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ABSTRACT

A RECONSIDERATION OF THE PROBLEM OF UNIVERSALS:
A CONTEMPORARY PERSPECTIVE

EYIM, Ahmet
Ph.D., Department of Philosophy
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. David GRUNBERG
July 2012, 196 pages

This study aims at investigating the problem of universals, which is one
of the most venerable issues in the history of philosophy. The problem of
universals emerges from the ontological status of properties and relations; i.e.,
the existence and nature of properties and relations. It can be defined as the
problem of how two or more different objects can have the same property or
how a property can be a part of different things.

The problem of universals consists of not a single problem but rather a
network of problems. The aim of this study is to reconsider the problem of
universals which involves the three interrelated problems: ontological problem
of predication, the linguistic problem of predication and the problem of
abstract reference. Any adequate account for the problem of universals must
deal with these problems. Nominalism, Trope theory, and Realism are three
major theories that have proposed solutions to the problem of universals. In
this study, these accounts have been discussed and it has been tried to reveal

whether any of these accounts can deal with these problems.

v



As a conclusion, this study proposes that among the theories that try to
deal with the problem of ontological predication and the problem of abstract
reference, only Object-Trope theory and Armstrong’s Realism have been
successful. However, Object-Trope theory is found to be a bit more superior to

Armstrong’s Realism when Ockham’s razor is appealed to.

Keywords: Ontology, Universals, Nominalism, Trope theory, Realism.



oz
TUMELLER SORUNUNUN YENIDEN DEGERLENDIRILMESI:
CAGDAS BIR BAKIS ACISI

EYIM, Ahmet
Doktora, Felsefe Boliimii
Tez Yéneticisi: Prof. Dr. David GRUNBERG
Temmuz 2012, 196 sayfa

Bu calisma, felsefe tarihinin en eski tartismalardan biri olan tiimeller
problemi {izerine cagdas bir inceleme yapmayr amacglamaktadir. Tiimeller
problemi, 6zellik ve bagintilarin ontolojik durumlarindan, diger bir ifadeyle
ozellik ve bagintilarin dogas1 ve varligindan ortaya g¢ikmaktadir. Tiimeller
problemi, iki ve daha fazla farkli nesnenin ayni 6zellige nasil sahip olabildigi
veya bir Ozelligin nasil farkli nesnelerin parcast olabildigi sorunu olarak
tanimlanabilir.

Tiimeller problemi, tek bir problemi degil, daha ¢ok bir problemler
agini1 icermektedir. Bu calismanin amaci, ontolojik yiikleme problemi, dilsel
yilikleme problemi ve soyut gonderme problemi gibi birbiri ile iliskili {i¢ sorunu
iceren tiimeller problemini, yeniden degerlendirmektir. Tiimeller problemine
cevap verecek yeterli herhangi bir aciklama bu problemlerle bas etmek
zorundadir. Adcilik, Tropguluk ve Gergekgilik, tiimeller problemine ¢éziim
Oneren li¢ 6nemli kuramdir. Bu g¢alismada, bu goriisler tartisilmakta ve bu
gorlislerden herhangi birinin bu problemlerle bas edip edemedigi ortaya

c¢ikarilmaya c¢alisilmaktadir. '
vi



Sonug¢ olarak bu ¢alisma, ontolojik ylikleme problemi ve soyut
gonderme problemini ele alan kuramlar arasinda sadece Nesne-Trop kurami ve
Armstrong’un Gergekeilik anlayisinin basarili oldugunu iddia etmektedir.
Ancak, Ockham’in usturasina basvuruldugunda Nesne-Trop kurami

Armstrong’un Gergekeiligine az da olsa {istiin olacaktir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Ontoloji, Tiimeller, Adcilik, Trope Kuramu,

Gergekeilik.
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CHAPTER 1

PROBLEM OF UNIVERSALS

Ontological theories are constructed as a list of general categories of
entities which is complete in the sense that all entities which exist or could
exist can be placed under one of the categories in the list. That is, ontology
aims at making a list of general categories of existence. Particulars, properties,
relations, events, states of affairs, concrete or abstract, and physical or mental
entities are some examples of categories of existence. However, there is no
consensus on the list of general categories of existence; that is to say, the
ontological theories give different ontological status to entities which are
assumed to exist. Ontologists purport to get two things from an ontological
theory, namely the description of what entities there are and the kinds of what
entities there are.

The concept of universal has always been a problematic issue for ages
because philosophers cannot agree on the questions: first, what are universals
supposed to be? And do universals really exist? Or do only particulars exist?
There is not a single problem of universals, but rather a network of problems.
And such a formulation is more comprehensive than any other formulations.
One must answer the question of whether or not universals exist or whether or
not only particulars exist in order to deal with the problem of universals.

Moreover, the problem requires explaining what the relation between mind and



reality is and also what the relation between words and reality is. Dealing with
these questions also calls for saying something about the world because one
says something about the world when she/he claims that universals exist or
only particulars exist. Moreover, she/he must say something about whether or
not there is a relation between the world and our minds. It is important because
it is needed for an account of how the general concepts arise. Any solution to
the problem of universals must deal with these questions, or say something
about these problems in order to be an acceptable solution.

The problem of universals emerges from the ontological status of
properties and relations; i.e., the existence and nature of properties and
relations. The world involves individual things which have properties and stand
in relations to other things. The problem of universals can be defined as the
problem of how two or more different objects can have the same property or
how a property can be a part of the different things.

In order to clarify the ontological status of properties, a sufficient
account of attribute-agreement and exemplification is needed. The attribute-
agreement implies the fact that various individuals (particulars) have literally
the same property. The debate concerning properties brings about some
important problems which are related with the phenomena of predication, exact
similarity, and abstract reference.' That is to say, the problem of universals

involves four kinds of problems which are ontological problem of predication,

! Summerford, 1997, p. 4.



linguistic problem of predication, resemblance, and problem of abstract
reference (or singular terms).

The problem of universals is one of the most venerable issues in the
history of philosophy; it is so just because it refers to the paradigm case of a
perennial issue and there is not any real progress towards a solution to the
problem although many solutions have been suggested. Nominalism,
Particularism (Trope theory”) and Realism are three major solutions to the
problem of universals.

As maintained by Armstrong, in order to discuss the problem of
universals, a nominalist and a realist will start with a basic agreement that:

...iIn some minimal or pre-analytic sense there are
things having certain properties and relations... The
same property can belong to different things. The same
relation can relate different things. Apparently, there
can be something identical in things which are not
identical. Things are one at the same time as they are
many. How is this possible?”

Armstrong states that everybody admits the existence of particulars
having certain properties and standing in certain relations. He explains this
phenomenon as follows:

There is one sense in which everybody agrees that

particulars have properties and stand in relations to
other particulars. The piece of paper before me is a

> Some philosophers, like J. P. Moreland and M. Loux, entitle Trope theory as ‘Moderate
Nominalism’ or ‘Trope Nominalism’.

3 Armstrong, 1978a, p. 11.



particular. It is white, so it has a property. It rests upon

a table, so it is related to another particular.4
However, there will be no consensus on the ontological status of universals
(viz. properties and relations).

Realism admits the existence of any property which two objects can
share and also it accepts the existence of entities which are multiply
exemplifiable (i.e., universals). On the other hand, Nominalism and Trope
theory deny any property which two objects can share and the entity which is
capable of being multiply exemplifiable. They recognize only particulars.
However, there is a crucial distinction between Nominalism and Trope theory.
Unlike Nominalism, Trope theory admits existence of particular properties.

This study aims at reconsidering the problem of universals which
involves the three interrelated problems: the ontological problem of
predication, the linguistic problem of predication and the problem of abstract
reference.” It also purports to articulate the concept of resemblance which is
used to explain predication problems. Any adequate account for the problem of
universals must deal with these three problems.

The ontological problem of predication is related to the phenomenon of
property possession. It is related to how we understand the objects which have

properties, to wit: the phenomenon of property possession. Put differently, this

4 Armstrong, 1978a, p. 11.

> Summerford, 1997, p. 4.



problem refers to the fact that how objects can and do have properties. In a
certain sense we claim that objects have properties. A ripe tomato has the
property of being red, or a billiard ball has the property of being round, for
example.

Consider the following two sentences:

(1) This tomato is red.

(2) This tomato is a vegetable.
These sentences are both subject-predicate propositions and we can admit that
predicate terms refer to properties. Then, (1) and (2) can be rewritten
respectively as

(1.a) This tomato has the property of being red.

(2.a) This tomato has the property of being a vegetable.
Instead of ‘the property of being red’ and ‘the property of being a vegetable’,
the predicates ‘being red’ and ‘being a vegetable’ can be used respectively.
Then, (1.a) and (2.a) can be reformulated respectively as

(1.b) Being red is predicable of this tomato.

(2.b) Being a vegetable is predicable of this tomato.
Both (1.b) and (2.b) articulate the predication relations between the subject
(this tomato) and the predicate (being red and being a vegetable).

Metaphysical realists, nominalists, and Trope nominalists will accept
this way of talking about properties. However, how we understand that

properties exist is not clear enough.



The concept ‘property possession’ can differently be explained in terms
of three traditional positions to the problem of universals. Metaphysical
Realism defines the property possession in terms of the relation of
exemplification and it accepts universals into their ontology. Nominalism and
Trope Nominalism try to explicate the property possession by admitting
particulars and denying the existence of universals in their ontologies.

The predication relation is both an ontological and linguistic relation.
That is, the linguistic problem of predication has a close relation with the
ontological problem of predication. “This is the problem of how to best
understand the linguistic phenomenon of predication. Predicate claims are
claims in which some property is attributed to an individual — claims such as
‘0 is F*.”° For, to give an answer to the ontological problem of predication is
very crucial for the answer to the linguistic problem of predication. After
admitting such a close connection, we can talk about the twofold problem of
predication: the ontological problem of predication and the linguistic problem
of predication. That is to say, if someone suggests an answer to the ontological
problem of predication, then he also suggests an answer to the linguistic
problem of predication. Hence, the ontological problem of predication and the
linguistic problem of predication are sometimes called as the dual problems of

predication.

¢ Summerford, 1997, p. 5.



To solve the problem of universals, some philosophers admit that a
reductive analysis of property possession is required. That is, the property
possession can be reduced to a sort of relation between a particular and a
property. Any account which states that property possession is a kind of
relation between a particular and a property is a relational account.

All traditional accounts, says Armstrong, are relational and they cannot
deal with the problem of universals because in order to explain a’s having the
property F, they all use the concept of exemplification, participation, or falling
under a predicate/ a concept/ a class which all refer to some kind of relation. To
be exact, Armstrong claims that no theory which proposes a relational analysis
of property possession can deal with the problem of universals, since any
relational analysis causes certain regresses. For him, only a non-relational
theory of universals can be able to offer an adequate explanation for the
phenomenon of property possession. In other words, Armstrong argues that all
relational analyses of property possession are inadequate and an analysis of the
phenomena of property possession must be non-regressive. To overcome the
regress problem, analysis of property possession must be non- relational.

The problem of universals is entitled as the one-over-many problem by
Armstrong. He formulates it as follows: “...what constitutes the unity of a class
of things which are all said to have the same property or be of one sort or

kind.”" The one-over-many problem is an ontological problem, i.c., a problem

7 Armstrong, 1978a, p. 26.



about how the world is, because it designates the question ‘What is a
property?’ which addresses the issue of what constitutes the unity of a property
class. That is, the question ‘what is a property?’ directly refers to how the
world is. The accounts which try to give a solution to the problem of universals
have to give an analysis of what a property is. For example, Predicate
Nominalism says that a property is a product of the relation between a thing
and language use—a logical consequence of predication.® To be precise, a
property is something that is produced by the relation between and object and a
language. When “a’s being F” is analyzed as “a’s falling under the predicate
F”, such an analysis will say that a property class is unified via predication. For
this reason, Armstrong contends that the ome-over-many problem is an
ontological problem. His concern is to discover what answer to the ontological
problem best serves the one-over-many problem.

One-over-many problem has been differently formulated. Among these
formulations, Aune’s formulation, in my opinion, is very important, because
Aune concentrates on the metaphysical part of phenomena of property
possession. Aune formulates the problem as follows: If a particular has a
certain property (i. €., a predicate corresponding to a property is applicable to a
particular), the particular must have “some universal or higher-order feature F

999

that explains or justifies this appearance of the property.” Unlike Armstrong’s

¥ Curtis, 1998, p. 3.

? Marenchin, 1987, pp. 50- 51.



claim, this formulation does not involve any linguistic part. Hence, when ‘this
tomato appears red’, it must possess some universal or higher-order feature F
in virtue of which it appears red.

Nevertheless, Armstrong emphasizes that an infinite regress can be
generated from this formulation. This formulation introduces a new object with
a further property instead of explaining why an object has a certain property.
For this reason, the regress becomes unavoidable. At this point, Marenchin
asks the question whether the regress is vicious (or bogus). On the other hand,
Lewis claims that if Armstrong did not make a reductive analysis of
predication, the one-over-many problem could not be generated. At some point
of analysis, we must accept primitive predication.'’ Marenchin explicates why
the analysis of predication will not be reductive as follows:

If one demands an analysis of all predication, then there

is the problem of the infinite regress, and it will be

logically impossible for the demand to be met. It will

be logically impossible for the demand to be met

because each new account uses predicates that will

need to be given account of."’
For Lewis, Armstrong himself uses primitive predication when he says that
‘Particular, a, instantiates universal F’.

Nonetheless, it might be argued that although an infinite hierarchy is

generated, the regress which arise form the relational analysis of predication is

0 Lewis, 1983, p. 353.

! Marenchin, 1987, p. 74.



not necessarily vicious (or bogus). The regress does not necessarily go back
and each level of the regress does not need to be explained.'” In the next
chapters, pros and cons for the regress argument will be discussed.

The problem of abstract reference is related to how we understand the
reference of ‘abstract singular terms’. Abstract singular terms like ‘red’ and
‘triangularity’ appear within true sentences and they seem to denote objects.
Do abstract singular terms refer to universals? Metaphysical realist and Trope
nominalist agree that abstract singular terms are genuine singular terms. Their
meanings are derived from a relation of naming. That is to say, singular terms
have a role in semantic theory, because a singular term purports to denote one
and only one object.

In order to clarify the notion of abstract singular term, some criteria of
singularity which states necessary and sufficient conditions for the description
of a class of singular terms must be proposed. However, there is a difficulty in
differentiating singular terms from general terms, because of lacking of criteria
of singularity. In Word and Object, Quine defines a general term as any term
which admits the definite and indefinite article and the plural ending. A term is
a singular term if and only if it does not admit any article, but admits only the
singular grammatical form. Quine says that the term ‘mama’ is a singular term

because it admits only the singular grammatical form and does not admit any

12 Marenchin, 1987, p. 52.
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article.” Yet, there are problems with Quine’s criteria, but now this debate will
be left aside.

Any adequate theory of abstract reference must explicate what abstract
singular terms will denote. Realists claim that abstract singular terms will stand
for universals, and for Trope theory, they will designate class of tropes. On the
other hand, Nominalism will be in a difficulty to provide an answer to the
problem of abstract reference.

Let us now examine the nature of universals from perspectives of
Nominalism, Particularism (Trope theory), and Realism. I will try to discuss

these accounts which all have valid arguments for their own position.

"> Quine argues that “Semantically the distinction between singular and general term is vaguely
that a singular term names or purport to name just one object... while a general term is true of
each, severally, of any number of objects.”, 1960, p. 90.
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CHAPTER 2

NOMINALISM

The notion of ‘Nominalism’ refers to a metaphysical position which
denies the existence of universals. Nominalism offers a one-category ontology
which maintains that the only things that exist are concrete particulars.
Nominalism fundamentally contends that everything which exists is a
particular (or only particulars exist) and particulars can occupy one place at one
time.

Nominalists deny the existence of universals. They disagree with
universals since they refer to entities which are strictly identical to their
different instantiations. Nominalism claims that it is impossible that
numerically different particulars exemplify one and the same universal. It
argues that resemblances between particulars do not refer to any entity (i.e., a
universal) which is somehow present in them. Nominalism suggests that
particulars are single entities which are completely present at numerically
different and non-overlapping places at one and the same time. That is to say, it
rejects the existence of multiply-exemplifiable entities, namely, universals.
Nominalists contend that a particularistic ontology is sufficient to understand
(explain) the phenomenon of predication and also the problem of abstract

reference.

12



Nominalism mentions that properties can be analyzed in terms of
things. Specifically, redness is nothing over and above the set of all red things,
or the sum of all red things. Nominalism does not admit objective properties
and relations, and it takes universals as ‘fictions’ or ‘abstractions’. For this
reason, Nominalism appeals to predicates, concepts, classes, aggregates, and
resemblances.'® It also charges Realism with misinterpreting the generality of
language.

Armstrong mentions two interpretations of Nominalism. The weaker
interpretation, says Armstrong, suggests that all things which have logically
independent existence are particulars. With this interpretation, it is possible to
say that particulars are instances of universals at the same time. Whereas,
Extreme Nominalism (the stronger interpretation) implies that absolutely
everything is particular.”’ This interpretation does not leave any room for
admitting properties as universals. If all things that exist are only particulars,
then how do general terms originate? This is the problem which nominalists
face. For Armstrong, “Nominalists cannot solve the problem of general terms.
They cannot solve the problem of the application of a term like ‘red’ to an
indefinite number of particulars.”"®

Armstrong states that any form of Nominalism cannot give a coherent

account for one-over-many problem. To be exact, he puts forward that it cannot

'* Armstrong, 1978a, p. 58.
15 Armstrong, 1975, p. 145.

16 Armstrong, 1975, p. 148.
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explain the unity of the classes of particulars which are said to have same
property.!” Nominalism gives a reductive analysis when it tries to explain how
the same property can apply to different objects or how the same relation can
relate different objects. For example, let us take a bundle of roses which are all
red. In this case, all roses appear to have the same property of redness.
Although all roses seem to be identical in their redness, they are numerically
distinct. This is the fact that nominalists must account for, since it is obviously
a problem of one-over-many.

Nominalists have to explain the concepts ‘exact similarity’ and
‘resemblance’. They refer to a kind of relation between two things which have
some property in common. Armstrong argues that resemblance is an internal
relation and the resemblance relation holds between terms. It is a necessary
relation. This means that resemblance holds in every possible world because
these terms have some property in common.

If a resembles b to degree D, then b resembles a to just
that degree... But resemblance to degree D is not
transitive. If a resembles b to degree D, and if b
resembles ¢ to the same degree, then it by no means
follows that a resembles ¢ to degree D.'®

Hence, for Armstrong resemblance is not necessarily a transitive relation. It is

reflexive and symmetric.

17 Armstrong, 1978c, p. 272.

18 Armstrong, 1989a, p. 40.
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In order to explain this phenomenon, nominalists and Transcendent
realists introduce some key notions, such as falling under predicate, being a
member of a class, resembling, participating in and so on. However, these key
notions can be accused of producing regresses. For Armstrong, Nominalism
and Transcendental Realism are incoherent and also fail to explain this
apparent sameness. “They are all incoherent, says Armstrong, for four different
reasons: i.) The relation regress, ii.) the object regress, iii.) the thought
experiment, and iv.) causation.”"’

For Armstrong, the relation regress and the object regress which are
originated from the relational accounts are two main reasons for rejecting
Nominalism and Transcendental Realism, because they are relational accounts.
That is, the statement ‘a is F’ implies that there is a relation between a and F,
1.e., an object- a’s having a property F. Explicitly, when we say that ‘a is F’
and ‘b is F’, we mention two different relations: an object- a’s having the
property F and an object- b’s having the property F. Armstrong claims that
relational accounts cannot solve the problem of attribute agreement, but just
postpone it, since they only introduce another type-notion at a higher level.

Armstrong classifies Nominalism under five sub-positions which can be

called Predicate Nominalism, Concept Nominalism, Class Nominalism,

Mereological Nominalism, and Resemblance Nominalism.”® These nominalist

19 Marenchin, 1987, p. 34.

20 Armstrong, 1978a, p. 12.
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accounts all try to explain and analyze ‘a is F’ or “a’s having the property F”.
Predicate Nominalism explicates “a’s having the property F” as “a falls under
the predicate F”. For Concept Nominalism, “a’s having the property F” is
analyzed as: ‘a falls under the concept of F’. Class Nominalism gives the
following analysis: ‘a has the property F if and only if a is a member of the
class of Fs’. That is, Class Nominalism analyzes “a’s having the property F” in
terms of class-membership. As a variant of Class Nominalism, Mereological
Nominalism says that “a has the property, F, if and only if a is a part of the
aggregate of the Fs.” Finally, Resemblance Nominalism cashes out “a’s having
the property F” as “a suitably resembles a paradigm case (or paradigm cases)

of an F.”*! Among five positions, only four will be discussed.

2.1. Varieties of Nominalism

2.1.1. Predicate Nominalism

Predicate Nominalism is the view that property possession is just an
application of a predicate to a subject. Armstrong defines it as the view that
“for a token to be an instance of a certain type, be of a certain kind or sort, is
for a certain predicate, a linguistic entity, to apply to or be true of the token.”*

For him, Predicate Nominalism is the view which analyzes attribute agreement

(or predication) as follows: “a is an F (or a has the property F) iff a falls under

2 Armstrong, 1978a, pp. 13- 15.

2 Armstrong, 1989a, p. 10.
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the predicate ‘F’.”* To be precise, Predicate Nominalism examines “a’s being
F” as “a’s falling under the predicate F”. Such an analysis is reductive.
Property possession (i.e., predication) is reduced into an object’s falling under
a predicate.

Predicate Nominalism conceives that the predicate ‘white’ can apply to
many objects and these white things constitute a class of white things which
has a unity. In order to explain the unity of class of white things, Predicate
nominalists suggest that all members of this class have the same relation (the
relation of falling under) to the same predicate, namely the predicate ‘white’.
That is, things which are white have the same kind of relation to the predicate
‘white’.** To be exact, Predicate Nominalism claims that the particular, a’s
having the property F implies that « falls under the predicate F.**

An object has a certain property if and only if it falls under a certain
predicate. Predicate Nominalism deals with the dual problems of predication
by admitting two assumptions. According to this view, the linguistic relation of
predication is more basic than its ontological counterpart. It is a fundamental
relation and so, it does not need any further analysis. Hence, Predicate

Nominalism rejects the linguistic problem of predication.® To solve the

» Armstrong, 1978a, p. 13.
** Armstrong, 1978a, p. 19.
% Armstrong, 1978a, p. 13.

26 Summerford, 1997, p. 26.
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problem of abstract entities, Predicate Nominalism maintains that abstract
singular terms refer to classes of entities which fall under particular predicates.
Predicate nominalists affirm that an object has a property, such as
‘being circular’ if and only if the predicate ‘circular’ applies to the object. They
reject objective properties and take them as a shadow cast upon particulars by
predicates.”” Armstrong maintains that for Predicate nominalists, “the object’s
possession of the property,..., is completely determined by the fact that the

predicate. .. applies to this object.”*®

Armstrong opposes this view because the
applicability of the predicate ‘circular’ cannot determine the circularity of the
object. He claims that the predicate can apply to the object because of the
object’s being circular. In other words, any predicate will apply to the objects
in virtue of the objective property. Armstrong states that “...there must be
something about the particular, besides the fact that it is a particular, to explain
why the predicate ‘circular’ [in original: ‘white’] applies to it.”*

Armstrong argues that properties are universals and language cannot
determine the existence of a property. For him, Predicate nominalists accept
that predicate determines properties.

According to Predicate Nominalism, an object’s
possession of (say) the property, being white, is
completely determined by the fact that the predicate

‘white’ applies to this object. But now let us make a
thought experiment. Let us imagine that the predicate

" Armstrong, 1978a, p. 17.
2 Armstrong, 1978a, p. 17.

» Armstrong, 1978a, p. 18.
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‘white’ does not exist. Is it not obvious that the object
might still be white?*

In addition to this thought experiment, Armstrong gave a case from
history in order to show the implausibility of Predicate Nominalism. For him,
Predicate Nominalism may admit existence of such properties for which there
are no corresponding predicates. Armstrong says that before Faraday’s
discoveries, ‘being electrically charged’ is a property for which there is no
corresponding predicates. In the past, we could not say that some things were
electrically charged, but now we can say it. Mumford continues to discuss this
as follows:

In the past, therefore, there have been many properties
for which there was no predicate and it would be
foolhardy to now claim that we have created predicates
for every property there is. The number of properties
may be infinite but the class of predicates, though large,
is finite.’'

Marenchin argues that Armstrong misinterprets Predicate Nominalism
when he considers it as the position which the predicates have causal efficacy
on particulars and determine their properties. Armstrong distorts the account of

Predicate Nominalism.

Words (concepts) have an importance for nominalists that
they lack for realists, but the importance does not lie in their
power to determine properties (in the sense of causally
effect)... Predicates do not make objects have the properties

30 Armstrong, 1978a, p. 17.

3! Mumford, 2007, p. 23.
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they do, natural objects have the properties they do because

of nature.
Armstrong’s interpretation of Predicate Nominalism is said to be highly
materialistic.

Armstrong draws attention that although some predicates, such as
‘natural satellite of the earth’ or, ‘identical with the planet Venus’ apply to only
one thing, some predicates, such as ‘student’ and ‘blue’ can apply to
(infinitely) many things. However, Predicate Nominalism cannot answer the
question ‘for what reason these general terms are applied to the things which
they apply to?” according to Armstrong.”

How do Predicate nominalists analyze the relation of ‘falling under’?
For Predicate nominalists, there will be two instances of the relation of falling
under (a’s falling under the predicate F and b’s falling under the predicate F)
when we say that ‘a is F’ and ‘b is F’. Predicate nominalists must consistently
explain this phenomenon. As believed by Armstrong, Predicate nominalists can
accept these new instances of the relation as either the same type of relation
holding between particulars and predicates or a different type of relation
holding between particulars and predicates. According to Marenchin, Predicate
nominalists have to say that these new instances are different relations. If they

are accepted as the same, Predicate nominalist’s account would be circular.

32 Marenchin, 1987, p. 86.

3 Armstrong, 1978a, pp. 12- 13.
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Moreover, for Armstrong, if these new instances are accepted as the different

types of the relation, then a vicious infinite regress results.

So since, according to Armstrong, predicate
nominalists profess to give a reductive analysis of
types, and, because in every account covert appeal is
made to the very notion that needs to be explicated,
predicate nominalism fails to achieve its purpose. And
what is worse (or better if you are an immanent realist
like Armstrong) these theories, all nominalisms and
transcendent realism, can be completely eschewed
because they all fail to give a coherent solution to the
compulsory question. The apparent solution, for
Armstrong, is no solution at all.**

Predicate Nominalism is involved in two infinite regresses: the object
regress and the relation regress. For Armstrong, these regresses are derived
from a reductive analysis.

Armstrong...says that since all nominalisms and
transcendent realism are attempting to give a reductive
analysis of types, and that within the special case of
predicate nominalism, new type notions are always
being introduced simply because of the necessity of
using words when one gives an account, that therefore a
vicious infinite regress results because one can never
give an account of all predication.™
For Armstrong, there is no progress when Predicate nominalists use the

relation of ‘falling under’ to explain and to solve the problem of attribute-

agreement. That is, Marenchin says that

3 Marenchin, 1987, pp. 62- 63.

33 Marenchin, 1987, pp. 73- 74.
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...a predicate nominalist holds,..., that all white things
are white in virtue of their relationship to the predicate
“white”. Each white thing falls under the predicate
“white”. And this relation of “falling under” is another
example of the very phenomenon that is to be
reduced... therefore no progress has been made, and
the reduction fails.*®

As a relational account, Predicate Nominalism cannot achieve its
purpose because in order to explain the relation between a particular and a
predicate, it uses another phenomenon which needs to be clarified. Armstrong
is persuaded that like Predicate Nominalism, all relational accounts have the
same problem. He explains this fact as follows:

It appears, then, that the Relation regress holds against
all Relational analyses of what it is for an object to
have a property or relation. If a’s being F is analysed as
a’s having R to a ¢, then Ra¢ is one of the situations of
the sort that the theory undertakes to analyse. So it must
be a matter of the ordered pair <a, ¢> having R' to a
new ¢-like entity: ¢r. If R and R' are different, the
same problem arises with R' and so ad infinitum. If R
and R' are identical, then the projected analysis of Rad
has appealed to R itself, which is circular.®’

Armstrong explains how Predicate Nominalism involves the object
regress problem as follows:

The Object regress arises because the Predicate
Nominalist must be understood to mean that the
whiteness of white objects is constituted by their
special relationship to tokens of the predicate-type
‘white’... He might say that the type ‘white’ is simply

3¢ Marenchin, 1987, p. 61.

37 Armstrong, 1978a, pp. 70- 71.
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the class of its tokens. This, however, is to change
theories in mid-regress, and become a Class Nominalist
about ‘white’. If he is to remain a Predicate Nominalist,
then he must say that all the tokens are of this type
because they fall under a higher-order predicate
‘white’. But this new predicate is again a type. The
regress is infinite. Since reference to an unanalyzed
type always appears on the right-hand side of the
analysis, the regress is vicious.”®
The Object Regress depends on a special relationship between tokens
and the predicate type. At each new level, the object regress generates an

unanalyzed predicate as reported by Armstrong. His argument can be

summarized as follows:

‘a is a tomato and red.” (T))

‘b is a tomato and red.” (T>)

‘n is a tomato and red.’ (T,)

Predicate nominalists accept that a’s redness is a token (T;) of the
predicate type ‘redness’, or the token of a’s redness falls under the predicate
redness. For Armstrong, Predicate nominalists acknowledge that the redness of
red tomatoes is constituted by their relationship to the tokens (T, Ta,...,Ty) of
the predicate type ‘red’. However, this predicate type is not an analyzed notion.

For this reason, Predicate nominalists have to admit that all the tokens of the

38 Armstrong, 1978a, p. 20.

23



predicate type ‘red’ fall under a higher-order predicate ‘red’. Since this new
predicate is also a type, an infinite regress appears.

Armstrong suggests that at each level, Predicate Nominalism should
explain (or give account of) the predicate types. However, for him, Predicate
Nominalism uses a new unanalyzed predicate type to explain a predicate type.
Such an application generates an infinite regress which is also vicious. For this
reason, Predicate Nominalism is incoherent and cannot offer a solution for the
problem of attribute-agreement. On the other hand, as stated before, Lewis
criticizes Armstrong’s analysis. He claims that reductive analysis of
predication in general is not necessary and primitive predication can prevent
infinite regress. That is to say, for Lewis, if primitive predication is accepted,
then there will be no infinite regress.*

The Relation regress consists of the relation between object and
predicate. That is, a relation consists of an object a and a predicate ‘F’ which
applies to the object. Predicate nominalists have to accept that each pair has
‘something in common’. “They are all tokens of the common relation-type
falling under... The Relation regress arises from the fact that the analysis
involves once again the relation-type of falling under, a relation which links
the pairs of with the two-place predicate.”*

Moreland summarizes the relation regress as follows:

¥ Lewis, 1983, p. 353.

40 Armstrong, 1978a, p. 20.
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Consider all pairs of red things and predicate tokens of
“red”. In each pair, the red thing stands in the falling
under relation to its word token, and this relation is
itself a type of relation... each first order falling under
token is of the same type because a second order
relational predicate correctly applies to it. But this
generates both a new object regress (the second order
predicate “falling under” itself, and so on) and the
regress relation within our purview (since each first
order falling under relation stands in the same type of
relation— a first or second order falling under relation—
with respect to the second order predicate, and so on).
Either way, a type is part of the analyses or the regress
is vicious.

In brief, Armstrong maintains that Predicate Nominalism is incoherent
and for this reason they are insufficient to solve the problem of attribute
agreement, since it gives a relational account and all relational accounts are
reductive. Predicate Nominalism explains the phenomenon of predication as
the relation of falling under the predicate; that is, it tries to explain a particular
having a property by means of something external to the particular material
object. So, Predicate Nominalism involves an object and a relation regresses
according to Armstrong. He argues that the type-notion of falling under causes
relation regress. Therefore, Predicate Nominalism should remove it. However,

such a removal does not seem possible. Both the object and relation regresses

. .. 42 . .
are uneconomical and vicious.™ Armstrong, in fact, claims that these regresses

*I Moreland, 2001, p. 30.

42 Armstrong, 1978a, p. 21.

25



demonstrate us that Predicate Nominalism is far from being solving the

problem of universals.

