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Some Internal Problems with the Metaphysics of Truth-Making: Plato, Aristotle, Frege, Armstrong, et alia

The truth-maker realist, given the requirement that “making true” must take into account sub-sentential components, has sought items to correspond to the predicate place to go with items corresponding to the subject place. Only thus will there be something in the world making a simple subject-predicate sentence true. The first section of this chapter uses two historical examples to show that the standard realist account of Universals and Instances of Universals (tropes) are very strange objects indeed. 

The second section of the chapter will discuss some peculiarities of Armstrong’s account of Universals, and some peculiarities of his later account that takes States of Affairs to be primary. The third section of the chapter will argue that some of the semantical reasons for holding that there must be Universals are not compelling ones. Most of the rest of the book will show that the things universals explain are otherwise explainable. Then, truth-maker realism can be discarded and certain problems can be solved. 

Section I: Plato and Aristotle on Universals

 Some very great and very early philosophers found grave difficulties in having referents for the predicate-places of sentences. Plato and Aristotle produced arguments that showed that their own ways of trying to allow a place for entities corresponding to the predicate place failed to be coherent. Their arguments are worth examining, since the same considerations count against many modern attempts to have “is a dog” be an entity. I will interpret and discuss Plato's discovery in the Parmenides of the impossibility of an entity that is just a single nature, and then discuss Aristotle's puzzle how tropes can be entities in his treatment of the Snub in Metaphysics Zeta 5. I will conclude that these ancient arguments remain powerful considerations against the idea that the predicate term refers. These arguments are adaptable as attacks on current forms of truth-maker realism, which treat properties as entities. (Theories such as Lewis’ will be dealt with in the Chapters on Modality and Counterfactuals.) 

a) Plato's Destruction of the Very Idea of Forms 


Plato’s theory of Forms was designed to explain how there could be permanent laws of nature. The Forms were conceived as eternal entities that were the ontological ground of the mathematical formulas that were those laws. The Form Man, for instance, would be the formula of what it takes to be a man, the laws about what a man must be.


The context of the discussion of the One in the Parmenides is the apparent destruction of the theory of Forms in the famous "Third Man" argument. This argument runs from 131e-133a. I will present the "Third Man Argument" as turning on the difficulty with conceiving of Forms as subjects. Forms as subjects would be, as it were, entities which perfectly embodied the formula of Man whose imitation in material things was their being, for instance, men.


Socrates has claimed that there are entities that are just features, and that such Forms cannot share in their opposites. "If someone were to show that things that are just like become unlike, or just unlike like, no doubt that would be a portent."(129b, Allen translation
) The Form responsible for the character is supposed to be just that character, with nothing other than that character.



The Third Man Argument strengthens this characterization of the Forms from being entities which cannot have the opposite of what they explain ("like cannot have what is opposite (enantion)") to being entities which cannot have what is other than (is not) the character they explain.


This strengthening occurs in the following way: The argument starting from 131e takes a character to have the character it explains. If the Form is a formula, then this is correct. The Formula itself which a man has, is in a sense Man.
 If the Form has the character, and is a subject distinct from the character it has, then there is something in common between the Form and the instances, and this something in common, shows that the character itself has not been isolated. "Therefore, another character of largeness will have made its appearance alongside largeness itself and the things that have a share of it; and over and above all those, again a different one, by which they will all be large."(132a10-b1) It is essential to this argument that the character be distinct from the Form that has it, so that the character can be an entity which is common to both Form and instance. There will be a distinction between the character and the Form if the character or formula is anything other than the Form itself. If the Form has features besides the character it is, if it is not just the character, then there is something different between the Form and the character. This generates the regress of there being something distinct from both the Form and the instances which both Form and instances have. Since whatever is is a being, this thing they have in common must be a further being.
,


The only way to block the regress is to make the Form be the character itself. Being the character Itself, though, requires that the Form not be anything else. If the Form is also something else besides the character, then the regress gets underway, because we can distinguish the Form and the character. But this demand for the isolation of the Form thus requires that the Form not be anything other than the character, i.e. that it have and be exactly one thing, that formula. So the solution the first section of the dialogue implies to the Third Man dilemma is that the Form is identical with the feature it explains in itself and others. But this requires that a Form be an entity with exactly one feature--a pure One that is just itself. Forms cannot be bearers of formulae; they must be formulae themselves.

Note well that this argument depends on nothing special about Forms. Any account of properties or Universals must treat them as entities of some sort. If they are entities, then something about them is why instantiation of them makes things certain ways. We need not assume that the Property Green itself HAS the property green, only that the property Green is an entity that has something about it which explains how things are green. When Fred is green, the property Greenness is part of a truth-maker that explains how it can be true that Fred is green. If Greenness is an entity, that entity IS that in virtue of which things are green. The Third Man Argument shows that some entity Greenness can be nothing beyond this “that in virtue of which.”

The Third Man Argument supposes that there is something else to the property Green The property Green, it is supposes, is an entity, so it has whatever it takes to do its green-making work. But, there is something more to it than just being able to make things green. It is a subject that has those attributes, but has others as well. For one thing, if the property green has what it takes to make things green, that “having what it takes to make things green” is itself a property.
 To think of properties as entities is to think of them as the sort of thing that would be reasonably supposed to have properties themselves, given that subject-predicate sentences require particulars and Universals. In particular, the Green-making features of Greenness would seem to be a property of Greenness.
 

The solution to the problem of what sort of entities Universals can be is to make properties be entities, but entities of a very special sort. They are not subjects at all, but are still entities. Whatever is true of them is true of them, not because they have a property, but by some other Truth-making means. But this means that properties themselves seem to violate the spirit of Truth-maker realism. I take the conclusion of the Third Man Argument to be that a Form must be an entity with no accidents whose sole essence is the feature it explains, its “in virtue of” character. The Form of Man is just man, unmixed with anything that is not man. So the Form is a being which is a feature, unlike the physical cases which are mixed with otherness, i.e. which have other features.
 The subsequent discussions in the Parmenides, especially the first and second hypotheses, show that such pure-feature entities cannot be. Thus the bulk of the Parmenides is an attack on the clarified Theory of Forms implicitly arrived at in the first section. 

This clarified theory of Forms is exactly the clarified theory of Universals that Plato’s successors arrive at. Universals are entities that have no features, are not subjects, and such that truths about them have absolutely simple truth-makers.
 So, Plato examines the possibility that there could be entities that had no features, which were not subjects. Every Form, although it is mereologically connected with other Forms, is itself a single character. So, the arguments about the One are also arguments about every Form. That is, while the characters the Forms are may be complex, that complexity cannot consist of the Character being a subject of other features. If it did, the Form would become a subject. Now, Plato’s argument is directed against absolute simples. But the featurelessness of the One is a featurelessness that all Forms share. I will relegate the Platonic argument, since it is focussed on the impossibility of absolute simples, to an appendix.


