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 Introduction.

When I began working 4 years ago on this M. Phil thesis on whether Trope Theory was a viable alternative to Substance Theory, I was prejudiced against the former, holding it to be  incoherent and  ‘scandalous’. I no longer think this. At that time I had worked out for myself a position influenced by the neo-Aristotelianism of Wiggins, bolstered on the one side by the precise work on ontology of Lowe and on the other by the Naïve Realist optimism of McDowell. I was intrigued and alarmed by Trope Theory, wanting to prove it wrong so that I could slumber  more easily. 

I fairly soon realised this was going to be impossible. I did not then (and still do not) have a clear and distinct idea of what a relation, or dependency/co-dependency/independency, or intrinsicness, or the correct version of the Principle of the Identity of Indiscernibles, or possibility, or the nature of Time and Space is, enabling me to establish my case and dismantle that of the opposition. Those who do , I suspect, only do so because they have already accepted  one side or the other or are unnaturally self-confident. More importantly however, I discovered that Trope Theory was not nearly as bad as I had thought. It has an illustrious ancestry, drawing on the ideas of thinkers I admired such as Leibniz and  Husserl. Some versions (Stout’s and Simons’ ) are much better than others. There are more similarities with Substance Theory than I first saw, especially compared to other Nominalisms. And I became increasingly aware that Substance Theory is far from perfect itself. 

Both Substance Theory and Trope Theory are Realist theories. Both hold that statements are made true or false by the world. Both agree with Aristotle that ‘To say of what is that it is is to speak truly….’ and with Wittgenstein that ‘a true proposition is one that does not fall short of the facts’. Substance Theory assumes that the facts that are not fallen short of in a true statement - eg that ‘x is F’-  involve two sorts of things :  particulars and  universals (and a tie of instantiation between them). Fness characterises x or is a mode of x, and x instantiates Fness, but the two are in different categories. Universals are considered necessary posits in order to explain the nature, unity and identity of particular substances, and the nature of the properties that qualify  them. They are also considered necessary to explain resemblance.  Trope Theory on the other hand assumes that the facts that are not fallen short of involve only one sort of thing : tropes or particularized properties. The statement ‘x is F’ is about and made true by the Fness of x, a constitutive part of x (and of Fness). Tropes are all there is; they make up xes (things like cats and mats) and Fnesses ( properties such as Redness or Roundness).   

If one wants Realism to be true, and if, despite the scorn of Wittgenstinians, one wants to establish  some sort of picture of the ontological system that might make  Realism true, then one is tempted to try and adjudicate between these two versions of Realism and pick the best. Trope Theory undoubtedly has various attractions: 

Substance Theory has some well-known problems. (For example, it is argued that immanent universals are no more than the ontological shadow of our definitions, that it is hard to believe there are universals to match every predicate, that the notion of ‘instantiation’ is mysterious, that  it is impossible for something to be in many places at one time, etc.) An ontology that does without universals can seem more sensible. It will be argued however that while Trope Theory is the best attempt to do without, there are serious problems. 

Trope Theory promises to deliver the ‘rich particularity’ and ‘fine-grainedness’ currently craved for in various domains of philosophy, in that it claims to be able to pick out not just things but their particular ways. Once one starts focussing on the ‘ways’ of things they seem to be everywhere, but it will be argued that Substance Theory has a place for particular modes and can deliver ‘fine-grainedness’ almost  as well. 

Trope Theory is an advance on other alternatives put to Substance Theory over the years, such as the old Realist bundle theory of objects, or Nominalisms that recast properties as purely linguistic entities or the product of set theoretic treatment, if not eliminable. It will be argued that Trope Theory escapes some of the well known problems associated with these ideas, but that it retains others, and raises some new ones. If tropes are ontologically dependent on substances- defined as trope bundles-  for their existence and identity, as all Trope Theorists (officially) hold, it is perhaps odd that predication should come out symmetrical. If one wants to preserve contingency , either predicates denote constantly changing property sets and constantly change their meaning,  or properties are spread out over  possible worlds which one has to construe as real. Failing this, one has to give up on contingency and see things and property sets as necessarily the ways they are.

Trope Theory, being nothing if not reductionist, promises to fit better with modern science. Tropes are held to be the a, b, c of being ,  what there is ‘all the way down’ (and up). Bad old corpuscular talk and crude mereology is avoided most of the time, and tropes are instead more interestingly seen as adjectival or adverbial, ways or events that make up the process/flux of the world. The medium sized dry goods and cookie-cutting universals of Substance Theory seem sadly old fashioned in comparison. However, it will be argued that Substance Theory co-exists happily with science, and pointed out that Trope Theory often does slip back into crude mereology, where tropes are seen as atomistic, independent entities. Furthermore,  Reductionism is parasitic for its intelligibility on the very things it deconstructs  and once it has taken something apart it seems incapable of getting back to the thing it was trying to explain. While Trope Theory’s being a ‘revisionary’ rather than a ‘descriptive’ metaphysic does not make it automatically unacceptable, it does make it hard to swallow and crucial that it is not inconsistent.

Trope Theory, as a ‘moderate Nominalism’,  is trying to do many things at once. It wants to preserve the dependency of tropes on bundles, the asymmetry of predication, a measure of continuity through change,  contingency, and tropes answering to every predicate. It also wants to be Naturalist and revisionary.  It is not surprising that there are tensions
. This thesis argues that it cannot do all these things at once, and that something has to give. 

The organization of the thesis is as follows:

Part 1 is purely descriptive. Section A describes what Substance Theory (which includes  Realism about universals) is. Section B gives a brief history of various ideas that have amended, altered, undermined and been put as alternatives to it, from the Scholastics through to Quine and Sellars. It attempts to show that Trope Theory is not new but an amalgamation of ideas that have recurred throughout the history of philosophy, namely dissatisfaction with aspects of Substance Theory, a desire  to dispense with universals (Nominalism), a desire to give priority to the evidence of the senses (Empiricism/ Phenomenalism),  the assumption that things break down into smaller things (Reductionism) , and a desire to fit with the latest scientific theory. Section C describes the ideas of the major recent Trope Theorists: Stout, Williams, Bacon, Campbell, Martin and Simons. 

Part 2 is  more analytic. Section A assesses the success of Trope Theory’s account for the apparent unity of ordinary things. (I start with things rather than properties as ‘thinghood’  is what I was initially most interested in, properties being a subject I came to, with much trepidation, only later . It also seems less portentous to try to get a handle on ordinary things before laying down the law on what properties are.) 
It first looks at the problems many find with Substance Theory’s account, and that of the old (Realist) Bundle Theory. Having given various motivations for Trope Theory, it then looks at some familiar problems, eg  with a part whole account (which presumes the whole that the parts are supposed to explain), with the lack of room for continuity through change, and the apparent lack of room for contingency (not only are thing-bundles necessarily the ways they are, but property sets are too). All the accounts of what makes for ‘compresence’ (nothing, location, a relation supervening on the terms, a second order relation, a substratum, a foundational relation) are found problematic, although not conclusively so.

Section B assesses the success of Trope Theory’s account of properties. It first looks at the problems many find with Substance Theory’s approach, then with those of earlier forms of Linguistic, Set and Resemblance Nominalisms. It acknowledges  the attractiveness  of Trope Theory in sidestepping several well known problems with extensionalist set theoretic construals of properties, and  in staying close to Substance Theory in seeing properties as real entities  dependent on things. However, it finds that Trope Theory retains some of the old problems of a set theoretical analysis of properties (‘imperfect community’, abstractness, lack of contingency…), and gives no explanation for their  nature (although arguably Substance Theory does not do much better). The accounts of trope resemblance (primitiveness, second-order relations…) are seen as unsatisfactory, and it is suggested  that making sets intensional  goes against the Nominalist spirit of Trope Theory. Predication appears to come out symmetrical, which goes against the insistence that tropes are dependent. Finally, it sees some confusion and inconsistency in what tropes are supposed to be, whether they are simples or compounds, dependent or independent, abstract or concrete, abundant or sparse,  what individuates them and what their criteria of identity are. 




Part 1. Setting the scene.

 A. What Aristotelian Substance Theory holds.

1A.1. Preliminary remarks.

What follows is an outline of a version of Aristotelian theory about substances and Universals that I currently find persuasive and useful. 

As is well known, Aristotle changed his mind on the matter and said different things in different books. There have been countless interpretations of what he meant and of how it ought to be read today. The outline below owes much to the interpretations of Wiggins
 and Lowe
 especially, as well as Armstrong
 , Loux
, Mellor and Oliver
, and even McDowell
- an admittedly  mixed bunch. 

Aristotle’s Substance Theory was devised to replace previous theories about the ontology of the world, the nature of substance (‘ousia’) and the problem of change.  He rejected the old ideas of the world being made up from Thales’ one or Empedocles’ four  elements, Heraclitus’ theory that nothing remains the same and that there is only constant flux, Parmenides’ theory that change and extension are just illusions and that nothing new ever comes into existence from what is just a homogenous lump, Democritus’ reductionism down to ‘atoms and the void’, and Plato’s positing of a supernatural world of universal Forms which particulars in this world  imperfectly resemble, thus taking on apparent stability and structure
. 

Instead, Aristotle  held that we should take the everyday, mesoscopic things around us at face value and allow that there are substances, trust that the subject:predicate form of our propositional thought and talk does not mislead us but is of the world as it is: things being thus and so, and acknowledge  from the efficacy  of our tendency to recognise sameness and difference, to categorize , to generalise, and to make successful predictions,  that things and the ways they are  fall into Kinds. Aristotle’s approach- especially in The Categories-  was to ask ‘what must the world be like for our language to have meaning?’ His ‘Naïve Realist’ conclusions, which assume not only a mind:world fit but also a language: world fit  are profound, informative  and satisfying to some, whilst to others they are simplistic, tautologous  and infuriating.  

1A.2. Substances

The ordinary things around us (paradigmatically living organisms like men, dogs, trees, etc , but also other entities dealt with later)   are seen as ‘primary substances’ . Our talk and thought (which is held to be propositional, intentional and normative) is largely about substances and the ways they are. Although it is recognised that we never encounter substances except  with and through their properties/relations, the category of substance is held to be prior to all the other categories of being : action, passion, quality, quantity, place, relation. 

Particular substances  are held to be independent
, in that a substance does not rely for its existence or identity on any thing other than itself . Particular substances are the bearers of predicates, not predicated or ‘said of’  other things. They are not themselves multiply instantiable, being individual particulars, but ‘things’ that are multiply instantiable   qualify/modify them. Properties/relations depend on there being substances to ‘have’ or ‘stand in’ them
 . Substances are countable, in that one can ask how many men, trees, tables, cups etc there are.
 Individual substances are continuants
 capable of persisting through qualitative change while remaining one and the same thing. When change occurs there is something that exists before, during and after it, change being something that happens to a substance. 

Each particular thing- a ‘primary substance’- is an instance of a universal or ‘secondary substance’. What makes substances  what they are is their being one of a Kind. While Kinds do not have transcendent, other-worldly  existence over and above the individuals that instantiate/token/are cases of them, it is somehow being an instance/token/case  that gives the individual its ‘substantial form’, the special combination of characteristics essential to being (and counting as) a thing of that Kind, its typical ways  of coming into existence, behaving while in existence and going out of existence
. Form makes matter a so-and-so, it gives it a structure and organising principle that makes it a one of a Kind and equips it with all the ‘ways of being’, functions, causes, powers  and ends associated with things of that Kind. 

While substances may be composite and have parts, some of which are potentially independent, they are not the sum of their parts. (However, the ‘unity of form’ required for being and counting as an F may well make it that there is a point past  which the parts of some substances  cannot be lost.) Being concrete entities , substances exist in space and time, but they are not constituted out of contiguous spatial or temporal parts, as parts  are seen as derivative on  wholes and spatio-temporal addresses as derivative on the individuals at them. Substances are trackable over space and time, but ‘trackability’ does not individuate them, as it is dependent on there being something there to track. Being extended things, substances are made of matter, but neither proximate nor prime matter can provide a principle of individuation. Being entities that undergo change, substances will have changing properties and stand in changing relations, but they are not the mereological sum of these properties/relations, or the featureless ground (substratum or bare particular) that supports them. Substances may have ‘essential properties’ which they cannot lack, but something else -substantial form- is needed to make properties essential for things of that Kind. 

What makes us able to tell what  things are is our being able to enumerate the marks of things of that Kind through our ‘sortal concepts’. These provide criteria of identity and persistence and tell us what it is to be an F, ‘wherein their identity consists’ as Locke put it. They tell us what equivalence relation needs to be maintained over observable properties and parts for a putative F to count as an F, and how to recognise individual Fs.  Sortal concepts do not carve out and give a name to a chunk of what is really an undifferentiated amorphous lump, or impose unity and supposed continuity to an endlessly shifting slew of  properties; they capture (or fail to capture) an individual in their net, to use Wiggins’ terminology. For something to count as a man, dog, table, lump of gold it has to be one. It is ‘a matter of construal, not construction’, to use  Wiggins again.  Our sortal concepts are the product of upbringing, ‘deixis’, experience, memory, the testimony of others, convention, stipulation, discovery, etc rather than innate or hardwired in.   We must assume that by and large they map onto the essential properties  or ‘substantial form’ of substances, which  derives from their being an instance of a Universal, a one of a Kind. We may not know what these essential properties or these substantial forms are, and we may have to revise our concepts occasionally, but these properties and forms are still there, de re not just de dictu. 

Substance theory deals with ‘quiddity’, what sort of thing a thing is and how it is we can recognise and keep track of it. Once understood, there is no need for the notion of ‘haecceity’ (thisness or individual essence) to explain  how things of the same kind are individuated and how we could latch onto them;  just being one of a kind is enough. It accepts that often we just cannot know whether we have the same individual in our sights as we had earlier, and that where a sortal is vague (eg ‘ship’) or in dispute (eg ‘person’) we won’t have any easy answers to identity questions, especially those  involving fusion or fission.

Whilst to all Aristotelians, instances of Natural kinds (living organisms like men, dogs, horses, oak trees) are the paradigm substances, only some, myself included, allow instances of artefactual kinds (tables, chairs, cups, mats…) the status of substances too.  They instantiate Kinds (of an admittedly loose sort), are countable, have fairly determinate identity conditions, are not ‘said of’ other things but have things said of them, etc. However, some Aristotelians  prefer them to be seen as  artificial substances, ‘entia  per accidens’ rather than ‘entia per se’, or as modes of material stuffs. This is because they fear that allowing artefacts into the category of full blown substances opens the door to vagueness , mereology, nominalism, cultural relativism and other subversive ideas. I think one of the main virtues of Aristotelian  substance theory is the way it fits everyday experience, ordinary language and common sense,  thus artefacts should be included. Furthermore, it is strong enough to be able to incorporate the idea of  a little vagueness in the world, acknowledge the role that human ideology, convention and interest play in coming to general terms and picking out objects that putatively fall under them, recognise the importance of context, and accept that many substances are  composite.

So far, I have listed  in the furniture of the  world  primary substances such as living organisms and artefacts. However there are also various sorts of material stuffs (confusingly commonly called substances): gold, water, salt, mud, hydrogen, carbon… In Aristotle’s system these Natural Kinds are considered Substantial Universals . Instances of them are ‘dividuals’ not individuals, as Lowe puts it, portions such as  lumps, litres, pinches, saucerfuls, etc, of which one asks ‘how much?’ not ‘how many?’  These Natural Kinds, covered by mass terms,  have dispositions typical of their kind which science discovers and captures in Laws, enabling successful predictions to be made of them .

1A.3. Properties and relations

In addition to the primary substances, the Aristotelian system posits other entities in the world. However, as  ‘not everything is a thing’, they are to be viewed in a different category of being from substances.

Properties and relations exist. They instantiate non-substantial universals (like whiteness, roundness, being next to) and characterize or are ‘modes’ of substances. It is acknowledged that we never encounter substances without properties, and that we only  experience substances  through their properties, yet maintained that properties and relations are dependent on the existence of the substances they are modes of. There are held to be no ‘free floating’ properties, or in Fregean language, no functions which are unsaturated or uncompleted by objects.  Property instances  are concrete entities in space and time. We refer to them, we quantify over them, and sentences can be paraphrased in ways that put them in subject position, as trope theorists note. The version of Substance Theory  I wish to defend recognizes ‘particularized properties’, ‘individualised ways’, or ‘property instances’,  which are basically the same thing as tropes. However, they are dependent both for their identity and countability- the marks of ‘thinghood’- and for their existence and individuation on the substances which have them , and are not what substances reduce to. 

In the debate over whether properties are ‘abundant’ or ‘sparse’ and whether one should prefer ‘the Meinongian slums’ or ‘desert landscapes’, Aristotelians are free to chose. It is not necessary to side with D.Armstrong’s Naturalism. However, they are restricted somewhat by holding that properties are immanent rather than transcendent, and if they want abundance without becoming Platonists,  they may have to become Meinongian, construe possible worlds  realistically, or espouse some version of idealism/conceptualism. Aristotelians are also free to chose in the debate over whether properties are just simple, atomic ones, or whether there are compound conjunctive and  disjunctive ones. They need not deny the latter. Negative properties, however, go against the Aristotelian spirit. 

1A.4. Other entities

Events, times,  places, spatio-temporal parts, collections, states, are also entities which exist in space and  time. Yet they too are held to depend on the existence of substances for their existence and identity, so should not be termed ‘things’ on a par with substances. Events are changes  in the qualities/relations of  a substance. For instance, running, jumping or standing still is done by someone, a race is run by horses. Places and times
 depend for their identity on the substances occupying them. Spatio-temporal parts (the top half of an orange, the last half of  a battle) depend for their identity on the substances of which they are parts. Collections (committees, governments, snowdrifts) depend on their members for their existence. States like being happy or being heavy are modes of a substance- ways they are. Substance Theory  has complicated but plausible arguments for showing  entities like holes and valleys to be ‘privations’ in substances, bangs and flashes to be short-lived modes, waves (of the seaside sort) to be ‘disturbances’ in substances , and  conventions like uncles and trumps to be ‘facons de parler’ about substances. 

1A.5. Universals

Last but most importantly , Substance Theory  posits the existence  of universals. Most people find no great problem in sharing the belief that there are the ordinary, relatively enduring things of common sense and that there are properties. What they find harder to take, and far from common sense, is the belief that there are universals. Yet to Aristotelians it is universals which make things and their properties possible and intelligible.   Particular substances and particular cases of properties/ relations are instances of universals. Aristotelianism tries to ‘domesticate’ Platonism while fending off Nominalism. It holds that  universals  have no existence over and above their instances  and do not exist if uninstantiated , yet it  insists on the existence of ‘the One over the Many’, or at least ‘in’ the many, rather than ‘after’ the many or ‘nowhere at all’. It is held that sameness and difference, the regularity, typicality  and predictability of life, the possibility of thought and talk, of meaning and understanding are only explicable (explanation being assumed to be the job of philosophy) , if one  posits universals. Universals are needed to provide the substantial form of substances, and to explain the nature of properties. Nothing else makes sense. 

1A.6. Summary

This, therefore, is the ontological system I shall be comparing to and defending against Trope Theory in later sections. Crucial to it are certain  beliefs:  that the world is made up of individual substances- instances of kinds-  whose identity is not reducible; that  universals are immanently real and not reducible to concepts, sums, resemblnce sets or  classes;  and  that property instances depend on the existence of substances and of universals. Mundane experience, common sense, ordinary language and the subject:predicate form of our propositional thought and talk
  are not seen as blocks to our discovery of ‘what there is’ but as starting points and benchmarks
. At the same time, transcendental , a priori reasoning which arrives at this initially strange ‘higher’ level of  universals is regarded as legitimate
.

As will be seen in Part 2, there are many problems found with this approach  which will be listed before looking at how Trope Theory tries to give an account of thinghood and of properties. 

First, however, it will be useful to trace the history  of attempts to refine, change or supplant this system in the last 2300 years .

Part 1. 

B.  A  brief history of ideas that have re-interpreted,  undermined , or been   put forward as alternatives to Aristotelian Substance theory. 

1B.1. Introduction

 What follows traces the history  of  ideas that have either attempted to refine and revise  Aristotle’s  system, as outlined previously, or to replace it entirely. In so doing, I hope to pick out  the notions that have given rise to a misleading  impression of Substance Theory, to present the major criticisms and new ideas that have undermined faith in it , and to highlight the appearance and reappearance of 4 interwoven  strands that together give rise to modern Trope Theory, namely Nominalism, Reductionism, Phenomenalism and a desire to ‘fit’ with contemporary science. 

Trope theory  is basically a one category ontology. All we have immediate knowledge of and all that exists are property-like particulars that happen to go around together. They bundle ‘vertically’ into individuals/particulars/substances, and ‘horizontally’ into property sets /Universals.  It is thus a form of Nominalism (there are no Universals), a form of Reductionism (things are made up out of smaller things, bundled  together in various ways), and  a form of  Empiricism/Phenomenalism (our knowledge of the world derives from our sensory experience). 

In each of the sections that follows in this chronological run through the history of Western philosophy, I shall look at the attitude of  the  various thinkers towards substance/thinghood (including the nature of persons),and touch on their notion of properties, picking  out the strands that seem to have a bearing on modern trope theory.   

 1B.2. Scholasticism 

In the Middle Ages, the Aristotelian notion of substance was interpreted in various ways by Islamic and Catholic philosophers. In particular, it was subtly changed by the scholastics to better fit with Christianity and  explain the necessary existence of God, the immortality of the soul, the possibility of transubstantiation , the existence of angels, etc. 

 Aquinas divided substances into three sorts: Divine, spiritual and material, with humans being a complex of both the latter two . This has had great influence on the way Substance Theory is commonly though of.  Aristotle had seen all living organisms as having  ‘psyche’ or souls that regulated their various typical functions, like nutrition, reproduction, movement, sensation and  perception. Humans, being at the top of the phylogenetic tree, were seen to have  reasoning souls as well as those shared by animals and plants.  However, whilst it is necessary to all versions of Substance Theory  that the psyche/soul/mind/person be identified with what it is that perceives, thinks or reasons (as it is not held that mere Lichtenbergian/Dennettian  processes are going on at a ‘sub-personal’ level), it is not necessary that it is immortal or God-like. Whilst it is also common to all versions of Substance Theory that there is a difference in Kind rather than merely in degree between   humans and languageless animals
 , it is not necessary that reason be seen as supernatural. Thus it should be recognised that Aquinas’ Christianisation of Substance Theory is not essential to it. 

Aquinas also stressed the importance of matter. He saw the principle of individuation- what it is that makes two things of the same kind  different things,  two qualitatively indistinguishable things distinguishable- as being  ‘materia signata’ - quantified matter or mass, from which spatio-temporal location follows. Associated with this is the problematic notion of underlying, everlasting ‘prime matter’ that has the potential to become enformed substances but is not in itself essentially extended. While it is true that Aristotle mentioned prime matter in the later ‘Metaphysics’ and at times equated substance with an ‘ultimate substratum’ that bears properties, many contemporary substance theorists (eg Wiggins and Lowe) wish he hadn’t. The highlighting of it by the scholastics meant that henceforth Substance Theory could be, and has been, mistaken for a ‘substratum’ theory, where substance becomes an ‘unknowable somewhat’ .

Another new development (a return  to a more Platonic way of  thinking ) is his distinction between essence and  existence, such that essence comes first,  potential things once actualised ‘participate’ in being , and existence becomes a sort of first order property . If an F actually exists, then it has the property of existing along with all the other properties essential to being an F and falling under the concept of Fs. Whilst anything that challenges the Kantian mantra (and Fregean,  Russellian and Quinean versions of it)  that ‘existence is not a predicate but a property of concepts’  is refreshing, it  should be recognised that this move, elaborated by later scholastics, is a departure from what most see as  orthodox Aristotelianism . 

Underlying the distinction between essence and existence is Aquinas’ insistence that as God is the only necessary being, all normal individual  substances are  contingent and depend on the act of creation. A by-product of this is that Living organisms can be considered as  creatures of God and thus ‘entia per se’, unities in which matter is enformed.  But artefacts are are relegated to being mere ‘entia per accidens’, not real unities but aggregates of  modes of material stuff  that are given apparent unity by their makers, users and perceivers. Whilst it is true that this is said by the later Aristotle himself in places, and some modern Aristotelians (e.g. Rozencrantz and Hoffman), agree with it,  I prefer, as explained previously, to include artefacts as substances. 

Duns Scotus  developed the idea of ‘haecceity’- the further property that things have that give them their individual essence  or ‘thisness’ as opposed to their mere, common ‘whatness’ or ‘quiddity’. Haecceity is  currently popular again, supporters claiming that it is what does the job of individuating things (substance theorists still being divided over this). This ‘individual essence’ is not itself identifiable, being  only visible from God’s perspective. As mentioned in  Section A,  I find no need for positing haecceities once one grasps how the instantiation of substantial form  might itself deliver individual substances, ones of a kind
. However, Scotus’  notion is important as it resurfaces in the 20th century idea of ‘bare particulars’ (featureless entities which individuate and are the bearers of qualities) which Aristotelian substances often get confused with. Also, its  very mysteriousness  might make it appear compatible with post quantum theory physics, and helpful to Trope Theory in attempting to explain the individuation of tropes. 

Other influential scholastic interpreters of Aristotle  are Roscelin and Ockham, the fathers of Nominalism. The first analysed talk of Universals  ‘metalinguistically’ as talk about linguistic expressions
. The second held that one should not posit more entities than are absolutely necessary to a theory, and on this account Universals and other abstract objects are unnecessary to Substance Theory, do not have real existence, and  are simply acts of the understanding. All that exists are particular substances and their individual qualities. All that is in common between similar groups of either  is their name. As will be stated many times in what follows, Nominalism is a major motivation for Trope Theory, and the acceptance by most modern philosophers of some version of Nominalism is bound to make it  appear attractive
.  

Another scholastic development was the theory of Intentionality. The notion that our perceptions are individuated by what they are ‘about’, ie  intentional objects, is a tenet of Aristotelian direct realism that is currently modish again. It can also be used to explain ‘intellectual’ thoughts (as opposed to ‘perceptual’ thoughts, to use McDowell’s revival of the distinction
)  about non-existent, past, future, fictional, and merely possible objects. Thoughts are said somehow to  literally ‘take on the form’ of  objects of the kind in question. (It is hard to see how Trope Theorists could consistently help themselves to this sort of Intentional theory, given that they reject forms and universals and see each trope as unique
.) 

Finally, in this section on the Scholastics, it is worth mentioning their hairsplitting talk of different kinds of distinctions: ‘Real distinctions’ are taken to exist in reality. They  split into ‘major’ ones (eg between two apples  or between an apple  and its taste ) and ‘minor’ or ‘modal’ ones (eg between a mode and its mode of being, as in the speed of a man’s walking, or the degree of a line’s curve). ‘Distinctions of Reason’  or ‘logical distinctions’ are taken to be  abstractions produced by the mind’s separating off , paying attention to  and focussing on an aspect of something that is in reality a unity, such that the abstraction can be seen as an object. This scholastic fascination for distinctions made many utterly exasperated with Substance Theory. (It has also, ironically,  given ammunition to  trope theorists such that  one now finds much talk of tropes as ‘distinctions of Reason’. )

The scholastics thus made many adjustments to and refinements of Aristotelian theory that do not need to be seen as part and parcel of it. Some of their ideas have led to ones that are influential on Trope theory. As  their doctrines, hotly debated, became increasingly complex  and rarified, and as Corpuscularianism and  modern scientific theory came onto the scene, Substance Theory began to many to seem outdated. I therefore turn next to the radical new ideas of the 17th century . 

1B.3. The Rationalists. 

As Woolhouse
  shows, it is overly simplistic to see Rationalism as making a clean break with Aristotelianism.  Descartes  preserved much of it in his account of thinking substances as he was opposed to corpuscular theories of mind, and Leibniz returned to  the idea of  substantial forms and teleological  entelechies as he held pure materialism alone to be incapable of explaining anything. 

