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HOW HOCHBERG HELPED US TAKE THE ONTOLOGICAL TURN 

Fraser MACBRIDE 

Please do not cite this version. The published version is, ‘How Hochberg helped us 

take the ontological turn’, Dialectica, 2014, 68, 163-9 

 

 

Analytic philosophy has taken an ‘ontological turn' and Herbert Hochberg has played 

a significant part in helping bring us to where we stand now. This special issue on 

predicables and relations, two of his abiding concerns over the last 50 years, is 

dedicated to him.  According to Hochberg the ‘linguistic turn' that preceded the 

ontological turn degenerated into an idolatry of language and its uses. When it was 

entirely out of fashion to do so, Hochberg argued that we should turn our attention 

back from words to the world itself, from verbal or conceptual analyses to analyses 

of facts and things. The failure to do so, Hochberg diagnosed, resulted in the 

excesses of anti-realism and internal realism, doctrines that Hochberg conceived as 

nothing but twentieth century variations upon earlier forms of idealism that had 

already been debunked. The arguments that Hochberg put forward drew upon the 

insights of the early analytic philosophers - back when dwelling upon the original 

sources wasn't the fashion either. He distilled into a singular viewpoint many 

neglected aspects of the early works of Moore, Russell and Wittgenstein and his 

supervisor, Gustav Bergmann, bore an influence too.  

 In his first book Thought, Fact and Reference: The Origins and Ontology of 

Logical Atomism (1978) Hochberg proceeded in his characteristic manner, setting 

out from the exploration of an historical episode, in this case Moore's rejection of 

idealism (based upon Moore's act/object analysis of perception). From there 

Hochberg built up his own theory, in this case a theory of facts and a 

correspondence theory of truth. But Hochberg's role in preparing the way for the 

ontological turn can be traced further back to papers originally published in the 50s, 

60s and 70s, some of which are collected together in his Logic, Ontology and 

Language (1984).   
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During this period Hochberg had set out to refute the different forms of 

‘extreme nominalism' espoused by Quine, Goodman and Sellars —‘extreme' because 

such forms of nominalism deny there to be any need to posit properties (in any 

sense) to ontologically underwrite the application of predicates. This work 

culminated in Hochberg's 1977 paper “Mapping, Meaning and Metaphysics” to 

which both Sellars (1977) and Goodman (1977) replied. But we can already get a fair 

idea of the case that Hochberg was building against extreme nominalism, and in 

favour of realism, from a shorter, earlier paper, “Nominalism, Platonism and Being 

True of” (1967), where Hochberg targeted Quine's own brand of nominalism.  

According to Quine, as Hochberg understood him, the semantic relationship 

between predicates and things in the world, where the former are used to truly 

describe the latter, is exhaustively characterised by saying that predicates are true of 

the things they are used to describe.  This is the view that Armstrong was later to 

famously lampoon as “ostrich nominalism” because of Quine's refusal to take 

predicates with any “ontological seriousness” (Armstrong 1978: 16). During the 

1950s Hochberg had become sceptical of Quine's insistence that it is only bound 

variables in grammatical subject position that are the bearers of ontological 

commitment; Hochberg favoured the more inclusive view that expressions that 

figure in predicate position also bear ontological commitment.1 As a consequence 

Hochberg was especially unimpressed by Quine ‘s claim that a proper name, such as 

“Pegasus”, might be denuded of any (apparent) ontological commitment by 

reparsing it as a predicate, such as “Pegasizes”—unimpressed because, according to 

Hochberg, undefined predicates are themselves bearers of ontological commitment. 

But in “Nominalism, Platonism and Being True of” Hochberg went further and 

criticised Quine for his failure to supply a “ground of truth” for a true predication, i.e. 

an entity “the existence of which would guarantee the truth” of the predication, 

what we would call nowadays a truthmaker for the statement in question (1967: 

152). To supply such a ground, Hochberg posited an ontology of facts, complexes 

 
1
 � It is here, perhaps, that we can see the most evident continuity between Hochberg and the 
work of Bergmann, who had attacked Quine's views on ontology in “Particularity and the New 
Nominalism” (1954). Hochberg tells me that this paper arose from their discussions in Iowa during the 
early 50s.  
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whose constituents are the referents of the names and predicates we employ to 

make true (atomic) statements about the world—what Armstrong would later 

describe as states of affairs. In a subsequent paper “Negation and Generality” 

(1969), Hochberg went onto to argue that whilst negative and general truths require 

there to be additional facts to serve as their truthmakers—over and above the 

atomic facts required to make atomic statements true—disjunctive and conjunctive 

truths do not.  In “Explaining Facts” (1975), Hochberg defended his fact-based 

ontology by deconstructing Davidson's version of the sling shot argument, an 

argument that Davidson took to establish that if there are facts there is only one fact 

(the Great Fact). 