Plato’s result is unavoidable in principle in any Truth-Maker theory. The underlying dualism of features and objects is an unavoidable part of the equipment of thought and representation. The charm of the “truth-maker” account of reality is that it tries to mirror the equipment of thought and representation in something out there beyond the trivial, “`Joe is a frog’ is true because Joe is a frog.” The notion of an entity is that of something of which predications can be made. But truth-maker realism requires features to be only hads, not havers. Forms and other versions of universals, which try to break that duality by being objects which are also features, are fractured by the built-in stress that demands that features be both subject and feature, and that the features of a thing are distinct from the thing.


If we accept the conclusion that Universals cannot be subjects of other properties, then we either have to say that nothing can be said about them or acknowledge that some truths do not require truth-makers. Armstrong, confronted with cases such as the difference of universals from one another, argues that the thing’s self-identity, its being itself, is the only truth-maker required. Universals, though, bear relations to other universals, and have, I suppose, the general feature, “being a universal.” If “being self-identical” is sufficient to be a truth-maker for those truths about Universals, it is difficult to see why that strategy cannot be employed for every essential predication.

b) Aristotle Undoes his Theory


Aristotle’s version of truth-maker realism has usually been interpreted as like Donald Williams’ theory of tropes. I will argue below that Aristotle doesn’t really end up assigning them the status of entities. Aristotle certainly denies the entityhood of “what is common” among entities. No entity is supposed to exist over and above the qualitatively identical features of things, although we can speak of their commonality as a universal.
 Aristotle’s objection to the entityhood of such tropes occurs in Metaphysics Zeta 5, his discussion of the Snub. Let me begin by setting the context:


Zeta is a discussion of ousiai, an attempt to determine what are the beings.
 Zeta 1 introduces the "focal meaning" (pros hen) account of being, whereby beings in categories other than ousia (that is, features of ousiae) are beings in virtue of a relation with ousiae.
 Ousiae are beings in the primary sense, while things in other categories are in a qualified way. So, Zeta 2 states the opinions to be examined on the question, what is an ousia? Zeta 3 outlines the candidates for ousia in the primary sense: "Ousia is spoken of in four main ways, if not more; for the `what it would be to be' and the universal and the kind are each held to be ousiae, and the fourth of these the underlying."(Metaphysics 1028 b33-36.) 

Zeta 3 continues by posing the paradox of something which was nothing but a subject of properties ("but this is impossible [for matter to be a ousia], for to be separable and a this is thought to belong most of all to ousia"(1029a 27-28).) The main difficulty in treating matter as an ousia is that to be an ousia is to be a "this", and matter, lacking character absolutely, could not be a this.
 

Zeta 4 connects essence, being and definition. Only what has an essence is a being, only beings have definitions. But beings in other categories than ousia, and also composites of beings in the primary sense and other beings, also have essence, in a way.

To see how essence is primarily of ousia, let us remind ourselves in what sense essence, or "to ti en einai" is an ousia. Consider me, an ousia. I could have been raised faraway in conditions of savage abuse and intellectual deprivation in the sun, thus being tan, having different matter, and having most other accidents different. What makes this a story about me? I am an essence, this case of being a person. The particularity of what it is to be me, which is counterfactually the same through these contingencies, is what an individual being is.
 
 

The notion of an essence already undermines the subject-feature distinction. In an ousia, there is no separating the thing from the essential properties of the thing, since what it is to be the thing is itself given by the essential properties. The relation between a thing and the essence, then, cannot be that of attachment or inherence, but must rather be one of constitution. The entity is that essence, in a sense, even though distinct entities can have the same essence. Aristotle is thus already under considerable pressure to discard the idea that, corresponding to individual words of analyses are pieces of reality.
 The “bond” cannot be a relation, because one term of the relation would not exist without the other. Given the considerations sketched above about bare particulars with no essential properties whatsoever, we cannot think of a man as a particular with an essence, but rather as something which IS that essence. The problem for Aristotle is that this very same essence is many other men as well.
 

The question that constantly recurs to the reader of Zeta 1-4 is what to make of the "in a sense" or "in a way" in which entities in categories other than ousia are said to be entities. Is my skin color a thing or not? Why isn't it a real thing? Zeta 5 gives the answer that they cannot really be entities at all 


Zeta 5 poses the puzzle, "whether there can be a definition of anything which is not simple but is a combination."(1030b 15-16.)  “Definition” here should be understood not as a verbal matter but as an ontological one. To be a thing is to be determinate, to be something. For an entity to be a thing, furthermore, requires that it be separable at least conceptually from anything else. 

The central dilemma about the definition of anything which exists “in a sense” is stated using the example of "snubness," something which exists “in a sense”, according to Aristotle. "...There is a nose and concavity, and also snubness, which is stated in terms of the two, since one of them is in the other and concavity or snubness is a pathos of a nose not by accident by essentially, and it is in the nose not as paleness is in Callias...but as the male is in the animal."(1030b 17-22.) Snub is said to be essentially of a nose, since only a nose can be snub. Thus the nose is essential to the snubness. But the following difficulty arises about saying what snubness is. "For if a snub nose and a concave nose are the same, snubness and concavity will be the same; but if the latter two are not the same because one cannot speak of snubness apart from the thing of which it is the essential pathos, for snubness is concavity in a nose, then either one should not say `a snub nose' or he will be saying the same thing twice, namely, `a concave nose nose'. And so it is absurd that such things should have an essence; otherwise there is an infinite regress, for in `a snub nose nose' there will be still another nose. Clearly, then, only of ousia is there a definition."(1030b28-1031a2.)


The particular example chosen conceals the generality of Aristotle's point, since "snub" requires a particular kind of host ousia, a nose.
 The example makes it appear that the difficulty is peculiar to kinds of properties which essentially require one kind of subject, so that "snub" cannot be defined apart from the special nasal kind of ousia because "in a nose" is part of its meaning. Also, it is mis-speaking to say "concave" of a nose.

This difficulty might be generalized to entities which are necessarily material, but even this wider generalization makes the conclusion Aristotle draws from this passage, that "only of a ousia is there a definition," a non-sequitur. If the difficulty with the "snub" applied only to predicates which have special kinds of hosts or which were material, then the general conclusion about the indefinability of anything other than ousiae would not follow. 

To make the conclusion follow from the considerations given, the difficulty has to be quite general. "Snub," as any other non-ousia-constituting feature, is always a feature of some other object. The problem with “snub” being an entity is a problem common to any accidental feature.The function of the peculiarity of "snub" is to exhibit a case where the indefinability would be especially transparent. Snubness is a being in another category whose existence definitionally requires another being. But every being in a category other than ousia only exists in virtue of a relation to an ousia. What it is to be it is for something else to be, in part. Thus part of the account of any feature includes being a feature of an ousia.


