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This article explores a neglected aspect of the doctrine of divine simplicity (DDS). Traditionally, DDS 
holds that God’s attributes, such as omnipotence and omniscience, are identical to each other and 
to God’s existence. While most existing literature explores the implication of DDS on other divine 
attributes, this article offers a systematic reflection on the property of being simple under the framework 
of divine simplicity. Addressing the ontological nature of simplicity itself raises novel and significant 
questions about the nature of God and the coherence of DDS. Through an examination of the property 
of being simple with respect to various ontological frameworks, particularly two versions of bundle 
theory, this article reveals that the attribute of being simple possesses a distinct ontological status, 
differing fundamentally from other divine attributes. 

Keywords: divine simplicity; divine attributes; bundle theories; universals; tropes. 

I. Introduction 

ecent discussions in the philosophy of religion have shifted focus from de-
ating God’s existence to understanding divine attributes. In addition to the

ssues of how each of God’s attributes should be understood, philosophers
re interested in how different divine attributes may interact with each other:
or example, whether omnipotence is compatible with God’s perfect goodness
Pearce and Pruss 2012 ; Byerly 2017 ), or what is the maximally great set of
ivine attributes under perfect being theology (Nagasawa 2017 ; Speaks 2018 ;
eftow 2022 ). Among the divine properties, there is one that is often thought

o interact with all of the other divine attributes. Many philosophers of
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religion believe that all divine attributes can be unified under the attribute
of divine simplicity. 

The doctrine of divine simplicity (DDS) is the view that God is simple. On
a prominent formulation, it is held that all of God’s attributes are identical
to each other, and that God is identical to each of his attributes, yielding the
result that God = God’s omnipotence = God’s omniscience = God’s om-
nibenevolence, and so on. 1 Most, if not all, works on divine simplicity explore
the implications of this distinctive framework on other divine attributes, for ex-
ample: What does it mean for omniscience to be identical to omnipotence? Is
omniscience compossible with simplicity (Grant 2012 )? Does simplicity com- 
promise divine freedom (Leftow 2015 )? 2 There is, however, an aspect of divine
simplicity that has not been recognized in the literature. Divine simplicity not
only offers a distinctive framework for us to understand how various prop-
erties of God are related to each other, but simplicity in itself is also a divine
attribute if DDS is indeed true. This article provides a systematic reflection on
this neglected aspect of simplicity. What kind of property is divine simplicity?
What does it take for God to be simple? 

In this article, I address one question: Is the DDS applicable to God’s prop-
erty of being simple ? If DDS is true, being simple is also one divine attribute among
many. The question we are interested in, therefore, is whether God’s simplic-
ity is one of the items in the identity series mentioned above. If the answer is
yes, we say that DDS is applicable to the property of being simple . 

The question is significant for it helps us to better understand divine sim-
plicity and God’s nature. While being simple is a divine attribute, it seems to
be a different type of property when contrasted with the more familiar at-
tributes such as omnipotence. Being simple , one might suggest, is a property
about God’s properties. At a first pass, we might say that God is simple only
if God has no distinct properties. If being simple is a property of God, should
we expect that whether God is simple depends on whether being simple itself
is God’s unique property? Multiple interesting problems therefore arise: can
being simple be identical to each of God’s properties if whether God is simple de-
pends on whether God has no distinct properties? Is being simple ontologically
1 As we will discuss soon, this article assumes first-order property realism, and hence reads 
‘God’s omnipotence/God’s omniscience/...’ or ‘omnipotence/omniscience/...’ as referring to 
objects (universals or tropes) in the first-order domain. But DDS raises very interesting questions 
in a higher-order metaphysical setting where predicates are read as referring to second-order 
entities. For example, the main thesis of DDS would become apparently ill-formed because 
it involves a cross-type identity relation between a first-order object (God) and some second- 
order entities (God’s properties), which is not allowed in standard type-theories (see, e.g. Button 
& Trueman (2022 ) for relevant discussion). While our paper will not delve into this, we refer 
interested readers to Lo (forthcoming ). 

2 The modal collapse objection has generated a large amount of literature. See, for example, 
Tomaszewski (2019 ), Fakhri (2021 ), Mullins & Byrd (2022 ), Pendersen & Lilley (2022 ), and Schmid 
(2022 ). 
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ifferent from other divine attributes, such as being omnipotent ? If being simple
s not, or cannot be, identical to other attributes of God, is DDS a consis-
ent view about God? All these novel and significant problems, along with
ome other related interesting considerations about divine attributes, will be
ddressed in this article. 

The structure of this article is as follows. In Section II , I briefly discuss the
rgument for simplicity from aseity and distinguish between relational ontol-
gy and constituent ontology. Constituent ontologies, particularly bundle the-
ries, are the only ontological frameworks that sit well with DDS. In Section
II , I consider the target question in the framework of two kinds of constituent
ntologies: universal bundle theory and trope bundle theory. We argue that
he property of being simple is fundamentally different from other divine at-
ributes of God. Being simple , one might say, enjoys a special ontological status
n the traditional conception of God. Section IV concludes. 