However, contemporaries saw Descartes as the first philosopher to finally speak intelligibly and ‘reject more universally than any others before him the irrelevant paraphanalia’  of substantial forms and  intentional species, Locke saying that Descartes ‘gave deliverance from the unintelligible ways of talking of philosophy in use in the schools of his time’. Descartes himself said that  substantial forms are ‘harder to understand than the things they are supposed to explain’, Spinoza that the doctrine of them was ‘childish and frivolous’ and even  Leibniz that he ‘agree(d) with those contemporary philosophers who have revived Democritus and Epicurus’, that ‘we must not uneccessarily resort to..any…form, but that so far as can be done , everything should be derived from the nature of body and its primary qualities- magnitude, figure and motion.’

Descartes

Descartes retained the definition of substance as that which is independent . ‘By substance we understand nothing other than a thing which exists in such a way as to depend on no other thing’. God is thus the only real basic  substance, but by the  ‘concurrence’ of God two dependent substances also exist: body and mind. He believed like Aristotle  and unlike contemporary  corpuscularians like Hobbes that there are ‘degrees of reality’ and that ‘a substance is more a  thing than a mode’.  He also retained the definition of substance as that which is the subject of predicates, the bearer of properties. Substance is ‘the thing in which whatever we perceive immediately resides’. However, ‘we do not have immediate knowledge of substances, we know them only by perceiving certain attributes which must inhere in something if they are to exist’, thus his is a form of substratum theory motivated by epistemological pessimism plus adherence to Aristotelianism. 

Descartes  held that while there are many individual mental substances or minds whose essential attribute is thought, there is only one corporeal substance whose essential attribute is extension. The common, everyday mezoscopic ‘things’ (dogs, cats, hats, mats..) of Aristotelian Substance Theory become collections of the modes or accidents of the one  material substance; they are  describable purely mechanistically as being modes of a certain shape or size or state. What appear to be material ‘things’ are just collections of our ideas of the modes of corporeal substance. 

Minds, however, are in a different category which can be clearly and distinctly understood apart from that of body . Minds   understand themselves to be  pure, individual substances. Their modes are ideas and they  operate on innate , a priori principles. Because, following Aristotle, predicates are assumed to have a subject, so thoughts must have a thinker, therefore the existence of  individual ‘I’s is established . ‘I’s are only to be found amongst humans, as animal behaviour is explicable mechanistically. The gulf between humans and other living organisms is widened even further than it was by Aristotle and the scholastics, and  they no longer have any psyche at all. 

It is obvious that all this was  deeply undermining to Aristotelian Substance Theory, however much it was based on aspects of it, and however much contemporary materialists like Hobbes, Mersenne and Gassendi felt  it didn’t go far enough, thought being just as likely to be  a mode of material substance. The lure of Descartes’ first-person perspective, acceptance of his  definition of substance as either physical or mental but not conceivably both, and the way the new philosophy appeared to be consistent with the productive new science  and with religion  made it hard to continue to defend Substance Theory, both then and now .

Spinoza.

Spinoza also retained Aristotelianism in as much as he defined substance as a unity and as independent , ‘that which is in itself and is conceived through itself….that whose concept does not require the concept of another thing’. Unlike Descartes,  he allowed a substance many attributes, not just one (either extension or thought) as Descartes did. However, his exceptionally hardline definition of independence led him to say that a substance could not be created or caused to exist, that it could not be sustained by anything else and that it could not be like anything else (or that would be conceived at the same time). Since the only thing satisfying this  definition of substance  is God  who, as he must have an infinity of attributes must have them all , God  therefore the only  substance .

God is to be equated with Nature, a single substance which supports the two  modes of extension and thought ,  the ways the world is. The finite modes of  the universe are both material things and minds, and each has their own way of being understood. Physical events and processes are to be described and explained   in physical terms and mental ones in mental terms. But they are both modes of the same substance, two sides of the same coin. 

Whilst ‘dual-aspect’ talk was used later by P Strawson (in general a neo-Aristotelian), full-blown Spinozism is  a completely new metaphysics antagonistic to Substance Theory. Familiar objects are all recast as modes, and universals, substantial forms et al are dispensed with. It is thus far more likely to offer succour to trope theory, although I have not seen  it used by trope theorists in their defence
. 

Leibniz

Leibniz returned to Aristotelianism in that he saw the world as a plenum of individual substances, not just one substance like Spinoza, or lots of mental ones and the modes of one physical one like Descartes. He disagreed with contemporary corpuscularianism’s obsession with extension alone as what it is that explains things. For example ‘perception and that which depends upon it are inexplicable by mechanical causes, that is by figure and motion’. If we entered a mechanical ‘mind’, all we would find would be ‘pieces which push one against another, but never anything by which to explain a perception. This must be sought for, therefore, in the simple substance and not in the composite or in the machine’. He insisted on the need for a return to the Aristotelian  notion of substantial form to explain how anything could be a unity, an entelechy, an ‘ens per se’. ‘The nature of a body is not just its size, figure and motion but something related to souls, which is commonly called a substantial form’. Each composite thing has an internal causal structure that provides a teleological principle of activity. Because  ‘as corpuscular as one can be in the explanation of particular phenomena’,  Leibniz realised he was ‘advancing a great paradox in seeking to restore the old philosophy in some respects and to restore these almost banished substantial forms’.

For Leibniz, the world is a plenum of individual substances. It is not enough to define a substance as something that is extended, as extension is infinitely divisible, therefore it cannot explain the ground of unity. Furthermore,  extension only describes a present state, not change possible to the thing in the future. It is not enough to define substance  as the subject of predication or that which cannot be predicated of others, as that follows from its substantiality and provides no explanation. A substance is thus something indivisible and ‘ensouled’, ‘a body in union with a sustaining mind’. A substance is that which has ‘ a primitive motive force called the soul in living things and substantial form in others’ and also a passive force (impenetrability or inertia). 

So far, all this is consistent with Substance Theory. However, Leibniz diverges from it  in  making  all physical bodies (silkworms, trees, marble tiles, tables, chairs..) aggregates out of or collections of small parts, each of which is itself a tiny animated, mind-like substance or monad. Each monad has its own distinct nature, perceptions and appetites, and each is causally independent of the others, acting in accordance with its own nature and its complete concept while keeping in step with each other’s  according to a pre-established harmony set up by God. Leibniz also draws a strong distinction between living organisms and artefacts
 (‘entia per se’ and ‘entia per accidens’),  holding the latter to be united only mechanically or by the observer’s mind, and at times he sees only humans as entia per se, self-conscious members of ‘the realm of grace’. 

Leibniz is usually read as a strong determinist, which makes him unpalatable to most people. Whilst to Aristotelians there are typical ‘ways of being’ for things of a kind, and substantial form can be seen as a sort of internal blueprint which is both the cause and the explanation of typical behaviours, Leibniz holds that every substance has its ‘complete concept’ in the mind of God, which contains all its predicates and thus all it will ever do. This is consistent  with his theory of truth and analyticity (a proposition is true iff the concept of the predicate is contained in that of the subject.) . Tropes have often been likened to Leibniz’ monads, but it should be recognised that this makes them into constituents of bundles which cannot deviate from the pre-ordained harmony or God’s complete concept of them,  which is surely to gain Realism at a high price, however much one softens the pinch by escape  into  possible worlds. 

Nevertheless, Leibniz is responsible for logical formulations of thinghood/identity that anyone working in those fields will respect.  He stressed the importance (and non triviality, pace Wittgenstein) of the concept of self-identity (x=x) and non-contradiction  (x’s not being not x). He formulated the non-controversial Principle of the Indiscernability of Identicals, such that if x=y, then all that can be truly predicated of x can be truly predicated of y. But he set the cat among the pigeons with the Principle of the Identity of Indiscernables’. This holds that if all the predicates which can be truly said of x are the same as those which can be said of y (ie their complete concepts are the same and one has no attribute the other lacks) then x =y. Philosophers have long argued over weak and strong versions of this. Most accept the weak one, that says it is true as long as one includes relations of time, place, observers’ perspectives etc, which makes for more diversity.  Only a few accept the strong version, which excludes such relations. Bundle theories, of which Trope Theory is a version, tend to entail the strong version. 

It is enough at this stage to note that Leibniz’s  reductionism/collectionism  can be seen as a precursor to trope theory, his determinism a possible embarrassment for it, and his theories of identity the ground on which the fight between Substance Theory and Trope Theory is played out, and that all this arose from his idiosyncratic return to Aristotelianism.

  1B.4. The Empiricists

While Rationalist subversion of Substance Theory was going on on the Continent, in Britain, it was being undermined from a very different angle. Hobbes had championed a no nonsense materialism, going back to Democritean atomism and a robustly Okhamist nominalism. A mechanical explanation can be given for all physical change, including the ‘fancies’ (ideas)  in us. Secondary qualities are in us, caused by the primary qualities in things. General terms do not stand for universals but are just products of and signs for our ideas. 

Locke

As previously mentioned, Locke
 said Descartes ‘gave deliverance from the unintelligible way of talking of philosophy in the schools of his time’, and like him he was a strong supporter of contemporary atomism. When talking  loosely and popularly he allowed , with Substance Theory, that the world is a plenum of individual material substances ( independent unities of various sorts that are the subjects of predication, like men, cats, trees, tables, mats..).  However, when talking strictly and philosophically, he saw each thing as a continuous series of modes whose precise nature he was engagingly agnostic about. He dismissed the notion of ‘substantial form’ as explaining the sameness of Kind members, saying instead that Kinds were ‘inventions and creatures  of the understanding’ , conventional definitional categories into  which we group our ideas of particulars according to apparent resemblances in their observable  macro properties. 

We employ ‘sortals’ as definitions of Kinds, based on the superficial characteristics observable by the ordinary, unaided senses. These sortals involve criteria for the identity of things falling under them, a principle for counting the number of instances. But they do not magically map onto anything like substantial form, and they are always open to revision. We should admit we have no idea of the real essences of things or Kinds, only  of their nominal essences. 

There are things, they are categorizable and they have real essences, but the latter are  the  unknown, underlying atomic structures of objects, those ‘insensible parts, from which flow those sensible  qualities which serve us to distinguish them one from the other’
. 

Locke was ambivalent and ambiguous about substance, causing there to be many rival interpretations of him .While he occasionally ridiculed it as an ‘I know not what’, his concern seems actually to have been to work out how we could come to have any knowledge of it, since he thought all our ideas come only from sense experience. Despite his epistemological caution
 , he was content to posit substance as an impredicable subject of predication (echoing Aristotle),   an unknowable substratum which must exist in order to be  the unifying, underlying ground for  the primary and thence the secondary qualities we  observe in material things. Locke recast the Aristotelian notion of the instantiation of properties in substances   as a ‘non-relational tie’
 into a notion of a relation of inherence, where the substance ‘supports’, ‘bears’ or ‘stands under’ the properties. 

When challenged by Stillingfleet and others as to how mere sense experience could lead us to a notion of substance, he endearingly said we have a general idea of ‘something’ and of ‘the relation of support’. It may not be a clear, distinct, positive idea, but at least it is an obscure, confused and relative one. C B Martin
 has revived Locke’s notion of substrata to offer a possible bridge between Substance and Trope Theories. He says a Lockean substratum should be seen as what it is that plays the role of bearing its properties. Both substratum and properties are aspects or ingredients of the object, but an object is not the mereological sum of them . Both mutually depend on the other for their existence and identity
 .

Locke famously distinguished between primary and secondary properties, the first  ‘in’ the object, the second  dispositions in the object to produce sensations of colour, taste, smell etc in us. He then tried to show that the secondary qualities were not mere projections by means of  his causal theory of perception and an appeal to God. Things like violets and  knives are dense collections of material particles that impinge on our sense organs to cause ideas in us (of blue colour, sweet scent, sharpness, pain…). To Locke it was impossible that God should annex ideas to motions ‘to which they have no similitude.’. Nature causes men to see the external world as they do, and God underwrites this. Our simple ideas of natural objects  correspond in some strong fashion to the way natural objects actually are. Our Natural Kind  terms have a double reference, both to the pictures in our minds of what exists derived from observable properties, and to the real but unknown essences in things falling under them
. Yet in the end, we must admit that all we know we know of things is  the sensations their matter  elicits in us and our conceptions of their nominal essence . 

Before concluding, it is perhaps worth mentioning here that it would not be true to say that causal theories of perception always  go with  attacks on Substance Theory, as substance theorists like Lowe are causal theorists, while  some trope theorists are direct realists of a continental bent. However, naïve direct realism and Substance Theory are undoubtedly made for each other. It is also worth mentioning that most supporters of Substance Theory do little to challenge Locke’s  distinction between primary and secondary qualities.   

Locke’s  Empiricism and  his cogently argued Nominalism are important springboards for Trope Theory, especially the more Australian, scientistic versions. Locke’s shifting of the meaning of substance to ‘substratum’ , and his notion of the relation of properties to substances as one of ‘inherence’ (like currants in a bun), has been influential in giving many a false impression of what Substance Theory  is. 

Berkeley

Berkeley retained the Scholastic idea of spiritual, thinking substances, but reduced material substances to collections of ideas that ‘have been observed to go together, are accounted one distinct thing’…and ‘come to be marked by one name’
. He was worried that the fashionable atomism of the day would undermine religion, and scornful of Locke’s attempts, given his empiricism,  to come to grips with substance and to prove that material objects  have primary qualities that are in any way more well-founded than secondary ones, which were admitted to be largely perspectival.

 As Urmson
 shows, it took Berkeley a while to give a plausible  account of objects, having denied the existence of matter. ‘To be is to be perceived’ doesn’t quite go far enough.  However, he eventually hit on the ingenious idea that physical things are permanent possibilities of sensation, the possibilities  existing because God so set things up at  the Creation that they should ‘become perceptible to intelligent creatures in that order and manner which he then established, and we now call the Laws of Nature’
.  Natural science is possible because scientists ‘read the divine handwriting of God’ by discovering regularities in the succession of their own ideas. This argument , in addition to his anti-Newtonian arguments against the absoluteness of time and space which appeared to fit well with scientific theory post Mach and Einstein impressed later phenomenalists  (eg Mill, Whitehead, Russell, Ayer..) who were precursors of Trope Theory. 

Berkeley was also against Locke’s painstaking account of how we come to   general terms by abstraction , and the nominal essences such terms might be allowed to represent. He held that ideas are just ideas, there aren’t any special sorts reached in special ways , only different uses to which they are put. Thus so-called general ideas are just particular ones ‘made to stand for or represent all particular ideas  of the same sort’
. So Locke’s Nominalist account of universals  falls in favour of an even more extreme Nominalism. 

Berkeley’s notion of apparent bodies as collections of abstracta,  his extreme  empiricism (all we have are perceptions) , his Nominalism and the compatibility of his Idealism with modern science could perhaps be seen as making the philosophical world Trope Theory-cosy
. 

Hume

Hume’s radical and extreme scepticism was directed at every type of substance in the scholastic book: Divine, spiritual and material substances. He tried to show (in the Dialogues concerning Natural Religion and elsewhere) that there were no good arguments for the existence of God, let alone the  Christians’ one. He eliminated the substantial self and held that a person was  a bundle of perceptions, qualities and affections. One can never catch oneself at work thinking and claim one has discovered any  thing that does the thinking. Finally,  he reduced material things down to bundles of properties too, as this is all we have experience of. 

Metaphysical talk of substances and substrata is pointless as all we have is our ideas of qualities. Change, cause and effect are just the replacement of one impression with another. Because of the way our minds happen to work, we are drawn from one idea to another, and the habitual experience of this leads us to infer more than we should. We cannot establish that there are persisting things, or Natural Kinds with essential , law-governed dispositions, as all we have to go on is our observation of constant conjunction and regularities. 

Yet ‘Tis vain to ask ‘whether there be body or not?’’ Natural instinct obliges us to take houses, tables, cats, dogs etc. for granted,  and  to repose faith in the senses . We can do no else. ‘When men follow this blind and powerful instinct of nature, they always suppose the very images, presented by the senses, to be the external objects, and never entertain any suspicion that the one are nothing but representations of the other. This very table which we see white and feel hard is believed to exist independent of our perception and to be something external to the mind which perceives it …which ..preserves its existence uniform and entire’
  However, all we have are ‘internal and fleeting impressions’ which, when there is sufficient similarity, constancy and coherence, we replace in the imagination by a persisting thing or object. We imagine we  have warranted belief in these objects, but they are merely ‘logical  fictions’.

Quite why we have these fleeting impressions is something Hume himself is unclear about. Sometimes he seems an ‘eliminativist cluster theorist’ like Berkeley, holding that there really are no material  things, only clusters of insubstantial ideas of qualities. At others he seems more Lockean in seeing things as the relatively enduring causes of successive impressions in us, and more of a  ‘reductionist cluster theorist’
. 

However one understands Hume, his empiricism  (or extreme epistemological pessimism) is a powerful influence on those who see Substance Theory as ridiculously naïve, and his reductionist property-bundle theory (even though he eventually abandoned it)  is an  obvious alternative to it and precursor of trope theory. 

1B5.  Kant: objects restored? 

As is often said, Kant synthesized aspects of the Rationalist and Empiricist approaches. Establishing truths about the existence or nonexistence  of substances requires both reason and  experience. In the Critique of Pure Reason, Kant  claimed to establish  that men, dogs, trees, tables, etc. exist, saying that  to suggest otherwise was a scandal. We must posit them if we are to be able  to explain our common and ineliminable experience  of time, space, causation, the unity of consciousness, etc.. We experience a manifold of qualitative changes/events.  The  succession of differing perceptions  that we have make sense to us because  we experience and construe  them as  changes in external objects which are continuants, persisting  through time. Borrowing from Hume, Kant says we cannot help but believe in spatio-temporally persistent objects. 

Although he aimed to re-establish the existence of the material objects of common sense (as had Reid earlier),  Kant agreed with Hume that there is not much one can say about the self from the phenomenology, except that it is definitely not a substance but more a point of view/perspective on things. 

It is unclear whether Kant gives much succour to Substance Theory. If his transcendental argument for the existence of persisting material objects only  gives us ‘the thing as it appears’, it does not. One has to make many further steps (which most Kantians would see as illegitimate) to get to full-blown Aristotelian Realism about substances, Universals, substantial form, etc. However, it is surely equally illegitimate, as beyond the bounds of sense, to go reductionist and assert that there are only properties, modes or forces. Kantian (and Wittgenstinian ) transcendentalism is usually seen as making  Substance Theory irrelevent, as Kant is usually read (except by Strawson and his followers) as showing that the application of conceptual structures on experience bars us from genuine access to what there really is. Philosophy, it is said,  can inquire into the nature and structure of human thought and its objects but not into the nature and structure of  the world. 

However, despite this, the debate over thinghood, whether things exist and  what their identity consists in , continued . I will ignore the decades of various forms of Idealism as I am only interested in adjudicating between two current realist  theories- the ‘naïve’ realism of Substance Theory  and  the ‘scientific’ realism of Trope Theory. So I will next turn to the 19th and 20th century Phenomenalists - Mill, Husserl, and Whitehead. 

 1B.6. Phenomenalism

Phenomenalism is generally taken to be different from Idealism (all that exists are minds and their states) and from Anti-Realism (broadly- the rejection of bi-valence). It holds that sentences about the material things of common sense can and should  be translated into subjunctive conditional sentences mentioning only sequences of ideas or sensations. Its motive for this is primarily epistemological, as it is taken that all we indubitably have direct acquaintance of  and know  are sense data. When we focus on our actual experience of the world, all we will find is a mosaic of visual, aural, tactile etc sensations. ‘Things’ are logical constructs out of these sense data, hypotheses from  effects on us, they are not directly ‘given’. Dummett says of phenomenalism that  it sees itself as Realist as it retains a lingering faith in objects about which one can speak truly or falsely, but it ought to have the strength of its own convictions and acknowledge that it can only talk about assertability, not truth
. However, as we shall see, later versions become not just new ways of talking about the same old things, but new ways of talking about a whole new ontology. Whether this revisionary metaphysics can be counted as Realism or not shall be left to later sections discussing the merits and demerits of trope theory. 

Mill 

J S Mill
 tried to naturalise Berkeley, whom he much admired, without falling into Humean scepticism. He held that the common sense view of things collapses when faced with  arguments from illusion  and the fact that secondary properties are in the mind of the beholder. He replaced it with a view of material objects as groups of actual and possible sensations which , because of psychological laws governing memory, expectation and association, we lump together  in certain ways in a certain temporal order. The physical world is ‘the permanent possibility of sensation’. It is permanent because it is a ‘conditional certainty’ that  if we were to experience certain visual horse-type sensations then we would believe we would concurrently experience certain other tactile, olfactory , etc horse-type sensations. ‘What we are unable to conceive apart appears incapable of existing apart’. Yet to say that a certain thing exists is for Mill ‘a step too far’ in induction from sensation. 

Mill  made thinghood a matter of rather laborious inference . Even those who sympathise with his general approach find his account of how we come to know other minds by observing outward physical show and assuming  the processes we observe going on inside ourselves are going on inside others too is unsatisfactory  as it cannot quite get out of solipsism. 

Mill revived the notion of Natural Kinds which had fallen out of the philosophical picture, as he found them essential to the practise of taxonomising, which is in turn essential to science. A Natural Kind term, he said, names a class. What it refers to is a combination of common properties, some of which are the observable attributes that define  the class, but most of which are unknown.  There are regularities in Nature, and Nature can be said to make Kinds, but our attempts to recognise them are fallible and, as  Locke (and later Quine) said, we must be prepared to revise our ideas in line with science. 

Mill’s restoration of Berkeley to scientific respectability, his idea of reference being to what is given in sensation, his notion of ‘concurrence’ and his class Nominalism are precursors to Trope Theory .However, most  recent Trope Theorists  ignore his rather plodding psychologistic and  inferential account of our recognition of  things, and prefer instead something more immediate along the lines of Husserl or Whitehead. 

Husserl 

Husserl is fascinating as he provides some of the ideas to be found in the more conceptualist modern versions of Aristotelianism ( eg that of David Wiggins whose ‘Samenesss and Substance’ helped  re-establish the respectability of Substance Theory,  and John McDowell, whose  work I would argue provides tangential support for- or at least is not inimical to-  it ), and at the same time provides some of the ideas informing Peter  Simons, a leading  Trope Theorist who has made some interesting  accommodations with Substance Theory. 

Husserl saw us as inhabiting a ‘lifeworld’ permeated by culture and upbringing, which provides us with a  shared ‘horizon’  or world view within which lie the objects of common sense, scientific posits, values, meanings, etc. He thought that the post 17th century ‘objectivist’ picture of the world was misguided. This sees primary qualities as ‘out there’, intrinsic in matter, capturable by  some formula of mathematical physics,  about which there is some determinate fact of the matter. Secondary qualities, on the other hand, are seen as somehow ‘in the head’, subjective raw feels that are projected onto the world  but are not intrinsic to it. He wanted to put primary and secondary, objective and subjective on an equal footing within the horizon of the lifeworld.  

When we focus on what events, objects and their features have in common, rather than on their uniqueness, we arrive, legitimately, at their essence or ‘eidos’. Yet it should be recognised that we can also ‘bracket off’ everything except our own consciousness, pay attention to it and focus on the uniqueness of the  elements or ‘moments’ of an  act of memory, perception, intellectual thought, imagination etc itself.
  He developed  Brentano’s theory of Intentionality- which concerned the directedness of mind upon an object, into one which examines the directedness of mind on the component ways of apparent objects.  He claimed to find that the act is ‘as if’ directed at an object, but really directed at a variety of specific modes of presentation or appearance- numerous  fine-grained colours, shapes, textures, sounds etc. In experience we find we integrate what are really collections of ways into a single object characterized thus and so, and fit this apparent object  into our shared cultural horizon.  Husserl’s phenomenalism is not, like Mill’s, a matter of logical inference from sensations to things but more a matter of the comprehension of the culturally conceived  and the sensory at the same moment. 

As suggested above, Husserlian ideas (eg talk of ‘upbringing’ into a cultural scheme, shared ‘horizons’, the iniquity of ‘scientism’ etc ) are present in the more Conceptualist wing of modern Substance Theory represented by Wiggins. Other Husserlian ideas are a major influence on P. Simons, one of the most persuasive proponents of Trope Theory. Simons sees Husserl’s ‘moments’ as ‘tropes’; both are ‘abstract’ in that they are reached by  abstraction, and event-like rather than thing-like. He  makes use of the Husserlian notion of a ‘foundational system’ at the core of an ‘as if’ object, which allows for continuity, and stresses the symbiotic relationship of dependency both of modes/ tropes on a substance and of substances on their modes/ tropes. 

Whitehead

  While Husserl’s phenomenalism  is , as I have suggested above, not totally anti-Aristotelian, Whitehead’s is, although  he appears Husserlian at times. Whitehead  ridiculed Aristotelian  claims that the subject : predicate form of language can lead us to grasp ‘what there is’. He held it was illegitimate to extrapolate from a local accident (ancient Greek) to the very structure of the world, and that the Western  conceptual scheme is not commensurable with others globally (an argument later used by Quine, Sapir/Worf, Derrida and others)
. He was concerned to produce a new metaphysics in keeping with the latest deliverances in science
 , which  refuted the absoluteness of space and time, and reduced matter to regional events, themselves reducible to event point particles.  He thus recommended a pre-Socratic view of the world as one of constant flux and process, rather than the Aristotelian one of a plenum of relatively discrete, persistant objects. 

Like Husserl, he thought post 17th science had been disastrous for philosophy as it had led to ‘misplaced concreteness’. Nature had been ‘bifurcated’ into 2 systems- the ‘objective’  outside mind, and the ‘subjective’ within it, such that nature/the physical world  seems  ‘a dull affair’  of primary qualities, whereas we are responsible for colour, sound, taste, beauty and value. 

To replace this wrong view, Whitehead  urged a ‘philosophy of organism’, which saw us as inhabiting  a world of process. If we can put aside both everyday notions and the scientific attitude, and concentrate instead on our ‘stream of consciousness’, paying attention to our sense data, we will see that what we discern in Nature is events. From ‘concurrences’ of events we  derive the objects  of common sense. Events are the character of a place through a period of time. Events  are lived through by organisms like us, who function in time and are spread out through space, and whose bodily experiences are literally central to their perception (a la Merleau-Ponty). Cleopatra’s needle, in Whitehead’s memorable example, is ‘a chunk of the stream of events that form the medium within which the daily life of London is passed.’  We ‘prehend’ from the  gamut of events and point-like event particles  those that have a ‘self-identical pattern’ to them, and resolve them into  material objects, but it is not, as with Mill, a matter of sitting back and infering, as we are right there in the world , and it in us. Whitehead was not however a Nominalist; he had a notion of universals as eternal, repeatable  objects which can be thought of,  similar to Platonic Forms  in another  world of Being. 

While out of general favour for many years as embarrassingly ‘metaphysical’ and portenteous, and while ignored by most trope theorists ,  Whitehead was very modern in seeing both Aristotle’s naïve assumption of language/world fit   and  post 17th century scientism as great evils.   His notion of objects as collections of lived through events  may thus  come back into fashion . His standing is bound to be helped by the fact that he was the co-author of the magisterial Principia Mathematica. 

1B.7. New ideas of what reference is to and  quantification over. 

Russell

Russell’s  revisionary metaphysics, rather than mere translation of ‘object’  talk into phenomenal talk, is a direct precursor to trope theory. He arrived at this new view of what there is having ‘emerged from the bath of German Idealism in which (he) had been plunged by McTaggart and Stout’
, as he put it, or from what Quine would call the Meinongian slums. Russell was  concerned to make metaphysics fit with modern scientific theory (particularly the relativity of time and space, and the insubstantiality of matter), to make it fit with his epistemological theory of knowledge by acquaintance, and to dispense forever with the ‘prehistoric’ notion of substance, which he saw as ‘the  savage  superstition of cannibals’. 