The "snub" passage states the impossibility of giving a being-specifying account of any non-ousia. To define a being is to isolate a being, to give an account of just that being. So the project of isolating the snub is like Plato's problem of isolating a single entity. Aristotle observes that entities that can be isolated are ousiae, things that can be on their own. Non-ousiae cannot be defined because their being is distinct from them. Thus saying what they are is uncompletable.


Saying what a being in a category other than ousia is, that is giving a definition, is uncompletable because a feature such as snubness or redness is, by its nature, "of" a subject. This relational account of the being of features is Aristotle's attempt to accommodate Plato's problem of isolating characters. That is, what it is to be a feature is to be a had, not a haver, a "how a this is" rather than a "this". But if a "had" is a being, then it would seem to be a subject, i.e. a haver. But if my nose's snubness were a subject, it would have a number of other features, i.e. everything else that is said of it. Then my nose would be a collection of subjects, instead of a single object. The only subject, we want to say, is the nose. So, items in categories other than ousia exist as related to ousiae, which means that the subject that they are is something other than them, the host ousia. 


So, how do features exist? Aristotle's solution is to make the subject of both the paleness and the cuteness of the paleness always go to the ousia, me or my skin. So, strictly, we say that I am pale and I am cute in virtue of being pale, and we treat the expression "Wheeler's pallor is cute" as a systematically misleading expression. Aristotle is forced to say that the Being of entities such as paleness is in something else. They are "of a ousia." They exist in relation to an ousia. The being of anything other than an ousia is always other than it itself. Zeta 5 acknowledges that such “beings in a sense” are not beings at all.


So the snub itself, the red itself, cannot be specified in themselves and so are not entities. Put another way: To get at the property, Aristotle needs to peel it off of the subject that has it. But the peeled off item must either be a subject itself, if it is a being, or not. If it is a subject, then a medium-sized paradigm ousia would be a collection. If it is not a subject, then how does it exist? Aristotle's proposed solution, that it exists in relation to a ousia, means that it itself cannot be specified, named or defined. Part of it will be left out in any definition. But this is to admit that tropes are not entities at all.


Note that the one case where the problem of definition does not arise is where the being of the entity defined is in itself, in essential predication in which a feature constitutes the subject of which it is a feature. Being a man is definable just because the being of a man is identical with the property being a man. Being a man constitutes the entity of which it is true. So the being of a man is in itself. Since a man is more than just that feature, the problems about matter and its relation to form arise. But the case of substantial predication is precisely a rejection of the separation of feature and subject. 


The difficulty is in the very idea of a feature. To use a Fregean conception, a feature is by its nature a function, not an object capable of being named. But to say what or that a feature is thereby treats it as an object. Thus if a feature is real, it is a subject, but if it is a subject of features it is not just a feature. (Aristotle has somewhat different difficulties with ousia-determining features, as distinct from the entities constituted by them, as I discuss below, citing Zeta 17.)


There are two analogous pressures at work in any account of objects and the features they have: 

1) On the one hand, there is pressure to find subjects which underlie any feature and which remain during a change of features. There is thus a pressure to find the subject that underlies every feature. But this is prime matter, which, if it can really underlie all features, has too little character to be the same thing over time or to support multiplicity over space. This pressure derives from the truth-maker demand that a predication have a subject distinct from the feature being ascribed to it. Since all characterization is of subject-predicate form, the truth-maker account requires a subject that is just a subject, a pure feature-haver. 

2) On the other hand, there is pressure to make features into pure non-subjects, the pure hads rather than havers. If features also have features, then they are subjects themselves. Then if the feature Being Red is itself a subject of features, that makes the red frog a pair of things somehow together rather than a single object. But if features are non-subjects, then they ought to be non-objects, and so non-entities. 

Aristotle holds this view of the entity-constituting tropes.  The clearest recognition that even essences of things cannot be treated as further things comes in Zeta 17, where Aristotle argues that the factor which makes a collection one thing cannot itself be an entity in the collection without regress.
 In this passage, Aristotle takes a Fregean
 view of ousia determiners. That is, terms for ousia-determining features do not designate entities at all, but rather are essentially predicative. Some parts of what is the case are not entities at all. They are not objects, but what are completed by objects, to use Frege's metaphor. 

Armstrong follows Aristotle and Frege on this point. But what are these “unsaturated objects?” Parmenides' question would be, “These must either be or not be. How can there be something between beings and nothing at all?” Aristotle's answer, "they are in a sense" is unsatisfactory. If features cannot be beings in the full sense, they cannot be beings at all.


The problem about pure subjects and the problem about pure features are two sides of exactly the same problem. The problem with both pure features that are in no way subjects and pure subjects that are in no way features is that neither of them can be made coherent with a truth-maker realism. In the most important case, Aristotle denies the dualism of form and content. The notion of essential predication in effect drops the distinction between thing and feature, since the subject, Joe, "has" the feature being a man, but cannot really be said to have that feature, since he would not exist as the same thing without that feature. In essential predication, there is no relation of subject and feature, no separable components, and so no role for truth-makers which match sentence-components with ontological components. No such matching is possible because a component is an entity and entities are such that there are truths about them.


What have these ancient arguments shown us? I have not gone over every variety of attempted response to the difficulties with construing properties, whether Universals or tropes, as entities. Universals seem to be very strange entities indeed. They must be non-subjects, because otherwise the various relation-regresses would arise. They seem to be non-entities. 

The whole history of metaphysics consists of attempts to resolve the difficulties in the view that the world consists of properties and subjects of them. This view has had an amazing hold on philosophers. From the {now} outside, the appearance is exactly that of a religious sect clinging to their dogmas while adjusting them to the counter-examples that bombard them from all sides. From the inside, of course, the difficulties with the thesis that the world divides into subjects and properties will strike a thinker as a cosmic mystery. Just as a Christian theologian does not regard the obscurity of the doctrine of the trinity as a reason to think maybe perhaps Jesus is not God, so a Truth-Maker realistic metaphysician does not regard the notorious difficulties with subjects and features as a reason to abandon that scheme. But these difficulties are easily construed as good reasons to abandon the hypothesis that, corresponding to words in our language are properties and subjects. I would like to suggest, in these cases, that the solution to the trinity is that Jesus is not God; while the solution to the problems of subjects and properties is that there are no such. In both cases, the problem as stated is a big mistake. 


I do not claim that every solution to these problems is incoherent, either for the trinity or for subjects and features. I do suggest that the overwhelming difficulty in finding a satisfying account is good evidence that the theory is mistaken.

Appendix: Plato’s refutation of simples

In the first two hypotheses of the Parmenides, Plato shows that all cases of unity are impure by being mixed through and through with plurality. This discovery proceeds through two main stages: 


First (137c-~142a), Plato shows that if a single thing is in no way diverse, then it cannot be, cannot be the same as itself, and so on. Most strikingly, such a one, if it is just one, cannot be, since being is distinct from unity and a unity which had being would have something distinct from unity itself. A plausible Parmenidean premise for this argument, which will make it valid, is that anything which is real is a being, and thus that any true predication names a being. This requires that any subject of more than one feature be a being distinct from at least one of those features. 


