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W itold S traw iński 

ATOMISTIC UNIVERSES OF INDIVIDUALS

At  the beginning o f  this p ap er I w ould like to refer to certa in  selected 
theses o f  B. R ussell’s philosophical concep tion . These theses can  be presented 
as a p a rt o f  the general „logical a tom ism  p ro g ram m e". F u rth e r on. an outline 
and  analysis o l 'N . G o o d m an ’s m odern  nom inalistic  theory  is presented , in the 
form  as it was in terpreted  by R. Eberle. W ith in  this in te rp reta tio n  the concept 
o f  an  „atom istic  universe o f  ind iv iduals" is defined. I consider this concept to 
be a certa in  specific realization o f  the q uou tcd  theses o f Russell’s „logical 
atom ism  p rogram m e".

As an im portan t point o f the a tom ism  p rogram m e one m ay accept the 
p luralistic  thesis a b o u t the m ultip licity  o f  separa te  and  au to n o m o u s things 
appearing  in the w orld. Russell writes: „ I share  the com m on-sense belief th a t 
there a rc  m any separa te  things. I do  no t regard the app aren t m ultiplicity  o f  the 
w orld as consisting  m erely in phases an d  unreal divisions o f  a single undivisible 
R ea lity "1.

The second significant idea o f  R ussell's concep tion  is. as is know n, the 
belief concerning the real („ ex te rn a l" ) existence o f re la tions, stand ing  in 
opposition  to Leibniz 's m onadology  and  B radley 's global m onism .

As the th ird  im p o rtan t thesis o f  the p rog ram m e one m ay accoun t the 
opin ion  a b o u t a relative sim plicity o f  onto logical objects. These objects can 
have different p roperties, and can bear different re la tions, bu t the m ajority  o f 
these relations do  not take  p a rt in establish ing  o f  the identity  o f  an  object.

S truggling w ith the so called axiom  o f  in ternal re la tions Russell assum es 
a sim plicity o f  objects w hich a re  related to each  o ther: „T h e  view w hich 1 reject 
holds, if  1 unders tand  it right, th a t the fact th a t an  object .v has certa in  rela­
tion  R to  an  object y  im plies com plexity  in .v and  v, i.e. it im plies som ething

1 ІЗ. R u s s e l l .  L og ic  a n d  K nowledge. A llen  an d  U nw in . L o n d o n  1971. p . 178.
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in the na tu re  o f .v and  y  in v irtue  o f  which they a re  related by the rela­
tion  R '4

1 will outline now  N. G o o d m a n 's  calculus o f  indiv iduals", as it was 
presented by R. Ebcrle in his book N om inalistic System s3. Every nom inalism , 
including G o o d m an 's , p roh ib its  adm ittance  o f  o th e r beings than  individuals. 
This principle needs explication and. above all. answ ering the question  w hat an 
individual is. T he answ er to tha t question  takes on a double  form; firstly, the 
construction  o f  a certain  form al system  and  secondly, non-lo rm al rem arks 
concerning  the difference between individuals and classes, and  the consequence 
o f  refu ting  all beings except individuals.

U nfortunate ly . G o o d m an 's  exp lanations concerning  the m entioned p ro b ­
lems are far from  being unequivocal. T he  nom inalistic  decision o f  not 
accepting o th e r item s but indiv iduals does not au tom atically  determ ine w hat 
kind o f  beings could be adm itted  as individuals. G o o d m an  has no th ing  against 
the decision th a t the individuals w ould be abstrac t as well as concrete items, 
singular and  collective beings, physical and  phenom enal objects. In one o f  his 
articles he writes: „W hatever can be construed  as a class can be indeed 
construed  as an ind iv idual"4. Besides, G o o d m an  claim s th a t any individual 
m ay be presented and construed  as a class o r a set. O ne can do th a t, for 
instance, by the identification o f  a physical object w ith the class o f  its 
m acroscopic, a tom ic o r sub-atom ic parts , o r  with a certain  class o f events 
which set up  the history  o f  a given object. O ne can also construe  individuals as 
classes th rough  the transla tion  o f  all s tatem ents concerning  them  in to  the 
statem ents ab o u t un it sets, c on ta in ing  as the only elem ent the given object 
(„single tons"). Ebcrle claim s th a t G oo d m an  distinguishes individuals from  
classes first o f all a t the level o f a theory , which m eans th a t the theory  o f 
individuals differs from  the theory  o f  classes o r sets. Individuals are 
d istinguished from  classes neither by the fact th a t they a re  m ade from  a special 
kind  o f m aterial, no r by their spatio -tem pora l charac te r. T here  a re  also no 
specific epistem ological criteria  which w ould  let d ifferentiate  them . It is no t the 
case that individuals could be perceived while classes could not. no r th a t 
classes are only m ental constructs  while the indiv iduals are ..given” . T he 
possibility o f d ifferentiation  should  be searched a t the theoretical level by the 
analysis o f  form al features.