2.1.2. Concept Nominalism

Concept nominalists consider the concepts as mental entities. In
Concept Nominalism, concepts do the same job as the predicates do in
Predicate Nominalism. Put differently, Concept Nominalism analyzes “a’s
being F” as a’s falling under the concept F.** Armstrong entitles Predicate and
Concept Nominalism Subjectivist accounts.** He defines subjectivist accounts
as “an account of the properties and relations of particulars in terms of the
relation of the particulars to systems of classification and/or minds.”*> For
Armstrong, both Predicate Nominalism and Concept Nominalism try to give an
account of a particular, a, having a property F, or a’s standing in a relation in
terms of a reference to human classifications. Predicates are [linguistic
expressions and concepts are considered as mental entities. That is to say,
Predicate Nominalism locates universality in men’s words and Concept

Nominalism locates in men’s mind. For both men is the measure.*®

# Armstrong, 1978a, p. 25.

* A subjectivist account claims that properties are shadows cast upon things by language or
concepts. In this conception, there is one-to-one correspondence between predicate and
properties and for all meaningful predicates, there is a corresponding property.

4 Armstrong, 1978a, p. 139.

46 Armstrong, 1978a, p. 25.
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Armstrong presents in opposition to Concept Nominalism three
arguments. His first argument is very similar to the argument which he directs
to Predicate Nominalism. It seems clear that the whiteness of an entity is
independent of its concepts in men’s mind and the white thing has something
which makes the concept of whiteness applicable to it. However, Concept
nominalists can not explain in virtue of what the concept of whiteness is
applicable to white things.*’

Like Predicate Nominalism, Concept Nominalism entails two infinite
regresses. Moreover, Armstrong states that these regresses are vicious.

The concept of whiteness under which all white things
fall is the concept considered as a type. Tokens of this
concept can only be considered tokens of this type if
they fall under the concept of the concept of white, and
so on. Again, falling under is a type of relation. Pairs of
particulars and concepts can only be considered tokens
of this type if they fail under the concept falling under.
But this new falling under again requires analysis.*

For Armstrong, Concept Nominalism also has a problem concerning
causality.

The causal order of the world depends upon the
properties of things. Again, the causal order is, in
general, independent of the minds which take account
of it. But, inconsistently, the Concept Nominalist holds
that the properties of the things are determined by
certain relation which things in the world have to
objects in minds.*

7 Armstrong, 1978a, p. 27.
48 Armstrong, 1978a, p. 27.

¥ Armstrong, 1978a, p. 27.
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In other words, for Armstrong, Concept Nominalism states that the causal
order of the world is based on the objects in minds. That is to say, the causal
order is dependent on the minds. However, Armstrong maintains that concepts

(or objects in the minds) cannot determine the causal order of the world.

2.1.3. Class Nominalism

Objectivist’s accounts have to be considered due to unsatisfactory
nature of the subjectivist’s accounts. Objectivist accounts suggest that things
have properties or things stand in relation without any reference to human
classifications. Armstrong analyzes Class Nominalism as an objectivist
account.””

Armstrong defines Class Nominalism as the view that “a’s having
property, F, should be analyzed as a’s being a member of a certain class of
things, the class of F g1 According to Class Nominalism, an object, a, has the
property of being F if and only if ‘a is a member of the class of Fs’. Class
Nominalism claims that a thing of a certain type does not imply something
more than being a member of a certain class. Property possession can be best
understood in terms of class membership. Classes determine an individual’s

properties. In other words, Class Nominalism makes a reduction of the

> The objectivist account affirms that properties are mind-independent and it admits that
objects possess properties as metaphysical parts. Properties are related with the objective
sameness in the world.

31 Armstrong, 1978a, p. 28.
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phenomenon of property possession to the phenomenon of class membership.
Class nominalists claim that the ontological problem can be solved if the
linguistic problem of predication is resolved.

Class nominalists use the notion of ‘class’ to give an account for the
problem of abstract reference. They maintain that abstract singular terms refer
to classes or they designate classes. For example, when we say that ‘White is a
color’, Class nominalists argue that such a statement expresses a relation
between classes. That is, the term ‘white’ denotes the class of white things and
the term ‘color’ refers to the class of colored things. And ‘White is a color’ is
analyzed as ‘the class of all white things is a subclass of the class of all colored
things’. In the last chapter, this problem will be discussed.

For Armstrong, “according to Class Nominalism, for a to be an electron
is nothing more than for it to be a member of the class of electrons.”
However, Armstrong says that class cannot determine types, but a type
determines class membership. It seems ridiculous to claim for an entity to be an
electron due to being a member of the class of electrons.™ On the contrary, it is
natural to say that it is a member of the class because it is an electron.

Armstrong argues that members which are involved in a class have

determinative and decisive characteristics. However, if a change in a

membership of a class occurs, then the class will automatically change.>* Such

> Armstrong, 1989a, p. 8.
53 Armstrong, 1989a, p. 28.

> Armstrong, 1989a, p. 22.
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a class analysis implies that any change in the membership of the class results
in change in the nature of the members of the class. For example, for a
particular, a, to be an electron, @ must be a member of the class of electrons.
Class analysis assumes that if there is a change in membership of the class of
electrons, then the particular, a, would be different. Nevertheless, Armstrong
does not accept this consequence and claims that nature of electrons is not
dependent on an electron class.”

Class Nominalism, says Armstrong, is wrong to admit that ‘to be a
type’ is just to ‘be a member of a class’. That is, notion of ‘type’ does not refer
to a class. “...the type is more than that. To be a member of a class is necessary
but not sufficient for being a certain type.”°

According to Armstrong, ‘Class Nominalism is committed to ontology
of classes’. Class Nominalism clearly entails that there is such an entity as the
class of men. “Nevertheless, as classes are employed by the Class Nominalist,
they do become mysterious entities because they have to be treated as entities
different from the aggregate or heap of the members of the classes.”’
Armstrong explains why Class nominalists have to distinguish classes from
aggregates by an example. He says that an army is formed by soldiers and

soldiers are found only as parts of armies. Nonetheless, an army is not identical

with soldiers. For Class Nominalism, “a’s being an army” can be examined as

> Armstrong, 1989a, p. 27.
56 Armstrong, 1989a, p. 13.

57 Armstrong, 1978a, p. 29.
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“a’s being a member of the class of armies” and “b’s being a soldier” can be
examined as “b’s being a member of the class of the soldiers”. If classes are
taken as the aggregate of their members, it has to be admitted that the
aggregate of all armies is the same (identical) with the aggregate of all soldiers.
Hence, the class of every army is equal to class of all soldiers. So, by a
substitution, an army will be a member of the class of soldiers, i.e., a soldier
and also a soldier will be a member of the class of all armies, i.e., an army (a
soldier = an army). Such a conclusion seems absurd although it is logically
derived. For this reason, Class Nominalism must differentiate classes from
aggregates. That is, it must give a criterion for distinguishing these three
things: the class of armies, the class of soldiers and the aggregate of armies (=
the aggregate of soldiers).”

If classes and aggregates are distinct things, then they have different
causal powers. If classes and aggregates have no different power, then we have
no reason to postulate both. Armstrong claims that classes have no causal
power in this world, but aggregates have. And if only aggregates have causal
power, there would be no good reason to postulate classes in addition to the
aggregates. Additionally, for Armstrong, an ontological distinction between
aggregates and classes has to be drawn by Class nominalists. Class
Nominalism fails to make such a distinction due to the fact that Class

nominalists admit that if @ is an army, it is certainly a member of the class of

58 Armstrong, 1978a, pp. 29- 30.
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armies. Then, if b is a soldier, then it is necessarily a member of the class of
soldiers. If the class of armies is equivalent to the aggregate of armies and the
aggregate of armies is equivalent to the aggregate of soldiers and the aggregate
of soldiers is equivalent to the class of soldiers, then a is an army if and only if
a is a member of the class of soldiers. Such a conclusion seems absurd. >
Another argument against Class Nominalism is the regress arguments.

Like Predicate Nominalism, Class Nominalism is threatened by two similar
regresses, namely the object regress and the relation regress; but, only the
relation regress is vicious. According to Armstrong, Class Nominalism cannot
be threatened by the object regress, but the relation regress is entailed and is
vicious. He states,

Predicate and Concept Nominalists relate particulars to

predicate- and concept- fypes respectively. In this way

they give themselves a new problem. But the Class

Nominalist  relates  particulars to  something

unrepeatable, something not a type: a particular class.

So against Class Nominalism the Object regress cannot

get started.®’
Due to analyzing “a’s being F” in terms of “a’s membership of the class of Fs”,
Class Nominalism assumes that there can be only one class of all the Fs; in
other words, the class of Fs is not a type. Hence, the object regress fails.

Class Nominalism tries to explain property possession by appealing to

the relation of class membership.

59 Armstrong, 1978a, p. 31.

5 Armstrong, 1978a, pp. 41- 42.
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Although properties can be treated as classes of
particulars, and relations as certain classes of classes of
particulars, Class Nominalism must employ one two-
place predicate ‘--- € ---°, that is ‘being a member of’.
But what corresponds to this predicate is a certain type
of relation whose tokens are all those ordered pairs
consisting of, first, a particular or particulars and
second, all those classes of which these particulars are
members. The Class Nominalist, however, is
committed to giving a reductive analysis of all types in
terms of particulars. Hence the Class Nominalist is
forced to attempt a Class analysis of the class
membership relation.’’

Armstrong claims that this attempt causes a relation regress. That is to
say, Class Nominalism involves the relation regress.

a’s being F is analyzed as a’s being a member of the
class of Fs. If being a member of must also be analyzed,
it will be a matter of the ordered pair consisting of a
and the class of Fs being a member of the class of all
those ordered pairs which “stand in the relation of

. 2
class-membership”.®

The relation regress occurs just because Class Nominalism offers a type
of relation: class-membership. The regress goes on as follows: Class
Nominalism admits that

...a is F if and only if a is a member of the class of F
things... for example, to say that Socrates is a member
of the class of red things is to say the ordered pair
<Socrates, the class of F things> is a member (€) of the
class of all ordered pairs standing in the class
membership relation. This analysis explicitly employs
€ as a kind of relation because “< Socrates, the class of

61 Armstrong, 1978a, p. 42.

62 Armstrong, 1978a, p. 42.
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2

F things> is a member (€) of ...” means that <
Socrates, the class of F things> stands in the € relation
(a kind of relation) to the relevant set and, thus, it fails
to eliminate reference to a kind. Therefore, it falls
victim to the relation regress.®’

Conclusively, Class Nominalism is not a sufficient account for solving
the problem of universals. It fails to make a distinction between class and
aggregates. Deprivation of such a distinction causes some absurd conclusions
as stated above. Nevertheless, the most important reason to reject Class

Nominalism is the relation regress. The reason that Class Nominalism does not

escape from the relation regress is enough to rejects this account.

2.1.4. Resemblance Nominalism

Resemblance Nominalism states that some particulars may have the
same property and they can resemble each other in a certain respect. “For the
Resemblance Nominalist, a’s having the property F is analyzed as: a resembles
each member of a certain set of paradigm particulars in an appropriate way.”®*
In other words, property possession implies a relation of resemblance between
an individual and an exemplar. An object has a property if and only if it

resembles a paradigm case of the property. For Armstrong, “White things

resemble each other in respect of whiteness, but a white thing may well

53 Moreland, 2001, p. 34.

64 Armstrong, 1974, p. 192.
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resemble a non-white thing in some other respect. These respects appear to be
universals.”®

Resemblance nominalists have to appeal to paradigm particulars
because they admit only particulars and degrees of resemblance between them.
“On the Resemblance analysis, a’s being F is constituted by a’s relations of
resemblance to other objects: the paradigms... It is natural to assert that things
resemble because they have something in common...”® Resemblance
Nominalism has to introduce paradigm particulars, because it cannot mention
particulars and degrees of resemblance between them without paradigm
particulars.

Resemblance theorists affirm that two objects are not totally considered
as similar unless they have something in common or resemble each other. Two
objects are similar only if they share something identical to both. For instance,
blue objects are called blue since they resemble each other in some way, which
is different than red, white, smell, or round objects. They look like each other
in respect of each being blue.

Like naturalness of class, resemblance has certain degrees and the
degree of resemblance is objective. This is the fact that Resemblance

nominalists cannot deny. For Armstrong, particulars resemble each other in

different degrees because of the resemblance of their properties. For example,

65 Armstrong, 1978a, p. 45.

66 Armstrong, 1978a, p. 50.
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colors, shapes, masses, and so forth are formed by the properties which
resemble each other. Triangle, square, and pentagon all resemble each other
and they can be groupped together as shapes.®” For Armstrong, like particulars,
properties resemble each other in different degrees.

If resemblance has certain degrees, then it may be symmetrical. If a
resembles b, then b resembles a. “If you resemble your sister quite closely,
then your sister resembles you to just that same degree.”®® Armstrong gives this
example in order to show that resemblance is symmetrical. For example, I can
resemble my sister with respect to having the same color of hair and my sister
may resemble my mother with respect to having the same shape of nose, but it
is possible that I do not resemble my mother in any respect. This example
explains why resemblance is not transitive. For Armstrong, only exact
resemblances can be transitive.

Resemblance nominalists introduce notion of ‘particularized nature’
and say that ‘the thing is its particularized nature.”® With this notion, they can
regard that resemblances arise from the natures of particulars. In other words,
according to Resemblance Nominalism, every particular has a certain nature
and these natures, from which resemblances flow, are all particular. “a has a

certain nature, b has a certain nature. The natures are particular but are such

67 As an example, Armstrong gives red, orange and yellow and he says that they all resemble
and can be categorized as colours. 1989a, p. 103.

68 Armstrong, 1989a, p. 40.
6 Armstrong, 1989a, p. 45.
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that @ and b must resemble to a certain degree. Given this nature, they resemble
to this degree in every possible world in which they are both found.””

Resemblance Nominalism does not distinguish the particular from the
particularized nature. The particularized nature of a thing provides us with a
ground for the internal relation of resemblance. Armstrong suggests that the
doctrine of a particularized nature “not only provides him (a Resemblance
nominalist) with a foundation for resemblances but enables him to evade
important traditional objections to Resemblance Nominalism.””' To be precise,
for Armstrong, the doctrine of a particularized nature helps Resemblance
Nominalism to explain ‘what happens if the token lacks any other token to
resemble?’ and ‘what happens if two non-overlapping classes of tokens of two
different types have the very same resemblance structure.” With the doctrine of
a particularized nature, they can claim that resemblance does not determine
nature, but nature determines resemblance.

Like Predicate Nominalism, Resemblance Nominalism includes two
vicious regresses: the object and the relation regress. However, for Armstrong,
only the relation regress is vicious.

The relation regress is stated as follows:

The resemblance which holds between each individual
white thing and the paradigm is a fype of relation. It is

therefore one of the sorts of entity of which the
Resemblance theory is committed to giving a reductive

70 Armstrong, 1989a, p. 44.

7 Armstrong, 1989a, p. 46.
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analysis. Each resemblance-situation must therefore be
said to have a suitable resemblance to some paradigm
of resemblance. But this new resemblance of
resemblance-situations to the resemblance-paradigm is
itself a type of situation, and so the Resemblance
analysis can never be completed. As in the Relation
regress against Predicate and Class Nominalism, it
matters not whether this new resemblance be treated as
a different sort from, or else as identical with, the
original resemblance.”

Mumford also explains the same relation regress. He maintains that if
Resemblance nominalists tell that x, y, and z resemble each other, they refer to
the distinct resemblances specifically between x and y, x and z and also y and z.
Nevertheless, there arises a problem which Resemblance nominalists have to
account for. Since one denominates each resemblance differently, like R;
(between x and y), R, (between x and z) and R; (between y and z), he also has
to define a second order resemblance between R; and R,, R; and Rs, and R,
and Rj. Therefore, this is a problem for Resemblance nominalists, because the
analysis can go infinite. This argument is known as Russell’s argument and
Armstrong takes it as sound.”

For Armstrong, even if this relation regress is not logically vicious, it is
economically vicious. For Resemblance nominalists, resemblance is an

unanalyzable primitive’ and an internal relation. As stated before, Armstrong

assumes that the relation of resemblance is based upon the nature of the object,

> Armstrong, 1974, p. 196.
3 Mumford, 2007, p. 22.

™ Armstrong, 1989a, p. 41.
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not the nature of the object upon the relation.” Let a be F and R is the relation
between a and F and also R is a particular. Armstrong claims that the relation
of resemblance between a and F depends upon the nature of a, not the nature of
R.

For Armstrong, because resemblances flow internally from the natures
of particulars (a and b), “...the resemblance is not additional fact about the
world over and above the possession by a and b of the particularized natures
that they have.”’® That is to say, for Armstrong, when we say that there is an
internal relation between 4 and B, this relation is not ontologically extra over
and above 4 and B. He claims that resemblance relation will not cause a
vicious regress if it is accepted as an internal relation. Since internal relations
are supervenient to its terms (i.e., internal relations, which are not something
new over and above their terms, depend upon the resembling things.) So, if
resemblance relation is internal, then the regress will be harmless according to
Armstrong.77

Armstrong maintains that a hierarchy of resemblances is problematic
for every account which tries to give a solution to the problem of universals.

...all these resemblance-situations suitably resemble a

paradigm resemblance situation. This creates second-
order resemblance-situations... But these situations can

™ Armstrong, 1978a, p. 85.
76 Armstrong, 1989a, p. 56.

m Armstrong, 1989a, p. 109.
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be unified in turn by third-order resemblance-situations.
And so ad infinitum, but in a virtuous regress.”
Since Resemblance theory has to introduce a hierarchy of resemblance-
relations as part of the furniture of the world, it is economically vicious.”
This regress shows that resemblance analysis lack of economy and like
other versions of Nominalism, Resemblance Nominalism could not be able to

solve the problem of universals.

78 Armstrong, 1978a, p. 55.

7 Armstrong, 1978a, p. 56.
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CHAPTER 3

PARTICULARISM (TROPE THEORY)

Particularism, which is also called Trope®™ theory or Trope
Nominalism, is a view which assumes that properties and relations and the
objects having them are particulars, but not universals. Trope theory is a theory
which presumes that particularized properties are the fundamental elements of
the world. Anyone who believes that at least some of the fundamental
constituents of the world are particular properties (or tropes) can be entitled as
‘Trope theorist’.

Trope theory can be classified under two sub-positions which are called
Pure (Classical) Trope Theory and Object-Trope theory. C.B. Martin and
Michael C. LaBossiere offer the Object-Trope theory which is a two-category
ontology (objects and tropes). The Object-Trope theory takes tropes and
substrata as the fundamental elements of being. It defines tropes as
particularized and individuated properties and it requires the existence of a

substratum which functions as a binder of tropes. LaBossiere maintains that

% The notion of “trope” traces to ancient sceptical tradition, but its use is different from the use
of Trope theory. Ten tropes of Aenesidemus and five tropes of Agrippa generate essential
themes for sceptical inquiry. Trope was used as a synonymous name of argument or mode.
Ancient Sceptics propose Ten and Five Tropes in order to form the basis of argumentation and
give reasons by which one should stay away from judgement.
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tropes cannot exist without objects to bind them, so the existence of tropes
necessarily entails the existence of substrata.®’

C. B. Martin opposes Pure (or Classical) Trope Theory since Pure
Trope Theory suggests that ordinary objects are the bundles of tropes. Martin
claims that objects cannot be taken as a collection out of its properties and
qualities. For him, “For each and every property of an object has to be had by
that object to exist at all.”® Like Martin, LaBossiere is in opposition to Pure
Trope Theory. He says that

Since it has been argued that it is unreasonable to
accept that tropes can exist singly and that there is a
need for a real binder to bind tropes to form substances,
it follows that binding tropes must also be bound.
Naturally, they must be bound by binding tropes. But,
if each binding trope must be bound by another binding
trope an infinite regress will arise and this regress
creates two serious problems.*

Unlike Pure Trope Theory, the Object-Trope Theory needs the category
of ‘substrata’ in order to bind tropes. And if a trope-substrata theorist admits
that the binding between tropes and substrata is primitive, then there will be no
regress problem that Pure Trope theorists face.

The Object-Trope theory takes “a’s having F” in terms of the individual
a, the notion of ‘inherence’, F-trope and the notion of class. In other words, for

the Object-Trope theory, “a is F” is true iff there is a trope X such that X

inheres in a and X is an F-trope, i.e., X belongs to class of all F-tropes.

¥ LaBossiere, 1994, p. 370.
82 Martin, C. B., 1980, p. 8.

8 1 aBossiere, 1994, p. 364.
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The Object-Trope theory proposes a non-relational account. There is no
need to additional binder to substratum and trope in order to form a concrete
thing. Hence, this account seems to be free of the object regress and the
relation regress which all versions of Nominalism involve.

On the other hand, Pure (Classical) Trope theory admits tropes as the
only ontological category. Proponents of Pure Trope theory are G. F. Stout, D.
C. Williams, and Keith Campbell. In this chapter, pure tropist views and some
objections to them will be articulated. Since Stout, Williams and Campbell
form a line of succession (i.e., in many points Williams is in agreement with
Stout and also Williams’ Trope theory has been expanded by Campbell),
except objections to Stout’s notion of distributive unity, I will mention some
objections to Pure (Classical) Trope theory together at large. A caution to be
remembered throughout this chapter is that the notion of “Trope theory” refers
to Pure (Classical) Trope Theory.

In his Abstract Particulars, Campbell suggests that subject-predicate
structure of a language encourages us in a two category-ontology: objects
(things) and properties which things have. “Our subject terms typically stand
for one or more concrete particulars and our predicates for a quality of, or
relation between, those particulars.”™ Two-category ontologies admit that

“there are substances, which are particular and are the only true particulars; and

8 Campbell, 1990, pp. 4- 5.
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there are properties, which are universals.”® Campbell argues that a two-
category-ontology seems to be a reasonable ontology which describes the
world successfully but it cannot be the only one. He talks about troubles with
substances, troubles with universals, troubles with inherence, and troubles with
mutual dependence in order to show why two-category ontologies should be
rejected.

‘What substratum is’ is a problematic issue according to Campbell. It is
not clear whether our substratum is bare particular or whether it is substratum
plus properties. Bare particulars cannot be distinguished from one another
because in order to distinguish them, they must have at least one property.* (In
this respect, his view is very similar to Armstrong’s view). Also, for Campbell,
bare particulars cannot play any role in causal activities.®” Moreover, he argues
that if substratum is substratum plus a property, then it is composite and if it is
composite of two entities, it cannot be basic; or it needs further analysis.
Campbell claims that substance- attribute theories can not give an account for a
change in an object. He argues that when a door is painted, what will change?
(property or substratum). If the door is destroyed, what will happen? For
Campbell, substance-attribute theories cannot handle these questions.

Campbell also mentions certain troubles with the notion of universals.

For him, classical two-category ontologies define universals as properties

% Campbell, 1990, p. 6.
8 Campbell, 1990, p. 7.

8 Campbell, 1990, p. 9.
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which furnish the natures of things. They also define universals as “items that
can be literally fully shared by indefinitely many objects.”® Campbell says that
universals do not have any limit in number. As an example, he takes
temperatures and says that temperature does not have any upper bound. For
this reason, every distinct temperature must be taken as a different universal
which can be multiply instantiated.

With these arguments, Campbell attempts to demonstrate why Trope
theory must be admitted. Trope theory accepts only one fundamental category
and for this reason, it must be preferred and theory of universals which admits
two fundamental categories of entities should be rejected.

As a one-category-ontology, both Nominalism and Trope theory
recognize only particulars; but there is a crucial distinction between them. The
accounts of Nominalism do not admit existence of properties whereas Trope
theory admits their existence. The failures of all versions of Nominalism make
us decide that the problem is whether properties and relations are particulars or
universals. Due to taking properties and relations as particulars, Trope theory
can avoid the difficulties which Class Nominalism has.

For Trope theorists, properties are not universals but particulars. They
recognize four fundamental theses. First, properties and relations are real
particular entities in the sense that they cannot occur in multiple places at the

same time. Secondly, properties and relations are the fundamental elements of

88 Campbell, 1990, p. 12.
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the universe. Thirdly, a so-called ‘universal’ is nothing other than a set of
resembling particular qualities. Universals are proposed as a solution to
problem of resemblance among objects and problem of one-over many (i.e.,
recurrence of properties). In order to be able to say that ‘a is F’, introducing
universal, F, is unnecessary according to Campbell. Fourthly, an individual
thing is nothing other than a bundle of particular qualities.

Trope theorists take tropes as entities which are simple, particular and
abstract. In a traditional outlook, ‘being abstract’ stands for something
universal and qualitative; and ‘being a particular’ refers to something concrete.
However, Trope theory defines tropes as entities which are abstract and
particular.*” Such a definition traditionally seems to be contradictory.
Nevertheless, Trope theory offers an alternative to traditional outlook and
introduces tropes as entities which combine particularity and abstractness.”
Being both abstract and particular is the distinguishing mark of tropes.”’ As
well, tropes are taken to be simple entities.

Why do we need to treat tropes as simple entities? There are two
interpretations of theory of tropes concerning simplicity of tropes. The first one

says that tropes which are fundamental entities are particularized properties.

% David Griinberg opposes this definition (understanding) and he says that tropes are semi-
concrete and semi- abstract entities. (2005, p. 101)

% It can be stated that numbers or sets are abstract and particulars; however, unlike numbers or
sets, tropes are the entities which can be located in space and time. Tropes are neither fully

concrete nor fully abstract. For this reason, they are semi-abstract entities.

°! Chris Daly, 1997, p. 141.
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Williams and Campbell support this interpretation. The second interpretation is
that tropes are particularized properties but they cannot be taken as
fundamental entities. They are complex entities which consist of a substance
having a universal (i.e., a particular + a universal = a complex trope). Daly
states that an abstract particular which is a complex trope can be often called a
state of affairs.”

Like simple tropes, complex tropes (states of affairs) are abstract
particulars. Armstrong affirms that ‘particularity plus universality yields
particularity’ (‘the victory of particularity’). This means that states of affairs
are constituted partly by a universal which is abstract and qualitative and also
constituted partly by a substrate which is a particular. For this reason, a state of
affairs is an abstract particular. A state of affairs requires a two-category
ontology. So, Trope theorists do not want to admit this interpretation, because
they want to offer a one-category. For this reason, I stopped discussing
Armstrong’s notion of states of affairs which will be discussed in the next
chapter.

Tropes are simple, particular and also abstract. Because of being
abstract, they are different from bare particulars. As classical kind of
ontological entity, a bare particular is simple and particular. However, “unlike

the trope, the bare particular is (as its name also suggests) bare, whereas the

2 Daly, 1997, p. 144,
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trope is, in a certain sense, ‘clothed’: the trope is qualitative; the bare particular
is not.””

Trope theory acknowledges properties and relations as non-reducible
entities. In other words, properties and relations are particulars in the sense that
their particularity is not derived from universals. In a derivative sense, the
notion of ‘particular property’ refers to any property which is instantiated by a
particular object occupying a unique spatio-temporal location; but a trope
property is a property which cannot be multiply exemplified. For example, let a
and b are two red tomatos. For Trope theory, the red trope in a and the red
trope in b cannot be one and the same redness, because they occur in different
spatio-temporal locations.

The term ‘particular property’ refers to a notion which is possible and
thinkable; but being thinkable for a particular property does not provide us with
any argument for its existence. Anna-Sofia Maurin argues that such an

argument will enhance explanatory power of our ontology. That is, tropes will

increase our explanatory power.

3.1. G. F. Sout’s Theory of Abstract Particulars (Tropes)
G. F. Stout offers a Trope theory in which he uses notions of ‘character’

and ‘qualities’ instead of properties. He defines properties as abstract

% Maurin, 2002, p. 21.
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particulars which are predicable of concrete particulars. A particular character
is predicable of only one particular entity if it exists.”* Stout suggests that

A character characterizing a concrete thing or

individual is as particular as the thing or individual

which it characterizes. Of two billiard balls, each has its

own particular roundness separate and distinct from

that of the other, just as the billiard balls themselves are

distinct and separate.”
For him, two different pieces of chalks, which are 5 centimeter, have particular
lengths which are numerically distinct from each other.

Unlike realists who believe that the properties (or characters of an
individual thing) are universals, Stout alleges that they are particular and also
they cannot be in multiple spatio-temporal locations. Put differently, Stout
claims that both a particular property and a particular thing (individual thing)
cannot occur in multiple places at the same time. “I affirm that some qualities
at least are locally separate, just as the concrete things that possess them are
locally separate. Hence I infer that such qualities are numerically distinct...””°
For him, some properties, like concrete things which have them, have different/

separated spatial locations and they are numerically distinct from each other.

For example, the billiard ball 4 and the billiard ball B have their own

% Stout, 1923, p. 114.
% Stout, 1921, p. 158.

% Stout, 1923, p. 120.
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‘roundness’ and the roundness of the billiard ball 4 and that of B are locally
separated.”’

Stout takes universals as the unity of a class or kind as including its
members or instances.”® For Stout, a general name (i.e., predicate) stands for
general kind of particular properties, not for a common single property. The
general term ‘to have a nose’, for example, refers to a class or kind of
characters. To talk about my nose and your nose is to talk about two different
example of the same sort or class.”

Stout maintains that the predicate ‘red’ is a general name which stands
for a general kind of particular properties, not for a common single property.
When we say that these two apples are red, the predicate ‘red’ is applied, but it
does not imply that these two apples have exactly the same property. That is,
using the same predicate does not show that there is one and the same property
corresponding to these two apples. He argues that constitution of a class of
characters is different from that of a class of things. “A thing belongs to a
certain class only because a character of a certain kind is predicable of it.”'"

Stout defines universals as a complex distributive unity of a class or a

kind which consists of particular things (or individual things). Terms like ‘red’

°7 For this reason, Stout’s use of abstract particulars for tropes is misleading according to
Griinberg.

% Stout, 1921, p. 157.
99
Stout, 1923, p. 116.

19 Stout, 1923, p. 116.
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and ‘color’ are not singular terms but they are both general, i.e. distributive
terms. To be precise, redness refers to the distributive unity of particular
reds.'”! “Every particular instance of redness is a particular instance of colour.
Colour in general is nothing but the distributive unity of its specific sub-kinds,
just as these are ultimately the distributive unity of their particular
instances.”'®> When we say that two concrete things 4 and B are both red, it
means that the redness of 4 and that of B are the same kind, and it does not
mean that both are the same instance of redness in general. Stout continues,
“Similarly, when we say that A is a man and that B is a man, we assert that A
is identical with some man and that B is identical with some man; but we do
not assert that both are identical with same man.”'®®
For Stout, common characters signify certain general kinds or classes of

characters.

To say that particular things share in the common

character is to say that each of them has a character

which is a particular instance of this kind or class of

characters. The particular instances are distributed

amongst the particular things and so shared by them...

such words as ‘kind’ or ‘sort’ are naturally applies also

to qualities and relations. My point is that these terms

all express the same ultimate form of unity, the

distributive unity which comprehends what are for that

reason called members of a class, instances or examples
of a sort or kind.""

"% Stout, 1921, p. 169.
12 Stout, 1921, p. 170.
193 Stout, 1923, p. 117.

1% Stout, 1921, p. 159.
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Stout affirms that ‘distributive unity of a kind’ is an unanalyzable
notion. It cannot be analyzed in terms of resemblance because ‘distributive
unity of a kind or sort’ is related with its nature. He says that because the unity
of a class or a kind is quite ultimate, its analysis leads to a vicious circle.

The unity of the complex as a whole ought not to be

confused with relations between terms. Thus the

resemblance is always between members of a class of

things or particular instances of a kind of quality. The

unity of the class or kind as a whole is not a relation at

all. It is what, with Mr. Johnson’s permission, I should

like to call ‘tie’—a fundamentum relationis.'"
For him, although the distributive unity of a class or a kind is ultimate and
unanalyzable, nominalists try to explain it by the relation of resemblance. This
produces a vicious circle. “The nominalist entirely fails to show how we can
think of a class or kind as a whole without setting out before our mind each one
of its members or instances so as to discern relations of similarity between
them'79106

Stout takes a concrete particular (thing) as a complex unity involving

particular qualities for properties. “The concrete complex containing all the

characters of a thing is not a character but the thing itself.”'"’ That is, for Stout,

particular things are complex unities of particular properties. In other words, a

193 Stout, 1921, p. 160.
19 Stout, 1921, p. 160.

197 Stout, 1921, p. 166.
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concrete thing is a bundle of properties. “A substance is a complex unity of an
altogether ultimate and peculiar type, including within it all characters truly
predicable of it. To be truly predicable of it is to be contained within it. The
distinctive unity of such a complex is concreteness.”