The misleading, confused and dangerous notion of substance is of  ‘that which can only enter a proposition as subject, never predicate  or relation’,  that which is the bearer of, and additional to, all a thing’s properties, and  that which is ‘a mere imaginary hook from which the occurrences that form an object’s history are supposed to hang’
. He wanted not just to translate talk of substances into talk of event series, but to eliminate it completely. 

Russell undermined Substance Theory in many ways. His formulation of Modern Predicate Logic made Aristotelian term/syllogistic  logic to fall into disuse. As the superceded logic  was tied to Aristotelian notions of   particulars and universals,  their redundancy was underlined. In tandem with this, Russell showed how singular terms which are intelligible or meaningful do not necessarily imply some thing’s existence , that names can and should be construed as descriptions, and descriptions seen as descriptions of bundles of qualities. 

In the field of epistemology, he claimed to show that all our knowledge derives from what we are directly acquainted with, namely sense data such as ‘seeing a flash of lightning, hearing a tyre bursting,  smelling a rotten egg, feeling the coldness of a frog’
 These  are immediately given to the senses. They provide   direct access to the world, not representations or ideas  mediating  between us and the world. They are events, occurring at a place and over a time, that can be broken down to minimal events , aspects of the world that can be singled out by attention from the sensory field. From acquaintance with these atomic, short-lived  sense data, which occur in both private and public space, we derive all our knowledge, including that of physics, the most systematic and refined we have. The  world as a world of facts, both atomic and ( contra Wittgenstein) general and even negative ones. Facts cannot be named but they are asserted. They are what make propositions true or false. These ideas are echoed in the Trope Theorist notion of tropes as ‘truthmakers’. 

Moving on to Russell’s ideas on ontology , he, like Hume and  Mill,  saw objects as ‘logical fictions’,  or constructions out of sense data/percepts. The objects of common sense are constructions out of a series of events, and events themselves constructions out of sense data. An apparently persisting ‘thing’ is really a series of momentary things, compresences of sense data or aspects. A sense datum is  seen as a member of two classes: the bundle to which it belongs, or the place at which it appears, and the perspective to which it belongs, or the place from which it appears . This  ingenious theory fitted well with Russell’s espousal, for most of his career, of William James’ Neutral Monism, which held that thinkers and the objects of thought, thinkings and what they were about, are all made from the same sort of stuff. Russell saw things first as bundles of universals, and later, of compresent atomic qualities . These qualities he defined as ‘scattered particulars’:  particulars in that they carried names like ‘redness’, ‘hardness’, and scattered in that resembling ones  were widely distributed
 . He was not in the least perturbed that his bundle theory made Leibniz’ Principle of the Identity of Indiscernibles an analytic truth, and that the bundles could not change in any way and be the same thing. 

Russell saw them universals as   necessary to explain the relation of compresence and resemblance . Just as he said general facts are more than mere mereological sums of atomic facts, so universals are more than the sum of many particulars. He asserted that a priori truths, such as those of mathematics, deal with relations between universals, that ‘all truths are truths about universals, and said, without much attempt at proof, that it was just a fact that we are acquainted with universals and perceive the relations between them. As Sainsbury
 shows, Russell vacillated over his career between seeing Universals as just meanings and as thing-like. 

As regards persons, he at first had an idea of them as ‘self-knowing subjects’, which was the main reason he could not bring himself to be a Neutral Monist for many years. However, he eventually felt, a la Hume and in line with his theory of knowledge by acquaintance, that we are not acquainted with the subject of experiencings, so he espoused Neutral Monism, and came to see  persons, consistently  with his general notion of things as bundles, as  a series of  perspectival perceptual events with a continuous history, tied together by memory.  

Quine 

Quine
 held that all objects are ‘theoretical posits’. To be is simply to be the value of a variable of quantification. To be assumed an entity is to figure indispensably amongst the subjects of predication that make a useful and acceptable theory true. Everything is relative to  a background theory and its reference -fixing apparatus. Physical bodies and other entities are reference points in a structure that is our chosen theory,  the objects of common sense just a convenient myth. 

Quine built on Russell’s theories of language and logic to show that one cannot argue from the intelligibility of a sentence to the existence of its subject term. Singular terms do not name concrete entities; likewise, predicates do not stand for anything nor do general terms name  abstract entities.
 Both names and descriptions can be ‘paraphrased out.’ 

Like Russell, Quine saw the latest physics (and the mathematics on which it is based) as the surest body of knowledge we have, so wanted to revise metaphysics in line with it. He thus developed a theory of objects as 4D space-time worms, divisible into time-slices or object-phases. Things are a continuous series of momentary events. Impressed by field as opposed to particle theory, he developed his 4D picture into one  which construed physical bodies as space-time regions characterised by states and intensities of states. These regions can then be translated into a chosen system of co-ordinates, then these modelled within set theory. So ‘what there is’, ultimately, is classes and numbers.

Even if agnostic about Quine’s 4D worms, many have been influenced by his exposition of ‘the three indeterminacies’- the indeterminacy of translation, the inscrutability of reference, and the underdetermination of theory by evidence. These have  proved deeply undermining to Substance Theory. The indeterminacy of translation can be seen in the problems for the field linguist in translating an alien  language into theirs . ‘Gavagai!’ could mean either whole rabbit, or undetatched rabbit part , or rabbit stage… Where one gavagai  leaves off and another begins cannot be settled by ostension. What is included in the term ‘rabbit’ and the other  predicates which distinguish one portion of this  universe from another is an imposition depending on our apparatus of individuation and a cluster of related grammatical constructions. We can make the translation  ‘come out right’, ie be familiar and efficient, but there is no absolutely right way of dividing reference outside of a background theory. Meaning (intension) and reference (extension) are both equally inscrutable.  The indeterminacy of translation is seen to be just as much of a problem within the home language. All we do, ultimately, is take things at face value, point,  and acquiesce ( or not)  in our mother tongue. 

Not only are objects problematic and theory-relative, but properties are too. Quine was a Nominalist of an extreme, eliminativist type
. Different uses of adjectival terms like ‘green’ do not name properties, let alone a universal that the instances have in common, they just have ‘sameness of meaning’, shown by what people do in the presence of the word. Only the natural properties recognised by a finished science really exist, the rest are ultimately eliminable. Quine was an early advocaate of naturalised epistemology.  Humans are said to have an innate, primitive predeliction to ‘quality spacing’, enabling them to sort features of their environment into same/different. Because there are admitted to be  regularities in nature, those people with the ‘right’ quality-spacing abilities succeed and multiply. It becomes habitual and rewarded, but it should not be seen as giving  ‘ a special purchase on Nature and a lien on the future’. Primitive notions of  Natural Kinds lead us to notions of dispositions, subjunctive conditionals and the invariable succession of cause by effect that lead us  to science. But science will eventually bypass our primitive notions of Kinds,  reduce things to their structural elements and quantify over sets of them ( and sets of sets), becoming more and more sophisticated and rarified.
 

One motive for Quine’s theory was his extreme empiricism. All knowledge comes from the agency of the senses, or  ‘surface irritations’.  ‘Physical objects are postulated entities which round out and simplify our account of the flux of experience’. As Davidson shows
, and Quine acknowledges, he sometimes sees these  ‘patterns of stimulation’ as uninterpreted, raw content,  private sources of evidence and at other times as responses to the environment that only make sense from within a shared cultural scheme with certain  standards of similarity. 

Quine  thus deconstructed objects, eliminated most properties , cast doubt on meaning and recast everything as sets. He shook confidence in language:world fit, popularized a 4D process ontology and made science rather than common sense the arbitrator, all of which further eroded any faith left in Aristotelianism. However, Trope Theorists do not make overt use his ideas as he is so much of an eliminativist, behaviourist and  relativist. Indeed Trope Theory can even be seen as a reaction to such extreme  Nominalism.  
 

Sellars.

Sellars
, like Quine, saw science as the measure of all things. He was also an extreme Nominalist. His Nominalism took the form of a well-developed  metalinguistic analysis
  which held that that all there is are individual concrete particulars, and that talk of properties should be seen as talk about linguistic expressions. Words play interlinguistic functional roles (ie are responses to imputs or guides to behaviours found in all cultures.). Abstract singular terms like ‘courage’ are distributive common nouns. Thus ‘courage is a virtue’ becomes  ‘‘courageouses’ are virtue predicates’, or, in dot quotation, ‘ .courageous.s are virtue predicates’. While Sellars’ refusal to see  formal modes  as referring to  material modes is  discomforting to Trope Theorists and others who would like to establish the existence of properties, his clear analysis of talk about ‘Fness’ as always recastable as talk about ‘.F.s’  can be seen to have similarities with Trope Theory. 
1B.8. Summary 

I hope to have shown two things by this selective historical outline. First, that the notion of substance has been  subtly changed, even by those who  support it, from Aristotle’s original idea. The simple notion (of ordinary things as relatively stable and ongoing  units with typical dispositions whose unity and dispositionality derive from their being instances of Universal kinds) has been mixed up with Christianity, prime matter, ‘thisness’, bare particulars, substrata, complete concepts, and other things that confuse the issue. Second, that trope theory is not new, that it has several considerations motivating it, and that where versions or components of it have cropped up in the past, they have often gone hand in hand with other theories that arguably weaken the initial attractiveness. 

 Those who have over the years rejected the notion of substance have tended to come up with three common ideas: Reductionism (and its corollary Collectionism), the centrality of sensory experience to knowledge, and Nominalism. Familiar things reduce down to families, bundles or continuous series of  modes, ideas, representations, monads, moments, sense data, events, characters of a region.  All we know is what we get from the senses- ‘impressions’, ‘percepts’, ‘moments’, ‘prehensions’, ‘perspectival awarenesses’, ‘responses to stimuli issuing in behaviour’. Universals are just names for  sets/classes/groups of  apparently similar entities. Abstract singular terms are distributive common nouns  that often fail to refer at all. 

Trope Theory, as will be seen, holds on to Reductionism, Phenomenalism and Nominalism. But it wants also to protect properties from the onslaught of extreme Nominalisms and   re-establish them without resorting to Realism. 

Precursors to Trope Theory have often been  associated with various things that may be problematic, such as the notion of God as underwriter (Berkeley and Locke) , a strong version of the principle of the Identity of Indiscernibles (Leibniz and Russell) , closeness to what are usually seen as forms of Anti-Realism, such as Idealism (Berkeley, Whitehead) or cultural relativism (Husserl, Quine)  , a tendency to reduce persons to the sum of their perceivings/doings, and a habit of tying metaphysics to the latest developments in science which eventually become outdated. 

Before assessing whether Trope Theory shares these tendencies, we turn next to what Trope Theory actually is. 

Part 1. C 

Modern Trope theory

 1C.1.  G. F. Stout

Stout was the man Russell held responsible for plunging him at an impressionable age into ‘the  bath of German Idealism’.  Stout was also the father of modern trope theory. His two papers ‘The Nature of Universals and Properties’, in 1921, and ‘Are the characteristics of particular things universal or particular?’ in 1923 are credited by recent trope theorists like D.C. Williams, K. Campbell, P. Simons and  J. Bacon as foundational . Those currently working on the nature of properties like D. Armstrong, D.H. Mellor, A.  Oliver, G. Rodriguez-Pereyra and  the McDonalds  all acknowledge the importance of  Stout’s  contribution to the debate. 

Indeed, what are now commonly known as  tropes were for a long time known as ‘Stoutian particulars’.
 In his influential ‘Nominalism and Realism’ of 1978, Armstrong rails against ‘Stoutian particularism’  as a form of mereological Nominalism that appears to fall to all the formulaic  arguments
 he brings to bear against all the versions of Nominalism on offer. Yet in his ‘A World of States of Affairs’ of 1997 he acknowledges that there is much to be said for trope theory
, the  direct offspring of Stout’s ideas, and says that  ‘in my view the last battle between Nominalism and Realism (the Grand Final) should be between trope theories (of various sub-types) and Aristotelian Realism (also of various sub-types)’. 

Stout’s views  on properties as particulars , universals as classes of these particulars  grouped ‘horizontally’ ,  and  substances as classes of these particulars grouped ‘vertically’, fit into a long philosophical tradition going back to the Scholastics and  echo many of the ideas outlined in the previous section. Even though they are expressed in a sketchy, offhand, common-sensical  English way, the effects are fairly shattering. 

Stout is what Armstrong, and J P Moreland
  call a moderate nominalist. He is happy to say that properties  and  relations  exist , unlike extreme nominalists, but he construes each case of one  as a particular . This is as opposed to something multiply instantiable, that can be ‘shared’ by other particulars in different places at the same time , let alone  be ‘wholly present’ at each place.  Ball A and ball B may be similar in that both are red and round, but the roundness of A is ‘locally separate’ from the roundness of ball B,  and as Stout simply asserts it is  impossible for one thing to be in different places at the same time , there must be two roundnesses
. He also uses the phenomenological  argument, saying  that  the qualities of separate things appear separately, and ‘if their separateness really appears, then they really are separate and do not merely seem to be so’. Properties that are  exactly similar qualitatively thus may be of the same sort, but they are numerically diverse one-offs. Stout recognises that saying ‘that characters are as particular as the concrete things they characterize is a position common to me and the Nominalists’, but he disassociates himself from them in his analysis of Universals (see below). 

Properties and relations should be seen as  ‘characters’ predicable of concrete particulars like men, dogs, balls. Following his contemporary Cook-Wilson (who was following the scholastic notion of ‘modes’  as ways of being and ways of being understood) Stout calls them the ‘ways’ that things are. There are grades of determinacy, eg from coloured, to red to scarlet. The particular instances of any kind or class of characters (eg being scarlet, having a nose, sneezing) are distributed  amongst particular things (eg balls and men). 

 As they are predicables, (ie ‘what is said of a thing’ rather than concrete particulars which cannot be said of anything else) they should be seen as abstract particulars, although they are  the stuff of the world. Particularized properties and relations are abstract as they are  dependent on the substances they characterize and constitute. They should not be seen as little, discrete, independent, free-floating, short-lived entities  that happen to be bundled up at a time into what we take at that time to be an object, and are all we really have acquaintance of.  Stout is delightfully dismissive of Russell’s theory of knowledge by acquaintance with sense data. He allows there is such a thing as ‘acquaintance’- ie immediate experience of appearances, but says that it is tunnel-visioned and inexpressible, ‘blind and dumb’ , and delivers no real knowledge. Knowledge is about  the ways things are. The matter of analytic judgements, and the content of knowledge, is ‘that a thing is in some way characterized’, not just the ways alone. ‘There is no knowledge about things and (then also)  prior knowledge by acquaintance’.  
  Yet at the same time ‘there is no knowledge of a thing that is not knowledge of its characters’ which are the assertable grounds for our beliefs.  

Stout saw each instance of a universal as a one-off particular. There is nothing shared or in common between two instances of redness. They are not copying or exemplifying something else. He is a  moderate nominalist, in that he retains Universals and calls them ‘unities’, but says they should be seen as classes of exactly resembling  particularized qualities. Names for universals should be seen as general not singular terms. Redness is a set of little reds. Describing universals as ‘distributive unities’, he says their unity is ultimate and un- analysable. It does not derive from the exact resemblance of its members; rather, the distributive unity determines their resemblance. Armstrong  says  Stout fails to explain what the oneness of a class consists in and whether (and if so, how) it has a nature, so he just restates ‘the problem of universals’ rather than solving it. Others like Rodriguez-Pereyra
 however, seem to find restatement goes a long way towards dissolving it. 

Stout maintained that the world is a plurality of substances, in the common-sense/Aristotelian fashion. However, he had a  very Leibnizian slant on this, as he believed in substances as collectionist entities  with a ‘complete concept’. A substance ‘includes all the characteristics or ways that are truly predicable of it. To be truly predicable means to be contained within it.’

 ‘A substance is nothing apart from its qualities’- there are no such things as substrata or bare particulars or essences or prime matter or substantial  forms to do the work of individuating substances. Yet a  substance is a unity. Stout, like many Aristotelians, distinguishes between the unity of  living organisms, which he calls ‘teleological things’, and the unity of ordinary things. Yet apart from this aside, he  makes no mention of the age-old problem of what it is that holds all the qualities together into an integrated whole and  explains the whole’s independence, and seems to see them as a mere mereological fusion of qualities on a part-whole model. 

‘If two substances are diverse, they must be in some respect dissimilar’. ‘There can be no evidence for the distinction of two things either numerically or in Kind, independent of a difference in qualities’. Stout doesn’t say whether the qualities that constitute an object include or exclude relations and other ‘impure’ properties ,thus it is unclear whether he espouses a weak or strong Principle of the Identity of Indiscernibles.  

Stout’s ‘discovery’ of the particular nature of properties is commonly taken to have freed the bundle theory of objects from the problem that bundles sharing the same  universals must be  the same thing. The constituents are now inherently diverse, thus the sums are too. Other problems about change and contingency remain, but Stout did not address these. 

Stout saw propositions as objects set before the mind. In a proposition, it is asserted (or doubted or believed or hoped etc)  that ‘the ball is red’, ‘Smith is happy’, ‘S is p’. What is asserted , he claimed, is the whole thing, the non-relational tie/connection between this ball and redness , Smith and happiness, S and p, rather than just ‘is red’, ‘is happy’,  ‘p’.  A proposition states that ‘S has the character of having the character p’, or in other words that ‘S is related to p as subject to predicate’. So what is asserted in ‘Smith is happy’ is ‘the unity including the character of being known by the name of Smith also includes the character of being happy’. A proposition is true when it is identical with the ways things actually are. 

One can see  where modern ‘truthmaker’ theory comes from. However, Stout makes no attempt to untangle  what are now seen to be problems with this approach, such as how to analyse  a general proposition like ‘Silence is golden’ or negative existential statements like ‘Hamlet does not exist’, or disjunctives like ‘A is red unless B is green’.

Stout is  important as he formulated clearly, modestly and  coherently, if sketchily, the basic framework of trope theory. Properties are particulars, and both substances and Universals are groups of them. What is singled out in propositional thought and talk is the tie between  subject  and predicate: the way/ways  that  things appear to be.  Stout is more like Husserl and Simons, in his notion of  the co-dependency of particulars on substances and vice versa, and of particulars on universals and vice versa, than he is like Williams, Bacon  or   Campbell, who seem  to see tropes as ‘all there is’. 

1C.2.  D. C. Williams 

D. C. Williams was an Australian philosopher writing in the 50s and 60s. His two major papers ‘On the Elements of Being’ appeared in 1953
. It was he who (as a joke) first coined the word ‘tropes’ for Stout’s particularized properties. He saw them as the basic stuff of the universe- ‘the alphabet of being’. 

Tropes are simples. So called substances are  complex wholes whose parts are tropes, ‘concurring’ (a la Mill and Whitehead)  at the same spatio-temporal location. So called universals are sets of exactly resembling tropes. 

He described how the theory was really nothing new. Tropes could  be seen ‘as the ‘sensible species’ of the scholastics, the ‘ideas’ of Locke and Berkeley, the  ‘impressions’ of Hume, the ‘sense data’ of recent epistemology’.

 Yet he made large claims for tropes. According to Williams, they are what it is we experience directly- the taste of a lollipop, the brightness of the moon. What a baby wants is not his mother or a ball, but this softness, this roundness, this redness. When in a babyish mood  ourselves, we’ll recognise that it is tropes  we want too. They are what it is we directly perceive. They are what it is we evaluate, when saying something is beautiful or good. They are the relata of causation: the rope’s particular bit of weakness caused the particular collapse of the bridge. Events like a smile, a sneeze, a lightning flash, an election are tropes . So are processes and states. An electron is  apparently just an existant state, thus a trope
. Mental entities like  pains, bits of perceptual behaviour (as well as their stimuli), trains of thought, moral decisions, beliefs (and their objects) , are occurents compounded of tropes .  Souls might be tropes. Although he says he ‘shrink(s) from  endowing trope theory with the assets or deficits of a theory of facts or states of affairs or of propositions’, he suggests it could be done (as it has been since by J.Bacon
 who equates states of affairs with tropes and P.Simons who sees tropes as truthmakers). Tropes present no problems about individuation, requiring substrata or bare particulars, as their nature and existence just happen to come together in a package.  Williams concludes ‘Once understood as tropes, a hundred  riddles (of philosophy) dissolve’. ‘It is a schema which over a good many years I have found so servicable it might well be true.’

Williams acknowledges that Substance Theory may seem like common sense, but says this obsession with chunky middle-sized objects is just ‘a function of our own middle size and practical motivations’. He lists the usual problems with it: What is a substance once stripped of all its universal properties?  What is actually meant by the relation between particulars and universals of ‘instantiation’, ‘exemplification’, ‘partaking of’? How can a universal possibly be wholly present in different places at the same time? 

He sees two apparent problems with trope theory. One is that tropes are ‘abstract’, which is a term ‘repulsive to the  empirical mind’, and he is keen, like all Trope theorists,  to make the new theory theory palatable to Naturalists. He explains that by abstract he means, as the scholastics did,   ‘a distinction of the mind’, something selected and isolated by an act of abstraction rather than something  other-worldly or non spatio-temporal. Tropes are ‘abstact, particular and actual’.  The other problem is the way second order relations of concurrence are required to do the bundling of tropes into substances and second order relations of resemblance  to bundle them into Universals/property sets. Further level relations are then required to bundle these and thus regress threatens. However, he recommends one keeps one’s head, and assures that the need for further relations peters out at the third or fourth level. J.Bacon concurrs in this view, despite D.Armstrong’s jeers that this is hardly the basic stuff of reality. 

The reality and importance of relations, particularly those of location and similarity,  is much highlighted by Williams, following F.E. Abbott, C.S. Pierce, W. James and Russell.
 He suggests that perhaps ‘the only natures in the world are relations’, and that ordinary things are ‘relation ropes’- the conjunction of all the internal and external relations of a thing
. Armstrong likens Williams’ views on relations to Hume’s distinction of two types of relation : ‘relations of ideas’ (resemblance, contrariety, degree, proportion)  and ‘matters of fact’ (identity, relations of time and place, causation) .

Williams, while having a view similar to Stout’s on ordinary objects being mereological fusions of their tropes on a part-whole model saw that there was a problem with parts being seen as ‘gross’. He  tried to get round this by describing tropes as ‘fine and subtle’ parts. This is similar to Armstrong calling parts ‘metaphysical’ rather than mereological, in the debate with Lewis on structural universals. 

A paper on ‘Universals and Existants’ was published posthumously
. This outlined his ‘Painless Realism’ about Universals. Supporters of Realism about Universals often use the argument that there must be universals to  be the reference of abstract terms (eg Humility, Mankind) and the semantic value of general predicates . Noting that we refer to Kinds as single, numerable entities (and admitting that when a decorator says  ‘I used four colours  in this room’ he doesn’t refer to four tropes), Williams suggests that what is going on when we use singular  abstract terms is that we are isolating  the matching trope cases we wish to  talk about, (eg all the cases of red or being a rabbit), grouping  them into a Kind, and treating  that Kind as obeying the Principle of the Identity of Indiscernibles- ie one single thing. Like Locke, Quine, et al, he holds that it isn’t really one single thing, except in our mind, but that this gerrymandered realism about universals is a fact of life.  

1.C.3.  John Bacon

Bacon’s major work on tropes
 came out after Campbell’s, but he is treated with here as he is very similar to Williams. Like Armstrong, following Wittgenstein, he believes we encounter a world of facts, or states of affairs, or tropes, rather than a  world of things or properties alone. Tropes are what we know first, and as ‘epistemological priority surely reflects metaphysical priority’, tropes are also held first in order of being. They are the basic entities out of which particulars and universals are made up. Individuals are bundles held together by metarelations of  Concurrence, universals are bundles held together by metarelations of Likeness (not exact similarity). These metarelations of Concurrence and Likeness, both themselves tropes,  ‘sort their field’- the ground level tropes and relations- into equivalence classes. But as ‘the world is a complex place’ one is not going to get neat, simple, easy -to- read patterns.  Relations holding between particulars are real and important  entities, not reducible to their terms. There is no threat of regress as they only need to go back 3 or 4 levels. Other metarelations that sort their field are ‘better than’,  temporal and  causal tropes and those tetradic ones binding believer, ‘believee’ and world . 

While agreeing with Williams about the importance of relations, and with his exhortation that tropes should be seen as  ‘fine and subtle’ rather than ‘gross’ parts, Bacon is different from him and from most other Trope Theorists in that  he is Meinongian and a realist about possible worlds, which he sees as sets of tropes. He believes in disjunctive states of affairs where not only one of the disjuncts is the case but possibly both/all, a la G. Priest. He thinks there are essential as well as accidental tropes, the former being those that must be in a bundle at every world the bundle is  in, using the example of ‘my personhood as an essential  lifetime-trope of mine’ (which he acknowledges might seem a bit ‘too easy’).    He sees set theory as ‘the most fundamental part of philosophy’, which leads him to say ‘instantiation is overlapping’, or  non-empty intersection, and ‘in a certain sense symmetric as between individuals and properties’. ‘We might almost as well say the property instantiates the individual’, a la Ramsey. (However, there is no worry that individuals are universals or vice versa, as, to use his odd example,  an ensuite  bedroom and ensuite bathrom are not the same thing just because they share a wall and a door.) 

Bacon gives principled  reasons for these maverick views, provides a rather good  precis of the 5 main metaphysical theories as to how reality is carved
, listing the tenets, pros and cons of each,  and sketches how his Trope Theory could  dissolve some problems in dealing with Time, Cause, Belief and Duty.   

1C.4.  K. Campbell

Campbell’s ‘Abstract Particulars’, that came out in 1990
, is a powerful manifesto. He repeats all Stout’s  and Williams’ arguments against substance theory and for seeing everyday entities and philosophical posits as tropes or clusters of tropes, lulling one into a sense of familiarity and security
. He makes some good defences of trope theory against earlier  attacks (see below) , and  in so doing makes trope theory appear clear and robust. What is new is the way he marries his metaphysical system to the Field theory of relatively modern physics with the result that trope theory turns out to be something very different from the simple systems of Stout and Williams. Campbell is keen to disassociate  trope theory from the crude, atomistic materialism of most semi-scientifically educated  common sense. The world is not one of little, grainy  material bits with spaces in between, there is no distinction between matter and space,  and much is made of flowing river analogies. As we have seen in  earlier sections, the notion that all is ‘flux’ and ‘becoming’ was common in the pre-Socratic period, and numerous philosophers since Aristotle have argued for a ‘process ontology’. 

It transpires that there are really only 5 concurrent, overlapping  tropes proper: space-time and the 4 fields of forces of modern physics (gravitation, electromagnetism, weak and strong nuclear forces) or perhaps 6 if one includes  consciousness as he is inclined to do. Campbell suggests that there may actually be only two tropes: space-time and ‘The Field’, and plays with the idea that these  in turn may boil down to one unified and independent substance: the cosmos, as in Spinoza, where matter qua energy is endlessly modified.  

Trope theory now becomes one where  the Stoutian particulars we were getting to know and love become ‘quasi-tropes’. A bit of colour, taste, heat, texture is just an ‘appearance’, a character-at-a- place. It is a particularized nature whose single location at a time is essential to it. It is a tiny chunk of the combined field tropes. We only separate it out from the rest of the manifest image by abstraction.  There are  no criteria of identity possible for it save arbitrary, conventional rules for singling out and counting them. We have no way of knowing (as yet)  what their boundaries are, how big they are, how long they last, but one day science will be able to tell. 

 Familiar objects like apples, tables and men become clusters of  quasi tropes: small, bounded, regional sub-sections of disturbances in the basic overlapping fields, sequences of clusters of occurrences. ‘It is essential to these sub-regions that they are where they are’, location is part of their make up, position an ‘inherent’ characteristic.  In the ‘manifest image’, the motion of an apparently identity-retaining body through space or time  appears to be a matter of the external relations between the body  and space time, but in the ‘scientific image’ (ie Reality proper) there are only internal relations within the whole framework.
   

