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Now this, we are told, is the story that all proper realists embrace. Proper realism
is therefore not to be taken lightly; it exacts a substantial ontological commitment to
an elaborate constituent-whole ontology, invoking the real existence of universals,
property instances, and partially clad bare particulars, intricately held together by a
highly novel account of predication. One might expect, therefore, that any problems
associated with proper realism will involve what seems to be an unusual, bloated
ontology.

2 Preston’s Puzzle and Proposal

For Preston’s part, however, the chief difficulty with proper realism lies elsewhere.
Its vulnerability lies not, as one might have expected, in its commitment to bare
particulars (even if partially clad). Their coherence is (we think mistakenly) taken
for granted. Instead, Preston is puzzled by how a property instance would relate to
the thicker particular instantiating it. The puzzle emerges when we compare how
proper realists assay thick particulars over and against their property instances.
Some simple diagrams will easily illustrate the point. Let a line segment stand for an
ontic predicate (a universal), and let a solid dot attached to such a line stand for a
single ontic subject: a bare particular (hereafter, BP). Next suppose, for ease of
expression, that Socrates has only two properties: redness and roundness. We can
then represent the concrete particular that is Socrates as follows:

Ured Uround

Complex S: S(b)

In this complex—the Socratean complex, as we might call it—the horizontal and
vertical line segments signify the universals redness and roundness respectively, and
are labeled by means of the arrows. The dot or node labeled ‘S(b)’ stands for Socrates’
BP. Here it is evident that U,.q and U, g, While rooted in Complex S, aren’t properly
tied to Socrates at all. On the contrary, Socrates is a complex whole ‘built up’ so to
speak from these universals being connected to (or predicated of) S(b).

So far so good. The problem, if there is one, comes when we turn to the assay of
Socrates’ redness or red;. This assay, as we said earlier, essentially involves redness
being tied to a BP—a state of affairs, presumably, that can be represented in this way:

Ured
Complex R : 2 .
And now the question becomes: to which BP have we hereby attached redness?
The answer, as Preston notes, can only be Socrates” BP—that is, S(b). For how

otherwise would Complex R; be a depiction of the redness of Socrates? If the ‘dot’
stood for the PCBP of any other ‘thick’ particular, then surely the resulting diagram
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would represent the redness of that particular and not Socrates. Thus Preston
contends that “the individuating element of a concrete particular [i.e., its bare
particular] must also serve as its unifying element” (2005, 267). We may safely
assume, therefore, that in both complexes (i.e., S and R;) redness is predicated of
one and the same bare particular, S(b). But then, for Preston, red; is just a “little”
particular, a “thinner” version of Socrates (273). Simply mentally ‘delete’ U,ouna
from Complex S, and you’re left with red;. So how should we understand the
relation between Socrates and Socrates’ redness, red;? Can we say, e.g., that

(3) Socrates is red;?

If so, what could we possibly mean? How can we join red; to something in which it
is “inseparably present” (279) as a constituent? It seems that we cannot. And thus
Preston promptly concludes: “The fact that there is redundancy involved suggests
that this is not a case of genuine relation” (ibid).

A couple of initial comments. Preston’s duplication or redundancy problem
seems to get its legs by taking the ‘is’ in (3) as expressing the tied to relation. But as
Preston well knows, for Moreland, nothing is ever tied directly to a complex
ordinary particular, especially not a quality instance which is, after all, just another
particular and therefore not the sort of thing that could even serve as an ontic
predicate. At the end of the day, the tied-to relation only holds between universals
and the BPs that ground them. This is precisely why there is no point in retreating to
the position that what (3) involves instead is rooted-in predication. For on
Moreland’s view, apart from BPs themselves, anything rooted in a complex
particular must be tied to a unique BP. But of course property instances aren’t
predicative; they aren’t tied to anything. And even if they were, just how could
something like red, tie itself to S(b), its bare particular, when it already includes it?
Can a BP be tied to itself? Surely not.

But what follows? That a complex particular and its property instances aren’t
genuinely related? Preston moves too quickly here. He first contends that there is
neither a real nor a formal distinction to be made between Socrates and red;. They
aren’t really distinct, he says, since neither is “capable of independent existence”
(284). But they aren’t formally distinguishable either because there is no distinction
between them that “exists in reality prior to having any mental activity focused
upon it” (ibid). Indeed, the inseparability of Socrates and red,

is not limited to the realm of ‘real existence’...but is just as unavoidable in the
realm of cognition. Whether we recognize it or not, the bare particular that we
entertain in a thought of, say, red;, is by definition and in essence, the bare
particular of Socrates. Thus even in our most isolated thought of red;, there is
still an implicit reference to Socrates (285).

We must therefore conclude, says Preston, that property instances are “no more
than mental fabrications” (286). By way of our cognitive activities, we human
knowers actually “construct” (285) them; and without our contribution, they
presumably wouldn’t exist at all. This is apt to strike one as flagrantly anti-realist;
but Preston insists that a property instance so conceived is not “a complete and utter
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