II. From aseity to simplicity 

istorically, the main motivation for DDS is the doctrine of divine aseity, the
iew that God exists a se , that is, exists from and by himself. Aquinas and
nselm, for example, appealed to an argument from aseity to establish the

esult that God is simple (Anselm, Monologion 17; Aquinas, Summa Theologiae
.3.7). 3 In this article, I shall not dispute the argument for DDS from aseity;
he question will be investigated on the assumption that both DDS and the
octrine of aseity are true. 4 But by understanding aseity, we can shed light on
he ontological status of the property of being simple . 

Let us begin by more clearly characterizing DDS. DDS is commonly
hought to be restricted to God’s intrinsic properties. Extrinsic properties of
od, if God has any, are not the concern of DDS. 5 Take the property of being

mnibenevolent as a representative. What DDS endorses can be interpreted in
t least two ways: (a) God is identical to the property of being omnibenevolent ;
b) God is identical to his being omnibenevolent . The difference between (a) and
b) is that while the property of omnibenevolence might also be instantiated
y objects other than God, God’s omnibenevolence can only be instantiated
y God himself. (a) and (b), of course, presuppose distinct ontologies that un-
erstand properties differently. We will examine the question relating to both
3 For Anselm on simplicity, see Nash-Marshall (2007 ) and Rogers (2020 ). For Aquinas on 
implicity, see Dewan (1989 ), Lamont (1997 ), Hughes (1989 , 2018 ), and Stump (2012 ). 

4 For challenges to the argument from aseity to simplicity, see Baddorf (2017 ) and Fowler 
2015 ). For criticisms of DDS, see Plantinga (1980 : ch. 2), Mullins (2013 , 2016 ), and Hasker (2016 ). 
or a defense of DDS, see Vallicella (1992 ). 

5 Relatedly, one strategy to settle the apparent incompatibility of DDS and God’s contingent 
nowledge is therefore to understand God’s knowing as an extrinsic act (Grant 2012 ). 
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interpretations of DDS in the next section. Before that, we have to first see
what types of ontologies are compatible with DDS. The remainder of this sec-
tion discusses the motivation for accepting DDS. Given our focus, we will re-
strict our scope to realist theories of properties, according to which properties
are understood as objects , such as universals and tropes. Consequently, nomi-
nalist or eliminativist approaches to divine simplicity will not be discussed in
what follows. 6 

A common interpretation of the doctrine of divine aseity is that God does
not depend on anything for his existence and nature (Mann 2015 : 96). The
argument from aseity to simplicity can be thus crudely formulated as follows: 

(1) God does not depend on anything for his existence. (Doctrine of divine
aseity) 

(2) A composite object depends on its parts for its existence. (Assumption) 
(3) Therefore, God is not a composite object, that is, God does not have parts.

Here, I understand the relevant dependence relation in (1) and (2) as a re-
lation of metaphysical grounding. Since God’s existence is not grounded in
anything and given that a composite object is ontologically grounded by its
parts, God must be mereologically simple. But modern readers might find it
puzzling, for it is not obvious that (3) entails DDS. DDS involves the thesis that
each of God’s properties is identical to each other, while (3) does not. A simple
object, one might think, surely can have distinct properties. For example, a
fundamental, simple particle might have a certain mass, a certain charge, and
a certain spin. So, how can we go from (3) to DDS? 

A straightforward explanation is that the medieval thinkers who endorse
the above argument are constituent ontologists (Wolterstorff 1991 : 541–542). 
Constituent ontologists view properties as mereological parts, or something 

very similar to mereological parts, of the object that possesses the properties
in question. 7 On this view, for example, being red , or redness , is a constituent
of red things. According to constituent ontology, if God has multiple divine
attributes, then God has multiple constituents. Being omnipotent , being omniscient ,
and being omnibenevolent are mereological parts or constituents of God. Having
more than one property entails being mereologically complex. Thus, from (3),
God cannot have more than one property; so, all of God’s properties have to
be identical to each other, and indeed identical to God himself. 

An alternative ontological framework one might take is a relational one. 8 

On a relational ontology, the only mereological structure that objects can
6 For a recent discussion of these approaches, see Almeida (2024 ). 
7 For a more detailed analysis of constituent ontology, see Loux (2006 ). 
8 There are surely alternatives to both constituent and relational ontologies. For example, 

one could endorse a hybrid ontology in which some properties are viewed as mereological parts 
and some other properties are viewed as transcendental universals. We will consider a hybrid 
ontology in Section III . 
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ave is the common-sense mereological structure, the structure that governs
ur thinking of part–whole relations of concrete objects, for example, that my
and is part of my body (Loux 2005 : 89; van Inwagen 2011 : 391). According to
his view, an object has a property only by standing in some relation to some
ntity external to the object. For example, for a rose to be red, the rose stands
n the exemplification relation to the universal of being red which is external
o the rose itself. However, this view does not sit comfortably with God’s ase-
ty, since it implies that whether God is omnipotent, omniscient, omnibenevo-
ent, etc., is dependent on something external to God. Using ground-theoretic
erms, we might say that it implies that facts about God’s nature are grounded
y facts not about God, thereby undermining God’s aseity. 9 As a result, the
nly ontology that sits well with aseity is a constituent one. 

