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Among those who posit properties, liberals (mostly nominalists) admit abundant, ontologically free properties, which particulars possess whenever they satisfy the same predicate and belong to the same class, however artificial. I call them "L-properties" (for "Liberal"). Some liberals also admit that some few L-properties are natural, while most of them are artificial (the same applies to the corresponding classes). Others (mostly but not only realists) commit to a more discriminating use of the category: properties are sparse, they make for the objective similarities among particulars, and more importantly, they allow to analyze "objective similarity" or "class naturalness" in terms of propertypossessing and sharing. They give particulars their "true nature", and I call them "A-properties" (for "Analytical"). This article provides a defense of this second type of property, in the particular case of sortals. To that end, a new fact is put forward: that sorts are classes which are natural not as a primitive feature, but in virtue of what the particulars which belong to them are, and which makes them naturally belonging to them. I then argue that this fact entails the existence of the desired type of property, "sortal A-properties", although leaving open the question of how they should be construed.

1.

Prelude: a friendly discussion about emeralds and rubies Demea and Philo are two jewelers who are friends. One day, after a dinner, they get into a philosophical discussion about some precious gemstones that were lying around on their table .   Demea: Take a look, Philo, at these emeralds that are gathered at this end of the table. They are all green, which means that they are such that the same predicate truly applies to all of them. Also, do you agree that the class of green objects is natural? Philo: Yes, I do. And I imagine that by "natural class" you mean the same thing I do: it is a class that brings together particulars which are 'of the same type' and 'objectively similar'. Any particular belongs to a class, as soon as it satisfies the same predicate as the other members of that class. But a very small number of these classes 'cut nature at the joints' and capture objective similarities. These are natural classes, and I agree the class of green objects is so.

Demea: Very well. Now, consider the following question: does what makes it true that all these emeralds are green, that is, what makes each of them truly green, also make the class they form natural? In other words, does the naturalness of this class obtain in virtue of what they have in common by their all being green? Philo: I can't see your point, what do you have in mind? Demea: Well for my part, I believe that what makes it true that an emerald is green is that it has the property 'being green'.

Philo: So far, I agree. Demea: I would then add that the fact that they all have the same property explains why the class of green objects is natural. These emeralds do not belong to the class of green objects like they belong to any other class, for they naturally belong to it, in virtue of the property they all possess. Wouldn't you agree? Philo: No, I wouldn't. What makes a particular be what it is and satisfy a given predicate, does not make it belong to certain classes more naturally than to others. Demea: Well, why not? Philo: Just look at those rubies on the other side of the table. It's true that they are all red. They all have the property 'being red'. Now consider the class they form together with the emeralds. No one would say that this class is natural (assuming that the class of colored objects is not as natural as the class of green objects). Yet there is at least one predicate that is true of all these stones: "being gred", which is true of any x whenever x is on this side of the table, and green, or on the other side, and red. Each of these stones is gred, which means that they all share the property 'being gred'. But clearly this does not imply that the class of gred objects is natural. So, particulars can obviously satisfy the same predicate, and have the same property, without their class being natural. Otherwise, there would be no artificial class at all! Demea: I don't deny that there are artificial classes. But I maintain that what makes a particular satisfy a given predicate also makes it naturally belong to a class.

Philo: Then, how do you account for the distinction between artificial and natural classes? Demea: Quite easily. When a class is natural, it is so in virtue of that which makes the same predicate truly apply to all its members: the possession of a same property. However, when a class is artificial, what makes each particular satisfy the same predicate as the others also makes it naturally belong to some class, but not to the same class as these others. Take this emerald. What makes it true that it is gred is that it is green and located on this side of the table . Likewise, what makes it true that this ruby is gred is that it is red and located on the other side of the table. The property 'being green' makes the emerald naturally belong to the (natural) class of green objects, and the property 'being red' makes the ruby belong to the (also natural) class of red objects. But these are two different classes. So, what makes emeralds satisfy the same predicate as rubies does make emeralds belong to a natural class, but not to the same as rubies. That a class is artificial does not prevent that what makes a particular satisfy the same predicate as others, i.e., its property, makes it naturally belong to a class: only it is not the same class as those others.

Philo: I admire your sophisticated response, Demea, but I suspect that your use of the term "property" is no longer the one we agreed upon. Let's call it a night and sleep on it! Then the two jewelers went back to their respective homes to think about what they called a "property".

2.

Two categories of "property"

In this fictitious debate, there is a surface question that divides our two protagonists: does the possession of a property, which makes a particular be such and such and satisfy the same predicate as others, also explains why there is at least one class to which it belongs which is natural? In other words, do particulars naturally belong to some (natural) classes? But this question hides a deeper misunderstanding, about the category of "property" itself. Below their visible contradiction, Demea and Philo actually use two distinct categories of "property". Let me explain this before formulating precisely the claim of this article and giving an outline of how to defend it.

