REALISM UNREALIZED

A Critique of Possible World Theory

Freya Mathews






The semantical theories developed for modal logic have brought into
focus a certain metaphysical problem, viz the problem of the metaphysical
status of the possible individuals and possible worlds which are deployed
in the semantical theory. Are these entities mind-independent or mind-
dependent? This is the problem of realism vs non-realism with respect
to possibility. Imn this thesis it is claimed that of these two
ontological viewa, it is the realist view which is endorsed by common-~
gense, It is then argiued that this realist view is false. Both
epistemological ﬁﬁﬁ oﬁtOIOgical arguments contribute to this critigue,
which occuples Chapters 3, ¢, 5. Arguments against the realisability,
from either a realist or nonrealist viewpoint, of the specific possible
world apparatus énviaaged by the semantical theory, are also submitted,
in Chapter 2, Feollowing the criticlsm of the realist view, an aliernative,
nonrealist view of posaibility is outlined. According to thizg view,
possibility is a mode, not of objects, but of concepts. The possibility
of a concept is analyzed &8 belng equivalent te the intelligibility
of that concept, where specific criteria for intelligibility are then
advanced, This nounrealist view prescribes the elimination from our
discourae of certain forms of modal sentence e.g. counterfactuals, An
explanation for the existence and persistance of such eliminable sentence-
forms in our language is offered, From the vantage point of the nonrealist
view, 8 survey is undertaken of some of the connections between different
theories of possibility and different theories of space and time and
identity.

Realist and constructivist theories of existence in general
are also compared, [Finally a theory of natural laws consiatent with
the nonrealist theory of modality iz proposed. This theory seeks to

explicate and juatify the necessity of physical laws without appealing

t0 o realist notion of necessity.
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Chaaster Gne 5

The Concernt of Possgibility

In any treatise on metaphysics, many of the key concents
involved are going to be ones which have seen long and extremely
varied service in the history of philosophy. with the key terms
thus weighed down with wide and often conflicting connotations
accreted over many centuries, lititle advance can be mads in any new
investigation into metaphysical problems. I therefore propese to
preface this first chapter with a eeﬁ of terminologzical guidelines
- guidelines for the systematic usage of the key ontclogical terms
that will be encﬁunteréd in thisyihesis; These guldelines are not
{ﬁfendéd to sérve’as definitions. They are simply meant to provide
an outline:of the ralatiansﬁiysréssumed here to hold between the
termes, The system thus outlined cdgétitutes a set of ontological
thegesg, e attampt will be made to justify these theses here.

Such Justification is a long-term affair, which will proceed throug: -
outlthé fhasié.' Where I am not acfiﬁely engaged in defending these
theseé, I shall retain the terminblogieal usage which ermbodies,
orAanticipates, thenm, This will ensure consistent usage throughout,
where"sucﬁ'éonsistency ig of coﬁrse a necessary condition for the
verifiébility of tﬁe arguments., | |

. "The'key ontolsgical terhé I am hére éoncerned with are the
following: "actual“; "pbssible";"phjsiéal'n "concretd*,"abstraét",
freal, "ideal", "piatonid“. |

The term "actual® applies to all and only the contents of our
world - théical‘ehtities, including both material entities, and
non material.antiﬁies, auchAas fields, if the latter sort of entity

is presumed to exist, and minds and their contents, 1f these are wnol
already ret exhaustively identified with physical structures and



processes. Obviously tactual' does not apprly to merely possible
entities. Nor shall we here allow it to be used to apply to
mathematical or other abstract entities.

The term *possible' applies to non~actual physical objects and
non-actual minds and their contents, It will not be used here to
apply to mathematical or other abstract entities. finlegs the
contrary is stated, 'possible' will dways be understood to mean
‘merely possible®’ i.e. non-actual.

*Physical' applies to entities for atuffs) :which have empirical
.propeftiea, or which can give rise to empirical properties in other
.physical entities (é.g.ielementary particles may not be themselves
-chservable, but they can have observable effects on.bodies or
structures which are obgervable; for example, they leave paths imn
cloud chambers), Here I am concerned mainly merely to contrast
"physical® with 'mentalt, Both actual and possible entities may
be physical. So may they be mental.,  Abstract entitiess however
-are clearly unot physical,

‘;’Qencrete' applies to the physical contents of our world - and
hence to brains; though not to (actual) minds and their (actual)
.contents if any form of mind/brain dvalism is assumed, However
the main .polnt of introdicing the notion of econcreteness here. ig to
use it_to characterise actual physical entities in contrast to
posslble ones, Concreteness is exclusively a property of actual
things, according to our proposed usage. It will not Lie considered
correct to characterise possible physical objects as rossibly
concrete, To say of something that it is posslibly concrete would

be relevently similar to saying of it that 1t is rosgibly actual.



It adds nothing to say of something that iB possible that it is
pogaibly actusl, Worse, it invites conflation of the very notions
the modal terms are being introduced to distinguish. We shall
return to this question later.‘ For the time being, let me just
exclude the expressions ‘possibly actual?!, and, for similar
reasons, 'possibly concretet.

- Concrete entities are contrasted not only with possible
entities, but also with abstract entities,

*Abstract® applies primarily to set theoretical entities and to
all the entities which may be defined over smets a.g;"mathematicai
entities, and, when set theoretical entities are conjoired with
‘eupirical conceptsy universals, Other entities which may be abstract
are prapositicns; theories. I shall leave it an opeén question for
the time being vhether abstract entities are real, and whether
poseible entities are abstraet.

*Real’ applies to whatever has mind-independent existenca. To
have mind-independent existence is to be such that Qne‘e‘existencé
‘does not consist in one's being thought of by a conscious being,
although it is consistent with having such existence that one is, in
addition, thought of by such a being. .

‘The class of real entities will include actual physieal objects.
On the realist view ofupossibility - ghortly to be presented - it
“will include possible entities., On a platonistic view of abstract
entiﬁiea; it will also include abstract entities, Yindsg, however,

present a problem case vis a vis the category of the real, Roth .

# Ch. 5



actual and, assuming realism with respect to possibility, possible,
minds can be construed as being real l.e, as having mind»indepandenf
existence, In the sense that they do not exist by virtue of being
thought of, either by themselves or by other minds, The status of
the products of actual and possible minds, e.g. ldeas, emotions,

etec.; would however, on this view of what it means to be real, be
unequivocally unreal. ¥Yet this will conflict with the claim.that
whatever is actual or, gilven a realist view of possibility, possible,
is realy for while ideas, emotions, stec., may be actual or possible,
they may_not be real. This apparent contradiction is tolerable so
long as we remember that i1t dissolves on explicétion, For cuﬁ
purposeé, here, in introducing the term 'real® is to distinguish what
exists independently of us from what exists as a result of our thought.
Hence although, on the realist view of possibility, possible minds and
hence thelr contents are rsasl, they are so in the sense that they
'exist;indapendently of our minds i.e. of any actual minds. But
although we can say that the products of possible minds have reality
in this sense i.e. relatively to actual minds, they do not have
reality relative to the possible minds of which they are the contents,
slnce in theif own worlds they do exist ornly in virtue of being
thought of. Bimilar;y our own ideas cannct be said to have reality
in our #orld, despite the reality of our minds and our world. As I
have remarked, this paradox generated by our terminology signals no
corresponding paradox at the ontological level. At the terainological
level, we still have‘zhe blankel term ‘'existe’ to cover everything

that is either real or a product of an actuval or possible mind.



'Ideal’ may be used to chargcterise both abstract and possible
entities, in contrast to actual entities - or perhaps, more narrowly,
if we assume mind/brain duallsm, to concrete entities., But 'ideal’
ig a highly unsatisfactory term, because it admits both realist
and subjective or nonrealist interpretations. For while it
connotes a nonconcrete mede of existence which may variously be
attributed to ideas, minds, physical cbjects, abstract entities
(e.g. numbers) and possible entities, this nonconcrete mode may be
construed as either mind-dependent or mind~1ndependent. In the case
of ideas, the ideality attributed to them is usually subjsctivist.
But in the case of all the other items just cited, the attribution
of ideality to them does not in itself determine whether their
status is real or mind-dependent. In general T think ideality is
associated with subjective idealism, but forms of nonsubjective
idealism e.g, classical.Platonism have also been developed., I will
therefore avold this term, with its crucial ambi¥alence. |

'Platonie’ 15z the term I shall employ as the unambiguous
substitute for 'idealt.. I take 'platonict' to connote a nonconcrete
but real mode of existence, It may ﬁhekefore be applied to possible‘
op abs@réet entities, on realiét interpretations of either, but never

to actual physical objects or actual minds and their contents.

The Two Realisnms

The realism with which this thesis is concerned is, as the title
indicates, realism with reaspect tc possibility, or, as we shall
sonetimes call it, modal reglism. This view regards unrealised
possibilities as being entities or circumstances which exist mind-.

independently i.e, irrespective of whether or not we happen to concdive
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of then, ¥e can, however, distinguish two such modal realisms - a
weaker and a.stronger version, The first, which I shall call

bagic realism, asserts that possible individuals, or possibilia, are

real entities. The second, which I shall call possible world

realisgm, asserts that in addition %to possibilia there really exist
possible worlds. anﬁhe»lattar view, possibilia are the individuals
that ococupy possiblg worlds; the organisaticgﬂof theae‘individnals
into possible worlds is taken to bg an ontolegical fact, not a mere
technica} dgvica of ours‘employad for the purpnse of facilitating

the loéél treatment of posaibilia. Clearly baeic realiam does not

entalil possible world realism, but posaible wcrld realism does

presuppose hasic realisa. Of cour$e, 1f it is believed that warlds

are merely a special sort of abjég:, then possible world realism is

Just a special case of basic reallsm. But a person who vas & basic

realist cauld consistently be a possible world‘constructivist; he

could affirm the real exlstence of possibilia, but deny that they are

really organised into possible worlds. He could simultaneously

condone the possible world apparatus of possible world semantics as

aicoavenient plece of lqﬁgl aquipment even though lacking subatantive

an;alogical import.¥
We can therafore BXpect a eritique of possible world theory,
cringue 0( hasiC vealism Oh e o \hand, and

which this thesis purports to be, to proceed on two levels: as aj

aSO\
/critique of possible world realism on the other. A refutation of

either basic realiss or possible world realism would be a sufficiant

P R ———— RIS,

¢« However, denylng that possibllia are located in spacetime
frameworks, or worlds, croates problems for the differentiation

and individuation of possibilia. See Ch. 6.



sudficient refutation of phhssible world realisw. “ut the labhel
'possible world theory' can be taken here to suggest a more gencral
theory, eabracing both these levels of realism. In this thesis,
accordingly, the critigue proceeds on tke two levels.

I want to draw a sharp distinction between possible world
congstructivism and basic constructiviem. Possible world
constructivism is to be understood in the sense just described - as
resting on basic realism and merely denyigg the independent reality
of possible worlds, Basic constructivism, however, is the view
which denies the reality of possible individuals. It ig a subjective
idealist view of possibility: possible individuals are purely mental
constructs, and their constructability is not evidence of any

ontological facts, nor does it entaill any oantnlosical conseguences.,

Realism vs., Constructiviem

Let us now review the relative intuitive strengths of realism
and d¢onstructivism, Clearly it is the basic views which are of
erimaxry philosophical mowent - the concomitant views of possible
worlde have a secondary status. It is therefore on the basie views
that- we shall foeus in thié;%iew.

The realist notion . of possibility - which I shall alternatively
c¢all the notion of ontological possibility* - is, I think, the common
sense notion of pomsibility, and hence commands a very powerful appeal

indeed, It is the realist view which urderypins esuch primordial and

& See Note 1



seemingly inevitable metaphysical questionsg as *Why is the world as
it is and not otherwise?', and 'why 1s there something rather than
nothing??t It is the realist view moreover whlch motivates all
our counterfactualising at a more mundane level, e.g5. 'If T had
sterped off the kerb two seconds earlier I would have been killed,?
The realist view affirms that it is an ontclogical fact that things
could have besn otherwise, The intensity with which we can, on
appropriate occasions, deliver statements such as the ahove,
testifies to our everyday faith in the realist view, T would go
so far as to smy that everybody, in their dailly lives, subscribes to
this view: ‘we all ‘take care to hesitate on kerbs, we practiCe birth
control, we study for exans, ¥eo devote most of our lives to the
effort of preventing ths wrong vpossibilities from Seing realised,
Thus, in its homegrcwn‘environment, viz. the arena nf ordinary,
practicél‘diScourse, ontelogical possibility appears to be a healthy,
deeply rooted concept. It is only when we transplant it into the
relatively hothouse philosonhicazl environment trat it begina to
burgeon into what might aprear to be a philosophical mutatieon, For
the philosopher, starting with the apparenily wholesome statement
that other-states of affairs than the azctual (really) could have
been realiced, translates this into the statement that these states
of affairs are possible, ~ From this statement he infers that there
exist possible states of ‘affairs, or possible individuals, and
inhabtonts of e attual wovid, pve veal, By means of fas
that these entities, though not conerete like the/innocent chain of
philosophical reasoning, the philosopher arrives at a metaphysical
thegry - a theory committed to the reality of certain entities that
are inaccessible to perception. From this point it is only one
further step to decide whether or not to admit the reality of those

at first sight arcane entities, possible worlds.
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Such then is the equivocality of the notion of ontological
yossibility. This notion is by no means unique in respect of this
equivoca}ity, for it is one of the major functions of philosophy to
expose the unfamiliar face of familiar concepts,

A prime exponent of realism amongst contemporary modal
philosfiphers is David Lewis. His argument for realism is, basically,
just that the realist notion of possibility is the commonsense notion.
nit isruncontfoversially true," he asserts, in f'Counterfactuals’,

Ch. 4, "that things might have been otherwise than they are. I
believe, and so do you, that things could have been different in
countless ways.  But what doeé this mean? Ordinary langvage permits

the paraphrase - there are many ways things could have been besides

the way they actually are. -On the face of it, this senten¢e‘is,an
existential quantification. Ii says that there exist many entities
6f‘a;certain description, to wit 'ways things could have beent, I
. believe that things could have been different in countless ways. I
believe permissible paraphrases of what I believe; taking the
paraphrase at its face value, 1 the:gfore believe in the existence
of entities that might be called 'ways things could have been.' I
prefer-to call. them 'poséible;werlda'e“ (\F-Sq)

Notice that"Lewis,hereftakes the leap from basic realism to
~possi’ble world reélism wi£ﬁoui acknowledging that it is a leap.
Thié implies that he assumes worlds io be a special sort of object,
and hence possible world realism to be a special case of basic
realism. He nowhere articulates this assumption however.

Having affirmed the intuitive strangth and entrenchment of the
concept I propose to eriticise, I should say what the consequences

of my criticism will be. If we have to relinquish the realist
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analysis of possibility, what analysis, if any, can we substitute
for 1t? There has been no shortage of suggestions. Last century,
Each deplored the invocation of possible worlds in cosmological
arguments, and claimed that this form of ‘inferencet' should not be
?ermitted.b Quine has argued for the outr*ght elimination of
certainAforms of modal language° Others have proposed analysés
of vossibility or necessity which»retain the empirical information
con;ent of modal sentences, while pruning their metaphysical
contentau 1 shall not consider thls problem of conceptual
restitutlon nntil I have completed my critique of the realist
interpretation of possibility. f* Even then, I shall not undertake a
review of the various constructiviat' or nonrealist proposals, I
shall merely nresent my own view as to the 1eg*timate purposes to
which modal 1anguage aay be put 4 In particular, 1 shall argue that

the objectivity of certain modal claims can be defended without

presupposing a realist interpretation of the notiona of possible

individuals or poasihle_worlds.

® Quine, °Reference and ﬁodality' 1n From a Logical Point of View

= For example NGoodman, in Fact Fiction and Forecast, andJMackie
in Truth; Probability and Paradox.<

#=4 Ch, 6.



15

The Role of Modal Logic in the Philosophical Investigation
of Fossibllity

It migﬁt be thought that an investigation into tre concept of
10ssibility would bve beét conductaed through the medium of modal
logic, Suech a methodology would eﬁsure rigéur thereby protecting
the philosophe£ féom the principal vocational hazard of metaphysics.
which is obscurity.

Hy reply to this suggestion is the perhaps obvious but
nevertheless ignored one that the phllosophical foundationa of the
aemantics fcr modal logic have to be clarified before tbat logic
can constitute a legitimate tcol in the investigatlon of the concept
of possibility - or indeed of that of any ather specific modal
concept. This clarification of the foundat,ons can only be achieved
by philosophical analysis 1nitially unmediated by formal apparatus, or
at least hy any snecifically modal formalism.

The rroper sequence of steps in an investig&tion into the notion
of posslbility would thus, I think, be the following: first the bulk
of the nhilosonhical analysis. Second, the formulation of the -
1ntuit1va semantics, incorporatin noticns derived rrom the first steé.
Third, the anplication of the 1oaic, in conjunction with the intuitive
semantiecs, to discourse concerning nossibility. The value of the
third step isg that while philosophical intuition may be sufficient to
establish tna b&SLC truths, the 'first principles', 80 to speak,
concerning possibility, the development of a logic based on axioms
whieh, through the 3e@ant;cs,‘express thuse 'first principlest,
furnishe% a tool for determin;pg ﬁhe trﬁth values of sentences concern-

ing possibility which are too complex to be immediately transparent to
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philosophical intuition. For example, native philosophical intultion
soon becomes bewlldered when confronted with iterated possibility
claimas, Modal logic provides the machinery for dealing with such
claims i.e. determining their truth-value, quickly and easily. It is
not that such claims could not be evaluated working merely from
intuit;ve first principles, but that the logic facilitates what

would o#herwisé be a long and probable/gzgtzés.

The mainfphilosoéhical bvonuses accruing fros the developmeat
 Qf_the>poasible world semantics however, will be less the clarifica-
tiog of the notions of possibility and negessity that it affords,
than the availability of the semantics for the interpretaﬁion of
nonalethle modal concepts. For the possible world apparatus
provides the means for the philosophical clarifications of other
modalities e,g. deontie¢ nodalities -~ assuming that it has been shown,
via the philosophical -critique of the notions of possible individualsy
and possible worlds, that this apparatus rests on securs foundations.

The task of the philosopher undertaking this critique of possible
world semantics thus includes questioning the nature of certain
existential presuppositions of the system. This question focuses

on the ontological status of possible individuals -and possible worlds.

Received Conceptual Pluralism

The state of play in the field of modal logic at the oresent time
is that thdre exists & plurality of formal systems, of which modal
logicians fail to agree on any one as the correct system for the
concept of possibility and necessity. Rather there isg an approximate

consensus amongst them that it is misguided to search for such a system



%hat is advocated instead is a permissive line, advancing a
conceptual pluraliem - a plurality of distinct notions of pcssibility,
none of whi&h can claim any intuitive privilege over its rivals. It
then has to be independently determined in the case of each notion
of possibility which set of axioms is true for that notion. One
gsystem will be true for one notion, another faf a different notion.
The 5emantics is adapted to this pluralism through the role of
the alternativeness relation. For one world to be poésible
relative to aﬁother is fof it to constituéé an aiﬁernative‘to the
other 1.e. the relation of relative possibility constitutes the
alternativeness relaticn; The conceptual pluralism eapouséd by the
moéal logiéian thus-finés eXpression'within the poasible world
framework in the following way: each notioﬁ.of poesibility generates
its own alternativeness relation i.e. the formal properties of the
alternativeness relatiaﬁ vary according to the notion of possibil;tyhk
which ggnerates it. Yariation in the properties of the alternative-
ness relation of course entails variation in the membership of the set
of worlds.which stand infthé r#lation of alternativensss to any given
~world, And*éa:the sets of worlds .admitted as possible vary, so do
- the systems which the semantics makes true. A thoroughgoing
cenéeptual pluralism vis a vis possibility thus results in a -
corresponding pluralisism vis a vis the gystems of modal logic: no
systea 1s singled out as the exclusively correct system; each
system may be correct for some concept of possibility.

‘Let me offer as example of this pluralism some of the notions
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%
of possibility which are standardly recognised,

Logical Possibility: A set of propositions, k% s 18 logically

vrossible, relative to a given (noumodal) logical syétam, if its
members viclate none of the rules of thkat sygten, The notion

of logical possibility yields a notinn of logical alternativeness.
In semantical termé, a farmula’is true 1f it may be interpreted on

a fixad madel set, and logically possible if it may be interpreted
on a modal system which includes mocdel s@ts alternative to the fixed
modal aet, where such sets, in order to be 1ogical alternatives to
the fixed model set, naed only satisfy the conditions governing the

logical constants that are satisfied by the fized modal sat,

Conceptual Possibility: This is a much less well-dafined notion

than that of logical possibility, which it presupposes, %We can
take the -first condition on conceptual possibility to be analytic
pasaibility,}whera analytic possibility is defined as conformity with
analytic rules. An example of a pair of propositions which is
analytically impossible or inconsistent, is ¢Bill s a bachelor’,

and 'Bill is married to Lucy®. . The second eondition requires that a
ecnceptuallywpqssibla.san@snce‘does;pog predicate of ankobject any
predicate which violates the two following rulés for the spatio-

temporal identity of objects: |

* See, for instance, D, Snyder: Modal Logic and its Applications.
Ch. VI, 2, My explication of these notions differs in some
detalls however from Snyder's.
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A. An individual object cannot occur in two different places at

the same time,

B. Two distinct obJjects cannot occur in the same place at the same
time

Given rule A, a senténce such as 'Adam shook hands with Bill when
they were three miles apgart' cannot be true i.e. is (conceptually)
impossible. For the act of shaking hands requires the propinquity
of the participants, yet if Adam is three miles from the point'at
which Bill is located, at the time the act of handshaking is due to
cccur, then he cannot, glven rule A, also be in close proximity to
Billi. lience tha act cannct take place, | |

| Given rule B, it follows that a sentence ascribing, say,
round~squareness to an individual abjact is conceptually inpossible,
For a round square ebject, or rather a surface, is understood, in the
present context to he a surface which is not merely partly circular
and partly square, but entirely circular and'also entirely square,
However, an individual 3urface hasg jumt one shape. The reason for
this is connected with the identity conditions for surfaces i.e.
shape is a criterion for individuating surfaces, Circularity‘is one
shapa, squareness ig anotge:, different shape, If a surface is
(entirely) c¢ilrecular, and a surface is (entirely) sguare, they must be
two distinct surfaces, since a gingle surface has a single'ahape.
But given that they are two distinect surfaces, we cannot, without
violating rule B, locate them in the same region of spacetime, thereby

qualifying them for treatment as one individual, vig a round square.
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These remarks concerning rules A and B may justly be regardedl
with suspicion, however. They are intended only to illustrate the
notion of conceptual possibility, not to critfcally analyse it. A
great deal remains to be sgaid concerning them, Their importance
residesg in their intimate connection with the identity conditions

for empirical objects,*

Theoretical Possibilitv: A set of propositions,.ﬁi nmay be said to
be theoreticallg possibie if the conjunction of all its members is
consistent with the set,éiv of propositions expressing the principles
or laws of physical theory, Unless otherwise stated,&ﬁ iz taken to be
the éet of laws aﬁplying to the actual world, Ye may here leave
open whether the body of knowlédge expressed inéz/ia that which is
known by 8 given individual, or by abgiven community, or is understood
in an ideal sense, as being the knowledge which could be inferred from
the kﬂgwledge which is ét present available to the most knowledgeable
community.

| Thedréticalypossibility presupposés bath'logical and conceptual

possibility, and is hence the strongest of the three notions,

Reduction of the Conceptual Pluralism . .

This pictura,of.the received view amongst wmodal logicians on the
question of the truth, for poseibility, of the various modal systems,
does not, it will be noticed, square with my earlier claim that there
is a single ordinary or commonsense notion nf pessibility, viz. the

realist notion. I wish now to reaffirm that claim « without however

this —
* In Ch, 6., This notion of possibility is developed in much greater
depth, and adapted to a nonrealist theery of possibility.
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rehearsing the considerations offered earlier in support of it.

I propose that it is this notion of possibility which underlies the
possible world semantics, Posslble individuals and possible worlds
are thus to be understood according to the realist conception. In
other words, I would maintain that insofar as modal logic is
interpreted as the logic of possibility and necessity, it is the

logic of ontologlcal vossibility and necessity., As we shall soon

see, 1t follows from this that the correct system of modal logic
can after allkbe established.

¥hat becomes of the alleged conceptual pluralism -~ the plurality
of notions of possibility, each yielding afdifferent nodal system ~
given this view?

Considering the commitment of David Lewis to realism, and the
similarity of his argument for possible world realism to my argument
for basic realism,'itlis'ﬁorth looking at what he says about theae
disparate nctions of possibility. He introduces them, in his
paper L ag 'relative modalities'. tJust as a
sentence Q’ is necesaary if 1t holds 1n all worlds, so CF is
causally necessary if 1t holds in 21l worlds compatible with the laws
of nature;' ebligatory for you 1£ it holds in all worlde in which you
act'rightly, implicitly known, believed, hoped, asserted or perceived
by you if it holds in all worlds ccmpatible with the coentent of youf
kﬁowiedge, beliefs, hopes, aséertions or perceptions, These, and

many more, are relative modalities, expressible by quantification

over restricted ranges of worlds,®

* J.P. Vol. LXV %o, 5 168 p. 124



I think D Lewis here overlookxs an important distinction
between causal neceszity, on the one hand, and the deontic and
epistemic modalities that he subsequently lists. I have no
quarrel with his advice for the formal treatment of these latter
modalities, provided it is understood that such treatment has a
prior commitment to ontological possibility. Nor indeéd have T
any quarrel with his proposed formal treatment of causal necessity.
Whaﬁil @ant to ask 1is what is ﬁhe role of caussl possibility and
necesslity once ontélcgical poasibilit& and necessity have been
accepted? What is tﬁe juétification for postulating causai
possibility in addition to ontological possibility, thereby making
alethic modality a generie medality; uﬁder which various species

are subsumed?

The status of the ‘Relative' Concevts of Possibility

"1 th;nk the situation which engenders the proliferation of
supposedly equally legitimate different notions of possibility is as
follows. fur ordinary notion'of y086ibility is the one that I have
already described, viz ontological possibility. But we are,
understandably, uncertain as to the necessary and sufficient ‘conditions’
that & thing must satisfy in order to qualify as entologically
pogaible.” According to one view, a thing is cntologically possible
1f it can be described consistently with physica: theory; according
to another it is so merely if it may be deseribed with logical self-
consistency, and so on for other views.