The most important piece of Stout’s argument is that the property of a
concrete thing is unique. For Stout, two concrete things can be distinguished
from each other only through their qualities. Things cannot be distinguished
from each other without their qualities. Their distinction which may be
numerical or a difference in a kind depends upon a corresponding difference
between their qualities.'” Specifically, we can distinguish two similar billiard
balls from each other, because their constituents (i.e., properties) are different.
Without their qualities, they cannot be distinguished.

As stated before, because in many points Stout’s theory is in agreement
with Trope theory which is developed by Williams and Campbell, objections to
Stout’s Trope theory are not discussed in much detail. Nevertheless, J. P.
Moreland criticizes Stout’s understanding of the distributive unity of a class
and he says that

...the distributive unity of a class for Stout has both an
intension and extension. On this score, it is hard to see
how Stout’s position differs from a realist one, for he

seems to have implied that the distributive unity,
intension, or nature of the universal is something each

1% Stout, 1921, p. 165.

19 Stout, 1923, p. 122.
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member has. At the very least, Stout was not as clear
on this point as one would have wished.'"’

Like Moreland, Armstrong also criticizes Stout’s notion of distributive unity.
He says that

...the notion of a distributive unity seems to be a

restatement of Stout’s problem rather than a solution of

it. It is a way of saying that the members of certain

classes of particulars are many, but at the same time

one, while failing to explain what that oneness is.

Certainly Stout seems in a very weak position to protest

against an Identity theorist who takes it to be

intelligible to say that members of the class of ordinary

red particulars are one in respect of their redness.'"!
Armstrong argues that Stout does not explain the principle by which Stoutian
particulars grouped together in resemblance classes. For Stout, the distributive
unity of a class cannot be explained by the mutual resemblance of the
members. That is, the distributive unity determines the resemblance, but not the
reverse. For this reason, Stout’s theory of tropes cannot give any account for

the problem of universals and it is only a restatement of the problem according

to Armstrong.

3.2. D. C. Williams’s Theory of Abstract Particulars (Tropes)
D. C. Williams follows Stout in taking abstract particulars (tropes) as

the fundamental constituents of the world. He claims that a trope is as

19 Moreland, 2001, p. 52.

i Armstrong, 1978a, p. 84.
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particular as the entity of which it is constituent. Williams admits that
properties and relations are particular, but he does not reject ‘universal’. He
describes universals as “a set of resembling particular properties or relations of
which a particular property or relation is an instance.”' 2

Williams defines a trope as a case but not a kind; as a particular but not
a universal.'”® To say that ‘a tomato is red’ is to say that the tomato (or the total
concretum) embraces a trope which manifests redness. That is, the redness of a
tomato is an abstract particular, namely a trope. It is a particular property
which is unique to that tomato. It is not a kind, but a case of redness.

Williams calls abstract particulars as fine, subtle, diffuse, permeant or
thin components.''* An abstract entity is not a universal entity. “At its broadest
the ‘true’ meaning of ‘abstract’ is partial, incomplete or fragmentary, the trait
of what is less than its including whole.”'"” Being an ‘incomplete’ component
of an individual (concrete) thing is an essential ontological feature of a trope.
Abstract particulars refer to ‘thin’ or ‘incomplete’ entities which occur in a
single spatio-temporal location whereas a ‘universal’ entity does not have a
particular spatio-temporal location. A particular entity is not identical with a

concrete entity. A concrete entity denotes an entity which is a ‘complete’ or

‘total’ entity and it does not coexist with any other entity in its location.

2 Kim, 2000, p. 89.
' Williams, 1986, p. 5.
"4 Williams, 1953a, pp. 6- 7.

'S Williams, 1953a, p. 15.
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Williams describes abstract particulars as cases of kind or instances of
properties. For Williams, the term ‘abstract’ does not imply being indefinite, or
purely theoretical, or non-spatio-temporal. Abstract particulars are not products
of the mind. As an abstract particular, the redness of this tomato is particular in
just the same way and for just the same reasons that the tomato is particular.
“What was novel and bold in Williams was the proposal that abstract
particulars were not just a category, but a fundamental and irreducible one; and
that they formed not just « fundamental category, but the only one.”''®

Williams tries to say something about what it is to be a trope by giving
the example of ‘lollipops’ in his article ‘On the Elements of Being I’. In this
example, there are three distinct but similar lollipops. They all have a stick.
The first one has ‘a red, round and peppermint head’. The second one has a
head which is ‘brown, round and chocolate’. And, the third lollipop has a ‘red,
square and peppermint head’. Williams affirms that these lollipops are partially
similar to and partially different from each other.

Williams suggests that abstract particulars are the fundamental
constituents of things in possible worlds. They are the actualities of which all
concrete things are made up. He claims that abstract particulars are the only
actual entities in the sense that they are not in general composed of any other
sort of entity. He defines tropes as ‘the alphabet of being’. “A trope (...) is a

particular entity either abstract or consisting of one or more concreta in

16 Campbell, 1990, p. 4.
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combination with abstractum. Thus, a cat and cat’s tail are not tropes, but a
cat’s smile is a trope...”""” For Williams, tropes are not additional entities to
concrete things but they are constituents of them.'®

Williams maintains that substances and universals are constructed out
of tropes but tropes are not constructed out of them.'" Individual things,
properties and relations are metaphysical constructions out of tropes. That is,
concrete particulars are bundles tropes. As believed by Williams, the views ‘a
thing consists of its properties’ and ‘a thing is a bundle of its characters’ does
not imply that the thing consists of universals.'?
Williams states that every part or component of concrete things is

particular.'?!

The terms ‘parts’ and ‘components’ have different usages
according to him. The term ‘part’ is used for concrete things and the term
‘component’ is used for our abstract particulars.'”? For example, quarks are
physical parts of atoms. Williams makes a distinction between the gross and
the thin parts of the lollipops. He says that the stick of the lollipop is the gross

part whereas the color of the lollipop is the thin part. For him, the color is

‘subtler, thinner or more diffuse’ parts. So, the stick and the color cannot be the

"7 Williams, 1953a, p. 7.

"8 Williams, 1953b, p. 177.

"% Williams, 1953a, p. 7.

120 Williams, 1953b, p. 189.

2! Williams, 1986, p. 3.

122 Williams, 1953a, p. 7. In fact, the term ‘tropes’ traces to Aristotle’s fourfold division of
things and in this sense, says Aristotle, tropes are not parts. See Aristotle, Categories 2, 1°20 —

1%9.
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same kind. Williams claims that gross parts are concrete, but the thin parts (i.e.,
tropes) are abstract. Socrates, for example, is a concrete particular of which as
an abstract particular his wisdom is a component. Also, abstract universal,
wisdom, is formed by totality of all particular wisdoms.'” “The particular
wisdom in Socrates is in one sense a ‘characteristic’, i.e., it is a component, of
him- this is the sense in which Stout held, quite properly to my way of
thinking, that ‘characters are abstract particulars’ which are predicable of
concrete particulars.”'*

Williams argues that an abstract entity is a component of a concrete
thing, so it cannot be taken as a part of a concrete thing. “A part is a constituent
that is detachable from the whole to which it belongs to exist on its own, while
a component is a constituent that is not detachable to exist on its own from the
whole to which it belongs.”'*

For Williams, abstract components of a thing are as real (actual) entities
as any concrete parts of them. Abstract entities differ from concrete entities in
that some abstract entities can and do occur in the same plime. As wholes, a
flower and a billiard ball may be dissimilar in all concrete parts but the color of

the flower and that of the billiard ball may be exactly like each other. However,

their exact similarity does not make them one color.

12 Williams, 1953a, p. 11.
124 Williams, 1953a, pp. 11- 12.

125 Kim, 2000, p. 87.
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Although two tropes are perfectly similar to each other, they are
different particulars. That is to say, the roundness of two billiard balls may be
perfectly similar and we can use a common noun ‘roundness’ for them but they

(13

are particular. “...abstract indiscernibles are to be treated as identically the

same entity, the universal, mysteriously immanent in each of the situations
where the sharper discrimination observed the cases.”'*®

Williams says that the trope theorists’ view that the world consists
wholly of absolute particulars has a similarity with the Immanent Realism

which admits that the world consists of wholly universalia in rebus.'”’

3.3. Keith Campbell’s Theory of Abstract Particulars (Tropes)

Campbell admits William’s fundamental views on abstract particulars,
or tropes. Williams takes abstract particulars as a particular case, or instance, or
example of characteristic. As stated before, Williams acknowledges tropes as
‘the alphabet of being’ or ‘the cases of kinds’. Tropes are basic entities which
have simple natures, but they are not bare particulars. For Campbell, a trope is
a single item, a particularized nature. It cannot be a union of distinct elements.
Every trope, which is mutually independent and different, is a trope in its own

right.

126 Williams, 1963, p. 615.

127 Williams, 1953b, p. 192.
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Both Williams and Campbell do not take an abstract entity as a non-
spatio-temporal entity. They both admit that abstract entities are ‘incomplete
entities’. Tropes are incomplete components of a whole which monopolizes a
location. The degree of abstractness of tropes is determined by the degree of
their incompleteness. “A trope must exist with other tropes because it is, by its
nature, incomplete and must be completed by something else for its
existence.”'?® Williams accepts that it is a mere possibility that a trope can exist
independently of other tropes; but Campbell argues that it is not a possibility
but it is actual that tropes are capable of independent existence.'” This is
important because trope theorists admit that a trope is the most fundamental
entity. So, it must be capable of independent existence. In other words, tropes
must exist on their own in order to be the most fundamental entities. For this
reason, tropes must independently exist. If tropes, as the most fundamental
entities, are specifically dependent entities, then the world becomes a world in
which nothing strictly speaking changes. This problem will also be discussed in
the section in which some general objections to Trope theory is introduced.

For Campbell, tropes are particulars because they are not repeatable
entities and they cannot occur at indefinitely many places at the same time. As
stated by him, an abstract particular (i.e., a trope) has a unique spatio-temporal

location (or a trope exists at a unique spatio-temporal location). Campbell

128 Kim, 2000, p. 97.

129 Campbell, 1981, p. 479.
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believes that both concrete and abstract particulars cannot occur in multiple
places at the same time.

Campbell says that an abstract particular is abstract in the sense that it
occurs in conjunction of with other instances of qualities. Tropes exist in
compresent groups. That is to say, an abstract particular, which has a unique
spatio-temporal location, exists in general in conjunction with other qualities.
A trope cannot be independent of a concrete thing of which it is a compresent;
but it can be independent of other tropes.

Campbell claims that we can be aware of tropes by a process of
selection or a systematic abstraction. That is, abstract particulars are taken
notice of abstraction. Nevertheless, for him, tropes are not products of our
minds. Tropes (abstract particulars) are not creatures of our minds. A trope
exists independently of other tropes. “They exist out there, waiting to be
recognized for the independent, individual items, that they have been all
along.”"*"

Campbell suggests that ordinary things, for example chairs, tables and
automobiles, do not have a genuine metaphysical unity as objects. “An
ordinary object, a concrete particular, is a total group of compresent tropes. It is
by being the complete group that it monopolizes its place as ordinary objects

95131

are ordinarily thought to do.” ”" That is to say, Trope theorists claim that as the

130 Campbell, 1990, p. 3.

B Campbell, 1990, p. 21.
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fundamental elements of being, tropes are actual entities and they are the
fundamental constituents of the world. Trope theory takes the items in the
bundle as particulars; for this reason, it is compatible with the Identity of
Indiscernibles according to Campbell. Different diamonds are different bundles
of quite different particulars which resembles the items in the bundle of the
first diamond.

Think of a diamond. The trope theory of diamonds is a

bundle theory. This diamond is a compresent bundle of

tropes, i.e. of particular cases of qualities. It combines

in a compresent collection hardness, transparency,

brilliance, many-facetedness, a carbon constitution, an

inner crystal lattice, inner electro-magnetic and other

sub-atomic forces, mass, solidity, temperature, and so

on.

...The solidity of diamond D, is different case of

solidity from that in diamond D,, D,’s transparency is

not D,’s transparency, and so forth.'*?

In Abstract Particulars, Campbell refurbished his earlier views. One of
the reasons for refurbishing his views is that Trope theory could not explain
change and causality. When tropes are taken as partless, changless and discrete,
how can a Trope theorist explain changes in objects? If tropes are basic, then
they cannot be extinguished by any process. Then, if tropes are not
extinguishable, then change and causality will totally be mysterious process.

Campbell claims that Trope theory offers, at bottom, an Aristotelian

theory of change. Real change will occur in virtue of trope replacement. Trope

replacement refers to a particular replacement of one trope with another. In

132 Campbell, 1990, pp. 20- 21.
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order to give an account of change, Campbell uses notions of trope
replacement and transformation.'>>

Campbell is aware of inadequacy of this account of change, since

As trope replacement, one trope disappears and its

place is taken by a brand new creation, a trope that has

not hitherto existed. The trouble with such a theory is

that the whole process remains absolutely obscure and

magical. Where does the original trope go? Where does

the replacement come from? How does the new trope

nudge the old one out of the way? There is no

machinery to manage the transition?'**
Campbell admits this problem as unsolvable for a particularistic ontology
which admits tropes as fundamental items. If tropes are basic or fundamental
items, they cannot be conjured or extinguished according to Campbell.'”
Campbell revised his understanding of tropes with these notions and he
attempted to give an account for change and causality.

Unlike Williams, Campbell does not admit tropes as the immediate
objects of perception. He makes a distinction between basic tropes and quasi-
tropes (manifest tropes). Campbell criticizes Williams by saying that it is
wrong that Williams takes manifest tropes as the basic or fundamental. For

him, basic tropes are partless, changeless, and unambiguous in their

boundaries. Campbell says that space-time is a single trope because it is

1> However, it can be claimed that these two notions could not help him to give a satisfactory
theory of change for a particularistic ontology.

134 Campbell, 1990, p. 141.
135 Campbell, 1990, p. 142.
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partless, singular and has no boundaries (i.e., it is boundless). Because of being
partless, expansion of the space is not possible even though some (quasi)
tropes are added. For this reason, space does not change by trope addition or
transformation.

Space is said to be growing: in a four dimensional view

of things, later spatial cross-sections are larger than

earlier ones. Space has a certain changelessness,

nevertheless. Even if later temporal slices are larger

than earlier ones, this is not a process of trope addition.

New tropes are not being added to old, since the

additions are not true parts and so are not additional

tropes. Nor is the process one of trope transformation,

since no new kind of trope is appearing in place of the

Old 136
For Campbell, only space’s pseudo parts swell simultaneously and the swelling
of space is a harmless kind of change.

Besides space-time, Campbell identifies the gravitational field, the
electromagnet field, the weak and the strong nuclear forces and a matter field
as the basic tropes of reality. He claims that like space-time, all basic tropes do
not have any parts and any borders."”” “All basic tropes are space-filling fields,
each one of them distributes some quantity, in perhaps varying intensities,
across all of space-time.”"*® All other (individual) entities are the bundles of

these basic tropes. Campbell is a monist and he contends that the only genuine

substance is space-time. The world is constituted by the quasi-tropes. For

136 Campbell, 1990, p. 145.
137 Campbell, 1990, p. 145.

138 Campbell, 1990, p. 146.
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Campbell, any change and causal relation are expressed in terms of quasi-
tropes.

For Campbell, quasi tropes are manifest tropes which are pseudo-
entities or supervenient entities. They are just appearances. But they are not
figments or they are not human inventions.

A quasi-trope is a chunk of field trope, treated as if it
were a distinct and independent item... Our familiar
world of objects, of wattles and gums, tables and
chairs, mountains and lakes, consists in non-frivolously
selected co-located chunks of this kind.'*
Campbell says that the manifest world is a world of things rather than of fields.

Space and fields are basic or fundamental items and (concrete) things or bodies

are derivative.'*

3.4. Some General Objections to Trope Theory
Maurin mentions certain difficulties in saying anything about what it is

to be a trope. The difficulties arise from the fact that tropes do not fit the way

141

we think of the world and the language we use to talk of it.™" The true nature of

139 Campbell, 1990, p. 153.

"0 Moreland criticizes Campbell’s understanding of fields and says that it is normally thought
that the basic forces of natures are exerted by the various bodies with properties. In this view,
the existence and properties of bodies are basic and fields are derivative. (Moreland, 2000, p.
91). On the other hand, Campbell admits that fields are basic and bodies are derivative. In
order to be a particularist, the existence and properties of such bodies must be interpreted in
terms of fields. (1990, p. 146).

! Maurin, 2002, p. 8.
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the trope cannot be discovered; but, to say that ‘tropes exist’ is to say that an
entity which is simple, particular and abstract exists.

Daly affirms that William’s definition of the notion of a trope is
unsatisfactory because “it is not clear which parts of a given object are tropes
and which are not... It is unclear what the rationale is for saying that certain
parts are tropes, and that certain other parts are not. It is unclear how ‘fine’ or
‘abstract’ a part must be for it to qualify as a trope.”'** Also, Daly says that the
notion of ‘abstract’ is unsatisfactorily defined by Campbell. For Campbell,
tropes are abstract and particular. Williams’ definition of the term ‘abstract’ is
different from Campbell’s definition of it. Campbell defines abstract as an
entity ‘being brought before the mind’. This definition seems to be
unsatisfactory. However, these are not the objections which will be discussed
here.

Moreland introduces a problem with the simplicity of a basic trope.
This problem is based upon the question whether a trope has a nature or not?
Assuming that ‘tropes are simply particular and abstract’ requires admitting
them as primitive. There are two ultimate characteristics of tropes. First one is
based on their particularity and implies that a trope is individually distinct from
all other tropes. The second characteristic depends upon their qualitative nature
and implies that a trope can exactly resemble to some other tropes. For

Moreland, these two ultimate characteristics demonstrate that why the trope

2 Daly, 1997, p. 142.
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cannot be a true simple. So, we must deny them. That is, Moreland affirms that
the entities which have these two characteristics must be denied if we want to
offer a one-category ontology.'*

Besides all, Campbell introduces two descriptions of trope. First, he
repeatedly says that tropes have their natures. Tropes have thin nature and they
determine a certain quality (property) of objects which have tropes as
constituents. Determining a single feature of an object is the only thing which
is in nature of trope. Nature of a trope implies only determining a single feature
of an object, nothing more. The nature of a trope is not an entity which is
separate form it. For this reason, having a nature is not an additional property
and so, tropes can be simple while having a nature. That is to say, for
Campbell, a trope is a particular which has a thin, particular nature of its own.
Having a nature is not a property which is distinct from tropes. Secondly,
Campbell claims that tropes are identical to their nature. In the first description
there is a ‘having relation’ and in the second one, there is an ‘identity relation’.

Moreland acknowledges that these two descriptions are inconsistent
because ‘the having relation’ and ‘the identity relation’ cannot be the same.
Also, ‘the having relation’ (i.e., having a nature) necessarily requires that
tropes are complex entities. On the other hand, Campbell also believes that the
exact resemblance (between two tropes) is an internal relation which is

grounded in the trope’s nature. For him, exact resemblance is also primitive

'3 Moreland, 1985, pp. 68f.
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and unanalyzable. This view requires that tropes must be simple entities. For
these reasons, Campbell’s views on tropes are inconsistent according to
Moreland.'**

Additionally, Daly proposes that Trope theory involves both a vicious
regress of resemblance tropes and the difficulties arising from instantiation
tropes. For these reasons, Trope theory does not have either any advantage over
or any greater simplicity than the theories which admits universals.'*

Trope theory assumes that the proposition ‘This tomato is red’ should
be analyzed as follows: the simple ‘red trope’ is a part of the whole, ‘this
tomato’ which is bundle of compresent tropes.

Suppose that there are two concrete tomatoes which have the same
shade of red. How can Trope theory explain this resemblance? Trope theory
attempts to provide an account of resemblance between two tomatoes in virtue
of tropes. Nevertheless, it cannot give an account for resemblance between
particulars only in terms of tropes and it faces with a vicious regress.
Russellian regress with which Trope theory faces can be stated as follows:

Consider three particulars having the same shade of red and their
resemblance in color is exactly the same. Trope theory takes for granted that
these concrete particulars have different but exactly resembling red tropes. Let

us call them F, G, and H. In order to mention any resemblance between these

three tropes, Trope theory demands an entity on which resemblances between

144 Moreland, 2000, p. 93.

5 Daly, 1997, pp. 158- 159.
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tropes are grounded. At this point the question ‘Is resemblance relation a
trope?’ arises. Trope theory needs certain resemblance trope which holds
between pairs of these red tropes (i.e. between the pairs of F and G, G and H,
and F and H, there must be resemblance tropes.). We can call them R;, R, and
Rs.

Each of these resemblance tropes is an exactly
resembles-in-colour trope holding between two red
tropes. So, each of these resemblance tropes in turn
exactly resembles each other. Therefore, certain
resemblance tropes hold between these tropes. That is,
there are (further) resemblance tropes holding between
pairs of R and R;, R, and R3, and R; and R;. Call these
new resemblance tropes R, Rs and Rs. Now, each of
these resemblance tropes is an exact resemblance trope
holding between two exactly-resembles-in-colour
tropes. Specifically, each of these tropes is a trope of
exact- resemblance-between-two-exactly-resembles-in-
colour tropes. Therefore, each of these new tropes
exactly resembles each other. Consequently, there must
be yet further resemblance tropes, ones holding
between the pairs formed by R4, Rs and Rs. Again, these
resemblance tropes will exactly resemble each other,
and we are launched on a regress.'*

Trope theory cannot explain the resemblances between red tropes. In
order to explain resemblances between red-tropes, Trope theory needs to
resemblance tropes R;, R, and R;. And then, to explain the resemblance
between these resemblance tropes, it will need further new resemblance tropes.

At every stage, Trope theory needs new resemblance tropes which have not

been accounted for. So, resemblance relation cannot be a trope, but must be a

¢ Daly, 1997, p. 149.
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universal. Therefore, Trope theory fails to show that resemblances between
particulars can be explained only in terms of tropes. Such an explanation
involves regress.

Campbell maintains that any theory which admits universals will faces
with similar regress.'*’ But Daly disagrees with Campbell and he says that,

For suppose a, b, and ¢ are substances which are red.
These substances will resemble each other and so
instantiate a further universal, namely, resembling-in-
respect-to-red. But the instances of this universal in
turn resemble each other, and so again there is a
regress. But why should the realist about universals
suppose that in addition to the universal being red there
is a further one, namely resembling-in-respect-to-red?
According to the realist about universals, for substances
a, b, and c to resemble each other in respect to red just
is for a, b, and c to be red. No further universal is called
for. We have simply redescribed the original universal.
So the regress never even starts and there is no parallel
of Russell’s argument here.'**

Campbell argues that this regress is not serious problem because it is
not vicious and also Realism equally faces with a parallel regress of universals.
For him, the argument for the regress has a direction of ‘greater and greater
formality and less and less substance’. For this reason, the regress does not go
on forever.'* However, Campbell does not explain what he means by saying

‘greater and greater formality and less and less substance’. He believes that

resemblance regress is similar to the infinity in which anyone who has not been

147 Campbell, 1990, p. 36.
8 Daly, 1997, pp. 150- 151.

149 Campbell, 1990, pp. 35- 36.
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100 years old yet is not also 101, 102 and so on. Resemblance is similar to such
infinity.

Unlike Campbell who claims that regress is not vicious, Maurin says
that resemblance regress is obviously vicious because “it crowds the world
with an infinite number of necessarily incurred and idle, yet ‘substantial’,
tropes.”">* However, in order to avoid from regresses, Campbell assumes that
resemblance relation is an internal and also supervenient relation.”' Like
Williams, Campbell admits that the intrinsic (or internal) relations are not
additional. For this reason, exact resemblance is ontologically free lunch. That
1s, Williams and Campbell (and also Armstrong) take exact resemblance as
supervenient. To say that ‘4 is supervenient to B’ is to say that there is no need
to add something to B. Campbell considers that R4, Rs and R¢ supervene upon
Ry, R; and R3; and also Rj, R, and Rj supervene F, G, H (red tropes). Because
of being supervenient, they are all ‘pseudo additions’.'”* However, they do not
appear to have any causal power.'”

Campbell admits that exact resemblance between two tropes is an
unanalyzable, primitive and a basic relation.””* But, he affirms that it is

primitive in the sense that no eliminative definition of resemblance is available.

139 Maurin, 2002, p. 103.

131 Campbell, 1990, p. 37.
132 Campbell, 1990, p. 37.
153 Moreland, 2000, p. 87.

154 Campbell, 1990, pp. 59- 60.
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For him, exact resemblance is a pseudo-addition because it demonstrates a
certain pattern of dependence. Nevertheless, Daly says that some pattern of
dependence in a vicious regress is available. He also opposes Campbell’s claim
that resemblance is supervenient to its relata and so it is a pseudo addition. As
stated by Campbell, two tropes resemble each other in virtue of what they are

155 He admits that the exact resemblance is an

like or in virtue of their nature.
internal relation. In other words, to say that two tropes exactly resemble each
other implies that their resemblance necessarily follows from their existence.
Moreland criticizes this view and he argues that being unanalyzable, primitive
and brute fact implies that this relation is an external one.'*

On the other hand, Daly maintains that requiring the existence of its
relata does not show that resemblance is supervenient to its relata in the sense
that it is a pseudo-addition.

For resemblance could be an ontic addition that is
necessarily incurred given just the existence of its
relata. Consider a parallel. There is a necessary
connection between murderers and murders such that,
necessarily, if murderers exist so too do murders. But
this does not show that a murder is not an ontic addition
to the existence of a murderer."’

Therefore, although two tropes necessitate their exact resemblance, this

does not show that there is no (true) resemblance relation. Briefly, Trope

133 Campbell, 1981, p. 485.
136 Moreland, 2000, p. 84.

" Daly, 1997, p. 152.
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theory involves a vicious regress of resemblance tropes and an account for
resemblances in terms of tropes remains incomplete.

Trope theories seem to be free of relation regresses because it does not
admit categories of substances and universals. Yet, Trope theory posits a
certain relational trope which can be called ‘concurrence’ or ‘compresence.
Williams calls this relational trope as ‘concurrence’ relation and Campbell calls
it as ‘compresence’ relation.'*®

The notion of ‘concurrence’ and that of ‘compresence’ are used to
explain how tropes form bundles. According to Williams and Campbell, tropes
are compresent if and only if they occupy the same spatio-temporal location.
They will be compresent with other tropes in order to form a single concrete
particular.

Let us take the concrete object, ‘this tomato’. It is a particular, complex,
and concrete entity. This tomato is red, it is hard, and it is round. If this tomato
exists, the atomic proposition ‘this tomato exists’ will be true. In order to make
‘this tomato exists’ true, the tropes red;, hard; and round; exist and also they
must be compresent. Trope theory says that this tomato is a bundle of these
tropes. That is, it can be concluded that there must be a relation which makes
the tropes be related; but the relation is not either attributed of or is not
identical with them. Trope theorists can conceive compresence as a relation

which is distinct from and independent of its relata.

8 T will follow Campbell’s terminology.
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To be precise, in order to explain how tropes constitute bundles, Trope
theory posits a kind of relational trope (viz. a compresence relation C),
because by means of this relation, tropes T, and T, will be compresent in order
to form a concrete particular. That is, compresence cannot be just for T; and
T,. So, a compresence relation is needed. In other words, if compresence is a
kind of relation, Trope theory needs special relational tropes, i.e., instantitiation
relations. T; and T, are compresent if and only if they instantiate the
comprensence relation C. Therefore, Trope theory needs ‘instantiation’, or
compresence can be understood as another trope. But, such an acceptance will
bring a vicious infinite regress which is called Bradleyan regress.

Relation between substances and universals is problematic according to
Campbell. ‘Instantiation’ is a mysterious relation for him. It is not clear that
what instantiation is and how it can fulfill its role. Daly claims that like realists,
Trope theory needs instantiation and so it faces the same difficulties as the
realists. The difficulties for the realists, which arises from instantiation, will be
discussed in the next chapter.

Trope theory admits compresence as external relation and external
relations are not ontologically free lunch. That is, external relations need to be
properly characterized ontologically. If compresence is an external relation to
the entities which it relates, then it must be a true relation. If it is a true relation,
it will lead to a vicious regress.

In order to avoid relation regress, some trope theorists say that

compresence is not a true relation.
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Basically, on the non-relational approach to
compresence, the compresence of tropes (i.e. the truth
of ‘a is compresent with b”) requires nothing other than
the existence of the related tropes a and b. In this, one
might say, tropes are like bricks of Lego. To connect
two distinct bricks of Lego, no ‘connector’ is needed.
Instead, bricks of Lego are, so-to-speak ‘in themselves’,
built to fit one another. Likewise, to provide for the
compresence of distinct tropes nothing but the related
tropes themselves need to be posited, since tropes are
‘in themselves’ built to fit one another. Consequently,
if compresence requires nothing other than the
existence of the tropes it connects, the question of what
connects compresence with the tropes it connects (that
is, the question which gets the machinery of regress
going) will never arise. And so the threat of regress will
evaporate.'”’

To save Trope theory, compresence can be conceived as an internal
relation. That is, compresence is not distinct from its relata. This is a no-
relation approach. Armstrong also offers a non-relational account. For Maurin,
even though Armstrong’s view is not a trope or a bundle theory, it is interesting
because Armstrong understands why this no-relation approach is attractive and
why relational accounts are problematic. For Armstrong, non-relational
approach is interesting because he discovers that only by means of a non-
relational account a particular and a universal can be joined without any
vicious regress. He says that “although particularity and universality are
inseparable aspects of all existence, they are neither reducible to each other nor

are they related.”'® Armstrong makes a formal distinction between a particular

15 Maurin, 2002, pp. 140- 141.

10 Armstrong, 1978b, p. 3.
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and a universal and also he says that their union is non-relational. Maurin
argues that particulars and universals stick together by necessity.

Universal and substrate are generically dependent on
one another: they require for their existence the
existence of some entity belonging to the other kinds.
The object is one because substrate and universals must
co-exist, and it is many because the particular cases of
substrate and universal that now constitute the object
must not do so. In ontology, dependence is often
thought to license conclusions of non-existence.
According to Armstrong, this is exactly the type of
situation where no additional (relational) entity need to
posited. The necessary co-existence of substrate and
universal is such that it obtains simply given the
existence of some substrate and some universal- it is
therefore a ‘free lunch’.'®!

Think again of our tomato. On Armstrong’s suggestion the existence of
red;, hard; and round; (and their supervenient existential dependence) is
supposed to be enough for the truth of ‘this tomato exists’. But, Maurin says
that we need a dependence which is much stronger than generic dependence.
She calls this dependence as specific dependence.'® For Maurin, if the
constituents of this tomato depend specifically on one another,

...it seems as if their union can now be explained
without contradiction or vicious infinite regress. The
price, however, is high. A world fundamentally

constituted by specifically dependent entities, is a
world in which nothing strictly speaking moves or

1! Maurin, 2010, p. 316.

12 Maurin defines specific dependence as an existential dependence which holds between the
specific particular constituents of some concrete thing. 2010, p. 317.
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changes. Worse, it is a world in which nothing could
have been other than it actually is.'®
On the specific dependence, if the trope red; partly constitute this tomato, then
the trope red; could not exist independently of the tropes which constitute this
tomato and also with other tropes, it could not constitute same particular object,
this tomato. “This is so because, if the tropes that together constitute a
particular object specifically depend on one another, their union becomes
necessary, and tropes become what we may call (strongly) non-
transferable.”'® This means that the no-relational approach blocks the
possibility that ‘red;, hard; and round; exist’ is true while ‘this tomato exists’ is
simultaneously false. This means that such dependence makes the world be
fixed. Armstrong calls this unfortunate situation (conclusion) as a rather
mysterious necessity in the world.'® However, this is not only reason for
admitting that tropes are non-transferable.
Maurin points out Armstrong’s Swapping argument which intends to
prove that tropes are non-transferable because of causal efficacy and change.
Suppose now that we are dealing with property
tropes, and that the two tropes involved, P' and Pz,
resemble exactly. Since the two tropes are wholly
distinct particulars, it appears to make sense that

instead of @ having P' and b having P?, the two tropes
should have been swapped.

