CHAPTER 4
THE CORRESPONDENCE THEORY OF TRUTH: A DEFENSE
I. Introduction

“To say of what is that it is, and of what is not that it is not, is true” (Aristotle, Metaphysics 1011b)
In this chapter, I will defend the correspondence theory of truth (CTT) against its most substantial metaphysical objections. My strategy is to show how the metaphysical framework developed in the preceding chapters can be employed to solve the metaphysical problems raised against CTT: the Problem of Funny Facts, the Problem of Matching, and the Slingshot Argument.

I will begin with a brief review of the major features of the metaphysical framework developed in Chapters 2 and 3. In Chapter 2, I provided an account of facts—the objects to which true propositions correspond. I analyzed facts as arrangements and formally defined arrangements as complexes of things related in a certain specified way. Arrangements resemble Armstrong’s states of affairs, but unlike Armstrong’s states of affairs, arrangements can be built up wholly out of abstract things, like properties and relations. Arrangements are what Russell calls “objects in relation” (Russell 2004, p. 88), where the objects that are related may fall under any ontological category. 


In Chapter 3, I offered several reasons to think that propositions are abstract things, and I proposed that propositions are themselves arrangements: they are arrangements of individual essences (or haecceitous properties). This proposal allows for a characterization of the correspondence relation in terms of the exemplification of the parts of a proposition by the parts of a certain arrangement. More precisely, I proposed that ‘a proposition P corresponds to an arrangement A’ can be analyzed to mean the same thing as ‘the parts of A exemplify the parts of P, and A’s existences entails P’. (I gave an alternative definition, too, that uses the term, ‘fully grasps’, rather than the term, ‘entails’.) So in summary, propositions are arrangements of individual essences, and they correspond to other arrangements by virtue of having parts that are exemplified by the parts of those arrangements. 

II. The Problem of Funny Facts
In Chapter 1, we examined a number of troublesome propositions—propositions whose objects of correspondence have proven difficult to identify. Here, I will consider each of those propositions again and propose what arrangement they may correspond to. 
II.i. Negative Facts
Before looking at a negative proposition, I will start with a positive one:

(1) There are unicorns.

There is a sense in which (1) is about unicorns. But it is not about any particular unicorn or unicorns. Rather, it is about unicorns in general. (Evidence that it is not about any particular unicorns is that for any particular unicorns, the Us, (1) could be true even if those Us did not exist.) I suggest that (1) is about the general kind, Unicorn. Put differently, it is about the property, being a unicorn.
 Therefore, I propose that we translate (1) as follows:


(2) Being a unicorn is exemplified.
Proposition (2) describes a relationship between two properties: it says of being a unicorn that it exemplifies being exemplified. Thus, if (2) were true, it would correspond to an abstract structure consisting of being a unicorn bearing the exemplification relation to being exemplified. The idea is that this structure is just what it is for there to be unicorns, in general.


Of course, if there are unicorns in general, then there will also be particular unicorns, and we might consider these animals to be the primary ‘truth-makers’ for (2). After all, the abstract structure that (2) supposedly corresponds to seems to ontologically depends upon the existence of particular unicorns. I will later discuss briefly a possible relationship between truth-makers and objects of correspondence. Here, I only wish to point out that there may be truth-makers that are not themselves objects of correspondence (though I take it that objects of correspondence are always truth-makers). I point this out so that no one will be tempted to reject our analysis of the arrangement (2) corresponds to solely on the basis of her belief that (2) can be “made true” by things distinct from that arrangement.

Let us turn now to the notorious negative propositions. Recall this one:

(3) There are no unicorns.
I agued in Chapter 1 that if (3) corresponds to something, what it corresponds to is not a thing (or things) that philosophers would ordinarily call ‘concrete’. I also argued that it does not correspond to an unanalyzable abstract state of affairs of there being no unicorns. What, then, might (3) correspond to?
I will offer two possibilities. The first depends upon the hypothesis that (3) can be translated, without loss or addition of content, to

(4) Not, there are unicorns.  
which in turn can be translated as

(5) <There are unicorns> lacks truth.

