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sticks to the text of §258 and sets out a confrontation between our picture of private ~

naming and a fact about the concept of remembering correctly. It is an easily overlooked
presupposition of such naming that the diarist must remember the alleged rule of
cennection right; but in the circumstances of the private diary ‘remembering the rule
correetly’ carries no meaning, !
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RESEMBLANCE NOMINALISM AND RUSSELL’S REGRESS
Gonzale Rodriguez-Pereyra
In a famous passage Bertrand Russell argued that any attempt, like that of Resemblance

Nominalism, to get rid of universals in favour of resemblances fails [20, p. 48].. More
precisely, Russel] thought that no resemblince theory could avoid postulating a universal

- of resemblance without falling into a vicious infinite regress. And he added that admitting

a universal of resemblance made it pointless to avoid other universals. In this paper I shall
defend Resemblance Nominalism, a theory which gets rid of universals in terms of resem-
blances, from both of Russeli’s points by arguing (a) Resemblance I\{oTnina.lism ‘can avaid
the postulation of a universal of resemblance without fa]ling.into a.vnclous infinite regress
(§V) and (b) even if Resemblance Nominalism had to admit a umvers'al of resemblance,
this would not make it pointless to avoid the postulation of other universals (§V1). B'l,lf.
before doing so I shall briefly introduce Resemblance Nominalism (§I)_and R}Jsscll ]
regress (§11), and then [ shall congider some failed arguments and strategies against the

Tegress (§SLI1-1V).

I. Resemblance Nominalism

Resemblance Nominalism is a solution to the Problem of Universals. I have argued
elsewhero that the Problem of Universals, strictly understood, is what 1 call the Many ovcfr
One, rather than the traditional Ore ever Many [17, pp. 269#70]-. T-h:c Many ovcr-One is
the problemn of explaining how a single particular can have a multiplicity of pr?pf:nlés [17,
pp. 269-70]. Thus sclutions to the Problem of Universals accotmt- for what it is for any
thing or particular a to have propertics ¥, G, H etc. How do ﬁolutlons to tllw Proble'm. of
Universals explain how a single particular can have a muttiplicity of pl‘OPe]Tles? By giving
the truthmakers of sentences attributing properties to them—that is, by giving the
truthmakers of sentences like ‘¢ has properties F, G, H ..." . Now, such sentences are short
for conjunetions like ‘« has property F and « has property G and a- has property H and
.. " and the truthmakers of these are the truthmakers of their conjuncts. Thus, on my

view, what a solution io the Problem of Universals has to do is to give the truthmakers of
sentences which, like ‘@ has the property I, attribute a property to a particular [”." p.
258-67). Propertics here must not be understeod as whatever is expressed by a predicate:
the properties with which solutions to the Problem of Universals are concerned are what
David Lewis [12, p. 60; 13, pp. 191-2] calls sparse or netural, as oppnsed. to abundait
ones. Sparse properties are those which, among other things, have lto do Iwnth the causal
powets of particulars and such that science, or perhaps just physics, tries to make an
inventory of. So when in the following I speak of properties T must be understood as

speaking of sparse or natural properties. .

On this view of the problem Realism about Universals, or Universalism, as | shal]l call
it here, the doctrine prominently held by David Armstrong, has it that what makes it tree
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396 Resemblance Nominalism and Russell's Regress

that a is FF (G, H, etc.} is that it instantiates the universal Fness (Gness, Hness, efc.). Thus,m.

roughly, according to Universalism, what actounts for a particular having many different
properties is that it instantiates many different universals. Similaily Trope Theory, which
takes properties to be tropss, has it that what makes true that « is F (G, H, etc.) is that it
has an F-trope (G-trope, H-trope, cte.} and so what accounts for a particular having many
different properties is that it has many different tropes. '

Resemblance Nominalism is a more radical theory which, of course, eschews both
universals and tropes. Resemblance Nominalists, like most other philosophers,
acknowledge the fact that particulars resemble each other if and only if they share
properiies, but they explain patticulars’ properties in terms of particulars’ resemblances.
They say, roughly, that for a particular & to have property F is for it to resemble all other
F-particulars and for it to have the property G is for it to resemble all G-particulars and so
on.! Thus a particular can have many different properties by resembling many different
groups of particulars. Different properties are had in virtwe of resembling different
particulars,

Now, of cowrse, the Many over One arises also for relations. Suppose that a is both
bigget than 5 and to the right of 5: how then can @ and b, the same pair of particulars, be
related to each other in two different ways? The general problem is to explain how the
same group of particulars can be related in many different ways; and so solutions to the
Problem of Universals must tell a story about relatipns (where the relations in question are
Lewisian sparse or natural relations). What Resemblance Nominalism says about this is
that what mzkes a group of 7 particulars stand in a certain relation R is that they form a a-
tuple that resembles other n-tuples. Thus, in the case in which a is both bigger than and to
fhe right of &, there are ordered pairs of particulars such that the first member is to the
tight of the second, and other ordered pairs of particulars such that the first member is
bigger than the second, and the ordered pair of & and b resembles the ordered pairs of
pacticulars x and y such that the first is to the right of the second and also resembies those
such that the first is bigger than the second. So, in general, a group of » particulars stand
in a relation R by forming an a-tuple which resembles other n-tuples, and so a group ofa
patticulars can stand in different relations by their s-tuple resembling different groups of
n-tuples. What makes a group of # particulars variously related is thus that their #-tuple
resembles many different groups of other n-tuples.

