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a great part of Berkelesy's polemic is completely pointless. A.tten‘tion
belongs to those facts of mental life for whose explanation psychology
has yet done little at all. But we are nevertheless all well encugh
acquainted with it through inner experience, well enocugh for the prob-
lem of abstraction to be considered as solved as soon as it has been
reduced to the phenomena of attention and of the association of ideas,

which reducibility the author can scarcely doubt.

The last discussion has led us froml 3erkeley'.s negative
position on abstraction io his positive one on generalization, from
the question about the content of concepts to the question of their )
extension, as well as to the relation of content to extension, a
topic about which considerable confusion frequently still exists even
in the newsr logic and psychology. It is therefore advisable first
to search :.‘.‘or'some clarity of our own before continuing the exarination
of Berkeley. If we have once achieved such clarity, tl:ien the criticism
of Berkeley as well as of his followers will gmceed more quickly and
with more assurance. And, when it comes to discussing recent contri-
butions we will easily be able to abstain ‘from criticism since the
comparison will force itself upon the reader. \

3erkeley himself, as we bhave seen, has givem us the point of

{199] view from which not only the justification of his major objections
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stroke may be accomplished gradually, step by step, and to this end it
has alvays proved easiest and at the same time most profitable to make
a critical examination of what has been accomplished the basis of one's
onw investigation. If, therefore, one of the two abstraction theories
which now oppose each other will be thoroughly examined here in the
form that has been given it by its first and most vrominent proponents,
then there is at least some hope that such an investigation may yield
somothing useful not only for the history of philosoﬁhy but also for
the clamification of the question itself.
[186] Historians have never proved very cautious in contending that
a later event was the pecessary result of this or that earlier one;
indeed, they are accustomed to make assertions of this sort very cone
fidently, as if it were not as a mule most difficult even to make -
plausible that there actually is some commection. In this respec;c
the facts which, so to speak, provided the impetus for the formation
of the modern nominalistic abstraction theory mist count as an ex-
ception. Whoever brings to mind the characterization of abstract
"ideas" given by Jolm Locke in the Fourth Book of his Essay Concerning
Human Undeprstanding will, at least today, hardly be able not to think
that a reactiony such as the one which occurred soon encugh in Ber-
keley's writings, was plainly unavoidable. -

"For, when we nicely reflect upon them," writes Lo<:l<e,l "wa
shall find that "general jdeas" are fictions and contrivances of the '

mind, that carry difficulty with them, and do not so easily offer them~



Heinorg's Hume Simdles:
Pranslation and Commentery

Eermsth' Barber

A dissertation submitted in partial falfiliment of the
& for the dagree of Doctor of
Philosophy, in the Dopartment of
Philosophy, in the Graduate
College of the University
of Iowa

August, 1966

Chairman: Professor Gustav Bergmarn



Zume Studies

On the History and Criticism of lfodern Eominalism

98



98

Hume Studies, I. W/

[1851 There are, unfortunately, only too many questions in psy-
chology for which solutions have been attempted in the most various
ways without succeeding in producing a general agreement about the

solutions. But fortunately only in a few cases does the disagree-

ment go so far that it extends not merely to the explanation but

even to the existence of a psychic phenomenon, as is the case with
the question of abstraction. Since Berkeley the aquestion is not
orly how one arrives at abstract concepts tit, rather, whether there
are such concepts—whkat mist be established first of all is not what
the act of abstraction is like, whether it be a psychic occurrence
of its cun kind or ggplainable in terms of one or more other psychic

acts out, ratner, whether such an act of abstraciion is at all pas-

sible, whether it does not by far surpass the human capabilities.
The solution of this problem mist encounter considerable
difficulty if such a long time has vroduced so little progress.
dardly will an individual today believe that he possesses sufficient
strength to eliminate with one blow, as it were, 211 doubt and con-

troversy in this respect. But what cannot be accomplished at one
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sical or logical parts of concepts does not take place as a matter of
fact, as Locke seems to suppose, if, furthermore, one must reject the
contradiction Locke postulated, does it really follow that all possi-
bilities of abstraction have been exclunded? Can there not be abstract
concepts, provided only they have a different origin and also are dif-
ferent from Locke's in that they do not presuppose the conceiving of

a contradiction?

That exactly this side of the question eluded the sagacious
thinker is to be regretted, the more so since some of his admissions
which seem inconsistent with the rest of his statement, had they only
been properly developed, might have led Berkeley to a mich more satise
factory axplanation of the abstraction phenomenon than he could achieve

a1y

on the way he took. .

One of these admissions is most clearly stated as follows:
"L do not deny that [the mmsn mind] may abstract in a certain sense:
inasmich as those things that can really exist, o= be really perceived
asunder, may be conceived asunder, or abstracted oane from the other;
for instance, a' man's head from his body, colour from motion, figure

7%

{193] from waight."la The general claim that there are no abstracta \ '

is thus subject to remarkable exceptions. To be sure, 3erkeley holds

that one does not usually employ the word abstraction in this sanse,
but even that cannot be granted without @a]iﬁéation. If, for in-
stance, one wanted to consider bodies only with regard to figure and
color; while negledting all other properties, e.g., weight, solidity,




etc., then probably no one who did not consider spate as an a priori
"intuition" would hesitate to call this concept of a body, though less
abstract than the geometrical one, yet more abstract than the physical
concept of a body. TYet cur concept differs from the latter by leaving
out evafything not directly perceivable by the sense of sight, i.e., .
by lesving out characteristies which as such can certainly be perceived.
This does not mean that ons need to go so far as William
Hamilton who, in his Lectures on Metaphysies, borrowing Laromiguidre,
even speaks of an "abstraction of the senses", explaining this through
the statement he quotes from the latter: "As furnished with five dif-
ferent organs, sach of which serves to introduce a dertain elass of
perceptions and representations into the mind, we naturslly distribute
all sensible objects into five species of qualities. The human body,
if we may so speak, is thus itself a kind of abstractive machine. The
senses cannot but abstract. If the eye did not abstract colours, it
would see them confounded with odours and with tastes, and odours and
tastes would pecessarily become objects of sight."l? Here the word
abstraction is indeed most infelicitously employed. For by abstraction,
whether or not the're te such a thing, is to be understood a psychic gcet_
through which cne'or mors ideas ara separated or singled ocut of a larger
[io4] comolex of "yle_ag. Unless there is first such a complex, one can-
not talk of abstraction. Hence, even if one grants what certainly is

not obvious, namely, that the causes of the several ideas inhere in a

single substance, what is given are complexes of real qualities, but not

nd
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selves as we are apt to imagine. For example, does it not require soms
pains and skill to form the general idea of 2 triangle, (whichk is yet
none of the most abstract, comprehensive, and difficult,) for it must
be neither oblique nor rectangle, neither equilateral, equicrural, nor
[187] scalenon; but all and none of these at once. In effect, it is
something imperfect, that cannot exist; an idea wherein some parts of
several different and inconsistent i«:.leas are put together." .What Locke
had in mind with these words camnnot be in the least doubtful. 3ut by
not distinguishing between the extension and the content of the con-
cept triangle, he admittedly burdens the latier with an intermal con-
tradiction, and for whoever once followed him so far, nothing was more
obvious that to go yet one step further and simply deny the existence
of such abstract concepts.

Accordingly, the main emphasis in Ber.keley's exposition is on

necation. He denies that inner experience gives us kmowledge of a2

psychic process of abstractingz and in view of the orinciple of con-
tradiction denies the possibility of an abstmactum (abstract idea.).3
Compared with these t#b, a third objectior, ihe question of when an
individual is supposed to acquire the ability to abst’ract, which Locke
describes as such a difficult ot_:»era.‘c.ioz'l,4 is naturally of much less
importance. So far, everything is clear and precise, but the same can-
not be said of the way in which he tried to £fill the zap thus produced
AN b

in the explanation of psychic phenomena.

The question is sirmly: If there are no abstracta, how is
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universal knowledge possiblet What indeed in this case is to be under-
stood by universality? "Universality," according to Berkeley, "not
consisting in the absolute, positive nature or conception of anything,
but in the relation it bears to the particulars significd or represented
by it; by virtue whereof it is that things, names, or notiomns, being in
their own nature varticular, are rendered universal."’ Dealing with
the epistemological question, we shall of course not be able to treat
"general things" in any detail, but we shall instead have to discuss,
{188] in more detail, ceneral names and general cancep:ts.

3ut even if there are no abstract general ideas, general ideas
can yet arise in another way. A varticular idea becomes general "by
being made to represent or stand for all other particular ideas of the
same sort."s Hence, the ideas owe their zenerality to what they de-
sicnate; one therefore considers them "rather in their relative capacity,
and as substituted for others, than in their own nature, or for their
own sa.ke.“? But, to be sure, we find in Berkeley no explanation of
how we are to think of this substitution, or that representation.

This theory of general conceuts seems compatible with Locke's
assertion about general words: ‘Words become general by being made
the signs of gzeneral idea.s."8 But Rerkeley opposes this view. Ac-
cording to him a2 word tecomes general by being used as 2 sign for all
particular ideas whick by virtue of their resemblance belong to the
same specias .a.nd any one of which the word indifferently suggests to

the m:i_nv:l.9 I+ is, as one sees, rather the same process as in the case
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of the formation of general idﬁ,- "And as that particular line becomes
general, by being ma.dle a sign, so the name_m which taken absolutely
is particular, by being a sign is made general. And as the former owes
its generality, not to its being the sign of an abstract or gemeral
line, but of all particular right lines that may possibly exist, so the
latter must be thought to derive its gemerality from the sams cause,
~namely, the various particular lines which it indifferent]:y denotes.lo
[189]\»_ The general concept, then, and the general word, are both op-
vosed to the same particular ideas as siens of them. But how are gen~
eral words and general concepts related to one another? They are not :
identical, since the general idea, unlike the general word, is, as
has been said, similar in nature to the particular ideas which it repré-
sents. Yor is the general word 2 sign for the géneral idea since, as
has just been shown, it designates indifferently 211 ca—ticular ideas
of the same '.f;:‘_r:xcl.Ll rurtherpore, neither Beikeley ror anyone else
either before or after him has claim;d that the idea is a sign for the
word. Is there then no comnection at ali between general words and
general ideas? That would seem to contradict experience. et 3er-
kXeley nimself has not showmn a way of solving this difficulty. or
indeed is it conceivable how at this point an attempted solution could
lead to success. 2R
Words thus beceme zeneral by becoming signs for particular
ideas; from this thougk one mist not infer that every time we hear a

general name, such an idea mst necessarily ve elicited in us, since,
»
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rather, "in reading and discoursing, names’[are] being for the most part
used as lettérs are in algebra, in which though a partiecular quantity be
[190] marked by each letter, yet to proceed right it is not requisite
that in every step sach letter suggest to your thoughts, that parti-
cular quantity it was appointed to stand i‘or."lz Moreover, there are
general words which i2are not grounded in any particular idea; an active
mind, for example, “can be neithar an idea nor similar to an idea" for .
an idea is absolutely inert. “wWhence it should seem to follow that
‘

those words which denote an active principle, soul, or spirit do not,

in a strict and proper sense, stand for ideas. And yet they are not

insignificant neither; since T mder'sta.nd what 3is signified by the term

¢
I, or myself or lmow what it means, although it be no idea, nor like an

idea, but that which thinks, and wills, and aporehends ideas, and op-
erates about them."? Similarly, we camnot ground the words pumber
and power in any definite idea, yet with respect to both we make as- ,
sertions most evident and useful.? e

These statements cou.l\d. easily lead one to the belief that
3erkeley meant here to correct rocke's claim that words are signs for
ideas by making them, rather, signs for objects conceived. Ttat this
is not, or at least not in this generality, the view of the Irishman
is perfectly clear, if only because at least with respect to the ex-
termal world, Locke's thesis in its general formlation suited no one
better than Serkeley, for whom a2ll so-called external objects are

nothing but ideas. For the rest, everyone must have been struck, even
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complexes of ideas from which alone one could abstract. This object:i’.on,
thoug‘h, cannot be made in the cases to which Berkeley alludes. That is
evident at first glance; for even if ideas have been perceived in sepa-
ration from each other, they could yet through association be tied so
closely to sach other that a special 'psychic act is :':equired to separate
them. ' T

It will thus be better to restrict the word abstraction. Berke-
ley!* s distinction, however, is not therefore without value. Independently
perceivable parts of ideas (above all here to be considered are those
which, as in the above example, belong to the domains of differemt senses)
do in fact cling far less strongly to one another than those which can
always only be perceived together. t is why as a rule abstraction
succeeds in the one case far better than in the other. I can quite well
conceive a piece of rock salt and in doing so completely ignore its

taste while it would be impossible for me to think such a mineral with-

out any color.

Berkeley's example of the head and body of a man is an entirely
different matter and here completely irrelevant. For, if oy this example
he means to limit the capacity of separating physical parts from each
other by the condition of independent existence or, even, of independent
verceptibility, then he inevitably grants indefgsible consequences
which become apparent as soon as one attempts to apoly this principle
to the wost important of ocur senses, sight\. If we perceive an object

by direct vision, whj'.ch may be done at a glance in case it is small or
]
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distant, or by means of e-ye movements in case it is large or near, then
we must at the seme time perceive its surroandings. The latter may
[195] change, but some one or other will always be perceived. Hence,
if Berkeley's coqdition were sound, it would seem that we could not
possibly abstract the idea of an object directly seen from: some sur-
rounding (uwhich according to Berkeley is as mmach as to say from a con-
crete surrounding). This, however, is not quite true of an indirectly
sean object. The binocular field of vision is bounded above and below
by- eyebrows, nose and cheeks. The monoculzr field also has a visible
immer boundary. Thus, every object, no matter how distant from the
fixation position in the indicated directioms still would, if at all
visible, have the designated parts of the face as a surrcunding. Out-

wards, though, each visual field is open, not infinitely, of course,

_yot such that a boundary is not being perceived. Ome could appeal to

this circumstance in Berkeley's defense, since it is at least possible

so to adjust the axis of the eye that the object in question would

come to lie at the very edge of the vismal field, thus being at least

in part perceived without surroundings. But one who makes this claim
overlooks, first, *hat by chance such a position would occur aceidentally
but very rarely; and, second, that no one can remember to have brought

it about intentionally,‘unless of course he was interested in the ex-
veriment. He overlooks, furthermore, that at this extreme end of the
visual field the images are so weak and indistinmet that they are scarcely

capabla of more than facilitating the reproduction of images obtained
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earlier through perception by direct vision; and that, therefore, a con-
trast between indirectly and directly obtained images would certainly
not influence the reproduction in favor of the former. Moreover, every-
o\ne' S experience appears to show uwmambiguously that when remembering a
seen object we tend (even with the aid of eye movemsnts) to represent
it as seen as directly as possible. In short, everything indicates that

indirect vision is of no use in our case. If follows that, if Berkeley

were right, we would be completely incapable of 19 i i £
an object from.ilmt of .a completely dsterminate surrounding. This, how=

ever, contradicts all experience; surely even Berkeley would have hesi-
[196] tated to maintain explicitly what, as we see, mist implicitly
stand and fall with what he asserts. ey ey

We would not have dwelt so long on this apparently so minor
point, if Berkeley's example were not ome of those most likely to sug-
gest the correct solution to the main guestion. One may doubt whether
he can ignore metaphysiecal or logical parts. But then he can have no
such doubt concerning physical parts. No one doubts that he notices
in very different ways the several impressions which are presented
similtaneously to the eye or ear. But if one asks someone who has never
engaged in pkilosophical speculation how he could miss this or that
which he undoubtedly had before his eyes, he will simply say that he
attended to something cormletely differemt. Nor of course does he sus-
pect that his answer contains the point of view from which 2 mach dis-

cussed philosophical centroversy can be decided rather easily. At
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Moreover, it is easy to show that B\erkeley Pimse].f bad in his
band the key to the removal of all difficulties, indeed, that on occasion
he used it spontaneously, as it were, which makes it the more remirkable
that he nevertheless appears not to have any inkling of its true signi-
ficance. "To discern the agreements or disagreements,” he says at one
place, "there are between my ideas, to see what ideas are included in
any compound idea and what not, there is nothing more requisite than an

attentive perception of what passes in my own understa.nding."zo Taken

in isolation, this passage cannot tut seem very strange; it is hard to
See how one can discern the elements of 2 complex of ideas if one camnot
conceive these elements, which, of course, are abstracta. 3ut the pas-
sage becomes completely intelligible if one consults another passage
{197] which contains the second and most important of the above-men-
tioned admissions of the Irish philosopher. It reads: "And here it

mst be acknowledged that a man may gopsider a figure merely as trian-

gular, without attending to the particular qualities of the angles, or
relations of the sides. So far he may abstract: but this will never
orove that he can f:Lama an abstract general inconsistent idea ofl a
triangle. In like manner we may consider Pete1: so far fortk as man,
or so far forth as animal, without framing tl}e forementioned abstract
idea, either of man or of animal; in as mach as all that is perceived
is not considered."® Thisthe most ardent proponent of conceptualism,
could accept.zz b

In order tc appreciate the significence of these words and,

0
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at the same time, to recognize how the Irishman could occasionally come
closer to the truth, even at the expense of his consistency, tban many
OE his successors, one m.ust consider the context ir which he felt com-
pelled to make that stat.ement. On the basis of the above-reproduced dis-
cussion of the gener]lity of ideas and words, one can perhaps imagine
bhow we come to entertain general propositions. But how could we evar
prove them? The representation Berkeley emphasized is evidemtly of no
use here; fer, though the idesa 2 represemts the similar ones b,c,d, etc.,
the latter are only'similar and not equal to a. Hence, not everything -
which can be proved about a need hold for the rest. But to what extent
. & does in fact represent the ideas is left completely undetermined by
the simple gircumstance that it represents them. Berkeley does not fail
to sense that there is a difficulty; he himself raises the question of
proof, and continues: "To which I answer that, though the idea I have
in view whilst T make the demonstretion be, for instance, that of an
isosceles rectangular triangle whose sides are of a determinate length,
I may nevertheless be certain it extends to 211 other rectilinear
triangles, of what sort or bigness soever. And that because neither
[198] the right argle, nor the equality, nor the determimate length

of the sides are at all concerned in ths demonstration." However, in
these words lies only what is already contained ir the Iirst passage
cited, namely: that while considering an individual it lies in our
power to concentrate attention ;m some characteristic to such an extent

that we can ignore the otkher attributes. 3But if that be the case, then



to Locke.but also the existence of abstract ideas can be recognized.
Everyvne who pays attention to his own mental activity easily recog-
nizes how attention proves to be active in the formation of abstract
concepts out of concrete ones. A statement by John Stuart Mill, re-
produced below (see 173f.) will further clarify the process. It is
equally obvious that what the logicians call the content of a concept
. coincides in the case of abstraect concepts only with that part of the
respective concrete complex idea which is picked out by attention,
while in the extension of this concept all individuals must be counted
which have all the attributes that make up the content. But as soon
as we want to start anmalyzing tke relation of abstract and concrete
to universal and particular, we immediately encounter an obstacle,
which has proved fatal ‘:'.o many a philosophical inquiry, namely, un-
certainty and :a:msiox;x in terminology.

Of course, many have used and do use the terms under discus-
sicn quita indiscriminately for each other. J. St. Mill, therefore,
thought himself entitled to use the words abstract and concrete, which
as a consequence had becoms meaningless, as it were, in a way which
followed the scholastic usage as the "labels for a distinetion within
the class of general names.23 In Germany, too, some (e.g., Ueberweg,
Siegwart) have accepted this way of speaking. Nevertheless this use
still sufficiently contradicts o;:dina,ry use for a consideration, whether
anything at all can be said in favor of the iatter, not to come too

late. At least one thing appears beyond doubt: one who claims that
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the predicates, general and abstract, or particular and concrete, can

always be asserted of the same concepts, means as a rule to have thereby
recognized a Very important psychological fact and does not in any way
mean merely to have tttered an empty tautology. It follows that in or-
dinary language these words in no way pass for synonyms. On the con-
{200] <trary, everyone recognizes after but a little reflection that
the words general and particular relate to the extension; the words ab-
stract and gorerste, to the content. A concept to which correspond, or
at least can correspond, several objects is gemeral. Particular or in-
dividual, on the other hand is a concept which does not permit without
contradiction, or at least without infinitely large improbability, re-
ference to more than one object.zl'" On the 'éth?r hand it is most natural
to call abstract each concept which is the result of an abstraction,
while each concept to which nothing of the kind has as yet happened,
will have to be called concrete.25

A definition like the last two could easily be named an idem
for idem, for both really say no more than: "what is called abstract
is what is abstracted." Even so, this is the most natural, and con-
sidering the divergencies in linguistic usage, this alone is surely an
advantage. Moreover, it camnnot be doubted that this definition also
provided the standard for J. St. ¥ill. Indeed, he (&. cit.) declares
himself opposed to: "applying the expression 'abstract name' ;t.o a.-ll
names which are the result of abstraction . . .", but what could ha’ve )

caused him to eall the names of the attributes ‘'abstract' if not pre-
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cisely the circumstance that they are considered Yresults of abstractions"?
’4[201] But if this can be asserted of whiteness, humanity and old are .
then ceré_a.inly also of white, man and old. To exclude the latter names
(or c_crncepts) from the class to which the former belong, although the
si:eciﬁc differance of ﬁhe class is equally characteristic of all, can
only beg considered as a logical mistake. By this it is naturally by no
means denied that there is a2 differemnce betwsen the names of attributes
and those of objecis, and in order to do justice to this difference also
in the way one speaks, without having to invent new names, it is perhaps
best to contrast the former group as Mabstracta in the narrow sense"
with abstracta in the broader sense of the term.

