


















Existence

To dispel the considerable misconceptions surrounding the notion of God as
Subsistent Existence, there is a prior need to dispel the no less considerable
misconceptions surrounding the rather more familiar notion upon which it
depends.! I refer to the notion of existence as had by ordinary concrete indi
viduals, about which three misconceptions are of particular concern:

A. The claim that '__ exists' is not a first-level predicable:2 it is not
predicable of concrete individuals. But if '__ exists' cannot be

predicated of concrete individuals, it makes no sense to speak of
their having existence as a property.

B. Moreover, even if CA) were false and '__ exists' were predicable

of concrete individuals, existence would be no more than a
Cambridge property:3 it would not be a real one.

C. Even if CB) were false and existence were in fact a real property,it
would be the most impoverished of real properties.

1. A not insubstantial part of this chapter has appeared earlier in my From Existence
to God but is so basic to the present work that it needs to be repeated rather than merely
referred to.

2. Following Geach, I say that an expression is a predicable if it can be attached to a
subject, and a predicate only when it is so attached. Thus, in 'John lied in court' and in
'Whoever lies in court commits perjury' there are two occurrences of the one predicable,
but only in the first case is it a predicate. The second case can be rendered as '(x)(x lies in
court ::J x commits perjury): in which '__ lies in court' is not predicated of anything. Cf.
P. T. Geach, Reference and Generality (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 3d ed., 1980), 50.

3. Geach has coined the term 'Cambridge change' to distinguish changes like butter's
rising in price from real changes like,butter's melting. I am simply extending the applica
tion of the adjective 'Cambridge' from changes to properties. Being at two dollars a kilo
would be a Cambridge property of butter, whereas being melted (i.e., liquid) would be a
real property.
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Until all three claims about existence are rebutted, there would be little point
in trying to defend the even more abstruse notion of Subsistent Existence. In
the present chapter I shall respond to claim (A), leaving (B) and (C) to be an

swered in chapter 3·
Since it is only concrete individuals whose existence I want to discuss, it

might be helpful to distinguish them immediately from individuals that are
decidedly outside the scope of this chapter, viz., abstract individuals. Speak
ing generally, individuals are to be contrasted with universals, the mark of a
universal being its instantiability (though not necessarily its being actually
instantiated in anything), and the mark of an individual being the ability to
instantiate universals together with the inability to be itself instantiated in
anything. Individuals, however, may be concrete or abstract. They are con
crete if they can either effect a real change, or be subject to a real change, or
both; otherwise they are abstract.4 I mention abstract individuals only to
make it quite clear that neither they nor their existence is of any further inter
est for the purposes of this book. Indeed, all subsequent occurrences of the
term 'individual' are to be understood as elliptical for 'concrete individual'.

I. '__ exists' is sometimes a First-Level Predicable

A feature of twentieth-century philosophy in the English-speaking world has
been the widespread acceptance of the dictum 'Existence is not a predicate:
which were better expressed as «'__ exists" is not a first-level predicable: i.e.,
«'__ exists" cannot be predicated of individuals.' In arguing against any
first-level use for '__ exists: proponents of the dictum have argued for its
being always a second-level predicable.s My own view is that not all uses of
, exists' are second-level ones, although the tenseless uses of '__ exists'
and 'is' may be typically of this kind. There are, however, uses of '__ exists'
and 'is' in temporal and modal contexts, many of which have to be admitted
as first-level uses. I argue for these first-level uses as follows:

4. 'Abstract' has another and less common sense, though not one that I shall ever be
using. As espoused by trope theorists, it is a sense according to whom an abstract entity is
one that is 'got before the mind by an act of abstraction' (K. Campbell, "The Metaphysic of
Abstract Particulars;' Midwest Studies in Philosophy 6 (1981): 478. 'Abstracted' would have
been the more appropriate and less ambiguous term for such entities. . .

5. Predicables may be ofvarious levels, depending on whether the somethmg ofwhIch
they can be said are individuals or properties. If sayable of individuals, they are first-level
predicables. If sayable of what a first-level predicable s~ands for (a firs~-level property),
they are second-level predicables. Still higher-level predIcables can be saId of hIgher-level
properties.
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What can be predicated of a property or a kind (incomplete
entities) differs absolutely from what can be predicated of an
individual (a complete entity).

But '__ exists' is predicated both of individuals and of kinds.
Therefore, '__ exists' has two senses, one as predicated of

individuals, the other as predicated of kinds.

The first premiss assumes that properties and kinds are the referents of
incomplete expressions (predicables), and hence are incomplete entities. Im
mediately, some might object that they are the referents not of predicables
but of abstract nouns, and hence are complete entities, albeit abstract ones.
Although I disagree with this view, I need not contest it here for, if it were cor
rect, '__ exists' would be always a first-level predicable, being predicable of
abstract objects no less than of concrete ones. This result would in fact be to
my advantage for, without impeding any attempt to show that existence is a
real property of concrete individuals,6 it would relieve me of the task of dis
crediting the view that takes '__ exists' to be always a second-level predica
ble. Since many would not accept that properties and kinds are the referents
of abstract nouns, it is to them that the present argument is addressed.

Although there are two ways in which a predicable might be conceived of
as being said both of kinds and of individuals, it is not difficult to show that
neither is tenable. One way would be for a second-level predicable to be said
of them both, the other for a first-level predicable to be said of them both. In
regard to the first alternative, we should be clear as to precisely what kind of
expression can be said of what the first-level predicable refers to (viz., a kind,
or Fregean concept). Ifwe consider the proposition '(3x)(xis F): the first level
predicable is '__ is F,' The second-level predicate attached to it is, however,
not simply '(3x)', but '(3x)(x __).' If we now ask whether the second-level
predicate could equally well be attached not only to a first-level predicable
but to a proper name, it is clear that it could not. The bound variable, which
filled the gap in '__ is F,' has nowhere to go when '__ is F' is replaced by
a proper name. The expression that results from such a combination is there
fore not even a closed sentence.7 Nor does anything better come of the second

6. Incidentally, the argument for this conclusion is inapplicable to the question of
whether existence is a real property of abstract individuals. Consequently, if '__ exists'
were to be predicable of concrete and abstract objects alike, and if its referent in the first
case were a real property, its referent'in the second case could still be a Cambridge prop
erty. In such circumstances, it would be plausible to suggest that there were two senses of
the first-level predicable, rather than the conclusion for which I do argue, namely, that
there is one sense for the first-level predicable and another for the second-level one.

7. Bya closed sentence I mean a sentence containing no unquantified variables.
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alternative mentioned above. If'__ is F' and' is G' are two first-level
predicables, then the result of combining them would be '(__ is G) is F' or
'(__ is F) is G.' The gaps indicate that neither combination would be even a
closed sentence. Thus, it follows that no predicable, whether of first-level or
second-level, can be said both of individuals and of kinds. And that estab
lishes the major premiss.

The minor premiss can be proved in two ways: by contrasting singular
existential propositions with one kind of general existential proposition, or
by contrasting two kinds of general existential proposition. As an example of
a singular proposition in which '__ exists' is predicated of an individual,
one might be tempted to suggest 'Socrates exists: were it not for oft-voiced
protests of its not being 'usable outside philosophy.'8 Rather than resist that
claim, therefore, the example I propose is one that unquestionably is usable
outside philosophy, 'Socrates no longer exists.'9 But now it might be claimed
that this can be rendered as 'There is (or exists) such a person as Socrates,
who no longer exists.' But, surely that is saying that Socrates both exists and
does not exist, which is absurd. What the claim ignores is that the uses of 'is'
and 'exists' are not of the same level: whereas the first is a second-level use, the
second is first-level. Hence, the proposition cannot be accused of claiming,
absurdly, that there both erists and does not exist such a person as Socrates. It
is saying, rather, that there is such a person as Socrates, and that that person
does not exist (any longer); and there is no absurdity about that.

Not only is 'There is such a person as Socrates, who no longer exists' not
absurd in the sense of being self-contradictory, it is not even absurd in the
sense of being paradoxical. It is true that, if 'Socrates no longer exists' predi
cates '__ does not exist' of Socrates, we seem bound to allow that a property
(viz. non-existence) can be acquired when there is no subject to acquire it;
and that does indeed have all the appearance of paradox. For the appearance
to have any substance, however, non-existence would have to be a real prop
erty. It need not be paradoxical at all if non-existence is only a Cambridge
property like that of something's rising in price, or being famous; and if any
thing is a Cambridge property, it would have to be non-existence. So, the ob
jection lapses.

8. E.g., C. J. F. Williams, What Is Existence? (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1981),79.

9. It might be objected that this means simply 'Socrates is no longer alive'. However, if
'exists' were synonymous with 'is alive; we should be entitled to say 'The original St. Paul's
is no longer alive.'
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Turning now to the second-level uses of '__ exists: they are both nu
merous and noncontroversial. 'Men exist' is a case in point, for it may often be
rendered as '(::Jx )(xis a man): thus showing it not to be about any individual
but, rather, about the propertylO being a man; for it says that being a man is
instantiated at least once. Hence, 'Socrates no longer exists' and 'Men exist'
provide the evidence necessary for our minor premiss that '__ exists' is
predicable both of individuals and of kinds; for the only way of eliminating
the difference between them is to reparse 'Socrates' as some kind of predica
ble, various versions of which I have rebutted in the appendix to chapter 4 of
From Existence to God.

There is, however, a second way of proving the minor premiss, and this
even without recourse to any singular existential propositions. It can be done
by showing that not even all general existential propositions are about kinds,
but that some are about individuals, as is exemplified by the two occurrences
of 'Elephants exist' below:

2.01. 'Elephants exist, but mermaids do not.'
2.02. 'Elephants exist, but dinosaurs do not.'

In (2.01), '__ exists' is being said of the property of being an elephant, not
about individual elephants, whereas in (2.02) it is being said of individual ele
phants, not about the property of being an elephant.

The foregoing claim can readily be substantiated. Since, in (2.01), 'Ele
phants exist' is being contrasted with 'Mermaids do not,' the sense in which
'elephants' is being used will be the same as that in which 'mermaids' is being
used. Now, 'Mermaids do not exist' makes sense only if it means that all predi
cations of the form 'x is a mermaid' are false. And it cannot mean that any
proper name which turns 'x is a mermaid' into a true statement will turn 'x
does not exist' into a true one, the simple reason being that there are no non
fictional proper names available for substitution in 'x is a mermaid.' Hence,
'mermaids' is being used to refer to the property of being a mermaid, not to
individual mermaids. Consequently, 'elephants' in the contrasting clause
must refer to the property of being an elephant. One might try to escape that
conclusion by suggesting that a fictional name might very well be substituted
for 'x,' as of course it might. That, however, would do nothing to alter the

10. Throughout the book I use the term 'property' in the very broad sense of 'whatever
is attributed to something by a predicate: Whet1ler the property is of first or of higher levels
will depend on whether the corresponding predicate is of first or of higher levels.
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conclusion, since fictional individuals are not concrete individuals any more
than rocking horses are horses. ll So, there are no grounds for saying that
non-fictional proper names can be substituted in 'x is a mermaid: and hence
no grounds for saying that 'Mermaids do not exist' can be indifferently about
kinds or about concrete individuals.

In (2.02), on the contrary, neither does 'elephants' refer to the property of
being an elephant nor 'dinosaurs' to the property of being a dinosaur. If they
did, the proposition would not only be false but the conjunction 'but' would
be quite misleading since there would be no point of contrast between the
first and second clauses. The only way to retain that contrast is for 'elephants'
and 'dinosaurs' to refer to individuals. So, in (2.02), 'Elephants exist' is a gen
eral existential proposition that is about individuals, as contrasted with the
same clause in (2.01) which is not about individual elephants but merely
about the property of being an elephant.