A n im p o rtan t principle for individuals is the „princip le  o f  sum  fo rm ation". 
This kind o f  objects can be put together, sum m ed up, aggregated  m aking  up  as

2 B. R u s s e l l .  S o m e E xp lana tions  in R ep ly  to M r . B radley , M ind  1910. p . 373 -374.
3 R. A . E b e r l e .  N om ina listic  S ys tem s . R eidel. D o rd re c h t 1970.
4 N . G o o d m a n .  A W orld  o f  Ind ividuals, [in:] The P roblem s o f  (Jniversals. A S ym posium , 

N o tre  D a m e  U niv . Press. N o tre  D a m e . In d .. 1956: re p rin ted  in: P hilosophy o f  M athem atics , ed . 
P. B enacerraľ. H . P u tn a m . P rin ticc  H all. 1964.
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a result the o th e r indiv iduals which arc certa in  wholes. T he opera tion  o f 
sum m ing up indiv iduals has no physical charac te r, and  the result o f  it does not 
need to be a  w hole preserving spatio -tem poral con tinu ity . It can  be an  object 
w ith pa rts  d ispersed in space o r existing in d ifferent periods o f time. Because o f  
this liberal and  a lm ost ab s trac t charac te r o f  the principle o f  individuals 
sum m ation  it becom es quite  alike the set-theoretic  opera tion  o f  union 
form ation : „ it seems the principle o f  sum  fo rm ation  is qu ite  analogous to the 

' set-theoretic  principle governing  unions o f singletons. F o r exam ple, the set o f  
all red objects (the un ion  o f  all singletons o f red objects) has fo r its co u n te rp a rt 
a certa in  individual, nam ely the sum  o f  all red objects” 5. T herefore, the 
question  arises w hat o th e r basis can there be fo r the d ifferen tiation  between 
classes and  individuals?

As the m ain criterion  distinguishing  individuals from  classes G oodm an  
suggests the „princip le  o f ind iv iduation". As is know n, the principle o f 
ind iv idua tion  fo r sets is the extensionality  principle:

A  =  В <— > ř  ( x  e  A  <— ► л- є  В).

T h a t principle in the above form  does no t apply  to  these objects from  the 
dom ain  o f  set theory  w hich do  not have m em bers (witli the exception o f  the 
em pty  set). T o  ensure the universal validity  o f  the extensionality  postu la te  in 
the dom ain  o f  set-theoretical objects one can either assum e th a t all objects 
have elem ents, o r in troduce one-place predicate „is a se t"  and relativise with 
the help o f  it the princip le o f  extensionality .

C onsequently , we identify classes and sets th rough  po in ting  ou t the 
correla tes o f  the re la tion  є  w ith respect to  the given set (class); w hen tw o sets 
(classes) have the sam e elem ents, then they are identical. Should  the sim ilar 
rule be applied in the calculus o f  individuals, given th a t one in troduces the 
re la tion  „being  a p a r t"  in place o f  the re la tion  „being  a m em ber" , and  
postu la tes th a t tw o indiv iduals a re  identical ju s t in case w hen they have the 
sam e parts? But should  one take  here in to  consideration  all actual and  possible 
pa rts  o f a given indiv idual object? It seems th a t in the calculus o f  individuals 
such a c riterion  w ould be too  strong, and  th a t it is not necessary to po in t ou t 
all pa rts  to identify  tw o indiv iduals w ith each o ther. G o o d m an  and  Eberle 
claim  th a t fo r indiv idual w holes it is sufficient to set fo rth  a cond ition  requiring  
th a t objects w hich have the  sam e „u ltim ate  co nstituen ts"  a re  identical.