1% Maurin, 2010, p. 317.
14 Maurin, 2010, p. 317.

165 Armstrong, 1989a, p. 118.
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But this is a somewhat unwelcome consequence.

The swap lies under suspicion of changing nothing.'®
Consider two exactly resembling tomatoes. If tomatoes are exactly resembling,
then so are their colors. Their colors are distinct provided that tropes exist. If
their colors are distinct, then there must be a difference between a world in
which these two tomatoes have exactly resembling red tropes and a world in
which their red tropes are exchanged. If there is no difference, then their red
tropes are not distinct. So, tropes do not exist or tropes must be non-
transferable. Armstrong uses the Eleatic principle which will be discussed in
the next chapter. According to this principle, if swapping exists, then it must
make a difference.

To sum up, a relation is an internal relation that cannot exist
independently of the existence of its relata and the (joint) existence of the
relata depends on the existence of the relation. A relation is an external relation
relation that does not depend for its existence on the existence of its relata and
the relata exist independently of the existence of the relation.

Maurin suggests that to admit a non-relational account of compresence
(i.e., compresence is not a true relation or it is an internal relation) is to admit
that tropes are necessarily dependent entities. That is, a trope needs some other
tropes in order to exist. If compresence is not a relation, then tropes cannot be

regarded as existentially independent entities. As a conclusion, she says that

1% Armstrong, 1989a, p. 132.
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Bradley was right to hold that the relation that holds
between an object and its properties (or, between the
properties that together constitute the object), cannot be
internal. He was right, moreover, when he argued that
any attempt to account for the nature of a truly external
relation ends up in vicious infinite regress.'®’

In brief, since compresence is an external relation, Trope theory cannot escape
from a vicious infinite regress. Hence, the Pure Trope theory cannot account

for the problem of ontological predication without involving an infinite regress.

17 Maurin, 2010, p. 322.
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CHAPTER 4

REALISM

Metaphysical Realism offers a two-category ontology which involves
particulars and universals. Armstrong defines Realism as a simple denial that
all things that exist are only particulars. Universals are general entities that
exist independently of our mind and our language. Metaphysical Realism
defines universals as multiply-exemplifiable entities and particulars as entities
which have (or exemplify) universals.

For Metaphysical Realism, the problem of universals is correlated with
the concept of attribute agreement. It is based upon a characteristic or a quality
common to or shared by the objects. Loux states:

The schema tells us that where a number of objects,

a...n, agree in attribute, there is a thing, @, and a

relation, R, such that each of a...n bears R to @, and the

claim is that it is in virtue of standing in R to @ that

a...n agree in attribute by being all beautiful or just or

whatever.'®®
Metaphysical realists insist that any adequate account of attribute agreement
takes for granted a distinction between particulars and universals.

Metaphysical realists claim that properties are universals because more

than one object may have properties which are ontological predicables. That is

to say, an object @ will have property F if and only if @ exemplifies the

' Loux, 2006, p. 18.
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universal F-ness. Two different things will each exemplify the same universal
if and only if they have the same property. According to metaphysical realists,
a universal may be fully present in many places at the same time because
universals are multiply exemplifiable entities.

For Realism, predication is explained as follows: individual entities
have a property and the property is exemplified by individuals. For example,
the statements

(a) Socrates is pink

(b) Aristotle is pink
are true only when Socrates and Aristotle have the property pinkness and the
truth of (a) and (b) is based upon the exemplification of pinkness by Socrates
and Aristotle. The pinkness of Socrates, realists claim, is identical to the
pinkness of Aristotle and the unity of the natural class of pink entities is
entailed by pinkness.

Metaphysical Realism says that any application of a predicate term to
an object implies more than merely identify the object as a member of a set of
objects. General terms are applied to individuals as the predicate in a subject-
predicate sentence. Predicates stand for universals. A subject-predicate
sentence is true only when the referent of its subject term exemplifies the
referent of its predicate term, the universal. “Predicates... are general terms

and, as such, they enter into a referential relation with each of the objects of
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which they can be predicated. In the semanticist’s jargon, they are frue of or
satisfied by those objects...predicate terms express or connate universals.”'®

Metaphysical realists argue that predicates express properties, kinds,
and relations and in a subject-predicate sentence, the thing (subject) denoted by
the subject-term exemplifies the universal expressed by the predicate term. A
simple subject-predicate sentence attributes a property or a quality to a subject.
Property possession can be understood by the exemplification of universals by
individuals, so the truth condition of such sentences is that any individual, a,
exemplifies universal F.

According to metaphysical realists, a true predication claim reflects an
attribution of a property to an individual or the exemplification of a universal
by an individual. Such an understanding of universals proposes a referential
understanding of predicates.'”® That is, predicates refer to universals.
Universals explain property possessions (or the ontological problem of
predication) and also explicate that the sentence ‘a is F’ is true because a
exemplifies F-ness. Hence, for realists, the acceptance of universals in one’s
ontology solves not only the ontological problem of universals but also the
linguistic problem of universals.

The metaphysical realist position can be divided into three main
categories in terms of nature of universals: in re Realism, ante rem Realism,

and Armstrong’s theory of universals (i.e., Armstrong’s states of affairs). Such

1 Loux, 2006, p. 25.

170 Summerford, 1997, p. 11.
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a division depends on the relation between a particular, a, and a universal F.
Specifically, the distinction between ante rem Realism and in re Realism which
is based on the distinction between the way of location and the way of
exemplification will be discussed later.

In order to understand the way of exemplification, first we need to
clarify the notions of exemplification, participation, and especially
instantiation. These concepts are used to refer to predication problem by the
realists. Explicitly, the realists analyze “a’s being F” as ‘a particular a
participates in a universal F’ or ‘a particular a exemplifies a universal F’.
Armstrong introduces the notion of instantiation which implies a particular’s
exemplification of a universal. For him, universals are multiply-exemplifiable
entities; i.e., the repeatable features of the spatio-temporal world and they are
brought into that world by instantiation.

Principle of instantiation says that any property is a property of a real
particular. “By Principle of Instantiation, for all properties, P, there exists a
particular, x, such that x is P.”'"' This principle does not imply that the
particular which has the property (P) exists now.

All properties and relations are the properties and
relations of particulars... The existential quantifier has
nothing to do with the present moment. That (3x)
(Dodo x) is true, although, presumably, that (3x)
(Unicorn x) is false. A universal exists if there was, is,

or will be particulars having that property or standing in
that relation.'’

7 Armstrong, 1978b, p. 9.

172 Armstrong, 1978b, pp. 9- 10.
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For Armstrong, possible properties are not properties. If a predicate was
not /is not/ will not be applicable to any particular in the past / the present / or
the future, then that property would not correspond to the predicate.

There are predicates which apply to no particular, past,

present or future. The predicate ‘accelerates through the

speed of light” may be such a predicate. But if nothing

past, present or future accelerates through the speed of

light, then there is no property of accelerating through

the speed of light. No property would then correspond

to this predicate. The fact that it is logically possible

that something should accelerate through the speed of

light does not entail that accelerating through the speed

of light is a property. For a merely possible property is

not property.'
Armstrong rejects uninstantiated universals, because they violate the Principle
of Instantiation. Since they are not instantiated in the spatio-temporal world,
they do not have any causal power and cannot act causally in the physical
realm.

Nevertheless, property exemplification (or instantiation) results in a
relation regress which is also a problem for Nominalism and Trope Theory (or
Particularism). Armstrong realizes that instantiation which is a kind of relation
cannot be eliminated from Realism because Realism needs something which is
assigned as glue properties to individual. Instead of instantiation, Armstrong
sometimes uses notion of ‘non-relational tie’ in order to explain what welds

together particulars and universals. Let us say ‘a is F’. This means that the

particular a instantiates the property F and if an individual has a property, then

173 Armstrong, 1978b, p. 10.

84



a token of the type instantiation will appear. To say that ‘instantiation is a type’
1s to admit that ‘instantiation is a universal’.
For the Realist, properties and relations are universals
or compounds of universals. So, every individual
instantiates ‘instantiation’. But to instantiate a universal
requires the universal ‘instantiation’. So for an
individual to instantiate instantiation, it requires another
instantiation universal, which will require yet another
instantiation universal, and so on ad infinitum."™
In order to solve this problem, Armstrong claims that “instantiation is an
unanalyzable, primitive, non-relational tie that holds between bare particulars
and the universals they instantiate. Instantiation is more akin to metaphysical
glue than any relation that we are accustomed to finding in the world.”'”
Instantiation is the fundamental tie between particulars and universals.

As stated before, the distinction between ante rem Realism and in re
Realism is based on the distinctions between location of universals and the way
of their exemplification.

The location problem is related to the question whether universals have
a spatial location. Ante rem universals are introduced by Plato. He claimed that
the existence of universals does not depend on the existence of individuals

which instantiates them. Universals are the entities which can exist wholly

outside of space and time.

7 Curtis, 1998, p. 23.

75 Curtis, 1998, p. 23.
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On the other hand, Aristotle introduces in re Realism and claims that
the only true substances are single individual objects. Universals do not exist
independently of particulars. The notion of ‘in re’ stands for ‘in things’. For
Aristotle, universals exist only where they are exemplified. They are in their
instances. In fact, universals and particulars are together so that they seem to be
no longer separate or independent. “This leads to some queer features of the
location of Aristotelian universals that one universal can be wholly present at
different places at the same time and two universals can occupy the same place
at the same time.”'’® This point brings us to whether uninstantiated universals
exist or not. In other words, as another way to draw a distinction between ante
rem Realism and in re Realism, the way of exemplification will appear.

For Plato, uninstantiated universals exist. Ante rem universals may exist
on their own, although they are not exemplified in this world. Plato developed
the theory, which is known as the theory of Forms. From his point of view,
universals are Forms that exist timelessly and independently of any particular
beings. Forms, unlike particulars, are unchanging, real and perfect. They are
not subject to material change and decay. Ante rem universals are necessary
existents and their existences do not depend upon the exemplification by an
individual. That is, a universal F or F-ness may exit in the world even if no
object of the world is ever F. For example, the Form ‘tablehood’ does not need

any individual table to exist.

176 Oliver, 1996, p. 25.
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On the other hand, Aristotle’s main concern was holding universals in
rebus (in things) and he rejects ante rem universals by claiming that there must
be something in which the universal exists. In contrast to ante rem universals,
in re universals need to be exemplified (or instantiated) in order to exist. So,
uninstantiated properties are not possible for Aristotle.

Armstrong maintains that his account is Aristotelian and he rejects
uninstantiated universals. For him, if ante rem universals exist in outside of
space and time, then they would have no power in the physical world. Since,
Armstrong argues that if something has no power, then we have no good
reason to believe in its existence.

It should be noticed that ‘the way of location’ and ‘the way of
exemplification’ are not equivalent methods to make a distinction between ante
rem universals and in re universals.

A great deal turns on which of these two methods we
choose to base our understanding of ante rem realism.
If we choose The Way of Location, then it seems,
existing outside of space and time, such universals will
be unproblematically abstract. As I shall explain,
however, such a construal of ante rem universals is
costly. If ante rem universals exist outside of space and
time, then it becomes difficulty to see how they could
play a role in accounting for either property possession
or resemblance.... If we choose The Way of
Exemplification, this problem need not arise. It is
compatible with The Way of Exemplification that
property possession and resemblance be explained in
terms of the possession by an object of one or more
universals. On this reading some universals would be
spatially located exemplified universals would be in the
objects that exemplify them as constituents...
conceding a spatial locatedness to some universals will
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make difficult the preservation of the thesis that all
universals are abstract.'”’

To sum up, to choose the method ‘the way of location’ raises a
difficulty for ante rem Realism in explaining how universals can play a role in
accounting for property possession. On the other hand, to choose the method
‘the way of exemplification’ causes a difficulty for in re Realism in advocating
the thesis that all universals are abstract. For this reason these two methods
cannot be used to determine whether Transcendent Realism can supersede
Aristotle’s Realism, or vice versa.

Let us now examine these three versions of Realism and I will try to

give their pros and cons.

4.1. Transcendent Realism (Ante Rem Universals)

In Republic 596a, Plato argues that if particulars have a common name,
they also have a corresponding property (i.e., universal). Universals have
objective reality. They are not invented by us.'” Plato uses the notions ‘Ideas’
and ‘Forms’ instead of universals. For him, ‘Ideas’ or ‘Forms’ have
transcendental existence.

Transcendent Realism suggests that universals are distinct from
particulars; but they are causally responsible for certain qualities in the

particulars. It asserts that “properties are abstract entities that exist outside

7 Summerford, 1997, p. 15.

'8 Plato, 2003, p. 314.
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space and time and do not enter into the particulars that supposedly have them.
Instead, each particular has a copy of that property”'”’ Transcendent Realism
tries to explain similarity or identity of certain qualities in particulars by virtue
of abstract universals; i.e., Forms. Armstrong defines Transcendental Realism
as the view which maintains that a particular, a, has the property F if and only
if it has a suitable relation to the transcendent universal or Form of F."® It is a
relational theory of universals.

From realistic point of view, Plato and Aristotle both agreed on the
existence of universals. However, Plato does not agree with Aristotle on that
we are aware of them by abstraction from particular instances because of their
separate existence. Plato does not satisfactorily explain the relation between
Forms and particulars or he does not give an account for how this relation is
possible although they are apart from particulars. Another problem with
Transcendent Realism is based on the question whether universals are spatio-
temporally located or not. According to Plato, universals do not have a spatio-
temporal location so they are abstract beings. These two problems will be
respectively elaborated after discussing why Armstrong rejects Transcendent
Realism and uninstantiated universals.

Armstrong criticizes Transcendent Realism because it admits existence

of uninstantiated universals and it determines what universals there are by a

179 Moreland, 2001, p.7.

180 Armstrong, 1978a, p. 64.
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priori reasoning. “In the Republic, Plato describes the world of transcendent
Forms, apprehended only by the philosopher. They are not empirically

accessible but Plato nevertheless provides a variety of arguments for their

existence, which Armstrong summarizes (N&R. 64-6).”'®!

Forms are postulated to solve a particular problem
about uninstantiated properties: the problem of ideal
limits... Ideal limits are conceptual devices used to
classify actual instances by reference to the degree of
divergence that there would be between the actual and
the ideal instances if the latter were to exist.'™

That is, for Armstrong, particulars can only approximate to the ideal limits.
Mumford continues to summarize Armstrong’s view concerning uninstantiated
universals as follows:

There are some properties that are uninstantiated, such

as Hume’s missing shades of blue or travelling faster

than light. If these do not exist in our world—if they do

not exist immanently—where do they exist? They

could only exist transcendentally. Related to this, there

are ideal, limiting cases. Nothing in this world is

perfectly circular or perfectly good.'*
For Armstrong, if a universal is real, it must exist in the spatio-temporal world,

immanently, here and now. Transcendent Realism cannot achieve to formulate

a credible theory of Realism about universals according to Armstrong.

1 Mumford, 2007, p. 26.
182 Armstrong, 1978a, p. 65.

'8 Mumford, 2007, p. 26.
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As a naturalist, Armstrong offers a one-world view (a spatio-temporal
world), where the things that exist are physical.'"® For Armstrong, universals
are the repeatable feature of the world and their ontological status is physical,
yet abstract. He says that “Universals are governed by a Principle of
Instantiation. A property must be a property of some real particular; a relation
must hold between real particulars.”'® The Principle of Instantiation does not
require that the property is instantiated now. Instantiations in the past/ present/
future will be equally real according to Armstrong.

In order to combine the doctrine of Naturalism and the rejection of
Nominalism, Armstrong rejects uninstantiated universals and he restricts
himself only to instantiated ones. “Given the Principle of Instantiation,
universals can be brought into the spatio-temporal world, becoming simply the
repeatable features of that world.”'®® In other words, properties exist in the
spatio-temporal world by instantiation. “The mutual dependence of universals
upon particulars and particulars upon universals may be put by saying that
neither can exist in independence of states of affairs.”'®’ That is to say, for
Armstrong, the repeatable feature of universals cannot exist independently of
physical particulars. Although properties are physical, they can be at different

places at the same time.

' In the next chapter, his naturalism will be discussed commodiously.
183 Armstrong, 1983, p. 82.
186 Armstrong, 1983, p. 82.

187 Armstrong, 1983, pp. 83- 84.
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For Armstrong, properties are physical and abstract, but he radically
revised the concept of ‘abstract’ in order to make his realism and naturalism
compatible with the view that ‘universals are abstract’. Armstrong says that the
concept of ‘abstract’ does not refer to Platonic entities. This usage of the
concept is a misuse. For Armstrong, an entity which can be in more than one
place at the same time (i.e., multiply exemplifiable) is abstract. So, universals
are abstract (or abstractions from particulars which instantiates them).'™ In
other words, universals are abstractions from states of affairs (since universals
are nothing without particulars).

Abstract properties are repeatable features of
particulars, but they can exist because they do not
violate the Eleatic Principle. Armstrong’s solution is
very interesting because he combines the concepts of
physicality and universality in a plausible way which
results in a unique middle position.'®

For Armstrong, if the transcendent universals are postulated, then the
uninstantiated universals must be admitted (or if one postulates the Platonic
Forms then he must admit the existence of uninstantiated universals in his
ontology). They have no causal power and cannot act causally in the physical
realm. Armstrong states that if something had no power, there would be no

good reason to postulate it. He argues that in order to be said that an entity, a,

exists, it must have certain causal efficacy. That is to say, something can exist

188 Armstrong, 1983, pp. 90- 91.

139 Marenchin, 1987, p. 135.
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if and only if it can act on the objects in the natural realm, or it has a causal
power. Uninstantiated universals are abstract and they have no causal power,
so their existence should be rejected according to Armstrong.

Like Class Nominalism, Transcendent Realism does not involve object

<

regress because it analyzes “a’s being F” in terms of “a’s participating the
Form of F”” and ‘the Form of F’ is necessarily unique. For this reason, no object
regress will appear. However, although it is different from object and relation
regresses, the Third Man argument should be examined here.
Armstrong claims that the Third Man argument is not sound and he
summarizes it as follows:
...1f we consider the particulars which ‘have a certain
property’ plus the Form which explains the possession
of the property, we see that particulars and Form
constitute a new many which demands a new or
second-order Form to be their one. But this new Form
gives rise to yet a further many, demanding yet another
one, and so ad infinitum. The one Form becomes many
Forms."”"
Armstrong introduces ‘The restricted Third man’ argument which
depends upon ‘The Self predication assumption’ (The Form F is an F) and
Non-Identity assumption (‘F is distinct from the original Form F’) causes an

. . . . . 191
infinite regress for other relational accounts besides Transcendent Realism.'

For Armstrong, the Third Man argument is not a sound argument because it

190 Armstrong, 1978a, p. 71.

191 Armstrong, 1978a, p. 73.
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depends on the self predication assumption. Self predication implies that if a
Form accounts for particulars having a certain property, then it has that
property. For example, the Form of redness is itself something red. For
Armstrong, F-ness is not an F. That is, redness is not red. So, the self
predication assumption must be denied and its denial makes the Third Man
argument to collapse. According to Armstrong, the restricted Third Man
argument will also fail if the Non-Identity assumption is denied.

Nevertheless, Transcendent Realism cannot escape from the relation
regress. That is, the most common problem is Plato’s ‘problem of one over
many’. “Particulars participate in Forms. The relation of participation therefore
is a type having indefinitely many tokens.”'** It is better to clarify this problem
with an illustration. For instance, we observe a red rose, a red car and a red
apple as a result of which we say that there is a thing that they all have in
common, which we call ‘redness’. They all participate in the Form ‘redness’.
So, the relation of participation is a type which has indefinitely many tokens.
“The theory is therefore committed to setting up a Form of Participation in
which ordered pairs consisting of a particular and a first-order Form

2193 If X and Y are two different universals and @ and b are their

participate.
instances respectively, then we need an account for the two instances of

participation relation holding between (X and @) and (Y and b). In this case, the

universal of participation has the participation (X and @) P;, and the

192 Armstrong, 1978a, p. 70.

193 Armstrong, 1978a, p. 70.
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participation (Y and b) P, as its two constituents. The relation between the
participation of X and a, participation of Y and b, and the universal
participation refers to one-over-many problem. That is, the relations between
Py, Py, and universal P also stand for the one-over-many problem. Therefore,
Transcendent Realism commits a Form of Participation in which particulars
and the Form stand in a relation. For example,

‘ais F> — a’s participating in F — P,

‘b is F* — b’s participating in F — P,

‘cis F> — ¢’s participating in F — P;

These statements refer to three different tokens of participation (P;; Py; P3).
These three tokens have different nature from the first order Form of
Participation (Pr) and all of them have a participation relation with the Form of
Participation (Pr). So a third order participation is required, and so ad
infinitum.

To be exact, the problem is that an account of how a particular
participates in a universal can never be given because each stage of the
attempted explanation posits numerous instances of the universal of
participation that can be accounted for only by appealing to a higher order
universal of participation which, again, has numerous instances. And so, the
Relation regress holds against Transcendent Realism according to Armstrong.

In brief, like various version of Nominalism, Trancendent Realism

involves a Relation regress and also it admits existence of uninstantiated
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universals. For these reasons, Transcendent Realism must be rejected

according to Armstrong.

4.2. Aristotle’s Realism (In Re Realism)

Aristotle disagrees with a nominalist and a conceptualist by admitting
that universals are real entities which are independent of mind. He also differs
from Transcendent Realism by accepting universalia in rebus (universals in
things) and rejecting universals before (or beyond) things. Aristotle’s theory of
universals is admitted as moderate realism.

In De Interpretatione, Aristotle clearly states what a universal and a
particular are. “Now of actual things, some are universal and others particulars
(I call universal that which is by its nature predicated of a number of things and
particular that which is not; man, for instance, is a universal, Callias a
particular).”"™ For Aristotle, universals are naturally predicated of things.'”
He admits types, properties, and relations as universals. For him, universals are
entities which are said of a subject whereas particulars are the entities which
are not said of any subject.’”® Red is a universal because it is by nature
metaphysically- predicated of a number of things; but Socrates is a particular

because it is not by nature metaphysically predicated of a plurality of things.

194 Aristotle, De Interpretatione, 17a38, translated by Ackrill, 2002, p. 47.

%3 1t should be noted that Aristotle often uses term “predicate” to show the relation between
entities.

19 Aristotle, Categories, 1a20, translated by Ackrill, 2002, p. 4.
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Aristotle denies the existence of uninstantiated universals. For him, it is
a necessary truth that every universal is instantiated by (predicated of) a
particular thing. If there are no instances, then there are no universals. In other
words, for him, universals must be instantiated in order to exist, and universals
are entities which can be predicated of a number of objects. “For if everyone
were healthy, health would exist but not sickness; and if everything were white,
whiteness would exist but not blackness.”'®’ Aristotle accepts that universals
must be instantiated by at least on thing in order to exist. These claims may
seem to be inconsistent, but not.

Aristotle argues that universals are multiply exemplifiable entities and
they are wholly present in their instances. Universals do not exist separately or
apart from particulars which instantiate them. They are immanent in their
subjects.'”™ In other words, in Aristotle’s view, universals exist only in
particulars. Socrates’ pinkness is in Socrates, not as a part, and it cannot exit
without him. For Aristotle, universals locate where they are exemplified (or
instantiated). In order to exist, universals have to be instantiated.
Uninstantiated universals cannot be assumed to exist if they are not present in
their instances.

It could be acceptable to assume that universals are wholly present in

their instances. Moreover, the assumption that two universals can occupy the

197 Aristotle, Categories, 14a6, translated by Ackrill, 2002, p. 38.

%8 Loux, 2009, p. 189.
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same place at the same time satisfies to claim that the properties are
instantiated by the same particular at the same time."”” Aristotle’s definition of
universals demonstrates three important aspects which universals have: a
multiply exemplifiable entity, predicable of many subjects, serving as the
denotatum of one or more abstract singular terms.

Before discussing Armstrong’s Realism, it is better to discuss Loux’s
version of Russell paradox which is valid for both Transcendent Realism and
Aristotle’s Realism. This argument also demonstrates that Armstrong’s
Realism is superior to both Transcendent Realism and Aristotle’s Realism
because in Armstrong’s Realism, all predicates do not have to denote
universals and so Russell paradox cannot appear. (In other words, Armstrong’
Realism is free of Russell paradox.)

As stated by Loux, Transcendent Realism and Immanent Realism tend
to admit that “every general term that can function predicatively in a true
subject-predicate sentence express or connotes a distinct universal and that
every semantically distinct abstract term names a unique universal.”**’ This
schema is called ‘the Platonic schema’ and its unrestricted use leads to a well-
known paradox. However, neither Transcendent Realism nor Immanent
Realism can consistently hold the completely unrestricted application of

Platonic schema.

19 Oliver, 1996, p. 25.

201 oux, 2006, p. 30.

98



Loux reformulates this argument as follows: It is required that every
nonequivalent predicate term or every nonequivalent abstract singular term is
coupled with a separate and distinct universal.

For convenience, let us call it the property of being
non-self exemplifying. The assumption that there is
such a property leads immediately to paradox; for the
property must either exemplify itself or fail to do so.
Suppose it does exemplify itself; then, since it is the
property a thing exemplifies just in case it does not
exemplify itself, it turns out that it does not exemplify
itself. So if it does exemplify itself, it does not
exemplify itself. Suppose on the other hand, that it does
not exemplify itself, then, it turns out that it does
exemplify itself; for it is the property of being non-
selfexemplifying. So if it does not exemplify itself, it
does exemplify itself. But, then, it exemplifies itself
just incase it does not, a deplorable result. To avoid the
paradox, we have no option but to deny that there is a
universal associated with the general term ‘does not
exemplify itself”. The realist’s account of predication
cannot hold for all general terms that function
predicatively in true subject-predicate sentences.”"’

This is a version of Russell Paradox that applies to properties rather than
classes. The paradox displays us that some additional restrictions on use of the
concept of ‘exemplification’ are needed. Otherwise, like the problem arising
from ‘participation’, unrestricted use of the concept of ‘exemplification’ brings
about certain problems for Metaphysical Realism. That is to say, like
Transcendent Realism, Aristotle’s Immanent Realism also involves a Relation

regress. Loux states that in order to say ‘a is F’, a realist has to admit existence

of both the particular a and the universal F-ness and also admit that a

21 Loux, 2006, p. 31.
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exemplifies F-ness. In other words, for a realist, “a’s being F” implies that the
particular, a, and the universal F-ness enter into the relation of exemplification.

As we have formulated the realist’s theory, however,
a’s exemplifying F-ness is a relational fact. It is a
matter of a and F-ness entering into the relation of
exemplification. But the realist insists that relations are
themselves universals and that a pair of objects can
bear a relation to each other only if they exemplify it by
entering into it. The consequence, then, is that if we are
to have the result that a is F, we need a new, higher-
level form of exemplification (call it exemplification;)
whose function it is to insure that a and F-ness enter
into the exemplification relation. Unfortunately,
exemplification; is itself a further relation, so that we
need a still higher level form of exemplification
(exemplifications) whose role it is to insure that a, F-
ness, and  exemplification are related Dby
exemplification,...**

It is obvious that a new, higher-level form of exemplification is needed and the
regress cannot be stopped.

Armstrong claims that all relational accounts, including Aristotle’s
Immanent Realism, involves a Relation regress and explains why he needs a
non-relational form of Immanent Realism. Armstrong continues as follows:

The regress just developed against the Relational
version of Immanent Realism is one of the regresses
deployed by Bradley (1897, ch. 3). It is similar to the
“Relation” regress used in this book against each of the
various forms of Nominalism together with the doctrine
of transcendent universals. ..

It seems that what is required is some more intimate
union between the particularity and universality of

221 oux, 2006, p. 34.

100



particulars than mere relation. We require a non-
relational form of Immanent Realism.?”
Armstrong claims that he offers a non-relational version of Immanent Realism.

Let us now examine his Realism.

4.3. Armstrong’s Realism (States of Affairs)

Before explaining Armstrong’s views on properties, it will be
convenient to mention roots of his philosophy. In Nominalism and Realism,
Armstrong offers three principles (or commitments) on which he constructs his
philosophy. For him, (i) the world contains particulars having properties and
particulars are related to each other. (i7) The world is a single spatio-temporal
system. (iii) Only a (completed) physics can completely describe the world.”*
The first principle refers to ontology of states of affairs. The second principle
points out Armstrong’s naturalism and the third one stands for his
Physicalism.**

Armstrong defines naturalism as “the doctrine that reality consists of
nothing but a single all- embracing spatio-temporal system.”*" In the 4 World

of States of Affairs, he also describes it as the contention that “the world, the

23 Armstrong, 1978a, p. 107.
29 Armstrong, 1978a, p. 126.

2% Armstrong defines Physicalism as “a high-level, somewhat speculative and open-ended
scientific hypothesis.” 1997a, p. 8.

206 Armstrong, 1978c, p. 261.
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totality of entities, is nothing more than the space-time system.”””” As part of
his naturalism Armstrong rejects Transcendental Realism and uninstantiated
universals. Admitting uninstantiated universals conflicts the hypothesis of
Naturalism according to him. In order to uphold Naturalism, transcendent
universals should be rejected. Armstrong’s arguments against Platonic version
of Realism have been already discussed.

Armstrong’s naturalism, says Mumford, is an immanentist thesis,
because it maintains that all what there is is accessible to us and rejects any
further hidden, supernatural, disconnected, or transcendent realms.?*®
Armstrong offers a doctrine that all what there is in the world is physical. He
suggests that the space-time system contains only physical particulars which
act in virtue of the laws of physics.*”’

For Armstrong, the claim that ‘there is a spatiotemporal system’ is the
positive part of his position, because only few can deny that reality and the
appearance are the same. He maintains that “the world certainly does appear to
us, both superficially and scientifically, to be spatiotemporal system.”*'°

Armstrong proposes that only forms of idealism can deny that the world is a

spatio-temporal system and to deny that there is a spatio-temporal system, they

7 Armstrong, 1997a, p. 5.
2% Mumford, 2007, p. 7.
209 Armstrong, 1997a, p. 6.

219 Mumford, 2007, p. 8.
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have to use a priori arguments, but a priori methods cannot be used to discover
what there is or is not.

For Armstrong, natural science purports to “discover what sorts of thing
and what sorts of property there are in the universe and how they are
constituted, with particular emphasis upon the sorts of thing and the sorts of
property in terms of which other things are explained.”'' In other words,
Armstrong argues that properties can be discovered by total science (a
posteriori) but not a priori. He considers that science must decide what exists
or the categories of things that exist because it is an a posteriori matter.
“Properties are to be postulated on an a posteriori basis. In particular, they are
to be postulated because and where natural science demands them.”'? That s,
the questions ‘What properties there are’ and ‘how many properties there are’
are a posteriori questions and investigated by science.*'?

The identification of properties should be an end-result
of the efforts of science, or the efforts of total enquiry.
Properties are not given to us from the beginning any
more than laws of nature are. It is a matter for inquiry,
both scientific and philosophical, very serious and
painful inquiry, whether there is or is not such a

property or set of properties as redness, or set of
properties which constitutes lionhood.*"*

21! Armstrong, 1983, p. 3.
12 Armstrong, 1983, p. 115.
213 Armstrong, 1975, p. 151.

214 Armstrong, 1975, p. 149.

103



As to how Armstrong defines the concept of predicate, he says that “A
predicate, a man- made thing, is applied to certain particulars and is applicable
to an indefinite number of further particulars.”*'> Why predicates can be
applicable to an indefinite number of particulars? This question is very
essential question, since ‘why a predicate is applicable to an indefinite number
of particulars’ is a necessary part of any accounts which purports to solve the
problem of the one-over-many. Also, any account which aims at solving the
one-over-many problem must explain how the connection between predicates
and properties is established.*'°

Armstrong argues that although predicates are man-made things,
realists tend to accept that there are objective properties corresponding to the
predicates, since predicates are applicable to indefinite number of particulars.
Realists argue that predicates refer to objective properties and relations (or,
objective properties and relations correspond to the predicates). For Armstrong,
many realists accept that predicates automatically refer to universals. However,
he rejects one to one correlation between predicates and universals.”'’ Once it
is admitted that there is no one-to-one correspondence between predicates and
properties, a ground for objective sameness in the world can be achieved.

