tﬁat the senses Iead to error and: that ?ruthiis
found only in thought, for, as he said, "nothing can be
but what can be thought." While Parmsmides and HergcIitus
both distrusted the senses more or less, and placed
theif confidence in rational knowledge, the conclusions
they derived were diametrically opposed. Parmenides
taught that Being is the only reality, while Heraclitus
tanght that it was Becoming. From;the point of view of
this thesis, the important thing is that these earIy

philosophers perceived the difference, more or less

clearly, betweeh the senses and the intelleet, and that

distinetion is of paramount importance in any discussion

on the universal.

Anaxagoras was another Greek pPhilosopher who may

have had some influence on the conception.o: the universal.
He introduced the idea of the supersensible into philosophy.
Inr doing this he brought in the idea of Mind, or "Noas. ™

# Turner--History of Philosophy, p. 57
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It seems fairly ceft&in; that AngXagoras was referring to
something immaterial. He s&i& that the senses are not
reliable, beecause they see the object Iincompletely, while
the mind sees it completely, i.e. It sees everything that
is econtained in it. ATlthough, as Plato and A.ristotle
safd, he did not make full use of his idea, he neverfheless
made & contribution to the universal when he said -that the
senses percelive only part of what is contained in the aobject
.wh;ile. the mind sees the o‘bie.et—in its -entirety*. According
to Thomistic philosophy the mind perceives the umiversal
essence of what is perceived by the senses. The lIatter
bring to the sensitive p.art of the. soul im_gr’éss'ions of
single, concrate, material sub stanées, and from t]:;.ese»
impressions the Intellect forms a vniversal concep:'ﬁ of the
essence contained in the object. ,

Socrates prepared the way for some of the teé;chings
of Plato and Aristotle. He was the founder of induction
in ;‘ghilcsop:hy; i.e. aof the method of discovering thaet which’
Is general or uﬁiversal. This is best shown when we
consider his method. He used to question his pupils in such
a way as to confound them and make them see bhow lIittle
they knew. When they were forced to admit their ignorance
he proceeded to present to them particular instances until
they were finally led to the formation of.a general '
principle which pervaded all the partieuwlar instanees.
Phis formation of a general from = pa’.rticuiar concept is
known as inductiom. It is really the formation of =«
univarsal concept. Socrates wanteé_ to bring men to a
knaowledge of things, not in their transient, superficial
appearances, but in their unchangeable na.tures-., and hence
he founded induction. We must not infer from this;, how-
ever, that Socrates despised sense knowledge. He merely
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wanted it to be controlled by z close observation
so that no false conclusion might be drawn from it.

We now come to a philosophker who by the doctrines he
professed deserves to be called an exageerated realist.
Plato conceived a dectrine of ideas which he believed to have
an objective existenea cutside the mind. So:crétes had
" taught that we can have knawledge of a thing only when we
have a concept of it. Plato: concluded from this that the
idea is the only reality. He criticized Heraclitus and
~ the Eleatics for their partially true doectrines. Heraclitus,
as has already been mentioned in this thesis, taught that
everything is Becoming and that there is no such th»ing as
the fixed state of Being. On the contrary the Eleastics
believed thet Beimg is the only reality and that Becoming is
non-existent. Plato said that both Being and Becoming are
realities. TUpon examining B.e.com.ing, Platd came to the
conclusion that it is composed partly of Being and partly of
Non-Being, and he concluded from this that the only reality
is th;a.—t which does not change, nemely the ides, which remains
always. Wmnchanged despite the alterations which we percelve
by our senseé. The iIdea, according. to Plato, 1s that which
gives a« thing its reality and stability. He teaches that
the idea is absolutely necessary for Being and scient ;l'.fic
knowledge. The Ilattexr depend.g én- the existenele of the idea,
for, since we know by concepté or ideass, the idesm must exist
if knowledge exists. The same holds for Reing. It is the
idea that constitutes reality; but Being is a reality;
therefdre the idea 1is absolutely necessary for Being.

The Platonic Ideas are ugliversal essences, but they
are not universal in the Thomistic sense of being in things.
They are, on the comtrary, sepsrate from the things which '
we percelive in the world. They are the cause of them. Plato
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did mat tezch that these ITdeams existed only in the human
mind, but rather that they existed in a world of their own.
What we coneceive in this world are merely faint reflections
of the Ideas existing in an_oth_er. Hence these Ideas have
an ex_istence that is not dependent on aur minds. They are
the cause of the reality of things, and they are 'Ehe cause
‘of our knowledge of the warious objects found in the; _wo.r.l-d.
They are the uncaused causes. Hence we may say thaf the
Platonic Ideas are "umiversal in causing® rather than
muniversal in being," which is the Thomistic explanation.

We say that an essence is vuniversal in being” because it is

Taund in many separate individuals. Plato seems more inclined
to comsider Ideas as ™universal in causing.™ The Thomists
temch that only God is absolutely "universal in causing."
Phis may explain why St. Augustine believed that the world
of ideas and the mind of God are one and the same.

' It is difficult +to uﬁders-ta:;nd. how the unity and the
'mult@lici;l:y of ideas can be reconciled. Platé himself is
not very clear on. this point, and it is to be feared that he
had no very clear understanding of it. He tried to explain
it by saying that Just as a coneept is differentiated into
varicus determinations, so0o in its o.bjfect;i.ve. existence "the
Idea is identical with another thing and at the same time is
different from other things. I:li this way we have unify in
plurality and pIurality in un:iity-'* #F

Plato in his philasophy conceives three.worlds. They
are the physical world, the world of concepts, and the world
of ideas. According to him, the ideas exist objectively
outside the human mind and apart from the concrete objects of
the 'physical world. Rvery concept that we have owes its

# Turner--History of Philasophy, p. 102.
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existence to an idea subsisting by itself. There is an
idea for every concept and for evefything that exists.
Oonlily "Becaming" has no idea corrasponding to it. The world
of concepts is governed by logiec, while the world of ideas
is subject to the laws of Being. Just as our concepts have
a logical unity, so the ideas have a certain order and
division which ranges from the most general or universal down
to the individual. Plato considered that the idea of good
was supreme over all the cthers and was the cause not only of
their existence, but also of our knmowledge of them. We
cannaot be gertain; as to yvha.t Plato meant exactly by _thi's
supreme idea> of good. He may have meant God, bp.t it.e sp_oke
of it in such a way as to make us think thet he 4did not -
consider it as possessing a personality.

Plators theory of knowledge is quite daifferent from
that taught by St. Thomas. According to Plato, the worid ot
rhenomena presents to us only the shadows or imitations of
the rea.lnr; of idea;s. since what we perceiwve by our . sénses is
imperfect, he teaches that in the dom=in of pb.enome:na there
is a megative, limiting pr:.neiple which is the partial non—
Being found in the object. To explain phenomena Plato found
it necessary to believe in the existence of a soul which
permeatel® the universe, making it a Iiving being. This soul
is the iﬁmediate cause of the varfiocus phenomensa such as Iife,
motionr, order and knowledge, and it is also perfect and
harmonious. Just as in the case af the su;ﬁ:eme .idea of good,
it did not occur to Plato that this soul would naturally
possess a personality. But, to return from our digression,
Plato believed that the soul was not onlty immortal, but that
it existed before it entered the body, and t]:pa:b;during that
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period of pre-existence it had a perfect vision of the ideas;
in that state it was happy. Uhdergoing a period of punish-
ment, the soul was imprisoned in a body which restricted its
perception tovthis' world of sense phenomens. The qu ects

of sense knowledge were merely faint reflections of the ideas.
When the soul perceived an object it was reminded of the ideas
which it had once clearly seen, but which It had since )
f’drgctten. Hence, to Plato the act of Xearming was really an
act of remenmbering.

Plators doctrine of ideas is, as yet, the closest approach
to the questian of the universal that we hatel.. encounterad.

His doctrine of ideas existing immmtably In a world of their
own, apart mot only from the realm of sense knowledge, but
glso from the sphere of mental concepts, really branded him
as a realist, and, further still, as one who professed
exaggerated realism. He did not, "Like the Thomists, :t;eaeh
that the universal as such exists only in the intellect and
that to -the un:_Lversal' concept thus formed corresponds the
universal nature, existing not a-lone‘and separate from the
material concept, but actually inherent in each indixfidual
object which is perceiwved by the senses. On the contrary, he
would have us Believe that the objects of sense perception
are only ilmitations of the idea (or what we call fhe universal).
-We teach that the universal exists outside the mind in the
individual only; not formally, however.

It was on the doctrinesof Aristotle that.st. Thomas based
his philosophy, because they are the doctrines that are most
reasonable. Instead of allowing his imagination to carry him
away, Aristotle started from the plain facts of experience,and

from these evident facts he ca:m.é to conclusliomns by which he
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built up his system. With regard to the universal, his
teaching was that it has no;OBJchite existence outside the
human mind. Our senses perceive what is concrete and single,
and our intellect, which is the faculty by which we understand
aniversal essences, abstracts from. the comerete individual
that whiech is found in that individual, but which exists in
octher things.as.well, and it perceives this common factor in .
one concept without special reference to any particular one

of its inferiors. Hence the single and concrete is the cause
of the abstract and universal in our intellect. It is not
merely the oceasion of our remembering the upiversal as. seen
in a previous 1life, as Plato teaches. A knaowledge' 'of the V
universal is mot just é caselof memoxry, but it is rathei a
result which has its beginning in the perception of the c&ncrete
and singular by our senses.

. Aristotle made an analysis of Plato's doctrine of Tdeas
and pointed out many defects in it. By his doctrine of Ideas
Plato: infqnded to offer an ekglanation.of the manner inm which
things came into.exiStencezani into our knowledge. Aristotle
shows that these Ideas cannot fulfil this functiom, since they
are reputed to exist apart from things and not in them. Since
they are not in things they cannot expiain.how things came to
be, and since they are separate from the things that are known,
and have no intelligible relation with them, they cannot account
for our knowledge.

By his Ideas Plato also intended to explain motion and
change.- But he insisted too much on the static phase of the
Tdeas, and hence they fail to explain.motion and change, which
.are realities and henceﬂéggé be contained in the Idea. Si:mce
the TIdea, considered as static, does not contain these notions,

it cannot explain them. Furthermore, the Idea is separate from
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the world of phenomensa, and motion and change are found in
the world of phenomena. Hence these separate Ideas cannot
explain motion and change, since they have no contact with them.

Plato contends, in addition, that there is a certain
commarnity between the Idea and the phenmomenon, and that part
of the Idea is to be found in the phenomenormn. If this partici-
p;tion.is a reality there must be.an.Idea,représenting-it, K
since all reality, according to Plato's teaching, must have an
Ydea. Hence there is an Idea which represents the participa-
tion between, for example, the idea of a man and the man as he
is found in the world of phenomens=s. It is not diffiqult to
perceive that this Lforces us to admit that the Ideas go m&
ad infinitam, for, the pﬁrtieipation between mamn and fhe .
corresponding Idea being'soﬁething realt, it must correspond
to an Idea of partlcipation which participates in it; and this .
carries us on to infinity. To demonstrate this in a more
concrete and generai manner let us suppose the following:

A = Man; B = the Idea of Man; C = the real participatiom of

B in A; D = the Idea of the participation of B in A; E = the
participation of D in €. There is no end to this series. Plato
mentioned participation and called it by various names, but he
failed to explain it.

Finally, Plato conceived his doctrine of Ideas in order
to establish an obJect for sciegtific knowledge. As long as
Tdeas exist, science has its object. It is not necessary for
ideas to exist apart from the phenomensa, .and hence Plato need
not have given his Ideas a separate existence in a world of
their own. '

With this we conclude that' part of our thesis which
attempts to show how the universal gradually evolved and took
shape in the hands of the ancient. philosophers. The first
great thinkers such as Heraclitus, Anaxagoras and athers did
not, perhaps, actually quak of the universal, but what they
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taught contained, at lIeast im a remote inanner, the seed of
the univeréal, which, however, wé.sr mot to dewvelop to its
full stature until the Middle Ages. Those who did most for
the universal in ancient times were, of course, Socrates,
Plato, and AristotIe. Seocrates, as has airaady been stated,
Invented indu.e‘tion;, which is nothing less than a method of
discovering a universal concept through an examination of
iﬁdi.vidual objeets. Plato's doctrine was extreme and in
la;te.r.'times would have been classad as exaggerated realism.
Aristotle was more inclined to view things as: they really aré.
He based his conclusions on sensible experience. g.nd did‘ not
alfow his im.agin;&tion to rule him. We new turn our attention
to the question of the universal as it was studied and

developed inm the Middle Ages.
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CHAPTER IT

THE CONTROVERSY CONCERNING THE UNIVERSAT.

SECTION T A

From the time of Aristotle untid the Middle Ages the
probleﬁ.of the universal does not seem to hava-occﬁpied
the minds of phiXosophers to any great extent. The géﬁeral i
trend of philosophy In Greece and Rome was for some time
afterﬁards;toward the practical and away from the theoretical.
The dominant idea appears to have been happiness. Men were
seeking the means to find happiness, and this Ied to a
stressing of the study of ethics. Greek phiiosoﬁhy‘hgd also
been on the decline, perhaps on account of the loss of '
patriocotism and national independence. This decline reached
its culmination in scepticism and eclecticism. The rgsult
was that the mathematical and matural sciences no longer
associated themselves with philosophy, but made prbgress by
taking paths of their own. With the foundation of Alexandrig
the Afexandriam movement came into being. It was an intellec-
tual reviwal which resulted in the union of Greek philosophy
and Oriental religion. One of the chief ideas behind this
unton was that a much needed reform in the religion of the
people might be brought about. The Neo-Platonic system,
which was one of the results of the Alexandrian movement,
tended toward mysticism. .