The relation of resemblance invoked by the Resemblance Nominalist is primitive, in
the sense that Resemblance Nominalism does not account for facts of resemblance in
terms of any other, more basic kinds of facts. If a and b resemble each ofther, there is no
other fact about them, cxcept that they are « and b, in virtue of which they resemble, or
that oxplains or accounts for their resemblance. (Resemblance is not, of course, a
primitive in all theories of properties: Universalism explains the resemblance between a

I why ‘roughly’?! Becouse of the lmperfect Community, Companicnship and Coextension
Difficullics, which make the developed version of Resemblance Nominalism claim something
more complex and” sophisticated than that what makes something I is to resemble all Fs,
Nevartheless the sophisticated Resemblance Nominalism still explains particulars’ properlies in
terms ol their tesembiances. For the purposes of this article the simpler claim that what makes a
particular I7 is that it resembles all Fs will do, Fora solution to the Tmperfect Conmmunity Difficulty
see my [16]; for solutions o the Companionship and Coextension Dilficultics see my [ 18] and, for
lhe Coexlension Dilficulty only, sce also note 6 below,
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and & in terms of their instantiating the same universals, for example). In particular
Resemblance Nominalists cannot explain the resemblance between particulars in terms of
their properties, because they explain particulars” properties in terms of their resem-
blances. But that resemblance is a primitive in this sense does not prevent the
Resemblance Nominalist saying informative and useful things about resemblance, namely
that it is reflexive, symmetrical and non-transitive and that it comes by degrees: some
particulars resemble each other more closely, to a higher degree, than they resemble other
particulars.

Needless to say, there is much more to be said about Resemblance Nominalism, and [
say it in my [18], but what [ have said in this section should prove cnough for what 1 have
to say in this article, namely why and how Resemblance Nominalism can meet Russell’s
objection.

1. Russell’s Rapress

In the following passage Russell [20, p. 48] put forward a famous objection against
Resemblance Nominalism:

If we wish to avoid the universals whiteness and triongidarity, we shall choose some
particular patch of white or some particular triangle, and say that anything is white or 2
triangle if it has the right sort of resemblance to-our chosen particular. But then the
resemblance required will have to be a universal. Since there are many white things,
the resemblance must held between many pairs of piuﬁcu!ar white things; and this is
the characteristic of a universal. It will be useless to say that there is a different
resemblance for each pair, for then we shall have to say that these resemblances
resemble each other, and thus at last we shall be forced to admit resemblance as a
universal, The relation of resemblance, therefore, must be a true universal. And having
being forced to admit this universa!, we find that it is no longer worth while to invent
difficult and implausible theories to avoid the admission of such universals as
whiteness and triangularity.

In this passage Russell is often presented as arguing that Resemblance Nominalism, ot
any attempt to get rid of universals in faveur of resemblances, leads to a vicious infinite
regress. In fact Russell makes just two points: (a) we cannot avoid universals since the
relation of resemblance is itself a universal, and (b) & universal of resemblance makes it
pointless to deny other universals, like whiteness and triangularity. If Russell is right on
both points, or at least on the first of theny, then Resemblance Norninalism must be given
up. But, as I shall try to show in this article, Russell is wrong on the first point and,
indeed, on both of them.

Assume the property of being while is sparse and suppose @, b and c are white, and so
resemble each other. May the resemblances between @ and b and between b and ¢ not be
as particular as a, & and ¢? Yes, but then we do get an infinite regress of resemblances, as
Russell suggests in the passage above and explicitly recognises elsewhere [19, pp. 346-7].
For then the question arises: are the resemblances between our original resemblances
instances of a universal of resemblance or are they particular also? If the latter, the same
question arises about them, and so on ad infinitum.
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The regress mentioned above arises, of course, only if the different resemblances
resemble each other, But they do, For since a, b and ¢ are white, so that every two of them
resemble each other, the resemblances between a and b and between a and ¢, for example,
resemble each other in being resemblances of white particulars, Similarly, the resem-
blances between these resemblances resemble each other, since they are resemblances
between resemblances befween white particulars, and so on ad ifinitum, The regress is
thus constituted by a hierarchical infinite series of orders of resembling estities, where the
meambers of each order are the resemblances between the members of the previous order;

Order 0: Resembling entities.

Ovder 1: Resembling resemblances between entities of order 0,

Order #: Resembling resemblances between entitics of order n~1,

For this regress to start we do not need the concrete particulars usually used to illustrate it.
Indeed, since the regress has an infinite number of orders, entities of any order » in some
regress of resemblances might equally well be the entities of order 0 in another such
regress.