Demea claims that particulars naturally belong to some classes. For her, when a class is natural, its naturalness obtains in virtue of the property which gives its members their nature and makes them satisfy the same predicate. Philo disagrees: she thinks that when a particular is such and such, it does not make it belong to some classes more naturally than to other. That which accounts for the naturalness of certain classes is not to be found in the fact that particulars are such and such and possess properties. This was Philo's objection: even members of artificial classes belong to these in virtue of what they are and the properties they possess. Thus, the possession of a property cannot explain why a class is natural, and the particulars which possess it don't naturally belong to this class.

At this point, Philo still believes that they are both using the same category of "property". Not only both assume that properties exist, but they first seem to agree on what I will call a "liberal use" of the category. According to this use, a property exists whenever there is a class of particulars which satisfy the same predicate. All emeralds are green, which is to say that emeralds share the property 'being green'. The possession of a liberal property (or "L-property") merely indicates that a particular is such that a predicate truly applies to it. In this sense, particulars share abundantly many L-properties. L-properties are abundant, for there are as many L-properties as there are classes of particulars to which the same predicate truly applies. Among these classes, the vast majority are purely artificial, like that of gred objects. This is why, according to Philo, particulars don't belong to certain classes more naturally than to others in virtue of what they are and the properties they possess.

But at the end, Philo realizes that Demea's claim that particulars naturally belong to some classes implies a commitment to another category of "properties". Indeed, in her use, a property is something that constitutes a particular's determinate nature, and in virtue of which it primarily belongs to certain privileged, natural classes. By possessing such properties, particulars naturally belong to these classes, that is, in virtue of their nature. That's how Demea answers Philo's objection of artificial classes. She concedes that there are many artificial classes and predicates. She also admits that particulars belong to these classes in virtue of what they are and the properties they possess. But she maintains that what particulars are and the properties they possess make them belong first and naturally to some (natural) classes. Take the class of green objects, which is supposed to be natural. The property 'being green' makes them belong to this class and satisfy the same predicate "green", and is also what makes this class natural. Green objects naturally belong to this class. But in the case of the artificial class of gred objects, particulars do belong to it in virtue of their properties, but not in virtue of the same property. What makes an emerald satisfy "gred", i.e. the same property 'being green', it is not what makes all other gred objects satisfy the same predicate: in the case of rubies, it is the property 'being red', for rubies are not green but red. But emeralds still naturally belong to the class of green objects, and rubies to that of red objects, in virtue of their properties. Thus, the property that a particular has, and which makes it belong to a lot of artificial classes, still makes a class natural. So, it remains true that particulars naturally belong to some classes, just not to artificial ones.

To ensure that particulars still naturally belong to certain classes, i.e. that the properties they possess explain why these classes are natural and not artificial, Demea switched to another category of "property", which I call "analytical". When "analytical properties" (or "A-properties") are postulated, particulars don't have abundant properties out of mere class membership, but only the sparse ones that makes them belong to natural class. A-properties allow to distinguish between what a particular really is (by possession of A-properties), which makes some classes natural, and what it is by merely belonging to (mostly artificial) classes. And such properties then allow to analyze what it is for a particular to be 'objectively similar' to others or to have 'the same nature' as others. It consists int the fact that it possesses (and shares) an A-property. Thus, particulars no longer indifferently belong to any class. They first naturally belong to some sparse ones, by having A-properties which give them their determinate and true nature. And only then do they belong to many other artificial classes, by satisfying artificial predicates in virtue of what they already are. 1 Another word should be said about the relation between L-properties and A-properties. While the former are abundant, the latter are sparse. They correspond to the very small number of classes which are natural, 'cut nature at the joints' and capture 'objective similarities'. But A-properties are not a subclass of L-properties, those which correspond to natural classes, for they are ontologically more fundamental and discriminating. A-properties do not only correspond to the rare natural classes, but they also explain why these classes are natural. They make for what a particular is in its determinate nature, which makes it belong to some natural classes and which is the same as in the other particulars of the same classes. They analyze objective similarity or class naturalness in terms of property possessing, which by definition L-properties could not, because even members of an artificial class possess and share L-properties.

The key point here is that, in her defense of particulars naturally belonging to certain classes, Demea needs to posit A-properties. And this conditional will prove crucial to my own argument: if particulars do naturally belong to some classes, then A-properties exist. Why is this the case? That particulars naturally belong to some classes means that these classes are natural in virtue of what these particulars are. Now, call a "property" that which a particular possesses when it is such or such. It is clear that if a particular naturally belongs to a class, 'what it is' must be analyzed as the possession of an A-property. On the contrary, if particulars could be such or such with only L-properties, that is by mere class membership, then they couldn't naturally belong to some classes, as they would indifferently belong to any class, as artificial as it is. So, A-properties are required if the naturalness of the classes to which they belong obtains in virtue of what these particulars are, i.e. if particulars naturally belong to these classes.