The Christian era was ushared4in_by.the Patriotic or
first Christian philosophers, who tried to establish a
relation between the revealed truths of religion and ancient
Pagan thought. Some were thus led into heresy; others
subordinated:philosbphy'to the teachings of Christ. For some

centuries afterwards what had once been the Roman Empire was
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plunged into barbarism and ignorance until the dawn of
S‘eholaéticisnr. This was & r.ea-ctl_’_on against the intellec-
tual decay which had set in, and it gradually widened its
scope until it hegan to include the study of phiY¥osophical
subjects. It was during the second period of s:rholasticisn:,
that is, between the years X050 and (200, that the problem
of the universal was again thrust upon the minds of phil-
osophers. ' '

- I the writings of Boethius, who Iived centuries before
the adwvent of Scholastieism, we find a passage which
Presents the problem of the universal and whiech was the
cause of the controversy which raged over it dur:j.ng the
Middle Ages. There were three questions brought up con-
cerning this topie. They were: (1) Have universals an
ab jective existence outside. the human mind or are they merely
imaginary (entia ratiomis)? (2] If they have an cobjective
exis.tence-. s.re they materié.l or i.mr;zaterial, fi.e., corporesl
or incorporesl? (3) Do they exist in concrete things
pere&ef'bible by.-the senses or do 't".hey exist ca:lﬁside them?
In attempting to answer these three questions the philosophers
of the day deweloped three solutions, namely, Nominalism,
Conceptualism, and Realism. The Iladt mentioned opinion
(Realism) is subdivided into Exaggerated a:n.d Moderate
Realism. '

The Nominalists attempted to prove that the universal

is merely a name to which nothing correspondsd. They taught
"that the only common element is the name, given to a
variety of objects because of some real or fancied resemblance.r™

According to their way of thinking,a collection of individuals

# Principles of Logic——George Hayward Joyce, S.J., p. 132.
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is represented Yy a confused mental imasge pic-tu:cing_ them
according to certain similarities they possess. These
simila;rities tend to strengthen the image, while the
dissimilarities tend to weaken it. The image does not
réprese:n.t size, colour ar anything of that sort, and is in
itself. of mo use for thinking. However, this confused mental
picture is given a name and in this way it is 6f use i -
the 'Iogieal sequence of thought. The name thus applied ié.,
If we are to believe those who uphold this doetrine, the
universal. According to this solultian of the problem the
images referred .ta ralate only to the sensible qualities

of the individuals represented by them. Consequently,
namiratiism has no truae be.azfing on the inﬁelleet,, s-inéa_ it
deals only with the sensible, which is comprised of the
single. and concrete. Nominalism leads us to con;ciude that
the problem of the universal pertains only to the sensitive
and not to any higher form aof life. The nominalists reduce
the judement to a mere associstion of two sensib];e imsgeas,
and they cons:f.éer regsoning to be only the empirical sequence
. (consecutio] of representatioms. Thus the universal, as such,
does not exist. Sensible phenomena are grouped together
confusaedly in the imagination and te this. confused image a
neme is given, and that name is all that goes to make up

the universal, since it is only an arbitrary sign applied

to the image in order that it may be used to discover further
truth by the pracess of reasoning.

The second doctrine which was put forward as a solution
to the pi-oblem. of the universal wa;s: known as conceptuslism,
because it taught that the universal consists nmot in a name
nor in anything *"a paerte rei,” but in a concept or idea formed
by the human mind. According to the conceptualists the
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universal 1s something entirely subjective; i.e. having its
complete existence in the mind of the subJect concefming it.
Hence universal ideas are not abstracted fram inferiors, but
are rather manufactured by the intellect. They are a figment
of 'Bhe mind and are knomﬁ. nat "a posteriorir by the abstrac-
tion of something common to many individuals, but ra priorir
wif.hotrb any speeizal reference tao what the Thomists would-
call fheir infericors. The doctrine of the conceptuaslists is
more reasonable and less repugnant than that of the nominal-
ists in that they admit that it is p;Jssible tovfo.rm. a
universal idea, which the nomimelists deny. However, they
seem to averlook the fact that the universal idea is based
orr the similarities existing in groups of objeets and tilat
consequently this similarity must be taken into account in
any doctrine which pretends to solve the problem of the
universal. The conceptualists do noet perceive that the
similarity existing in the objects is samething existing not
merely in the ming, but ng parte rel »" and that hence a
doctrine which considers only what is found im the mind
itself does not give an adequate and satisfactory solution
to the gquestion.

The third solution to be considered is  that of realism.
This is in reality two doctrines, namely exmggerated realism
and moderate realism. We shall first consider exaggerated
realism. This system teaches that the uniwe&:sal is something
which has an objective existence as a universal autside the
mind. It does not teach merely tha:tg there is something
existing in individuals which is abstrzected by the mind amnd
thus given umiversality, but it attempts to make us believe
that the universal exists by itself, ewen before thé soul
perceives the individual through the bodily é’enses, ané.,
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according to some philo»so;g;hers, ewen before the individusl
has received its existence. In other words, the umiversal is
not dependent on its inferiors. Perhaps the most outstanding
.example of an exaggerated realist is Plato, who, =zs has already
been pointed& out in a preeceding section, taught that there is
a world of idéas existing by themselves and that what we
perceive by our senses are merely shadowy. imitations. 'The
dGoctrine of exaggerated reslism may be summed up by the

Latin phrase, "Universalia Ante Rem."

The solution which we attempt to prove in this thesis is
that of st. Thomas Aquinas and others of his opinion,’ namely,
moderate realism. According to this conception, 'the. gm.iver,sal,
as such, exists only in the intellect, but in the imdividusl
abJects Eknown as the infericors of the universal there exists
a basis upon which rests the formation of the universal
concept by the ming. Consequently we may say that thé
universal exists Yfundamentally in the individusl inferiars
and "in' actu” in the intellect. WModerate realism upholds
the power of the min:d. (intellect) to abstract one thing from
anocther. The imagination receives images of individual
objects by means of the five external senses. The images
or representations are net universal, but singular. The
intellect perceives the essence of what is represented in
the image and abstraets it from  the sensible image, as
Predicgble not only of the singular object perceived at the
moment by the senses, but as prediecable of a1l objects having
the same essence or having that particular guality which is
separated from them by the abstractive power of the intellect.
This abstracted quality exksting in the mind not qnly as
bpredicable of all its inferieors, but also as abstracted from
them,im the universal, the whole formal existence of .which. is
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found only in the mind, but which exists fundamentally in the
individusl objects to which it is attributed.

We have now presented the thfee.(or four) attempted
solutiéns of the universal, namely, nominalism, conceptualism
and realism--—-exaggerated and moderate. We have given the
generai trend of each of these doctrines as a pre}iminary to
a. brief history of the opinions held by some individusl
philosophers on this subject at warious periads during'the
history of philosophy, and espeecially during the Middle Ages.
We now proceed without further delay to that part of this
thesis. |

SECTION 2 )

'meinalists.--—R@scelin, who lived during the eleventh

century, although he did not  bequeath us his doctrinme in
writing, appears to have belonged tc the Nominmalist schoal,

if we are to judge by what oather philasqphérs of those days
said of him. He spake of genus and“species-és being merely
names and nothing more. However, what attracts ocur attention
most is his application of the ncminaiist doctrine to fhe
Blessed Trinity in an attempt to explain.iﬁ- He considered
the oneness of the Divine Nature as the universality of that
Nature with relation to the three Persons of the Blessed
Trinity. Therefore, according to him, the common Nature im
the three Persons is a umiversal. But in.accordance'with

his philosophytthe universal is nierely a ward. Consequently,
he argued that there is no Nature common to God the Father, God
the Son, and God the Holy Ghost. If we adﬁereAto.this doctrine
we are led to conclude that there are three gads, not one.
Roscelin exemplified one of the extremes toward which there
was a tendency at that time, namely, too free an application
of reason to religious doctrines which could not be adeqhately

comprehended by the reason alone. The other extreme was that
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of restricting reason unduly by those whose tendency was
mystic. Scholtastic philosophy tried to follow the happy
medium between these two. on.ﬁore than one occasion Roscelin
was brought before an ecclesiastical council and obliged to
retract his heretical doctrines. He and other phiIosophers
were, by their teachings,;responsible for a revulsion of
'feeling‘against dialectic.

Another philosopher who may, in a sense, be coﬁéidereé

a Nominalist is Willjam of Ockam, an Englishman born at

Ockam, Surrey, somewhere near the year 1280. However, it is
not right to consider him absolutely as a Nonminalist, for he
did not teach that the universal consists in a mere sound
of the voice, as some others taught. On the other hand, he
did not believe that the universal exists in things. He
made a distinction between the word as spoken.and'written
and the word as it exists in the mind. His doctrine was
that the universal is- the word existing in the mind.
Nominalism was also upheld by Hobbes, who professed a
doectrine of aensisﬁ;and subjectivism; He taught that names
are used *"ad placitum” to signify groups of objects and
that the whole univeréality consists in the name, not in
the concept nor in the individual objects themselves. He
declared that when we announce what meaning we intend to
attach to a particular word we are defining the word; i.e.,
this announcement is the definition of the word. Aall reality,
according to him, is individual and corporeal, and hence he
denies the existence of the.immaterial; spiritual world.
Locke was of the opinion that names that we apply
universally do not actually signify things, nor do they
signify concepts held in common by all men, but rather do
they attach themselves to ideas existing in the mind of the
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indididual who makes use of them. He considers that the
ideaS'éf essences that we have in‘our mind are not the
essences as they exist in themselves, but that they are only
a representation of the surface qualities of sensible objects.
We cannot know the real essence of a thing. All we know is
that a real essence of some sort exists. Thus: he distinguishes -
-ﬁbtweeﬁ'real.and nominal.essence- Most words are usei_to
express the general ideas that we form in our mind, ahd
consequently are only inventions which do not pefﬁain.to
actual existence. This is ILocke's doctrine of Nominalism.

Conceptualists.---Abelard, born in the year IQ79, was

regarded by some as the founder of eonceptuallsm. This

appears to be untrue, however. His doctrine seems at. first
sight to be that of a moderate nominalist, since he dis-
tinguished between what he called "voxt and Sermo:.™  The
Iatter term is the word comnsidered as predieable of semething
Wé may place him among the conceptualists, where he is
generally considered, because his doctrine was not sufficiently
developed. If.it had been, we.could Justly be cddssed as a
moderate realist. He taught that the universal does not
exist apart from the individual, From his distinction of
"vox"” and "sermo" We may conclude that universality is
something produced by the mind when it prédicates a word of
a group of individuals which it perceives to be simiiaﬁ.
However, Abelard does not teach that the uni#ersal.which
exists in the mind has no objective wvalue. Hence the feeling
that he should be considered. as a‘realisf.

Kant, the German philosopher, who has had so much
influence on modern thought, may be said to have professed a

kind of conceptualism. In his "Critica Rationis Puraer he
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set out to examine the cognoseitime,tééulties, and the
doctrine he evolved in so doing appears to be conceptualistic.
He believed that there are four kinds of judgmenfs: one in
which the predicate is found by means of an analysis of
- the subject (analytical Jjudgment); one in which the predicate
does-ggz_came to be known through any analysis of the
smbjéct (synthetical Jjudgment); one which concerns itself_
with single, contingent, concrete, sensible objecté.(iudgh
ment ra posterioriv); one which has to do with what is
necessary and universal (Jjudgment ™a prioriv)] and which
comes: from within the soul. AlL science, I.e. knowledge
thaf does not concern single, contingent facts, is found in
the judgment "a priori" and in it alome. These Jjudgments
from which science is derived are also synthetieal;'i.e. .
mew knowledge is. acquired by means of them. No: new knowledge
ecould be aqquired_threugh.analytieal.Iudgments, because they
are merely explicative. Hence Kant taught that science is
o be found in the synthetica;, n"a priorir Judgment.
Consequently XKant was of the opinion that our scientific
knowledge does not come from outside our body, but rather
from our own soul. As a result all scientific kmowledge is
purely subjective. But this type of kqowledge, as has already
been pointed out, is the only means we have of knowing the
necessary and universal. The natural conclusion is fhaﬁ the
universal is entirely subjedéiv&. In other words, its whole
existence consists in mental concepts which have their origin
in the mind. These concepts do not correspond to anything
outside the §ubject.

The obJect perceived by the senses is thus known

phjsically'and metaphysically. The physical knowledge pertains
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only to the senses, and the metaphysical knowledge
concerning the object comes from the knowing subject.
What the senses perceive is called the phenomenon. our
minds cannot know the real, hidden essence of the thing in
itself, or what is called the noumenon. Thus it is
evident that there is laeking a connection between the

) ﬁniﬁersal existing in the mind and the real essence of
tﬁé object perceived. Consequently, the universal, as
such, acc;::rding to Kant*s system, has no "fundamentum in
re,"” as the moderate realists would say, and so it is
found entirely in the concept. Kant, however, does not
deny the existence of the objec.t..

. Realists.-——TLet us now consider a few of the
important names among thoée who upheld the doctrine oﬁ;‘

realism, whether exaggerated or moderate. WilIfam of

Champeaux was: ‘born about IQ70. ]_3.’3 was held iIn high esteem
on account of his sanctity and léarning,. From what has
been said of him it appears that he taught that the
univeréal is present in the individual in its entirety and
essence. Thus his doctrine seems to exhibit the marks

of examggerated realism. He taught that the universsl is
numerically the same in all its inferiors and that what

we believe to be many separate essences are really

diverse accidents of the same. i.cientical universal essence
which permestes them all. Abé.lard, a contemporary of
William of Champeaux, refuted his doectrine with an argu--
ment which he was unaeble to answer. Hence it was that
William developed & system of more moderate realism in
which he taught that the universal is in the individu=ml by
reas;on of the modifications existing in that individual,
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and not in its entirety as he had formerly believed.

Otto of Tournai likewise proffessed a doctrine of

exaggerated realism. He composed a philosophical treatise
on original sin, and in it he made use of his opinions on
the universal to explain how the transgression of our
first parents affected the human race. He ascribed tao the
: human:race unity of substance and explained the faet that
original sin is found in the soul on its entry into fhis
world, by teaching that such a soul has the same substance
as the souls of Adam and Eve and that as a result it bears
the same sin. According to Otto, God does not create any
new sbuisx He merely brings into being new propertiés
for the one identical substance whiech exists and has-

always existed in all souls.
Among the Indifferentists we encounter Adelard of

Bath. Along with them he distinguishes that which gives an
individual its individuality and that which it holds In
common with other things of the same genus or species.
They aIso separated.essenceAfroﬁ;substance and said that
the former pertains to the individuality of a thing, while
the latter is numerically the same inm and common to all
things. Hence we infer that genus, species and substance
pertain toc the universal, while essence ﬁnd the mark of
differentistion pertain to the individual as such. .
Walter of Mortagne. appe&ré to be a Platonic realist.

 Prom what his discipleg, John of Salisbury, has said of
his doctrine he taught that the universal as it exists

in its inferiors is nﬁmerically ane:. However, there is
some doubt as to whether this unity exists in the mind
only (logical unity) or whether Walter of Mortagne believed
it to exist va parte rei."™ Hence some historians may
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believe him 0 be an exponent of the doebtrine of moderate

realism.
By some Gilbert de la Porrde is considered as an altra—

realist, but if we consider only his doctrine of universals
and leave aside what I:Lev taught in other philosophical
questions we are inclined to conclude that he was a moderate
A realist. He spoke of native forms (formae nativae) whiech -
e:cist in things. Quite frequently these forms are considered
as universals already existing independently of the human
mind in the object itself. However the evidence that we
have seems to indicate that he taught that universgality is
something produced by the mind when it perceives the similar-
ities existing between individual objeets. Gilbert d-e. 1a
Pprrde is one of the philosophers of the School of Chartres.
Alexander of Hales, an English prhilasopher of i:he ¥iddle

Ages, and known among other appellations as the Irrefutable
Doctor, upheld the Scholastic system. His written works were
very févy and were probably entirely containgd. in his TSumms
j?h;eolagia:e-" ﬁe Welieved that when Plato spoke of a separate
world in which the universsel as such has = separate existence
he was really referring to the mind of God, in which every-
thing must be preconceived if it is to exist. Hence Alexander
spoke of the universal in this state as "universale ante rem.™
He teaches further that the active intellect forms a universal
concept by abstracting a common factor from single abjects as
represented by the imagination. Thus he- may be numbered
among the moderate realists, and h;t.s solution of Plato's ultra-
realism is plausible.