Each of these views is construed as yielding a distinct noticn

of possibllity e.g. causal (or theoretical) possibility, logical
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possibility. But each of these notions is also a notion of
ontological possibility, specifically a notion of ontological

posslbility as determined according to a particular set of

neceasary and sufficient conditions.

Given the reality of possibilia and possible worldes, the
necessary and sufficient conditions for their existence are
objactivgly determined i.e. there will in reality be just one
correct set of such conditions. The notion of possibility which
corresponds with the view that this is the set of necesmary and
sufficient conditions for ontological possibllity would then coincide
with the notion of ontological possibility simpliclter. If we could
discover which notion of possibility this was, the other notions
wonld become gratuiltous. For what would be the peint of asserting
of]something that it was, say, logically possible, if this did not
z;m;ly that it were possible, but implied only the purely formal fact\
that its description was self-consiatent? And 1f, on the other hand,

. Of & ﬂ«mf)
the necessary and sufficient conditionﬁ for/ontological possibilitg/uz3
wob fh 15 descriphon :

’waye/logical consistencqﬁ then what would. be the point of asserting
of something that it was, say,:theeretically possible? Certainly
the thing in question would in this case be possible,-but it would
not be possible in virtue of any of its theoretical characteristies,
but merely in virtue of 1ta logicaérconsistent?descripability. The
assumption normally underlying an assertion that something is
theoretically possible is that physical theory consists of a set of
‘hecessary principles or rules, which prescribe how the world has to

be. Theoretical alternatives to the actual world, will thus, on

this understanding of physical theory)be the only real alternatives
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to the actual world, w&&%—%h&sy~enm%%%a—aadeystaad&&g—ainghyféﬁwér‘

If we
did not subscrive to this view of physical theory, but instead
understood such theory as a set of mersly contingent statements,
then it would simply be idle, though not in any way vicious, to
calculate the altefnatives permitted by the theory. In other
words, the notion of theoreﬁical possibility would have no positive
role in our conceptual framework, ) It has a positive role only
when it is assumed that theoretical possibility is?X;cesaary and
sufficient condition for ontological possibility, |

I conclude therefore that the ostensiﬁle plurality of notions
of possibility represents/ a disagreement merely as to»the corract
interpretation of a bagic concept qf possibility on which everyone
is agreed, That is to say, everyone agrees oﬁ what it is to be
vessible, but there 1s disagreement on what constitutes the neceassary
and sufficient conditions for possibility.

Evenrif we cannot close this margin of disagreement or
ignofance, we can understand the notion of ontological possibility
independsntly of knowing ﬁhexneceesary and sufficient conditions
for untglogical peasiﬁiiityQ bfo be'ontéiogicalij possible is just
-to be caﬁable of really being actual. It aeéms to me thérefore |
that the alleggd Pluralisa of concapts of possibility is largely
an illusion. There is Just one, ordihary concept of possibility,?
and various views about what are the necessary and sufficient

conditions for a thing to be possible,
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The Correct System of Modal Logie

Given that there is thus a single, common concept of possibility,
it should follow that Just one modal system is true for this concept.
This system 18 §  The argunent is as follows. The notion
of possible worlds involved in possible world semantics is, we have

claimed, a realist notion i.e. possible worlds are understood as

existing mind;independentiz;)

C;E;;‘axistence of an entity is caiegorically the one fact ahbout it
that cannot be construed as obtalning merely relative to some
particular frame of reference: 1if an entity ewists; then however
its properties may (systematically) transform from one reference
frame to another, the one constant throughout these tranaformations
is the entity's existence, If 1t exists in any reference frame,
then it exists in 2ll of them, Hence if we regard a given possible
world as a reference frame for the 'observation! of other possible
worlds, we cbuld sa§7§f a given world exists from the viewpoint bf
one wgrld, then it ekiétsﬁffom the viéwpaiﬁt of e&éry worid. . But
this is eguivalent to saying that the fact of the existence of an
enbity does not obtain relativelx at all; it obtaing, 1if at éll,
avsolutely. Alternaﬁiveness = the reiation of relative possibility
= thus turans out, on our view of possibility, t¢ be nonrelative after
all. Thié circumstance confers on the alternatlveness relation the

properties of an equivalence relation, and tkis in turn yields 8, as

the correct modal system,
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Given the status that we have here attributed to the notionsof,
logical, conceptual and theoretical possibility, it follows ihat
these notions are only of any use s0 long as they are considered as
extensionally coinciding with the notion of ontolopgical possibility
i.e. as generating a set of possible worlds coextensive with the
set of ontnlogically possible worlds, %e have already remarked
that we tolerate a plurality of such notions only because we are
ignorant of the true conditions for oatological possibility. But
we are to construe thesze noticne4nat as each generating a subset
of the set of {ontologically) possible worlds, for which a modal
system other than S% will be true, ?ut as éach geﬂerating the entire
sét of (ontologically) possible worlds., lience $p will be true for

all of them.

Necesgary and Sufficieant Conditions

Let me add now a word about necessary and sufficient conditions,
I rave been discussing the question of the necegsary and sufficient
conditions for ontqugical possibllity 1.e. for the existence of
possidilia;, or possible worlds, RBut this is loose talk as long as
the role of the notion cf necessary and sufficient conditions remains
unclarified in the present context.

Indeed it is precisely a confusion concorning this role which has
contrivuted to the proliferation~§f concepis of possibility which
supposedly stand on an equal footing with one another, Let nme

therefaore briefly clarify ny view of the status of these conditions,
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In the first place; we need to distinguish two kinds of
conditions ¢ causal and noncausal, I do not want to consider thé
question of causal condltions for its own sake here. S0 let me
turn at once to the noncausal case, An entity does not come into
(real) existence, I claim, as a result of satisfying certain non-
causal conditions. Such satisfaction implies an element of
procegs, of tem?orality, which would be appropriate only 1f the
conditions in question were causal, Woncausal conditions are not .
like hurdles over which an entity must Jjump ir order to come into
existence., Rather, in existing, the entity satisfies the
conditions; it does not exist as a result of matis{ying them.

What i am proposing here is a view of necessary and sufficient
conditions which makes it possible to speak of the necessary or
sulficient condltions for oatological posgibility without begging
the Question¢ For if necessary and sufficient conditions are
understood ag rules for ontology, then they ;ell ug how things have
ywwto be, and how they may be, reapectively. But this is precisely.  _ ..
to tell us what is ontologzically necessary, and ontologlcally possible,
resgpectively. Thus to state the necessary and sufficient conditions
‘for ontological possibility is to state that it is ontologically
necessayry thai»possibilia be such and such, and ontologically |
possible that they be sc and go. If the necessary and sufficient
conditions are being invoked in explication of ontological
poagsibility, them the latter paraphrase of the statement of those

necessary and sufficient conditions shows the explication to be

eircular.
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On my view of necessary and sufficient conditions however,
there is no assumption that we can prescribe the constraints on
ontology, or even that there are any such constraints, Rather,
we agsume that we have a basic knowledge of the way things are.

For instance, we assume that we have some forr of aquaintance

with certain possibilia. The nature of these possibilia is such
that they are always consistently describable. we then devise a
rule for the ideatification of posmsibllia: an entity only qualifies
as a possible entity if it may be described withoul logical

. inconsisteney. By this process, logical consistency has becowme

a necessary condition for ontological possibility. Bt this
condition is merely a condition for the identification, by us, of

an entity as a certg;p<giné of entity. It is not a condition for
the existence of that thing.

These remarks merely consistitute an extrapolation to modalities
of the familier interaction between the analytic and the synthetic
in nonmodal discoursge. I would describe this interactlon as
follows. In the first place we may assume that what actually-
axistm, is as it chooses to be 1., it is not constrained by any
tconditions’,  But in erder to sort actual entities into kinds l.e.
in order to order them, and make the werld concepitually tractable,
we have to introduce a notion of definitive characteristies, A
definitive cheracteristic is a characteristic which an object must,
or may, have, 1f it 1s &o guality as belonging toc a certain kind.

In this msense, and this éense only, an object has to matisfy certain
necessary and sufficient conditions. It has to satisfy these

conditions not in order to exist -~ for we are assuming that the
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object in question is already given - but in order to be identified
as beloning to a particular kind, T call this view of necessary‘and
suffictent conditions analytic essentialism, Analytic essentialisn
is the incontrovertible but trivial doctrine that if a given objlect,
A, (ostensi%ély identified), is to>qualify as a‘? s where <Pis a
sortal ternm, then it mugt have ths propert%es which define (P~hood.

Tm return to the modal case, I an suggesting ‘that when we state
the necessary and sufficient conditione for ontological possibility,
we are not stating conditions which possibilia have to satisfy in
order to exiat, but epistemological conditions for the mental
raconstruction or representation of possibilia.

We might, alternatively, construe these conditions as
conditions for thé discovery of possibllis, In this cése,iby
finding a state of affairs to be, say, conaistently describable, or
describably consistently with physiecal theory, we discover that it
is ontolog;cglly poasible, ¥e could thus construe. logical
conslstency, or ccnsistency with theory, as evidence that the
despription’ia a description of an'ontoloéically vogsible atate of

w‘:Nb i@ppr?ant philosophical difference distinguishes these two
interpretations of the -notion of conditions, for both concern the
propertiesithat poseibllia have:which enable us to recognise thenm
and identify them as possibilia, rather than the ontological

circumstances which mnst prevail ‘in order for possibilia to come

into existencs,
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Wixed Modalitles

We should notice that on the present view of the so-called
relative notions of possibility, and of the status of the
notion of necessary and sufficlent conditions for possibility,
thers will be no place for mixed modalities, or more gpecifically,
mixed alethic modalities., Both modal operators represent the
same concept. of possibility and necessity,respectively in every

OLCUrrents.

Epistemic Possibility

It-iaknow time to redress a certain jmbalance. I havée in
this chapﬁerlstressed the dominant position of the realist
conception of possibility. There is, however, another concept
of‘péasiﬁility; which islnat prima facie reducibla'te ontological
péséibility, and which has a wide currency in ordinary discourse,
1 shall:call tnis concept that of apisﬁemic possibility. Epistemic
posaibiiity can best be characterised by contrasting it with
ontoidgical ﬁﬁssibility. The occurrence of a particular state of
a‘f'féirs,.(pv, i5 eplstemically possible if it is not known thatq) has
not'actua11y 6ccurred.';:the Q)is known not to have occurred, it is
nc‘lbnger eﬁistemicaily possible -~ it is”eﬂstemically impossible.
The fact that CP is known not to have occurred would not of course
preclude it frcm being judgzed to have beéu ontologically possible,
Thus the fact,»if it is a fact, that q>is‘known to occur only in
another passible world, mauxes (p ontologleally possible but
epistemically impossible. ¥hile the fact, 1if it is a fact, thatq>

does not occur in any world, umakes q> ontologically impossible, but



but does not make Q epistenmically impossible so long as it is not

known that § does not occur in this world.

In short; ontological possibility is the right sense of
rossibility for counterfactual claims, but epistemic rossikility is
the right sense for all those claims which may be paraphrased.,

'For all I know, such and such nmay actually be the case,!

One suspects; nevertheless, that these two notions of possibility
must be related, They are. For implicit in any judgment of the
form, 'for all I know, such and such may actually be the cage'; ig
an assumption that there are certain ways the actual world can be,
and certain ways that it cannot be. do sane person would ever
claim that, for all he knew, the earth might be a round square (or
sphefical cube), But plenty of sane people have Qlaimed that they
do not know i.,e. it has not been demonstrated, that the earth is nct
flat, The reason people refrain from the first judgment of
epigtemic possibility but not from the second is that it is assuéad
that nothing can be a round sguare, but not that nothing can be flat.
In other words, it is assumed that round squares are ontologically
impossgible, while flat objects are ontologically possible.

Even though the notions of ontclogical and epistemic possibllity
are Iin an important éense distinct, it nonetheless appears that the
notion of epistemic possibility presupposes that of ontological
possibility. ‘

T shall Yovever return to epistemic poesibility in a later chapter:

# See Ch, 6.
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For while I think ontological possibility is ultimately dispensible,
I do not think we can get along without a notlion of epistenic
rossibility.

To salvage epistemic possibility will require a re-examination

ef the concept in much greater depth than we have attempted here,
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NOTES:

l, ¥ wish to add a few remarks cancerning the notion of ontological
possibility. The adjective 'ontological' as used in this
~expression has two distinct connotations.
(1) 1t connotes the essential reference involved in this notion
‘to actual existence, or entities {(as opposed to merely mental
- entities), An object is said to be ontologically possible if
it . is really caﬁable.cf being actual. The capacity of an
“object to be actual is a fact about the actual world, and is
hence an objective i,e., a mind-indevendent matter. This
objectivity is connoted by the term ‘ontological? (since.
ontological? (objective) is contrasted with 'epistemic?
(subjective),)

{(2) The adjective ‘ontological' also evcokes the metavhysical aspect

of the notion of ontological rossibility. d.e. it draws attention
to the fact that possibilia have ontological status - they exist,
though since they do not Tigure among the concrete objects of

-the actual world their existence must be metaphysical in character

The term 'metaphysical possibility’ i1s sometimes used inter—
changeably with ‘ontological possibility', but I find this term
unacceptably misleading, since it could be vunderstood as

implying a distimction between the actual and ths possible, the
realised and the unrealised, in relaticn to metaphysical entities,
Entities deascribed as ‘metaphysically possible' would then be
understood tg be potential but unrealised metaphysical entities

~ entities which are capakle of having metaphysical existence,

but in fact do not, This seems to me an unfortunate



34

intervretation: metaphysical eutities (possiblilia) were invoked by
the realist in order to explain the digtinction between the actual
and the merely possitle; clearly they will fail to do so if they
themselves are subject to this distinction. Moreover, the
assumption that there are realised and unrealised metaphysical
entlties will inevitably lead to an ontological regress, of possible
entities, and possibly possibdle entities, and so on, all
realistically intarpﬁ*eted° And nowhere in this regress will any

light be shed on the actuality/possibility distinction.

f therefqre adgpcate the term ‘ontologically possiblég with

its above two lagitimate and valuable connotations,
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Appendix to Chapter 1

The three most common systems of modal logic and their semantics
are as follows¥,
The Pormal Systems
The System T 3 ( first propounded by R, Feys** in 1937 )
Primitive aymbols:

P ,Cx, ¥ ( propositional varinhles )
~ .0 ( monadic operators )

| ( dyadic operator )
( 7) ( brackets )
Formation rules:
IR1 A variable standing alone is a wff,
FR2 I£X is o wif, so are ~o{ and [Jo<
FR3 Ifc{ end B are wffs, so is (X VA ),

Definitionss
Def ., Def=, Def =, as in the Propositional €aleulus,
and

[Der <)) Qet =) ~ O~
Lneff] <°< ,gﬁ), bt D(o< =)
Pt (oo =ap (3B (A2D)

Lvery wif of the Iropositional Calculus is & wff of T.

Axiomss
Al - A4 as for the axioms of the axiomatization of PC given by
Whitehead ond Russell in lrincipia Hathematica, viz

(P vpd =p

g > (pva)

LA %J—%WFB

then ( ﬂz“7" = (( F 0))-*7 ( F \/Y;Z>
A5 [ P

i
A " ) :
D(p=9) > (D =D0q)
. s v ™
* \ N N YT QCOLAIM C\ L. l\u")\%bs [ATNE (/\’ES‘JW‘QD:IOA‘“ Inwro
ok ion bo YV\UAQP LDV)K "P 20-31, he- Lr') “’H N o 0g { hobist-
La ( wes howelles Ags moAalie’s Keonvue ' v
13 R.Feys, ‘Lo orﬂ‘} Vol u (1435) p 217-252
Jqwe de Phosople, Vo o(1M37) P51y =52, i ( p :



The System qu The basis of SL} is that of T, together with
A7 DF > 0f F

The System 5< s the basis of Sy is that of S , together with

A8 <>I> -~ 1 <7 P
(% Modal Predicate Caleuli { LEC)
The System LFC + T : has the basis of non-modal LPC, plus
1l The primitive operator, ] 4 with eppropriate formation rule: ifcX
is a wff, s0 is L
2, Definitions of <) , =3 and = as= in T,
3., Axiom achemats correspomding te the modal axioms of T, A3,46,

The Systen LFC + Suy: is &P LPC + T together with the axiom schema
AT

DexX ™ OB

The Syastem LYC + S5: 1 L¥C + 8 y together with the axiom schema
A8
Qg = <

) The Semantics for Modal LEC
T ~ model ( with the Barcen Formula * ) : an ordered guadruple, %§
<\§',R,D,V>, where W is a set of 'worlda®, R is o reflexive relation over
the members of W, DY is a et ( or domsin) of individuals, and V iz a
value assignment satisfying the standerd conditions of nom-modal LPC,
( [v~], [V v]s LV v]), plus
{VD—J For any wff c{ and any LQ(,Q‘\\G V<DD<>N£>:1 5
if for every i,o{)'e,”/\/\(auch that 1o R w;;) \V (04) NJ) = 1.
Ctherwise \/ ( QX W)= 0

A wif, o< 4 18 T+BFvalid iff for every 7*‘3\:-nwdel)<?i,ﬁ,l},v> 9
V (ot w0z 1108 every e g W
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f;[{_ + BF-model 3 same as for T + DF-model, plus R iz transitive,

S 4+ BF-model ¢ same os for S y + BF, plus R is sysmmetric,

The intuitive interpretation of these semantics is that a wif, <X ,

is pessibly true in a world (V] if it is true in some possible world, wJ s
accessible frem woo.
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Transworld Identity:
Objections to Possible %World Theory

In this chapter I want to point out flaws ia the possible world

apparatus of pnssible world semantics, by means of a critique of the
transworld identity relation. If the argument is considered
successful, it will be equally damning of possible world realism

and possible world constructivism alike, and will therefore ﬁhreaten
the effectiveness of possible world semantics on any interpretation
of possibla worldsg"

‘The ‘attack, as I have said, focuses on'a relation which is central
to the possible world apparatus as employed in the semantical
analysis of modal logic, viz the relation of transworld identify
between individuals existing in different possible worlids. Both
possible world realism and possible world constructivism are dependent
on this relation 1f possible worlds are to 3§rvé'an5‘éeménticé1
purpose.  For the modal expressions of our language, which the
possible world semantics is intended to analyse, are largely concerned
with how a givéﬂ”aétuél‘indiviéual could have been or possibly or
potentially is, T shall call the theory of transworld identity
subsumed under possible world realism. Tféhswcfld-idehtiing and
the theory of transworld identity subsumed under possivle world
constructivism Traﬁswobl&;rdentityl . TIn the case of Transworld-
Identityi 1t is metaphysicéily determinate which individuals'aréwf

identicai with one another across worlds., In the case of

* In the last part of this chapter we shall be considering an
alternative to the Transworld identity relation, propoged by
David Lewis, viz the counterpart relation. Transworld identity,
being the identity relation, iz an equivalen¥ relation. The
counterpart relatlon, in contrast, need not be either transktive

or symmetric, This is of the utmost importance.
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Transworld-identity 7 s X8 decide the criteria for transworld
identity i.e. 1t is established not by ontology but by convention
which individuals ovz which cross goﬁﬂﬂd wevlds.

¥aking such a distinction betwe;n identity as a feature of
ontology and as a feature of a concentual framework of course begs
the fundamental question about the natire ol the identity relation.
This is & question I shall be pursuing in a later chapter;l for the
moment I shall Just introduce the distinction in this‘unéefended
manner, = Ne harmful consequences will follow from this in the
preaenﬁfchapter.becaﬁse, as ‘I have said, the arguments will be
equally égaibst‘Transworld«Identityl and Transworld-tdentitxgl;v

Before}proceediﬁg however, we need to note that the
indispensibility of the transworld identity relation to the analysis
of modal expressions has been challenged. S. Kripke;a'fofkbﬁé;
argues that the problem of the transworld identification of

individuale 1.e. the problem of providing qualitative criteria for

the transvorld identification of individuals, arises from an ove}ly
literalistic interpretation of what he calls the gossible world
'mataphnr'.3 His own view is that there is no need to give a
qualitative deseription of an individual in a given possible world in
order to refer té it in that world, We can refer tc 1t by the name

it bears in the actual world. Ve can stipulate that we are referring

1. See Ch. 6

2. Kripke: 'Naming and Hecessity' in Semantics of Natural lLangusages,
ed, D. Davidson. -

3. To describe the notion of possible worlds as metaphorical is of
course to deny that possible worlds are real eatities. But on the
other hand Kripke espouses a notion of métarhyveical necesgity., I
conclude that he is a basic rralist, but a possible world
constructivist.
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to, say, N¥lxon, in a given possible world. Yo set of qualitative
criteria is required to pick out H¥ixon in that world. we do not
view possible worlds through a telescove, and wonder which of the
individuals thus manifested to us ls dixon. Rather we can

conceive possible worlds around given actual individuals. In short,
what are given to us are the antecedently identified indivlduals,
not the worlds.,

' . However, despite this constructivist line, I think that
eventually Xripke has to, and does, provide a set of gqualitative
criteria which play a roughly equivalent role to the criteria for
t;éhswofld'identity which he criticises. - For while hs avoids the
need to provide a set of criteria for the trangworld identify of
individuals,; he still has the problem of determining in which
worlds his antecedently identified individuals may plausibly occur.
‘Théaé two problems may be seen eventﬁally as boiling down to the
same one. For while Kripke can simply stipulate that it is Kixon
‘hehis referring to in a given counterfactual situation, he still
‘has to Jjustify the ascriptions he makes to Nixoh.in that situation.
‘Some aseriptions will be plausible e.g. that dixon might not have
“besn’ the pregident of the U.S.8.; others will be implausible @.gs
that Nixon might mei have béenaa@mosquito. In deciding what ishiclhh
ascriptions are plausible and which are not, sue is deciding what
¥ixon nright and might nof have been like, whiie s8till remaining
“Wixon. In deciding this, one is deciding, more or less loosely,
on a set of gualitative criteria for the transwerld identity of

Nixon.
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What then should we take ithese criteria for the transworld
identity of individuals to be? Intuitively one would say that, in
order to be transworld identical, two instantiations in different
worlds of a given individual should be, to some specifled degree,
gimilar to one another,. Intultively we would find a ¢lainm that
Kixon, the man, nmight have bheen a mosquito, implausible. The
minimal condition which it seems plausible to impose is that of
gortal strictness: an individual of a given sort may not te
identified across worlds with.an individual of a different sort.

This condition of sortal strictuess is one whick.it would
geem reasonable for the posdble werld comstructivist to i%pose.
Since the possible world realist lacks a modal telescope and cannot
inspect the contents of possible worlds directly, he will be
compelled to become a Rationalist with respect to possible worlds.
That is, in order to make any asgertions about the characteristics
of possible wcrldé, as opposed to maxling merely a bald assertion af_
their existence, the possible world realist has to assume that
reason -prescribes for contology,. and hence that he can discover, by
reason alone, what possible wortds are like., = Tor the realist then
too it will be reasonable to assune that this minimal similarity
requirement is satisfied by individuals.which according to hig view,
are as a watter of ontological fact transworld identical,

Zripke's own tacit recommendations for such criteria for
transworld identity - or, as we would say in his case, for counter-~
‘factual ascriptions - are that the real essence of the individual
should be prescrved across worlds, or counterfactual frameworks. I

do not want to go into the question of the real and nominal essences
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of kinds here, except to state that Zripke proposes as the real
essence of a natural kind the Internal structure of the paradigm
instances of that &kind in the actual world, or, in the case of
substances, such as gold, the molecular structure of/EZiadigm

%ﬂe%aseea—e%~%hat—aéaé~&n—$he—ae%aa;~wer447~e¥%~iﬂ—%§e~eaee—a£

samples of the substance. The real essence of an individual,
however, on Kripke's view, relates to that individual's origius it
'is of Nixon'g essence that he was born of his particular parents
i1.e. 1t is necessarily false that Nixon could have been born of
different parents. The role of the spatio-temvporal laocation of the
origin is not altcgether clear: we are not toldé that Nixon couléd not
have been concelved, by his actual parents, somewhat earlier or
later than he actually wag or in a different room of the parental‘
house, or even in a differext country, It would thus appear that
it is less the precise spatiotemporal co-ordinates of the crigin that
are esgence - determining, than the qualitative circurstances that
prevailed at the origin -~ the circumstances which destermined the kind
of structure, or constitution, that was conferred on the individual in
quéstiona

Kripke argues that in order to be a tiger in asy werld, an
individual must have a particular internal structure, similar in key
respects to that of the individuals correctly identified as tigers in
the actual world, But he does not say explicitly whether an
individual which is a tiger in the actual worlg must be a tiger in
every world in which it exists, That is, he does not may explicitly
whether iundividuals have to ?reserve in other worlds the real sgsence

of the species they instantiate in the actual world. However, f{rom



40

his renarksg concerning the real essence of individuals, it is
vossible to infer that an individual which originated as a tiger
in the actual world would likewise originate as a tiger in every
world in which it exists, This follows from his requirement that
the circumstances attendant at an individuals genesis be preserved
from one world to another, Whether an individual which hfiginates
as an instance of a certain kind can - in either the actual or in a
possible world « through time change its progperties until it
becames'én iﬁétance éf a different kind, is é further question. It
iz plausibdle, though not uncontestable, to suppose that an
1ndividuai cannot thus change its sortal stripes while remaining the
saﬁé individual, If we assume this for Arigke, then it will turn
out that, on his view, not only ~ust two transworld identical
individuals originallyvbelong ta the same sortal category, they must,
aé long as they are to rexain transworld identical, continue to do B0,

Thus we find that Kripke's view roughly coincides with the view
which we earlier claimed to be intuitively slausible, viz that the
ainimal conditions for the transworld identity of individuals is that
they should belong to the same sortal category. In Krup te's cage
thera is the extra requirement that they should share the same origin,
but‘this, 28 we remarked, is not spelled out in sufficient detail to
determine its nrecige implications,

I am not suggesting that Kripke himself construes transworld
identity as superfening on similarity - as, for instance, David Lewis”

At o A

* David Lewis: Counterfactuals Ch, L,
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does - but that we can take what he says to imply that such
identity entails a certaln degree of similarity, the degree of
similarity entailed by essence-preservation, wa have meen that

subisct to one-assumptionthis-degres—of sinilarity —the-degree—of

%8 have ceen that

subject to one assumptions thls degree of similarity amounts at

least to that entailed by belonging to the same sortal category.