Universal Kinds  remain classes of resembling tropes, but they are now derivative of derivatives
. The property of ‘being a rabbit’ or Rabbitkind, is a conjunctive Kind involving a nest of sets of resemblance Kinds, with respect to features like colour of  fur, length of fur,  size of eyes, protruberance of eyes, etc . Using Williams’ ‘painless realism’ (see above), Campbell says Natural Kind terms refer and are the starting point for scientific enquiry, even if we don’t know (as yet) precisely what we are refering to at the microstructural level. 

Having set out his Field Theory of tropes, he then proceeds to show how it could be  useful in untangling perennial problems in the theory of Mind
, to both Materialists (preferably of a soft supervenientist bent) and Dualists (of an attribute rather than substance dualist bent). He is concerned to preserve ‘selves’ as stable ,single, on-going entities, and to avoid an over sceptical Humeanism or an over  atomistic, Russellian event ontology for persons. He holds that we are co-incident complexes of tropes comparable to  ‘a well-run committee in constant session’, whose change is so gradual it can count as identity over time. Finally he looks at social institutions (like families, businesses, trade unions), social roles, and social conventions, and construes them as clusters of  clusters of family-resemblance type characteristics  supervenient on people and their states, but still a fit subject for  objective, realist social science. 

 Abstract particulars describes trope theory, and also tries to defend it against various frequently levelled criticisms from the likes of D. Armstrong, G. Kung, J. P. Moreland and  H. Hochberg.  Often Campbell  admits frankly that he has no answers. 

For example, addressing the worry that tropes must be complexes of particulars and natures which means they cannot be simples as they are supposed to be but must be  entities which have properties,  which leads to regress, Campbell  says they just are ‘particularized natures’. A trope gets its particularity just by ‘being a particular’, and its nature just by ‘being the way it is’ One red trope is red because that is what it is. It is a brute, primitive, unanalyzable fact.
 

Another worry is that if a trope is individuated essentially by its place, as trope theory holds, then  co-located green, round and crunchy tropes collapse together and an apple is just its bare location. Campbell stresses that a trope is not a union of quality plus place, but simply quality-at-a-place. The role of location is only essential for purposes of identification by us, not individuation. Nevertheless, he says, a trope must have some place even if it is indeterminate and contingent  which, viz the indiscernability of electrons in cases of superposition. 

Two things are red because that is what they both just are. There is nothing in common between them, no one thing that is shared. Campbell argues that they do not need a multiply instantiated Universal of Resemblance (as C Daly
 says)  or further second-nth order resemblance relations (as Williams and Bacon say)  to hold them together. He asserts that exact resemblance is a basic, primitive  and unanalysable relation. Echoing Leibniz, he says all relations however dyadic supervene  on the terms involved, the basic relata. Supervenience does  not add anything to the world, it is a reductive, internal  relation. He addresses the problem posed by G Kung, (echoing Russell’s regress argument and Plato’s Third Man argument), that where there are  3 cases of exact resemblance (ie between A and B, B and C, C and D) there are 3 further resemblance relations relating them and then three more relating them, ad infinitum. He agrees that there is regress, but says that it is a product of the mind, that it ‘proceeds in a direction of greater and greater formality’ ( which makes it all right), and that ‘the whole supervenient edifice  is founded on the nature of the basic relata’. 

In answer to the problem that if a Kind is a resembling class, there cannot be a Kind of just one case with nothing else to resemble (possible counter-examples suggested by Mellor and others being God’s divinity, or a one-off colour),  Campbell  says the case just is the way it is, all by itself. 

Like all bundle theorists he sees change as replacement, such that no cluster can change any trope and remain the same cluster. Yet he wants, in line with common sense and the manifest image, to see some bodies (especially humans) as quasi- identity preserving, and some events (like slow heating ) as quasi -change . He therefore distinguishes between substitution (eg paper burning up), which is replacement, motion (eg of a ball through the air), which is the shifting about of internal  tropes and relational tropes, and variation (eg slow boiling by degrees or colour changing from orange to red), involving a ‘rope’ of possibly variegated tropes. 

In answer to the old ‘binding’ problem of what holds tropes together to make up familiar bodies, Campbell rejects special second-nth order relations of concurrence or compresence or co-location, and goes for location. Location is not a relation but literally built into the tropes as they are derivative on the underlying fields plus spacetime.

He suggests that it takes a certain number of tropes to hold each other together before there is something  ‘apt for being’, and that special form/shape tropes and volume/size  tropes are essential  for any  bundle but not apt for being on their own. However, he also says sometimes that tropes can exist on their own, and that they are prior to any bundling. 

To Campbell, tropes really are ‘the a b c of being’, fundamental entities which do not need to be in a bundle (whether substance or property set) to exist. They are capable of existence independently of other things, whether each other, substances or property sets. This is very different from Stout , Martin,  Simons and Bacon,  if not that different from Williams on occasion.

In the later part of the book  Campbell  is frank about many of the problems with trope theory. He admits there just are no criteria of identity for tropes. We have no principles for counting them, no idea where one ends and another begins, how big they are, how long they last. When we say ‘this pen is red’ we may be referring to one or many tropes.  Many tropes of colour, temperature, sound etc are on a spectrum, yet we do not know if tropes admit of variegation in their nature, being ‘yellow-to-orange’, or ‘warm-to-hot’ or are just points along the scale. As Quine and Wittgenstein showed, there is no 1:1 correlation between our predicates and  properties, all our divisions and measurements are woefully man-made . However, the world is not an amorphous lump and there are joints in nature. One day, after enough ‘going and looking’,  Campbell is confident that science and philosophy together will get the divisions right. 

Cambell nails his colours to the mast of Naturalism, of the sparsest variety. What initially attracts one to trope theory- its account of how phenomenological things like the taste of a lemon are particulars, how tropes are what it is we see, evaluate, desire, how tropes are truthmakers, etc  gets rather lost  under the weight of the field theory. We are left with a phenomenal world made up of quasi tropes  that we have no criteria of identity for. What binds them and why they resemble each other is an unanalyzable fact. What matters is the underlying fields of which we know little. 

 As will be argued in Part 2, Campbell’s scientific vision may impress philosophers but may not impress all scientists: some say space and time are relative rather than absolute as he holds, some  that the 4 field forces are by-products of bodies rather than the reverse, some that old  particle/wave or new string theory is preferable to field theory. However, Abstract Particulars is a heroic effort to bring the world round to Scientific Realism. 

1C.5.  C. B. Martin

C. B. Martin is  a substance-attribute  trope theorist whose ‘Substance substantiated’ came out in 1980
.  He is approvingly mentioned by D. Armstrong, who is against full-blown trope theory but sees the attractions of parts of it, for coming up with an ingenious compromise between substance and trope theory with the help of Locke.  Martin tries to find a solution to the ‘binding problem’ without resorting to a special Universal of compresence, or second order concurrence tropes, or relapsing into ‘it’s unanalyzable’ or ‘it’s up to us’.

Martin sees tropes as ‘ways things are’, qualities dependent on the things that have them for their existence and identity. Substances are not just a co-located bundle, but  substrata qualified by tropes. There are no  free-floating tropes and no ‘bare’, ‘thing-like’  substrata . A substance should not be seen as a mereological sum of substrata plus tropes. Rather, a substratum is that  aspect of a substance that plays the role of bearing its properties, and tropes are the ‘individualized ways’ of the substance. 

He comes to this conclusion via an idiosyncratic interpretation of Locke. Although Locke held strictly and philosophically that all that au fond exists are particular observable  and unobservable  qualities, he allowed loosely and popularly that  collections of these modes , such as men, trees, tables, could be termed unified, continuing substances. These collections must have ‘a something, I know not what’ to play the role of supporting  and uniting them, and that ‘something’ is a substratum. Substrata are ‘secret’ and unknowable, but they are held to exist . 
1C.6.  P. Simons 

Simons
 is in my view the most persuasive of current trope theorists. He has a foot in the ‘continental philosophy’ camp, being expert on Husserl, as well as in the ‘scientific realist’ camp, being able to talk lightly of fermions and bosons.  He has a detailed knowledge of Aristotelian substance theory 
 and fully understands its subtleties, attractions and usefulness. He recognizes that revisionary metaphysics is hard to swallow and accommodation must somehow be attempted with our ordinary conceptions of  the world we live in. He therefore makes a series of tactical moves back towards Substance Theory. He goes back to Stout and stresses the dependent nature of tropes which got rather lost by Campbell .He plays down the tired and tiresome  4D event talk which says occurrences are all there is and allows back  the notion of continuants. He goes back to a degree of essentialism, saying there are essential tropes at the nucleus of a bundle, and accidental ones at the periphery. 

Simons says that Aristotle naively assumed a language: world fit which Kant and Wittgenstein  perpetuated. However, he says, any fit there is is between language and experience. Language does not mirror the world ‘as it is in itself’, things are seen through a glass darkly. Metaphysics must be ‘revisionary’ rather than just descriptive. We must make room for science, and not spurn what we have come to know now we have much more than the unaided senses at our disposal. However, it is hard (although not impossible as Strawson claimed) to actually live life and communicate using translation-talk of ‘logical posits’ or ‘4D worms’, and there are certain notions in common-sense metaphysics that are simply inerradicable, ie the independence, persistance, unity/integrity and discernability of substantial things. For these reasons he suggests three tactical moves that will iron out problems in trope theory and make it more palatable. 

To solve the problem of what binds a bundle, he suggests a return to the Husserlian notion of a symbiotic relation of ‘foundation’. There are no ‘trope gatherers’ for trope bundles, such as Williams’ special relations of compresence or Campbell’s location, or  Martin’s substrata or bare bearers. Instead the bits themselves hold the whole system together and vice versa. This relation of foundation is ‘de re’ not ‘de dicto’ The essential tropes are at the level of determinables  (ie colour and size tropes) rather than precise determinants such as this red, or that squareness. The relation of foundation is only between these shadowy essential tropes that make up the nucleus of a substance, not the precise accidental ones that are at the periphery, determining the core ones. 

This idea neatly combines the old substratum and bundle theories. When a substance changes, what happens is that ‘part of the bundle remains fixed, while other tropes of similar kinds slip into the slots just vacated by their expiring colleagues.’
 He toys with the idea that the  basic building blocks of the universe are   bundles of purely essential tropes without accidents, and that it is possible that there are nuclei-free accident bundles, and even single nucleus tropes. However, it is not possible that there are single accident tropes floating about. 

Simons wants tropes to be seen as dependent concrete particulars, rather than abstract ones, and likens them to Husserl’s ‘moments’. Moments are objects whose existence is dependent on another object. Like Aristotle’s individual accidents , a moment ‘cannot exist separate from what it is in/of’, it is an affectation of a substance. Yet at the same time, we never see a substance but through its moments. Moments are things like Socrates’ individual bit of wisdom, this cup’s whiteness, and also verbs and verb phrases turned into nouns: actions, events, processes, states,  and disturbances and  boundaries. 

 The relation of  tropes to their substances is not a mereological one of parts and wholes, but  one of realization. Tropes are individualized ‘ways’ a thing can be. (However, Simons dislikes tropes being called ‘ways of being’, as ‘ ‘being’ describes no state or activity’ and ‘doesn’t even have the secondary decency of an honest gerund like ‘kicking’’, and ‘way’ has connotations with  insubstantiality and lack of causal efficacy.) 

Simons’ third  amendment to trope theory to make it more palatable is to allow that continuants exist, as common sense holds. Continuants
 are things like organisms (cats), natural objects (cliffs), artefacts (chairs) and social entities (clubs). They do not have temporal slices. Occurrents are entities like events (collisions) and processes (coolings). They do have temporal slices. Continuant-talk cannot be replaced by occurrent -talk. This is not just a problem of our words that could be dissolved with a bit of tinkering with logic and language; there is a real ontological duality. Yet 4D process philosophy  has now become dominant, thanks to Russell, Quine et al and it is thought that because continuants are not metaphysically basic they therefore do not exist.  So continuants need defending. As ‘Nominalism is true , and trope theory is the best Nominalism’, continuants need to be defended by a trope Nominalism that says continuants may not be metaphysically basic but they do exist. 

Continuants are ‘assayed’ as ‘Invariants under equivalence over occurrences’. Simons says that continuants are ‘abstracta’, in the same way as mathematical objects are. They are ‘entities invariant under abstraction whose identity criteria are given by the abstraction  and whose properties are those invariant under the abstraction’. (As far as I understand this, I take it  to mean something like the Aristotelian idea of a thing’s identity as an equivalence relation over essential properties, capturable by our sortal terms.) Continuants are thus  ‘invariants across occurrents’. They are like a rope, longer than the individual vital occurrents which are the  several strands making it up
. The vital occurrents have to be ‘suitably alike across time’ which provides for the identity of the whole across time. Whatever is not permanent or essential must be ‘said of it’ at a time, ie be an accident. So continuants are not metaphysically basic, but they exist in space and, derivatively , in time (which he sees as B-series).

 Having outlined the main ideas of Trope Theory,  I will now turn in Part 2 to a discussion of whether they provide a viable and preferable alternative to Substance Theory’s  account of things and properties.   

Part 2. Critique of Trope Theory

 A. How Trope Theory accounts for the apparent unity of familiar objects. 

2A.1. Background 

2A.1.1. Preliminary remarks

This first section of Part 2  weighs up the success with which Trope Theory gives an account of  the apparent unity of familiar objects. The second section looks at Trope Theory’s account of properties, once universals are dispensed with
. 

First however, this introduction lists the main problems that many find with the Aristotelian approach. Next follows a sketch of some of the problems of the ‘old’ Bundle Theory of objects, which was taken for a long time to be a good alternative to Substance Theory. (It will be argued later that Trope Theory retains most of these problems.)  Before finally moving on to assess Trope Theory’s approach to things, I shall  look briefly at the motivations for Trope Theory .

2A.1.2. Objections to Substance Theory’s account.

Section A of Part 1  outlined what Aristotelian Substance Theory holds: that there are substances which ‘have’ modes, and that both are instances of universals. The unity, integrity and independence of a familiar thing derives from its being one of a kind, an instance of a substantial universal  (or secondary substance). By instantiating the ‘form’ proper to things of that kind, it comes equipped with the qualities essential for being and for being counted as one of that kind. Its ‘substantial form’ is its stereotype/blueprint/organising principle over its parts and properties. It gives what is normal/possible/impossible for things of that kind. Substances are continuants, which undergo and endure through change, up to a point. Whilst we never see substances without properties or standing in relations and only know substances ‘through’ them, properties/relations are dependent on substances for their existence and intelligibility;  they do not constitute them. The identity of substances is basic and irreducible. 

Over the centuries, philosophers have found  numerous problems with the theory sketched above. Section B of Part 1 outlined the history of  adjustments and  alternatives put forward to the theory. Section C of Part 1 outlined various relatively recent Trope Nominalist  suggestions.  Below are listed some of the major problems found with  the Aristotelian  way of  attempting to  account for the apparent unity of familiar objects:

Circularity.

The notion of universals  as ‘immanent’ or ‘in rem’ (as opposed to the Platonic notion of universals  as ‘ante rem’) is considered to be circular and not really doing any explanatory work. Universals are explained in terms of our definitions and vice versa. Much is made of  Wittgenstein’s point that the predicate ‘is a game’ is satisfied by vastly different things, and Quine’s point about the inscrutability of reference and indeterminacy of translation when saying ‘rabbit’.  It is felt that either Aristotelians should admit they are closet Platonists, with all the  problems of positing an ideal  super-natural realm , the regress of relations, etc that this involves, or they should ditch  the notion of ‘immanence’, which at its most conceptualist is not a causal explanation at all, and join the Nominalists, who see universals as ‘post rem’. So called substantial universals are just general descriptions of sums or sets or classes of things that happen to be similar.  

Queerness.

The notion of universals is held to be arcane and archaic. We have no cognitive access to  them, only to their supposed instances, and  no identity conditions for them, and as most philosophers accept  the slogan ‘No entity without identity’,  why posit them? It is meaningless to say there exist abstract objects that lack spatial or temporal location yet are necessary, as there are no truth conditions for such statements. How can anything outside space and time be involved in any causal explanation of thinghood?  The dogma that universals are things that are ‘wholly and completely present’ at each instance goes against all our intuitions.  How can any one thing be in two or more places at once? The notion of ‘instantiation’ or ‘exemplification’ is either mysterious and non-explanatory, or a relational one, where a particular dog or table bears a relation to the supposed universal ‘Doghood’ or ‘Tablekind’. If a relation, there is still the  problem of regress that Aristotle showed Platonism faces as another universal is needed to explain the instantiation. Those Aristotelians who reply ‘instantantiation is mysterious, but we must accept it as a fact because no other account makes sense’ cannot expect to cut any ice.  Nor can those who  respond with ad hoc assertions that  ‘instantiation is a non-relational tie’. 

Vagueness.

Much is made of the problem of vagueness in the natural world, the profusion of sorites problems (cases of Amoebal fission, whether a slime mould is a single substance or a collection, brain-swop and cyborg  thought experiments) and  the lessons to be learnt from the evolution of species . Natural Kinds are manifestly not the product of  ‘cookie-cutters’. With artefacts the problem of vagueness is even more rampant (when does a plate become a bowl, and a bowl a cup…?). Identity is much more complex than Aristotelians make out, it is said, and only reductionism can begin to make sense of it. 

Artefacts and mass terms.

There are fault lines between the Aristotelian account of living organisms  and that of artefacts , and of stuffs covered by mass terms that are ‘dividuals’. Some Aristotelians ,when faced with notorious fusion/fission problems, say that   artefacts are not  substances after all. If they cannot deal with those sorts of things, where is their vaunted fit with common sense? Other Aristotelians  admit that the identity criteria for ships, desks, coffee-pots etc are largely ‘up to us’, a matter of human interests , convention, and stipulation,  and that the material  bits that constitute them and their arrangement are important crriteria- a view they deny for living organisms. Aristotelians also admit, as they do not for organisms, that with ‘dividuals’ like lumps of gold, blobs of wax, buckets of water, sacks of earth it is the observable properties and below them the fundamental properties that are their grounds that really matter, and their aggregation into various volumes that count. If being a collection of parts and properties, and/or  being carved up by our concepts is allowed for those sorts of things, why don’t Aristotelians  just forget ‘substantial form’ and apply these answers  to everything?

The findings of science.

The progress of scientific understanding since the 17th century suggests to many we should ‘junk’ Aristotelian metaphysics
. Matter has been found to be made up of corpuscles, atoms, sub-atomic particles, parcels of energy, quantized modes, field events, strings…ie, pretty insubstantial or at least very ‘gappy’ stuff. Metaphysics should follow our best and latest physical theory, not remain stuck in an out of date one coeval with belief in 4 elements. Some Aristotelians may  hope to keep in the running by becoming ‘Scientific Realists’ like Armstrong, and allowing only a ‘sparse’ subset of physically ‘basic’,  ‘perfectly Natural’ universals  which fix all the others (where they are not mere appearances or projections). But such ruses still posit too many types of entity to pass the Ockhamist test of a good explanation, and they cannot be used by those claiming that Aristotelianism fits common sense and the manifest image. 

Being ‘led astray by Language’

 It may well be that in our language familiar things/substances/individuals cannot be ‘said of’ other things smoothly and naturally, and this may make it seem that privileged status should be given to those things that are usually the referents of singular terms  like names, demonstratives, definite descriptions. But as Ramsey showed, the distinction between particulars and universals is shaky, and since Russell and Quine it is held to be well known that ‘things’ can be regimented  into bundles of descriptions that are quantified over, or turned into verbs (eg ‘wisdom Socratizes’) .

Other problems.

The Aristotelian approach to substances is not actually that common sensical. Critics argue that if one imagines taking all the properties of a thing away,  no substance appears at the end of the operation: properties are all we know. Substance Theory  cannot even give us the satisfying ‘thisness (or ‘haecceity’) we want ,only ‘whatness’ (or ‘quidity’). It then disallows the constitution of identity via a history of spatio-temporal continuity, which could perhaps help explain matters, by claiming mysteriously that  identity is prior to that. Why not ditch the whole enterprise and go for compresent properties? 

2A.1.3. Problems with the ‘old’ Bundle Theory. 

     One of the alternatives turned to by many philosophers was the  bundle theory of thinghood,  whereby things are to be seen as bundles or sets  of properties which happen to be co-located, compresent, co-actual.  For years, the most common bundle theory had construed the constituents as universals
. But problems were found with this: 

    Two bundles with the same repeatable universals in common become the same thing, unless one allows  spatio-temporal position , the property of a thing’s being identical with itself , the observer’s perspectival point of view  and other ‘impure’ relational properties a role in the constitution of identity . It was generally felt that this cannot be allowed as it already presupposes the existence of the thing whose identity one is trying to give an account of.  What does then bind the bundle? How can a mere aggregate be the apparently natural unity that a familiar thing is? In virtue of what do those constituents come to be bundled together? 

     If a bundle is defined by its constituents as a set is defined by its members, the bundle is necessarily the way it is and no other- there is no room for contingency
. Most find this counter-intuitive. If one turns against  Aristotelianism because it posits some essential properties in its account of thinghood, it makes no sense to go for a hyper-essentialist theory where all the properties are equally important .

      If a set is defined by its members, no bundle can change one of its properties and remain the same thing, thus familiar things are much shorter lived than one might like. Any change is replacement, thus a new bundle, thus a new thing.

 It is claimed that all predication becomes tautologous and trivial . In order to successfully refer to a bundle x and say of it that it is F, one has to already know all  that bundle consists of -its ‘complete concept’-  therefore one already knows that it is F. If bundlers defend themselves by saying that  that this puts  ridiculously high empiricist standards on one’s ability to successfully refer to and name an object, then they stand  accused either of being believers in a sub-group of essential properties  or a bare particular or substratum somehow subliminally known,  or of being excessively reliant on mind-dependent sortals/fictions/logical constructions  as cookie-cutters. If , however, such statements are granted to be informative, then it means that having asserted that the  bundle x is F -ie that the bundle as a whole minus F has Fness in addition- one seems to be  talking of a different bundle when one then asserts that x is G - ie that the bundle as a whole minus G has Gness in addition 

2A.1.4. Motivations for Trope Theory

The radical and liberating thing about Trope Theory is that it  sees the constituents of bundles as themselves particulars, rather than universals. Now that the bundles are bundles of one-offs,  with nothing shared or in common ( as ‘exact similarity’ is not identity),  each bundle is at a stroke diverse.
 

To those wavering about universals who   find Platonism out of the question and  Aristotelian Substance Theory deeply problematic for the reasons outlined above , Trope theory will be  attractive. To those who rule out universals but who feel metalinguistic forms of Nominalism a la Carnap and Sellars too disengaged with the real world, or those who find  Quinean ideas of  properties as eliminable or set-theoretical constructs within 4D frameworks baffling or tedious ,  Trope Theory will appear  an intriguing alternative.
 To those who see statements as made True/False by elements in the world  and who want the Correspondence Theory of Truth to be true but are unsettled by attacks on it ,Trope Theory offers help by claiming to be able to pick out those very elements . To those  convinced that experience is ‘fine-grained’ rather than ‘coarse-grained’, the idea of tropes will be useful
. To those of an Okhamist persuasion who would like a simple ontology and to those who want metaphysics to at least try to fit with the latest science, Trope Theory will be interesting. However, there are problems with it, as we shall see.

2A.2. The Binding Problem

2A.2.1. Preliminary remarks

One of the biggest problems facing Trope Theorists  is the old ‘binding problem’. How is one to explain the apparent unity, integrity and  independence of collectionist entities?  Locke had said that God would not deceive us by allowing us to form false notions of things from ideas caused by congeries of particles. Berkeley said that we read families of phenomena as a thing or as a Kind because by doing so we ‘read the handwriting of God’. God has put phenomena together in this way, and has made our minds able to grasp  them as unities. Leibniz held that God had set up a ‘pre-established harmony’ and Malebranche that there was ‘occasionalism’, to explain our understanding. Hume assumed that our minds have a default mechanism such that we cannot help but logically construct  successions of fleeting impressions as a thing. Mill thought that psychological laws make us lump sensations together in certain ordered ways from which we infer the existence of a thing…..Trope Theorists, however, tend not to want to fall back on God, or the way our minds work, to explain the unity of things. Their  answer is that tropes make up a thing because they get to be  compresent, co-located, concurrent, co-actual, and what we see when we see a thing is this compresence, co-location, concurrency, co-actuality of tropes. Their  next problem is , in virtue of what do tropes  happen to be compresent, co-located, etc?

One answer is to say it is just an unanalysable fact. We cannot hope to explain what holds them together. They just come that way. Unsurprisingly, no one chooses this option, although Stout comes close as he says next to nothing on the matter.  Another is to say that compresence or concurrence  is a relation, construed either as an irreducible  binary one  supervening on and reducible to the natures of the relata, or as a special sort of second order trope performing the job of being the ‘ontic glue’ between tropes.  Another is to say that location is what does the job: either spatio-temporal location is the ternary relation holding tropes together, or tropes have space-time location literally built into them . A maverick view going back to Locke is that tropes are held together by a substratum. Another view owing much to Husserl  is that certain tropes form a ‘foundational system’ of  co-dependent essential tropes at the nucleus of a bundle. This nucleus can be seen as a continuant with dependent accidental tropes coming  and going at its periphery.

 All these answers have problems, as their proponents engagingly admit. Sorting out what they are and whether they can be dealt with is a hard task. So much seems to depend on what a relation is,  in the first place. Some like Bradley held that relations  do not exist, only the unified ‘absolute’ does
. Others like Aristotle overlooked  them as an insignificant category , ‘the least of the things there are’.  Some like Ockham and Leibniz thought of them as entities with their feet in 2 or more places, and thus reducible to their relata. But others like Abbott, W James, C Pierce, B Russell saw them as vitally important entities tying the world together, even ‘all there is’.    Whether they are reducible or not,  what the difference between ‘internal’ and ‘external’ ones  is , etc , is crucial for attempting to untangle trope theory’s account of thinghood. Unsurprisingly each  tropist argues for the  definition that best fits their theory, and uses their theory to defend the definition. A similarly intractable  problem arises  with the notion of location, which depends on what you think space/time is. Some hold it is absolute, others relative. Some assert time is tensed (McTaggart’s  A series), others untensed (the B series). Here one finds  more non-ice-cutting hot air and ‘talking past one another’ than in almost any other area of metaphysics. Those of us who have no decided view on these matters will find adjudication hard, and often one has to admit to being unduly influenced by the grace of the argument used , the felicity  of the examples, and the extent to which the theory fits with ease our intuitions /prejudices. 

2A.2.2. Stout’s silence

As suggested in Part 1 Section C, Stout says little on what holds a bundle together. He seems to see tropes as dependent on their bundles and the relationship to be a simple mereological one of parts to whole. He  dislikes the granular atomistic views of Russell and those who hold things are reducible to sense data known by acquaintance.  He says substances are unities, and seems to find something special about ‘teleological systems’ by which he presumably means living organisms. (The  scholastics, Leibniz, Chisholm, Hoffman and Rozencrantz, Van Inwagen and others all note the difference between living organisms which seem to have a special kind of unity and be ‘entelechies’ or ‘entia per se’,  unlike  artefacts and quantities of stuff, which can be treated more as aggregates, ‘entia per accidens’ or ‘ens successivum’ as Hume put it.) But Stout  gives no account of what it is that binds in either case. Those of a Wittgenstinian bent would say this is at it should be, silence being the best option in these cases. 

2A.2.3. Williams’ and Bacon’s  second order relations

Williams posits relations as the ‘ontic glue’, approving of Abbott’s view of their importance and indeed suggesting that perhaps ‘the only natures in the world are relations’, and that things are  ‘relation ropes’ -a conjunction of all the relations, internal/intrinsic and external/extrinsic , predicable of  the thing. To Williams the relation between tropes and substances is  one of parts and wholes- a mereological account ,  whilst the relation that ties tropes together into a whole is a second order one of ‘concurrence’. Concurrence is a relation that is reflexive, symmetrical  and transitive. It delivers ‘loose identity’, such that the unity and identity of a bundle can be seen as  an equivalence relation over its parts, which have a stricter identity
. A bundle has many first-order tropes, which need to be joined by many  second-order concurrence relations, which then need to be linked by a third-order one, and so on. Bacon concurrs with Williams in seeing substances qua trope bundles as united by such metarelations. 