Thus, the minor premiss - that '__ exists' is predicable of both kinds
and of individuals-has been vindicated a second time. From it and the
major it follows that '__ exists' has two senses, one as predicable of individ
uals, the other as predicable of kinds, and which have been called by Geach
the actuality and there-is senses respectively. 12 The fallacy in the dictum 'Exis
tence is not a predicate: therefore, has been to admit only the there-is sense,
while dismissing the actuality sense.

11. The Misconception Underlying Opposition to '__ exists'
Ever Being a First-Level Predicable

Critics of the actuality sense of '__ exists' have suggested that to admit ex
istence as a property of individuals is to be led inevitably into rank absurdity,
while to admit '__ exists' as a first-level predicable is to become enmeshed
in an insoluble paradox generated by negative existential propositions. The
alleged absurdity has been illustrated by David Londey in inviting us to 're
flect on the absurdity of a sheep-farmer who daily inspected his flock with the
aim of sorting the existing sheep from the non-existent ones-searching for

11. Notice that the argument adopts no position as to whether either fictional or empty
proper names belong to the same logical category as names that are both non-fictional and
non-empty. The point on which the argument rests is the tautological one that empty
names have no bearer at all and that, whatever the referent of fictional names may be, it is
certainly not a concrete individual.

12. P. T. Geach, "What Actually Exists:' supplementary volume of Proceedings of the
Aristotelian Society 43 (1968): 7-16, especially pp. 7-8.
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the stigmata of existence:13 As for the paradox generated by negative existen
tial propositions, it is said to arise in this way. If '__ exists' is a predicable,
then its negation should be a predicable also. But if '__ does not exist' is a
predicable, then in 'Socrates does not exist' it is predicated of Socrates. But it
can be predicated of him only if he exists. And similarly for all negative exis
tential propositions - paradoxically, if '__ does not exist' is to be predicated
at all, it can be predicated only of what does exist.

Looking afresh at the putative paradoxes and absurdities said to be gener
ated by accepting '__ exists' as a first-level predicable, we might note that
they stem not from allowing existence to be a real property but from allowing
non-existence to be a real one. Only by thinking that non-existence was some
kind of real property would any sheep-farmer be led to the absurdity of
inspecting his flock 'with the aim of sorting the existing sheep from the non
existent ones: or would a horticulturist be led to 'examine several specimens
of blue buttercup before concluding that ... as a variety blue buttercup lacks
existence.' Only if non-existence were a real property would it seem paradoxi
cal that '__ does not exist' could be true of Socrates only after there was any
Socrates for it to be true of. Only if non-existence were a real property could
'Socrates no longer exists' imply that Socrates had suffered some posthu
mous loss. Considered thus, therefore, it might seem strange that the blame
has been laid on treating existence as a real property of individuals, when it
should surely have been laid on treating non-existence as one. Why deny that
existence is a real property, when it was necessary only to deny that non-exis
tence was such a property?

Perhaps the answer lies in the mistaken belief that the two denials are
inseparable, and so there could be no denying non-existence to be a real
property of individuals without denying existence to be one also. After all,
if properties are what predicables stand for, how could it be said that '__
exists' stood for a real property, but that '__ does not exist' does not? If
we accept existence as a real property, are we not bound also to accept non
existence as one? Clearly, these suggestions rest on two assumptions that need
now to be tested:

13. D. G. Londey, "Existence," Philosophia Arhusiensis 1 (1970): 3. In similar vein,
Christopher Williams asks what he would have done had he been told that blue buttercups
did not exist. 'Would I have felt obliged to examine several specimens of blue buttercup
before concluding that none of them exist, that as a variety blue buttercup lacks existence?'
Emphasis in the original. C. J. F. Williams, Being, Identity, and Truth (Oxford: Oxford Uni
versity Press, 1992), 1.
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2.03. that 'Socrates does not exist' contains a negative existential predicate.
2.04. that a negative existential predicate stands for a real property.

In regard to (2.03), although '__ does not exist' is a grammatical predi
cate in 'Socrates does not exist: it does not follow that it must also be a logical
one. We need to recognize the possibility of construing the proposition as
having the logical form of 'It is not the case that (Socrates exists).' In that case,
what is predicated (though not asserted) of Socrates would be simply'__
exists' (and not '__ does not exist'); and what would be asserted is that it is
not the case that Socrates exists. On such an analysis of singular negative ex
istential propositions, '__ does not exist' need not be recognized as a predi
cate at all, and therefore non-existence need not be recognized as a property
of any kind, whether real or Cambridge.

The distinction being invoked is one between internal or predicate nega
tion on the one hand and external or propositional negation on the other. The
difference between them has sometimes been thought to be that 'Socrates (does
not exist)' says something about an individual (Socrates), whereas 'It is not
the case that (Socrates exists)' says something about a proposition, viz. that
the proposition 'Socrates exists'is false. 14 In neither case, however, is anything
said about a proposition. On the contrary, in both cases something is said
about an individual, namely, Socrates; the cases differ only in what they say
about him. The former says that non-existence is had by Socrates; the latter
denies that existence is had by Socrates. IS

The distinction between internal and external negation in this context has
sometimes been dismissed as 'a distinction without a difference.' Consider,
however, the example'a is not moral: which may mean either of two things. It
may mean that a has the property of being non-moral; alternatively, it may
simply be denying that a has the property of being moral. Internal negation
['a (is not moral)'] is being used in the first case, but external negation ['It is
not the case that (a is moral)'] in the second. If, therefore, the distinction
between internal and external negation were one without a difference, those
two renderings should mean the same. Yet, that is just what they do not mean;
for the first is to be taken as'a is immoral: but the second as the quite differ
ent 'a is either immoral or amoral'. The distinction seems therefore to be a
substantive one. Nor does the distinction's absence from the predicate calcu-

14. C. J. F. Williams, What is Existence? 124.

15. Of course, if it is denied that existence is had by Socrates, it will follow that the
proposition 'Socrates exists' is false. That, however, no more entitles us to say that the im
plicans is about the implicandum tlran conversely.

Ius count against this conclusion. Rather, it is merely evidence of one of the
many ways in which that calculus fails to do justice to ordinary language

If the distinction is a substantive one, it is not a matter of indifference
whether 'Socrates does not exist' is rendered as '(Socrates) does not exist' or as
'It is not the case that (Socrates exists): Because it is the former but not the
latter that gives rise to problems, the latter is clearly to be chosen. In that case,
'Socrates does not exist' would not contain '__ does not exist' as a logical
predicate; and so we could recognize existence as a real property without the
embarrassment of having also to recognize non-existence as real. One might
have thought that even those who recognize only external negation (and deny
any difference here between it and internal negation) would be attracted to
this conclusion.

There is, nevertheless, a further objection that might be raised for, even if
'__ does not exist' has no logical role in 'Socrates does not exist: it must
surely be admitted that 'It is not the case that __ exists' does have such a
role, and that it is indeed a negative predicate. Since it is a negative predicate,
and since properties are what predicates stand for, does not this mean that,
wriggle as we might, we are unavoidably committed to the occurrence of
some negative existential property? If so, the escape from the absurdities and
paradoxes may have proved to have been entirely illusory.

It can of course hardly be denied that by removing the name 'Socrates'
from 'It is not the case that (Socrates exists)' we obtain the negative predica-
ble 'It is not the case that __ exists.' However, it should be clear that the
property for which it stands cannot be a real one. Why? Because that predi- 7
cable has no part in the constructional history of 'It is not the case that
(Socrates exists).' Consequently, any property of non-existence that 'it is not
the case that __ exists' might stand for could not be a real one, but only
a Cambridge one. Now, paradox could not arise simply from non-existence
being a property, but only from its being either a real property or being among
such Cambridge properties (if any) whose acquisition is conditional upon
their subject of attribution existing at that time. Since non-existence is a
Cambridge property that requires no such precondition, it belongs to neither
class; and hence its attribution to a deceased Socrates generates no paradox
whatever. So much for considering 'Socrates does not exist' as being negated
externally.

For good measure, the paradox can be shown not to arise even if the nega
tion in 'Socrates does not exist' were to be internal rather than external. Of
course, it is true that a predicable can be obtained by removing 'Socrates'
from the proposition, though this time it will not be 'it is not the case that
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__ exists; but simply '__ does not exist.' The question is whether it
stands for a real rather than a Cambridge property; and the first thing is to
decide whether it forms part of the sentence's constructional history, which is

as follows:

2.05. Remove the proper name from an arbitrary sentence, 'Caesar exists;
to obtain the predicable '__ exists.'

2.06. Negate this predicable to form '__ does not exist:
2.07. Insert 'Socrates' in the gap in '__ does not exist' to form '(Socrates)

(does not exist):

Since '__ does not exist' does form part of this constructional history, we
have as yet no licence to preclude the property for which it stands from being

a real one.
To settle that question, we need some criterion for deciding when individ

ual a could lack some real property F only by having another real property
non-F correlative to the one it lacks. Well, let us consider this not in regard
to existence but in regard to the property red. The question is whether the
absence of redness from something which could be red must bespeak the
presence of a real property correlative to red. Certainly, if a were a piece of
wood then it could lack redness only if it had some colour or colours other
than red- be it brown, cream, fawn, or whatever- none of which could be
dismissed as mere Cambridge properties. That does not settle the question,
however, since the result would be very different if awere not a piece ofwood
but a piece of glass.

Now, although glass is like wood in being something that could be red, it is
also unlike wood in that its failure to be red does not mean that it is any
colour at all: it may be quite colourless. To say that it is non-red, therefore, is
not to say that it has any correlative property, or at least not any that is real.
It might of course be said to have the property of being non-coloured;
but, then, so too might a pain or a flash of insight, though their being non
coloured could hardly be claimed as a real, rather than a Cambridge, prop
erty. Reflecting on this example, it is not difficult to see that lack of a real
property Fbespeaks the presence of a correlative real property non-F only if
F and non-F are differentiae of the one generic property, or determinates of
the one determinable. Thus, if red and non-red were related either as differ
entiae or as determinates of the property of being coloured, red could be
lacking in an a that was coloured only if a had some colour other than red.

The relevance to the discussion of non-existence is fairly clear. If lack of
existence in a (which had existed) were to bespeak the presence in a of non-
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existence as a real rather than as a Cambridge property, existence and non
existence should be related to some real property just as red and non-red
would have had to be related to the real property of being coloured. For con
venience, let us call this generic or determinable property'E.' Then, just as red
and non-red would have had to be understood as coloured red and coloured
other than red, so existence and non-existence would have to be understood
as being E in an existential way and being Ein a non-existential way. Thus,
whether a existed or did not exist, it would have some form of being: it would
be E. But there is simply no such form of being. Hence, even if 'Socrates does
not exist' were to contain the predicate '__ does not exist; the property
stood for by that predicate would be no more than a Cambridge one. Conse
quently, no paradox could arise from 'Socrates does not exist.' This had al
ready been demonstrated for the case where the negation was taken to be
external to the proposition; it has now been demonstrated for internal nega
tion as well.

To sum up what I have been saying so far in this section. I have been
arguing that there is no truth in the long-standing belief which denies that
'Socrates no longer exists' contains '__ exists' as a first-level predicate. That
denial is made on the grounds that, if '__ exists' really were a first-level
predicate, there could be no denying that 'Socrates no longer exists' contains
a negative existential predicate, either '__ does not exist' or 'it is no longer
the case that __ exists.' In either case, so it is claimed, there would be no es
caping the paradoxes and absurdities of existence. Such a view employs three
main premisses, the first two of which are quite explicit, but the third merely
implicit, viz.,

2.08. that predicables are formed by removing a proper name from a
proposition,

2.09. that predicables stand for properties,
2.10. that any negative existential property would have to be either a real

one, or, if a Cambridge property, it must be one whose acquisition
is conditional upon its subject of attribution existing at that time.