As has been noticed by many, the regress also avises for other theories like Univer-
salism and Trope Theory.” For, in the case of Universalism, if , b and ¢ share the
universal whiteness, then they resemble each other. But then their resemblances resemble
cach other, and similarly for the resemblances between their resemblances and so on ad
infinitum. Similacly, if ¢, b and ¢ have respectively the exactly resembling tropes ¢, ¢ and
t", then there are resemblance iropes ri, " and " holding between each two of them,
resemblance tropes 12, 12" and 72 holding between cach two of ry, ry' and »,”, and so on ad
tnfinftum. However, since these theoties are all different, the regress may be vicious in one
but not in another. Here, of course, what matters is whether the regress is vicious for
Resemblance Neminalism, or whether Resemblance Nominalism is really commitied to
anything like it.

Some philosophers, like Armstrong [1, p. 196; 2, p. 56], think that the regress, by
positing the infinite number of resemblances it imports, shows Resemblance Nominalism
to be committed to a ‘gross lack of economy’. But this depends on the sort of ontological
economy in question, Is it qualitative economy, where a theory is more or less economical
depending on the number of kinds of entities it introduces? Or is it quantilaiive sconomy,
where a theory is more or less economical depending on the number of entiies, of any
kinds, it introduces? If the economy in question is gualitative then there is no loss of
economy, for the regress only introduces particular resemblances and so only one &ind
of entities: particulars. And if the economy in question is quantitative then, at least for

* That the rogress arises for Universalism has been noticed by, amonyg others, Price [13, pp. 23-4],

Armistrong [2, p. 56], Campbell [6, p. 36] and Daly [7, p.[50]. That it arises for Trope Theory has
been naticed, among others, by Kiing [0, pp. 167-8], Campbell [6, pp. 35-6] and Daly [7, pp.
148-53]. ‘
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Resemmblance Nominalism, the regress represents no loss of sconomy for, as we shall see
in §V, Resemblance Nominalism is not committed to an infinitc rogress of resemblances.
But philosophers have mere often argued that the regress is vicious in a different sense,
namely that it stops Resemblance Nominalism accounting for all properties in terms of
tesembling particulars, Thus, Armstrong [2, p. 56] says, “the 2 + 1" level of resemblances
has to be postulated in order to explain what needs explaining: the unity of the set of
resemblances at the 7 level.” And this regress, Armstrong believes, is vicious, because

[a]t each step in the analysis there is something left unanalysed which, since the
something left is a type, requires a resemblance analysis. Successive applications of the
analysis never get rid of this residue [1, p. 196).

Armstrong says that the regress arises because the fundamental relation of resemblance
used by Resemblance Neminalism must be used again: by being applied to tokens of
itself. But then it must be analysed again, and so cn ad infinitum [3, p. 54]. Thus, if the
regress is vicious, it is vicious because it prevents Resemblance Nominalism from accom-
plishing its explanatory project of accounting for all properties in terms of resembling
particulars: such a project remains forever incomplete. .

1 shall argue that there is no such regress. But since others have argued that there is a
virtuous or nen-vicious regress, let us first consider their arguments and see why they Fail.

HI. Supervenience and the Regress

Price [15, pp. 23-6] and Kiing {10, p. 168] believe that the fact that the resemblances in
the above regress are of different orders stops it being vicious. But, as Daly [7, p. 151]
says, the mere fact that the resemblances form a hierarchy does nothing to show the
regress to be virtuous. Campbell [6, pp. 35-6], defending Trope Theoiry fiom its own
resemblance regress, argues that the regress is not vicious because it proceeds in a
direction of “greater and greater formality and less and less substance’. However, as Daly
[7, p. 151] argues, each stage of any vicious regress can also be characterised as being
‘more formal® and ‘less substantial’ than its predecessors; so this in no way marks the
virtuoustiess of a regress.

Campbell also appeals to supervenience in order to show that the regress of tropes is
not vicious by claiming that as each member of the regress supervenes upon--because it
follows from—its predecessor, none constitutes an ‘ontic addition’. This argument is
endorsed by Simons {22, p. 556). The supposed link between the supervenicnce of
resemblance upon its relata and the non-vicicushess of the regress is also invoked by
Armstrong in his [3], where he changes his mind and argues that the regress of resem-
blances is not vicious, appealing precisely to the supervenient character of resemblance.
The motivation for this change of mind is that all theories of propertics, and in parficular
Armstrong’s own Universalism, are subject to a similar regress. Since Armstrong makesa
powerful case for stopping the regress by invoking resemblances, 1 shall consider his case
specifically.

Armstrong believes that Resemblance Nowminalism must take rescmblance to flow
from the particulorised naitres of the resembling particulars. What is the particularised
nature of a particular? For Armstrong a particularised nature is a single grand, but
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particular, property which conjoins all the properties of a thing and within which no
differentiation can be made [3, p. 45]. But ihvoking particularised natures does not fit the
spitit of Resemblance Nominalism. For if that « and & resemble each other is determined
by their natures, then their natures are not determined by their resembling each ether, and
so o and £ resemble sach other in virtue of their properties rather than having their
properties in virtue of their resemblances, Thus endowing particulars with particularised
natures means abandoning Resemblance Nominalism.’