One could be tempted to see in Demea a realist (for example, a proponent of universals), and in Philo a nominalist, so it will be useful to clearly state how this difference between L-properties and A-properties connects with the opposition between realists and nominalists. The two spectra coincide at their ends, but do not overlap perfectly at midpoint. For instance, a full supporter of universals typically claims that when several particulars instantiate the same universal, and thus share a same nature, it makes their class natural. So, when properties are construed as universals, they are A-properties. Inversely, A-properties can be analyzed as non-particular entities like universals. The same could be said of a trope theorist. When several particulars possess perfectly resembling tropes, they share a same nature, and this makes their class natural. So, when properties are construed as classes of perfectly resembling tropes, they are A-properties. Inversely, A-properties can be analyzed as particular but non-concrete entities like tropes.

At the other end of the spectrum, L-properties typically are the properties that most nominalists willingly admit, because they are 'ontological free lunch'. In a nominalist framework, concrete particulars can perfectly have L-properties, and the various forms of nominalism correspond to different ways of defining L-properties in terms of concrete particulars, without having to posit any other type of entities. For example, L-properties can then be construed as mere classes (Class Nominalism) or as mereological sums of particulars (Mereological Nominalism). Either way, L-properties are taken to be concrete and particular in their ontological nature. Thus, that a particular has a L-property simply means that it belongs to the class of (or is part of the aggregate of) all the particulars which satisfy a same predicate, and involves no analysis of its nature. Inversely, a nominalist often claims that nothing in the constitution of particulars makes for the distinction between natural and artificial classes. In virtue solely of what they are, particulars belong indiscriminately to many classes as long as they satisfy the corresponding predicates, and not naturally to some (natural) ones. So, a nominalist usually denies A-properties.

But this is not necessarily so. Nominalists can also admit A-properties, as long as they seek to explain objective similarities and class naturalness in terms of property possessing. But then, they have to account for them in a nominalist framework, and to analyze what it is for a particular to have a determinate nature without postulating a distinct type of entities like universals or tropes.2 For instance, Rodriguez-Pereyra's Resemblance Nominalism explicitly admits sparse A-properties in order to account for the sameness of type among particulars, while analyzing them with a fundamental relation of resemblance.3 In any case, using the category of A-properties implies that what a particular is, which makes any predicate truly apply to it, cannot simply be analyzed in terms of concrete particulars and mere class membership (or parthood), but rather requires to be further analyzed. Again, this can be tried in a (richer) nominalist framework. 4 The use of A-properties only implies that it is legitimate to analyze that in which the 'having a nature' consists, to explain why some classes are natural and others aren't.

In this article, like Philo and Demea, I assume that properties exist, which excludes 'austere' forms of nominalism which deny their existence. My goal here is to defend the existence of A-properties, against those nominalists who only admit the category of "L-property". I claim that A-properties exist, whether they may then be construed as universals, tropes or primitive resemblance relations. Here, A-properties are only characterized by their ontological role: they are that in which the particulars' being such and such consists, and which allows to explain their objective similarities and the naturalness of the classes to which they belong. If successful, this won't be a small victory, for the nominalist appetite for "desert landscapes" will be shown to be only bad taste. Nominalists will then be forced to try like Rodriguez-Pereyra to conceive A-properties and give particulars some internal structure without postulating entities other than concrete particulars, which is not an easy task.

To defend A-properties, my argument runs as follows. If one admits (A) that if there are particulars naturally belonging to certain classes, then A-properties exist, and (B) that it is indeed a fact that some particulars naturally belong to certain classes, then one concludes by modus ponens that (C) there are A-properties. Thus, the remaining discussion shall focus on the defense of premises (A) and (B). In the section 3, I support premise (B) by offering a new argument, which is based on the truthmaker for sortal predications. In sections 4 and 5, I defend this argument against two possible objections. In section 6, I return to the defense of premise (A) against a very important objection, which has historical roots in the evolution of the debate about the existence of properties.

3.

An argument from the truthmakers for sortal predications

Let me begin by defending premise (B) that there are indeed particulars which naturally belong to certain classes. Recall what this means: particulars naturally belong to some classes if and only if what these particulars are, which makes certain predications true, also makes some classes natural. When a predicate cuts out a natural class, the class is natural in virtue of what makes each of its members what it is and satisfy this predicate. However, the argument which I offer now has a reduced scope: it only concerns the particulars to which sortal predicates apply.

The argument draws on the distinction between two types of general terms: 'characterizing' or 'adjectival' terms like "negatively charged" or "human", and sortal terms like "being an electron" or "being a human".5 Sortals allows to characterize particulars as being one of a sort. As Strawson puts it, 'a sortal (…) supplies a principle for distinguishing and counting individual particulars which it collects' (Strawson, 1959, p. 168), in a way that non-sortals don't. For instance, if a particular can be truly said to be "a human", then it can be counted as one particular of the sort of the humans, numerically distinct from other particulars of the same sort. On the contrary, an adjectival term like "human" doesn't carve particulars up as distinct members of the same sort, which makes counting them problematic. For instance, a warm smile can surely be said "human", it is not a human being and cannot be counted as one of the same sort as other human beings.

