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Plato’s “Realm of Being”

P.58 "The philosopher's arithmetic applies precisely and strictly only 
to the world of Being".  

I am having a hard time understanding this part which seems to be 
Socrate's thinking. He is taking about equal and unequal units in 
math- where he says that the ordinary arithmetician operates with 
unequal units (becoming) and the philosopher with equal units 
(being). My question is: why does he think this and does that tell us 
something about how he sees the nature of numbers ultimately? —
Loreta



Plato’s “Realm of Being”

If the realm is meant to be unchanging, and everything has a form, I 
find it hard to believe that the realm of being contains every possible 
object for the rest of time. But when new things such as computers 
are conceived into this world, does the realm of forms not change to 
account for a new concept? —Ariel



Plato’s “Realm of Being”

Just the other day I was thinking about why it is we dream of 
perfection and yet the world is never perfect in any regard. In that 
sense, I can understand why Plato posits that there is such thing as 
a world of Being and a World of Becoming, because I recognize the 
distinction. However, the World of Forms still seems to be a human's 
idealistic dream, something we believe will never exist in the 
physical world but is meant to exist anyway. I'm not sure if I can 
believe in something that is driven by just the idea of wanting it, 
since we dream of it. —Cynthia



Plato’s “Realm of Being”

Aesthetics is one of the biggest reasons mathematicians do 
mathematics, did Plato attempt to explain this in relation to the form 
of beauty? How did he consider things like the golden ratio which 
are almost universally beautiful? —Shah



Plato’s argument for Platonism

I never really thought that the “points, lines and planes” that we take 
into mind when studying geometry were problematic in the sense 
that we assumed the were massless and occupied no space. If 
someone saw something interesting in the distance, and told you to 
“look to your left” does your line of sight have to take up space in 
order for you to see and understand that interesting thing?  […] I see 
these points and lines as a representation of our own observations 
into the world of mathematics. More simply, the ideal objects are a 
natural process our mind makes, with similar intention as Plato 
suggested a mathematician would create a written diagram. —Ariel



Plato and non-Western Religion/Philosophy

I couldn’t help but notice that Plato’s ontology of Forms wildly 
resembles the philosophies of Buddhism, Taoism, and various 
creation myths of the Native Americans and Oceanic tribes. […] In 
essence, this shows a large resemblance in their perceptions of 
reality, despite these philosophies coming from very different 
corners of the globe; personally, this makes Plato's argument for 
geometry more credible to me. —Ksenia



Plato and Epistemology

[Plato] believes geometrical objects are also eternal and unchanging 
(forms that belong to world of being) that happened to exist in 
physical world. How are we able to conceive them via our senses? 
His ideas on geometry are somewhere contradicting his ideas of 
physical world or it seems he was unable to explain or fill in the gap 
between the two worlds. —Syeda 

If mathematics is in the realm [of Being] isn't there an epistemic 
barrier between the divided line. How can we know what's in the 
realm of being  if there is an epistemic barrier between the realm of 
being and becoming? Doesn't this include mathematics? —Sheana



Plato and Epistemology

In Meno, Plato suggest that “learning is actually remembering/
recollection from the past life” what does he mean by past life? How 
does Plato explain time? He claims that soul has a memory that our 
thoughts can access. How do thoughts access memory of our soul 
(recollection of past life)? How do we conceive something that is 
invisible? —Syeda



Aristotle on forms and numbers as immanent

…if I can destroy Beauty by destroying all beautiful things, is that 
destruction permanent or can Beauty return? What would it mean 
to create a new beautiful thing once Beauty is destroyed? […]  
—Miriam 

I think that Aristotle cannot destroy Beauty itself by destroying all 
“apparent” or what he says perceptible beautiful things. Since a 
property “Beauty” is included in many of the entities'/concepts' lists 
and many of their properties are not seen till encountering things 
which could reveal/show the properties. —Chateldon



Aristotle on forms and numbers as immanent

…This is even more frightening for numbers. … 

[Aristotle] could safely assume that most of the finite integers that 
are commonly used in computation exist, because they all represent 
some subset of the number of grains of sand that exist (as one 
example of a set of many things). He could, in that way, derive many 
numbers, but certainly not all irrational numbers: not without 
making certain assumptions about the universe which have not 
been verified.       —Miriam 

…how [is] Plato’s notion of the numbers being in itself possible 
without them being known and physically expressed?  
—Raima



Aristotle on abstraction

I'm having difficulty with finding fault in abstracting from the 
tangible examples drawn on a paper to the realm of geometry. With 
the example of the tangent intersecting a single point on a circle is 
clearly false when drawn out is there not enough in the 
representation found on the paper to extrapolate out to the 
geometrically accurate model? While not existing perfectly on the 
paper there is existence to the image on the paper. This imperfect 
image bears enough resemblance to the accurate concept found in 
geometry to point to a concept above the represented. —Matt



Frege’s criticism of abstraction

I’m having trouble understanding Frege’s criticism of abstraction on 
pp. 67-68.  Why does Frege criticize abstraction?  It seems we use 
abstraction in our everyday lives.  For instance, if I want to count 
how many books are on my desk, I count each and every single book 
on my desk.  I ignore differences such as size, shape, and content.  I 
don’t understand why Frege has a problem with ignoring the 
physical differences of objects.  In addition, I’m confused by Frege’s 
“cat” example on pg. 68.  If someone chooses to take care of two 
cats, he/she ignores their physical characteristics and treats both 
cats equally.  For example, both cats will be given the same amount 
of food and attention, regardless of their position or posture.  
—Aanisah



Frege’s criticism of abstraction

I also feel that Frege misinterprets Aristotle a little, it’s not that you 
have to “abstract” everything away and be left with number. I see it 
more as: when you see a collection of individual items, you can 
imagine every other detail other than the number of objects, proving 
that the number can be instantiated in that collection. You’re not 
just stripping them of every detail until it becomes this ghostly 
figure, you’re just converting the collection of objects to be used as 
the units of “the philosopher’s arithmetic” (in my opinion). —Ariel





?

Another criticism of abstraction

How can abstraction (whether understood in psychological or 
ontological terms) get us from an ordinary physical object to an 
object with properties that the ordinary physical object doesn’t 
have? —DWH



Aristotle’s epistemology of mathematics

… can someone subscribe to Aristotle’s view and still believe 
mathematical processes are a priori? Perhaps it is the numbers and 
figures themselves that have to be conceptualized through the outside 
world, while the ability to interpret them through mathematics is 
already contained within the mind? —Ariel