But let us grant Armstrong, for the sake of argument, that the Resemblance Nominalist
needs particulsrised natures. Why does Armstrong think these natures make the resem-
blance regress virtuous? He thinks so because he belicves that the resemblance to degree
between o and b supervenes upon the natures of @ and b. According to Armstrong if
resemblance supervenes upon natures it is therefore not distinct from what it supervenes
upon, The ontological ground, that which makes resemblance obtain in the world, is just
the natures of particulars. Resemblances are not something extra and, therefore, it dees not
matter whether thoy instantiate 2 universal of resemblance or are mere resembling
patticulars. Either way, Armstrong conchudes, the regress is harmiess [3, p. 56].

The problem with all this is that, even if resemblances supervene upon the natures of
particulars, they may still be distinct from what they supervene upon. To infer that they
are not, as Armstrong does, is a #on sequifur, Tor although identity entails supervenience,
in no normal account of supervenience does supervenience entail identity. More to the
paint, Armstrong’s own version of supervenience does net entail identity, as is clear from
this passage:

[ favor, and will uss, a definition [of supervenience] in terms of possibie werlds. Entity
) supervenes on entity P if and only if every possible world that contains P contains Q.
This definition allows particular cases of supervenience to be symmetrical: P and Q
can supervene on each other [3, p. 56}

Furthermore, it is not true that the resemblance between a and b is not distinct from a and
b having the natures they have. For if a’s resembling & to degree r were identical to a
and & having natures F and G, then resembling to degree 7 would entail having those
natures, But it does not entail this, as Armstrong himself recognizes: “[...] it would be
possible for them [« and b] to resemble to that exact degree yet have different natures” [3,
pp. 35-6). Thus appealing to supervenience does not help the Resemblance Nominaiist to
stop Russell’s regress.

[V. Resemblances as Particulars

It might seom that Russell’s regress is non-existent, rather ihan vicious er virtuous. For, to
adapt some comments of van Cleve [23, p. 578), this regress begs the question against
Resemblance Nominalism, for it assumes that if e and b resemble sach other then there is

¥ No doubt Armsirong thinks Resemblance Nominalism needs particularised natures Lo solve certain
problems, like the internal character of resemblance and the possibility of a properly had by only
one particular. But, as T argue in [18], (he Resembiance Nominalist can aceount for the internal
character of resemblance and the possibility of a property had by only one particular without
invoking particulariscd nalures, ’
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some entity like ‘the resemblance between a and . But to accomplish its explanatory
task, Resemblance Nominalism needs only suppose that parliculars resembic cach other,
not that there are any resemblances, Thus the Resemblance Nominalist need not worry
about any regress of resemblances: there are none.

But if the problem which concerns Resemblance Notinalism is the Many aver One,
must it not, for the sake of ontological completeness, account for what it invokes to solve
the Many over One, namely resemblance facts? In other words, must not Resemblance
Nominalism explain what it is for a pair of particulars to resemble each other? Yes, it
must. That is, Resemblance Nominalism must say what makes sentences like ‘¢ and b
resemble each othar® true. These are made true of course by o and b resembling each other
to some specific degree n. But then the question becomes: What makes & and & resemble
each ather to degree #n? or What makes sentences like ‘a and b resemble each other to
degree n’ true? This question, I think, is the fundamental one, analogous to the question
fIn virtue of what does @ instantiate the universal F-ness?’ for Universalism.

But since Resemblance Nominalism only admits particulars, what can make it true that
a and b resemble each other to degree n if not a particular? And what particular could this
be if not the resemblance—between—a—and—6? Understood in this way, resemblances
would be relations linking different particulars, but they would be as particular as the
particulars they link,*

One might think that taking resemblances as particulars in this way is a poor strategy,
precisely because it regenerates the regress of resemblances. Thus if a4, & and c all
resemble each other, then it is the particulars the resemblance--between-g—and—b, the
resemblance-between—g—and—c and the reseniblance~between—b—and—c which make this
trae. But these three resemblance—particulars also resemble each other and what makes
this true are the resemblances between them, which in turn resemble each other, and so on
ad infinitum. Thus at ne point in the regress have the Resemblance Nominalists completed
their explanation of what makes ‘e and b tesemble each other’ true. Resemblance
Nominalism seems then a defective theory.

But this is not so. The requirement that the Resemblance Nominalist give the
truthmakers of all sentences like ‘z and b resemble each other’ can easily be met as
follows. Suppose for any particulars x and y we let “x/y" abbreviate ‘the resemblance—
between—x—and—’. Then the Resemblance Nominalists must say more than

the truthmakers of ‘a and & resemble sach other’, ‘e and ¢ resemble each other’ and 5
and ¢ resemble each othor® are, respectively, a/b, a/c and bfe; and the truthimakers of
‘alb and afc resemble cach other’, ‘a/b and bic resemble each other’” and ‘afc and ble
resemble each other” are, respectively, a/blale, albible and alelbic; and the truthmakers
of ... ’

but they must say rather somsthing like:

From now on | shall ofien, for case of exposition, drop the reference to the degree o which

particulars resemble and talk just of particulars resembling cach other, on the undersianding that
whenever two particulars resembic ench other al ail they do so o some specilic degree ». Indeed if
they resemble each other at all, they do so in virtue of resembling each other 1o some degree ».




