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Sfrcst

The thesis consigts of two parts; the presentation of the
Doctrine of Internal Leletions as conceived by Blanshard, and the
Critique of this doctrine. 'he presentztion of the doctrine has
been worked out in three chapters. In the first chapter, I tried
to show how Blenshard reduces the plurality of the universe to a
unity a8 a result of his rejection of the JDoetrine of Abstract Uni-
versala ond his belief that a thing is individunted by its unicue
relaotions to everything else in the universe. In the second chapter,
Blanshard's Loctrine of Internal Helations is explained by special
reference to the method of difference by which everything is related
to everything else internally. In the third chapter I have tried
to explain the principles of causality a8 an intrinsic connection
which involves necessity, as well as its relevance for the doctrine
of internal relations. N

In the criticue I tried to show thet Blanshard has failed in
his attempt to prove that the universe is one intermally related
gystem as he hng conceived.it. My objections are twofold: First,
he has failed to show that the individual thing depends for its
being on all of its.relations to everything else in the universe.
This wes due to the inadequacy of his arguments to reduce the par-
ticular to the universal and to overcome the apparent particulari-
zation due to space and time. And second, he has failed to provide
a relation that would relate all things to one another internally

without lépee of time. My objection to his argument that the re-
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lation of difference relates all things internally, is that "dif-
ference" is not & positive relation., Zather i% ig o derivative
relation which can only restate the meaning of a positive relation
and hesmee cannot give more information thaf the pogitive raelation
from which it is derived. And arainr my criticism of the arzument
that things are related internally by ceusal relstions will be
that unless we are certein of a relation that would relate thinegs
cavsally without lapse of time, we can not prove that the universe
is one internally related system 2t & wmoment of time and conseguent-
ly that everythin: depends for its beins on everything else in the
universe.

Finally, I tried to show that in such an internally related

system as coaceived by him knowledze becomes impossible.
mnp



Part Cne

Lthe Doctrine of Internsl Helations by Blanshard




Introduction

Our aim in philosophy is to lmov thinzs o8 they are. Sone
thinkers, the skeptics and perhsps the positivists, doubt the
possibility of transcendinz what ig inmediately sziven in sence
perception. As o consegusnce, they have claimed that all mete-
physical problems are psudo-problems; thet such knowledgze is
meaningless, I believe, however, that metaphysics is not mean-
ingless and that we can and must zo beyond what is perceived in
order to maice kmowledge of what is perceived possible,

With this purpose in view I propose to examine in this thesis
one view of the nature of knowledse, nmmely the idealists!, as

represented by Brand Blenshard in The Nature of Thouzht., There-

after I will try to evaluvate it with respect to the rigor of its
proofs and its claim to meikings the world more intellizible,
To the guestion as to how the universe should be conceived
so as to make the world intelligible, Blansmard's_answar is that
the universe mst be conceived 2s one gystem in which everything
is related to everythinz else internally, 3Briefly stated the doc-
trine means that everything that exists owes its being to its
relations to everything else in the universe; that its nature,
when other things change, is affected not by some of its relations,
but in differing degbees by all of its relations to everything else,
The doctrine of internal relations is to be distinguished from

the doctrine of external relations in that according to the latter



& thing does not owe its being to its relations to everything else,
that a chenge in a thing may tnke plece without affecting other
things, end that the presence or the absence of somethins does not
necessarily melce difference to other things,

The sismificance of the doctrine of internal relations for
epiétemology is great. According to this doctrine, a thins is the
meetings-point of all the effects that ensue from everything else
in the universe. “‘herefore to imovw = thing as it is, requires a
long pilgrimeze to discover the nature of everything, Blessed
be he, who lmows something as it is, for he shall see everything
in one thing and one thing in everything., This is the doctrine
all in all,

liow we mey proceed to the plan of the thesis. There are two
mein parts: the first is the presentation of the doctrine of inter-
nal relations, and the second is a critioue of it, lhe presenta-
tion of the doctrine is divided into three chapters., fhe first
chapter has three divisions, the first of which is concerned with
the presentation and the refutation of the @octrine of abstract
universals. According to this doctrine the universal is a generic
quality which is not only conceivable, but also identical with its
species. Ageinst this doctrine in the second section Blanshard
offers the doctrine of the concrete universsl—that the universal

is the partial realization of its species, and that it exists in



thought as the idea of ite species, not in the species itself, In
the third division the individusl or the particular is reduced to
the universal, leadinz to the view that the universe is one gysten,
not meny, and that the uniqueness of the individuel cen be achieved
only when its relations to everyihins else in the universe are
exhsusted.

In the second chapter further evidence is sited in support of
the doctrine of internal relations. DBlanshard finds this evidence
in a precise understandings of what is given when we lmow & term or
a thing. He insists that what-a-thing-is-not is just as importent
to its being and to owr understandin: of it as what-it-is, Dut
the vhat-it-is-not is everything else in the universe. Consequently
a term cannot be or be understood independently of the whole universe.

In the thrd chepter I will try to give Blanshard's criticisms
of two important views on the nature of causation. He first tries
to show that it is a misinterpretation of the Heizenberg prineciple
of indeterminacy to teke it as evidence for causel indeterminacy.
Then he points out the inadecuacies of the resmlar-seguence view of
causation. 3Dlanshard had to direct his attention agminst these
rival theories of causation in order to clear the zround for his
assertion of the logical necessity view. In such & conception of
the causation he sees final and complete fonfirmation of this theory
of internal relations—that everything in the universe is related

to every other thing in one vast network of causal relations,



Thus Blenshard in order to support the doctrine of internal
relations sives two proofs completely different in esgsence from each
other. The first is an argument based on the relation of difference
which relates all thinzs to the universe independently of time. The
second is derived from his conception of csusation ag lozical necessi-
ty which relates events internally through dynamic change-—action
ond reaction,

In the critique I have tried to evaluate the arsuments by
means of which Blanshard tried to reduce the universe to a self
sufficient, completely internally related system. These criticisms
are the following:

First, Blanshard's method of reducing the particular to uni-
versal is not wvalid.

Second, his arzument for rejecting space and time as Lrin-
ciples of particularization is not Justifiable, and that space and
time are principles sufficient to particularize thinss.

Third, difference as a relation does not relate things intqrnally.

Fourth, causality ceammot be shown to relate compresent events
internally.

Fifth, this doctrine of internal relations fails to account

for the poseibility of lmowledze.



Chapter 1

The Abstract Universal vs., the Concrete Universal and

the Individusl vs, the Universal

Cognition involves the subsumption of a thing perceived or
conceived underra universal or & general idea. Mind, when it
identifies something, gresps it as an instance of a type. Thus
thought in acquiring knowledge proceeds by classifying things
according to the identity or similarity of their common charac-
teristics.

Knowledge is held by some to advance by observing particular
instances and abstracting universals from them. By others it is
thought to progress by the analysis of universals. For the for-
mer, knowledge procesds from the concrete to the abstract, while
for the latter, it proceeds from the abstract to the concrete.

— Thinkers like Bosanquet and Blanshard tale a midway position.
They believe that when a person is conscious of something, he
knows it is like something and at the same time different from
other things. Thus the abstraction and the analysis of univer-
sals go together. That is to say, in a knowing agent identifica-
tion and differentistion operate together, When one calls some=-
thing red, he at the same time differentiates it from other colors.
To say something is red, is to say that it is not blue, or yellow,
or green,

At this point the gquestion arises as to how we come to know

.
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universals, that is, vhat makes them meaningful to us. One answer
is that we gresp the universal by abstracting common charscteris-
tics from particulars. This answer is objectionable, Blanshard
argues, because no one ever perceives something as a particuler ob-
Jeet. As soon as he is aware of a thing, he congiders it some-
thing, and that something is the universal which later is abstraced
whop other instences of that object are perceived. In other words,
the failure of this answer lies in that it assumes what it later
tries to abstract. For example, when a men who has not geen a
turtle sees one, he does not grasp it as an individusl, but rather
seizes its general features. He identifies it with the class of
animals having hard shells and thorny legs, Iater when he sees
more of this type of animel, he notices that these general charac-
teristics are shared in common, He abstracts and considers these
common features as the characteristics of the turtles, Thus the
object is grasped as a universal before the universsl is abstracted
by observing meny instances of it.

But according to Blanshard there is another important function
of perception. For example, when a person identifies an object as
a book, helia at the same time differentiating it from a cheir or
a table. Thus according to Blanshard universsls become explicit in
the process of differentiating and identifying objects. And both
of these processes occur simultaneocusly.

How Blanshard does not doubt the possibility of knowledge.

Knowledge for him proceeds by identificetion and differentiation.



These processes use universals and thus universals become indis—
pensable for ikmowledze., Universals meke identity possible and
identity in turn renders perception, judzement, and inference pPOS~—
sible. It has been mentioned how in perception one identifies the
6bject with a universal., Judgement involves the use of nuniversals
and identification too. In inference without assuming the same-
ness of the subject in the premise and in the conclusion deduction
would be impossible. Thus the importance of universals for know-
ledge is great, The problem for us is to find out what the nature
of the universal is and how we could conceive 1t. To this questidn
there are two chief answers, one is provided by the formal logicians,
and the other by the idealists, of whom we are taicding Blansherd to

be the representative,

A. The Doctrine of Abstract Universals

l, The abstract universal is a generic guality whiech is identical
in itg species.

The doctrine is often advocated by formal logicinna.l The
gist of this theory is that a universal represents a class which
consists of a group of particulars having one or more properties
in common, The argument is as old as Plato and Arigtotle, for

whom the general idea,form or essence, represented the set of attri-

i William James, Cook Wilson, Bertrand Hussell, Norman Kemp Smith,
and others,




butes shared in common by particulars, while those attributes not

shared in common were distinguished as accidental properties.,
Furthermore the set of the common properties is considered to

be essential to the individunl as o species of the genus which is

cheracterised by those properties. This set is known as the intension

of the genus, while the particulars which share these common proper-—

ties #re called the extension of the genus. According to the formel

logicians, when a person has a generel idea, he thinks of the in-

tension of the term, and in thinking of the particulars in genersl

he refers to them as the embodiment of the intension of the general

idea, which is abstracted from then.

a, Identity is conceivable.

The abstraction of the universal is mede on the assumption
that the universal is the same in all the particulars and that it
can be conceived in thought without affecting either the universal
or the species.

Thus by observing meny figures having three angles we Zrasp
the similarity of their character and we can see that three an-
gledness is identical in all of them, Triangularity, though it
does not exist in nature apart from particular triangles, still
can be distinguished in the particulars, The moment we distinguish
the common features in a group of particulars, we begin to abstract
the universal, to conceive and to use it. The argument given to
support this view is that, had it not been for our ability to con-

celve the generic qualities by themselves, we would not be able to



use them and to draw inferences from them.‘ Let us take an example,
We have an idea of triangularity snd the Imowledge that the sum of
the angles of & triangle is equal to two right angles, In thinking
about this one does not think about a specific rigsht, isosceles,

or other triangle, because this characteristic is independent of
the degree of the angle, It is idsntical in &ll triangles and can
be thought of by itself apart from particular triangle. Though it
does not exist by itself in nature, it does exist in thought.