If the terminology is sattled iz this w=y, then no one can call
the expressions under discussion superflucus. For to each of the latter
corresponds a coiz_:letéd determinant, a2 specific concept, and if two of
these concepts should apply to the same object they would not on that
account be less different than perbaps the concepts "freezing at O de-
grees centigrade" and "consisting of oxygen and hydrogen", both of
which, as is well known, can be asserted of the sams thing—water.

Sut does such a2 coincidence really exist? That a concept
could be at the same time general and individual, as Drobisch be-
lieved,2% or at the same time sbstract and comcrete as James Mil1?7 and
Alexander Bain28 asserted, is Ia.utomatica]ly excluded by the above de-

finitions. The often heard claim of, the inverse quantitative ratio
of the extension and the contant of a concept,29 on the other hand,
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may find all the more ready acceptance. The law in question can perhaps
be expressed thus: the greater the extension of a concept, the smaller
the content; the greater the content, the smaller the extemsion. Ex-
pressed differently: the more general, the more abstract; the less gen-
eral, the less abstract. If the content is = l‘(a. simple concept) then
[202] the extension is infinitely large. If the contemt is infinitely
large (this is usually given as a characteristic of concrete ideas) then
the extension is = 1; that is, each concrete idea is individunal; each
individual one, concrete, from which it follows that all abstracta are
general and all universal cancepts are abstract. Extemsion and content,
therefore, mitually determine each other. T

That all concrete ideas are in fact also individual must be
clear to everyone who considers that each comerete idea of a psychical
or physical object contains a2 completely determinate time datum, or a
space and a time datum, respectively, and that in neither of ths two
cases can a plurality of objects be admitted, although the reason which
forbids this hypothesis is not completely similar in the two cases. In
the first case, the contrary claim involves a contradiction for the
word identity signifies, if anything, the relation of one psychical
vhenomenon to another psychical vhenomenon wirich agrees with it in a;ll
determinations, ineluding time. Kot so in the second case. The sti]J:
vending dispute among psychologists whether one can see3° different
colors at one and the same place at the same time shows at least that

such an hypothesis is not absurd. The law of the impenetrability of
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bodies is not analytic. And if it is not contradictory that differemt
. objects could at the same time occupy the same place, then it is hard
to see why these objects should lose their different individualities
if they otherwise by chance agreed in every respect. This distinetion
is naturally not of practical significance; for if the law of impene-
tx:a.bi]ity does not have mathematical certainty, it yet has in any case
physical certainty. But this could not thereby exempt us from speci-
fying this difference in the above definition of individuals.

(203] The data of time, respectively of space and time, thus points
unambiguously to a single individual. If om the other hand one wants
to ignore svace and time, he can do this only through abstraction and
with this the idea in question ceases to be concrete. But this is not
to be so understood that the concrete idea mist contain all the cha;r-
acterist:}cs of the object conceived. There may be infinitely many of
these characteristies; many might become accessible to the senses only
later, many not at all. The mumber of elements of the concrete con-
cept thus remains limited; not even all the atiributes known to the
person mist be included in the idea. Indeed, they often camnot at all
be included, esvecially if these attributes presuppose relations to
other objects. The concretum includes nothing otut the complex of char-
actaeristics which by virb}le of ike naturs of the object all at once
intrudes upon the senses; hence, above all, those which are brought to
consciousness by the dom:i.nant‘ sense, as a rule, sight. The data of

other senses are included only if they impose themselves in such
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strildnz ways that they immediately enter into a strong association with
thoese from the sense of sight, which association cannot be severed at
all or only with great difficulty, in the case of later reproductions.
In this way, for example, the visual image of a waterfall may, for the
nearby spectalor, combine with the similtaneously verceived auditory
sensation of the roar, into the whole of a simple concrete idea. Per-
haps different subjects react differently to the same object. But let
me stress, in order to avoid misunderstanding, that as soon as the ob-
server in our example calls the object of the idea as "this waterfall",
he thereby discloses not only the existence of a concrete idea but also
that of 2n abstract idea. For these words indicate already, the sub-
suxntiom of the observed phenomenon under a class, which ;mbsnm_:tion
cannot occur without a general (and therefore abstract) idea.

A. Bain mentioned a case of a completely unique ldnd, which
{2047 deserves mention also in this comnection. ™Ihns, in sight," he
claims, L "ye can be more engazed witk the muscular than with the op-
tical elements, and vice versa; tut we cannot enmtirely separate the
two." FHere, therefore, data of completely different senses (v;.i,sﬁa.l
sensations and mscular feelings) would always and everywhere be fl:tsed
into 2 concrete idea. But it is questionable whether Bain is right in
this claim of inseparability, and it mist at least remain doubtful‘in -
view of the circumstance that nothing more easily eludes the attention
than miscular feelings.

A1l concrete concepts tims are particular; but are all par-



ticular concepts also concrete? Zamilton has already attempted to
establish the existence of particular abstract ideas. "The notion of
the figure of the desk before me,” he says,-2 "is an abstract idea . . .
but it is at the same time individnal; it represents the figure of this
particular desk, and not the figure of any other body." Unimpeachable
as this may be, provided cne grounds, with Hamilton, the sensible
qualities in a substance, whose idea is innate, it cannot but be dubious
to use, without discussing it, a metachysical theory so frequently at-
tacked as the basis for a psychological investigation. Putting one's
self for a2 moment in the place of Hamilton's opponents, considering ex-
ternal objects, to speak with J. St. Mill, > merely as "groups of Sen-
sations," one recognizes immesdiately how unfortunate it was to single
out just the figure as an example. Its figure determines the extension
of the desk, but also its color appears in a completely determined
figure and this latter figure unquestionably coincides completely with
the former. 3Buf does it follow that we deal with only ope figure?

This is the more doubtful as the extension and with it the figure of
the desk can also be perceived tkrough the sense of touch while the color
and the figure that gees with it belong to the province of the sense of
{205] sight. Therefore, supposing all of this to be correct, what is
one talking about when talking about the figure of the desk? Zvidently
about a2 tlurality and thereby the abstract concept has ceased to be in-

dividual.

)

Even though we have here appealed to the authority of J. St.



Mill, he himself would hardly sustain our objection z2gzinst his opponent
Hamilton. If, for example, the seen and the touched figure really coin-
cided completely, then he would have no misgivings in taking them to be
not only equal but jidentical. For he goes even further in this direction;
since, considering himself entitled to suppose exactly equal attributes
to be identical, he creates a whole class of abstract individuals, ab-
stract in his sense and therefore also in ours. "But when only one at-
tribute,® he clai.lns,j""’ "neither variable in degree nor in kind, is de-
signated oy the name; as visibleness; tangibleness; equality; squareness;
milk-whiteness; then the name can hardly be considered general; for
though it denotes an attribute of many different objects, the attribumte
itself is always conceived as one not many." Without question Mit1

here has, to a2 quite extraordinary extent, linguistic usage on his side. ‘
One says everyday and hears it said that this and that thing have the
sSame size, the same color, etec., but almost as often the expression,
equal color, egual size, stc., occur in the same cases, so that it mst
seem most highly problematic to appeal only to the first ==y of speaking
since the second proves amply that common usage does not at all know how

to distinguish the words identity and equality. The only thing to do,

therefore, is to make the meanine of both names as clear as we possibly
can. In fact, if one wanted to call nothing identical which “axpre;s g
themselves to our senses not by the same individual sensations" then, ..

Mill correctly maintained against Herbert Spencer,35 the humanity even

of one msan should e considered as different attributes now and half-an-
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hour hence." Not aven absolute equality of the sensations is required;
[206] we usually cansider an object as still identical if we perceive
it at different times and at differemt places, and equality is so far
from always going together with identity, that when we make the two
perceptions in question still more similar by making the time equal
while leaving the place determinations different, identity is thersby
being excluded. Nevertheless, confusion scarcely seems possible with
respect to identity of objects. But how about of attributest Suppose
we have two congruent triangles, A and 3. Is the triengularity of A
identical with the triangularity of B? That is, is the triangularity
of A the triangularity of Bt No one will deny that A can persist even
if B is annihilated, just as it will not be challenged that the at-
tribute cleaves to its object, versists with it, but also vanishes with
it. Hence, if B no longer exists, then the triangularity of B does nct
exist either, while A and the triangularity of A continue to exist un-
disturbed. 3But now, according to }Mill, the triangularity of A is the
trdangularity of B. Hence, this self-same triangularity both does and
does not exist, which no one will be inclined to consider possible.
What these apparently rather pointless remarks want to prove is one
thing only, namsly, this, that if one speaks of the identity of equal
attributes of different things, identity in the strong sense could not
possibly be meant, and second, that it is equally inaccurate to call,
as Mill does, the émegal idea "the Ons in the Many." If one wants to

consider an attritute as an individual then one must recognize as many
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attributed individuals as there are real ones; Mill's "abstract idea"
therefore must remain universal exactly tc the same extent as the ac-
companying "concrete idea" is general. This was alsoc the reason why
already above (p. 115) we put these 'abstracta' with 1".he 'gener2l names®.
Hamilton in any case came close to the truth in this matter
since basically he erred merely in the choice of example. If instead
[207] of the figure of the desk he had dealt with its color, his claim
would have been incontestable from every point of view. But are ex-
amples of individual abstract ideas only met with among the ideas of
attritutes? If T think of a friend, I must have a particular idea of
him; but I do not know where he is right now; that idea thus lacks a
space datum, hence it can no longer be concrete. I come to a place
where I now my friend has been, only I do not know when; if, there-
fore, I think of him as at this place, then I mst leave the time unde-*
termined. But even without such specific occasions, I think of the
friend as in his nature persisting through the changes of space and
time, that is, I usually gbstract from space and time in the case of
the idea of this man. The same also holds for inanimate objects in-
asmick as space and time do not constitute an essential determination
of them. Let us take another example: There are green apples in a
sack. OSomecne takes out an apple, then goes to the owner and asks him
for this apple. The ouner, who is absorbed in some work, answers,
without looking up: "You will not be able to eat it, it is still

green." The speaker here certainly thinks of only one apple (just as

4
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the other has taken only one), he abstracts from space (he does not at
all know where the apple is), just as from a particular moment (the
apple will still be just as wnripe in an hour as it was an hour ago).
Furthermore, he also has no determinate idea of the color, shape and
size of the apple, for even if he knew sach one of his apples from the
other, he still cannot have any definite one in mind since he does no%
know which has been taken out. In a similar mamer I speak of the
jo:i'.ner vho has produced my desk; I think of only ong individual, but I
have never seen him, and therefore cannot possibly have a concrete
idea of him. If, finally, one considers ideas such as: +the wisest of
all men, the most radiant of all stars, one will not even find the
trace of anything concrete; yet they are nevertheless individual. For,
{208] if two men, for example, were wiser than all others, one could
call them the fwo wisest of 211, but one could not strictly speaking
call either the one wisest of all.

Abstract individual concepts are not by any means as rare,
then, as one might suspect from Hamilton's way of presenting the matter.
But perhaps we sha2ll now succeed in subsuming the many empirically
gathered instances under 2z few unifying points of view. Wwhat matters
a.bovie all is, obviously, to ascertain what is required to give an idea
the character of an individual concept. This, it seems, can be done in
three kinds of mjs: either (1) the concept is concrete, or (2) its
object is thought of in relation either to a conerete idea or to its

object; and in particular, in a relatica that exciudes a plurality of
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terms on the part of the object, or, finally, {3) the relatiocn applies
to all of the individuals of the class to which the object in question
belongs with the single exception of just this object.itself.

The first way comprehends all concrete individunals and was
already discussed above under the title of conerete ideas with which
it coincided. This is the form in which each empirical datum first
enters our consciousness, and to that extent the concrete ideas are the
foundations of all knowledge. But knowledge is not chiefly of our ideas
but of their objects and it attempts to isolate what is characteristic
of the latter from the accidental added in the acts presemting them.
Whereby almost always what makes the idea concrete will be suppressed, -
from which alone it follows that almost all concepts of individuals
cannot but be abstracta.

These abstract individual concepts are now to be subsumed under
the second and third of the above cases. A relation is characteristic
for the one as well as for the other. 3ut while in the second group
at least the correlate is still concrete, this is no longer so in the
third group so that in this case the individual concept consists only
of abstract concepts.

[209] Of these two classes the first, being by far the most numercus,
is of chief importance. Pertinent axamples are those given above, of
the friend, of the avple, and of the joiner. For a complete clarifi-
cation a few remarks may not be out of place here. Since the correlate

here is always individual, confusion is prevented, this being guaranteed
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by its own nature as a concretum. The same carmot be said of every
relation. If I say, "This man," (whom I just see or have seen yester-
day), the person is completely determined. There is a concrete sense
perception and an object which is thought of as its cause. This sense
perception could evidently only be caused by ons object, whereby
naturally it is by no means prejudged whether or not the object hap-
pens to be a collection. The concretum can also stand in a more in-
direct relation to the object of the individual idea, as when I say:
"The father of this man." Here, too, the individuality of the concept
is 5eyond doubt. ZIf on the other hand I had said: Son of this man,
neighbor of this man, these would be general concepts whose indivi-
dualization requires further determipation. Nor, incidentally and
rather obviously, does it make any difference for the character of the
concepts conceived whether what is being conceived is a thing or a
mere attribute. An example of the latter kind, aside from the con-
siderations urged above, i rhe warticular abstractum Hamilton men-

tions. Twpether I concel '.d ‘his desk or the attribute x of this desk,

in either case the idea can have ornly one object.

The second kind of abstrzct individual concept has been suf-
ficientlT illustrated by the example of the wisest man and the most
beautiful star. ¥while in the urevious class in most cases only an
enormously large “m—obabilit, excluded the existence of several ob-
Jjects, he:;:e this is excluded by the principle of contradiction. In

language 2 special form of expression, the singular superlative of the
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adjectives, seems to correspond to these ideas.

1f, accordingly, it follows from cur investigations that not
only all but, rather, only very fow individual concepts can be cailed
concrete, then it follows directly that while 211 general concepts are
[210] abstract, not all abstract ones are general. What, then, has.
become of the apparently so plausible principle that extension and con-
tent of concepts vary inversely?

if the extemsion of a2 simple concept is granted to be infi-
nitely large, it yet is not clear why a complex concept, too, could not
comprehend infinitely many objects under it, although perhaps fewer
than are under the simple concept. But with respect to the content of ‘
an individual concept, though, infinity can in no way be admitted. A .
concept with infinitely many determinations goes far beyond the limits
of what we can grasp; for the rest, we encountered only a limited num~
ber of determinations in the concrete individual ideas. That the same
holds of abstract individual ideas, oniy to an even higher degree,
needs no emphasis. We do think of the individual as endowed withk ine
finitely many atiributes (although unlmown by us); yet the idea of
something infinite surely doss not itself have infinitely many con-
ceived constituents. Moreover, if one considers tlese attributes,
there is no reason why several individuals could not agres in an ;LA-
finits mumber of atiributes (the coincidence of space and time deter-
minations being obviocusly excluded). If an individual reaily has in-

finitely many determinations and if ome omits from them the (finitely)
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many which presuppose its individuality, then the remainder is still in-
finitely large and can without contradiction be considered as general.
Purthermere, we have found that individual concepts, though
all having the same extension, can yet be greatly different in content.
Equally patently, there are cases where an increase or a decrease with
respect to the content of a concept leaves the extension completely un-
changed, namely, if one adds to a gemus or species concept a proprium
{211] of the gemus or species or if, on the contrary, by omitting the
proprium, one reduces the concept se enriched to the pure genus or
speciss concept, respectively, In brief, there can be no doubt that,
at least in its generality, the principle in question is completely
untenable. Accordingly, Drobisch has attempted to es‘tab]ish36 the
principle in at least 2 limited domain and, in a few dimple cases, aven
to put the relation of extension and contemt into a2 mathematical for-
mla.3? But there is, in addition to the practical objections already
made by Ueberwag38 to this formmla, also a theoretical one. Drobisch
has made it much easier for himself to solve his problem, or rather,
he makes a solution possible only by his definition of extension. The
latter, according to him, is "Ordered totality of all species cooprdi-
patedi of ‘f:he concept of the object,39 whereby naturally are meant the
lowest species. 3Zut by ithis definition the msaninz of the word ex-
fension has been completely shifted; ordinarily one means by it the
totality of individuals falling under the concept in question, while

according to Drobisch in the case of the lowest species there can no
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longer be any talk of extension or, at most, it is a urit. With the
ordinary meaning, however, which surely is the only proper one, these
formulae are inapplicable. For, since he equates all the lowest species
to 1 (=1) the extensions of the latter are treated as if they were all
equal, which hardly conforms to reality in any case.

Aside from the mathematical part, however, one mist agree with
Drobisch's modifications. According to him, the ilaw receives this form:
"Comparing any two series of subordinate concepts, the one which has the
larger content than the other has the smeller extemsion, and, conversely,
the orié which has the greater extension than the other has the smaller
[212] content." But it must be kept in mind that this is so only in
the case of a gingle series of subordinated concepts znd that the .
amount of increase or decrease is left completely undetermrined. Bevond
these limits the law is not even approximately accurate.

Here is, briefly, what our considerations have shown: For the

question of whether a concept is universal or particular, the number of

attributes constituting its content is entirely irrelevant; not so, howe
ever, the guality of these attributes. For, depending on whether, with
regard to these qualities, the existence of several individuals corres-
ponding to the concept in question is or is not either mathematically

or physically impossible. the conecert mist be considered a:z particular
or general. For the question of whether a universal concept be more or
lgss vniversal on the other band, the amcunt of content can in certain

cases be relevant; the quality of content is always relevant; yet from
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either the latter or the former or from both alone, exactly nothing

would follow (2bout axtension). For extension is a matter of a relatiop
of which the content is only one term. Thus, if it is given, the secona
term can be furnished only by experience.

It is worth noticing that the extemsion, unlike the content,
is not anything which is either as a matter of concern or necessarily
conceived in the concept. It is true that when thinking an idea, one
will frequently also be aware of whether its extensica is large or
small. But this is altogether inessential, and if subsequent experience
shows that the extension is far greater than formerly believed, this
does not make any change whatsoever in the concept. That is why the
extension of a universal concept is usually thought bf as something
which for ocur knowledge is undetermined, since many things may belong
to it which we have never conceived. The actual extension is just as
independent of our knowledge as is anything else in the external world.
This excludes that, in order for an individual idea to be subsumed under
{2133 2 general one, an association betwsen them mst be established,
though no one will deny that such as association is nothirg rare, if
only because of the resemblance between the universal concept and the
subordinate particular ideas. Where the resemblance occurs, it will
naturally also be manifest through the reproduction of the one member
if the .other has been presented. 3ut it is clear that one who believed
to have discovered the essence of extension in this reproduction would

be grievously mistaken.
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After this longish, yet I hope not worthless, digression, let
us return to the examination of Berkeley. As we saw, he did not really
use attention as the principle of explanation for the phenomsnon of gen-
eralization. Driven by his opposition to Locke to denying all abstraction,
he deprived himself of the possibility of satisfactorily solving the prob-
lem. Many correct observations of detail are naturalily compatible with
this. He was, as we now understand, entirely correct in claiming that
universality does not exist in the 'absolute positive being' of something
by itself. Also, what he says about general concepts substituting for-
individual ones can be made sense of. 3ut whatever he says in this con-
text is fragmentary and vagus. Reading that ideas owe their generality
to what they sienify, one simply does not know whether this is the start,
of a theory of association. 3Sut one mst reject without qualification
the view that concepts, "which are in their own nature varticular" cculd-

-~
become general in any other way than by giving up this nature.