Armstrong believes that the meaning of a predicate and the property by

means of which the predicates applies to particulars should be separated. “For

15 Armstrong, 1978b, p. 7.
216 Marenchin, 1987, p. 193.

27 Armstrong, 1978b, p. 9.
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Armstrong language is irrelevant to what exists. Properties are real entities that
exist independently of any mind, belief, or language system.””'® According to
Armstrong “the existence of a property does not depend on the correct

o . 2219
application of a predicate.

Armstrong claims that things have objective properties and relations.
However, for him, “universals are not meanings. It cannot be assumed that
because a general predicate exists that a universal exists in virtue of which this
predicates applies.”””” That is to say, Armstrong suggests that a meaningful
predicate does not refer to the existence of an objective property.

I suggest that we reject the notion that just because the
predicate ‘red’ applies to an open class of particulars,
therefore there must be property, redness. There must

be an explanation why the predicate is applicable to an

indefinite class of particulars which played no part of in

our learning the meaning of the word “red”.**'

It cannot be inferred the conclusion that ‘there must be a property F (white)’
from the premise that ‘the predicate F (white) can be applicable to an indefinite
number of particulars’, because the meaning of the predicate (white) does not
have any role to explain why the predicate is applicable to a definite number of

particulars (things).

1% Marenchin, 1987, p. 42.
21% Marenchin, 1987, p- 50.
220

Armstrong, 1978c, p. 273.

2 Armstrong, 1978b, p. 8.
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By denying any one-to-one correspondence (correlations) between
predicates and properties, Armstrong opposes the linguistic formulation of the
problem of universals and he tries to separate semantics and ontology. “7The
study of the semantics of predicates must be distinguished from the theory of
universals. Ontology and semantics must be separated- to their mutual
benefit.”*** The meaning of our concepts (or terms) does not show us what
properties there are. For Armstrong, it is possible that there is a predicate
without a property and a property without a predicate. He states that some
predicates can be applicable in virtue of no property. For example, the
predicate ‘identical with itself’ can be applicable. However, Armstrong says
that this predicate cannot be applicable in virtue of a property, because the
predicate ‘identical with itself” is known a priori. For him, what properties
exist in the world cannot be decided by a priori reasons. “What properties and
relations there are in the world is to be decided to by total science, that is, the
sum total of all enquires into the nature of things. (Philosophy is part of total
science, but a mere part and not the most important part)*** Put differently,
Armstrong maintains that what universals there are can be conceived by the
task of total science as stated before.

Armstrong evaluates ‘the argument from meaning’ as a very bad

argument. As stated before, it assumes that if a general word has meaning, then

22 Armstrong, 1978b, p. 12.

223 Armstrong, 1978b, p. 8.
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something in the world must correspond to the meaning. Metaphysicians, who
appeal the predicates, handle problem of universals by semantic ascent
(linguistic turn). However, Armstrong admits that properties and relations, as
fundamental constituents of reality, exist, just as the particulars exist.*** They
cannot be conceived of semantic entities. That is, “universals cannot be
understood semantically as the meaning, references or extensions of
predicates...”* Armstrong emphasizes that a property which an entity has
may change; for example ‘a cold thing becomes hot.” In this case, first, a
change in the object occurred and the predicate ‘cold’ lost its applicability.
Then, the predicate ‘hot’ become applicable.

But, what have predicates to do with the temperature of

the object? The change in the object could have

occurred even if the predicate had never existed.

Furthermore, the change is something intrinsic to the

object, and has nothing to do with the way the object

stands to language.226
So, Armstrong claims that a simple semantic relationship between predicates
and universals, like one-to-one correspondence, cannot exist, because
universals are contingent.

Armstrong rejects ‘the argument from meaning’ because it allows

uninstantiated universals. That is, although a general term like “‘unicorn’ cannot

be applied to any particular at all, it is perfectly meaningful. So, it is an

2% Armstrong, 1997b, p. 160.
22 Mellor, 1999, p. 101.

226 Armstrong, 1997b, p. 161.
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(uninstantiated) universal. By assuming ‘what is a genuine property of
particulars is to be decided by scientific investigation’, he refuses a priori
Realism and so the existence of uninstantiated universals. For example, modern
science says that ‘nothing travel faster than light’ and this fact is a sufficient
reason for rejecting the uninstantiated universal property ‘travelling faster than
light*.?’

Armstrong’s theory of universals offers a causal theory of reference. He
constructs his argument about causality on three premises. “First, there are
causes in nature. Second, the causal order is independent of the classifications
which we make. Third, what causes what depends solely upon the properties
(including relational properties) of the cause and the effect.”**® In other words,
Armstrong suggests that properties have causal powers and they are in
particulars. For him, the notion of ‘power’ implies that a particular’s effect
upon the spatio-temporal realm. That is, individuals have causal powers
because they have certain properties. Moreover, for Armstrong, since our
words (concepts) are causally external to particulars, they are not relevant to
what properties an object has. If something is causally external to a particular,
then it will not be relevant to what properties an object has. So, semantics and
ontology should be separated.

Armstrong admits that there is a link between universals and causality.

According to him, causal efficacy is a necessary condition for the existence of

27 Armstrong, 1975, p. 149.

2% Armstrong, 1978a, p. 22.
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any individuals. Armstrong believes that any entity which lacks causal power
cannot exist. By a quotation from Plato’s Sophist, Armstrong offers an Eleatic
principle which gives us the condition for the existence of properties. He
suggests,

In Plato’s Sophist, the Elatic Stranger suggests that
power is the mark of being (274D- E). I think he is at
least this far correct: if a thing lacks any power, if it has
no possible effects, then, although it may exist, we can
never have any good reason to believe that it exists.”*’

The principle says that “...anything has real being, that is so constituted as to

possess any sort of power either to affect anything else or to be affected...”*"

To be precise, only particulars which have causal powers exist. Armstrong
continues as follows:

I there defended the world-hypothesis that what there is
consists of nothing but propertied particulars standing
in relations to each other. Against the suggestion that
the world might contain, in addition to these entities,
such things as possibilities, timeless propositions, and
“abstract” classes, I argued that these latter entities has
no causal power; and that if they had no power, there
was no good reason to postulate them.”"

In sum, Armstrong suggests that the properties of particulars have

causal efficacy and only properties which have causal efficacy exist.

2 Armstrong, 1978c, p. 267.
20 Armstong, 1978b, p. 46.

»l Armstrong, 1978b, p. 46.
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About the connection between predicates and properties, Armstrong
claims that ““...we have access to the properties and relations of things only in
so far as (a) the things act upon us, in particular upon our sensory apparatus;
and (b) as a result we are disposed to classify certain particulars as all being
alike in a certain respect.”> According to Armstrong, we classify certain
particulars as alike because the properties which particulars have act upon us
and they make us to judge that their properties (or relations) are similar. Their
influence upon us proves that the properties inherent in particulars have causal
efficacy in the natural realm.

Armstrong offers four conditions for the identity and the existence of
properties. These conditions can be stated as follows:

(1) Properties of particulars determine the active and passive powers of

the particulars.

(2) All properties give some active and /or passive powers to the

particulars which have them.

(3) A property gives the very same powers to the particulars which

have it.

(4) Different properties must give different powers to the particulars

which have them.?**

232 Armstrong, 1978b, p. 48.

3 Armstrong, 1978b, pp. 44- 45.
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Armstrong does not admit existence of a property which is causally
idle. Particulars act in virtue of properties which they have. “If an entity makes
no difference to the causal powers of anything, then there would never be any
good reason for postulating that thing’s existence.”* That is, endowing the
particular with some specific causal power is a necessary condition for
something’s being a property according to Armstrong.*>’

For Armstrong, if there is a relation between particulars @ and b, then
the relation must give some power for joint action upon them. Since this is the
way it is, we can detect the relation. Otherwise, it will not be possible. Also,
the same power must be given to each particular in one relation. That is to say,
a relation between particulars, @ and b, gives the same power to both of them.
So, we can determine that the relation is the same. Finally, for Armstrong,
different relations must bestow different powers of joint actions.”*

Related to the notion of power, Armstrong evaluates disjunctive and
negative universals. He refuses disjunctive and negative universals because
“For what, and how many, properties a thing has is not to be determined a
priori.”" According to Armstrong, to admit negative properties results in that
all particulars must have the same number of properties. “If we restrict

properties to positive properties, then it becomes a matter to be decided a

4 Armstrong, 1997a, p. 42.
235
Armstrong, 1978b, p.11.
236 A
rmstrong, 1978b, p. 47

7 Armstrong, 1978b, p. 20.
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posteriori, if at all, whether two particulars have or have not the same number
of properties.””® For Armstrong, this argument is strong enough to restrict
properties to positive properties.

For Armstrong, causality is another reason for denying the existence of
both negative and disjunctive universals and we should reject them, because
“the lack or absence of a property is not a property... It is a strange idea that
lacks or absences do any causing. It is natural to say that a thing acts in virtue
of positive factors alone. This also suggests that absences of universals are not
universals.”**’

Armstrong rejects the existence of disjunctive properties, because
particular’s possession of a disjunctive property does not add something new to
its power. The existence of disjunctive properties, says Armstrong, is a
violation of the principle that “genuine property is identical in its different
particulars”. For him if particular, a, has the property P and b has the property
Q, then the property ‘PvQ’ will be applicable to both @ and b. Such a
conclusion will be ridicules. Also, for Armstrong, if we accept the existence of
disjunctive properties, then we have to admit that the number of properties

which a particular has is determined a priori. Since, to say that ‘a is P’ is to

admit that the form ‘Pv_" can be applicable to a and an indefinite number of

28 Armstrong, 1978b, p. 24.
29 Armstrong, 1989a, p. 83.

112



predicates is substituted for that form. Yet, for Armstrong, how many
properties a particular has is determined a posteriori.

Armstrong maintains that causal power is a necessary condition for the
existence of a property; but disjunctive properties do not add any (new) causal
power to particular. That is, ‘@ has P* and we apply the predicate ‘PvQ’ to a. In
order to say that the predicate ‘PvQ’ exists, it must add some causal powers to
the particular a. Different properties must give different powers and if there is
no increase in the causal power of the particular ‘a’, then this shows that ‘P or
Q’ cannot be a property.

For now, in my opinion it is enough to mention Armstrong’s naturalism
and physicalism. Let us discuss his views on states of affairs which are offered
as a possible solution to the problem of universals.

What is the world made of? What are the general categories of things
which exist? Related with these two questions, there are two general options.
The first one says that ‘the world is a sum of particular objects’ and the second
option maintains that ‘the world is a totality of properties’. However, as a third
option, Armstrong offers his account which says that particularity and
universality are irreducible categories. Neither particularity nor universality
can exist without the other. That is, particulars and universals are not
themselves capable of independent existence.

Armstrong commits an ontology of states of affairs by saying that all

the things that need to be accounted for can be accounted in terms of states of
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affairs. For him, states of affairs are the smallest units of existence even though
they have components (particulars and universals). In order to understand
Armstrong’s ontology of states of affairs, we have to understand what a
universal is, what a particular is and what an instantiation is.

Armstrong asks the question about the nature of a’s being F. How do
different things have the same property? Is the property partially or wholly
present in the things? He claims that all versions of Nominalism and
Transcendent Realism cannot consistently answer the question.

a’s being F is not a matter of a falling under the

predicate ‘F’; it is not a matter of @ falling under the

concept F; it is not a matter of @ being a member of the

class of the Fs; it is not a matter of a being a part of the

aggregate of the Fs; it is not a matter of a having a

suitable resemblance to a set of paradigm particulars; it

is not a matter of a “participating” in the Form of F...

The conclusion is that a particular’s properties are

intrinsic to the thing itself. Furthermore, we have seen

these properties cannot be conceived of as (first-order)

particulars. They are universals.*’
Armstrong’s view is a version of Aristotleian in re Realism.**' As stated
before, Armstrong says that his realism is a non-relational version of
Aristotelian Realism (or Immanent Realism).

Armstrong affirms that Nominalism and Particularism has been

nourished by the old question whether the property is partially or wholly

present in things. Since, if we say that it is partially present in things, then the

240 Armstrong, 1978a, p. 89.

241 Armstrong, 1997a, p. 22.
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unity of property cannot be possible and if we say that it is wholly present, then
how it can be present in different things cannot be explained. For Armstrong,

...different particulars may have the same property...
Different particulars may be (wholly or partially)
identical in nature. Such identity in nature is literally
inexplicable, in the sense that it cannot be further
explained. But that does not make it incoherent.***

Armstrong discusses the notion of states of affairs and he describes a
state of affairs as “a particular’s having a certain property or two or more
particular’s standing in a certain relation.”** Armstrong states that

although wuniversality cannot be reduced to
particularity, nor particularity to universality,
particulars and universals do not stand in splendid
isolation from each other. Particulars are particulars
falling under universals and universals demand
particulars. We can put this by saying that particulars
and universals are found only in states of affairs.***
For Armstrong, particulars-having-certain properties (states of affairs) are what
the true substances of the world are. For this reason, he defines a state of affairs
as the simplest, smallest thing that exists in the world. Armstrong says, “...the
world is a world of particulars in the ‘thick’ sense and that it is a world of

states of affairs. We are saying the same thing in different words.”**

2 Armstrong, 1978a, pp. 108- 109.
3 Armstrong, 1978a, p. 80.
244 Armstrong, 1978a, p. 80.

245 Armstrong, 1978a, p. 114.
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Armstrong supposes that his notion of states of affairs is similar to
Wittgenstein’s facts. For Armstrong, “states of affairs can help to solve a fairly
pressing problem in the theory of universals: how to understand the multiple
locations of property universals and the non-location of relation universals.”**°
Armstrong maintains that the views ‘The world is a world of states of affairs’,
‘States of affairs include particulars having properties and standing in relations
to each other’, ‘Properties and relations are universals’ and ‘Space-time is a
conjunction of states of affairs’ make the conclusion ‘Universals are in space-
time’ a reasonable understanding of universalia in rebus. For him, this is a
reasonable solution to problem of the multiple locations of universals.**’

Before discussing the nature of states of affairs, Armstrong mentions
his distinction ‘thick’” and ‘thin’ particulars. He defines thick particulars as a
thing taken along with all properties. For Armstrong, thin particular is a thing
taken in abstraction from all its properties.**

Armstrong makes a point of distinction between thin and thick
particulars.

The thin particular is a, taken apart from its properties
(substratum). It is linked to its properties by
instantiation, but it is not identical with them. It is not
bare because to be bare it would have to be not

instantiating any properties. But though clothed, it is
thin.**

% Armstrong, 1989a, pp. 89- 90.
7 Armstrong, 1989a, pp. 98- 99.
248 Armstrong, 1978a, p. 114.

9 Armstrong, 1989a, p. 95.
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Armstrong says that thick particulars enfolding both thin particulars and
properties by instantiation are states of affairs. Particulars and properties are
constituents of states of affairs.

In sum, Armstrong admits two hypotheses that “Universals are nothing
without particulars. Particulars are nothing without universals.”*® From these
hypotheses, Armstrong suggests Principle of Instantiation and Principle of the
Rejection of Bare Particulars. To be precise, by these hypotheses, Armstrong
articulates two basic principles of Immanent Realism (viz. the Principle of
Instantiation and the Rejection of Bare Particulars). Armstrong recommends
the Principle of Instantiation in order to reject uninstantiated universals. The
principle says that “For each N-adic universal U, there exist at least N
particulars such that they U.”*>' Moreover, he proposes the Principle of the
Rejection of Bare Particulars in order to reject the particular without its
properties. For him, a Weak and a Strong form of the principle are available.

The Weak Principle of the Rejection of Bare
Particulars: For each particular x, there exists at least
one universal U, such that x is U... The Strong
Principle of the Rejection of Bare Particulars: For each
particular x, there exists at least one non-relational
property P, such that x is P.***

Armstrong says that he prefers to support the Strong Principle of the Rejection

of Bare Particulars.

2% Armstrong, 1978a, p. 113.
»l Armstrong, 1978a, p. 113.

22 Armstrong, 1978a, p. 113.
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With these two principles, Armstrong acknowledges that universality
and particularity cannot be reduced each other, because properties are always
properties of a particular and a particular is an entity having certain
properties.”® That is to say, for Armstrong, there are no bare particulars
because each particular has at least one property and there are no uninstantiated
universals because every property is instantiated by at least one particular.

The properties themselves have no existence apart from
the particulars in which they are instantiated. And the
particulars themselves have no existence except in so
far as they instantiate properties. The “thin” particular,
the propertyless substratum, is an abstraction just as
much as is the uninstantiated, perhaps transcendent,
universal... They are abstractions from the things that
are independent existences. The simplest thing that can
exist 1S a simple-particular-possessing-a-simple-
property... A particular-possessing-a-property is what
Wittgenstein calls a fact but what Armstrong prefers to
call a state of affairs.”**

Armstrong evaluates the proposition that ‘a particular, @, has the
property F’ as misleading, because from such a proposition, we can make some
inferences which imply a doctrine of the particular without its properties or a
doctrine of uninstantiated properties. That is to say, the proposition that ‘there
exists an object which has F’, which can be symbolized as ‘Fa’, can be derived

from the proposition that ‘a has the property F’. From ‘Fa’, either ‘Ix Fx’ or

‘3P Pa’ can legitimately be inferred according to Armstrong. However, such

253 Armstrong, 1975, p. 148.

2% Mumford, 2007, p. 96.
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inferences are potentially misleading because ‘dx Fx’ refers to the doctrine of
the particulars without its properties and ‘JP Pa’ refers to the doctrine of
uninstantiated properties. Also, the expression ‘Fa’ refers to a relation in which

d. > However, for Armstrong,

the expressions ‘F’ and ‘a’ are spatially relate
both thin (or, bare) particulars and uninstantiated universals are all mere
abstractions. He rejects Nominalism, since it allows bare particulars to exist.
Also, he does not admit the Bundle Theory and Transcendental Realism
because of admitting existence of uninstantiated universals.

Armstrong claims that the existence of a universal requires its
exemplification. Like in re realist, he conceives that a universal cannot exist
unless it is exemplified. Universals have multiple locations and are located in
the particulars which exemplify them. For him, universals and particulars are
not separate entities but they are related to each other by a relation of
exemplification. Exemplification or instantiation is a non-relational ‘natural
tie’ according to him. That is to say, universals are dependent for their
existence on the objects which exemplify them. As states before, the Principle
of Instantiation ranges over all time: past, present, and future according to
Armstrong.256

As stated before, various forms of Nominalism, Transcendent Realism

and Immanent Realism involve a relation regress. In order to prevent from the

255 Armstrong, 1978a, p. 110.

256 Armstrong, 1989a, pp. 75- 76.
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regress, Armstrong introduces notion of ‘supervenience’ when he explains the
relation between a particular, ¢, and a wuniversal, F. He describes
‘supervenience’ as follows: “...entity Q supervenes upon entity P if and only if
it is impossible that P should exist and Q not exist, where P is possible.””’
Supervenience implies that existence of entity, P, requires that of entity Q.
Also, for Armstrong, this concept can be defined in terms of possible worlds.
“We shall say that Q supervenes upon P if and only if there are P-worlds and
all P-worlds are Q-worlds.”*® For him, “What supervenes is no addition of
being.”259
Armstrong says that all relations must be located in space and time. He
supports Hume’s distinction between internal and external relations. In accord
with this distinction, internal relations are the relations of ideas.”® For this
reason, the internal relations should be denied, just because they cannot be
located in space and time. Also Armstrong maintains that

An internal relation is one where the existence of the

terms entails the existence of the relation. Given our

definition of supervenience, it follows that the relation

supervenes on the existence of the terms...If, as I

further contend, what supervenes is not something

ontologically more than what it supervenes upon, then,

once given their terms, internal relations are not
addition to the world’s furniture.?"'

»7 Armstrong, 1997a, p. 11.
% Armstrong, 1997a, p. 11.
% Armstrong, 1997a, p. 12.
260 Armstrong, 1989a, p. 43.

261 Armstrong, 1997a, p. 87.
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Armstrong says that as a fundamental tie, instantiation is supervenient and is
not addition the world’s furniture because it is not an external relation.
Armstrong supports Global Factualism which is the view that “the
world, all that there is, is a world of states of affairs.”*** For him, everything
that exists is either a state of affairs or else supervenes on states of affairs. That
is, the world is built from universals and particulars which are united by the tie,
nexus of instantiation.
States of affairs, as Armstrong describes them, are more
than their constituents. If we take the constituent
particulars a, b and the non-symmetrical relation R,
then R(a,b) and R(b,a) are distinct states of affairs but
with exactly the same constituents.”®
For Armstrong, a state-of-affairs ontology requires to accept non-
mereological compositions (those relations). Particulars and universals are

(13

portrayed as the constituents of a state of affairs. “a’s being F” is generally
recognized as a non-mereological form of unity. “The state of affairs of a’s
being F is, it would seem, a complex object, but is not just the mereological
sum of a and F.”*** In other words, for Armstrong, the relation of the
constituents to the states of affairs is a non-mereological relation. “States of

affairs hold their constituents together in a non-mereological form of

composition, a form of composition that even allows the possibility of having

22 Armstrong, 1997a, p. 1.
26 Mumford, 2007, p. 97.

264 Armstrong, 2004b, p. 141.
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different states of affairs with identical constituents.””® That is to say,
Armstrong says that instantiation is a non-mereological relation in which a
particular and a universal are united and form a state of affairs. Instantiation is
not an external relation, but a fundamental tie. If we admit instantiation as a
fundamental tie, then there will be no regress involved in it according to
Armstrong.266
For Armstrong, the fact that the same constituents can form different
states of affairs shows that states of affairs have a non-mereological mode of
composition.”®” If the composition (or relation) were mereological, there would
be only one state of affairs formed by the same constituents.
It is a necessary condition for their identity that they
contain exactly the same constituents: exactly the same
particulars, properties, and relations. But we have seen
that this necessary condition is not sufficient. States of
affairs can contain exactly the same constituents, yet be
wholly distinct states of affairs.”®
What is the difference between mereological and non-mereological
composition? A mereological composition requires that “a whole exists if and

only if its parts exist.”** However, a non-mereological composition allows that

a state of affairs may not exist even if its components exist. For example,

265 Armstrong, 1997a, p. 118.

2 Armstrong, 1989a, pp. 111- 112.
7 Armstrong, 1989a, p. 93.

268 Armstrong, 1997a, pp. 131- 132.

289 Mumford, 2007, p. 99.
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...the particular George Bush exists and the property of
being female exist. But there is not a state of affairs of
George Bush being female. Armstrong requires, in
addition to the component particular and universal, that
they also have the appropriate non-relational tie before
there is such a state of affairs.”

Why is the composition non-mereological? For Armstrong, the
composition must be a non-mereological because the existence of constituents
does not require the existence of the state of affairs. If the composition were
mereological, the existence of constituents would necessitate the existence of
states of affairs. Secondly, the same constituents can form different states of
affairs in the non-mereological composition, but in a mereological one, they
cannot. Constituents of states of affairs have an internal organization according
to Armstrong.271

Thirdly, mereological wholes are no increase in being
over their parts. This cannot be the case with states of
affairs. As the parts can exist without the whole, the
state of affairs must be some further feature of the
world over and above the existence of the parts (WSA:
120). The actual situation is that Armstrong is taking
the states of affairs as fundamental and the existence of

the particulars and universals effectively are
supervenient on the states of affairs.?’?

7 Mumford, 2007, pp. 99- 100.
m Armstrong, 1997a, p. 121.

"2 Mumford, 2007, p. 100.
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Armstrong claims that “Properties are ways things are... Relations are
ways things stand to each other.”””® For him, there is a close connection
between particulars and properties. He calls this connection ‘instantiation’.
Instantiation is a fundamental connection between them. “It has been argued
that instantiation of universal is not something different from the states of
affairs themselves... There is no universal, we may assert, of being a state of
affairs and so no universal of instantiation.”’* In other words, as stated by
Armstrong, instantiation of a universal is states of affairs.””> Particulars and
universals are united by instantiation or ‘non-relational tie’.

My contention is that once properties and relations are

thought of not as things, but as ways, it is profoundly

unnatural to think of these ways as floating free from

things. Ways, I am saying, are naturally construed only

as ways actual things are or ways actual things stand to

each other. The idea that properties and relations can

exist uninstantiated is nourished by the idea that they

are not ways but things.”’°
Besides rejecting ‘argument from meaning’ and offering an ‘argument from
causal efficacy’, Armstrong acknowledges the assumption ‘properties are ways
things are’ to deny uninstantiated universals. He continues to talk about why

uninstatiated universals should be denied as follows: “I recognize,..., that the

contentions that universals are state-of-affairs types, that they are ways, that

273 Armstrong, 1989a, p. 96; and also in 1997a, p. 30.
274
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they are contingent existences, contentions that together suggest quite strongly
that uninstantiated universals should be rejected...””’

As it is understood from the quotation given above, Armstrong
considers universals as states- of- affairs types.””® As abstractions from states
of affairs, universals are types of states of affairs.*”’

The universal is a gutted state of affairs; it is everything

that is left in the states of affairs after the particular

particulars involved in the states of affairs have been

abstracted away in thought. So it is a state- of- affairs

type, the constituent that is common to all states of

affairs that contain that universal.*’
Let us take a state of affairs ‘a is F’. From this state of affairs, we can attain F-
type state-of-affairs (i.e., Universal F-ness) by removing particular a. That is,
¢ is F’ will be a state-of-affairs type. It cannot exist separately although it is a
real characteristic of this state of affairs.

For Armstrong, the notion of state-of-affairs types does not mean that
universals are themselves states of affairs. Universals are only the constituents
of states of affairs. “The word ‘type’ is here a modifier of the expression ‘state-

99281

of-affairs... Armstrong admits universals as states-of-affairs types (or

unsaturated entities in Frege’s phrase). “The universal, the state of affairs type,

277 Armstrong, 1997a, p. 38.
78 Armstrong, 1997a, p. 28.
27 Armstrong, 1983, p. 112.
280 Armstrong, 1997a, pp. 28- 29.

281 Armstrong, 1997a, p. 28.
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has one or more blanks as part of its nature. That makes it unsaturated.”*** He
considers that the unsaturated entities, state-of-affairs types, are not fully states
of affairs. Armstrong says that they are states of affairs which are abstracted
from particulars. To add particulars make them into states of affairs.”*
According to Armstrong, admitting both universals as state-of-affairs

types (or unsaturated entities) and universals as ways do not allow postulating
uninstantiated universals. Armstrong explains this situation as follows:

An unsaturated entity is naturally seen as a mere

abstraction from actual states of affairs, saved from

being a vicious abstraction only because there are

always saturating particulars. Again, if universals are

ways things are, or ways thing stand to each other, then

it seems implausible to assert that there are entities, the

ways, with no thing to be that way or no things to stand

that way to each other.”**
With the notion of ‘vicious abstraction’, Armstrong implies bare particulars
and he does not admit their existence. Since, bare particulars have no property.
However, as stated before, all particulars have causal power by virtue of their
properties and causal power is a necessary condition for their existence
according to Armstrong. To exist and to be detected, particulars must have at
least one property. That is, he admits that bare particulars plus one property can

be capable of independent existence. For this reason, it seems implausible to

admit the existence of bare particulars.

2 Armstrong, 1997a, p. 29.
283 A
rmstrong, 1997a, p. 52.

284 Armstrong, 1997a, p. 38.
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Armstrong suggests that we can know what the real types of states of

affairs are only a posteriori.

Armstrong argues that we cannot claim to experience

only properties (WSA: 96). When we see properties, we

see them as properties of particulars... Properties were

ways things are. Relations are ways things stand to

each other. One cannot have a way without something

that is that way or some things that stand in that way.**
Armstrong suggests that particulars and universals are abstractions from states
of affairs and so it is not possible to accept them as parts. Neither particulars
nor universals can exist apart from states of affairs. He claims that particulars
and universals are real even if his account makes them abstractions from states
of affairs.

Armstrong proposes that universals and particulars are the ontological
constituents of states of affairs. He says that particulars and universals are not
parts but constituents of states of affairs. For him, the world is a world of states
of affairs. Particulars and universals only exist within states of affairs.
Armstrong admits universals as particulars and he locates universals only in
particulars. “There is no separation of particulars and universals.”**® That is to
say, neither particulars nor universals can be perceived separately. Armstrong

entitles his theory (account) as Immanent Realism.”*” Unlike Transcendent

Realism claiming that universals and particulars are independent, Armstrong’s

% Mumford, 2007, p. 103.
286 Armstrong, 1978a, p. 113.

27 As stated before, Armstrong claims that his theory is a non-relational version of Aristotelian
Realism. 1997a, p. 22.
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Immanent Realism maintains that universals are in and only in particulars.
According to Armstrong’s Realism, “a is F” is true iff there is a universal X
such that @ has X and X is an F-universal, i.e. X belongs to the class of all F-
universals.

Armstrong introduces states of affairs to show the necessary
interdependence between particulars and universal. “Particulars are particulars
falling under universals and universals demand particulars. We can put this by
saying that particulars and universals are found only in states of affairs.”** To
unite particulars and universals, there is no additional relation, except for states
of affairs, required according to Armstrong. For him, states of affairs do not
constitute a new type of ontological entity.

Armstrong claims that universals are not existentially basic entities, but
particulars are. He also says that individuals are particulars and bare particulars
plus their properties are particulars.

In general,..., first order states of affairs are (first
order) particulars. This is the ‘victory of particularity’.
For first order states of affairs, particulars + universals
= a particular. Of course, the ‘+’ here is a non-

mereological form of addition. It is the uniting of
particulars and universals in a state of affairs. **

288 Armstrong, 1978a, p. 80.

29 Armstrong, 1997a, p. 126.
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Armstrong suggests that “The fact that the ‘union’ of particularity and
universality yields a particular, not universal” is called victory of
particularity.”°

Armstrong attempts to develop a theory of states of affairs. He argues
that “states of affairs are all there is to reality.”®' For Armstrong, to say that

‘the world is a world of states of affairs’ is the same with saying that ‘the world

is a spatiotemporal system’.>*

The world is no more than a world of states-of-affairs,
and these states of affairs have as their constituents
particulars, properties and relations, the properties and
relations being universals. It is natural science which
tries t2%3 identify the universals for us. This is the
thesis.

Moreover, Armstrong suggests that

The world itself is a particular instantiating a hugely
complex structural universal... This state of affairs is a
particular, not a universal... the world is a very
complex particular, and is not a very complex structural
universal. It is only instantiates (...) that very complex
universal.”*

For him, states of affairs include properties and relations which are not tropes

but universals (i.e., states of affairs type). Armstrong says that particulars

2% Armstrong, 1978a, p. 140.
#! Armstrong, 1997a, p. 95.
2 Armstrong, 1997a, p. 136.
293 o

rmstrong, 1997a, p. 43.
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instantiate properties and relations; i.e., universals. The world involves both
particulars and universals and we need something by virtue of which we weld
them together. The notions of participation, exemplification, and instantiation
all refers to this relation between particulars and universals.

Armstrong explains why he introduces the notion of states of affairs as
follows:

If a is F, then it is entailed that a exists and that the
universal F exists. However, a could exist, and F could
exist, and yet it fail to be the case that a is F (F is
instantiated, but instantiated elsewhere only). a’s being
F involves something more than @ and F. It is no good
simply adding the fundamental tie or nexus of
instantiation to the sum of a and F. The existence of a,
of instantiation, and of F does not amount to a’s being
F. The something more must be a’s being F- and this is
a state of affairs.””

According to Armstrong, a state of affairs is an entity which partakes of
the nature of both particular and universal.”® Each state of affairs and its
constituents are all contingent. He admits higher order states of affairs and
defines them the states of affairs whose constituents are molecular states of
affairs. Molecular states of affairs are the first order states of affairs of which
universals and particulars are the constituents.

For Armstrong, the conjunction is a mereological addition; for this

reason, “...a conjunction of states of affairs supervenes upon the totality of its

295 Armstrong, 1989a, p. 88.

2% Armstrong, 1997a, p. 126.
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conjuncts and that the conjuncts supervene upon the conjunction.””’ So, a
conjunction of states of affairs can be admitted without any ontological cost.
Armstrong explains why the thesis of supervenience should be accepted

as follows: “If it is really true that the world is a world that contains (first-
class) states of affairs, then the natural way to develop this hypothesis is that
these states of affairs do not require a further set of states of affairs...”**® He
continues as follows

The second-class states of affairs are no addition of

being. So the second-class properties are not properties

additional the first-class properties. But it is to be

emphasized that this does not make the second-class

properties unreal. They are real and cannot be talked

299
away.