As a result of this example, the distinction 6f the essentisl
and accidental properties becomes explicit. If -ons ressons that
the sum of the angles of a triangle is equal to the sum of two
right angles, independently of the size of the triangle or of the
degrees of the angles and that the triangle can be conceived apart
from these specifications, then he admits that the size of the triangle
or the degree of the angles are accidental properties, in so far as
they are related to the property that the sum of the angles of the
triangle is equal to two right angles, ‘

But the conflict between the doctrine of the abstract universal
end & doetrine of internal relations now can be noted, If one be-
lieves that everything is related internally, then he will also hold
that there is nothing accidental, that everything is essential to
the being of everything else, that the Ppresence or absence of a
characteristic or relation mist make a difference to every other

thing in the universe, Consequently there can be no accidentsl
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propertiss and in fact there cen be no abstract universals. Ve

mst next pass to Blensherd's refutation of this view, which is

given in two main objectiwns,

1. No generic guality is ever found to be identical in two things.

According to Blanshard the theory of abstract universal leads
one to the belief that the abstract universal, or the intension
of a class, is found iﬁ a group of properties that are unrelated
to it. The unrelated properties are those which are not shared by
the species and so are considered accidental, For example the skin
color of men is not & part of the abstract universal man, and so is
accidental to it. 'This conception of the universal will lead to
paradoxical consequences, For exauple, if this were the case, then
by adding some other quality to the intension of the class one could
get the species of that universal, This would be possible because
the abstractionists' contention is that the universal is found
identically in the species and the other properties of the species,
apart from those that form the intension of the class, are accidental
to it, Therefore, if we consider the clase intension as the nucleus
and add any quality (provided it be appropriate) from the outside,
then we should obtain a species of that genus. For exampls, if one
wishes to get a apecies of triangularity, he can conceive it as
right, obtuse, or acute, etc., But the view of the abstractionists

permits us to conceive red or blue triangles as species as well,
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Blanshard argues further that we would have the freedom to do this,
because the theory does not foresee the essential relations of the
characters that make a species and the characters that are confined
to the class intengion., If we deny the essential relation of zll
the properties of a species to the genus, then we would have, as
the example above shows, a red triangle, as a species of the genus
triangle., But strictly speaking being a red triangle is not the
same as being a rigzht triangle., To be a right trisngle is a mods
of being a triangle, while to be red is not. Irisngularity denotes
a structure, and if we are to conceive species of it, then it is
required that the differentiating quality slso be structursl., To
be right angled satisfies the structural condition, while to be red
does not. Therefore redness does not make a triangle a species of
triangle, The abstractionists may argue that the red triangle is
& species of the genus of red objects, or a member of the class
of red things, because it possesses this color in common with other
red objects. But Blanshard says:

"We may call a figure a ‘'species of coloured object, Jjust

ag ‘Wwe may call colour the distinguishing mark between kinds

of figure; but, try as we will, we cannot think in this

fashion. For a species is a genus's of beingz; triangu-

larity and redness are not ways of being each other"l

The statement, "a species is a genus's way of being" implies
that a thing cannot be regarded sas a species of a universsl which
does not enteil the whole character of the object. Thus, "rednesa®

does not cover the nature of the triangle, while "rightangledness"

! Blanshard, The Nature of Thousht, Vol. I, p. 586. Iondon, Allen
&nd Unwin, 1948, The underlining is mine. ' e
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satisfies the condition fully, But this in effect anticipates the
view, which will be discussed later, that the individual is the
same as the universal, because the statement "a species is a
genus's way of being" entails the belief that the genug covers
the whole nature of the species, In other words a specific ob-
Ject cannot be a species of any one of its qualities possessged in
common with other things. Thus man cen be a species only of
menliness and not of rational beings or of biped enimals or of
memmals or of any particular quality which is thought he shares
in common with other animals or things, because none of them covers
the whole character of man, We may end this criticism by aa.ying'
that a thing can be the species of that universal which covers '11;9
whole character.

Thisg cfiticiam brings us to the more fl}nd.a.mentnl criticism
which when discussed fully will bring to light their close relation-
ship.

The intension of & class which is abstracted as though it were
common to the species, is not found identically in each member of
the species. A broad abstraction such as enimality, or figuz;ehood.
is not identically the same in all animals, or figures respectively.
That is, no two animals exemplify their animality identically. How
is it possible, then that they should have the class intension
of animality in common? If no two animals have the same mode of

animel behavior, then we must realise that what the abstractionists

-
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take as the intension of the class of animality does not reside -in
the animels in an unmodifed form, Hather we must think that the
other characteristics of each animel modify the animality of the
organism. For example, (everybody agrees I am sure) men's animal
behavior is related to the qualitative and quantitative agpects

of hia-_sensa organs, digestive system, circulatory system, repro-
ductive syetem, brain, arms, legs, etc;; £ven the shape of his
hand and fingers, Nails and hairs, which are considered accidental
progerties of the animals, play an important role in the life of
some animals. low, si;ma the relation of animality with the consti-
tution of the organism is so evident, and since no two animels
even of the same genus have the same constitution, it follows that
no two animals have identical animality. And the principle of
abstraction, which is based on the assumption of identity of the

intension of the class in the species, is thereby refuted.

2, The 1dentitz' of t-ga universal in its species is inconceivable
in abstracted form.

This fallacy of the identity of the intension of the class
in its species, may be attributed to the belief that we somehow
can conceive of the abstracted universal in its naked form. That
is, we can conceive of animality apart from a particular animal,
Some people like Joseph and Bosanguet think that we can conceive
the universal isolated from the particular, and others not, Blan- - -_,
shard is one of those who maintain we cannot., That is, no universal

can be thought as abstracted from its species, because there is no

}‘.




ik

identity of the universal in its various species,
We have seen that Blanshard's first objection wns-to refute
the notion that the universal is exemplified identically in its
species, and that it is unmodified by the so-called accidental Dro-
perties. In other words, Blanshard's criticism amounted to saying
that all properties are essential to the species and that they mo-
dify the class intension,
Wow we come to the second objection which says that the uni-
versal cannot be conceived asert from the species. If we cannot
conceive the universal apart from the particular, it does not fol-
low that the universal cannot be exemplified identically in its
species, Nor if we can conceive the universal apart from the
particular, does it follow that it is exemplified identically in
the species. One may believe that we can conceive the universal ‘
apart from the particular and still may not believe that the uni-
versal is identical in its species. Thus Joseph and Bosanguet
believe that, we somshow can have s definite idea of the proper-
ties that seem common to things apert from the things which exem- e |
plify them. But these thin]mrs still believe that what is con-
ceived abstractly is not found in the species in its abstracted
form, because the abstracted concepts are essentially related to
the other properties of the objects., But Blanshard rejects even ’ :
this. According to him we can never conceive such identity, since

it does not exist in various species of a genus., And he finds it
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strange that Joseph and Bosanguet, though they do not believe in
the identity of the abstract universzl in each member of it, still
agree with the abstractionists that we can have a definite idea
of the abstract universal,

Many people may agree with Berkeley that we cannot imagine a
universal apart from a particular, But some think that though the
ability of our imegination does not transcend the particular, yet
somehow our conception can. But the case is not so, We have seen
that there is a relation between the genus and the species, and
that the genus so conceived cannot be imagined or conceived with-
out reference to its species, It is a fallacy to think that the
genus is an esgence and found identically in all of its species.,
Ho two things exemplify a character identically. If no two things
are identical in any respect whatsoever, then abstracting, which
is thought to be concerned with extracting common elements, is a
misinterpreted process. We would be abstracting something which
is not found there, because there is nothing which is. shared iden-
tically. This amounts to saying tha.‘t we cannot differentiate the
genus from the species; that is for example we cannot differentiate
manhood from a particular man, or coloredness from a particular
color, because there is no such a thing as manhood residing iden-
tically in the particular men as their essence, or coloredness
residing identically in particular colors as their essence,

Thus, we can neither conceive the genus as shared in common
by ite species, nor the genmus as abstracted from the species with-

out referring to & particular,
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B. The Concrete Universal

1, The universal is the pertial realization of its species, and it
exists in thousht and as the idea of its species and not in the species.

We have seen that, the attempt of the abstractionists to find
identity of the generic quality in the species, and their conten-
tion that such a universal is conceivable in its abstracted form,
was severely attacked by Blanshard. Nobody denies the usefulness
of abstract universals in thought. In fact almost all our thinke
ing involves the use of abstract universals, Though sciences, par-
ticularly biology, are greatly indebted to this method of abstrac-
tion, nonetheless it ig not an authentic method and the pervading
principle, namely that of identity, implied in it, is a fiction
rather than a truth, However, to consider it a fiction is still
foreign to the intellect, This is a legacy left from primitive
men and embodied in our modern languages. We still think in terms
of identity and communicate our thoughts in terms of abstract uni-
versals, We can neither deny the reality of the abstract univer-
sals, nor can we resolve it completely into its species, for it is
felt somehow to b; distinct from them, It remains for us to find
a golution reconciling these two contradictory views,

Blanshard thinks that, the key to the solution of the riddle
is to be found in the theory of the concrete universal, Briefly

stated it is the view that the generic universal is the partisl
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realization of its species, and that it exists only as the thought
of 1ts species. DBlanshard thinks that the solution is to be found
in the fact that thought is teleological in its mode of function-
ing. However, before we can understend this explanation of the
doctrine of concrete universal, we must digress briefly to show
how Bhﬁshn.rd conceives the nature of thought.
For Blanshard thought progresses purposefully. The process
of thought isdharacterised by two ends; the immanent and the
transcendent, The immanent end is an -inherent desire to acquire
knowledge. While the tranascendent end is an inherent desire to
know things as they are in themselves. The immenent end of thought
is a potentiality seeking actualization through knowing., Since an
idea can be called a piece of true lcno;vledge only when it reveals
the object as it is, it follows that the immanent end can be ac-
tualized only when the transcendent end is realized. In other
words, the desire to know will get satisfaction only when things
are known as they are. : |
If thought is conceived t.hua, then the meaning of the "idea"
for the idealist should bear the character of thought, because
ideas are the constituents of thought. This will be clearer in
the following quotation from Blanshard.
- "Thought in its essence is an attempt to attain, in the -'
gense of achieving identity with, a special end of its .
own. The relation between idea and object must be con-

ceived teleologically, as the relation of that which is
partially realized to the same thing more fully realized.




18

When we szy that an idea is of an object, we are saying
that the idea is & purpose which the object &lone would
fulfil, that it is a potentiality which this object &lone
would actualize, a content informed by an impulse to be-
come this object. Its nature is hence not fully intel-
lirible except in the light of what it seeks to become,
Mind, in taking thought, attemnts to pass beyond its pre-
gent experience to what it would be but is not yet, and
go far as it has thought of this end, it already is the
end in posse. The idea is thus both identical with its
object and different from it. It is identical in the
gense in which snything thet truly develops is identical
with what it Lecomes. It is different in the sense in
which any purpose is partially ren}ized is different from
the same purpose realized wholly."