The first hypothesis, then, is that (3) is the same proposition as (4), which in turn is (5). Let us begin with the first part of that hypothesis: (3) is the same proposition as (4). The idea here is that (3) is directly about a proposition and only indirectly about unicorns, or the kind Unicorn (see Chapter 3, secion iv); (3) says of a proposition, <there are unicorns>, that it is not. 
Why think (3) might be about a proposition (or something similar)? I see two clues to an answer: one is metaphysical and the other linguistic. Consider a metaphysical clue first. (3) is a proposition, and by virtue of being a proposition, it is primarily (or directly) about something. What? If it is not primarily about a proposition (or something similar), then presumably it is primarily about particular unicorns. But (3) is not primarily about any particular unicorns: (3) contains no individual essences of unicorns, and there are no particular unicorns whose existence is guaranteed by the truth of (3). The next best guess, I think, is that (3) is primarily about something else, such as a proposition about unicorns in general, or else the kind Unicorn. 
There is a linguistic clue suggesting the same conclusion. To see it, consider the following sentences:

(6) ‘There are tall rabbits.’
(7) ‘There are rabbits that are tall.’

(8) ‘There are angry rabbits.’

(9) ‘There are rabbits that are angry.’

(10) ‘There are no rabbits.’

(11) ‘There are rabbits that are no’.

It is reasonable to translate (6) as (7), or to translate (8) as (9). By contrast, it makes no sense at all to translate (10) as (11). This suggests that ‘no’ plays an importantly different role in (10) than ‘tall’ and ‘angry’ play in (6) and (8). (10), for example, does not ascribe to rabbits the attribute of no. This is a clue (only a clue) that (10), unlike (6) and (8), is not ascribing a property to rabbits; (10) is not saying anything directly about rabbits. By the same reasoning, then, (3) is not saying anything directly about unicorns. But if (3) is not saying something about unicorns, then the next best guess, I think, is that (3) is saying something about something else: for example, it is saying of <there are unicorns> that it is not. 

Suppose, then, that (3) is the negation of <there are unicorns>. The second part of the hypothesis says that the negation of <there are unicorns> is (5). That is, (5) says of <There are unicorns> that it lacks truth. Recall from Chapter 3 that ‘lacks’ expresses a relation r that holds between things and properties, such that for any property, everything either exemplifies it or else bears r to it. I argued in Chapter 3 that this account of negation has the virtue of allowing us to give a non-circular account of falsehood. Therefore, an advocate of CTT may understand (4) as (5).    

If one accepts that (3) is the same as (5), then one is committed to accepting that (3) corresponds to whatever (5) corresponds to. Consider (5): <<there are unicorns> lacks truth>. That proposition says of <there are unicorns> that it bears the lacking relation to the property being true. It is, plausible, therefore, that (5) corresponds to an arrangement consisting of <there are unicorns> bearing the lacking relation to the property being true. That is, (5) corresponds to an arrangement that has <there are unicorns> and being true as parts and that exists if and only if the first part mentioned bears the lacking relation to the second.
Notice that the parts of the arrangement (5) corresponds to are all abstract things: they include a proposition and a property. This follows from the idea that (5) is only directly about abstract things. The good news is that (5) is about a proposition that is in turn about unicorns in general; therefore, (5) is still about unicorns in general, which is a desirable result. 

 A second hypothesis is that (3) is about a property that is essential and unique to unicorns, namely, the kind, Unicorn, or the property, being a unicorn. (3) either says of that property that it lacks being exemplified or else that it has (exemplifies) the negation of exemplification. I prefer the hypothesis that being a unicorn lacks being exemplified because it is simpler. Given that hypothesis, (3) is