Having dismissed extreme nominalism, Hochberg devoted Thought, Fact and 

Reference (1978) and Complexes and Consciousness (1999) to developing his own 

distinctive brand of realism.  Hochberg sought to see off the threat that Bradley's 

regress poses to atomic facts by appealing to the special nature of logical forms. He 

argued for the need to admit possible as well as actual facts and elaborated upon 

the nature of negative and general facts. So far as the constituents of facts were 

concerned, Hochberg maintained that they included universals, rather than tropes, 

and relations, in addition to qualities.  

There are respects in which the ideas and arguments that Hochberg put 

forward are now familiar features of the intellectual landscape. Using 21st century 

jargon, Hochberg had become sceptical of Quine's austere ‘meta-ontology' and this 

had helped lead him to appreciate that what we should admit into our ontology is 

ultimately to be determined by the 'Truthmaker Principle'. The version of the 

Truthmaker Principle Hochberg endorsed was ‘Maximalist', i.e. he held that all truths 

have truthmakers. Having embraced Maximalism, Hochberg proceeded to determine 

what kinds of facts there must there be in order to make true the different kinds of 

truths we affirm. Hochberg argued that complex predicates (e.g. disjunctive, 

negative or conjunctive predicates) fail to correspond to properties (Hochberg 1978: 

254-5). So whilst Hochberg affirmed that every truth is made true he denied that 
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there was a 1-1 correspondence between the statements we make and the worldly 

facts that make them true.2  

Armstrong influentially sketched a similarly fact-centric ontology, whose 

recognition is forced upon us by the Truthmaker Principle, in A World of States of 

Affairs (1997) and Truth and Truthmakers (2004).  Like Hochberg, Armstrong 

embraced both Maximalism, and the denial of 1-1 correspondence. Armstrong was 

later to credit C.B. Martin with having introduced him to the notion of a truthmaker 

in the late 1950s. But as Armstrong also remarked, Hochberg was an independent 

originator of ideas about truthmaking who wasn't influenced by Martin. (It is 

noteworthy that Martin and Hochberg developed their ideas about truthmaking 

more or less contemporaneously, despite their vey different intellectual milieus and 

lineages, in England, Australia and the U.S.—perhaps the explanation lies in the fact 

that Martin during his PhD studies in the early 50s had developed, like Hochberg, an 

(unfashionable) admiration for Russell). It took Armstrong “a long time”, he later 

recollected, “to understand the full implications” of the idea of truthmaking; “only 

since 1997 have I put truthmaking at the centre of my work on metaphysics” (2004: 

xi). Here Hochberg's 1967 critique of ‘ostrich nominalism' (from “Nominalism, 

Platonism and Being True of”) played a role, helping Armstrong appreciate that the 

applicability of a predicate to a range of objects must in some way be “founded on 

the nature of the objects” (Armstrong 1973: 118). And Armstrong was later to 

acknowledge that Hochberg had anticipated his views in various critical respects, 

including the idea of a “thick particular' that was to have considerable significance 

for Armstrong's philosophy but Hochberg had already adumbrated in the 1960s 

(Armstrong 1997: 124).   

Whilst Armstrong was to endorse many features of Hochberg's world-view, 

there are many respects in which they differed. For example, Hochberg distinguished 

negative facts from general facts; Armstrong identified them. Hochberg analysed 

particulars as bundles of universals; Armstrong refused to analyse them, conceiving 

of them as bare.  Hochberg only admitted simple properties; Armstrong recognised 

 
2
 � See MacBride 2013: sec. 2.1 for further elucidation of the distinction between Maximalism 
and 1-1 correspondence. 
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complex ones too. Hochberg traced the source of logical truths down amongst the 

logical forms exhibited by atomic facts; Armstrong sought truth-makers for them 

amongst the third realm of concepts, i.e. what Armstrong characterised as the 

meanings of our words. Hochberg and Armstrong also framed their respective 

ontological inventories in terms of very different approaches to epistemology and 