The argument relies on the truthmakers of such sortal predications. What is a a required to be in order to make a sortal predication like "a is an electron" true? I claim that a ought to be of a sort, namely, the sort of the electrons, for such a predication to be true. It is not sufficient that a has all the required characteristics of mass, charge and spin, to truly be "an electron", it also has to be a particle with the said characteristics, i.e., to be of the sort of the electrons. So, the truthmaker of "a is an electron" cannot be reduced to any bundle of required characteristics (of mass, charge, spin). In the same manner, particular b's being rational, political and blessed with a sense of humor doesn't suffice to make it true that "b is a human", because b may also be a robot and not a member of human kind, which is an animal species. So, this sortal predication also contains the statement that b is of a certain sort, which cannot be made true by the mere possession of the required qualities. Hence, to make it true that "b is a human", there must be a sense in which b really is of a certain sort, that of animals with specific qualities, that is, of human beings. Being of this sort is a part of what b is, without which b couldn't be truly said to be a human. So, the core of the argument is that the truthmaker of a sortal always involves a particular being of a certain sort, which is not reducible to the truthmakers of any set of adjectival characterizations or qualities.

Before going deeper in the discussion of this argument, let me draw the conclusion. Take particulars which fall under the same sortal "being an F". Then, to make this sortal predication true, they all ought to be of the sort of the Fs, that is, their being of this sort is embedded in what they are. Now it appears that the class of all these particulars is a very special class: a class of particulars which are of the sort of the Fs. But this class is nothing else than what is designated as "the sort of Fs". So, the sort of the Fs is the class of particulars which are of this same sort. For instance, the sort of electrons is nothing else but the class of particulars which are of the sort of the electrons. A sort is thus a class of a very special interest, whose members are of the same sort. This has a decisive consequence regarding the problem of natural and artificial classes: it implies that all sorts are natural and that there is no artificial sort, because a sort is a class whose members are members of the same class not by mere artificial or linguistic trick, but in virtue of the fact that they are of this sort. Hence, if a class is a sort, then it is natural, and more importantly, it is so in virtue of what its members are: particulars truly falling under a sortal naturally, that is, by virtue of what they are, belong to sorts.

This brings us to premise (B). There are indeed particulars which naturally belong to some classes: they are the particulars to which sortal predicates are truly applied. So that such predications can be true, these particulars have to be of some sorts, by which they are of the same sorts as others -if there are indeed others of the same sorts (I admit of natural classes or sorts with only one member). The important point here is that such sorts are natural classes in virtue of what their members are, because they belong to sorts in virtue of the fact that they are of sorts. That's why these particulars naturally belong to their classes: that which makes them be of such or such sort and satisfy the same sortal predicates also explains why their classes are natural. Now that premise (B) has been defended in the particular case of particulars falling under sortals, premise (A) can be applied. Remember that (A) is a conditional which states that if there are particulars naturally belonging to certain classes, then A-properties exist. As particulars which fall under sortals naturally belong to their sorts, then one can infer that they possess "sortal A-properties", which consist in being of a certain sort, because instantiating such properties is required to make sortal predications true. Before turning to the defense of premise (A), let me now examine two possible objections to the previous argument from the truthmakers of sortal predications.

4.

The objection from artificial sortals

In the previous section, I argued that particulars falling under sortals have to really be of some sort to make sortal predications true, and I concluded that they naturally belong to their sorts. This implies that all sorts are natural and that there is no artificial sort. But this naturally raises the problem of artificial sortals: how is their truthmaking now to be accounted for?

There surely are artificial sortals. Take for instance "being an emeruby", defined as "being on this side of the table and being an emerald, or being on the other side of the table and being a ruby". Thus, the jewelers' gemstones from earlier truly are emerubies, for on this side of the table they are emeralds and rubies on the other side. Yet, as artificial as it is, this sortal truly applies to these particular gemstones. So, there must be something in what they are which makes it true. But following the previous line of argument, to make such sortal predication true, each of these gems not only has to be located here or there and be of this or that color, but also to be of the sort of the emerubies. Then the objector has me cornered: what means here for emerubies to be of the same sort? What is this property 'being of the sort of the emerubies'?

If it means that emerubies, just like emeralds and rubies, naturally belong to a class of their own, then the class of emerubies is just as natural as the classes of emeralds and rubies. Thus, the predicate "being an emeruby" is not artificial after all. And by extension, there is no artificial sortal predicate anymore, which is absurd.

On the other hand, I could retort that all these gemstones indeed are 'of the sort of the emerubies', to make the sortal predication true, but that it doesn't mean that they naturally belong to a class of their own, because the class is artificial. But then my previous argument is ruined, because premise (B) is not defended anymore. The mere fact that particulars have to be of the same sort to make a sortal predication true is now too week to imply that they naturally belong to this sort. The entire argument is now trivial: particulars satisfying a same sortal predicate are of the same sort, but there is a very strong chance that this sort is not natural. Sorts then lose their specificity, for like any other class they now gather particulars merely because they satisfy the same predicate.