A n o th e r im p o rtan t difference betw een set theory  and the calculus o f 
individuals is as follows: if we have a  given object A , then the transitions 
A {A} -  {{A}} -  ... in accordance with the set-thcoretical principle o f 
sets fo rm ation , i.e. from  elem ents to  sets, sets o f  sets etc., lead to  objects

s E b e r l e ,  N om im ilislic  S y s te m ..., p . 18.
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non-identical with А: А Ф {А} Φ {{A}} etc. In this m anner, starting  from 
one object we can ob ta in  whole infinite w ealth o f  objects. This is applied  in the 
reconstruction  o f  n a tu ra l num bers as sets hierarchically  founded on  the em pty  
set. In  the calculus o f  individuals such a situa tion  is excluded. F o r exam ple, 
from  a pair o f  objects A and  В one can build  up  only one new object . i.e. the 
w hole con ta in ing  as its im m ediate p roper parts  only these tw o individuals 
A and B.

In connection  with this m a tte r Eberle writes: „ the  principle o f  exten- 
sionality  differentiates classes which have d ifferent «im m ediate constituents»  
relative to m em bership-chains; th a t is to say, classes which have different 
m em bers. Individuals which have the sam e con ten t are to coun t as identical [...] 
and  having the sam e con ten t is here taken  to m ean «having the sam e u ltim ate 
constituen ts»” 6. W hen we look at the question  o f „co n stitu en ts” o f  sets from 
a m ore general poin t o f view - not only refering to the re la tion  e  itself, but also 
to  the ancestra l re la tion  from  the m em bership  relation  -  then it tu rn s  ou t that 
the extensionality  principle differentiates sets which have d ifferent „im m ediate  
constituen ts”  with respect to tha t ancestra l relation. O n the o th e r hand , when 
individuals a re  concerned, one m ay acknow ledge as identical those o f  them  
which have the sam e „ co n ten t” . H ab ing  the sam e con ten t m eans here having 
the sam e ..u ltim ate  constituen ts” . W hich kind o f  constituen ts  w ould be 
recognized as ultim ate  depends on w hat relations they bear to  each o ther.

T he essential task which is assigned to the calculus o f individuals is, 
therefore, the explication o f  the concep t o f  a fundam enta l relation  between 
individuals. F o r instance, the m ereology o f S. Leśniewski is in terp reted  as 
a theory  o f the re la tion  ..being a p a r t” . G oodm an  in troduces a m ore general 
concept o f a „genera ting  re la tion” which is to  include bo th  the set-theoretic  
ancestra l re la tion  from  the re la tion  e  and  the re la tion  ..being a p ro p er p a r t” . 
T hus, a t th a t stage o f  the developm ent o f  his theory  he w ants to cover 
m ereological as well as set-theoretic  concep ts7. In the la ter fo rm ulation  
G o o d m a n 's  calculus o f  individuals is based on the prim itive term  to overlap .
i.e. on  the concept o f  a partia l covering  o f  one individual by ano ther. T he 
p rincipal postu la te  o f this version o f  the calculus looks as follows:

Л* OV f  1Г o v  г  ->  и* ο ν  .Y Л  И· ο ν  у)

w here ov is a sym bol fo r the re la tion  o f  a partia l covering o f individuals or, in 
o th e r w ords, o f having a com m on p a r t8. T he  reason, why G oodm an  chooses as 
a prim itive the sym m etric predicate  to  overlap . and  no t the be tte r know n

6 Ibid.. p . 26.
'  G o o d m a n .  A W orld  o f  Ind ividuals...,
8 N . G o o d m a n .  The S tru c tu re  o f  Appearance. 3 rd  ed .. R eidel. D o rd re c h t 1977. p. 34.
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predicate „is a p a r t" , is the g rea te r form al sim plicity o f  the form er. The 
relation „being  a  p a r t"  in this version o f  the  calculus is defined by m eans o f  the 
relation  o f  overlapping:

,v is a p a rt o f  y  z ( z  ov ,v -► :  ov y  ).