In relation to the central question of this article, we are concerned with
ow we can understand being simple on a constituent ontology. There are two
ain types of constituent ontologies: bundle theory and substratum theory.
undle theory is the view that an object, or a substance, is just a bundle of
roperties. Substratum theory, or bare particularism, is the view that every
bject has at least two types of constituents: a bare particular, and the proper-
ies that the object possesses. Consider a rose. On the first view, a rose is just
 bundle of properties which might include being red , being a flower , being thorny ,
tc.; on the second view, a rose is a bare particular plus these properties, where
he latter are instantiated by the former. We will turn to two forms of bundle
heory, namely trope bundle theory and universal bundle theory, in the next
ection. Substratum theory, on the other hand, is ruled out at the outset by
onsideration of aseity. 10 This is because on this view, God can never be sim-
le. Nothing can be both a bare particular and a property. 11 Even if God has
nly one property, God would have at least two constituents: a bare particular
nd a property. Thus, it is a view incompatible with DDS. We now turn to the
undle theories. 
9 Another reason to think that relational ontology is inapt for DDS is a Plantinganian one. 
lantinga argues that since a property is an abstract entity and an abstract entity cannot be 
 person, God cannot be identical to a property (1980 , p. 47). According to Vallicella (2023 ), 
lantinga’s objection does not have much force if we adopt a constituent ontology, since on this 
iew, we need not see a property as an abstract entity. 

10 Some think that substratum theories are by themselves problematic, for example, see Bailey 
2012 ). For replies to Bailey, see Wildman (2015 ) and Connolly (2015 ). 

11 This is explicitly assumed in most, if not all, characterizations of substratum theory. See, 
or example, ‘substratum theory…says that particulars are, in a certain sense, separate from their 
niversals’ (Sider 2006 : 387) and ‘[it is a thesis of substratum theory that] every substance has 
t least two kinds of non-mereological proper constituents: its properties and its bare particular’ 
Bailey 2012 : 32). 
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III. Bundle theories and being simple 

We have shown that the only realist view that is compatible with DDS are
bundle theories. As mentioned, a bundle theory is a view that an object just is
a bundle of properties. On such a view, there is only one fundamental ontolog-
ical category: properties. In other words, bundle theories are, as van Inwagen
suggests, monocategorial (2011 , p. 390). But what are properties? Two under-
standings of properties yield two forms of bundle theory. Bundle theorists who
understand properties as tropes, that is, non-repeatable abstract particulars,
see objects as a bundle of compresent tropes. Bundle theorists who understand
properties as universals, on the other hand, see objects as fusions or sums of
multiply instantiated universals. In the following, we will separately consider
the two versions of bundle theory with respect to the property of being simple . 

Before going into the details of each bundle theory, it is worth explaining
in more details what it means to be a property realist—regardless of whether
one is a trope or a universal theorist. 

III.1 Property realism 

Both universal and trope bundle theories see properties as objects. Being red ,
either as a trope or a universal, is an object in the first-order domain. To
make clear what I mean here, consider the following schema that Nicholas
Jones uses to formulate (first-order) realism about properties (2018 : 809–810): 

(Exist) �∀ x1 . . . xn (�x1 . . . xn → ∃ y (I x1 . . . xn y ∧ �∀ z1 . . . zn (I z1 . . . zn y 

→ �z1 . . . zn ))) 

Here, � is a schematic letter that stands for some predicate, and ‘ I x1 . . . xn y ’
stands for ‘ x1 , . . . , xn instantiate y ’. 12 For simplicity, let’s focus on the case
where n = 1 . What (Exist) captures then is the idea that necessarily, if any
object x is �, then there exists something y that x stands in an instantiation
relation to, and necessarily, if any object z stands in an instantiation relation
to that something y , then z is � too. In trope theory, that something y is a
trope, and in universal theory, a universal. In bundle theories, the instantia-
tion relation can be understood as a mereological relation. 

Here is a concrete example. Assume that a rose a is red, which we regiment
as R a . Instantiating (Exist) with a and substituting R for �, by modus ponens,
we have 

∃ y (I ay ∧ �∀ z(I zy → Rz)) 
12 While it is widely accepted in the relevant debates, it is worth emphasizing that we assume 
here that only properties can be instantiated. 
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hat is, there exists some object y that is instantiated by a, and necessarily, any
bject that instantiates y is also red. Such y is, according to universal bundle
heorists, an immanent universal, and according to trope bundle theorists, a
rope, in a that makes a red. 

(Exist) is a general schema for property realism. When combined with the
ollowing schemas (Univ) and (Trope), we arrive at a fuller characterization of
niversal and trope theories, respectively (Jones 2018 : 825): 

(Univ) ∃ x�∀ y1 . . . yn (I y1 . . . yn x ↔ �y1 . . . yn ) 

(Trope) �∀ x1 . . . xn y (I x1 . . . xn y → �∀ z1 . . . zn 

(x1 , . . . , xn � = z1 , . . . , zn → ¬ I z1 . . . zn y )))13 

he main difference between universal and trope theory is that while uni-
ersals could be multiply instantiated, tropes could not. For example, all red
hings, according to (Univ), instantiate the same universal. On the contrary,
ccording to (Trope), each red thing instantiates its own redness trope and one
rope cannot be instantiated by two distinct things. 