So, the objection concludes, if to make any sortal predication true, particulars have to possess the property 'being of a sort', then it cannot be that (i) there are artificial sortals while (ii) no artificial sorts. To maintain that every sort is natural, I should claim that there is no artificial sortal, which is absurd, but accepting artificial sortals leads to admit artificial sorts, which ruins the whole argument.

Yet, it is possible to account for (i) artificial sortals (ii) without admitting artificial sorts, while maintaining the core of the previous argument, which is that for a sortal predicate to be truly applied to particulars, these particulars have to be members of a sort. Because they are not necessarily of the same sort. Of course, they are when the sortal 'cuts at the joints' and corresponds to a sort. But in the case of an artificial sortal like "being there is just an artificial class of particulars that are truly said to be emerubies, and no corresponding unique sort. The truthmaking of this predication implies that they are all of a sort, but not necessarily of the same sort. Emerubies actually are particulars of different sorts, as some -the emeralds -are of the sort of the emeralds, and others -the rubies -are of the sort of the rubies. More generally, when "being a G" is an artificial sortal, then particulars which are truly said to be "Gs" are not all of the same sort of the Gs, because there is no such sort, and yet each has to be of a certain sort, different from G. In other words, when a sortal predicate is artificial, then the particulars to which it truly applies have to be of actually different sorts, and not of the same sort.

That way, the argument is unscathed by the objection of artificial sortals, in a way very similar to Demea's reply to Philo's objection. It stays true that every particular falling under a sortal is of a sort, although they are not all of the same sort when the sortal is artificial. What is more, the argument even turns out to be reinforced by the answer, since it appears now that for an artificial sortal to be truly applied to some particulars, then these particulars have to be of some sort, though not the same sort. The gemstones couldn't be truly said to be "emerubies" and artificially selected in this class if they weren't already emeralds and rubies, and members of their respective (natural) sorts. Hence, there can be no artificial sortals if there are no sorts. Since there obviously are artificial sortals, as proved by the example, then there are sorts. As there are sorts, and since sorts are classes of particulars which naturally belong to them, then there are particulars naturally belonging to certain classes. Added to premise (A), this supports the claim that there exist (sortal) A-properties.

5.

The objection of triviality

The argument from section 3 in support of premise (B) may be subject to a second objection, which points out the triviality of the fact that I take as the truthmaker for sortal predications. In my view, to makes it true that a particular a "is an electron", a has to be of some sort; and if the class of electrons is natural, then this sort that a is nothing else than the sort of the electrons, i.e. the same sort that other particulars b, c, etc. which satisfy the same predicate. The truthmaker which explains that "being an electron" truly applies to a, b, c, etc. is the fact that they all are, in their very being, of the sort of the electrons. Yet, as one may object, this 'being of the sort of the electrons' is quite a strange property, and it seems at first glance to be nothing else than class membership. And if 'being of the sort of the electrons' is indeed just belonging to the class of electrons, then I find myself having only said that what makes it true that a, b, c, etc. "are electrons" is that they are members of the class of electrons, i.e., belong to the extension of the predicate "being an electron". What I identified as the truthmaker for a sortal predication turns out to be a mere truth condition, a semantical fact but not a truthmaker. One would rather request, as a truthmaker, that which makes a belong to the class of electrons and secure this truth condition. It seems highly unsatisfying to merely say that it is the fact of a belonging to this class.

Especially, it is now unclear how sortal predications need a specific kind of truthmaker, as I claimed in section 3. Take the adjectival "being negatively charged": following the same line, one would say that what makes it true that "a is negatively charged" is the fact that a belongs to the class of negatively charged objects. Again, this works very poorly as a truthmaker. One would rather ask what makes a belong to this class and thus fulfills this truth condition.

The objector is right to say that truthmaking facts cannot be confused with mere truth conditions; and to meet her objection, it is necessary to explain more clearly how the truthmaker for a sortal predication differs from its truth condition. So, how does being of the sort of the electrons differ from merely belonging to the extension of the predicate "being an electron"? By the fact that the former is that in virtue of which the latter obtains. Compare again with the truthmaker of a non-sortal predicate like "being negatively charged". One can truly say that "a is negatively charged", and the truth condition of this sentence is that a belongs to the extension of this predicate. Suppose that b is also a negatively charged object. Now, a and b belong to the extension of the same predicate, and yet they don't have to be of any sort for this semantical fact to happen. They may not be of the same sort, for a could be an electron and b a macroscopic object with the same charge, nor even be of any sort. To belong to the extension of "being negatively charged", they just need as a truthmaker to be negatively charged. On the other hand, if a and b are two electrons, what makes it true that "they are electrons" and what them belong to the extension of this sortal predicate is that a is indeed one of the sort of the electrons and that b is also one of the sort of the electrons, which permits to count them as two distinct particulars of the same sort. Here, 'being of the sort of the electrons' is a non-trivial truthmaking fact about particular electrons which allows to classify and count them as many of the same sort, in a non-arbitrary way which truthmakers for adjectival predications don't.