The difficulty with a unity which is just one is a difficulty with anything having just one feature. Unity is chosen as a particularly interesting case of a feature which might be just the single feature an entity had, but similar difficulties arise with any feature that is supposed to be the only feature a thing has, and so the only feature a thing is.
 In each case, if the feature is identical with the subject of that feature, and the entity has no other features, then it cannot be or be one, if the feature in question is distinct from Being or Unity. So if singleness is a feature an entity must have to be single, then Redness Itself cannot even be a single feature.


Given these considerations, a thing that is undividedly one (i.e. a Universal that is only its “powers”, logical and abstract though they may be) must be a subject-cum-feature which has no other features. The entire dilemma of the first hypothesis derives from the demand that features be essentially of things, combined with the demand that anything real be an entity. This is not just the claim that neither feature nor subject can exist apart from the other, since Plato allows features to be subjects, but that features cannot stay themselves while being subjects of features. But they must be subjects of features in order to be and to be one feature. This becomes clearer in the second part of the argument from 142b-155e: 


Suppose that one thing A is, (or obtains in a case, if A is a feature). Then that one thing A has its being, which must be entity B, and is distinct from A. The being of an entity is a feature of that entity, in the sense that it is in virtue of something other than unity itself that a thing is. ("One thing", here can be a property instance, e.g. of Unity Itself, or an exotic object, or whatever.) Entity A then has two real parts, A and B. To put the difficulty another way: what has the unity of the one thing must itself already be one thing; and what has the being of a thing that is must already be a being.


That is, if all parts of reality are beings, then a thing that is single must be a case of unity which is identical to that unity. At some level, it seems, the unity of a being must be just that, a single component which is the unity of that being. But such an entity, to be, must be many. So nothing single in the required sense, no final elementary outcomes of analysis, can exist.


Thus there can be no such thing as an absolute simple. In a case of being one thing, there are not even any "aspects" or "properties" of this "being one thing" which are not also plural. But then the Platonic contrast between the pure case found in the Form and the mixed cases found elsewhere is not supportable. An unmixed unity is an incoherent notion. On the other hand, as others of the hypotheses show, without single entities or singleness, nothing can be or be one, or have any features.
 


Plato's result, then, denies the possibility of a kind of analysis that had been essential to the proto-rationalist dream.
 The characters there are in the world cannot be even conceived as unmixed. The supposition that there is an entity that is just the universal Tallness is incoherent.

Section II Armstrong’s Theories of Truth-Making

a) Introduction


Suppose we have a domain of particulars. If we recognize a property corresponding to every set, we get an abundance of properties, most of which are "gruesome", i.e. which don't describe real characteristics of things because they don't "divide the world at its joints," to use Lewis's phrase. An apparent way to pare down the abundance of sets to the elite few which correspond to joint-divisions, and thus provide the basis of natural law and real necessities, is to distinguish the elite by the presence of Universals. This would be to follow David Armstrong’s view of 1978. This section shows why Armstrong was forced to move from his 1978 view
 to his later view of 1997. An alternative is to assign the elite sets the property "natural", following David Lewis.
 I address the analogous difficulties with Lewis’ scheme in another essay.


Universals are entities that are present as wholes in precisely the locations in which elements of the sets to which they correspond are. Such elements are said to "instantiate" the Universals. The universals associated with sets select those sets as non-gruesome, defining an elite "sparse" domain of sets from the abundance. 

Armstrong 1978 and 1997 seeks to retain physicalism, and not to countenance non-spatio-temporal entities. Thus he does not want to recognize “Platonic” free-floating entities which exist in a domain of their own. To this end, he constructs a theory in which the Universals have spatio-temporal location. A Universal is located wherever its instances are. Furthermore, there are no uninstantiated universals. This dependence on other beings counts against their being entities, one would think. If universals are really entities, they should not have to rely on other beings in order to exist. Even given the strange sort of entities Armstrong supposes them to be, it would seem possible that some such universals could exist without there being things which had them. The concept of an “unsaturated” being, if it is still a concept of a being, ought to allow the possibility of free-floaters. 

The primary reason Armstrong does not want free-floaters is that he wants to restrict the real to what has spatio-temporal location. Once we allow that free-floating non-instantiated universals could exist, it could turn out that other, instantiated universals are many places in addition to where they are instantiated. The world, for all we can tell, could be chock-full of universals. Being weightless and non-resistant to the passage of particulars, though, movement through the universe could still be unimpeded.

The supposition that universals are everywhere would solve another puzzle, how the universals can move faster than the speed of light. This seems to happen all the time. If an instance of F comes into existence in two days, and is a light-year away from all the other instances of F, the Universal F has expanded at a speed greater than physical things are supposed to be able to do, since it is the same thing, which has suddenly become larger. Suffice it for the moment that Universals are strange beings indeed. 

The underlying motivation for Armstrong’s theory of universals is essentially the same as for Plato: Both thinkers want to give an account of physical necessities. Universals are a tool for explaining necessities. Armstrong has the problem, which may not have occurred to Plato, of separating the genuine necessities from the accidental regularities. That is, Armstrong directly addresses Goodman’s New Riddle of Induction. This next chapter shows that his 1978 ideas about the "association" of universal and entity turns out to have costs that Armstrong himself could not accept. The argument in Chapter 3 will be that precisely the problems that created an abundance of candidate properties also create an abundance of "instantiation relations." This regress would be enough to make Armstrong make the move he makes in any case, which is to assert that the bond between Universal and Particular is not a relation at all, but something more intimate. 

Armstrong 1978 is moved by other regress-problems. If we consider Universals and Particulars to be entities, then the truth-maker for the sentence stating that the particular instantiated the universal would be a relational statement. The relation mentioned in the relational statement would itself be an entity, so the real truth-maker would have to involve still a further relation among the universal, the particular, and the first relation. Armstrong is persuaded by this argument, which comes from Bradley and shares much with the Third Man argument, that the bond between Particular and Universal is not a relation at all. 

Armstrong, on page 108-109 of Nominalism and Realism,
 writes: “If two things have the very same property, then that property is, in some sense, “in” each of them. But this does not mean that the properties of a thing are separate constituents of the thing….this version of Immanent Realism which distinguishes the particularity from the properties of the particular, constitutes the “great tradition” of Realistic thought about universals. Aristotle can be claimed as its founder, with his doctrine that the least thing capable of existence is a `this-such.’” On page 110 Armstrong gives an example of inseparable distinct items which are not related: “Size and shape are inseparable in particulars, yet they are not related. At the same time, they are distinguishable, and size and shape vary independently.”