the philosophy of mind. Whereas Hochberg allowed a substantial role for 

acquaintance and a priori reflection in determining what there is, Armstrong insisted 

that we should ultimately rely upon the a posteriori findings of natural science. Of 

course Armstrong was also famous for proposing a materialist theory of mind and 

here Hochberg was a long-term critic, as he had previously been a critic of Quine's 

rejection of mental entities and consequent behaviourism. Some of these 

differences can be seen to arise out of lessons that Hochberg had learnt from his 

immersion in the history of early analytic philosophy. And it is because Hochberg 

arguments so often arose from reflection upon the works of our great analytic 

predecessors that he developed views that Armstrong later described as “deep and 

difficult” (Armstrong 1978: 94). 

Bergmann held that detailed studies of passages drawn from the history of 

philosophy were a virtually indispensable prerequisite for making progress in 

philosophy, but, he added, that such studies “should be taken structurally, not as 

excursions into scholarly history; for I do not pretend to be a scholar living in history. 

Only, I wouldn't know how to philosophize without the history, or the image of 

history, that lives in me” (Bergmann 1955: 177).  In many respects Hochberg has 

moved away from the doctrines espoused by his supervisor; many of these 

differences emerge in Hochberg's study of Bergmann's intellectual development, The 

Positivist and the Ontologist: Bergmann, Carnap and Logical Realism (2001b). 

Nonetheless, Hochberg has continued to adhere to Bergmann's historico-structural 

method, unpacking the structure of an historical view, or network of views to make 

evident connections that are relevant to our own continuing efforts at analysis.  

This means that Hochberg's understanding of the significance of the history 

of analytic philosophy differs from the ‘'relativist' wing according to whom the study 

of the history of philosophy is good for us because it enables us to achieve self-

consciousness about what is distinctive about our own world view as opposed to the 
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world view of our predecessors. Hochberg also stands at a distance from the 

‘Whiggish' wing according to whom the study of the history of philosophy enables us 

to appreciate how contemporary philosophy arose out of an appreciation of the 

error of its predecessors. By contrast to the relativist wing, Hochberg holds that 

structural history can teach us that our predecessors got things wrong, badly. But by 

contrast to the Whiggish wing, Hochberg also holds that structural history can teach 

us that contemporary philosophers have got things badly wrong too; so we still have 

much to learn from our predecessors. The very general lesson that, according to 

Hochberg, structural history of early analytic philosophy teaches us is that the 

linguistic turn was a mistake, an overreaction, and that an ontological turn is what 

we now need. The more particular lesson we are taught, from Hochberg's readings 

of Moore, Russell and Wittgenstein, was the need to embrace the aforementioned 

ontology of facts conceived as truthmakers. 

Several of the papers that have resulted from Hochberg's historico-structural 

case studies are collected together in his Russell, Moore and Wittgenstein: The 

Revival of Realism (2001). Hochberg offers a more wide scope view of his 

understanding of the (haphazard) progress of analytic philosophy over the course of 

the twentieth century in Introducing Analytic Philosophy (2005), which includes, inter 

alia, critiques of Searle on intentionality, Dummett on meaning and Kripke on 

reference. The former volume includes “Russell's Ontological Analysis of Particulars 

as Qualities” (1995), Hochberg's latest articulation and defence of his view that 

particulars should be analysed as bundles of universals. Also included is one of 

Hochberg's earliest papers “Russell, Peano and Logicism” (1956) which argues that 

Russell only ever succeeded in modelling but never reducing mathematics to logic—

thereby anticipating Benacerraf's celebrated critique of logicism—and there is a 

related paper “The Wiener-Kuratowski Procedure and the Analysis of Order” (1981) 

that argues order can be modelled but never reduced by appealing to ordered pairs.  

There are several other historical papers that aren't included in either of 

Hochberg's collections. I should mention “Possibilities and Essences in Wittgenstein's 

Tractatus” (1971), an early account of de re modality in the Tractatus, and “Russell's 

Early Analysis of Relation Predication and the Asymmetry of the Predication 

Relation” (1987), which brought to light the contemporary, rather than merely 
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historical, significance of the account of order that Russell developed in his Theory of 

Knowledge manuscript. In his “Moore's Ontology and Non-Natural Properties” 

(1969), Hochberg argued that Moore's distinction between natural and non-natural 

properties, like goodness, is underwritten by his distinction between tropes and 

universals. And this still doesn't suffice to capture the extent of Hochberg's labours! 