402 Resemblance Nowinalism and Russell's Regress

For every x and p, if “x and y resemble each other” is true then this is made true by x/y.
As this single general statement covers all the infinily of cases in the regress,
Resemblance Nominalism nead not go through the regress step by step. And since the
Resemblance Nominalists can account for every member of the hierarchy of resemblances
at once, they can give a complete explanation of what makes sentences like ‘a and b
resemble each other’ true.

But can Resemblance Nominalism really treat resemblances as particulars, as this
answer to the regress objection requires? In particular, what kind of particulars can these
resemblances be? Certainly, the resemblance—between—a—and—b, if a particular, would be
a particular of the same kind as the redness—af~a would be, That is, the only way to make
sense of resemblances as particulars would be to treat them as fropes, Yet in Resemblance
Nominalism there are no tropes, and so it cannot take ressmblances as particulars.

V. Particulars as the Truthmakers of Resemblance Sentences

The question which needs an answer is: what makes the resembling particulars ¢ and b
resemble each other? One would like to say that & and b resemble in virtue of their sharing
some property, but this would turn Resemblance Nominalism on its head, for
Resemblance Nominalism says that what makes « and b share a property is their
resembling each other. Could the Resemblance Nominalist say that what makes ¢ and 5
resemble each other is that they both belong to some one class? Apparently not, for any
two particulars both belong to sosme ¢lass, even though not every two particulars rescmble
each other, since not every two particulars have some property in common. But is it true
that some pairs of particulars share no properties? Goodman [9, p. 443] and many ottiers
think not. And in a sense, the sense in which Geodman intended it, they are right: if
properties are just what predicates mean, then every two particulars must indeed share
some property. For example, for any two particulars ¢ and &, the predicate ¢ s
identical to @ or identical to & applies to both @ and 5, and so both of them share the
property of being identical to a or identical fo b. Indeed, thers is no doubt that every two
particulars share infinitely many abundant properties. But, as I said in §I, the properties to
which sclutions to the Problem of Universals must apply are sparse properties,

But perhaps the Resemblance Neminalist can say that what makes any two resembling
particulars resemble sach other is that the pair of them belengs to the class ® of all pairs of
resembling entities (i.e. particulars or ordered a-tuples)? Thus every two resembling
entities x and y (whether they are particulars or ordered n-tuples) resemble because the
ordered pairs {x} and {y.x) belong to R. Belonging to & would, of course, be a brute fact
in the sense that it cannot be explained further. For how could one explain that a certain
pair belongs to R? The only thing a Resemblance Nominalist could say is that it is a
member of that class if and only if it resembles all the other members. But resembling
anything at all would just be being a member of some erdered pair in R,

This story will not do, I think. For according to it a and # resemble each other in virtue
of something about the ordered pairs {a,b) and {b,a), namely the fact that those two
ordered pairs belong to the class k. This seems to reverse the order of explanation, since
what makes those pairs beleng to the class R is that a and b resemble, not the other way
round. And then one cannot patch things up by saying that o and & resemble each other

3
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because {u,b} and (h,a} resemble other ordered pairs in R, for that would be to explain
resemblance by resemblance, ie. to explain the rescmblance between @ and & by the
resemblances between {,0) and {h,a) and {¢,c) and {d,c),. say.

What then makes it true that o and & resemble each other? The Resemblance Nominai-
ist’s answer is: just @ and b togsther. In general any twe resembling entities x and y
{whether they are particulars or ordered a-tuplos) resemble each other in virtue of being
the entities they are. If ¢ and b resemble each other then they do so because of their
being the entities they are, and so @ and b are the sole truthmakers of *a and # resemble
each ather’. There is then no need te postulate extra entities to account for facts of resem-
blance: the resembling entities suffice to account for them.” And sa no regress of res-
emblances arises, since there are only resembling particulars and no resemblances at all.

Is this line of thought acceptable? One may complain that saying that o and b resemble
each other in virtue of being the entities they are is to give a poor answer o an interesting
question. But, as Campbell aptly points cut, ‘it is important to remember that such
answers arise at somg point in every system’ [6, p. 30]. As he says, the Universalist must
answer in a similar way the guestion in virtue of what the. prescnce of the universal
electric charge is necessary and sufficient for something’s having charge. Indeed the
answer given by the Universalist must be: in virtue of being what it is,

But another objection comes almost immediately to mind: the eonjunction of ‘a exists’
and *b exists’ does not entail ‘@ and & resemble cach other’ and therefore a and b are at
most paris of the truthmaker of ‘a2 and b resemble each other’. Some think of the relation
between truthmaking and entailment as an equivalence. For these philosophers certain
entities are the truthmakers of a sentence *S* if and only if sentences asserting their
existence entail *S”, But 1 have argued that only one side of this equivalence should be
kept. That is, if certain entities are the truthmakers of a sentence ‘S’ then sentences
asserting their existence entail ‘S’ [17, pp. 261-62]. What the present objection trics to
show is that making « and b the truthmakers of ‘¢ and b resemble each other® would
violate thc aceeptable conditional that if certain entities make true a sentence °S’, then
sentences asserting that those entities exist entail ‘S’