St. Anselim, born in Lombardy in 1033, and author of the

femous ontological argument to prove the existence of God,
endeavoured to steer a middle course with i*ega.rd; to the
universal. His doctrine was not sufficiently developed, but
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it tendeﬁ toward moderate realism. He upheld the rante remr
existence of universals in the mind of God, and he spoke of
the universal existing in diverse inferiors. What makes us
consider his doctrine as moderately realistic is the fact that
he pointed out the distinction between the senses,which
pe-reeive. the singular object, and the intelleedt,‘ which e_nables
us to know the universal. Thus he prepared the way for —
moderate realism, slthough his own doctrime had not been evolved
to such an extent as to allow it_ to .be actually placed among
the teaschings of the moderate rea.lis.ts;

Duns Scotus, commonly believed to have been bgrn in

England, is found among the exponents of moderate realism,
" i.e., judeging by his "Quaestiones Acutissimae super Universalia
Porphyrii."# He believed that natures, in themselves , are
indifferent to mumeraf unity and pIurality and to umriversality
and é-ingularity. Nature in itself ﬁo:ssesses none of these
things. It is numerically one because to it is added what
the Scotists called r"thisnmess,” o:r‘.in ILatin "haecceitas.n
Universaelity, according to Scotus, exists formally in the
mind, being not a metaphysical .but a logical concept. PFurther-
more, he taught that, while nmature itself is not numerically
one, i.e. does not possess individuality, i'l; nevertheless
possesses a kind of unity to which these other deteminations
such as universality, singula.:r:ity'; etec. are added. This
unity is inferior to that acquired through these additions.
Thus, although Scotus himself was a mod_era;'l':e. realist, his
Tollowers, laying stress on the unity which he taught was
possessed Dy nature in itself, built up a system of exaggerated
realism.

Albert the Great wa.; the teacher of St. Thomas Aqﬁinas,

and the daoctrines of his pupil are with Ffew exceptions the
same as his own. Hence with regard to the universal we shall
consider only what St. Thomsas taught. He s-hc'zwed the connec-

tion between science and the universal, rointing out that

#History of Philosophy--William Turner, p. 390.
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there is no science of the singular as suech, but that all
science.deals with its object in the Iight of universality.
He taught that before the actual cieation of a thing, it
exists Tante rem" in the mind of God as an example or model
of what is to come into being. This is kmown as the runiversale
ante rem." When the thing is created and thns'brought into
actual eiistenee the nature which it possesses is known.gS'
the "univeréale in re.®" Th;sa however, is not formally the
universal, because it is singular; it is rather fundamentally
universal. Finally the human intellect perceives& the
simijarity between the individual natures existing in single
objects and it abstracts this nature from its infe?ioré,
by leaving them aside, and thus it forms the."nniversale past
Tem," or what is formally and strictly speaking the universal
concept, which we are discussing in this thesis. Needless to
say, St. Thomas was a moderate realist, since he taught that
the universal exists formally*in.thé-human intellect, with,
however, a real basis in its inferiors.

Thus -we terminate a brief hisforical outline of the
development of the problem of the universal, of the Prinecipal
doctrines by which men tried ta salve it, and of the opinions
of some of the more important minds engaged in philosophical
speculation. We now turn aur attention to én.exposition
of the universsl and to the proof of the Scholastic doctrine
concerning it. We shall begin by a consideration of terms and
other things necessary for a clear understanding of the

gquestion.
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PART IT———THE SCHOLASTIC DOCTRINE

CHAPTER I-~--FUNDAMENTAT, NOTIQONS

The word "universall]' considered from an etymological
point of wview, has been very fitly chosen. We find, on
anglysing it, that it iIs formed Trom three Latin words,
~ﬁame1f; "unus," meaning Tone," Tyersus,” which signifies
n"JTooking towards,"™ and '"alia," meaning Tothers.w Whén we
apply these words and their signification to the universal
we £ind that they summarize the meaning of the word in a
very concise manner, because the universal is one thing
which looks towards other things and which permegtes those
aother things. Hence we mayy justly say that the word .has
been well selected. '

There are several different kinds of universal, some
of which.directly concern this thesis. A thing may be
uﬁiversal in signifying, in representing, in causing, or in
being.. When something is universal in signifying, it is a

word, which is an external, convéntional sign capable of

being perceived by the senses---primarily by the sense of
hearing and secondarily by the faculty of sight, which enables
a man to read a printed or writtenlword, Such a word indicates
not simply one individual thing, but it.mﬁy'be applied to any
one of a vast number of individuals of a particular spécies-
Thus the word "dog” is not use&.merely to point out a certazin
dkw dog, but it indicates a ﬁhole species of gnimal. Hence
the word is said to be universal in its signification.

Some philosophers such gs Susdrez teach that whenever a
word is formed it corresponds to some concept of the intellect.
We may conclude from this that if the word in guestion is
universal in signifying, as the word rdog" has already been
shown to be, the concept to which this word corresponds

‘must also be universal. However, it is not universal in
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signifying, as the word iIs. It is what is signified or
represented by the werd, since the word is an outward,
sensible manifestation of what exists in the mindg. The

concept primarily represents to the mind what exists outside

it, and this object is presented to the intellect under the
aspect of umiversality; i.e. all marks of individuality are
~ Ieft aside. Thus the universal concepis formed by the. .

intellect are said to be umiversal in representing.

When: a metaphysician examines the beings that he finds
in existence throughout the world and those that exist solely
in the immaterial world he wonders where they all have come
from. "What has brought them into existence?" he aska. It
he considers the coal that has been dug up from the aepthé
of the ea.rth‘he finds, if 'he has studied sciences other than
metaphysics, that the coal was produced thousands of Yyears agd
by the application of chemical and physical laws to buried
vegetation. But whence came the chemical and physical laws?
They must have been made. by some intellect, sinée it is only
an inte.llec:t, that can o-rda.in; and arrange things in a particular
order and so meke lIaws. Thns he finds that airery effect has a
cause and the cause 1Itself is the effect of amother, more
remote cause. However, his metaphysical knowledge +tells him.
that the number of causes cannot be infinite and he is finally
led by his reasoning to realize that there is one uncaused
Cause from which everything has come, and which ean be none
othexr than God, Who has created everything that exists, either
directly oxr indirec.'!:.ly, i.e. by means of agents into which He
has immediately infused exist.ence'- Hence God,and He alone,

is universal in causing.

Finally we come to a consideration of the universal in

being. Gredt defines it as "unum. (una natura) respiciens
pIura wt existens in iIllis, ex guo oritur, ut etiam praedicetur
de Il¥is."# In English we may say that the universal in being

# Gredt--Elementa Philosophiae, Vol. I, p. 96
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is one nature tending toward many individuals as existing in
them, and consequently as being predicable of them. It is
abstracted from similar individuals and yet in so far as it
actually possesses objective existence it is found in them.
Thus it is that it is predicated of them. The indivi:dtxals

to which the universal is attributed are known as its inferiors,
sin‘ce‘ the universal, as such, may be said to owvershadow or -
compre’h;end: them all. TUnity and communicability are essential
to universali:lzy, which requires that that which is abstracted
possess unity. At the same time it must be communicated to

its inferiors in such a way as to identify itself with them and
be maultiplied in them. We may consider this mudtiplication as
a result of the identification of the given nature with -e.ach-_ .
inferior considered individually.

OUniversality is a relation of reason, whereby a form
abstracted from individuals, by leaving aside numerical and
sometimes even speiffc differences, is compared wit.h its
Inferiors 'a:s: existing in them and predicable of them. However,
in this relation, .as in all others, whether real or only
imaginary, four elements must be distinguished, namely: (L)

a subject to which universality is applied; f.e. the nature under
consideration; (2) the terminus, i.e. that to which the subject

is referred---~1ts inferiors; (3.),' the relation which exists

between the abstracted nature and its inferiors, i.e. the intentionm
of universality, and (4) the basis (fundamentum) upon which the
universality of the nature in question is féfunded:.. Thus In the
universal in being we distinguish: (1) the material universal--
nature, (2) the fundamental universal, and (3) the formal
universal, by which abstract nature is related to tts inferiors.
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The subject of universality is sometimes called the
materiél universal because 1t provides the matter upon which
theAuniversal comes into formal existence through the
operation of the intellect. When we consider this nature in
itself without regard i;; its singularity or universality,
we find that it possesses only negative unity; that is to
réay-thét there is no division in it occasioned by formgl
principles. The reason for this is that in a given ﬁature —
there is only one formal principle, and hence, in so far as
this is so, there is no division. - This unity of form is an
absolute requisite for the formation of the universal,
since the Jatter is defined "unum (una natura) rgspiéiens
pIura ut existens iIn i11Tis:;, ex quo oritur, ut etiam praediecetur
de illis."# The form as it exists in the singular and as it
exists as a universal possesses a positive unity, which is
not the same as that which it has in itself when singularity
anﬁ universality are Ieft aside. -This question of the unity
of the nature impIied in the universal will be proven farther
on in the thesis. .

There can be no universality without a vterminus ad quemn
to: which the universal nature is referred. This is implied in
the words "respiciens plura ut existens in 1l1lis (ex quo oritur,
ut etiam_praedicetur de illis}.r In ordef to be universal,

a nature must be found existiﬁg in.single, indiviinal.ébjects,
which philosophers call the infériars.of the universal nature,
when they consider them with regard to tpat nature. Inferiors
may Wbe eithér species contained under a particular genus. or
individuals included in a certain 'species. Thus, the genus )
rgnimal®” is universal to such species of animal as men (animalia
rationalia) and brutes (animaliaAirrationaliaI; Iikegqise the
species ™man" applies universally to Peter, Paul, James, and
every other human individual. Needless to say, the inferiors
‘possess an objective existence outside of‘and independent of
the intellect. In themselves they do not 6onstitute the

universal; they are merely fundaméntally universal, i.e. each

>R #’Gredt——Elemeﬁtia Philosophoae. Vol. 1, p. 96.
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of them has a nature which is lIike the nature of the others
and which can be abstracted by the intelliect and thus given
universality. They are proximately "in potentiar with regard.
to the metaphysical universal and remotely'"in;potentiaﬂ with
regard to the Xogical universal. The metaphysical universal
is the given nature considered apart from all the individuals
possessing it. It is what is studied.bmrmetaéhysieians and.
'thﬁS'it gets its name. The Iogical universal, or that which
is considered by those who study the methods of thought, is
the‘abstracted nature considered hot in itself, but in
coﬁparison with the individuals from whieh it has been abstract-
ed. Hence, when we say that the inferiors are proximately "in
potentiar with respect to jhe metaphysical universal'and .
remotely so with regard to the logical universal, we mean
that the abstraction must be made.ﬁefore a comparison can be
instituted. Since the metaphysicél.universal consists in the
abstracted nature and the logical in the abstracted nature com-
pared ﬁith its inferiors, it is evident that thé metaphysical -
universal.is:ﬁrior to the logical. Hende the former is more
préximate to the inferiors than the latter.

Let us now turn our attention to a consideration of the
relation which exists between the universal and its inferiors.
This relation is absolutely necessary for universality; as our

much quoted definition of the unmiversal shows, even when we

give it only a cursory perusal. The words: "une natura respiciens
plura™ remove from our minds all doubt as to the necessity of
this relation. Hence the abstracted nature considered in its
relation to its inferiors is calléd_the formal universal,

since under this aspect it is actually referred to its inferiors,
thus performing the primary and most necessary function of the

universal considered as such. The formal universal is also
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called the Iogical universal. -Thé latter has already been
explained as the abstracted natﬁre considered not slone by
itself, but as compared with and related to the individuals
from which it has beeﬁ teken. When as gbstracted nature is
considered apart from.its.inferiors, as is the case in
Scienées which do not deal with the individual as such, it
is called the metaphysical universal. This has alreédy beéﬁ
explained in the thesis. The relstia of abstrscted nature
and inferiors also gives rise to the application of the name
*reflex universal.” The reason for this appellation is found
in the fact that when the intelleet has formed iﬁ% first
intenticon (prima intentio), namely the concept which .presents
to it the abstracted nature alone without any consideration
of the inferiors from which it has been taken, it r#&flects
on this first intention and becomes aware that the nature it is
déalimg-with has reference ta ité‘inferiors, since it
concretely exists in them. What this reflectionmr discloses
is knmown as the second intentioﬁ.(secund& intentio). The
concept of the relation pertaining to the uhiversal is a
mediate formal concept, i.e. it ig derived from a previous
concept by means of a new act of the power aof cognition.
From. the conception of the &bstracted,nafure, the intellect
by means of a new act of knowing forms an ides of the rela-
tion existing between the natutre and its inferiors.
This-relatian.ig.founied proximately in the state of
.abstraction,by which one nature that thé intellect perceives
as one is lifted out of the individuals with which it is
identified a=s with their essence. However, it is not based
entirely on this, because it also draws its origin, in a more

remote manner, from the individusl obJjects themselves as they
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exist concretely cutside the human intellect and
independently of it. It is by the fact that the nature
existing in each of these is the same, not numerically
but formally, that the mind performs the act of abstrac—
tiom. Hence we may say that the relation of a universal
. mature to its inferiors is based broximately on the
state of abstraction and remotely on the conére:te objeects -
themselves.

The definition of the umiversal, which has already
been stated several times, says "tha.t' the universal is

"unum respiciens multae.™ Thus, it is not difficult to

pPerceive that the abstracted nature has = natur=l t.endenqy
towards or connotes its inferiers. Thus it ‘is tha:!;. An the
very concept of universality the existence of inferiors
iIs impIfed or connoted. The metephysical universsl con-
notes the imdividuals from which it has a—rigina.‘becl,. but it
doaes so by having them considered as the "temnm. a quonr
which remsins after the nature -has been removed by the
mental pro:ceés af abstraction. The Iogical universal,
however, monnotes its inferiors as the "terminus ad quenm, "
i.e. as that to whieh it is ecompared. The metaphysical
universal, sinee it possesses a natural -aptitude towards
existing in its inferiors, is transcendentally related to
them. ; .