Armstrong admits that there are higher order universals which can be
defined as a property of a property. He claims that science should decide what
(the real) second order universals are. For him, only second order properties are
higher order properties and no third order properties exist.”” Third order
properties are not genuine universals, but pseudo-universals. Armstrong also
accepts higher order states of affairs and he says that lower order states of

affairs are their constituents.*®’ He accepts totality of facts and laws of nature

#7 Armstrong, 1997a, p. 35.
% Armstrong, 1997a, p. 45.
% Armstrong, 1997a, p. 45.
300 Armstrong, 1978b, p. 145.

3 Armstrong, 1997a, p. 196.
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as two main types of higher-order states of affairs. In order to explain what all
there is, the notion of totality of facts is required because the conjunction of
first order facts is not enough to explain what there is.

A law of nature is also a higher order state of affairs. Armstrong defines
laws as causal connections between states-of-affairs types.””> Armstrong
defines natural laws as the connections between the universals which are
instantiated by particulars. For Armstrong, to discover all the laws of nature is

to find a list of all the universals.

302 Armstrong, 1997a, p. 228.
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CHAPTERS

CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSIONS

In the last four chapters, it has been discussed that Nominalism, Trope
theory and relational versions of Realism cannot solve the problem of
universals, because they can not satisfactorily explain the problem of
ontological predication. All of these accounts involve certain regresses.
Although it has been assumed that any account dealing with the problem of
universals must cope with the problem of abstract reference, this problem has
not been discussed, yet. Among the accounts which have been discussed so far,
is there any account which is able to adequately respond the problem of
abstract reference? In this chapter, I will discuss the problem of abstract
reference and will try to reveal whether any account, including Armstrong’s
Realism, can deal with this problem.

The problem of abstract reference is related to how any reference of
‘abstract singular terms’ can be understood. Ontological theories have to
explain how a sentence incorporating abstract singular terms can be true. For
example, the statement (A) ‘Red is a color’ includes the abstract singular term
‘red’” and ontological theories have to account for both what (A) says and how

(A) can be true.
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In his Nominalism and Realism, Armstrong offers an argument for
Realism which depends upon the problem of abstract reference.’”” He
simplifies Frank Jackson’s arguments and by using this argument Armstrong
contends that Nominalism fails to account for the problem of abstract
reference. Consider the following example,

(A) Red is a color.

This statement would generally be admitted to be true, but in virtue of what it
is true. It appears to involve reference to universals.

Realists affirm that one can account for the sentences in which abstract
singular terms appear only if he acknowledges universals in his ontology. For
Metaphysical Realism, appealing to universals is necessary for providing a
satisfactory account of predication and abstract reference.’”*

Consider the following examples:

(1) a is red.

(2) b is red.

In order to provide a satisfactory account of how (1) and (2) can be true, it is
necessary that the universal redness (as the referent or connotation of the
general term, or the predicate expression) exists. Metaphysical realists do not
admit that ‘red’ in (1) and (2) have different referents. For them, there is only

one entity for the referent of ‘red’ in these sentences. Predicate terms express

303 Armstrong, 1978a, pp. 58- 63.

3% Loux, 2008, p. 7.
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or connote universals, so the term ‘red” in (1) and (2) expresses the universal
redness.

For Metaphysical Realism and Trope Nominalism, abstract singular
terms are genuine singular terms. “Hence, they are said to derive their
meanings from a relation of naming. They stand, within the sentence in which
they appear, for the objects they designate... Each genuine singular term is
object-denoting.”" Abstract singular terms must be object-denoting if they are
genuine singular terms; because genuine singular terms are assumed to be
object denoting.

Abstract singular terms are generally accepted as a device for referring
to universals and the truth of a sentence which incorporates abstract singular
terms actually presupposes the existence of those universals. The statement (A)
is a claim about a certain universal- the universal named by the abstract
singular term ‘red’. It is the claim that this universal is a color.

Metaphysical Realism maintains that the sentence in which an abstract
singular term appears can be true only if the universal named by that singular
term actually exists. The statement (A) can be true only when the universal
named by the abstract singular term ‘red’, i.e. redness, actually exists. That is,
any occurrence of a singular term within a true sentence is taken as an evidence
of the existence of an object.

In the statement (A), say Realists, a property which is exemplified by

all and only red objects is mentioned and it is said that what kind of thing it is;

395 Summerford, 1997, pp. 109- 110.
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viz., it is a color. In other words, the statement (A) is a claim about certain
property which is named by the abstract singular term ‘red” and (A) can be true
only if that property exists. That is to say, the truth of (A) presupposes that the
referent of that abstract term exists and (A) could never be true if redness did
not exist. To be precise, the truth of (A) depends upon the existence of the
universal which is named by the constituent abstract singular term. In brief,
Metaphysical Realism tries to solve the problem of abstract reference by
admitting abstract singular terms as a device for referring to universals.

As stated before, Nominalism criticizes Metaphysical Realism for
admitting multiply-exemplifiable entities and it alleges that the claim
‘numerically different objects can exemplify one and the same universal’ leads
to incoherence. For this reason, Nominalism offers a one-category ontology
which assumes that the only things that exist are concrete particulars.

For Nominalism, predicates do not refer to universals (i.e., predicates
are not names of universals). Nominalists admit that the conclusion ‘there is an
attribute, redness, which x exemplifies’ cannot be legitimately derived from the
sentence “x is red’.’”® The only conclusion which can be legitimately derived
from the sentence ‘x is red’ is that ‘there is a particular x, such that x is red’. In
other words, for Nominalism, what makes a subject-predicate sentence true is
just particular things in the world. Specifically, the sentence ‘a is F’ is true just

because a is F and there is no need to postulate any universal F-ness in order to

3% pap, 1959, p. 332.
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explain what makes it true. That is, ‘this tomato is red’ is true in virtue of how
the non-linguistic object, this tomato, is.

In the second chapter, it has been argued that Nominalism avoids
admitting existence of any such entity as redness while saying ‘this tomato is
red’. Unlike realists, nominalists also do not want to admit that the truth of a
sentence in which an abstract singular term appears presupposes the existence
of universals.®®” However, nominalists have to justify their ontological
abstinence by demonstrating how any apparent name of a universal can be
contextually eliminated.**®

Nominalists have to prove that abstract singular terms are not genuine
singular terms. Since, if they were genuine singular terms, then they would
stand for names of properties or universals. Universals can play the role of
being the denotata of abstract singular terms. Moreover, Nominalism has to
prove that postulating only particulars does not cause any inadequacy in
explaining (or solving) the phenomena (or the problem) of abstract reference.

If abstract singular terms like ‘red’ and ‘triangularity’ are taken as
genuine singular terms, then each of these terms must designate one and only
one object. That is, the references of abstract singular terms must be fixed. For
Loux, the nominalist cannot fix the reference of such terms. Abstract singular

terms present a substantial problem for Nominalism. Hence, nominalists have

397 Loux, 1978, p. 63.

3% pap, 1959, p. 333.
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to eliminate abstract singular terms in order to answer the problem of abstract
reference.

For Quine, it is possible that nominalists can accept abstract singular
terms without committing to universals. He suggests a solution to the problem
of abstract reference by his analysis of ostension of spatio-temporally extended
objects.” As a general strategy for dealing with the problem of abstract
reference, Quine offers that the reference of abstract singular terms must be
fixed as mereological sums of spatio-temporal individuals.

For Quine, the term ‘red’ (say, in sentence ‘Red is a color’) can be
taken to refer to the largest red thing in the universe- “the scattered total thing
whose parts are all the red things.”'® In accordance with this view, abstract
singular term ‘red’ can be construed as the largest red thing in the universe;
i.e., the scattered total thing whose parts are all the red things.*'' That is to say,
Quine holds that the color ‘Red’ can be construed as the total spatio-temporal
thing which is made up of all the red things.’'? For Quine, nominalists can
avoid accepting universals while they admit an abstract singular term like ‘red’
by saying that ‘red’ refers to particulars which are spatio-temporally scattered

or the scattered total of all red things.*"

3% Quine, 1963, p. 74.
319 Quine, 1963, p. 72.
' Quine, 1963, p. 72.
312 Quine, 1963, p. 73.
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On the other hand, Quine’s view on abstract singular terms falls into a
difficulty in considering shape terms like ‘square’ or ‘triangularity’ and he
seems to be aware of this difficulty. Let us assume that we have one total
region which is square. For Quine, this total square region can be reduced into
the five square regions or two isosceles right triangles. In other words, Quine
argues that the shape Square can be taken as the total region which is made up
by pooling all the five square regions, and also it can be taken as the total
region which is made up by pooling two isosceles right triangles. That is, one
and the same total region can be construed as either the mereological sum of all
square regions or the mereological sum of two isosceles right triangles. In other
words, pooling all the triangular regions or pooling all the square regions gives
simply the total square region. Hence, Quine says that this strategy may cause
some intolerable conclusions, like ‘squareness is identical to triangularity’. For
this reason, the account which offers that abstract singular terms can be
construed as the totality of spatio-temporal individuals breaks down.*'*

Nominalism proffers an eliminationist account of abstract reference. As
abstract referring devices, abstract singular terms can be eliminated from the
discourse in the sense that all sentences incorporating abstract singular terms
can be translated into sentences in which there is not any term which

presupposes the existence of any universal.

314 Quine, 1963, p. 73.
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According to Nominalism, the sentences incorporating abstract singular
terms are really just hidden ways of talking about concrete particulars. For
nominalists, an abstract singular term, ‘F’, is just a device for making general
claims about particular objects which satisfy the term ‘F’. For example,
although the sentence (A) ‘Red is a color’ may appear to express a claim about
a universal, it in fact expresses claims about concrete red particulars. In (A),
the use of the abstract term ‘red’ implies talk about individual red things.’"” In
other words, for Nominalism, ‘red’ refers to red- particulars. The use of
abstract singular terms, like ‘red’, enables us to make general claims about
particular objects which are red.

For Nominalism, abstract singular terms are not proper names of
universals and they can be eliminated from the discourse.

For every sentence incorporating an abstract singular
term, it is possible to identify a sentence in which that
term does not appear but the corresponding general
term does, such that latter sentence gives the meaning
of the former... Talk that appears to be about
triangularity could plausibly be construed as talk about
triangular particulars...*'®

Nominalism claims that sentences which incorporate abstract singular
terms can be translated into sentences which incorporate their concrete

counterparts. That is, an abstract singular term, like ‘F’, or ‘F-ness’, can be

translated into its concrete counterparts, i.e., every F-object. This account

315 Loux, 2008, p. 9.
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which offers that abstract singular terms are eliminable from discourse and any
abstract term can be analyzed in terms of its concrete counterparts can be
traced back to the work of William of Ockham.*"”

For Nominalism, although abstract references or statements
incorporating abstract singular terms seem to be (is putatively) about
universals, these statements can be translated into statements about particulars.
For example, the statement (A) ‘Red is a color’ is a statement about abstract
reference, or a statement incorporating an abstract singular term. The term
‘red’ in (A) is not a genuine singular term because it is non-denoting. In order
to be genuine, an abstract singular term must be object-denoting. However, its
occurrence needs to be explained. That is to say, if the term ‘red’ is considered
as non-denoting, then it can be taken as an abbreviation of sentences that talk
of objects having certain properties. For nominalists, its occurrence in (A) is
stylistic shorthand for talking about red objects. For this reason, nominalists
can translate (A).*'® Then, it can be rewritten as follows:

(A.1) For all particulars, x, if x 1s red, then x is colored. (All red-things

are colored-things.)

The statement (A.1) is also true, because it is entailed by (A). In other words,
the truth of ‘Red is a color’ implies the truth of ‘for all particulars, x, if x is red,

then x is colored’. However, the converse, i.e., ‘(A.1) entails (A)’ does not

317 Loux, 1978, p. 68.
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hold. In order to demonstrate that the converse does not hold, Armstrong uses
Jackson’s argument which can be given as follows:
(B.1) For all particulars, x, if x is red, then x is extended.
(B.1) appears to be true. Then, if (A.1) entails (A), then (B.1) has to entail:
(B) Red is an extension.
Nevertheless, (B) is actually false.

Put differently, Jackson maintains that nominalistic translation of (A) is
problematic, since (A) obviously says more than (A.1). “If red’s being a color
were nothing more than a matter of every red thing necessarily being colored,
then red’s being a shape and extension would be nothing more than the fact
that necessarily every red thing is shaped and extended.”" That is to say,
Jackson says that if (A) did not say more than (A.1), then we would have to
admit that (B.1) ‘Every red thing is both shaped and extended’ is a proper
translation of (By) ‘Red is a shape and an extension’. However, ‘red’ is neither
a shape nor an extension. For this reason, nominalists have to admit that (A)
says something about red which cannot be reduced into something about red
things.*** So, Nominalism cannot give an account for the problem of abstract
reference. Actually we can give more straightforward examples that will not
make use of the above complicated analogical argument. Consider

(C) Benevolence is a virtue

319 Jackson, 1977, p. 427.

320 Jackson, 1977, p. 427.
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which is commonly accepted to be true. The nominalist cannot translate (C )
into

(C.1) All benevolent persons are virtuous persons
since it is clear that there might be benevolent persons who are lacking some
(even all) virtues other than benevolence. Thus, although (C ) is necessarily
true, (C.1) might be false.**’

Like Nominalism, Trope Nominalism suggests an eliminationist
account of abstract reference. Trope nominalists deny that abstract singular
terms are names of universals. For them, they are merely devices for
abbreviating discourse about individual attributes. That is, Trope nominalists
admit that sentences incorporating those terms are just disguised ways of
making general claims about tropes.>*> An abstract singular term names a set of

resembling tropes.*”

Use of abstract singular terms, like ‘red, enables us to
make general claims about red tropes. Trope theory claims that the term ‘red’
names the set of all and only red-tropes. It is a device for making claims about
red-tropes.’** The sentence (A) involves only claims about certain red tropes.

Trope nominalists admit that general terms are conventionally correlated with

the sets of tropes which are named by the corresponding abstract singular

2! Loux, 1978, pp. 61- 65.
322 Loux, 2006, pp. 74- 75.
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324 Loux, 1978, p. 75.

143



terms. Thus, ‘red’ is semantically tied to the set of tropes which is the referent
of ‘redness’.**

Unlike Nominalism, Trope theory does not fail to account for the
problem of abstract reference according to Armstrong.**® It can translate (A) as
follows:

(A.2) For all particulars, x, if x has a red-trope, then x has a color-trope.
However, Trope theory needs a subsidiary premise (SP hereafter) in order to
complete the analysis. That premise can be stated as follows:

(SP;) The class of red-tropes is a subclass of the class of color-tropes.
Note that (SP)) is true. It is clear that any red trope is also a color-trope, since
‘a color-trope’ just means ‘a red-trope or an orange-trope or a yellow-trope or a
green-trope etc.” Thus, (SP)) is established. Now (A) implies (A.2), and (A.2)
together with (SP;) seems to imply (A). Then, in Trope theory, the correct
analysis of (A) will read as:

(A.2) + (SPy) For all particulars, x, if x has a red-trope, then x has a

color-trope and the class of red-tropes is a subclass of the class of color-

tropes.

Thus, (A.2) + (SP)) is a correct analysis of (A) within the Trope theory.
Besides all, Trope theory can also analyze (B.1) as:
(B.2) For all particulars, x, if x has a red-trope, then x has an extension-

trope.

325 Loux, 2006, p. 77.
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Again, the analysis needs a subsidiary premise which explains the relation
between the class of red-tropes and that of extension-tropes. So, it can be stated
as follows:
(SPy) It is not the case that the class of red-tropes is a subclass of the
class of extension-tropes.
Note that (SP,) is obviously true. As a matter of fact we have a stronger truth,
1.e., that the intersection of the class of red-tropes and that of extension-tropes
is empty, from which the truth of (SP;) follows. By adding (SP») into (B.2), the
analysis of (B.1) is completed and its new formulation can be stated as follows:
(B.2) + (SPy) For all particulars, x, if x has a red-trope, then x has an
extension-trope but it is not the case that the class of red-tropes is a
subclass of the class of extension-tropes.
Hence, Trope theory can explain why the statement (B) ‘Red is an extension’ is
false while (B.1) and its tropist analysis [(B.2) + (SP,)] are true. (B.2) + (SP,)
does not entail the statement (B).
Note that, as Armstrong has already pointed out, unlike Class-Tropism,
Class Nominalism would not account for ‘Red is a color’ and similar cases.
Class Nominalism would analyze (A) as
(A.3) For all particulars, x, if x is a member of the class of red things,
then x is a member of the class of colored-things.
Again (A) says more than (A.3) does. However, to introduce

(SP3) The class of red- things is a subclass of the class of colored-things
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would not add anything. For (A.3) is equivalent to (SP3;). The equivalance
simply follows from the definition of “subclass”, viz., 4 is a subclass of B iff
for all particular x, if x is a member of 4, then x is a member of B.
In a similar vein, the class nominalist would analyze (B.1) as follows:
(B.3) For all particulars, x, if x is a member of the class of red things,
then x is a member of the class of extended-things.
This time adding
(SPy) It is not the case that the class of red- things is a subclass of the
class of extended-things
would not help, since (SPy4) is simply false. Indeed the class of red-things is a
subclass of the class of extended-things. Thus, the unwanted implication (B),
viz., ‘Red is an extension’ would not be avoided.
Armstrong claims that the statement (A) ‘Redness is a color’ cannot be
analyzed as
(A.4) Redness is colored.
Note that (A.4) is simply false, since one cannot say that the property of being-
red, i.e., redness, is colored. Only things (particulars) like this chair, this file,
this flower, etc. are colored, but properties are not. He argues that the only
thing that the statement (A) implies is that redness is a member of the class of

2
colors.*?”’
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Armstrong has to appeal to the particulars, while accounting for the
terms ‘redness’ and ‘color’ in the statement (A), since he repeatedly claims that
universals are nothing without particulars. He also states that, as we have
already noted above, the things that can be colored are particulars. That is, the
particular, a, is colored (or a has a color) if it is red (i.e., if it has the property
redness). The property redness bestows a causal power to the particular a. (We
can see it as a red thing by means of this causal power.)

Furthermore, Armstrong maintains that all genuine universals are
determinates. There is no property, redness. Redness is a determinable which
spreads itself out into its determinates.’”® For Armstrong, ‘a is red’ if and only
if @ has a property which is a member of the class of the absolutely determinate
shades of red.”® In other words, Armstrong suggests that the predicate term
‘red’ refers to the class of all determinate shades of red.**’

Armstrong argues that different shades of red are different properties.
For this reason, the term, “redness”, refers to the class of all determinate shades
of red. In order to explain what unifies the class of all determinate shades of

red, Armstrong offers the notion of ‘partial identity’ and he says that these

different shades of red are partially identical and so they can form the class.*"

328 Armstrong, 1978b, p. 118.
3% Armstrong, 1978b, p. 120.
330 Armstrong, 1978b, p. 117; 120.

331 Armstrong, 1978b, p. 126.
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Armstrong claims that he gives an account for what it is for redness to
be a color (or what the statement (A) says) without appeal to second-order
universals, even though the statement (A) has often been used to show that
there must be second order universals.**” In other words, Armstrong repeatedly
says that ‘being-a-color’ is not a property of redness (i.e. not a second-order
universal). It can be analyzed in purely first order terms; so, it is not necessary
to admit that being-a-color is a genuine second order property of the universals
according to Armstrong. The predicate ‘color’ refers to the class of all
determinate shades of color.

Armstrong also says that the class of all determinate shades of red is a
sub-class of the class of all determinate shades of color.**? This, I believe, is
exactly what Armstrong is suggesting for the analysis of (A), viz. ‘Red(ness) is
a color’. Thus, for Armstrong, ‘Red(ness) is a color’ iff

(SPs) The class of all determinate shades of red is a sub-class of the

class of all determinate shades of color.
(SPs) implies

(A.6) For all particulars, x, if x has a determinate shade of red, then x

has a determinate shade of color.

Note, however, although,
(B.4) For all particulars x, if x has a determinate shade of red, then x

has a determinate shade of extension

332 Armstrong, 1978b, p. 128.

333 Armstrong, 1978b, p. 117.
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is true in Armstrong’s account, since the statement

(SP¢) The class of all determinate shades of red is a sub-class of the

class of all determinate shades of extension
is false, the unwanted result (B), viz., the truth of “Red is an extension” is
avoided in his account. Notice how similar (SPs) is to the second conjunct of
Class-tropist’s analysis of (A), viz. (SP;): “The class of red-tropes is a subclass
of the class of color-tropes.” Hence, among the theories that try to account for
the analysis of sentences like “Red is a color”, i.e., those trying to deal with the
problem of abstract reference, only Class-tropism and Armstrong’s Realism
have been successful. (It has been shown that all varieties of Nominalism,
Trope theory and relational versions of Realism fail regarding the solution to
the problem of ontological predication. Besides all, as we have already
discussed, Nominalism and Class nominalism fail regarding the solution to the
problem of abstract reference.)

At this point, it will be convenient to remember the distinction between
Pure Trope theory and the Object-Trope theory. Pure tropism, as we have
already discussed in the Chapter 3, takes tropes as the only ontological
category. It also states that objects are just bundles of tropes. In order to
explain how objects are constructions out of tropes, it introduces the notion of
‘compresence’. And as stated before, pure tropism involves certain regress
problem regarding “compresence”. On the other hand, the Object-Trope theory,
which C. B. Martin and Michael C. LaBossiere endorse, offers a two-category

ontology (objects and tropes). Like Pure Trope theorists, they take tropes as
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particularized and individuated properties, but they differently admit the
existence of a substratum which functions as binder of tropes. That is, this view
accepts that tropes and substrata are the fundamental elements of being. In
order to form a concrete thing, there is no need to an additional binder for
substrata and tropes according to LaBossiere. (That is, this view is a non-
relational account). Unlike Pure tropism, the Object-Trope theory does not fall
into certain regress which arises from the notion ‘compresence’. Besides all,
the Object-Trope theory can solve the problem of ontological predication.
According to this view, “a is F” is true iff there is a trope X such that X inheres
in a and X is an F-trope, 1.e. X belongs to class of all F-tropes. For this reason,
only the Object-Trope theory may challenge Armstrong’s Realism. As stated
before, Armstrong’s Realism can also account for the problem of ontological
predication. According to this account, “a is F” is true if and only if there is a
universal X such that ¢ has X and X is an F-universal, i.e. X belongs to the class
of all F-universals. Hence, we can conclude that the Object-Trope theory and
Armstrong’s Realism are the two rival theories which are successfully explain
(or solve) the problem of ontological predication and the problem of abstract
reference.

At this juncture we must turn to a criticism Armstrong raised against

the Trope theory, viz., the so-called swapping of tropes problem.***

334 Armstrong, 1989a, pp. 131- 132.
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Assume that in the actual world wy there are two different concrete
things, a, b (a # b) such that the F-ness of a = T, and the F-ness of b =T, (b
has T;). Now assume that tropes T; and T, are exactly resembling tropes. (In
realist framework T; and T, correspond to the same absolutely determined
universal F-ness.) Swapping of tropes T; and T, is described by saying that
there is a possible world w; (w; # wy) such that in w;, a has T, and b has Tj.
Now Armstrong’s swapping of tropes objection amounts to following. The
state of affairs (a has T, and b has T,) is indistinguishable from the state of
affairs (a has T, and b has T;). And for this reason one should conclude that
after all T; and T, must be identified (T, = T,) so that T and T, are not tropes,
but constitute a unique universal. However, C. B. Martin’s non-transferability

conception®>’

seems to block the argument of swapping of tropes in the
following way.

If the state of affairs (a has T and b has T5) is possible, say it is actual
in the actual world wy, then there is no possible world in which T; and T exist
but (a has T, and b has T;). Indeed since a has T in wy, and T exists in wy, a
has alsoT; in w;. Similarly & has T, also in w;. Thus non-transferability blocks
the swapping of tropes objection.

It is important to remark that the notion of non-transferability of tropes

introduced in the possible-worlds terminology above, just means that the trope-

335 Martin, C. B., 1980, pp. 3- 10.
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names are, in Kripke’s terminology, rigid designators.™® A designator d is
rigid if and only if it refers to the same thing in all possible worlds in which
that thing exists. This is exactly what we have to understand from a trope-
name. Take for example, the trope-name “the virtuousness of Socrates”. This
designator would refer to the single entity, viz. the trope the-virtuousness-of-
Socrates, in all possible worlds in which this trope exists.

However, if we find this convincing Armstrong’s Realism will no
longer have any advantage over the trope account. Indeed, appealing to
Ockham’s razor, we should conclude that the Object-Trope theory is a bit more
superior to Armstrong’s theory. While Armstrong’s ontology requires concrete
individual objects as well as universals, the trope theorist will commit to

individual objects and individual properties, i.e. tropes.

36 Kripke, S. A., 1981, p. 48.
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APPENDIX C

TURKISH SUMMARY

Ontoloji  kuramlar1, temel varlik kategorilerinin listesini vermeyi
amaglar. Bir ontoloji kuramindan beklenen varolan seyler ve onlarin tiirlerini
tanimlamasidir. Kuramcilar arasinda temel varlik kategorilerinin ne oldugu
izerine bir uzlasim s6z konusu degildir. Ancak, genel kabul géren bazi temel
varlik kategorileri soyle siralanabilir: tikeller, ozellikler, bagintilar, olaylar,
olgu-durumu, somut veya soyut nesneler, fiziksel veya zihinsel varliklar, vb.
Farkli ontoloji kuramlar1 bu kategorilerde yer alan varliklara farkli ontolojik
statiiler vermektedir.

Bu calismanin birinci boliimiinde tiimeller problemine iliskin ana
kavramlar ele alimmustir. Timeller problemi felsefe tarihindeki en eski
tartismalardan biridir. Tiimeller problemi tek bir problemi degil; bir problemler
agini ifade eder. Tiimeller problemi, hem zihin ile ger¢eklik arasindaki iligkinin
ne oldugu hem de sozciikler ile gergeklik arasindaki iligkinin ne oldugu sorulari
ile ilgilidir.

Tlmeller problemi 6zellik ve bagntilarin ontolojik durumlarindan,
baska bir ifadeyle, Ozellik ve bagintilarin varligit ve dogasindan ortaya
cikmaktadir. Tiimeller problemi iki farkli nesnenin ayni 6zelliklere nasil sahip
olabildigi veya bir 6zelligin nasil iki farkli nesnenin bir pargasi olabildigi

problemi olarak tanimlanabilir.
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Ozelliklerin ontolojik durumlarimi agiklamak icin nitelik-uyusmas:
(attribute agreement) ve ornekleme (exemplification) kavramlarini agiklayan
yeterli bir yaklasima ihtiya¢ vardir. Nitelik-uyusmasi, ¢esitli nesnelerin
(tikellerin) tamamen ayni (veya benzer) ozelliklere sahip olmasini ifade eder.
Ozelliklerle ilgili tartisma yiikleme-olgusu (the phenomena of predication), tam
benzerlik (exact similarity) ve soyut gonderme (abstract reference) ile ilgili bazi
Oonemli problemleri beraberinde getirmektedir.

Adcilik, Trop kuramr®®’ ve Gergekgilik tiimeller problemini ele alan {i¢
onemli yaklasimdir. Gergekgilik, birden fazla nesnenin paylasabilecegi
herhangi bir o6zelligin varligin1 ve bununla birlikte, ¢oklu-érneklenebilen
(multiply-exemplifiable) seylerin (yani tiimellerin) varligim1 kabul eder. Ote
yandan, Adcilik ve Trop kurami birden fazla nesnenin paylasabilecegi
Ozellikleri ve g¢oklu-6rneklenebilen seylerin varligin1 reddeder. Bu kuramlar
sadece tikelleri kabul ederler. Ancak, Adciligin tersine, Trop kurami tikel
Ozelliklerin varligini kabul eder.

Bu c¢alismanin amaci birbirleriyle baglantili  bu problemleri
incelemektir. Ayrica bu c¢alisma, yilikleme olgusu ve yiikleme problemleri
(ontolojik veya dilsel) ile soyut gonderme kavramlarimi agiklamayi ve
tartigmay1 amaglamaktadir. Tiimeller problemi i¢in Onerilen yeterli herhangi bir

yaklagim, bu ii¢ problemi ele almali ve onlara ¢6ziim getirmelidir.

37 Trop kuramu, bazi filozoflarca “Ihmh Adcihk”, “Trop Adciligi” olarak da

adlandirilmaktadir.
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Ontolojik yiikleme problemi, ézellik-sahibi-olma (property-possession)
olgusuyla iligkilidir. Su iki climleyi ele alalim:

(1) Bu domates kirmizidir.

(2) Bu domates bir sebzedir.
Bu ciimlelerin ikisi de 6zne-yiiklem ciimleleridir ve yiiklemlerinin 6zelliklere
isaret ettigini kabul edebiliriz. O zaman (1) ve (2) sirasiyla

(1.a) Bu domates kirmizi-olma 6zelligine sahiptir

(2.a) Bu domates bir sebze olma 6zelligine sahiptir
bi¢iminde yeniden yazilabilir. “Kirmizi-olma o6zelligi” ve “bir sebze olma
Ozelligi” yerine, sirasiyla “kirmizi-olma” ve “bir sebze olma” ifadeleri
kullanilabilir. O halde, sirasiyla (1.a) ve (2.a)

(1.b) Kirmizi-olma, bu domatese yliklenebilirdir

(2.b) Bir sebze olma, bu domatese yiiklenebilirdir
seklinde yeniden diizenlenebilir. Bu durumda, hem (1.b) hem de (2.b) 6zne (bu
domates) ve yiiklem (kirmizi olma ve bir sebze olma) arasindaki yilikleme
iliskisini acik se¢ik belirtmektedir.

Timeller problemini ¢dzmek icin ortaya atilan goriislerden Adcilik,
Trop Adcilig1 ve Gergekeilik 6zellik-sahibi olma olgusuna indirgemeci bir
yaklagim sergilerler. Yani, bu goriislere gore 6zellik-sahibi olma bir tikel ve bir
0zellik arasindaki bir ¢esit bagintiya indirgenebilir.

Bagka bir ifadeyle bu agiklamalar bagmtisaldir, ¢iinkii hepsi, a-tikelinin
F-0zelligine sahip olmasini agiklamak i¢in, ornekleme, pay alma veya bir

yiiklem / bir kavram / bir kiime’nin altinda toplanmak vb. gibi bir baginti
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cesidine isaret eden kavramlar kullanmaktadir. Armstrong, 6zellik-sahibi
olmanin bagintisal analizini yapan kuramlarin tiimiiniin tiimeller problemini
cozemeyecegini iddia etmektedir. Armstrong’a gore, Ozellik-sahibi olma
olgusu igin yeterli bir agiklama sadece bagintisal olmayan bir timeller kurami
tarafindan verilebilir. Baska bir deyisle Armstrong, Ozellik-sahibi olmay1
bagintisal olarak analiz eden biitiin goriislerin yetersiz oldugunu ve hepsinin
sonsuza giden kisir dongii icerdigini sdylemektedir. Sonsuza giden kisir
dongiilerle bas edebilmek icin, Ozellik-sahibi olma olgusu bagintisal
olmamalidir.

Soyut gonderme problemi, soyut tekil terimlerin gonderimini nasil
anladigimizla ilgilidir. “Kirmiz1” ve “kare” gibi soyut tekil terimler, dogru olan
ctimlelerde kullanildiginda nesnelere isaret ediyor gibi goriiniirler. Soyut tekil
terimlerin isaret ettigi seyler nedir?

Soyut gonderme problemini ele alan yeterli herhangi bir goriis, soyut
tekil terimlerin neye isaret ettigini aciklamak zorundadir. Gergekgiler, soyut
tekil terimlerin tiimellere isaret ettigini kabul ederken; Trop kurami i¢in onlar
trope kiimesini ifade eder. Ote yandan, Adcilik soyut génderme problemine
¢Ozlim saglamakta bir gii¢liik i¢indedir.