The 'Identical Twins®

I how want to examine a particular instance of the transworld
identitj reiation. Consider a wair éf (monozygotic} twins,:ha, Bys
extant in the actual world e W , &ﬁere:LV, is the set of all
possibls‘warlds, Suppose the &g¥§% of these twing to have besan
extrerely similar: £hey have shared a4élosely gimilar origin, have
had social relatioﬁélwitﬁ the same persons in the sahe circumsianceé.
They furnish for,eéch ofher the expérience of having a twin, and
because they are so alike their respective experiences of having a
twin’are correspondingly alike; For‘ﬁur purposes, let us gbnceive
them ﬁé te qualitatively iﬁéeacern*ble save for the fact thaﬁ twin
Ay has properiy H - where twin By has P, where H and P P are such
that they are not coinstantiable in a single individual, (An
example of two such properties woulc'be 'red-haired at t, ' and
‘black-haired at £,' 3  For naturalism, H and P can be treated as
compound properties,rif we like - compouanded out of all such

qualitative differences A, and B, display relative to each other.



According to Transworld Ideatity Theory, A, will be trauswor}d
fdentical with various individuals who inhabit, resvectively, other
worlds which are possible relative to wWo, Suppose there is a
world, w; , which is inhabited by an individual A, who is similar to
Ao to the extent that he shares all his properties with Ao save
that he has property P where A, has H, Tbere is also in wW,; an
individual B, who is qualitatively irndiscernible from By save for
the fact that he has property H where By has P. Supzose that W is
possivle relative to Wg .

There is no reason, from the viewpoint of Transworld Ideantity
Theory, why A; should not be allowed to be transworld ideatical with
Ao, and By with By « A and Ap satisfy the minimal similarity
requirement, as do B; aund B, .f Hence Transworlid Identity Theory
gives no grounds for denying that Ay, and By are the trans-substant-

iations, as we shall call them, of &, and Eg resrectLvely,** let

* Two points need to be observed, Firstly, the argument does not,
at this stage, require the close degree of similarity provided
here, though this will lend it greater conviction in the later
stages. Secondly, we did not need to establish the minimal
similarity condition in order to get this argurment started.

For if there were no winimal requirement, it would follow that
there would be no reason why anything should not be transworld
identical with anything. Fence there would, again, be no
reason why & shouléd not be transword identlcal with A , and
E with B, I argued for that reguniremeunt simply because I
think it is indi¥pendently plausible,

#% T would prefer the less cumbersome term 'counterpart' for an
individual which is transworld identical with a given individual,
but D. Lewis has aprropriated this term for his Couunterpart
Theory, through which it has acquired connotative accretions
which must be avoided here.
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us further suppose that tre differences between A()and A,, on the
one hand, and B, and B; on the other, constitute the only

. 4
qualitative aspects in which W differs from w;.

I am now going to outline a simple argument suggested by this
example¢ I shall then show the flaws in the argumenis as
formulated, and try fo refine it until the regquired results emerge.

Since A is qualitatively indiscernible froz Bo, (where by
tqualitatively indiseerpibla'/ ’I mean that A would manifest no
empirical difference to Botb an ideal observer of them both), and
since B, is guakitatively indiscernible from AO, and ;18 otherwise
indiscernible from W, , it is reasonable to say that w; 1s quali-

tatively indiscernible from (D,
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&%(. If the Identity of Indiscernibles 1s endorsed by Transworld .

. ; . W= L . . : .
Identity Theory, it fellows that ¢ Yurthern~re it follows from .
¥ has been given Thak A=A and Bt
the Identity of Indiscernibles thalt A,= b and Tg=5 3 #ut since
0 19 Chabd ¥4

it has now been shown that o =W , A,is not merely transworld
identical with A, and B, nor is B, merely transwcrld ldentical
with Ey and Ay they are now all intraworld idestical with one
another l.e. AD; By =By=h « A, and B, are therefors tke same individual.

The fact that thls conelusion is radically counterintuitlve,
,beiﬁg in outright vielaficn of the basic assumption of identity
,thaeryzﬂyiz the nonidentity of discernibles, compels us to conclude
that Transworld Identity Theory is incompatible with the Identity of
Indiscernibles, at any rate unless or until further conditions are
imposed'on the relation of trans%orld idantify. For until such
conditions are introéuced,,thefe isxnothiag to prevent the
Transworld ldentity theprist constructing or discovering such
worlde as LY andw;

If the Yrassworld I&ent;ty theorist jettisons the Identity of
Indiscé?nibles, as he so far seeacs constrained to do, in order to
avoid affirming some revqlutionary principle of identity of
discernibles, then he has to.conﬁem;late with equanimity the
construction, or existence, of perhaps infinitely many qualitatively
indistinguishable worlds for every member of the set of
qualitatively distinzuishadble worlds,

This then is the simple argugwent anmounced earlisr. In its
present fcxm it is suggestive, but nonrigorsus, 8o let us now see

how it weathers formalisation.
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The Implications of Traasworld lIdentity Theory
for the ldentity of Indiscernibles

We have already positad{NV’, a nonempty set of possible worlds.
For each . ¢1,let I1(WL) be the set of individuals in wWi- Let 1
be the set of all individuals.

We assume that 1,=L)wLe“m(IK“%>» We represent the set of all
properties which afe instantiated in any world by

P4 (@AETW (S

Our first step is to distinguish four versions of the principle
of the Identity of Indiscernibles,
(a) TIntraworld, but not transworld, the Identity of Tndiscernibles,

expreésed by '
. : N | Pp <>L zl)’}:
(Vwe"v\f)(\fm)61<w/)L(VFC?) P =10
L:J)J(%
The Identity of Indlscernibles was originally formulated as a
principle of intraworld identity, indifferent to the question of

transworld identity. It is expressed by (1) specifically for the

case whenw=uw,, vherew,1s the actual vworld.

(b)' Intr&worl@,and transworld, the ldentity of Indiscernitles,

expressed respectively by (1) above, aqd by

(Yuje D[P & pw=zP(P] = -] e

(c) Wwot intraworld, but transworld, tde Identity of Indiscernibles,
expressed by the negation of (1) and by ().
(d) HNot intraworld,and not transworld, the Identity of Indiscernibles,

expregsed by the negations of both (1) and (2).



Yow let us Introduce souse helpful notatisnal innovations: we
¢

distinguish intraworld ldeatity from transworld ldeatity by

-

attaching the appropriate subscripts: ¢z to be read tis

ANE
transworld identical with! and ¢ = iw. to bte r-ad tis intraworid
identical with', The Identity of Indiscernibles can be qualified

2

in a gimilar fashion:‘ll*MLreads ‘the srincipie of Transworld
Identity of Indiscernibles?', and ! 11iw¢’ reads ‘the principle of
Intraworld Identity of Indiscernitles'. %e also introduce the
gign ' —— ' to be read 'is (qualitatively) indiscernible from'; this
can in turn be gualified, thus: °© =4 for transworld

>

C
indisceraibility, and =W . Tor lmtraworld indisceruibility.

¥ow we have adeguate rescurces to formalise the 'identical twins!

argument:

1) &, = b, A, rremise

2) B, = By premlige

3) 4, =, . B prexlse

4) Bg = A, vremise

3 W, W, premise

6) Log — W by application of the Identity of
Indiscernibles to (5)

7 Po =iw b (3), ().

8) Ry =, M (4) (6)

9 Ay =, B, 7y x 11, ..

10) B, = P (%) x 171 1w,

1) 4y = ;. A (13, (6)

12) B, =, B (2), (&)

13) ag = U =i By =i g\ (93153 (11)(12)
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where steps 7, &, 11, 12 assume that where a transworla identity

is given, and then the worlds in question become identical, the
transworld identity is transformed into an intraworld identity.

(13) is an instance of a principle of intraworld identity of (certain)
discernibles (ID, .. )

This formal presentation brings ocut the assumptions madse in
the unformalised argumsnt. For the Identity of Indiscernibles, as
applied to (5), is neither 11*“m nor 11iw. ; 4t is a special
version of the Identity of Indiscernibles applicable to worlds;
call it‘llw « The question is, what are the conditions for IIV¢
in terms of J1l,.. and ][l,,, ? Transwerld identity of individuals
does not eliminate distinctness in the same unequivocal way that
intraworld identity of individuals does, How do we explain this
digtinction between these two senses of identity, and even nore
difficult, which sense of idantity do we intend when it is worlds
which are flanking the identity sign? This calls for some
discussion,

We have found that attaching the subscripts 't.w.' and 'i.w.t
to the relevant notation in the above manner begs the very guestions
which ‘are here at issue, ° Therefore let us drop thess subseripts
until we have clarified the presuppositions they embody.

The question we bave to address is, what are the conditions for
indiscernibility? Which is another way of agking, what qualifies as
a property, or quality?

The Transworld Identity theorist mizhut argue that 1f two
distinct individuals, efther within a world or across worlds, each

have a property F, this is sufficient for us to be able to distinguish



two properties, F, and Fys Iy being the property had by one of thesge
individuals, F, the property had by the other. In that case, to
return to our example, 4, would have property Hﬂo where B, had
proparty HB, s and B, would have property PBO where A, had property
PH' N If indiscernibility is defined in terms of the sameness of
the properties attributable to a pair of individuals, then clsarly
the individuals belonging to this pair are, on this interpretation
of the discernibility of properties, discernible., This is because
on this interpretation we have dropyed the requirement that any
difference’in properties should be a difference which is emp%ically
manifested, or a difference between such empirically manifest
propertles. . I shall retain the term *qualitative indigcernibility:
for indiscernibility in the latter sense - indiscernibility between
emﬁrically manifest propsrties.

When we consider this argunent specifically in rdalion to II_LWJD
we can see that it rests on a trivialisation of the principle. For
in order for nonidentical indices to be assigned to the properties
attrivuted to the individuals whose identity or nonidentity is in
question, the nonidentity of those very individuals has to have'been
pre-established. In other words, the Identity of Indiscernibles now
has to be formulated like this:

[(V’FQ(V@)((F,LL = C),j) Y=y ==y ] (30
where the identity given in the consequent follows trivially from the
fact that the same ldentity is given in the antecedent,

But, the Transworld Identity theorist would argue, what looks
like a trivialisation of the Identity of Indiscernibles in the

intravorld context, is not a trivialisation in the transworid cohtext.



Or rather, while the transworld indisceruibility (in some sense)

of two individuals may give their transworld identity, it will

not give their 'abesnlute! (see below) identity =ntransworld

identity will not elimlinate thelr transworld distinctness, Let

me explain this appaient paradox: it is the function of.the
qualifier ttransworld! to indicate the presence of the individualsg
whose names flank the identlty sign in distinct worlds, The
ontolngical or ccnceptual“ distinctness of those worlds entails

tﬁe ontological or conceptual distinctness of the individuals. The
Transworld Identity theorist argues that while the qualitative
indiscernibility 6£ two individuals existing in different worlds
might ensure their transworld identity, their tranéworld identity

in itself implies & distinctness whichy i=s incompatible with their
absolute (see—bolow) identity, and from this distinctness it follows
that although their empirically manlfest properties afs exac£ly
similar, the distinctness of the two individuals entails that

their properties can be indexed relative to each of them respectively,
and are h?n?eldiscernible. In short, from the transworld identity
of two gizggiki%ive%y indiscernible individuals, neither their
absqlute indigcernibility nsr'henca their absolute identity follows,
where by gbsolute identity I mean 1dentity‘as‘def1ned independently
of a framework of possible worlds, Intravorld identity is & species
of abgolute identity° Our question is, is the notion of ildentity
which is applicable to worlds absolute identity, or & notion of
identity which still admits of a certain ontological or conceptual

distinctness in the individuals identified, as does the notion of
transworld identity.

® ‘ontologlcal' for the possitle world realist, 'conceptual for
the possible world constructivist.
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In order to begin to answer this, let us consider two sitwations

(where we are reintroducing our "4 w.' and ' {w.* subgcrints)

@0 e W) 3w W[ [(Vie I(WD(F) eI =)
“L(e (e )@ie 1= J =1 Y] (D

(2w W) 2we) [[(Fee D (Aje ) (5=0))
& [(vJeJ(w>\<3L6J<@ (J= s )U )

If we admit that transworld ldentity fol]ows from transworld
indiscernibility, then (1) follows from (5). that we want to
znow is, does W=y w! follow from (4)9

The Tramsworld Identity theorist might allow that 1f worlds
are construed as nothing more than sets of individuals,Athén the
fact that two worlds cans*st of the same (in some genge) individuals
implies that they are the same (in some sense) world. flut, he will
remind us, although (5) is ﬁ suf?ic;ent condition (f it is a
sufficient condition’iﬁe. if JI... 1is accepted) for (}), it is
not neceésary condition & two entirel& discernible individuals may
be transwarld“ide;tical. Hence from (%) it does not follow that
NEINOS L 50 if we allow that from (4) it follows that
_QJ =, O / 5 the sense of t= ' implied here is not coapatible
with the Indisc:rnibility of Identicals, in ot*er words, it is not

a notion of EE§Q£EEE identity which is revresented by t:::MJ)



80 what notion of identity is thus represented? I sugrest t?at
it is a meta modal nntion of identity -~ omne which both helns to
explicate modality, and is itself explicated by mndality. Two
possiblé‘worlds which share the same domain of individuals may
indeed be regarded as two states of the same world, where tworld®
is here understood in somne metamodal sense. Put they are not
each the same possible world i.e. qua wossible worlds they are
distinct, Call this notion of identity, identity (1),

This is clearly not the sense of identity that is of interest
to us in connection with the question of the indiscernibility of
two worlds. What we want to know is, is (gé'a sufficient condition
for the identity of wandw’in an absolute sense of identity i.e.
does it render them identical qua possible worlds, or are there
two distinct possible worlds here? Call this notion of identity,
identity (2).

The question of whether the Identity of Indiscernibles aprlies
to worlds is understood in the sense of identity (2), since
indigcernibility is not even a necessary conditioﬂ?ﬁ is not entailed
by - identity (1). The *identical twins' argument can claim to be
a reductio ad absurdum of the Transworld Identity Theory position
only if it assumes that Transworld Identity Theory endorses the
Identity of Indiscernibles understood in terms of identity (2). That
i, it is the Identity of Indiscernibles under this interpretation
which the Transworld Identity theorist has to either reject or
trivialige in order to escape from that reductio,

We can therefore pose our question once more, abolishing the

subscripts Y w.* and "W ¥, Now '=1' is to be interpreted as
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identity (2) i.e. absolute identity, where intraworid ldentity is
subsumed under absolute identity. Similar revisions are to apply
to ? =9,

S50, our renewed guestion is, can we from (g} infer o\>==u0/f7

?he Transworld Identity theorist will use his trivialisation
of the Identity of Indiscernibles - which he of course denies to
be a triviallisation ~ to show that from the antecedent, viz (55,
it does not follow that u)nru)i hence nor does it follow that
where this latter conclusion does not now violate the Identity of
Indiscernibles.

Does his argument, which involves assuming the distinctness
of the transworld identical individuals, and then indexing their
respective properties in the appropriate way, hinge on an
assumption concerning the ontological. status of individuals, qua
individuals? Ultimately, no, but it is interesting to trace the
argument here, as it brings us face to face with the original
purpoge of the principle of the Identity of Indiscernitles, and
hence helps us to assess the Transworld Identity theorists defenge
via gis interpretation of that principle,

Qur first step is.to.qhallenga the Transworld Identity Theory
gtratagem of indexing prOperties relative to the individuals which
exhibit them, and thereby distinguishing properties which would
otherwise be indistinguishable, To do so we adopt a Parmenidean,
as Oppused to a Democritean, view of worlds ¢ a world is considered
as a plenum, rather than as a set of individuals; it is to be

viewed in the round, rather than in terms of constituent units.
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We can, on this view, eliminate individuals from our ontology
altngether. They are constructs, property-~heoxes differentiated
and reified by us. The properties normally attributed to
individuals may instead be attributed directly to the worid in
question, e.g. we could sgay that a world, v , exhibits property F
at apacetime,point,shov

Eliminating individuals in this way has eliminaied the
poaaibility of indexing the properties normally attributed to them.
Any given world is now, not a set of individuals, hut simply a
property pool‘ If two worlds share the same distrihutian of
properties, they are 1ndiscernible. |

Transworld Identity theory has 8 cholce of moves at this
juncture in the argument:
(ls ég can opt to index ﬁroperties relative to the worlds in |

" which they are ‘exhibited,
(2) QL cén opt to index propertiés relative to the spacetinme
| points at which they are exhibited does o

(2) ultimately boils down to (1), as indeed/:;e original
suggestion to index properties relativa to the individuals which
instantiate them. A spacetime point bh in Nwhich ahares the gane
co-ordinatas with a spacetime pointivn in uJ is ahly distinguiahable
from‘s in ! if each aoint is indexed relative to its own world

| Let us notice, hgwever,bthe intimate connection between the

idédtitykof a particuiar spaéetimefframework, and the identity of
a world, For in & sense, it is really (1) which boils do%n to (2):
the worlds in cuestion are distiﬁct becausé their spacetimes are
distinct., In this connection it is also advisable to remémber the
circumstances of the historical genesis of the Identity ofr

1ndiscernib1es.



The Identity of Indigcernibles and the Relationist vs., the
Substantialist View of Spacetime

In the framework of the leibnizian system, the Identity of
fndiscernibles};g; ugsed to corroborate the relationist view of
spacetine, Leibniz did not question the aspumntion that the
spatiotemporal coincldence, or scatiotemporal identity, of 'two?
objects waé sufficient to secure thelr identity. But according
to a relationist view of aspace (and we shall now confine our
attention to space, am opposed to spacetime), points in space are
not ontologically givaﬁ, ontologically antecedent to the existence
and nature of éhysical entities, Rather they are a functlon of
the nonspatial relations obtaining anongst those entities, The
point of Leibnizts II poétulate, within the context‘af his system,
was to ensure that if (supposedly) two individuals share all their
nnnspatiotéﬁpqral relational and nonrelational properties, then it
will be impossible for us %o distingulsh their locations in space
and’time. Hencp they may be said to be spatiotemporally colncident.
From this it follows that they are identical. For Leibanlz then,
the triiialisatisn‘df 11w rroposed by Transworld Identity
Theory, and bf'éiteﬁsiaﬁQtﬁe Trénaworld Identity Theory treatment of
thelIdéntify odendiscérﬁibles for absclﬁte identity, could never be
acceptables the intraworld.numérical distinctness of individuals
follows from their spatiotemporal distinétness, and their spatio-
temporal distinctness is a function of tbé differences in their
nonspatiotemporéi properties and relations. Thus the intraworld
nonicentity of individuals cannot be presupposed independently of
attention to their noﬁs?atiotempcral properties., This nonidentity
is not ontologically given, in the sense of being ontolopgically

antecedent to the particular mets of properties exhibited by the



individual in guestion, “m a relationist view of space and time, .
in which spacetime points are not ontologically given, in this
sense, it follows a fortiori that ‘*two' worlds which are
indiscernible save for the alleged ontological distinctness of
their respective spacetine fraﬁeworhs, will in fact be identical,
since the relationist»view will of course in this case deny the
ontological distinctuess of those spacetime frameworks,  The
reaéon for thnis shaﬁld‘by now beIC1ear, but I shall spell it out
just once nore: a spaceiime‘framework is, according to the
Léibniﬁzién relationist view, a cdﬁéfruct out of a set of nonspatio-
tempoial'(which ﬁa gshall call fqualitative') relations anongst
1ndividuals. Twe indistinguishable sets of such gualitative
relations will therefore demand the construction of the same
spacgﬁime framework. Tw9 worlds manifestimg t~e same get of
qualifative relations.amongstﬂfﬁégrﬂigdividuala will therefore
reduce to the same world,

In ordef for tne Transworld Idéntity theorist to defend nis
interpretation of the Identity of IndiscerniMles, he will find
himself committed to a szstantivalfgiéw of space. This mizht well
bé"é'ﬁbhsequeﬁce of his ihecr&‘wﬁidh he had not ahficipated.

The sﬁbstantiva%f;iew of spacetime does however provide adequate
impunity égainst the'Idantity of Indiscernibles as Leitnifz intended
it. At any rate, it does so if the Identity of Indiscernibles is
takeﬂ to be a principle i.e. & necessary, as oprosed to a merely
contingent, truth. The substantivagf;iew asgerts that the
distinctness of spacetime roints is ontologically given - ziven

independently of the properties exhibited at those points, It
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thus provides no evident justification for the claim that the sets
of properties exhibited at any two such peints must be gualitatively
different. The claim of Transworld Identity Theary, that
numerically distinct i.e. spatiotemporally distinct, individuals
will be discernible just in virtue of that numerical distinctness
i.e. spatiotemporal distinctness, thus appears on this view to be
wholly urobjectionavle. <Y bo\fw\h\/o\\\s\f Vi ol ‘S?C\Cah"dea 15 (_OV"\VVHH"Q?\ o,
"The Transwrorld Tdentity theorist, belng committed to a/
substantiva%/view of possible spacetimes. On this view of space-
time, his interpretation of the Identity of Indiscernibles is non-
trivial and legitimate, but only because the'substantivaﬁﬁ%iew
alrsady implicitly contradicts the Identity of Indiscernibles, or

at ang rate as Leibnifz intended the latter to be understood.

The Transworld fdentity Theory and the Problen of
Qualitatively Indiscernible Worlds

This adherence to the Bubstantiva%ﬁtiew of spacetime and possible
spacetimes thus saves the Transworld Identity Thaorv from one
paradox (viz the conclusions 6f the 'identical twins!? argument),
but "1t does not save it from the situation that a full-blooded,
Leibnitzian rendering of the Identity of Indiscefnibles would
obviaté, viz the unlimited proliferation of possible worlds which are
qualitatively indisecernible, That is ., the problem for Transworld
Identity Theory is that it allows that for every world in the set of
qualitatively discernible worlds, there will be an indefinitely

sreat ﬁumber'Of'worlds oualitatively indiscernible from the profotype,
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Strengthening the Similarity Requirement

*‘\QOHS"
The Transworld I[dentity Theary night seek to avoid this result

'

so contrary to Occam's Razor by placing further constraints on the
relation of t&e transworld identkity.\ He might hope ks thereby to
invalidate the fidentical twins' argument, and so preserve a
stronger, more Lelbnizian interpretation of the Ideatity of
Indiscernibles, One suggestion for such a constraint on this
relation is that we should strengthen the similarity reguirement.
When this requirement was initially introduced, it was asserted

thét the minimum degree of similarity required for the iransworld
identity of individuals was that they should belong to the aaée
sortal category. We can now impose a condition of intrasortal
similarity: 4in order forcjéll(k¥> to be the trans-substantiation in <’
of izé;jljﬁ> 7\) has to be not only (to a given extent) similar to
L, but more similar .to L than any other individual in w'is.

The impogition of this condition has the following result in
relation to our tidentical twins' argument, | A, is now transworld
identical, not with A, 5 but with B, since B, is more sinilar to &,
than 1s A, (*indeed this is a limiting case of similarity: B, is
not merely aimilar_to7f but .qualitatively indiscernible from, As)
In the same way, By will bektranswerld‘identical, not with By, but
with‘A‘g‘aince A, 1s more similar to B, than B, is. In this way,
Ilawm‘ané&‘becomes a limiting case of a principle, espoused by the
Transworld Identity theorist, of tracsworld identity of discernible
(but intra-sortally similar) individuals, More importantly, the
Transworld Ideatity theorist can now allow the Identity of

Indiscernibles for worlds, where the gualitative indiscernibility of
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vorlds yields their absclute ildentity. Thus he can allow, in the
case of worlds wgy,w, that W,=Wjwithout thereby incurring the
varadoxical consequence: that previously followed froﬁ?$1dentical
twing' argument, in the shape of an instance of intrawnrld
identity of discernibles,

Let us examine a further example of -this similarity condition,
Suppose Brutus and Cassius to be inhabitants of our world,cuoeiqﬂi
call them B, and C,. Then take a world,w) €Y, inhadited by an
individual B,, more similar to B, than to €C,. B therefore cannot
be the trans-substantiation of C, inw, -~ unless there is an
individual Bf in W, even more similar to B, than B, is; we are
agsuning this is not the case.

The situation just 1lluetrated has extremely interesting
implications for our existential notions., For‘now the determination
of the relation of transworld identity between individuals depends
not merely on the respective descriptions of the individuals in
guestion, but also on the deserirptions of all the other individuals
in each of the worlds in guestion. Our possible natures are thus
strongly interdependent - our potentialities are determined not in
isolation~but;en masse, This meansnthat I could not possibly
have been more like you than like my actual self, and still been me,
if you had been more like me than like your actual self. I eould
however have easlly been as much like you as God cared to make nme,
and still been me, provided that -ou remained even more like, or
indiscernible from, your actual self, In other words, how similar

could I have been to you depeads on how similar you could have heen
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to me, and vice versa, Such intaraction and interdetermination of
the identities of individuals within the domain of a given world
represents a sharnp divergence from conventional notionas of identity
and existence.