In the light of this "theory of idea", we may begin to un=-
derstand the theory of concrete universals, which, as stated for-
mally, is summed up in the following two points: first, that the
universal is the partial realization of its species, and second,
that it exists only as the idea of its species, - The generic uni-
versal is a general idea and therefore, following the idealistic
theory of idea, it is the partial reslization of its species, just
as any ides, which is the partial realization of its object. The
universal is potentially its differentia snd is embodied in them
not as & detached entity but a8 the purpose is in the work of art.
It is identical with its species potentially, and will be fully
jdentical when it achieves in them its complete realization. This
is the same s in the cage of any idea. The idea is potentially

its object and it will be identical with it when it reveals its

object as it igs. The general idea or the universal, according fo

1 1pia. p. 473
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Blanshard,

"is & process that moves to its end through a differentia-
tion directed from within; and the pr]c:cess is 2 living one
which belongs to the nature of mind,"
The relation of the universal to its species is of this sort: the
universal exists only potentially and it is mental, It will come
into fuller being when the goal of thought is achieved. But what
has the sctualization of the universal got to do with that of
thought. For the idealist the answer is that the idea is poten-
tially its object. The ides and its object cannot be separated,
as in the case of art, the purpose cannot be separated from the
work. The case is similar in the relation of the universal to
its species, The universal is ideal and it is the thought of its
gpecies. Blanshard sums up his position in three points:
" (a) When we think of man, there is not before us, ex-
plicity or implicity, any set of invariable qualities
shared by 21l men in common; such a2 set of qualities
neither exists nor can be clearly conceived...(b) The
universal we do grasp is one which, developed to the full,
would be the various individual men. (c) This indeter-
minate wniversal, which is potentiality only, does not

exigt in the real world independently of mind; its being
is in thought "2

C. The Individual vs. the Universal

l, The individual reduces to the universal.

It was stated that, for the idealist thought is teleological

in its mode of functioningz. First there is the demend to Imow

1 m- P 611
2 Ipid, p. 620 s :
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things, and second the demand to kmow things as they are. These
two demands are inseparable from one another, The realization

of the second is the satisfaction of the first, and the safisfac-
tion of the first implies the realization of the second. When
mind knows the things as they are, it reaches its full actuality,
and these demands which are elements of potentiality in its nature
are fulfilled. As long as these demends are not satisfied, all
the contents of thought, that is the ideas, are partial realiza-
tions of their objects. The generic universals, which are general
idea in the mind, are in an indeterminate form, and since thought
is seeking to actualize itself, these potentialities mst come in-
to & determinate form. One can see that while using a general
idea, we refer to individuals, When the genaral' idea, which isg

a partial reeslization of its species, attains its full realization,
the problem is whether or not we must still consider things as
separate individuals, independent of one another, or as a system
of interdependent entities, .

Blanshard reduces the pa.rﬂcular or the individual to the
universal by the following arguments: the individual is considered
to be a wholly determined unique entity. <The unigueness is, that
which makes a thing different from everything else in the universe,
This unigueness can be achieved only when the possibility of re-
petition is transcended, What makes a thing different from others

is an odd guestion. We never doubt that we see things as different
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from each other, DBut when we begin to enguire into the properties
that make one thing different from another, we come to realize

that, the supposedly differentiating properties are still not -suf-
ficient to make one thing wholly different from the others, because
any property we think of i88 theoretically repeatable in other
things. If this is the case, then we are always in the realm of

the universals, For example, if we ask someone why he thinks that

a table is different from a chair, he will point to differences -

in use: the chair, he will say, is to sit on, the table is to write
or to work on. But if we point out that, we can sit on the table
and we can write and work on the chair, he will say, their struc-
ture is different. We can show him still that such specific uni-
versals: four-leggedness, or three-leggedness, or other properties
may be shared by both., All of the‘ mentioned qualities are still
universals, and we have not reached the individual yet, because

any quality which is repeatable cannot differentiate things. Finally,
if we press him hard, he will say that, even if they share the same
universals, still we see them as two, not as one, precisely because
they occupy different places in space and time. But space and time
are themselves repeatable and so imiversals, This is shown by the
well known paradox: that if we were so made that we were living ha.l:!‘
of the day in dream and the other half awake, and that everything in
one duplicated everything in the other, we would not lmow which world

was the real, Thus we see that any limited set of gualities or
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relations are theoretically repeatable., If they are repeatable,
then they do not particularize or individuste objects, because
repeatable qualities or relations are still universsels and do not
indicate uniqueness.

For Blanshard any limited set of qualities and relationms,
including spatial and temporal, are in principle repeatable, How-
ever, he mekes one exception to the rule, that is the unrepeatable-
ness of the universe. The definition of the universe is that it
is the tatality of existing things. So repeatableness of the uni-
vars? contradicts its d#finition. This being the casge, unigeness
of a thing can be achieved if and only if &ll of its qualities and
relational properties with everything in the universe is thought of,

However, the denial of the individuals is not as easy as it
seens, LThere are objections to be met, and these will lead to
strange results.

It wes stated before that the generic universal covers the
whole nature of its species, or that a species is genus's way of
being. This amounts to saying that the species is the same as the
generic universal, because the universal is not & set of qualities
common in its species but rather includes all the properties of
its species, Therefore the species is the same as the universal,
We algo said that thése who conceive the universal thus reject the
notion of its repeatability in its species, while those who ohjgeﬁ_
to this view argue that besides the generic universals there are

specific universals, and these may have instances. The differen-
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tiations of specific universals are particular instances., The
particulars may vary while the universal may remain the sama.l
Thus Russel thinks of two white patches which, in respect to
color, are indistinguishable, but occupy different places in space,
He says:
'It is this spatial plurality which makes the difficulty
of the theory that denies particulars.' In virtue of the
properties of space, 'the numericel diversity of the two
patches of white is self-evident. They have the relation
of beingz outside each other, and this reguires that they
shonld be two, not one,' '... for example, if x is above
¥, x and y must be different entities.'! !'Thus the fact
that it is logically possible for precisely similar things
to coexist in two different places, but that things in
different places at the same time cannot be numerically
identical, forces us to admit that it is particulars, i.e.

instances of universals that exist in places, and not umi-
versals themselves,'

This objection is unavoidable, and if one accepts it, he is
forced to believe in the plurality of the universe. Furthermore
it leads to the doctrine of external relations, for repeatable
instances are self-identical and immtable.

Blanshard brings some objections against the idea that ins-
tances of universals exist in different places. According to him,
to say t!;at instances of universals exist in different places and

‘not universals themselves, amounts to saying that universals them-

i Here it is 1mportunt to meke some clarifications., The differen-

tiations of generic universals are individuals such as: this horse,
John, that man, this pin, ete. The differentiations of specific
universals are particulars such as: specific taste, color, odor,
length, etc. These specific universals mey have instances in two L
different places, and as existing in different places they are con-
sidered to be particulars, BRLNE
2 Ibid. pp. O42-643. Quoted by Blanshard from Arist. Soc. Proc., HES
N.8., Vol, 12, 1911-12; Blanshard has pieced together passages LAt
from pp. 10, 17, 19, in this order, PR S, -0
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gelves exist in different places, because what makes a thing an
instance of a miversal is the presence of the universal in it.
S0 two things can be said to be instances of the same universal
if they possess the same universal in common. But this lesds us
to the doctrine of abstract universal which was refuted before.
Another objection, which assumes the view that the particular
ig the universal's way of being, is this, In saying 'this patch
is white', the subject "patch" does not become the perticular of
the universal "whiteness", Therefore, the true particular of the
universal whiteness is "this white", But "this white" suggests
nothing besides the specific quality whiteness., Therefore the
subject and the predicate are no longer different. They are both
universal and the same universal., If one is not satisfied with
this argument and believes that there is something besides the uni-

versal which is its predicate, Blanshard offers the following

dilemna,

"If this 'somethigg more' goes beyond the nature of the
miversal asserted, offering as subject, for example,
gsome temporal segment or spatial area, then the subject
is not a particular of thet universal, and to insist that
it 1s, would mean logical chaos.. On the other hand, if
the particular contains nothing beyond its univeiaal,
then it is idle to say that they are different."

But these arguments are besides the point and do not affect

Russell's objection., Whether the things seen are universals or

1 Ivid. p. 647
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instances of universals, the fact still remains that they are seen
in twé different places in space, and to deny that they are two
amounts to saying that a thing can exist in two different places
at the same time,

Blansherd realizes the force of lussell's objection, which
forces him to nothing less than the denial of space and time as
principles of individustion, Blanshard says:

"Our reply must be... radical, for the objection goes very
deep; indeed it points to nothing less than a conflict be-
tween categories, between identity on the one hand and
spatial and temporal relation on the other; nor does there
seem to be any way of meeting it except to decide for one
of the parties, And this is a very grave responsibility,
for both are accepted with absolute confidence by science
and common sense. That identity is so accepted scarcely
needs showing, Io one doubts, in the ordinary course of
thinge, that the same tree or person may persist, or that
the sume of two columns of figures may be the same. %o

be sure... abstract identities are not alwsys discoverable
where they are supposed to be. But to abandon identity
generally would be to abjure all reasoning, since inference
moves throuwgh identity; and indeed this alternative is no ¢
intelligible... Identity is indispensable. Dut then, on
the other hand, spatio-temporal difference seems indispens-
able too. Few axioms are more compelling, as we have seen,
then that a thing cannot at once be in two places. And
gince if a thing is spatial, some at least of its qualities
mist be patisl too, it would seem that the axiom holds

also of these qualities; they too, are cut off from being
in two places at once. If you say they can be, you end

in the guicksand Mr. Hussell warns of, the conclusion that
precisely the same entity is to the right and left of itself.
And that again is nonsense. We are thus in an extraordi-
nary position. Identity and spatio-temporal difference
are both indispensable, Yet if we take identity seriously,
we land in spatio-temporal absurdity; and if the exclusive-
ness of gpace Ind time is talken seriously, we end by deny-
ing identity."

1 Ibid. pp. 648-649
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The denial of the category of identity is edquivaelent to the
denial of the concrete universal. The acceptance of space and
time a8 real is equivalent to the assertion that all existing
entities that are located in space are perticulers., <Thus both
the denial of the category of identity and the acceptance of space
and time as real will do away with the universals. But for the
idealist to dispense with the universal is equivalent to the down-
fall of science. Blanshard writes.

", ..In attacking the abstrat universal, we were not seek-
ing to destroy identity; we vere seeking to find its true
residence; and unless it is granted a residence somewhere,
we do not believe that either scientific generalization,
or indeed thought of any kind, can be made intelligible.
Compelled then to choose between identity on the one hand
and spetio-temporal arrangement on the other, we can only
choose identity. Choice, indeed is hardly the vord; we
tgan no other!."l
If one tries to seve both identity and space and time, he can do
80 by eaying that what are identical are universals and what are
in different places are particulars, But in this case he will not
escape the old criticism namely that he is eassuming the particulars
to exemplify instances of universals. But this we saw was absurd,
because no set of qualities is shared in common by the species of
the universal., That is, if one believes in the reality of univer-
sals and particulsrs, whether he is a reelist in the medieval sense
or & conceptualist, he accepts also that the universal is exempli-

fied identically by its'species. Identity in this sense is rejected,

becanse no two things manifest the universal identically. On the

1 1pid, p. 650.