The universal always has a foundation upon which it

is built end without which it could not exist. Seferal
Tactors contribute toward this fpundation. The state

of abstraction is one of them. The universal, as it
formally exists, neeessai-ily requires the abstract existence
of a given nature in the intellect. Such a nature is said
to be im the state of abstraction. It eénnot become actually
universat until it has been abstracted by the mind. In
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addition, the unity of that which possesses universality

is reguired, since it is "una respiciens mmlta."” Nature
considered in itself has only negative unity; that is to say
that in thet by which it is formally constituted there is
Bothing that causes division. The foﬁnality of a mnature

in._ its_elf is one. This negative unity is a starting-point
which mmkes it possible for the aecquisition of the positive
unity of universality which is attained in the state of
gbstraction from inferieors. We must also take int.o consider-
ation the fact that nature in the state of é.bstraction and
possessing its own inherent negative unity, as well as the ‘
positive unity of universality, Is referred to many inferiors
because there exists mo repugnance with regard to its "Eye-ing.
pradiéable. of them ¥m® or to its being in them. This non- .
repugnance may be explained from the fact that the u.ﬁiv.’ersetl,
according to the doctrine of moderate realism, has been
taken from concrete singular objects. It has an gptitude
toward, 'a:nd.‘ a capacity for being in, those things from which
it has been drawn. Thus, to sum up what has been stated in
this paragraph, the proximate foundation upon which rests

the relation of universality is a (L) single nature, (2)
abstracted from inferiors, (3) with an aptitude or lack of
repugnance toward being in them. "I'his is known as the
fundemental universal.

The study of the fundamental universal suggests a
consideration of the nature to which universality is attributed,
namely nature in the state of ahst;:ac—tion. As has already
been mentioned, it is known as the'materia.l universal because
it is, as it were, the "materia prima"” which stands ready
to receive the form by which it 1is stém;ged; as a universal.
Universality is attributed to a pé.rticular ‘nature when the
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mind compares it with its inferiors, but prior to that it is
simply an abstracted form and as such is called an
"intentio prima" and a metaphysical universal becsuse it is
such a nature as this that metaphysiecians study when they
‘degl with "being" in the abstract and overlook the marks
of individuality, sensibility, quantity, and materiality. °
TThe‘ metaphysical universal is pProximately foﬁnd;ed im. .
single objects existing outside the mind, and it is formed
by an absolunte act of knowledge, i.ea. by being considered
absolutely as it is in itself without any relation to
anything else. It is praoduced by negative abstraction-—-
everything toward whieh It could be ordained being simply
omitted, or by a positive asbstraction---when the intglle.ét
has a knowledge both aof tha.’t which is abstracted and of
that from which the abstraction has been made. Th.é meta- .
physical un::".versé;l is divided into ten predicaments; if.e. imto
ﬁeh. supreme genera which may e applied to agll finite belngs.
The logiecal universsl is formed only when this inetaphysical
univer_sal is ‘ecompared wifh its inferiors by the intellect
which perceives that it can be predicated of them and that
| the mature thus abstracted is identical with each of them.

We have now arrived at a point wher.e' we can proceed to
prove: the doctrine of the Scholastic School with regard to
the universal, and especially_tha_t of moderate realism.

=
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CHAPTER IT———DOCTRINE

Section I1.-—We have hitherto spent much time showing how
.the problem of the universal gradually formulated itself
as the distinction between sense perception and the workings
and objects of the intellectual faculty became evident.
It has also been our task to present a brief exposition of
the general trend to be found in the solutions or-attemited
solutions of the question, as well as a more detailed account
of the efforts made by some of the more important thinkers
to arrive at the truth. ILastly we have devoted some time o
a presentation of the prel;minary and fundsmental ideas to be
taken into comsideration by one whose purpose it is to study
the question. We are now in a position to proceed to prove
the Thomistic doctrine of moderate regalism and to refute the
solutions embodied iIn nominalism, conceptugalism, and e;aggerated
realism. ’ B

It is common among the Scholastics to teach that the
universal is something real. It. is no mere word or rflatus
voceés," nor does it consist entirely in a concept formed by
the intellect. Hence they are reckoﬁedAamnng the realists.
Howevear, there are two branches of reaslism, as we have
already pointed out. The type in which the ancient Gréek
philosopher, Plato, has made himself so prdminent is realism
carried to the extreme. Thgfféllowers‘of St. Thomas beliseve
in and teach a more modgréie doetrine, which is more satis-
factory both with regara.to the common,seﬁse of the ordinary
"Tmen in the street” amd with regard to its ability to explain
the facts and phendmena of common, everff&ay life. Thus we
say that the formal reality of the universal exists in the
intellect alone. But we &o not stop there, as we should do
if we were exponents of th? conceptualistic teaching. We
go further than they do by showing that the formality found
in the mind has come into being as the result of the percep-

tion of ‘econcrete, singular objects existing objectively
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aatside the human soul and without any dependence on it
whatsoever. Hence we teach that the nature which exists
as a universal in the intellect exists also as a single
object or a number of single objects apart from the souL.
Since the universal is abstracted from concrete singulars,
we contend that the nature which exists in them corresponds to
the nature, considered as a universal, in tﬂe immaterial
cégnoscitive faculty of the spirit. The doctrine of the
Scholastic School mey be summed up in three parts: (1)
There are really universal concepts in the human mind;
(2) the nature expressed by the universal concept qorraspon&s
to nature which has an obJjective, independent -existence
outside the mind; (é) nevertheless, nature,vas it é;istsl
- apart from the intelleetﬁal concept, is mot universal, but
singular. ‘

In proving the existence of the universal as we have
just expounded it, we shall consider it according to these ’
three headings. Thus we. begin by removing all.doubt as to
the f;ct that in the hnmﬁn mind there really exist universal
concepts. In other words, we want to prowe the existence
of the universel in representing, i.e. of the concept by which

the mind perceives the "universal in being.™ A universal concept
Ine by which universal nature is made evident tO the intellect. The

particular nature contained in a given concept is, as has
already been pointed out in preceding parts of the thesis,
the essence which belongs to a number of concrete, singular,
individual objects. This universal nature conceived in the
abstracted state is seen by the intellect to pertain to its
imiividual inferiors as idedtified with each of them and
mn;tipliea.in them. Every human being is aware that he

possesses such universal concepts. He has no doubts whatsoever
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in the matter unless he becomes a member of a fancy school
of phiTosophy and begins to imagine that he has. The very
fact that we express our thoughts by Ianguage proves that

the universal in representing actually exists. Any noun,

such as man, or gold, corresponds to something that exists in
the mind,and that something represents not one particular
ind1v1dua1. but rather that by which many 1ndiv1duals are -
what they are. In other words, it refers to the essence
which is found multiplied in and predicable of a great number
of single objects. It does not rebresent the essence as
it exists in a certain individual. Thus it is that the word
"man," for instance, is applied to any retional aﬁimai, It
it did not express rational "animality" in the abstr&éﬁ (and
therefore as a universal) if!would be used to designate a
particular person and not the whole human race. Henée,
since we are conscious of possessing universal concepts in
our intellect, we conclude that such concepts really exist
in the soults spirituasl faculty of knowledge. '

The—univerSal concept iIs a form of knowledge of which the -
mind is conscious. There are four distinet degrees of knowl-
edge. The type that is common to all Iiving, material beings
that possess more than mere vegetative life is sensitive
knowledge. It comes into existenqe when single, concrete,
material forms are received by the soul by means of the senses.
This kind of cognition is the lowest, because it is confined
and limited to an individual, corporal being and it does not
penetrate beyond the external, accidental qualities inherent
In the object. It reguires no intélleetual faculty for its
acquisition and is a property of brute and man alike.

HSwever, the difference between a human being and a brute
animal Ijies in man's ability to make an abstraction from

single obJjects. When an animal, sucﬁ as a dog or a horse,
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receives knowledge through the extermal senses, all it can do
is retain that knowledge in a sensible manner; that is, by
means of the imagination, which is a sensible Taculty, it can -
picture to itself what it has seen, or heard, or perceived in
any other way. What it possessesvin.itS-imagination is
singular, for the imaginative faculty can represent only the
'dbcidéntal qualities perceived by the senses., Such as golour,
taste, extent, size, etec. Man likewise has this faeﬁlty; bﬁf
he has something more than that, and his own cénseiousness
gives him certain evidence of its -existence. To deny what
he is conscious of would bé the act of a fool, and the denial
of the wveracity of his consciousness would be to.maké
philosophical speculation and indeed all knowledge impossible.
The result would be scepticism and a state of indifference
with regard to truth. Thus man knows that his intelleect begins
to work once an image4is presented by the imagination, and the
work that his intellectual4facultjlperforms is to seize what
l1ies hidden beneath the singular, sensible, and material
qualitiés contained in the image. That which is thus grasped
is the essence of the object. However, this essence 1is not
taken up as being something exclusively peculiar to the partic-
ular object represented by the imagination, but when once the
intellect has taken hold of it, it begins to perceive that this
essence may be predicated not only of the individual wﬁich
has fallen under the sensible éaculties of the soﬁl, but that
it pertains to all other individuals of the same kind. Thus
the intellect sees the universality of the essence which it
has abstracted, and, as we have already pointed out, a humaﬁ
being is conscious of the existence in his mind of the
univérs;i:%yg; formed.

By way of a digression we shall complete the pilcture of

the various degrees of knowledge by saying that the third
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degree is that which is found in angels and in human

souls that have become separated from their body. Such
spirits perceive first their own soul, which they see
subsisting separately without the concurrence of a material
body. Through this knowledge all their other knowledge comes
to them. God alone possesses the power of cognition in the
féurth.and most perfect degree. That in which He sees )
everything else is His own essence, which is being itéelf and
self-subsistent: God is pure act. Any knowledge considered
in itselrfr is_an.absolutely simple perfection. Any imperfec—
tions found in it come not from the fact that it is:kpowledge,
but from the fact that it is of such a type, Iimited iﬁ some
way or other.

Now, to resume our discourse, the formal object of the
intelIlect is abstracted universal nature, since it is the
purpose and function of the intellect o perform this.absbtrac.
tién- Also, since the intellect contemplates the essence
removed. from its inferiors, it sees it as something universal
and necessary which can be applied to any number of inferiors.
However, in its present state of union with the body, the
soul receives all.its knowledge through the bodily channels
of cognition, namely, the senses. The impressions thus
received take the form of images in the:imaginatioﬁ, and the
intellect makes an gbstraction trdm;the Image, thus forming
a universal conecept of the esseﬁce which exists in the
particular object which has fallen under the senses. There
are many things that we may consider as a proof of fhis,
such as the knowledge, acquired by experience, that if a
mants imagination is affected by drunkenness or by some
injurj; his intellect cannot perform its functions. Everyone
knews from his own personal experience that single, concrete,
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material exsmples greatly facilitate his understanding of
a subJect. The obwious conclusion to all this is that during
its union with the body om earth all the material that the
intellect receives and from which it makes its abstractions
bedongs to the corporal and sensible order. Even when the
mind conceives purely Immaterial beings, such as GCod, it must
have recourse to the material, as, for exmmple, when an artist
wishes to represent the Holy Ghost, he pictures Him.aé a dove.
Thus it -is that while the soul is Joined to the body, that
which the intellect first perceives is the universal and
necessary essence of material, sensible objects. This is the
intellectl!s formal object proper to it in its condition while
on: earth.

While it is true that the formal obJject of the.infellect
belongs to material beings, it itself is immaterial, mzmnxxe for
it is perceived by the intellect in an immsterial manner; thaf
Iis to say, everything material is case aside and only the
abstracted, universal essence is considered. If the formsl
object, as such, were material, there would be no universal
concept. The intellect would be, lIike the senses, confined to
the single and concrete. Now a faculty is specified by its
formal object, because it is made to correspcnd with that
ocb ject. It corresponds with it to such an extent that the
formal object agxually'detezmines'its essence. The intéllectual
faculty is no exceptien.tovthisﬁrulej Its formal object is
immaterial, and so, as & necessary result, the. intellect must
be immaterial; otherwise there would exist a discrepancy between
it and its formal obiect- Hence the obvious conclusion is
that the intellect is immaterial, i.e., unlike the senses
it ean exist without being in matter. Consequently it possesses
no organ in the body as do the various senses such as sight

and hearing. Furthermore, it continues to exist after the
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body has éeased to be, and so it is sgid to be immortal.

The doctrine professed by the Thomistic school of
phifosophy teaches that i the formation of a universal
concept the sensitive faculties and the intellect play important
parts. This is already apparent from what has xmEm already
been shawﬁ.in.this thesis. However, not all aother pﬁilospphers
agree with us on that point. Some teach that only the ‘ )
intellect has anything to do with the formation of a concept,
‘while others believe that the formal -object of the intellect
is the same s the object of the senses. The former doctrine
is known as exaggerated intellectualism, and the lapter-isi
called sensualism. Exaggerated intellectualism is subdivided

imbto several doctrines. Idealism is the first. It teéehes
that by its very nature the intellect possesses its concepts.
Hence concepts pertain to the essence of the intellect just as
animaiity-and rationality belong to it according to the teach-
ings of St. Thomas and ather philosophers. The secoédnd sub-

division of exaggerated intellectuslism is ontologism, which
proposeé an immediate union between God and the human mind,

the result of which is that the intellect possesses concepts
without the mediation of the senses, the imagination, or any

other creature. Thirdly, we have the doctrine of innate ideas,

by which we are to believe that from its inception the soul is
endowed with ideas. Plato is.espéeially conspicuous in this
regard. He taught that at one time the soul existed separately
and enjoyed the possession of ideas. After a time, however, it
was punished by being plaéed.in.a body, and in this state it
forgot its former knowledge, but was imperfectly'feminded of

it by the operation of its sensitive faculties. Thus, according
to Plato, learning is not the acquisition of new concepts; it

is simply the remembrance or revival of the old knowledge
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possesse& by the soul in its previocus state. Piato’ﬂelieved
that all ideas are innate. Some, like Descartes, believed

that only some of ocur ideas are inmnate, while other philosophers,
like Rosinini, taught that only one idea, that of being, is
infused into the soul at the beginning of its existence. The

final subdivision of this doetrime is that of eXaggerated
spiritualism. That form of this doctrine which is known as

traditionalism teaches that ocur concepts originate with our
speech. Those who hawe lifed,beforeaus received their knmowl-
edge from God when He gave them the gift of speech, and they
transmifted that knowledge to us when we learned qur—lénguage
from them. Those who profess a mitigated form of this.- doctrine
believe that with speech we receive only a clear and distinct
knowledge of God, of the soul, and of our moral obligations.

The sensualists do not believe in anything beyond. the
sensitive faculties. According to these philXosophers our
universal concepts come into being merely by means of the
assoeiation,aﬁdfconfusion,of sensations, which of course are
single and concrete. Hence their system leads us to a negation
cf an abstractive power of the soul by which the single and
concrete is cast aside and the universal essence abstracted.