Different conceptions of properties disagree about the range of substitution
nstances for the schematic letter � in (Exist). On a sparse theory of properties,
ot every predicate yields a true instance of (Exist) when substituted in. For
xample, a sparse theorist might accept that ‘being blue’ and ‘being green’
orrespond to some universals or tropes, but deny that ‘being grue’ and ‘being
leen’ do, due to their lack of naturalness (Lewis 1983 ). From this perspective,
ne might think there is little to say about the central question of this article if
being simple’ is not a substitution instance for �: if it does not correspond to
 universal or a trope, then there would be no ontological entity of being simple
o interact with DDS in the first place. For instance, a sparse theorist might
eject the existence of a universal or a trope of being simple on the ground
hat it is not perfectly natural. However, there seems to be no good reasons
o rule out ‘being simple’ as a substitution instance for � in (Exist) from the
tart. Even on a sparse view, it is not obvious that ‘being simple’ fails to be
erfectly natural or fundamental, in the sense that it appears in our best theory
f the world, constituting the most fundamental facts about reality. After all,
he idea that some entities have no parts might play an important role in

apping the landscape of fundamental reality. Likewise, a dismissive claim
uch as ‘No theologians think of divine simplicity in this property-realist way’
hould not be enough to halt our present inquiry. Unless one is a nominalist
bout properties, the question of whether divine simplicity itself corresponds
o a universal or a trope remains open and worth exploring. 
13 (x1 , . . . , xn � = z1 , . . . , zn ) is a shorthand for (x1 � = z1 ∧ . . . ∧ x1 � = zn ) ∨ . . . ∨ (xn � = z1 ∧ 

 . . ∧ xn � = zn ) ∨ (z1 � = x1 ∧ . . . ∧ z1 � = xn ) ∨ . . . ∨ (zn � = x1 ∧ . . . ∧ zn � = xn ) . Informally, it says 
hat the xs are not coextensive with the zs. 
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On the other hand, even if one is an abundant theorist of properties, it
might be wise to reject some substitution instances for �. If one endorses
a universal theory of properties, on pain of Russell’s paradox, there have to
be some restrictions to the substitution instance. Substituting ‘being non-self-
instantiating’ for � in (Univ) gives us ∃ x �∀ y (I yx↔ ¬ I yy ) . That x is the uni-
versal that stands for the property being non-self-instantiating . Call it r. Instanti-
ating with r then gives us I r r↔ ¬ I r r, which is a contradiction. Even the most
permissive theory of universals should hold that (Univ) is not a unrestricted
schema. 

Apart from Russell’s paradox, Bradley’s regress provides a motivation for
rejecting, not just (Univ), but also (Exist) as an unrestricted schema. Let I n be
the instantiation relation that holds between n−1 objects and another object,
where the former jointly instantiate the latter. Assume that the apple a is red.
Substituting R for � gives us 

�∀ x(Rx → ∃ y (I 2 xy ∧ �∀ z(I 2 zy → Rz))) (1) 

Many realists take (1) as providing an explanation to why a is red: a is red
because a instantiates 2 an object that stands for being red . Let’s call that object
redness . But if we take instantiation 2 as a relation, the realists could continue to
ask: Why does a instantiate 2 redness ? A realist explanation would be 

�∀ x1 x2 (I 2 x1 x2 → ∃ y (I 3 x1 x2 y ∧ �∀ z1 z2 (I 3 z1 z2 y → I 2 z1 z2 ))) (2) 

a instantiates 2 redness because a and redness together instantiate 3 another object,
the instantiation 2 relation. If this is the case, the next question that immedi-
ately arises is why do a and redness together instantiate 3 instantiation 2 . This
time, substituting I 3 for �, we have 

�∀ x1 x2 x3 (I 3 x1 x2 x3 → ∃ y (I 4 x1 x2 x3 y ∧ �∀ z1 z2 z3 (I 4 z1 z2 z3 y → I 3 z1 z2 z3 ))) (3) 

And so on. This is the familiar Bradley’s regress. In order to provide an ex-
planation to why a is red, we are caught in a regress in which explanation is
infinitely deferred, never achieved. So, for those who take property realism or
(Exist) as an explanatory project, one way to escape the regress is to deny that
(Exist) is a comprehensive schema: not every I n is a substitution instance for
�. 

So, (Univ) cannot be an unrestricted schema, and there are good reasons
also to think (Exist) might not be unrestricted. It is not the case that for every
true predication there exists an object corresponding to the predicate. In what
follows, I show that being simple is another predicate that cannot be a substi-
tution instance for � in (Exist) given the truth of a bundle theory . In other words,
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here could not be a universal or trope that stands for being simple . Hence, DDS
oes not apply to being simple . 