27

other hend to deny universals, Blanshard points out, is impossible,

"You cennot give up identity even if you want to. And, to
put as a second point what is partly the same, the issue
is not & bare alternntive between the following: on the
one hand, identity plus the belief that there is nothing
but umiversals: and on the other, space and time plus the
belief that there is nothing but particulers. You do not
get rid of universals merely by believing in space and
time, for they crop out again everywhere within these or-
ders themselves., Avery relotion in space—to the left of,
above, east, west—is a universsl; and a body's extension
seems just as plainly universal as its colour or its weight,
Thirdly, though teking 2ll attributes as universals does
force us to call in question the space-time order as we
know it, the mere acceptance of that order does not prove
that particulars exist. ¥or particularity, properly cog-
ceived, is the unigueness achieved by exhausting a thing's
relations; and thus mere loyalty to space and time will
not reserve their contents from universality. It is an
illusion to suppose you can save & plurality of particu-
lars by stending up boldly for space, time, and common
genge. JFor none of these, either singly or in their uni-
ty, will really serve to particularize."l

But the problem remains unsolved. The denial of the parti-
culars entails the logical imposeibility of the existence of the
game thinz in two different places at the same time. The only
excuse which is given by Blanshard, is that the belief in the
reality of space and time involves the denial of identity, and this
ie detrimental to kmowledge. ‘

The abstract universal as such exemplified identically in its
species is not real. There is no triangularity or manliness iden-
tically shared by triangles, or by men, Nor can we conceive trian-
gularity or menliness apart from particular trdengles or particulsr

men, because such universals as the essence of gsubsumed particulars

1 Ibvid, . 650.
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. do not exist., The generic universal is not found in its species;
it is ideal and is our thought or idea about its species., This
thought is a purpose vwhich is striving to realize itself in its
object by knowing it as it is. We have Been thst =2 thing located
in space and time is not a particular; it reduces to abstract
wniversals. 'At this point it is important to understand what
Blanshard means when he says that the genmeric universal realizes
jtself in its object. Its objects is the sum total of aqualities
and relations to everything else in the universe. Therefore when
Blansherd says that the generic universal or an idea realizes it-
gelf in its species or object, the species or the object should
not be taken as individual or particulaer in the traditional sense.
For example to lmow 2 man as he is necessitates besides the kmowing
of all of his qualities, the kmowledge of his infinite relations
to everything in the universe. Or again just as knowing a triangle,
as it is with 21l its properties, involves knowing everything in
geometry;,so for thought to know its species or its object as it
ig, is to reelize itself in the wl;ole universe. ’l‘hus.for thought
the task of knowing its object involves the huge, the practically
impoasi;ble tagk of knowing the whole universe, because its object |
is the aggregate of infinite qualities, the meeting place of all
ita relations to everything else in the universe. For thought %o
realize itgself in its object means, then, to realize itself in “
every object becaunse to know its object as it is, requires that
1ts relation to everything else be lmown. This in turn requires

that the characters of everything in the universe be known,
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Thus, we see the bearing of the doctrine of concrete uni-
versals to that of internal relations. If a concrete universal
is to be actualized in i-ts species, then it involves the lmowledge
of everything in the universe. Its species is a center where
infinite qualities and relations meet., This conception of the
universal onfaila the belief that everything in the universe is
internally releated to everything else, and that the universe is one
system, Furthermore it does not deny individuality, though it may
geem to deny it. It says the individuality or uniqueness of & thing
depends on its relations to everything in the universe. This means
that what differentistes one thing from another is everything that
mekes the universe.

How we reached a point which links this chapter to the following
chapter., How en individual entity should be conceived is the theme

of the next chapter.
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Chapter 2

Relations and Properties

The exposition of the controvery between the externality
and the internality of relations and qualities is the main pur-
pose of the;thesis. ?he problem stated briefly is; whether or
not & term retains its identity in spite of the changes in its
relations to other terms. A relation is internal to a term when its
modification or change entails & modification or change in the
naturerof its term. A relation is external when its change does
not affect its term. Some realist philosophers take a mid-way
position. They think that some relations are internal and some
external. For example, the regular beating of the heart is in-
ternally related to the proper functioniqg of the lung, because
any chenge in one will affect the other. While the loss of a
heir is externally related to the regular beating of the heart,
for its loes does not modify the function of the heart or that
of the lunz, The idea behind 1t is that while the heart or the
lung cannot function without one another. Still either can do so,
for example, without a hair, for bald men do manege to live at
lenst for a while. Thus baldness hes been held to be a quality
which is related to the heart or to the lung externally.

The idealist, however, with whose theory we are interested at
present, does not make any compromise. ¥or him all reletions are

internal; that is, 21l qualities whatever they are or in vhatever
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way they are related are essential to the term and modify it
whenever they undergo a modification or a change. The change in
them may be very slight or very insignificent, but gtill it is a
chengze and its effect modifies the term. As soon as one accepts
the fact that there is some modification in the term, because of
the change of qualities and relations, he is compelled to accept
the relation as internal, This is what the definition of inter-
nality requires.
The doctrine of external relations is closely associated with
the theory of abstract universals. The intensions of & genus is
considered to be the essential cheracteristic of a species, and
the other attributes are considered accidental to it. Thus, when
men igs defined as a rational and two-footed gnimal, the color of
the skin is considered accidental and therefore related to ratio-
nality and two-footedness externally, For example, when a white
skin becomes tan, it does not modify the rationality of the indi-
vidual, But we have seen that the abstract universal was not found
in its species identically, and that to conceive it apart from
the species wes beyond our ability., Furthermore, one cannot show
that the color of the ékin is not essential to the behavior of
the individual es a whole. While, on the other hand, we think |
there are many examples thch illustrate the close relationship ;
of the behavior of an animal with that 6f its color, type of hair, type
of nail, etc. It is not pure accident that the color of the ani-

mals living in the jungle and of those living in the arctic zone




32

be appropriate to the environment., Color is one of the egsentials
of their protective mimicry. By adapting the color of the environ-
ment the animal remains unnoticed by its enemies and Dy its prey.
Thus color is essential for the survivel of the animel. Other
features, such as neil, hair, etc. have their proper function in
the welfare and the type of behavior which animals have. Thus
when one examines cerefully all the properties of a thing he will
£ind that there are no accidental properties. All are essential
for the animel's being whet it is. However, one can see that not
all the properties of the animals are essential in the same degree.
For example the heart of a man is more essential for his life than
his heir. But to disrezard the effect of the hair on the type of
life a man would live is & mistake.
The theory of internal relations is summed up, by Blanshard,
in these three points.
" (1) That every term, i.e. every possible object of
thought, is what it is in virtue of relations to what is
othern than itself; (2) that its nature is affected thus
not by some of its relations only, but in differing de-
grees by all of them, no matter how external they may
geem; (3) thet in consequence of (2) and of the further
obvious fact that everything is related in gome way to
everything else, no kmowledge will reveal completely the

nature of any term until it has exhausted that ferm's rela-
tions to everything else," 1

1, The meaning of a term.
In the previous chapter, we have seen that Blanshard reduces

1 QOp,cit. Vol. 2, p. 452.
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the individual or the particular to universals. Uniqueness,
which is supposed to make a thing particular was confined only -
to the total universe; that is a thing, in order to be considered
a unique individual or a perticular, should be taken with all of
its qualities and of its relations to everything else in the
wniverse, This also means that, in order to know something as

it is, one has to exhaust all of its qualities end all of its
relations to everything else in the universe. This gives us the
clue to Blanghard's peculiar way of defining a term. A term is
any possible object of .thought. Its nature entails in addition
to 2ll of its qualities and its relations with everythingz else in
the wuniverse all the cualities and relations which it lacks. What

e term possesses and what it lacks are equally true to and defi-
nitive of its nature. Thus, if x is a table, it is also not a
chair snd not a book. X'S not being a chair or a book is as real
as its being a table. For it is in the nature of it to be a
table and not to be a chair or a book,

1, Difference is an internal relation,
The meaning of a term as given above, entails the belief that
the nature of & term hes two aspects — positive and negative:

_to be something and not fo be snother thing -- and both aspects
inhere .in the nature of a thing. These two aspects are related
to each other by the relation of difference, When one says that x
igs a table and x is not a chair, it means that being a table is

different from being a chir, for otherwise they would have the
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same meaningz, We have seen that to account for the difference of
one thing from another a set of gqualities are not sufiicient,
because they may in prineiple be repeatable. So in order to a.ccount
for their difference one has to state all their qualities and re-
lations to a#erything_in the mniverse, bacaus; only then is indi-
vidual thing achieved. So the difference between a table and a
chair is to be found in a difference in the gualitative and rela-
tional vroperties, which the table nossesses and lacks, and in
gimilar properties, which the chair possesses and lacks. Striclly
speaking, a table lacks the sum of all the qualities and relations
that meke 2 chair, and a chair lacks the gum of all thai mre a
table, Conseguently no property of the table can be identically
found in the cheir, because any quality in the table is related

to 21l the qualities and relations in a menner different from that
of the cheir., For example, both the table and the chair mey have
four legs, According to'the theory of abstract universal four-
legredness is not a property that &ifferantiatas a table from

s chair, because it is commonly shared by each of them. But
Blanshard would deny the identity of thie property in each qf
them, because they are found in different contexts. The four-
legzedness of the table is not identical in all its aspects with
the fouz-laggadnﬁsa of the chair., In the first case it is related
to the functions and other properties of the teble and in the other
to those of the chair. One should not isolate a property from its

context, If this is true, then the four-legzedness in the table and !



in the chair is a iJroPerty, thet differentiates the table from the
chair, and the chair from the table. The same arzument can be
applied to any specific quality of the two objects., Thus what
mokes the table different from the chair is the sum total of all
qualities and relations that make a table a table, and & chair a
chair, if this is the case, then a change in their difference
necessitates 2 okange in them, and a change in then implies &
change in their difference., DBut since everything is related to
every other thing with the relation of difference, it follows that
a change in their difference will be a change in the nature of both,
though the change will be in the negative aspect of their netures.
To illustrate the principle, let us take the case of the
table. It is said that the nature of the table included vhat is
is as well as what is is not. ILet us assume that there is &
teble x and a chair y., One of the properties of x is thet it is
not y. X is not y menas, x# is different from ¥. Similarly one
of the characters of y is that it-is not x. let us suppose that
x chenges to x;, then y, which wag not-x, becomes not-x; thereby
making a change in their difference. Also, if there were a change
. in their difference there must have been & change in the terms.
This argument is true for everything in the universe, When x \
becomes x;, &verything, which had the property of not being x, _
acquires the property of not being xj. Thus, as was said, the i d
change is in the negative aspect of their nature. If this nrgt_nt
is valid, then difference is a relation which relates everything

to everything else internally.
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2, Relations give rise to relational properties, and these become

part of the nature of the terms.

In defining & term, it was found that for Blax.lshard. its nature
comprised besides its gqualities all of its relations with everything
else in the- universe., These relations are not qualities. But they
glve rise to 'relutional properties'l, and these properties belong
to the nature of the terms, Thus if x is to the left of ¥, then
x hes the relational property of being 'to the left of y'. Or if
x is heavier than y, then it has the relational property of being
theavier than y', If this is the case, then when 2 term comes
into & new relation with another term, its nature thereby will be
modified by acguiring a new relational property.

let us suppose x had a son y, thea X acquires the relational
property of being "the parent of y's 7The acquisition of this property
makes & modification in the nature of x and ¥ at the same time,
such that if x had not been the parent of y, he would not be whot
he is at present., Besides that, if x had been the parent of %
instead of y, again he would be different from what he is now, for
to be the parent of y is not the same as to be the parent of =z,

If y is different from 2z, then the relation of ¥y to x is different |
from the relation of 2z to x, If the relation is different, then

the relational property will be different too, If this is the case,

1 qhis is & term used by G.E. Moore, in his book Philosophical
Studies. p. 28, ' '
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then neither the relations could remain unchenged when the re-
lationsl properties are changed, nor the relational properties
remain the same when ‘.:,he relations are chenged. It follows that
if the relations change they chénge their terms too, This shows
that all relations are internal to their terms.