He and Susanne Ringström Hochberg have translated into English a volume of essays 

by the Swedish philosopher Ivar Segelberg. Segelberg's philosophy combined aspects 

of the phenomenology of Husserl and Meinong with the ontology of the early 

analytic philosophers; he had studied with C.D. Broad and later discoursed with 

Bergmann. Hochberg has long reflected upon the relationship between Sartre and 

the early analytic philosophers. He is currently working on another book devoted to 

this theme. We are granted a preview in “Being and Nothingness, Nichtsein and 

Aussersein, Facts and Negation: Meinongian Reflections in Sartre and Russell” 

(2005). This makes clear, if it wasn't already, the distinctive shape and tone of 

Hochberg's history of analytic philosophy. By contrast to (e.g.) Soames (2003), 

Hochberg has a far more inclusive and a far less self-congratulatory understanding of 

the analytic tradition. But, by contrast to (e.g.) Glock (2008), Hochberg finds far more 

continuity, the same themes and problems recurring over and over, even amongst 

philosophers of otherwise diverse commitments, lines of history that don't 

terminate but now run through us, lines that bind analytic philosophers together 

into a single enduring tradition.3  

The papers in this special issue address problems and themes that have been 

amongst the most abiding concerns of Hochberg's work. Leo and Orilia address a 

cluster of problems concerning how the order and arrangement of things in the 

world arises from the application of relations. Levine investigates the early 

development of Russell's thinking about relations and examines whether Russell 

succeeded in developing an account of them that enabled Russell to avoid Bradley's 

Regress. In his contribution, Simons defends trope theory against Hochberg's 

 
3 For further discussion of Hochberg's works see Tegtmeier (ed.) 2012, a collection of papers by 
authors from Europe and North America devoted to different aspects of Hochberg's philosophy. This 
collection also contains a bibliography of Hochberg's writings from 1953-2011. See MacBride 2002 
and MacBride 2005 for a review article and review of Hochberg 2001 and Hochberg 2003 respectively.
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critique. According to Hochberg, recognition of relations is a prerequisite for realism 

but it makes no sense to admit trope relations. Simons argues that we can intelligibly 

conceive of relational tropes, but, in any case, they may not be needed for realism. 

Pickel investigates the question whether it is necessary to admit complex properties 

amongst the constituents of facts whilst Mantegani evaluates Hochberg's long-

standing suggestion that numerical difference should be conceived as primitive, 

rather than defined in terms of identity and negation. Finally, Hochberg himself 

provides us with his intellectual memoir.4   
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Having dismissed extreme nominalism, Hochberg devoted Thought, Fact and 

Reference (1978) and Complexes and Consciousness (1999) to developing his own 

distinctive brand of realism.  Hochberg sought to see off the threat that Bradley's 

regress poses to atomic facts by appealing to the special nature of logical forms. He 

argued for the need to admit possible as well as actual facts and elaborated upon 

the nature of negative and general facts. So far as the constituents of facts were 

concerned, Hochberg maintained that they included universals, rather than tropes, 

and relations, in addition to qualities.  

There are respects in which the ideas and arguments that Hochberg put 

forward are now familiar features of the intellectual landscape. Using 21st century 

jargon, Hochberg had become sceptical of Quine's austere ‘meta-ontology' and this 

had helped lead him to appreciate that what we should admit into our ontology is 

ultimately to be determined by the 'Truthmaker Principle'. The version of the 

Truthmaker Principle Hochberg endorsed was ‘Maximalist', i.e. he held that all truths 

have truthmakers.. Having embraced Maximalism, Hochberg proceeded to 

determine what kinds of facts there must there be in order to make true the 

different kinds of truths we affirm. Hochberg argued that complex predicates (e.g. 

disjunctive, negative or conjunctive predicates) fail to correspond to properties 

(Hochberg 1978: 254-5). So whilst Hochberg affirmed that every truth is made true 

he denied that there was a 1-1 correspondence between the statements we make 

and the worldly facts that make them true.5  

Armstrong influentially sketched a similarly fact-centric ontology, whose 

recognition is forced upon us by the Truthmaker Principle, in A World of States of 