Calismanin ikinci bolimiinde Adcilik ve Adciligin alt tiirleri ele
alinmigtir. Adcilik, “Yiklem Adciligr”, “Kavram Adcilig1”, “Kiime Adcilig1”
ve “Benzerlik Adcilig1” gibi alt tiirlere ayrilabilir. Genel olarak “Adcilik”
kavraminin, tliimellerin varligim1 reddeden metafiziksel tavri ifade ettigi

sOylenebilir.
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Adcilik, varolanlarin sadece somut nesneler oldugunu iddia eden tek-
kategorili bir ontoloji 6nermektedir. Adcilik, temel olarak varolan her seyin
tikel oldugunu (veya sadece tikellerin var oldugunu) ve tikellerin belirli bir
zamanda sadece bir yerde bulunabilecegini ileri siirmektedir. Sayica farkli olan
tikellerin bir ve ayn1 timeli Orneklemesinin  miimkiin olmadigini
savunmaktadir. Kisacasi, Adcilik ¢oklu-orneklenebilen varliklar1 reddetmekte
ve sadece somut tikellerin hem yiikleme-olgusunu hem de soyut gonderme
problemini anlamakta ve c¢ozmekte (aciklamakta) yeterli olacagini ileri
stirmektedir.

Yiiklem Adciligina gore “a, F’dir” veya “a, F 6zelligini tasir” ifadeleri,
a nesnesinin F-ylikleminin altinda toplanabilmesini veya F-yiikleminin a
nesnesine uygulanabilmesini ifade eder. Bir nesne ancak ve ancak belirli bir
yuklemin altinda toplaniyorsa veya belirli bir yiliklem bir nesneye
uygulanabiliyorsa o 6zelligi tasir. Yiiklem Adciligi nesnel 6zellikleri reddeder
ve onlar tikeller iizerindeki yiliklemlerden kaynaklanan birer golge olarak
kabul eder. Yiiklem Adciligina gore, “beyaz” yiiklemi ¢ok sayida nesneye
uygulanir ve bu beyaz nesneler, biitiinliigli olan beyaz nesneler kiimesini
olusturur. Beyaz nesneler kiimesinin biitiinliigii, Yiiklem Adciligima gore
kiimenin biitiin elemanlarmin ayni yiiklemle, yani beyaz yiiklemi ile ayni
baginttya sahip olmasina baghdir.

Yiklem Adcilign iki kisir dongii igermektedir: Nesne kisir dongiisii ve
bagint1 kisir dongiisii. Armstrong’a gore bu kisir dongiiler indirgemeci analizin

bir sonucudur. Yiklem adcilar1 06zellik tasimayir bir yiiklemin altinda
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toplanmaya veya yiiklemin nesneye uygulanabilmesine indirgemektedir.
Kisacasi, bir nesne ve bir yiiklem arasindaki bagintiyr agiklamak ig¢in
aciklanmasi gereken bagka bir olgu kullanmaktadir. Bu nedenle bu goriis kisir
dongiilerle kars1 karsiya kalmaktadir. Armstrong, Yiiklem Adciligr gibi diger
biitlin bagintisal goriislerin ayn1 probleme sahip oldugunu diisiinmektedir.

Nesne kisir dongiisii, yiiklem tiiri ve Ornekler arasindaki o6zel bir
iliskiye dayanmaktadir. Armstrong’a gore, nesne kisir dongiisiinde her
seviyede analiz edilmemis bir yiiklem ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Yiklem Adciligina
gore “a’nin kirmizihigr”, “kirmizilik” yiliklem tiiriiniin bir 6rnegidir veya a
nesnesinin  tagidigt  kirmizilik  6rnegi, kirmizilik  yiiklemin altinda
toplanmaktadir.  Armstrong’a gore Yiiklem Adciligi, domateslerin
kirmiziliginin onlarin kirmizi yiiklem tiirtiniin 6rnekleriyle olan bagintisi
tarafindan olusturuldugunu kabul eder. Ancak, bu yiiklem tiirii analiz edilmis
bir kavram degildir. Bu nedenle Yiiklem adcilari, kirmizi tiirlerinin biitiin
orneklerinin yiiksek dereceli bir ‘kirmizi’ yiiklemi altinda toplandigini kabul
etmelidir. Bu yeni yiiklem de bir tiir oldugundan sonsuza giden bir kisir dongii
ortaya ¢ikmaktadir.

Armstrong’a gore, Yiklem Adciligi her seviyede yiiklem tiirlerini
aciklamak zorunda kalmaktadir. Ancak bir yiliklem tiiriinii agiklarken yeni ve
analiz edilmemis baska bir yiliklem tiiriine ihtiya¢ duymaktadir. Boylesi bir
kullanim sonsuza giden bir kisir dongiiyii ortaya g¢ikartmaktadir. Bu nedenle,
Yiklem Adciligi tutarsizdir ve nitelik uyusmasma (ve dolayisiyla yiliklem

problemine) tutarli bir ¢6ziim 6nerememektedir.
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Bagint1 kisir dongiisii, nesne ve yiiklem arasindaki bagintidan ortaya
cikmaktadir. Yani bir baginti, @ nesnesi ve o nesneye uygulanan F
yukleminden olugmaktadir. Yiklem Adciligi, nesne ve yiiklem ciftlerinin her
birinin ortak bir seye sahip oldugunu kabul etmek zorundadir. Hepsi ‘altinda
toplanma’ ortak bagimnti tiirliniin 6rnekleridir. Bagint1 kisir dongiisii analizin
‘altinda toplanma’ bagint1 tiirii de yine 2-li yiiklem olarak ciftleri baglayan
baska bir bagintiya dayanmaktadir.

Kisaca oOzetlemek gerekirse, Armstrong Yiiklem Adciligimin tutarsiz
oldugunu ve bu nedenle tiimeller problemine ¢6ziim sunamayacaginmi iddia
etmektedir. Clinkii Yiikklem Adciligi bagintisal bir goriis 6nermektedir. Yani,
Yiiklem Adcilig1 yikleme olgusunu bir yiiklemin altinda toplanma bagintisi
olarak agiklamaktadir. Diger bir ifade ile bir tikelin 6zellik sahibi olmasini, o
tikel nesnenin disinda bir sey araciligiyla aciklamaktadir. Bu nedenle Yiiklem
Adciligl, bir nesne ve bir bagint1 kisir dongiisti icermektedir. Armstrong’a gore
bir tiir olarak altinda toplanma kavrami baginti kisir dongiisiine neden
olmaktadir. O halde Yiiklem Adciligi, bu kavrami birakmalidir. Fakat
kavramin birakilmasi miimkiin gériinmemektedir. Sonu¢ olarak bu iki kisir
dongii bize Yiiklem Adciliginin tiimeller problemini ¢ozmekte yetersiz
oldugunu gostermektedir.

Kavram Adciligi kavramlar1 zihinsel varliklar olarak kabul eder.
Kavram Adciliginda kavramlar, Yiiklem Adciliginda yiiklemlerin yaptigi isi

yaparlar. Bu yoniiyle Kavram Adciligi, Yiiklem Adciligmma benzemektedir.
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Kavram Adciligi, “a, F’dir.” ifadesini “a, F kavraminin altinda toplanir” veya
“F kavrami a nesnesine uygulanir” seklinde analiz eder.

Armstrong, Kavram Adcilifina {ic argiimanla karsi ¢ikmaktadir. ilk
argiimani, Yiikklem Adciligina yonelttigi argiimana benzemektedir. Bir seyin
beyazliginin, zihnimizdeki onun kavramindan bagimsiz oldugu agiktir ve beyaz
nesnenin sahip oldugu bir sey (6zellik) o nesneye “beyazlik” kavramini
uygulanabilir yapmaktadir. Fakat Kavram Adciligi, beyaz nesnelere “beyazlik”
kavramini uygulanabilir yapan seyin ne oldugunu agiklayamamaktadir.

Yiiklem Adciligr gibi Kavram Adcilig da iki kisir dongii igcermektedir.
Bu kisir dongiiler, Yiiklem Adciliginda ortaya c¢ikan kisir dongiilere ¢ok
benzediginden burada tartisilmalarina gerek yoktur.

Kiime Adcilig1 6zellik-sahibi olma olgusunu bir kiimenin elemani olma
olgusuna indirgemektedir. Bu yaklasima gore, 6zellik sahibi olma olgusu en iyi
kiime elemanligina dayanarak agiklanabilir. Kiimeler elemanlarinin
ozelliklerini belirlerler. @ nesnesi ancak ve ancak F-kiimesinin elemani
oldugunda F-olma 6zelligine sahiptir.

Kisir dongili arglimanlart Armstrong’un Kiime Adciligma yonelttigi
elestirilerden biridir. Yiiklem ve Kavram Adciliklar1 gibi Kiime Adciligi da
benzer iki kisir dongili, nesne ve baginti kisir dongiileri, tehdidi altindadir.
Armstrong’a gore, nesne kisir dongiisii Kiime Adciligr i¢in sorun olusturamaz
ancak bagint1 kisir dongiisii ciddi bir tehdittir. “a, F’dir” ifadesini “a’nin F’ler

kiimesinin eleman1 olmas1” ile analiz ettiginden Kiime Adcilifi, sadece bir
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F’ler kiimesinin oldugunu var saymaktadir, yani F’ler kiimesi bir tiir degildir.
Bu nedenle, nesne kisir dongiisii olugsmaz.

Ancak, Kiime Adcilig1 “kiime eleman1 olma”y1 bir bagint1 tiirli olarak
onermektedir. a ile F kiimesi arasindaki ve b ile F kiimesi arasindaki elemani
olma bagintilar1 bu bagint1 tiirtiniin 6rnekleridir. Yani, Kiime Adcilig1 nesne ve
kiime arasindaki bagintiy1 agiklamaya calisirken yeni ve analiz edilmemis bir
bagint1 tiirii ortaya koymakta ve kisir dongii baslamaktadir. Ciinkii Kiime
Adcilig1r yeni tiirii analiz etmek i¢in de baska tir bagintilara basvurmak
zorunda kalmaktadir.

Sonug¢ olarak Kiime Adciligi da tiimeller probleminin ¢6ziimiinde
yeterli degildir. Yiikklem ve Kavram Adciliklar gibi, Kiime Adciligr da baginti
kisir dongiisii icermektedir.

Benzerlik (Benzesme) Adciligi, 6zellik sahibi olma olgusunu bir nesne
ile F-0zelligini belirleyen ve F-0rnegi denilen bir nesne arasindaki benzerlik
bagintisinin olmasi bigiminde tanimlar. Bir nesne belirli bir 6zellige ancak ve
ancak o oOzelligin Ornegine benziyorsa sahiptir. Benzerlik adcilar1 6rnek
tikellere basvurmak zorundadir c¢iinkii onlar sadece tikelleri ve tikeller
arasindaki benzerlik derecelerini kabul etmektedir. Ornek tikeller olmaksizin,
Benzerlik Adcilig tikeller ve onlarin benzerlik derecelerinden bahsedemezler.

Yiklem Adciligi gibi, Benzerlik Adciligi da nesne ve bagmti kisir
dongiileri icermektedir. Fakat Armstrong’a gore sadece bagint1 kisir dongiisii

sonsuza gitmektedir.
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Bagint1 kisir dongiisii su sekilde ifade edilebilir: Her beyaz nesne ve
ornek-ozellik arasindaki benzerlik bagintis1 bir bagint1 tiiridiir. O halde, bu
benzerlik, benzerlik kuraminin indirgemeci bir analiz vermek zorunda oldugu
varlik ¢esitlerinden biridir. Her benzerlik durumu, benzerligin 6rnegine uygun
benzerlige sahip olmak zorundadir. Fakat benzerlik durumlarinin benzerlik
ornegine bu yeni benzerligi de bir tiir durumdur ve bu yiizden benzerlik analizi
asla tamamlanamaz.

Eger bir benzerlik adcist x, y ve z’nin birbirlerine benzediklerini
sOyliiyorsa, o x ile y, x ile z ve y ile z arasinda farkli benzerliklere isaret
etmektedir. Bu durumda Benzerlik Adciliginin agiklamasi gereken bir sorun
ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Ciinkii bu farkli benzerlikleri, yani x ile y arasindakini Ry, x
ile z arasindakini R, ve y ile z arasindakini R3 olarak adlandirdigimizda, R, ile
Ry, Ry ile R3 ve R; ile Rj arasindaki benzerlige de ikinci derece bir benzerlik
tanimlanmalidir. O halde bu durum benzerlik adcilar1 i¢in bir sorundur ¢iinkii
analiz sonsuza gitmektedir.

Her ne kadar Armstrong bu analizin sonsuza gitmesini mantiksal degil
ekonomik bir sorun olarak gorse de bu kisir dongii diger Adcilik goriisleri gibi
Benzerlik Adciliginin da tiimeller problemine tutarl bir ¢6ziim sunamayacagini
gosterir.

Calismanin tgilincii boliimiinde Trop Adciligr veya Tropguluk olarak
adlandirilan goriigiin tiimeller sorununa yaklagimi ele alinmistir. Trop kurami
ozelliklerin (ve bagintilarin) ve bunlara sahip olan nesnelerin tikel oldugunu

kabul eden goriis olarak tanimlanabilir.
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Trop kurami Klasik Trop kurami ve Nesne-Trop kurami olarak iki alt
yaklagim altinda toplanabilir. C. B. Martin ve Michael LaBossiere, iki
kategorili bir ontoloji olarak Nesne-Trope kuramini ortaya koymuslardir. G. F.
Stout, D. C. Williams ve Keith Campbell ise Klasik Trop kuraminin baslica
savunucularidir. Klasik Trop kuramina gore tikel Ozellikler diinyanin ana
ogeleridir. Okuyucunun dikkatine sunulmasi gereken 6nemli bir nokta, bu
calismanin 3. Boliimiinde ele alinan goriis ve ona yoneltilen elestirilerin
tamami1 Klasik Trop kurami i¢in oldugudur. Baska bir ifade ile tigiinci
boliimiin tamaminda Trop kuramu ile kastedilen Klasik Trop kuramidir.

Trop kuraminin deginilmesi gereken dort temel tezi vardir: Birincisi,
Ozellik ve bagmtilar ayni anda farkli yerlerde bulunamayan gergek tikel
varliklardir. Ikincisi, 6zellik ve bagintilar evrenin (diinyanin) temel 6geleridir.
Ucgiinciisii, tiimel denilen seyler, birbirine benzeyen tikel dzellikler kiimesinden
baska bir sey degildir. Tiimeller, nesneler arasindaki benzerlik problemi ve
coklukta birlik problemine ¢oziim olarak onerilmektedir. “a, F’dir” diyebilmek
icin F-tiimelinin var oldugunu iddia etmek Campbell’a gore gereksizdir.
Sonuncusu ise, somut nesneler tikel Ozellikler demetinden bagka bir sey
degildir.

Trop kuramcilar troplart basit, tikel ve soyut varliklar olarak kabul
etmektedir. Geleneksel bakis agisinda bir sey icin “soyut olma” tiimel ve
niteleyici olmayz; “tikel olma” ise somut olmayi ifade eder. Fakat Trop kurami
troplar1 soyut ve tikel olarak tanimlamaktadir. Boylesi bir tanim geleneksel

olarak celigkili gibi goriinebilir ancak Trop kurami geleneksel bakisa alternatif
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bir bakis sunmakta, troplar tikelligi ve soyutlugu birlestiren varliklar olarak
tanitmaktadir. Hem soyut olma hem de tikel olma troplarin ayirt edici
ozelligidir.

G. F. Stout, icinde 06zellik kavrami yerine ‘karakter’ ve ‘nitelik’
kavramlarini kullandig1 bir trop kurami 6nermektedir. Stout, 6zellikleri somut
nesnelere yiiklenebilen soyut tikeller olarak tanimlamakta ve tikel bir
karakterin sadece tek bir tikel varliga yiiklenebilir oldugunu iddia etmektedir.
Ona gore, Ozellikler tikeldir ve uzay-zaman iginde birden ¢ok yerde ayni anda
bulunamazlar.

Stout, tiimelleri elemanlarini veya 6rneklerini iceren bir kiimenin veya
tiirlin birligi olarak kabul etmektedir. Stout’a gore, genel terimler (veya yliklem
terimleri) ortak bir 6zellige degil, tikel Ozelliklerin bir ¢esidine isaret eder.
“Kirmiz1” ve “renk™ gibi terimler tekil terimler degil, distribiitif terimlerdir.
Baska bir ifadeyle, “kirmizilik” tikel kirmizilara boliistiiriilmiis birligi isaret
eder. Her tikel kirmizilik 6rnegi tikel bir renk 6rnegidir. Genel olarak renk,
cesitli alt tiirlerin boliistiiriilmiis birliginden bagka bir sey degildir; bu alt tiirler
de nihai olarak onlarin tikel 6rneklerinin bolistiiriilmiis birliginden 6teye bir
sey degildir.

Stout, “bir kiimenin veya tiirlin bolistiirilmiis birligi (distributive unity
of a class or a kind)” kavramimin analiz edilebilecek bir kavram olmadigini
iddia eder. Bu kavram, benzerlik ile analiz edilemez, ¢iinkii “bir kiimenin veya
tiiriin boliistiiriilmiis birligi” tlrtin dogasi ile ilgilidir. Stout’a gore bir kiimenin

veya tilirlin birligi nihaidir, onun analizi kisir dongiiye neden olur. Bir kiimenin
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veya tiirlin boliistiiriilmiis birligi nihai olmasina ragmen Adcilik onu benzerlik
bagintisiyla agiklamaya ¢alismistir. Bu da kisir dongiiye neden olmustur.

J. P. Moreland, Stout’un bir kiimenin boliistliriilmiis birligi anlayisini
elestirmekte ve bu kavramla Stout’un yaklasimin Gergekgilikten farkinin ayirt
edilemeyecek hale geldigini iddia etmektedir. Moreland gibi Armstrong da
Stout’u bu kavram nedeniyle elestirmistir. Armstrong’a gore Stout, kiime
iginde toplanan tikellerin hangi ilke ile biraraya geldigini (veya neden biraraya
geldigini) agiklayamamaktadir. Stout i¢in bir kiimenin boliistiriilmis birligi
elemanlar1 arasindaki benzerlik ile aciklanamaz. Yani boliistiiriilmiis birlik,
benzerligi belirler; tersi degil. Bu nedenle, Armstrong’a gore Stout’un trop
kurami tiimeller problemine bir ¢dziim sunamaz ve kurami sadece problemin
bir tekraridir.

D. C. Williams, Stout’u izlemis ve soyut tikelleri diinyanin ana 6geleri
olarak kabul etmistir. Bir tropun 6gesi oldugu varlik kadar tikel oldugunu iddia
eder. Williams o6zellik ve bagimntilarin tikel oldugunu kabul etmekte; ancak
tiimelleri tam olarak reddetmemektedir. Tiimelleri bir tikelin veya bagintinin
ornegi oldugu birbirine benzeyen tikel Ozellik veya bagintilarin kiimesi
tanimlar.

Williams soyut tikelleri narin, hemen goze ¢arpmayan, dagilmis ve ince
bilesenler olarak farz eder. Williams’a gore soyut varliklar tiimel varliklar
degildir. Soyut tikeller uzay-zamanin sadece bir noktasinda olabilen ince veya

eksik varliklara isaret ederken; tiimel varliklarin tek bir yeri yoktur.

173



Williams, soyut tikelleri miimkiin diinyalardaki nesnelerin ana
bilesenleri olarak kabul etmektedir. Onlar, biitiin somut nesnelerin yapildigi
gercekliklerdir. Williams, troplar1 varligin alfabesi (yap1 taslar1) olarak
tanimlamaktadir. Ona gore, troplar somut nesnelere eklenen varlik degil;
onlarin bilesenleridir. Somut nesneler, oOzellikler ve bagmtilar troplardan
olusmus metafiziksel yapilardir.

Campbell, Williams’in troplar veya soyut tikeller iizerine temel
goriislerini  kabul etmektedir. Campbell i¢cin her trop biricik parga,
tikellestirilmis  yapidir.  Campbell’a  goére troplar, farkli  6gelerin
birlesimi(bilesimi) olamaz. Aralarinda bagimsiz ve farkli her trop, kendi
hesabma bir troptur. Troplar tikeldir, ¢ilinkii tekrarlanabilir (yinelenebilir)
degildir ve aymi anda birden ¢ok yer ve zaman diliminde bulunamazlar.
Campbell hem soyut tikellerin hem de somut tikellerin ayni anda farkl
yerlerde olamayacagina inanmaktadir.

Campbell’a gére masa, sandalye, otomobil vb. siradan nesneler, nesne
olarak gercek metafiziksel birlige sahip degildir. Trop kuramcilar1 varligin
temel Ogeleri olarak troplarin gercek varliklar oldugunu ve onlarin diinyanin
temel bilesenleri oldugunu kabul ederler. Nesneler trop demetleridir ve bu
demetlerin bilesenleri de tikeldir.

Williams’in aksine Campbell, troplar1 algilanabilir seyler olarak kabul
etmez. Campbell, temel trop ve sdzde trop ayrimi yapar ve Williams’in sézde
troplar1 temel trop olarak kabul ederek yanilgiya diistiigiinii soyleyerek onu

elestirir. Campbell’a gore troplar pargasiz, degismez ve sinirlart belirgindir.
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Campbell’a gore, uzay-zaman tek bir troptur ¢iinkii uzay-zaman parcasiz ve
tektir; belirli bir smir1 yoktur. Sozde troplar eklense de parcasiz oldugundan
uzayin genislemesi miimkiin degildir. Bu nedenle, uzay trop ilavesi veya
doniisiimii ile degismez. Campbell’a gore uzayin sahte parcgalari genisler ve bu
genisleme zararsiz bir degisimdir.

Uzay-zamanin yam1 sira Campbell’a gore yercekimi alani,
elektromanyetik alan, zayif ve gii¢lii kuvvetler ve madde alam1 gergekligin
temel troplaridir. Uzay-zaman gibi, biitiin temel troplarin da herhangi bir
parcasi ve simir1 yoktur. Biitlin temel troplar her biri farkli miktarlarda veya
yogunlukta uzay-zamana yayilmis ve uzayr dolduran alanlardir. Diger biitiin
nesneler bu temel troplarin bir demetidir.

Campbell i¢in sozde troplar sahte veya iist-belirlenim (supervenient)
seylerdir. Onlar birer alg1 nesnesidir. Fakat onlar bir hayal {iriinii ya da insan
icad1 degildir. Campbell’a gore goriinen diinya alanlardan c¢ok; bir nesneler
diinyasidir. Uzay ve alanlar temel veya ana unsurlardir ve somut nesneler ise
tiiretilmis seylerdir.

Chris Daly, Trop kuraminin hem benzerlik kisir dongiisii hem de
ornekleme tropundan ortaya c¢ikan bazi sorunlar1 oldugu iddia etmektedir. Bu
nedenlerle, Trop kurami tiimelleri kabul eden kuramlara karsi ne bir avantaja
ne de biiyiik bir basitlige sahiptir.

Ayni kirmizi tonuna sahip iki domatesin oldugunu farz edelim. Trop
kuram1 bu benzerligi nasil agiklayabilir? Renk benzerlikleri tamamen ayni olan

ve ayn1 kirmizi tonuna sahip ti¢ tikel nesne diigiinelim. Trop kuramcilari, bu ti¢
175



tikel nesnenin farkli ancak tamamen benzer kirmizi troplara sahip olduklarini
iddia eder. Sirasiyla bu ii¢ kirmiz1 tropa F, G ve H diyelim. Bu troplar
arasindaki benzerlikten bahsedebilmek i¢in Trop kurami bu troplar arasindaki
benzerligi temellendirmek i¢in bir seye (varliga) ihtiya¢ duyacaktir. Bu
noktada, benzerlik bagintisinin bir trop olup olmadig1 sorusu ortaya ¢ikar. Trop
kurami eslestirilen kirmizi troplar1 (yani F ile G, G ile H ve F ile H ¢iftleri)
arasindaki benzerlige karsilik gelen benzerlik troplarina ihtiya¢ duyar. Bu
benzerlik troplar1 R;, R, ve Rjs olarak adlandirilabilir. Dahasi, bu benzerlik
troplar1 arasindaki benzerligi agiklamak i¢in de yeni benzerlik troplarina
ihtiya¢c duyacaktir. Kisacasi, Trop kurami her asamada aciklamasi heniiz
yapilmamis, yeni benzerlik troplarina ihtiya¢ duyar. Bu yiizden benzerlik
bagintisi trop olamaz; tiimel olmalidir. O halde, Trop kuram tikeller arasindaki
benzerligi sadece troplar araciligiyla gostermekte basarisiz olur. Bdylesi bir
aciklama kisir dongii icermektedir.

Campbell bu kisir dongiiniin sonsuza gitmedigi i¢in ciddi bir problem
olmadigin1 ve ayn1 zamanda Gergekg¢iligin de tiimellerle ilgili paralel bir kisir
dongiiyle karst karstya kaldigimi iddia etmektedir. Ancak kisir dongiiden
kagimmmak i¢in Campbell, benzerlik bagintisinin i¢ (dahili) ve ist-belirlenim bir
bagintt oldugunu iddia eder. Williams gibi Campbell da i¢ bagintilarin ek
(ilave) bagintilar olarak kabul etmez. Diger bir ifadeyle, yeni ve ilave bir
kategori veya varlik degildir. Bu nedenle, tam benzerlik bagintisi ek bir

kategori olarak ontoloji kuramina yiik getirmez; kisir dongii olusturmaz.
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Campbell’a gore iki trop arasindaki tam benzerlik analiz edilemez, basit
ve temel bir bagmtidir. Iki trop kendi dogalarinda ne varsa ve onlar neye
benziyorlarsa ona dayanarak birbirlerine benzerler. Campbell tam benzerligin
bir i¢ baginti oldugunu kabul eder. Ona gore iki tropun tam benzestigini
sOylemek onlarin benzesmesinin zorunlu olarak bu iki tropun varolmasini takip
ettigini veya tst-belirlenim oldugunu kabul etmektir. Moreland bu goriisii
elestirir ve analiz edilemez olma, basit ve kaba bir ger¢cek olma, bu bagintinin
bir dis-baginti oldugunu gosterir. Bir baginti dig-bagintiysa ayni zamanda
ontolojik olarak ektir (ilavedir). Bu da kisir dongiiye yol agar. Kisacasi, Trop
kurami benzerlik troplar1 nedeniyle sonsuza giden bir kisir dongii icermekte ve
troplar araciligiyla benzerlik agiklamasi eksik kalmaktadir.

Zamandaglik (concurrence) ve birliktelik (compresence) kavramlari
troplarin demetleri nasil olusturduklarini agiklamak i¢in kullanilmaktadir.
Williams ve Campbell’a gore troplar, ancak ve ancak ayni uzay-zaman
diliminde aynmi1 yerde bulunuyorlarsa birlikte varolurlar. Ayrica, troplar diger
troplarla somut tek bir nesne olusturmak i¢in bir arada var olurlar.

Herhangi bir domatesi ele alalim. Bu domates tikel, karmasik ve somut
bir nesnedir. Kirmizi, sert ve yuvarliktir. “Bu domates vardir” dnermesi, eger
bu domates varsa dogru olacaktir. “Bu domates vardir” dnermesinin dogru
olmasi i¢in kirmizi, sert; ve yuvarlak; troplarinin birlikte varolmasi gerekir.
Trop kuramlar1 bu domatesin bu troplardan olusan bir demet oldugunu kabul
etmektedir. Troplar1 birbirleriyle iligkili yapacak bir bagint1 olmalidir. Fakat bu

bagint1 troplara atfedilen veya onlara 6zdes olan bir baginti degildir. Trop
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kuramcilar birlikteligi (compresence), iliski halindeki seylerden bagimsiz ve
farkli bir bagint1 olarak diisiinebilirler. Daha ag¢ik bir ifadeyle, Trop kuramu,
troplarin demetleri nasil olusturduklarin1 agiklamak igin, bir tiir bagint1 tropu
kabul eder ve bu bagint1 tropuyla T; ve T, troplar1 somut tikeli olusturmak i¢in
birlikte varolmalarini aciklar. Ancak, birliktelik sadece T, ve T, icin olamaz.
Bu nedenle, birliktelik bagintisina ihtiya¢ vardir. Diger bir deyisle, eger
birliktelik bir bagint1 tiiriiyse, Trop kurami 6zel bir baginti tropuna, yani
ornekleme (veya 6zelleme) bagintilarina ihtiyag¢ duyar. T; ve T, ancak ve ancak
birliktelik bagmmtisin1 o6rneklediklerinde birlikte varolurlar. O halde, Trop
kurami “6rnekleme” bagintisina da ihtiyag duyar veya birliktelik baska bir trop
olarak kabul edilir. Fakat boylesi bir kabul, Bradley kisir dongiisii ad1 verilen
ve sonsuza giden kisir dongiiyii beraberinde getirir.

Trop kuramu birliktelik bagintisim1 bir dis bagint1 olarak kabul eder ve
dis bagitilar ontolojik olarak yiik anlamina gelir. Yani birliktelik ger¢ek bir
bagintidir ve nedenle kisir dongiiye yol agmaktadir.

Bu calismanin dordiincii boliimiinde tiimeller sorununa bir ¢6ziim
olarak ortaya atilan Gergekeilik goriisii ele alimmustir. Gergekgeilik, tikelleri ve
tiimelleri iceren iki kategorili bir ontoloji goriisii onermektedir. Armstrong,
Gergekeiligi basitge ‘varolan her seyin tikel oldugunun inkar1’ olarak
tanimlamaktadir. Tiimeller, bizim zihnimizden ve dilden bagimsiz olarak var
olan genel varliklardir. Gergekeilik tiimelleri ¢oklu-6rneklenebilen seyler;

tikelleri de tiimelleri Ornekleyen varliklar olarak tanimlar. Gergekgiler,
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Ozellikleri (ve bagintilar1) tiimel olarak kabul ederler, ¢iinkii 6zellikler birden
fazla nesneye ontolojik olarak yiiklenebilirler.

Gergekgeilere gore, bir nesne F-6zelligine ancak ve ancak F-tiimelini
ornekliyorsa sahip olabilir. Tki farkli nesne ayni tiimeli ancak ve ancak aymi
Ozellige sahipse ornekleyebilir. Gergekgilige gore bir tiimel ayni anda bir¢ok
yerde biitiiniiyle bulunabilir ¢linkii tiimeller ¢oklu 6rneklenebilen varliklardir.

Gergekeilik goriisii, timelleri ele aliglarima gore ii¢ temel kategoriye
ayrilabilir: Platoncu Gergekeilik (Askin Gergekeilik), Aristoteles¢i Gergekeilik
(Ikin Gergekgilik) ve Armstrong’un Gergekgilik Anlayisi. Bu ayrim a tikeli ile
F tiimeli arasindaki iliskinin yapisiyla ilgili gorlis ayriligindan ortaya
cikmaktadir. Tiimellerin yeri ve 6rneklenme big¢imleri ile ilgili tartismalar da
Gergekeilik goriisinde bu ayrismaya neden olmustur.

Tlmellerin yeri sorunu, tiimellerin uzamsal bir yeri olup olmadigi
sorusuyla iligkilidir. Platoncu Gergekgilik tiimellerin  varliginin  onlari
ornekleyen nesnelerin varligindan bagimsiz oldugunu savunur. Tiimeller uzay
ve zamanin disinda biitiiniiyle varolabilen varliklardir. Ote yandan Aristotelesci
Gergekeilige gore gergek varliklar tikel nesnelerdir ve tiimeller tikellerden
bagimsiz bir sekilde var olamazlar. Timeller icinde olma iliskisi ile tikeller
tarafindan tasinirlar. Aristoteles’e gore tiimeller sadece orneklendikleri yerde
var olurlar.

Platon, oOrneklenmemis tiimellerin varhigint kabul eder. Ona gore
tiimeller kendi baslarina var olabilirler ve var olmalari i¢in 6rneklenmelerine

gerek yoktur. Platon’a gore tlimeller zorunlu varliklardir ve varliklari bir nesne
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tarafindan orneklenmelerine baglh degildir. Yani, F-tiimeli bu diinyada hic¢bir
nesne F olmasa da veya F 6zelligini tasimasa da varolabilir. Ote yandan,
Aristoteles’e gore bir tiimelin varolabilmesi igin, i¢inde olacagi bir nesnenin
olmas1 gereklidir. Platoncu Gergekgiligin aksine, Aristoteles¢i Gergekgilikte
tiimeller var olmak i¢in Orneklenmeye ihtiyag duyarlar. Armstrong’un
Gergekeiligi de Aristotelesci Gergekeiligi bu konuda izler. Armstrong’a gore
miimkiin 6zellikler 6zellik degildir. O, hi¢ 6rneklenmeyen 6zellikleri miimkiin
Ozellik olarak tanimlar ve varliklarimi reddeder. Armstrong Orneklenmemis
tiimelleri kabul etmez, ¢iinkii onlarin nedensel giicii yoktur ve fiziksel alanda
nedensel bir etkileri yoktur.