It would be fascinating to pursue the implications of this
divergence from the conventional views, but we are uﬁfortunately nst
Justified in doing ap here, for this new view follows from the
assumption that the transworld identity relation is still workable
under the new similarity requiremsnt. Tnis, as it turns out
however, is not s0. For now consider the followiﬁg situation:

By and €, are inhabitants of w as before. Then suppose there
is a world, i); containing two individuals B, and 2, . B,”
is more similar to B than B,” is, though B;” is also (intrasortally)

o y and B 15 tae Frang-subslianbiakion of Co i W
similar to By , Hence By is the trans-substantiation of B, in Ud:)/
pr'egppoae‘thare iskaAfurthar‘world,.ugz., with inhabitants Bafi
and Gy . Ei{l is qualitatively indiscernible from B'Uo 82/ is
more:similar to B, ‘than €y is. Therefore le is the trans-
substantiation of Bg in @ﬁ- C, 1is the trans-substantiation of C,
1n‘g&:;But as BZ? is qualitatively indiscernible fron Bf77 it is
the trans-substantiation of B‘VA in W,. We can illustrate our

results as follows:
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This identifying of a1l the individuals in I, discernivle and

indiscérnible alike, with its oblitoration of the all-important

i ! rapreasents

a reductio ad absurdum of the proposal to piace the stronger
constraint on the similérity - and hence the transworld identity —
relation,

However this argument presupposes the transitivity and
gymmetry of the transworld'identity relation. 3ince this 1s the
identity relation, this seems uncb jectionable, indeed unavonidable.
But later we shall consider D. Lewis's counterpart relation, which

need not be transitive or symmetric.
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Can this reductio be dodged by amaking the sleilarity conditlon
more strict still? The Transvworld Identity Theorist mizht suggest
the following strategem: the similarity relation 1s now to be
construed as follows: each individual can be envisaged as the
centre point of a ‘sphere of similars'! 1.e, a set of individuals
related to it by the (new) similarity relation. The similars
can be envisaged as points on the radii, with degree of
giailarity diminishing with distance from the centre. Put although
there ig a similarity continuum within any given sphere, which is
to say, relative to any given individual (the centre point) within
a world, there is no axis c¢f similarity connecting any two
individuals canstantiated in a world. In other words, between any
two such individuals, there is no continuous sinilarity scale, The
spheres of similars for different individuals do not interaect; the
(possihle) iﬁdividuéls ﬁho become legs and less like me, do not; as
long ag they may be said to retain any lldeness to me (i.e, remain
in aé; sphere of similars), become more and more like someone else.
In short, no individual in a given world can be said to be sginililar,
in the new, strlct sense, to any other individu°1 in that world;
nor can it be similar to more than one individual in any other
glven world, Wota that the notion of simi;arlty has, on this
interpretation, undergone a strict quantificatione only a
specified‘degree of similarity (in the old sense) counts as
similarity (in the new sense). The result of this new constraint
on simllarity -~ and it is the result that we set out to obtain - is
that all my trans-substantiations are now nore like my actual ssl1f
than like any other individual in any nossible world, e can

illustrate this result as follows:
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Hnder this c&ﬁditién; then, the transworld identity relation
remalns perfectly well~behaved
o My reaction to tnis latest Transworld Identity Thearv stratewem,
‘however, would be to argue that the new requirement has strongly
counterintuitive consequeqces. From the viewpoint of naive
iposaible world theory there is surely no objection to positing a
' .wor;d at least partly inhabited by a family of clones. Indeed
‘we can do better than-thét; The actual world is already such a
world, hence there can be no objection, naive or otherwise, to
rogiting such a world, we heed only rescrt to mersly possilble

worldse in order that the clones should become as similar to one

another as we like: —
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we want them to avproximate a similarity continuum on some
idealised similarity scale. Such a family of clones will of
¢ourse repregent the instantiation, in one world, of the entire
sphere of similars of their single nrogenitor, Given the formal
prohibition on the instantiation of more than one member of a
given sphere of similars in any given world, the fact that such

a possible world exists means that the sphere of similars of this
particular individual, viz the progenitor, will gbntract to
vanishing point - to the centre point, viz the original individual
itself. “The éonsé@uences'of this would be that thé trans-
substantiation of this individual in any world would have to be
exactly similar to, 1.e. qualitatively indiscernible from, the
original individual.

Since cloning is a nrocess which all‘organisms can in principle
undergo, this argument can be generalised to pertain to the
possibilitx of transworld identity amongst all organisms, =w.
Hence the sphere of similars of all organisms will be collapsible
in this manner. And since fronm a logical point of view there is
no diétiﬁétidn'bétﬁeeniﬁfganisms'Qua individuale (i.e, qua members
of I) and other Individials; the argument can be further generalised
to regulate the possibilities of transworld 1oentity amongqt all
individuals,-

The net consequence of this argument is that for any {,6:IQ“>>

its trans- substantiation‘) C‘*k“#) will have to be qualitatively
indiscernible from [ , 2.

(\7’\/ Jgi>£<u—~md) (L =y, J)] (b/



The effect of this, in the terss of poszible world semantice.
analysis, will be that every individual necessar%yhas all the
properties that it has in thé actual world. Since a crucial
purpose of possible world semantics in this connection is to
clarify the notion of identity by means of distinguishing the
necessary (or ‘essential') properties of an individual from its
contingent properties and since this result nullifies that
distinction, it is clearly a result which undermines the raison
d'etre of possible world semantics.

It may be the case that it undermines the possible worlds
apparatus at/@iff@rent level, To see this, however, requires
gome discussion of the relationship between the transworld identity
relation and the alternativeness, or accessibility relation - the
relation of relative possibility, R,

It is plausible to suggest that the relation of relative
éossibility, R, may be defined by constructing R out of the relations
of transworld identity holding amongzst the individuals in the worlds
whose .relative possibility is in question.

My proposél for effecting sumh a construction is roughly that if
all the individuals in a world w; have trans-substantiations in a
wérld wJ then, since uv furnishes alterratives to every individual
in uu,?iAU is possible.relative to Wiy . If furthermore, every
{ndividual in Wi ot a dvans - subshanhabio ' ‘ .

J‘ih&&lae%ﬁeasih&bstaﬁ%%az%ea in W , then W is
also possible relative to ui),and 50 the relation of relative
vossibllity, or alternativeness, holding tetween W andyﬁ)is here
symmetric, We can lay down similar sorts of conditions for the

transitivity of R, and, of course for its reflexiveness. ¥oreover,
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this method of construeting 2 will rerait us to introduce a asw
varistion of Ry, which T shall call 'vartiai?' relsative nossibility
or alternativeness, This relation obtains betyeen kk,and'u{jzhen
some (but not all) of the individuals existing in U have irans-

substantiations in W, and zome (but not all}y of the individuals

J
in hﬁ have trans-substantiations in W Conditions can he
laid down concerning the symmetry and transitivity of nartial
alternativeness,
Rut now let me formulate this proposal more rigorously.

(1) FEvery world is an alternative te itself i.s8. R is reflemive
for every world. <The reas¢n‘for this 1s that, for every
individual belonging to a given world, there is an individual in
that world which is (intraworld) identical with it i.e.
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In short,»if the doma#n I Eof the set of all possible worlds is
identical with the domain 1(}%)0f each of its members, then every
igﬁividual in every world has aztrans—substantiation in every other
world, and the relation of relative possibllity, or alternativeness,
holding amongst these worlds is an equivalence relation. If the
alternativeness relation between three worlds,pd)vd’7vy'is merely
reflexive and tramnsitive, this éignifigs,that'1<90§3¥1002>C: I(Vy:)
ir the'alternativépesskrelationiat a given world W is neither
transitive nor symmetric, this siznifies that the domain of |\ does
not intersect with that of any dther world. In other words, none
of the,individualé ;n]p hasg a,tfans~substantiation in any other world,

But in none of the cases soifar described have we dealt with the
sitpation in which some, but not all, of the individuals in a given
world have a trans-substantiation in a different world, and viée
versa. Yet this situation 1s perhaps typical. I shall call the
relation holding between such wdrlds the relation of 'partial!

alternativeness, RY, The condition for partial alternativeness is

thus as follows:

(5) ,\, (jwe‘\\ <]w C\\)L(jacl@})(jjclw))
( wa)
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where K' is reflexive and symmetrical bet not trahsitlve.

Notice that the negation of (5) gzives us R as reflexive only;
in other words, if two worlds do not share any of the same
individualé, then they are not even partial alternatives to each
other,

Let us now return to our considerations oh the latest proposal
fér strengthening the similarity éandition on the transworld
identity relatibn,

/¢ have seen that this proposal leads to the conclusion that
qualitatifé 1ndiscernibili£y is a necegsary condition for trans-
worldvideﬁfity of individuals. TIn the light ofuour above remar:s
on the relétionship between the transwnorld identity relation
between individuals and the alternativensss relation bhetween
worlds, we can predict thHat worlds will be vossible relative to
one another oniy/tgé same extent that they are'qualitatively
indisceraible from one another,

This géneral result needs some qualification when applied to
particular modal systems, If R is an equivalence relation, as it
1s for S5 then every individual in every world in the S, set of
&érlds"ﬁill be transworld identical with some individual in each
of the other worlds. Tut 1f, as the new similarity require=ment
entalls, from the transworld identity of individuals follows their
qualitative indiscernibility, ther all the members of the 55 set
of worlds will be gualitatively indiscernible. Such a sét of
worlds will be useless for samantical purposes, If 12 is merely
trangitive and reflexive, as it is for SS%, then the Sq set of

V\—‘l’\mpw, .
vorlds will be an ordered =trizle , << L N P th;>
) )
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That is, w;will be possible relative to w; because 001 will have
as menbers of its domain all and only individuals which have
trans-substantiations in the domain of uwy. But Oy will not be
possible relative to W; because g@é domaigx;?il include
individuale which lack trans-substantiations in Wy, And so on for
the other worlds, Thus the members of the ‘5% set of worlds are
not all qualitatively indiscernible from one another, but within
that set one world, W/, is possible'relative to another “U only
insofar as % containas a gualitative duplicate, so to speak, of kb;
i.0. 1ff the domain of W( includes individuals .which are trans-
world identical with, and gualitatively indiscernible from, every
individual in the domain of u{).

V¥e could spell ocut the results of our analyses of the altern-
-ativeness relation for each of ther;gizgl systems, but the general
result wuuld in each case be that alteruafiveness suypervengs on
'some degree of cualitative 1ndlscern1bility amongst the worlds .
thus related. This result inverts the entire purvose of the
alternativeness relation - since alterrativeness ordinarily
implies qualitative difference. %hen a set of alternatives ali i
‘become gualitatively indistinguishable, 1t tecomes superfluous to
introduce them., - I take this résult, therefore, to be damnatory -
‘of the possible world apparatus.

If this result does indeed follow, in the way I have argued,
from the new similarity requirement, then the Transworld Identity
theorist will be driven to relinguish this requirement, This will

leave him in trhe position in which the original ‘*identical twing!’
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arguitent loeit hin, ihat argusent, we remesber, brought %im into
collision with the Tdentity of Indiscernibles, rendering him unablé
to prevent the proliferation of qualitatively indistinguishable
vorlds, ¥e have introduced two stronger conastraints on the
transworld identity relation in order to avoid that result, hut
bo?h these have failed, Hor will the Transworld Identity th=orist
do»ﬁimself any good by jettisonning the minimal similarity
coﬁdition = The requiresent that transwerld identical individuals
belong to the same sortal category For the %@entical?‘tw1ns".
argument did;not-requlra;thie condition as a premise in any case.
Besides, if it had, we saw that even pkiWQSorhers such as Vripke
who are unwilling to construe transworld iaentltj as :unezveain@

- do coneave (Y g5 cLh\rm\mg a (erkam mirumal degvee o; sirulariby, viz el
on 81milarﬁy/entaxlad by essence preservation IZ therefore
seems oren to questlon whether this minimal requ¢renent could
coherently be rejected.

One Man's Alternative to Transworld Idewtxtv Theory:
the Counterpart Relation

| David 7ew1s substitutes 2 new relatlon, wbich ‘he calls the
counterpart relation, in order to avoid the problems raised by the
transworld identity relation, TLet 'me quotp Lew*s* ‘own account of
his motivation,and his explication of his innovation~ | |
"Unactualised possibles, things in worlds other than the actual one,
have often been deemed "entia nonfgrata", largely because {t is not
clear when’théy>arek9r are not identical. Fut identity literally

A

* ‘'Counterpart Theory and Cuantified Modal Logic?,
JP 68, p. 114-115,
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wnderstood is no problem for us. Within any one world, things of
every category are individuated just as they are in the actual ‘
world; things in different worlds are never ldentical,... The
counterpart relation is our substitute for identity between things
in different worlds., Where some would say that you are in

several worlds, in which you have somewhat different properties
and somewhat different things happen to you, I prefer to say that
you are in the actual world and no other, but you have counterparts
in several other worlds. Your counterparts resemble you closely
in content and context in important respects. They resemble you
more closely than do the other things in their worlds, But they
are not really you. For each of them is in his own world, and
only you afa here in the actual world, Indeed we might say,
-speaking casmally, that they and you are the same; but this
sameness 1s no more a literal identity than the sameness between
you today and you tomorrow. It would have been‘better to say that
your counterparts are men you would have been, had the world been

otherwisge,

The counterpart relation is a relation of similarity. S0 it is
problematic in the way all relations of similarity ares it is the
resultant of similarities and dissimilarities in a multitude of
respects, weighted by the importance of the various respects, and
by the degrees of the similarities.”

The formal conditions impcéed by lLewis on thé counterpart
relation are as follows:

(1) If an individual A, is the counterpart in wy of Ay in o,
then A; is more similar to Ag than is any other individual
in .

(2) The counterpart relation need not be transitive (since
gimilarity - particulariy strong similarity as defined in
(1) - need not be transitive).

(3) The counterpart relation need not be symmetrie (esince while
A | might be more similar to A than is any other individual
in 13, there might be an individual in W,which is more
similar to A ‘than Ayis).
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{4} The countervart relation need not be a one-ocne relation,
(5) Hot every individual in a given world has a counterpart(s)
in every other world,

This et of conditions completely immunises Counterpart Theory
from all the arguments I advanced against the Transworld Identlity
Theory. My first argument presupposed the absence ¢f condition
(1) én the transverld Identity Theory relation. iy secaond
argument then impogsed conditinn (1), but vpresupposed the absence
of conditions (2), (3) i.e. it presupposed that the transworld
identity relation was both transitive and symmetric. Ay third
-argument presuppesed the absence of gondition (L),

It would therefore seem that, if my objections to Transworld
Identity Theory vere justifled, the counterpart relation rightly
digplaces the transworld identity relation in possibtle world
semanticg.  Counterpart Theory raises no guestiona aboutl the
Identity of Indiscernilbles, because it is not a theory avout identity.
" Therefors the question whether or nst to admit quglitatiﬁely
indiscernible worlds does not arise; at any rate, Lt is not
directly .precipitated by the role of the counterpart relation,

: .1 have two things to say about the counterpart relation. The
first .is an endorsement of it in its general netaphysical aspect,

The second is a rejection of conditicns (2), (3),; (4) atovs, For

I think that while the counterpart relation is betier adapted to 1ts
metaphysical purpose than is the transworld identity relation, its
metaphysical role also demands that it should ke a 1:1 equivalence
relation, tut then, as such, it will still be openr to the objectioas

I have presented in this chayter,
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In what respect, then, is the counterpart relation
peculiarly well adarnted to the metavhysical situation embodied in
the possible world apparatus? Let us recall ny earlier remarks
concerning ‘'metamodal’ identity. Those remarks occurred in
connection with the cuestion whether two qualitatively indiscernible
worlds were identical, This question itself demanded gqualification,
calling for a distinction between two senses of identity. in a
certain metamodal sense, all possible worlds, or worlds possible
relative to one another, are the same world, or states oif the same
world, But in another sense, possible worlds way only be said to
be identical if they are the same poesible world - as oprosed to
the same metamodal world. -

¥e can here apply this distinction to transworlid identical
individuals. In a metamodal sense, a set of transworld identical
individuals is just the set of (possible) gtates of a unique
individual, i.e. there is ‘really' Just one individual in qdestion
in this case. lowever, gua bossible individuals, the members of
this set are really (i.e. ontologically} distinct. There is thus
a2 tension in this situation, in that at different ontelogical
levels these individuals are both identical and distinct, The
transworld identity relation does not, T think, allow this tension
proper expression; it does not bring out the ontological
distinctness, qua vossible individuals, of the individuals it
relates, The counterpart relation, in éontrast, acknowledpges
this distinctness, but is also intended to simulate, to sonme
extent, the ldentity relation. The counterpart relation does
therefore reflect the tension that we pointed out as being
objectively intrinsic in the metaphysics of the possible world

apparatus.,
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The questison is, coes the countergart reiation suceed in
reconciling distinctness with ldentity? This brings me to my
objecticn to conditicns (2), (3), (4). Any relation which
purports to be a surrogate for identity must, I think, share the
essential propertles of the identity relation. These I take to
be that 1t is a one : one eqguivalence relation. David lewis
would doubt less reply that the counterpart relation is a (atrong)
similarity relation, and that it is this which gualifies it to
serve as & surrogate for identity. For identity, in an
ordinary, intra-world context, entails qualitative indiscernibility,
where qualitative indiscernibility is the limiting case of
similarity. But at the same time, Lewiw would point out, the fact
that the counterpart;relation is & eilrilarity relation precludes it
from being a one : one equivalence relation, since strong
similarity, as defined in conditionm (1), need not. be either
transitive or symmetric or one : one,

My rejoincer would be that this latter feature of similarity
demonstrates its unfitness to act as a surrogate for identitv,

In defense of this I would cite the kind o©f modal clainms we are.in
fact prepared to make,

-Let me-offer some examples, I believe I would be prepared to
countenance a high degree of (intra-sortal) dissimilarity from my
actual self in my possible selves, if circumstances required such
& claim. But I can think of no circumstances which would. make
me willing to elainm that I could have been, say, ten different
womeny all at once. Thrat is, there may of course be ten

alternatives to the wéy I am, but no one of these alternatives is
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that I a= ten distinct women all at once, dor would I evar he
prepared to deny that the person I could have been, could have
been me, nor, again, that if I could have had a certain property,
(P s and having had q)would‘have made me capable of having VY,
then I could have had %’.

Considexr once more the analogy between identity across worlds
and identity through time, Temporal ldentity is a one : one
equivalence relation. I cannot, in the future, become ten
different selves, while still remaining nnrszeli.f.’r The future of
my future self is my future. I am the past self of my future
self, .

David Lewie likens the relation between identity-through-time
and *'literal? iéantity to the relation between the counterpart
relation and "literal' identity. He implicitly appeals to the
acceptability of the identity through time relation in order to
confer mcceptability on the allegedly analogous counterpart
relation. I agree that there is an analogy between these two
relations : identity~-through-time does reconcile the distinctness
and qualitative difference of different time slices of an object
with the persisting identity of that object. But as I have
already remarized, identity through-time is & one : one equivalence
relation, and hence is formally equipped to do the work of the
identity relation, or to be a variant of identity. But the

counterpart relation is aot. ilence I think it cannot serve as a

* There are the troutlesome cases of cloning and cell and organism
division. 3ut these are srecial cases which call for special
decisions as to how the identity relation ghould be made to tehave,
%e do not nesd to gZo into this borderline problem here,
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surrogate for identity. Jor can tre need for at least a
surrogate for identity in this context be denied, When T clainm
that I could have been such and such, or could have done so and
80, I am talking about myself.% The 'I' who is such and such is
mey if not literally my actual self, at least a self which
simulates idenéity with my actual self,

In my view, then, the imposition of conditions (2), (3),
(4 on‘the“coﬁntefpart relation is uhjustified. Yet it was
conditions (2), (3), (4) which immunised Counterpart Theory from
the objections preéénte& in thisvchapter against Transworld
Identity Theory. If conditions (2), (3), (4) are unjustifiable,
in the iight of the pufpose Countefpart Theory is intended to serve,
then those objections cannot be escaped by adopting Counterpart |

Théory in place of Transworld Identity Theory.
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~ostscrist to Chapter 2

s

I find, after cowpleting this chapter, that L. Sslar, in 3pace,
Time and 3pacetime, p. 176-178, has presented aa argument very
gimilar to my initial, tidentical twins' argument. Siklar
offers his argument as a counter-example to a particular versicn of
the Identity of Indiscernibles, viz the identity of indiscernible
worlds, but»argues that it does not succeed as such, and hence
sarves rather to confirm, than to refute, this principle.

Let me state his argunent.
He proposes, as a third version of the principle of the
e
Identity of Indiscernibles,(%ke two earlier versions having been

concerned with the identity of indiscernible individuals), e 1he

following:P.3. Suppose we have oossible worlds A and B such that
they are the same with regard to every purely qualitative feature.
Then A is the same possitle world as R,

A counterexample‘to P.B., e says, would have to show two
possible worlds, A and B, such that {1} A and B have erry gualitative
feature in common, (2) yet A is a different nossitle world than B,
He suggests the following such example, *'Surpnose cur only two
qualitative properties are F and G, and the individuals of possible
world A can be denoted a and be Tet 4 be the possihle world in
which a has F and not G, and © has 3 but net F. Consider the

b has T and net 5, and & has G and not F.

)

rossible world B in whic?
Isn't B qualitatively Jjust like A7 7Tn both there is one thing with
F but not G, and one thinz with @ but aot T. But i=n't A &
different possitle world than ¥, since the thineg with F but not G

is in A but b in p9?
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Sklar then argues that we cannot regard a in A as transworla
identical with a in B; he assumes that the criterion of trans-
world identity is commonality of easehtial properties. Since a
.and b each have, in his example, only one property, then this
property must be in each case the essential progerty. Hence a
in A must be transworld identical with b in B, and b in A must
be transworld identical with a in B,

| Thé’diffgrence between this argument of Sklar's and my
dentical twins' argument is that my twins differ in respect of
nonessential properties, Their strong mutual qualitative
similarity, and similarity of origins, is intended to ensure that
they share all the same essential properties (if these be admitted).
Henceleven if we accept essence-preservation as a criterion of
transworld identity - and of course it is this criterion which is
at issue, in my argument, and which cannot be merely assumed - then
%be identical twins argument still provides a counterexample to P.3.

Sklar does not develop, or make any further use of, this

argunent,
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POSSIZILIA AS HOUMENA: PRISTEVOIOGICAL CLJICTINNS
‘ T0 BASTC MODAL REATISM

If possibilia are real, or mind-independent, entities, how do .
we acquire our knowledse of them? It is this epistemologlcal
suestion whiéh I want to pursue in the present chapter, It is a
guestion which arises at the level of basic modar4realism, and
our answer to it will carry over into our aﬂitﬁde to possible
worldé.

Four Epistemologies for Possibility

| In Chapter 3 I alluded to various nossib1e views on the
ep¢8temoldgical significance of the existence of uninstantiated
ideas.1‘ I now want to develop those suggestiens, distlnguishing
four enistemological theories c01cerning our ideas of possible
objects. B shall calle these theories the Ratlonalistiview, the
emnif#éal ideaTist v*eﬁ; the empirical or natural fealist view,
and the suojectlve idealist view, respectively. After initially
outllninb the views, I shall add some critical comments.
{1}y The Rationalist view of possibility. I am here construing
:this as both a realist and an a prlcrist VieWe That is, it affirms
the reality of the obgeuts which are renresented in thought - in
. this case, possi@ilia. At the same time it denies an empiricist
Pepistemology fer our xnowledge of theae objacts. | my an empiricist
'episteaclopy I mean, in this context, an epistemology which attribute°
our knowledge of the objects in question, viz possibilia, to the :
causal interaction of these.oﬁjects with our minds, I do not
mean an eplgtemology which views all our kxnowledge as heing derived
from the causal interaction of cur minds with actual objects:
saccerding to sueh an eristemalogy, our ideas of possible objects

would be constructed out of our experience of the properties of actual



objects, such a viow would thus not be reaiist with resnect to
nossibility ~- or not, at any rate, in the sense in which ‘'realist?®
lg being understood here,l The view is, in fact, that which we
shall be describing below under the title of empirical ldealism
(with respect to possibility). For the Rationalist view %o
account for our knowledge of these real objects, viz possibilia, it
would have to provose either a pre~-established harmony betveen
these ideas and their objects, or a view according tn which both
ideas and sbjects reflect certain Tundamental nrincivles of reason,
so that we could discover how the objects are by consulting our
ideas. A further, more tenuous, option open to the Rationalist is
to postulate the'ontolOQLG&l efficacy of ideas, so that the ideas
of vpossible objects momehow have the nower to bring those possible
ctjects into existence.

2

{2) The emrirical idealist view ofﬁﬁossibility, This rejects

realism with respect to possibility. Ite rejection of this
realism 1is & conmsequence of its empirical realism with respect to

For ik 15 Commibed Yo {he oxeingive voaliby 0} achual Objects.
actual objecta./ This commitment follows from an assumption

1 Such views are sometimes described as realist, because according

to them, the language of possibility furnishes an &ndirect way of
speaking about the actual world, which is real. Tut this is

clearly not the sense in which I wigh *realist' to be understood here,
(see Ch. 5y 4Also, it should be clear that I am here using
‘empiricism' to connote an esmentially causal epistemolozvy, and

hence one which confirms the reality of the obipcto which cause the
corresponding knowledge of them.

& #nown as the !'jumble theory' of imagination. (See Ch. &)
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concernpine the kinds of entities which may participate in causal
processes, Tor the empiricist adheres to the general principle
that our ideas, or knowledge, of objects‘must be causally produced
by the interaction of those (real) objects themselves with our =inda.
The empirical idealist (with respect to possibility) assumes that
only actual objects can participate iﬁ causal iﬁteractions. Hence
he denies thalt possible objects c¢could eéusally produce our ldeas of

- them.by It follows, for him, tlat possible objects are not rea%il.e.
do not really exist, and hence that the ideas which we purportedly
have of them are not 1dea3 of real objects, but are constructs,
which aust be otherwise axplained.’ |

| Alternatively, the empiricist égﬁuforgo any pfasuppositions
cancorning‘what kind‘o? entities can fartiﬁinate in causal
iﬁteracticﬁs. Ve can suppose that he conducts an honest seafch for
a causal mechanﬂsm operating bctween hynothﬁtical metaﬂhysical
entit*es, vig noss’b¢11a, and our ideas of possible obgacts, and
that he favlu to f qd gne. ; He then conc’udes that there are no such
objeuts, and t‘a our iceas.of tqew are therefore not acquired 7
according to t%e<ew§4ricist principle. He further ccncludes, not
that this corstitutes counterevidence against His Eﬂp4ricist

, prinCIple, tut that tqese ideas, ostensibly of nossible oajccts, have
really been’der;ved from our experiénce‘of the actual world, this
exporience having undefgoﬁe a certain amount of‘conceptual

reorganisation.x

* For an outline of the empirical idealist's account of the
psychozenesis of ideas which are ostensibly of possibilia,
see Ch., L.



(3) 7re engirical or natural realist view of possibility? This
view, like the smpirical idealis;gw;dheres to the princinple of
empiricism, Tet me compare the reacning of the two views, in
order to bring cut the contrast between them.