But there is a way out of this. First, in order to aveid the difficulty posed by
coextensive properties, Resemblance Neminalism is clearly committed to Realism about
Possible Worlds.® Once Realism about Possible Worlds is on board there are strong

#  Nete that this does not make Resemblanee Nominalism collapse inla what Armstrong calls Ostrich

Nominalism [2, p. 16). According Lo the latter « is sufficien! (o make it (rue that @ is green while
according to the former oiher particulars are necessary. Also, according 1o Ostrich Nominalism a
and h are sulficient to make il truc that o is bigger than b, while acconting lo Resemblance
Nominalism other pairs of parliculars ure nccessary. A relerce suggested that the collapse into
Ostrich Nominalism would be an improvement for Resemblance Nominalism, since the [ormer
seems more intuitive than the latter. Bul it scems (0 me the failute of the collapsc is a good thing
for Resemblance Nominalism, since Ostrich Neminatism, as 1 have argucd, docs not previde a
satisfactory solution Lo the Many aver One [17, pp. 267-70]. (Incidentalty, 1 think intuitivencss
should not be averweighed when cheosing between aliemative theorics)

Cocxtensive properlies are those had by exactly the same particulars (a common example, not
compietely satisfactory to my mind, of coexlensive propertics are the propertics of heing remete and
being cordate}. IT F and G are coexlensive propertics then resembiing all Fs is resembling all G,
But then Resemblance Nominalism must say that whal makes something F is the same as whal
makes it G. This is & problen, for how can dillerent properties be had in viriue of the same thing?
FHow can something be a renate, say, in virlue of the same which makes it a cordate? The answer js -
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reasons to adapt also Counterpart Theory and its claim that no particular exists in more

than one possible world [12, p. 194].” And this claim of Ceunterpart Theory makes it
possible to answer the truthmaker objection, For if @ and 7 exist only in one possible
world and they resemble each other there, then ‘o exists’ and ‘b exists’ do entail ‘g and &
resemble each other’, for then the former cannot be true and the latter false. Thus the
Resemblance Nominalist can perfectly well maintain that the tuihmakers of a sentence
like ‘e and & resemble each other’ are just # and & without abandoning the entailment
between ‘a and b exist’ and ‘@ and & resemble each other’ required by truthmaking.

But does not Resemblance Neminalism’s solution to the Many over One show that just
a and b cannot be what makes *z and b resemble each other’ trus? For not only do 2 and &
resemble each other but they also, let us suppose, are contiguous to each other and repel
each other. The Many over One demands an explanation of the variety of relations
between these pairs of particulars, given that something different must make each of ‘a
and & resemble each other’, ‘z and b are contignous to each other’, ‘g and & repel each
other” true. And the explanation offered by Resemblance Nominalism is that what males
a and & so variously related, in general, is that the pair of @ and & resembles many other
groups of pairs of entities. But this of course will not work for resemblance itself, Saying
that what makes it true that @ and b resemble each other is that this pair resembles other
pairs explains notiing, as we have seen above.

What then can one say? [ say that the answer given by Resemblance Nominalism about
the truthmakers of other relational sentences need not apply to resemblance. What makes
it true that « and b resemble each other can be just # and 5 provided this does not make
true any other relational sentence about ¢ and b, With that proviso, the insight that what
makes ¢ and b Rerelated must be different from what makes them R*-related is not
violated by having fust ¢ and & as what makes them resemble each other,

But can that proviso be met? Is not ‘a exists and b exists’ a counterexample given that,
as [ follow Simons [21, p. 163] in supposing, a and b respectively make true ‘a exists” and

& continued

lo adopt Realism about Possible Worlds, let particulars in different possible worlds resemble and
say (hat what makes something I is that il resembles all possible Fs and what makes something G
is that il resembles all possible Gs. No doubt this move (aces the problem of allegedly necessarily
coexlensive propertics—but whal 1 have said so far about coextensive proportics and how
Resemblance Nominalism deals with them is enough for the purposes of this arlicle. Many would
think (hat ils commitment {o Realism about Possible Worlds makes Resemblance Nominalism lese
its appeal, since much ol it derives lrom Resemblance Nominalism’s ontological cconomy while
Realigim aboutl Possible Worlds scems 1o be distinetively uneconomical. My reply is double. First,
the appeal of Resemblance Nominalism derives net only from iis onlojogical economy—it also
derives from zot appealing lo, for instance, universals, which are ad five entitics in the sense thal
the main or only reason 1o believe in them is that they would solve the Prabiem of Universals,
Second, as I say in §VI below, although both quantitative and qualitative ecenomy maltter, the lalter
is more impertant in 1his coniext than the former. But since, as Lewis emphasises, other possible
worlds and parliculars are of a kind with the actual ones [12, p. 21, the admission of possitifia docs
not amaount to reducing qualitative economy. 1 say wmore about all matiers touched in 1his footnole
in [18].