But one may think of certain relations and relational pro-

* perties whose presence and absence meke no difference to their
term, ZFYor example, whether one wears & neckk-tie or not, does not
melke an essential difference to the nature of the person. If he
wears one, then he would ecquire the property of being a 'wvearer
of & neck-tie', But this property does not change a person's
pature in the same way that the property of being intelligent
would. The loss of fhe neci-tie does not alter one's nature, while
the lose of his intelligence does. And therefore the seond is
essential to his nature while the first is not., Here, again we have
the old problem of essence and accident. We have seen that the
jdealist considers the demercation artificial; thet is, there is
no accident. Everything is essential, but essential in degree.

It is true that the loss of one's intelligence will put one into |
an insane asylum while the loss of a neck-tie will, in most cases, A
srobably not put one there. Nevertheless, it is false that the
lose of the neck-tie will have no effect on the individual what-
soever, One cannot be indifferent to the loss of his neck-tie:

he may be sorry for it; one may think of buying another; one may
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not use a neck-tie anymore, etc. These little things have little

effects on the nature of man, and to disregard and reduce them to

‘nothing which is unessential or irrelevant to the character of

somethinz, But in saying this, he does not mean to say that
everything is essential or relevant in the sane degree. Infinite
different choracters exhibit infinite degree of essentiality or
relevancy to something., If things are essential in degree, then
they are intern2l in degree, By this one means that a thing
affects another thing in proportion toits relevance to it. The
loss of the neck-tie is not as essential or as relevant to the
well being of the organism as the loss of the intelli:ence, A-
nother example: & famine in China affects China more than it af-
fects Bgypt. But to say that it does not affect Egypt at all
directly or indirectly is wrong. An earthquake in Japan radiates
its shaking ‘a.ffects to every spot on the earth, though its effects
decrease in proportion to the increase of d:iatance.

If the introduction of the n.otion of "easentialify in degzree"
is a velid compromise between the contradictory notions of the es~
gential and the accidental, then, if one accepts that relations
give rise to relational properties, he should not limit his ac-
ceptance to few relations which only are thought to be eggsential

but to 21l relations, for all are essential though in degree,

their nature.

The doctrine of internal relations considers relations as

L oS -
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objective and as real as the terms, for they are part of the
nature of the term. As has been stated, when the relations of a
term change, the nature of the term changes too. low, we are
going to show that the converse also is true: that is when the
nature of the terms changes, it entails the chanze of its relations.
In the previous chapter, we heve seen that for Blanshard everything
is theoretically repeatable, except the universe. As 2 consequence
uniqueness can be achieved only when we specify 2ll the qualities
of & thing as well as all its relations to everything elsg in the
universe, By such a definition it may seem that Blanshard is denying
the individuality of things, because it resolves them, whether a
horse, or a men, or a tree, into the whole universe. IHowever,
this is not the case; no two things are identical., Lvery ent:lt;,f
has & unique position in the universe which depends not on o few
properties or on-spatio-temporal order, but on the totality of
its qualities and reletions to everything else in the universe.
In order to find out the unigueness of e leaf, one has to specify
a1l of ite properties and all of its relations to everything else
in the universe. We have seen that Blanshard does not consider
hie view arbitrary, but the only alternative which will account
for the individuality or particularity of a thing, because any
limited set of qualitles or relations is repeatable and hence
these qualities become universals.

If this is the case, then it appears that Blanshard is begging

the question of concerning internal relations. To consider every
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relation that a term has as part of its nature necesserily entails
the belief thet these relations are internally connected with it,
and thet whenever the term changes, its relations change wifh it
necessarily, But with similar reasoning one may criticise the
holder of the external relations as well, for to exclude color from
the intension of a particuler class and to consider it an acciden-
tal property, entails the belief that color is related to its ob-
Jject externally.

This should be kept in mind, because here lies the crucial
point of the problem. And now, we mey tale an exsmple and try
to show why all relations should be considered essential to & term,
and why, when the term chenges, its relations also change; Let us
say; A and B are friends. The question is: can A and B become
enemies without either of them being changed? If they can, then
friendship or snmity are related to their terms extermally. If not,
then they are related internally, But it 1s evident that they can-
not become enemies without themselves being changed, one can reason
it out thus: if A and B are friends, and if A remains A, and if
B remains B; then why should they be enemies? Certainly there must
be & reason for their becoming hostile, A may behave such that B
might not approve it, or A may hear some bad things about Bl's early
life, etc. All such re#sona tend to change their attitude toward
each other.- But a change in their attitude is a change in thei;
nature, Therefore A and B cannot lose their relations to each

other, without changing their nature,
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One may think of spatial relations as accidental to their
terms. One may say that & building, whether it is built here or
a few metgrs distant ie still the same building. This amounte to
saying thet Paris would be what it is now, if instead of being in
Horthern France it were built in the Southern France; that is,
though its-spatial relations are changed, Paris is still Paris.
This of course is nonsense, If Paris had been in the Southern
France, perhaps it would not have been the capital, Granted that
it would be the capital, the people in it would not Dbe those who
are living at present. All traffic, all business, all corres-
pondences would be different. Its location would affect all of
its functioningzs, and so all of its character. This shows that
a change in the spatial relations affect the whole nature of Paris,
and Paris cannot lose its spatial reletions without loging its
character.

Thus Blanshard is led to conclude that a concrete term owes
its choracter B0 its relations. And when it loses its relations,
it éhangaa its nature and vice v;rsa. when it changes its nature,
it has changed its relations, because a concrete term is nothing

Yut the sum total of its aualities and its relations.
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Chapter

Caunsality

-

If one could show that certain things are uncaused, or,
still less, if one could only show that certain things, though
caused, hebpen independently of other thingg, it would be suffi-
cient to disprove the doctrine of internal relations., Blanshard
thus has found it necessary to establish and affirm a belief in
‘universal and nece:zsary ceusation.

Recently a certain theory in physics imown as Heisenberg's
principle of inleterminacy was welcomed by some people who yearn
to be undetermined. They thought it shattered the causal chains
end freed man's will from its eternal slavery. But unfortunately
these people were the victims of the fallacy of equivocation of
mesning. According to the princiﬁle of indeterminacy, one cannot
determine, in the sense of measure, the velocity and the position
of an electron particle accurately at the same time. Une can
determine only the position or the velocity, but not both, Due
to the double meaning of the word "indeterminacy" this has been
interpreted to mean that the electron perticle is undetermined,
in the sense of uncaused, and so self-caused or free to move
whenever it pleases to.do so. It was further argued that, if this
is true for the microscopic particles, then it must be true to

macroscopic objects, above all to men, since they are composed
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of free particles. But as was said, the principle of indeterminacy
desls with measurement, and is consistent with two explanations:
that this indeterminacy in meesureability results from real freedom
in nature or that is it results from the conditions of measurement.
Certainly Heisenberg's principle, then, cannot be taken to prove
that physical events are uncaused and one's belief in causation
mist be founded on its ability best to order and explain the events
of nzture, Consequently Blanshard must show that the r;gularu
sequence view is insdequate to explain recurrent events as wvell as
thet necessity in causation alone can explain the possibility of
“scientific prediction.,
Some people accept causality as a regular sequence and not as

2 necessary conngction: that is, when we say that A is the cause

of B, we mean to say that B follows A regulsrly, without being
necessarily connected with it, Hume was the first modern philo-
sopher who rejected the relation of cause and effect as a logical
necessity. His arguments can be. summed up in two statements:
first, thet no idee or sensation implies another, and second, that
constant recurrence of an event does not imply that th; cause and
the effect are related by logical necessity. In other words, we
can never kmow that oné event implies another event necessarily.
"If we cennot kmow it, then we have no right to posit it.

The question which Hume raised cannot be answered, because,
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as a matter of fact, logically we cannot prove that one thing
implies another.

But Blanshard does try to refute Hume indirectly, by showing
the short comings of the regular-sequence theory of causality.
His attempt is to show that no other theory of causality satisfies
the requirement of lkmowledge except causality as logical necessity.

The first argument against the regular-sequence view is, that
it is in conflict with the theory of probability. The srgument
briefly is this: to say that B follows A regularly and not neces-
garily is in effect to say that they sre not related to one another
necessarily, and so B's succession is an accident. If one believes
that B's succession is an accident, then he has to permit a person
to say thet B may follow events other than 4, and that events other
than B may follow A, Furthemore, the probability of the constant
recurrence of B decreases geometrically. For example if the pro-
bability that B will succeed A once out of x possibilities is be
l , the probability that it wil_l gucceed A consecutively twice will
:e 1, for three times 1 3 etc. But when B constantly follows
A, :he §robability of thexsuccession of events other than B will
get less; that 1is, the more B follows A instead of other events,
the more it decreamses the probability of its not following A.
According to Montague and Blanghard, the more B follows A, the more
.4t affirms the truth of the view of causality as necessary con-
nection. The .hold.or.s of regular-seguence view can defend themselves

conagstently if they, like Santayana, agree thet no matter how many
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times B follows A, still itp follows it accidentally ani not necessa-
rily. But to adhere to chance is somewhnt foreign to the guestion=
ing intellect, though it is logically possible,

The regular-sequence theory of couselity mey be adequate to
explain physical phenomena, but it keeps one always in doubt., While
the necessary connection view explains it better. To aquote Blanshard;

"#or on the chance hypothesis every successive repetition
of a conjunction given in the past is the occurence of the
progressively more improbable, while on the hypthesis

of intrineic connection it is only & confirmation, more
1mprassiIe at each recurrence of what the hypothesis pre-
dicted,"

The rezular-gequence view involves another difficulty, which is
that of induction. The adherents of the regular-sequence view be-
lieve in the recurrence in the future of events similar in kind to
those which have occured in the past. But are they Jjustified in
their belief? Certainly not, for if A and 3, as cause and effect,
are not necessarily connected, no reason would justify a person's
believing in the joint recurrance, If B is not connected to A
necessarily, it mey cease to succeed it at any time, So the holder
of regular-sequence view has no Qight to expect its regular reappea-
rance in the future. On this view, therefore, the prediction of th e
future is groundless.

The regular-sequence view leads one to skepticism, for 1t

finds no necessary connection between percepts snd thelr causes.

1 Blanshard, The Nature of Thought, Vol. II, p. 506.
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liow, if we are aware only of our percepts, on this theory ve
cannot know the nature of the externsl objects from the character
of the percepts, since they are not intrinsically connsctad. Slep-
ticiem is inevitable as we find it in Hume.

If one believes in the possibility of mowledze, he automa-
tically should reject the regzular-sequence view of cauB;lity. But
ws have seen that for Blanshard, mind is teleological in character.
The sole purpose of thousht is to understand the wrld as it is and
thereby quench his thirst for knowledge. But the rezular-segquence
view of causality does not satisfy the nature of thought, for it
leads to skepticism, & position which thougtt is struggling to over-
come.