The empiricist principle to vhich T have been adverting, and
to which both the empirical idealist and empirigzgjzboth wilth
respect to possibvility) subseribe, can be stated as follows.

The‘eﬁpiricistlﬁrinciple: for all (subjective ideaa** and
for all (féél) objects, ideas can only te considered as
constituting knowledge of (real) objects i.e. as ‘‘matching?
cbjects, if they are the product of causal interaction between the
objects they purportedly match and the wind.

A’coroliary of this’principle is that where no such causal
mechanisn exists, there is no correspondénce between ideas and real
objects. There may in this case be real objects, of which there are
no ideas, or there may be ideas, of which there ‘&%e no real objects.

The empirical idealist with respect to possibility denies that
any cau§a1 meéhanism‘cénnsctiug our minds with possibilia exists.

Hie reasons, as we have SBen)are'either'that the naturé of causality

is such that it precludes causal connections between actual objects

* Such a view is suggested by W.D. Hart, in 'Imagination, Necessity
and Abtstract Objects' in Studies *n Frige I, ed, Verlsg, Hulzboorg.

*# Inevitably, T am using this Lockean term, fideas'; very loosely,
tut T do not think that this will lead to any confusion in the
present context.
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and metavhysical entities, or simply that a search For such &

mechanism has proved unsuccessful, Since there is thus, according

to him, no causal mechanigm connecting ideas of possiblz objects

with real objects, there can be no matching of those ideas with

objects., From the corollary of the empiricist principle, it follows
Meve avd wo mlea\f, OL Powbw Og)eﬁfé) &Y puak _

gither that/there are no real objects of those ideas., Since in the

case of possible objects it is the ideas which are givan, ths

emprical idealist concludes that there‘gg'no real quectgdf such ideas

i.e, possibilia dO'ndtfreally exist,

The~empiricalfrealist} on the other hand, while he endorses the
empiricist principle and its corollary, is not coavinced that there
is no causal mechanisa connecting our ideas of possible objects with
real, metaphysical entities. He rejects the view that there cannot
be such-a mechanism, And although he has not actually discovered
the mechanism himself, he does not -believe that it has been shown not
to exist, He believes that it is embodied in the imagination.

(4) The subjective idealist view of possiblility. As we have seen,
empirical idealism with respect to possibility is an idealist view

of posslbility which is held in conjunction with, and sometimes as

a preéﬁmed consequence of, alrbealist view of actual objects, I add
subjective idealism to our list of epistemologies for possibility

’

b s :
only for the sake of exhaustiveness; aé the view or poggibility

Vi Owd
which would be included in a wider subjective idealism,/according to

which not even ldeag of actual objects are matched by real ovjects.

P In atnty em 4 PR .
As—it—happeasy—hewever,—I doubt wrethor—such—awider suojeTtive

matohed by weand obioet e
E: WX < =

et c+8-  As it happens, however, I doubt whether Bvéh




a wider subjective idealism can answer the demand for an adeqguate
general epistemoloszy in any casze, In addition, T think that on
such a view a digtinction between ideas of adctual and of oossible
objects would be hard to establish in the first place. Yowever I
shall not discuss these questions here, because criticism of either
emprical or subjective idealism with reszect to possibility is in
the pfes@nt context superfluous, For the aim of this chapter is
to attack the epistemology of basic modal realism. I shall
therefore confine my critical remarks to the two realist views, (1)
and (3), the Ratlonalist and the empirical or natural reazlist views
resvectively.

" ¥e can bring out the diétinction between these two views by a
metarhor: according to (1), we lack the kind of direct access to
the realm of vossibilia that we have, via perception, to the realm
¢f actualia, Rather we are as spectators at a siide show, w=ith
though' the slideé?g%t taken by an ordinary'camera}. According to
(3), on the other hand, we do have direct access - we are 1iterally
“tourists in thaf‘réalm.g' Without metaphor, we can state the

contrast as follows: according to (1), imagination provides us with \

\

¥ In drawing this distinction we are begging certain fundamental
questions about the kind ¢f accese that percevtion doas nrovide
to the actual world. Some would say precisely that it gives,
not dirsct access, but a representation. But T shall here assume
a naive realism with resgect o perception, and any further
amblgulties can be clsared avay by suwecificnstion of the r le of
cauzal faqtors. This will become clearer as we proceed.

| V-
e means Jor Losshuthing o map of e ovpale o _fo%s\baﬁm;
t ’
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direct evidence ol the contsants of thait realm.

The Rationalist Cntion

Let us now turn our critical attention to view (1), We shall
first interpret it as postulating a pre-established harmony between
ideas of possibilia and those possibilia. I won't paﬁse long over
this interpretation, because the assumption of a pre-established
harmony is & confession of failure - failure to provide an
epistemology for the knowledge in question, #ithout a God to help
out as the'establishef of the said harmony, the *pre-' of the

pre~establishe@ harmony begs all the interesting questions,

Certainly if we entertain a set of ideas, gﬁg these ideas are
matched by real objects, without the latter having caused the former,
or the formery the latter)or both having been derived from a common
antecedent cause, then this situation indeed constitutes what might
be calied an established harmony. But to call it this is just to
articulate the problem that this situation npresents, which is, why
does this harmony obtain¢?

.- I think we can also dispense quite auiekly with the interpretation
of (1) which confers a causal role on ideas - the power %o bring into
existence the real objects of which the.ideas'in question aré the
ideas., So iar as I know, historical Rationalism i.e. Rationalism
with respect to cur knowledge of actual objects, khas never taken this
form. This is just as well, For consider what such =z theory would
be like, It would assert that actual objects are somehsw really

having

generated by our ideas of them, or our/ideas of then, But our ideas

are themselves amongst the contents of the actual world, since they

are the produet of actual minds, Yet the actusl world, according to



this tiheory, came inte existence 25 o result of the causal activity
oIl ideas. Uigd ideas tnen cause t.e minds {which are contents of
the actual world) of which they are themselves the product?
Perhaps the theory could be groomed so as to circumvent this
crude inconsisténcg. This would presumably be achievad by the
ascription of some transcendental status to minds, to set them
metaphysically azart from the other contents oI the actual world,
But ugly consequences still ahound. Tor acw the theory entalils
that the genesis of the world, complete with all its traces of a
long historical pasi, occurs simultaneously with the advent of
minds in the world. That 1s; in spite of all the evidence that
minds wade their appearance in the world a very long time after
the world's beginning (1f there was a beginning), we have to
agsume that the world came into existence as an effect of tue
activity of minds, and heace did not antedate the existesuce of

minds, This makes nonsense of realism. The sarme nosnsease ¢an

be made of reallsm with respec¢t to possibility: possitilia would,

{2

.according to this theory, only becone real after, and as an efiect

£

Qf}baing thought of, This would render all the operations of
‘modal loglcians con hypothetical sets of possible werlds vacucus, since
these worlds have certainly not‘yet teen individually imagined or
conceived qf, and until they are, no such worlds exis

The most interesting lnterpretation of Rationalism is that
which postulates that ideas reflect the same rationalist prisciples
(*principles of reasong') as do their ostensidle (real) objiccts,
so that we can discover how thosaz objects are by censuliting cur
ideas, This 1s a view which affirms a pricr|krowledse of reality

- where ‘'reality' includes the actual world, as well as any ~ther

'
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metavhysical domains that are presumed to exist. e.Z. the domain
of posgibilia,

I take it that almost all contemporary philosophers would
reject this Rationalist principle as applied to our knowledge of
the actual world, That 1s to say, we would not nowadays suppose
that the mind is in principle capable; by a prior}methods alone,
of constructing an exhéustive representation nf the external
world. I want to sugzest, however, that exactly the same
nationalist principla is being invoked by the Rationalist wwth
'respect to 90851bility, when he claims that the mind can effect an
a priori representation of a rparticular genre of real entity viz
possibllia.  As uncongruous as this general prinﬂiple of
Rationalist epistemology is with the modern outlook, I think that
most people assume - albelt subconscicusly - an epistemology of
this sort when it is knowledge, not of actual objeets, but of
pcsaible.ones,vthaﬁ is in question. To criticise this Rationalist
theory in ite own terms would be a difficult and perhaps doomed
undertaking. I shall content myself here with pointing out the
general principle of which Rationalism with respect to pcgibility
is a speqial.appliogtian,¢in the hope that this in itself will‘p?ove
such & deterrent tc Rationalism with respect to vossibility that I
may be excused from groviding 8 critique of the latter, I want to
note, however, before woving ontoc view (3}, that in denying that our
knowledge of hecessﬁav truths is (always) a vriori, Krivke, in
VYamling and Necessity, is implicitly rejectiny a Rationalist
ehistevﬁlogv for our knowledge of neces ssities. Since the necessities

with which he is concerned are, as he expressly states, metaphysical
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neceszities, Ziace the nsceszities with which he 1s councerned are,
zs he eupressly states, "nta shysical necessities, it follows (by
the interdefinability of necessity and possibility) that he 1s
implicitly rejecting a Ratlonalist eplstemclogy for our knoyledge
¢f possibilities. Yet he dces not address this epistesnclsglcal
problem directly; he does not suggest an epistemology‘for our
knowledge of possible objects.*

Let re now turn to the view I called eﬁplrical or natural

realism with respect to possibility. In its attempt to reconcile
basic realism.with an epistemology which satisfies our present
intuitiﬁe stéudards of vﬁabilitv for episte”ologies ~ in other
words, with an emplricist epistemology - 1 think it is the view

nost deserving of our serious attention,

The Natural Realist Optlon

As we have already noted, this view rests on the highly
controversial assunption of csusal interaction between pomsgibilia
and our ideating faculties. Onet's initial reaction to this
assump%ion tends toibe a dogmatic assertion that the domain of
~actualia and the domain of possibilia are causally disjoint -

that there is no spatiotemporal, and hence no causal, connasctivity

*¥rivke is not, as T remarked earlier, very explicit about what he’
takes his ontalo& cal comuitment vwis a vis possibvilia fo be. He
degcribes the notion of possible worlds as a metaphor, . Yet he
affirms metaphysical necessity, which T take to iamply an affirmation
of metaphysical (or ontological) possibility. Hence T take him to
be a hasic realist with respect to possibility Dbut a possible world
constructivist. As a basic realist it is incumbent on him to offer
some kind of epistemclogy for ocur knowledge of possibilia.
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between the tweo domains. But then one realises that this too, as
it stands, is merely an assumption - and precisely the cne that

the natural realist contests., The onus of proof, or defense,

we find, rests with us.

¥, D. Hart, in his paper !'Imazination, Wecéssity and Abstract

Objects'* suggests a theory -~ or as he calls it, a2 speculation -
which T take to te in some respects a version of what I have here
called natural realism, "The really crucial question is whether
ee.. all modal knowledge is a posteriorl or some of it is a priori,
for historical failures of nerve notwithstanding, emniricism ought
to te the view that all xnowledge 1z a posteriori. Very roughly,
T (distinguish) between a @ostefic;iand a priori knowledge as follows:
krowledge that ¢ is a posteriori when the subject matter of the
knower's belizf, or the ground or reason of hig belief, is invoked
in the correct causal explanation of the genesis of his beliefs]
ctherwlse xznowledge that p is a prioricecs

eeeeIS the contemporary assumotion that ... possibilia are inert
80 plaknly jﬁstified as 1t might at first seem?.se.0

The capacity £o’imagine confers the ability to plan; ceteris
paiibus,'the'abiiify to plan'inéreases an animal's chances of
éurvival. Imagination ig epistemic access to other npossible
wvorlds and possibilia; such imaginative access will only increase
one's chances of survival 1f, say, the nossible dangers it reveals
really are, as a matter of indevendent and objective fact,

nossibllities, 80, by natural selection, it stands to reason that

* op.cit, ». B %
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w& should have imaginations which give us access to cther prssible
worlds and possibilla whose existence is independent of our access
to them. In this way the theory of evolution to some extent
naturalises the epistemology of possibilia whose existence is
independent of our imaginative contemplation of them. ThiSeas
sveculation (and it is only that) does not leave possibiliz inert;
but 1t is silent about mechanisms of access?’7(gyisﬂw\qq)

We shall consider the evolutionary argument for natural
realiam a llittle later. For the moment, let us focus on the
supposition that possidbilia are not tinertt, i,e., that there may
be causal interaction between actualia and nossibilia. Tespite its
radical apnearance, this supposition is nct wholly without
precedents, At least one of its »nrecsdents 1s none other than the
archetypal Plato himself, for Plato claimed that certain real but
nonactual entities, viz Forms, determine the nature toth af actual
objeets, and of our ideas. Plato expresses hia incipiently causal
thesis in the following passage from Hipplas Ma;or 287 ¢ ~ ad:

“If beauty is that by which beauvtiful things are béautiful,
and 1f beautiful things exist, beauty exists. Reauty is not a
word,. not a thought, nof a concept. Tt 1s an existing thing, for
the things it makes beautiful are existing things, and they are not
made beautiful by our words or thoughts or concepts', B

Forms thus have the power to influence actualia - to sharpe
their nature. They also have the power to shape our ideas. This
is the impertant polnt for us of the Platonic precedent: that it
allows, inieed requires, that metaphysical entiities interact with
the contents of the actual world, Platc exvresses nis criterion of

ontological commitment in the Sophist, 247e, thus:

')



(My notion would be, that anything which possesses any sort
of power to affect aancther, or to be affected by ancther,

even for a moment, however trifling the cause and however

glight and momentary the effect, has real existence; and

I hold that the definition of being is simply power'.
Clearly this Platonic definition not only legitimises the move of
the natural realist, but demands it: 1if possibilia exist, then
they must have some effect; the most natural, because detectable,
power to assign to them is a power to produce ideas of themgelves
in actual minds. o

Ouf attitude to the natural realist view will be influenced
by our attitude tokthis Platonie principle of ontologicalr |
commitment, In my own opiﬁion, which I shall net here defeﬁd,
this is an extremély étrong metaphysical principle, comparable to,
say, (ccams Razor. Occams Razor is not loglcally demonstrable,
but it serves torconstfain metaphysical speculation within
plausible limits, deleting’from ontology features which would
intuitively appear to be redundancies and‘excréécéncesa
Plato's pfinclple has a similar sort of pruning»function.‘ If we
accept this principle, if is credible that if possibilia exist,
then they cause our ldeas of them. ' Butvit'algo follows that 1f
we can demonstrate the lagk of a csasusal éénnection 5etween
hypothetical possibilia and our i@eating faculties, thén the
conciusion that possibilia do not exist inherits this high dééf;;'

of ecredibility.
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fussibilia as Causal Agents: the lLocalisation of Possibilia
in Zcacetine

l.et us now turn back to natural realism, 2ur first cuestion
ig simply what will a theocry postulating causal interacticn
between actual obiects and metaphysical entities, in this case
possibilia, look like?

Presumably any such tﬁeory will havé to retain the requirement
that éausal procegses occur exclusively in svacetime, because one
of the éssential feaﬁﬁres of causal processss is their direction,
whefe this'is of’course a temporal direction, Another feature of
causal process;é'is»iﬁe role played in them byvcoﬁfiéﬁitj'ige; the
spatial continuity between cause and effect. Tt may be that the
latter feafurc is not really essential to causatién; action at a
distance may be admitted in the end after all. But that causation
should have a temporal direction is esseﬁtial: even 1f we do not
insist that this direction must be from earlier td later, we do
require that it be either from earlier to later or from later to
earlier. For these reasons I think we must demand that causality
remain confined within a spatiotemporal framework.

This condition on causality legves only one option for the
natural reglist,’nameiy towlocate possiﬁilia inbspacetime° The
Spaéetime in which he locates thenr rmust however be modally neutral
i.8. it can neither te exclusively actual, nor ezxclusively
prossible, since it is siﬁply analytic that the contents of
exclusively actual sracetime must be actual, and the contents of
exclusively -ossible sracetire, possible, In order to locate

. itgelf
tnth actual objects and rossible objects in sracetime, spacetime/
wust bte neither actual nor possible, but capable of containing Loth

actualia and possibilia.
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spacatice sight be thought to satisfy this requirement. The
substantivalist view treats spacetime as a physical gantity, and
therefore calls for the actual/pmsslble distinction tc bhs made
with respsct to it,. “ut the relationist view treats it ss a
construct, a gaoietry or set of geowetrical relations amongst
physical eutities, a conceptual ordering of those physical
entities, It is plausible te surpose - though 1 will not argue
for the claim here - that for such conceptual conatructs the
distinction between actual and possible is not appropriate. let
us here agsuse this to be so,

On fhe relationist view of spacetime then, it seems innocuous
to say that possibilias are located atiparticular points in SrAce-
Linme. Put at which polnts are we tn locate 1ndividual poasibilla?
In order tnvgnswer this question, we have first to determine
whether or nat pnssibilia are particulars.

I possibi%ig are notyggrticulars, then they will presumadbly
have yhe sane sort of status as either f&éte or prOpcsitisns,’on
thg one hand, or kiads (of objegts”pr events), on the other, But

according to the natural realist they are particulars, precisely

because they are on hils vlew, localised in spacetine, Facts or

propasiticons are not localised in spacetirme, though they may

concern otjects or events which are. “inds have as their

extensions ohjects or events which are leccaliszed in spacetime; btut

teina atetract objects they are not thesnmelves thus lncalised: a

1

isind may be instantiated at a particular noint, but it iz not itself

localised at that =oint. We conclude that posstvilia, being local’

are on the natural realist's view, rarticulars.
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Let us consider how this point bears an the follawing exgmple.
Suvpose X is a particular woman, and (? is a possible event of
biological conception on X's part (i.e. in X's bedy). The natural
realist says q> must be localised in spacetine, But at which point(s)"
One answer may be that C? is possible at X from the first moment of X's
sexual maturity until the onset of her infertility. A second,
alternative answer may be that C? is possible at ¥ only at these
moments in which ¥ is engaged in, or has recently been engaged in,
sexual intercourse. ‘The first answer proceeds from a view we could
describe as the dispositional view of possibility, whicn links the
localisation of posSible‘evehts with thé'dispositions, or powers;
0of particular actual objectis. The secound answer proceeds from a’
more strictly causal view of poésibility, which links the locali—
sation of possible events to appropriate constellations of causal
factors which actually obtain,

Roth these answers, as they stand, are inaccurate. The possible
event whose spacetime co-ofdinates the natural realist wishes to |
establisgh is a particular. As such it must occur at a particular
vlace and time. The name 'Q' as used in the above two answers names
not-a particular, but a kind of event. .As such, it does not name
something which can be localised. A more accurate formulation of
these answers, reflectins the dispnsitionalist and the stricter
causal view respectively, would be as follows.

1) A series of possible events(Pl, q&},_ ______ > ¢n  can be
mapved onto the segment of ¥'s worldiine which tegins with the first
moment of X's sexual maturity and ends with the cnsat of her

infertility, such trat there is a one-to-one correspondenca,betw&eh
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each mermber of the ' seriss and each point in that worldline

segment.,
ﬁ-;e%¢5M£$
2) There is a set of discontinuous serieas, and a mapping from
520“%&»\(%
this set of series into a set of segments of X's worldline, in

which each se%ment in this s&t revresents a period during which

¥ engages in sexual intercourse. The mapping of the members of

. —gzct,w%u
a given LP series into the corresponding segment (set of spacetime

peints) of X's worldline 1is also one-to-one.

Fron the viewpaint of either (1) or (2), the only correct
answer to the question ‘'at which point is a given particulgr
possible concaption,CPQ, localised?' is now that @Lis localised at
just that point on ¥'s worldline to which it has been mapred. In
chgr words, a particular posgsible concegtion is located at jgst
that uolnt at which it would be realised, if it were realised;
that particular conception is therefore possible neithsr bgfore,
nor after, that point in tiwe., The difference between thg,two
viewpoints is thus not that a particular possible eveut is located
in a.greater or smaller region of spacetime; a partlcular possible
event is‘identified, qua particqlar, by‘itss@acetime co—ordigg?es
- in which case it is analytic that that particular possible event
is located there. There is no room for disagreement on this point.
The disagreement arises over the question of the places and times
at which a certain kind of possible event may be instantiated (by
particular possible events). For example, the dispositionalist

would affirm the possibility of a conceptlon loasz before X had



engazed in any sexual intercourse, whlle according to the more
strictly causal view, a concertion would not be rossible until this
first sexual event occurred,

Lefore we investicate this issue, we should consider its
relevance for the natural realist's purposes. The natural
realist wishes possible events to ve localised in spacéetime
tecause there is a constraint on causal processes that such
processes take place in scacetine, The natural realist wishes
possible eveats to be eligible to participate in causal interaction
with actual events, Tor this reason, he wants to establish their
localisability.

The natural realist wants possible events to be eligible for
participation in causal interactions so that he can vrovide an
empiricist epistemology for our knovledge of modal facts, Such
an:epistemology requires that the possible events themselves cause
our awareness of them, in a manner analogous to that in which our
awareness of actual events is, on an empiricist epistemology,
causeh by those events.

Concomitantly with this empiricist epistemology, the natural
realist will want to provide ‘an evolutionary argument for the
existence of a faculty (incorporating a causal mechanism capable of
interacting with possible events) for detecting vossible events.

He may, 'as we saw in the passage from Hart, identify the

imagination as this faculty, though he has not discovered the

causal mechanism, which it vurportedly incorvsrates, whereby it
Interacts with possibtle evesnts. The evolutionary argument will be

simple, The adapiive or survival value attaching to this faculﬁj
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%ill be that it enables tne organlswm which poszaé?it to destgsct
possible benefits and possible hagards in its environment.

Armed with this knowlasdge, the orzanism can act so as to realise
the possible benefits, and prevent the realisation of the vossible
hazards,

The usefulness of this argument depends on the rossibllity -
detector, viz the imaglnation, being such that it enables the
organism to detact, not merely present or gast rogsibilities, but
fﬁtﬁre ones. At firat sight this :equirement seems incompatible
with the specifically causal nature of the natural realist's
proposed epistemology. ror 1f the possible events in guestion
themselves cause the organism's awareness of them, then, givean the
earlier-to«later direction of causality, the awareness of a
possiblg event will have to occur at a point later than that at
which thekpossible event itself is localised. In this case, the
awvareness of the possibility will come too late for the organism
to take action, either to realise it or to prevent its realisation.
It follows from this that the possibility-detector lacks survival
value,,apd hence evolutionary.justificatipn.

- This argument however rests on certain assumptions concerning -
the location of possible events in spacetime. It assumes that a
particular possible (point) event is located at a particular
spacetime point, and that our causal faculty for detecting possible
events operates like our perceptual faculties in that it detects
particular possible events, Any knowledge of possible eventsythat

we can acquire willl thus bve, first, knowledge of particular possible



evants - thoush of c¢onurse all such pvarticulars will be instantanious
- of some kind of possible event.

Yow we sec the purvose of the digpositionalist's move. He
agserted, lonszely, that a certain event, @7 is rnossible from the
morment an actual object acquires the apprepriate disvositional
proverty, or power, until the mox@nt it loses 1it. In the case of
pur examrple above,Athls implies that it is poseible now that ¥
will cénceive (at a later time), if X is sexually mature now. 1In
other‘words; if we detect t-e nossible event in the early stages
of the dﬁrétian of its mossibility, then we ggaitake action to
nromote or prevent its realisation.

1 have already criticised this formulation of the dispositionalist
view, The 'mossible event' ciged in this formulation is not a
particular possible event,‘but a kind of vpossible event. As such,
it cannot be localised in spacetime, and hence cannot be detected
via a causal mechanism or faculty since only narticularscan
varticipate in causal processes. Instances of this kind of
possiblé event, l.e. papticdlar possible events, however, may be
localised in spacetime in the reguired manner, and hence may be
detectable by this faculty. Tut if the detection of a rarticular
possible event is the result of causal interactian between the
possible event itself and the purported mind mechanism, then the
awvareness of this particular will occur later than the particﬁlar
itself. tence by tre time the organisw beéoﬂes aware of the
possibility in question, it will be too late for it to act So as to
realise, or prevent ths realisation of, this varticular event, You

might object that once it has detected an early instance of a cgertain
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wind of possible event in a series of such iastaaces, it can infer
theam
0 as to realis%ﬁ or nrevent their’

I

to the later instances, and act
realisation.ef—these. Fut why should 1t be able tn so infer®
This is not a situation in which induction is applicable. Y'hen
7 detect, via the ordinary channels of perceciion, an actual,

o: Y
physical event, there is no 1a§ical/inductive principle that
dictates that I should infer to the subsequent occurrence of
further instances of this kind of event, This situation is quite
different from the sort of situation in which induction is
applicable, Inductive situations are such that I have repeatedly
obgserved a certain ordering ancngst instances of certain kinds of
events, T come to view this as a regular crdering amongst
instances of those kinds of svents, iHenceforth, when I observe
instances of the kinds of events which occurred antecedently in
the previously observed ordering, I expect these events to be
succeeged by instances of the kinds of events which occurred
subsequgntly in that ordering. it there is no principle,
inductive or otherwise, which requlres that when one instance - gr
indeed, any number of instances - of a given kind of eveat is
percelved, further instances, or at least further immediate
instances, can be expected, Hence there are no grounds- for
suppoging that an organism which detects one instance of a
particular kind of possible event can infer that this particular
belongs to a series of like particulare, some of them future.

The causal theory of detection of possibilia 1is thus incompatible



with any survival value accruing to this detective faculty.

Sence no evolutionary Justificaticn can e adduced for the

existence of such a faculty. Since the (causal) theory of
evolution is a natural extension of the causal esistemnlopy to which
the natural realist is committed, T take the absence of an
evolutionary Jjustification for nis hypothetical faculty to be
evidence agaihst the existence of this faculty.

we c¢an note, incldentally, that the distinction betwsen the
‘dispoSitional and the more strlctiy ééuéall#iew'df'possibility
is now 1idle. In neither case is the faculty fdf”détectihg
possibie evénfs éépable of defectins futuré péSsiBie events i.e,
future instances of givén kinds of passibie event; yet it is
fﬁture possibilifiesnof which an organism nééds‘fo be aporised
of in order to plan‘or'toltake nrecautions.