II.2 Universal bundle theory 

niversal bundle theory has recently been defended by L. A. Paul (2002 , 2006 ,
012 , 2017 ). On such a view, an object is a collection, or a bundle, of immanent
niversals. Universals are multiply instantiated. Both a tomato and a rose in-
tantiate redness, and if universals are understood as immanent constituents
f objects, this implies that universals are multiply located: redness is located
oth in the tomato and in the rose. Many may find this view difficult to accept,

or it entails that one thing can be wholly present in two or more locations.
aul suggests understanding the notion of multiple location mereologically.
or both the tomato and the rose to be red, there is a logical part R that it-
elf does not have a spatial location, which the tomato and the rose overlap
Paul 2002 ). R is a mereological yet non-spatiotemporal constituent of the red
bjects. R is said to be multiply located only because R overlaps with distinct
patiotemporally located objects. This view, when combined with DDS, sug-
ests that God is just a bundle of one immanent universal, or put in another
ay, God is just an immanent universal. The properties of being omnipotent , being

mniscient , being omnibenevolent , etc., after all, are just one immanent universal.
ince God just is the bundle of that immanent universal, and the mereological

usion of one object just is that object, God is just that immanent universal. 14 

However, the idea that DDS and bundle theories are compatible is recently
hallenged by Michael Almeida (2024 , 338–339): 

‘It is not that there are no objects, according to [Paul’s version of] mereological bundle
theory, it is rather that there are no fundamental objects diverse from qualities. So, it
certainly appears that there remains a distinction between objects and properties that
is inconsistent with the doctrine of divine simplicity...It cannot be true, according to the
doctrine of divine simplicity, that there is any—even a non-fundamental—ontological
distinction between the properties of God and God.’ 

n his characterization, since the object constituted by the bundle is always
ess fundamental than the properties that constitute it, there always remains a dis-
inction between the properties and the constituted object on a bundle theory.
o, on this view, God’s properties must be more fundamental than God and hence
istinct from God. This argument, however, is mistaken. While it is generally
14 This is true, at least, in all classical extensional mereologies. However, in a mereology in 
hich Supplementation is not given, even though God has an immanent universal as his only 
art, it might still not be an improper part of God, and hence not be identical to God. This does 
ot raise any special difficulty to our argument; it merely shows that DDS (when combined with 
 bundle theory) requires an extensional mereology. Thanks to Tien-Chun Lo for pointing this 
ut to me. 
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true that each constituent in a bundle is ontologically more fundamental than
the object they constitute, this is true only when the bundle consists of more
than one property. In general, a mereological sum is less fundamental than its
parts when ‘parts’ here means proper parts. And the reason for this restriction
is precisely that an improper part of a sum, by definition in any mereology, is
just the sum itself. Since the conjunction of DDS and bundle theory implies
that God just is a mereological fusion of one property, God just is that property,
and an object cannot be more fundamental than itself. Even if we accept that
an object can be more fundamental than itself, this is not inconsistent with
DDS, for bearing a relation to oneself—for example, John’s loving himself—
does not create, using Almeida’s words, an ‘ontological distinction’ between
it and itself. However, Almeida seems to suggest that the relevant ontological
distinction remains even when God is identical to his unique property: 

‘Properties alone are supposed to be ontologically fundamental on this account, but
there is a structural distinction between the abstract constituents of God—the proper-
ties of God—and the concrete constituted object—God. Even on the assumption that
God is reductively identical to his constituting properties—on the assumption, that is,
that constitution just is identity —there remains the structural distinction between constitu-
tive properties and constituted object. The structural distinction is inconsistent with the
doctrine of divine simplicity which rules out any ontological distinction at all between
God and the constituents of God (Almeida 2024 : 338, my emphasis).’ 

This argument is somewhat puzzling since it is put in the context of DDS.
Assuming DDS, God is identical to one property. If God—the constituted—
just is identical to the object that constitutes it—that single property—there can
be no structural distinction between them; after all, by Leibniz’s Law, identi-
cal things cannot be distinct in any way. 15 Regardless of how we understand
‘structural distinction’ in this context, it must be understood as a metaphysi-
cal, rather than a linguistic or representational, relation. And hence, it should
be a relation that does not give rise to opacity; Leibniz’s Law thereby applies
to it. 16 Of course, the opponent might reply by rejecting Leibniz’s Law, but as
Bacon & Russell (2019 ) and Caie, Goodman, & Lederman (2020 ) have shown,
this would greatly complicate the logical framework that we are operating
with. For example, to accommodate the rejection of Leibniz’s Law, Bacon and
15 Almeida (2024 : 340) also notes that ‘The DDS entails that divine reality is an absolutely 
simple object and not an absolutely simple property...The reductive identity of God and God’s 
properties guarantees the existence of the properties of essential omnipotence, omniscience, and 
moral perfection despite their identity to God. So, there will remain an ontological distinction 
in God between the properties of God, and the ontologically fundamental object, God.’ First, 
on the first-order property realism that we assume, a property is an object , and hence the argu- 
ment here loses force. Second, for reasons presented above, the case Almeida describes here is 
inconsistent if we assume Leibniz’s Law. 

