 Why “Truth-Makers” Are Useless page 9

Armstrong, Lewis, and Quine: Why “Truth-Makers” Are Useless

Samuel C. Wheeler III

UCONN Philosophy

Samuel.wheeler@uconn.edu

I Universals and “Particular”


From the point of view of a believer in universals properties are metaphysical explainers. Predication, for a believer in universals, reports on a combination (in some way) of an entity designated in the predicate place with entities designated by the subject place. Things participate in Forms. Particulars and universals are bound together in states of affairs. And so on. Universals and their correlative particulars are thus fundamental to anything’s being the case.

Certain predications, though, are difficult to accommodate on this model. “Is one,” “is the same as,” and “exists” raise problems.
 These predicates, perhaps, can be dismissed as not really counter-examples to the theory of universals as necessary to predication because they are ubiquitous, or because they are “parts of logic,” and so not genuine general terms that discriminate among beings. Aristotle, Lewis and Armstrong agree in denying that these general terms name universals.
 As we will see, this dismissal has a cost for someone who admires universals.

 But other problem predicates seem to distinguish kinds of things. “Is a particular” and “is a universal” are such terms. “Is a particular” is particularly peculiar:  “Is a particular,” if a universal, would join in a state of affairs with a particular A only if A were a particular. This universal would require that the entity to which it is applied already be a particular, as it were. It has to be a particular to be itself. Armstrong thus allows that particularity is an “irreducible” feature of particulars, a predicate that differentiates, but does not correspond to a universal. “Is a particular” is a “categorial” feature.

Armstrong’s justification for excluding “is a particular” from the range of universals is interesting. He takes it as a premise that universals apply to entities contingently. Since a particular would not be itself unless it were a particular, “is a particular” applies to what it is true of in virtue of the entity’s nature. Thus the truth-maker for “Fred is a particular” is Fred himself.
 In Aristotelian terms, being a particular constitutes the being and unity of the entity, so there would be nothing apart from that feature to which the universal could attach. Thus the feature “being a particular” cannot be an attachment to something else. 

The particular problems with “is a particular” are a consequence of renouncing Unity, Sameness, Difference, and Existence as universals. Any account of how objects have features must somehow have distinct single entities to which features apply. It must distinguish between having a green thing A and a frog B and having a green frog, something of which both predicates are true. If we reject “oneness,” “sameness,” “difference” and “being” as universals, as Aristotle, Lewis, and Armstrong do,
 then something must constitute entities. That is, something must bring about a single (one) thing (being) to be a subject of other features and to be distinct from other subjects. If Unity, Being, Sameness and Difference are not universals, then the truth of some predication that does not invoke universals must constitute an entity.  

So, a consequence of excluding Unity, Being, etc., from the universals is that “is a particular” cannot be a universal either, but must have this entity-constituting status. The cost for a universal-theorist is that a counterexample to the claim about the metaphysical foundation of predication is automatically generated. That is, predication as primitive, as not reducible to naming, has to be accepted as comprehensible.

Armstrong is a minimalist about such essences, whereas Aristotle is generous, recognizing many such entity-constituting features, that is, many kinds of substances, following common sense.
 For Armstrong, the kinds Being a Universal and Being a Particular thus appear to be essences of things, in Aristotle’s sense. Universals and particulars are both kind of substance. “Is a particular” and “is a universal” are the essences of these categories of entity. Since particulars and universals are clearly distinct sorts of entity, and their difference cannot be explained either by the apparent triviality of being beings, self-identical, and each distinct from all other entities, some characterization of this essential difference is required.
 The idea of “categorial,” in Armstrong, is that the entity itself, not something about it, is the “truth-maker” for a categorial categorization.



So, Armstrong is an Aristotelian with two natural kinds of substance, the particulars and the universals.
 Hume’s principle, which Armstrong endorses, that there are no necessary connections among individuals means that any particular can instantiate any universal. In Aristotle’s terms, this means that every universal a particular happens to instantiate is an accident of that particular, something it could fail to instantiate while remaining itself. Thus, in their logical and metaphysical roles, “categorial” properties are really the essences of kinds, and in Aristotle’s terms, universals and particulars are two species of substances. 

II Extending “Categorial”


Once there are categorial features making entities of the same kind or category the same without there being a universal they both instantiate, the natural question is why all predication is not treated the same way. Aristotle requires that temporally enduring entities that undergo change and could have turned out differently be among the entities. Thus Aristotle cannot treat every feature of an entity as constituting what it would be to be that entity, since he requires that entities be the same thing after a change of some of their features. 

For a modern property-theorist, however, the ontological desiderata are different. Every property of a particular is either categorial or a matter of its instantiating a universal. Modern metaphysicians often adopt Heraclitus’ argument that nothing can change and be the same. So Aristotle’s problem of explaining how the same object can have different properties at different times disappears because the phenomenon never happens. The basic entities for a typical modern last only an instant.
 