Tt mighi be'objected tnat my argumeni sﬁoﬁs ghét we cannot
beéome aware of fuﬁure’possibilities9 and th;t this conclusion
confiicts with ouf ap;érent abilify to (so&eﬁimes) make successful
predictions. | |

This is not ahgonsequéﬁcé‘oflmy aréﬁﬁént,Av %9 argﬁmenﬁ
claiﬁs onlj that wewcéhh;t acqulre knowledge of future possibilities
by means of sbme cognitive mechanism of Cauéél interaaiicn with
thosge possibilia. This is not to say that we do not still have
our ordinéry inductive methods by which to arfive at predictiéns;

i{nduction relies on our causal interacticn with nresent actualia,

which yields knowled:e of :zresent initial conditions and causal
trends; with this data we can take the logical step of inductively

inferring to future events, The knowledse of fu'ure events thus
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prases i
acquired will be the joint procduct of causal ifteraction with/
actualia (via perception), and inductive inference - not of causal

interaction with future (actual or possible) entities.

However, induction is said to apprise us of future possibilities;

it iz not baldly saild to apprise us of future actual events q{ ov
circumstances, This calls for some explication, Ye seek to
discover by induction not events which will be, as a matter of
ontologic;l fact, possible but unrealised, but rather events which
will be actual. However, the knowledge of present conditions and
causal trends which provides the data for our inductive inferences
is fallible, so we cannot assume that the inductive prodedure will
invariably result in correct predictions i.e. predictions of events
which will in fact actually occur. So this procedure is said
instead to vield vpossible truths, rather than truths simpliciter,
where 'possibility' is here understoond as epistemic possibility.*

We say that, so far as we know, these are the events which will be

{not merely ontologically vpossible but) actual, Yet since we
'knoﬁ‘that our knowledpge of these events is merely inferred, we are
not prepared to-assert without qualification that these are the
events which will be actusal.

Inductive inference {hus properly ylelds conclusions concerning
acﬁual future events, nat merely (nntologically) vossible ones.
But the fallibility of the method induces the user to cualify his
results. It is this epistemic, subjective qualification of

assertiong concerning future actual events which is implied when it

+ For our initial definitisn of evistemic possibility, See Ch. I7g
for further discussion of this notion, see Ch. €.
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is said t=at inductive inrerence apprises us of future possibilities;

mossibility' herse signifies the eplstemic vossibility that certain’
eveiuts will be actualised.

Further discussion of the relation beiween epistenic and
ontnlogical possibility ensues, invChapter &, T hope to have here
sald enough nmerely to demonstrate that my argument against the
natural realist episﬁemolagy does not entail that we cannot make
sucecesaful predictions; sy argument in no way conflicts with
induct;on._ _ ’

Indeed; it is open to the natural reallist himself to apply
induction to his data concerning present and past‘unreallsed
poszibilia, data acguired caus&lly via the 1imagination. He could
inductively infer future possibplia from hls knowledge of present
possible initial conditions and the’correspondiag possible laws,

S5uch an eﬁercise may or may nnt be considered idle, from an
evolutionary viewpoint. ¥or it may or may not be supposed that
actual futuré events are inductively inferablé fros preseaﬁ possible
events add rossible laws. This rgises the guestion wﬁethér branching
lawl;ke worlds can ;econverge; | interesting as this queé@ion may be,

we have little reason to pursue it here. For in practice it would

be merely perverse to attempt to predict the actual future by this

: T I
indirect method. Ye can cerfors our inductive inferences dirgctly
on data concgrning the actual initial conditions and laws, since
this data is already given to us, via rercention. Why th??},fgsort
to the comparatiyely dublous data concerning unrealiised {butw

)

cntologically nossible: initial conditions and laws.

I now waat to raise one final otjection tn the prarequisite of

natural realism, viz that possibilia are localised in spacetime,
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e have already noted that this postulation estails a non—
substantivalist view of spacetime, Put might not the mubversion ‘
of the ontological status of sracetime that is represented by such
a view be thought to vlace in jeorardy our requirement that causal
processes nacessarily occur in spacetime? Yo; or at aay rate,
not with a little reformulatieon of the requirement: snacetime is
now seen as the geometry in which a set of physical entities is
embedded i.e. 1t comprises a set cf specific geometrical relations
amongst rhysical entities.  Our condition on causality therefore
now reads: in order to participate in a causal process, entities
must stand in certain geometrical relations to one another,

Given this reformulation, is there still any vroblem in
supposing that possibilia participate in causal vrocesses i.e,
that possibilia stand in certain geometrical relations with
actualia?

There is. Tt may well be that the set of possibilia
congkituting a particular possible world 'yields' a different
geomekry to that which is constructable relative to the set of
actual events. and it may well be that there exists no one-to-

one ﬁapping from the set of points defined by the former‘geometry into

that defined by the latter.
It might, in other words, be impossible to 'superimpose' the one
geomelry on the other, Tn this case, a given spacetime poihf
belonging to actual spacetime will not be identical with any point
belonging to this pcssible srpacetime. Hence the individuéls existing

in this possitle world cannot be located in the sracetime occupied
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by the centents of the actual world, It therefcre becomes
imperative to distinguish between spacetimes - between actual and -
possible spacetimes, and presumably also hbetween one poseible
spacetime and another. Yet it was our contention earlier - and
we attemvted to justify it - that in order to qualify as a causal
process, a process must occur within a given spacetime.  For
this reason we introduced the modally-néﬁral, relationist space-
time, which was intended to serve as the common framework for
actualia and possibilia alike. Now we find that a distinction
has to be made between actual and possible spacetime: frameworks
after all. we therefore conclude that causal processes cannot
span these frameworks, since so to span them would violate the
condition that such processes should occur within a given spacetime.

The natural realist might object that it would only be of any
evolutionary value for us to be able to detect possibilig which
could have existed in our world i.e. coulcd have been embedded in
the geometry of our'wdrld° Therefore the possibilia wﬁich are
detectable to ﬁs do exist in the same geometry as do actuafg, which
is to say, in the same spatiotemporal framework as do actualia,
‘Hence there is no 6bjection to causal interaction between -these
particular possibilia, and actualia.

This counterargument bvegs a certain imvportant cuestion, namely
that of the permiss?bility, from the realist viewpoint, of the
notion of possibility relative to a varticular world, e.g. our

3
world. Rut even overlooking this, it does not prevail against

* See Note 1
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my argument, For piven that my afgument shows that there may be
differences in the geometry of different worlds, it follows that
the notion of a spacetime framework is not modally neutral, but
rather that the spacetime framework of each world has to be
individually defined or constructed for that world, Thia entails
that the spacetime of each world is a distinct construct in every
case, This distinctness of spatiotemporal frameworks precludes
the satisfaction, on the part of ordered pairs of possibilia and
actualia respectively, of our condition on causal relations, viz
that the terms of these relations should occupy the same space-
time framework.

If we have succeeded in demonstrating the impossibility of
causal relations vetween possibilia and actualia, we have refuted
the principal dremise of the natural realist view,

AThe Question of the Efficacy of Causal Explanatidn,
and hence of that of Empiricist Epistemologies

This concludes my investigation into the various proposals for
proyiging an epistenclogy for the realist view of possibility.

But'there is, f;nally,“a quite general question which arises
in connection witk the very demand for an epistemology: the basié
modgl realist 1s only obiiged to furnish such an epistemology if.
(causal) explanation is assumed to be effsctive in answering the
‘how',question in the first place - where this question is, in
this case, 'how do we acquire knowledge of such metaphysical,
entities as possibilia?? It is sometimes claimed that causal

explanations leave the =ost important or fundamental 'hew' or 'why!
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suestions usanswered; that is, they do not'explain why the basic
lawg of aature are as they are. Tf theme were such an explanation
for laws, it would demonstrate the necessity of those laws. If the
necessity cf laws is, however, denied, and laws are regarded merely
as universal but contingent regularitles iﬁ the order of actual
events, then there seems, nrima facle, no reason to deny the
existence 5{ similar regularities in the ordering between possible
and actual events, For if the so-called laws nf nature are

nothing more than the expression of the way actual events happen

to be ordered, without any ‘intrinsic necesgeity'! attaching to this
ordering, ther there seems no justlfication for prgscribing the
hyvothesis that there may be an ordering between actual and possible
events, an ordering spanning different spacetime frameworks, and
expressikle by means of lawlike atatements.

Although this devaluation of the explanatory power of causal
explanation confers legitimacy on the natural realist hyprothesis,
it is self-defeating for the natural realist to seek to procure
legitlmacy at tnis pnrice. For the effect of this view of causal
explanation is to transform the supposedly causal ordering of
actual eveants into a form of pre-established harmeny amongst those
events, Yet it was precisely from a pre-established harmony view
of the relaticns tetween possibilia, and the ideas of possibilia
entertained by actual minds, that the natural realist was seeking
to escape, by advancing his causal epistemolosy for these ideas.
iie asgumed that hiz eristerology whuld exnlain the fact of our

knowledge of possibilisa in a way that a pre-estatlished harmony view
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could not. But if the legitimacy of his epistesology is only
earned at the cost of the efficacy of causal explanation i.e, at
the cost of its superiority vis a vis pre-egtablished harmony
'explanatioas', then clearly this defeats his rurpose in
proposing his epistemology in the first place, He night Jjust as

well have plumved for the pre-established harnony at the start.
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1. As we argued in Chapter 1, 1f an object is ontologically
possible at all, thern it is so relative to all worlds -

precisely because ontological possibility is not relativised to
any world or viewpoint. The argument was, basically, that to

be ontologically possible is to exist, and existence is an
absclute status - a status that attaches to an object, if at all,
relative to everything. %hat then justifies the assertion that
such and such is (ontologically) possible relative to our world?
Strictly speaking, this assertion is not justified - for the
reason Just given. But we can at least consider what it is
intended to convey. This involves considering what 1s meant

by ‘our world', This expression can be understood as

connoting just the world which happens to be actual, or a world
which is;identified by its qualities, In the passage in guestion
here, ‘our world' is identified, at least partly, by its geometiry;
therefcre it is the latter kind of identification which is
:Lntan\ded° #*hen it 1is said that such and such is (ontologically)
possible relative to our world, therefore, what is meant is that
in a world similar in fundamental respects to our world, such and
such 1s the case; or alternatively, it means that such and such
could have been actualised without this causing a significant
alteration in the nature of the actual world i.e. the actﬁal world
would still in this case be recognisable as 'our world,‘in fbe
sense that it would have the same basic qualities as tre world

.which is in fact actual.
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But strictly sveakins, as T have recarked, the statement that
such and such is possible relative tc our world ought not to be
tolerated; for thls statement implies exclusive relativity to
our world; whereas the fact that ar object ims ontologically

possible at all entails that it is possible relative to all worlds.

IR
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Chapter Four

rossibilia: Abstract or Particular

In the previous chapter webinvestigated an epistemonloixical
theory 1 christened natural realism. This epistemclogical theory
presuppoéed a certain mwetaphysical view, viz realism with respect
to possibility., . It assumed that the only accentable kind of
epistemology for knowledge of real entities is an expiricist, a
posteriori epistemology, which accounts for that knowledge in
terms of the causal interaction between the real entities themselves
and our minds. In order tc flesh his epistemology out, the
natural realist was, we argued, obliged to consider the real
entities in question, viz possibilia, as existing in svacetime -
as localised in sracetime, Only such localised entities are
eligible, we claimed, to participate in causal interactions. The
result of thus localising possibilia is that they have to be
congidered as particulars,

I? is this question of the particularity of possibilia that
occuples .this chapter. Are possibilia indeed particular, or are
they .abstract - where I take it that to be a particular is to be
nonabstract, nonuniversal. I -take it that concerts {(platonistically
understood) are abstract entities, and that they are not particulars.
#¥e do of course speak of particular concepts or ideas, but I do not
think we should understand thig as literally implying thnat concepts
are particulars, I take particulars ts be the kind of entities
that can duplicate one another; that is to say, while we can have

two apples of the same shade of red, we cannot have two concerpts
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(again, rlatonistically, not subjective1y7understood) of a ziven
ot ject or property. Hence app}fes are particulars, but conceptis
are not,. If possivilia are particular; waat is the peculiar
ontological nature of these particulars, which are neither actual

nor coancrete? I shall take these two questions in turn.

Possibilia as Platonic Fornms

Before considering the arguments for or against the proposal
that possibiiia arerabstract entities however, [ want to suggest
that, if %hey aie, then not only are they platonié eﬁtities, they
may be’indistinguishable, from aniontological vie&poinf, from the
classical Plétonic enﬁities, viz Forms. | This suggeétion is a
digression fréé the main argument of this chapter, which is simply
to determine whether possibilia aré abstract or substantival., Fut
it is, I think, worth drawing attention tgz before we came to firm
conclusiaons as‘to whether or not possiﬁilia are abstfact entities,

My suggestion is that, if possibilia are abstract entities,
then there is nothing to distinguishvthem from Platonic Forns.
This requirea a partigularAinterpretation of the Platonic Theory
ofAForms. There ére Qé course.ﬁény guch intérpretations; even
Plato?s own iniérpretations variea, or eVOlved. But I thing Qe.
can distinguish two categoriés of interpretation: the first
(Platonisml)kcountenances such Forms as Reauty, Justice, Virtue,
Equality, and so on, the second (Platonisma) inc}udes, along‘w;th
thege, Forms for animal, bed, fire, water, and soon, I propos;
that one version of the Theory of Forms which belong; to Plétonisma

admits Forms not only for genera, species and subspecies but

eventually for (qualitatively distinguishable) individuals -
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*
roesible as well as actual ones,

¥ow, suppose I have an ldea of, say, a statue of myself, an
idea which, though intelligible, is not instantlated in the actual
world, According to the realist with respect to possibility,
this is an idea of a possible statue - of a possible object, where
possible objects are real entities, But what distinguishes the
notion of a Platonic Form for such a statue, from the notion »¢ a
platonic ftinstantiation® cf that statue? The Form 1is neot a
subjectivevidqa, the product of some mind; dHor 1is it, of course,
a concrete entity. Thus it is not a content of the actual
world,‘ By what means can we distinguish the Form from the
possible entity, which is also nonconcrete and nonsubjective 1i.e,
nonactual, ig the case where both the Form and the possible
entity subtend the same description of a physical object?

If this suggestion is accepted, basic realism may be assimilated
But Platoniam

into Platonism involves no reference to worlds,

2° 2
possible or actual.f* How are o Ahem Yo wmakth 1t op RN

possible world realism? We can start by envisaging the unorganised

2&8

being ontologically eéui#élent to an unorganised pool of possibiei 

array of Forms - the Form - manifold - postulated by Platonism

objects 1.e. a domain consisting of the pooled domains of all
possible worlds. The contribution of possible world realism ?5

the antecedent metaphysics of Platonism, is thus to introduce
1 e_kac\% & parkihion gy Ths W\@hﬂo‘d
order into the Form -~ naqifold,/such that each subset of Forms

* Plato never held this view, though Plotinus is supposed to have,There
is strong evidence in the Parmenides however that PFlato drew the line
around his favoured Forms with a shaky hand.

#*% Tn the Timaeus, 31, Plato asks whether there are many worlds, or one
cnly, and replles thai there is one only. But he is there concerned onl
with actual worlds, and is claiming merely that if there were more than
one sctual world, then these vorlds would be parts of a higher unity.Ye
it is just the highest unity trhat he wanis to denote by the term ‘world



rerresents 3 scet of individuals which are capable of being coﬁstantu-
iated, These subsets may lntersect: one individual may belong fo
more than one set of coﬁ%tantiables. The rossitle vworld realist
treats this paftitian not as imposed by us on the uncrganised Form -
manifﬁld, but as an objective feature of that manifold - one which
went unrecngnised by Plato and his followers.

e should notg hoxévor, trat the Form-manifcld may be greater
thén the union of the domains of all possible worlds. For the Form-
maniféld contéins Forms for univarséls e.7. for redness, bedhood,
beéuty, as well as fof iﬁdividuélé. '?ossibilia may exémnlify such
proéerfies as redness,‘§r baauty, but no member of the donmain of any
possible world is‘itsélf redness or'beauty. However, the guestion of
the reiaticns between Forms belongiﬁg to different flevels' was
already uucertain for ¥lato. “ere éll Forms simple, or was the Form
for, say, Man,’compounded out of the Forms for Animal, Mammal,

Intelligence, Ziped, and so on? ‘as the Form-manifold a hierarchy, or
- - . N .}; N .
was it flat? Without trying to decide this issue, we can allow that

[y
!

* Scholarly opinion is divided on this issue. Let me quote two
commentators, In 'the Riddle of thre Farly Academy!, Cherniss says: '"No
idea is to any other as a constituent part to a whole or as a genus to
its species. Nor does Plato anywhere make the distinction of genus

and species among the ideas; but what Aristotle calls genus, differentia
and species are all for him distinct ideal units, each other than the
others, each having aspects which imply the existence of the others or
are compatible with the=, but each being an independent nature which
cannot be exhaustively analysed into the others.' Commenting on this
passage, Allen in 'Plato*s Futhyrhro and t-e Earlier Thecry of Forms',
cites ample evidence to support tre contrary internretatiosn, viz that
certain Forrs are compounds of simpler Forms, so that the structure of
the Iorm-manifold is hierarchical.



Lf & hierarchy intervretatisn is accented; thern the Form-manifoeld can.
te s8en asg beinr coextensive with the manifald of possiblilia, in whigh
the only antologically distinct entities are indlviduals -~ possibdle
physical abjects - but in which an immanent manifold «f oroperties,
or alternatively of classes (gensra, =specles, etec.), is also rregent,
If the Form-manifold Lo, on the other hand, conaidered to be flat, then
the wanifold of nossibilia is assimilated into, but is not coextensive
with, the Form-manifold.

An objectioa tormy suggestion that possibilia are Forms arliages
when vwe consider the relation of a Form to its instantiation. There
ls apparently no difference in ontological atatus between an uzinstantiated

and an instantiated Fora,. I have suggested that an uninstactiated Form

i1s identical with the possible entity subtendinz the same enpirical
dascristion, fut with wnat is an instantiated Form idantical?
Certainly not with an actvalised possible, for @n actuslised posgible is

w
:

an actual object, whlile an instantiated ¥ors is 8111l & Fors, not the
actual object whichvinstantiates it. The differensce between possibilia
ahd foras in thia”ras:ect is expressed when we say that posgslihilia are
ra&lised or actualised, While Forms are Instantiated, In beconing
aétuaiised, possib;lié iaae their platqnic staguae But Forms by no
means lose thelr platoalc status in beconing idstantiatedg ¥e could
perhaps adopt an immanence view of the relatiznghip vetween Yorms and
thoir'instantiatianmg construing 1t mo that the imaanence of Fores inv
cénéreta, l.e. the participation of concreta in Faorms, somehow degrades
the Feras from its pure platonic sﬁatus Lo gomething more zross, more

cxnerete, In this way we mizht be able to trace an analogy between
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the fate of an actualised possible, viz its loss of nlatonlc status,
and the fate of instantiated Form. Howsver I shall not vursue this
argument here, I merely note that this objection may impose a
certain qualification on my suggestion.

T also want to draw atteantion to the difference in the
respective motivations for the Platonic Theory of Yorms, and realism
with respect to possibility. Pléto's motive was rartly epistemo-
logical - to provide unonrelative objects for seemingly nonrelative
ideas, such as Reauty, Goodness, Equality, and so on, and partly to
explain (in sSome sense) why the world is as it is: Gbeautiful
objects are made beautiful by the Form of Peauty, good objects by
Goodness, pakirs of equdl objects by Fquality, and so on.’ Fealism
with resnect to possibility, on the other hand, is not intended to
explain either our knowledge of, or the nature of, the actual world:
our knowledge of possibilia is independent of our knowledge of actualia,
and the existence of possibilia is independent of the existence of

possibilia is inderendent of the existence of actualia (at least in

the sense that possibilia do not in any sense inform, or determine,
actualia - though according to scme epistemologies e.g. natural
realism (Chapter 3), they may intereact with actualia.)

However this difference in motivation ﬁay not affect the
ontological outqome - the ontology to» which the disvarate motivations
lead, Wy éuggestinn was only that we have no means nf distingdishing

the ontology of F’latonism2 from that of basic modal realisn.

* Sae, for examnle, Phaedo, 110,
b4 Fa 3 2
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Are Possitilia Abstract?

ilaving digressed to suggest thls form which abstract modal
realism may take, let me return to the central question, viz, are
possibilia abstract? If we conclude that they are not, this settles
the questicn whether they are Forms. For Forms are abstract, and
cannot be identical with any nonabstract entities,

qo pesstbiity

The realist with respect/can of course consider abstractness
an option only if a platonic view of. abstracta is assumed, In the
follgwing discussion, then, abstracta will always be viewed
platonistically.

My first answer to this question is that, if our epdstenmic
access to possibilia ~ from the viewpoint of any epistemology - is at
least partly via the (sensuous) imagination, then possibilia cannot
be identified with abstracta, For abstracta cannot be (sensuously)
imagined, We can picture in imagination, say, a triangle, with
roughly determinate angles and lengths of sides, tui we cannot
plcture a triangle in the abstract. Similarly with a universal
such.gé redness. ¥e can plcture particular shades of redness in
imag;nation, but we cannot picture the abstract entity, redness,
itself., In short, we can imagine particular instances of a given
universal, but not the universal itself. If possibilia are, as a

Anen dngy annob be rdeshical L abdvacka, ahich 652 04 & matlo of Prinuple, vnimagmable,
matter of principle, ﬁhimaginablﬁ/ If it is the imagination which .
affords epistemic access to possibilia, then since it is particulars
which are represented in imagination, it would seem to follow that
possibilia are particulars.

The view that pessibilia are abstracta is thus incompatible with

the view that imagination provides our epistemic access to posslbilia.



115

Put we cou}d still maintain that possibilia, gua abstract entities,
are conceivable, or conceptualisable, in the sense of being

describable, as opposed to imaginable. In this case it would be,

‘not imagihatibn, but our powers of conceptualisation, that provided
our epistemic access to possibilia,

¥y answer to this view turns bn the question of the degree of
determinacy required, from the realist point of view, of a possible
Ventity( Is a possible event as fully determinate as its concrete
realisation would be? Is the possible event, in itself, as opposed
to 14 our conceptualisation of it, as determinaté?its actualisation
would ba? Intuitiﬁely one would.want'to answer Yes. Yust not
evefy éspect, every detail, of the concrete event have been possible,
if that ccncrete event were to be realised? XNo qualitative detall is
added to a possible event in the process of its being actualised -
the actual event is merely the same event in a different mode,

if possibilia are iden;ical with abstracta, or concepts, then
they are only as determinate as concepts. Yet 1f possibilia are to
be'éé‘detefmihate as their'actualisations, we must suppose that
‘cdngégis (daﬁ} have the same degree of determinacy as do actuél,

concrete pérticulars.”‘ To sdppoée this is to suppose that a concept

can exhauétively represent (or describe) a particular. This is the
quesfion I want to consider. It must be carefﬁlly distinguished from
the‘question'whether a concept (or descriptioﬂ) can uniquely fix a
conecrete reference, and also from the question of the Tdentity ‘of
Indiscernibles,

Ordinarily we suppose that definite descriptions enable us to mﬁu&

uniquely »rsfer to particular concrete individuals. The reason for
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this is, ( think, that such descriptions, of concrete individvals,
directly or indirectly incorporate directions as to the spatio
temporal location of the individual in question. e.g. ‘'the first
dog btorn at sea' identifies an obdject by relating it to the earliest
dvent of a given kind (birth of a dog) within a given region
(terrestrial seas): often the svatiotemporal directions can be
understood only contextually e.g. 'the man next door', ‘the actor
whe played Hamlett, etec. T do not wish to take up this issue here,
I only wish to point out that the inclusion of the spacetime
co-ordinates of ‘an object in the description of that object is
sufficient to enable that description tgjéiiquely refer to the object

in question. It is not however sufficient to ensure the

exhaustiveness of that description, taken as a description of an

actual particular, Furthermore, some descriptions or concepts may.
uniquely refer even without the inclusion of spacetime co~ordinates,
if we suppose that sorme individuals have properties, or conjunctions
of properties, uniguely peculiar to themselves. Ffut tre inclusion
of such groperties in a description of a particular would not
guarantee the exhaustiveness of that description,

- The principle of the Identity of Indiscernibles, taken as a
thesis about gqualitative properties (by which T mean all emgirical
properties save spacetime co-ordinates) affirms that every spatio-
temporally distinc@ individual enjors some distinctive propefty - sSome
property or conjunction of properties uniquely peculiar to itself,
The Identity of Indiscernibkles, then, supports the view that
descriptions, or ccncents, can uniquely refer, even when they do not

include the s;acetime co-ordinates »f thelr refereuace. fut the



Identity of Indiscernibles has no direct bearing on the guestion o{
the degree of exhaustivensss attainable by descriptions. for the
Identity of Indiscernibles does not require that the respective
descriptions which bring to light the qualitative difference between
two spatiotemporally distinct individuals must be exhaustive. The
only degree of exhaustiveness required is that they do bring to
light these differences, If exhaustive descriptions are possibdle,
tne Ydenbby o Inghscarnbles.  For ik iy furn out
this in no way confirms or refutes/aat that two spatliotemporally
distinct particulars can satisfy the same exhaustive qualitative
desoription, or it may not,

Qur present guestion then is just whether or not exhmustive
description is possible, The point of this question is that if a
concept can, in principle, exhaustively represent a particular, then
we can say that concepts are as deterwinate as particulars, Hence
a possible event can be identified with an abstract entity (a
concept), and yst be no less determinate than the concrete
realisation of that event would be,

One's first reaction to this question of exhaustiveness might
be that the very nature of the vrocess of abstraction precludeé
such exhaustivqness in the concepts which are its products. Consider,.
for instance, Locke'!'s theory of abstraction, which Mackie*
characterises as 'a theory of selective attention aided by
resemblances and comparisons,'

Selective attention enables us to focus on a particular feature

of a given object e.g. the whiteness of a pizce of raver, ignoring

* Hackie: Froblers from locke p, 110,
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its other features; ws then compare this objesct with other objects,
and find that certain of them resemble the given object in respect
of this particular feature. e then assign a term to this feature,
2nd this term now exnresses a universal.