If concurrence is an external, second order relation, the theory leads to  charges of regress, a la Bradley and Russell.  Williams accepts there is regress but believes the regress only goes 3 or 4 levels back. He does not adequately  explain why, apart from suggesting that beyond a certain regress things get so abstract that the mind  can no longer ‘abstract’ them, therefore they presumably do not exist. Bacon  also says the regress only goes back 3 or 4 levels, although he admits this picture of a 3 tier trope cascade is perhaps ‘too easy, like a trick Japanese wafer opening in water to a flower’. (Campbell suggests that  ‘the regress proceeds to greater and greater formality and less substance’, which is supposed somehow to make it acceptable.) Substance theorists like Armstrong jeer that such nth level relations are hardly plausible candidates for being the basic building blocks of reality. Positing them , as opposed to merely basic ones, undermines the Okhamist economy promised by Trope Theory
. Certainly positing many levels of tropes is bordering on Universalist talk, as Simons notes. 

 A further problem is suggested by C. Daly who thinks that as well as needing to admit these concurrence relations are universals, Williams needs to admit a further relation of instantiation. Just having trope F and trope G and concurrence relation C isn’t enough- they need an instantiation relation such that F and G instantiate C
. However, since  Aristotelians like to assert that instantiation is ‘a non-relational tie’, a primitive, unanalysable nexus, etc, they cannot really complain when Trope Theorists use the same excuse.

I do not think the charge of regress is one that clinches the debate against Williams. However, it makes it harder to see tropes as the ‘fundamental entities’ out of which everything is constituted.

 2A.2.4. Campbell’s  primitive relations.

 Campbell says that the relation of compresence is not an external but an internal one, supervenient on and deriving from the natures of the tropes so related. He achieves this by saying that tropes are essentially regional, and individuated by their location. This does not mean that two tropes are related by a third term- a place in space-time. Instead he holds that a trope is a character-at-a place/time, that their location is built into them. He does not mind that this makes tropes seem more like complexes than simples.

  As we saw in Part 1 section C, he has a complex story to tell about how tropes are not really tropes anyway but quasi -tropes, a chunk of the combined ‘field tropes’ and ‘space-time’ that are the real basic tropes. These fundamental tropes are the 4 fields of relatively current physics- gravitation, electro-magnetism, strong and weak nuclear force- plus space-time, plus  perhaps a 6th field of consciousness
. Bounded regional disturbances in the combined fields produce quasi-tropes like particular tastes, smells, textures, colours, temperatures which  join together to make  familiar things. In the manifest image these things  appear to be externally related to space-time and to other things but in the scientific image they are internally related within the whole framework. With concurrence as an internal relation, there is no problem of second-level tropes or regress. 

Some like Simons
 and McDonald dislike this account as it is predicated on an absolutist notion of space as a box into which things fit rather than relative, as physics holds. As McDonald
 says, positional characteristics are not ones that tropes have independent of each other but ones they have in relation to each other, if space-time is relative. If this is correct, then positional characteristics  are ‘adherent’ rather than ‘inherent’ as Campbell claims, thus trope theory has to go back to external relations of concurrence, thus face regress worries. But even if space-time is absolute, as Campbell holds, position is determined by a relation to an absolute position in space-time . Since Campbell sees the 4 fields as separable from space-time he is still left with an ‘adherent’ relation, thus regress. (Simons not only criticises absolutism about place, but says that making location into a trope gatherer makes it a sort of substratum, which is an incoherent notion, and means that bundles cannot move.)

J P Moreland
 points out that many see the 4 fundamental forces as derivative on the properties of bodies, not prior to them. Some think string theory has superseded field theory. One could also ask why Campbell does not just go ahead and collapse all the Fields and space-time together into one big Spinozistic trope: the world being the way it is. 

A criticism pointed out by C Daly
 is that if tropes are individuated essentially by place (regardless of what sort of relation that entails), then the co-located green, round, crunchy, juicy tropes of an apple collapse  into identical ones (a new take on the renate/cordate problem), and the apple just is its bare location. Campbell says in reply that place is only necessary for identification by us, not for individuation ( which contradicts his claims elsewhere that it is an essential part of the trope), and that the nature of each trope just comes from its  being the way it is.

 Aristotelian Substance Theory is often criticised for saying that the relation of instantiation of a universal by a particular is an unanalyzable fact. But Campbell also claims that the relation of concurrence is an unanalyzable, primitive,  brute fact, supervening on its relata, and that the natures of tropes are brute facts too , so despite all his science, he has  not shown Trope Theory to be explanatorily superior to Substance Theory. 

A further problem with Campbell’s explanation for trope bundling being an internal relation depending on the nature of the related tropes is that it highlights the way  bundles have necessarily to be the ways they are at a time, (and  if by some account continuants, over time). This problem familiar to the  old bundle theory is still present in all versions of  Trope Theory. There is no room for contingency in either inherent or adherent tropes. Of course, there is a venerable mereological tradition in philosophy about a bundle being a ‘complete concept’, with all the ways that are truly predicable of it contained within it, and one can perhaps make the situation more palatable by spreading bundles across possible worlds construed realistically a la Lewis. It is sufficient here to say that the lack of contingency makes Campbell’s account (and  all trope accounts, even Simons’ essentialist one)  unpersuasive
. It is not an explanation of the common view but a revisionary view. Furthermore, it would be odd to reject Aristotelianism because of its essentialism, then to go for such hyper-essentialism.

 Another problem for old bundle theory which still faces Trope Theory is that   bundles are unable to change and remain the same thing . If a pebble is round and smooth and cool and shiny, then it heats up and gets dull, its tropes have been replaced, thus it is a different  bundle. Campbell could bite the bullet and say that things just are short-lived, new bundles each time, and  surely should if he wishes to hang onto his idea of concurrence as an internal relation depending on the natures of the linked tropes. But he wants to allow that many things, eg ‘selves’, are ‘stable, on-going entities’. So he has to suggest that they are like ‘committees in ongoing session’, and that while change is replacement, some sorts of change are so gradual and slight that one can count this variation as identity . He even posits variegated tropes of temperature, colour, etc that can enter into ‘relation ropes’ such that the interwoven strands deliver continuity thus identity. This seems a desperate measure, and it takes trope theory far from the phenomenalist motivations regarding  ‘this taste, this colour etc’ that first made it attractive. The problem of qualitative change having to be construed as producing a new entity is a serious one. It does not take the common view of an object and explain what goes on when it changes, but eliminates  the explanandum.

A final criticism of Campbell  is that he,  like all other trope theorists except perhaps Simons, is not able to explain why certain tropes are concurrent in a bundle , or bundles of a certain Kind, while others are excluded and even impossible. Kinds are sets of sets of tropes that happen to turn up regularly together. Trope Theory can only note constant conjunctions. Substance theory can at least offer an  explanation- that certain properties are essential to instantiating a Kind, and that ‘substantial form’ gives what is typical, possible and impossible to things of that Kind. The most Campbell suggests  is that primary quality-type tropes such as ‘form’ and ‘volume’ ones are essential to all bundles although not ‘apt for being’ on their own. It is true, however, that Aristotelian theory cannot say precisely what these essential properties are, only that there are some, and that by and large our sortal concepts map onto them. It is also true that some Aristotelians like Armstrong are as much adherents of  sparse Naturalism/scientific realism (cloaked with protestations of Ramsayan humility) as Campbell.

. 

2A.2.5. Martin’s substrata

A problem for most trope theorists’ accounts for the unity of a bundle is that, as was found with the old bundle theory, they cannot presuppose the whole whose constitution they are trying to explain. In  mereological accounts the bundle is constructed from its elements, so the notion of the whole unified complex cannot be employed in the recipe for a bundle. As we have seen, there are problems with positing a relation of concurrence, whether internal or external, or location as what it is that binds.  Current Trope Theorists do not want to fall back on Mind imposing unity through the imposition of sortal concepts, or habit, or some default mechanism. There is also the problem of change making bundles counter-intuitively short-lived. Two Trope theorists have therefore proffered other solutions. C.B. Martin uses the idea of a substratum, P. Simons the idea of an emergent core bundle of essential tropes. 

As described in Part 1, Section C , Martin  feels mere aggregates/ collections/mereological sums fail to be unities. Instead  he says substances are substrata qualified by tropes. Neither substrata nor tropes can exist alone, they are co-dependent. A substratum is an unknown and unknowable entity that is ‘whatever it is that plays the role’of bearing tropes, being a trope-gatherer. Substance theorists
 say that it is the substance itself that plays this role so substrata are redundant, and that Martin’s idea  has all the problems all bare particular theories have: the unknowability of the posit that is supposed to be doing the explanatory work; the contradictoriness of its essentially having no essential properties; the fact that, if they are to be diverse and not to collapse together, substrata themselves need a substratum to individuate them, which needs a further  individuator, etc.. Most Trope theorists agree that any theory of bare particulars is unworkable- indeed the original bundle theory was formed largely in opposition to it. What is good about Martin however  is the return to the notion of the dependency of tropes on their bundles ( and vice versa) , after the rather scientistic ‘bottom-upness’ of Campbell and his view that tropes are  independent.

2A.2.6.  Simons’ essential  nuclear tropes 

P. Simons rejects the relation of concurrence as being a primitive, unanalysable one that just happens to bind tropes into a  bundle , or a second order one that leads to problems of regress, or an internal one founded on the nature of the related tropes that are defined as essentially regional,  or as a tie to a substratum. He says ‘Nominalism is true and Trope theory is the best version of Nominalism’, but he can see the problems in all the versions treated above. He suggests we should go back to the idea of essential properties, the notion of the dependency of tropes/accidents on the bundles/substances they make up, and the inerradicable sense we have that certain things are independent, integrated wholes that are continuants over time and through change . However, he still holds that tropes are basic, in order of being.

Although he is keen to establish Trope Theory as Naturalist, and to fit in with largely  Australian ideas of ‘scientific realism’, his  new ‘assay’ owes a lot to the ‘continental’ Husserl. He uses Husserl’s notion of ‘bracketing’ to explain  how tropes are ‘abstracted’ by acts of mind,  his notion of ‘moments’ to convey the idea  that tropes should be seen as occurrents, not as divisions of spatially extended matter, ways things are rather than material parts, and his notion of a ‘relation of foundation’ to explain how bundles are unified. 

There are those who think Husserl was not a Nominalist, but a Realist. If this is so (and he certainly talks of ‘seeing the Universal in the moment’, and of Universals not being distributed but ‘wholly present in each instant’), then perhaps it is  illegitimate to select bits from Husserl  and use them to back up a  Nominalist account
 .It is also slightly odd that Australian Naturalism should be helped out by cherry picking from a Continental theory that most see Idealist undertones in
. Perhaps, however, there really is common ground between moderate Realism and moderate Nominalism, as so many hope. 

Simons puts forward a 2 stage theory to explain the unity of familiar objects. It is very complicated, but here is a brief resume of what seems to be suggested in various papers
. First, certain tropes become ‘directly foundationally related’ such that they form a tightly fused ‘foundational system’ where each trope is strongly dependent on the other. They are of a certain sort or kind , but not particular ones of the sort, as ‘foundation is a relation at the species level, and as it were inherited by its instances’. While the foundational system is a collection of dependent parts, once you get enough of these certain sorts of tropes and the dependence needs of each member is met by the others within the system, it becomes fully connected and thus an independent whole that can be termed an  individual. So independence is an emergent property that makes a bundle that is sufficiently  system-like   become the core of a substance . This core or nucleus is the essence or  individual nature of a larger bundle. It is ‘the bearer of further non-substantial tropes’, indeed ‘it requires supplementation by tropes of determinable kinds’. 

Around this nucleus is a shifting halo of exchangeable accidental tropes or characteristics, dependent on the inner bundle for their existence. The relation between accidental tropes and the core is one of dependence. ‘Each accident depends on each necessary trope in the bundle by the transitivity of necessary dependence’ (if it depends on one of the determinable sort, it depends on them all…) and the relation  between 2 accidentally compresent  tropes is the same one of dependence on the core. 

He gives a hard -to -follow account of  why ordinary objects can be called continuants, which I interpret as follows:  Continuants are ‘abstracta’ which he likens to  mathematical objects. (This makes them rather like the old ‘fictions’, or ‘logical constructs’, although there seems to be  no ‘working up’ or ‘inference-making’ involved.) Their identity conditions are given by the ‘abstraction’,  by which I take him to mean  whatever it is  we grasp when we understand and use a sortal concept. Their ‘vital properties’ (which I take to mean the essential, nuclear ones that get variously determined)  are invariant under this  abstraction. Continuants are thus ‘invariants across occurrents under abstraction.’(!) The vital occurrents- determinables that are successively determined and at a time are thus and so-  have to be ‘suitably alike across time’. 

Simons allows that familiar things exist,  are unities and can even be called ‘substances’, although they are not primitive, being constructs derivative on tropes. He claims that his theory has similarities with the  Aristotelian account of thinghood, without the problems: nuclear topes are  like ‘substantial form’- they provide an  organising principle over a thing’s  parts and modes without the need for positing universals. The theory provides a subject of predication and makes accidents dependent on what they are ‘said of’ , preserving  the asymmetry of propositions without recourse to substrata , bare particulars , haecceities , quantified prime matter, and the like. It  avoids the problems of other Trope Theories: there is no need for second-order concurrence tropes, or location, to do the job of bundling. It is not the case, as in most mereological trope theories, that all the tropes in a bundle are equally essential. Only those at the nucleus  are, thus it appears to make  room for the contingency of a thing’s attributes. Nor is it  the case, as in  most trope theories, that a substance cannot change and remain the same thing. As long as a certain  equivalence relation is maintained over the nuclear tropes as they are determined, it can.  He does some intriguing handwaving towards core tropes perhaps being like  ‘base states’ which with ‘probability amplitude ’ describe the ‘momenta’ or state of a system. His approach fits with the currently fashionable one Ramsey-ish one of explaining by saying that ‘there is something that plays the role…’

However, it is entirely unclear what sort of tropes one might find at the nucleus. Simons  mentions Husserl’s comment that wherever there is colour there is extension too, and that any pitch of tone requires  an intensity too. Simons also echoes Campbell’s suggestion that there have to be shape/form and size/volume tropes in any bundle, but he fails to give a clue as to which other ones, if any, he has in mind.  Does he mean all the sorts accessible to our senses such as colour, texture, smell, taste, which would fit the empiricist / phenomenalist  motivations for Trope theory , or does he  mean just the  ‘fundamental’ ‘basic’, ‘natural’ ones, whatever they turn out to be,  that are the grounds of all dispositions, appearances,  behaviours?  He says that he prefers a sparse theory of tropes in line with Armstrong’s sparse theory of Universals, that not just any old predicate corresponds to a trope, and that what tropes there are is a matter for empirical- ie scientific-  observation
. If this is so, then many who turn to trope theory because they like the ‘how it feels’ talk and the promise of fitting with recognitional ability or adverbial sensing  theories will feel short-changed. He is unable to give any ballpark for which essential tropes occur in which sorts of  cores, he only says that there are  some. What seems to be at the core is so unspecific and vaccuous ( literally- as he talks of them as ‘slots’ into which accidents ‘slip’
) that it cannot be the essence of anything that one would call a familiar thing, only of a spatio-temporal being. In the end it is a Lockean ‘something I know not what’. It is all too vague to convince one it is the best option.

The   essential core tropes  ‘at the species level’ (eg colour rather than a particular  red, shape rather than this round, etc-) sound rather like  universals. Even if, however, one grants that  such species/kinds of properties  can be construed nominalistically, there is still  the worry that the level of description where Simons pitches his essential tropes is  parasitic for intelligibility on ordinary things, on having  substances as a whole in view. If determinables come in families, (eg ‘colour’ to ‘red’ to ‘scarlet’ to a particular ‘hue’….) as Simons says, on what principle does one say that one level is where one finds essential tropes and another accidents? Why shouldn’t the essential level be the more nebulous ‘being extended’ or ‘being an entity’?  D. Manley
 makes a similar point and also criticises  Trope Theory’s notion of determinables co-existing with determinates as this makes   for an unacceptable ‘explosion of entities’. It would not be fair for Aristotelians to use this criticism as they (like Husserl)  are happy to allow the co-incidence of successively higher order universals in a thing. The big difference is that they see the ‘infima species’ at the level of ordinary things, whilst Trope Theorists see them a level beneath that, and claim to be able to pick them out as constitutive of things. 

Simons’ essential core tropes -whatever they are-  provide a unified subject of predication or bearer for accidents and allow for continuity. They could  also be seen to provide primary quality-type grounds for what behaviours are typical, possible and impossible for  things of a certain Kind, constant conjunctions of which ground  the normativity of our use of sortal terms. However, it is on close inspection not much of an account , as he doesn’t say which essential tropes are in a core, only that there are some.  We do not get familiar things, only spatio-temporal beings. It must be admitted, however, that the Aristotelian account cannot say precisely what the essence or substantial form is in each case, only that there is one and that our concepts somehow map onto it. Both ‘naïve’ and ‘scientific’ realisms are, or ought to be, very  humble. 

Another problem is that his theory still makes for the  necessity of  the whole bundle, accidents and all. He says each accidental trope is related ‘by transitivity’ to all the essential tropes in the core and presumably by transitivity to all the other determinants at the periphery, at a time at least. This makes the bundle  at a time necessarily the ways it is. It is presumably contingent that the bundle exists, but the way that the whole bundle is at a time is a contingent necessity. Yet if, at a time, a bundle is necessarily the ways it is, how can those instances stack up over time-whether A or B seried-  to make a bundle that is only contingently thus and so? We seem to be back to  the ‘complete concept’ notion of a thing.  Simons suggests that  perhaps there are ‘relational tropes’ at the periphery of a bundle that require more than one nucleus for their existence , linking   them to other substances. This  suggests that the relations in which things stand to each other is a sort of ‘internal’ one,  deriving from the natures of the substances a la Campbell  and  Leibniz . This view of relations, coupled with the necessity of a bundle being as it is seems to make for a more deterministic universe than one might wish .

2A.2.7. Summary
D. Wiggins, in his new version of Sameness and Substance
, writes approvingly of Simons’ approach as ‘honest, fresh and engaging’, and such accounts of thinghood as  compatible with his, ‘complementary not competing’. However, having once again presented the argument that identity is not just a matter of dependence on a sortal, or congruence /suitable similarity, or supervenience on an equivalence relation (being reflexive, symmetrical, transitive) ,etc  but something absolute and irreducible, he then turns this complementary scheme down. This is because ‘it seems almost impossible to find again, in the new 4D framework, the things (ie properties and substances) that our philosophical and everyday concerns involve us in’- those things which prompted us to look for explanations and set us off on the whole metaphysical enterprise in the first place. It is impossible ‘to judge the fidelity of  the superior scientific account to the thing- the familiar continuant- you are trying to explain’. He allows that there may well be moments/occurrents/ events that stand in some ‘unity relation’ to make up some sort of  whole and that at a time some sortal application could tell us that we are presented with an x. But he says that the whole point about the sortal criteria  we actually do use  in our practise of singling out a segment of reality  is that they are essentially diachronic and dispositional, not just about phenomena at a time.  

M. Loux 
 sees the attractions of trope Theory, and acknowledges that recent versions have got round some old problems, but he also turns it down for much the same reasons. The reductionist scientific image cannot translate back into the manifest image, although it may well make sense in its own terms. One cannot get below the concept  of an F and then build it up out of the bits/parts you find there- colours, shapes, sizes, weights. These abstracta are not intelligible outside the framework of the thing you are trying to generate. J. Lowe
 accepts that there are tropes which are ‘adjectival on being’,  particular instances of a substance’s modes, dependent on the substances which have them, but he spurns them as the constituents of a substance as they have no independence or determinate identity conditions or countability (his criteria for proper thinghood), thus are not the sort of things that can become an independent  substance.

So all the problems that the old Realist bundle theory faced are still faced by the new trope theory, apart from the first. Two exactly similar bundles no longer  have the same constituents, thus there is no problem distinguishing them. But there is still the problem of giving a satisfying account of precisely what it is that binds a bundle, the problem of the necessity of a bundle being the ways  it is and  the problem of change being replacement thus bundles unpalatably fleeting.   All versions, except perhaps Simons’, fail to distinguish between the  essential and accidental properties of a thing and thus  account for the necessary, possible and impossible ways of things of that kind. Finally, there is the problem that if things are necessarily the ways they are, then property sets seem to be  similarly fixed. This will be addressed in the next section.

Part 2. 

B. How Trope Theory accounts for properties.

2B.1. Preliminary remarks.

Both Substance theory and Trope theory agree that there are ‘things
’- ordinary individuals like men, dogs, tables, chairs, lumps of coal etc which are not just products of our cognitive or conceptual capacities. However, as we have seen, they have different ways of accounting for them. Both also agree that there are properties (the  characteristics, features, ways, qualities, modes, attributes of things ) and that these properties exist rather than being mere facons de parler. Both agree that we never find things without properties, or properties without things. Both agree that in a statement where something is  ‘said of’ a thing -such as that it is red or round or happy, or that it is a dog or is a table- the whole sentence refers not just to the  thing or just to the  properties in question but to some sort of tie. However, they have different ways of construing what these properties are and what the tie is.

 Substance theory sees properties and relations, such as ‘redness’ or ‘being next to’  as universals . Instances of these universals are the properties of (or relations stood in by) particular things. Things with similar properties literally have something in common- a universal. The universal is shared by many things, but ‘wholly present’ at each instance, not divided from itself. Two categories are needed to make up the world- universals and particulars. 

Trope theorists see properties/relations as sums/sets/classes of exactly resembling tropes. Thus ‘redness’ is the set of all the red tropes there are in all the red things there are. An instance of ‘redness’ is an aspect of a thing, unique to that thing. No two ‘reds’ are literally the same. Lots of little ‘redness’ tropes make up the one big ‘redness’ sum/set/class, which  is seen as a ‘scattered particular’ or ‘distributive unity’. Only one category is needed to make up the world: tropes .

To Substance theorists, the nature of a  property case derives from its being an instance of a universal, and its existence derives from the existence of both the universal and the thing it is instantiated  by . Instantiation is a ‘non-relational tie’, a fact. To most Trope theorists, both the nature and existence of the trope is an unanalyzable fact. A trope is a simple, unstructured thing. It is the way it is because it belongs to a similarity set and it exists because the  thing it makes up exists . (While tropes are seen as ‘the  abc of being’, ‘the fundamental building blocks of reality’, few officially believe in ‘free-floating’ tropes
.)

Adjudicating between these two approaches and finding a satisfactory answer to ‘the problem of properties’ is hard, to put it mildly. It involves coming to some sort of principled position on some very difficult areas. There is the question of what predication in general is about, what reference is to or quantification is over in a statement of ‘Fa’  form  ( which despite David Lewis’ warning
is felt by many to be still on the philosophical exam paper). One has to chose between accounts for identity of nature or sameness in the characteristics of things- how a and b can both be F- and for diversity and change -how a can be F but not G, or now F and then G. One has to decide between explanations for the apparent structure and jointedness of the world such that things seem to fall into types or Kinds (a and b and c are all Fs), equipped with behaviours and dispositions we are able to generalise and make predictions about. One has to give some account for the undoubted intelligibility of abstract singular terms like redness or  goodness. One may also feel the need to explain what causal statements are about, to settle what laws are, to illuminate what necessity is, to show what the contents of  desires and belief are … 

Even if one limits one’s project to coming to a satisfactory position on only a few of these questions, there is the problem of what is to count as ‘satisfactory’ and why. ‘Fitting with our intuitions’ will not do the job as people manifestly have different intuitions. ‘Common sense’ can often be a cul du sac. Consistency and coherency are important, but one can meet these criteria and be wholly wrong. Getting to a point where explanation just runs out and what is  left is seen as ‘basic’ ‘fundamental’, ‘unanalysable’ is laudable, but different philosophers find this point at different levels
. ‘Fitting with current scientific theory’ is no good guideline for metaphysicians, as the theory tends to change over the years. Admittedly it would be imprudent to prefer a metaphysical theory that flew in the face of all the hard-won discoveries of science, but it seems obvious that matter is far more mysterious than we think , and noteworthy that the best scientists stress that there is much we do not know. 

2B.2. Objections to Substance Theory’s account of properties.

As outlined above, Substance theory posits universals as the answer to the problem of properties. ‘This a is red’ means a instantiates or exemplifies the universal of redness
. ‘This a and that b are both red’ means that both share a property, both instantiate the same universal of redness, not just that a is red and b is red, as Devitt holds
. This is held not to be  ‘fine just as it is’ if what one is looking for is an explanation of what ‘red’ is. Aristotelian Substance theory aims to provide that explanation. However, there are many well known problems with it.

 Uninstantiated universals

          Some who want Realism rather than Anti-Realism to be ‘true’ and who think that universals are the best way to ‘explain’ Realism, prefer Aristotelian rather than Platonic theory, as it seems closer to  common sense, more respectably empiricist, more of a sensible compromise between extreme Realism (universals exist ante rem) and Nominalism (universals exist only post rem). Universals are thus held to be immanent- only in things, rather than transcendent- existing whether or not there are things instantiating them. Aristotelians thus leave themselves  less room to play with than Platonists. They cannot entertain uninstantiated properties. With some putative properties, such as ‘being non self exemplifying’, this is less of a  worry- such properties are obviously impossible
. But having chosen to restrict the realm of properties, it is harder to resist the pressure to further restrict them , ending up with a sparse ontology of only ‘purely natural’ properties. Some neo-Aristotelians like  D. Armstrong
 and B. Ellis
 espouse an ontology that is ruthlessly a posteriori, allowing only those properties which ground causal powers and are subject to laws to exist. Others, like Loux, Lowe and Wiggins
, for differing reasons, eschew desert landscapes and embrace promiscuity. 

One can make room for abundance  by allowing that there are properties that once existed but no longer do, properties that are yet to be discovered, properties that are unknowable and  a priori properties such as ‘being self-identical’. One can make the case, a la D. Lewis,  that while most of the properties we think and talk about may  not be ‘perfectly natural’, they are still real. One can place properties in other real possible worlds, again a la Lewis. One can also point out that Trope Theorists  (and other moderate Nominalists) face the same dilemma of chosing between ‘sparse’, ‘purely natural’, ‘intrinsic’ , ‘categorical’,  ‘fundamental’ etc  properties on the one hand  and ‘abundant’, ‘unnatural’, ‘relational’, ‘dispositional’, ‘apparent’, etc ones on the other. Nevertheless, it is worrying that having posited universals to explain properties, Aristotelians are then so divided about what it is they are trying to explain.

 Is there a universal for every predicate?

The above problem is inextricably related to that of  whether there is a 1:1 relation of fit of a property, and thus a universal, for every predicate that there is. The problem has been  highlighted by many. Wittgenstein discussed the property of ‘being a game’ and showed that there was no more than a family resemblance to games, leading to the conclusion that the predicate must apply to an infinitely  disjunctive property or an open  set rather than a Universal.  Goodman showed that the meaningfulness of ‘grue’ depended on our practices and its projectability.  Quine  undermined faith in properties, let alone universals, with his blistering exposition of the indeterminacy and theory-relativity of language  and the inscrutability of reference in his discussion of what ‘gavagai’ means, and the inadequacies of Wyman and Mc X in justifying their views on what there is.  Hirsch  has painstakingly shown
 that there is nothing obviously wrong or irrational with a  language that uses strange property-division 
words (like ‘gricular’ for green or circular) or strange thing-division words (like ‘carple’ for car or apple), or strange ‘contacti’ words (like ‘ctable) that refer to a stage in  a series of table stages. It cannot be conclusively proven that our language maps onto real joints in nature.  Most Aristotelians find long disjunctive predicates distasteful and hardly joint-cutting. Some  are prepared to  join the Naturalists and allow universals only for  ‘purely natural’, ‘fundamental’ properties - those discoverable by science such as mass, charge, spin, extension, duration, while the rest are just folk-metaphysical constructions out of them.  Others tend to have to fall back on various versions of conceptualism or pragmatism. Others return to the Platonist fold. I would place D Armstrong, B Ellis and T Wilkerson
  in the first group,  Wiggins and  Mc Dowell in the second, and Loux and A Oliver in the third. The fact that the differences are  so wide means that positing universals as the answer to properties is not as simple as it might at first seem.  