Kiime Adciligi gibi Platoncu Gergekgilik de nesne kisir dongiisii icermez
clinkii bu goriis “a, F’dir” ifadesini a’nin F-Formundan pay almas1 bigiminde
analiz eder. Ayn1 zamanda Platoncu Gergekgilige gore F-Formu zorunlu olarak
tektir. Bu nedenle, nesne kisir dongiisii ortaya ¢ikmamaktadir. Ancak Platoncu
Gergekeilik bagiti kisir dongiisiinden kurtulamaz. Bu goriise gore, tikeller
Formlardan pay alirlar. Bu nedenle, pay alma bagintis1 sayisiz 6érnegi olan bir
tiirdiir. Bu problemi bir érnekle gostermek yerinde olacaktir. Ornegin kirmizi
bir giil, kirmiz1 bir araba ve kirmizi bir elma gézlemleyebilir ve bu gozlemler
sonucunda hepsinin ortak olarak sahip oldugu bir seyin oldugunu
sOyleyebiliriz. Cilinkii bu nesnelerin her biri kirmizilik Formundan pay
almaktadir. Eger X ve Y iki farkli tiimel ve a ile b sirasiyla onlarin 6rnekleri
oldugunda, X ile a ve Y ile b arasindaki pay alma bagintisinin iki 6rnegi i¢in

bir agiklamaya ihtiya¢ vardir. Bu durumda pay alma tiimeli, P; pay almasi ve
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P, pay almasi bi¢ciminde iki tane Ornege sahiptir. Yani, Py, P, ve P tiimeli
arasindaki bagintilar c¢okta birliktir. Bu iki 6rnek birinci derece pay alma
Formundan farkli yapiya sahiptir ve hepsi pay alma Formundan pay
almaktadir. Bu nedenle, iigiincii derecede pay alma Formu gereklidir ve bu
durum boyle devam eder.

Kisacast Adciligin ¢esitli  orneklerinde oldugu gibi, Platoncu
Gergekeilik de bir baginti kisir dongiisti icermektedir ve bunun yani sira
orneklenmemis tiimellerin varligimi kabul etmektedir. Armstrong’a gore
Platoncu Gergekgeilik bu nedenlerle reddedilmelidir.

Aristoteles, tlimellerin zihinden bagimsiz gergek varliklar oldugunu
kabul ederek adcilarla ve kavramcilarla ayni goriiste degildir. Bunun yani1 sira
tiimellerin tikellerin iginde yer almasi ve nesneden bagimsiz tlimellerin
varhgmi reddetmesiyle de Platoncu Gergekeilik’ten  ayrilmaktadir.
Aristoteles’in tiimeller kurami genel olarak “Ilimli Gergekgilik™ olarak kabul
edilmektedir.

Aristoteles’e gore tiimeller dogal olarak nesnelere yiiklenirler.
Aristoteles tiirleri, 6zellikleri ve bagintilar1 tlimel olarak kabul eder. Ona gore
tiimeller bir 6zne i¢in sdylenebilen seylerdir, ancak tikeller herhangi bir 6zne
icin sOylenemeyen seylerdir. Kirmizi bir tiimeldir ¢linkii dogas1 geregi birgok
nesneye yiiklenebilir, fakat Sokrates bir tikeldir ¢iinkii dogasi1 geregi bir¢ok
nesneye yiiklenemez.

Aristoteles tiimellerin ¢oklu Orneklenebilen varliklar oldugunu ve

onlarin tiimiiyle kendilerini 6rnekleyen tikellerin i¢inde bulundugunu kabul
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etmektedir. Timeller onlar1 6rnekleyen tikellerden ayr1 veya onlarin disinda
var olamazlar. Tiimeller nesnelere ickindir. Diger bir ifadeyle Aristoteles’e
gore tiimeller sadece tikellerin iginde var olur. Sokrates’in pembeligi
Sokrates’in i¢indedir ve Sokrates olmadan var olamaz. Kisacasi tiimeller var
olmak i¢in 6rneklenmek zorundadir. Aristoteles’e gore tiimeller 6rneklendikleri
yerde bulunurlar.

Temelinde Aristoteles¢i bir goriis Ooneren Armstrong’un Gergekeilik
anlayis1 da ele alinip, tiimeller sorununu ele alan goriislerden Gergekgilik
lizerine tartisma tamamlanacaktir.

Adcilik ve Gergekgilik adli eserinde Armstrong, felsefesini iizerine
kurdugu ii¢ temel ilke 6nermektedir. O’na gore; (i) diinya 6zelliklere sahip
tikeller igermektedir ve tikeller birbirleriyle bagintilidir, (i) Diinya tek bir
uzay-zaman sistemidir, (iii) Sadece (tamamlanmis bir) fizik diinyay1 tamamen
betimleyebilir. Birinci ilke olgu-durumu ontolojisine isaret etmektedir. Ikinci
ilke Armstrong’un Dogalcilik (naturalism) goriisiine ve {igiinciisii fiziksellik
(physicalism) goriisline isaret etmektedir.

Armstrong’a gore gergekgiler, yliklemler insan icadi olmasina ragmen
onlara karsilik gelen nesnel 6zelliklerin var oldugunu kabul etme egilimindedir,
clinkii yiikklemler ¢ok sayida tikele uygulanabilmektedir. Yani, gergekcilere
gore yiiklemler nesnel 6zellik ve bagintilar1 gosterir ve kendiliginden tiimellere
isaret ederler. Fakat Armstrong yiiklemler ile tiimeller arasinda birebir ilgilesim

(correlation) oldugunu reddeder.
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Armstrong semantik ile ontolojinin birbirinden ayrilmasi gerektigini
savunur. Ona gore bir yiiklemin anlamu ile o yiiklemin tikellere uygulanmasini
saglayan Ozellik birbirinden ayrilmalidir. Kavramlarin anlamlar1 bize hangi
Ozelliklerin var oldugunu gostermez. Yiiklem ve Ozellikler arasinda birebir
ilgilesim oldugunu reddederek Armstrong, tiimeller probleminin dilsel
formiillestirilmesine kars1i ¢ikmakta ve semantik ile ontolojiyi birbirinden
ayirmaya caligmaktadir.

Armstrong “anlam argiimanin1” ¢ok kotii bir argiiman olarak
degerlendirir ve onu reddeder. Bu arglimana gore, eger genel bir terimin anlami
varsa, diinyada onun anlamina karsilik gelen bir sey vardir. Armstrong’a gore
‘tek boynuzlu at’ gibi genel bir terim, bir anlami olmasina ragmen herhangi bir
tikele uygulanamaz. Herhangi bir tikel tarafindan orneklenmediginden ‘tek
boynuzlu at’ teriminin gergek bir 6zellige isaret ettigi sdylenemez. Armstrong
tikellerin gergek oOzelliklerinin ne olduguna bilimsel arastirmalarla karar
verilecegini kabul etmekte; a priori gercekeiligi ve 6rneklenmemis tiimelleri de
kabul etmemektedir.

Armstrong’a gore tiimeller ve nedensellik arasinda bir baglant1 vardir.
Belirli bir nedensel gii¢ saglama bir seyin 6zelligi olmanin zorunlu kosuldur.
Ona gore, bir 6zellik, kendisine sahip olan tikelin nedensel giiciinde higbir fark
saglamiyorsa o Ozelligin varligini kabul etmek i¢in hakli bir gerek¢e yoktur.
Kisacast Armstrong, nedensel giicii olmayan bir 6zelligin varligin1 kabul

etmemektedir.
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Armstrong’un goriislerinin temelindeki dogalcilik ve fizikselcilik
anlayisinin bu kadar ele alinmasi yeterli olacaktir. Simdi onun tiimeller
problemine ¢6ziim Onerisi olarak sundugu olgu durumu tiizerine goriislerini ele
alalim.

Armstrong olgu durumu (state of affairs) ontolojisi 6ne siirmekte ve
aciklanmasi gereken her seyi olgu-durumu kavrami ile agiklayabilecegini iddia
etmektedir. Armstrong’a gore olgu durumu (tikeller ve tiimeller) bilesenleri
olmasma ragmen varligin en kiigiik birimidir. Armstrong’un olgu durumu
ontolojisini anlamak icin tiimel, tikel ve 6rnekleme kavramlarinin onun i¢in ne
anlama geldiginin bilinmesi gerekir.

Armstrong, olgu durumunu “bir tikelin belirli bir 6zellige sahip olmas1”
veya “iki ve daha fazla tikelin belirli bir baginti iginde olmasi” bi¢iminde
tanimlar. Ona gore tikel ve tiimel kategorileri birbirine indirgenemeyecek; biri
olmadan digerinin var olamayacagi iki kategoridir. Yani tikeller ve tiimeller
kendi baglarina, birbirinden bagimsiz varliklar degildir; birbirinden bagimsiz
bir bicimde kavranamazlar. Olgu-durumu kategorisi tikeller ve tiimellerin bir
araya gelmesini saglar.

Armstrong’a gore belirli 6zelliklere sahip tikeller (yani olgu durumlarrt)
diinyanin gercek yapi taslaridir. Bu nedenle Armstrong, bir olgu durumunu
varolan en basit ve en kiigiik sey olarak tanimlar. Armstrong, “Tiimeller tikeller
olmadan higbir seydir.” ve “Tikeller tliimeller olmadan hicbir seydir.”
hipotezlerini kabul etmektedir. Bu iki hipotezden hareketle Armstrong,

Ornekleme ilkesi ve Ciplak tikellerin reddi ilkesini 5nermektedir. Bu iki ilkeyle
184



Armstrong, tiimel ve tikel kategorilerinin birbirine indirgenemeyecegini ¢iinkii
Ozelliklerin her zaman bir tikelin 6zelligi oldugunu ve bir tikelin de belirli
Ozelliklere sahip bir sey oldugunu iddia etmistir. Yani, Armstrong icin, ¢iplak
tikel yoktur clinkii her tikel en az bir 6zellige sahiptir ve drneklenmemis bir
tiimel yoktur, ¢ilinkii her tiimel en az bir kere ve en az bir tikel tarafindan
orneklenmelidir.

Armstrong’a gore, bir tiimelin varligi onun 6rneklenmesini gerektirir.
Aristotelesci gercekeilik gibi, Armstrong da bir tiimelin 6rneklenmedikge var
olamayacagini kabul eder. Tiimeller onlar1 6rnekleyen tikellerin i¢inde ve ayni
anda birden ¢ok yerde bulunabilirler. Armstrong’a gore tiimeller ve tikeller
ayrisan varliklar degildir; ama onlar 6rnekleme bagintisiyla bir araya gelirler.
Ornekleme bagintisal olmayan ‘dogal bag’dur.

Daha once de belirttigimiz gibi, Adciligin ¢esitli bi¢imleri, Platoncu
Gergekeilik ve Aristotelesci Gergekeilik baginti kisir dongiisti icermektedir. Bu
kisir dongiliden kurtulmak icin, Armstrong iist-belirlenim (supervenient)
kavramini, a tikeli ve F-tlimeli arasindaki bagintiy1 agiklarken kullanmaktadir.
Armstrong’a gore, iist-belirlenim (supervenient) olan varliga ilave degildir;
kisir dongliye yol agmaz.

Armstrong’a gore olgu-durumu ontolojisi par¢a-biitiin iliskisel olmayan
(non-mereological) birlesimleri gerektirir. Yani, “a, F’dir” ifadesi genel olarak
parga-biitiin iligkisel olmayan bigimdeki birliktelik olarak tanimlanmaktadir.
Tiimeller ve tikeller olgu durumlarinin bilesenleridir. Armstrong’a gore

bilesenler ile olgu durumu arasinda par¢a-biitiin iliskisel olmayan bir baginti
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vardir. Armstrong’a gore drnekleme (6zelleme, ing. instantiation), i¢inde bir
tiimel ve bir tikelin birleserek olgu-durumunu olusturdugu par¢a-biitiin iliskisel
olmayan bir bagintidir. Ornekleme dis baginti degildir, bir ana-bagdur.
Ornekleme bir ana-bag olarak kabul edildiginde herhangi bir kisir dongiiye
neden olmaz.

Armstrong’a gore ayni bilesenlerin farkli olgu durumlarim
olusturabilecegi ger¢egi, olgu-durumlarinin bilesimin parc¢a-biitiin iligkisel
olmayan bigimine sahip oldugunu gdosterir. Neden bilesim parc¢a-biitiin iliskisel
olmayandir? Armstrong’a gore bilesim parc¢a-biitiin iliskisel olmayan
olmalidir, ¢iinkii bilesenlerin varligi olgu-durumlarinin varligin1 gerektirmez.
Eger bilesim par¢a-biitiin iliskisel olsaydi, bilesenlerin varlig1 olgu-durumunun
varligin1 gerektirirdi. Ikinci olarak, ayni bilesenler parca-biitiin iliskisel
olmayan bilesimlerde farkli olgu-durumlar1 olusturabilir, fakat parca-biitiin
iliskisel oldugunda, farkli olgu durumlari olusturamazlar. Armstrong’a gore
olgu-durumlarinin bilesenleri i¢ organizasyona sahiptir. Tikeller ve tiimeller
ornekleme veya bagintisiz bag (non-relational tie) ile birlesirler.

Armstrong tiimelleri, olgu-durumu tiirii (state of affairs- type) olarak
kabul eder. Tiimeller, ona gore, olgu-durumlarindan soyutlama yoluyla elde
edilen olgu-durumu tiirleridir. Armstrong’a gore bir tiimel i¢i bosaltilmis olgu-
durumudur (a gutted state of affairs); tiimel, olgu-durumundan tikel
cikartildiginda geri kalandir; olgu-durumlarinda yer alan tikeller diisiincede
ayni sekilde soyutlanabilir. Bu nedenle, tiimel bir olgu-durumu tiiriidiir ve

tiimel biitiin olgu-durumlarinda ortak olan bilesendir. “a, F’dir” ifadesiyle dile
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getirece§imiz olgu-durumunu ele alalim. Bu olgu durumundan a-tikelini
soyutlayarak F-olgu durumu tiirii elde edilebilir. “-- Fdir” bir olgu-durumu tiirii
olacaktir. Bu olgu-durumunun bir pargasi olsa da, ondan bagimsiz olarak var
olamaz. Armstrong’a gore olgu-durumu tiirii kavrami tiimellerin kendilerinin
olgu-durumu oldugu anlamina gelmez. Tiimeller olgu-durumlarinin sadece
bilesenleridir.

Armstrong’a gore gercek olgu-durumu tiirlerinin neler oldugu sadece a
posteriori olarak bilinebilir. Tek basina 6zellikler, algilanamazlar. Bir 6zellik,
ancak bir tikelin o6zelligi olarak algilanabilir. Ozellikler nesnelerin olma
bi¢gimleridir. Bagintilar nesnelerin birbiriyle etkilesim bi¢imidir. Bu bigimi
nesnesiz anlamak miimkiin degildir. Armstrong, tikel ve tiimellerin olgu-
durumlarindan soyutlama oldugunu iddia eder ve bu nedenle onlarin birer
parca olarak goriilmesi miimkiin degildir. Ne tikeller ne de tiimeller olgu-
durumlarindan bagimsiz var olamazlar. Armstrong, her ne kadar tiimel ve
tikellerin olgu-durumlarindan bir soyutlama ile elde edilebilecegini sdylese de,
onlar1 gercek varliklar olarak kabul eder.

Calismanin son boliimiinde soyut gonderme problemi tartisiimis ve
Armstrong’un Gergekeilik anlayist dahil ele almann goriislerden birinin bu
problemle bas edip edemedigi ortaya konulmaya ¢aligilmustir.

Soyut gonderme problemi ‘soyut tekil terimler’in herhangi bir
gonderiminin nasil anlagilacagi sorunu ile ilgilidir. Adcilik ve Gergekgilik’te
Armstrong, Gergekgilik i¢in soyut gonderme problemine dayali bir argliman

Onermistir. Armstrong, Frank Jackson’in argiimanini sadelestirmis ve bu
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argiimani kullanarak Adcili§in soyut bu problemi ¢6zmekte basarisiz oldugunu
iddia etmektedir.

Asagida verilen su 6rnegi ele alalim:

(A)Kirmiz1 bir renktir.

Bu 6nerme yaygin olarak dogru kabul edilir ancak bu 6nermeyi dogru kilanin
ne oldugunun acgiklanmasi gerekir. Bu Onerme agikg¢a tiimellere gonderme
yapmaktadir. Gergekgeiler, soyut tekil terimlerin i¢cinde yer aldigi énermelerin
neden dogru oldugunun ancak tiimellerin varhi§m kabul ederek
verilebilecegini iddia etmektedir.

Adcilik, soyut gonderme sorunu i¢in elemeci bir goriis onermektedir.
Bu goriise gore, soyut tekil terimlerin yer aldigi biitlin 6nermeler, i¢inde
tiimelleri varsaymayan terimlerin bulundugu 6nermelere doniistiiriiliip soyut
tekil terimler elenebilir.

Adciliga gore, soyut tekil terimler igeren ciimleler gercekte somut
nesnelerden bahsetmenin gizli (kapali) bir yoludur. Adcilar i¢in ‘F’ gibi bir
soyut tekil terim, F teriminin uygulanabildigi tikel nesneler ile ilgili genel
yargilarda bulunmak igin bir aragtir. Ornegin (A) “Kirmizi bir renktir”
Onermesi bir tiimel hakkinda bir iddiay1 dile getiriyor gibi goriinmesine
ragmen, gercekte somut kirmizi nesneler hakkindaki iddiay: dile getirir. Diger
bir deyisle, Adcilik i¢in (A) 6nermesinde kullanilan ‘kirmizi’ terimi kirmizi-
tikellere isaret eder. ‘Kirmiz1’ gibi soyut tekil terimlerin kullanimi bize kirmizi

tikel nesneler hakkinda genel yargida bulunma imkan1 saglar.
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Adciliga gore, soyut tekil terim iceren Onermeler tiimellerle ilgili gibi
goriinmesine ragmen, bu onermeler tikeller hakkinda 6nermelere ¢evirilebilir.
Ornegin, (A) “Kirmiz1 bir renktir” dnermesi soyut génderme veya soyut tekil
terim i¢eren bir onermedir. (A) 6nermesindeki ‘kirmizi’ terimi gercek bir tekil
terim degildir; ¢iinkii nesneleri belirtmezler. Gergek tekil terim olmalari igin bir
soyut tekil terimin nesne-belirtici (object-denoting) olmasi gerekir. Ancak,
onun dogru bir climlede yer almasinin agiklamasinin verilmesi gerekir. Diger
bir ifadeyle, ‘kirmizi’ terimi nesne-belirtici olmayan olarak kabul edilirse, o
belirli 6zelliklere sahip olan nesnelerden bahseden climlelerin kisaltmasi olarak
kabul edilebilir. Adciliga gére (A) Oonermesinde bu terimin bulunusu kirmizi
nesnelerden kisa yoldan bahsetme bi¢imidir. Bu nedenle, adcilar (A)
Oonermesini Adci dilde sOyle ifade ederler:

(A.1) Biitiin tikel x’ler i¢in, eger x kirmizi ise, x renklidir. (Biitiin

kirmizi nesneler renkli nesnelerdir.)

(A.1) onermesi de (A) onermesinden tiiretildigi i¢in dogru bir Snermedir.
Baska bir ifadeyle, “Kirmiz1 bir renktir” 6nermesinin dogrulugu “Biitiin tikel
x’ler i¢in, eger x kirmizi ise, x renklidir” onermesinin dogrulugunu gerektirir.
Fakat tersi, yani (A.l) onermesinden (A) tiiretilmesi, gecerli degildir. Bu
durumu gostermek amaciyla Armstrong, Jackson’in asagidaki arglimanini
kullanmaktadir:

(B.1) Biitiin tikel x’ler i¢in, eger x kirmiz1 ise, x uzamlidir.

(B.1) onermesi dogru bir onermedir. O halde, eger (A) onermesinden (A.1)

Onermesi tiiretilebiliyorsa, (B.1) Onermesi (B) “Kirmizi bir uzamdir”
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Onermesini gerektirmelidir. Ancak, (B) 6nermesi acikca yanlis bir dnermedir.
O halde, Adcilik soyut gonderme problemin i¢in bir ¢dziim Onerisi
getirememektedir.

Adcilik gibi Trop Adciligi da soyut géonderme sorununa elemeci bir
goriis onermektedir. Trop kuramcilar1 soyut tekil terimlerin tiimellerin adlar
oldugunu reddeder. Onlara gore, soyut tekil terimler tikel niteliklerin hakkinda
kisa yoldan bahsetme araglaridir. Yani Trop adcilar1 soyut tekil terimleri i¢eren
ctimleleri, troplar hakkinda genel yargida bulunmanin gizlenmis bir yolu olarak
kabul ederler. Bir soyut tekil terim birbirine benzeyen troplar kiimesinin adidir.
‘Kirmiz1’ gibi soyut tekil terimlerin kullanimi bize kirmizi troplarla ilgili genel
yargida bulunmamizi saglar. Trop kurami ‘kirmiz1’ teriminin sadece ve sadece
kirmiz1 troplar kiimesinin adi oldugunu kabul eder. Yani, ‘kirmiz1’ terimi tikel
kirmizilar (veya kirmizi troplar) hakkinda genel yargida bulunabilme aracidir.

Armstrong’a goére Adciligin aksine Trop kurami soyut goénderme
problemini acgiklamakta basarilidir. Trop kurami (A) 6nermesini

(A.2) Biitiin tikel x’ler icin, eger x bir kirmiz1 tropa sahip ise, x bir renk

tropuna sahiptir
seklinde ele alir. Ancak Trop kurami (A) Onermesinin analizini
tamamlayabilmek i¢in bir yardimci dnciile (YO) ihtiya¢ duyar. Bu 6nciil su
sekilde ifade edilebilir:

(YO;) Kirmiz1 troplar kiimesi renk troplari kiimesinin bir alt kiimesidir.
(YO;) 6nermesi dogrudur. Kirmizi troplarin ayni zamanda bir renk tropu

oldugu aciktir, ¢iinkii bir renk tropu olmak bir kirmiz1 trop veya bir sar1 trop
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veya bir yesil trop vb. olmay1 ifade eder. Boylece, (YO,) Onermesinin
dogrulugu kanitlanmis olur ve (A) onermesi (A.2) onermesini gerektirir. Ayni
zamanda (A.2) dnermesi (YO;) eklenerek (A) dnermesini gerektirir. O halde,
Trop kurami agisindan (A) 6nermesinin dogru analizi asagidaki gibi olur:
[(A.2) + (YO))] Biitiin tikel x’ler i¢in, eger x bir kirmiz1 tropa sahipse, x
bir renk tropuna sahiptir ve Kirmizi troplar kiimesi renk troplari
kiimesinin bir alt kiimesidir.
O halde, (A.2) + (YO,) énermesi (A) énermesinin dogru bir analizidir.
Bunlara ek olarak, Trop kurami (B.1) 6nermesini,
(B.2) Biitiin tikel x’ler i¢in eger x bir kirmizi tropuna sahipse, x bir
uzam tropuna sahiptir
seklinde ele alir. Gene analiz kirmizi troplar kiimesi ile uzam troplar1 kiimesi
arasindaki iligskiyi aciklayan yardimci Onciile ihtiyag duyar. O halde, bu
yardime1 Onciil su sekilde ifade edilebilir:
(YO,) Kirmiz1 troplar kiimesi uzam troplar1 kiimesinin bir alt kiimesi
degildir.
(YO,) onermesi acikca dogrudur. Aslinda (YO,) &nermesinin dogrulugu,
“Kirmizi troplar kiimesi ile uzam troplar1 kiimesinin kesisimi bostur”
onermesinin bir sonucudur. (B.2) o6nermesine (YO,) eklendiginde, (B.1)
Onermesinin analizi tamamlanmis olur ve (B.1) Onermesinin yeni analizi

asagidaki gibidir:
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[(B.2) + (YO,)] Biitiin tikel x’ler igin eger x bir kirmizi tropuna sahipse,

x bir uzam tropuna sahiptir ancak Kirmizi troplar kiimesi uzam troplari

kiimesinin bir alt kiimesi degildir.

O halde, Trope kurami (B) onermesi yanligken (B.1) 6nermesi ve onun Tropgu
yorumu olan [(B.2) + (YO,)] o&nermesinin nasil dogru oldugunu
aciklayabilmektedir. Bu analize gore, [(B.2) + (YO,)] 6nermesi (B) énermesini
gerektirmez.

Armstrong’un isaret ettigi gibi, Kiime Tropc¢ulugunun aksine Kiime
Adciligt “Kirmizi bir renktir” ve benzeri durumlarn agiklayamaz. Kiime
Adcilig1 (A) 6nermesini

(A.3) Biitiin tikel x’ler i¢in, eger x kirmizi nesneler kiimesinin bir

eleman ise, x renkli nesneler kiimesinin bir elemamdir
seklinde analiz edecektir. Yine (A) onermesi (A.3) 6nermesinden fazla bir sey
soylemektedir. Fakat

(YO3) Kirmuzi nesneler kiimesi renkli nesneler kiimesinin bir alt

kiimesidir
yardimer Onciilii analize ilave etmek bir sey getirmeyecektir. Ciinkii (A.3)
onermesi ile (YO3) 6nermesi denktir. Denklikleri de alt kiime taniminin, yani
“A, B’nin bir alt kiimesidir ancak ve ancak biitiin tikel x’ler icin eger x 4
kiimesinin bir elemaniysa, x B kiimesinin elemanidir” basit bir sonucudur.

Benzer sekilde Kiime adcilari (B.1) Onermesini su sekilde analiz

edeceklerdir:
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(B. 3) Biitlin tikel x’ler i¢in eger x kirmizi nesneler kiimesinin bir

elemani ise x uzamli nesneler kiimesinin bir elemanidir.
Bu defa

(YO4) Kirmizi nesneler kiimesi uzamli nesneler kiimesinin bir alt

kiimesi degildir
yardime1 Onciiliiniin  eklenmesi fayda saglamaz, ciinkii (YO,) yanlstir.
Gergekten kirmizi nesneler kiimesi uzamli nesneler kiimesinin bir alt
kiimesidir. O halde, Kiime Adcilig1 istenmeyen sonug olan (B) 6nermesinden,
yani “Kirmizi bir uzamdir” 6nermesinden kagimamayacaktir.

Armstrong, (A) “Kirmizilik bir renktir” 6nermesi

(A.4) Kirmizilik renklidir
seklinde analiz edilemeyecegini iddia eder. (A.4) Onermesinin yanlishigina
dikkat etmek gerekir, ¢iinkii kirmizi-olma 6zelliginin yani kirmiziligin renkli
oldugu sdylenemez. Sadece ‘bu sandalye’, ‘bu ¢icek’ vb. renklidir; 6zellikler
degil. O’na gore (A) Onermesinin ima edecegi tek sey, kirmiziligin renk
kiimesinin bir eleman1 oldugudur.

Armstrong, (A) oOnermesindeki ‘kirmizilik’ ve ‘renk’ kelimelerini
aciklarken tikellere basvurmak zorundadir, ¢linkii tiimellerin tikeller olmadan
hicbir sey olduklarini defalarca sdylemektedir. Dahast Armstrong, yukarida da
ifade edildigi gibi, renkli olan seylerin tikeller oldugunu sdyler. Yani, eger a
tikeli kirmiz1 ise, a renklidir. (eger a tikeli kirrmizilik 6zelligine sahip ise, a bir
renge sahiptir.) Kirmizi 6zelligi a tikeline bir nedensel gii¢ verir. Bu nedensel

gli¢ sayesinde o nesneyi kirmizi olarak algilariz.
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Ayrica, Armstrong’a gore gergek tiimeller, belirlenmislerdir
(determinates). Kirmizilik diye bir 6zellik yoktur. Kirmizilik, belirlenmiglerinin
lizerine yayilmis olan bir belirlenebilirdir (determinable). Armstrong’a gore, a-
tikeli ancak ve ancak kirmizinin tamamiyla belirlenmis tonlar1 kiimesinin
eleman1 olan bir 6zellige sahipse kirmizidir. Diger bir ifadeyle, Armstrong,
‘kirmiz1’ yiikklem terimin kirmizinin belirlenmis biitiin tonlarinin kiimesine
isaret ettigini kabul eder.

Armstrong kirmizinin farkli tonlarinin farkli 6zellikler oldugunu kabul
eder. Bu nedenle, kirmizilik kirmizinin belirlenmis biitlin tonlarinin kiimesine
isaret eder. Kirmizinin belirlenmis tonlarmin kiimesini birlestirenin ne
oldugunu aciklamak i¢in, Armstrong “kismi Ozdeslik” kavramini ortaya
koymaktadir ve kirmizinin farkli tonlar1 kismi olarak o6zdestir ve bdylece
kiimeyi olusturabilmektedir.

(A) onermesi ¢ogu kez ikinci derece tiimellerin var olmasi gerektigini
gostermek icin kullanilsa da, Armstrong kirmiziligin bir renk olmasinin ne
demek oldugunu [(A) Onermesinin iddiasinin ne oldugu] ikinci derece
tiimellere basvurmaksizin agiklayabilecegini iddia eder. Diger bir ifadeyle,
Armstrong defalarca “bir renk olma”nin kirmiziligin bir 6zelligi olmadigini
sOylemektedir (yani, ikinci derece bir tlimel degildir.). Renk sadece birinci
derece terimlerle analiz edilebilir; o halde Armstrong’a gore “bir renk olma”nin
bir tiimelin ikinci dereceli gergek bir 6zelligi olarak kabul edilmesine gerek

yoktur. Renk yiiklemi belirlenmis renk tonlar1 kiimesine isaret etmektedir.

194



Armstrong ayrica kirmizinin biitiin belirlenmis tonlar1 kiimesinin rengin
belirlenmis biitiin tonlar1 kiimesinin bir alt kiimesi oldugunu kabul eder. Bu,
bana gore, Armstrong’un (A) Onermesinin, yani ‘Kirmizi bir renktir’
Onermesinin analizi i¢in 6nerdigidir. O halde, Armstrong’a gore ‘Kirmizi bir
renktir’ ancak ve ancak

(YOs) Kirmizinin belirlenmis biitiin tonlar1 kiimesi, rengin belirlenmis

biitiin tonlar1 kiimesinin bir alt kiimesidir.
(YOs) 6nermesi,

(A.6) Biitiin tikel x’ler i¢in, eger x belirlenmis bir kirmizi1 tonuna sahip

ise, x belirlenmis bir renk tonuna sahiptir
onermesini gerektirir. Fakat dikkat etmek gerekir ki,

(B.4) Biitiin tikel x’ler i¢in, eger x belirlenmis bir kirmizi tonuna sahip

ise, x belirlenmig bir uzam tonuna sahiptir
Onermesi Armstrong’un anlayisina gore dogru iken,

(YOs) Kirmizinin belirlenmis biitiin tonlar1 kiimesi, uzamin belirlenmis

biitiin tonlar1 kiimesinin bir alt kiimesidir
Onermesi yanlis oldugundan, Armstrong’un anlayisi istenmeyen (B) sonucu,
yani “Kirmizi bir uzamdu” &nermesinden kaginabilmektedir. (YOg)
onermesinin, Trop kuraminin (A) &nermesinin analizinde kullandigi (YOy)
Oonermesine, yani “Kirmizi troplar kiimesi renk troplari kiimesinin bir alt
kiimesidir” onermesine benzerligine dikkat edilmelidir. O halde, “Kirmiz1 bir

renktir” gibi dnermelerin analizi ile ugrasan, yani soyut génderme problemini
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ele alan goriislerden, sadece Nesne-Trop kurami ve Armstrong’un Gergekgilik
anlayis1 basarilidir.

Sonug olarak bu ¢alisma, ontolojik yiiklem problemi ve soyut gonderme
problemini ele alan kuramlar arasinda sadece Nesne-Trop kurami ve
Armstrong’un Gergekgeilik anlayisinin basarili oldugunu iddia etmektedir.
Ancak, Ockham’in usturasina basvuruldugunda Nesne-Trop kurami

Armstrong’un Gergekgiligine az da olsa {istiin olacaktir.
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