A metaphysician could treat all non-modal predication as Armstrong treats categorial predication. Every entity is a super-thick
 particular all of whose features are essential to it, in Aristotle’s sense. All the features of a thing are features the thing could not lack while existing. Every feature is part of “what it would be to be it.”
  

Such thick particulars that have all of their features necessarily would be an interpretation of David Lewis’ entities, each of which would not be itself without all of its features and its relations to its world-mates. Since every entity in a possible world W could not differ in any slightest real relation to a world-mate and still be itself, each entity in each W has all its properties and relations necessarily, in the “local” sense.
  In Lewis’ system, since what it is to be each entity in each world is to have the intrinsic properties and real relations it has,
 and since no entity could have been in another world, all the features of an entity are necessary in Aristotle’s sense. 

This removes the need for particulars altogether. Instead of particulars, you just have the thing in the world, with everything that’s true of it. The “thin” particular provides two things: First, the thin particular provides a common single entity for the universals to attach to. Second, identity and distinctness are provided for. But on the first point, our pseudo-Lewis holds that no attachment takes place, so no “substratum” is needed as subject. 

On the second point, it might seem that particulars are needed after all. Consider a couple of possible worlds: World A is just like we imagine ours to be, sort of, with lots of particulars with lots of relational properties. In world B we have featherbedding particulars. Each particular has only one intrinsic property. However, as many as are needed share all the relational properties of the corresponding individual in world A. So, don’t we still need particularity, in order to tell these worlds apart? Lewis would sigh patiently: “Look. You’re forgetting that among the relations the entities in worlds B have are relations of identity and distinctness to one another. So, while those worlds may be possible, they’re clearly distinct from one another. Among the features individuals have necessarily (in Wheeler’s Aristotle’s local sense) are identity with themselves and distinctness from everything else. Even Armstrong doesn’t suppose there is any truth-maker for those facts beyond the individuals themselves.” So, nothing needs to “underlie” the features.
 Perhaps another way to put this: Individuation, for Lewis, takes place in the way that individuation of space-time points takes place according to a relational theory of space. You don’t need space in addition to the relations, and you don’t need substrata.


Now, of course Armstrong and Lewis are not Aristotelians, which we should now make clear. Lewis can be consigned to a footnote,
 but Armstrong illustrates an important point. “Is a particular” is not quite like “is a man” because no further individuation is required. We all have the same essence, being men. For Aristotle, matter individuates individuals considered counterfactually as well as actually.
 “Is a particular,” on the other hand, needs no further individuation, even though all particulars share this essence. So what makes distinct particulars distinct? The simple answer is that distinct particulars have different properties or relations. But what about featherbedding particulars? Those possibilities, like the world B above can be ruled out by postulates that, for instance, no two entities can completely occupy the same space-time location. Such ruling out is no different from Aristotle ruling out the possibility that organisms are not things. 

Now, introduce one more figure, Willard Van Orman Quine: “Look, Davids. If you already have identity, unity, exists, as `metaphysically unexplained’ predicates, along with everything else, and you have to appeal to those true predications in order to individuate your beings, then the beings come after you know a lot of the basics about what is the case. That is, all there is to saying that a number of beings exist is to say that these beings exist if these things are true. For a whole variety of  true predications, you can’t have truth-makers; for the rest of the predications you needn’t have truth-makers. So, really, what there is is what you need to have for the truths there are to be true. Like I said back in 1950.”

II Accidental Features and Modal Features


All these guys treat some features of objects as not requiring a universal. Armstrong is forced to this, given that the Platonic mega-natures “being,” “sameness,” “difference” and “unity” aren’t universals, for the features “is a particular” and “is a universal.” “Is a particular” cannot be a universal, so the feature must have some other explanation, and the truth-maker for “A is a particular” must be A itself. Lewis extends the “categorical” or “Aristotelian” treatment to every relational and intrinsic property of an object. If one can renounce universals as explanatory in cases where the renunciation is forced, one can renounce them as explanatory voluntarily. 

Lewis, like Armstrong, uses the “categorial” move only for features that make a thing what it is, in Aristotle’s sense. Lewis, unlike Armstrong, is expansive about what features are required for a thing to be what it is. But what would prevent someone who held that there were contingent features of objects, that is, accidents, from being accounted for by this “categorial” strategy? That is, we could just treat every feature of an object in the same way in which Armstrong treats “is a particular.” 

This is precisely what Aristotle does. Aristotle treats accidental features and modal predicates just as he treats essential properties. Modal truths, including truths about what a thing can be and what it cannot be, require no separate universals, any more than accidents do.
 For Aristotle, the modal features of objects are treated scientifically, in the sense that systems of modal predicates are interconnected. The systematic relations of modal predications IS science. The reduction of modality predicates to “brute facts” about beings would be circular for Aristotle, because he rightly observes that modality is as primitive as existence.