This account presupposes that resemblanceg are objectively
grounded, that they are already 'in' the world, and are not rpurely
the work of the mind,. %e may or may not feel happy about this
presuprosition. For the purnoses of this discussion however, this
aspect of abstraction need not concern us., For there seems in
principle no reason why selective attention should not be successively
applied to every asvect, every feature or detail, of a concrete
particular, until a2ll the properties of that particular had been
noted, If we assigned a terr to every feature of the object as we
selectively focussed it, then the conjunction of these germs would
form an exhaustive description of the object. . : o

howeves 15, ) Tk, s eoncewed: “he Probh?,w

This way of apyroaching the problem of exhaustivenesf/&s'natr,«
thatiaﬁyigiyqniparticﬁlaﬁhhas?én,in@éf&niﬁe;y great number of
proberties ;.thoughAwhenvwe consider the micro-dqscription of concrete
pérticulars a problem analogous to-this does arise; it is rather
that the,grecise nature ofzéhe properties.of a.particular cannot be ‘
-represented by the method of abstraction, Ye =ight describe a
concrete object as spherical and green. Fut no concrete object is
verfectly spherical, since the concept of a sphere is an abstract
geometrical ideal. When we try to describe the geometrical
deviation from gphericity of the object, we shall face the same sort
of liritation om our description: the shape of an object is only
describable to a less than absolute depgree of precision. Similarly
in the case of its green-ness. “e can ldentity the shade of

green-ness it exhibits with bnly a limited orecision.
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Notlce that this view of exhaustiveness does however take
geccount of the second stage of locke's theory of abstraction, viz
comparison and resemblance. For if description and abstraction
wvere explained in terms of selective attention alone, there would
be no problem of precision, ~For as we focussed our attention on
a selected feature of the given object, we would assign a term to
it, and that term would signify precisely that feature i.e. that
feature precisely exemplified in that object. But if this
‘exhausted the procedure of abstraction, we should never obtain
universal terms, for we should’have to-assign‘g/distinct nevw terms
to the properties of every distinet individual. In this case,
language would ciearly never evolve at all. Our descrintions of
concrete particulars must be in terms of universals, but
universality precludes precision. For in noting the resemdblances
amongst conCreE;t we musgt not be toc fussy about the degree to
which they resemble one another in a given respect, All whité
objects are white in virtue of béing;yé.a'ﬁarticular'shade of white
witﬁin‘a'raﬁge of shades of white., 1If we tried to assign a
distinct term to every shade of whité,'we would never arrive at
a colour vocabulary at all, for shades of whiteness form a
continuum, as do the shades of all dolours.

This limitation on the degree of precision attainable in
description of concreta may be construed as a limitation on the degree
of exhaustivensss attainable in description. This limitation is not
contingent; it is inherent in the very nature of abstraction. In}
this sense then, concdpts do underdeter~ine particulars, and hence,
according to our earller arguments, possibilia cannot be identicsl

with concents,
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To this argument you might make the following objection. It
may be that the properties of a particular such as its (seen) colouf
aad its (heard) sound cannot be described with absolute precision,
But 1f instead of a phenomenal description of the object we attempted
the kind of description whichva ghysicist would give of 1it, then each
of 1ts properties (the properties appearing in the physical
description) would»be measurable, e cquld zive 1ts vrecise spatial
dimensions, its precise nass, density,;and s0 on, and the precilse
wavelengths of the light reflected from its surface,-and of the
sound waves of which‘it&was the source, = This objection raises the
question of the degree of precision attainable in such measurement.
In practice, we do not have the teclnological capacity to make such
measurenents with absolute precision. = Hut since we are assuming
glatonism with respect to concepts anyway, there is no reason why we
should not allow that such precision is in principle possibtle - and
that an absolutely precise description of a given coacrete object is
thus possible, and hence, er?.a platoq}st rolat of view, exists. Of
course, in the light of the indetermiggcy‘principle in fuantums
@ech&nics,‘wg night want to‘disputgathq;absqlute deterninacy even of
concrete objects.. .

wonkum

This/postulate provides a short~-cut to exhaustiveness, For
now absolute rrecision is not reqguired for exhaustiveness, since the
values of the physical variables characterising the concrete
particular whiqb is the object of the description or concept in
guestion are not themselves absclutely rrecise - in the sense that,

say, the rosition and momentum of the object canuot in principle be

sirultaneously measured beyond a certain specifieu degree of precision.



121

it would seem, then, that in the case of physical description,
exhaustiveness is in principle possibvle. Since vhysical descrijptions
therefore do not underdetermine concrete particulars, there is,
according to our earlier argument, no obstacle to identifying
possibilia with such descriptions or concepts,

Or is there? 1In Chapter 5 I consider the primary/secondary
properties -distinction in relation to possibilia, Is there a
difference, from the viewpoint of realism with respect to possibility,
between the way a vpossible entity is ‘'in itself', unideated, and the
way it Yappears' to us when it is ideated? Is, say, a possible
pumpkin - the real entity, as it is in itself - merely a possible.
system of particles, which becomes green and orange only when it is
thought of by us? Or is it green and orange regardless of whether it
is thought of by anyone? I do not want to go into this nuestion of
primary and secondary proverties here, but only to anticipate my
claim in Chapter 5, viz that the so-called secondary, or phenomenal,
properties do characterise possibilia as they are 'in themselvest,

If we éccept this, then the exhaustiveness of physical descrintion,
from a platonist and/or guantum mechanical viewpoint, does not enable
us to postulate the identity of possidilia with such descriptions.
For now we are assuning that the 'phenomenal' properties of a
possible object are not reducible to its strictly measurable
properties - the vproperties that appear in a purely physical description
of a concrete object. The absolute determinacy of such rhenomenal
properties in particular instantiations is not however in principle
ph momawal
representable in the concepts of these/?ropertiee - as we saw 1n our

earlier discussion of the method of abstraction. Hence ihe degree of



exhaustiveness attainable in the kind of @kscrintion which is
required for possibilia is, after all, limited. It might be
thought that there isw;;gégi;ﬁrestraint on the exhaustiveness of
deserdpiion——even—of physical description, Thig arises if we
require that a description is exhaustive only if it descrikes the
object in question in terms of its basic constituents. For

modern developments in elementary particle shysics sulgest that thers
may be an infihite iegress of ever more tbaslic! rarticle levels of
physical reality.* Such a physical regress does not impose a
limitation on the exhaustiveness of description for the platonist
with respecﬁ to concdpts however. Aere he takes his cue from the
mathematical platonist, The fact that we cannot subjectively
entertéin‘copcepts of tactual infinities’, does not entall that such

concepts may not exiff;)

C;;;‘conclude that the existence of this regress does not impose

a ﬁg%traint on the exhaustivencess of description.
¥e could pursue this guestion of exhaustiveness further, Ve

qould,zfor instance, discuss wvhether description in terms of
physical laws,ﬂtcgethefrwéth initial and bouundary concitions,
secured exhaustiﬁeness, and whether such description was appropriate
for possibilia. I hone that 1 have already s=zid enough however -
in connecticn with the process of abstraction - to show that the
exha;stlveness attainable by the kind of descriptions (cencepté) with

which possibilia could be considered identical is lixited - and

hence that such identification is not legitimate.

o a 1 - v N ~/
¥ jee U's Fohm: Causalitly and Chance in “odern Physxcs.()«-a'
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with this resuit we can assert that possibilia are not
abstracta.

This conclusion finally refutes the suggestion offered above,
viz that possibilia are Forms. For Forms indisputably are
universals, and hence abstract. Therefore, according to our

present argument, they cannot be identical with possibilia.

Are Possibilia Substantival?

I want to move on now to the second question T asked at the
begluning of this Phavter. TIf possibilia are not abstract, then
what is their onthlogical natﬁre?v» Metaphysics traditionally
countenances two types of realism: platonism, or realisw with
reséect @ abstract objects, and perceptual realism, or realism with
respect to actual objects - the objects of percestion. Yere, in
the shape of posaibilia, we seem to have a kind of entity which
cannot be subsumed under ecither of these metaphysical categories.
Pogsibilia are real, but not abstract, nor are they perceived, as
concre?a are. Being nonabstract, nonuniversal, we can consider
then to be a type of particular. But what type?

o 'Lét“ué‘tfyg as a provisional metaphysical compromise, the
folib&ing suggestion.  Possibilia are substantival entities,
though the kind of substance in which they are grounded is of a
different kind from that in which concreta are grounded, l.et m9‘ 
clarify this suggestion by explicating the notion 5f substance T
am employing here, It is not Aristotelian substance; Aristotle

distinguishes different kinds of suhstance for diffcre-t «inds of



concrete object - the kind of substance assgociated with a particular
vind ¢f object is deterrined by the real essence of that cblect.

Here I am assuming, on the contrary, that all cbncrete objects are
made of the same kiand of substance. Hence T do not intend
‘substance! to be understood in its modern sense, either;according
‘to this modern usage, a substance, or a stuff, is that to which some
méss term refers, e.g. gold, honey, woo&.* There will clearly be a
rlurality of such substances in the cbncreté wvorld.  Rather, the
sense in which I wish 'substance' to be here understood is in the
now very disreputable sense of substrate: that in which the
phenomenal properties of objects inhefé, and which ensures the reality
of those objects; we shall call the substrate in which the
phenomenal croperties of concrete objects inhere, concrete substance,
and the substrate in which the phenomendl properties of possibilia
inhere, ethereal substance. = Ethereal substance is supposed to be
a shadowy, ethereal counterpart of concrete substance.

You may think that this propesal is going to be easy to shoot
down, éiven the disastrous history of the notion of substrate. But
‘we ‘should notice that realism with respect to possibility throws up

- an analogous problem to that ‘which confronted, and confounded, ‘éarlier
realist metaphysicians in their attempt to elude the sceptic. ™ ‘The
problem for the basic realist is, how to ground the presumed reality

of possibilia (objects of inagination)? We has to try to show that

* Fhere may be disagreement as to which mass terms designate
substances e.g. terms for chemical elements, as opposed to terms
simply for solids, as opposed agaln tn terms for fluilds; or
gases, and so on., This need not concern us here.

*# For further discussion of this proposal, see Ch. 5.
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possibilia are not the creatures of the imagination, Jjust as the
percepiual realist had to try to show that actualia are not the
creatures of percevtion. No solution to the latter problem has
ever been found, and no proposed sclution has improved on the
substrate theory. After the failure of the substrate theory,
philosophers have more or less wearied of the problem, and simply
shelve§<it. WYhatever we think about this, we would surely not
allow the realist with respect to possibility to shrug the problem
off in this way. Intultively, the reality of possibilia demands
even more defense thaéyiie reality of.actualia. Even the
phenomenalt nature of possibilia would be considered by the sceptic
to be 'nqﬁ%enal', since it is inaccessible to perception. The modal
realist might counter that, though the 'phenomenal nature of
pessibilia 1s inaccessible to perception, it is accessible to
imagination. Put the 'given' of imagination is, the sceptic would
reply, much more tenuous and shadowy than the ‘'given' of perception.
ilence the realist with respect to possibility builds on even shakier
faﬁndaéioﬁs than does the realist with respect to the objects of
‘perception.

We therefore provisionally give licence to the realist with
respect te possibility to expslolt whatever means are available to
defend his realism. Tn particular, we allow him to ground
possibilia in an ethereal substrate, thereby securing their reality.
In order that this view should not vrove a non-starter, we shall
ignore the principal epistemolozical objection to substrate theories
in general, viz that such a substrate must be epistemclogically

inaccessible. Let's assume at least the intellizibility of the




substrate hypothesis, and of the substantival view of possibpilia
in particular,

Before proceeding we ought to note that the substrate hypo-
thesis is 111 attuned to our present atomistic conception of
naterial reality. It was evolved in response to the preatomistic
conception of matter - as an infinitely divisible, coantinuous sclid,
The substrate was the solid, continuous base in which the
phenomenal properties 'inhéred*. Given an atomistic conception of
matter however, according to which a material object is a system of
discrete particles each with minute mass, and separated from one
another by relatively vast dista-~ces, where is the substrate supposed
tp be? The only answer is that it is the s0lid base in which the
properties of the micro-particles inhere.y The reality of
material objects is then conceived as being grounded in the
substantivality of their micro-comnonents,

This is the (admittedly dubious) manner in which we reconcile
the substrate hypothesis with the atomistic conception of matter.
The reality of concrete particles is grounded in a concrete substrate,
and that of possible particles (the constituents of possibilié) in
ethereal substance. Lowever ®we saw reason, earlier in this chapter,

to question the attrikution of & =icrostructure to possivilia, such

[}

that possitilia, considered 'in themselves', unideated, consist

* This assumes that the mass of vparticles is a prizitive physical

property, not theoretically reducitlie to, say, wave interactlions

in 3% an underlying fileld, e shall challenge this assumption in
Ch. 5, and there nursue the auestion of substance in the light of
this challenge.
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only of this structure, and lack properties such as colour and
sound., If we do thiankx that possibilia are, in themselves, yellow
and blue and so on, and mre not merely systems of particles and
photons, then our view of possibilia is analogous to the
preatomistic, naive realist view of concrepét and as such well
attuned to the substrate hynothesis,. Indeed, the substrate
hypothesis saves from self-contradiction the view that vronerties
such as colour - which are, in the case of concrete objects, mind-
dependent - do really inhere in possibilia i.e. belong to possidilia
mind-~independently. - For now possibilia can bBe construed as
subjective ideas:or images which have gained independent existence,
by becoming grounded in a substrate.

As far-fetched as this substantival view of possibilia may .
seem as it stands, I can find no direct, prima facle objection to it,
save the epistemological objection that applies to substrate theories
in general, which I have promised to ignore. My objection to it only
arises-yhen it is made to service pcssible. world semantics, as the
metaph§sical foundation of the possible world apparatus. For now
the substantival view poses a problem in connection with the tfans~

world identity relation.
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Identity and the Substrate

The substrate hypothesis, as a general hypothesis, entails a
particular conception of identity. I shall call it the substant-
ival, or nogmenal, view of identity. According to this view,
identity is a relation which is determined at the level of things-
in~themselves, or chunks of substance, as oprosed to the
phenomenal level, the level of objects qua nexes of manifest
proverties.. If an ‘empirical object is said to have identity
through time i.,e, if 1t 1s said to be a persisting object, then this,
according to the present view, implies that it is a persisting
chunk of substance. The persistence of the particular nexus of
manifest properties grounded in thés chunk of substance is merely a
consequence of the persistence of the chunk of substance - it is not
what determines the identity through time of an object.
| According to the substantival view, then,'thé identity of
objects is an cntonlogical matter; didentity is not merely a relation
which we impose on our exrerience, T shall be contesting this
substaﬁtival theory of identity in Ch, 6, = Here I~shall centent
nyself with a few general comménts, followed by =zn argument
concerning the consequences of this view of identity for possible -
world realism,

My general objection is simply that, because identity thus -
conceived is ng%menal, ve lack epistemlc access to it, ¥'e can
observe the persistence of particular nexes of properties; if we are
substantivalists, we shall vrobably infer from such observations to
the continuity of the ynderlying substsnce. Fut thig inference is
eplstemologically indefensible, How can we tell whether a persisting

chunk of substance, or an imperg%ptihle succession of different



122

chunks of substance, underlie this persisting nexus of properties?

This discreyancy between the empirical and the nou&enal
levels is not unimrortantjif we do not get the identies right,
we do not get the facts right. For ilnstance, the sentence 'the
object,(? , will have property g at k,', implics,froa the
substantivalist viewpoint, that underlying a particular persisting
nexus of properties there is a persistinzg chunk of substance; CP
is thought to persist to h in virtue of that chunk of substance
persisting until k' . If it is5 a quite differeant chunk of
substance - not even one that has gradually, bit by bit, replaced
the original chunk - underlying the same nexus of properties at
"k{, then the object which exhibits these properties is not (?
and hence it is false to say that C()win have Pat |, . The fact
is that a 'different object will have P at F}.

Let us now turn torthe substantivalist version of possible
world realism. - On this view, to say that a particular individual,’
A, possibly exists, is to say that there exists. an individual, A7
whose properties are grounded in an ethereal substrate.  To say
that an actual individual, B, hés;a certain possible property, P,
is to say that B is transworld identical with an ethereal individusal,
B/,pwho has P. Transworld identity is now ngghenal: the transg- .
world identity of two individuals is determined at the substratal,; -
not at the empirical,; level. But even if we had a relatively -
unconiroversial epistemic criterion for discovering the transworld
identity of individuals - such as we do for discovering the intra
world identity-through-time of an individual (viz the spatiotemporal

corntinuity of a particular nexus of empirical properties) - trans-



world identity would still, on this view, meet the same obijection
as did intraworld identity -~ through-time: we cannot legitimately
infer nonmenal identity from empirlcal evidence.

Suppose we wailve this otjection, and allow that eplstenic
criteria may be sufficient.far discovering substantival identity.
In the intraworld context, we allow that the spatiotemporal
continuity of a nexus of nmanifest properties is evidence of the
persistence of a chunk of substance grounding them. what
epistemic criteria can we then devise for transworld identity? 1In
Chapter 2 .I argued that empirical similarity is in some respects
inadequate, and that gualitative. indiscernibility 1is too strong,
for semantical purposes. Can we then take a cue from the case of
intraworld identity-through-time, and devise- spatiotemporal criteria
for transworld identity? Fof example, perhaps two individuals in
different worlds are transworld identical if their trajectories
coincide at certain points (where I assume that for each point in the
spacetime framework of one world we can identity a uniquely
corresponding point in the spacetime framework of the other world,
and that we can identify these points as the ;same' point, without
entering into the issue of the substantival ws. the relationist
view of spacetime),  But this suggestion cannot be acceptable, for
the trajectory of a given chunk of substance in a given vorld will
surely be intersected at many points by many different i.e, non-
transworld-identical, chunks of substance in other worlds. - For
suppose I identify a samvple chunk of substance in the actual world,

0\"\\' oy
and carry it from/A to/B; suppose you also identify a chunk of

/



substance, and carry it along a route CD parallel to AB; then
surely it would be natural for us tc suppose that you could have
stepped across, if you had wished,"and intéréected my path, This
means that in some possible world the trajectory of your chunk of
substance intersectstthat of mine, yet it would not follow that
your chunk of substance in that world is transworld identical with
my chunk in this world, for we have already assumed that the
former is the tfans—substantiatlcn of your chunk of substance
rather than mine,

It would also be counterintuitive to suppose the criterion of
the identity of chumks of substance across worlds to be colncidence
along the entire length of the respective spatiotemporal trajectories.
For imposing such a strict condition on transworld identity would,
once again, render it effectively useless for semantical purposes,

Fut this exhausts the conditions for transworld identity that
can be plausibly defined in terms of spatiotemporal co-ordinates.
And this in turn leaves the nossible world substantivalist bankrupt
of epi;temic criteria for the transworld identify of individuals.

*“In conclusion, I have tried to show that there are objections
to the view that vossibilia are abstract entities, and also to the
view that they are substantival entities. I think that the realist
with reavsect to pessibility is under some obligation to explicate
the pregumed mind-independent status of possibilia. Unless he
can suzgszest a new form of nonconcrete realism - neither abstract

nor substantival - I think he has not yet fulfilled this obligation.



Chapter Five

The Problem of Actuality

If possible worlds, or possible objects, are real, what is it
that distinguishes them from the actual world, or actual objects?
This problem I shall call the problem of actuality. It is, let it
~ be noted, only a problea in connéction with the realist view of
possibility, for if possible worlds or objects are not real, then
this distinguishes them from ithe actual world or objects; indesd,
no confusion between the two sorts of world or object could in this
case plausibly arise., . But on the assumption of realism with
respect to both, the problem of actuality is a formidible problem.

The onus is on the realist with respect to nossibility to find
a solution. For it is this realism which is placed in Jeopardy
by the problem; realism with respect to actuality is
(comparativély) unassailable. Tf a means for distinguishing
possibilia fron actualia'cannot he discovered, two options are
open‘to US. ©ither we deny .that there 1s such a distinction - a
result which the reslist would be as ldath to accept as any one;
or we jettison one of the realisms. There can be little doubt
about which will be the one to 0.

Let me now .survey various suggestions as to xnat characteristic

of actualia might servé to distinguish them from possibilia.
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The Concreteness of Actualia

Is 1t concretensss which distinguishes actualia from possibilia?
Most certainly.f But such a truth is hardly iliuninating unless it
is complemented with a positive, noncircular explication of the
notion of concreteness, If we cgnnot explicate concretencss in
vositive terms, or can only explicafe it 1n terms of actuality, then
the claim that it 1s the concreteness of actualia which distinguishes
them from possibilia in no way furthers our understanding of this
distinction.

The intuition behind amy appeal to concreteness as that which
distinguishes actualia from possibilia is that the former are
golid!' or 'uponderable', You can, as Dr, Johason discovered in a
different though relevasntly similar context, xick them. ~Fossibilia,
on the other hand, are 'ethereal', *‘imponderable'; you cannot kick
then, This may be a thilosophically naive intuition, but it is the
commonsense point of departure for reflection on the distinction
between possibilia and actualia,

on the grounds of this intuition, we might be led to suggest
- that .the difference between actualia and possibilia is that the
former have, and the latter lack, (certain) primary properties.
Obviously properties such as size and shape, being enpirically
manifest, cannot be denied to possibllia. But certain primary

properties are not empirically manifest, in any obvious sense e.g.

1

* T want to here leave aside the mind/krain issue. 8 dualist
would want to say that trere are some actual entities, viz minds
which are not concrete (x given our vresent usazge, according to
which an entity may be said tc be concrete iff it is both actual
and physical). In order to avoid complications which are
unnecessary for the present purpose, let me just set aside
dualism, and describe the contents of the actual world, in
contradistinction to those of possible worlds, as concrete.
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*
mass, Mass is the theoretical notien which most closely corresponds

to our intuitive notion of soplidity; hence it is well adapted teo
uncéerpin the notion of concreteness. 1.et us therefore take the
basic property in terms of which concreteness may be characterised
to be mass.

The realist with resvect to possibility will immediately
- protest that just as possibilia have all the secondary properties
that actualia do, so they have all the vrimary properties. Any
properties which may be attributed to actualia may, for that very
reason, be attridbuted tO'passibilia.

In order to answer this, let us remember the point - or at
any rate, part of the point ~ of the primary/secoundary properties
distinction. A realist (with respect to actuality) normally draws
a distinction between the way (actual) objects are 'in themselves',
and the way they appear to perceivers. The prover way to characterise
them as they are in themselves is in terms of their primary
properties, while the proper way to characterise them as they appear
to per;eivers ig in terms of tneir secondary properties. This &s
it stands is, of course, quiteninaccurate, since many of the primary
properties also tappear?! to perceivers. The important noint about
the distiaction from our present vpoint of view however is that not
all the properties which appear in the percept of the objectg are
tint the okhject in 1itself,

Yow we ask the realist with respect to possibility: what

* In Provlems from Locke, Ch. 1, Mackie argues that neither solidity
nor mass gqualify as primary properties according to Locke's

conceptinon of gprimary properties, Eut presumably they would do so on a
revised definition of the priwsary/secondary qualities distinction, which
emphasised the explanatory power of the primary property concepts.
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properties do possibilia have in themselves i.e. independently of
being apprehended by us? Since they ars real entities, it is
permissible, indeed mandatory, to observe this distinction hetween
the way they are in themselves and the way they are as apprehended
by us.  Are they colourless, cdourless, noiseless chunks of
possible matter, which acquire their sensuous, secondary
properties only in fhe rrocess of being ideated? Or do they enjoy
their secondary rroperties even while they are not being ideated?
"I think that most realists with resvect to possibility would-
construe, say, a vossible ' pumpkin-as being. in itself, yellow, and
not as counsisting of a colourless system of mlcro-particles. VYet
to thus attributé secondary properiies to an object-in-itself,
entails a refusal to ground those preperties in primary properties?
i.e, a refusal to attribute the corresponding primary properties
to the cbject. For 1f an object does have those nrimary
properties, then the corresponding secoadary properties only arise
as the product of the interaction of those primary properties with
the oréanls of nercepntion and consciousness: the primary grounds
o1 secondary properties, and the sscondary properties thus‘grounded,
cannot be conceived as co-obtaining in the object as it is in itself.
Hence if the secondary properties inhere in possibilia mind-
independently, the primary properties which would normally be
‘thought to ground such vroverties must be abtsent. Hence only the
kind of primary properties which are empirically nanifest will
telong to possibilia, Froperties such as mass will not do so.
Here then we have an argument purporting to characterise the
distinction between actualia and possibilia: actualia have mass

whereas possibilia do not, To be concrete is to be massive.

'
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There is an objection to this argument however. In the
depth analysis -~ at preseat inconclusive -~ of matter being
conducted in modern physics, mass is no longer unambiguously
present at the most fundamental levels of physical reality:
physics is in the process of dematerialising matter, Aence if the
phenomenal world is supposed to be grounded in a concrete
‘substratum' of mass, then modern physics has effectively pulled
the szubstratum from under the feet of the phenomenal world.
Substance has evanesced upon dissection, The concreteness of the
actual world has digsolved: actuality has become ethereal.

Is 'ethereal' eguivalent to ‘'unreal®? Is the concreteness of
actuality not only what distinguisﬁ?it from possibllity, but also
what grounds the reality of actual objects? There are two questions‘
to asik here, The first is7does the ethereality of actual natter
imply its nonreality - its ideality?/ If 1t dJdoes, then the problen
of actuality deoes not arise, since this is only a problem when
possibilia and actualia are both assumed to be real. 4and if it
does not, that is to say, if reality - in this case in the shape of
actuali owjects - may be ethsreal, what will diétinguish (real)
actualia from (real) possibilia, where the latter are presumably
also etherealai

On thne question whether ethereality implies nonreality, opinion

is divided, or nore truthfully, bewildered. The philosophical

* In Ch. 4 we intrcduced the notion of ethereal substance to
characterise nossibilia, having argued that possitilla are not abstract.
I assune, for the sake of this argument, that if possibilia are real,
they must he srounded in such ethereal substance,



consternaticn experienced by pvhysicizts in the face of the

25 to e ‘G(Y
developments in elementary rarticle physics testi@%/tha there is
ne obvious answer, Most physicists still profess to be realists,
but their realism is more a heritage from a philosophically less
fraught tradition than a conviction wrested from the rresently
avallasle theoratical and experimental data.  This question then
remains open.