I accept (2.08); and I accept (2.09) as well. What I do not accept is the un
spoken assumption expressed by (2.10). As I have shown, (2.10) is nottrue of
the property stood for by the predicable 'it is not the case that __ exists.'
The same point holds even when the negation is taken to be internal, and the
predicable is '__ does not exist; for there, too, the relevant property is a
Cambridge one. Thus, no matter whether the distinction between internal and
external negation in this context be accepted or rejected, the result is the same.

25
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In neither case are we committed to Socrates acquiring any property, real or
Cambridge, whose acquisition is conditional upon his existing at that time. In
neither case, therefore, does 'Socrates does not exist' generate the paradoxes
or absurdities which would make it impossible to count '__ exists' as a first
level predicable. There is indeed no such impossibility.

In arguing for this conclusion, I have been responding to the challenge to
produce a sentence which can be recognized as usable outside philosophy and
which is formed by wrapping '__ exists' round a genuine proper name. If I
have argued correctly, such propositions as 'Socrates no longer exists: 'Socrates
came to exist: and 'Socrates ceased to exist' are among the various quite
straightforward examples that fill the bill. For one thing, their use of '__
exists' as a first-level predicate has none of the unacceptable consequences al
leged by Williams and many others. For another thing, they are undoubtedly
'usable outside philosophy.'

Ill. Conclusion

Based on the premiss that what can be predicated of an individual differs
absolutely from what can be predicated of a kind, I have argued that there is
indeed a first-level use of '__ exists.' The rationale for denying that use
stemmed largely from the paradoxes and absurdities that such a position was
alleged to generate. These, however, were readily resolved by exposing the
falsity of their tacit assumption that existence could not be a real first-level
property without non-existence likewise being a real property. There has, of
course, been a spate of alternative proposals, ranging from the plausible to the
contrived, some for treating '__ exists' as a second-level predicable and some
for reducing it to various other first-level predicables of a non-existential
kind, whether formal or otherwise. For replies to such proposals I refer the
reader again to the appendix to chapter 4 of my From Existence to God.

From the fact that '__ exists' is a first-level predicable, it follows imme
diately that existence is a first-level property, a property of concrete individu
als. As yet, however, there are no grounds for saying it is a real property rather
than a Cambridge one, and still less for saying that it is a rich property. Argu
ments for both those claims will be provided in the following chapter as a
necessary prelude to spelling out the notion of Subsistent Existence.



CD
The Reality and Wealth
of Existence

It is worth recalling from the previous chapter that neither Londey nor
Williams would have been in the least disquieted by the prospect of existence
being merely a Cambridge property. What attracted their ridicule was the
possibility of its being a real property, for that immediately evoked hilarious
visions of sheep farmers 'searching for the stigmata of existence; and of peo
ple being obliged 'to examine several specimens ofblue buttercup before con
cluding that there were none:

Their disquiet, however, would have been only partly allayed by being
shown that the dreaded absurdities ensued only if non-existence were a real
property. I say this because, once the putative absurdities could no longer be
appealed to, there would be no reason to deny that '__ exists' was a first
level predicate and hence existence a first-level property. The issue then be
comes what kind of first-level property existence is - Cambridge or real. One
possible response is to argue that, if Socrates' existence were indeed a real
property, it should be like his wisdom and other real properties. Since we can
say what his wisdom 'adds' to him, we should therefore be no less able to say
what his existence 'adds' to him. But that is just what we cannot do, for an
answer to 'What does Socrates' existence add to him?' seems to be tantalis
ingly elusive. Surely, therefore, Socrates' existence can be no more than a
Cambridge property, never a real one.

This is precisely the view with which I shall be taking issue, and shall be
arguing that the question is unanswerable not because existence is merely
a Cambridge property but because the question itself makes very dubious
sense. Rather, it betrays a radical misunderstanding of just how Socrates is
related to his existence. In fact, it assumes precisely what it purports to be
proving, for it could not even be asked except by already tacitly assuming that
existence was not a real property.

So, just how is Socrates related to his existence? Since we know how he is
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related to real properties like his wisdom, it is easy to assume that the relation
to his existence would be no different. This is rather a non sequitur, however,
for in the broad sense in which I am using the term, a property is simply
whatever can be attributed to something by a predicate; and a first-level prop
erty is whatever can be attributed to an individual by a predicate. To say that
Socrates' existence and his wisdom are both properties is therefore to say
merely that each of them can be attributed to him by a predicate, which in the
first case would be '__ exists' and in the second '__ is wise.' From this,
however, it does not follow that each property is related to Socrates in the
same way. Not only does it not follow but, as we shall see, it is not even true.
And therein will lie the ground for maintaining that the ontological richness
of Socrates' existing is to be ascribed primarily to his existence.1 Indeed, it is
this conclusion which in chapter 5 will underpin one of the main claims of
this book, namely, that Subsistent Existence has all the attributes commonly
associated with the personal God of classical theism.

The Relation of Socrates to His Existence

As a prelude to exposing how Socrates' existence and his wisdom differ qua
properties, I should make it clear that, in my view, they are not properties tout
court, but are instances of properties. Although wisdom as such, courage as
such, understanding as such, existence as such, and so on can readily be con
ceived of (but not imagined), there are no entities corresponding to those
conceptions: there are only instances of wisdom, courage, and so on. Socrates'
wisdom, Aristotle's, and Plato's are each distinct instances of wisdom.

Instances of real properties are indeed entities-though only of a sort.
Furthermore, since they are subject to change, they are concrete entities, not
abstract. All the same, they are only incomplete entities, where 'incomplete' is
to be understood in a Fregean sense.2 That is to say, they are not individuated
in their own right, but merely in virtue of something that is individuated in
its own right (Socrates). Moreover, Socrates' instance of wisdom can occur
only in him: if it doesn't exist in him, it doesn't exist at all. In recognizing such
property instances, I differ sharply not only from those who think there are

1. Socrates' existence has always to be distinguished from Socrates' existing, Socrates'
wisdom from Socrates' being wise, and similarly for his other properties. Socrates' exis
tence and Socrates' wisdom are simply the instances of existence and of wisdom which are
had by Socrates in Socrates' existing and Socrates' being wise respectively.

2. My argument for predicate instances as incomplete entities is given in part II ofthe
appendix to this chapter.

The Reality and Wealth ofExistence

no such entities-not even incomplete ones-but also from trope theorists
who do think that there are such entities, but regard them as complete entities
(tropes), little substances.3 They would not be individuated by anything else,
but would exist irrespective of whether they belonged to something or to
nothing whatever. Elsewhere, however, I have argued that, by committing the
cardinal sin of implying that the uninstantiable can in fact be instantiated,
trope theory forfeits any claim to tenability. To be more exact, the individuals
of trope theory can be shown to be instantiable in other individuals.4

Inherence of Properties: Existence vs.Wisdom

With the introduction of the notion of property instances, we can begin to
explore the relations between Socrates and his instance of existence to deter
mine whether any sense can be made of the notion of his existence adding
anything to him. The strategy will be to compare it with his wisdom, about
which two important, albeit obvious, points can be made. One is that Socrates'
wisdom is distinct from Plato's and Aristotle's precisely in being the wisdom
of-Socrates rather than the wisdom-of-Plato or the wisdom-of-Aristotle.
That is to say, its individuation is parasitic upon that of Socrates, rather than
vice versa. This is what is meant by Socrates being logically prior to his wis
dom in respect of individuation. The second point is that Socrates' instance of
wisdom exists only to the extent that Socrates exists, only to the extent that it
belongs to Socrates. That is to say, its actuality also is parasitic on that of
Socrates. This is what is meant by Socrates being logically prior to his wisdom
in respect of actuality. About Socrates' wisdom, therefore, we can say that
Socrates is logically prior to it in two respects - in respect both of actuality
and of individuation.

At this stage I should mention several points of terminology associated
with the foregoing claims that I shall be employing in the following pages. In

.virtue of Socrates' wisdom being parasitic upon Socrates in respect of indi
viduation, I shallcall Socrates the 'individuator' of his wisdom. And in virtue
of Socrates' wisdom being parasitic on him in respect of actuality, I shall call
him the 'subject' in which his wisdom 'inheres.' Although 'subject' and

3. This theory has been proposed by G. F. Stout, Studies in Philosophy and Psychology
(London: Macmillan, 1930); D. C. Williams, "On the Elements of Being;' Review ofMeta
physics 7 (1943-44): 1-18 and 171-92; K. Campbell, "The Metaphysic of Abstract Indi
viduals;' Midwest Studies in Philosophy 6 (1981): 477-88, and Abstract Particulars (Oxford:
Blackwell, 1990).

4. The argument for this claim is to be found in my "Individuals and Individuality;'
Grazer Philosophische Studien 37 (1990): 75-91.
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'inheres' are Aristotelian terms, I intend them to be understood solely in the
sense outlined in the previous paragraph. If that corresponds to Aristotle's
sense, well and good; if not, it is of no consequence so far as this book is
concerned.

Just as there were two points to be made about Socrates' wisdom, so there
are two to be made about his existence. One is that it is distinct from all other
instances of existence precisely in being the existence-of-Socrates. That is to
say, its individuation is parasitic on that of Socrates. For this reason Socrates
is said to be logically prior to his existence in respect of individuation. In
respect of individuation, therefore, Socrates' existence differs not at all from
his wisdom. The question is whether the same can be said of it in respect of
actuality. This therefore amounts to asking whether Socrates' existence is like
his wisdom in having Socrates as a subject of inherence.

Now, it would make no sense to speak of a property inhering in a subject,
unless there were a subject in which to inhere-unless the subject had some
actuality at least logically prior to the property's inhering in it. Hence,
Socrates' existence could not inhere in him unless there were a sense in which
he himselfwas real logically prior to his existence. The suggestion that there is
such a sense is in fact not without support, for it has sometimes been
thought, and even thought to be self-evident, that Socrates could not have
come to exist unless, prior to his existing, it was possible that he exist. Of
course, since this is a de re claim, it could be true only if there were some res to
which the possibility, potentiality, or capacity for existence could be ascribed.

Since it would make no sense to ascribe a potentiality or capacity to
Socrates, if there were no Socrates in any world to be a subject of that ascrip
tion, the de re claim could be true only if there were some sense in which,
even before his conception, it could have been said that there was a Socrates
who was merely able to become actual. Since Socrates was not actual at that
time, the 'is' would obviously have to be understood in a sense other than 'is
actual.' And that means there would have to be a Socrates, though not one
that is actual, only one that could be actual. Such an entity might thus be said
to be merely a possible Socrates, though a real entity nevertheless. If there
were such an entity, it might provide the subject in which Socrates' existence
would inhere.

However much our robust sense of reality might rebel against a proposal
of this kind, it is one that has enjoyed some currency, being described disap
provingly by Quine as 'the view that concrete individuals are of two kinds:
those that are actualized and those which are possible but not actualized. Cer-
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berus is of the latter kind, according to this view; so that there is such a thing
as Cerberus, and the proper content of the vulgar denial of Cerberus is more
correctly expressed in the fashion "Cerberus is not actualized".'5

A more sophisticated version of this view has been proposed by Alvin
Plantinga. Although he allows that 'Hamlet and Lear do not in fact exist; but
clearly they could have; he denies that there is now any possible Hamlet or
Lear to which the possibility of existing might be ascribed.6 What do now
exist, and to which possibilities are even now ascribable, are two individual
essences (haecceities), each of which could become actual by being exempli
fied in a future Hamlet and Lear respectively. Until now, and maybe forever
more, these haecceities remain unexemplified. Thus, while neither Hamlet
nor Lear can now be referred to, their haecceities can be both referred to and
conceived of. Moreover, because the haecceities are now conceivable, there is
a real sense in which the individuals that would exemplify them are also con
ceivable even before they come to exist.