We have seen that the regular-sequence view maltes the pos-
gibility of kmowledge difficult, because the gucceeding events
are not intrinsically connected, and so there is no sensse in re-
lating one thing to another, But the surprising thing is that
though two types of event are not intrinsétaliy connected yet they
do succeed one another regulari& whenever the first type is given,
This leads us to bellive in their being intrinsically connected, for
it is unlikely that their regular succession is always accidental,
There met be &n intrinsic connection between cause and effect,
guch that the character of the effect depends on the character of
the cause, otherwise we ghall n&t have any reason to suppose that

they succeed one another regularly, Now to assune that there 1is
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an intrinsic connection between cause and effect is not enough.
The connection must be also necessary for two reasons: first,
necessity is implied by the meaning of intrinsic connection,
second, to assume that the character of the effect follows from
the character of the cause, and yet to hold that given the samne
cause, the same effect may not necessarily follow, is in conflict
with the laws of identity and contradiction. If B's nature follows
from the nature of A, then whenever A is given and assuming the
constancy of everything else, B should follow necessarily. If not-B
follows instead of B, then we have to assume either that A while
remaining identical with itself can produce B and not-3, or that it
is not identical with itself. The firstisimpossible, because A has
one nature and its behavior follows from its nature, so if its
nature remains constant its behavior also remains constant and so
one kind of effect can follow from it and not meny. The second also
is impossible in the sense that we are assuming the identity of A,
But it is a possible alternative of the first, because two different
effects cannot be produced from the same cause.

Thus, this view of causality is in harmony with the nature
of thought, We have seen that thought is potentially the intel-
ligible world, and it is in a process of actualization, The same
unfolding processes ;xhibit themselves in the non-mental events.
We said that the relation of the cause anl the effect is intrin-
sic and necessary. ‘The effects depend on and owe their nature to

the nature of the cause. In other words the character of the
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effect is potentially in the dause, and whet is happening is that
the cauge is bveing developed by the actualization of the potential
elements in it,

But the case for internal relations in order to be complete
requires a.conception of causality which will relate everything to
everythinz else. In other words, when we speaik of the cause of
an effect, we have to consider not one thing as the cause of it,
but everything in the universe. his consideration implies the
conception of the universe os one system, in which everything is
related causally to everythingz else,

Yow it is possible to grant the universality of causation con-
ceived ns necessary sonnection but refuse to limit the universe to
one system., The universe would then consist of many systems such
that events in one system are causally related to one another but
eventa in different systems not. Therefore events in the same systen
would be internally related, while events in different systems would
be externelly related to one anather. For example, if one takes the
human body as a system, the functioninz of the organs are matually
ceused by one another. Similarly the orzans of another animel or 2
plant are internsally related to one another ﬁithin that animal or
that plant. But the function of the organs of one animel to the
orgens of another animel or of a plant is externally related. 50
thet when an animal dies other animals!' or plants' organs still

. function regularly as if nothing has happened.
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This view is in conflict with the view that the universe as
a vhole is on internally related system, For Blanshard such think-
ing is short-sighted, for it permite no relation to exist at all
between the events in one system and those 6? another, DBut, argues
Blanshard, if they are not causally related directly, they may be
s0 indire-ctly. The problem is now to find & common cause connect-
ing the two systems., If one can f£ind that, then he can conclude
that they are ultimately cc'mnected causally with one another, Tor
exarple one might take the air and show that how respiration of
the plants has effect on the quantity of the different constituents
of the sir, which in turn has affected the respiration of the animals,
and vice versa. The point iz well illustrated in o bglance acquarium.
Now if we consider the earth as a biz balance acquarivm, we may realize
the dependence of the plant kingdom on the animal Xingiom and vice
verse. If this is true, then a single plant or enimal will have
some effect on the whole kingiom of plants and animels., The effect
of their death may be very insignificant for the proper functioning
of the rest, but still it is not nothing. Again if one considers
the heat and the rays of the sun, he can connect the events which
are taking place in the sun to those taling place on the earth,
Consider the rela.tiog of 1life to the sunlight and you connect the
earth as one system to the sun as another system. Ind@ed, light
rays interpenetrate the whole system of the heaven. 8till, most

important of all, a thing which connects all bodies to one another
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better than anything else is gravitation, It is directly propor-
tional to the product of the masses of the bodies and is inversely
proportional to the square of their distance. The law of gravite-
tion relates one object to all internally, no matter how far they
are apart, and encourages one to boast that if he shakes his beard
211 the stars will play thelr music.

To sum up: the resular-sequence view of causality is inede-
quate to explain the recurrence of events: the logical necessity
view explains it better, and it gives a better ground to predict
future events. In accepting the logicael necessity view we ghould
not limit it only to systems within which events are necessarily
related, Ivents of separate systems may be related to each other
either directly or indirectly. <Thus 21l systems are related to each

other causally, and form one system.
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A Critiaue of the Doctrine of Internal Relations
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The Critigue of the Doctrine of Internsl Helations

As Conceived by Blanshard

In this critique I ghall try to evaluate Blenshard's arguments
to reduce the universe into one internally-related system. The
questions which I shall discuss will be the following: first, the
universal vs, the particular; gecond, space and time 28 pl;inciples
of particularization; third, the relation of disference; fourth,
causality; and fifthh,. the intelligibility of the universe.

In the first, I shall try %o ahow that Planshard's method
of reducing the particular to the universal is not Justifiable.

His argument was: that anything vwhich is repeatable 1s a universal,
that eny limited set of qualities, or relations, is repeatable in
principle and so is & universal, that individuality depends on
unigqueness, and that the universe alone is non-repeatable, which
beliefs forced him %o conclude that individuslity can be properly
conceived only by ennumerating a thing's relations to everything
else in the universe. My criticism of this argument will be that

1% involves certain jnconsistencies, If any limited set of qua-
lities, or relations, is repeatable, then the generic wniversal will
be exemplified in two things and the abstract universal, which ot =
Blanshard rejected, will really exist in things. Tarthermore,
Blanshard cannot reduce thing to abstract miveraﬂs, because in

an internally related system, as he has conceived it, a thing's
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neture is affected by all of its relations to averything‘;lsa, end
aince no two thinzs have the same relations to everything else,

it follows thet no two things can exemplify the same quality iden-
tically. Thus mere theoretical repeatability without actual re-
peatability cannot be acceptable as a sufficient reason for reduc~
ing any specific set of properties to universals.

Secondly, I shall try to show that Blanshard's method of
" rejecting space and time as prineiples of particularization is not
velid, His main argument for rejecting them was that space and
time thus conceived were in conflict with the category of identity
a8 based on the doctrine of concrete universals, the denial of
which would make knowledge, a8 he conceived it, impossible. My
eritieism will be that the truth of a basic metephysical principle,
such as thet which makes things particuler, should not be made to
depend on_whether or not it makes lmowledge possible. 4And then I
shall try to defend the view thaf space and time are principles
sufficient to particularize things, because it is inconceiveable that
two things occupy the same place at the same time and in the same
respect.,

Thirdly, I shall try to point out that the relation of dif-
ference, by means of which Blanshard finds all thinss to be related
to one snother internally, is not a meaningful relation. To do
thie I shell try to show that & thing can be understood in terms
of its positive properties, and that the negative properties are

known by logical derivation from the positive properties; hence, they
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do not add anything to the definition or meaning of a term. The
relation of difference, thus, will be reduced to a logical rela-
tion, and, as such, cannot be used as evidence in favor of the
doctrine of internal relations,

Fourthly, although I will accept causality =8 Blanshard
wnderstands it, I shall try to show that causelity, so conceived,
does not give sufficient ground for holdingz the doctrine that the
universe is one internally related system. As we have already
seen, in such a system a thing depends for vhat it ig on ite re-
lations to every other thing in that system. llence since every-
thing ia the universe exists at an instant all compresent events
mist be internally related. And to satisfy such a reguirement there
should be & relation which relates overy thing to every other
cousally without involving lapse of time, because, if all compresent
events are not thus related, then there will be some things which are
not directly dependent upon some other thinzs as they exist at any
given instant of b‘ime.‘ So far as science tells us, there is only
one relation, namely that of grevitation, which possibly may con-
nect spatieslly distant objects causally. But so far no one is sure
whether or not gravitation relates distant objects in temporal
gequence or instentaneously. If gravitation is not instantaneous,
then the internally relatedness of compi'esent ev:enta becomes Prob-
lemptical, Thus being uncertain of the true nature of gravitation,
it does not serve to show that the universe is a single internally

related system as Blanshard has conceived it.
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Finally, I shall try to show that in spite of Blanshard's

contention the universe cannot be said to be intelligzible if we

accept his doctrine of internal relations, beceuse such a system

jteelf is closed, and everything in it is too complex to be knowm.
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-~ Chapter 1

The Universal vs. the Particular

1. Blansherd's method of reducing the particular to universal is

not valid.

We have seen that Blanshard, while reducing the individusl or
the particular to the wniversal, considered everything excent the
wniverse to be rapeatablé in principle., Though he did not believe
that this is in prineciple possible., Therefore, he argued, if a
thing is in principle repeatable, then it cannot be an individual,
for individuality rests on being unique. Blanshard considered any
limited set of specific gualities or relations to Le repeatable in
principle, and, therefore, incapable of individuating things. or
him the only thing which is not repeatable is-the universe. Hence,
individuality properly conceived can be achieved only when a thing's
relations to everything else in the universe are exhsusted. It is
the'cogency of this method of reducing the particular to the univer-
gsal that I want to question.

In my opinion there is a contradiction between the doctrine of
internal relations as concelved by Blansherd and his method of re-
ducing the particular to the universal., However, before pointing
out the contradiction, it would be better to quote his own argument,
In answer to those who argue that & thing's particulerity is due %o

2 unige association of properties, Blanshard says:
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#,,. the qualities—hsrdness, heaviness, colour, shape,
any others we might mention-——are 2ll of them universsal,
that they might be repeated together as well as singly,
and hence that they camnot serve to make this lump of
matter the unioue thing that it is, "1

And a bit further on, he continues:
"The narrow complex of relations in which it( the par-
ticular) presents itself and which confers particulari-
ty upon it is always theoretically repeatable, and is
therefore itself universal, there is no essgntial dif-
ference between particulars and universals"

In these quotations Blanshard says that the qualities as well
as the relations might be repeated, and if they are repeatable,
then they are universal and not particular, because even theoretical
repeatability is sufficient to annul the uniqueness of a quality or
2 thing, Here it is important to kmow what kind of universals we
shall get, when things are repeatable in principle. If we have
e duplication of a quality or a thing, then the same quality w_ill
be in two things. And, consequently, this quality will be an ab=-
stract universal. But Blanshard already has shown, to his own
gatisfaction at least, that there are no abstract universals and
that no zroupine of qualities, and no particular guality is ac-
tually repeated identically in two things. The failure of his ar-
gument lies in the reihtroduction of a meaningful use of abstract

universals when he has already shown that there is no such thing.

;M- p. 627
Ibid. p. 635
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Ani if there is no such thing in actuality, then the unigue group-
ing of quslities or properties in any particular thing should be
gufficient to establish its uniqueness—its particularity--without
recourse to the thing's relations to a unique Absolute.