Both these doctrines asre wrong, ﬁecause they try to explain
universal concepts by only one of the factors which entér into
tﬁe question, to the exclnsicn.df the other. Conseguently they -
are at best only half true. Idealisﬁ is false because in order
to form a concept the intellect must possess an impressed
spécies.or vicarious form of the abject, which has an immaterial
existence in the intellect, apart from its material existence
ontsidé it. Thus, something else, distinet from the intellect,
is required. In itself, i.e. considering its nature alone,
the intellect is not determined in its knowledge. Determinations
aés added to it as its knowledge increases. There are only three

possible ways in which the mind can acquire concepts. First,
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it may be identical with the object known. However, if this
were the case, the intellect would be essentially the same gs
every object that. it knew. It would even have to bhe two econ-
tradictory things at the same time. For example, if it possessed
concepts of men and bru‘he animgls and were eonsequently identieal
with them, it would be rational and irrational at the same time,
si:'r.c.e mén are distinguished from brute animals by~ their ration—
ality, which brutes do not possess. This is evidently absurd.
The human faculty of knowing is finite snd Iimited and deter-
mined to its own identity. Hemce the intellect does mot sequire .
econcepts through identity with w.hat is kneown. Seeondly,.
knowledge may be attained through immediate information. But
this is not the case, at least where finite objects are 'qonéex;ned,
because since they are finite .ogbj-ects they are Iimited to their
own belng and hence they do not immediately inform and determine
the cognog 2itive faculty aof the intellect. Furthermore, in ’
order to be united with the mind an object must possess Iimmateriajw
Ity such as pertains to the intellectusl Paculty, and it is
evident that the object has not this immateriality, since it

is corporal, while the intellect is incorporal. The only way
left is that of mediate information, i.e. the reception of
knowledge by an inipwress:ed. species, and it is .in this mgnner

that the intellectu=l faculty Treceives its determinations.. The
objeect comes into con‘!:ac.'l: with one of the external senses. The
sense information thus received flashes before the imagination.
Here it is acted upon by the int.eileet, which abstracts from

it that which is essential, universal, and necessary, and ‘which
‘transcends space and time. Thus is :t"o:r:m.ed an intellectual

concept.
cntologism, which teaches that our knowledge is derived

Trom a union of God and the human intellect, is contrary to
what we all know through our consciiousne.ss, and hence it is
false, since our consciousness is a certain criterion of wruth.

- Some try to escape refutation by saying that the mind is united
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to @odrs ideas. But His ideas, like e%eryihing‘else that
pertains to Him, belong to His Essence and consequently they
are He, HimselIf. Furthermore, God did nmot create the human
body with all its sensitive faculties for nothing. If omur
knowledge is not acguired through the sensitive faculties, of
wha@ use is the body to the soul? ‘It is ordained to the soul,
an& SO’While soul and body are together‘the,lattei mast serve .
the former by being the channel through which it perceives the

world around it. Consequently the doctrine of innate ideas

is also false, since it remowves the need of the senses as =a
means of acquiring knowledge. ‘

Those who would have us believe that we receiwve our ideas
as soon as we become‘possesse@,of the gift of speech.aré'simpiy
inverting the order of ideas and speech. Speech is merely a
conventional sign invented by man to convey to his’feliow humans
the Iideas which;already;exist in his_mind. Hence ideas ‘are not
born with speech. Rather it is the other way around, since
speech.comgs into being as a result. of the existencé.of ideas.
Man, by means of his sensitive and intellectual faculties., comes
to know of a certain object in the abstract and he decides to
signify that object by a combination of semnsible sounds, which
he determines by himself. In addition, from the first ideas
acgpired>ﬁan is quite capable of arriving at a clear and distinect
knowledge of God, of the soul, and of moral obligations, because
he can reason these things out from the concepts already formed.
Reasoning does not consist essentially in words, although they
are of great assistance in facilitating thought. Thus it is
that speegh is necessary for human.béings‘if they are to
acquire a knowledge of the nmbtural truths concerning God with
ease and rapidity, and without an infImx of error. ARSOy in
the case of most men, speech is mor&lly'neceséary'for the
advanced development of the human mind, since the majority, if
Jeft to themselves, would.an rise to any great heights of
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intellectual knowledge.

The sensualists, as we have already shown, do not believe

in anything higher than the sensitive faculties. We know

that in the universal concept the quiddity or essence of
objects is represented. If we examine the work of the senses
we Tind that in no case do they represent essence. They
alm;ys present to us the_outward appearances of the single
and concrete. When similar things repeatedly enter into our
senses, the features in which they agree become more and

more strongly impressed on the imagination, while the dissim-
ilar features tend to become submerged and obliterated.

Thus we come to possess an image foﬁmed by é'confusion,of
impressiohs, and by reason of this confusion the image is
applicable to any one of the.éxisting individnals of that
species. However, whenever this confused picture is cbn&
Jured up it always represents sensible éualities such as
colour, size, etec. Hence it is single and concrete and is
not concerned with the internal essence. Thus we sée that the
formation 6f the univeéersal is the work of a faculty other than
the sensitive. It is the intellect, a purely spiritual power ’
of the soul, which perceives the universal essence. Hence
universality as it is found in the mind is not satisfactorily
explained by merely referring to the senses. Hence sensual-

ism is false.

We have now, at some lIength, showed that there really
are universal concepts in the human intellect. But not all
rhilosophers agree: with us. Our doetrine 6n this point is a
contradiction of the teachings of the nomingiist$; who say
that thg.universal is nothing more nor lesé than a word
which is applied to a number of objects. Thus, im attempting
to solwve the problem they merely skim the surface and fail

to_see.what‘lies beneath the ward. According to a distinetion
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which we presented when dealing with Tfundamental notious
concerning the universal, we must distinguish between the
universal in representing and the universal in signifying.
When the nominalists say that the universality of a nature
consists merely in a word they are considering only the
_universal,in.signifying and are overlooking that which is
signified. Words always signify something tﬁat the speaker
‘or-writer has in mind. TheyAare merely external, sensible
signs,and their existence is Justified only in so far as
they signify some concept. Hencé.wor&Srcorregpond to what
is in the mind, and iIf they are universal in their applica-
tion, that which they indicate must also be universal. Now
since that which a word stands for is & concept of %he .
intellect, and since the word is universal in its applica-
tion, the concept must also be universal. Thns'we.see:that
the pominalists are wrong in saying that universality con-
sists merely in a word which indicates many individuals. That
is oniy'one phase to be considered. There exiSts also the
concept of universal in representing, which has its abode
in the intellect.

It now devolwves on us to prove the second part of our
proposition with respect to the universal ,namely that the
nature expressed by the universal concept corresponds to
nature which has an independent, objective existence outside
the mind. In other words, the intellectual concept is not
one of Kanxfs ng, priorin forms of knowledge springing from
the subject and having no foundation in the world of objectiv-
ity. In order to prove our confention.we must have recourse
to the veracity of the intellect. It is a cognoscitive
faculty and is ordained by its very nature to apprehend the
truth. Thus it naturally peresaives things as they really

are. Whenever our intellect or any of our senses ermn, it is
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something sccidental and is not the proper function cf any ot
those faculties. TIf our intellect and senses are not by
nature capable of apprehending the truth, we may as well cease
all philosophical inqﬁiry and scientific endeavour.

| Having thus established_the.intrinsic truthfulness of the
intellect, we proceed to discover what it tells us with regard
+o the universal concept. When it considers the;abstract .
naturé contained in that concept 1t sees it as something
pertaining to single, concrete individuals of which it may
be predicated and in which it is multiplied. Thet is to say,
each one of a certain group of individuals outside the mind
.possesses that nature in the singular, and cqonsequently iIf it
is really possessed independently of the intellect it ﬁgst .
have an existence that does mnot dgpend on the éoui.or anj
of its faculties. Hence the universal concept corresponds to
natﬁre in the singular anmd concrete, existing in individual
objects,and this nature would continue to exist if the knowing
subject ﬁgre suddenly plunged into nothingness. .

We cannot éass 6ver this phsse of the universal without
giving some thought to the doetrine of conceptualism, which
denies what we have just proven. The exponents of this
solution of the problem come neadver to the  -truth than do the -
nominalists, because they admit that the univeis&l.concept
does not consist solely in a word. However, they fall short
of the truth when they deny the connection between the concept
of the intellecet and the concrete, individual.ﬁature-oﬁtside
the intelIect. According to this doctrine the umiversal is
not abstracted from inferiors. It is purely a product of the
mind and is formed not "a posterioxri,” but "a priori.-=
Consequently it is an rens rationis" or something absolutely
suﬁjective, existing in the mind.oniy; without any correspond-—

ence to the sensible reality. The conceptualists teach, for
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example, that the universal idea of man, namely retional
animality, which we know exists in our mind, is not actuslly
reaslized in any manner in that sensible reality which we call
the human being. Thus it is that those who uphold tﬁis system
admit the existence of the universal in signifying and in
representing, but deny that there is sueh a& thing as the

universal in being.

In refuting conceptualism we must consider what results
from it. In the first place, if we are to believe what it
tries to feach us, our intellect, which is a faculty that
exists for the purpose of apprehending the truth, and.which by
its wery nature, as we have already shown, is ordained to knmow
things as they really are, is always deceived and leads us to
accept falsehoad as truth,‘ Thus the inteltect, which:ézisﬁs
that we may perceive truths that transcend sense kndwledge,
does not serve its purpose. Its "raison d'@trer is not
fuXfilled or realized. It is not’only'useless in so far as
a knowledge of reality is concerned, but it is aétually worse
‘than uséless, gince it is deceptive. It is absurd to think
that the Creastor, Who is Truth itself, would endow His
creatures with.a faculty which at all times and invariably
would, of its very nature, lead them to consider as reality
what was na more than a subjective fabricatian. It suqh.were
the case we should of neeessitx hﬁve'to resign ourselves to
scepticism in all matters not éertaining to sense, since
all abstract knowledge would become an impossibility.
Admittedly, the intellect does sometimes err, but this is
the exception rather than the rulé. It is merely accidental -
end is due to some other source which in that particular
case inxerferes with the proper function of the intellectual
faculty. Hence, I1f we wish to avoid scepticism, we must

concede that what the intellect inxariablyisees'to have been
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a:hs‘l‘;ra;cted. from inferiors has actually and really been ‘a.'b-
stracted from inferiors and consequently really exists in
them and corresponds to the universal concept.

The fingl division of our proposition is that nature,
as it exists gpart from the intellectusl concept, is not
u:liive.rsal, but singular. This assertion is directed against
those who go too far in their attempt to solve_the problem,
namely the exponents of exaggerated reglism. In proviag it -
we nﬁst again have recourse to what the intellect tells us.
We have already devoted sufficient time and space to the
proof of the veracity of the inteileet. When we comnsider our
aniversal concepts and compare them with the inferiors from
which they have been abstracted our intellect tells us that
the universal nature which we are contemplating is ea.-pa-b.le
of being predicated of each of the individual inferiors from
which it has been taken. It' Perceives, for example, that there
is absolute prediecability between gold taken abstractly and |
universally and a« paerticular metal which is percgived here and
now by .'lghe. ez:tlarna.l senses, or which has been perceived by
them gt some t;'.me in the past. This predication means that
the general term r"gold"™ can be applied to some individusl
specimen of that substance, because the nature of gold and
the nature of this metal are the same and- therefore identical.
I they are not identical, then they are two different .things,
and one cannot be predicated of. the other any more than a
man can be said to be a tree. Hence affirmative predicebility
impIies strict identity between subject and predicate. con~
sequently, if a ngture which is fqrma;lly universal in the mind
is really identified with a singular objeet outside the mind,
its existence ocutside the knowing subject must be singular
and not universal, because it is evident that what is identical
with something singular mmixmmk nust be itself singular.

Tdentity implies sameness in ewvery detail.
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Directing our attention to exaggerated realism, we find
that it contains several different opinions, according to
the manner in which it is regarded by various philesophers.
We may say that the two most important copinions on this
sub ject are those of Plato and Scotus. It was Plators
belief that universals exist not only outside the intellect,
'5ut also outside the very sensible realities from.whiqh we .
contend that they are abstracted. The universal, considered
formally, is aecording to Plato neither a word nor a concept,
but a reslity existing separately and without being dependent
on inferiors in any way. These separate realities are called
by Plato n"Ideas™ and have their being in a world of their
own. They transcend the world of sensation, and indeed
sensible objects are merely shadowy participations iﬁ.these
realities, which are spiritual and are like the angelic
beings. When our intellect forms a universal concept it
is only parficipating in an abstract manner in the independ-
ent Ideas. When an object Tfalls under aur senses we do not
abstraét a universal nature from it. Itfsimply =8 the
occasion of the soul*s remembrance of ideas which it previ-
ously'possessgd, but which it forgot when it was united to
a material body. Thus, according to Plato, there is no
abstraction from inferiors. Furthermore, he taught that
the Ideas were eternal. ' '

This dootrine offers several difficulties. First of
all, it tends to develop in us a tendency towards scepticism.
Everything with which we come into direct contaet in this
world is an object perceived by the senses. But Plato
teaches that such objects are only faint reflections or
sha&ows of Ideas. It is the Ideas that are real. The world
of sense phenomena owes any réality which it may possess

to them. Hence what comes under the senses is not real in
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itself. Consequently, & believer in Plators doctrine may
well ask himself if what he sees and ﬁea.rs is real. If he
answers his question eonsis%i{y he will be forced to loock on
sensitive knowledge as something uncertain: hence scepticism.

- Plato would also have us believe that his Ideas are
etgrnal. If we suppose that they do exist and are everlast-
ing, we must admit that they cannot have preceded Godrs
existence, since He is also eternal. In addition, .the Ié:ea.
of the essence of an ocbject cannot come into being until
some creative intellect has perceived it. Gaed is the
Source of all things, and hence all the Ideas of the things
thaet He has created must be in Hi& Mind if they are to exist
at all. Ideas, by their very nature and defini‘bioﬁ, must
exist in some mind. Plato gives them indepemndent existence.
This is certainly an absurdity.

Scotus* doctrines contain exaggerated realism in a
somewhat different form. He taught that menr*s essence is
one. That is, there is no multiplication of essence of
the same kind so as to have one for every individual.
Rather, all men, for example, possess the same, identical
essence. What constitubte the differences between wvarious
individuals are accidentsi They form what Scotus calls
rhaecceitas"™ or the p-rinciplé of individuation. Hence we
experience no difficulty in perceiving that essence is
no longer really universal or pré'dica:ted of many in such a
way as to be munltiplied inm many. It is not multiplied,
because it is one and numerically the same' in all individuals.
Consequently, acéording to this doctrine, natures are not
universal, but coammon, Just as a room in which many persons
are sitting is common to them all, but not universal, since
there is no question of identification with each pPerson and

at the same time multiplication in each. This opinion leans
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strongly toward monism, seeing that it teaches that the
individuals of a given species participate in an essence
which is numeriémlly the same in them all. Scobtus®' doetrine -
tends to remove the real distinction between different beings.
We may refute his contention by simply falling back on the
veracity of the intellect, which, as wWe are aware, represents
-universal natures to us as not only capable of heing.prediqat—
ed of their inferiors, but alsc as being muktiplied in each.
Mualtiplication of an essence does away with all possibility
of its numerical unity in a species.