Affairs (1997) and Truth and Truthmakers (2004).  Like Hochberg, Armstrong 

embraced both Maximalism, and the denial of 1-1 correspondence. Armstrong was 

later to credit C.B. Martin with having introduced him to the notion of a truthmaker 

in the late 1950s. But as Armstrong also remarked, Hochberg was an independent 

originator of ideas about truthmaking who wasn't influenced by Martin. (It is 

noteworthy that Martin and Hochberg developed their ideas about truthmaking 

 
5
 � See MacBride 2013: sec. 2.1 for further elucidation of the distinction between Maximalism 
and 1-1 correspondence. 
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more or less contemporaneously, despite their vey different intellectual milieus and 

lineages, in England, Australia and the U.S.—perhaps the explanation lies in the fact 

that Martin during his PhD studies in the early 50s had developed, like Hochberg, an 

(unfashionable) admiration for Russell). It took Armstrong “a long time”, he later 

recollected, “to understand the full implications” of the idea of truthmaking; “only 

since 1997 have I put truthmaking at the centre of my work on metaphysics” (2004: 

xi). Here Hochberg's 1967 critique of ‘ostrich nominalism' (from “Nominalism, 

Platonism and Being True of”) played a role, helping Armstrong appreciate that the 

applicability of a predicate to a range of objects must in some way be “founded on 

the nature of the objects” (Armstrong 1973: 118). And Armstrong was later to 

acknowledge that Hochberg had anticipated his views in various critical respects, 

including the idea of a “thick particular' that was to have considerable significance 

for Armstrong's philosophy but Hochberg had already adumbrated in the 1960s 

(Armstrong 1997: 124).   

Whilst Armstrong was to endorse many features of Hochberg's world-view, 

there are many respects in which they differed. For example, Hochberg distinguished 

negative facts from general facts; Armstrong identified them. Hochberg analysed 

particulars as bundles of universals; Armstrong refused to analyse them, conceiving 

of them as bare.  Hochberg only admitted simple properties; Armstrong recognised 

complex ones too. Hochberg traced the source of logical truths down amongst the 

logical forms exhibited by atomic facts; Armstrong sought truth-makers for them 

amongst the third realm of concepts, i.e. what Armstrong characterised as the 

meanings of our words. Hochberg and Armstrong also framed their respective 

ontological inventories in terms of very different approaches to epistemology and 

the philosophy of mind. Whereas Hochberg allowed a substantial role for 

acquaintance and a priori reflection in determining what there is, Armstrong insisted 

that we should ultimately rely upon the a posteriori findings of natural science. Of 

course Armstrong was also famous for proposing a materialist theory of mind and 

here Hochberg was a long-term critic, as he had previously been a critic of Quine's 

rejection of mental entities and consequent behaviourism. Some of these 

differences can be seen to arise out of lessons that Hochberg had learnt from his 

immersion in the history of early analytic philosophy. And it is because Hochberg 
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arguments so often arose from reflection upon the works of our great analytic 

predecessors that he developed views that Armstrong later described as “deep and 

difficult” (Armstrong 1978: 94). 

Bergmann held that detailed studies of passages drawn from the history of 

philosophy were a virtually indispensable prerequisite for making progress in 

philosophy, but, he added, that such studies “should be taken structurally, not as 

excursions into scholarly history; for I do not pretend to be a scholar living in history. 

Only, I wouldn't know how to philosophize without the history, or the image of 

history, that lives in me” (Bergmann 1955: 177).  In many respects Hochberg has 

moved away from the doctrines espoused by his supervisor; many of these 

differences emerge in Hochberg's study of Bergmann's intellectual development, The 

Positivist and the Ontologist: Bergmann, Carnap and Logical Realism (2001b). 

Nonetheless, Hochberg has continued to adhere to Bergmann's historico-structural 

method, unpacking the structure of an historical view, or network of views to make 

evident connections that are relevant to our own continuing efforts at analysis.  