Interesting consequences follow. If particular and universal are like size and shape, and are inseparable, this modal property is primitive. Armstrong asserts the further modal properties of  particulars that they have to have at least one universal. Unlike the “this-such” of Aristotle, which determines the essence of an individual, Armstrong presumably holds that the same particular, although it must have some universal, is not such that there is any given universal it must have. But it would seem that in fact the stronger thesis is the only one compatible with there being no relation between a particular and the universal it instantiates.

 That is, if the universal and the particular are entities at all, and each is independent of the other, then it is difficult to see why they are not in a relation. If each can exist without the other, then when instantiation takes place, they are related by instantiation. What disqualifies instantiation from being a relation? There is a set of ordered pairs, surely. And the set of ordered pairs is not an arbitrary one, but one that is very important. Armstrong says many things about their intimate relationship that is so intimate that it cannot be a relationship at all. But the argument that it has to be a relation if we have independent entities is compelling. 

Armstrong, in fact, in appealing to Aristotle’s notion of a “this such”,  Scotus’ example of the non-relation of the members of the Trinity and size and shape has used examples such that the items are not in fact independent entities. Aristotle’s “this such” is an entity such that the particular would not exist without being that such. The Trinity could not exist without its members. And no case of shape can exist without a case of size existing. The only way to avoid a relation is in case the universal is part of the essence, in Aristotle’s sense, of the particular. In that case, the entities are not independent, but the existence of the one depends on the presence of the other. A man and manhood are not in relation because the man would not exist without being a man. For Armstrong, then, universals must be essential to their instances. Thus, Armstrong 1978 is committed to the thesis that every universal a particular has is essential. Whatever instantiates Blue, that is, would have to be blue in virtue of its nature. So, there are no accidental properties of a basic sort. 

This is a defensible thesis, as long as one is willing to restrict universals to the appropriate objects. This is precisely why Armstrong’s ontology shifts in his 1997 version of “physical realism” to the point where the “physical” becomes problematic. Very briefly, as I will show, Armstrong requires an ontology such that every entity has all of its properties essentially. “States of Affairs” construed as the basic entities from which “particulars” and “properties” are only abstracted, are precisely such entities. 

c) Particulars and Temporal parts


A truth-maker realist has to give an account of how it is that there can be two instances of the same property. 

Distinct Particulars are never identical

Any part of a particular is a particular

The left side of a particular’s being green is a distinct state of affairs from the right side being green

[arguments for temporal parts] 

population of particulars is a population of instantaneous beings with the structure of the rational numbers. 

d) Armstrong’s States of Affairs

Armstrong in 1997 constructs a theory that has precisely the properties required: The fundamental entities are states of affairs. States of affairs are made up of particulars and properties, but “made up of” cannot be understood mereologically. The “making up” is the peculiar kind of bond that particulars have with the unsaturated entities, the Universals, whose slots they fill. States of Affairs cannot be mereological composites of particulars and universals, for several reasons: First, the same components can yield different states of affairs. Joe, Fred and the Universal loves all exist when Joe loves Fred but Fred does not love Joe. Second, if there is any relation at all between universal and particular, then that relation is a universal, and ugly regresses emerge. Third, if there is any relation at all between universal and particular, the resulting entity, the State of Affairs, can hardly be called primary. 

So, States of Affairs are the primary objects, but their being rests entirely on their components, which make them up in a non-mereological way. That is, the Universal and the particulars which constitute a particular State of Affairs are not parts of the State of Affairs, but are rather subordinate entities, albeit entities, for all that. The closest historical parallel to the relationship of the State of Affairs to the entities that make it up is the Christian doctrine of the Trinity. The persons that make up God are entities in their own right, but the Godhead is not a composite of Father, Son and Holy Spirit. Just as there is no entity combining with Universal and particular to make up the State of Affairs, so there is no further thing in the Godhead beyond the three persons. Yet the Godhead is the primary entity, just as the States of Affairs is. The Godhead’s elements are themselves strange entities. An incarnate divinity is pretty peculiar, as is the Father he appeals to on occasion. States of Affairs likewise have elements which are themselves peculiar. Particulars seem to be nothing but particularity, which intrinsically has no features, and so has no essential features. Aristotle’s discussion of matter shows their disqualification as normal beings. I will attack such entities in the chapter on modality below. Universals are, as I have argued, very weird. 

As in all theological positions, there is no such thing as a refutation neither of the Trinity nor of States of Affairs. Any oddities and differences that God and States of Affairs have from ordinary entities are only to be expected. God is very special and fundamental. So are States of Affairs. So, they do not obey the normal considerations about entities. So much the worse for the normal considerations about entities, say Armstrong and the Theologians.

States of Affairs do the main job Armstrong wants, however. The primary difficulty in appeal to Universals to separate the real from the Gruesome was to find something about the real categories that the Gruesome categories lacked. States of Affairs fill this bill, since there are no states of affairs of being grue or of being anything else. This seems to me the equivalent of the Revelation that forced Christian Theologians to arrive at the doctrine of the Trinity. If there were compelling reason to accept revelation, there would be compelling reason to be a Trinitarian. However, if the phenomena (the Exodus, the Existence of the World, etc.) could be accounted for without Revelation being true, there would be overpowering reason to drop the doctrine. 

In following chapters, I will argue that the reasons for seeking truth-makers, both of Armstrong’s traditional kind and of the possible world kind, are not good ones. I will show that natural laws, modality, and counterfactuals can be given accounts that are non-theological. In the final section of this chapter, however, I will deal with what I regard as more trivial reasons for truth-maker theory. These are the semantical reasons. We do indeed talk about properties, features, and the like. Some things we accept as true seem to require that properties, features, and the like be entities. 

c) Difficulties with the relation between the “Manifest Image” and the “Scientific Image” 

On a truth-maker realist account, sentences are true because particulars fill gaps in universals. If one is a scientific physicalist truth-maker realist, as most modern truth-maker realists are, then the sentences which are directly made true by property-instantiation will be a fairly arcane lot. The best laws about physical objects have turned out to be laws about micro-particles. “Fundamental explanation” turns out to be explanation in terms of such laws about very tiny kinds of things. That is, the fundamental states of affairs turn out to be states of affairs involving quarks, etc., if not sub-quarkic entities. A truth-maker theorist can countenance compound properties.
 But ordinary predicates, such as “is a human” “gives birth to” “is female”, and so on will not, except in rare cases, turn out to have no systematic relationship to the underlying basic states of affairs. Ordinary truths such as that there have been dogs or that George Washington had a mother, will turn out to have truth-makers, but in a way analogous to the “anomalous monism” Davidson advances in his account of the relations between the mental and the physical. 