(12) Being a unicorn lacks being exemplified.
We now have two hypotheses as to what (3) says. One is that (3) says of a certain proposition that it lacks truth; the other is that it says of a certain property that it lacks being exemplified. Given either hypothesis, it is not hard to identify an arrangement that (3) might correspond to. For example, (3) might correspond to an arrangement that consists of <there are unicorns> bearing the lacking relation to the property, being true. Alternatively, (3) might correspond to an arrangement that consists of the property, being a unicorn, bearing the lacking relation to the property, being exemplified. These are plausible candidates if (3) is the same as (5) or (12).
Notice that the candidate objects of correspondence for (3) are both wholly abstract. According to the classifications offered in Chapter 2, these arrangements are abstract structures. Thus, they are not concrete things, as advocates of CTT have typically maintained. The abstract structures are also contingent; thus, an interesting implication of our proposal is that there can be contingent abstract objects.  
The account I’ve offered for (3) can be generalized for all negative facts, of course. The idea is that all negative facts are relationships of things connected by the lacking relation: the mark of a negative fact is the presence of the lacking relation. So in general, a proposition of the form

(13) X does not exist [or, there are no Xs].
is the same as


(14) <X exists> lacks truth [or, <there are Xs> lacks truth].

or as


(15) being X lacks being exemplified [or, being an X lacks being exemplified].
In either case, it is not hard to find an abstract structure that the negative proposition in question may correspond to.

II.ii. Universal Generalizations

Consider the following universal generalization:

(16) Every emerald is green.
It is equivalent to the following negative proposition:

(17) There are no non-green emeralds.

It might be thought, then, that (16) corresponds to whatever (17) corresponds to. Someone may think that. However, I do not find it plausible that (16) and (17) correspond to one and the same thing. For one, (17) seems to be saying that certain things do not exist, whereas (16) seems to be specifying the character of what does exist. Thus, they seem to be describing different situations. As a result, I will offer a different account of what (16) is saying.


Consider the following clue as to what (16) is saying. No one can grasp (16) without first grasping the general kinds, Emerald, and Green. For example, if I tried to explain to a child that every emerald is green, she could only grasp what I was saying if she already had some idea of what an emerald was and what green was. It is also evident that if one grasps the kind Emerald and the kind Green, one can grasp (16) rather easily. This suggests that (16) is a rather simple statement about the kinds, Emerald and Green. Therefore, I propose the following hypothesis:

(18) Emerald implies Green.

Or


(19) Being an emerald implies being green.

The proposal is that implies is a relation that a property may bear to a property just in case instances of the first are (or tend to be) instances of the second. We may generalize for all propositions of the form


(20) Every A is B

by translating them as 


(21) Being A implies being B.

One advantage of this proposal is that it allows us to resolve a certain paradox that results when considering the following proposition:

(22) Every proposition that is not about itself is interesting.
Ask: is (22) about itself? If it is about itself, then since (22) seems to be saying something about just those propositions that are not about themselves, it would seem that (22) is not about itself. But if (22) is not about itself, then since (22) seems to be saying something about all propositions that are not about themselves, it would seem that (22) is about itself. Therefore, it would seem that (22) is about itself if and only if it is not about itself. What we have here is a Russellean paradox for propositions. It is a paradox because it seems that if propositions can be about things, then there should be propositions like (22). Yet, (22) seems to lead to a contradiction. 
Fortunately, we can resolve this paradox using the implies relation by supposing that (22) is the same as: 


(23) being a proposition that is not about itself implies being interesting.

Proposition (23) says of a certain property that it bears the implies relation to a certain property. Thus, (23) is primarily about certain properties. Given that those properties are not themselves propositions about things, (23) is not indirectly about whatever some propositions might be about. So, there is no sense in which (23) is about itself. Therefore, (23) is not about itself and nor is (23) about all those propositions that are not about themselves. Rather, (23) is about a couple of properties that stand in the implies relation. 

This resolution to the paradox relies on treating implies as a relation that can hold between properties. Therefore, our account of universal generalizations in terms of the implies relation has a theoretical benefit. 

Once we see that (17) is (19), it is easy to find an object of correspondence for (17). (17) corresponds to an arrangement consisting of being an emerald bearing the implies relation to being green. In general, a true proposition of the form X implies Y corresponds to an arrangement consisting of X bearing the implies relation to Y.
II.iii. Conjunctions

Although conjunctive propositions do not pose a special problem for CTT, I include a section on them because our account of disjunctions will depend in part upon what we say about conjunctions. Consider, then, the following conjunction:

(23) Sally loves Sue and Sue loves Sam.