16 As Dorr (2016 : 44) notes, vocabularies that ‘we might need to appeal to in stating questions 
that are central to the matter of metaphysics should be transparent.’ For related discussions, see 
also Dorr, Hawthorne, & Yli-Vakkuri (2021 : ch. 8.1), Fritz (2024 : ch. 3), and Jones (forthcoming ). 
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ussell suggest restricting our quantifier rules and implement a form of posi-
ive free logic, while Caie et al. develop a system in which identity is not the
nest-grained equivalence relation. Moreover, as Diehl & Mount (2023 ) show,
uch a framework might also only be compatible with a stuff ontology. In any
ase, this does not seem to be a price worth-paying to sustain the incompati-
ility argument above. 17 

While universal bundle theory is compatible with DDS, their conjunction
oes not seem to square with broader theistic beliefs. Consider the property of
eing powerful . Both Alexander the Great and God are powerful, and according
o the universal bundle theory, there is a logical part P over which God and
lexander the Great overlap. However, DDS implies that God just is P , and

t leads to the implausible consequence that Alexander the Great has God as
ne of his constituents. This problem can be surmounted by a traditional re-
ponse to another challenge to DDS. A popular objection against DDS is that
t generates the unacceptable result that some extensionally distinct properties
re identical. According to this objection, DDS entails that being powerful and
eing omnibenevolent are identical since God is both powerful and omnibenev-
lent, while there are objects that are powerful but not omnibenevolent. A
ommon response to this objection is to insist that God does not share prop-
rties with non-God entities. Graham Oppy (2003 ), for example, suggests that
hough ‘is powerful’ can be predicated of both God and Alexander the Great,
his does not imply that they share a property of being powerful . Oppy argues
hat what is expressed by the predicate ‘is powerful’, like that expressed by ‘is
ed’, could be gerrymandered. Two things can be red by instantiating differ-
nt universals, for example, being scarlet and being crimson . Similarly, God and
lexander the Great can be powerful by instantiating different universals, for
xample, being omnipotent and being humanl y-po werful . Barry Miller (1996 ) sug-
ests a similar solution by arguing that being perfectly F does not imply being F .
eing omnipotent —being perfectl y po werful —according to this strategy, does not en-

ail being powerful because ‘perfectly’ is an alienans adverb. 18 Therefore, since all
ttributes of God are some sorts of perfections, and God is the only entity that
ossesses such properties, he shares no properties with non-God objects. Both
uggestions, combined with universal bundle theory and DDS, imply that all
f God’s divine attributes are just one singly instantiated immanent universal,
nstantiated by nothing other than God. 

It is plausible to think that being simple is just another ordinary immanent
niversal if we adopt a universal conception of properties. There seem to be
imple things that lack ontological parts. Universal bundle theory holds that
17 I’m indebted to Tien-Chun Lo and Chiao-Li Ou for helpful discussions regarding this 
bjection. 

18 Similar to the case that a forged banknote is not a banknote, since ‘forged’ is an alienans 
djective (Geach 1956 ). 
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there is a logical part S that they all share. Neither of the above-mentioned
strategies seems to be applicable to the property of being simple . There is only
one way to be simple, and simplicity does not admit of degree—a thing either
lacks ontological parts, or it does not. One might think that nothing other than
God is simple in the sense of DDS, because unlike other simple things, God
must also have no distinct properties if DDS is true. However, given universal
bundle theory, even non-God things can have no ontological parts only if they
instantiate no distinct properties. If God is simple, as DDS suggests, then God
has being simple as his logical part. More precisely, being simple just is identical to
God himself. So, for any other simple thing, it is then entailed that it is a bun-
dle that includes God as one of its constituents. In fact, due to their simplicity,
this implies that God is the only constituent of the bundles that constitute other
simple things. We will hence arrive at the unacceptable result that all simple
things are identical to God and each other. 19 However, the two strategies just
mentioned cannot avoid such an implausible consequence. 

Since the problem arises from the fact that God and non-God entities share
the property of being simple , one might suggest that we should simply deny that
non-God entities can be simple. In other words, one might suggest that the
world is gunky. First consider concrete objects. On such a view, all non-God
concrete objects are composite and consist of spatially atomless gunk, that
is, things that can be infinitely divided into smaller and smaller spatial parts.
This is a controversial position to take. Nonetheless, even if we grant this view
about spatiotemporal objects, it remains open whether non-concrete objects 
can be gunky. On the universal bundle theory, not only concrete objects can
be mereologically complex. According to Paul, abstract objects can also be
mereological sums of qualities (2017 : 33). As Paul suggests that mereological
relations can hold between both abstract qualitative parts and spatiotemporal
parts, even if we grant that the world is spatiotemporally gunky, it is another
question whether the world is qualitatively gunky, that is, whether all univer-
sals are infinitely divisible into ‘smaller and smaller’ universals. However, there
seem to be good reasons to think that there are at least some simple univer-
sals. While we arguably have an intuition how spatiotemporal objects might
be infinitely divisible, there are no similar intuition that we can appeal to in
the qualitative case. For example, how might the universal of being positively
charged or being crimson be infinitely divisible into more fundamental universals?
Moreover, the familiar arguments for a spatiotemporally gunky world do not
have an analogue for a qualitatively gunky world because they are mostly
motivated by considerations about material objects, topology, and space- 
time. 20 Though these are not consideration that can conclusively refute the 
19 Less importantly, it also implausibly implies that being simple is a rigid property, that is, an 
object is necessarily simple if it is simple. 