‘Section 2.-—In the remarks that we made as ‘& preface
to the proof of the first proposition eoncerniﬁg thg universal
we devoted a short space to a consideration of the subject
of universali@y'and said that it was nature and that in
itself it possesses only nagatine.unity; We further stated
that when it is singular or universal, a nature has.samething
added to it which gives it positive unity. In this our
secon&_propogitioniit is our purpose to show that nature,
in itself, has oniy formal, negative unity, i.e. a negation
of division by formal principles; hence in itself it is only
negatively common. On the other hand, nature, considered
in its single inferiors and considered as it is in the intellec
has a positive unity; in single objects the unity of singu-
larity, and in the intellect the unity of wuniversality.

Before attempting to prove this assertion we shall try
to elucidate its wording. When we consider fhe meaning of
the term "unity” we see that it is the opposite of multi-
plicity; i.e., it indicates that there is no piiarality---that
what we are contemplating is one undivided beiﬁg. In all
cases of unity there are two things that we must consider,
nameiy'that.which possesses unity, and that by Whiéh it is
said to be one. The first of these is always an entity, since
all unity mnst possess a subjJect. That by which the entity
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is called one is an gbsence of division, whiech is, as
it wére, a formal aspect added to entity and giving it
its unity. Thus in unity there are two things to be
considered, one positive, which is some entity, and the
.other negative, which is an absence of division in the
entity.

'Since unity formally consists in a negation of
division, we can easily perceive that if there are éeveral—
ways in which division can be denied there mmnst also be
an eéual number of ways in which unity can exist. These
ways: are called modes of unity. Thas it is that we find
that there are two general ways of denying div;sion; Inx
the first case there is an absence of diﬁision,beeausé
of the operation of some material principles. This
applies only to objects that are perceived by the senses.
The principle of individuality, by which material beings are
éingle individuals., or possess:ﬁnity; is matter to which is
attached quantity, sincece If there is no quantity there can
be no matter. When once é speéific form is received in
primary matter so as to constitute one beling,with one
principle of operation, we ﬁre able to deny that there is
any division in the individual object, because by its
possession of matter it receives.numeriéal unity, by which
it is separate from all other material individuals:no% onXly
of its own species, but of»aliAother species as well.

If we give some consideration to #his self-game
sensible’object from the metaphysical point of view we find
that we are also able to deny division in it because of the
absence of division in its substantial form. Thus in a sin-
g&le huganr being there is one principle which explains the
existence of the intellectual, sensitive, and wegetative

functions of the individual, and this principle, which
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unites the various elements in the body and makes them all
aet for the benefit of the whole; lacks division. That is
to say, it is not several principles, but one. Hence,
considering man from the -point of wview of that which gives him
his essence. and manner of functioning, we say that he is one.
Furthermore, when we consider man from the point of view
‘éf his pPrinciple of operation, we see that genérically:he is
an animal, while specifically he is rational. That by which
he is an animal lacks division in itself, as does alsoc that
by which he is rational. consequently, with respect to the
formal principle, we ma& deny disunity in a being from two
points of view, i.e., by considering the genus: to which it
belongs or by descending to greater determination.and‘looking
to its species. .

When we deny unity from a consideration of matérigl
Principles or formal princiﬁles, whether generia or specifiec,
we are dealing with the oneness of nature in a negative
manner. These various points of view can serve ﬁs in contem-
platingrand studying one and the same being. Hence to one
entity may be applied these different forms of negative unity,
while beneath them all there is actually only one positive
unity, which we may call absolute. More than one mode of
negative unity does not multiply the entity; a numerical
increase in positive entities ip»required to augment the
number of absolute unities. When one thing Possessing unity
is applied to more than one individual it is said to be common
to all those objects that are placed under it. Thus positive
oneness mey have positive oommnnit&; while negative oneness,
i.e. a negation of division, 1s sald to have negative com-
munity if it is applied to more than one individual. In
order to exemplify positive community we mfght consider a

pieece of property-—land,for instanee, which is owned by a
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group of shareholders. The property is a positive unity.
That is to say, it is one individual entity, the oneness of
which does not consist entirely in a negation of division
on the part of its constituent principles. At the same time
it is owned by and hence attributed to all its owners; i.e.,
it is common to them. An example of negative community is
found in the specific form considered in itself. It is that
by which an individual is bound to a parficular species.
Thus all individuals of the same species have a certain
negative unity in commom, because in every one of them we may
deny the existence of division by considering that which
gives them their form of species. It is true that each
Individu=sl possesses its own form, which is rendéred‘thrdugh
its reception in matter inéapable of being eommunicatéd to
other objects of the same species. Nevertheless, since
there Is a sameness in all the substantial forms pbssessed
by the members of a species, we say that this form is common
to them all, not absolutely, but in a certain sehse, because
in.eachAof them division may be denied in the same way——
from the point of view of the formal principle. This nega-
tive or "secuﬁdum.quidr formal community of the specific
form is the basis of the real relation of similarity which
exists between all the individuals of a given species.

In this section of our'thgsis we are considering the
subject of universality, or in.other words nature. It fan
be regarded as being in three states. In the first state
we contemplate it as 1t is in itself and simply omit any
consideration of what does not peftain strictly to essence.
Thus we look on puré nature removed from all universality
and éingleness. In this condition it is seen to be

indifferent with regard to everything that is accidental.
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In the second state we see nature after the principle of
individnality has come into operation. That is. to say,
we contemplate mature as it is in an individual, as the
real prineciple of operation of a real substance. Finally,
we I1ook upon nature considered in the state of universalify,
where it is perceived by the intel¥ect as abstracted from
: inreriors, as being capable of being pr_tdicated of them, gpd
as being identical with each one of them.

In this part of our thesis we consider nature "secundum
se,” i.e. as it is in the first of the above-mentioned
that state it possesses on;y formal

states, and prove that in
and that, as a result, it is only negatively

negative unity,
common. That 1s the same as saying that nature, without
reference to singleness and.universalityg has no disﬁnity

in its formality. Wb prove, in addition, that nature existing
in an individual or found in the state of universality is

nbt merely negatively one accecording to Tormal principles, but
that by its reception into eithgr of the two states other than
that in which-it is regarded "secundum se," it possesses
positive unity-——that of singleness or of universality.

In order to remove all doubt as to the negetive formal
unity of nature, taken without any consideration.of whatever
may pertain to it, we must focus our attention on the @iffer-
ence between positive and negatiﬁe unity. We can easily see
that nature "secundum se" has formal unity, since when we deal
with nature we are dealing with essence and hence with form.
Nature "secundum ser is essence rsecundum se,” the two of
them being somewhat different points of wview of the same thing.
But we contend that nature in this state can be called one
only‘in 8 negative manner, since, in order to be rositively

one, unity must be absolute. That is to say, it munst be
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absolutely free from the scattering influences of division
or maltiplication. wWhen we eﬁmine the formai unity of
nature "secundum se" we perceive that it does not fulfil
this condition, because it is capable of being divided by
material prineciples. We £ind that nature in itself has not
_reached its ultimate determination and that it hangs
suspended, as it were, over a number of material individusals
: iﬁto any one or gll of which it may easily fall, to become the
subs-ta.n.tial form and governing principle of a ma:teria; being.
The obJjeet which is formed of a"giv:en nature or substantia;l
form and a minimum guantity of matter is incapable of further
division, but the form considered in itself may be found in
gany number of similar bej.ng_s and is consequently né.'l,: positive-
1y united. Hence we say that it possesses, in addition to
its negative formal unity, a certain negative comnunity,
since it is,in a sense, common to all individuals which
receive 1It. However, nature im one individual is divided
and s‘epar&t’ed from nature in another individual, even though -
both be of tile. seme species. Nature considered in itself
bossesses no more than this negative community, Imm for in
order to be positively common it must be absolutely commor.
But it 1s not absolutely common, since it is not absolutely
one. When a thing is said to be common it is meant that it
possesses unity and at the same time pertains to more than
one imdividusl, as in the previously mentioned example of

one piece of property orwned;_ by a group  of men. I its unity
is positive, i.e. absolutely immumne to all further division,
it is positively common. If it possesses negaﬁive unity, it
has only negative or rsecundum. quid” community, since iIn this
case that which is said to be common is not, in the strictest

sense, one. In other words, nature considered "secundum se™
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is divided and multiplied by its reception in matter, while
a mgterial individugl requires a mimimom quantity of matter,
and when this mimimumm is subjected to further division the
whole is destroyed. MNatter, although it can be physiecally
divid;ed,ﬁs not, like nmature, capable of being received in
something else, while nature or "fprm is divided and mmliti-
plied, not however formally, but materially,"# i.e. by -
redeptiom in matter. Hence, since nature is not absolutely
one, it is nmot absolutely common, but since it possesses
community in a certain sense ( beiﬁg one nature capable of
"Givision imx individusls by material primeiples), it is said
fo: be negatively common. |
Although nature in i‘t:_self possesses only nega:ti'{r;e foxﬁal
unity and is orily negatively common, we find, on exg.mining
it in concrete individuals and in the state of universality,
that the case is different. In both these states it is
positively onme. The proof of this is guite simi;l.ar to the
preceding portion of our proposition. As we hawve already
shown, positiv.:e unity means absoclute unity, and when a thing
is absolutely onme it is incapable of further division. Such
we discover to be the case in connection with the unity of
material singleness and that of universality. First let us
give some thought to nature as it is in a material individual.
In this state 1t has reached its ultimate division. It has
been divided by matter and there is no "materia materiaer™ by
which a further division could be made. - In this ultimate
condition nature is the governing and unifying principle of
a real entity and is rendered imncapable of further communica-

tion. In the second place, when we turn our attention to

# Gredt--mlementa Philosaphiae ,‘ Yol. 1, page 307, Ccoroll.3s.
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nature in the state of universelity we find that it also
Possesses absolufe unity'becausé, as it is in the mind,
abstrgeted from inferiors, it is something immaterial, removéd
from material principies and consequently from all divisions
and disunity.

Before leaving this subjeet it would be well Ffor us to
consider the opinion held by Scotus on the question. " Tt was
his belief that any given nature is one, l.e. numerically one,
in all Individusls. The human nature pcsseésed.by a man
named John is Xiym numerically Fhé same as that possessed by
his friend Williem. The individual difference between the
two men is constituted by something inherent in them, which
Scotus calls tthisness™ (haecceitasl. Thus nature iﬁ itselr,
according to this opinion, has'positive unity. It is also
Pasitively common. When we begin to ceriticize it, the first
thing we notice is that it destroys the universal infbeing,
which we may define as one nature that is in.many inferiors
as idehtified,with them and mmltiplied in them. Thus nature,
in Scofus' scﬁeme,'is common to its inferiors, as a room may
be said to be common to all those who use it. Scotus does not
believe that nature is multiplied in the individuals to which
it pertains. However, his doctrine on this point is contrary
to what every man with common sense knows from his own. -
intellectual perception. We have already dealt with Scotus:'
doctrine on the numerical unity of natures in section l, and so

we need no further explanation ar refutstion of it here.

Section 3J.---If we pause for a while in our study of the
univg;sal and look closely at various individuals of which
universal concepts are held, it becomes evident to us that
one individual is.hot necessarily'confined'to a class covered
by one universal concept. For instance, if we consider a man,
we find that besides falling under thé generasl iaea of a human

being, he may also be considered as an animal, or as a being,
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or as g living entity. There are many octher headings
under which we may place the same individual.

With these preliminary remarks we introduce a new
question, namely'tﬁat of the metaphysical grades and
‘the distinctions that we make between them. By the expréssion
"metaphysical grades" we mean essential marks which pertain
-to individuals and which are not all on the same plane,
but are found in various grades, some of which are higher
and some af which are Iower than the others. The word
"grade® is used espécially to designate this order of
ascension and descent. There are two kinds of metaphysical
grades. The first is that which is embodied in the superior
and inferior genera such as "substance™ or "body.™ ~The
second is formed by the différences through whichvaﬁ ascent
or descent is made between grades of the first kiﬁd. The
yarious essential marks faund in one being poséess.various
degreaes of universaiity; For instance, T"substance" is morTe
universal than "animal.m" This accounts for the order of
ascension and déscent-of‘which we have Jjust spoken.

Various metaphysical grades are found in individuals.
Hence there ﬁnst be a distinction of some sort between
them, since mants intellect is able to distinguish one from.
another. At the same time they are all in the one being,
which receives unity"trom_the’férm.that is in it. Substan-~
tiality, corporality, ete. aré all in one man and cannot
be actually separated from one another. Consequently in this
section of our thesis we seek to determine the kind of
distinction existing between these essential marks, the
absence of one of which from an individual would destroy

its essence. our question is one which deals with universals

actually existing in their inferiors.
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Before proceeding any further with a solutionm of this
problem it would be well for us to enumerate the wvarious
types of distinction. The first and most evident is real;
f.e., it exists in the very nature of things and can be perceived
by the senses if the distincet objects are material. A dis-

" tinction indicates that one thing is separate from or is not

- another. The separation does not have to be. actual. It is
not necessary that two things be cépable of a real Séparation
from each other. In spite of their Iack of actual separation,
they may be rTeally distinect. Thus the top of a tree trunk is
really distinet from the bottom, regardless of whether the
two have been actually cleft asunder by the woodsmanrts axe.
The distinction between spirits is real, sineefone.;s not

the other. The soul Iikewise 1s really distinct from the
body-. ’

The second type of distinction is that which agtuglly
exists in the intellect only. It is called in Tatin a
"dis@inctio rationis.m It exists when a thing which in
itself is ome is conceived by‘the infellect under différent
aspects. However, there is a further division to be made.
Sometimes a distinetion of this kind is really due to
something contained in the obJject, while at other times the
thing under consideration presents in its nature no real
basis for the distinction made by the intellect. The first
of these is known as a "distihetio cum fundamento in re seun
retionis: ratiocinatae,” while the second is.termed in
Latin "distinctio sine fundamento in re seu rationis.
ratiocinantis.” In the case of a distinction with a basis in
the object that is being considered, that in which the
distinetion is perceived is really one, but it possesses
various perfections. For example, - the human soul is ome and
simple, but it is at the same time vegetative, sensitive, and
intellectual, since it is the principle of the funections orf
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of vegetation, sensatlion and understending; Our intellect
distinguishes between the different perfection3~of a single
object because it is imperfect and is not able to grasp the
whole thing in ome conecept, but must form several in or&er
‘6o include all the attributes of an obJect in its understand-
ing;' Thus we see that the distinction in éuestion is virtual

" so far as the objeet itself is concerned. iﬁ is not.real,

but a reason is given the human mind for making a distinec-
tion. The "distinetio rationis ratiominantssh exists when

one objective concept has attributed to itselfr different
imaginary relations:(relationee rationis), as when one and the
same thing is considered as.subject and predicate iIn a sentence
such as, "man.isiman.", Here the same obJjective concept has
different imaginary relations attached to it according to its
position as subjeet or p:_gdicate4in.the same sentence-

It might be well for us to ‘note, in passing, that a
distlnction.may be taken in several different ways. Taken
formally, it consists in pIurality,for there.can be no
distinetion without plurality. A distinction exists when
there are at least two entities, one of which is not the other.
It cannot exiet in commection with ﬁnity considered as such.
Hence mundtiplifcity is the first requisite for distinction.