It is a conjunct of two propositions: <Sally loves Sue> and <Sue loves Sam>. Given our account of propositions as arrangements of individual essences, (23) is a mereological sum of <Sally loves Sue> and <Sue loves Sam>: it has the same haecceitous parts as <Sally loves Sue> and <Sue loves Sam> combined, and its haecceitous parts are related such that it exists if and only if <Sally loves Sue> and <Sue loves Sam> exist. Therefore, (23) corresponds to the combination of whatever its conjunctive parts correspond to. 
We have a choice here: we may say that (23) corresponds to two distinct arrangements jointly, or we may say that (23) corresponds to a mereological sum of two arrangements. That is, (23) may correspond to the combination of whatever <Sally loves Sue> and <Sue loves Sam> each correspond to. Or else, (23) may correspond to a sum of whatever <Sally loves Sue> and <Sue loves Sam> correspond to. I will leave that choice open. In general, then, a conjunctive proposition will either correspond to a sum of what its conjunctive parts correspond to, or else it will correspond jointly to whatever its conjunctive parts correspond to.           
II.iv. Disjunctions

Consider the following disjunctive proposition:

(24) Either Sally loves Sue or Sue loves Sam.

The simplest theory of correspondence, CTT-, does not analyze correspondence in terms of the correspondence or lack of correspondence of atomic parts. Therefore, advocates of CTT- will need to find an object that (24) corresponds to as a whole. I have a proposal for how this might be done. It begins with the following hypothesis:

(25) A proposition expressed by a sentence that contains a logical operators o, can be expressed by a sentence that instead uses ‘not’ and/or ‘and’.
The idea is that any proposition expressed using logical operators may be expressed using just the operators ‘not’ and ‘and’. We might find this reasonable if we think that the precise meanings of complex operators are understood by their definitions in terms of ‘not’ and ‘and’. Given this hypothesis, we can translate (24) as


(26) Not (not, Sally loves Sue, and not, Sue loves Sam)

which in turn translates to

(27) <<Sally loves Sue> lacks truth> and <<Sue loves Sam> lacks truth> lack truth.
Notice that (27) is a conjunctive proposition. Therefore, (27) may either correspond to a sum of what its conjunctive parts correspond to, or it may correspond jointly to what its conjunctive parts correspond to. For simplicity, I will assume the first option. Now it is not difficult to identify the arrangements that (27)’s conjunctive parts may correspond to. The first conjunct may correspond to an arrangement that consists of <<Sally loves Sue> lacks truth> bearing the lacking relation to truth. The second may correspond to an arrangement that consists of <<Sue loves Sam> lacks truth> bearing the lacking relation to truth. (27) may correspond, then, to a sum of those arrangements.


At this point, we may notice that sentences that contain logical operators besides ‘and’ express propositions that are themselves about propositions (or properties). This should not be surprising. Logical operators operate on propositions. I have given a metaphysical account of how they operate on propositions: ‘not’ is used to say of a proposition that it lacks truth; ‘or’ is used to say of a couple propositions that their negations do not both lack truth; every other logical operator is analyzable in terms of ‘and’ and ‘not’. Therefore, in general, logical operators are used in sentences that express propositions about propositions.


Someone might wonder why ‘and’ is treated differently than the other logical operators. Why doesn’t ‘and’ operate on propositions? Well, in a way it does. It conjoins two propositions into a bigger conjunctive proposition. The difference, however, is that a conjunctive proposition is not generally about other propositions. It is not about propositions because the conjuncts of a conjunction do not suddenly become described just by virtue of being conjoined. By contrast, if we say that something is not the case, for example, then what we say is about a proposition: we say that it is not the case (or that it lacks truth). All the other operators are defined in terms of ‘not’ and ‘and’ and so are naturally going to be about propositions. We might express the situation this way: ‘and’ is to the other logical operators as ‘0’ is to the other numbers—the others can be defined in terms of it. Therefore, I do not think it should surprise us that ‘and’ has a unique salient feature among the logical operators.