We cannot so quickly pass over Berkelsy's statements about the
~eaning of words. We know already that his polemic against Locke cannot
be construed as supporting the view that words relate to things. This,
however, does not prevent Serkeley's assertions from being mich closer
to the true state of affairs than locke's. The latter holds the use of
(214) words for things to be m'ong-headed.q’o 7. st. wi11* was right
in pointing out how far we are from wanting to assert anything about
our ideas by the sentence, "The sun is the cause of day." Berkeley, as

it were, stands in the middle in this conflict in that for him the dif-
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ference between idez and object does not exist. But the progress beyond
Locke becomes evident in the assertion that the general word does not
signify a2 general idea but, rather, individual ones. In fact, when one
says, "Each body is heavy," one naver means that the general concept body
is heavy, or anything like that. Quite to the contrary, one speaks of
all single individuals which, according to Berkeley, are but individual
ideas.

dence, if one takes this thesis of Berkeley to be only about
the meaning of the general word, then it is unimpeachable, at least as
long as one neglects the metaphysical aspect. In the unqualified form
in which we encountersd it. this thesis is nevertheless dubious, as was
noticed above (p.103 ). For, in a cerjl:a.:i.n sense the general word is
still a sign of a general idea. Already Hobbes bas defined the name as
"a word. . .which, being proncunced to others, may be to them a sign of
what thought . « . {is] in his mind."™ And J. St. Hill cammot but re-
cognize that this statement, which he cites, is correct. Therefore, if
one utters a general name, the hearer will as a rule be justified in
inferring that there was before the speaker's mind an idea of several
individual objects, that is, a generdl idea which was the cause of hkis
uttering the word. Consequently, it would be just as one-sided to claim
that words only signify objects as to claim that they only signify ideas.
Rather they do both, although, as must be noticed, each in a different:.\
sense. Moreover, they do neither without exception. If one does not

[215] understand a word, he can yet repeat it. In which case it sig-
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nifies mothing at 211. Less obvious is a series of other axceptions, and
Berkeley has a point in calling attention to them; these 2re cases where
the words are not at all unintelligible to us.

It is a fact that we often use words and use them correctly
without clearly grasping tleir meanings at the moment we use them. Leib-
niz and Locke had already noticed that before Berkeley. Also after him
this fact was the subject of repeated discussion on both sides of the
Channel, and today schools otherwise as opposed to each other as the
empiricists and the intuitionists in Zngland are in complete agreement
on this pc::i.rrl:.l"2 But Berkeley went further than all of them by claimring
that we use words in accurate and fruitful judsments even where we never
bad nor could have any ideas connected with them.l"3 This, though, would
make an epistemological principle out of the words of the voet: '"Wo
Begriffe fehlen, da stellt ein Wort zur rechten Zeit sich ein", which,
alas, one is only toc often justified in applying to philosophical
speculations. Thus we shall not need either tc refute this view of

Berkeley or to examine the examples he gives.

One question, nowever, must still be answered before we turn
from Berkeley's doctrine to that of his successor, namely. whether Berke-
ley should be put among the ncminalistic or among the conceptualist

thinkers. It is partly because of this question that we included the
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[216] Irishman's assertions about general names. The material then is
at hand; the decision will therefore not take long.

One has becoms so accustomed to regard Serkeley as the most
orominent founder of modern nominalism, that one does not find it at all
remarkable when Hamilton, for example, simply calls him "the second great
nonﬂmalist,"m"' or when Kuno Fischer asserts: "“Among the newer philo-
sophers, the nominalistic way of thinldng is familiar, but no one went
further than Berkeley in putting it into the foreground of all philo—
sophical reflection, and making it a fundamental principle.us A1l nomi-
nalistic theories of this as well as of the previous century do in fact
start from Berkeley. That aione, tiwugh, is not sufficient proof that
he himself was a nominzlist. And one merely need to take a look at his
doctrine to see the troubles into which such a2 proof runs. If one fol-
lows Zamilton in calling nominalistic every view which claims "that
every notion, considered in itself, is singular, but becomes, as it were,
general, through the intention of the mind to make it represent every
other resembling not:'.c:n,"l"'6 then one mst also place the Irish philo-
sopher among the nominalists; in wkich case everything is clear and
Justifiaple exc:pt the name nominalist itself, since words have no es-
sential part in such a thsory. That makes it advisable to follow J.

St. Mill in c2lline nominalist those who "held that there is nothing
general except names.“u'? Then it will be evident to everyone that
Berkeley does not beiong to this group, since, though he acknowledges

general names, he also, as we saw, acknowledges general ideas. It is
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true, though, that insofar as there is for him knowledge through words
which are not based in any idea, he is a nominalist to an extreme which,
fortunately, none of his followers dared to imitate. For the rest, how-
[217] eover, names, it turns out, are for kLim not 2t 21l essential in the
forming of a gemeral concept. Consequently, we are forced to assign him
an intermsdiate position between the representatives of nominalism and
conceptualism.

In order correctly to understand and to appreciate Berkeley's
doctrine of abstraction one must keep in mind that it represents above
all a staze of transition and development, which was perhaps destined to
lead to substantial successors, yet could not in itself overcome the
character of the unfinished. In Locke we find the old nominalism, con-
scious of its opposition to realism, yet still compatible and united
with conceptualism. 2erkeley mediates the transition from the old nomi-
palism to the new, for which the opvosition to conceptualism is essential.
Tet ne himself still stands with one foot on the ground which he attempts
to undermine by his attack or abstract idsas. ore than that, he pro-
poses a line of thought which, properly developed, could perhaps serve
as an unshakable foundation of comceptualism. That is why one can repeat
the claim just made, that Berkeley stands in the middle between opposing
views, in the further sense that, after 2 fashion, ke includes tendencies
to both theories.

3ut one cannot judge the fruit from the seed. Thus it was neces-

sary that his doctrine first had to be properly developed. There was no
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other way of finding out whether he had shown the right way. This further

development occurred in the person of the Scot, David Hume, to whose pro-

vosals we now tum.

[218] David Hume, in his first and most comprehensive work, the
Treatise Concerning Human Nature, which alone we shall now consider,
explicitly accepts Berkeley's investigations about the abstraction
issue. He calls their result "one of the greatest and most valuable
discoveries that has been made of later years in the republic of let-
ters," and sets himself merely the task of vlacing this discovery com-
pletely beyond doubt through some new au:guments.l"'8 Through this state-
nent, whose acceptibleness leavesnothing to te desired, the relation of
both thinkers to one another seems most clearly established. Nor has
anyone ever hesitated to characterize Hume's theory of abstraction as
simply a repetition and at most a new underpimming of Berkeley's. Even
the most recent and perhabs the most thorough commentator on Fume's
ohilosophy, E. }?.u‘.'le:’.clez.-er,49 is no exception.

But in spite of this it is not advisable to disregard com-
pletely the way in which he restates the opinions of Berkeley merely
because of what he himself says about his 7rela.tion to the latter: 3erke-
ley, he says, "has asserted, that all general ideas are nothing ot par-

ticular ones, amexed to a certain term, which gives them a more exten-
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7z
sive signification and makes them recall upon occasion other individuals,

which are similar to them."5° Is this really Berkeley's viewt X If we
ha.ve‘above correctly represented the latter, then the difference is obe
viou‘s\. It is correct that for Berkeley as for Hume the general ideas
are particular ideas with general signification.’? But it is false that
£219] according to Berkeley they owe their gemerality to the expres-
sions which are amnexed with them. That nothing in Berkeley's exposition
indicates a comnaection between words and general ideas bkas already been
shown above.’3 And that Hume's interpretation is in direct conflict with
the Irishman's intention follows easily from the foilowing consideration:
Toward the end of the often cited introduction to the Treatise on the
Principles of Human Knowledse we read: "Since therefore words are so
apt to impose on the understanding, whatever ideas I consider, I shall
endezvor to take them bDare and naked irto my view, keeping out of my
thoughts, so far as I am able, those ngmes which long and constant use
hath so strictly united with them."su' Such "thinking without names"
which surely, like all scientific thirnlZrg; presupvoses general concepts
would, according to Zume, be simply impossible, since according to nis
opinion, particular ideas become general only through the words con-

" nected with them. Zence, if the words are separated from the ideas,

then The latter have lost their generality and one could not understand
how Berkeley could expect in his scientific investigations to benefit
from this approach. It follows conclusively that Hume bas introduced

an entirely alien feature into Berkeley's doctrine.
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Naturally it is an entirely different question whether‘this new
feature is not also an essential progress on the way Serkeley took, if
only one jignores his effort to emancipate the czoncepts from the words.
One thing can be seen from the very formlation of Hume's thesis, even
before one enters into his arguments: The most essential gaps in Berke-
ley's position have been filled.. In some way at least, the relation be-
[220] tween general words and general ideas has been specified. Above
all, the question of how a particular idea comes to "represent" or to
"designate" other similar ideas and so to become general, has found an
answer. whether the hypothesis be tenable or not, it has in any case

become clear and capzble of being discussed due to the way that names

occupy the foreground. Psychology can enly gain from a discussion of
this hypothesis. For this reason Sume conducted the investigation of
abstracta more and more independently than one is usually willing <o
admit. He, not Berkelsey, has given to words a position so prominent

in our mental life that it justifies our calling his and his successors'
theories nominalistic. Thus he, far more tban Berkeley, deserves the

titls of the rezl founder of modern nominalism.

Let us now look more closely into HJume's inquiries. What they
start from is the fact that most or 211 general ideas abstract from the

special depree of quality and quantity, on the ground that such ab-
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Naturelly it is an entirely different question whether this new
feature is not also an essential progress on the way Ssrkeley took, if
only one ignores his effort to emancipate the concepts from the words.
One thing can be seen from the very formmlation of Hume's thesis, even
before one enters into his arguments: The most essential gaps in Berke-
ley*'s position have been filled.. In some way at least, the relation be-
[220] tween general words and general ideas has been specified. Above
all, the question of how a particular idea comes to "represent" or to
"designate" other similar ideas and so to become general, has found an
answer. Whether the hypothesis be tenable or not, it has in any case
become clear and capable of being discussed due to the way that names
occupy the foreground. Psychology can only gain from a discussion of
this hypothesis. For this reason Fume conducted the investigation of
abstracta more and more independently than one is usually willing to
admit. He, not Berkeley, bhas given to words a position so prominent
in our mental life that it justifies our calling his and his successors'
theories nominalistic. Tims he, far more than Berkeley, deserves the

title of the real founder of modern nominalism.

Let us now look more closely into Tume's inquiries. What they
start from is the fact that most or all general ideas abstract from the

special degree of quality and quantity, on the ground that such ab-
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straction could kardly ground a difference in kind. Yet, "the abstract
idea of a man represents men of all sizes and all qualities; which 'tis
concluded it cannot do, but either by representing at orce all possible
sizes and all possible qualities, or by ropresenting no particular one
at all." The former appears to presuppose an infinite mental capacitys
thus one chose the latter. Hume, for his part, wants to show, first,
that it is impossible to conceive either quantity or quality without a
determinate degree; and, second, that in spite of our merely finite
mental capacity, we can form "a notion of all possible degrees of quantity
and quality,™ not completely, to be sure, yet in a way suficient for all
practical pu.rposes.55

The first, negative part of his claim Sume supports with the
following three arguments:
(2213 1. %hatever is different is distinguishzable; and whatever is
distinguishable is also separable in thought, and conversely; whatever
is separable is also distinguishable and therefore different. In order
to decide whether in the case of abstraction separation can occur, all
one needs tc do is, therefore, to ascertzin whether what is abstracted
in a general idea is distinguishable and different from what remains as .
its supposed essence. 3ut, e@.c., the determinate length of a line is no
more different than distinguishable from the line itself, and, in general,
the determinate degree of a quality from the quality itself. Zence there
can be no guestion of separaticm.sa

2. It is recognized that we are not conseciocus of any impres-
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sion noi determinate as to ths degree of quality and quantity; the op~
But ideas are but copies of

posite contains a contradiction in terms.
ions which differ from them only through their lesser intensity.

Hence they, too, mist be determinate as to dagree.57
Everyone admits that everything in nature is individual,

3-
and that it would be absurd to acknowledge a real triangle without de-
s absurd in reality mst also be so in the

TLhead 2
[ P ST

terminate dimensions.
idea, for nothing is impossible for wirich a2 clear and distinct idea can
ve formed. Iurthermore, to form the idea of an object and to fom
simply an idea is one and the same, for the reference of the idea to-a.n
object is only an external denomination not grounded in the nature of
If it is therefore impossible to form the idea of an object

the idea-
without determination as to degree, them the same is true of an idea as

if

such.58
A1l abstract ideas are, therefore, in themselves individnal;
they were general.

2l ap-

tut they can nonetheless be used in thought as
Therein lies the positive part of Zume’s claim.
(222] The w2y in whick particular ideas attain this geners
plicability is in the following: Ywhen we have found 2 resemblance
among several oojects, that often occur to us, we apply the same name
to all of them, whatever differences we may observe in the degrees of
their quantity and quality, and whatever other differences may appear

among them. After we bhave acquired 2 custom of this kind, the hearing
of that name revives the idea of one of these objects, and makes the
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imagination conceive with it all its particular circumstances and pro-
portions. t as the same word is suppos'd to have been frequently ap-
plied to other individnals, that are different in many respects from
that idea, which is immedia-te]y present to the mind; the word not being
able to revive the idea of all of these individuals, only touches the
sovrl, if I may be ailow'd so to speak, and revives that custom, which
we have acquir'd by surveying them. Tkey are not really and in fact
present to the mind, out only in power; nor do we draw them all out
distinetly in the imagination, but keep curselves in a readiness to sur-
vey any of them, as we may be prompted by 2 present design or necessity.
The word raises up the individual idea along with a certain custom; and
that custom produces any other individual ome, for which we may have
occasion. it 2s the production of all of the ideas; to which the name
may be apply'd, is in most cases impossible, we abridge that work by a
more vaxrtial consideration, and find but few inconveniences to arise in
our reasoning from that abridgzement."

This is to be attributed to the "most extraordinary circum-
stance," that this custom also immediately brings to mind any one of
other individuals in case we form by chance a thoucht which does agree
with the individual in question. If, for example, we hear the name
triangle, we Tirst think of, say, 2 particular equilateral triangle;
(2231 if, however, on this sround we would want tc assert that every
triangle has equal angles, an isosceles or scalene triangle would im-

mediately occur to us. If nothing of this sort kappens, this is cue
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to a defect of the intellectual faculties, which will easily bécome the
cause of f:;.lse judgements. This, though, occurs for the most part only
with abstruse and complicated ideas. As a matter of fact, the custom is
so fixed that one and the same idea can be connected with different words
without there being any danger of mistake. The words, figure, recti-
linear figure, pegular ficure, triancle, equilateral triangle, for in-
stance, could a2ll go with the idea of one and the same equilateral tri-
angle before the mind.

"Sefore those habits have become entirely perfect, perhaps the
wind may not be content with forming the idea of omiy cmg individual, but
may run over several, in order to make itself comprehend its own meaning,
and the compass of t collection, which it intends to express by the
general term. That we may fix the meaning of the word, figure, we may
revolve in our mind the ideas of circles, squares, parallelograms, tri-
angles of different sizes and provortions, and may not rest on one image
or idea. However this mzy be, 'tis certain that we form the idea of in-
dividuals, whenever we use any general term; that we seldom or never can
exhaust these individuals; and that those, which remain, are only rerro-
sented by means of that habit, by which we reca2ll them, whenever any
vresent occasion requires it."59

The only voint in this exnlavnation which seems difficult to
dume is that custom, which plays such an important role in it. 3ut
since it is impossible to reduce the mental operations to their uiti-

mate causes, a mental act is sufficiently explained if one points out
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other acts which are analogous to it or support it. To this purpose
Hume points out that a2 habitus is often connected with a single word,
[224] for example, memories of semtences and of varse.éo In our case,
moreover, the re-entry into consciocusness of the required idea will be
greatly facilitated by the similarity of the individual concepts united .-
under a general expression. 6L Finally, the imperfection characteristic
of 21l general ideas also has its analogies: we can form no adequate
ideas of large rmumbers, yet this does not disturb our rea.soning.éz
Similarly, we speak of intricate things, such as government, church,
without having before cur minds all the simple ideas contained in these
complexes. We will nevertheless not predicate anything contradictory
of them because the custom of bringing the ideas into certain relatiogps

extends to the y_grds.63

With that Hume hoves to have sufficiently supported his hypo-
thesis. Fis emphkasis is on the negative proof. After abstract ideas
have been shoun to be impossible, there arises the need to explain the

facts and there is in his opinion no other way than the one he has

ta.ken.a"

Under the circumstances wa, too, in our critical examination
of Jume's argument, shall start from its negzative part.
The new formmlation of the negative thesis is most strildng.

From the begimning of section VIT it follows sufficiently beyond doubt,
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that it is Hume's intentien to deny zll abstraction.®S Nevertheless, he
then asserts more specifically, Mthat 'tis utterly impossible to con-
ceive any guantity or quality, without forming a precise notion of its
[225] degrees."66 How few cases of abstraction this covers is obvious.
For if in fact it is impossible to conceive quality or quantity separable
from their degrees, nothing whatsoever would be implied as to whether or
rot complexes of qualities which are more than just gradually different
contain separable elements. To select a striking example, surely no one
will want to claim that color is a degree of extension or extension a
degree of color. Hence, according to Hume's thesis, nothing would ore-
vent us from conceiving a surface without color. TYet this is what al-

ready James Mill gave as a crucial case of the "inseparable associatien
of ideas."67

Thus, it would seem that as long as an attribute raemains deter-
minate as to degree the possibility of forming abstract ideas of it re-
m2ins unaflected. Moreover, in all those cases in which there are dif=-
ferences of degree, such as egual or iriangular, the thesis does not
a.pply.68 Hence, even supposing that Fume succeeded in establishing his
thesis in an irrefutable way, the conclusion drawn from it, that all
general concepts are essentially concrate,69 still does not follow. Alsoc,
at least at first glance, this conclusion seems to clash with one of the
chief divisions of all psychical vhenomenon, which Hume proposed. That
zakes it seem even stranger.

According to Hume, as everyone knows, perceptions are either

impressions or ideas and, also, either simple or complex. 70 "Tho'," he
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adds in explanation, "a particular colour, taste, and smell are qualities
all united together in this apple, 'tis easy to perceive they are not the
same, but are at least distinguishable from each other." Only wnder a
gortain assumption is that proposition of Hume's compatible with the
theory under discussion, and even then only if one supposes that he ex~
pressed himself most inaccurately. If in speaking simmly of °color! q
Hums means everything the eye perceives in the apples, tius putting 4nto
one simple idea both a determinate color and a determinate extension,
then what he says is not inconsistent. It speaks for this interpretation
that Hume in the vassage here quoted apparaently wants to contrast the
nerceptions of the different senses with each other. Against this ine-
Leroretation, it can be urged, in addition to the wording, that even in
the appendix to the third book of his work, Sume emphasizes that color
ideas are simple ideas without as much as mentioning extension.zl

2ut if one now takes the passage as it is, then the conmtra-
diction cannot be avoided. For what is an idez of color, sven if it
Wwere the most determinate shade, other than ar abstractum? And what
goes for color also goes for taste, etc., in short, for each "simple
idea". Ome could perhaps adduce in defense of Fume that he speaks not

only of simple jdeas but also of simple imoressions and that the forw

mer could just as well be considered as copvies of the latter, just as
compourd ideas are copies of compound impressions, and that therefore
the acceptance of simple ideas does not involve an act of abstraction.

I one takes Eume's theory of space into consideration, particularly
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with. respect to the connection of color and extension, this objection is
not without a point. We shall see that according to Hume one can per-
ceive colored points which are unextended, with the idea of extension
being exeited in us only by their arrangement. Thus in this case we per-
(227] ceive color without extension. But even if this were correct,

one would therefore perceive not only color. We would indeed havo

colored points which at the least could not lack a place determination.
Moreover, this side of the question does not even enter the apple example.
The color of the abple is (if only because of the differences in hue) the
color of a surface, that is, according to dume, of several points whose
arrangement is of course also perceived. That makes it mich more nat
to. interpret Zume's view so that we receive only complex impressions, and
arrive only through the znalysis of the complex ideas copying them at
their simple elements, which then in turn permit the inference to their
simple originals. Hume himself confirms this interpretation in the se-
cond proof, to be discussed presemtly, of his thesis, when stating th._at
no impression can become present to the mind, without being determined
in its degrees both of quantity and quaJity.“72 If there is no impres-

sion without determinate degree of quality and quantity, then there is
¢ertainly none without this quality and quantity themselves. rdence no
simple idea can be formed except by abstraction.