What would be the objection from modern realists? From Lewis, it would be that modal characterizations cannot be primitive, so that Aristotle has given no explanation of them. Armstrong would say that in addition Aristotle has not explained natural laws. 

But Armstrong and Lewis are already committed to primitive modalities. They restrict themselves to primitive modalities about the part-whole relation, the nature of particulars, and the like. 

For Armstrong, “is a particular” and “is a universal” determine important modal truths about particulars and universals, the features without which the entities would not be what they are. Only a particular can be an instance of an appropriate universal; only a universal can have instances. The necessities about particulars and universals other than their necessary self-identity, would likewise require special treatment. The truth-maker for “a is necessarily a particular, not a universal,” would presumably also be the particular itself. Aristotle just adopts that theory of truth-making all the time, for every case. 

Lewis avails himself of necessities about the part-whole relation and to posit a necessary bond between a unit set and the entity of which it is the unit set. Seemingly modal claims are made about possible worlds. No object can be in two worlds, there are no “gaps” in the possible worlds, and so on.

In short, Lewis and Armstrong, along with most everyone else, fail to reduce modality to brute fact. Their accomplishment is to reduce modality to a very few primitive modalities and a lot of ontological equipment. (Armstrong’s reduction of predication to naming is likewise partial: predication is reduced to a few irreducible predicates and a world of universals.)
 

Why should one think that it is illegitimate to treat natural necessities as similarly primitive? I think the tradition that there cannot be sense impressions or ideas of necessity is behind the idea that modality is problematic. Necessity and possibility are not “given” in sense impressions. There are no “sensations” of connection, according to a certain atomistic and foundationalist conception of sensation. But without the foundational assumptions implicit in requiring a “given” from which to build “legitimate” concepts, modal concepts can be taken as basic. 

For Aristotle, every entity is itself in virtue of having an essence, having features it could not lack while being itself. That is, necessity is just as basic as existence—what a thing is and what a thing has to be are equally primitive. The same thing is true for Armstrongian and Lewisian substances. If that is so (as argued in the “Wind of Being” argument and in Aristotle’s remarks about the incoherence of prime matter), and the semantic problems with “necessary” and “possible” are solved, then the way is open to treating every predication, modal or otherwise, as not requiring universals. Features, predication, laws, necessary connections and the whole of science need no “universals” except as derivative entities supervening on true predications. I think that’s Aristotle, at bottom, and also Davidson, and the truth. 

� What would they apply to, for one thing? An entity would already have to be one, self-identical, distinct from other things, and an existent in order to interact with a universal. Another problem is that if these are universals, they are themselves single things that are and are self-identical. Only Plato, as I have argued in an unpublished but wonderful manuscript, attempts to solve these difficulties and have a theory with universals for every general term.


� For Lewis, there will be a property Being, given the right answer to the vexed question of whether there is a universal set.


� Armstrong’s reasons fit well with Armstrong by building in assumptions about states of affairs and the scope of entities. For instance, the position automatically makes numbers non-individuals, since they have necessary relations to other numbers. It also automatically rules out persons as individuals, given Kripkean assumptions about the necessity of origins. In short, the stricture on states of affairs that they should be contingent rules out very many plausible cases of predicate-ascription as not really being predication, not really talking about individuals having properties, or not really being states of affairs. 


� In their various ways, and with different qualifications.


� Instantiation is another case of a difficult relationship to explain by a universal, but it warrants an entirely different discussion.


� Every natural kind of medium-sized object corresponds to a predication that constitutes the being of the entity. The reason for Aristotle’s generosity is recognition that medium-sized objects are real, primary entities, and so genuinely single things. Apart from the manhood of a man, there would be no single subject for predicates to be said of. Substances are such primary single subjects, supplying the individual substratum for accidents. Aristotle is also a truth-maker theorist of a kind. Following Plato, he holds that the being of a thing is the truth-maker for truths about the thing. So, the truth-maker for a “Fred is a pale man” is Fred the pale man. 