Before I close this section, I would like to make explicit a certain assumption. The assumption is that logically equivalent propositions do not necessarily correspond to the same thing. I make this assumption for the following two reasons: (i) it seems implausible that all necessary truths, from truths about geometry to truths about the nature of truth, all correspond to one the same thing; (ii) I do not think CTT is defensible without this assumption (see section IV). Given this assumption, no one should be tempted to complain that our account of the logical operators entails that every proposition is about propositions. That is, no one should think that every proposition of the form

(28) x is F.
can be translated as a proposition expressible using logical operators, such as

(29) not (not (x is F).
No one should make that complaint, for my reply is obvious: (28) does not correspond to the same thing as its logically equivalent neighbors. I take this to be a virtue of the theory. For it is plausible that when someone expresses a proposition, the proposition she expresses is not about the very same things that any and every logically equivalent proposition is about. Similarly, it is plausible that (28) is not about the very same things as (29).
     
II.v. Abstract Reference

Consider the following proposition:

(30) Green is a color.
Given our account of arrangements, it is easy to find an arrangement that (30) may correspond to. It is this one: the arrangement that has being green and being a color as its only parts. (Or if you prefer the fine-grained theory of arrangements, it is an arrangement having those parts, plus the relation of exemplification as a constituent.) Thus, (30) may correspond to an abstract structure of properties. Unlike the abstract structures considered above, this one seems to exist necessarily. Therefore, (30) is not only true, but it is necessarily true.
II.vi. Tensed

Let us turn to tensed propositions. Here is an example: 
(31) The Trojans were conquered.
If eternalism is true, then finding an object of correspondence for (31) is fairly straightforward: translate (31) as <The Trojans are conquered at a past time>, where ‘past time’ means ‘any time earlier than the time the proposition in question is expressed’, and then consider an arrangement that consists of the Trojans bearing the exemplification relation to the property, being conquered in the past. Since that arrangement exists—back in 1200 B.C.—(31) may correspond to it.   
But presentists believe that there are no past objects; thus, there are no Trojans temporally located in the past. Therefore, it has proven difficult to identify an object that propositions about the past may correspond to. I believe that the difficulty results from thinking that propositions about the past are about concrete objects, and that they should therefore correspond to concrete objects. In response, I will argue that if presentism is true, then propositions about the past are only indirectly about concrete objects and are directly about the past.
To begin, consider what it means to say that something exists at a time. What is a time? And how do things manage to get inside of times? Here is a hypothesis:

(32) A time is a situation (a proposition) that is earlier than or later than some other situation (proposition).

Given (32), we can say that something is at a time if that time is about it—that is, the time has one of its individual essences as a part (see ). I recommend this account to the presentist for two reasons: (i) it allows the presentist to talk about times that contain things that do not exist (for example, there are times in which dinosaurs roam the earth); (ii) it makes use of a familiar category, namely, situation, or proposition, and it is not implausible that talk of the past is talk of past situations. (Notice that I do not identify times with maximal situations, as Tom Crisp does.)

A presentist who accepts (32) may identify the past time at which the Trojans were conquered as this one: <The Trojans are conquered>. She may then translate (31) as 


(33) <The Trojans are conquered> is past.
Notice first that (33) is about a proposition that is about the Trojans. Thus, there is an indirect sense in which (33) is about the Trojans. This is good, because intuitively there is some sense in which <The Trojans were conquered> is about the Trojans. 
The next thing to notice is that (33) says of a proposition that it is past. What does it mean to say that something is past? I see two options here for a presentist. One option is to treat ‘being past’ as a primitive term. Thus, to say that something is past is to say that it exemplifies the analyzable property of being past. A second option is to analyze ‘being past’ as ‘being earlier than the present time’, where ‘the present time’ is treated as an indexical that picks out a time of utterance. For example, if I say that <The Trojans are conquered> is earlier than the present time, I am saying that <The Trojans are conquered> is earlier than <I am uttering>. The second option seems more plausible to me, but I leave it up to the presentist to accept whichever option she prefers. 