That seems really so obvious that one might refer only to the

question whether or not quantity and quality can be conceived without

determinate degree, leaving aside as merely an inaccurate formulation
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whatever seems to drag in the whole of the theory of abstraction. TYet,
on the other hand, statements of this latter kind are so vigorous and
Pume speaks of himself so explicitly as an advocate of Berkeley's theory,
that one finally agrees with the traditional interpretation of Hume's
doctrine, eliminating the contradictions among his claims which that ine
volves by supposing that he fumbled his expressions. The solution is
not satisfactory. We are up against one of those cases where objections

[228] against each of the two possible interpretations can be main-

<ained.

Let us now examine in detail the force of the three arguments
which Hume presents in support of his negative claim.

The proposition with which Zume opens his first proof and
whicn also is repeatedly used in the later parts of the Trsatide ap-
vears highly doubtful. 3IHow shall we urderstand the equating of the
different with the distinguishable? Is that distingaishable which,
supposing unlimited discrimination by the senses of even the least dif.
ferences, could not be considered as equal? If so, the proposition is
tautological and of no practical use. If not, then it is false, un-
less one wented to claim that, fer exmrmle, the nebulae, which .

Zerschcl is knoun to have taken all for systems of stars, were a2t thet
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time all alike and that some of them changed into glowing games only
through the application of spectral analysis in exploring them.

But far more important for the proof than this first propo-
sition is the one which immedistely follows it, namely, that everything
distinet can be separated. One is at first surprised that a2 polemic
against the existence of abstracta contains, against the separation
theory in Locke's sensa, a concession larger than any defender of ab-
straction would make today. A reference to the cases already touched
upon of the inseparable association, so-called, suffices to bring home
the import of this concession. Hume, however, draws from it quite
correctly a conclusion in his favor. Y¥or, if his examples suffice,
can one object (at least not in favor of separability) against his
drawing this conclusion.

t can one concede that the determinate length of a line is
neither distinct nor distinguishable from the line itself? Isf the
length and the line 2re not different, then they are the same. With
the length the line is also givem. ’.vlhethe:lp the latter is straight or
bent, whether it lies in this or tbat plane is then completely imma-
terial, Tor if the length is the same as the line, then the line is
also the same as the length and nothing else can come into consideration.
{2297 3Ho less strange consequences follow from the second example. The
degree of 2 quality is suoposed not to be different from the latter.
Therefore, the degree is the sams as the quality, i.e., pink is the

same as red. 3ut dark red is also the same as red; hence vink is the
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sams as dark reds Or, in case one supposes pink to be different from
dark red, then red is different from red.

After what has been said, no doubt is left about the value of
the argument examined. Iume not only has proved what he wanted to
prove. 3y holding that everything distinguishable can also be separately
conceived, he has put into his opponents' hands new weapons enabling them

to vindicate their theories far beyond the boundaries of truth.

The second argument, we have seemn, starts from its being con-
tradictory to allow an impression which is not determinate with respect
to the degree of quantity and quality. 3ut another remark of Fme's, to
whick Green justly called attention,’> is opposed to this. In dis-
cussing the immateriality of the soul,w"' fume favors the theory “con-

demmed oy sevaral metaphysicisns,® "that an object may exist, and yet

e no where.! He continues: "An object may be said to be no where,
#hen its parts are not so situated with resvect to each other, as fo
forn any figure or quantity; nor the whole with respect to other bodies
S0 as to answer to our notions or conmtiguity or distance. Iow this is
evidently the case with all our perceptions and objects, except those of
the sight and feeling. A moral reflection cammot be plac'd on the right

or on the left hand of a passion, nor can a2 smell or sound be either of
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from the few passages we quoted in the course of ocur exposition, by the
fact that Berkeley indiscrj_minatqu speaks once of ideas, and once of
objects. In the Treatise, sect. 1 and 2, ™ideas" and "objects of muman
knowledge™ are expressly equated with one another. ‘There can therefore
be no question of opposing the two to sach other when it comes to the
signification of pames. It rather appears to follow 'i‘rom the above-
mentioned examples that Berkeley was here guided by two very different
points of view. Words such as soul and mind do not stand for ideas be-
cause zccording to Berkeley;s metaphysics we can have no idea whatever
[191] of the active bearer of ideas.~? As to Dower, it w:c'uld at- least
be -plzusible to appeal to the inactivity of the ideas. Berkeley does
not do that. As to pumber, he could not do it; and the same goes for
such words as chance and gg,lé which are mentioned in the sams con-
text. What, them, could Berkeley Bave had in mind? Since he himself
did not further clarify the point, one can only offer a canjeciure. Tt

is perhaps most plausible to think of those words of which, speaking as
——

one ordinarily does, one usually says thal they do not designate parti-

cular things but, rather, attributes or relations. If all general con-~
cepts are by their nature concrete, then it mist be at least very doubt-
ful whether a "precise" idea can correspornd to objects which, as such,
do not exist at 211. In the case of the word number, for instance, it
does not suffice to think of iwo or three; for one cannot form a con-

crete idea even of them, but only of things counted. In such cases we

employ words which, though far from being-meaningless, are yet words
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[230] a cirenlar or a square figure." How ruch of this may be granted,
how mich mist be rejected, we shall perhaps learn from some later re-
flections. For our present purpose it suffices to have established that
Hume himself admits the possibility, indeed, the existence, of impressions
without quantity. Thus he cannot claim, without openly contradicting him-
self, that all impressions are determinate with respect to quality or
even a degree of quantity; or he can make this claim only in a very
special sense. Moreover, on tne other side, it has already been noted
above that there are qualities which do not even admit of a determination
of degree, such as, for example, triangular and quadratic (not to mention
relational qualities).

The second step which Fume takes in this proof ccntradicts a
principle which he himself has embraced earlier, namely, that of “the
Liberty of the imagination to transpose and ghange its ideas."’> To be
sure, Hume has already asserted earlier that impressions differ from ideas,
only by their greater intensity. TYet he did not assert this of complex
ideas, but only of the elements. Of the former it was said explicitly
“"that there are not any two impressions which ars perfectly :'.nsepara.ble."'ﬁ
For the proof under diseussion, though, this contradiction becomes practi-
cally unimportant if only it can be shown that Hume takes an idea of a
quantity or quality of determinate degree to be simple. With respect to
the latter, at least, he has expressly emphasized this in the appendix
to the third volume of the Treatise where the discussion as to whether
similar ideas could be simple, concludes with these words: ™'Tis the

samse case with all the degrees in any quality. They are all resembling,
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and yet the quality, in any individual, is not distinet from the degree."??
[231] In his own eyes Hume thus seems to be more or lass justified in
this point.

But can we, too, admit that the impression of the quality makes
together with that of its degree a2 simple whole, of which the imagination
can a2lter only the intensity? If Hume were right, we obviously could con-
ceive only those degrees of quality of which we have received an impres-
sion, except to whatever extent there are innate ideas. For, in imagining
another degree of the same quality, we would have sevarated the idea of
the latter from those of 211 the degrees of it which have been known so
far, since, obviously, we could not at the same time imagine the quality
in a degree knoun to us by direct experisnce as well as in a new one. FHume
bimself, however, at another place, has adduced z case in point, althousgh
without being able to explain it. e 'r.)e]_ieves?8 it to be the exception
from the law that each idea is a covy of an impression, that if, e.g.,
one had experienced all the shades of blue except ome and all the shades
Inown to him were oresented to him in a series, he would not only notice
the gap, but also be capable of supplying the approvriate idea. But other
cases of this kind are also familiar to us: XIf the brightest white we
have ever seen is presented o us, we can imagine a still brighter one.

If a tone is played by a5 many instruments as we have ever heard to-
gether, we can imazine the tone still stronger and still more fulsome;
and so on. If, as Fume must comsequently admit, these and similar cases

reaily contradicted the empiricist theory of imowledgs, the latter would
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fare badly indeed. It is tlms fortunate for the theory that the explana~
tion of this case becomes rather obvious if one realizes that together
with two ideas we are able to present their relations and that the members
of different pairs of ideas can stand in the same relation. It is easy
[232] to convince cne's self anytime that in wanting to reproduce
saries of ideas, these relations often play a far greater role than the
ideas themselves. One who sings 2 song which he hzs heard, even if he is
a very skillfil mrsician, will only rarely also reproduce the key (unless
he has paid special atiention to it). that, then, did he really remember?
Perhaps the tones themselves and their sequence. Certainly not, or else
he could not have sung the song a third or fifth lower than the key in
which he had heard it. %hat he did remamber were thus only the tone in-
tervals and their sequence. Their transposition to the sequence deter-
mined, perhaps entirely by chance, through the intonation, then takes
place without any difficulty whatsoever. In the example above one dealt
with transpositions of this sort which are, as it were, represented oy
the formla

asb=bix
where a and b are given and x can be determined. IJad we perceived each
color of the spectrum instead with only one degree of brightness, seach
tone only with one degree of loudness, then we could not form the ideas
of other dezrees or, if we could, then it would not be explained empiri-
eally. 3Sut if with the different degrees their relations to one anotkher

are also given,thenwe are in a position to make transpositions beyond



the limits of experience.

This is how the objection Fume himself raises against empiricism
collapses., 3ut his claim that the idea of a quality of a determinate de-
gree is simple meets the same fate. We imagine the tane, which we have
heard softer, louder thon we ever heard it; it has remained the sems
tone, essentially the same quality, oniy different in degree—and since
the new idea of degree camnot exist together with the old one, 2 sepa-
ration of tke latiter from that of the quality had first to occur, other-
[233] +wise the former could not have occurred. We are of course far
from assurdng that one can imazine a quality without a degree, or, even
worse, a degree without some quality of which it is a degree. We bDe-
l14eve on the contrary that 2 quality and its degree are in tThis respect
like color and extemnsion. Xo one is capable of imzgining a color with-
out an extension, but for no one is the color inseparably connected te
sonle determinate extension, as would necessarily be fthe case if they

botk constituted a simnle irmression. It is therefore not the purpose

of our polemic to defend Iocke's theory of separation. As it havpens,
though, not only ihis theory but also our view on abstraction are chal-
lanzed by HBume's assertions. If quality and degree together were really
something simple; if their impressions and their ideas could not differ
except by the intensity of the one inseparable idea, then atlention
could not conceivably concentrate on a part of it, since, obviously,
there would not be any parts. This does not of course prove the cor-

rectness of the view which stresses this concentration, but it does dis-
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prove Eume's second argument, whose examination was the task we had
undertaken.

Turning to the discussion of the third argument, we must
first of all eliminate some misunderstandings which may be due to
equivocation. If the proposition: "that everything in nature is
individual" means "that every thing in the world is individual,"
then no one will hesitate to accapt this assertion as amalytie;

Just as every one will have to agree that the idea of each "thing

in the world" is individual provided only that what one has in mind
is the idea corresponding to this one thing, i.e., its individual
idea. Hor need one deny that to form an idea of something, or

simply to form an idea, is one and the same, i.e., in other words,
[234] <+hat each idea has an immanent object, even though against
the reason which Fume gives (into which we can as yet not enter)
objections can be raised. What is beyond comprehension, at least at
first sight, is, rather, that the conclusion that every idea must be
individual follows from these two oremisses. 3ut suppose one argucc
as follows: every object in the world is individual (and also, hence,

deterrminate with respect to quality and guartity), hence also the
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idea of eacn object; but g_e_rx}dea is the idea of an object, hence each
idea is md:.ndual (i.e., determinate in the way just indieatsd). If, I
say, one argues in this way, then there appears to be an inferemce, but
this appearance is caused by an equivocation with respect to the word
object. In the first and second premise it designates a thing which is
real and exists by itself; in the third premise it designates an im-
manent object, or, at least, intentional object which may perhsps be
said to have external existence, though certainly not necessarily inde-
pendent existence. The formal error would be removed if one took in

the third vremise the word object in the same sense as in the first two.
Zut then the third premise is false, since not every idea is the idea of
a really and independently existing thing. B.g., I imagine red, blue,
straight, heavy, and so on. These are properties of such things, but
not themselves things. I think of Apollo, or, to use Hums's favorite
example, of a golden mountain. Then I nave ideas to which nothing in
reality corresponds.

There is still another possible interpretation in which Zume's
inference might appear to be valid, namely, if we translate the English
proposition by "everything in the world is individual,“79 and then con-
{ime: hence every idwa ul something is individual, tut every idea is -
the idea of something, ete. This time, tkough, even if everything else
were correct, the first oremise, far from being analytic, is only just
[235] raise. For if one calls individual what either is itself an

individual or can refer to only one individual, then all individual
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things do fall under this concept. But there is on the other hand not a
single attribute which, considered by itself, can be predicated of only
one individual. Attributes are none the less real than the things in
which they inhere. Hence, not everything in the world can be called in-
dividual.

One sees that, however one turns Hume's proof, one comes very
-soon eitker upon a formal error or upon a material mistake. thichever
of the two interpretations here atiempted the Scottish philosopher may
have bad in mind, an equivocation is involved in either case. In the
first, we noticed, it lies in the word object: 2a the second, the il-
lusion may plausibly be traced to the word averything which, if equated
witk "every thing," easily acquires a misleading second mesaning.

And there s still another mejor mistake in this proof. Vhat
Zor brevity's sake we just called the second premise without further

exXamning

+

Ly is itself supvosed to follow from the first propesition.

Je

But how can the second provosition follow from the first, even if we in-
terpret the latter so that 3t asscris = txuth? If it is absurd to sup-
pose that thers is a thing in the world whose quality and quantity is
not of deterrinzte degree, and if therefore one must imagine every thing
as thus determinate, does it follow that every idea of such a thing also
necessarily tears all of these determinations? To accept this assertion
would be just as mistaken as to accept the following one which was re-
jected earlier (and which in part coincides with it): because an indi=

vidual has infinitely many characteristics, the content of an individual
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concent mist be infinitely 1a.rge.8° Yoreover, as we have already had op-
portunity to emphasize, it is not the case that an idez of an individual
[236] 4is necessarily an individual idea. Yet only if this were the

case could one infer from all things' being individual that all ideas

are.

Still something else strikes one as odd about this proof. The
explicit contrast in it between the real and the conceptual hardly agrees
with Hums's views elsewhere on this point. But Hume's metaphysics will
occupy us only later. For the time being, therefore, I msrely call at-
tention to this striking circumstance.

Locking back for a moment at the results we have so far achieved,
we cannot out notice that they are all negative. The thesis which Hume
proposed as a new ard corzlusive reason for Berkeley's reojection of 211
abstrect ideas is 100 weak. The argumenis v~ & _orc it co not, for a
variety of reasons, prove wha~ they are stmirostd to prove directly and
even less what they are supposed to prove .~mitnaliy. TYet we saw that
Berkeley's polemic against the views of Locke is in {he main justified.
Hence, Hume added nothing new and tenable to this polemic. It does not
follow that, even aside from the historical interest, one would be

justiftied in simply ignoring Hume's attempt to develon the positive
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side of Berkeley's theory, particularly since Berkeley's position has

turned ocut to be the weaker part of what he has to say.

The fact to be explained is, as we now, that the ideas which
{237] accerding to Hume are concrete can nevertheless have gemeral
signification. His a2lleged solution kas been stated above, virtually
in extensio, for a reason which may not reflect favorzbly on me, parti-
cularly since this explanation has already been stated so often without
anyone taking exception to it. The reason is that in spite of all ef-
fort, I did not succeed in gaining complete clarity as to what Hume
himself thinks the process described above really is. Yor have the ob-
saervations been cleared up for me by the presemtations of J odl81 and
Pfleiderersz, who are rather cursory at just this poizi. Perhaps Fume
himself is to be blamed for these obscurities. If so, then it is a
duty of the ecritique to point that out.

The starting point of his theory is completely intelligible:
we call similar objects by the same word. Hume could have supported
tkis by appezling to the law of association through similarity, which
makes it understandable that, having named an object and encountering
one similar to it, we spomtaneously reproduce first the former object
and then also the word for it. This suggests using the word also for
ihe second object. This mediate association soon becomes an immediate
one and may step by step extend to 2 whole series of similar objects.
If now we hear the name, then some one of the associated individual

ideas enters into consciocusness, which one it is depending on circum-
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stances that are accidental. But how about the other associated ideas?
They are, Eums tells us, not really but only dispositionally presented
to us. Since when?—only since that name has been mentioned again? That
seems to be what Hume mears; bul must not there have been already a dis-
poesition to conceive the individuals in question sinece eventually with
[238] the help of the wox=d they were all reproducible (and I say all
because it was not a priori determined which of these ideas the heard
word would elicit)? That need is beyond-doubt; the difference is at
most one of degree; the disposition after hearing the word is stronger
than before. But hcwsver strong it may be, the disposition to have an
idea is never itself an ideza. The idea explicitly elicited by the word
remains what it was, namely, particular, and so does the word.

The more astonishing it is when Zume now declares that the
word oroduces in addition to the individual idea a habit (i.e., I sup-
Jose, the disposition mentioned?)3> and that this habit in turn pro-
duces another individual idea "for which we may have occasion." Thers
is only one wey to make sense out of this. Zach habit is a permanemt,
necessary condition of the mentioned idea; each ™occasion," its tem-
poraliy last cause. Then the whole theory stands or falls with this
occasion. Nust there be such an occasion every time we hear the word?
Tume says nothing about it. Ior can I think of ary reason why this
sheuld be necessary. Yet, if there is no such occasion, generality is
again cut of the question.

“hat sort of occasions there are we are told omly in passing,
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supposing that we are justified to bring in that "intention or necessity"
which, as we heard, determines the particular idea which is conceived by
virtue of that disposition. Hume tells us nothing about the mumber of
occasions which can become operative in the case of a single word. But
it is presumed that there mist be several of them since from this in-
direct way several ideas can be brought to consciousness. However, it
ig irmossitle to conceive all the individuals which are attached to that
name (why, if it is possible to conceive severzl?). We are therefore
[239] satisfied with a "partial consideration”; where it remzins un-
clear whether this deficiency leads to z merely partial consideration of
the content or of the extension of the concept in question (if, for a
moment, I may avail myself of the correct use). AL first the latter
ssems more plausible. TYet the former cannot be rejected ocut of hand.
This we shall see when attending to what Tume has To say about the "dis-
tinetio rationis".

A1 the interpretations which seemed vlausible become dubious
again in the light of Zume's later comment that, before habit is estab-
lished, we form instead of one idea, several ones, one after the other,
in order to elucidate the semse of that word. There is no doubt that
this is supposed to be something entirely different from the process
above. But wherein, supposing that we have understood Zume correctly
so far, lies this difference? What makes this gathering up of the
several different objects designated by the word possible, if not the

associations comnected with the word, which are what Jume had earlier
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called the habit? For a momemnt, but only for a moment, one might think
of associations among the ideas themselves by the law of sirlarity. Let
us stay with Hume's example; suppose that we illustrate the meaning of
figure by imagininzg a concrete cirels. Since the latter also has a color,
suppose that it is vhite. Thus we could by the law of similarity associate
it with either snow or sugar as well as with a white square. Nor does it
make any difference with respect to the first case that we here comceive

one object after the other. For, although the habit establishes a dis-

position for zll associated ideas, we can yet not be comscious of all of

them simultaneously, even though we may conceive some or sven many of

th-—-—.

-

As T have said already, L do hot know how to resolve the diffi-
culties I have pointed out. Should a better mind succeed in making clear
(240] what I find obscure, I shall be grateful. In the meantims I be-
lieve to have established that Hume's theory here suffers from cbscurities
Wiich one may zloss over in uresenting it otut which really canmot be

cleared up through interpretation.

It goes without saying that under the circumstance the scope of

the objective criticism is rather limited. Zven so if will be of some

value, partly because we may expect to gain in this way new material for
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characterizing the researches before us, but also because it will clarify
the prospect of an attempt one might make to develop Fume's theory with-
out changing its foundations.

Hume's first step, the use of the same word for similar objects,
oven if considered from his point of view, already produces some incon-
Vveniences. To be sure, we have ourselves supported this prineciple by
pointing to association by similarity, just as it is now far from us to
underestimate its importance for forming gemeral names. t it mst al-
so be pointed out how little association without abstraction can accom-
olish in this respect. Suppose we have something circular before us; it
is a circle drawn, or z circnlar viece of paper, or a millstone (since
according to Hume we cannot think a circle in abstracto) and ca2ll this
something fi&.% One may emphatically assert that upon seeing, say,
a2 quadratic bounded cornfield, there would not be the slightest tendency
for us to remember that "figure®™ as similar and therefore give to the
field the name figure. If, however, we are capable of thinking of shape
in the abstract, then everything is simple. 3ut that is precisely the
supposition which Fume admits least of all. The difficulty increases,
of course, as the name becomes more generzl. Shape, for instance, the
L2411 word just used, can be applied to all objects in space. Thus it
is grounded in a similarity which, if one can consider the object only
in all its detail, is mmeh toc pervasive and therefore much too incon-
spicuous to establish ar aszsciation.