In words: the indiv idual x  is a  p a rt o f  the  indiv idual y ,  if  and  only  if. when 
every individual having a com m on p a rt w ith  x  has also  a  com m on p a rt w ith y .

A ccording to  Eberle, there  a re  three elem ents m ost im p o rtan t fo r the 
concept o f  indiv idual in troduced  by G oodm an : the concep t o f  the „generating  
re la tion” , the principle o f  sum m ation , and  the principle o f  indiv iduation . F rom  
a form al po in t o f  view the part-w hole  re la tion  should  fulfil cond itions pu t 
forw ard  by the following definition:

Dcf. R  is a part-w hole  re la tion , if  an d  on ly  if  the following cond itions are 
satisfied4:

1. R is a  p a rtia l o rdering .
2. 0  (the em pty  set) is not a m em ber o f the field o f  R.
3. T here  exists a  set A m eeting the follow ing requirem ents:
a) for every non-em pty  subset S o f  A , and  fo r all .v in A . if  ,v bears R to 

su p rS , then x  is in S:
b) the field o f  R is equal to the set o f  all item s x  such th a t fo r som e 

non-em pty  subset S o f  A, x  =  supRS;
c) A is infinite.
Let us no te  th a t in the q uou ted  w ork  Eberle uses the set-theoretic  

ap p ara tu s  on the m eta-language level describing the nom inalistic  calculus o f 
individuals. T hus, he describes nom inalistic  system s in non-nom inalistic  
language. T he cond ition  2 is, accord ing  to  him , equ ivalen t to  the claim  th a t for 
every non-em pty  subset S o f  the  set A the su p RS exists, and  all descrip tions 
form ulated  by m eans o f  the part-w hole  re la tion  theory  term s have definite  
character. T he p o in t 3, specifies requ irem ents w hich shou ld  be fulfilled by the 
d istinguished subset A  o f  the dom ain  o f  the re la tion  R. This subset is 
in terpreted  as a set o f  R -a tom s (a tom s w ith respect to  the part-w hole  re lation),
i.e. a set o f  m inim al elem ents w ith  respect to  R.

N ow , let me underline th a t in the defin ition  o f  the part-w hole  re la tion  one 
em ploys a specific idea o f  sum m ation  o f elem ents. T his idea, w hich is 
a realization  o f  the principle o f  sum m ation  fo r individuals, uses the concept o f 
a suprem um  o f a set w ith respect to the re la tion  R (R  is a partia l ordering). 
T he concept o f a  suprem um  can  be applied  bo th  to the finite and  infinite 
subsets o f  the field o f  the part-w hole  re la tion , e.g. to the w hole distinguished 
set o f  a tom s A. T he in tro d u ctio n  o f  a generalized o p e ra tio n  o f  sum m ation  for

0 E b e r l e .  N o m h w lis tic  S y s te m s ..., p . 33.
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individuals (supRS) has a delin ite  goal in G oodm an-E bcrle 's  theory. Nam ely, 
they w ant to stay neutra l with respect to the p roblem  o f liniteness or 
infiniteness o f the re la tion  part-w hole  dom ain . T h a t problem  sh o u ld n 't be 
decided a t the level o f in troducing  one o r a n o th e r sum m ation  opera tion . The 
problem  o f the  possibility o f  reconstructing  the  w hole universe o f  individuals 
as the sum  o f  all its constituen ts  also com es in to  play here. In  this connection. 
E berlc writes: ..C an we be assured  th a t there a rc  indeed «ultim ate  constituents»  
in the  w hole field o f physical objects relative to this relation (between 
a physical p a rt and  a physical whole)? Suppose th a t physical objects tu rn  out 
to  be infinitely divisible; should  we then  be prepared  to  adm it tha t physical 
objects a rc  not individuals? G o o d m an  does no t preclude, on principle, that 
there m ay be an  infinite num ber o f  least physical co nstituen ts” 10. The 
nom inalistic  s tan d p o in t should be fo rm ulated  in such a general way that 
a disagreem ent between it and  the con ten t o f  a physical theory  would not be 
possible.