 Vagueness

A related  age-old problem for Substance theory is that of vagueness/sorites slides, properties coming on a spectrum or in degrees and ‘qua’ issues.  For instance, ‘baldness’ is a  very fuzzy matter, it is unclear when red becomes orange  or very slow walking becomes quite slow walking, and  the fragility of biscuits seems different from the fragility of bridges It seems clear that human interests, convention,  our measuring techniques, subjectivity,  perspective and frame of reference  play a role here, which fits uneasily with simplistic  versions of Aristotelianism. 

 Structural universals

Whether there are ‘structural universals’ or not is a relatively new headache for Substance theory where again, Reductionism and Nominalism can seem preferable. Armstrong asserts that as both methane and butane have the same parts (hydrogen and carbon) in the same number (4 to 1)  but are not the same thing, something else must make them what they are. This thing is the presence of a structural universal, which organises the way the parts-themselves universals-  are related to each other. Many are  convinced by D. Lewis’ oft repeated argument that structural universals are unnecessary and impossible  and  all one needs is a simple relation of ‘distance apart from’, which is perhaps better dealt with by Trope theory. Some Aristotelians avert their eyes from the discussion and just hope that there is a Universal for ‘being methane’ and another for ‘being butane’. Others stick to their guns and say that Lewis’s simple relation could equally well be a universal. However, the fact remains that yet again, Substance theorists are divided and it cannot be pretended that a 3000 year old theory can provide a  nice simple answer to  the questions thrown up by modern science.

Unknowability

Another well known problem with Substance Theory’s construal of properties is the way universals go against our normal experience of the world. We only see particular red things, or kind  actions, not Redness, or Kindness, so why posit such abstractions? How can one and the same thing be wholly present in many places at one time; how can two things be in the same place at once? It would, it is complained,  be so much easier to understand  if  a universal were split up and distributed amongst the things supposedly instantiating it, as multiple realizability coupled with being a unity is incomprehensible. To all this, Aristotelians assert that universals are just not like  particulars, they do not have spatio-temporal location, they do not move about and get in to things or become part of them. A mereological or   parts and wholes account cannot explain properties, as lots of ‘little reds’ somehow making up a unity cannot explain why the little reds are red; one has to start with the whole in order, it is said,  to explain its nature.( Lewis helps them by saying that universals may defy our intuitions but that is because our intuitions were made for particulars.) 

 Regress

It is then argued that universals do not succeed in explaining anything. We have no cognitive access to universals or clear grasp of what they are, so saying that ‘a and b are both F’ means that they both  share a universal does not really get one any further than saying it means that a is F and b is F. Nominalists also argue that if ‘a is F’ is construed as ‘a instantiates or exemplifies F’, it has to be understood as meaning that a enters into a relation with F. If this is so, then there has to be a further relation of exemplification such that a exemplifies the exemplification of Fness, which then needs a further relation to underpin it. All relations, following Plato’s  3rd man argument, the 7th century  Buddhist Dharmakirti
,  Bradley and others, lead to problems of regress. Aristotelians following Cook Wilson and  Strawson then defend themselves by saying that instantiation or exemplification is a ‘nexus’, an unmediated link, a non-relational tie; we just have to accept this as an irreducible , unanalyzable  fact. Lewis is right to point out that Realists like Armstrong cannot decently complain when Nominalists draw the line under unanalyzable facts in their own theory and say that here reductive analysis just has to stop . 

Hierarchies of universals

A further problem is that of levels or hierarchies of universals. Where there is a red thing and thus redness , there is also ‘being scarlet’ lower down the levels ,  ‘being a particular hue’ beyond that and presumably various  indiscernable properties  beyond that. There is also ‘being  coloured ’, ‘being  shaped/extended ’, even ‘being an entity/existing’ at level ‘above’ the apparent redness. So there must be many levels of universals all instantiated and ‘wholly present’ at once. Triangles are also polygons and plane figures, humans are also primates, mammals, vertebrates, animals, organisms….. Aristotelians see no problem with there being lots of universals in the same place, as they are not spatio-temporal entities. (They claim that a useful pay-off in seeing universals as nests of determinables is that it makes the semantic value of abstract reference (such as ‘courage is a virtue’) easier to understand.) However, their assertion that it is the ‘infima species’ that counts while the rest are just there worries some, as sometimes it seems that the cut off line for what counts is a product of human interest , history and convention. A reductive approach that is prepared to start ‘at the bottom’ and construct higher sets out of whatever  is to be found there, rather than at the level of medium sized dry goods , can seem more attractive
. 

Kind division comes down to properties.

Substance Theory tends to see Kinds- both natural and artefactual- as falling at the level of individuals ( which are seen as instances of substantial  universals) rather than of properties. Critics acknowledge that there are individuals, that they fall into Kinds, and that we quite legitimately invoke Kinds to identify, distinguish and count objects. However, they claim this is just shorthand for referring to a whole slew of properties, some observable, some  hidden, some important to us for some purpose, some not. Our taxonomising of biological kinds, they say,  is constantly changing in the light of new discoveries , upsetting old folk-metaphysical demarcations .  There is no  universal shared by all houses or  tables or teapots, it is up to us which properties count. Kinds may be  kinds of similar things, but where this is the case this is only because there are similar properties, not shared universals. 

Summary

I will look later at how  many of the problems faced by Substance Theory outlined above are  either shared by Trope Theory or left unsolved by it. This is not surprising if one sees them both as forms of ‘moderate Nominalism’, as opposed to extreme Nominalism on the one hand, and extreme Realism on the other. I will argue that while Trope Theory  has the apparent advantage of avoiding commitment to strange universals, many problems remain :

What should we be ontologically  committed to? Is there a 1:1 fit between predicates and tropes? Are tropes at ‘the manifest level’ of the same status as tropes at ‘the fundamental level’, supervenient on them or eliminable? Are tropes abundant or sparse, purely natural or all sorts? Are there negative, conjunctive and disjunctive tropes? Are there impossible tropes or tropes with no bearers? Are there vague, borderline, or spectral tropes? 

There is still a problem about the tie between a trope and its bundle which mirrors that between a particular and the universal properties it exemplifies: either it is a relation which leads to regress or it is an unanalyzable brute fact. 

There is still the problem of whether there are tropes for determinates and all levels of determinables too. 

There is the problem of what Kinds are Kinds of and why we can and do make predictions of them. 

2B.3. Difficulties with  Nominalist alternatives, pre Trope theory. 

In this section I will look briefly at  the various Nominalist alternatives that were put in the last century (and earlier), which proved to have their own weaknesses. It will be argued in a later section that many of these weaknesses  have been inherited by Trope Theory. 

The main motivations of Nominalism  are : an awareness of all the problems of Realist Substance theory listed above,  Empiricism (we should only believe in what can be observed by the senses), Reductionism (a good analysis is one that breaks things down as far as possible to ever lower component parts), a desire to fit with the latest deliverances of physics, and a preference for Ockhamist simplicity with as few categories as possible.  

Extreme Nominalisms

For much of the 20th century, few philosophers would defend the existence of properties at all, as various extreme versions of Nominalism held sway.
  Those following ‘the linguistic turn’ in philosophy  tried to eliminate properties altogether. All that exists are particulars, universals are just in the head.  Sentences about particulars are true or false, and what makes them true is the particular’s falling under a concept or satisfying a predicate. ‘Is red’ is true of the particulars to which it applies, but the fact that there are red roses, houses or sunsets is unanalyzable. Two things with the same attributes are just similar in that way. Abstract singular terms do not really name anything.  Sellars’ ingenious metalinguistic Nominalism held that talk of properties or abstract singular terms is just talk about language. To say ‘courage is a virtue’ is to say ‘ ‘the courageous’ is a virtue predicate’ or ‘ ‘courageous.s’ are virtue predicates’. Talk of universals or abstract singular terms is talk about linguistic expressions. To say ‘courage is a property’ is to say it is an adjective, and to say ‘mankind is a kind’ is to say mankind is a common noun.  Most people, however, have found this implausable- surely our thought and talk is about the real world, not just language. Loux suggests also that Sellar’s notion of ‘linguistic roles’ about which one can be correct or incorrect relies on a notion of ‘types’ which is au fond  an acceptance of Universals.  

Quine  also insisted that all that exists are particulars, construed in his case as 4D worms, overlapping series of thing parts/stages. We know, when saying ‘a is F’ that we are talking about a, but not that we are talking about Fness. Predicates do not refer- to say that John is tall is not to say that there is some thing that John is. In ‘a is F’ , a satifies the function, or fails to. Most talk of properties can be paraphrased out. Furthermore, there are no clear cut identity conditions for properties , and as there is  ‘no entity without identity’, they should be eliminated. However, even Quine  allowed ontological commitment to whatever properties were needed to make our most tried and tested and useful scientific theories true. Those properties that are quantified over and  found not subject to paraphrase- as in ‘some species are cross fertile’-  should be treated in a set theoretical manner. Thus ‘a and b are F’ means there is a set F of which a and b are members, ‘F  things are G things ’ means the set of G  things overlaps the set of F things. 

More Moderate Nominalisms

Moderate Nominalists thought talk of properties was more than talk of language or occasionally successful reference to spacetime points. Properties were held to be best analysed via Set Theory and the idea of Resemblance. Set theory was found , however, to have certain problems. The most notorious is the ‘companionship’ or ‘co-extension’ one  where renate and cordate appear to denote the same property, as they crop up in the same creatures . It does not help to say  it is possible that there could be renate creatures that are not cordate, and that properties should be seen as  sets of both actual and possible particulars, unless one goes for realism about possible worlds, as Lewis does
.If one explains  properties as sets of actual and possible particulars , possible worlds have to be more than heuristic devices for considering different configurations of properties. Few set nominalists however want to go for Lewisian realism . Either way, if one accepts extensional semantics, then where two properties like being triangular and trilateral are necessarily co-extensional, they are the same, which is usually seen as a problem. It is unclear what makes a thing  a member of a set- one needs to add a notion of resemblance to do the work (see below).  A further problem is that sets are particulars which cannot change their members and remain the same, thus all things have to be exactly the way they are  if a predicate- eg Red-  is to mean what it does. Finally, sets are abstract entities, so not involved in space or time and hardly likely to be causally efficacious. Properties, however, especially the ones that Quineans do not want to paraphrase out, are undoubtedly involved in cause and effect. 

Set Nominalism is usually coupled with and fleshed out by Resemblance Nominalism. This  holds that particulars happen to resemble others in certain respects, and that properties are the resulting resemblance classes. There are numerous problems with this such as  that of ‘imperfect community’, where one ends up with an infinite number of  highly disjunctive and conjunctive properties deriving from all the things that match in some ways but not in others, which do not seem in the least natural
. There is also the problem of how to deal with varying degrees of resemblance that fall somewhere between exact similarity to a paradigm/exemplar  and total dissimilarity to a foil. Things can fall into an infinite number of resemblance sets, and if there are as many properties as there are sets, there is an infinite number of properties. It is unclear in virtue of what things resemble each other-either it is a second order relation of resemblance which needs another relation to underpin it, leading to charges of regress, or  one just has to assert it is an internal relation deriving from the intrinsic natures of the relata,  an unanalyzable, primitive, irreducible but recognisable fact. Finally there is the problem of  dealing  with a property that only one thing has, as a singleton set presumably cannot deliver resemblance. 

Armstrong has repeatedly gone over the inadequacies of various Nominalisms, stressing the  regress they fall to which he sees as always vicious, the lack of causal efficacy that properties as construed by these theories would have, their inability to explain the possibility and intelligibility of abstract reference, and the fact that the explanation does not match what we all seem to recognise. D Lewis has also listed the difficulties in all but set/class Nominalism plus primitive resemblance plus possible world Realism  . Both have entertained the thought that perhaps Trope Theory may get round the problems of older versions of set/resemblance Nominalism. 

Whilst some versions of Trope Theory can be seen to be influenced by the Linguistic Nominalism of Sellars (whose ‘dot quotation’ is very trope-like) it is more obviously a new version of Set/Class and Resemblance Nominalism. As will be discussed in more detail later, Trope Theory sidesteps some old problems but retains others. 

In the rest of this section, I will try to show the following: Trope Theory apparently escapes the ‘companionship’ problem of set theory as   contingently co-extensive properties like being renate and chordate are no longer one property set/class. In most versions, sets of  necessarily co-extensive tropes such as being triangular and trilateral come out exactly similar rather than identical. However, empty or null property sets (those  with no members) like being a dodo , being a unicorn, or being a round square  do seem to come out the same
. A trope set cannot change its members, thus everything has to be exactly as it is, unless one goes for different configurations in  real  possible worlds.  The ‘imperfect community’ problem (where objects are alike in some respects to others, but alike in other respects to a further group) seems to  give rise to highly disjunctive trope sets  that do not seem to be very natural. It is unclear where the nature of a trope derives from. Being a component part of an individual does not provide an explanation, especially if tropes are supposed to be the building blocks out of which individuals are made.  Nor does being a member of a resemblance set help , unless one goes for intensional theory such that the ‘distributive unity’ or whole delivers the nature of the parts and determines the resemblance 
. Trope resemblance is either just an irreducible fact which does little to explain properties, or it requires a second order relation of resemblance leading to regress or a more than one category ontology. A property set with only one member does not resemble anything, so it is unclear how it can have a nature. Finally there is the problem that sets are abstract entities, and while some versions of Trope Theory call tropes ‘abstract’ as they are  reached by abstraction, they need tropes to be concrete, involved in causation, constitutive of spatio-temporal things, etc.   

2B.4. Problems with Trope Theory’s solutions 

This section looks in more detail at Trope Theorist’s solutions to ‘the problem of properties’. It finds them both sharing  many of the problems of Substance Theory and inheriting many of the problems of the older Nominalisms. It also suggests that trope theory has  given rise to some problems of its own , particularly about  the criteria of identity for tropes. The problems have been separated into: ones to do with what predication is , ones to do with sets , ones to do with resemblance ,  etc, but they are all obviously inter-related.

2B.4.1. Questions concerning Predication

One of the problems that an account of properties is supposed to answer is ‘what is predication’? Substance theorists say that ‘a is F’ means that a particular, a, instantiates or exemplifies or shares in a  universal, Fness. Against this it is argued that  it is unclear what ‘instantiation’ is, and that another universal is surely needed to underpin a’s instantiation of Fness, and another ad infinitum. Most versions of Trope Theory agree with Substance Theory that there really are a’s and cases of Fness and some sort of tie between them, but get round the problem with a cross-cutting set (or class or sum)  account. Thus ‘a is F’ is to be analysed as meaning that  an F, from the resemblance set of F tropes, is part of a, which is a concurrence set of different kinds of tropes, and this results in  the Fness of a, or a’s being F, which is  a trope. There are two major problems with this:

Are tropes simples or complexes? 

Trope Theory seems to see predication (eg the assertion that an a is F) as reference to a character found at a place in spacetime, ie a place where an object is. Is the place itself a nature or does it have a nature? Is a trope a complex?  This is a problem highlighted first  by Van Cleve
, frequently by  Armstrong, and  recently by  F Stjernberg
. The latter suggests that something is a trope only if there is something else - another trope- which is a part of it. He claims that there is a  trope x like ‘the happiness of Bill’ iff there is a trope y which is a member both of the concurrence set Bill  and the similarity set Happiness. Does this mean that the trope x has properties/tropes and is a complex? Does it  need properties in order to explain the nature of what is referred to in predication?  Is the redness of my shirt itself red, or the happiness of my cat itself happy, or the naffness of his tie itself naff, etc? Do these subsidiary tropes themselves have subsidiary tropes ad infinitum? Most Trope theorists like Williams and Campbell would reject this suggestion and insist that a trope is a simple not a complex or compound or derivative, that it just is ‘a nature- at- a -place’.  They would assert that x just is y, that the redness of my shirt just is trivially red- no further analysis is needed . This is probably the safest response, but not exactly an explanation of what properties are. 

Other Trope Theorists might be less worried about explaining the nature of a trope in a way that makes it more of a complex. Those of a more Husserlian
  or Stoutian persuasion (ie Simons, Mulligan, Bacon etc) might see property kinds -eg Redness-  more as  types, of which instances are tokens. They are entities that are present in their instances. If there is ‘a respect’ in which 2 red tropes (the redness of this ball and the redness of that book) are alike, and this respect grounds their resemblance, then ‘it’ is a constituent of each property instance or ‘moment’ or trope. Tropes are thus complexes, dependent on both Property types and on particulars,  and not unanalyzable simples. This is getting closer  to the idea of universals.  (J P Moreland
 indeed argues that  Husserl was not (all the time at least)  a Nominalist , suggesting that trope theorists influenced by him should stop calling themselves Nominalists and go back to Realism . ) 

What happens to Asymmetry?

Trope Theory insists that tropes are dependent on their bundles and that they are not free-floating, atomistic entities
. They are termed ‘abstract’ particulars because they are so dependent, because they are only separable from what they are in/of/at by the mind’s acts of abstraction (and because one can have many in the same place at once, a feat once reserved for universals). Trope Theorists are therefore somewhat surprised to find that if predication is  reference to the cross-cutting  of concurrence sets/sums and resemblance sets /sums, it comes out symmetrical. This goes  against the orthodoxy of the asymmetry of predication. Substance Theory holds that all predication is asymmetrical and most Trope Theorists, being good post-Fregeans,  do not wish to deny this. In Trope Theory,   ordinary things- eg as- are  ‘vertical’ sets of tropes, while  properties-eg Fs- are ‘horizontal’ sets of tropes. In predication the two sets cross cut, so there is partial identity. So under one aspect a thing a is F, while under another, an F or Fness is a . Not only is the predicate contained in the subject, but the subject is contained in the predicate.

J.Bacon  recognises that this may seem odd, but holds, since he sees philosophy as based on set theory, that ‘instantiation is overlapping’, the non-empty intersection of horizontal and vertical sets. ‘We  might almost as well say the property instantiates the individual’ as vice versa, a la Ramsey. However, he asserts that this does not mean that individuals are universals, just as, to use his example,  ensuite bathrooms are not ensuite bedrooms just because they share a wall and a door
. D Baxter 
finds this cross-cutting  partial identity delightful, and likes the way it fits with scholastic talk of aspects and respects.  D.H. Mellor and C. McDonald
 however find the lack of asymmetry worrying and claim that J. Bacon is perturbed by it. Simons, Mulligan and Smith stress more than most that tropes are dependent beings therefore they are unlikely to be sanguine about this. 

2B.4.2. Difficulties with sets
Co-extensiveness/companionship. 

A well known problem with set theory as used by older Nominalisms was that of ‘co-extensiveness’ (or ‘companionship’), where properties collapse into each other as they have the same extensions and there are thus less properties or less joints in nature than one would suppose, given our normal thought and talk. Trope Nominalism is usually seen as admirably sidestepping these problems as it starts from the bottom up, but it is not entirely clear that this is the case. 

It is generally agreed that Trope theory gets round the problem of contingent co-extension. Property sets are not sets of ordinary particulars like men, dogs, cats, etc  who exhibit certain features like being renate and cordate, resulting in the properties coming out the same as they have the same extensions in this world . Instead they are sets of tropes, particularized properties such as ‘having a kidney’ and ‘having a heart’ that are each located at each man, dog, cat. Each renate trope is numerically distinct from every other renate trope, as much as it is qualitatively and numerically distinct from each cordate trope . There is no identity in the sets or between the sets, and Trope theorists do not have to be backed into realism about possible worlds. 

Where there is necessary co-extension, as with triangularity and trilaterality, the sets are usually judged to come out exactly similar but not identical. The apparently component properties  that we can apparently distinguish turn up unfailingly together, yet each is distinct. Each particular triangle is distinct, as are the particular component properties that make it up. With Simons, however, necessarily co-extensive properties may well come out the same, as in his ‘foundational systems’ the essential core tropes are identical, by transitivity. 

Despite pondering the problem for years, I am unable to make up my mind about necessary co-incidence. I  am not sure it is a problem if  ‘triangular’ and ‘trilateral’ turn out to refer to the same property or trope set when talking of things that are triangles. The ‘infima species’ are what count, and we should expect their ‘essential’ properties to overlap. Most Trope Theorists however, do not see coarse- grained properties like ‘being a triangle’ or ‘being  a human’ as infima species or determinates, but claim to be able to pick out ‘finer’ ones like ‘triangular’ or ‘trilateral’, etc. which to them are the determinates constitutive of being a triangle. D Manley
, in an interesting paper on this issue, claims that Trope theorists have no good criteria for being able to distinguish what they see as the most determinate aspects of things, and that any sense they do make is parasitic on our grasp of ordinary things.  

Imperfect community or loose resemblance

Trope theory aims to sidestep this problem  by saying that property sets are not made up of  similar  coarse-grained objects,  which can agree in all sorts of strange respects,  but of what is similar  in finer grained aspects of them, each of which is a particular. At first it seems to work. To precis Manley:  under the old Nominalism, if there is  a world where there is just one  set/class of soft yellow things, round yellow things and round soft things, such that each member resembles the other to some degree , then there is a resemblance set/class (sy, ry, rs) and thus a rather odd, unnatural property. But Trope theory means that these pairs of property instances can be separated out , giving us the resemblance sets (yy) (rr) and (ss). 

However, pink, baby blue and purple things have ‘aspects’ that resemble each other in various ways :  being reddish, blueish, coloured, suitable for babies, fashionable in the 60s. etc, and combinations of these. There will be trope sets for all of these aspects, which are also constitutive components.  Some sets will be conjunctive, some disjunctive, some apparently more ‘natural’ than others. One can either say they all count equally, or that some have special status and it is the  ‘fundamental’  tropes that do the real work while  the rest are mere appearances . Here, one must admit that Substance Theorists face the same dilemma of whether  to go for sparse Naturalism about properties or not. However, at least Substance Theorists are not trying to build things out of these disputed entities. The best response for Trope Theorists is probably to say that there are tropes and trope  sets for all of these descriptions, that they co-exist at various levels of determinacy and naturalness, but that those at the lower, more natural levels and ultimately the ‘fundamental level’ that we know nothing of, do the work of being what reference is really to when we pick out these aspects. 

The initial attractiveness of Trope theory is that it seems to focus on the ‘rich particularity’ and ‘fine-grainedness’ of experience. But on closer examination it turns out that this is not necessarily the case. Trope theorists are as divided as Substance theorists about precisely which properties really exist. The majority, often Australian,  are of a Naturalist persuasion which wants to limit properties to the joint-cutting, purely natural, ‘fundamental’ , largely unknown , but probably non-disjunctive ones. These  ones  do the work of being what reference is really to (a la Locke
). The minority, of a more Continental phenomenological persuasion,  accept abundance. But the latter , when pressed, tend to side either with the Naturalists or reveal themselves to be under the influence of a scholastic- cum -Sellarsian line which is perhaps not what most would accept as Realism. No one is able to prove that properties are sparse rather than abundant, or that they are or are not disjunctive. D. Lewis seems  right in saying that as our pre-theoretic conception of properties covers abundant and sparse, an adequate account of properties should do both. Hirsch
 seems right in  saying that all classifying and thus all thinking is a matter of noting similarities and differences and that this is perhaps parasitic on natural properties, but that it is impossible  to draw any line between natural and unnatural. 

The flexibility of set membership / possibility of contingency 

Another problem with Trope Theory is that a set, class or sum  cannot change its  members and remain the same thing. As is often pointed out, it seems implausible that there have to be exactly the number of red things there are for ‘Redness’ to have the meaning it does; one red apple more or less shouldn’t be able to change the meaning. Also, it is felt that  there must be room for contingency  in the ways things are; surely my car doesn’t have to have exactly the properties it does have in order to make it that car. Here I think Trope theory should have the courage of its convictions and say that the ways things are, and thus property sets, are  fixed at any point in time. They can perhaps make it more palatable by going in for a tenseless/B series view of Time. Resorting to possible worlds construed realistically will only  help if one does not mind circularity,  because seeing such worlds as sets of tropes (the alphabet of being) and then explaining tropes via them is circular. 
2B.4.3. Issues concerning  Resemblance
Trope Theory says that what seems like a universal to Substance theorists is really  a sum, set or class of exactly resembling tropes. Exact resemblance is not identity,  each trope is a non-repeatable one-off. Stout, the grandfather of Trope Theory, held that universals should be seen as ‘scattered particulars’, ‘distributive unities’, whose parts are particulars. He was adamant that the unity determines the resemblance, not the resemblance the unity, as the latter cannot explain the nature of the property. Sadly, he did  not develop this intensionalist version of set theory further, although Bacon supports it . Armstrong holds that Stout merely ‘restates the problem of properties, rather than solving it’. Gonzalo Rodrigues Pereyra holds -probably rightly-  that restating can be a step towards solving, or dissolving problems. 

Regress.

D C Williams and J Bacon hold that Trope sets, such as redness, roundness, happpiness, etc are sets of resembling tropes. What makes them resemble is not their natures alone, but second order resemblance relations, also tropes. What makes these cases of resemblance is a further third  order relation of resemblance., and so on. Bacon insists that relations are as real as properties, and that  second-nth order relations of Likeness sort their field into similarity classes. Armstrong and Moreland say that this still does not deliver the nature of the trope or its set, and sneer that such nth order relations can hardly be the building blocks of reality. Daly says that the tropes that hold resemblance sets together must be repeatable universals, otherwise there is infinite regress. This however, would mean that the simplicity of the one-category ontology promised is lost. 

Williams and Bacon rightly stick to their guns and say, a la G Kung , that the ‘ontoglial glue’ can just as well be 2nd to nth level tropes and that there is nothing wrong with regress. However, they  then say that the regress stops at the 3rd or 4th level, where it gets too insubstantial and rarified to follow. This seems a bit ad hoc and too much ‘down to us’ for the  good version of realism that Trope Theory claims to be. However, if they said infinite  regress was fine it would lose them the a b c-ness of being. To hint darkly that ‘perhaps relations are all there is’ as Williams does  risks weakening the appeal of Trope Theory as a simple account of properties. 

Unanalyzability.

K Campbell says that trope sets (or rather, ‘quasi-trope’ sets in the manifest image, as he reserves the term tropes for the 5 fundamental fields of physics) are  held together by relations of exact resemblance. Resemblance is primitive, basic, irreducible, unanalyzable. It is a first order relation, which like all relations supervenes on the natures of the two or more relata. It is an internal relation, a la Leibniz. We all have an innate understanding of resemblance  in practise. Saying resemblance is just primitive, as Lewis does,  is probably the best answer for trope Theorists, but not if one is trying to use tropes to explain properties and shed light on sameness, structure, etc. 

Loose resemblance.

What about tropes that are less than exactly similar? There may well be one class for red, or hot or happy tropes, but are there other classes for reddish, fairly hot, quite happy?  D.C .Williams and K. Campbell want to preserve the idea of a thing’s continuity through change, rather than a new bundle each time. Williams spoke of things as ‘relation ropes’- a cluster of all the internal and external relations ‘in’ a thing which with sufficient similarity make a thing count as the same thing. Bacon talks of individuals as being ‘threaded’, at least in their essential tropes. Campbell embroiders on William’s idea with talk of strands in a relation rope that could explain variation. He thus takes the rather odd step of positing ‘variegated’ tropes which succeed each other in overlapping stages, such as red-to-orange, hot-to-lukewarm, happy-to-not very happy. These hardly seem the joint-cutting entities that fit with Naturalism, as he wants to. Campbell would probably say that the joint-cutting job is done by the ‘fundamental’ tropes hidden below the manifest image, while the apparently variegated ones are just ‘appearances’, but if this is the case I can see no point in positing them. Substance Theory admittedly has the same problem in dealing with properties that come on a spectrum or in degrees. 