Once acknowledged that there is something of the matter about particulars truly falling under sortals, i.e. that they are of some sort, it must be conceded that this property ('being of this sort') really looks like a belonging relation or class membership, which is puzzling for several reasons. First, it can seem strange to identify the truthmaker of a monadic predication ("be an electron"), which seemingly designate an intrinsic fact about particulars, to a relational and at least partly extrinsic fact of 'being of this sort'. For my part, I don't see this as a very annoying problem, as it wouldn't be the first time that a monadic predicate turns out to designate an extrinsic property. Here anyway, I don't claim that the property 'being of a sort' is fundamental nor primitive, but only that it is real. It could very well supervene on more fundamental intrinsic properties of these particulars.

Second, one may have the impression that the property 'being of this sort' is just a reified version of a mere belonging relation, unrightfully injected from semantics into reality. Yet, there is no illusory magic trick, only the conclusion of an honest truthmaker argument. To make it true that a particular a "is an electron", it must be the case that a is of the sort of the electrons. This 'being of this sort' is indeed a belonging relation, but it is not the mere reflect of a satisfying a predicate. It is a natural relation of belonging which hooks a to other particulars within a sort which is, ipso facto, a natural class. It is the fact that this particular naturally belongs to this class.

Let me take stock. I have argued that there are particulars which naturally belong to some classes (the sorts). This means that sorts are natural classes simply in virtue of what those particulars are. If I am right, then it is possible to infer the existence of sortal A-properties, the possession of which makes for the existence of sorts. However, note again that the argument has a limited reach: it does not allow to infer the existence of an A-property for every natural class, because there are natural classes that collect particulars of different sorts, such as the class of green objects. It does not therefore allow me to infer the existence of the corresponding non-sortal A-properties. Now that, hopefully, the truthmaker argument in favor of premise (B) has been sufficiently defended, let me go back to premise (A), which must be carefully justified. It is a conditional statement, saying that if there are particulars which naturally belong to certain classes, then A-properties exist. That particulars naturally belong to certain classes means that these classes are natural in virtue of what these particulars are, which thus must be analyzed as the possession of an A-property. On the contrary, if particulars could be such or such with only L-properties, that is merely by satisfying some predicates, then they couldn't naturally belong to certain classes, as they would indifferently belong to any class, as artificial as it is. So, A-properties are required if the naturalness of the classes to which they belong obtains in virtue of what these particulars are, i.e. if particulars naturally belong to these classes. But this implication must be defended against a possible objection.

6.

The objection of primitiveness

Even admitting that particulars naturally belong to certain classes, this may not imply the existence of A-properties. Admittedly, an emerald doesn't belong to the sort of the emeralds in the same way as to the class of the emerubies, because it naturally belongs only to the former, not to the latter. Yet, in order to account for this distinction, one may not have to postulate something like an A-property within the constitution of the particular, giving it its true nature. One may simply say that it is a primitive fact about particulars that they naturally belong to certain classes and not to others, and that the demand for an explanation as to "why" or "how" this obtains doesn't need to be met, because there is nothing interesting to be gained by postulating costly A-properties. 6 Before answering this objection, it is helpful to put it back into historical perspective. This objection is reminiscent of the nominalist response to the traditional argument for A-properties based on objective similarities. The argument runs as follows: it is a fact that particulars sometimes are objectively similar or equivalently, that some classes are natural. 7 How are we to account for it? As Campbell puts it, the problem is to say 'what ontological structure, what array of real entities, is necessary and sufficient to account for the likenesses among different objects which ground the use on different occasions of the same general term, 'round', 'square', 'blue', 'black', or whatever' (Campbell, 1981, p. 483). To put it in Armstrong's terms, although particulars are numerically distinct and often differ in some aspects (they are of different shapes, masses, colors, etc.), they can also be of "the same type" (Armstrong, 1989, pp. 1-2). As advocates of A-properties (construed as universals or as classes of tropes), Armstrong and Campbell have both argued that the best way to account for this fact it is to postulate A-properties (like universals, tropes or some other things). What best explains why distinct particulars are objectively similar is the fact that the same A-property provides them with an identical nature. But again, nominalists can also follow this line of argument to admit A-properties. Recall that, for instance, Rodriguez-Pereyra also postulates A-properties, to distinguish between the true nature of a particular (being green) and the mere satisfaction of an artificial predicate (being grue). What matters here is that when positing A-properties, one assumes that what makes particulars objectively resemble is what gives them their definite nature. 8 However, the nominalists who deny of A-properties have an easy way out of this conclusion. They can recognize objective similarities and admit that some classes are natural whereas others are not. But rather than analyzing it by postulating A-properties within particulars, they simply take it as primitive. See for instance how Lewis suggested it (without straightforwardly endorsing it):

Most simply, a Nominalist could take it as a primitive fact that some classes of things are perfectly natural properties; others are less-than-perfectly natural to various degrees; and most are not at all natural. […] Such a Nominalist takes 'natural' as a primitive predicate, and offers no analysis of what he means in predicating it of classes. His intention is to select the very same classes as natural properties that the user of universals would select. He [the nominalist] regards the universals as idle machinery, fictitiously superimposed on the primitive objective difference between the natural properties and the others' (Lewis, 1983, p. 347).