A sign of this lack of systematic relationship shows up in the contemplation of vague predicates. Virtually all predicates of medium sized objects turn out to be vague relative to the smaller, more basic entities the physical world seems to be ultimately made of. Given that the medium-sized objects are nothing over and above the micro-particles which constitute their momentary states, there is no room, as is were, for extra states of affairs concerning the medium-sized objects. Thus, medium-sized objects and their properties will be entities only in a secondary sense. Furthermore, of course, there will not even be sets of such objects or properties. 


Now, the problem of vague predicates is a problem for anyone. But the solution more or less imposed on the truth-maker realist is, at least, an awkward feature of the idea that corresponding to true sentences are truth-makers. For, it turns out, given that “is a mother” will not correspond to any set even of aggregates, it will be difficult to find determinate truth-makers for “Most mammals have mothers.”

d) Semantical Arguments for Properties, Features, etc. 

Aristotle’s discussion of the Snub, above, reached the conclusion, it seemed that “beings in categories other than ousiae”, that is properties, were not entities, did not have an essence, “except in a sense.”  Now we are in a position to suggest what the “in a sense” could mean for Aristotle. Why didn’t he just say that my height, skin-color, position, etc., were not beings at all? The answer is that Aristotle, like Davidson, regards it as a heavy consideration against an account that it denies things that most people believe. All of us Greek and English speakers alike, are inclined to assert things such as “John’s skin color is very close to Fred’s” and other remarks which seem to commit us to some kind of reality for items other than primary logical subjects. It would be remarkable if we were mistaken. It would be remarkable, not just because it would count against an interpretation to have so many false beliefs, but also because lots of such sentences seem to be true. 


Part of the impulse toward truth-maker realism is that properties and the like seem to exist anyhow, so it seems that referents whose existence is difficult to deny are already available for the predicate term. Philosophers noticed, of course, that turning the predicate-place referent into a subject yielded the difficulties I have sketched above, and sought in various ways to obviate those difficulties. I am not here claiming that I have a knockdown argument against every way philosophers that have construed properties. I will argue that, by taking seriously Aristotle’s characterization of categories as “things said” we can avoid the problems without supposing the properties and the like exist except “in a sense.”


Let us begin by noticing a familiar feature of Properties. Properties are more finely divided than classes. It is a different property of Fred to be a nail-pounder than to be a carpenter, even if all and only carpenters are nail-pounders. On any conception of properties, properties will be distinct from sets of items the corresponding predicate is true of. Theorists dispute about whether they are really different properties if it turns out to be a matter of natural law that all and only nail-pounders are carpenters. 

A major area of disagreement among property-theorists is whether properties should be primarily conceived as corresponding to meanings of terms or as corresponding to the predicates needed to state natural laws. Both conceptions as it were “divide” things more finely than sets do, and so both conceptions cause prima facie difficulties with the extensionalism that a Davidsonian truth-definitional conception of meaning requires. For instance, suppose, again that an entity is a nail-pounder (as it happens) if and only if that entity is a carpenter. Even so, “Being a carpenter is more than being a nail-pounder” is true whether properties are construed as founding laws (assuming that there is a law connecting being a carpenter with being a nail-pounder) or as meanings of terms. But it is surely false that being a carpenter is more than being a carpenter, which we could derive by substitution of co-referential components. So, philosophers must seek either some other reference for “being a nail-pounder” or must take one of the other tactics available for handling apparently referentially opaque contexts. 

The first thing that would occur to a Davidsonian is to apply “On Saying That” in the following way:
 Following Aristotle, we say that properties are “things said” of entities. “Things said” are open sentences, it would seem. But the “things said” are not open sentences of our language, but open sentences of anyone’s language which “make us same-sayers.” The strategy, following Davidson, is to treat sentences about properties as sentences with demonstratives demonstrating utterances external to the sentence itself. The utterances in this case will be open sentences. Such open sentences are “things said in categories other than ousia.” The open sentences are interpreted as “same-sayings”, that is, what could be said in any language interpretable in our own. We present such open sentences to show what it is that is said. “What it is that is said” can be given numerous accounts in terms of adequate interpretation, “consequence of an adequate truth-definition between another language and mine” and so on. But such accounts are not part of the semantics of “John has the property of being a frog.” The semantics here is “John is that. Is a frog.” Of course this is sort of a verbose version of “John is a frog.” Cases where properties seem to be called for are slightly more complicated.   

The cases where we explicitly name properties and say things about them are explicit demonstrations. For example, “Being a carpenter is not the same as being a nailer” is to be understood as “This is not the same as that. Is a carpenter. Is a nailer.” 

“The quality if mercy is not strained….” = “That is not strained. Is merciful.” 

“Prudence is superior to passion” = “That is superior to that. Is prudent. Is passionate.”

“Redness is a way of being colored” = “That is a way of that. Is red. Is colored.”

And so on.


The most telling considerations in favor of an ontology of properties, since they are the sort of case in which paraphrases in terms of linguistic predicates occurring as parts of sentences have the most difficulty, are apparent quantifications over properties. “John and Fred have a lot of properties in common,” seems to call out for an ontology of properties or for a paraphrase. How can we quantify over “things said” when there are no “things said” to be demonstrated? Simple. “There are a lot of these such that John is these and Fred is these. Is___.” Our demonstration in this case is of our copula, interpreted as the general form of predication. A kind of account of this (not an analysis of logical form) would be “There are many predications which are true of John and true of Fred.” This “account would have the defects that the Church translation objection points out. “Context” would make clear that the speaker is not talking about the infinity of true predications any two objects share (“is not the same as 1”, “is not the same as 2” and so forth). The same kind of contextual considerations would be required in any case for an ontological property-theorist, since just both being mammals gives John and Fred a lot in common, in some sense.

A number of things about the way we talk about properties suddenly make sense on this understanding. It is a matter of hot dispute when two properties are identical. This hot dispute parallels precisely disputes about indirect discourse. “John said that Sheila told him their relationship is in trouble” is arguably a correct remark when John said “Sheila told me we should start seeing other people.” Are these precisely the same “thing said?” The answer is disputable, as all renderings of indirect discourse are. Benson Mates’ attack on absolute synonymy seems to show that no indirect discourse that uses any words other than those spoken could be absolutely right. Exactly such puzzles show up in indirect discourse. “John reported that the fours stars form a quadrilateral” is arguably a fairly accurate report of John’s words, “There is a plane on which the four stars all lie, but no three of them are on the same line in that plane.”  Likewise, the property “forming a quadrilateral” is more or less the same property as that of “being four distinct points on the same plane no three of which are on the same straight line.” On some conceptions of “property,” ones which correspond to stricter standards for indirect discourse, the properties are different. This would be like the criticism of the indirect discourse, “Well, John never really said they formed a quadrilateral.”  Are these really “saying the same” or “the same thing said” or not? The only way to make such questions interesting is to suppose that there are entities corresponding to words or properties (i.e. “things said”), in which case there would be a genuine question whether the entities were distinct or not. 