Simons manages to get continuity through change by positing a core of essential tropes around which accidents come and go
. This gets round the problem of having to posit variegated properties or tropes. Each apparent trope is a particular determinant of some  determinable-type trope at the nucleus. This impressive solution works as long as one does not ask what these determinables are .

Trope theory faces a problem with  ‘loose resemblance’ which Manley
 as mentioned above,  sees as linked to the  ‘companionship problem’.  Three things that are pink, baby blue and purple  respectively resemble each other in certain respects: two are pale colours, two are reddish, two are bluish. Trope theory has to explain why it thinks that being pale is more determinate and basic and natural than being reddish or bluish, or vice versa, and it can’t. There will be an infinite amount of property sets for all the resemblances there can be . 

Singleton and empty resemblance sets.

Trope sets with only one member pose Trope Resemblance Nominalists a problem as there is nothing for such tropes to resemble, so it is unclear where their nature comes from. D.H. Mellor has suggested that a singleton set such as ‘god’s divinity’ or a one-off shade of blue cannot be ‘assayed’ by resemblance theory, while Campbell says such singletons are perfectly possible and such cases just are the way they are. 

It is also unclear whether ,and if so how, an empty trope set can have a nature.  Where we have a supposedly intelligible term such as ‘being a witch’ or ‘being a unicorn’ or (to some)  ‘being both  round and square’, how can there be a nature if there are no things to resemble each other in it? The only resemblance obtaining is that the sets are empty, so they are all the same. The best option for Trope Theorists is to say that Substance theory has the same problem dealing with uninstantiated universals, to  deny they exist (except as ‘as if’ entities) and insist such terms are only apparently intelligible. Or they can go Meinongian, as Bacon does,  and say such  tropes/trope combinations do not exist in this world but subsist or exist  in another possible world. Subsistent tropes seem rather far-fetched as not only are they ‘nomological danglers’- which goes against the Naturalism that Trope Theory likes- but also they are ‘free-floaters’ , which goes against the notion that tropes are dependent  entities. Possible worlds construed realistically are presumably not just ones with the same things as ours with a few properties arranged differently, thus slightly different resemblance classes, but worlds which could have many alien properties. The Laws of Nature holding here would be so different to ours that I find such worlds in the end unthinkable. 

2B.4.4. Worries as to what tropes are. 

This section will look first at what tropes are supposed to be, then at the principles of individuation suggested for them, and finally at the possible criteria of identity for them. It will suggest that Trope theorists face problems resulting from their adaptation of Set and Resemblance Nominalisms which the Mereological Nominalism  deriving from Stout does little to  solve, and that some of the problems Substance theory  is supposed to face are still present.  

 What tropes are supposed to be.

There are differing views on what tropes are. Stout thought of tropes (or particularized properties) as ‘predicables’. ‘Smith is happy’ means ‘s is related to H as subject to predicate’. This was spelt out as a matter of parts and wholes, such that the whole picked out by ‘Smith’ included happiness. The predicables were seen as modes dependent on the substances they constituted and characterized, rather than free-floating atomistic objects of acquaintance. He saw the picking out of tropes, like Descartes and others, as a ‘Conceptual Distinction’ not a Real one .

 Williams retained Stout’s part-whole model, seeing objects as mereological fusions of tropes. Tropes were  ‘the alphabet of being’, which he usually held were dependent on the bundles they made up
. He called them ‘abstracta’ for three reasons: 1) because they are only separable by us from the things they are in or of by acts of abstraction- the mind’s distinguishing, singling out and  focussing on aspects of the manifold- 2) because they are dependent entities that cannot exist separately from what they are in/of and 3) because there can be many in the same place at once, a feat previously reserved only for  Universals
.  

Campbell thought of tropes proper as ‘the fields’ plus  spacetime (plus perhaps consciousness), and the appearances supervenient on  these underlying tropes, as quasi tropes. His tropes proper do not seem at all dependent on the bundles they make up, and even his  ‘appearances’ seem a little more atomistic and a little less dependent on their bundles than Williams’ or Stout’s. He also calls tropes ‘abstract’ entities for Williams’ reasons. 

Stout, Williams and Campbell (as well as Bacon and  Martin) see tropes as particularized  ways ‘adjectival on being’, a view that has attracted great interest in Trope theory. Simons, however, sees tropes as events or moments or occurrents rather than objects. They are more ‘adverbial on being’  than adjectival. He rejects the description ‘abstract’ (although he agrees with Williams’ original reasons)  as he wants them to be seen as concrete, spatio-temporal, causal, truth-making, etc, although he grants they are reached by abstraction. Bacon says tropes are what we encounter first as we knock around the world, and as ‘first in order of knowledge’ they are presumably ‘first in order of being’, as ‘epistemological priority surely reflects metaphysical priority.   Simons, however, while seeing them as ‘first in order of being’, sees the qualified substance as a whole ‘first in order of knowledge’, as does Stout. 

 All Trope theorists agree that everything is a trope . Only the one category is needed to make up things and thing Kinds, properties and property Kinds and states of affairs in which the two are combined. Tropes are all there is:-   the metarelations that Williams and Bacon posit to bind concurrence and resemblance sets remain tropes, even if they are  second order ones and  Simons’ essential/nuclear  tropes are merely tropes ‘at the level of Kinds’ or species. 

Simons  is understandably vague about what his ‘essential’, ‘nuclear’ properties are .  He suggests they might fall into types along the lines of Aristotle’s categories of action, passion, place, quantity, quality, relation etc, such that they are doings, undergoings, wherehoods, how- muchnesses, hownesses, bearing-to-nesses. He also suggests like Campbell that ‘size’ and ‘shape’ ones are necessary in any bundle. In general he stresses that accidental tropes need nuclear tropes, but he countenances bundles of accidents (perhaps Strawsonian bangs and flashes) without nuclei and, more oddly, bundles of purely essential nuclear tropes (the building blocks of the universe), drifting around waiting to be determined. 

Grouping all Trope theorists together, there seem to be  tropes at every level of determinacy, correlating  to various levels of description and explanation. (However, as an important motivation is faith in reductionism and science, the lowest levels presumably have a higher status.) There are tropes correlating to all  the predicates one can truly assert of  ‘what there is’.(However, as most aim to replace ‘Naïve’ Realism with ‘Scientific’ Realism, the more Natural ones presumably do the work.) There are conjunctive and possibly disjunctive tropes as well as atomic ones (although again the preference seems to be  for the atomic). There are probably no negative tropes,  or general tropes. There may be possible tropes. There are physical and mental tropes (Williams said ‘episodes of sensings, believings, desirings and fearings are tropes as much as their objects’ and   ‘responses to a stimulus are tropes, as much as the stimulus’ . Bacon interestingly revives Sellars’ ‘believees’ for objects believed, and talks of ‘tetradic accessibility relations between believer, believee and world.) Tropes could perhaps be dual aspect. Indeed, they could be anything. The flexibility of the theory makes it understandably  attractive to those exasperated with deadlock in the various areas of philosophy, especially theories of Mind, Perception, Ethics, Aesthetics and Truth . 

Aristotelians would agree with Trope theorists that we never see a substance except with and through its properties, that substances are always modified, that these modes have instances, and that our thought and talk of substances is about ways things are in certain respects. As long as Trope Theorists stick with the notion of ‘dependency’, they can be seen as fellow travelers. The divide occurs when they start making dependent modes into parts constitutive of  whole things, then add the circular notion that the nature of the constitutive parts of objects derives from resemblance sets whose members are aspects of those very objects. Trope theorists have to decide whether to stay circular and talk ‘just’  about predication and  meaning ( which with some work along Davidsonian/McDowellian lines  can be exalted into talk about  understanding and  truth), or whether to break out of the loop and get their hands dirty excavating the nuts and bolts of ‘being’ assumed to lie beneath appearances. The former will not convince most of those attracted to Trope Theory that it is much of an advance for Realism, the latter risks ending up in a desert landscape. 

What individuates tropes. 

Stout says little on this. He asserts that tropes get their nature by being members of a resemblance class not vice versa, and that  the class itself is the meaning of F and as such is thing or type-like. The unity of a class/set/sum is ultimate and unanalyzable, it is not derivative on resemblances amongst its parts. However, he leaves it entirely unclear how members of these resemblance classes get to be instantiated in the bundles/concurrence sums they characterize. They just turn up. There is no principle that prevents their floating off on their own..

 Williams says firmly that what individuates  is location, being at some point in spacetime where  the trope’s bundle is. Armstrong criticises this, saying that it makes a spatio-temporal point a bare particular/substratum which plays the role of collecting different natures. The notion of bare particulars is generally agreed to be inconsistent and incomprehensible. It also makes a trope ‘a quality plus a place’, thus they are complexes not the simples  they are supposed to be. Another consequence of trope individuation via location is that if the bundle moves, all the tropes are replaced by new ones. Finally it requires places to be absolutes rather than relative entities. 

Campbell responds by saying that location does individuate, but tropes are not ‘quality plus a place’ but ‘quality- at- a -place’. They are essentially regional; space-time is built into each trope. This is because each trope at the manifest level is made out of  the basic underlying tropes, which include space-time.  ‘Disturbances’ across the combined fields make for the apparent tropes we have come to know and love. We treat these appearances as bits of Reality, but they are not really. Apparent tropes seem externally related to space-time, which makes us able to distinguish them, but really they are internally related to the whole framework. As we saw in Part 2 Section A,  critics like McDonald say position is ‘adherent’, thus an external rather than internal relation, thus if tropes are individuated by position they are complexes. It also means that trope bundles cannot move and remain the same thing.

Simons, like Stout,  does not get involved in what it is that individuates. He seems to see nothing wrong with tropes being complexes or having parts. Indeed, they could not be concrete or momentary (as he sees tropes as occurrents) if they did not have parts. Being dependent on a nucleus is not necessary for all tropes as Simons envisages the possibility of nuclear-free clusters of accidents supporting each other (presumably momentarily). However, in general Simons seems to see accidental tropes-  which are the only sort we are aware of- as individuated by being successive determinants of the modes of a  ‘foundational system’. They are unsaturated, thin properties that need individuals as their instances. What individuates the tropes that make up the foundational system is a mystery. As  Melia
 asks, why not just equate the core system with being a substance? Trope theorists would probably complain that this would just put  the mystery up a  notch, whilst they are trying to reduce it.

C. Daly long ago argued that either tropes have a ‘bare particular’ to particularize them or they don’t. Bare particlars are an incoherent notion, as most will agree.(C B Martin’s ‘substrata’ are posited more to collect or bear tropes than to particularize them.)  Location , he argues, cannot particularize as there could be 2,3,4 or more tropes in the same place, which would then collapse into the same trope, yet the tastes, smells, colours textures etc of an apple obviously do not collapse into the same property. Here  Trope theorists could   say that if the apple is all those ways then they are sort of all the same- ie ‘true of’ the apple-, that  tropes are not mereological but ‘metaphysical’ parts  that overlap by nature, but  that where qualities seem separate they are separate.  However, these replies do  not answer the question of what individuates (apart from suggesting it is down to us and our quality spacing capacities).  

 Going for the option of declaring that tropes are individuated by whatever it is that individuates tropes is rather feeble. It should be noted, however, that  Substance theory’s notion of the tie of instantiation faces the same problem  in being primitive and unanalyzable (if not a regressive relation).  

Criteria of identity for tropes.

As Lowe
 says, ‘the most serious problem for the trope ontologist is to provide an adequate account of the identity conditions of tropes, while simultaneously acknowledging their ontologically dependent nature’. ‘To hold both that tropes are identity dependent on trope bundles and that trope bundles are identity dependent upon their constituent tropes is to fall into a fatal circularity which deprives both tropes and trope bundles of well-defined identity conditions altogether’. 

Lowe points out that ‘thing’ is a dummy sortal, and that while ‘everything’ may be the answer to the question ‘what exists?’, ‘not every thing is a thing’ . Like others, he holds that things/individuals proper are entities that have determinate identity conditions and are countable. He also holds that things proper  have both matter and form (an equivalence relation over parts at and over time). Tropes, while being entities, are non-things, as they have no determinate identity conditions, are not countable, and lack both matter and form
. He allows that there are tropes, which should be seen as  particularised  modes. A mode is ‘how a substance is, in some or other respect’, a ‘qualitative not numerical’ description, thus ‘adjectival’ not ‘objectual’. Such dependent non-objects cannot plausibly be said to stack up into  objects. Even Campbell admits we have no criteria of identity for tropes, no way of telling if there are  one or many rednesses at a place, no way of knowing what the  boundaries of tropes are, where one leaves off and another begins, how big they are, how long they last , etc,  only rough and ready conventions which are up to us. (However, he assumes this is because our present ways of telling are inadequate, and asserts that one day, science will be able to tell.)

Our  pickings out of tropes are dependent on the things that ‘have’ them, as Trope Theorists grant. We have no idea how many rednesses or roundnesses  there are at a time in a thing, or whether a sadness at one time is the same as a sadness (in the apparently same bundle) the next minute. Nor can Trope theory, via its  notion of sums, classes or sets of resembling tropes,  give a persuasive account of the nature/essence of properties or the apparent meaning  of predicates. When the members of these sums/classes/sets, whose nature and identity is so unexplained, are then used to explain the existence and character of ordinary things, one is entitled to wonder whether Substance theory is not, after all, a better bet. 

Summary

 Tropes are supposed to be dependent but also the alphabet  of being. Tropes are supposed to be particular ways, adjectival (or adverbial) on being, but often they come over as more thing-like: discrete, constituent parts on a simple mereological model. Tropes are supposed to be abstract but they also need to be concrete. Tropes are supposed to be the referents of every true assertion and  present at every level of description or explanation, but it transpires that some- those at the ‘fundamental level’-  are more real than others. Tropes aspire to be all things to all men, but it is all still rather a muddle.

Part 2. 

C. Conclusion 

In this thesis I hope to have shown that Trope Theory has not come out of the blue but that it has a long lineage. It amalgamates various traditions, and different Trope Theorists have subtle but important differences, making some versions better than others. 

Trope Theory is not as incoherent as I once thought it was, nor as distant from Substance Theory. According to Trope Theory properties do not recur,  but at least there are properties. Substances are not irreducible but composite, but at least there are substances. Properties are identity dependent and (officially)  existence dependent  on substances; there are no free-floating tropes. Thing-kinds and property- kinds exist, and we can make predictions of them as they behave in regular, law-like ways; there is not just a random flux. Statements are True or False, and made so by the world; they are about  things being thus and so. As long as these notions are held onto, I think one cannot go too far wrong and that it doesn’t really matter if  one has   Substance or Trope Theory in the back of  one’s  mind when engaged on areas of philosophy other than metaphysics. It probably won’t make that much difference to how one lives one’s life
 either. 

However, within the academic domain of Metaphysics, it is of more importance whether Substance or Trope Theorists are judged to win the contest. As is well known, there are no knock-down arguments either way, and there is much ‘talking past each other’. Saying something is mysterious or  unanalyzable is not necessarily bad, nor is  all circularity of argument, or failure to fit with common sense. Dogmatic table-thumping is irritating but understandable. What is bad is inconsistency and confusion. On this  last  criterion, I find Trope Theory slightly more at fault than Substance Theory, but this is hardly surprising as it is a mixture of ideas whose integration is relatively recent. It must also be admitted that there are many different versions of Substance Theory. What in the end makes me decide to prefer Substance Theory is that I started with it, I am comfortable with it despite its imperfections,  and I can as yet see no good reason to give it up for the new theory. It has as much of a claim to satisfy the desire for ‘rich particularity’,  ‘fine-grainedness’ and  ‘truthmakers’ that makes Trope Theory so attractive. 

I hope to have shown that Trope Theory’s account of properties shares many of the problems that the Aristotelian theory of immanent universals supposedly has. Both are divided about ontological commitment- whether there are abundant or sparse universals/tropes. There is a little  less pressure on Aristotelians to go for sparsity, as they are historically less wedded to science being the measure of all things. Both have problems with what precisely the tie is between a  particular and its modes : what exactly ‘instantiation’ and  the part:whole relation are. Both have problems over the intelligibility of statements mentioning uninstantiated universals/tropes with no bearers. Both have problems dealing with vagueness, degrees and intensities  . Both countenance universals/tropes at many levels of determinacy at once, leading, some complain, to an explosion of entities. Both profess humility and acknowledge that we do not know all the properties things have, although Trope Theorists tend to  believe that one day science will tell. The version of Trope Theory that seems to make the most sense in accounting for the compresence of tropes  and to have the least problems (with regress or special sorts of tropes or location) is the one that makes a series of accommodations with Substance Theory, allowing that things are continuants and distinguishing between essential and accidental properties. However, it is very sketchy. The version of Trope Theory that seems to make the most sense in accounting for the nature, sameness and difference of tropes is again the one nearest to Substance Theory in that it sees property sets as intensional or type-like. However this is not perhaps Nominalism. 

I hope also to have shown that Trope Theory  inherits many of the problems of old Set/Resemblance Nominalisms. While avoiding the old companionship problem, it still has the one of ‘imperfect community’ or ‘loose resemblance’, leading to strange unnatural  property sets. It is unclear where the nature of a trope comes from, or how singleton and empty trope sets could have a nature at all, or what explains trope resemblance. Property sets cannot have more or less members than they do without changing the denotation of a predicate. Either Trope Theorists can preserve the contingency of the ways things are by holding that predicates  constantly change their meaning or that possible worlds are real, or they must admit that things are necessarily the ways they are. If the latter is the option preferred, then Trope Theorists should be clearer that this is the case (and , for consistency, stop being Regularity Theorists.). Finally, set theory seems to make predication come out as symmetrical, which goes against the idea (shared with Substance Theory) that tropes are dependent on substances/bundles for their identity and existence,  and against  conventional logic
. Trope Theory does  not, therefore, establish  a Nominalism that is the obvious superior to Realism. 

Finally, I hope to have shown that Trope Theory has made some problems for itself. There are competing doctrines, some frankly  inconsistent, about what tropes are supposed to be, what their criteria of identity are, and how they might be individuated. 

For these reasons I conclude that, as a way of regarding things
, Substance Theory for all its problems still makes more sense than the alternatives. 

Bibliography

	Aristotle
	Categories, Physics and  Metaphysics, in  J. Ackrill (ed.) A New Aristotle Reader (Oxford 1987)  

	Armstrong, D
	Universals and Scientific Realism vols 1 and 2 (Cambridge University Press,1978)

 Universals, an opinionated introduction (Westview Press 1989)

‘Properties’ in D. H. Mellor and A. Oliver (ed.) Properties 
‘Against Ostrich Nominalism’ in D. H. Mellor and A. Oliver (ed.) Properties

A World of States of Affairs (Cambridge University Press, 1998)

	Bacon, J


	‘Tropes’, on Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy website 

Universals and Property Instances, (Blackwell, 1995)

	Barrett, R and

Gibson,R (ed.)
	Perspectives on Quine (Blackwell, 1990)

	Baxter, D L M 
	‘Instantiation as Partial Identity’, Australasian Journal of Philosophy (Dec 2001)

	Berkeley, G  
	The Principles of Human Knowledge and Three Dialogues (William Collins 1962)

	Campbell, K
	Abstract Particulars (Blackwell, 1990)

	
	‘The Metaphysics of Abstract Particulars’, in D. H.  Mellor and  A. Oliver (ed.) Properties .

	Carnap, R
	‘Empiricism, Semantics and Ontology’ in Meaning and Necessity  (Chicago 1956)

	Chappell, V 
	‘Whitehead’s Metaphysics’, Review of Metaphysics ,vol 13 (1959)

	Chisholm, R

Cooper, D E  
	Person and Object (Open Court, 1976)

Metaphysics: The Classic Readings (Blackwell, 2000)


	Coplestone, F 
	 Aquinas ( Penguin, 1955)

	Daly, C 
	‘Tropes’, Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, 94 (1994) 

	Devitt, M 
	‘Ostrich Nominalism’, Pacific Quarterly Review, 61 (1980)

	Dummett, M 
	‘Realism’, in J. Kim and E. Sosa (ed.) Metaphysics- an Anthology (Blackwell, 1999)

	Dunn, J 
	Locke  (Oxford University Press, 1984)

	Ellis, B 
	Scientific Essentialism (Cambridge University Press, 2001)

	Engelbretsen, G 
	 ‘The myth of modern logic’, Cogito (Autumn 1990)

Something to Reckon with, (University of Ottawa Press, 1996)

	Forrest, P 
	‘Ways Things could be’ , in J. Kim  and E. Sosa (ed.)  Metaphysics-an Anthology (Blackwell 1995)

‘Just Like Quarks? - the status of repeatables’ in J. Bacon, K. Campbell and L. Reinhardt (ed.) Ontology, Causality and Mind, Cambridge University Press, 1993 

	Haack, S
	‘Descriptive and Revisionary Metaphysics’ in S. Lawrence and C. McDonald (ed.) Contemporary readings in the foundations of metaphysics 

	Haldane, J
	‘A return to form in the philosophy of mind’ in D. Oderberg  (ed.) Form and Matter 

	Heil, J 
	‘Levels of Reality’, Ratio (Sept 2003)

	 Hirsch, E 
	Dividing Reality (Oxford University Press, 1993)

	Hoffman, G and Rozencrantz, G
	Substance-its nature and existence (Routledge, 1997)



	Hume, D
	The Treatise (1739) and Enquiries (1748) (Oxford University Press, 1975 and 1978) 

	James, W


	‘The One and the Many’ (1911) in D.E. Cooper (ed.) Metaphysics-the classic readings. 

	Kemp, M and Shultz,D 
	‘Collecting, Classifying and Creating’ in Strange and Charmed, S. Ede (ed.) (Calouste Gulbenkein Foundation, 2000)

	Kenny, A 
	Aquinas (Oxford University Press, 1979)

A Brief History of Western Philosophy (Blackwell, 1998)

	Kim, J and  Sosa, E
	Metaphysics - An Anthology (Blackwell, 1999) 



	Künne, W
	Conceptions of Truth (Oxford University Press, 2003)     

	Lawrence, S and McDonald, C
	Contemporary Readings in the Foundations of Metaphysics (Blackwell, 1998)

	Lawson-Tancred, H
	 ‘Aristotle’ in A.C. Grayling (ed.) Philosophy-a guide through the subject  ( Oxford University Press, 1999)

	Lewis, D


	‘Modal Realism at Work: Properties’ in D.H. Mellor and A. Oliver (ed.) Properties. 

‘New work for a theory of Universals’, in D.H. Mellor and A. Oliver (ed.) Properties
‘Ramseyan Humility’, posthumous paper read by his widow at Evans Memorial Lecture, Oxford, March 2002.

	Locke, J                           
	An Essay concerning Human Understanding, (Dent, 1965)

	Loux, M
	Metaphysics, a contemporary introduction ( Blackwell, 1998)

	Lowe, J
	The possibility of Metaphysics (Oxford University Press, 1998, 

Kinds of Being (Blackwell, 1989)

‘Substance’, in Parkinson (ed.)  Encylcopedia of Philosophy (Routledge, 1998)

‘Locke, Martin and Substance’, Philosophical Quarterly (Oct 2000)

‘Form without Matter’, in D. Oderberg (ed.)  Form and Matter 

	Manley, D 

	‘Properties and Resemblance Class Nominalism’ , Nous  (March 2002)

	Martin, C B 
	‘Substance substantiated’, Australasian Journal of Philosophy, 1980

	Mays, W
	Whitehead’s Philosophy of Science and Metaphysics.(Martinus Nijhoff, 1977)

	McCloskey, H J  
	Mill-a critical study (Macmillan 1971)

	McDonald, C 
	‘Tropes and other things’, in S. Lawrence and C. McDonald (ed.) Contemporary Readings in the Foundations of Metaphysics 

	McDowell, J
	Mind and World ( Harvard 1994) 

‘The Woodbridge Lectures’, Philosophical Review (Sept 1998)

	Mellor, D H and Oliver, A (ed.)
	 Properties (Oxford University Press 1997)



	Mellor, D H
	‘Properties and Predicates’, in D H Mellor and A Oliver (ed.) Properties.

	Moreland, J P 
	Universals (Acumen, 2001)

‘Was Husserl a Nominalist?’ Philosophy and Phenomenological Research, 49 (1989)

‘A Critique of Campbell’s Refurbished Nominalism’, Southern Journal of Philosophy, 67, (1989)

	Mulligan, K 
	‘Truthmakers’ , with P. Simons and B. Smith. Philosophy and Phenomenological Research, 44 (1984)

	Newman, L 
	‘Locke’s idea of Substance’, Pacific Philosophical Quarterly ( Sept 2000)

	Oderberg, D (ed.)
	Form and Matter (Blackwell,1999)

	Oliver, A 
	‘The metaphysics of properties’, Mind  (Jan 1996)

	Philipse, H
	‘How to succeed in being simple-minded’, Inquiry, (Dec 1998)

	Prinz, J 


	‘The duality of content’ , Philosophical Studies  (July 1999)

	Putnam, H 
	 ‘Pragmatic Realism’(1987) reprinted in J. Kim and E. Sosa (ed.) Metaphysics- an Anthology 

	Quine, W V
	‘On what there is’, and ‘Identity, Ostension and Hypostasis’ in From a Logical Point of View (Harvard University Press, 1953)

‘Natural Kinds’ in Ontological Relativity and other essays (Columbia University Press, 1969)

	Rodrigues-Pereyra, G
	‘What is the problem of Universals?’ Mind, 2000



	Rosencrantz, G
	Haecceity (Kluwer Academic Publishers, 1993)

	Russell, B 
	The Problems of Philosophy (Clarendon Press, 1912)

Logic and Knowledge- essays 1901-50 (Allen and Unwin, 1956)

The History of Western Philosophy (Allen and Unwin)

	Sainsbury, M 

Sellars, W

Shaffer, J 
	Russell ( Routledge, 1979)

‘Abstract Entities’, Review of Metaphysics,16 (1963)

‘Is there a Fundamental Level?’ Nous (Sept 2003)

	Simons, P 
	‘Particulars in particular clothing’ , Philosophy and Phenomenological Research ,54, (1994)

‘Truthmakers’, with K. Mulligan  and B. Smith B, in Philosophy and Phenomenological Research 44, (1984)

‘Farewell to Substance’ in  D. Oderberg (ed.) Form and Matter 

‘Continuants and Occurrents’,  Joint Session of the Aristotelian Society and Mind, (July  2000)

‘The Principle of the Identity of Indiscernables’, in Parkinson (ed.) Encyclopedia of Philosophy , (Routledge, 1998)

	Sjernberg, J 
	‘An argument against Trope Theory’, Philosophical Quarterly, May 2003

	Skorupski, J
	Mill ( Routledge , 1989)

	Smit, H 
	‘Kant on marks and the immediacy of intuition’, Philosophical Review(April2000) 

	Sommers, F


	The Logic of Natural Language (Oxford University Press, 1982)

	Sommers, F and Engelbretsen, G
	Invitation to Formal Reasoning, (Ashgate, 2000)

	Sorabji, R
	Animal minds, human values (Duckworths, 1993)

	Stout, G F

 
	‘Are the Characteristics of Particular things Universal or Particular?’ Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, supp. vol 3 (1923)

‘The Nature of Universals and Particulars’, Proceedings of the British Academy, 10, (1921-3)

	Strawson, P 
	Individuals (Methuen, 1959)

	Stroud, B 
	‘Quine’s physicalism’, in R. Barrett  and R. Gibson  (ed.)  Perspectives on Quine (Blackwell, 1990)

	Taylor, B 
	‘On Natural properties in Metaphysics’, Mind 102 (1993)

	Teichman, R 
	Abstract Entities (Macmillan, 1992)

	Tejedou, C 
	‘The Metaphysical status of Tractarian Objects’ , Philosophical Investigations (Oct 2001)

	Urmson, J O
	Berkeley (Oxford University Press , 1982)

Philosophical Analysis  (Oxford University Press. 1956)

	Van Cleve, J 
	‘Three versions of  the Bundle Theory’, Philosophical Studies, 47 (1985)

‘Receptivity and our knowledge of Intrinsic properties (a review of Rae Langton’s ‘Kantian Humility’) Philosophy and Phenomenological Research  (July 2002)

	Wiggins, D
	Sameness and Substance (Cambridge University Press, 1980) 

Sameness and Substance renewed (Cambridge University Press, 2001)

‘Putnam’s Doctrines of Natural Kind words and Frege’s Doctrine of Sense, Reference and Extension- can they cohere?’ in A.W. Moore (ed.) Meaning and Reference (Oxford University Press, 1993)

‘Substance’, in A. Grayling (ed.)  Philosophy-a guide through the subject  (Oxford University Press, 1995)

	Wilkerson, T 
	Natural Kinds  (Avebury Press, 1995)

	Williams, D C 
	‘On the Elements of Being’, Review of Metaphysics ,7 (1953)

‘Universals and existents’, Australasian Journal of Philosophy, 64, (1986)

	Woolhouse, R
	The concept of substance in seventeenth century metaphysics (Routledge, 1993)


� W.Künne sees this as the tension between Austrian  and Australian ideas, which causes him to term it an ‘Austr(al)ian’ theory. See W.Künne, Conceptions of Truth, (Oxford University Press, 2003)


� D. Wiggins , Sameness and Substance, (Cambridge University Press, 1980) and Sameness and Substance renewed (Cambridge University Press, 2001), especially chapter 5 on trying to steer a course between Non-Realist Conceptualism and Non-Conceptualist Realism. 