20 For some common motivations of a gunky world, see Hudson (2007 ). 
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ossibility of a qualitatively gunky world, this view is much less plausible than
ts spatiotemporal counterpart. 

A promising way to resist the problem, I believe, is to insist that being simple
oes not correspond to an immanent universal. Of course, to simply insist this
ithout giving any argument is an ad hoc move. Do we have any principled

eason to think so? I believe the reason lies precisely in the possibility that
here are simple universals. Suppose there are at least two distinct universals
 and J that are simple. If being simple corresponds to an immanent univer-
al, then both K and J have it as their constituent. Being simple could not just
e identical to K and just be identical to J, or otherwise K and J would be

dentical to each other. So, K and J must have at least two constituents: the
mmanent universal of being simple , and a further immanent universal that dis-
inguishes K from J and J from K . But then the two universals are not simple.

e arrive at a contradiction. So, on the plausible assumption that there are
t least two simple universals, universal bundle theory should accept the view
hat being simple is not an immanent universal that figures as a constituent in
imple objects. Then, the problem generated from the conjunction of DDS
nd universal bundle theory is dissolved. On this solution, therefore, God is
ot identical to the property of being simple . 

However, a further question remains: Ontologically, what is the property of
eing simple ? There seems to be two plausible possibilities. First, for universal
heory understands properties as universals, a natural suggestion is that we can
nderstand being simple as a transcendent universal. On this view, we would
rrive at a hybrid of constituent and relational ontology. God is simple in
irtue of standing in a relation to the universal of being simple that is external to
od. This, however, as we have seen in the last section, is incompatible with
od’s aseity since it renders facts about God’s nature dependent on facts not

bout God. 
The remaining alternative is to see the predication of ‘being simple’ to God

s primitive. On this view, we simply identify God as the truthmaker of the
act that God is simple. God necessitates the truth that God is simple, and
he predication does not obtain in virtue of any universal immanent in God,
r any transcendent universal that God bears an exemplification relation to.
uch predication is true in the same way that ‘Socrates is identical to himself’

s true; there is no universal of self-identity that is found within Socrates or
o which Socrates stands in an external relation. It is predicated of Socrates
imply in virtue of Socrates’s existence. Simple things themselves, including
od, serve as the truthmakers for these relevant predications about simplicity.
One must note that this view is different from Brower’s (2009 ) truthmaker

nterpretation of divine simplicity. 21 On Brower’s interpretation, God is not
dentical to his properties; rather, God does not have any properties. Brower
21 See also Bergmann & Brower (2006 ). 
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explains all predications of God, for example, ‘God is omnipotent’, ‘God is
omniscient’, etc., in the way we interpret ‘God is simple’, that is, they are
true just in virtue of God’s existence. But on our view, these predications
of the familiar divine attributes to God are true in virtue of God’s having
an immanent universal as his constituent. One might think that since God
just is that immanent universal, this collapses into something very similar to
Brower’s view. Nonetheless, we can distinguish the two views by noting two
differences: (1) the universal bundle theory understands God as an immanent
universal, while Brower’s view does not, and (2) unlike Brower’s theory, the
universal bundle theory understands the predicational truth about God’s sim-
plicity differently from predicational truths about other divine attributes of
God. While truths about God’s omniscience, omnipotence, omnibenevolence, 
etc., are made true by the content of the divine immanent universal, truths
about divine simplicity are not. The fact that God is simple is explained by
the fact that the immanent universal identical to God lacks parts. 

To briefly conclude, on universal bundle theory, the property of being simple
cannot enjoy the same ontological status as other divine attributes, that is,
it cannot be an immanent universal. In other words, DDS is not applicable
to the property of being simple . It is not an item in the identity series that we
mentioned in the beginning of this article. However, this does not harm the
truth of DDS, for the fact that God is simple can be accounted by God’s
existence itself. 

III.3 Trope bundle theory 

Now, let us turn to trope bundle theory. Such a view is defended by many
trope theorists, including Williams (1953 ), Campbell (1990 ), Maurin (2002 ,
2010 , 2011 ), and Ehring (2011 ). This subsection will not dig into the details
of each of these views and the differences among them. Rather, we will focus
on a classic formulation of such a view. 

Tropes are often understood as abstract particulars. Unlike universals,
tropes are not multiply instantiable. Tropes are entities wholly present in an
object that characterize its nature. When we say that each of two tomatoes
is massive, what we mean, according to trope theorists, is that each tomato
has its own massiveness trope wholly present in itself that is distinct from the
other’s. On trope bundle theory, an object is nothing but a bundle of tropes:
abstract particulars that fully characterize its nature. According to Williams,
a pioneer of trope theory, an object is just a mereological sum of exactly co-
located tropes (1953 : 9). Combining this view with DDS, we arrive at the view
that God is identical to a trope, and each of his divine attributes is identical to
that trope. It is a single trope that characterizes all aspects of God’s nature. 