This indefiniteness about when “the same thing is said” applies to causal conceptions of properties as well. Is the property “having the atomic number 79” the same as the property “being iron”?  Is the property of having weight the same property as the conjunctive property of having mass and being in a gravitational field? Are properties the same if they have the same causal powers? Once again these questions have answers better than answers about when a paraphrase is synonymous with what it is a paraphrase of only given a real ontology of properties.

�  The "just like" or "likeness itself" translates "auta ta homoia."


� As Socrates says earlier (128e6-129a1) such a character is an "auto kath' auto eidos," an entity alone by itself. These are such as the "Equal Itself" of the Phaedo, (78d5-6, "ekaston ho esti, monoeides on auto kath' auto...") which cannot coexist with its opposite.


� As has often been observed, "what is not like" and "the unlike" can both be read as either the opposite character to likeness, namely unlikeness, or as some character which is not likeness, such as the character being plum-colored, which is also not the character likeness.





� As I explain below, “having the character” can be weakened  to “being what  it takes for the Form have the effects it has when instantiated.”





� I take "whatever is is a being" to be a Platonic principle borrowed from Parmenides, Fragment 2. A part of reality either is or is not. If it is, then it is a being. If it is not, it is not. There is no halfway between being and not being which would give space for parts of what is the case which are sort of beings.





� The consideration that the character should be just itself also plays a role in the arguments in 132d-133a. There, the supposition that characters are like their instances is defeated because the likeness they would share with their instances would be other than the character itself. Thus there would be the character plus the likeness it has (= the Form) as well as the character shared with the instances. 


� It would thus be a kind of happy accident that there was only ONE Property Greenness.


� If it is not a property of greenness, then the truth-maker for “Greenness makes things green” would have to be of a very special sort. Perhaps the “identity” of the Form could do this. But if the identity of the Form can do it , why can’t the identity of the temporary particular do so as well?





� . So the discussion clarifies the relation between the pure unmixed Form and the corrupted instances.


� The realization that properties must be entities but not entities truths about which are to be explained by having Truth-makers shows up in another form in Frege’s idea that functions have to be “unsaturated” entities. In “Concept and Object” Frege finds himself forced by threat of an analogous regress to the conclusion that concepts are a strange sort of entity with a number of holes. The fillers of holes are the only logical subjects. Thus Frege makes properties un-nameable, strictly speaking. Armstrong 1997 endorses Frege’s account of functions, and adopts it in his account of Universals as components of States of Affairs.





� As we will see below, Armstrong’s account of the “bond” between property and feature would give a good reason why “the identity of the thing” suffices as a truth-maker for “Joe is a red.” On any account it ought to suffice for essential properties. 


� Plato in some dialogues recognizes similar entities. “The Tallness in Phaedo”, in the Phaedo, for instance.





� I will retain the term “ousia” in preference to the usual translation “substance”, even though there is something to be said for the translation. For my purposes, “substance” has the appearance of one kind of being among, possibly, others. “Ousia”, being, makes it clear that what is at issue is whether things said are properly Beings at all.


�  Aristotle's statement of this is in Zeta 1. "Although "being" is used in so many senses, it is evident that of these the primary sense is whatness, and used in this sense it signifies a substance. ...When we state what it is, we say that it is a man or a god but not white or hot or three cubits long. The others are called "beings" in view of the fact that they are quantities of being which is spoken of in this primary sense, or qualities of it, or affections of it, or something else of this kind." Metaphysics 1028 a13-20. This is put more clearly in Zeta 4, which is discussed below. See also Gamma 2.





� Since such matter would lack all essential properties, including conditional properties about change of properties, there could be nothing physical about pieces of matter, because they would not be subject to fundamental laws of nature. If no properties are essential to matter, then such properties as "For all b,b' and c,c', if A is at place b at time c, then if b' is more than a light year from b, and c is less that one minute later than c' then A is not at b' at c'" would be properties pieces of matter might not have. But if location-changes and changes of properties can be absolutely anything, then there is no good sense in which such entities are substrata at all. With such substrata of change, my left elbow could be Arcturus the next second, and vice versa, as long as what is now Arcturus acquires all the properties of my left elbow at the very instant my left elbow acquires the properties of Arcturus.


	Thus, on the pure subject hypothesis there could be no pieces of matter at all, since to be a piece is to be traceable as the same across changes of location and state. So, as Aristotle says, a subject that had no essential features would not exist as a subject. Thus, there could be no coherent notion of some matter being the same pure haver of properties, and so providing a substratum, for every change of feature. 


	This is an important argument in its own right that I will review and discuss again in more detail in the section on modality. Aristotle is gving a powerful argument that there is no conception of a Being which is not also a conception of something with necessary features. Thus, briefly, there can be no “array of beings” “given” or even contemplated without necessary features. But this means that the project of reducing modality to being is fundamentally misguided.


	Aristotle then continues Zeta 3 by suggesting other interpretations of "subject" than pure subjects-which-are-in-no-way-features, namely the form and the composite of form and matter. Zeta 4 starts a discussion of essence, what it would be to be a thing, as being. The question whether composites of subject and feature have essence is raised, and Aristotle characteristically says that such composites have no essence, but do have an essence in a way. Aristotle explains that a composite has no definition, except in a way analogous to the way it is a being and has a whatness.


	


� Zeta 4 makes it clear that what is at issue is whether there really is an object, not a mere linguistic question. So if "cloak" is defined as "pale man" and is thus a count noun, nothing really ceases to exist when it tans. Most importantly, Aristotle makes his clearest statement of the ontological status of beings in categories other than substance: "...Essence will belong primarily and in the full sense to a substance; and it will belong also to the others, just as the whatness will, not as an essence in the full sense, but as an essence of a quality or of a quantity...Although it is in a way right to call them `beings' neither equivocally nor in the same sense seeing that they are like what we call `medical', which are neither one and the same thing nor called `medical' equivocally, but are called so in virtue of the fact that they are related to one and the same thing; for the materials and the operation and the instrument are called `medical' neither equivocally nor with one meaning, but in relation to one thing."(1030a29-1030b3) That status for the being of such entities is paralleled by their definitions and essences.





� This particularity is not an individual essence in the sense of a haecceity, but my individual material cause, the source individual from which I arose. Thus I could not have come from a different part of my mother. Matter individuates in three senses: At a time, distinct material stuff individuates. We are distinct because we are actualizations of different other stuffs. Over time, matter individuates by providing a sequence of material sources. I with all my accidents persist as this individual in virtue of having distinct matter in the sense of a distinct history of destroying other entities. However, you and I could have had each other's material history for the past ten years, so that your accidents would be mine, and vice versa. (You eat my Wheaties, etc.) Then we would still be individuated by our matter, but I could not quite be said to be me in virtue of my matter. The matter that makes me me counterfactually is my material cause in the sense of originating stuff, the individual whose potential to become an A resulted in an A. The counterfactual individual can only be a kind of "case" of an essence, since the only material accident it has is an historical which has no necessary occurrent effects. See my "The Theory of Matter from Metaphysics ZHθ, International Studies in Philosophy, IX, 1977, pp.13-22. 





