
 
INTRODUCTION 

 
 

redication and the problems of universals and individuation have 
preoccupied philosophers from Plato (if not before) to the present. 

Concerns about relations and the special problems posed by relational 
predication came later—along with the explicit recognition of  “facts” 
as purported entities that “make” a judgment true, rather than false, and 
resultant questions about the structure of such grounds of truth.  The 
essays in the volume explore aspects of the history of the classic issues 
raised as well as alternative attempts to deal with such issues.  Aside 
from historical aspects of the problems, the essays take up a number of 
central issues that include: 

(1). The persistent “Bradley problem(s)” and the broader issue 
concerning the viability of the familiar distinction between particulars 
and universals derived from Aristotle’s often cited pronouncement that 
what is universal is what is “predicable of many” while what is 
particular is not.  

(2) The dispute between those who take attributes to be 
universals and those who take them to be special kinds of particulars—
individual attributes or tropes, as they are now commonly called—the 
red of or in a particular colored area, as opposed to Red itself,  as Plato 
might have put it.  

(3) The problems posed by the need to account for the order  in 
relational facts (“complexes,” states of affairs) by those who recognize 
relations, either as universals or tropes.  

(4) The logical properties of relations themselves, and especially 
those employed in mereological-style  analyses  (part of,  overlaps ), 
which have come to play a crucial role in the development of trope-
type theories of predication. Such theories, somewhat ironically, often 
attempt to dispense with ordinary relations by grounding the truth of 
relational predications in the “natures” of what is normally taken to be 
related. Thus they employ the pattern of dispensing with relations as 
being “internal”—and hence not being anything in addition to the terms 
of an apparent relation. In a familiar sense such views take a 
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“minimalist” approach to standard relations—temporal and spatial, for 
example.  This minimalist approach also connects to a familiar attempt 
to avoid the Bradley problem(s) by taking true predications in language 
not to reflect an “external” relation between a particular and a property 
but to be grounded in the “internal” connection between the property 
(which must be the particularized property of a given individual) and 
the ordinary individual it characterizes.  

(5) Such questions about predication and relations, in turn, are 
connected with others regarding the relationship between the linguistic 
role of predication, and diverse ways of understanding that linguistic 
phenomenon, and purported ontological “ties” or nexus that are 
supposedly reflected by it.  
 (6) The perennial problems associated with the proper logical 
form of existential statements, the apparent role of “exists” as a 
predicate, and familiar paradoxical statements that result from ordinary 
linguistic usage. 

(7) The viability, even intelligibility, of the notion of a “bare 
particular” and the purported corresponding entity that traditionally 
plays the two-fold role of being a bearer of attributes, thus accounting 
for the “unity in diversity” of “ordinary” particulars, and the ground of 
individuation of such ordinary particulars—the particulars one 
confronts in everyday experience and speaks about in ordinary 
contexts. Such questions inevitably connect with other traditional 
issues regarding the analysis of such “ordinary” particulars or 
“objects”—Are they basic substances, bundles (of tropes, universals, 
etc.), “structures” that involve “structural properties,” etc? 
 In its way the volume continues some of the centuries old debates 
that once again receive attention in the current revival of metaphysics 
that has become part of the analytic turn in philosophy. That turn 
developed from roots in the realism of Frege, the Austrian tradition of 
Brentano-Husserl-Meinong,  and the revolt against idealism that was 
initiated in Cambridge in the early 20th century writings and lectures of 
Moore and Russell and, in a way, culminated in Wittgenstein’s 
Tractatus.  One of the curious turns recent philosophy took saw the 
early revival of realism develop into the attacks on traditional ontology 
of the Viennese and Berlin positivists and the casuist variant of 
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positivism that emerged among English speaking philosophers, based 
on the latter’s understanding of the later Wittgenstein’s teaching and 
writings and Moore’s defense of commonsense. An even more ironic 
development is seen in the way logical positivism, pragmatic 
instrumentalism and ordinary language casuistry led to a new era of 
idealism, with analytic “scientific” philosophers and so-called 
“continental” philosophers jointly proclaiming that the world was a 
mirror of our language or, even, a construct out of it. In one of the 
strangest unions in the history of philosophy, the logical pattern of 
idealism (rejecting facts as mind-independent grounds of truth) in the 
form of linguistic idealism (often in the guise of “minimalism” and 
disquotational theories of truth) embodying the idea that “coherence” of 
statements is the key to the analysis of “truth” has joined with 
materialism, via the reduction of “thought” to linguistic use, behavioral 
dispositions, and, of course, neurological underpinnings. (What could 
be more “scientific”?)   Thus the linguistic turn in philosophy, at the 
opening of the 21st century, has turned into a circle, taking many 
philosophers back to linguistic variants of idealism that was dominant 
at the dawn of the 20th century. Yet, by emphasizing language, rather 
than thought, the new idealists could blend the contextualism and 
relativism of idealism with the supposed tough minded scientism of 
materialism. Such are the twists in the linguistic turn. 

 Given that the problems posed by relations and predication were 
key aspects of the Absolute Idealism of once dominant figures like F. 
H. Bradley and B. Bosasnquet, and are now again involved in the 
various forms taken by linguistic idealism, it is not surprising that 
resolving such issues is critical for attempts to develop viable forms of 
realism in the analytic tradition. 
  



 