Views like the foregoing seem to presuppose that the sole difference be
tween existing individuals and future individuals is that the former are actual,
whereas the latter merely couldbe actual. If the distinction they draw between
existing and being actual were accepted, a future individual, or at least its
individual essence (Socrateity), might be said to exist without ever having
become actual. Moreover, that same individual essence, which now merely
exists, could be actualized or incarnated in real life. I have mentioned these
views because, if they were tenable, that would put an end to our enquiry
about whether Socrates' existence was like his wisdom in having a subject in
which to inhere. The answer would be an unmistakable yes.

To preclude any such answer, it is therefore important to recognize that
these proposals are decidedly not tenable. As for the position to which Quine
referred, I have argued in the appendix to this chapter that, before Socrates
existed, he was not even conceivable let alone real in any sense at all. As for
Plantinga's haecceities, I have argued that there can be no such entities. These
haecceities have been saddled with a condition which it is impossible to sat
isfy, for they are required to be exemplifiable in no individual but the one, if
any, in which they do happen to be exemplified. The claim is that, even before

5. W. V. Quine, Methods ofLogic (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 3 ed., 1974), 214·
6. A: Plantinga, The Nature ofExistence (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1974), 214.

For more on his haecceity theory, see his "Actualism and Possible;' Theoria 42 (1976):
139-60; "On Existentialism;' Philosophical Studies, 44 (1983): 1~20; "Reply to Kit Fine;' in
J. E. Tomberlin and P. van Inwagen eds., Alvin Plantinga (Dordrecht: Reidel, 1985), 329-49.
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Socrates existed, there was an abstract entity (Socrateity) which could not
be exemplified in any individual but Socrates. On the contrary, however, it
would be an enormous fluke for Socrateity to be exemplified in any human
individual at all, let alone in Socrates. As I have argued, it could equally have
been exemplified in a grain of sand, or a rhinoceros, or even a poached egg. 7

The failure of the haecceitist proposal simply confirms the argument in this
chapter's appendix for saying that no individuals are even conceivable at that
time.s

To avoid any possible misunderstanding of that claim, however, I should
make clear what it does not deny. It does not deny that even now descriptions
are conceivable which fit no individual that has ever existed but which may
well turn out to be a perfect fit for some individual in another thousand years
or more. Hence, my claim is not that no description could ever be uniquely
satisfied by a future individual, for of course it is possible, albeit highly im
probable, that I now describe my niece to be born in two years, the last cur
rent model Mercedes to come off the assembly line in three years from now,
and the island to emerge from the Atlantic ocean in fifty years, and describe
them no less successfully than a niece born last year, a Mercedes now in the
showroom, or the island of St. Helena.

Nor do I deny that quite detailed predictions may be formulated which no
existing individual satisfies, but which may indeed be satisfied perfectly by
an individual that has yet to exist. It may be tempting, and even natural, to
construe these admissions as tantamount to accepting the conceivability of
future individuals. In effect, I have been arguing that the temptation is to be

7. A detailed refutation ofPlantinga's haecceitism occurs in my From Existence to God
(London: Routledge, 1992), 51-60, and in "Future Individuals and Haecceitism;' Review of
Metaphysics 45 (1991-92): 2-28.

8. In addition to the counter-proposals that I have discussed, perhaps I should offer a
brief word on the views of Nathan Salmon and David Kaplan which I have been charged
with neglecting. As for Salmon, his suggestion that reference is possible to individuals that
never exist is one that is irrelevant to the point that I have been defending, for I have been
explicitly concerned solely with concrete individuals. Whatever individuals that never exist
may be, they are certainly not concrete. Concrete individuals and individuals that never
exist are no more two kinds of individual than positive growth and negative growth are
two kinds of economic growth. As for Kaplan, one of his main concerns is with certain
terms which 'refer directly without the mediation of Fregean Sinn as meaning.' In so far as
his position concerns reference to present or past concrete individuals, it too is irrelevant
to my conclusions. In so far as it also embraces reference to future individuals, it would be
relevant but ineffectual, unless perhaps one wanted to deny-as I do not-that proper
names are rigid designators.

The Reality and Wealth ofExistence

given short shrift, and that 'Tom satisfies description D' does not warrant the
conclusion 'Tom was conceived of in description D: nor does 'Tom satisfies
prediction P' warrant the conclusion 'Tom was conceived of in prediction P:
Even if an individual could have been exhaustively described before it existed,
the description could equally have been satisfied not just by the individual
that did satisfy it but by any number of clones. The propositions employing
the description may indeed be made true by some future individual. It is false,
however, that they are about any future individual.9

Individuation without Inherence

The failure of attempts to provide some sense in which Socrates would be real
even before he existed simply confirms the earlier conclusion that Socrates
really is logically posterior to his existence in respect of actuality. Such logical
posteriority has therefore to be reconciled with Socrates' logical priority to
his existence in respect of individuation. Unless one were some kind of trope
theorist, one might have thought there was no way in which Socrates' exis
tence could be individuated except by its inhering in Socrates. The fact of its
not inhering in anything should therefore undermine any claim to his exis
tence being a real property like his wisdom, and suggest that it could be no
more than a Cambridge one. Before accepting that inference, however, we
might be wise to reconsider whether properties can be individuated only by
inhering in an individuator. Perhaps there is more than one way of Socrates'
being an individuator, more than one relation to Socrates in virtue ofwhich a
property instance might be distinguished from all others.

To develop this suggestion, consider the unlikely analogy of water in a
bucket. Obviously, the bucket separates one mass of water from all others,
and for that reason might unwittingly be regarded as individuating its con
tents. But now suppose we freeze the water and remove the bucket from
around it. The fact that it still remains distinct from all other masses of water
shows that the bucket is certainly not its individuator but merely its container
or recipient. It is no more an individuator than a knife is the individuator of

9. To paraphrase Gilbert Ryle, the prediction of the birtlI of a son to the man and
woman who came later to generate Socrates could, in principle, be as specific as you please.
But one thing the forecaster could not do-logically and not merely epistemologically
could not do. In his prediction he could not use with their normal force the term 'Socrates'
or the pronoun 'he.' G. Ryle, Dilemmas (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1954), 54.
A. N. Prior makes the same point in "Identifiable Individuals" in his Papers on Time and
Tense (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1968),72.
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the one kilo ofbutter that it cuts from a ten kilo block. Although the kilo does
indeed become an individual in virtue of the knife's activity, its actually being
an individual is quite independent of the knife: it is in fact an individual in its
own right. What therefore delineates the individual masses of butter and of
water from each other and from all other individuals, is obviously not some
subject in which they inhere or are received, but simply their own bounding
surface. Without at least some bounding surface, they would not be individu
ated at all, but simply subsumed in larger masses of butter and water. This
would be so, even if they were infinitely large.

Although neither the water nor the butter are properties, their individua
tion may nevertheless have some implications even for the individuation of
Socrates' existence. What is ofparticular interest for our purposes are the inter
relations between them and their bounds,lo In respect of individuation the
bound is logically prior to the water and the butter: it is in virtue of being
bounded that they are distinct from all other individuals. In respect of actuality,
however, the bound is logically posterior to what it bounds: it is in virtue of
the water and butter that their bounds are actual, and not vice versa. Here,
therefore, is what we had been seeking-one possible conception of individua
tion in which the individuator is not logically prior, in respect of actuality, to
what it individuates. l1 What the example suggests is that there should be
no difficulty about accepting Socrates' existence as a real property, despite
Socrates not being a subject in which it inheres; for he could still individuate
his existence provided he were not its subject but, in some sense, its bound.

Can we be more specific about the sense in which Socrates bounds his ex
istence? We can, if we bear in mind that the ways in which existence might be
manifested are extraordinarily wide-ranging, and no one individual comes
even close to manifesting them all. The sense in which Socrates bounds his
existence is in limiting these ways to those that find their manifestation in
him: an instance of existence that is bounded by Socrates is one from which

10. For the scientifically minded, I should explain that I am not using 'bound' in the
sense in which a cricket ball would be said to have no bound (because having no edge).
Rather, I am using it in the straightforward non-scientific sense in which a cricket ball
would indeed be bounded (because having a boundary surface).

11. Two points about the examples I have chosen. The first is that their value relies not
on the conception of the bounds of the water and butter having to be correct but merely on
their ability to alert us to a new way of viewing Socrates' relation to his existence. The sec
ond point is that the value of the examples would be in no way impugned by suggesting
that perhaps some individuals are not spatially bounded at all.
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all but the socratic ways of manifesting existence have been excluded. 12 The
conception of Socrates and his existence which has at last emerged is there
fore one that turns on its head the unreflective notion of his existence as actu- .
alizing him. On the contrary, the less misleading notion is of Socrates as
soeratizing his existence. However, let me recall that this is not Socrates' sole
function for, in addition to socratizing his existence, he also individuates it,
thereby distinguishing it from all other instances of existence-even from
those that might be bounded by his clones.

As a caveat, I should add that to say that Socrates socratizes his existence
is not to say that Socrates does anything to his existence. Socrates does not
impose the limit or bound, but is that limit or bound. Not even-God imposes
the bound. True, he is its contractor or constrictor, but that means merely
that he brings it about that (existence occurs as contracted to the ways in
which it is manifested by Socrates). It does not mean that there is any such
entity as existence tout court on which he acts to contract it.

Immediately, it might be objected that this conclusion is altogether too
slick, and relies on an analogy that limps rather badly. Of course, everyanal
ogy limps, otherwise it would not be an analogy. The objection here, however,
seems to be that the water and butter analogy limps precisely because it relies
on there being some larger mass ofwater and ofbutter from which the bucket
and knife detach the appropriate portions. If so, it would offer no parallel at
all with Socrates' existence, for there is simply no 'mass' of existence from
which a portion could be detached for Socrates. Nor is there even such an
entity as existence tout court floating around in any platonic heaven.

Although these dissimilarities are undeniable, they do nothing to detract
from the utility of the analogy, for they are relevant only to the process by
which there come to be distinct portions of water and butter, but quite irrele-

12. Although some mediaeval writers spoke of Socrates as 'contracting' or 'determin
ing' his existence, it is doubtful whether they regarded him as bounding it. Aquinas, for
example, speaks of the existence of a created form as being 'received and contracted to a
determinate nature' ('receptum et contractum ad determinatam naturam.' Summa Theo
logica, I, 7, 2C). Even more interesting is: 'In everything that exists subsequent to the first
being, __ . its existence is received in something that contracts it' (Omne igitur quod est post
primum ens, ... habet esse in aliquo receptum, per quod ipsum esse contrahitur.' De Crea
turis Spiritualibus, lC). This would seem to indicate that the contraction ofexistence would
be a consequence of its being received in Socrates. If that is a correct interpretation, it
would differ from my view ofSocrates as bounding his existence rather than as receiving it.
I have been insisting that a bound is not to be confused with a container or recipient (if any)
that might impose a bound.
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vant to the product of that process, which is a portion of water and a portion
of butter each distinct from all other individuals. The crucial point in the
analogy is that the individuation of those portions - their being distinct from
all other concrete individuals - is manifested by their having distinct bounds.

Finally, it might be objected that the bounds mentioned in the analogy
were merely spatial ones-surfaces-but there is far more to Socrates than
the merely spatial. Indeed there is: there are intellectual, sensory, emotional,
and biological areas, to mention but a few. Significantly, however, there was
no time when Socrates' capacities in these areas were ever limitless. Moreover,
the fact that the limits could expand and contract is no more evidence of the
capacities having no limits at all than the fact that an individual's surface can
expand and contract is evidence of its having no spatial limit - no surface at
all. So, in saying that Socrates was the bound of his existence, I am not deny
ing that the bound was multifaceted, nor am I suggesting that the bound is
unchanging. The point of using the notion of a bound was to indicate the
kind of relation which would allow Socrates to individuate his existence with
out, however, being its subject of inherence.