The above considera tion  is to justify  the cond ition  3c which states th a t the 
distinguished set A. representing  the class o f a tom s, is infinite. In add ition  to 
this Eberle justifies the assum ption  ab o u t the infiniteness o f  the set o f  a tom s in 
the following way: „ th e  a tom s in question  are concerned as possible, ra ther 
than  as actual objects. A nd it does no t seem coun ter-in tu itive  to  require that 
there shall be infinitely m any possible entities. O n the o th e r hand , since 
universes o f  individuals a re  conceived as com prising  actual individuals, we 
shall refrain  from  im posing a cond ition  on such universes which would imply 
th a t every universe o f actual things is in f in ite " " . ΙΠ  u n d ers tan d  this in tention  
correctly , one should define the part-w hole  re la tion  in the m ost general way 
and  eventually  lim it this generality  la ter while applying th a t relation  to  specify 
the concep t o f  an actual universe o f  individuals.

The po in t 3 a lso  claim s th a t the set A consists o f  d iscrete atom s, i.e. 
R-m inim al elem ents having  no com m on parts. A n a to m  can be neither a part 
o f  an o th e r a tom , n o r a p a rt o f a  sum  o f tw o o r  m ore atom s. Beside atom s, 
indiv iduals are wholes generated  from  a tom s w ith the help o f the  sum m ation  
opera tion .

Let us proceed now  to the principle o f ind iv iduation  w hich is ano ther 
fac to r constitu ting , accord ing  to  G o o d m an  and  Eberle. the concept o f an 
individual. T he principle o f ind iv iduation  toge ther w ith the part-w hole  relation 
and the sum m ation  principle characterize  objects w hich we w ant to  reckon 
am ong  individuals. T hey describe w hat certain  collectives o f  individuals are. 
ra th e r than  w hat a  single individual is. A ccord ing  to Eberle, betw een such 
collectives a special a tten tio n  deserve so-called a tom istic  universes o f in­

10 /Л/ŕ/., p . 30.
"  Ibid.. p . 39.
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dividuals. He th inks th a t a defin ition  o f such universes constitu te  a  principal 
explication o f the concept o f  an  individual. In general, an  universe o f 
individuals is a subset o f the Held o f  the part-w hole  re la tion  in which the 
a p p ro p ria te  cond itions concerning sum m ation  o f  objects and  their ind iv idua­
tion  are satisfied. A n individual is characterized  in a ro u n d -ab o u t way as the 
elem ent o f  a certa in  universe o f  individuals.

Eberlc tries different a lte rna tive  versions o f  the principle o f  indiv iduation , 
and finally assum es th a t the task o f  d istinguishing  in the field o f  relation  R the 
universes o f individuals is best fulfilled by the following principle:

F o r every .v an d  y  belo n g in g  lo  U . .v =  y  iff  fo r  every  r , i f  г  is R -lcast in U , then  r  R .v ilľ  r  R y;

U sym bolize here a certa in  'universe o f  ind iv idua ls12.
In o th e r w ords, individuals belonging  to  U are identical just in case, when 

they have the sam e a tom s in re la tion  to U as their parts. Such a  fo rm ula tion  o f 
the principle o f ind iv iduation  im poses certa in  restric tions on the universes o f 
individuals which arc not im posed by the o ther, m ore liberal fo rm ulations. F o r 
instance, m ore general principle o f  ind iv iduation , w hich identifies individuals 
when they have the sam e a tom s w ith respect to  the w hole field o f  the relation  
R. does not im pose restrictions 011 the universe U; every subset o f the field o f 
the relation  R could  then be accepted  as an  universe o f  indiv iduals U. W hat 
reasons are there fo r choosing  such a princip le  o f  individuation'? T his problem  
boils dow n to the question  o f  the role w hich is played by the universes o f 
individuals w ithin the field o f  the  part-w hole  re la tion . Let us rem ind tha t 
Eberlc in terp rets  the field o f  the part-w hole  re la tion  as the set o f all objects 
which could  be parts  o r wholes. He writes: „By co n tra s t the e lem ents o f  
a pa rticu la r universe o f  indiv iduals are regarded as those individuals which 
happen to  be actualized  in th a t universe. T o  p rov ide  a suggestive exam ple: 
suppose th a t we conceive o f  an  infinite  class o f  item s all o f which satisfy 
a physicist's descrip tion  o f  an  a tom . Let a part-w hole  relation  be conceived 
between these a tom s and  all possible eom posities o f  the atom s. A ny selection 
o f  these possible a tom s o r eom posities m ight be actualized in som e universe 
which is a «universe o f  individuals» if  for every com posite  object which is 
actualized in it a sufficient variety  o f pa rts  a rc  also actualized , so th a t d ifferent 
actual eom posities have in the universe d ifferent actual parts . It is logically 
possible that the sim plest physical objects w hich happen  to  be actualized  in 
such a universe a rc  m olecules, while all p ro p er pa rts  o f  m olecules rem ain 
unactualized  possibles” 13.

