Does redness exist independently of particular red things?
Redness, either is or is not a property. A property, according to John W. Carroll and Ned Markosian in their joint book An Introduction to Metaphysics[footnoteRef:1] is ‘qualities, features, characteristics, or attributes’. Yet when it comes to redness and properties of colours like redness, Carroll and Markosian give redness a different kind of property. Purporting redness to be a ‘property of properties’. A property in such a sense would be a second order property because the properties’ existence is dependent upon another property existing first. A first order property exists independently and on its own whereas a second order property needs to be the property of something else. The issue sparked here by both Carroll and Markosian is there is no common agreement upon whether there even is secondary properties let alone whether redness and colour properties belong there. Even if redness did belong there, would red not just be a property but a universal? It seems as though Carroll and Markosian have done this on purpose in an attempt to highlight the divided opinions on the subject of properties. Not only do we need some ontological grounding as to whether properties exist, we need to enquire whether universals exist too. If, for instance, we were to show both, we may be able describe them as one and the same.  [1:  Carroll W. John and Markosian, Ned, An Introduction to Metaphysics, P. 229] 

The 5 main different points of view on the subject of properties are the Platonists, Aristotelians, Trope Nominalists, Set Nominalists and Austere Nominalists. Both the Platonists and the Aristotelians differ from the Nominalists in the respect that neither the Platonists nor the Aristotelians reject universals. Yet even more extremely, the Austere Nominalists disagree with Trope and Set Nominalists about the existence of properties outright. Considering, both Platonism and Aristotelianism are the only 2 of the 3 which delve into existence of universals, the explanation of, and the basis for their existence will be addressed in the Platonist/Aristotelean portion of the essay. The strengths of the universal view will be assessed in reference to both Platonism and Aristotelianism. Subsequently, considering the other 3 are anti-universalist, the weaknesses of universals will be extracted from the Nominalist view and in order to remain balanced, the drawbacks of the Nominalist view will be drawn out in turn. We must also, for the sake of detail, compare the positives and negatives of the universalist philosophies against each other. The same will be applied to the Nominalist philosophies against one another. 
A universal must be able to represent a plurality of particulars; a particular, by its very nature is incapable of doing so. If an apple is red under the model of universals and particulars, the apple being the particular and redness being the universal, then the apple is red if and only if the apple represents redness. So, under such a notion we can certainly claim the particular thing to have redness but it still seems unclear how this would move to a universal redness. We can move to a relation between the apple and redness which could be of some help. We could say, “this apple is red”. The use of the singular is, being the important part here. The apple has redness if and only if the apple and redness share a relation which itself is represented. The relation/representation of the apple and redness is a relation/representation of being something. This only gets us so far however, since we still cannot assert redness to be independent of a particular red thing. 
Bertrand Russell, in The History of Western Philosophy[footnoteRef:2] argued the way in which Plato framed universals made knowledge of the universals themselves difficult to speak of. The universals or forms exist outside of spacetime and therefore have no way of impacting upon a contingent world bound by duration and location. Granted, such forms must exist outside of a contingent world but what Russell misses is Plato’s idea of the forms is not spaciotemporal by design. In Plato’s Republic[footnoteRef:3] knowledge cannot be derived from the senses[footnoteRef:4] since the objects being subjected to the senses are malleable and can change. We have to use pure reason in order to push the forms into the abstract[footnoteRef:5]. If we go back to our red apple, the apple is only so red while it is not decomposing. After enough time, the apple will change to brown. Thus, it is hard to consider redness as a form when the redness in question is fleeting. The Platonist view of universals is universals themselves are part of a transcendental, genuine reality which exists on the abstract metaphysical level and can only be understood through rational enquiry about the particulars which represent them.  [2:  Russell, Bertrand, The History of Western Philosophy, (New York: Simon Schuster, 1972) P. 126-130 ]  [3:  Plato, Republic, P. 506, 514, 523 and 528]  [4:  Ibid]  [5:  Ibid] 

Yet Russell’s initial charge against Plato still stands, since whether we acknowledge that Plato’s forms are supposed to be non-spaciotemporal, we similarly have to acknowledge if Platonic forms are transcendental, whatever is supposed to be representative of them cannot be known[footnoteRef:6]. If the apple represents redness as a particular, redness needs to be accessible for us to know whether redness truly is what the apple is representing.  [6:  Ibid] 

Aristotle too, found difficulty with the Platonic theory of forms and laid out criticism of the Platonic view in Metaphysics[footnoteRef:7] in which Aristotle claims Platonic forms have no use in a contingent world. Aristotle explained that for a Platonist, whatever is thought to be a universal/form is outside of the particular representing the universal. If Platonic forms are outside of spacetime they cannot cause any ‘movement or changes’ to particulars[footnoteRef:8]. They are not innately found within the particulars so they cannot help sustain them either. Universals, in the Aristotelian sense are spatiotemporal and therefore can have an impact on the world we inhabit because they are bound by the objects/particulars which represent them[footnoteRef:9]. As a consequence, we can see the representations of forms in the physical world. If the ontological structure of forms under Aristotelianism is immanent rather than transcendent, we need to know what they are immanent in. Take the apple again, the form of redness and what redness represents is to be found within the apple itself. It can subsequently be found within any other particular apple. Like Plato, there is still a plurality of forms though the forms are innate within a plurality of particulars which they happen to be represented by.  [7:  Aristotle, Metaphysics, ]  [8:  Ibid]  [9:  ] 

[bookmark: _GoBack]Earlier we mentioned how if a form is malleable and can change then knowledge of the form at any given moment can prove laborious since the particular representing the form will appear different at every given moment. In the Aristotelian ontology, there is an answer to Plato’s problem without having to keep the forms outside of the material world. In Aristotelian philosophy, causation of all objects is directed towards a final end. Each object has a telos described by Aristotle in Physics[footnoteRef:10] to mean the reason something has to be done. For instance, the reason the arrow is aimed at the bullseye is to hit it. The reason/telos is to hit the red in the middle. Furthermore, in Aristotle’s On Parts of Animals[footnoteRef:11]  the end is met properly if the object is in the right environment to meet its end. So if the end of an apple is to be eaten then the apple must be grown in the right environment for that end to be carried out.  [10:  Aristotle, Physics, 2.3, 194 b 32]  [11:  Aristotle, On Parts of Animals, Translated by William Ogle, Book 1, Part 1, Publisher Nabu Press, 2011] 