Such a nominalist continues to posit only L-properties, which exist abundantly, while recognizing that only some rare ones are natural. She admits that green objects are in some sense 'more really' green than gred or grue, and share a common nature in a much less artificial way than the gred or grue objects. She concedes that a particular has a 'true nature' not by mere satisfying any predicate. But a particular's having its nature only comes from its belonging to some classes which happen to be natural. It is the fact that certain classes are natural which is primitive, and there is no need to root it in the 'true' nature of particulars. In her opinion, that some classes are natural doesn't ontologically depend on what the particulars really are in their true nature, it is it is just an extra, brute and unanalyzed fact.

However, if it is indeed a fact that particulars naturally belong to certain classes, then the nominalist parade of primitive naturalness of classes is prevented. Indeed, to take certain classes as primitively natural is to say that nothing in what the particulars are makes these classes natural. But this is just plainly false when particulars naturally belong 8 This is nicely captured by Campbell's questions A and B (Campbell, 1990). He considers a red object and asks "what is it about this thing in virtue of which it is red?" (question A) and then, considering two red objects, "what is it about these two things in virtue of which they are both red?" (question B). Then, he says, realists "invariably take it for granted that the two questions are to be given parallel answers" (p. 29), since a property is both that in the instantiation of which the nature of a particular consists, and that in virtue of which particulars can have the same nature. But realists (about universals or tropes) are not the only ones to do so: Rodriguez-Pereyra also does. What they all have in common is to postulate A-properties, while construing them in different ways.

to some classes. For instance, the fact that the sort of the electrons is natural is not primitive, but derives from what each electron is and makes it true that it is "an electron": its being of the sort of the electrons. It is because particulars really are such or such (possess A-properties) that some classes are natural, and not the other way around. The difference between what a particular really is (by possession of an A-property) and what it is by merely belonging to (mostly artificial) classes is now the (more) primitive fact, and the naturalness of certain classes follows.

The same can be stated in modal terms. In our actual world, particulars are what they are, in virtue of which they belong to abundant classes and possess various L-properties, the vast majority of which are artificial while some are natural. Is there a possible world which contains the very same particulars (or counterparts of which the very same predicates are true), but where no class is natural? If naturalness is a primitive fact about classes, then nothing in what these particulars are makes these classes natural, and one must admit such a possible world. But if particulars do naturally belong to certain classes, then they cannot be what they are without some classes being natural, and the possible world where these classes aren't natural doesn't exist. Thus, if the fact of natural belonging is admitted, then naturalness of class cannot be taken as primitive.

Thus, by establishing this fact, the debate is somehow advanced. But is it to the point of admitting A-properties? Here, the present objector tries to repeat the parade of primitiveness. She admits the fact that particulars naturally belong to some classes and not to others and yet, far from concluding to the existence of A-properties, she takes this new fact as primitive. She accepts to transfer the primitive predicate "natural" that was first attributed to classes to the facts of belonging, but sees no need to analyze this further and to postulate something within the particulars to explain why or how they naturally belong. But the parade will not work this time, for two reasons.

First, the objection confuses the analysanda. I don't claim to analyze the fact that particulars naturally belong to some classes. What is to be analyzed, I claim, is what particulars are which makes some classes natural among all the classes they belong to. And the fact that particulars naturally belong to classes directly supports the need of this analysis, because it implies that what makes them what they are (and makes them satisfy various predicates) also makes some classes natural. Thus, what particulars are is not sufficiently accounted for with the only category of "L-property", which is unable to discriminate between natural and artificial classes. There is now a need to distinguish between what a particular is, which makes some classes natural, and what it is by merely belonging to (mostly artificial) classes. The use of the category of "A-property" satisfies this need. Then, one is free to construe these A-properties in the way she wishes, and even to try and do it in a nominalist framework.

Second, when she takes as primitive the fact that particulars naturally belong to some classes, the objector is already using a category of A-property! Indeed, she is admitting that there are classes which are natural in virtue of what makes particulars what they are, which she furthermore identifies to the fact that they naturally belong to some classes. I have nothing against this way of analyzing what particulars are. It is a peculiar but not uninteresting theory of A-properties. In her construal, supposedly, what makes an emerald what it is (and makes the class of the emeralds natural) is the primitive fact that it naturally belongs to this class. The sortal A-property of being an emerald is construed as a primitive relation of "natural belonging" to a class. Then, for a particular to possess an A-property is to naturally belong to a class. What particulars are is analyzed not as an intrinsic but an extrinsic, relational fact. In addition, this also explains why particulars are objectively similar: because they naturally belong to the same classes.