To repeat. We have been impelled to a radical revision of Socrates' role by
the twin and prima-facie conflicting considerations of his being logically
prior to his existence in respect of individuation, but logically posterior to it
in respect of actuality. How could Socrates individuate his existence without
its inhering in him? The conflict was resolved by recognizing that Socrates in
dividuates his existence not by being its subject of inherence but by being its
bound. It is precisely in being bound by Socrates that it is distinguished from
Plato's instance of existence, from Aristotle's, and from every other instance
of existence as well.

Socrates the Bound =Socrates the Individual

Now, however, it might be urged that, by conceiving of Socrates as a bound,
we have surrendered all claim to his being an individual, a primary substance.
Let me try to relieve that fear by noting that if Socrates is an individual, the
relationship between him and his existence must be such as to underpin the
following three claims: .

3.01. Socrates individuates his existence, rendering it not only non
instantiable but also distinct from every other instance of existence.

3.02. '__ exists' can be predicated of Socrates.
3.03. Socrates' existence is a property of him.
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Provided these points are not threatened by his being a bound, there is no in
consistency in Socrates being also an individual, a primary substance.

As for the first point, he can truly be said to individuate his existence, be
cause it is precisely qua bounded by Socrates - rather than by Plato or any
other individual-that his instance of existence is both non-instantiable
in anything and is distinct from all other instances of existence. And, even
though the bound may undergo change in various ways over time, that indi
viduation is never impugned since it is tautologically true that his existence
never has any bound but him, no matter what changes he may undergo.

In regard to the second point, it has to be noted that, qua bounding his ex
istence, Socrates is undoubtedly an actual bound rather than an imaginary
one or a possible one. However, to say that he is actual when bounding his ex
istence is to say that he exists. Hence there can be no objection to predicating
'__ exists' of him in 'Socrates exists.' And if '__ exists' can be predicated
of him, so also can various non-existential predicates like '__ is brown' and
'__ is talking.'

As for the third point, initially it may seem odd to say that Socrates' exis
tence is a property of Socrates, for how could what is bounded be a property
of its own bound? This ought not be a problem once it is recalled that I am
using the term 'property' in the very wide, though entirely legitimate, sense of
'whatever a predicate attributes to something.' Precisely because '__ exists'
can be predicated of Socrates, and because his existence is what that predicate
attributes to him, it is perfectly entitled to be called a property of him. Objec
tion could be taken to this only if it were thought that his existence had to be
like his non-existential properties not simply in being attributable to him by
a first-level predicate but also in being related to him in the same way as are
his non-existential properties. The broad notion of a property, however, no
more entails that properties be related uniformly to their bearers than that
they be uniformly real, or uniformly Cambridge, or uniformly formal, or uni
formly non-formal, or uniformly of one level.

The last requirement is therefore like the first two in offering no obstacle
to Socrates being the bound of his existence rather than its subject or recipi
ent. Since all three requirements have been met, Socrates' role as the bound
of his existence is quite consistent with his being an individual, a primary
substance.

The Reality of Existence Revisited

Let me now return to the question, 'What does existence add to Socrates?' If
this is not to be understood as tacitly assuming that existence is merely a
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Cambridge property, it must be elliptical for, 'If his existence were a real
property of Socrates, what would it add to him?' We have seen that his exis
tence would be logically prior to him, and hence that he could not be a sub
ject in which it inheres. But, in that case, it is simply not the kind of item that
might be described as 'added' to him. So, the question of what it adds is a
nonsense.

What, then, would the proper question be? Since existence has sometimes
been spoken of as 'contracted' by Socrates, it may be tempting to think that
the appropriate question is not what existence adds to Socrates but what
Socrates subtracts from existence. But underlying this question is exactly the
same misconception as the earlier one, for it too assumes that Socrates
receives existence and, in doing so, contracts it. The truth, therefore, is that
it makes no more sense to ask what Socrates subtracts from existence than it
does to ask what existence adds to him.

The proper question is one which assumes nothing whatever about Socrates'
role, and certainly not that he is a subject or recipient in which his existence
would inhere. Rather, the question should be simply, 'What are the respective
roles ofSocrates and his existence in his existing?' The answer, as it has turned
out, is that Socrates' role is that of a bound vis-a.-vis his existence as what
he bounds. To the further question of whether his existence is a real or a
Cambridge element in Socrates' existing, the answer has to be that it is real.
Socrates could hardly be both real and a bound, if what he bounds were not
real also.

The Wealth of Existence

Because Socrates is the bound of his existence rather than its subject of in
herence, it will prove to be a monumental misconception to accept Kenny's
view of '__ exists' as the 'thinnest possible kind of predicate' and, by im
plication, existence as the thinnest or most impoverished of all properties.
Such a view rests on a rather exiguous understanding of existence as simply
'that attribute which is common to mice and men, dust and angels.'13 The
modicum of truth in this claim is merely that, if a mouse, a man, a speck of
dust, and an angel all exist, then what is common to them is that each has
an instance of existence. From that, as we shall see below, it does not follow
that there is no difference between those instances, and still less that they are
impoverished.

13. A. Kenny, The Five Ways (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1969), 92.
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The Wealth of Existence

The claim that the existence of an individual is the most impoverished of
properties can be challenged both negatively and positively. Negatively, I have
done so already by noting that it presupposes a relation between Socrates and
his existence that simply does not obtain, one in which Socrates would be the
recipient or subject of his existence. Positively, it can be challenged by reflect
ing on the relation that does in fact obtain between them-that of bound to
bounded. Obviously, the ontologically basic element in the bound/bounded
relation is not the bound but what is bounded. Equally obviously, it is the
bound that is ontologically parasitic. Accordingly, it is Socrates' existence that
is ontologically basic, and Socrates that is parasitic upon it. On the view of
Socrates as the recipient or subject of his existence or as having the potenti
ality to be actualized, it was possible (though not inevitable) that his existence
be as impoverished or vacuous as Kenny has deemed it to be. Since, however,
he is not the subject in which his existence inheres but merely its bound, there
can hardly be any question of his existence being impoverished, since it is not
in the bound that the ontological riches lie but in what is bounded.

A further consequence is that, even though every individual bounds an
instance of existence, not every instance of existence will be equally rich. An
amoeba will be a more constricting bound than a gazelle, which in turn will
be more constricting than a human. And naturally there would be variations
from one amoeba to another, from one gazelle to another, and from one
human to another. Speaking generally, therefore, the richness of an instance
of existence will vary in direct relation to the constricting character of its
bound: an individual endowed with more exalted kinds of properties like
intelligence, wisdom, benevolence will be a less constricting bound than one
having less exalted kinds and, of two individuals having the same kinds of
properties, the less constricting will be the one that has those properties to
the higher degree. Thus, Kenny notwithstanding, the richness and complexity
of any instance of existence does indeed vary relative to what it is the exis
tence of.

A Corollary Concerning '__ exists'

I have dwelt at length on the error of conceiving the ontological role of exis
tence as one of inhering in or ofbeing received by an individual. We need also
to advert to the correlative misconception concerning the logical role of '__
exists: namely, of taking its role in 'Helen exists' to be the same as the vast
number of predicates like '__ is brown' in 'Helen is brown' and 'This gazelle
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is brown.' The point about '__ is brown' is that it can attribute exactly the
same kind of property to individuals as diverse as Helen, a gazelle, or even a
plank of wood: the brownness had by each individual may differ neither in
kind nor degree from that had by any other. To think of '__ exists' in this
way would be to regard it as attributing to Helen neither more nor less than it
does to a grain of sand. What this sadly ignores, however, is that by no means
all predicates conform to the model of '__ is brown: An everyday example
of a quite different model is '__ is fast' in 'Simon (a snail) is fast,' 'Helen (a
human) is fast: 'Gerry (a gazelle) is fast: and 'Fred (a fighter plane) is fast.'

The relevance of these four propositions is that sameness of predicate
in each of them does not entail sameness of speed in each of their subjects.
Rather than being the same for each subject, the property being fast is directly
relative to whatever its subject may be. Similarly with '__ is big,' which can
be said of a flea no less than of an elephant or a skyscraper without however
attributing the same size to each. 'Fast' and 'big' are what Geach has called
'predicative' adjectives, one mark of which is that 'X is a fast snail' does not
break up into 'X is fast' and 'X is a snail: nor does 'X is a big flea' break up into
'X is big' and 'X is a flea: On the other hand, 'x is a brown snail' does break up
into 'X is brown' and 'X is a snail: and 'X is an infectious flea' does break
up into 'X is infectious' and 'X is a flea: 'Brown' and 'infectious' are therefore
not predicative adjectives but what Geach calls 'attributive' adjectives. Unlike
'fast' and 'big: what they attribute is invariant as between humans, gazelles, or
fighter planes, or anything else.

Since instances of existence vary in direct relation to the individuals that
bound them, it is obvious that '__ exists' cannot be like '__ is brown' and
'__ is infectious' but is in fact like '__ is fast' and '__ is big,' for which
reason we might call it not a predicative adjective (for it is not an adjective at
all), but a predicative term. One of Kenny's misconceptions was to treat it in
effect as if it were like '__ is brown' and '__ is infectious: an error which
can hardly be dismissed as of little consequence, for it has spawned the view
that '__ exists' is the thinnest of all predicates; and that is as far from the
truth of the matter as it is possible to be.

The 'On/Off Character' of Existence

The foregoing conclusions concerning the wealth of existence and the logical
status of '__ exists' as a predicative term are implicitly challenged by the
deceptively plausible argument of Christopher Hughes in contesting the claim
that 'different sorts of esses will be limited to varying extents by different sorts
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of forms: 14 a view expressed by Aquinas in saying that 'a thing is more or less
excellent according as its esse is limited to a greater or lesser special mode of
excellence:1s Hughes' argument is simply this:

Existence is an on/off property: 'either you're there or you're not:
Because existence is on/off, it would seem, either you have it accord-

ing to its full power or you don't have it at all.

The inference being drawn is that because various electrons, amoebae, and
humans all do exist, they all exist according to what Hughes calls 'the full
power of existence: Consequently, we are asked to accept that there is not
even a difference of degree, let alone of kind, between the instances of exis
tence had by any of these very diverse individuals.

Of course, there can be no denying the truth of such propositions as 'Either
X exists or it does not' and 'Either Yexists or it does not'; and they might well
warrant the view that existence is an on/off property. What they fail to war
rant, however, is any leap to the conclusion that X's existence can be neither
more nor less 'fully powered' than y's, or that the instance of existence had by
an electron could be neither more nor less rich than that had by Einstein. It
fails precisely because it treats '__ exists' in 'X exists' and 'Y exists' as if it
were an attributive term which it is not, rather than as the predicative term
which it is. To treat it as a predicative term is to recognize that, just as an in
stance of the property of being fast varies relative to whether it is had by a
fighter plane, a gazelle, or a snail, so do the instances of existence had by X
and Y vary relative to whether the latter are electrons, amoebae, or humans.
Consequently, although it may be true that existence is an on/off property, it
is quite false that an instance of existence had by an electron can be neither
more nor less rich than an instance had by Einstein: the difference is simply
incalculable.

lIIustrating the Bound/Bounded Relation

Before I conclude, it might be helpful to consider an analogy in order to illus
trate, however imperfectly, the difference between conceiving of Socrates'
existence as inhering in him and conceiving of it as being bounded or socra
tized by him. I should stress that the analogy is precisely that-an analogy.