Secondly, even if the above objection is disregarded, still
Blansﬁard has confused the realms of the possible and the actual.
Agein confining our argument to an internally related universe.as
conceived by Blanshard, let us see whether or not any auality cen
sctually be repeated, even if it should be theoretically repeat-
able. I believe that in & universe, such as Blanshard has con-
ceived, no quality cean be repeated actuslly, and hence that any
quality will remain unique——that is, particular. To support my
belief, it will be sufficient to quote Blanshard's own words on
internal relations; He says:

" (1) That every term, i.e. every possible object of
thought, is what it is in virtue of relations to what
ig other than itself; (2) that its nature is affected
thus not by some of its relations only, but in differ-
ing degrees by all of them, mo matter how external they
may aaem;......."l
If thig is what Blanshard means by internal relations, and if this
is the truth about the nature of things in the universe, then there
cannot be two things exactly alike in any respect, in part because

no two things can have the same spatial location at the same time,

1 ms-'ff.,,. 451,



and, therefore, no two things can be related in the same way to
every other thing. Hence in such a system 1o two things can exem=
plify the same quality identically.

However, Blanshard does not say that two things can actually
exemplify the same quality jdentically, and I pelieve that he sim-
ply confines himself to theoretical repeatability and does not £o
further. In one place he says:

130 long &8 one remains within a limited field of rela-

tions one is always confronted with the theoretic pos-
givility (and nothing more ig required) that this com-

plex should be reveated, and just so long one is tarry=-
ing within the 1and of universals... Bub gurely this
conclusion is disastrous for those who believe in parti-
culare in the ordinary sense, ¥or all that we common=
1y call perticulars, pots and pans, mountains and rivers,
are now seen to D¢ universals. The only true particular
ig the absolute."
In the above quotation he jefinitely states in the parenthesis,
that nothing more than theoretical repeatability is required to
reduce any limited set of particnlars to universals, And in the
above argunent I tried to show that in Blenshard's own gystem ac-
tual repeatability is not possible, and that he cannot go beyond
theoretical possibility. But one mey question whether or not the
mere theoretical poseibility of repetition of a group of qualities
offers sufficient ground for congidering that group of gualities

a universal, The answer in my opinion is in the negative, because

I believe that if any limited get of perticulars is not actwually

1 Ipig. p. 639, The italics are mine.
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repeatable, (as is the case in Blanshard's gystem) then it is not
actually universal; thet is, it is 2 particular. Consequently
Blansherd can ascribe no significant meaning to theoretical repea-
tability anﬁ eroups of qualities have become perticulars in actum-
lity, Thus it seemns that Blansh&ré has devised such & far-fetched
argum;nt for the reduction of the particular to the universal that
it is no longer acceptable. He nas failed to give ressonable

grounds for reducing the particular to the universal.
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Chapter 2

Spece and Time as Principles of Particularization

1, Blanshard's argument for rejectins soece ani time as principles

of particularization is not justifiable.

As we have seen Blanshard's conception of the principle of
identity based on his doctrine of concrete universals was in
conflict with the notion of space and time as principles of parti-
cularization. On page 28«29 of this thesis I have given Blanshard's
arguments for accepting the doctrine of concrete universals and
rejecting particularization by space and time. It is the cogency
of nis argument which I now would like to question.

A summary of the main points of the argument is as follows:
knowledge is possible only if we assume tﬁ; doctrine of concrete
vniversals. Space and time as principles of particulerization sepa-
rate things from each other as independent and unique entities and
thereby contradict the principle of particularization based on the
doctrine of concrete universals, that is, that the particular owes its
uniqueness to its relations to everythins else in the universe. Both
of these contradictory views cannot be true. If space and time were
principles of particularization, then Blanshard's doctrine of this
concrete wniversal would be false and the category of idem#ity
based on this doctrine would suffer a similar fate., But if we

reject the category of idemtity thus conceived, then for Blanshard
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imowledge would be impossible. therefore space and time cannot
be accepted as principles of particularization.

The objection which I want to raise against such reasoning
is this: the truth omr metaphysical reality of a principle ghould
not be made to depend on the ground that it malces some knowledge
possible or impossible, First, the discovery of such a principle
is itself a kind of lmowledge, and it is & non sequitur to argue
that this principle is false becsuse jt makes the acquisition of
some other kind of knowledge impossible., And secondly, the dues-
tion, "what particularizes thing?" is different from the ques tion,
nyhat makes lnowledge possible?" Therefore they should be answered
independently.

In ny opinion Blanshard's method of rejection of space and
time as principles of particularization is similar to that of the
theologisns of the 1 te Middle Ages who rejected such scientific
discoveries as the earth's rotation around the sun, because they
were not in conformity with the truth as they conceived it, namely,
chureh doctrine and the teachings of the Bible, The fact that a
principle fails to £it into one's own system of Imowledge does not
necessarily melke that principle false. Blansherd thinks that if
he accepts space and time as principles of particularization, then
knowledze of things becomes impossible. Put the order of things
in themselves does not depend on the mode of explanation give by
any philosopher. So, if space and time as principles of particula-

rization do not fit in Blansherd's system of knowledge, all he
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should say is thet they do not fit in his own system of lgnowledge.

Therefore we need only conclude that if space and time are principles
of particularization Blenshard's conception of lmowledge will be
impossible. Blanshard's argument loses force for he has not shown
that all other epistemologies are untenable.

The argument can be restated by insisting that the guestion
of whet makes things particular is different from the anestion of
what mekes knowledge possible. This first question is so fundamen=-
tal and elementary that its answer may be given before more complex
end comprehensive duestions in metaphysics and epistemology are
considered, Its answer may not necessarily depend on a particular
preconceived system of kmowledge, and consequently I criticize |
Blanshard for his manner of rejecting space and time as principles
of particularization. He did not criticize space and time for not
adequately differentiating particulars, but for not being consistent
with hie highly complex and speculative system. His failure seems.
to be one of requiring an_explan;bion of the simple in terms of

what is unnecessarily complex and speculative.

2, Space and time ae principles gufficient to m;t_i_cwize thinzs.

Wumerical diversity is due basically to uniqueness of spatial
position of a thing at & moment of time, Any particular thing is
gensed and conceived as an individual thing through its spatial

boundaries. And this conception or imagination rests on our
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awareness of objefts through sense perception, When we look at
things, we differentiate them numerically simply by tracing the
gpatisl boundaries which contain a thing exclusively. Most people
¥now how a blind person differentiates numerically one thing from
another by passing on his fingers over its spatial boundaries.

Two balls may be identical in all respects such that & blind man
will not be able to differentiate qualitatively one from the other
by feeling them with hb fingers, but etill he will consider them
two and not one, when he has both of them in his hands at the same
time, precisely because they occupy different places, Or agein,
jdentical twins are often mistaken one for the other, and are
considered to be one and not two. 3ut we gshall Imov that we are
mistaken when we see them both at the same time., Such cases

force us to say that, even if in every respect two things were
identical, they still would not occupy the same place at the same
time, end if no other quality might help us to differentiate one
thing from the other, we at the end ghould resort to space and time
as the basic principles of particularization. Here repetition of
qualities does not reduce a particular to & universal, because,
even if every quality of a thing is repeated in another thing,
gtill there will remain one property which is not repeatable at
the same time—that is, its spatial position, No two things or
entities occupy the same space with respect to other entities at

the same time. This is e physical impossibdility. It is this
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spatial unigueness which is sufficient to make a thing munerically
different from each other at any moment of time. And to know the

pumericel diversity of things it suffices to lkmow their gpatial

location.
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Chapter 3

The Relation of Difference

1, Difference as & relation does not relate® things internally.

I now take issue with Blanshard's contention about difference.
I will not at this point reise the question whether or not the
universe is sn internally related system. I shall only question
the belief thot difference as 2 relation can supply any additional
ervidence for the doctrine of internal relations.

According to Blenshard, as we have seen the definition of a
term comprises the gum of its positive and negzative charscteristics
which consist of the properties & thing possesses and those which
it dacks and all other things possess. The relation of difference
gives any specific thing the additional important property of not
possessing the characteristics which characterize every other term.
As a conseggence, Blansherd argues, a chansze in any object in the
universe will necessitate a change in the charscteristics of the
particula; thingz under consideration. For example, vhen a tile on
the roof of West Hall creclks, the table on which I am writing has
undergone & changze in its negative properties. The table formerly
wes in part a not whole-tile on the roof of West Hall; now it
becomes & not cracked-tile on the roof of West Hall. Or generalized:

eny change in the properties of a thing will alter the negative

-
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character of everything else in the universe by changing the exist-
ing difference between their positive and negative characteristica.
Thus Blanshard believes that he has given new and foreceful evidence
for his contention that the universe is an interrelated syatem. It
jg the strength or meaningfulness of this argument which I now wish
t0-call into cuestion.

In my opinion Blanshard's argument, if velid, rests on the
velidity of his assumption thaet the definition of a term comprises
both its positive and negative characteristics. And unless we
1imit the definition of a term to ite positive character, the de-
finition will continually suffer a chanze, because whenever some
other thing changes, the negative character of everything else
will change with it gimultsneously. But if we understand a term
es the sum of its positive properties only, then a change in other
things will not change jts charscter unless there is & change in
ite positive characteristics, which will be affected not through
a change in the relation of difference between the first which
possesses them and other objects, but only through cavsal relations.
It is this view that I shall txy to defend: that things are kmown
by the positive propefties they possess.

Any system of knowledge ijs based on characteristics and re-
lations state& positively and not negatively, because only positive
statements based on empirical facts can explain the nature of

things definitely and precisely. Yor example, 1f one wents to know
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about the elephant, he has to observe the animel and record the
characteristics it possesses. Inowledse by observation is posi-
tive. #hat one sees are the properties which the slephant posseses.
And all one needs to kmow are the properiies which mexe up the
elephant, because &as goon as one Knovs what an elephant ig, by mere
lqgical operation one can tell what it is not. This negzative des-
eription does not supply additionsl lmovledse about the elephant,
hecounse wnat it is not can be lkmown only by reference to what it is.
Thus when one B2YS that the elephant ig derk grey, he at the same time
meons to say that it is not white, OT blne, or red, etc. And by
gtating what the color of the elephent is not, he is not supplying
new information ghout it, because the color dark grey implies the
exclusion of all other colors.

Jurthermore, that imowled e can be achieved exclusively by way
of kmowings the positive properties will be apoarent when we congider
that no negative statement helps us to know the properties which an
unkmown thinz possesses. This is so, because the class in which a
particular thing is not & member constitutes & reslm of infinite
possibilities. Tp illustrate we can 8aF that the elephant is not
blue beceuse it is deric grey, but we cannot say that the elephant
is dark grey only because it is not blue. If 1% is not blue, then
1t does not imply that it is dark grey: it may have any ons of the
infinite colors pesides bthe dark Zrey.

To gum up: No negative property supplies additional knowledze.
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Hence, no negative property will add anything to the definition or
meaning of a term, If this is the case, then it will be superfluous
to enumersate the negative proverties in defining a term. Therefore,
the definition or the meaning of & term can be expressed gufficient~
ly by its positive properties, while the negative pw perties are
lmown by logical derivation.