Leaving my objector with her own theory, the crucial point is that no matter how they are theorized afterwards, A-properties must be postulated once is recognized the fact that particulars naturally belong to some classes. For this fact sufficiently indicates that what makes particulars be what they are does not make them indiscriminately belong to any class that a predicate can carve up. Rather, it makes them belong first and foremost to certain natural classes. Call this "A-properties", and however they are construed, they must be postulated.

Conclusion

I offered a defense of "A-properties". They constitute the particulars' determinate natures -what they really are; they allow to explain objective similarities among them; and they are that in virtue of which the particulars primarily belong to certain privileged, natural classes. This claim stands in opposition to these nominalists who only admit "L-property", i.e. classes of particulars satisfying the same predicate, and according to whom natural classes, if there are any, are primitively natural.

Although the name is new, the claim that there are A-properties is not. Proponents of universals or trope theorists, and even some nominalists, agree that what makes some classes natural rather than artificial, and makes for the objective resemblances among particulars, is to be found in what gives each particular its true nature. But this name is designed to put the finger on the fundamental divide in the ontology of properties, between those who construe properties as mere classes or mereological sums of particulars, and those who think that properties give the particulars their internal structure and thus allow to analyze what it is for them to have such or such nature.

To defend A-properties, I put forward a fact about particulars which had not been previously noticed: the fact that they naturally belong to certain natural classes. In other words, for some natural classes, it is a fact that their naturalness is not primitive but obtains in virtue of what gives the particulars their nature and makes them satisfy the same predicate. I argued that once this fact is admitted, it follows that A-properties exist: it is no longer because some classes are natural that particulars possess their natures, but because they possess their natures that some classes are natural.

Most of the paper is therefore devoted to proving that there are indeed particulars which naturally belong to some (ispo facto natural) classes: they are the particulars to which sortal predicates are truly applied. So that sortal predications can be true (even with artificial sortals predicates!), particulars have to be of some sorts. The important point here is that such sorts are natural classes in virtue of what their members are, because they belong to sorts in virtue of the fact that they are of sorts. That's why these particulars naturally belong to their sorts: that which makes them be of such or such sort and satisfy the same sortal predicates also explains why sorts are natural classes. I conclude that there exist "sortal A-properties", which all consist in being of a certain sort.

8.

If one were to use the "grounding" relation, one would say that A-properties ground both natural and artificial classes while still explaining why only some are natural. This is a stronger than the claim that artificial classes are grounded in natural ones, which could be reached without postulating A-properties. For instance, one could (in a Lewisian manner) postulate fundamental and primitive natural classes, in which all artificial classes are grounded. But when postulating A-properties, natural classes are not primitively natural anymore: they are so in virtue of the fact that their members possess and share A--properties. More on that will be said in section 6.

Thus, I take theories which postulate non-particular entities (like universals) or particular but abstract entities (like tropes) to be non-nominalist. Some might choose to classify Trope Theory as a kind of nominalism, but this is a simple matter of definition, which is of no importance for the core of this article.

See for instance(Rodriguez-Pereyra, 2002, p. 2) about the role he gives to properties: "All I am committed to when I say that different particulars share properties is that there is something that makes red particulars red, square particulars square, and so on. This something might be an entity, like a universal or trope, or simply that those particulars resemble each other." He also he denies that Goodman's predicate "grue" corresponds to a property, so his properties are not liberal but analytical (p. 16).

Again, see[START_REF] Rodriguez-Pereyra | Resemblance Nominalism: A Solution to the Problem of Universals[END_REF]: "Thus all my use of the word 'property' commits one to is the idea of an identity of nature between some different particulars. But this need not mean that there are one or more entities, over and above the particulars that are identical in nature, which are present in those particulars. This may be the case, if universals or tropes exist; but it will not be the case if that identity of nature consists, for instance, simply in that the particulars in question resemble each other" (p. 16-17).

Here we take sortals as terms, like Geach who distinguishes between 'adjectival' and 'substantival' general terms[START_REF] Geach | Reference and Generality[END_REF] 

63), whereas Strawson speaks of 'sortal' and 'characterizing universals'(Strawson, 1959, p. 168) and Wiggins of 'sortal concepts'(Wiggins, 2001, p. 8).

Thanks go to Anna Marmodoro for suggesting this new objection.

'Ostrich nominalists' don't recognize the fact. They deny the need to distinguish between natural and artificial classes, and therefore they fall outside the scope of the discussion. Since they refuse to see the fact, it has been called "ostrich nominalism" by[START_REF] Armstrong | Against Ostrich Nominalism: a Reply to Michael Devitt[END_REF], whose own position has, in turn, been labelled "mirage realism" by[START_REF] Devitt | Ostrich nominalism' or "mirage realism'?[END_REF].