14. C. Hughes, On a Complex Theory ofa Simple God (Ithaca: Cornell University Press,
1989),26. '

15. Summa contra Gentiles, I, 28.
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Any reader who finds it unhelpful or even a hindrance, should ignore it
altogether.

Consider a light beam whose cross-section is not white at all but is entirely
a pattern of different colours or mixtures of colours. Throughout the whole
length of the beam-from its source and for as far as it shines-its cross
section exhibits this same colour pattern. In other words, at any point along
the beam at which a white surface was interposed, it would reflect that same
pattern of colours. Suppose, too, that the light source is such as to be able to
generate a multitude of differently patterned beams but unable to generate
any that are patternless (white), or any with more than one pattern. That is to
say, the beams are either generated qua configured with just one pattern or
they are not generated at all. I make this stipulation to preclude the pattern
from being thought to be imposed on a beam that had already been gener
ated, as might happen by passing white light through a patterned filter.
Rather, the beam emerges from its source as a package, as configured with just
one pattern.

The light source is proposed as a parallel for God, the pattern in the beam
as a parallel for Socrates, the beam itself as a parallel for Socrates' existence,
and the patterned beam as a parallel for Socrates' existing. Ifwe now compare
the patterned light beam with Socrates' existing, we find that they parallel
each other in four respects:

3.04. There can be no pattern except as the pattern of a beam.
There can be no Socrates except as the bound of his existence.

3.05. There can be no light beam that is not patterned.
There can be no instance of existence that is not bounded.

3.06. The generator does not act on anything external to it to produce
the patterned beam.
God does not act on anything external to him to produce Socrates'
existing.

3.07. The generator is the sole cause of the patterned light beam.
God is the sole cause of Socrates' existing.

There are, however, at least three respects in which the analogy does break
down. The first is that the generator expends energy in producing the pat
terned beam, whereas God expends no energy in producing his creatures. A
second is that the light beam is itself not existence but merely has existence. A
third disanalogy is that the patterns are individuated by the beam, whereas
Socrates is not individuated by his existence but vice versa. We ought not be
dismayed by such disanalogies since, if creation were simply on all fours with
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generating the light beam, the generator itselfwould be a creator. Ifan analogy
were not defective in some respect, it would not ~e an analogy at all. In evalu
ating the present analogy, therefore, the issue is not whether it is free of dis
analogies-for it never can be-but whether its point is at all enlightening
despite those disanalogies.

The one and only point of the present analogy is to illustrate something
of the difference between conceiving of Socrates as the subject in which his
existence inheres and conceiving of him as the bound of his existence. The
parallel to considering him as the subject of his existence would have been a
painting on which white light shone from the generator to illuminate the
painting's pattern of colours. Not only is the painting real before being illu
minated, it also has the potentiality to be illuminated. Thus, it bears no re
semblance to a Socrates who, in his own right, has neither actuality nor
potentiality. The distinctive feature of the analogy that I have proposed is that
the colour pattern has neither actuality nor potentiality in its own right but
has them only to the extent that it is a feature of the light beam itself. It con
stitutes a constriction on the fullness of white light. In these particular re
spects it resembles Socrates, who also has neither actuality nor potentiality in
his own right, and who is a constriction on the many ways in which existence
can be manifested.

In the light-beam case, we find that the pattern is parasitic on the beam in
respect of actuality. In the case of Socrates, he is parasitic on his existence in
respect of actuality. We find too that the richness of the beam (the number,
strength, and arrangement of frequencies) will vary from beam to beam, and
that it will do so relative to variations in the patterns bounding the beams.
Similarly, the richness of existence varies from instance to instance, and does
so relative to the individual that bounds it. This, therefore, helps to illustrate
why it would be mere pretence to accept that Socrates' instance of existence
was ontologically prior to Socrates, while at the same time continuing to dis
miss his existence either as the most impoverished of all properties, or even as
being invariant across the whole range of individuals.

Conclusion

Opponents of the claim that Socrates' existence is a real property are apt to
make great play of questions like, 'Just what is Socrates' existence, if it is not
Socrates, nor any of his (non"existential) properties, whether relational or
not? What difference does it make? Just what does it add to him?' The fact that
the questions are unanswerable is mistaken for evidence that the criticisms
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are well-founded. Nothing could be further from the truth. No answer is
forthcoming not because the criticisms are well-founded but because they are
so desperately ill-founded, resting as they do on the false assumption that
Socrates' existence could not be a real property unless it added something to
him. And that particular mistake stems from the single-minded concentra
tion on Socrates' existence as a property, and the correlative neglect of the re
lation that is peculiar to its being an existential property.

Central to our determining the peculiar character of Socrates' relation to
his existence has been the recognition that he cannot be logically prior to his
existence, and hence cannot be the subject in which his existence inheres. If
Socrates really were something in which his existence inhered, then he would
require some actuality in its own right, quite independently of his existence.
Independently of his existence, however, Socrates has no actuality whatever,
neither is he even conceivable. For just that reason, questions of his existence
adding anything to him cannot arise -logically cannot arise.

The question which does arise and which Davies and others would have
been entitled to ask is, how can Socrates possibly individuate his existence
without being the subject in which it inheres? The answer is that he can do so
by being its bound. This has ground-breaking consequences not only for the
property existence but also for the predicate '__ exists: Firstly, his existence
can no longer be dismissed as so 'thin' or so 'impoverished' a property as to be
virtually vacuous. It is, on the contrary, extraordinarily rich, since it is only in
virtue of his existence that Socrates has such non-existential properties as he
does have - a claim that is notably stronger than the true but trivial point that
Socrates has his properties if and only if he exists. Secondly, existence can no
longer be regarded as invariant from individual to individual. On the con
trary, the richness of existence does vary markedly from individual to in
dividual, and even more so from one kind of individual to another. Mutatis
mutandis, what is true of instances of existence is equally true of instances
of '__ exists: the sense ofwhich can no more be regarded as independent of
its subject than are the senses of '__ is big' or '__ is fast.' The third conse
quence, therefore, is that '__ exists' is not an attributive term as it seems
tacitly to have been regarded; rather, it is a predicative term.

These conclusions have complemented those in the preceding chapter
that '__ exists' is a first-level predicate and existence a property of individ
uals, for they show just what distinguishes existence from all other proper
ties - whether they be real or Cambridge, first-level or higher-level, formal or
non-formal. The distinguishing mark is that existence is the only property to
be related to an individual as to its bound. These conclusions will help to dis-
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pel some of the deep misconceptions to be exposed in subsequent chapters,
and which underlie the attempt to dismiss Subsistent Existence as simply
'sophistry and illusion.'16

Appendix

I. Individuals Are Inconceivable before They Exist

The argument for the inconceivability thesis is simply this:

3.08. No concrete individual could have been referred to before it existed.
3.09. If no concrete individual could have been referred to before it

existed, it could not have been conceived of before it existed.
3.10. Therefore, no concrete individual could have been conceived of

before it existed.

The argument for the second premiss is entirely straightforward. For an
individual to be conceivable, it must be possible to say at least something
about it: that of which literally nothing could even in principle be said, and
about which literally no proposition could even in principle be formed, would
be inconceivable. But nothing could be said, nor any proposition be formed,
about anything to which no reference was possible.

The argument for the first premiss is rather less straightforward, but turns
on the simple truth that, once a proposition like "'Socrates" refers to Socrates'
was true at a given time a, nothing thereafter could prevent its having been
true at that time. This, I should note, is sharply to be distinguished from the
claim that "'Socrates" refers to Socrates' could not be true at one time but
false at a later time. Although I think that it too is true, it plays no part what
ever in the following argument:

3.11. Had "'Socrates" refers to Socrates' ever been true at any time a be
fore Socrates existed, it could thereafter never fail to have been true
at time a.

3.12. But, until Socrates did come to exist it was always possible that he
not come to exist, and hence that '''Socrates'' refers to Socrates'
could never have been true at time a.

16. A. Kenny, Aquinas (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1980),60.
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3.13. Therefore, it is not the case that '''Socrates' refers to Socrates' could
have been true at any time a before Socrates existed.

In arguing for (3.11) and (3.12), it will be helpful to employ the following
symbols:

47

In examining the argument's premisses, it needs to be remembered that
the necessity being employed is not logical but is the kind which Prior con
fessed to borrowing from Ferdinand of Cordova, namely, the notion of a
'truth that can no longer be prevented' because the time for preventing it is
now past. Consequently, I am not saying it would have been logically impossi
ble at b that "'Socrates" refers to Socrates' not have been true at a. I am saying
simply that at b it was no longer possible to prevent "'Socrates" refers to
Socrates' from having being true at a.

For a much more detailed treatment of this argument, see my From Exis
tence to God, chapter 3, and 'Future Individuals and Haecceitism', Review of
Metaphysics 20 (1986): 237-70.
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Predicates as Undetachable Expressions

On a Fregean view, the name and predicate in an atomic proposition are re
lated to each other as complete expression to incomplete expression. The terms
'complete' and 'incomplete' derive from Frege, who used them mainly in
regard to entities: objects were complete entities whereas functions were in
complete. The notion of incompleteness or unsaturatedness is a difficult one,
however, so much so that Frege confessed to being unable to define it, and
concluded that he must confine himself 'to hinting at what I have in mind by
means of a metaphorical expression; and here I rely on my reader's agreeing
to meet me half way.' 1 In regard to the incompleteness of predicates, however,
I think we can go beyond merely 'hinting' at how it is to be understood

A predicate is an incomplete expression not simply in virtue of its being
part of a proposition, for otherwise each logical part of every proposition

11. Property Instances

The main part of this section will be an argument for predicate instances, from
which it will be a simple step to conclude to there being property instances.

1. G. Frege, "What Is a Function" in P. T. Geach and M. Black, Philosophical Writings of
Gattlob Frege (Oxford: Blackwell, 1960), 115. In "Concept and Object" (p. 55) he makes the
same point: "'Complete" and "unsaturated" are of course only figures ofspeech; but all that
I wish or am able to do here is to give hints.'

3.23. Therefore, at time b it would have been true that "'Socrates' refers
to Socrates' possibly be prevented from having been true at a, i.e.,
TbM~Tap, which contradicts (3.18).

D

Argument for Premiss (3.11):

3.14. Suppose that "'Socrates" refers to Socrates' had in fact been true at
time abefore he came to exist in 470 B.C., i.e., Tap.

3.15. But, if that had been the case, then attime b it would have been no
longer possible to prevent "'Socrates" refers to Socrates' from having
been true at time a, i.e., if Tap then Tb~M~Tap.

3.16. Therefore, at time b it would have been no longer possible to pre
vent' "Socrates" refers to Socrates' from having been true at time a,
i.e., Tb~M~Tap.

3.17. But (3.16) entails that at time b it would not have been true that
'''Socrates'? refers to Socrates' possibly be prevented from having
been true at a, i.e., ~TbM~Tap.

3.18. Therefore, at time b it would not have been true that "'Socrates"
refers to Socrates' possibly be prevented from having been true at a,
i.e., ~TbM~Tap.

Let p be the proposition "'Socrates" refers to Socrates.'
Let a be a time before Socrates came to exist.
Let bbe any time after a but before Socrates came to exist.
Let 'Tap' be 'p is true at time a.'
Let M be the operator 'it is possible that.'

Argument for Premiss (3.12):

3.19. It is possible that the conditions at time b could have been such as
to have prevented Socrates from ever coming to exist.

3.20. But, had Socrates never come to exist, he could never have been
referred to.

3.21. Therefore, at time b it would have been possible that 'Socrates'
never have referred to Socrates.

3.22. But, had 'Socrates' never referred to Socrates, "'Socrates" refers to
Socrates' would not have been true at time a.