Horeover, if Sume is amazed at the stability of the above
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mentioned "habit" which makes it possiblas for the same particular idea

to become without misunderstanding connected with different gemeral words,
then the factual basis which this obviously mst have is still more
amazing. For how did one, before the habit was formed, ever hit upon
giving the quite different names to one and the same particular idea,
9«g+y to call the same thing once a millstone, once something round,

once scmething white, once something heavy, a body, such that things
similar among themselves are always given the same, rather than indif.
ferently once the one, once the other of them many names, as would bave
to be axpected in case the simijarity always manifested itself effectively
only ir. respect to the whole thing rather than with respect to 2 single
attribute? One thing at least is beyond doubt in all this confusion.

The same word is used for very many and very different things; the same
thing is called (and so far, ii would appear, without any ground what-
soever) by a very great number of differemt names. Thus it remains unin-
telligible how under circumstances so wnfavorable any noticeable associa-
tion between word and idez could be established.

Assume, however, that in spite of z11 these objections, asso-
ciations could be formed in exactly the way Hume postulates. A new dif-
fieulty arises as soon as we attempt to use in judging the "general idea®
whkich has been formed in Fume's way. For it is easily seen that on Hume's
theory that the latter loses all significance. Supposa I make the state-
[242] wment "Wolves are marmals." %hat I have said is chiefly or pri-

marily about words; as far as things are concerned, all one can infer is
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some similarity, which the association with the word mammal presupposes.
But since the same objects are also associated with many other names,
such as e.g., organic object, practically nothing is gained by knowing
that there is some similarity.

But even if this is waived, there still remains the peculiarity
of the so-called foreshortened process, as it usually takes place ac-
cording to Tume. It is pla.nsi‘oie enough that when one ihinks of an at-
tribute, an object that has it comes to mind. 3But that does not mezn
that if we conceive an atiribute, an object which does not have it would
come to mind. This would indeed not only be "one of the most extra-
ordinary circumstances," as Fume kimself thinks, tut it would outright
contradict 21l nown observations of association and reprocduction. Thus
a voluminous documentation from analogous cases would be required if an
attempt at an explanation of this sort is to become even reasomable, lst
2lone plausible.

¥or did fume completely ignors the proof by a2nalogy, although
he did not use it in commection with the point just mentioned tut, rather,
in order to support his theory in znother way. Zut the cases on which he
draws turn out to be little suited to this purpose. The reproduction of
verses with the aid of the first word is after all no more than an ex-
arple of the simple association of ideas, the existence of which Zume no
longer needs to establish at this point. If, however, he appeals to
similarity as an 2id to reoroduction, then it must be sa2id we lmow al-

ready from the above considerations how doubtful an ally sirdlariiy is
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for Bume's theory. The object called into consciousness by the word
will as a rule be similar in some respect (as a defender of abstract
concepts, but not Hume, may put it) to other things which do fall under
the word 2s well a2s to others which don't. Hence, if similarity helps
reproduction in Hume's sense on the one hand, it will on the other hand
equally facilitate confusions. The two remeining examples relate to the
[243] above mentioned case (p. 134) of the correct use of words of
whose sense wa are either not at 211 or only partially aware at the mo-
ment. They have no recognizable analogy to fume's theory of abstraction.

Let it be pointed out in corclusion that, even if pothing else
stood in ths w=y of Fume's hypothesis, it still could not possibly ex-
plain everything one usuzlly includes under the phenomenon of abstraction.
There is plenty of talk about family traits relatives are supposed to
share, about national types, about nationmal character, also about the
style of 2 iiterary or artistic period. There is much in all this that
is not clear; yet it is a matter of observations that have actually been
made, observations of properties common to several or to many individuals.
Bence, ideas of these attributes are generzl concepts, of which hardly
anyone will deny that the commnality had first to be observed as such
before 2 name, if any, was given to it. In such cases, therefore, it
surely is the name which receives its generality through the concept,
not the concept thrcugh the name.

Tn this comtext we must once more attend to judgement, if only

because here Zume's analysis proves to be completely inadeguate. Whom
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do we intend by the proposition: "All men are mortal"? Only those whom
we have seen or whom we have thought individually? Surely this is not
so; everyone thereby intends something concerning all men, those who now
exist, those who have existed and those who will exist. Yet it is mani-
fost that all the ideas of all these men cannot eack have entered into
association with the word man and that therefore the general proposition,
if Limited to the extension required by Zume's theory, would completely

lose the character of generality. This is obvious enocugh.

Perhaps some readers will have missed in this exposition of
[244] Tume's theory of abstraction, and even more, in its criticism,
some consideration of whzt cur nhilosopher bas to say about the "dis-
tinctio rationis". Such readers may even charge me with thouchtlessness
or partizlily when I raised objections against Hfume which could possibly
have been disposed of in his favor with the help of this distinction.
This very possibility may ceuse the misunderstanding that what Hume says
about the distinctio is an essential part of his theory of abstraction,ss
while on the contrary he mentions it only as an after thought, stressing
that in order "To remove this difficulty we must have recourse to the
foregoing explication of abstract ideas."® A1l he has in mind is thus

an apolication of principles previously established. This application,
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whether it in fact leads to true or false results, is not as such evidence
either for or against the principles unless one also examines whether the
latter have been correctly applied. This examination presupposes in turn
the fullest possible understanding of the theory to be applied.

Moreover, Hume himself does not claim that his application is

a2 proof of the theory. The proof he attempts rests, as we saw, on en~

tirely different grounds. Thus we were not unfair to him when we examined
the theory as it stands and held it responsible for the inconveniences to
which, it would seem, it leads. lMoreover, if we are right, if the very
fact that the application may tend to eliminate certain difficulties
which have besn correctly inferred from those principles, then this very
application appears from the very veginming in a rather dubious light,
Yor is it hard to see how little this application can do to
clarify the obscurity which envelops the theory. The issue is the dis-
tinction betwesen the figure and the body {igured, between motion and the
t245] ©body moved. "The difficulty,” writes Fume, "of explaiming this
distinction arises from the principle above explain'd, that all jdeas,
wkich are different, are sevarable. For it follows from thence, that
if the figzure ve different from the body, their ideas mmst be separable
as well as distinguishable; if they be not different, Their ideas can
neither be separable nor distinguisbable."” The dilemmz seems clear
encugh and if a few lines below one comes upon Hume's assertion, that
figure and body figured are "in reality neither distinguishable, nor

different, nor separablel one cannot but think that the issue of dis-
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tinctio rationis has been decided in the sense that there is no such
thing. But Hume argues differently. The mind, he suggests, would have
never even dreamed of such a distinction, "did it not observe, that evemn
in this simplicity there might be contain'd many different resemblances
and relations." In the idea of a white marble globe, for instance, we
can in fact neither ssporctz nor distinguish color and figure, but com-
varing it with a black globe and with a2 cube of white marble yields two
different similarities. 7HAth a little practice we now distinguish figure
and color, i.e., we consider both together, "since they are in effect the
same and indistinguishable, tut still view them in different aspects, ac-
cording to the resemblances, of whick they are susceptible. Vhen we
would consider only the figure of the glove of white marble, we form in
reality an idea both of the figure and the colour, but tacitly carry our
eye to its resemblance with the globe of black marble: And in the same
manner, when we would consider its colour only, we turn our view to its
resemblance with the cube of white marble. 3y this means we accompany
our ideas with 2 kind of reflexion, of which custom renders us, in a
great measure, insensibla."a7

If Hume expected to clarify the distinctio rationis by his
theory of abstraction, then we know now that 211 he has made use of
from the latter is the doctrine of the inseparability and indistin-
[246] guishability of identicals. +, then, one must question
whether Bume reached this coneclusion by means of this doctrine or,

rather, in opposition to it. Hume, as we saw, always sticks with the
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doctrine. He repeats and repsats that colour and figure are idemtical
and indistinguishable. If so, then it remains a riddle how colour and
figure come to be distinguished at all, be it through the most compli-
cated mental operation. This riddle Pume bas not helped to solve. XNor
probably could anyone solve it.

This is ana contradiction; out still another must be stressed.
In the example of the globes and the cube, there is talk of perceiving
the two different similarities. Similarity, we saw, plays indeed 2 large
role in Tume's theory of abstraction. We, though, wherever it mattered,
have always made a point of giving this relation its due as the fact
which contributes to the establisbment of association, while at the sams
time keeping awzy from the idea of similarity. The reason for this was
simple: If the degree of 2 quality is neither different nor distin-
guishable nor separable from the latter, nor the latter itself from the
body in which it interes, then the same mmuct kold for a relation and its
relata. Hence, according to Fume, one could zt most conceive two similar
things, but never similarities. Still more far fetched would be the
thought of forming ideas of relations between attributes. And since
such relations would be necessary for discovering that a thing is similar
to several others in different respects, we believed that we ought o
disregard this possibility also where it conld hel.p Hume's case. What
are we to say if this assumption whiech is thought to be impossible, now
becomes the key to the notion of the distinctio rationist 3y itself,

this circumstance surely has not the slightest tandency te allay our
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earlier doubts. Quite t» {the contrary. We come here upon a factor
which makes any explanation of this completely untenable. In order
©o arrive at a distinction between figure and the body figured, we

[247] 'mst, as explained, first notice two differemt similarities—

I say similarities. Does thait not presuppose the distinection between
simlarity and the similar objects? This mmch is certain. Hume has

explained the distinectio rationis oy-—the distinctio rationis.

Throughout this exposition and analysis of dume's doctrine
of abstraction I have virtually ignored what I iried first tc establish
independently. Such restraint is probably the best protection against
any bias. Tor if we tested the theory oy itself and on experience, as
it were, prejudice for or ageinst should not get the better of us in
deciding whether or not it has passed the test.

After naving arrived at a result in this way, we can easily
svot the point which made the failnre of the attempted explar~tion in-
evitabls. The two fundamental errors of Fume's theory of abstraction

are ihe neglect of the content of the concert and the introduction of

the association of ideas for deriving the phanomena o the extension of
the concevt. So we may without further argument recall what has been
said earlier when showing how little a concepti's extension has to do

with the association of ideas. The complete inadequacy of Hume's asso-
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ciation hypothesis serves only to illuminate this truth even more
brishtly.

Under the circumstances a doubt right arise. Do arguments
which have proven so untenable in every —espect and which therefore
surely could not have had a great impact on the thought of Hume's suc-
cessors-—=do such arguments, T ask, deserve to be examined in such de-
tail? Two things may be said, First of 211, misguided 2s it was, Sume's
attempt to derive the generality of universal concepts from association
{2:8] 1wes yet a step, and indeed one of the first steps, in a direction
which since Foms has become very important for the develooment of the
empiricist school, by maling its philosophy into what is really a philo-
sophy of the association of ideas. J. St. iMill, when discussing the
issue of abstraction was moved to say "that hardly anything universal
can be zffirmed in psychology except the laws of a.ss:::c:i.a‘t‘.ima.“a8 This
is not only characteristic of the excessive role which this no doubt
important prineiple plays in contemporary English vsychology: it also
iljurinates the unmistakable influence which for a century Sume has had
on the thought of his compatriots. For it requires only a glance at
the way in which J. Locke, at the end of the second book of his E'ssay,
treated the phenomena of the associaticn of ideas in order to recognize

s

t was Zume who gave the first real impetus to the use of asso-

iy

that

ciation in the scientific explanation of psychical phenomena.
Secondly, although what has been said refers not onlv to Tume's

theory of abstraction, though certainly zlso to it, we mist yet recall,
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a
with respect to it alone, what has been earlier saids’ about Fume's re-

lation to Berkeley. Nominaiism's being today the dominant doctrine
among the English empiricists is a fact which, as we know, does not have
its source and origin in the famous introduction to Barkslev's Treatise,

but, rather, in the theories of Jume which we have here examined.

It is not true, though, that if one wanted to judge modern
Znglish nominalism by what J, S5t. 511, who considers himself a nomi-
nalist, has said azbout abstractz, one could easily arrive azt the opinion
that this "nominalism® is itself no more than an empty name and that
{242] ‘thereforc Zume's influgnce has not been very substantial in
this respecj:. Hill's importance justifSes quotation of the most rele-
vant passage from his book on Hamilf .90

"The formation, therefore, of a Concevt,"” we read here, "does
not consist in separating the attributes which are said to compese it,
from all other atirivutes of the same object, and enabling us to con-
ceive those attributes, disjoined from aay others. ie neither conceive
‘them, nor think them, nor cognise them in any way, as a thing apart, but
solely as forming, in combination with mumsrous other attributes, the
idea of an individuzl object. 3ut, though thinking them only as part

of a larger agglomeration, we have the power of fixing our attention on
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them, to the neglect of the other attributes with which we think them
combined. %hile the concentration of attenmtion actually lasts, if it
is sufficiently intense, we may be tamporarily uncomscious of any of
the other attributes, and may really, for a brief interval, have nothing
present to our mind but the attributes constituent of the concept. In
general, however, the attention is not so completely exclusive as this;
it leaves room in consciousness for other elements of the concrete idea:
though of these the consciousness is faint, in provortion to the energy
of the concentrative effort; and the moment the attention relaxes, if
the same concrete idea contimmes to be contemplated, its other constitu-
ents coms out into consciousness. Ceneral concepts, therefore, we have,
oroverly speaking, none; we have only complex ideas of objects in the
concrete: but we are 2ble to attend excinsively to certain parts of the
concrete idea: and by that exclusive attention, we anable those parts
to determine exclusively the course of cur thoughts as subsequently
called up oy association; and are in a2 condition to carry on a train of
meditation or reasoning relating to those parts only, exactly as if we
were able to conceive them separately from the rest."

(250] After having occupied ourselves so mch with polemics, it will
perhaps be approvriate to mention an account of The act of abstraction
with which we can quite thoroughly agree, provided only we disregard
the nominalistic formulation. 3Zven so, this proviso requires emphasis,
since the point is of the essence, not only in our context tut for the

whkole of modern Znglish philosophy.
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I am spea'~ g of J. St. X§11's so-called n-;razna_'lism, and we
must here once more refer to the definition, used abovegl, which Mill
himself gave of this word. If the nominalist's essential claim is in
fact that names are the only universals which exist, then everyone will
at least admit that the passage here reprodanced hardly proves its author
to have been of this opinion. I{ is true that he then continues: "What
orincipally ensbles us to do this is the empnloyment of signs, and parti-
cularly the most efficient and faxiliar kind of signs, viz. Names." This
alone, though, does not suffice to make Hill's itheory nominalistic in the
2bove sense. 3ZIven if one supvoses what would here lead as too far o in-
vestizate, that 1] was right in this point: i.e., if one supposes that
a generalization never occurs yithout names, this only means that the
name is a conditio sine gua pon of gemeralization, out not that the lat-
ter consists of it. On the contrary, :§11 himself spoke of the concen-
vration of attertion on certein parts of the concretum. This atfention,
by whatever it may have been caused, is itself 2 psychical act. The con-
cept tec which attention is at =most directed as a phole differs psychologi-
c2lly. from the conceot some of whose parts are distinguished from others
{2511 ©y attention. Zor does the difference lie in the number oI parts,
acz Tocke thought, but rather in the rslztions of the elements of the idea
to one another and %o the subject to which they are presented. The dif.
ference between these conceuots, the concrete ones on the one hand and, on
the other hand, those we cailed abstract, is ummistakable. Om I13Zll's owm

theory, accordingly, "zenerality is not am atiritutc solely of names, but
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also of thoughts. External objects indeed are all individual, but to
every general name corresponds a Generzl Notion.” 3ut this is precisely
the characterization whick 211192 himself gives of the conceptualist,
among whose opponents be counts himself.

Tt is clear that if the whole matter were one of names only,
there would have been no reason for a detailed discussion here, parti-
cularly since the application of the designation "nominalism", for which
#3111 might have had an understandable preference, to his theory could at
least in a certain sense be justified. 3ut this sense is one which
neither J. St. Mill himself nor anyone else commonly associates with
this word. That is why the claim that 1831 is a nominalist, evem if

he himself makes it, cannot but be false.

One thing is iius beyond doubt. Hume bad no influence worth
mentioning on J. St. ¥ill's views concerning abstraction and generali-
mation. Does this also kold for the rest of the supporters of nomi-
nalism? Ts Tume's theory really so obsolete that nothing rema2ins of it
~vsept the name by which they call themselves?

A comment of A. Sain seems to support the belief that this is
so. "We are zble," he says,g3 s attend to the points of agreement of

resembling things, and to neglect the points of difference; as when we
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think of the light of lurdinous bodies or the roundness of round bodiss.
This power is named abstraction." But one only need read on a little
[252] in order to recognize one's error, at least with respact to Bain.
About a page after the above passagegq' we find the following: “Hence
abstraction does rot rogsmly consist in the mental separation of one
property of a thing from other properties—as in thinking of the round-
ness of the moon apart from its luminosity and apparent magnitude. Such
2 separation is immracticable, no one can think of a circle without
colour and a definite size. All the purposes of the abstract idea are
served by conceiving a concrete thing in company with others resembling
it in the attribute in question; and by affimming nothing, of the one
concrete, tut what is true of 23] those others." Tt will hardly be ne-
cessary to remind the reader of HFume's example of the marble globe and
the marble cube in order o convince him that 21l Bain did was to take
Hume's theory of the distinctio rationis as the basis for his own ex-
vlanation. Any "nominalism" that apveals to this explanation is no
doubt real enough. For everyone mist admit that the process 3ain des=-
cribes is not an abstraction, even though not everyone may grant that

genuine generality can be attained in this way.

To follow step by step the development which the theory of ab-

straction has fa2ken in Epngland since Hume would far exceed uLne limits we
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have set to ourselves. We can only show in illustrations the points of
contact with Hume. To this purpose two recent thinkers will be mentioned.
The first is James }¥ill, who discussss the question of generali-

zation in the eighth chapter of his Analysis of the Phenomena of the

man }find: TMdan," he says, "first becomes acquainted with individuals.
de first names individuals. But individuals are inmumerable, and he
[255] cannot have irmumerable names. He mst make one name serve for
many individuzls." Wwhat is needed is thus a means of abbreviation and
names dol this job. For names mark equally "a number of individuals,
with all their separate properties," allowing one to speak of many at
ance.?5 "iords become significant purely by assccistion” with an idea.9®
If, 8eg.y Tthe word man is first applied to only one individual, then it

Secomes associated with the idez of the latter and acquires the power to

N

call it forth. The same nolds of its apolication to a second individual,

to 2 third, and so on, until the word "has becoms associated with an in-
definite mumber . . . of those ideas ind {ferently." This is in fact
+ bappens whenever this word occurs and by thus "ecalling them up

{i.e., these ideas] in close connection, it forms them into a species of
" comples: idea™; just as also on other occasions association forms complex
ideas out of an indefinite mumber of id.ez:.s.g7 "It is also a fact, that
when an idea becomes to a certain degree complex, from the mltiplicitly
of the ideas it comprehends, it is of necessity indistinct," e.g., the
idea of a thousand-sided figure, of an army, of a forest, and go en. If

in this way "the word man calls up the ideas of an indefinite mumber of
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individuals, not only of all those to whom I have individually given the
name, but of all those to whom I have in imagzination given it or imagine
it ever will be given,; . . . it is evidently a very complex idea, and,
therefore, indistinct; and this indistinetness has, doubtless, been the
main cause c¢f The mystery, which has aupeared to belong to it."98 "It
is thus to be seen, that appellatives, or gemeral names are significant,
in two modes; . « . the simple ideas . . . concreted into a complex ide=
in the case of each individual, are one ining signified by each appella-
tive; and this complex idea of the indivi o connected with anmother,
[25%] and znother of the same kind, and so on without end, is the
other of the things which are signified by it. Thms, the word rose,
signifies, first of 211, a certain odour, a2 certain colour, a certain
shape, 2 certain consistence, so associated 2s to form one idez, thkat of
the indivicdual; next, it signifies this individual association with
another, ané another, and anothe;:, and so on; in other words it signifies
the cla.ss."99

The last formlations strongly invite comparison with fume. As
the latter, so does James 51l attemmt to show that generalization is a
svecizl case of the association of ideas. There as well as hsre the
name first is attached to the individual and 2lsays arouses first the
concrete idea of an individual with all of ifs determinations. There,
as here, the latter is followed by a specific vsychical vhenomemon which
h2s its origir in the concurring association of different individual con-

cepts 1o the same name and vhich, because of the great mumber of these
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individuals, is affected by 2 certain obscurity, what Hume speaks of as
the mexely virtual presence of the individual ideas, ¥Mill as the indis-
tinctness of his complex idea. I am not here concerned with criticizing
Eilli. One thking, though, is clear at 2 glance. Hume excells him in at
least one respect. He at least pointed ocut that a2 lawful association
cannot occur without that similarity, which James #5111 completely ig-
nored.