12 Ibid., p . 38.
13 Ibid.. p . 3 7 -39 .
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The selected principle o f ind iv iduation  suggests th a t Eberle w ants to 
restrict the variety  o f possible item s. Indiv iduals are to  be actualized objects 
w hich consist o f  actualized parts . A ccording  to the principle o f indiv iduation , 
d ifferent actual individuals a rc  com posed in the last resort o f  d ifferent actual 
atom s. Being actual is conceived here in a specific m anner as an a ttach m en t to 
certain  distinguished universe o f individuals which is a subset o f  the part-w hole 
re la tion  field. A t this poin t one can raise the question , w hether a rb itrary  
g roups o f  individuals from  the universe can be pu t together by the sum m ation  
o p era tion , giving as the result in each case new indiv idual wholes?

G o o d m an  —  as is know n —  has answ ered this question  quite positively: 
..A lthough  not every individual has a negate and  no t every tw o individuals 
have a p roduct, every two individuals do have a sum . Bearing in m ind that 
only individuals are values o f  o u r variables, we can affirm  the unconditional 
statem ent:

S' Ÿ  У  (-- =  -V +  r)

as a postu la te  o r theorem  o f  o u r c a lcu lu s"14. T he negation and  p roduct 
G oo d m an  w rites ab o u t, as well as the sym bol +  deno ting  the sum m ation  
op era tio n , are term s defined in the version o f  the calculus o f  individuals 
p resented  in the q uou tcd  w ork.

G oo d m an  w-as often criticized for a d o p tin g  the above principle o f 
sum m ation , and  in this case Eberle joins his critics: „we would d e p art from 
G o o d m a n 's  conception  by a dm itting  o th e r re la tions which qualify intuitively 
as part-w hole  re la tions bu t fail to  generate actual sum s o f  a rb itra ry  in­
d iv id u a ls"15. Eberle im poses the following w eaker cond ition  011 the operation  
o f  sum m ing the  elem ents o f the universe o f  individuals:

F o r every  x  w hich belongs lo  U , th e re  ex ists a set S c o n sis tin g  o f  elem en ts R -m in im al in U . such 
th a t  л  =  supRS.

In o th e r w ords, every indiv idual from  the universe o f  indiv iduals U is 
a sum  o f elem ents which are a tom s with respect to  the relation  R in U. If  any 
object is an  indiv idual belonging to  the universe U . then it m ust have 
a decom position  in to  a tom ic pa rts  w ithin U. H ow ever, such a condition  does 
not assum e th a t every sum  o f  a tom s o r any  o th e r individuals belonging to  U is 
again  an  elem ent o f  U . i.e. an  individual in th is universe. T h a t form ulation  
stresses analy tic, ra th e r than  synthetic function  o f  the individual sum m ation  
opera tion .

14 G o o d m a n .  The S tru c tu re  o f  A ppearance..., p. 30».
15 E b e r l e .  N om ina listic  S ys tem s .... p . 41.
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Let us com m ent here on one m ore m atter. In B. R ussell's logical atom ism  
program m e an  essential role plays the quoutcd  conviction th a t ..the  w orld does 
not consist m erely in phases and  unreal divisions oľ a single undivisible 
R eality" . T hus. Eberle is in a be tte r agreem ent with R ussell's p rog ram m e than  
G o odm an , since he does not assum e th a t every possible sum  o f individuals is 
an actual individual. In this way he restra ins h im self from  the assum ption  that 
the w hole w orld is one m axim al, global individual, and th a t possibly all 
p roperties and external relations o f  objects in the w orld are reducible to  the 
p roperties and  in ternal relations o f  the w orld itself.