It is, as it were, its essence Jjust as a substantial form is
the essence of a material obJecﬁ, since, like the substantial
form, it is that by which.the-thing (in this case the distinc-

tion) is what it is. We may also consider it relatively.

When one thing is distinet from another there arises between
the two a relation by which the first objeet is referred to
the second as separate from it, and vice versa. 'Needless to

say,-the relation invariably follows PIurality, which is
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presupposed by it. Consequently by considering a distine-
tion relatively we turn our attention toward this relation
which exists between the two distinet objeets. Finally,

& distinction may be taken effectively, and it is this

manner of regarding it that is of great importance in our dis-
.course. In this case it is called a Precision (praecisio).
fo some extent "precision® folIbws the divisiéns we have -
already given with regard to distinction. Considering
separation in aﬁ effective manner we see that it may, first
of al¥, be physical; i.e., Qne.thing‘is actually separated
from another without being dependent on the intellect for
that separation. In the second Place the separation exists
in the intellect only, and in that instance it is céiled .

an intentional distinctioﬁ. As may be already gathered from
whait we_have said, such a separation on the part of the
intellect is the result of its perception of wvarious perfec—
tions in an object which possesses unity when considered in
itself. The intentional precision may be either.formal or
object;ie. A’formal,intentional, effective separation oceccurs
when the intellect pPerceives all the predicates of its obJect,
but sees one clearly and distinectly while viewing the rest in
a confused manner. An obJeective, intentional, effective
precision exists when the intellect perceives only one.
predicate of a thing and overlqoks, i.e., does not see, any
of the others. We may exemplify this in the sensible order
by considering a fruit, the colour of which is seen by the
eye, but the odour of which is not noticed. TWhat we perceive
in such a case is true as far as it goes. Perception of the
thing is not complete, however. The same thing may happen in
the intellectual order when one perfeetion,of a being is

considered, its other perfections being simply omitted or
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Ieft out. We cannot truthfully say that in these circum-
stances our eogn&scitive faculties are lying, because here
it is a question of abstraction. The intellect can know all
the essential characteristics of its object, but in this
case it takes only one into consideration. It does not lead
-us to coneclude, on that account, that the acéompanying B
essential marks do not exist. The intellect may know all
the characteristies "in actu primo,” but only ome "in actu
secundo. ™

Having explained thus much in order to make our asser-
tion and proofs intelligible, we proceed to enunciagte that
which we wish to uphold. It is our contention that in one
and the same individual.there is nO‘realAdistinctionibetween
the metaphysical grades; neither are they-actuallyfdistinr
gulshed in a formal manner out of the nature of the ‘thing.
Nevertheless there is an objective precision between them,
and from it we may conclude that they are virtuélly distinet. .

First, we deny the existence of any resl distinction
between the metaphysical grades in any individual. In
endeavouring to show the truth of this we must not forget
that any nature having its being in an individual is
singular. This is evident from our remarks in sectionm I’
of this chapter. Nature abstracted from inferiors by the
intellect is formally universal in the intellect. Considered
in itself, it has formal, negative unity (see section 2);
but when it exists in one of the inferiors of the universal
it is singular, i.e., it pertainé to one being-—--—an Tunum
per se,"™ of which it is the directing principle. Considering
the metaphysical grades which exist in the individual, we ses

that each of them is necessary to the essence of the being.
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For exgmple, if we take substéntiality or corporality
from a human being we mo longer have a ﬁan, since & man
is always a substance which has & body. consequently
' emch metaphysical grade is identified with the same
individual, because, by the wery fact that the individual
exists, each one of the grades implied in its essence ~
mrst exist and cannot be really separated from it. It is
axiomatic to gssert that two things that are identical
with & third are identical with each octher. For instance,
if A is identified with B and if ¢ is identified with B,
A munst necessarily be identical with ¢. There is no regl
distinction between things that are identicel. GCoi-
sequently, there is no réal distinction between thefmeta-
physical grades which exist in cne individual. . ‘

We may further our argument with regard to this
real distinetion by shawing its impossibility an the ground
that the plurality of substantial forms is impossible in
one individual. A substantial form is that determining
element which enters into absoclutely potential and unieter-
mined primary matter in order to constitute with it one 
specific individual. Both form and matter are by themselves
incomplete, but as soon as one substantial form has entered
into the pure potentiality that we call primary matter, one
complete being begins to exist. The form is that which
makes a thing what it is. If we say that it is possible to
add a second substantially determining element we are uphold-
ing a docetrine which says that é substantigl form may become
united with something already possessing a substantial form.
But it is only primary (purely potential) matter that a

substantial form may determine, since the latter is the first
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substantial act of what has previously been without act, oxr
in other words "in potentia."™ If.it is nmot purely potential
it means that it alremdy has its specific form, for the first
determination of a being is that which specifies it. con-
sequently, since it has already received its substantial
existence, it is no longer capable of receiving it. Hence,
since the substantial form only enters into pure potentiality,
we conclude that a plurality of such Torms is repugnant.

If the metaphysical grades are really distinet from one .
another we are driven to the conciusion that the substantial
principles causing them are really distinct. For instance,
if, in a human being, we £ind that substaniiality'is really
distinet ma parte reim" from corporality, we are able~£o hkave
substantiality without corporality, and that is beeause esdch
comes from g different principle. Thus:, if a real distinetion
exists between the metaphysical grades it indicates a.ﬁistinction
between the principles causing them, and that in turn proves
that thére exisﬁs more than one substantial or specifying form
in the one being. donsequently; if we do not want to uphold
thié false doctrine we must necessarily admit that the meta-
physical grades are not really distinct.

From the conclusion we have drawn we move on one step
further and deny that there exists an asctual formal distinction
between the metaphysical grades. If such a distinetion exists
it-necessarily'implies that there is a real distinection between
the metaphysical grades in one individual. This 1s evident from
a consideration of the words "actual" and "formml." The former
means regl as distinguished from potentigl, or what can be, but
is not at the present moment. The lIatter means that which
pertains to form—--in this case to the form that gives
substantial spedification, namely, the substantial fdrma A

formal distinction implies a distinction between forms; hence
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a plurality of fTorms. We deny that the metaphysical grades whick
we find in one being are each a form unto itself, actually
distinet from the others. This denial is in accordance with
what we have already proven, i.e., that the metaphjsical grades
aie not really distinct in one individual, because an actual
ﬁormal‘distinction,mgans an actual difference in form. That,
in turn, means an actual difference in.entity; each form being
the principle of an individual being. Hence, if each meta-
physical grade is an individual being or entity, there is a
real distinction between it and eéch of the others. We have
already shown that this is false. We might add that in our
opinion an actual formal distinction between metaphysical
grades would result not in one being, but in a congléﬁeration
of many beings which could be likened to a cluster of bees in
‘a hive. ) '
Notwithstanding what we have already proven, an'objectiveA
precision can be made between the metephysical gpades in a single
being.‘ We may define the objective precision as an act by which
the 1ntellectnpercéives one of the perfections pertaining to
an individual, while simply omitting'any consideration of its
other perfections. We can best illustrate our point by maeking
use of examples. Man is essentially a rational amimal. con—
sequently every human being is both ratiocnal and animal. The
intellect, when it contemplates man, perceives these two
eésential characteristies. However, it is not bound to regard
them both. It can concentrate on man as rational and simply
ovérlook.the fact that he is also‘an animal.- On the other
hand it can consider the animal in him and overloock the fact
that . he is capable of doing what brute animals cannot, namely,
reason. This ability of our mind to conceive oné perfection
without necessarily thinking of others existing in the same
. being is attested by our own personsal, everizhay experience.

If it were necessary in conceiving man as. an animal to conceive
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also his essential characteristic of reason, all animals
would be rational, since in the concept of them the power

of reasoning would have to be included. The power of man®*s
intelY¥ect to divide in this manner the perfections of what
is formally one coincides with what we have already saild

in connection with the definition of the objective precision.
Thus~we see that, although the wvaricus perfections possessed
by one being are not really distimect one from_anothef, it is’
possible to have an objective precision between them.

However, the fact that the intellect is able to make
objective precisions in the aforesaid manner shows that there
must be something in the objeet which permits it to d§ this.
We have put beyond all doubt the Ffact that there is no real
distinction between the metaphysical grades of any individual.
If a distinction of some kind 4did not exist between them, on
the other hand, the intellect could not conceive one without
conceiving the others. If there is absolutely no difference
between "rational®" and ranimsl," it is impossible to conceive
one without conceiving the other. Consequently, since there
is only one substantial form in an individual and since the
intellect is cépable of making an objective precision with
regard to any one of the essential perfections of tﬁe
individual, we must conclude that between these essential
perfections or metaphysical grades there is z=m a virtuél
@istinction. )

Before leaving this question we shgll.give a brief
consideration to the opinions of those who oppose us. The
naominalists, who hold that the universal is nothing more nor
less than a name, deny that there is any such thing as an
objeétive precision. This denial is quite in accordance
with what they teach, since an objective precision tends to

favour the abstractive power of the intellect, the admission
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of which would weaken their dectrime if it did not entirely
dispraove it. What we have said in our thesis sufficiently
refutes ﬁhis doctrine. In the first place, in section 1
of this chapter we showed that truly universal concepts
exist in the mind, and in so doing we proved that nominalism
is wrong. Secondly, we showed in this section that what we call
the objective precision is something that the intellilect is
really capable of performing. There are others who uphold a
real distinction between the metaphysical grades because they
believe that there is a substantial form for each onme. our
thesis points out the impossibility of such forms, and
consequently refutes the real distinction between. the grades.

Those philosophers known as the nrconfundentes" s=y that
the universal is brought abéut by a formal precision. Thus,
not needing the objective precision, they reject it. It is
their belief that the concept of species is the result of a
confusion of individuals which does not necessitate an
abstraction from individuals. This teaching is véry similar
to that of many thinkers who say that the universal concept
comes into being as the result of the association and con-
fusion of single perceptions. These opinions contain a
contradiction in terms, so to speak. If in their concept
single individuals are found, they have no right to call
that concept universal. If it %s universal, individualé do
not figure in it, for in the universal individuality is left
aside and that which is essentially found in each single
object is considered apart from its inferiors, but, of course
with reference to them, since it is seen to be capable of
being predicated of ‘them and of being multiplied in them.

Besides rejecting objective precisions, Duns Scotus
does not beliewve in our virtual distinctions. Neither does

he admit that which is made possible by them, namely, the
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distinetion "rationis ratiocimatae.” He proposes a division

of his own in which he enumerates the real distinction,

which he says requires a real or physical separation; the

formal distinetion, which is not an actual separation,

but which is nevertheless actual in that it necessitates
a plurality of forms, each one of which is formmlly different

from the others; and the distinction "rationis ratiocinantis,™ .-

which offers no difficulty. Thus Scotus denies that an
individual which is actually one presents merely a founda-
tion upon which the intellect may diétinguishJ He says that
what is presented is an actual distinetion in the thing . .itself--—
one which would exist evén if God had never created a human
intellect. _ ’
Scotus is wrong in confining the real distinction to
signify only what is actually separated. Real distinction
does -not necessarily imply separation. Such a distinetion
exists, for instance, ﬁetween the quantitative parts of a
material Bging,even if those parts have not actually been
dividedf Furthefmore; in the formal distinction which sSdotus
says éxists between the metaphysical.gfades in an individusl
each grade is formally distinct from every other. This
applies to the being's specific nature and to its numerical
difference. The former is one and the same in all entities of
the same species, and is actually. (not merely virtually)
different from their numerical difference. By upholding the
numerical unity of the essential nature found in a given
species Scotus leans toward monism, a false doctrine which is
disproved by the testimony of experiénce and of that of which

every man in his right senses is conscious.
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Section 4.---The universal Iin being Is defined as "unea
natura respiciens plura ut existéns in I11is, extqno~cgitur;
ut etiam praedicetur de illis."# Hence there is an agptitude
on the part of a given nature to be in mamy individuals.
Considered formally and positively, the aptitude actually
fulfils its function and is the relation of universality by
which.it is connected with its inferiors. In this section
of_odr thesis, however, we consider the gptitude fundamentally.
That is, we dwell upon the capacity or non-repugnance of a
nature for the above-mentioned relation with its inferiors.
It is evident that suéh a relation implies that the universal
nature is able to be so connected with singular individuals.

AN .
The proximate basis of the intention of universality

is unity referable to many inferiors, since what is abstracted
by the intellecf and referred by it to concrete indi&iduals'.
is one. There is no universality of two natures taken
together. Each one, considered separately, may possess a
relatiorn of universality with its inferiors. )

Thné, the aptitude which we say the universal has for
being in.many'inferiors is a capabity for beingvmnltiplied in
them and identified with them. It is not in them in the manner
in which Scotus would have us believe. The universal is
really multiplied so that the human nature proper to James
is nmumerically different fromthat.proper to John. Further-
more, human nature or any other.nature is not merely something
superadded to an individual; it is the individual, because it
is really identical with it. Neverthelesé, in the state of
universality nature does possess uﬁity, not however that of

the individual, but rather that of the universal (the unity

# Gredt, Vvol. 1, p. 96.
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of universality). Both the universal and its inferiors
signify'the same nature, but the Iatter do so as the
concrete determinations of an undetermined abstractiom (the

universal).

- We now seek to discover where we may find the aptitude
or non-repugnance for being in many Inferiors which forms
the pfoximate basis of the intention of universality. We
know that this proximate basis consists in a nature's-
communicability or unity referable to many individuals. our
solution may be summed up as follows: The aptitude or non-
repugnance for being in many inferiors, Which'is the proximate
basis of the intention of universality, is not found in
nature considered in itself. Neither do we encéunte; it in
nature contracted in individuals. Its place is only in
nature abstracted and separated by the intellect.

Thus we see that there are three "places,™ so to speak,
in one of which we shall find any universal nature's
non-repugnance with regard to its inferiors. This aptitude
or non-repugnance, as we know, is unity which is capable
of being referred and communicated to a number of inferiors.
The unity which pertains to any universal nature is positive,
as we have shown in section 2. It is more than a simple
negation of division on tﬁe part of formal prineciples; it
must fulfil a positive functioq,-namelyg that which it
fulfils in connection with the” individuals that fall under
it. In seeking the whereabouts of a universal naturer's
non-repughance we must keep in mind its'posifive unity as =
universal and its communicability with its inferiors. Both
these conditions must figure in our solution.

-We have already shown in a preceding portion of this
treatise that a nature considered in itself lacks positive
unity. It is merely a negation of division by formAl
- prineciples. It requireé?further addition to become positive.

.

Hence it is eliminsted. -
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Nature existing in individuals lgcks the other condition.
That is to say, 1t is not capable of further communication.

It is not only formally but also numerically one. }%s—aatufe
It has received its ultimate determination. That by which

it exists in this condition is matter (which implies quantity).
There being no "materia materiaem to provide foxr further
communication, there is no room for doubt in ocur minds that -
the ﬁon—repugnance of nature with regard tc its inferiors is

not found in nature as it exists in the individual.