� The composite is such an individual together with the accidents of matter and features it happens to have. Aristotle wants to deny the being of nothing which can reasonably be said to be. So he will say that you can construe me-as-I-have-turned-out as a kind of being (which could not have gotten a tan, for instance), even though that is not a being in the primary sense.





� Armstrong is forced to adopt this very Aristotelian model for the bond between a property and the particular that has it, but Armstrong is moved by the Bradleyan regress arguments. Armstrong 1978, however, makes every property bond to its host in such a way. Thus Armstrong 1997 adopts an ontology of States of Affairs such that any property will indeed be essential to the entity.. States of affairs, though, have other difficulties, as we will see.





� Aristotle’s response to the difficulty that an individual man is identical with his essence even though that same essence is identical with other distinct men is to use his characteristic phrase “in a sense.” Aristotle is concerned to preserve the natural ontology of continuants and still keep his truth-maker ontology as well. It is clear that there is some sense in which a concrete human is nothing but an essence, and it is also clear that there is some sense in which a concrete human is all of his accidents as well. An extended discussion of how to get Aristotle’s desired ontology of continuants without weaseling with “in a sense” will be the topic of the chapter on continuants.


� Other interpretations of this passage either take it to be concerned solely with propria, with features which demand one kind of "host substance" or take it as having to do with materiality being part of the concept of a kind of object. See for example Montgomery Furth, Aristotle Metaphysics Books Zeta, Eta, Theta, Iota, (Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing Company, 1985), pages 110-111; and W. D. Ross, Aristotle's Metaphysics, Volume II, (London: Oxford UP, 1924), pages 173 - 174. Ross tries to make it a difficulty that is solved in Sophistical Refutations, while Furth treats it as resting on an ambiguity between the noun Snubness and the accidentally named item the snub, the snub nose.


�  Later thinkers put Aristotle's point in this passage in terms of the difference between lists and sentences. Something besides another name must be added to a list to make a sentence. Saying something is more than listing objects. Predication is ineliminable. 





11 Frege, in "Concept and Object,"  (in Translations from the Philosophical Writings of Gottlob Frege, by Geach and Black, pages 42-55, says that what corresponds to a general term cannot be an object, that it cannot fall under other concepts. Even Frege, however, treats functions as capable of being the arguments of other functions, in "Function and Concept." Being the argument of a function surely qualifies a part of reality as an object, even if, as Frege insists, it is of a special kind, in that functions taking it as argument are very special functions.





� Note that while the argument applies to all properties and not just to Being and Unity, it does require as a premise that Being and Unity are features. This is a premise that Aristotle denies. In Metaphysics B4,  1001 a27-b1, Aristotle says: "On the one hand, if unity itself or being itself is something, unity or being must be the substance of each, for there is nothing else which is universally predicated of them but these. But on the other hand, if unity itself and being itself are something, there is great difficulty (aporia) how there is anything else besides these, I mean how the beings are more than one. For anything other than being is not, so that the word of Parmenides holds necessarily, that all the beings are one and this is the Being." Aristotle's solution to Parmenides' (and Plato's) difficulties about One and Being is to deny that there is a component of reality corresponding to either of them. Thus, Aristotle already here makes a start in denying that the components of a true sentence must correspond to pieces of the world. I show below how he eventually realizes that his own analytical equipment for describing how sentences are true cannot correspond to pieces of the world.


� Notice what Aristotle says on this topic in Metaphysics Zeta 6, when Forms are cited as a primary example of objects which must be identical with their essences. "As for things which are stated by themselves, is it necessary for them to be the same as their essences? For example, this would be the case if some substances exist, like the Ideas posited by some thinkers, prior to which neither other substances nor natures exist. For if Good Itself were distinct from being Good, Animal Itself from being an Animal, and Being from being a Being, then besides the ones posited there would be other substances and natures and Ideas, and these latter would be prior to the former, if an essence is a substance."1031a28-b3  This should be taken together with Metaphysics A9, where Aristotle says "By the doctrine of Forms, if Forms can be shared, only of substances can there be Ideas,  for Ideas are not shared as attributes, but each Idea must be shared in the way "not being said of a subject" [i.e. sharing in the thing itself, not in a feature attached to a thing]. I mean, for example, that if a double participates in the Double Itself, it does so also in eternity, but as in an attribute, for eternity is an attribute of the Double."990b28-34  For Aristotle an essence is a feature which is identical in some sense with the object of which it is a feature. An essence constitutes the object of which it is the essence.


� This is both paradoxical and necessary in a Platonic system. It is paradoxical because the very notion of "mixed case" seems to suppose that there is, at least in principle, a pure case that has got polluted. The whole drive toward analysis into factors is to isolate or define the components out of which the phenomena are made. The thought is the pre-Socratic idea of explaining complicated phenomena as mixtures of elements which themselves are absolutely simple and purely graspable. The discussion in the Parmenides denies that there can be any such simples. Plato abandons this tradition in maintaining that there can be no unmixed cases. The whole idea of mixture of feature with what is other than the feature is acknowledged to be a metaphor that cannot be replaced with a literal account.


� The discussion in detail of exactly what is going on in the second half of the Parmenides is beyond the scope of this chapter. I claim only that one point of the hypotheses is to show that there cannot be an entity which is only one thing, in the sense of being (=having) only one property. Given Plato's complexity of thought, there are doubtless other topics being explored as well.





� Exactly the same arguments will apply in the case of any other supposed Form or property-instance ("the tallness in Phaedo" (Phaedo, 102 passim.). Such an instance will be itself mixed with what it is not, and the Tallness will not only become but already be also other than tall, since it must be, and be one, and so forth. Thus nothing will quite be definable as the "tallness in Phaedo" just by itself.
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� Armstrong, for instance, holds that there are conjunctive properties but balks at the idea that there might be disjunctive properties or negative properties. These views fit very well, at least with a conception of properties as entities, since conjunction is just mereological accumulation.


� As in other applications of “On Saying That”, we should note that Davidson’s theory repairs the defects of the standard “linguistic” accounts of intensional contexts, such as Carnap’s. Davidson’s move depends of his general account of interpretation, which allows that expressions can be presented for a variety of reasons beyond asserting that something is the case. In fact, the idea that language is the presentation of items with truth-conditions for the various purposes speech-acts can have as purposes is integral to the idea that meaning is truth-conditions. The fundamental strategy is to let “action interpretation theory” go a great deal of the work that other approaches to semantics assign to truth-conditions. We will see this strategy applied extensively in the chapter on conditionals and counterfactuals.