This means that Hochberg's understanding of the significance of the history 

of analytic philosophy differs from the ‘'relativist' wing according to whom the study 

of the history of philosophy is good for us because it enables us to achieve self-

consciousness about what is distinctive about our own world view as opposed to the 

world view of our predecessors. Hochberg also stands at a distance from the 

‘Whiggish' wing according to whom the study of the history of philosophy enables us 

to appreciate how contemporary philosophy arose out of an appreciation of the 

error of its predecessors. By contrast to the relativist wing, Hochberg holds that 

structural history can teach us that our predecessors got things wrong, badly. But by 

contrast to the Whiggish wing, Hochberg also holds that structural history can teach 

us that contemporary philosophers have got things badly wrong too; so we still have 

much to learn from our predecessors. The very general lesson that, according to 

Hochberg, structural history of early analytic philosophy teaches us is that the 

linguistic turn was a mistake, an overreaction, and that an ontological turn is what 

we now need. The more particular lesson we are taught, from Hochberg's readings 

of Moore, Russell and Wittgenstein, was the need to embrace the aforementioned 

ontology of facts conceived as truthmakers. 
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Several of the papers that have resulted from Hochberg's historico-structural 

case studies are collected together in his Russell, Moore and Wittgenstein: The 

Revival of Realism (2001). Hochberg offers a more wide scope view of his 

understanding of the (haphazard) progress of analytic philosophy over the course of 

the twentieth century in Introducing Analytic Philosophy (2005), which includes, inter 

alia, critiques of Searle on intentionality, Dummett on meaning and Kripke on 

reference. The former volume includes “Russell's Ontological Analysis of Particulars 

as Qualities” (1995), Hochberg's latest articulation and defence of his view that 

particulars should be analysed as bundles of universals. Also included is one of 

Hochberg's earliest papers “Russell, Peano and Logicism” (1956) which argues that 

Russell only ever succeeded in modelling but never reducing mathematics to logic—

thereby anticipating Benacerraf's celebrated critique of logicism—and there is a 

related paper “The Wiener-Kuratowski Procedure and the Analysis of Order” (1981) 

that argues order can be modelled but never reduced by appealing to ordered pairs.  

There are several other historical papers that aren't included in either of 

Hochberg's collections. I should mention “Possibilities and Essences in Wittgenstein's 

Tractatus” (1971), an early account of de re modality in the Tractatus, and “Russell's 

Early Analysis of Relation Predication and the Asymmetry of the Predication 

Relation” (1987), which brought to light the contemporary, rather than merely 

historical, significance of the account of order that Russell developed in his Theory of 

Knowledge manuscript. In his “Moore's Ontology and Non-Natural Properties” 

(1969), Hochberg argued that Moore's distinction between natural and non-natural 

properties, like goodness, is underwritten by his distinction between tropes and 

universals. And this still doesn't suffice to capture the extent of Hochberg's labours! 

He and Susanne Ringström Hochberg have translated into English a volume of essays 

by the Swedish philosopher Ivar Segelberg. Segelberg's philosophy combined aspects 

of the phenomenology of Husserl and Meinong with the ontology of the early 

analytic philosophers; he had studied with C.D. Broad and later discoursed with 

Bergmann. Hochberg has long reflected upon the relationship between Sartre and 

the early analytic philosophers. He is currently working on another book devoted to 

this theme. We are granted a preview in “Being and Nothingness, Nichtsein and 

Aussersein, Facts and Negation: Meinongian Reflections in Sartre and Russell” 
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(2005). This makes clear, if it wasn't already, the distinctive shape and tone of 

Hochberg's history of analytic philosophy. By contrast to (e.g.) Soames (2003), 

Hochberg has a far more inclusive and a far less self-congratulatory understanding of 

the analytic tradition. But, by contrast to (e.g.) Glock (2008), Hochberg finds far more 

continuity, the same themes and problems recurring over and over, even amongst 

philosophers of otherwise diverse commitments, lines of history that don't 

terminate but now run through us, lines that bind analytic philosophers together 

into a single enduring tradition.6  

The papers in this special issue address problems and themes that have been 

amongst the most abiding concerns of Hochberg's work. Leo and Orilia address a 

cluster of problems concerning how the order and arrangement of things in the 

world arises from the application of relations. Levine investigates the early 

development of Russell's thinking about relations and examines whether Russell 

succeeded in developing an account of them that enabled Russell to avoid Bradley's 

Regress. In his contribution, Simons defends trope theory against Hochberg's 

critique. According to Hochberg, recognition of relations is a prerequisite for realism 

but it makes no sense to admit trope relations. Simons argues that we can intelligibly 

conceive of relational tropes, but, in any case, they may not be needed for realism. 

Pickel investigates the question whether it is necessary to admit complex properties 

amongst the constituents of facts whilst Mantegani evaluates Hochberg's long-

standing suggestion that numerical difference should be conceived as primitive, 

rather than defined in terms of identity and negation. Finally, Hochberg himself 

provides us with his intellectual memoir.7   
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