If the above argument is valid, then the relation of difference
js simply a logical relation, which gives no new Or additional in-
formation about metaphysical reality. Hence it cennot be used %o
give independent evidence to support the belief that the universe
is an internslly-related gsystem, because logical relations do not
involve lapse of time; they are formal relations and are valid for
gny term {ndependently of space, time, and causation.

Thus difference, as a logical relation, relates things imme-
diately without reference to temporal order, because it merely
expresses in aifferent form what is given in the positive relation.
If we should take dirference to be a synthetic relation as Blanshard
nes talen it, then difference should give a relation between terms
independently of the ceusal, temporal order. In other words Blan-
ghard uses the relation of difference to relate 2ll terms indepen=-
dently of actual, cousal relations, And thus, he would be able to
prove that the whole universe is internally related, whether or not
it in fact is so related. Consequently, I can only conclude that

the argument is based on an improper understanding and use of the
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of the reletion of difference. It cannot be talcen as evidence in
favor of internal relations. If the universe is so related, the
evidence muet be drawn from the positive characteristics of reality,
not from a priori, non-temporal, non-causal arguments, which if

velid, cen only express in different outward form that vhich was

alresdy mown or assumed,
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Chapter K

Causality

1, Ceausality cannot bg ghovm to relete compresent events internally.

My conception of causality will not be different from that of
Blanshard, That is, if A is inverisbly succeeded by B, then A is
the cause of B, in the sense that between 4 and 3 there is & nece-
ssary relation. The nature of B is partly grounded in the nature
of A, and partly in things which play a part in bring,:lng B into
effect.

I agree with Blanshard's view concerning ceusality, because
it explains the multiple recurrence of two succeeding events more
adequately than the regular-sequence view, I believe that regular
guccession and necessity are more in harmony than regular succession
and chance. When B succeeds A regulsrly, it is not probable that it
succeeds it in sll cases accidentally., And causality thus conceived
explains expekience better than conceived otherwise, because it
gives a justification for prediction and expectation, whereas the
regular-sequence view does not.

Accepting Blanshard's wiew on causality, I shall now discuss the
extent to which it serves to relate things internally. A4As we have seen,
according to Blanshard's conception of internal relations the universe
is internally related through and through. In a system such as this,

a thing is what it is in virtue of its relations to everything olga
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in the universe. This means that a thing is related internally to
everything else at any moment of time, because its being at that
moment depends on its relations to everything else in the universe
at that moment. Consecuently, all compresent events are internally
and reciprocally related to each other,

At this point two problems arise; first, the relation of the
events in the vast to the events in the present; and second, the
relation of the co-existing events taiken at one moment of time,

With respect to the first, I agree with Blanshard that present

events are causally related to the past events, and, therefore,

ere internally related. But I only agree with him in so far as.he
limite himself to particular chains of events, which may or may

not intersect each other. Thus when one listens to a singer, the
gound coming from the singer to the listener constitutes a chain of
events within which the succeeding events are causally, and, there-
fore, internally related to the preceding ones, Such & chain of
events mey intersect at any moment with some (but not necessarily
8ll) other similar chaine of events taking place at the same time.
This is due to the fact thet sound waves travel in spatial and tem-
porael sequence, Hence, when two persons sing in two different places
at the same time, we shall hear the one nearer to us before we hear

' the other., Thus two chains of events may start at the same time and
intersect at different times. This is important to the consideration
of the doctrine of internal relations, because when two chains of

events do not intersect, they are isolated from each other at that

time, and therefore do not affect each other. This means that they
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are not internally related to each other at that moment.

The above dis&ussion anticipates the sort of answer I shall
give in considering the second problen, namely thet of the relation
of the co-existing events taken at one moment of time. 1 cannot
agree with Rlenshard that at any moment 2 thing depends for what it
‘is on its relations to compresent things, because this entails the
belief on that all compresent events are causally connected. But
according to present geientific kmowledge there is no causal con-
nection between thinss which is instantaneous with the possible
exception of gravitation, the only evidence offered by Blanshe.rd
to relate all bodies causally at any moment of time. With regzerd
to grevitation there is no certainty sgong geientists as to whether
it relates thinge instantansously or with the speed of light. And
in so far as its true character is in doubdt, it should not serve
ps the sole evidence for a metaphysical doctrine. This mekes the
reciprocal affection or reciprocal internality of relations prob-
lemetical, and, hence, wesitens the fundamental premises of the
doetrine of internal'relations-—namely:

# (1) That every term, i.s, every possible object of thought,
js what it is in virtue of relations to what is other than
1tself; (2) that its nature js affected thus not by some of

its reletions only, but in differing degreis vy all of them,
no matter how external they may S88M;eans

1 Op, cit. Vol. 2, Ds 452, as previously quoted on p.16 of the thesis.
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Chapter 5

The Intelligzibility of the Universe

1. This doctrine of internal relations frils to account for the

possibility of lmowledze.

According to Blansherd only the doctrine of internsl relations
can render the world intelligible, In other words the world is
intelligible, if it is a world in which everything is related to
everything else in such a way that one thing imprints its character
on everythingz else, and it in turn bears upon itself the character
of everything else, Such a system seems to him to have more c}aim
to knowability, than a world in which things are unrelsted and exist
independently of each other. One of the foreeful arguments for the
4intelligzibility of the internally related system is that things are
necessarily connected to each other and that this mekes prediction
possible,

If we associate knovledze with true prediction or inference,
then we can truly say that wherever prediction or inference is pos-
sible, there knowledge is possible. Since an intermally related
system provides the possibility for prediction or inference, then,
if Jmowledze is possible at all, it can be achieved only in such a
system., This seems to be the logic of Blanshard's idealisnm.

The meaning of a term, as we have seen, was that it is the

gsum total of ite gualities and its relations to everything else.
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And still, each quality or each relation a thing has depends on

the nature of everything—else. A man who is bald, owes his blad-
ness to everything else in the universe. Hence if one wants to

know the causes-}his baldness, he must know everythinz else in the
wiverse. While if one imows a thing in its entirity, he can predict
21l other thinps, This idealistic view of knowledge is well ex-
pressed in Tennyson's well-lnown poem entitled "Flower in the
Crannied Wall®

- . » . - - . . L . - - . . - - . . L] .

Little flowar—'o;t ié i could understand
What you are, root and all, and all in all,
I should mow what God and Man is.
If everything is so related to everything else, the problen
now is what we cen imow end how much we can kmow, Anything that we
perceive bears the permeating effects of everything else, lach
quelity is the meétim-place of infinite eifects, and each of these
effects radistes from 2 near or a distant entity, itself the meeting
place of other infinite effects. Thus everything is complex; all
affect each other reciprocally or mutually. The system is closed.
It is my criticism that in such a system it would be in practice
impossible to kmow a thing as it is, because t}.w.t would reguire
nothing less than to know the infinity of things and their rels:tions
to eny particular thing which we want to know. So far even Blan-
ghard will agree that it is'impossible in practice to kmow a thing

as it is, because it is impoesible to lkmow everything in the universe.

But I shall try to show further, that, in such & system it is even
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impossible in principle to know a thing as it is. For the sake of
{1lustration, let us consider three things A, B, and C as forming
an internally related, closed system. According to the doctrine of
internal relations 2s conceived by Blanshard, in order %0 know A

as it is we have to know B and C. A4nd in order o lmow B sand C

as they are we have to lmow A, Decause their nature in part depends
on A. But A cannot be kmown unless we know B and C, vhich in turn
cennot be lmown unless we Mmow A. Thus each thing needs the know-
ledze of the other to be known as it is. The system is closed and
there is no open window throuzh vhich to enter into it. lowever it
is conceivable that a very small system may be imown in its entirsety.
But when the system is considered to be very large, then it Qill be
in practice increasingly difficult to Xmow it as a whole., And when
it is sonsidered infinite, then that will mske the knowledge of the
properties and relations of the infinite objects in principle im-
poseible, becanse it is impossible to know an infinite system of
concrete objects end relations as a whole. The infinity by defi-
nition cannot be 11$1ted. and any lmowledge we accguire is limited,
because to lmow something means to define or to limit a thing's
nature. And if we cannot know the system as 2 whole,then we can-
not mow the part, because, 28 Blanshard seys, in order fto know &
thing as it is we have to lmow everything else in the universe,
that is, the universe as a whole., Jub if the universe is an in-
finite closed systeﬁ, then it is in principle impossible to know

it as a whole. And if we camnot in principle kmow it in its en-

tirety, then we cannot in principle know any particular thing as

-
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it is, because a full lmowledge of a thinz requires the knowledge
of everything else in the universe. Hence Blanghard's conception
of the universe &8 one intermally related gystem does not molce

knowledze possible.
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Conclusion

In the foregoing critigue, I have tried to ahow.that Blenshard
hes failed in his attempt to reduce the universe into one internally
related system as it is exprecsed in his doctrine of internsl re-
lations.L There are two things to be shown in order to prove his
" doctrine. First, he had to show that a thing depends for its unique
beins on everything else in the universe, and second, he had to show
that there is a relation which binds all things in the universe
tozether at any moment of time*that if there is a chanze in one
place it must affect everything else in the universe ingtantaneously.
Otherwise Blanshard cannot say that a thing at any moment of time
depends for what it is on everything else in the universe.

As to the first, he could not show satisfactorily that the
uniqueness of a thing is derived from its relations to everything
else, In this attempt he found two gre=t obstacles. The first
was the apparent irreducibility of the particular to the universal.
I have tried to show that his argument which says the particular is
a8 group of universalé, because any finite set of qualities is re-
peatable in principle, does not hold. The reason was that in his

system, no two things can exemplify the same quality identically,

1 cf. pe 36 of the thesis
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and, hence, no universal can be actualized., The second obatacle
was the apperent particularization due to spece and time. Blan-
ghard did not offer a positive direct ergument to show that space
and time do not perticularize things. Iather he rejected them as
principles of particularization by the indirect argument that svace
and time thus conceived are in opposition to the category of iden-
tity based on the doctrine of concrete universal and hence to the
possibility of knowledge as he@ had conceived it. I have tried
f£irst to show that such an indirect way of rejecting the validity of
the view that space and time are principles of particularization is
not justifiable, and second, I tried %o ghow that space and time do
particulerize things because it is the experiential expression of
the law of contradiction that two things cannot be in the sanme place
at the same time with respect to other things.

As to the second of the mein thinzs to be showm, Blanshard could
not provide a relation that would relete everything at any moment of
time and thus bring the universe into one united gystem. He thought
he had found such & 'relation in "difference" but, as I have tried
to show, it is not a positive relation and hence does not serve for
tais purpose. He also found further evidence in causation as all
pervasive relation. But the difficulty was to show that all things
are cmusaily related instantaneously. The only suggested principle
was gravitation, which may or may not be instantaneous in its

effects. If it relates things with finite velocity, then compreaent

events are affected by each other not at a moment of time, bubt after

86 time, Hence, one cannot say with certainty that a thing
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depends for what it is on 21l present events in the universe.
Finally, I tried to show that this system, contrary to the
cleim of Blanshard, does not make knowledge poseible. The system
ig intricate and closed, which maie knowledge in practice impos-
gsivle, And if the universe is talen 28 an infinite closed system,

then kmowledze becomes impossible even in principle.
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