Trope bundle theory avoids the overlapping-with-God problem that its uni-
versal counterpart encounters. The reason is simple: a trope is not multiply
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nstantiated. For a tomato and a rose to be red, each of them has its own
edness trope, and their both being redness tropes is further explained by a
esemblance relation. Unlike universal trope theory, there is no genuine over-
ap between the tomato and the rose. Therefore, even if being simple is identical
o God’s trope, it would not generate the same result that non-God simple
bjects have God as their constituent. 

However, are there independent reasons within trope theory to think that
here cannot be a simplicity trope (i.e. a trope that stands for the property of
eing simple )? It seems that we can rehearse the argument in the last subsection
gainst the immanent universal of being simple : since there is more than one
imple trope, there cannot be simplicity tropes; otherwise, there could not be
ny simple tropes. More carefully: suppose two qualitatively distinct tropes
 and J are simple. If there are simplicity tropes, then K and J must each
ave a simplicity trope as a constituent, along with the further component
rope that qualitatively distinguishes K and J from each other. This is because
implicity tropes are qualitatively identical to each other. So, K and J must
e complex. Contradiction. Moreover, the reasons to think that the universal
orld cannot be qualitatively gunky also seem to be applicable to the trope
orld. While some trope theorists disagree whether all tropes are simple, most
f them agree that some tropes are (Maurin 2023 : Section 2.2). 

So, our argument against the simplicity trope goes through. Then, we need
n alternative way to ground the truth that some tropes are simple. Again,
here are multiple candidates that might be able to fulfill this task. First, we

ight introduce universals of being simple . If it is an immanent universal, it can-
ot be identical to a trope; if it is a transcendent universal, simple things stand

n an exemplification relation to it. Either way, it is incompatible with God’s
seity. Therefore, we have to fall back to the primitive strategy. Tropes’ being
imple might be accounted for in the same way that tropes’ being self-identical
s accounted for. Individuation of tropes, according to Campbell and Ehring,
s ‘basic and unanalyzable’ (Campbell 1990 , 69) and ‘primitive’ (Ehring 2011 :
6). Just like we do not need a further self-identity trope to account for a trope’s
eing self-identical, it might be suggested that we do not need a further sim-
licity trope to account for a trope’s being simple. The truth that God is simple

s simply made true by the absence of any parts in the trope to which God is
dentical. And again, this does not collapse into the truthmaker interpretation
f divine simplicity, for the latter does not require a trope ontology and the
ormer explains God’s possession of his divine attributes (except being simple ) in
erms of the content of tropes. 

On this view, DDS is not applicable to the property of being simple . Being sim-
le cannot be identical to the God trope that stands for God’s omnipotence,
mniscience, omnibenevolence, etc. God is simple not in virtue of the con-
ent of the trope he possesses (and is identical to), but simply in virtue of his
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existence. This does not harm the truth of DDS, since on this view God is still
simple and his simplicity is accounted for. 

III.4 Summary 

We have examined the property of being simple against two versions of bun-
dle theory: the universal bundle theory and the trope bundle theory. We have
seen that whether DDS is applicable to the property of being simple partly de-
pends on the ontology itself: whether there can be an ontological item of the
concerned ontological category (i.e. immanent universal or trope) that cor-
responds to a property of being simple . A general difficulty we have demon-
strated is that if being simple corresponds to an extra ontological item, then it
undermines the simplicity of the would-be simple objects under the respective
bundle theories. Therefore, on both theories, if there are simple objects, then
God’s simplicity has to be seen as primitive—the fact that God is simple is
made true by God’s existence. This, however, does not harm the coherence of
DDS. 

IV. Conclusion 

In this article, we have considered an important question that is neglected in
the literature: whether the DDS is applicable to the property of being simple
itself. The discussions in this article, I hope, have already shown that this is a
question that is both philosophically interesting and theologically important. 
It deepens our understanding of the property of simplicity, as well as the rela-
tion between simplicity itself and various kinds of ontologies and metaphysical
frameworks that we might adopt in formulating the DDS. 

We considered the question with respect to two versions of constituent on-
tology: universal bundle theory and trope bundle theory. Whether being simple
is identical to God and his divine attributes, as we have seen, depends on
whether being simple corresponds to an extra ontological item in the respective
ontologies. As long as we accept there exist more than one simple entity, being
simple cannot itself be an immanent universal or a trope. God is simple just
in virtue of his existence. The DDS does not apply to the property of being
simple . Being simple has a special ontological status in the traditional theistic
conception of God. 22 
22 I am grateful to Miles K. Donahue, Nicholas K. Jones, Tien-Chun Lo, Beau Madison 
Mount, Chiao-Li Ou, and Mark Wynn for their helpful suggestions and comments on this paper. 
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