  By now, readers should have no trouble identifying an object of correspondence for (33). One option is that (33) corresponds to an abstract structure consisting of <The Trojans are conquered> bearing the earlier than relation to <I am uttering>. The other is that (33) corresponds to the abstract structure consisting of <The Trojans are conquered> bearing the exemplification relation to being past. I suspect that most presentists who accept CTT would find one of those two accounts reasonable.            
II.vii. Modal

In Chapter 1, I pointed out the following similarity between modal truths and tensed ones: both can be about things that do not exist (given certain commonsense views about time and modality). Consider, for example, the following proposition:

(34) A three thousand story building could be constructed.

Proposition (34) seems to be about a three thousand story building. But there is no such thing. This is a clue that (34) is only indirectly about a building; it is directly about a proposition, namely, <a three thousand story building is constructed>. Therefore, I suggest that (34) be translated as


(35) <a three thousand story building is constructed> is possible.

The next step is to say what it is for a proposition to be possible. I see two options here. One is to treat ‘possible’ as a primitive term that expresses an unanalyzed modal property. Thus, to say that a proposition is possible is just to say that it exemplifies the unanalyzed property, being possible. The other option is to analyze possibility. Someone who is a fan of Lewis worlds may analyze possibility in terms of existence in a causally isolated spatio-temporal universe. But there is another option for those who accept our account of propositions, which is as follows:

(36) ‘x is possible’ =def ‘x is not impossible’, where
(37) ‘x is impossible’ =def ‘x entails every proposition’.

Recall that our definition of ‘proposition’ was expressed in terms of ‘entailment’. Therefore, whoever understands that definition, should understand the ones above. 

These are some options, then, for how one might analyze possibility. 

If we do not analyze possibility, then the object of correspondence is easy to identify: it will be an abstract structure consisting of a proposition bearing the exemplification relation to the property of being possible. If possibility is analyzed, on the other hand, then identifying the object of correspondence is a little trickier (but only a little). Here’s how to do it if possibility is analyzed in terms of entailment. Suppose proposition P is possible. Then <P is possible> should be translated as

(38) <P entails every proposition> lacks truth

which may be translated as 


(39) <being a proposition implies being entailed by P> lacks truth.

That was the tricky part. Identifying the arrangement to which (39) may correspond to is easy: it is one consisting of <being a proposition implies being entailed by P> bearing the lacking relation to being true. 
II.viii. Subjunctive Conditionals

Consider the following proposition:
(40) If the wind were to pick up, then this pile of leaves would scatter.
In Chapter 1, I argued that (40) cannot correspond to anything concrete since no concrete thing can guarantee the truth of (40). It might be guessed what I will say here: (40) is primarily about propositions. Specifically, (40) says of <the wind picks up> that it counterfactually implies <the pile of leaves scatter>. Thus, if (40) is true, it corresponds to an arrangement consisting of <the wind picks up> bearing the counterfactually implies relation to <the pile of leaves scatter>. (40) is still (indirectly) about the wind and the leaves by virtue of being about propositions that are themselves about those things. 

It remains to be said what counterfactually implies is. Fortunately, one may analyze that relation however one pleases, or one may leave it unanalyzed. It makes no difference, given that any analysis will be in terms of logical and modal operators, and I have already shown how to find arrangements for propositions expressed by logical and modal operators. Therefore, counterfactual propositions do not pose a special problem for CTT, given our framework.      
III. The Problem of Matching
The Problem of Matching is the problem of seeing how abstract propositions should match up with concrete material things. It might seem mysterious how an abstract, colorless, shapeless proposition should be able to match (describe, be about, correspond to) a purple pen sitting on the table, say. 
My solution to the Problem of Matching is to simply offer an analysis of correspondence. In Chapter 3, I analyzed correspondence in terms of exemplification. Recall:

(41) ‘x corresponds to y’ =def ‘(p (if p is a part of y, then (q (q is part of x and p exemplifies q)); (p (if p is a part of x, then (q (q is part of y and q exemplifies p)); (p (if p is a constituent of y), then p is a constituent of x)’, where 

(42) ‘x is a constituent of y’ =def ‘ (if y is fully grasped, then x is grasped, and x ≠ y)’.
Alternative def.
For example, <The purple pen sits on the table> corresponds to an arrangement consisting of a purple pen sitting on the table because the parts of that arrangement exemplify the parts of that proposition (add: the constituents of the arrangement are constituents of the proposition). Therefore, it should be no more (or less) mysterious that propositions should match up with arrangements than that properties should connect to their exemplifiers. 


Someone may object that it is mysterious how properties can connect to things by way of exemplification. But this is an objection for everyone who accepts the existence of properties and so is not unique CTT. Thus, I will only say one brief thing in response: instances of properties may be viewed in commonsense terms as examples of properties. For example, the red ball exemplifies redness by virtue of being an example of the kind, Red Thing. Therefore, I conclude here that in light of our analysis of correspondence, the Problem of Matching is only a problem if there is a problem with thinking that there can be examples of things. And there does not seem to be a problem with that.
IV. The Problem of the One Big Fact 
Recall that believers in CTT who accept the semantic and logical assumptions are committed to saying that every true proposition corresponds to one and the same thing. To review, the semantic assumption is this:

(43) Any two propositions correspond to the same fact if they are expressible by semantically equivalent sentences, where

(44) ‘P is semantically equivalent to Q’ =def ‘The only difference between P and Q is that in place of one of the terms in Q, P has a term that, though distinct from Q’s term, refers to the same thing as Q’s term does’.
And the logical assumption is this:

(45) All logically equivalent propositions correspond to the same fact.

Given these assumptions, any two propositions S and T correspond to the same thing by the following argument:
(46) S is logically equivalent to Q = <the philosopher x, such that (x is Peter van Inwagen and S is true), is Peter van Inwagen>.
(47) Q is semantically equivalent to R = <the philosopher x, such that (x is Peter van Inwagen and T is true), is Peter van Inwagen>.

(48) R is logically equivalent to T.

(49) Therefore, given the semantic and logical assumptions, S, Q, R, and T all correspond to the same thing.
I have already explained why I think we should reject the logical assumption. We should reject it because it is implausible that every necessary truth corresponds to one and the same thing. However, it may still be the case that some logically equivalent propositions correspond to the same thing. In particular, it may still be the case that S and Q correspond to the same thing. In order to show that they do not, I will need to take a look at what sort of arrangements Q and S may correspond to.


To begin, let us consider what proposition Q is. Q is an identity claim. It says of a certain guy who satisfies a certain description that he is Peter van Inwagen. In terms of our framework, Q is an arrangement of the following two individual essences: being the philosopher who is Peter van Inwagen and who is such that T is true, on the one hand, and being Peter van Inwagen, on the other. Q also contains the identity relation as a constituent. Thus, it looks as though Q will correspond to an arrangement containing Peter van Inwagen as its only part. (The only thing preventing this arrangement from being identical to Peter van Inwagen, is that it seems to have the identity relation as a constituent, whereas Peter van Inwagen does not.) 
Only one part???
What about S? Does it correspond to an arrangement containing nothing more than Peter van Inwagen? That depends on what S is. If S is <Peter van Inwagen is identical to Peter van Inwagen>, for example, then S would seem to correspond to the same thing as Q. However, if S is <Tibbles is on the mat>, then S will surely not correspond to an arrangement containing Peter van Inwagen. Therefore, it should now be clear that not just any S corresponds to the same thing as Q. Therefore, the Slingshot Argument fails.            
V. Conclusion 
� Some philosophers make a distinction between kinds and properties. Here, I use the term, ‘property’, in a broad sense to include both natural kinds as well as properties that are not natural carvings.


� (28) and (29) may both be about x and F, but (29) is only indirectly about x and F. Also, (29), unlike (28), is about certain propositions lacking truth.