A fter selecting the a p p ro p r ia te  principles o f  ind iv iduation  and  sum m ation  
Eberle defines the central concept o f his reconstruction  o f  G o o d m an 's  calculus 

an  ..a tom istic  universe o f  ind iv iduals". T he  bo th  above-m entioned  principles 
assum e th a t in every universe o f  indiv iduals exist atom s; hence, the expression 
..universe o f ind iv iduals" is supplem ented  w ith the adjective ..a tom istic". 
Since, according  to Eberle. the chosen principle o f sum m ation  im plies the 
principle o f ind iv iduation , in the defin ition  o f  an  ..a tom istic  universe o f 
ind iv iduals" one can take in to  accoun t only the form er.

Dcf. U is an  a tom istic  universe o f  individuals fo r R iff
1 ) R is a part-w hole  relation.
2) U is included in the field o f R.
3) for every л- in U . there  exists a set S such th a t all m em bers o f  S are 

R-least in U . and  .v =  su p RS 10.
A fter presenting  the above outline  o f  G oodm an-E berle 's  theory  som e 

com m ents suggest them selves. As 1 have w ritten  a t the beginning o f  this article, 
that conception  seems to be a certa in  realization  o f  selected theses o f Russell’s 
logical a tom ism  program m e. It assum es th a t there exist m any separate  and 
independent individuals, a tom s and  wholes, while restra in ing  itself from  
concluding the m a tte r o f  existence o f  a m axim al global indiv idual, identical 
perhaps with the w hole reality. Thus, it represent a s tan d p o in t o f p luralism . A t 
the sam e tim e a fundam ental role plays here the ..generating" part-w hole  
relation which is assum ed independently  from indiv idual objects. O ne docs not 
a ttem p t to reduce th a t re la tion  to in ternal p roperties  o f  indiv iduals bu t the 
o ther way round , the in troduction  o f  it is constitu tive  o f  the concept o f  an 
individual. This app roach  is in accordance w ith R ussell's  s tan d p o in t rejecting 
internal relations axiom  and postu la ting  external re la tions independently  from 
objects' p roperties. F inally , there is certa in  kind o f  sim plicity in dom ains which 
qualify as a tom istic  universes o f  individuals, viz. their m em bers can be 
uniquely presen ted  as relatively sim ple wholes com posed o f  e lem entary  
constituents, and  such a com position  m ust allow  for their com plete  iden­
tification. This aspect o f  sim plicity cou ld  be expressed by the statem ent that

lû Ibid., p. 42.
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atom istic  universes o f  individuals have the struc tu re  perta in ing  to the relation 
..sim pler th a n " , which can  be in teresting in the m ean ing  analysis o f the concept 
o f  sim plic ity17.

The fundam ental nom inalistic  claim  postu la tes re fu ta tion  o f  abstrac t 
entities, in pa rticu la r existence o f  classes. G o o d m an  writes: „W hatever we are 
w illing to  recognize as an entity  a t all m ay be construed  as an individual [...] we 
can construe  any th ing  as an in d iv id u a l"1“. It is ra th e r sem antic than 
onto logical approach : the nom inalistic  thesis could  be form ulated  in Ebcrle's 
conceptual fram ew ork as the statem ent th a t every dom ain  o f  objects can  be 
in terp reted  as a certa in  atom istic  universe o f  individuals. Let us consider the 
soundness o f  th a t statem ent.

T hings and m ateria l objects do  not seem to fulfil the  nom inalistic  principle 
o f  indiv iduation . F rom  the sam e th ings-parts  wc can construct different wholes 
in d ifferent m om ents o f time; a little child does th a t while p laying with building 
blocks. M aterial objects are not indiv iduals in G oddm an-E berle ’s sense, in 
o rd e r to a tta in  this s tatus the tim e d im ension should  be taken  in to  account. 
Thus, lo r  instance, a tab le is no t an  individual b u t the tab le-hour, ta b ­
le-m inute. and  table-second are. Sixty lable-m inutes sum m ed up together give 
as a result an  individual which is one table hour. T he  question  arise, w hat 
w ould in this case a tom s be. T he sam e com m on-sense table, taken  into 
considera tion  for the period o f one m inute yesterday an d  today , consists of 
tw o com pletely different nom inalistic , individuals -  tw o separate  lab ­
le-m inutes. T hey are only connected  by the o th e r in term ediate  table-m inutcs 
which adjo in  to  each o ther o r succeed one a fter ano ther. T he identity  o f  two 
table-m inutcs separated  in tim e docs no t com e in to  play, a lthough  they can be 
parts  o f  the sam e table-w eek o r tab lc-m onth . since they consist o f  com pletely 
different le t's  say -  particlc-seconds (the m inim al d istinguished space-tim e 
regions). The only kind o f  identity  which can occur between tw o individuals 
separated  in space o r tim e is the genidentily . which has not m uch to  do with 
the  identity  in a nom inalistic  sense. It is also no t difficult to sec th a t language 
expressions do  not fulfil the nom inalistic  principle o f  ind iv iduation  either; from 
the sam e signs we usually m ay built up different expressions.