7 1i has been poinled oul by a releree that one can adopl Counterpart Theorist while refusing Lo admit
the existence of other possible worlds, Bul this independence of Counierpart Theory from Realism
about Possible Worlds does not save Resemblance Nominalism from ils commitlal to the lalier
sinee, a8 [ say in the lexl and in the previous looinote, Resemblance Nominalism needs Realism
about Possible Worlds to deal with the probiem ol coextensive properlics.
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‘b exists” and hence the truthmakers of the conjunctive sentence ‘e exists and b exists’ are
a and b7 But here & and & fogether make the conjunctive sentence true by separately
making its conjuncts true. In other words, ‘« exists and & exists® is true in virtue of @ and b
because ‘a exists’ is true in virtue of @ and ‘4 exists’ is true in virtue of b. The roles of &
and # as truthmakers of ‘a exists and b exists” are therefore different, But this is not so
in the case of ‘a and b resemble each other’ or ‘o and b resemble each other to degree
#'. Here a and & play exactly the same role in making these sentences true: & and b
together do not make ‘@ and & resemble each other’ true by separately making anything
else true.

What about ‘o and b are numerically different’? Are not just ¢ and b the truthmakers of
this sentence too? 1, like Armstrong [4, pp. 87, 89] and Simons [21, p. 163], think they are.
I think moreover that @ and & make ‘e and b ressmble each other true in the same way in
which they make ‘a and b are numericaily different’ true. But this, 1 think, is no objection
to Resemblance Nominalism. For the Many over One is a problem about sparse properties
and relations, and so it requires that the truthmakers of sentences like ‘g R b and ‘a S B
be different provided R and § are sparse relations, But numerical identity and difference
are mot sparse relations. And resemblance, although not an abundant relation, is not, in
Resemblance Nominalist, a spatse relation either: for it is in torms of resemblance that
the theory accounts for what makes a particular have any sparse property F or bear any
sparse relation R to any particulars. The fundamental insight of the Many over One is not
violated if what makes ‘a and b resemble each other’ true is the same as what makes ‘g
and b are numerically different’ true. '

Finally, I should note that saying that what makes it true that @ and & resemble each
other is just o and b togsther does not require endowing particulars with particularised
natures. A particularised nature is still a praperty and what the Resemblance Nominalist
says is not that @ and & resemble each other in virtue of how they are, or in virtue of some
property of them (whether a particularised nature or not), but that they resemble in viftue
of being @ and b. Saying that « and b are what makes true that they resemble each other
does not require endowing a and & with particularised natures any more than saying that ¢
and b are what makes true that they are numerically different does. Does this mean that
Resemblance Nominalism is committed te so-called bare particulars, particulars with no
properties? No, Resemblance Nominalism is committed to the claim that particulars have
their properties in virtue of their resemblances but it is not committed to the claim that
there are particulars that resemble no particulars. Therefore Resemblance Nominalism is
not committed to bare particulars.

Thus Resemblance Nominalism can and must maintain that patticulars resemble each
other just in virtue of being the particulars they are, so that what makes a sentence like ‘@
ardd b resemble cach other’ trus is just @ and &, The fact that @ and 5 also make ‘q and A
are numerically different’ true is ne more problematic than the fact that a makes ‘a exists?,
‘a is identical to a’ and ‘u resembles ¢’ true.

VI. How wrong was Russell?
So far | have argued that Resemblance Notninalism needs admit no resemblances at all

and so Russell was wrong in thinking that Resemblance Nominalism needed to postulate
at least ono universal, namely a universal of resemblance, to avoid falling into a vicious
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infinite regress. But, as we saw in §1I, Russell also thought that admiliing resemblance as
a universal would make it no Jonger worthwhile to avoid the admission of other universals
such as whiteness and frianguiarity [20, p. 48].

One might think that Russell’s second thought is wrong because of considerations of
economy, In §11 I distinguished two kinds of economy: gualizative, measured by the
number of kinds of entity postulated by a theory, and guantitative, measured by the
number of entities, of any kinds, postulated by a theory. Some philosephers, like Lewis
[11, p. 87], Ellis [8, p. 55] and Bacon [5, p. 87], think only qualitative economy matters.
But Danicl Notan [14] has argued persuasively that quantitative ecoriomy maiters too and
that we should try to minimise the number of entitics of each kind pestulated. 1 think that,
in metaphysics, qualitative economy takes precedence over quantitative economy,
although both sorts of economy matter. But then a theory that postulates just one unive{’sal
is preferable to one that postulates many of them. So even if Resemblance Nominalist
had to admit a universal of resemblance, it would still be an advantage that it need
postulate no others. .