A MOST
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The name Sin the nominative case, and the name Sin the accusative case, are com
bined with a token word 'zabil', inflected to agree in gender with the name S.4

At this point it might be objected that, even if there are some languages in

which a predicate cannot be recognized without recognizing a corresponding

pattern in a proposition, there are others in which that is patently not the

case. Surely the predicate common to 'Socrates is wise' and 'Plato is wise' is
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English translation
'Christopher'

'Christopher is black'

'Christopher is wise'

'Christopher is angry'

Possible language
'christopher'

'Christopher'

'cHristopher'

'chRisTopher'

Name:
Propositions formed

with the name:

In such cases there would be no words, nor even any inflection, attached to the

name to indicate the presence of a predicate. On the contrary, the predicate

would be indicated solely by the pattern of letter heights in the inscription of
the name.3

We might therefore agree with Geach that, if we think of his (and the

other) examples, 'surely the temptation vanishes to regard the predicate ... as

a simple sign with its slots for proper names quite external to it.' The predica

tion is not effected by the bare word 'zabil', nor even by 'zabila.' Rather, it is

effected by the functional expression 'I; zabil(a) 1;,,' which, as he notes, is
shorthand for the following:

sence of 'a'at the end of the verb, but by the presence of 'a' and 'y' respectively
more internal to the verb.

The point that predicates are not constituted by words alone can be made

more perspicuously still, by showing that they need not be constituted by words

at all, but simply by a pattern. For instance, a very limited kind of language

might have its names written in lower case, and its predicates indicated by

varying the height of one or more letters that compose the names, e.g:

3. Of course, the names would need to be reasonably long, if we were to obtain even a
modest range of predicates. Moreover, if Frank Ramsey were right in thinking that names
and predicates are interchangeable, then names might be indicated by patterns of letter
heights in the inscription of a predicate. The argument in this book, however, is quite neu
tral as to whether Ramsey is right or wrong, since it assumes only that the Fregean analysis
is at least one legitimate analysis of atomic propositions.

4. P. T. Geach, "Names and Identity" in S. Guttenplan, ed., Mind and Language (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1975), 139.
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2. An example of a function proper is the cube function, ofwhich the value for the ar
gument 2is 8. In that value there is no indication ofthe function. A predicate is like a func
tion proper in being a mapping, but is unlike it in being clearly distinguishable in its value,
viz. in a proposition.

In regard to premiss (3.24), the inadequacy of recognizing mere expres

sions and the correlative need to recognize a pattern is evident in the Polish

proposition 'Maria zabila Jana.' ('Mary kills John'), which contains the same

word ('zabila') as does 'Joanna zabila Jana.' The 'a' inflection of the verb 'zabil'

is determined by the feminine gender of 'Maria' and 'Joanna: and would be

absent if 'Maria' were replaced by 'Janek: a name of masculine gender. Even

on a superficial view the predicate expression and subject expression are so

interwoven that they cannot be disengaged from each other. Consequently, it

is not even plausible to suggest that their common predicate could be disen

gaged from the propositions containing it. Even more striking than Geach's

examples are some in which subject and predicate are still more closely inter

woven, e.g., in the propositions 'Maria usmiechnyla sie' and 'Jan usmiechnala
sie' ('Maria (Jan) smiled'), in which the difference in gender between the sub

ject expressions 'Maria' and 'Jan' is marked not merely by the presence or ab-

would be an incomplete expression. Clearly, that is not the case; for a propo

sition may be part of a complex proposition, and a name may also be part of

a proposition, though neither propositions nor names are incomplete expres

sions. What, then, does it mean to say that a predicate is incomplete? As I shall

argue, it means that a predicate is an unquotable, an undetachable expression.

Unlike a function proper, the incompleteness of a predicate is not to be under

stood as its being unable to be discerned in its values;2 rather, although readily

discernible in its values (propositions), it is nevertheless not detachable from

them. Such is the incompleteness of a predicate that it cannot even be written

down except in writing down the proposition in which it occurs.

Geach has long argued for this position. His central point is that, to recog

nize a predicate that is common to two propositions, it is not enough to

recognize merely the words they have in common. Rather, one has also to rec

ognize the pattern they have in common. Based on this insight, an argument

might be constructed thus:

3.24. No predicate can be recognized in a proposition unless it be recog

nized as a pattern in that proposition.

3.25. But, a pattern cannot be detached from that in which it is a pattern.

3.26. Therefore, no predicate can be detached from the proposition in

which it occurs.
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nothing but the expression 'is wise.' Surely, there is no need to understand the
predicate as conforming to some such instruction as the following:

The name ~ is placed adjacent to, and to the left of, the token
phrase 'is wise.'

Indeed not. Admittedly the instruction is both so simple and, to us, so ob
vious that we may be inclined to discount it as entirely trivial. It may seem
that, even without any such instruction, we could perfectly well combine the
expressions 'Socrates' and 'is wise' to form the proposition 'Socrates is wise.'
That suggestion is not without a grain of truth; for we can make sense even of
English that has been severely butchered, and we might well understand a
foreigner who reversed the normal word order by uttering 'Is wise Socrates.'
However, the intelligibility of butchered English has its limits; and there are
many possible patterns that might exceed those limits. A few written exam
ples are given below.

A.
,. ,
IS wIse

,
s
e
t
a
r
c
0

S'

B.
(. .)

IS wIse
'Socrates'

C.
(. .,

'Socrates'IS wIse

We may be tempted to regard (A), (B), and (C) as 'unnatural' as compared
with the 'naturalness' of our present way of writing English. Yet, no one way
of writing it is any more natural than the others. And that should alert us to
the fact that, in different circumstances, our present way of writing might
have seemed every bit as contrived as (A) seems to us now. Lifelong familiarity
with the present pattern exhibited in 'Socrates is wise' should therefore not
mislead us into dismissing it as t~ivial. Hence, the difference between 'Maria
zabila Jana' and 'Socrates is wise' is not that there is some pattern to the for
mer, but none to the latter. Rather, there is a pattern to both: it is simply that
the pattern happens to appear to us as more striking in the former, but no
tably less so in the latter. So, our earlier conclusion remains intact: predicates
cannot be detached from the propositions in which they occur. Although in
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some languages the expressions used in forming predicates can be detached,
there are no languages in which the predicates themselves can be detached or
placed within quotation marks.

The position for which I have been arguing can now be set out in more
detail:

3.27. The predication relation- that is, the relation of predicate to
name - is essentially that of a pattern added to (or superimposed
upon) the name to result in a proposition.

3.28. Although an atomic proposition is something more than a name,
the 'something more' need in principle involve no words additional
to the name. Even though in practice it will indeed involve more
words than a name, those additional words are themselves not the
predicate.

3.29. What, then, is the role of the additional words in (A)-(C) and in the
Polish examples? Their role is simply to differentiate what is predi
cated, e.g., to differentiate between what is predicated in 'Socrates
is wise' and in 'Socrates is lonely.' As we saw, the same task could be
performed solely by variations in patterns (e.g., the heights of the
letters in 'Socrates') without any additional words. An obvious dis
advantage of that method is that differences of patterns (and,
hence, predicates) would be severely limited. Far better, therefore,
to retain the one basic pattern for all predications, and to achieve
the required differences by means of words, thus providing the
possibility of virtually unlimited numbers of predicates. The same
predicate pattern is to be found in both 'Plato is wise' and 'Plato is
lonely.' The difference in what is predicated in each case is indi
cated by the difference in the words used to form that pattern.

3.30. Although the pattern may be described in words, that description
has no place in the proposition, and is not to be mistaken for the
predicate.

3.31. Since what is essential to predication is the pattern that marks a
proposition, and since patterns are undetachable from what they
are patterns of, no predicate can be detached from the proposition
in which it occurs. Even in such propositions as 'Socrates is wise'
the pattern remains undetachable. By removing the words 'is wise'
we do not detach the pattern; we simply destroy it.

3.32. Since the predicate is ~ pattern that characterizes a proposition, we
may also follow Geach by speaking of it as a feature of a proposition.
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3.33. The foregoing conclusion suffices to discredit the view that predi
cates are quotable expressions detachable from the propositions in
which they occur. On such a view, they might have been regarded
as being marked by slots into which names could be plugged to
form a proposition. In that case, 'Socrates is wise' would have been
formed by plugging 'Socrates' into the slot in '__ is wise.' A predi
cate would thus have been a proposition in waiting, or a proposi
tion manque so to speak.

It is apparent that the union between the logical parts of a proposition is
quite unlike that between the parts of a jigsaw puzzle or between a socket
and a plug. It is, indeed, a far more binding union, so binding as to be indis
soluble. It is indissoluble because one of the parts is not a linguistic entity in
its own right but is entirely parasitic upon the proposition in which it occurs.
Precisely for this reason it deserves to be called an incomplete expression. It is
incomplete not in the relatively weak sense in which a wall might'be called an
incomplete house or a chapter might be called an incomplete story, an iso
lated fragment of a story. Rather, it is incomplete in the strongest possible
sense, in that it cannot occur even as an isolated fragment. If it does not occur
in a proposition, it does not occur at all. That means, consequently, that the
predicate can be neither 'is wise' nor '__ is wise'; for obviously each of them
is what the predicate is not, viz. a quotable expression. On the contrary, the
role of 'is wise' is merely to indicate or signal the presence of a common predi
cate in 'Socrates is wise' and 'Plato is wise.' The predicate itself, however, is not
quotable: it is not even a proposition manque such as 'is wise' might have
been thought to be. It is, as Geach says, simply a feature of, or pattern in, a
proposition.

Predicate Sense

It might now be asked whether what has been concluded about predicates is
equally true ofpredicate sense. For instance, it might be objected that, while the
earlier conclusions apply at the syntactical level, it has yet to be shown that
they are applicable to the semantic level as well. Just because the predicate
expression in 'Socrates is wise' is a feature of the whole expression, why should
a similar relation be claimed between the senses of those two expressions?

The objection ignores the fact that at no stage were we operating solely at
the level of syntax; for at no stage were we concerned solely with expressions
(inscriptions) whether predicate expressions, propositional expressions, or
name expressions. On the contrary, neither 'Socrates is wise' nor 'Socrates' was
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taken to be solely an expression. The former was taken to be an expression
having-both-a-sense-and-a-truth-value (a proposition), and the latter was
taken to be an expression-having-both-a-sense-and-a-semantic-value, and
hence as a name rather than a mere inscription. Neither was the predicate
mistaken for a pattern in a mere expression but was shown to be a pattern in
a proposition, i.e., a pattern in a sense-bearing expression. That being so, the
argument was conducted at a level that embraced syntax and semantics alike:
the relation in question held not between mere expressions but between sense
bearing expressions.

Perhaps, however, the objection might be pressed by urging that, even if
our conclusions did concern predicates and propositions (and not just predi
cate expressions and propositional expressions), that still would not entitle us
to conclude that the senses of a predicate were features of the sense of a
proposition. To that I would reply with the following argument:

Our thoughts would be incomprehensible even to ourselves, if their
sense structures were impossible to grasp, at least in principle.

But we have no access to our thoughts independently of the lin
guistic expressions in which they are expressed; and a fortiori we
have no means of grasping the sense structure of the thoughts
except by way of the logical (as distinct from grammatical)
structure of those linguistic expressions (propositions).

Consequently the sense structure of those propositions just is the
logical structure of the thoughts they express; and if it were
not, it could never be grasped at all.

Therefore our thoughts would be incomprehensible even to
ourselves, if their sense structure were not the same as the
logical structure of the propositions used to express them.5

But our thoughts are not incomprehensible to ourselves.
Therefore, their sense structure is the same as the logical structure

of the propositions used to express them.
Therefore, since the predicate expression in a proposition is a

feature of that proposition, the sense of that predicate will be
a feature of the sense of the proposition.