This correspondence commitment causes three difficulties in his theory: First, he has difficulty with relations. Relations would have to be assimilated to one-place predicates, since whatever exists must be “of” a subject. As his successors realize, the reduction of relations to one-place properties is not easy. Second, accidental predicates lead Aristotle to hold that there is a difference between a man and a man-with-his-accidents (or a man plus the matter he has). Since truths require truth-makers, there must be a pale entity to be the truth-maker for “Fred is pale.” Third, as a consequence of this second difficulty, sentences about the future have no truth-value, in cases of accidental truths. That is, since there must be a truth-maker in order for a sentence to be true, and the truth-maker for “John will weigh 245 pounds,” that is, the “composite” entity John-with-245 lbs of matter, does not exist when John is a two-year old, the sentence has no truth-value. From the point of view of Davidson, all three problems disappear. That is, Aristotle without beings-as-truth-makers could have held the view he wants to hold, which is that a person is identical with his essence, which he thinks is true “in a sense.” This in essence would individuate people by their origins, and leave Aristotle with a Kripkean view. John is this case of manhood, individuated by material origins, but only accidentally having any particular accidents, even though necessarily having accidents. “Matter” on this view, individuates substances at a time, even though you could have had my matter and I could have had yours. The only matter each of us has to have had is our origin-matter. Only origin matter really individuates.


� Being a particular and being an n-place universal.


� The term “categorial” descends from a related, but actually entirely different Aristotelian usage. Aristotle attempts to say that positions of substances, colors of substances, and other things that may be said to be other than substances can be said to be in virtue of the being of the substance they are of.  In Aristotle’s hands, items in the category of substance, such as men, frogs, and stars, have necessary features in the same way that particulars and universals do according to modern realists. 


� “States of affairs” would, in many ways, have the primacy status of substances for Armstrong. “States of affairs” would correspond to “composites of matter and form,” that is, substances with their accidents, on my reading of Aristotle.


� From the point of view of a modern realist, then, the medium-sized objects of Aristotle’s ontology are, metaphysically, mereological sums of sequences of mereological sums of (possibly) minimal entities. The instantaneous entities do not undergo change. So there is no problem with “accidental” features that could be replaced while their subject remains in existence. 


� A thick particular is the particular with its non-relational properties. A super-thick particular is the particular with all of its properties. There is thus the intermediate position about what is essential to a thing.


� The main of Aristotelian matter is to provide a substratum for change. Since, for Lewis and Armstrong, nothing survives change, that function of particularity is not needed. Matter does individuate, for Aristotle, but not in a way that requires that matter be anything. See my “The Theory of Matter from Zeta Eta Theta.” 


� To avoid confusions about Lewis, we need to distinguish “local”, Aristotelian metaphysical necessity from the “necessity” that is constructed from the Spinozistic worlds. Local necessity is what a thing is in virtue of itself. 


� This includes relations with entities in other worlds. Lewis asserts in “Against Haeccieties” that nothing rules out duplicate worlds. Any two entities still differ in properties, but perhaps not qualitatively. That is, any two entities are distinct, and therefore have different properties, given Lewis’ identification of properties with sets.


� In the Aristotelian “local” sense of necessity, Hume’s principle, that no individual is necessarily connected with any other, is violated. If one wished to retain Hume’s principle, there would be exactly one entity, since every entity has essential extrinsic relations with every other entity, at least in this world. If what is possible is necessarily possible, then everything in every possible world is necessary for any of them. Lewis, though, has no reason not to restrict categorialism to natural properties, which would keep necessary connections limited to this world. But this is what one would expect, given that Aristotelian necessity is local necessity. Neither Aristotle’s nor Kripke’s substances respect Hume’s principle Both Aristotle and Kripke are committed to essential extrinsic properties. A person must have had precisely these parents, for example, or a frog must have frogs as parents. For medium-sized objects to be real and primary, extrinsic features and relations must be essential to them. 


� If Lewis is interpreted as treating all predicates as Aristotelian entity-constituters, they would be quite different from Aristotle’s. Aristotle really thinks of an essence as producing a subject.  So, a given subject cannot have two such constituting features. So, for instance, Aristotle argues against Plato that “only of substances can there be Forms” because a From is sufficient to be the “what it would be to be” of itself, and so would be the “what it would be to be” of anything else it characterized. Aristotle cannot allow that the same entity has two features adequate to constitute what it takes to be a thing, since then there would be distinct extinction conditions for the same thing. That is, it must be an objective fact whether an entity has continued to be or not. Since Lewis is a Heraclitean about change, both extrinsic and intrinsic, he need not worry about such conflict.


� The me that could have stayed in California is identified by my source-substance, my material cause. I’m different now from Troyer because I have assimilated different matter even though he could have had my matter and I his.


� I’m assuming that a semantics for referentially opaque contexts can follow the lines of Davidson’s “On Saying That,” so that the “semantic problems” with property-talk come down to questions of how to interpret quantification over properties. I think such property-talk can be understood in the way talk of fads can be understood. It may be impossible to paraphrase away talk of fads, but it is surely a mistake to suppose that the occurrence of a fad is something over and above people’s enthusiasms, etc. That is, the ineliminability of fad-talk, the failure of paraphrase, should not induce us to think of fads as entities that invade and cause patterns of enthusiasm. 


� Compare Goodman and Quine’s “Reduction to a Two-Place Predicate.”  It’s still a predicate.