¥any a reader will perhaps be a little surprised to encounter zs
the second and last name in this context that of H. Taine. He probably
remembers the deseription which the author of Positivisme anglais, in
his somewhat rhetorical wey, bas ziver to abstraction. "A new facrliy
appears," he says, among other things, in the mentioned mrk,loo "the
{2551 source of speeck, the interpreter of nature, the mother of re-
lizion znd Dhilosochy, the only real difference which, according to its
degree, separaies men from animals, the great men from the insignifi-
cant,—7I mean abgtraction, which is the capacity to isviate the elements
of facts and To consider ther sepzrated." Cne may well wonder what this
undoubtedly conceptualist thinker does amenz the nominalists, just as
one may ve at having this Frenchman dragged intc a2 study of English
chilosophy. 3oth objections disappear as soon as one considers the de-
tailed exmosition which this brilliant writer devotes to the same sub-
ject in his later work, "De 1'intellizence.™-O
"Tf we investigate," says Taine in this book, "what occurs in

us wben we extract 2 general idea from several perceptions, then we
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never find in us anything other than the formation, completion and pre-
ponderance of a tendency which elicits an expression, and amonz other
expressions, a nﬂ."loz "When we bave seen a series of objects, en-
dowed with a common quality, we experienced a certain tendency, a ien-
dency which corresponds to the common quality and only to it . . .

We do not perceive the general qualities or characteristics of things.
We only experience in their presence such and such distinct tendency
vhick in spontaneocus languaze results in similar rmimicry, and in our
artificial language, sucn a name. Strictly speaking, we have no general
ideas; we bhave tendencies to designate, and some names."103  Mhat we
call 2 general idea, a2 view of the whole, is only a name. Not so the
simple sound wiich vibrates in the zir or disturbs our ears, or the col-
{2551 1lection of lettars which viacken the paper and strike our eyes,
not even these letters perceived mentally or this sound pronounced men-
tally, but this sound or these letters endowed, when we perceivs or
imagine them, with a2 double oroverty, the proverty of exciting in us
the images of indivicduals which belong to a certain class, and of these
individuals only, and the property of reviving every time only the in-
dividuals of this same class and only when an individual of This same
class is presented in our memory or in our e:cparience.“lou Thus the
name corresponds "to the common and distinguishing quality which con-
stitutes the class and which separates it from others . . . . In this
manner, the name is the mental representative of the quality and is

o . o 3]
the substitute of an experience vhich is forbidden to us."05 For, "we
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can neither perceive nor preserve in isolation the general qualities in
our mind . . . . We make [therefore] a detour; we associate a short
event, particular and complex, to each abstract and general quality, a

i06 —
10 we form the association

sound, a figure easy to imagine and reproduce;
so exactly and so rigorously that henceforth the quality canmnot appear
or fail to appear in the objects unless the name appears or fails to ap-
pear in our mind, and vice versa."07? Hence, "when it is a question of
2 general quality of whick we can neither have an experience nor a sen-
sible representation, we substitute 2 rame for the impossi®nle repre-
sentation and we substitute it with good reascn. The name has the same
affinities and the same repugnancies as the representaticn, the same
hindrances 2nd conditions of existence, the same extension and the same
lipmits of appearance . . . 108y general and abstract idea is [there-
fore] 2 nzme, only a name, the significative of and understood of z class
of similar individuals, ordinarily accompanied by the sensible but vague
2571 representation, of one of the facts or individuals."%9 waut
this representation is not the gemeral and abstract idea. It is only
the accompaniment . « . oy abstract idea is perfectly clear and deter-
mina.ta.“uo That representation, on the contrary, is eonly "a resicdue of
several dull and confused memories.”

These selactions from Taine's often tautclogous exposition leave
not the faintest doubt as to where he stands on the abstraction contro-

Tersy. e have come upon a nominzlist who goes farther than any other

reputable representative of this view would nowadays be willing to go,
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farther even than David Hume who, for all his affinity with Taine, yet
never outrightly identified names with abstract or general ideas.

That went for Taine, the author of the book "De l'intelligence";
how it can be reccnciled with the apparently quite contrary statements
of the author of "Positivisme anslais™ is not easy to see. Perhaps
Taine changed his mind between 1864 and 1870. If he didn't, then it
is not without a certain interest to wetch the nominalist Taine in the

earlier book controvert the alleced nominaliem of the conceptualist J.
St. Mill.

The purpose of this study was surely to make some contributions
to the history of English nomin2lism, not to produce a history of it;
tut gven the material presemted will suffice to fend off the criticism
that Fume's theory of abstraction is either in itself or in its effectis
something obsolete and that therefore a thorough examination of it is
no longer justified. 3ut even if there are no objections against an
(2587 examination in general, jet another objection to this study may
seem justified. If the untenability of Zume's views on abstraction 1is
the only issue, was there not a mich shorter way to reach this end? Was
it really necessary o zo back to Locke; to attend to Berkelsy in detail;

to devote some time to déiscussing content and extension and their re
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lation without any regard to the historical facts? And regarding Fume
himself, vhat point is there in specifying all the errors in his
reasoning, where one would have sufficed %o invalidate the result?

Had it been my only concern to refute Hume, I could indeed not
answer all these questions. There are, however, two further aspects of
this study, as was pointed out at the very begimming. Nor, given its
monographic character, wes it improper to introduce them. The two as-
pects are the factual znd the historical, neither of which yields, fronm
where I stand, to the other in importance. For the sake of the former,
many things were included and expounded, especially in the sections of
the work devoted chiefly to Berkeley, which require little further
historical explanation. This was indeed the reason why the historical-
eritical method of presentation was for once completely discarded in the
hope that some of the mest imortant questions could in this way be de-
cided more guickly. On the other hand, it was again the historical
which compelled us to dwell on some passages of Serkeley, especially
since we discovered that some erzcmeous tTiews concerning his relation
<o Tume still prevail. 4nd it is from this aspect above all that our
strategy concerning Sume's hypothesis seems Justifiec.

fume, as is well known, later subjected his early work, the
Ireatise on the human nature, to a thorough revision. The author him-
self makes some statements which are quite unambiguous about the re-
lation vetween the first and the second version. In spite of these,

{2521 there is as yet no clarity on this point. Since Fums did not
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inelnde in the second version some of the themes from the Treatise, any
attempt to settle the question will have to do two things: On the one
hand, two treatments of the same subject mist be compared. On tts other
hand, the parts treated only once must also be examined in order to ar-
rive by means of all these at an ovoinion as to what coculd have caused
Hume subsequently to exclude matters of great im.ortance from his con-
sideration. This purpose requires accurate attemtion to the details.
For one judges a piece of scholarship not only by the zuality of its
result, but also by the aquality of the reflections and arguments by
which it is reached. This was what motivated the autheor of this study
to carry the criticism of Hume's theory of abstraction to such weari-
some lengths. The abstraction chapter is, as it happens, one of those
which were later discarded. Thus the author of this study has made it
his task to contriobute some material for the eventual solution of the
question how the two are related to each other, at least with respect
to the sections here dealt with. Omly after all the other relevant
sections of the Treatise will have been examined with equal det2il,
will it be possibie to think of 2 definite disposition ¢f the matter
under discussion. And the historian of philosophy will do better, here
as in many other cases, if he applies his efforts first to the ore-
liminary labors instead of adooting an interpretation cf the whole
which, having no basis, cannot but be arbitrary.

One thing, however, can be said already, witkout prejudging the

results of the further examinations. Also, it is only proper to stress
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this one tking at the end of an essentially negative evaluation. Even
(260] if Hume's own apparently negative later judgment of his early
work were fully justified, this would not in the least detract from thse
respect with which the Scottish thinker has filled everyone who took the
trouble to approach him. And it must indeed be a great mind which can
through an early work, or even through a small and really quite mistakem
part of it, exert as pervasive an infiunence on posterity as Fume did
through bis propositions about “abstract ideas".
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Locke, An Pssay Concerning ruman Understandipz, b. IV. ch. VIII.

sect. 9.

A Treatise Concerning the Prineiples of Human Knowledge, Intio.
sect. 10. Alcivhron op the Minute Philosovher, dial. VIi. sect.

O.

Treat., intro. sect. 13, expressed again in ifin. Phil., loc. cit.
Treat., intro. sect. 1&.

Ibid., sect. 13.

Ibid., sect. 12,

¥in. Phil., loc. cit. sect. 7 (only in 1st and 2nd editions).

Essay, b. IIT. ch. IIT. sect. O.

Ireat., intro. sect. 11 and 13, Min. Phil., loc. cit. sect. 7 (only
in 1st and 2nd editions).

Treat., intro. sect. 12.

This is the reason why I carnot accept a solution in this styie
vwhich has been provosed by Xuno Fischer ( cis Bacon und seine
liachfolger, Second Edition, Leipzig 1875, p. 705). He states
3erkeley's view as follows: ™Words are signs of (not abstract,
but, rather,) general ideas, which are themselves signs for a
series of similar ideas." On the whole this corresponds to Hume's
interpretation, whose inappropriateness will be demonstrated later.
For The momert, I shal) only say this: I could f£ind no passage
which would support X. Fischer's interpretation while everything
quoted from 3erkeley above appears to oppose it. HMoreover, it
would be most remarkable that Serkeley did not for his own

voses adopt Locke's defirition of general words, which he gquoted
for polemical purpose (Treat., intro. sect. 11) if, given his
concept of general ideas, it corresponded so completely to his
intention, as would have to be the case according to K. Fischer.

End

Ireat., intro. sect. 19, also ifin. Phil., loc. cit.
#¥n, Phil., dial. VIT. sect. 5.

;‘.bid. s Sects. 5-7.



15-

16.
17'

25.

26,

27.

28.
29.

Compare Treat., sect. 135, where Berkeley himself refers to the
position in question.

Min, Phil,, sect. 3.
Treat., intro. sect. 19.
Qf. le Plg’ ey dialo Vit. Sect- 5-

Lectures on Metaphysics and Lqeic, ed. lansel and Veitch, Edin-
burgh and London 1870, Vol. IL. b. 284.

Treat., intro. sect. 22.

Ibid., sect. 16.

Comp. Ueberwez's Usherset s Treat. (Berlin 1869, Vol. 12
of Kirchmann's Philos. Bibliotek), p. 109, fa. 5.

Comp. Swstem of Loeic, b. I, ch. 2, sect. &.

In most definiticns physical impussitility remains overlooked.
Zut this is improper as we shall see. It would be insuffici~=*
to determine the individual concept as one "under which onl: .ae
ooject is presented," for that is true also of each general con-
cept in that it refers to a collective. If one says: "a man®,
one surely does not conceive several. DZut any man can be this
one; therefore the concept is without question universal.

Drobisch (neue Darstellune der Logilk, Third Edition, Leipzig
1863, sect. 19, pp. 21ff,) relztes abstract and concrets as
sell 2s general and particular Yo genus and species, therefore
using these names relatively. The objection against this is
that such expressions as more general and less general, more
abstract and less 2bstract would be clearer, while on the other
hand, if one speaks this way, There would be no terms at all
for the concepts we call individual and concrste.

Loc. cit., p. 23.

Analysis of the Phenomena of the Humean Mind, ed. J. St. iHil,
London 1873, vol. I. ch. VIIL. D. 289f.

Logic, part I. Deduction, London 1870, b. 7, sect. 10.

Comp. eg., Hamilton, loe. cit., Lecture XXXV, p. 293f.
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31.
32.
33.
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Comp. Helmholtz, Handbuch der ph

allgemeine Encyklopaedie der Physik, Vol. IX
20. p. 273ff.

y Leipzig, Sect.

Hental and Moral Science, London 1875, p. 175.

Lectures, loc. cit., p. 287f.

An Examination of Sir Willjam Hamilton's Philosophv, ch. XI,
accessible to the anthor only in the French translation by
Cazelles (Paris 1869) p. 216. [In English edition, Longmans,
London, 1889, p. 229.]

Logicy be I. ch. IT, sect. 4.

Ibid., b. II, ch. I, sect. 4. <£footnote.

Loc. cit., sect. 26, p. 29f.

Tbid., D. 206ff. Logisch-mathematischer Anhang I.

System der Logik, Second Edition, Berm 13865, sect. 4. p. 104.

Loc. cit., sect. 25, p. 28.

b. III, Ch. II, sect. 5.

Logicy e I; ch. IT, sect. I.

Comp. Zartlton, Lectures, wol. IIT, p. 17iff., where Zerkeley is
ignored. The peculiar misunderstanding (p. 183) of the expres-
sions "synthetic" and "intuitive" which Leibnitz uses corres-
ponding to tke German "Begriff" and "Anschauung", bas already
been corrected by J. St. #11l (Examingtion, ch. XVIL, in the
French translation, p. 385, M.). [English edition, p. 350.]

While in the introduction to the Treatise there is nothing con-
cerning all this, there is very much about it in the iin. Phil.
That makes it plausible to suppose that Berkeley has been more
than is proper under the influence of his efforts, which here
come oul into the open, of vindicating the Trinity and other
mysteries of the Christian religion.

iect., vol, I=., p. 305.

Francis 3acon, p. 703.
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62.
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Loc. cit., p. 297.
Examination, (Englisk edition), ch. IVIT, p. 381.

Treatise, ed. L. A. Selby-Bigge, Oxford, 1958, b. I., p. I, sect.
VI, ». 17.

Empirisms und Skeosis in Dovid Hume's Philcsophie, Berlin 1874,
De ]-23.

Treatise, loc. cit., p. 17.
F. Jodl (Leben und Philosophie David Fume's, Halle 1872, p. 123)

reproduces fume's view simply as Berkeley's but he failed on be-
half of this claim to cite even only one passage from Berkeley.

Probably this is why Pfleiderer errs when claiming (loc. cit.,

D. 122 last line) that Fume denied recognition or existence to
general ideas, whereas Zuma's attack, as Berkeley's, is only
against abstracta. But perhaps this is merely only a minor in-
accuracy in expression, 2s the end of the statement makes probable
(in the middle of p. 125).

p. 189 in the footnote.
Ioc. cit., sect. 21.

Treatise, b. I, part I, ch. Vil, p. 18.

Ibid., Dp. 18-19.

Ibidey De 194 2lso ©e I, pe. I1L, sect. I, D. 72.
1bid., pe 20.

Ibid., D« 22.

Ibid., D. 23.

ibide.y 0. 23.

Tbid., . 23.

Ibid., p. 23.

24.

|
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73.
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"A great philosopher has . . . asserted, that ail general ideas are
nothing but particular ones . . « I shall here endeavour to confirm
it by some arguments . . . " (p. 17)

Ibid., p. 18. "Quantity" here means nothing btut size; greater and

srpal_lg; are designated, in a rather unmusual way; as degresc =f
size.

Analysis, vol. I, ch. IIT, p. 93.

These are the cases we mentioned above (p. 205ff.) as J. St. Mill's
particular abstracta.

dume ends the third argument with the claim: it is impossible to
form an idea which has no determined degree of quality and quantity.
"Abstract ideas," he contimes, " are therefore in themselves indi-
viduel . . . ." (p. 20)

;

t., . I, p- I, sect. I, ve. 1-2.
Tbid., p. 637.

Ibid., p. 19.

ibid., ©. I, p. IV, sect. 7, o. 235.

Ibid., b. I, p. I, sect. IIT, p. 10.

.y De 10.

3

ITbid., p. 637.

E

Ivid., 9. Iy p. I, D. 6.

This appears to be linguistically closest and therefore will be
accepted in spite of the referred to response of the argument

- undor consideration.

Hume's error is most toignantly exvressed in the sentence which
concludes this arzument: ™iow as 'tis impossible to form an idea
of an nbject, that is possest of quantity and quality, and yet is
possest of no precise degree either; it follows that there is an
equal impossibility of forming an idea, that is not limited and
confined in both these particulars." (p. 20) If 'that' in the
protasis refers to 'object! as would be most natural to suppcse,
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then the proposition is true but is of no use to Hume; if, on the
other hand, it refers to 'idea', then this fits in with Hume's view
but is false.

Leben und Lehre David Hume, p. 33f.

BEmpizistas und Skeosis, p. 123ff.

This certainly is not beyond all doubt. The text reads: "that
custom, which we have acquir'd by surveying them" (i.e., the in-
dividu2ls), but there was no memtion of a Tsurveying' before,
only of an attacking of the same word to similar individuals.
Philological accuracy is naturally not our concern here.

This truly seems to be Green's opinion. Comp. Sect. 218 of the
"Genelgg. Introduction” to the Hume edition used by us (vol. I,
De 179%).

Loc. cit., p. 25.

Treat., loc. cit., . 25.
Zxamipation, loc. cit., p. 401.
v. 218£f.

Ca. XVIT, loc. git., v. 393.
. 21€.

g

Zxamination, logc., cit., p. 3BIL.
Hental and #oral Science, b. If, ch. T, sect. 2, p. 176.
Lbid., sect. 3, p. 177 £.

Loc. cit., vol. ., v. 260.

Toid., p. 262.

o!

Ibid., p. 264,

Ibid., p. 265.

Toid., p. 266. =3
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101.
102.
103.

105.
106.

107.
108.
109.

%3

Le positivisme anglais, étude sur Stuart Mill, Paris, 1864, p. 115.
Paris 1883, 2 vol.

Loc. cit., vol. I, p. 41.

Ibid., p. 42 f.

Ibid., p. 42 f.
ITbhid., p. 43 f.

Do we therefore associate an idea which we :v= to something which
we do not have?

Ibid., p. 4.
.L_bid-, De M £.

Vol. II, p. 209. Compare also the following, chiefly only a
repetition of what was already said in the first volums.

Vol. I, p. 260.

Ibig-’ De 2‘('9.
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Part Twol

Criticism ard Development

I. First Princinles

[408] 3. E31i's desire, ver; commendable as such, to stay in logic
as far 2s possible awaz from the controversial metaphysical questions
makes these claims even harder to grasp. In the doctrine of attributes,
for instance, he talks of qualities and of sensations, and of grounding
the former in the latter, ete., in a way that may well deceive anyone
who does not read very carefully about the metaphysical point of view

of the author. Yet, if one insists on 2 more accurate understanding

*Page mumbers at the left margin refer to Hien Akademie der Wissen-
schaften 101 (188z).
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and upon a closer examination, he will find in this impartiality, which
i3 inevitably merely apparent, a not unimportant obstacle. Accustomed
as one is to see idealistic metaphysicians speak the language of ordi-
nary rea2lism with some "mental reservations", this procedure of theirs
remains confusing, even if they do not adopt it in the interest of the
{609] idealistic position but for the purpose of eliminating meta-
physical difficulties.

A clearly articulated idealism, on the other hand, would
actually help with the first step of our investigation. It lies in
the nature of this point of view that, fundamentally, it cannot offer
anything Gut an analysis of psychic states; tut these are investi-
gations indispensable to those who believe that they can extend their
Imowledge beyond psychic states. There exists today hardly a serious
difference of ocinion over the fact that psychic phenomena are the only
immadiate data. Zvery circumspect realist will grant that. What he
argues zbout with the idealist is only the use To which these data
can be put. 3lhat the otherwise so different kinds of philosopnical
diseiplines share and what impresses on them the unmistakable mark of
their affinity is above 211 the role which the psychical phenomena play
in them. Therefore, even if in ordinary life one speaks of relations
between things as well as of their properties, without thereby intending
anything presented or psychical, it is nevertheless also in this ¢ase
normal <o inquire into the psychical facts hefore proceeding to pos-

sible avplications to the extra-mental world. Horeover, consideration
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shows at first glance tkat in some of the most important cases of relations
the conceiving subject, i.e., the subjsct to whom the relation is pre-
sented, is active in a quite characteristic way, so é!nt in these cases
the subjective factor comes even more to the fore than in conceiving the
so-called absolute qualities. Indeed, asserting a relation appears in
many cases to be completely independent of asserting the existence of

the things it relates. Thinidng of two different colors or shapes, I

can call them similar or dissimilar even without knowing that there are
such in reality or, even, knowinzg that they are not. Thus even the non-
idealist will degin his investigation by focussing on the psychological
[610] analysis of the relational phenomema and expect it to provide

him with an answer to the question what is relation and what is foundation.
Only then can it be decided whether and how one can also speak of relations
between tkings. So we, too, shall for the time being not consider the

latter question.