In conclusion, then, the thesis of the predicate's being a feature of a propo
sition, and undetachable from it, might be illustrated by the non-linguistic

5. Naturally, there are as many legitimate sense structures as there are legitimate logi
cal strucures of the propositions used to express them.
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analogue of a vase formed from a lump of clay. The resulting vase would con
form to a pattern that could have been described in advance. Although that
description is of course no part of the vase, the shape to which the description
applies not only is part of the vase but an undetachable part as well. The analogy
with the predicate is fairly clear, though, like all analogies, it should not be
pressed too far. The lump of clay may be likened to the name 'Socrates; and
the vase to the proposition 'Socrates is wise.' The shape of the vase may be
likened to the predicate in the proposition, and the expression '__ is wise'
(or the description 'A name is placed to the left of, and adjacent to, the token
expression "is wise" ') may be likened to the description of the pattern that is
embodied in the vase. The predicate is no less a feature of the proposition
than is the shape of the vase; and it is no more quotable or detachable from
the proposition than is the shape detachable from the vase.

The Existence of Predicate Instances

One consequence of the incompleteness or unquotability of predicates is that,
even though we may well continue using descriptions like 'the predicate in
"Socrates is wise'" in referential position, we should at least be so aware of the
logical impropriety of doing so as to eschew its misleading ontological impli
cations. The only referent appropriate to a description in that position is an
object, i.e., a complete entity. Hence any use of 'the predicate' in that position
would be appropriate only if it referred to a complete entity, albeit a linguistic
one, e.g. a quotable expression like 'is wise.' In saying, for example, 'The pred
icate in "Socrates is wise" is the same as the one in "Plato is wise",' we would
leave ourselves open to the question, 'And just which one is that?' Yet, any
such question is as unanswerable as 'Which philosopher was that?' would be,
if asked in response to 'Socrates was a philosopher.'

What, then, are we to say about the use of a description like 'the predicate
in "Socrates is wise'''? The first thing to say about it is that it is no less mis
leading ontologically than the TV advertisement 'Brand X puts whiteness
back in your sheets.' It is misleading because, just as the use of 'whiteness'
might suggest that whiteness is an (abstract) object, so the foregoing use of
'predicate' might suggest that a predicate, too, was an object, albeit a linguis
tic object, a quotable expression. The second thing is that, just as the TV ad
vertisement can be reframed to avoid any suggestion of whiteness being an
object, so the use of 'predicate' can be reframed to avoid any suggestion of a
predicate being a complete (i.e., quotable) expression. In the former case, the
result would be 'Brand X makes your sheets white again.' In the latter case it
would be,
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3.34. Socrates is what is said of Plato in 'Plato is wise.'6
or

3.35. What is said of Socrates in 'Socrates is wise' is what is said of Plato
in 'Plato is wise.'

There are two points to note about (3.34) and (3.35). One is that the ex
pression 'what is said about Socrates in "Socrates is wise'" is always substi
tutable both salva veritate and salva congruitate for 'is wise.' For precisely that
reason it is not to be construed as occurring in referential position; and, con
sequently, it could offer no ground for the kind of improper questions noted
above. The other point is that, even in (3.35), neither the expression 'what is
said of Socrates in "Socrates is wise'" nor the expression 'what is said of Plato
in "Plato is wise'" occurs in referential position; for the 'is' which links them
functions neither as a copula nor as the 'is' of identity. Rather, it indicates the
presence of a second-level predicate '__ is ... ; from which (3.35) is formed
by filling the slots with first-level predicables.

As can be seen, the possibly misleading way of speaking is avoided only at
the price of verbosity and inelegance. Naturally, we are quite free to choose
the more concise and more elegant, but possibly misleading, use if we wish.
However, we are no more free to embrace its misleading ontological implica
tions than we are to embrace the misleading implications of using 'whiteness'
in 'Brand X puts whiteness back in your sheets.'

The points I have been making are one consequence of accepting the
undetachability of predicates. Another consequence is that the predicate
expression-in-'Socrates is wise' and the predicate-expression-in-'Plato is wise'
are not interchangeable. Why? Because interchangeability would presuppose
that the expression occurring in one proposition could be isolated from that
proposition and used in a different proposition by being attached to another
name. But, predicates are quite undetachable from propositions; and so they
could never be interchanged. In any case, they are merely features of proposi
tions; and it clearly makes no more sense to speak of interchanging or trans
ferring features than it does to speak of eating thoughts or drinking wishes.

Two points have now emerged:

3.36. In one respect, the predicate in 'Socrates is wise' is the same as that
in 'Plato is wise'; for what is said about Socrates is precisely what is
said about Plato.

6. Both occurrences of ,is' are of course predicative: neither one is the 'is' of identity.
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3.37. In another respect, the two incomplete expressions are not the
same; for the one can occur nowhere but in 'Socrates is wise;
whereas the latter can occur nowhere but in 'Plato is wise.'

Although we may be able to make do with the term 'predicate' to capture the
first point, we need some other term to capture the second. For that purpose,
I introduce the term 'predicate instance.' 'Socrates is wise' and 'Plato is wise'
contain predicate instances which are alike both in saying exactly the same of
Socrates as of Plato and in doing so by using language tokens of the same
type. Nevertheless, the instances undoubtedly do differ, for one can occur
nowhere but in 'Socrates is wise' whereas the other can occur nowhere but in
'plato is wise: To deny any difference on the grounds that predicate instances
could not differ except in regard to sense would be to invoke a semantic ver
sion of the Identity of Indiscernibles, and one which is no less misconceived
than is the correlative ontological claim that there can be no difference be
tween two individuals except in regard to properties (whether relational or

non-relational).

Objections to Predicate Instances

Among objections raised against predicate instances, one maintains that their
notion is self-contradictory, and another that the notion conflicts with a point
made by Davidson. The first objection goes thus:

In 'Spot is black' and 'Fido is black; precisely the same is said of

Spot as is said of Fido.
But, what is said of Spot is the predicate instance in 'Spot is black;

and what is said of Fido is the predicate instance in 'Fido is

black:
But, the predicate instances are not the same: they are distinct one

from the other, as well as being non-interchangeable with each

other.
Therefore what is said of Spot is not the same as what is said of

Fido.

Having agreed that what is said of Spot is the same as what is said of Fido, the
advocate of predicate instances seems therefore forced to accept that it is not

the same.
There would be a contradiction only if what is said of Spot and Fido were

to be the same and not the same under one and the same respect. Bearing that
in mind, let us recall just how the two predicate instances do differ. Certainly,
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it is not that Fido is being said to be black, whereas Spot is being said to be
only very nearly black: each is said to be unqualifiedly black. The difference
between them is that one instance of the predicate can occur only in 'Fido is
black; whereas the other can occur only in 'Spot is black.' The question at
issue, therefore, is whether the predicable indicated by'__ can occur only
in "Spot (Fido) is black'" says anything about Spot (Fido). It could do so,
however, only if it were a first-level predicable. So, the question is whether it
really is such a predicable. If it were, our two propositions would be elliptical
for:

'Spot is black and can occur only in "Spot is black':'
'Fido is black and can occur only in "Fido is black".'

If that really were the case, it would be obvious that different things were
indeed being said about Spot and Fido. Equally obviously, however, that is
not the case. The predicable indicated by'__. can occur only in "Spot (Fido)
is black'" is being said neither of Spot, nor Fido, nor of any other individual.
Rather, it is being said of a predicable, viz. the predicable indicated by'__ is
black.' In other words, it is a meta-linguistic predicate.

Once that is recognized, there is little difficulty in answering the earlier
objection. To have been effective, the objection had to show that acceptance
of predicate instances entailed that what was said of Spot was both the same
and not the same as what was said of Fido. It has now emerged, however, that
the claim is untenable. The truth is that precisely the same first-level predi
cate is said of Spot as is said of Fido. The difference between the instances of
that predicate is one not of first-level predicates but of meta-linguistic predi
cates. What is attributed to Spot is neither more nor less than what is said of
Fido. The difference is concerned solely with what is predicable of the predi
cate instances said ofSpot and Fido respectively. One of them is said to be able
to occur only in 'Spot is black'; the other is said to be able to occur only in
'Fido is black.' Consequently, although the predicate instances are admittedly
both the same and not the same, they are the same under one respect and dif
ferent under quite another. Contrary to the first objection, therefore, accep
tance of predicate instances carries no commitment to any contradiction.

The second objection claims the admission of predicate instances to be
irreconcilable with Davidson's point that the capacity for the correct use of
unsurveyably many propositions is explicable only if those propositions are
regarded as derived from a base'that is not unsurveyable. The argument for
the objection might go as follows:
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The capacity for the correct use of unsurveyably many proposi
tions presupposes a base that is not unsurveyable.

But, the base for atomic propositions is said to consist of names
and predicate instances.

But, there are as many predicate instances as there are proposi
tions containing them.

Hence, for there to be unsurveyably many propositions there
would have to be unsurveyably many predicate instances.

But, that would contradict the initial premiss that the base pre
supposed.by the propositions be not unsurveyable.

Therefore, there can be no such item as a predicate instance.

One defect in the argument is its failure to distinguish between:

3.38. the base elements employed in the forming of an atomic proposition,

and

3.39. the base elements contained in the proposition thus formed.

The base elements employed in forming 'Fido is black' are 'Fido' and some
such instruction as:

The name ~ is placed adjacent to, and to the left of, the token
phrase 'is black'

The result of following that instruction with respect to the name 'Fido' would
be 'Fido is black: a proposition which obviously does not contain the instruc
tion, but does contain a predicate the presence of which is indicated by the
phrase 'is black' Now, it is true that unsurveyably many propositions would
contain unsurveyably many predicate instances. It is not true, however, that
the capacity to form unsurveyably many propositions requires a grasp of any·
predicate instances at all, let alone unsurveyably many of them. A grasp of
just one such instruction as that mentioned above suffices for forming any
number of propositions.

Nor can it be said that a capacity to use (as distinct from a capacity to
form) unsurveyably many propositions presupposes a grasp of unsurveyably
many predicate instances. That objection could be sustained only if instances
of the same predicate were to say different things about the bearers of the
names to which they were attached. In fact, the contrary is the case; for a ca
pacity to use atomic propositions presupposes merely a grasp of what each
predicate instance says about an individual. As already shown, although predi-
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cate instances do differ from each other, they differ not at all in regard to
what each says of an individual. Each instance says exactly the same of an in
dividual as does every other instance of that predicate: what is said about
Fido by 'Fido is black' is precisely what is said about Spot by 'Spot is black'

The second objection has been no more successful than the first. The
doctrine of predicate instances, which follows straightforwardly from the in
completeness of predicates (their undetachability, unquotability) is neither
self-contradictory nor in conflict with the Davidsonian claim. Both objec
tions were vitiated by the tacit assumption that what I have called the seman
tic version of the Identity of Indiscernibles is true, that the only possible
difference between predicate instances is one of sense. There is no more rea
son to accept that version than there is to accept its ontological version. Quite
the contrary.

I should stress that the notion of predicate instance does not purport to be
at all explanatory: it does not pretend to make the unity of a proposition any
clearer than it already is. It is simply a corollary of recognizing the predicate
expression as incomplete in the sense already explained. The notion of a
predicate instance would be problematic only if predicate expressions were
regarded as complete, i.e., capable of occurring in their own right.

I began this section of the appendix by specifying both its goal and the
means by which that would be attained. The goal was to show that there are
such entities (albeit incomplete) as property instances. The means I adopted
was to follow Frege's view that the ontological categories exemplified in the
things we talk about reflect the linguistic categories of the expressions we use
to talk about them. The first and major step, therefore, was to determine
whether there were predicate instances. That having been done, it is a straight
forward step to conclude that there are corresponding property instances,
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