� J.Lowe , The possibility of Metaphysics, (Oxford University Press 1998),  and, Blackwell, 1989. Lowe’s 4 category ontology is very helpful. This posits Substantial and Non-Substantial Universals, the latter characterising the former, and Particular Substances and Particular Modes, the latter characterising the former and both instantiating the first two.


� D.Armstrong Universals and Scientific Realism vols 1 and 2 (Cambridge University Press 1978) and Universals, an opinionated introduction ( Westview Press 1989)


� M Loux, Metaphysics, a contemporary introduction (Blackwell, 1998)


� D.H. Mellor and A. Oliver (ed.), Properties (Oxford University Press 1997)


� J. McDowell, Mind and World (Harvard 1994 ), and especially his ‘Woodbridge Lectures’, Philosophical Review  (Sept 1998)


� Plato himself recognised -in the third man argument of The Parmenides- that the relationship between particulars and universals as one of ‘resembling’ or ‘participating in’ led to an infinite regress problem.


� They may however depend on their progenitors or creators for coming into the world, their environment  for sustenance, and  the preservation of  certain parts essential to the maintenance of their form.


� There are however properties of properties, and it is admitted that in ordinary language we can and do reify properties, as in ‘the wisdom of Socrates is famous’ or ‘her singing is lousy’. 


� Or how much water, salt, gold there is, mass terms being thought of as ‘dividuals’ rather than individuals. 


� However, substances come into and go out of existence, they do not continue for ever. Their matter can be left after their form is lost.


� I do not want to get involved here in age-old Aristotelian arguments over  what it is that individuates, beyond baldly stating that some version of the notion of ‘substantial form’ seems right. Merely saying that matter falls under a description, as Aristotle does in the Categories, leaves it too much ‘up to us’; while making   things into compounds of matter and form  as Aristotle does in parts of the Metaphysics is too Platonistic, and rejected by both Lowe and Wiggins. It is true that at times he seems to see substances as substrata, but this has well known problems, and also that at times he seems them as ‘prime matter splintered’ like Aquinas, but it is unclear what ‘splinters’ it. 


� Time is generally  seen as tensed, as in McTaggart’s A series, rather than tenseless or B series, although Mellor supports the latter.


� The subject:predicate form is seen as global, or at least translatable globally,  not a local cultural accident as Whitehead, Quine, Sapir /Worf and others claim .See S Haack, ‘Descriptive and Revisionary Metaphysics’, in S Lawrence and C McDonald (ed.) Contemporary readings in the foundations of metaphysics  (Blackwell, 1998). 


� Wiggins, McDowell, Putnam and others repeatedly stress the dangers of assuming a gulf between the scientific and manifest images and favouring a reductionist picture, citing  Wittgenstein and  Husserl as allies. I agree with this view, but an excellent charicature of it is: H. Philipse, ‘How to succeed in being simple minded’ Inquiry (Dec 1998)


� Modern Aristotelians can point out that bifurcation crops up endlessly in philosophy, and that the universal:particular relation is what lies behind divisions into formal:material ,type:token, sense:reference, connotation:denotation, intension:extension,  etc


� This makes it unpalatable to many, especially in these post Darwinian days. Worries in ancient times over Aristotelian  definition of humans as essentially rational are wonderfully  described in R Sorabji Animal minds, human values (Duckworths, 1993)


� See G Rosencrantz Haecceity, and D Wiggins Sameness and Substance renewed, op cit.


� M Loux ably explains how this idea resurfaced in Sellars. See M. Loux, Metaphysics (Routledge, 1998). J. Bacon acknowledges Sellars as a strong influence. 


� P. Simons says ‘Nominalism is true, and Trope Theory is the best Nominalism’. Some (eg D Armstrong, J Moreland, J Lowe) see Trope Theory as a ‘moderate’ (as opposed to extreme/eliminative) form of  Nominalism which could perhaps come to a compromise with Aristotelian Immanent Realism, a ‘moderate’(as opposed to extreme, transcendental) form of  Realism about Universals. 


� See J McDowell’s ‘Woodbridge lectures’,Journal of Philosophy, (Dec 1998)


� However, Simons perhaps can, via the Husserlian notion of ‘eidos’, Stout perhaps can, as he has a more  intensionalist notion of property classes than the others, and Bacon perhaps can, as he posits all sorts of tropes, including Meinongian and negative  ones. 


� See R Woolhouse, The concept of substance in 17th century metaphysics,  (Routledge, 1993.) All quotations in this section on Rationalism are from this book. 


� D.C. Williams at one point talks of both objects of sensation and episodes of sensing as tropes, and J.Bacon  revives Sellars notion of believees with his idea of ‘tetradic acessability relation’ tropes which link believer, believee and world, but apart from this Trope Theory has done little to develop Monism, along the lines of  M. Lockwood, D Chalmers and G. Strawson. 


� This denial of substance-hood to artefacts is shared by many Aristotelians (eg Rosencrantz and Hoffman) , and by philosophers who would grant substance status to persons ( eg Chisholm and Van Inwagen).


� J. Locke, An Essay concerning Human Understanding (J. M. Dent, 1965)


� This view is to be found echoed today by Naturalists in the Aristotelian camp (eg Armstrong) as well as Naturalists in the Tropist camp (Williams and Campbell). 


� Or deep pessimism- see J .Dunn, Locke (Oxford University Press, 1984)  who sees him as a tragic figure, trying to bootstrap himself into philosophical optimism.


� To use P Strawson’s words. See also D Armstrong.  


� C B Martin, ‘Substance substantiated’, Australasian Journal of Philosophy,(1980)


� Substance theorists like Lowe and  Loux hold that  the notion of substrata is hopelessly flawed and that a substratum has to be identified with the substance itself  to make any sense.


� See J. Prinz, ‘The duality of content’, Philosophical studies (July 2000) and L. Newman ‘Locke’s idea of substance’, Pacific Philosophical Quarterly, (Sept 2000)


� Berkeley,  The Principles of Human Knowledge, (Penguin, 1988)


� J. O. Urmson , Berkeley, (Oxford  University Press,  1982)


� G Berkeley, Three Dialogues (William Collins, 1962)


� The Principles of Human Knowledge, op cit


� Joke. See B. Taylor for  construals of properties as ‘T (theory) -cosy’, in ‘On Natural properties in metaphysics’, Mind 102, (1993) 


� The Enquiry..op cit.


� See J. Hoffman and G. Rosenkrantz, Substance, ( Routledge 1997)


� See M. Dummett ‘Realism’, in J. Kim and E. Sosa (ed.) Metaphysics, (Blackwell, 1999)


� See H.J.McCloskey, Mill- a critical study (Macmillan 1971) and J. Skorupski, Mill, Routledge 1989. 


� Husserl’s theory of Intentionality, and of arriving at ‘moments’ and at universal essences by acts of  Abstraction owes much to the Scholastics. 


� See W Mays, Whitehead’s philosophy of science and metaphysics,  (Martinus Nijhoff, 1977)


� See S Haack ‘Descriptive and revisionary metaphysics’, in S Lawrence and C McDonald (ed.) Contemporary readings in the foundations of metaphysics.


� Whitehead arrived at his own theory of Relativity, independently of Einstein. 


� See especially B. Russell, Logic and Knowledge - essays, (Allen and Unwin, 1956), The Problems of Philosophy (Clarendon Press, 1912) and The History of Western Philosophy (Allen and Unwin).


� It is interesting that he saw Stout as representing Idealism, as Stout is usually seen as the originator of  trope theory .


� From The History of Western philosophy.


� From The Outline of philosophy, (Allen and Unwin,1927)


� This sounds very like Stout.


� See R. M. Sainsbury , Russell,  (Routledge, 1979). 


� See especially ‘On what there is’ and  ‘Identity, ostension and hypostasis’ in From a Logical Point of View (Harvard University Press, 1953) and ‘Natural Kinds’ in Ontological Relativity and other essays (Columbia University Press, 1969). 


� However, some properties may be indispensable to a first-class ontology, as in ‘some species are cross-fertile’ 


� Barry Stroud, in ‘Quine’s physicalism’, gives a good description of the development of Quine’s ontological theory, noting that ‘what was originally let in by the back door for services rendered’ when Quine still claimed to have a ‘robust sense’ of physical objects, later took over the show completely. See Barrett and Gibson (ed) Perspectives on Quine, (Blackwell, 1990)


� See D Armstrong, M Loux and  JP Moreland for the practise of carving up theories of properties into Extreme Realist (Platonic), Moderate Realist (Aristotelian), Moderate Nominalist (eg Trope Theory) and Extreme Nominalist (eg Quine and Sellars).


� Quine makes the delightful point that science, as it is based on our primitive same/different notions, is ‘rotten to the core’, but has ‘an undeniable fecundity’.


� See R. Barrett  and R. Gibson Perspectives  on Quine, op cit


� See B. Taylor ‘On Natural properties in Metaphysics’,  Mind  102( 1993) 


� W. Sellars, ‘Abstract Entities’, The Review of Metaphysics, 16, (1963)


� As Loux points out, his metalinguistic system improves on Carnap’s and echoes that of scholastics like Roscelin. See M Loux  Metaphysics , op cit. 


�  Armstrong describes how ‘there is a truly horrifying number of terms for properties and relations conceived as particulars. Each happy discoverer , it seems, names them anew’.See D. Armstrong A world of States of affairs (Cambridge University Press,1998) As the previous historical section of this paper shows,  they have been christened accidents, modes, ideas, impressions, monads, moments, sense data . In the 20th century they have been called ways (Cook Wilson), particularized qualities (Strawson), individuated forms (Geach), concrete properties (G Kung), quality instances (D Long), aspects or cases (N Wolterstorf), and most recently  tropes, following D C Williams. (See K. Mulligan, P. Simons and B. Smith, ‘Truthmakers’ in Philosophy and Phenomenological Research 44, 1984.) 


� Armstrong outlines various forms of Nominalism (predicate, concept, resemblance,  class/set, mereological sum,  etc) as answers to ‘the problem of universals’, and makes  the same critiques on them all: that there is an infinite regress, that they can’t explain the intelligibility of abstract reference, that they can’t explain the causal efficacy of properties, and that the explanations fail to deal with what we want explained . See D. Armstrong Universals and Scientific Realism, vols 1 and 2 (Cambridge University Press, 1978) 


� Armstrong thinks states of affairs, eg  a’s being F, could be tropes, but prefers to see them as particulars exemplifying universals.  


� J P Moreland, Universals (Acumen press, 2001)


� Not only are there two roundnesses, but the relation of A to its roundness, and B to its roundness, are different, as is the relation of A qua ball to its roundness, and the relation of A qua bit of rubber to its. 


� An interesting paper by Houston Smit uses Stout’s notion of the  ‘characters’ predicable of  concrete particulars to explain Kant’s notion of  ‘intuitive’ as opposed to ‘discursive’  marks’- the content of empirical intuition rather than the content of our concepts.  Both Stoutian ‘characters’ and Kantian ‘intuitive marks’ are , he claims,   direct and unmediated. Both are ‘in’ the object and in our cognition of it. Both are the referents of our demonstratives (‘this redness’) , the grounds for our cognition of the whole representation on offer, the source of our knowledge of objects and the world. See H. Smit, ‘Kant on marks and the immediacy of intuition’,  Philosophical Review,(April 2000)   


� See G. Rodriguez-Pereyra, ‘What is the problem of Universals?’ ( Mind 2000)


� D.C. Williams, ‘On the Elements of Being’, Review of Metaphysics, 7 (1953)


� Williams called sub-atomic physics ‘a none too reliable oracle’. Only  Campbell  asserts that physics tells us how the world is, and that his metaphysics is the best fit with physics on offer.


� J.Bacon, Universals and property instances: the Alphabet of Being, (Blackwell, 1995) and ‘Tropes’, on the internet at the Stanford Encyclopedia of Metaphysics.  


� Aristototle (and most philosophers until the late 19th century) had downplayed relations as ‘the least of the things that there are’(!) Abbott,  who first stressed the importance of relations, also coined the phrase ‘Scientific Realism’ in 1886. 


� Simons says that he is researching into the possibility of special relational tropes with a foot in two (or more) places, a la Leibniz. See P. Simons ‘Particulars in particular clothing’,Philosophy and Phenomenological Research, 44, (1994) 


� D.C. Williams, ‘Universals and Existents’, Australasian Journal of Philosophy, 64 (1986)


� J Bacon, Universals and Property Instances: the Alphabet of Being, and Tropes, op cit . 


� These are: 1) particularism , which takes individuals and possible worlds as basic, with universals constructed; 2) universalism (Platonism), which takes universals and possible worlds as basic, with individuals constructed; 3) the substance-attribute view (Aristotelianism) which takes individuals and universals as basic, with states of affairs and possible worlds constructed; 4)Trope Theory (a la Bacon and Williams) , which takes tropes and metarelations as basic, with individuals, universals and possible worlds constructed, and 5)  the substance-trope approach (C.B.Martin , P.Simons (according to Bacon) and occasionally D.Armstrong) which takes individuals, tropes and likeness as basic (as tropes are seen to need individuals as instances) , with universals and possible worlds constructed. Bacon sees them as equivalent but on balance thinks Trope Theory makes most sense and  is most economic and useful.   


� K. Campbell, Abstract Particulars, (Blackwell, 1990). See also K Campbell, ‘The metaphysics of abstract particulars’1981, reprinted in D.H. Mellor and A. Oliver (ed.)  Properties (Oxford  University Press,1997)


� He repeats that tropes are what we see, what we evaluate, causes, truthmakers, etc. The only major difference is that in discussing causation he makes much use of Davidson’s events/conditions ontlogy, seeing them as sequences of tropes, and in discussing perception he stresses the partialness of experience: it is only the presenting aspects of a cat we see, not the whole cat  


� This presupposes an absolutism about place which most (eg Simons and McDonald) would see as relative. See Part 2 section A.


�  Campbell says repeatedly  that ‘derivative’ does not mean unreal. 


� This owes much to Locke, Mill and Quine and the way they treat Natural Kinds, and to Wittgenstein’s talk of family resemblances and being a game. 


� Campbell is refreshingly open to pan-psychism and being seen as a Spinozist, although he worries that  consciousness is a relatively recent force. 


� As Substance Theory is equally absolutist about identity and equally gnomic, in the end, about where the nature of a Universal derives from, it may seem unfair to cavil. See Part 2 section B.


� C. Daly, ‘Tropes’,  Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society 94 (1994). Also reprinted in ‘Properties’, op cit.


� C.B. Martin, ‘Substance substantiated’, Australasian Journal of Philosophy, 58 (1980). Martin is also an early proponent of tropes as truthmakers.


� See P.Simons, ‘Particulars in particular clothing’, Philosophy and Phenomenological Research  54 (1995),  ‘A Farewell to substance’ in D. Oderberg (ed.) Form and Matter  (Blackwell, 1999). ‘Continuants and Occurrents’, Joint session of the Aristotelian Society and Mind (July 2000), and, with K Mulligan and B. Smith,‘Truthmakers’ Philosophy and Phenomenological Research, 44( 1984)


� He sees Aristotle (and certainly Aquinas) as a Nominalist.  Wiggins, who  calls his own  version of Aristotelian Substance Theory a ‘modest nominalism’, rather condescendingly describes Simons’ ideas as ‘honest, fresh and engaging’ and his  4D scheme as ‘complementary not competing’. However, in the end he declares them not readily translatable back into ordinary language, therefore not what philosophy need bother with. See D.Wiggins, Sameness and Substance Renewed, op cit


� This phrase is used by Simons to charicature a view of trope bundling  he thinks wrong. However, the successive occurrences of particular  determinates of kinds - a sort of slipping in and out-  seems to be what happens once his nucleus of determinables is in place.


� See ‘Continuants and occurrents’, op cit.


� The rope analogy goes back to DC Williams. J.Bacon also talks of individual objects as ‘threaded’, such that their temporal thread tropes, presumably ‘essential’ or present in every possible world in which the object exists, make for identity over time. 


� It is in this order as the ‘thinghood’ of familiar objects is what I was originally most interested in and hoped to limit this thesis to. 


� See M. Burnyeat, in M. Nussbaum and A. Rorty (ed.)  Essays on De Anima, for the original use of this term.


� Eg Berkeley, Russell, Ayer, Castenada…but not Hume, who is more of a  Trope Theorist.


� Some commentators object that a bundle of different multiply instantiable universals is a necessary object. I do not think it is, as it is not necessary that it exist, only that if it does, it is necessarily made up out of the universals it is. With Trope Theory however, the components of thing-bundles are at the same time the components of resembling property classes. This does make for problems. 


� It thus  apparently gets round the problem of ‘renate’ and ‘cordate’ , or  ‘featherless biped’ and ‘having a sense of humour’  turning out to be  the same properties, if properties are construed extensionally. See Part 2 Section B. 


� Armstrong, Loux, and Moreland group  theories about properties  into 4 camps: Austere/Extreme Nominalists (eg Sellars and Quine), Moderate Nominalists (eg Trope theorists), Moderate Realists (eg Aristotelians) and Extreme Realists (eg Platonists). They suggest that there might be some common ground between Moderate Nominalists and Moderate Realists.


� These last two motivations were what made me first get interested in  Trope Theory. 


� See the similar arguments of Dharmakirti, a 6th c Indian Bhuddist, in the section on ‘Bhuddist Theories of Nominalism’ in the Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Routledge).


� Williams supposes the parts -ie tropes- to have a strict and philosophical identity, but gives no determinate identity conditions  or principles for counting them, a problem that makes Loux, Lowe and others hold  that they are not intelligible outside the bundle they are supposed to generate, and not the kind of things that can ‘stack up’ into a substance.


� Bacon, being a Platonist at heart,   thinks Trope Theory should never have advertised itself as parsimonious 


� C Daly, ‘Tropes’, Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society,94 (1994) 


� As Campbell  sees consciousness as relatively recent, he is not sure about this.


� See P.Simons, ‘Particulars in particular clothing’, Philosophy and Phenomenological Research, 54, 1994


� See C McDonald ‘Tropes and other things’, in S.Lawrence and C McDonald (ed.) Contemporary Readings in the Foundations of Metaphysics, op cit .


� J.P. Moreland, Universals, (Acumen Press, 2001)


� C.Daly, ‘Tropes’, op cit. 


� Not only are ordinary thing- bundles necessarily the way they are, but property sets have to have precisely the members they do- See next Section. 


� See D Armstrong ,Universals, an opinionated introduction ( Westview Press, 1989), and J Lowe, ‘Locke, Martin and substance’, Philosophical Quarterly (Oct 2000). Chisholm, Van Cleve and Daly also make influential criticisms of substratum theory.


� See J P Moreland, ‘Was Husserl a Nominalist?’, Philosophy and Phenomenological Research, 49, (1989) and his book Universals,op cit.


� Since my own position is influenced by McDowell and Wiggins, etc,  I cannot complain too much about a whiff of ‘continental’, ‘idealist’ notions. 


� I am combining bits from ‘Particulars in particular clothing’,op cit,  ‘A Farewell to substance’ in D.Oderberg (ed.) Form and Substance (Blackwell,1999) and ‘Continuants and Occurrents’, Joint session of the Aristotelian Society and Mind (July 2000).


� He presumably rules out negative, disjunctive and  conjunctive tropes, like Armstrong.


� It must be noted, again, that Simons uses this phrase about a notion he thinks unintelligible. However, it seems to be one that his nuclear theory makes sense of.See Part 1 section C.


� See D.Manley in ‘ Properties and Resemblance classes’, Nous (2000).. 


� D Wiggins, Sameness and Substance renewed,(Cambridge University Press, 2001)


� M Loux, Metaphysics, (Routledge, 1998)


� J Lowe, The Possibility of Metaphysics, (Oxford University Press, 1998)


� I use the word ‘thing’ here in lieu of individual, substance, object as it is clear what it means when opposed to property. However, there is much excellent literature on how the word is a ‘dummy sortal’, meaningless, a joke…..See especially R Teichman, ‘Abstract Entities (Macmillan, 1992) 


� Campbell and Williams are the only Trope theorist to suggest that there could be singleton tropes unsupported by a bundle. The rest tend to stress that  tropes need each other to exist .


� D Lewis, ‘New work for a Theory of Universals’, in D.H. Mellor and A.Oliver (ed.) Properties, (Oxford University Press, 1997)


� See the debate between D Armstrong and  M Devitt, and the comments on it by D Lewis, reproduced in D.H Mellor and A.Oliver (ed.) Properties, op cit. Also A. Oliver, ‘The metaphysics of properties’, Mind (Jan 1996) and G. Rodrigues Pereyra ‘What is the problem of Universals?’, Mind, (2000)


� J. Lowe does not like this simplistic version. He prefers to say that a mode of a is an instance of Fness. See J Lowe, The possibility of Metaphysics (Oxford University Press, 1998)


� See M Devitt, ‘Ostrich Nominalism’, Pacific Philosophical Quarterly, 61, 1980, reprinted in D Mellor and A Oliver (ed.) Properties,op cit 


� However, Loux and Donegan want to allow for necessarily unexemplified Universals, like being round and square. See M. Loux, Metaphysics, a contemporary Introduction’, (Routledge 1998) 


�D. Armstrong, Universals and Scientific Realism , Universals-an opinionated introduction and A World of States of Affairs, op cit. 


� B. Ellis, Scientific Essentialism (Cambridge University Press, 2001)


� D. Wiggins, Sameness and Substance renewed, (Cambridge University Press, 2001)


� See E. Hirsch ,Dividing Reality  (Oxford University Press,  1993)


� See T Wilkerson , Natural Kinds, ( Avebury, 1995)


� See the sections on ‘Indian theories of Universals’ and ‘Bhuddist doctrines of  Nominalism’ in the Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Routledge, 1998) 


� As discussed in Part 2 section A, and as will be shown later in this section, Trope Theorists also believe in ‘levels of being’. However, their claim to be able to pick out lower levels than Substance Theory does is questioned.  (See also J. Heil, ‘Levels of Reality’, Ratio (Sept 2003) for  the view that the idea of ‘levels of being’ should be rejected, as part of an erroneous ‘picture theory’ of the world,  and only levels of explanation retained.)


� Barry Taylor suggests that  ‘the flame of Realism’ was kept burning by a few oddballs like D. C. Williams, until taken up by D. Armstrong, K Campbell and D. Lewis.  See B. Taylor, ‘On natural properties in Metaphysics’, Mind, 102, (1993). However, P. Strawson, S. Kripke, D. Wiggins, H. Putnam, and numerous others also upheld faith in properties.


� See J. Van Cleve, ‘Three versions of the Bundle Theory’, Philosophical Studies, 47 (1985) for the first criticism I am aware of  this tactic. See also D. Manley, ‘Properties and resemblance classes’, op cit and A.. Oliver, ‘The metaphysics of properties’, op cit. 


� See D Manley, ‘Properties and Resemblance Classes’, op cit 


� As has been suggested earlier, non-instantiated universals are also a problem for Aristotelians. 


� G.F.Stout seems to go  for an intensionalist version of set theory, whilst Bacon  has a special metarelation ‘sorting its field into ‘Like’ tropes .


� J van Cleve ‘Three versions of the bundle theory’, op cit


� F Stjernberg ‘An argument against Trope Theory’, Philosophical Quarterly, (May 2003) 


      M Loux, J P Moreland and D Armstrong also touch on it. 





� Husserl’s notion of ‘eidos’ or shared essence is very similar to that of universals. 


� J. P. Moreland , ‘Was Husserl a Nominalist? ,Philosophy and Phenomenological Research ,49 (1989). 


� This is the orthodox line. Occasionally Williams and Campbell envisage tropes on their own, however.


� I note from J Bacon’s website at the Stanford Metaphysics lab that he much admires F. Sommers. It is possible to see how Sommers, Sellars and Stout could fit together, such that  the symmetry of predication comes out as perfectly OK. 


� See D.L.M. Baxter ‘Instantiation as partial identity’, Australasian Journal of Philosophy, (Dec 2001)


� C.McDonald, ‘Tropes and other things’, S.Lawrence and C. McDonald (ed.) , Contemporary Readings in the foundations of Metaphysics  (Blackwell, 1998) 


.� See D Manley, ‘Properties and Resemblance Classes’ op cit. 


� See an interesting paper by J Prinz, ‘The duality of content’, Philosophical Studies, (July 2000).


� E. Hirsch, ‘Dividing Reality’,  op cit


� See Part 1 section C and Part 2 section A


�  D Manley, ‘Properties and Resemblance Classes’ op cit


� Williams occasionally suggests that tropes can exist without bundles, as does Campbell.


� Another old use of ‘abstract’ to mean ‘possessing all its properties essentially’ is not dwelt on , although it comes out in the assertion that tropes are simples, non-derivative, etc.


�  J. Melia, ‘Continuants and Occurrents’, reply to Simons.  Joint session of the Aristotelian Society and Mind, (July 2000)


�  J. Lowe, ‘Form without matter’, in D.Oderberg (ed.) Form and Matter,  (Blackwell, 1999)


� According to Lowe, there are things which have both form and matter  (dogs and tables),  quasi- things which have matter without form, (‘dividual’ stuffs like water and gold) , or form without matter (electrons and  souls), and non-things which have neither form or matter but are still entities (tropes like the particular redness of my shirt). 


In his 4 category ontology, modes are instances of Non-Substantial Universals, individuated by the substances they are modes of. Tropes are particularized modes


� However, see W.James ‘The One and the Many’, in D.E.Cooper (ed.) Metaphysics-the Classic Readings (Blackwell, 2000) for the thought that one’s view on ontology may have some bearing on one’s life.  


 See also C.S.Pierce, who said “ Each man has his own particular character. It enters into all he does; but as it enters into all his cognition, it is a cognition of things in general. It is therefore the man’s philosophy, his way of regarding things, that constitutes his individuality”. (My italics). From C.S.Pierce, -a Chronological Edition Vol. 1, p 501 (Indiana University Press, 1982) , cited in J Habermas, Postmetaphysical Thinking, (Polity Press, 1992)


� Pace Sommers and Engelbretsen, who would presumably, as Aristotelians, not like their term logic to be used to bolster Trope Theory.


� See C.S. Pierce, above.


� Only discovered after finishing the thesis.
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