One can  obviously construct dom ains which would be atom istic  universes 
o f  individuals; one could also do  th a t w ith the help o f  set-theoretic  concepts. 
F o r exam ple, the pow er set o f  som e non-em pty  set Z (the em pty  set excluded) 
w ith the o pera tion  o f  union and  the inclusion re la tion , i.e. the relation 
stru c tu re  < 2 z, и ,  о . is an  a tom istic  universe o f  individuals. The a tom s here 
a re  the unit sets form ed from  the elem ents o f  the set Z. If  the em pty  set was

17 S t r a w i n s k i . / !  F orm ai D efin ition  o f  th e  C oncept o f  S im p lic ity . [in:] P olish Essays in the 
P hilosophy o f  the N a tura l Science, ed . W . K rajew sk i. R eidel, D o rd re c h t і982. p. 195 197.

18 G o o d m a n .  A W orld  o f  Individuals...: P hilosophy o f  M a th em a tic s .... p. 199.
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included, then it w ould have been the only a to m  in this universe w hich, 
however, would no t have been able  to  generate o th e r elem ents. N evertheless, 
the construction  oľ such dom ains seems to be a ra th e r weak justifica tion  of' 
G o o d m an 's  conviction that „we can construe any th ing  as an ind iv idual".

It appears  that we do  not meet a tom istic  universes o f indiv iduals too  often. 
T hings and  m ateria l objects do  no t seem to be indiv iduals in this sense. It is 
ra the r the entities o f  cventistic on to logy, consisted o f  spatio -tem pora l events, 
which satisfy the cond itions required  from  indiv iduals by G oodm an  and 
Eberle.
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A T O M IS T Y C Z N E  U N IW E R S A  IN D Y W ID U Ó W

A u to r  p rz ed staw ia  k ry tyczny an a lizę  pew nych idei n o m in alisly c zn ej teorii N . G o o d m a n a  
w in te rp re tac ji R. E berlego . T eo ria  la . czyli „ ra c h u n e k  in d y w id u ó w ” , o p a r ta  jest na trzech  
p o dstaw ow ych  po jęc iach: zasadzie su m o w an ia , relacji ..część-ca łość”  i za sad z ie  indyw idualizacji. 
Ow e po jęc ia w zięte razem  c h a ra k te ry z u ją  p rz ed m io ty , k tó re  ch cem y  zaliczyć d o  indyw iduów , przy 
czym  c h a ra k te ry s ty k a  ta  ok reśla  raczej czym  jes t pew ien  zespó l in d y w id u ó w , n iż to  czym  jes t 
po jedyncze indyw iduum .

W edług  E b erlego  na specjalni} uw agę za słu g u ją  tzw . a to m is ty c zn e  uniw ersa indyw iduów . 
D efin ic ja tak ich  un iw ersów  m a  s tan o w ić  w łaśn ie o k re śle n ie  tego , czym  są in d y w id u a. W  ogó lności 
. .a to m isty c zn e  un iw ersum  in d y w id u ó w ”  to  p o d z b ió r  p o la  relacji „część -ca ło ść" . w  k tó ry m  są 
spełn ione  o d p o w ied n ie  w 'arunki do ty czące  su m o w an ia  i indyw idualizacji p rz ed m io tó w . Pojęcie to  
a u to r  w'iąże /. a to m izm em  logicznym  B. R ussella  o ra z  rozw aża je g o  m ożliw e za sto so w an ia .