2. oune's Classes of Relations

€177 1. 7Zhat has Deen s2id aboui relation and foundation will allow
us to approack critically Jume's views. Then the latiter will carry us

alonz. As o his definition of relation it now suffices to make explicit
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why it fails. He mistakes the concept of the founda‘l':ion for that of the
relation. His classification, on the other hand, cannot be correctly
evaluated without first examining it in greater detail. To this pur-
pose we shall next analyze the several kinds Fums specifies, particulariy
with respect to their foundations. This assessment will without further
effort yield an evaluation of the classification itself as a consequence.
The relztions between degrees of a2 quality as well as the re-
lations among guantities are the clearest and do not, at first glance,
require special consideration. Their names themselves exclude all doubt
about the nature of their foundatioms. It is trus, though, that Zume
counts as relations among quantities not only mumerical ones but also
magnitudes, and hence these are matters of geometry. If one considers
tkis circumsiance more closely, the apparent verspicuity of this class
of relations is easily lost. 3ut this feature will be sufficiently il-
luminated in the discussion of the other classes. Thus we shall not

need to attend to it separztely.

2. The space and time relations seem at first glance just
(€181 as simple. Zere, too, the names themselves indicate the kinds
of foundations, i.e., obviocusly, spatial and temporal data. Svace and
time, however, can be very different kinds and it is particularly neces-
sary to be specific because in their case the part played by the above-
mentioned view about the foundations of a relation is particularly im-

portant. Zocke, we saw, who makes distance and succession the ground
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of all these data, could not escape the relativity of all spatial and
temporal determinations without any exception whatsoever. Fume did not
object to this view, rather he identified himself with its substance,
putting the main emphesis on "disposition" in the case of space and on
"succession" in that of time.l One can probably say that this is one
of those opimions which belongs to the tradition of the empiricist
school in England, a point to which they still cling, evem if only with
some more Or less essential modificatiens. Nor is this really rare on
the continent. And it would seem that it is virtually taken for granted
by all those who are preoccupied with problems of this sort.

That makes it 21l the more important to call attention to the
above-mentioned impossibility of exclnsively relzative determinations.
No one will pretend that he can compare two colors unless each of them
is given to him by itself, i.e., unless he conceives them both absolutely.
Equally, no one will be able to compare two extensions unless he is
capable of conceiving aach of them independently. In these cases, though,
it may easily happen that both ideas depend on a common third, which may
provide the illnsion that one can avoid going back to some absolnte con-
tent; and this illusion may well be the main source of the opinion which
is here being opposed. For, indeed, nothing is simpler than to compare
a line of 15 meters with cne of 10 meters. But even if one ignores the
{619] fact that what is being compared here are first of all two pam~
bars, one cannot ignore the question what these two data, 15 msters long,

10 mesters long, really mean. Bach includes an squality relation; its
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establishment may require some artificial aides; yet each of the lat-
ter must finally come down to some last determination. IZ one attends
to this it becomes evident that it remains impossible to apply in any
case the unit of measurement from which one starts, unless one has an
absolute idea of the unit of measuremsnt, as well as of the extemnsion
to be measured, on which to base a judgment of either agreement or
disagreement in some semse.

The only remaining defense is thet this idea of the last
unit of measurement is nothing but a determination of the idea of
Jjuxtaposition, of the begimming and of the end point, and therefore
itself relative. This objection requires some preliminary corrections
which would lead us too far afield. Moreover, one sees that the al-
leged relativity is something complstely different from what one
usually has in mind when saying that statements about extension are
relative. It is true, however, that the idea of juxtaposition is
raelative and therefore forces one to take one more step back to some-
thing which turns ocut to be really the last on which our determinations
rest. This is the something by virtue of which a place in the contimuum
of a subjective spacez is distinguished from every other place and which
therefore can only be called a subjective space determination. This of
course says nothing about objective places. It is correct that with
rospect to the latter prelations, either among objects or among the lat-
ter and the conceiving subject, are of great importance. It is possible
that with respect to objects we can give no other than relative place
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[620] determinations, so that, say, in physics eme could speak of
motion and rest Suly in the sanse of motion and rest relative to an
object. All this, though, does not affect the claims here made, which
cancern only ideas and their contents.

Thus one can sayt <the place determinations given in the
space cantimuum, which, just because thsy ars perte of a contimnm,
mst of course not be thought of as points, are the foumdations of
all spatial relations. The fact that spatial relations, such as
those of distance, shape, etc., frequently occur without place de-
terminations does not censtitute a counter instance. That one speaks
of the length of a mster is not grounded in the fact that the meter
distance is something other than a relation of two place determinatiems
to cne anotrter, but rather in the fact that in the contimuum of space
infinitely many pairs of points between which this distance obteins
are possible. And there is also the fact that in case this distance
coincides with, say, that between the extrema points of a rigid,
movable bedy, it undergoes no change with the motion of this bedy,
and tbnat, therefore, the place in which it is at a certain time is
accidental and as a rule practically unimportant. That cbviously sup-
ports abstraction from the place data without, however, in any Wy
eliminating their role as the foundation:.of the relation. Rather,
this role is elearly illuminated by this sowcalled independence of the
distance (and of the spatial relations derived from it) from the place.

For this independence, paradoxical as that may scund, is the most re-
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liable sign that in fact the place does not depend on the distance but,
rather, the distance on the place. If A and B are two place determinations,
a& thedr distance, then it is clear that g is independent of § and B in the
sanse that the distance g can also obtain between infinitely many other
place determinations. If, therefore, only z is given, neither 4 nor B
need be involved. If, on the other hand, A and B are given, no other dis-
tance than g is possible and this distance can expand or contract anly if
either 2 different 4; or B, step in for either 4 or B. Hence, it is not
[621] g that determines 4 and B; rether, 4 and B determine g. Or, in
general: it is pessible for ejual relations to obtain among different
pairs of foundations; but it is impossible for unequal rehtion53 to ob-
tain among the same or respectively equal pairs of foundations. Conse-
quently, the place determinations are the foundations of the distance
relations and not conversely.l"

So far we have dealt exclusively with spatial relations; but
it is easily seen that the case of the temporal relations is analogous.
In comparison with the doctrine of spatial ideas, that of temsoral ones
bas hithertoc remained a rather neglected chapter of psychology, nor of
course is this the place to discuss it. Tet the analogy between spatial
and temporal ideas has so far proved so comprehensive that it creates a
favorable presumption for any view which extends it further. It is cer-
tain that a subjective temporal continum, in whatever it may bave been
canstituted, surely corresponds to the subjective spatial contimmm;

and just as the latter remains unchanged when the subject, which, as it
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anewl aa

wers, casriss ite enbiestive space with it, changes its position in ob-
jective space,” 8o it can also be gaid of subjective tims that the flow
of objective time camnot change it in anything perceptible. The present
is for me today what it was yesterday and years ago, and will perhaps be
years later, and the same goes for the more remote past and future., Thet
vhat is at first in the present or future is later in the present or past,
is no more a change of subjective time than it can be called a change of
subjective space when an object that has first been sensed rather far to
the loft comes to stand to the right becaunse the subject has perhaps
[622] turned its head to the left. And just as spatial relatioms can
be traced back to place determinations, so tamporal relations must be
reducible to temporsl determinations as their last data. One who wants
to ground all other temporzl phenomenon in succesgion would therefore
once again make the mistake of grounding them on a relation while at

the same tims he deprives it of its foundatioms.

3. While the classes of relations so far considered are detex-
=nasd and circumscribed by the nature of the foundation, that of sipd-
larity, on the other band, is not tied to any particular kind of founda-
tiens. Aside from tks case, mentioned later, in which whole complexes
of attributes serve as foundations (as in speaking of the similarity be-
tween two mem even though different contemts may be involved), the idiom

does faver the application of the word "similarity" to the sensory
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qualities so-called. Yet one speaks just as naturally of similarity
among shapes. Nor does anything btut custom keep us from speaking of
simlarity also in the case of size. This would be contrary to the
geometrical linguistic habits; but, then, the geometrical concept is
Just one (mathematically justified) specification of the meaning with
which the ﬂord is in fact used cutside of methematics. Nor is this a
proposal to extend the ordinary usage but mersly an attempt to keep
the latter from causing the nature of the relation in question to be
misunderstood. But an attemst at definition would here be of mich
less help than an obvious example.

One does not hesitate to speak of the similarity of different
shades of the same color nor of that between colors considered to be
different; specifically, one finds this similarity to be the greater
the closer the two colors compared are in those artifieial order
[623] arrangements called color lines, surfaces, and bodies, re-
spectively, depanding on whether one believes the best arrangement
to be ocne~, two-, or three-dimensional. It would of course be er-
roneous to believe that these arrangements provide a.means for de-
fining or explaining the similarity relation. To say that more or
leoss similarity means nothing but more or less proximity in the color
contimum would therefore be incorrect since, rather, more or less
oroxirmity in the color contimmum cannot mean anything tut more or less
similarity. For what would otherwise be the principle by which the

several colors are arranged? Even if the cormection of the discrete
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data into a contirmuum is not exclusively the result of an ordering
gcvivity, it is yet clsar that no arrangement can be made before the
nearest available discreta are grouped and thereby ordered in the
imagination. To identify sirdlarity in general with proximity in a
quality continuum is of course even more improper. For there is
similarity among the ideas of taste and of smell, even though no real
contimmua have been achieved in the domzin of these semses. (This,
though, has its ground not in the nature of things but, rather, in
the circumstance that ocur intellectual development seems to divert us
from these gqualities so that attention and imagination., as they become
more efficient by virtue of exarcise, turn more and more awzy from
them.) Wwhile one can thus not say that where there is similarity,
there mist be a2 quality continuum, the converse is certain: where
the differentiations of a content can be arranged in a continuunm,
there is also the essence of a similarity. This being the case,
nothing stands in the way of applying the term similarity to space
and time, primarily thos that absolute space and time determinations
are the more similar the closer they are to one another. The sams
goes for the differences in musical pitch. (If cne sometimes says
that the octave is more similar to the key note than the second, one
{624] obvicusly thinks of something other than pitch.) Again, the
same goes for the number series which is of course discontimuous by
nature, even though the analogy to the cases just considered is

guaranteed by the mere possibilitv of the fiction of a number line.
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One will adduce against this view our linguistic sensibilities
which clearly resist the application of the word "similarity" to spatial
or temporal determinations. Language, though, while preparing the way
for scientific classification, yst notoriously often requires azmendment,
since it happens frequently that the same thing has different names as
it appears in different forms or perhaps only in different contexts,
whereby a2 ganeral term is kept from being used in a2 part of the domain
to which it can lay claim. One "beats" the kettle-drum or the tympanum,
but does not "play" them, although they appear no doubt as musical in.
struments in a score and although what is shared by the handling of
violins, flutes, harps and organs and is in the case of these instru.
ments called "playing™ is surely also to be found in the case of the
kettle-drum. Similarly, it would seem, it goes with space and time:
one does not spezt of more or less similarity of space and time deter-
minations because the shorter expressions "nearer and farther® are
used instead. For the rest, I repeat, my concern here is noi pro-
posals of linguistic reform but merely to call attention to what seems
to me important, namely, that the relation of similarity is not
restricted to any one class of qualities but is not less involved
with space and time than .ith all sensory qualities, even though it
is not always identified by nams.
Hume's view agrees with this result more in appearance than
in reality. "His elaim that 211 relations involve similarity implies

indeed its being involved in all possible foundations. But for spatial
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data he does not mean by this that there are more or less similar spatial
determinations, but merely that whatever is to serve as the foundation of
a2 spatial relation mmst be similar to it in baing itself spatial. There-
[625] fore, similarity would upen his view not only be ggocessible to
2all kinds of foundations but also be required for all kinds of relationms,
wnich could not without artificiality be held of causality and contra-
riety, and, even worse, would reveal itself to be completely untenable

in the case of difference. So I shall return to this point when con-
sidering the latter.

4., TFrom what he says, there is no doubt about the foundation
of the relation Hume calls contrariety. It is the existence and non-
existence of one and the same object: Occasicnally Jume says explicitly
that, strictly speeking, nothing else can be called comtrary.® A1l the
more doubiful it is whether the relation which these foundations yield
has the same status ss those so far considered. Existence and none
existence, Tume says, destroy each othar and are perfectly incomtible.7
Locke, in his doctrine of krowing, bad already spoken of the incom-
patibility in the list of the most important resiations. Can one say
that establishing that tha existence and non-existence of a thing are
compatible is the result of comparing these two ideas?! The answer one
will find without hesitating is nsgative. The comparing of two such
contants may yield their differences or perhaps, as Hume himself men-
tions, their similarity, but to assert their compatibility or incom-
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patibility is something completely different. We do undsrstand that
such a claim depends on the two contents, and to this extent calling
them foundations -seems justified, yet we are not faced with a comparison
of these foumdations. Rather, we have come upen the first case where
the definition of relations uwhich Locke gave and Hume accepted no
longer suffices.

[626] 5. Attempting to find the foundations for the two classas

of cgusality and of jdentity, we encounter in both insurmounteble dif=
ficulties. To begin with the former, causality, if Hume's analysis is
correct, spatial contiguitya and, urquestionably, :3!1::1:68:1:1.0::9 are re-
quired. TYet, as has been menticned before, the centents have nothing
to do with the psychic compulsion which according to Bume is essemtial
to it. They tlms cammot be called foundations of this relation. Nor
of course are they being compared. So we are still further away from
the concept of relation with which we have so far worked than in the
last cass. Nor would a theory of causality different from Hume's in
this respect lsad to a differemt result.

Virtually the same goes for idemtity, which for Hume includes
not only equality of contents but more or less, in the mamner in which,
as found, Locke as 2 rule uges this word. Even in the case which Hums
calls sensual perception of identity (probably he means the identity of
a thing which is throughout some time interval given in sensation, per-

baps at its begirming and its end, or at two other moments of it), we
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have also, when staying with the psychically given, not only the equality
of two things »ut the contimuous transition of them into one ancther as
an essentizl constituent of it. Moreover; Hums is most insccurate when
holding that this case should be classed with those in which two siml.
taneous objects are being compared.l® Surely only gne object is pre-
sant; the comparison which takes place is betueen two contemts ome of
which is sensuously present while the other is merely remembered, i.e.,
two contents which, even though otherwise completely equal, are yet in
any case temporally different. This shows that even in the case of the
[627] simplest idemtity claims of this kind, mere comparison of cone
tents does not suffice. Rather, memory mmst be resortsd to. Memory
mst vouch for the actual existence of some state of affairs at some
time (no mtter whether of the more recent or the more distant past) as
well as for the continuity of the transition between the two poiziis in
time. Memory, however, doses not as such ground judgments about re-
lations but rather 2 judgment sbout existence, If this ciroumstance
(which, by the Wy, as we shall see, also enters in causality) is con~
sidered, then identity becomss something entirely different from all
the kinds of relations so far considered and does not exhibit snything
one cculd call a fourdation in the sense in wbich we have so far used
the word.

6. Let us finally turn to gifferconce. Hums thought that it
ought not be counted as a kind of relation, since it is not really a
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relation but rether the denial of ane, either of similority or idemtity.
Whether this is correct ‘in the latter case, of so.called mumerical diver-
8ity, we need not decide. But it must be stressed that Hume's view of
the formar does not stand up unds: close examination. Even to contrest
diversity with similarity is incorrect. Two things can well be similar
and yst at the same time different from cme ancther (not merely numeri-
cally, but also qualitatively). Indeed, they always are. Utherwise we
would call them equal and not similar. But even if ome takes "diffarent"
to be synonymous with "dissimilar®, s term whose negative mesning is
manifest, there remains the fact that the psychio process which takes
plece when cne establishes the dissimilarity or difference of two
qualities such as, say, "blue™ and "sweet™, is not the denial of the
similarity relation betwean these two contents. Just consider what
complication that would be. I cammot deny similarity to blue, nor to
suweet, tut only to both; this can orly mean that I compare blue and
swaet and that the result of this comparing is such that T must deny
[628] its being similarity. Introspection does not provide the
least evidence of this complication nor, for tmt matter, of negation.
The perceiving of the similarity in the one case and of dissimilarity
or divaersity in the other are two processes of the same kind, equally
simple, neither of which can be redneced t= tk=s ctxs>. So one mst re-
cognize that difference is as mich of a relation as is similarity.

If once this is ectablished, it is now completely clear what

to make of the role Hume gives to similarity as a condition for all
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other relations. What he tims expresses is indeed a popular opinion.
One says often: the two things 4 and B are so different that one can-
not compare them. What one forgets is that in order to be able to say
that, 4 and B mst already bave been compzred; or, rather, one uses the
word "compare" in a narrower sense. calling cemmarzble anly what is
Horth comparing, sueh as, e.g., what exhibits a noteworthy similarity
or contrast. Weth this use of the word a Beethoven symphony can indeed
not be compared with a head of cabbage. Psychological reflection mast
neverthelsss insist that these things are in fact comparable even

thought the &ifference brought cut by the comparison is very great.

]

7- The insight gained imto Hume's several classes of re-
lations should suffice to answer the question whether his classifi-
cation hes scientific valnes. Classifications, even though primarily
catering to formal needs only, often imply a whole complex of claims
about the thipgs classified, so that accepting or rejecting a classi-
fication my easily amoxunt to accepting or rejecting a whole theory.

The main task is to mcover the ground whose determinatioms
[629] yield the seven coordinsted classes. As long as one stays
with Locke's defimitian, by ukich all relations are cases of comparing,
there are strictiy omly two possible grounds for a classification?
gither the nature of the foundations being compared, or the result of
the comparing. The latter is of course dstermined by any twe deter-

minate foundations although it may and does differ for different
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foundations (e.g., different colors) of the same class. The latter
feature Hume nowhere takes into account. That the first guides him,
at least for some classes, thare is no doubt. The relations of space,
time, quantity and quality obviocu=zly derive their differences from the
diversity of the contents compared. But if this were the only ground
of the classification, then foundations of the same nature could not
possibly appear in more than one of the seven classes. Yet Bume claims
expreossly that, since all relations presupvose similarity, none of them,
except perhsps similarity itself, ever occurs alone. Furthermore, can
one not predicate constancy of a determinate degree of a quality through
a determinate time and does not, therefore, the relation of identity
presuppose a relation among qualities? Again, if it is true that, con-
{rary to what Hume thinks, difference is a relation, is it not one that
can obtain between cause and effect just as well as between existence
and non-existence, which are the foundations of the relation of contrest?
But ocur reflections have already led us to an objection which
lies deeper. Wes were forced to axclude the relations of identity,
causality and contrariety from those grounded in comparing; that makes
it immediately dubiocus whether what for these three relations takes the
place of comparing is in all three cases one and the same. The re-
lation of these several relations to one another wi~l have to be detere
{630] mined by further investigations. Sut what bas been said already
makes it plausible, not to say evident, that they involve grounds of com~

tarison of a kind such that the four cases of the relations of comparison
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appear, with respect to them, not as four indepandent kinds, tut, at
most, as four coordinate lkinds of a single cae (the relation of come
parison).

But let us for the tims being stay with the last-memtioned
class for which the nature of the foundations may well yield a ground
of classification. According to what was just said, this would enly
be possible if simlarity wers superordinated to the other three kinds.
But then a new difficulty appears. The disjunction: quantity, degres
of quality, space and time, is incomplste. For the qualities thezm-
selves may be compared irrespective of their degree. Nor do the three
merbers of the given disjunction really exclude sach other. At the
very least, quantity and dsterminations of space and time will soon
clash, 3Besides, one may question whathsr similarity is the only re-
latics superordinated to the others. For we discovered that diversity
or, respectively, dissimilarity, is alsoc a relation; and of equality
not even 2 word is breathed in Hume's classification. Perhaps he
thinks of the latter as a special case of similarity as, more receatly,
&id J. St. Mi11. 11 We, thougk, shall see that in many cases simi-
larity is rather a special case of equality.