However, when we examine abstfacted nature we f£ind that
it complies with the two requirements that we have set forth.
First of all it possesses positive unity, for when it is
abstracted from 1nd1v1dualsfby the intellect the division
produced by the primary matter of individuals is lef't aside
and thus nature assumes unity. The fact that this unity is
positive is affirmed by its absolute quality. It is absolutely
incapable of division by material prrinciples, because it 1is
universé;. Nature when associated with such principles is
not universal. “?giithe state of universality something is
added to its negative unity, thus giving it positive unity.
(See Section 2.)

Furthermore, abstracted nature also fulfils the second
condition; that is to say, it is capable of being communicated
to inferiors; for it is said to dbe "una natursas respiciens
Plura ut existens in illis, ex quo oritur, ut etiam praedicetur
de 111is.” Through its abstraction it is, as it were, suspended
over its inferiors with a prOpensiﬁy to gravitate towards
them. The intellect perceives that what it sees in the
abstract may be applied to any one of the individuals from
which 1t has been taken. Thus we condlude that the non-
repugnance of nature to being in many 1nferiors (which
non-repugnance is the proximate basis of the intention ofr

universality) is found only in nature that has been abstracted

and separated by the intelleot.
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PART IIT _
THE APPLICATION OF THE UNIVERSAL.

Thus far we have soared to great heights of abstraction
and theory. We have given the proofs of several propositions
wh;ch have laid before us the nature of the universal and
many things that are connected with it. We havé expounded -
our own doctrines and refuted those of our adversaries. We
have forced our minds along a difficult path of abstract
reasoning, which was perhaps made harder to follow by the
abundance of technical terms and finely woven thought.. Qur
contentions have at last been proven. But a gquestion is
ralised by one of those unforiunate mortals who have no%lhad-
the benefit of philosophical training. .HB asks us; "To what
purpose is all this abstract dogma? How does-it.afféct our
eveerbay lives? Of what use is it in the progress of  the
human race?——-In other words, now that we know about the
universal, what it is, and how it is formed, what ére we.
going to do about item™

We philosophers, who are so superior to the common
rabble, who live with our heads in the clouds contemplating
phaftom truths that are hidden to untutored minds, are perhaps
impgtient with the utilitarian outlook common to so many
of our fellow humans. However, let us not condemn them, but
rather let us condescend to share our knowledge with them, to
show them that what we have proven eXplainms the workings
of those minds by which they solve the warious problems
presented to them ih their daily li#es, and that it exposes to
our mipd!s eye the manner in which are formed the wvarious
sciences, some of which, by the knowledge they have brought
to men, have bteen responsible for the amelioration of the lives
qf millions.

Man is by nature part;y on a level with plants and brute
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anirals, bécausn he possesses a soul that is both vegetative
and sensitive. Nevertheless there is somefhing proper to
him that distinguishes him from these types of béings, and
that is his intellectual faculty. Hence that which
differentiates man from plants and brute animals lies in the
#ield of knowledge and that which pertains to knowledge.
As our thesis has already made apparent, man.KnQWS in two
ways. First of all, he possesses, in common with brute
animals, the faculty of knawing'through sense perception.
The senses, when they come into contact with their object,
are agitated by it, and thus we have sensation. However,
the senses function only when they meet a single, concrete,
material object. They are not capable of atteining the
spiritual and univérsal. There are five ways in.whicﬁ
material objects can affect the sensitive faculties; nsmely,
by sight, hearing, feeling, taste and smell. Thesereqﬁe
into direct contact with material things and are known as
the five external senses. )

Hbﬁever,'even'after the externgl senses have functioned,
the sensitive operations of the soul have not exhausted
themselves. There still remain the internal senses, which
deal indirectly with the objects of the material world through
the external senses. The first of these is called commor
sense (sensus communis). It is a sensitive faculty which
perceives the sensations of inﬁividual external senses. By
means of it men and brute animals perceive that their senses
are functioning. Furthermore, it enables them to distinguish
one sensation from another. It is evident that the sense
of sight cannot distinguish itself from hearing, for example,
because it is strictly confined to one form of sensation.
on the other hand, the faculty of common sense, perceiving

all the sensations of the five external senses, is able to
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see that hearing is not sight and that sight is not feeling.

In all animals, man included; there is another internal
sense, known as the imagination, by which a sensible being
is able to represent to itself in én interior ménner what it
h&é already perceived through the common sense and the five
external senses. It is able to do this regardiess of the
presence or absence of the material objeet toward which it is
direeting its attention. Rothing is in the imasgination that
has not already passed throﬁgh the_senses. It is true, of
course, that a man can combine images in such a way as to '
represent things that are not actually perceived in that
combination, as for example when we imagine an animal with a
mants head, or a mountain made of gold. Such beings ﬁave
never been perceived, but the things of which.fhey are
compased (v.g., mountains, gold, men's heads) have at some
time or other been the objects of sensation. )

All animals have been endowed with what some c&ll
instincf. It is an internal sense known as the power of
estimation.(vis aestimativa) and by means of it a sensible
being perceives Wﬁat is beneficial or harmful to its own
nature or to that of its specieg. The wark performed by this
sense does not belong to the domain of the imagination,
common sense, or the external senses. An axample of this
sense may be seen when we consider the ménner in which
animals provide for themselves. A bird, although it is not
rational and does not know about the adaptatioh.of means to
ends in the same manner as we do, sees that straw and grass
are useful in the construction of its nest. In man, however,
this power exists in a soul that is also intellectual. Hence
it 1is not =0 determined and fixed as the same power in a brute

animal, because the intellect exaerts some influence on it.
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I brates there is no intellect, and so they follow their

estimative power more certainly than do men.
Finally, among the internal senses of animals (men and

brutes) we find the sensitive memory. It is that by which

the past is known as the past. It is mot the imagination,

which perceives again what has already been perceived by the
senses, but rather it is that by which an animal recognizes

what has affected its senses in the past. Thus & particular

person, such as a friend or companion, is known whenever he

is encountered. Inr man the sensitive memory, when it acts

under the influence of the intellect, functions in a higher

manner than it does in brutes. By the direection of hkis-

intellect and the command of his will, man ean draw frmﬁ this
sensitive faculty whatever memories it contains. The brute
animal, however, recognizes things spontaneously through a -
suddén.act of mémoryﬁ ‘Nevertheless man likewise requires
spontaneity and suddenness to start him on & chain ‘of memories,
which he can subsequently unravel fhrough the application of
his intellect and will.

Thus we complete a brief outlinme of the workings of the
sensitive power of the soul. All animhls% including the
rational animal, possess this power, but maﬁ has something
additional which does not belong to the brute, as we have.
already asserted. As we know, this additional power is the
intellect. If man possessed only sensitivq knowledge he would
be no different from the wild beasts of the BYungle and the

cows 1idly browsing in the pastures. 'The birds and beasts and

other forms of purely sensitive Iife have not Progressed.
They live now in the same manner and with the same habits and

ways of acting as their ancestors did thousands of years ago.
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But wiﬁh man it is g different story. He has always shown
an aptitude for new methods of Iiving, for ways and means of
facilitating the acquisition of his various ends, and Tor a
ﬁenetration through and beyond what his senses reveal to him.
His nature has not changed, but it is such that it allows him
greatef variety and greater extension in what he does._ It
is a far cry from the cawes of our prehistoric ancestbrs to ]
the pPyramids of Egypt and the skyserapers of New York. It
man were no different from monkeys and other crestures he
would still be living as he 4id when he was first created.
This, however, is not the case, for history show§ thaf human
beings have progressed in intellectual knowledge and that our
modern lives are vastly different from the daily routine of
those who inhabited the eérth at the dawn of history.

How is it that this intellectual power can make so great
a gap between men and brute animals® The ;nswer Xies in a
study of the function and power of this great possession.
Through its use man is able tO-rise above the sensible
phenomena of daily life and to arrive at avknowlgdge of
truths that he ¢ould'never learn if he depended entirely on
his senses. Sense knowledge, as we have. already pointed out,
is confined to what is single and concreté. By means of the
intellect, however, man is able to see the various relafions
between things and he can also ﬁerceive what is general or
universal. In fact, the formal object of the humﬁn intellect
is the universal quiddity of material,things which are
represented by the imagination. Through this formal ob ject
it can advance to other knowledge.

In the progress from one truth to another by the abstract

process of reasoning the universal often Plays an important
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part. Aj<the bottom of all reasoning lies the syllogism.
We may use it comsciously or unconsciously. We may give our
reasoning the form of a syllogism or we may simpIly arrive
at our conclusion without expressing every step taken in its
attainment. In any case the syllogism is at- -Ieast lurking in
the background. Quite often the middle term used in a
syilogism.possesses a certain universality, since it is'
applicable to a certain class of beings. The intellect
compares two other terms, S and P, with the middle term,
and by means of judgment knows whether or not one or both of
these extreme terms belong to the group overshadowed by the
universality of thé middle term. _After-perceiving thié, the
mind can deduce the agreement or disagreement of S with P.
Thus we see the value of the universal in thinking considered-
in general.

However, human thought has followed definite l1ines on
warious subjects, with the result that many sciences have had
their birth. Science has to do with the characteristies of
being and acting universally exisﬁing in many individuals.

It also considers relations between individuals. Hence there
is no science of the singular considered’as such. Since this
is so, every science implies an abstraction of some sort,
and abstraction points directly toward_the.universal. Toh
exemplify this let us consider one science, that of botény.
The botanist does not study and.ﬁrite.volumes concerning

one individual plant considered as such. In fact he does not
deal with any one plant in particular, but by means of
various observations applied to great numbers of individuals
he arrives at a knowledge of different species of trees and

floweré, etc. A scientist must possess universal concepts of

N
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the.essénces of the objects with which he deals in his
researches. If he does not possesé'such concepts he cannot
recognize that two pieces of lead belomz to the same species,
and so far as he is concerned gold and brass-would.not
necessarily differ from each other except In so far as they
affect the senses in different manners. His universal concebts
enabie him to discover the laws that govern the pﬂenomena-of .
nature. Cn many occasions his senses have perhaps told him
that what is known as hydrogen sulphide produces a disagreeable
cdour which always reminds;him.of rotten esgsS:. If he possessed
only sensitive knowledée he'would learn no more beyond what his
senses made evident to him. Howevwer, since he possesses an
intelT¥ect he can see that such an odour must always be-pfgducei
by the same cause, and.by'meané ot his abstractive power he
gets behind the sensible accidents of the gas and comes;to a
knowledge of its essence, which he sees to pertain to many
quantities of hydrogen sulphide. Thus he possesses a universal
concept of the essence of Hy S. The universal conceﬁt.of this
essence enables him to know that whenever this gas is present
the same effect will always follow. This example shows that
abstract, universal knowledge enables a scientist to foresee
the outcome of wvarious actions which he performs. Thus he can
make calculations and draw up plans before delving into his
experiments.

There are three degrees of abstraction, and upon one of
these every science is based. The first degree is that in
which an abstraction is made from all marks of individuality,
leaving the mind to consider the sensible qualities of material
bodies without necessarily confining that consideration to any

one individual. Thus are constituted the different physical
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seiences. Some of the sciences coming under this class are
deductive; i.e.,they present a "propter gquidr reason for
their conclusions. In this class we find natural philosophy
or the perfect (propter quid) science of mobile Bbeings. It
ineludes the study of psychology, to which is attached ethics.
Other sciences in the first degree of abstraction are
inductive; i.e., from an examination of many individualé
the scieﬁtist is able to abstract from them whatever is
universal. Thus he proceeds from the particular to the
general. These are known as "quia™ sciences, because they
simply prove that a thing is so. Thus they differ from
"propter gquid” sciences, which point out the propér and
proximate cause of a fact, the cause thus indicated being
either physical or metaphysical. Inductive sciences .are
Turther divided into experimental sciences (w.g., experimental
psychology) and natural history, whiech includes chemisfry,
mineralogy, botany and zeoclogy. These sciences determine
specific types by a process of enumeration and description,
whilst experimentsal ghysiéal sciences establish physical laws
by means of observations, experiments, and induction.

In the second degree of abstraction we leave aside all
the sensible qualities of matter, such as colour, sound,
and taste, and consider it simply with regard to quantity.
In this way we derive the science of mathematies, which
considers real quantity, but which deals with it as with
something measurable, leaving aside any aétual'consideration
of its real existence in a corporal substance. Some of the
mare recent mathematicians have begun to talk of imaginary
quantities such as the fourth dimension. They have developed

what is called transcendental mathematies. It is mssentially



(82)
distinet from real mathematics and can be said to pertain
to it only in a reductive manner. In this degree of abstrac-
tion there is one great division with regard to quantity.
- It is considéred either as continuous—--—and in that case we
have geometry, or as broken up (quantitas discreta), in which
case arithmetic is constituted.

In the third and highest degree of abstraction all that is
material is left aside and we find ourselves in the world
oflimmateriality, which is entirely beyond the reach of the
senses. Here we Cind metaphysics.,, which deals with pure being,
purged of all the imperfections that matter imposes on it.
The formal object of metaphysics is immaterial being. It
may be either created or uncreated being; that makes no-
difference. The being studied in metaphysics may includé
potentiality. When potentiality is excluded we are in the
domzin of theology, which deals with God, Who is pure act
(actﬁs purus) and from.thm; consequently, all potentiality
is eliminated as being incompatible with pure act. We are
referring here to the theology of faith. It must be distin-
guished from philasophical theology or theodiey, which DProceeds
by the 1ight of reason alone and which forms a part of meta-
physics. Logic likewise is classed in the third degree of
abstraction, since it entirely relinquishes matter. However,
the abstraction attained by logic is negative, since its
fbﬁmal object is imaginary being iens rationis).

Thus we see how the universal and the abstractions
accompanying it figure in that which raises man above the
level of the beasts. The universal essences of material
substances that are represénted by the imagination constitute
the formal object of the human intellect, and with that as
a starting-point man is capable of rising to great heights of
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knowledge in his intellectual endeavours. By his ability to
conceive in a universal manner sensible qualities and quantity
———things which iIn their actual existence are singular---he is
able to build up sciences which have been of great use to the
human race. Who can deny the benefit of the advances made
in the study of chemistry and physiecs? WwWho will say that the
ﬁathematical knowledge that enabled engineers to construct
the San Francisco bridge and the transcontinental railroads
has been useless? Finally, it is undeniable that what we
have learned from_metaphysics,and eépecially from that part
which deals with God, tends to help us along the road toward
our last end. Man's ability to form_uqiversal.conbepts has
pPlayed no small part in these sciences. -

We have endeavoured to come to a greater knowledge of
the universal and to prove the great truths concerning it.
In doing this we have had to delve deeply into the thifd
degree of abstraction to such an extent that the man in the
street mdy have been inclined to brand us as dreamers who are
not cognizant of.the'materia; world in which théy live. We

hope, however, that our efforts to show how the universal

fits into everyday life have not been in wvain.