But actually Resemblance Nominalism could not admit only one universal. For if  is
the number of degrees to which any two particulars can resemble then it must admit »
different universals of resemblance, one for each degree® For resemblance, to some
degree or other, is a determinable universal, the resemblances to specific degrees being the
deterniinates. But even then, a theory admitting n universals of resemblance would be
quantitatively more economical than & full-blooded Universalism postulating a universal
for each determinate property,

Indeed the only universals admitted by such Resemblance Nominalism would be
universals of resemblance, and such Resemblance Nominalism would say that what makes
a have any preperty F (or & and D stend in any relation R) is ¢’s instantiating wi.th evell'y
othier F-particular the resemblance universal (or the ordered pair {a,b)’s instantiating with
svery otlier R-related pair the resemblance universal). Such a version of Resemblance
Nominalism, call it Resemblance Nosminalisms, is a substantive theory to which it cannot
be abjected that, having admitted some specific universals, it Jacks reasons for denying
others,

But is Resemblance Nominalism: a version of Resemblance Nominalism? Should
Resemblance Nominalisms not be called ‘Resemblance Universalism’ instead? Putting the
trivial terminological question aside, Resemblance Nominalismy is clearly more like
Resemblance Nominalism than Universalism. For a start resemblance is still a primitive.
For even if on Resemblance Nominalisma when two particulars resemble each other this is

; in virtue of the fact that they instantiate a univetsal, this is a universal of resemblance and
sa resemblance is still a primitive in the same sense as resemblance is a primitive in
Resemblance Nominalism (§1), Things are diffevent in Universalism, where resemblance
is not a primitive, but is reduced to the instantiation of one or more other universals, But
in Resemblance Nominalisma there are no other universals apart from resemblance
universals, and facts about particulars having propettics and {other) relations are reduced
to facts of resemblance. Furthermore Resemblance Neminalisn, faces most of the

¥ Since the properlies resemblance accounts for are sparse, of which each particular has only a (inile
number, the universals of resemblance could be ne more than a finite number,
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problems faced by Resemblance Nominalism: it must account for the axioms of
resemblance and for the internal character of resemblance, and solve the Coextension,
dmperfect Community and Companionship difficulties, These are the typical problems of a
Resemblance Nominalist theory, none of which arises for any sort of Universalism. Thus
Resemblance Nominalism; is a version of Resemblance Nominalism.

But whether or net Resemblance Nominmalism: is 2 version of Resemblance
Nominalism the impertant point about it is that, since it postulates fewer universals than
Universalism, Rssemblance Nominalisim, is preferable to Universalism. Thus the mere
admissian of one or more universals might still make it worthwhile to avoid the admission
of other universals. And so Russell was wrong on both points he made in his famous
criticism of Resemblance Nominalism.®
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LEWIS’S ‘CAUSATICN AS INFLUENCE’
Igal Kvart

In his “Causation as Influence’,! David Lewis proposed a counterfactual theory of cause
which was designed to improve on his previous account® Here T offer counter-examples
to this new account, invelving early preemption and late preemption, and a revised
account, which is ne longer an influence theory, that handles those counter-examples.
Lewis’s new account attempts to resort to aspect influence when direct counterfactual
dependence as well as cause transitivity fail. Yet, | argue, both Lewis’s account and the
revised account fail to sef apart being a cause of the occurrence of the effect and causing
certain aspects of it. I present a counter-example to both accounts that brings forth this
flaw.

I. Lewis’s Account

On Lewis’s earlier theory, ¢’s being a cause of e consisted in counterfactual dependence,
namely, that had ¢ not occurred, ¢ would not have occurred, which constituted a sufficient
condition for being a cause, further sirengthened by cause transitivity, that is, by taking
the ancestral of the counterfactual dependence relation, The major problem that faced the
older theory was late preemption. According to Lewis: ‘It’s very clear what we want to
say: one of the two potential causes did cause the effect, the other one didn't. Call the-one
that did the cavsing a preempting cause of the effect. Call the other one a preempted
alfernative, or backup.’ (ibid., p. 182)

In the prescht theary, the main ingredient is Lewis’s notion of influence. Consider an
alteration of an actual event /o be a very fragile actual version of f'or a very fragile non-
actual alternative to f which is similar to /' (ibid., p. 188). ¢ influcnces e if not-too-distant
alterations of ¢ (in a substantial range, including the actual alteration) counterfactually
yield alterations of e, at least some of which differ. (By ‘g counterfactually yields #° |
mean hers that A counterfactually depends on g.) Tnfluence thus admits of degrees. On
Lewis’s position, ¢ is a cause of ¢ iff ¢ has an influence on e {again, closed under cause
fransitivity; i.e., cause is the ancestral of the influence relation). ‘

However, even though the above quote implies that Lewis’s desideratum for the late
preemption case is that the analysis yield that the preempted cause is not a cawse, the
quote below secems to recognise it as a cause, though much less of a cause than. the
preempting cause. Thus, in the famous late preemption example, where Suzy's thraw of a
tock (c) was a cause of the bottle’s shattering (e} but Billy’s throw of a rock (5) wasn't

The Jowrnal of Phifosoplyy XCVII (2000), pp. 182-97,
‘Causation’, Journal of Philosephy 70 (1973), reprinted in his Phitosophical Papers, Vol, 2,
(Oxlord University Press: 1986), and its *Postscripts (o “Causation™ there,
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