Enough has teen said to show that Hume's classification is
untenable. B5ut it will be best if, before trying to correct Hume's er-
ror, we glance quickly at other classifications wiich have been produced
sither by Bume's school or at least (not to prejudgs the open question

of his influence) by thinkers intellectually akin o him.
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IV. The Relations of Comparison

[&s6] l. We now mist attempt to bring the various cases of re-
lations under a general point of view in a satisfactory way. For

this purpose it is advisable to begin with the simplest; we there-
(647] fore consider first the relations most familizr to us from

what has been s2id so far, namely, those produced by comparing. Agein,
the comparison of the simplest possible attributes should first be cone
sidered,

The comparison of two attributes, however these might be cone
stituted, can only lead to cne of two results: on the one hand,
equality; on the other, inequality or difference; the completensss of
this disjunction is unquesticnable. Equal attributes are often, though
inaccurately, called identical; later we shall see that complete agree-
ment or equality is necessary tiit not sufficient for identity in tka
strictest sensas.

Since there cannot be a third in addition to equality and
difference, there is of course no such thing as ths coordinata vosition
which one usually grants to gimilarity. Many investigators seem to hold
{(we saw this in the case of J. St. Mi11'?) that the correct disjunction
is between similarity and difference, equality being only a speciz=l case
of similarity. There is, bkowever, a flnid boundary between similar and
dissimilar, the latter of which would in this case have to coincide with

different, but not between equal and unoqual;13 it would therefore be
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umatural to put the cases of equality and some cases of inequslity under
the heading of similarity while putting the rem=mining casas of inequality
[648] under the heading of difference. Furthermore, it is difficult to
conceive how the concept of equality could be produced by determining the
concept of similarity. Finally, this division runs head on against
linguistic usage; for something which is equal will not easily be called
similar; on the contrary, by czlling something similar cne asserts, for
the most part quite comsciocusly, that there is also a difference.

Le misunderstanding may have been facilitated by the fact that
what one calls similarity as 2 mile turms cut tc be a partisl agreement,
i.e., an equality of a pert o ihe elsments. Bright red and dark red
and greem also can pass for similar, for both are colors, etc. And that
makes it plausible to regard equality as a case of extrems similarity,
similarity as one of imperfect equality. But on a closer examination
this appearance is only the result of an inaccurate expression. Strictly
speaking, ther= is in squality no degree of perfection. What is equal is
perfectly equal and what is not perfectly equal is not equal at all. Two
complexes can be called equal only if all comstituents are equal; if they
are not all equal, ihem the complexes are wisqual, irrespective of
whather tkc =—er of unequal elements is large or small. On the other
hand, there are degreaes of similarity just as indubitably as a varisble
X can increase; but the former is as incapable of reaching equality zs
the function § is of reacking zero. And it is just as mistaken to make

equality into a case of =imilarity.
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If anything, these considerutions suggest the reduction of
similarity to equality, even though in a sense complstely differant
from the one just mentioned. For what we saw in the exarmles of red
and green, of bright red and dark red, is so fer from being an ex-
ception that one might well raise the question whether perhaps not
all cases of similarity ought to be analyzed in this way. Every act
of abstraction presupposes a plurelity of elements in the content pre-
sented to it; every act of determination must produce such a plurality.
{649] It follows that what Locke and Hume call simple idsas does not
merit this nsme, at least not in ths sense of being ideas whose cone
tent is a singls element. On the other hand, though, the comnection
between abstraction and sirdlarity has been empnasized too much rai_;her
than too little in psychelegy. TYet, different determinations of one
and the same content mey correctly be called similar, this claim
being chiefly grounded on what can be equally well abstracted from
either. The more caonstituents that agree, the fewsr that don't agree,
the greater the similarity. From this one immediately concludes that
this way of looking at the matter can certainly be applied very widely.
The question is only whather it covers all cases of camparison of
qualities. This question, it seems, depends on the answer to anather,
namely, whether,,in case the coordinats determinations of a single cone
tent form a comtizmuum, the mumber of its components either cin or &y
becoms infinite. How one is forced to something of this sort is easily

sean. If in the case of blue and red we accept cne (or several) commn
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elemsnts cerresponding to the word color, then one can do the same with
the different shades of blue, all of which have in common that they are
blue. Similarly, one establishes several gradations within the dif-
ferent shades, then gradations within these gradations, and so on, ad
infinitum; all these being divisions neither more nor less arbitrary
than the distinctions of the traditional classes of red, blue, green, and
so on, the transitions between which are equally continuous. Each of
these divisions would entail the suppositicn of common determining ele-
ments. That shows that an eventually infinite complication could not be
avoided. If one accepts it, then we can to all cases in which it is pos-
sible to speak of contimma of qualities apply the principle that simi-
larity is partial agreement.

[650] It is not here our task to explore the implications of this
infinite complication of a phenomenon apparently so simple. 3ut let

me recall an argument of Fume's which he adduces, in defence, primarily
of his theory of abstraction, but perhaps also of the theory of simple
ideas, and vhich, if it stood up, would from the very vegimming make it
impossible to croceed a2s we tried. In order to prove that there can be
similarity without agreememt in a common determination, Hume later calls
attention to the class of simple ideas which the View he opposes could
infect with a contradiction. All simple ideas, he claims,.are similar
to one another in being all simple; and this very simplicity excludes
any composition, hence also the existence of any determination in which
they could all agrea.lu" Eere, though, one sees easily, we are faced
with a canfusion between an idez and its object. By a simple idea one

can only mean one whose object is simple, but not one which bas ths at-



tribute simplicity. A simple idea is not the idea of simple. Sup-
vosing, as Hume does, that blue is a simple idea, it would no more have
the attribute simple than the attribute idea. It is ono thing to con-
ceive an object, quite another ching to conéaive the conceiving which
has that object 2= its object. It is not the same to think of a cen-
taur and of the idea of centaur. To the latter psychological way of
locking at things belongs the characterization of an idea as simple;
yet, as shown by the juxtaposition of two words of different meaning,
the idea 'simple idea' is not itself a simple idea. The contradiction
on which Hume insists is therefore not realiy thsrs.

Even so, if one does feel compelled to reject the suppositior
of infinitely many determinations, then the only way out is to suppose
[651] that the term similar has two rather different meanings. On the
other hand, what has been said about the partial agreement among ele-
ments remains valid wherever one does in fact encounter such agree-
ment. If, on the othor hand, one comes upon similarities supposedly"
within a contimmm of qualities, one will not need to comnsider it an
exception from this princiole, since in these cases the agreement in
all detarminations common to 2ll of the contirmwum is immediate. Yet
one will have to recognize still another principle by virtue of which
the contents closer to one another in the contimwum are mors similar
than those more distant, even though, as mentioned above (p. 204), this
princivle cannot be adequately defined as proximity in the contimmum.

This mich, hownver, remains: similarity is aiways a \specia.l

case of difference. For even if partial agreement or equality were
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2. I believe to have established tne division of all relations
of comparison into equality and diversity, and of the latter into simi-
larity and dissinﬁ.larity.15 This classification pays no attention to
peculierities of the contents compared, i.e., of the foundations. For
the range of these relations is in no way limited by the peculiar nature
of their foundations. The application of the tarms sqial and differemt
is undoubtedly justified by linguistic usage, whatever the attributes
compared may be. One speaks of the equality and of the difference of

ther color or tome, and so on, but also of place, time, size, shape,
and such; there are not two attritutes that could not be compared.

With respect to similarity and dissimilarity I do not have
linguistie usage on my side. It has already been pointed cut that one
usually applies these terms only to the so-callad semsory qualities and
to shape. But perhaps it is clea> already that this doss not suffice
for excluding those relatiomns. It is therefore a2 misunderstanding of
the trme state of affairs if ane claims that simdlarity and the relations
of space and time are coordinate.

[653] But the last remark mst not be taken to mean that all space

and time relations, also insofar as they are cases of diversity, are

all further determinations of either similarity or dissimilarity. Rather,
it seems to be a fundamental reason for the limited application of thess
terms that the nature of some classes of foundations allows a deter-
mination of the relation more precisely than can be ackieved by tas two

designations, similar and dissimilar, which are pretty vague after all.
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Tims ons speaks of the similarity of noises, or perhaps of timbre, but
net of piteh. This is even clesrer in the case of space. The homoge-
neity of tho space contimmm in all of its parts, the possibility and
recognizability of equal distances in the case of different places, etc.,
allows for the very different and completely distinct cases of inequality
which one has in mind whem speaking of the measurability of spatial dis-
tances. If instead of an isolated space determination, whole complexss
or, more accurately, cantimwe of place determinations serve as foundation,
then new and distinet forms of inequality appear. The inequality in the
direction of two lines is precisely expressed in the size of tka angle
they form; equality of a single place determination with inequality of
all others charactewmizes the relation of two lines of which ane usually
says that they either touch or intersect; new determinstions result with
figures, surfaces, bodies, where, to be sure, the complication increases
without, however, affecting what primarily concerns us. Simple but
otherwise analogous is the case of temporal determinations and of number.
The complexity is brought about always by the inclusion of ever more
complicated data in the foundation, whereby it becomes particularly im.
portart that one can so include nct only absolute tat also relative de-
terminations, which latter, as we saw and as will be pointed cut again,
can also occur independently and, above all, serve to give the mathe-
matical reflection of that generality which so markedly distinguishes it
and which may make cna forget that the ground on which it all rests is

nothing but the contingent determinations of place and mumber from wbich,
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(65¢] cnce fully developed, they seem so remote. Charecteristically the
term similerity reappears in the spstial area (aside, of course, from g=o-
metrical terminology) more frequently, or evan with special frequency,
where it is not feasible to make the relation mors precise, in comparing
camplicated shapes. One speaks of the similarity of men, of regions,
and so on, and is usually unable to specify in what, as one says, this
similarity consists, The 3ame goes for complexes of auditory semsations
wirich one compares as motives or melodies, and so on.

I cannot here unpack all these hints about so many areas. Tet
I believe Lo have shown that equality and diversity and, in the case of
the latter, similarity and dissimilarity, are relations which, under
favoreble circumstances, must be the result of every compariscn of at-
tritwtes, no matter what the lz2tter be. And also I believe to have
shovm that all other relstions of camparison are kinds of equality and
inequality deterrrined by the special natures, or perhaps complications,
of the ideas which serve as their foundaticns. The emumeretion of thase
ideas, if at all possible, wounld be of interest for the psychological
analysia of sawe contents, but it wouid hardly yield further information

about the nature of the relations of comparis=on as such.

3. 8o far we discussed chiefly the corparing of a single at-
tribute. Yet it has already been mentioned that one can also compare
' complexes of attributes. The most important case of this kind is the

one where gubstances are compared with ome ancther. I here use the word
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substance witnout any mataphysical presupposition in order to designats
what is eaiied the thing in comtradistinction to its properties. Whether
Locke and the many other opponemts of an idea of substance toto geqere
different from that of inharencs are cight or wrong we cannot consider.
For surely there is nothing to compare in substances except their prop-
erties; for ocur next purpose therefore it will suffice to loock at the
[6557 concept of substance as no more than a complication of attributes.
In the theory of comparison the introduction of substances
produces little that is new. For to c.ipare substances is only to come
pare them with respect to their attritutes, which thus remain the
foundations of the relations. If one says that one piece of suzar is
swoeter than another, then cne has compared gustatory semsations; if
cne says that ome piece of cloth is brightar tham ancther, it is a
matter of a rolation between colors. One might suspsct that there is
an aexception in those cases where the whole complex is compared to
another, as, €.g., when cne finds that two people are simiiar, when
one thinks not just of their external appsarance but includes their
whols wmy of behaving. TYet even in this case what are compared are
the single determinations., What distinguishes the case is merely
that eme adds, as it were, the several reselts, calling the object cone
sidered similar or dissimilar depending on whether the similarity or
the disgipilarity prevails.
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L. What has been sald shows that, strictly speaking, Hobbes
is quite right when he beliaves that one carmot correctly predicste of
a substance the result of its compariscn with another as a further at-
tribute. Presented with a red sphere, one camot make & further prop-
erty of it ocut of its being different from a blune sphere; for this
property is but the result of comparing it with a blne globe, by which
comparisaon nothing in the red sphere has been changed. Th= sphere
Just has its color as well as soms other preparties; these my offer
occasions for countless compariscns, but the mumber of properties of
the sphere carmmot thereby be increased.

This completaly obvicus fact in iteelf deserves mention because
the appearance of such an increase may easily ariss from the fact that
with the mmber of compariscns made the rmmber of names of attributive
[656] expressiams (simpls or complex) applicable to each of tke ob-
Jects ccmpared increases. The expression "differemt from blune" is just
as good z2n adjective as is the word red; the one functions grammatically
as does the other, a=d it may k=ppen that the speaker is more interested
in the difference than in the rednsss. Perhaps a yellow ox greoen sphere
would be as welcome as the red one, provided only that it is not tlce.
That makes it important to insist that red and different are not really
the same sort of thing. YThe schere is red ard nothing else, no matter
with wulrich ealor its eolor is campared. Nor can ever a new attribute
be predicated of the gphare on ths basis of such a comparison.

The issoe hare before us and slrassv touched upon earlier is
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that of tha so-called relative attributes and of those words which, as
1t was put, dasignate the relation fram the point of viaw of one of the
things compared. Ths verbally different correlatives, such as lavzse
and smaller, more and less, and so on, where a pair always refers to a
zinele instance of a relation, show this most cleariy. Yet it is ex-
actly the same with verbally equal correlatives such as similew and
similar, while for the relation itself the only word available is al-
most always derived from the correlative adjective (e.g., similarity,
equality). This indicates a practical need which such relative deter-
minations serve. And ene finds indeed, asido from the importance of
the comparison of nown foundations, relative determinations often
provide information about absolute data which are unknoun.

Suppose that somsome, wanting to describe a man x whom he
knows, happens to say: ke is ag tall as I am. has chestmut browm hair,
and so one The speaker here asserts a relation betwean the height of
X and his own. Both foundations are known to him, tims the comparison
could proceed normally. But the psychical state of the hearer, who
does not know x, is &ifferent. LEs iknows the height of the spesker.

He is confronted with a relative datum, and he is in a position to con-
(657] struct, as it were, the other foundation out of the ome given to
him and out of the relation. Something similar barpens when he hears
of the chestmit brown hair of z hs knows the color of chestmits and
thereby determires the color of x's hair. That the given foundation

in the second case is general, while in the first it is individual,
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makes no difference. If I look at a cast of the Laocodn group or a copy
of a Carlo Dolce as a cast or as a copy, my only purpose is to replace a
foundation of a relation of equality or similarity, which is inaccessible
to me, by another, which is givem. As is easily seen, not all cases of
comparison are equally useful. A photograph would bave accomplished
lass than either a copy or a cast, since it is further awry from the
original and gince similarity determines the absent foundation much less
accurately than equality. If on the other hand one could describe an
object anly as markedly dissimilar to ancther, this datum would surely
not be very helpful: The hearer can form no intuitive idea of the

thing thns described, or at least ncne of which one could claim that

it is to some axtemt adequate. For the rsst, one sees easily that not
only relations of equality but also =many relations of differance are
capable of deterrining accurately unimown fcundations. This is most
strikingly shown in the relative place data and what is connected with
them.

Zowever precise or iwrrecise such relative determirnations may
be, they all have ape tting in comson. Their main function consists in
more or less accirately deter—iming a previcusly unimown atiribute of
which alone it can be properly said that it belongs to a substance.
Every relative catuz= of this sort can therefore also be characterized
as a meiked of ipdirectls congeiving an attribute. In comtrast to this,
an attribote w=ick is marely the content of a sensation or of a phantasm

is yet direciiy exigenved. We have just dealt with cases in which the
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indirect conception of an attribute may enable the imagination to com=
[658] ceive it directly. At times the formation of the direct idea out
of an indivect one may even produce the appearance that wo can in imagi-

nation also conceive sensory qualities which do not gzo back to any
16

sensation. An attempt to establish the law of this process would here

lead too far. But let me add one remark. Evem if there is the czpacity
to transform indirect data into direct ones, the transformation yet peed.
not occur. It seems, here as in many other cases, that psychical opera-
tions are like mathematical cases in that one can for a long time "indi-
cate" them without carrying them out.

If an indirect datum of this kind is to be understood, then it
mist be possible to conceive relations evem if no foundations are given;

not as if one could conceive relations which lack foundations, but in

the sense that equality and inequality must be conceivable without an
explicit deterwmination of the equel or unequal attributes. As already
mentioned, this is nothing but a simple case of abstrection. And here,
too, as usually elsewhere, abstraction brings about universality.
Equality as well as inequality can obtain between very differenmt pairs
of foundations. In the above-mentioned cases of indirect qualitative
determination an abstract idez of a relation, applied to a lnown founda=
tion, determines one which is unknown. But there are also cases where
the idea of the relation alone must suffice to bring about the indirect
conceiving of two attributes of which one knows nothing except that they
stand to each other in this relstion and inhere in 2 more or less deter-
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minately given sabstance. One can know that two mem are neighbors sven
if one does not know where they live, just as one may know that they
were contammoraries without knowing when chey lived, and so cn. As a
rale this will happen whers the relstion is the main item, while the
foundations between which the relation ob*ains remains in the background;
(659] and the generality tims ackieved is the reasen for the decisive
importance of such conceptions in sciemti®ic thought. We have already
in another context mentioned the possibility, associated by such re-
lations without foundation, of commecting with each other foundations
which are given to us only in their relation to g third foundetion which
is itself unknown. The principle that twc quantities which are egual to
a4 third mst also be equal to eack other is but the gemeral formmlation
of such a case. One sees at a glance why the whole of mathematics, since
its concern is with the highest possible generality, independently of all
particular determinations of place and magnitude, deals primardly with
cases of this kind, wirich one may not inappropriately call ths mediation
by relations, since what is characteristic of them is that each g=ir of
relations considered bas one covmon founda*ion. Naturally, thacugh, this
commnality does not as such suffice for a mediation. If we had only
the two relations of 2z beirg A~ “ferent from b and b being different from
¢y WO could not, if we knmew nothing else, arrive at a relation betwee
2 and ¢g.

It is also obvious that indirect data of the kind indicated,

i.e@., those which lack both foundations, do not suffice to produce direct
data.
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All this is of importance for the abstraction preblem in so far
as Berkeley believes that tl;e misapprebension of t];ese facts is the
mtive for arronecusly supposing that there are abstract concepts. If
we suppose: Mthat ever;r significant name stands for an idea . . . and
it being withal certain, that names, which yet are not thought alto-
gether insignificant, do not always mark out particular conceivable
ideas, it is straightway concluded that they stand for abstract uo":icms."]7
The theory presented thus not only rejects a se].f--cont}:adictory doctrins,
not only replaces the untenable with a new ore, tmt also points at the
source of the o0ld error which has been so disastrous for all philosophy.
[192] Let us now cast a critical glance at the state.aen..s of the
Bishop of Cloyne which we have hegys ,.o,;uauced as concisely as possible.
The first thing to be stressed concerming his relation to Locke is that
the dilemma that bas to be used on the definitions which do not agree
with reality also has to be used on Locke's characterization of ab-
straction: either the definition is correct, then the entity described
cannot in f.act exist; or the deilinition is false, in which case the
entity in question can still exist, though naturally only with char-
acteristics partly other than those attributed to it by this definitioen.
Berkeley now committed the ﬁmdamenta'.l error of considering cnly one
horn of this dj_len;:na. There are few today who would not agree with

his polemic against Locke's statement ¢f abstraction. But, even if

everyone mst concede that in most cases the "separating" of mstaphy-
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Eeges Ireat. B. I. p. II. sect. ITI. p. 33%f.

I say "of a®™ because I do not think that I thereby prejudge ary
theory of space. For their wiability seems to me independent of
however one conceives the genesis of spatial ideas and, in parti-
cular, the comnection between visual and tactual space.

Of the same class of relations, as mst be added in view of what
will be seen later.

stellme, Leiprig 1873, p. 280%.

T permit myself for brevity's sake this metaphysical expression

even though it may require explication, since it can hardly be
misurderstood.

Treat.s B. I. pe IIT. sect. XV. p. 173.

Lbidey Secte I« pe 70.

Ibidey Be o pe III, sect. IT¢ Pe 75

Ibid., p. 76.

Ibid., p. 76.

System of logie; B. I. ch. IIT. sect. IT. p. 45,
See abcve, p. 213.

On the other bhand, in commection with the difficulties stressed
Dy Z=¢, one cannot assert thz=t in the case of some ideas, one
will no less hesitate to call thex equal than unequal, For the
fluid soneepts are not characterized by there being an area be-
tween them to which peither applies, tuat rather by there being
cne which apparently permits the application of both. There are
colors which I could just as well call red as orange, but there
are not two contents which I would be inclined to call equel as
well a8 unequal. That occasionally I can in fact assart neither
equality nor inequality may be due to two things: (1) the
foundations making it for some reason difficult or impossible
to perceive the ground of the relation, (2) it being a metter
of some existent ocutside of myself, which I am to judge by my
idess, when T mistrust the accuracy of my sense data and there-
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