If ethereality does imply ideality, and physics is therefore
thought to confirm idealism e.g. positivism, then the cuestion of
the distinction between actuality and possibility will, as we have
noted, not even arise, since the idealist can neither espousse
realisn with respect to possibility, nor ultimately cefine any
satisfactory ontoloiical distinction between actualia and

k3
posgsibilia,

If ethereality does not imply ideality, thea it wiprht be
argued that it was wistaken to seek te characterise concreteness
in terms of the primary property, mass, Y& can contrast ethereality
with méssiveness, but 1t may be that ethereality is compatible with
concreteness. For it may be suggested that concreteness is
properly characterised in terms of the substanstival nature of
sracetime, That is to say, if spacetime - thouzh manifestly an
'ethereal' entity - may be construed as substastival, then there
can be nc objection to regarding the actual world as, though
ethereal, substantival or cancrete, This calls for an aprraisal

of the suonstantival; view 2§ spacetine.

* fee Note 1.
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¥rat then is the content of the suhstantiva#a§iew of gnace-
time? Tt dones not differ from the relatinnizt view in its
attrinution of rositive proverties to spacetine - these proverties
are Jjust the pronerties which belong to the geometry which the

substantivalist

[¢]

laizs is exemplified hy actuval (real) s acetirne;

that is tc say, actual spacetime has no pronerties which are not
shared by a purely mathematical object, viz a cgeometry,. S0 what
distinguishes snacetine frow the gecometiry it exemplifies its

reality? Tut mathematical platonists would claim that mathematical

n

entities are real also. Tts actuality? Tut i1t Ls the
distinguishing characteristic of actuality that we are here seexing,

hence it would be circular to invsoke actuality as that which

rey

distinguishes snacetime from geowetry.

1)

ts shysical reality? Tut
the only attributes available for its positive -hysical
characterisatiocn are geometrical - and hence chare’ by the releg@nt
geometry, whichk i3 abstract.

You mizht think that what distinsuishes actual s-acetine from

the mathematical entity, viz the geometry (undarstan

P

rlstoaistically)
which it exemrnlifies, is obviously the fact trat material bodies are
embedded in the former, wut not in the latter.

"This restmnouse Ls doubly defective, iret aco, how can
the substagtivaliat's view, on this reading, be mads to differ from
snacetine? For tie antivatiss for the
subeterntivalist view is tre assuantinn of fhs orists-ale ical
antecedeace of tre actual shysical reality of s acatine to tmat of

matter, or at least of their eriztex:larical arit:, “{ we cannot

ex:licate the actual physical reality of ssacctive without annealing
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to the actual physical reality of amatter, then the reallst view of
spacetime vecoumes, not falsified, but evistemically rsdundant,
since there is an alternative view based on the saue presise with
fewer ontological commitmsnts, viz the relationist view.

3

Whether or not the relationist could justify the assumution
of the concreteness »f (actual) wmattsr, ziven his view oif the
nature of avacetine as purely abstract, is another question,
Leivniz, the proto—rolaﬁionist, did not of course assume the

concreteness of material bodies: they were rather, according to

him, ideal entities, constructsed out of the ideal interaction of

monads,
HOUETS fut 1t is act our task here to pursue the relationist's
problen, £t thre bezinning of this argumeat, T sugsested that it

)

would be defensitle to rerard matter as concrete, despite the
its micre-structure incurred by modern physics,

: . . : N i
if we could succeed in sustaining a ubstantlvay view of sracetine

~

b
e

by

etherealisa

o

~
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sracetime bveiny the supremely tethereal! entity. Ye therafore

cannot now rerlt trhe slbetantivalist to reszt his case for the

om

vbstahtivality of sracetime on the assumntion of the concreteness
of matter (where tris assumntion was involved in the argument that

spacetime is substantival because it is actual, and it l!s actual

because concrete bodies are embedded in it.) Yence even as an
ontologically superfluous, epistemically unmotivated, hypot'iesis,
the subztantivalist view of snacetime does not succeed in providing

gxrzlication ol the nntion of substantivality whick it lnvokes.
Ye conclude thal the congreteness of zctuality cannot be
rositively exolicated in such a way asz to iustify tre assumstion of

an ontological distinction between concrete actualia and ethereal

pessibilia,



Tt misnt Le objected that we are aot obliged to offer a
vositive explicatiocn of concrateness, ve could merely interpret
concreteness in ter:s of substance, or substrate, understood in

A
the negative, Hantian sense as the noﬂmenal greund of phenonenal

*

»

objects. sowever this move will net help to solve the wnrovlem
of actuairity, ior it is difficult to see how nofimenality, which
is uncharactaerisatle, unexn
one dorain of real entities e.g. actualia, from angther do-ain
of real entitics e.g. vossibllia,. ror the definition of
W .
nogmenon is Jjust ‘'what is real', as opposed to ‘'what is
phenomenal, or mind-dependent!. 4 realist with reansect to
possibility resards possibilia as falliang inte the category of
twhat is real'; Theace he woulid be justiiied in ccasgidering thenm
,A" v ‘A" . L e 3
as grounded in noﬁwena. lcﬁxenal;tg thos cannot serve to
distinguish actuwalia from possibvilia.

L
I ccaclude, onp more, that concreteasss cannct usefully he

1

invoked as the characteristic which distinguiches actualia from

possibilia.

searchinyg and Finding

zrest & quite diffarant criterion for tris
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distinction tetween actualia and nossibilia: observahlilits.

An object is an actual, as opposed to a possibkle, rhysical object,

3
[
el d
(.+
xi
s
l¢]
r
-
3
Gy
<
;1
o
o+
)
<t
in
ot
i
o]
e
o

t=2t the concert of

by e ex licated in torms o obrarvability is



141

intikwa'ts theory of Searching and Finding.* Qe sugsgests that the
logic of quantifiers is basically the same as that of the verbs 'to
seek' and f'to find?’. 'Finding' is not to be interpreted only in
terms of literal confrontation with (obsérvation) of an object:

we find stars by measuring their radioc emissions, and we find
electrons by #neans of the paths they leave in cloud chambters. Nor
is finding a nurely passive affalr, a matter »f teing confroated in
perception with a particular state of affairs; finding presuproses
searching, and searching is an activity, an operation on the world,
which may involve an element of production. Direct observation?,
Hintixka writes, Ys a "itrivial case" of finding, and the discovery:r:
of an object by a complicated technical procedure may perhaps be
considered as the issue of a test conducted by very speciasl means,!
(n. 1), He also says, 'It is obvicus trat a great deal of
idealisation is normally involved in the activities of seeiking and
finding here. A1l human limitaticns will have to be abstracted
from. _ The searcher in question will have to be thought of, if
not as omnipresent, than at least as '"o=uninimbler, free of all
those limitations of access that we nhumans are subject to.' (p. 103)
e stipulates also that the field of search must be, somehow,
hovever nartially, defined in advance.

T take it thrat Hintikka intends this theory to be a theory of
meaning, but the fact that the concegt whose meaning is here being
subjected to the theory is the conceut of existence,implies that in
this case . theory of meaning will zntall an ontological theory i.e,
Lf 'to exist' means 'to be findable', then it follows that a thing

~ust be findable in order to be said to exist.

* J. iintizxa: Logilc, Language ames and Tnfornation.
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intergpretations of Searching and Finding sug:est

%]

themselves, It is not clear whether Yintikka intends his theory
te give a constructivist definition of the notion of actual

existence, or indeed what is involved in the notion of a

e

constructivist definition, T shall abstract from Hintikka's
intenticas for the moment, and simply exarine what he say8.

Nae interpretation of Zearching aad Finding that would be
indisgutably constructivist is the following: an okject is actual
if it is in fact found. This is a manifestly i-dealist view, Its
effect would be to contract the world as we presently conceive it
out of all recognition, perhaps thereby subvertins the oresuppositions
of our concentuzl framework, Hintikka's exnlicit assertinns
indicate that thisz is not the interrretion of Searching and Finding
that he 1is exvpounding.
Fintikza's formulation of Searching and Finding is that an

.

object is actuzl 1ff it is findalle. This still “as the apvearance

of a constructivist theorvy, but ws shall have tn eva-ine it carefully

A,

in order tn ascertain whether or nat it is indeed oane, Thnis will
involve exposing the presupocsitions that are embodied in this
rucial affix '-ablet,

How tren are we to analyse the statesent th2t an obiact @ is

findazle® The fact that tuis state ent can certainl, be translated

into the following statemsnt tan act of finding @ 5 nossible,!
instantly raises doutts, »orothe latter statewenat iz awbisguous as

to whether it is the act of findln- which is nosaihle, »r the object

e ta 8 M 3 -~ vy M. e b 3 . H . oo~ -~ - e
shicn le nossibly fouand whick s uszsirlas, "ut zacther way, is it



merely the acts cf finding, but not the objects, which are missing
from the actual world, or 1s it the ohjects themselves, and hence
a forticri, the acts of £inding them, which are missing? Clearly,
if *'findability' is to serve as a criterion (definitionally speaking)
for actuality, the former reading must be adorted, since the latter
reading exnplicitly affirms the nonactuality of the okjects; but
equally clearly, the former readin:s oresupposes the very notion it
is supvosed to be defining, viz actuality.

it is wofth trying to spell this point out even more clearly.
The tresis that an sbject is actualliff it is findatle is open For o

two interoretations.
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perty' trat mawes an ovject findstle i1s its actuality.
Thus finding an object is nroof that it is actual. Clearly this
is not a definition, nor even an interpretation, of the notion of
actuality, since it vresupposes this notion, It is a rurely
enistemic thesis, concernins thre verification of existential claims;
it 1s not a verificatisnist thesis. Tts viewncint is realism.
(2) The nroperties that makpvan otiect findable are thoge
properties which are, so to speak, transpareat to our finding vowers;
in other words, those nroperties which are accessible to our
percevtval faculties, viz em-irical pronertiss, These, and only
these, wroperties are the »ronerties the vossession of which qualifies
an ohject for actuality.

T»o points need to be made concerning this reading »f Searching
and ¥Finding, the first eviste-ic, tre second ontnlogical. The
first ig that no exrlanation is offered fsr this nne ~ one

corresgynndence between nronerties which are accessiblie to our
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vercertual faculties aad nroperties =which craracterise actual otjects.

+
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sumabiy cannot use evolutionary arguments, tecause according

[

y'e ore
to such arguments. the actual world srescribes the nroverties that
shall be available for beins rerceived, whereas the present theory
requireé that the nature of ~ur rercentual nowers nrescribes the

sronerties that shall craraciterise the actual worlé i.e. only

S

those properties which are perceivable are availatble tos the actual

e

world, Or rather, the orescrintion is recinrocal, and constitutes

o
[}

a pre-estatlisted harmony. The second point 1s more sericus. The

thesis that an obvject is actual iff its rroverties are emprical

e a4 actnal emnirical

o

objects; it egtailg that there are no merely possi{le gnpirical
objects. ,”ut tme shicots we tynica;ly conceive of as poééiﬁilia -
and certa}nly the occurants of pcésible worlds - are ew;irical
objects. This view of actuality thar;fore assimilates pmssibilia
into tze actual univorse.

L IECNPANE T . -1 o el .3 S ~ - 1o . [l [N
Ancther aaod »nore icturesjus way af formu

$d

ating (2) is as

follows: the thesis that an otject is actual iff it is findable,

‘which can ve traaslated as an object is actual iff an act of finding

it is possible, caa Te analysed within the posgsible world framework.

jode

as asserting that an object is actual iff 1t is {ound in sone

pessivle world, “ut clearly poszinle ahiscls are Yound in nossible

3

worlds, Hence thig defianition renders all n»nossivle obhiects actual,

e can state our -resent conelusinn even more strongly, for the
effect of the srecedin; argurment 1z te collanse modality altogether.

that. is,wren we have

Op =
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we also have
PDD{D

and then the modal calculus collapses into the propositional
caleulus,

But if we study {2} more closely, we find that it presupposeé
a domain of possible individuala, ip. For if we take Ip to be |
the domain of all péasibie dbjects, and Ia to be the domain of
all actual objects,‘then the thesis that an object is actual iff it
is findable can be stated as follows:
(2) 'an object belonging to Ip belongs to Ia iff it is found by
a searcher belonging to Ip’,
or 'a possible object is actual 1ff it is found by a poasible
sgarcher,? We do not presuppose the actuality of the searchers,
since that would be to presuppose that Ia is nonempty. Yet we
have seen that all the individuals belonging to Ip satisfy
“condition (2) - including“the searchers, since they are empirical
objects too, Hence Ip = Ia.

Hence the statement of (2) requires refersnce to a modal
category which our argument has shown im ultimately nullified by
the consequence of (2). I take this argument therefore to be a

reductio ad absurdum of {(2).



Yet this reductin is to a Qertain extent imnlicit in the
nprimitive concention of the actuality/possibility distianction.
ve defined a state of atfairs as being ontologically nossible iff
it is capable of being actual, where ‘capacity' is intended to be
understood in some atsolute sense, rather than causally (where

this would megan that the realisation of the caracity is centingent

cn the realisation of tie—easaciby s —e-niiagent—or—thv—reatization
a7 some set of initial conditions). Eut if a state c¢f affairs is

absolutely capable of belns actual, why isn't it? The absolute

vossibility of a set of possibilia implies tet equipossitility.

Ey what objective criterion 1s one of a set of ecuicossible mtates
of afféirs, ar worlds, selected for actualisation? Obviously there
can bte no such criterion (theoisgical criteria aside), since if there
were, the states of affairs would ant te equivossitle. That is, if
there were an cohlective s2lecticn criterion, then 1f one of the
worlde satisfied this criterion, its selection would be inevitable;
in this case it/n% lancer would he true to say that the other worlds

co2uld really be actual, ience they can no longer ke said to be

{1

The dilemma thus apnears to be imovassable., Yhatever aualifies

for oossibliity thersdy ocualifies for actuality.

N
I

¥or can we tate the dilemma by tre hourns and simrely say, as the

Segarching znd Findins thenrist is forces tn sa,, that all possibilia
are in fact actualised, Pep this gsubtracts from the notion of
ontola=ical pussikility a crmpone~t which 1s fundsnental even

tuough not articulated in our srimitive cefinition, viz the notion of

alternativeness, Possibilia are conceived as alteraatives to the
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states of affairs which are actualised at particular points in
spacetine, To each point in spacetime we can assign a set of
alternative i.e. mutually exclusive, states of affairs. Possible
worlds are likewise conceived 9( as exclusive (because rmaximal)
aiternatives to sur world, Any theory which rostulates that all
possibilia are cgnstantiatle is simply doing vislenca to the
netiaon of (ontelcsical) nossibility.

Betrosrectively, it is evident that Hintikka would only be
nrepared to endorse (1), This is evidenced in his two
qualifications of ZSearching and Finding.

(a) the field of search is to be presuprosed, where a field of
search mnay be delizited in either of two ways: 1t zay te a class
of objects, or a particular place at a particulsr time n either
case, thre actuality of the field has to be presupposed if the
objects which veloug to it are to be actual. That is, we have to
have some independent noticn of actual existence - independent of
the criterion of findability - in order to characterise the field.
. M >
(b) the searcher is to be ‘omninible;—ﬂltime, presunably, as well as
in space. This qualification séems to me to totally aullify tﬁe
point of Searching and Finding: the realist's entire spacetine, of
which onliy an infinitesimal vnortion is Iin vractice accessible to us,
is here admitted'through the back door, (a rather unfortunate
metaphor!) ¥oreover, this 'omninimbleness' cl@2use is inexplicit
inaccessible Yo us }wmu?\e oA Twoge whih due. merely
concernins the distinction between places and times which are/
inaccessible in practice. That is, are we allowed, as a result of

our nimbleness, to conduct our searches in the elsewhere rerion of

our individual light-cones? Are we allowed, in thought, to nrobe
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the interisr of black holes with nur scarch lamane? If so, then the

analogy with the human activity of searchinz has bheen entirely lost,
and the meaning of this new notion of searching escapes me, unless
it is just a new terminslogical vessel for the old wine of realisn.

"In short, T think fHntlkka wants to have his cake and eat it:

- 1
1 3

he wants to ‘'naturalise', In the Tuinean saenpe, the epistennlogy

a

‘for tre notion of actual ewistence, tut on tre cther hand he does

the old,

.

not want ts sacrifice thn extent of tre world o

epistemclogically recalecitrant, concegtion of it, The result is

that his Searchinz and Findines asserts no more than (1) does, where

.

(1) is not intended to be read in conjunction with any verificationist

dogma {l.e. any tlankel resguirement that to te true is to be

pode

evidentially true,?
lusion, then, is trat tlere is 20 coustructivist
internretation of tre thesis that an clLject is actual iff it is

E

findatle the nnly coherent thoory that imposes tre ' findability!

recuirement is {1), where {1) is an enpistemic thesis concernin
1 - ’ !

The

]

n
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the verification of existential sentencs
constructivist theory of actuality is trat which requires that to be

actual is to Le found.

Ths Indewxicality of Actuality

The nain nroble~ for “earchin.g and Finding is thet it
presupyosed'realism with resnect tn nossibility but then ignored
tre problém of actuality, I thin: twis nversiasnt on the vart -of
Fintitika was due to & failure ta recoz=nise hie commitment to
realism witr respect to nossibility in his utilisation of the

goncapt of prossibility.
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A view which has the appearance of being a variant of Searching
and Finding, while at the same time being specifically addressed to
the problem of actuality, is David Lewis' indexicality view of
actuality.*' According to this view, the same ontological status
attaches to possible worlds as attaches to our world. Actuality is
not a privéleged ontologiecal status, enjoyed by one world only; it
is. just the status that a world has from the viewpoint of its own
inhabitantss it is a relative, as opposed to absolute, status,

On this view, then, it is not surprising that we have failed to
produce any definition of the difference in ontological status
between actualia and possibilia. There is no suech difference.

The indexicality view adapts the observability criterion in the
following ménner: whatever is observable to you may be said by ycu
to be actual, However the basic purpose of Searching and Finding was
considerably different from that of the indexicality view. For
Searching and Finding was attempting to provide an epistemological
account - a psychogenesis - for the concept of existence, implicitly
for the' epistemology - defying concept of real i.e. mind-independent,
exiatence.** - This is a deep problem, and one,tO‘which the

| %gqu¢mdww%w/me@W¢>
indexicality theory is not addressed. For this theory'nresuppbses/

the exlistence of a real, independently delimited manifold. It offers

us no epistemological handle on this concept. It does not claim that

® Counterfactuals, Ch. 4. Also 'Anselm and Actuality?®
Nous 4 1970 175-188

** Hintikka's mistake was to assume that real existence is the same
ag actual existence. Although this may be in the end true, it
cannot be assumed -~ especially when, as in Hintikka's case, a
notion of real possibility is then covertly exploited.
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the actual world is real because it can be nbserved by us; 1it
clalims only that it is actual for this reason; 1its reality is
simply'préaupposed, and unexplicated, The problem to which it
is addressed, then, is solely the problem of actuality. It does
not require that the whole of our world must be observable to us
in order fér it to be claimed by us that it is, as a whole, actual,
If we observe any given part of a world, then since it is
ontologically determined to which world this part belongs, we can
infer, from the actuality of the part, to the actuality of this
world as a whole, where we take this whole to be ‘independently
delimited; no epistemic criterion for delimiting either our own,
or any other, world, is demanded.

On thie view then, the act of observing neither confers, nor
is cafrelated with, any special ontological status; 1t mérely
confers an epistemle status on the objJect, viz the status of
actuality- relative-to-the-observer~in-guestion,

The indexicality view however is, I think, the finest and
" most natural view of actuality available to the possible world
‘realist. Absolute actuality is inevitably gratuitous,; a
detachable; inelegant, ad'hqc accessory to the smooth machinefy
of the possible world apparatus, The axionm

OF = Vp
where I introduce the symbols Q¢ for an actuality operator, is

true Just because the actual world is already one of the possible

worlds., And the axiom,
Ul P2 ()F

is true just because if » is necessarily true, then it is true in
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all possible worlds, and hence, since the actual world is just one
of the possible worlds, it is true in the actual world, In short,
there is nothing in the formal possible world apparatus to
distinguish, or to motivate the selection of, an actual world. Tt
is on other, epistemological, grounds, that we insist on selecting
such a world, Thus the ontology of prossible worlds, while it does
- not preclude, in no way reguires, the existence of a world with
privileged ontological status, viz actuality.

In spite of its appeal, however, the indexicality theory
ultimately fails, For consider the‘rgllowing argument. According
to the indexicality view, every world is actual from the viewpoint
of some world (itself) and possible but not actual from the viewpoint
of other worlds, In order to fully understand this view, ve have'
first to disambiguate the notion of a viewpoint, 4 particular
viewpoint ray be regarded as the point of view of an actual being
who does in fact occupy & particular locus, or it can be regarded as
the point of view that a being would have, were he to occupy that
locus. |, ¥which notion of viewpoint is intended tn the indexicality
theorist's.abave'qlaim? It cannot be the latter notion, according
to which a viewpoint is understood as the viewpoint of a potential
being, for in this case the viewpoint furnished by a world is the
viewpoint of the potential inhabitant of that world - where that
world may not in fact be inhabited, But a possible world analysis
of the statement that there exists a potential inhabitant of a given
possible world, W, is that there exists a distinct possible world, INVIR
like W except that it has an inhabltant. But this gives us two

worlds, W, and Wsy; numerically distinct worlds must furaish

nurerically distinct viewpoints,
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Yet according to this analysis, the 1nhabitantg of W, furnishes
the viewpoint for both i, and b313 Wiand L2 therefore both furnish
the same‘viewpcint: Clearly this result contradicts the
indexicality thesis, viz ghat each world is actual from its own
viewpoint only, and is possible from the viewpoints of all other
worlds. For from the'viewpoint of W, both w and 1, are actual;
and from the viewpoint of (O, both W, and W) are actual; this
follows trivially from the fact that the(viawpointqfurnished by -0
is identical with the viewpoint furnished by o,

In order to avoid this contradiction, the indexicatity theorist
will have to adopt the former notion of a viewpoint, according to
which a viewpoint is the point of view afforded by an actual being.
In this case, only inhabitedAworlds will furnish viewpoints. Hence
the indexicality theorist can only admit inhébited worlds into the
set of all possible worlds, |

Such a requirement, that all worlds be inhabited by intelligences,
is tantamount to an admission of idealism (with respect to all worlds,
ours included) Since David Lewls is first and foremost a realist
with respect to all worlds, he might prefer to sacrifice some part .
of‘thewindexicality thesis in order to avold the inhabitation
requirement, He might concede that.there are some worlds (those
which are uninhabited) for which no viewpoint can be defined relative
to which they are actual, But this will not do either. For the
most fundamental tenet of the indexicality view - without which the
indexicality view could not got started - is the view that agtuality
and possibility are relative modes. ¥e can read thisyéither of two

. /

Ways. An absolute ontological status may be definable for an entity
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as a function of its relative modes. Take the analogy with

Special Relativity: there is no unique absolute time at which a
given event,q% ocours. But 1if we take‘a parﬁicular inertial
frame as our rest frame, and record the time at which Q occurs,
relative to that reference frame, then it is determinate at which
time<? occurs in every other refereonce ffame. This set of
relative times can then be taken as absglutely temporally identitying
(Pa In the modal case, we may postulate a metamode, which is an
absolute ontological status (i.e. attaches to entities
independently of particular poknts of view), and is defined in
terms'df*a'funétidngﬁhibh'aésighé to each possible world a set of
relative modes, such that each possible world is actual relative to
its own viewpoinf; and possible from the viewpoint of all other
possible worlds, Aﬂylwarid'ﬁhicﬁ‘cannnt be mapped by this function
onto an appropriate aét'of'relative nodes does not qualify fér the
metamodal sﬁatus. A world which is not actual from ény viewpoint
will not satisfy this function. Hence it does not have absolute
ontological status; in other words, it will not be real.
 Thé other reading of the view that actuality and possibility are

relatiéq‘modés is that these are modes of real entities - ‘entities
whose reality has been presuvposed, és the fgzround®' for the modes.,
The"analogy here is with Kantian phenomena and anﬁena. Posgibility
and actuality are the phenomenal modes of worlds, which are, in
themselves, naﬁ%enal entities. However, once we stake our realism
on the exlstence of a nq%benal ground for the phenomena, which alone
are eplstemologically accessible; it is a short - but epistemalogically
inevitable - leap to idealism,

The end of the story is thus that the brave new realism of

Pavid Lewls is transformed into a classical idealiam,



Survey of Theories of Actuality

There are so few expliclt discussions of the problem of
actuality in the literature that one specifically addressed to this
problem deserves comment. This is Robert Adams ‘Theories of
Actualityt,

Even Adams however faills to recognise that the so-called
problem of actuality is only a problem for one who endorses the
realist view of posaibility. For the problem is to distinguish
two realities - that of the actual world, and that of the merely
possible worlds, If pomsible worlde are not real, then precisely
this will distingulsh them from the actual world; 4indeed it would
then be inconceivable that we could confuse the actual and merely
possible worlds: in the first place.

However, even though Adams falls to make the cruciaml
distinction between theories of actuality which presuppose
realism with respect te possibility, and theories of actuality
which presuppose the negation of this realist view, his article is
usafuleor'the“aurvey‘of theories of actuality which it provides,
He lists the fellawing theories in this survey: a theory:of the
exhauative and sxelusive degerminacy of actuality in contradistinction
to possibility; the divine cholce/optimistic theory; the
indexicality theory; the simple property theory; and the actualist
theory.

Surprisingly, Adams scarcely comments on the first theory. In

Chapterlﬁ however, we argued that realism with respect to possibilia

* Yous VIII 3, 1974
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is incompatible with the view that possibilia underdetermine
thelr realisations. We then used this argument to argue that
if possibillia are real, they cannot be abstract, since concepts
cannot exhaustively represent particulars. Hence according to
our conclusions there, any theory of possibility which asserted
the ﬁndeterminateness of possibilia in comparison with actualia
could not be a reallst theory of possibility. We have already
contended in the present chapter that there is no problem of
actuality for nonrealist thsories of possibility, Hence this
first theory cited, but not discussed, by Adams, does not solve,
because it is not relevant to, the problem of actuality.

The indexicality theory, which we have recently discussed, of
course does presuppose a realist view of .possibility, and hence is
genuinely addressed to the problem of acﬁﬁality. Adams offers
some interesting objections to this theory; I endorse them - with
the exception of the charge that the indexicality view is
counterintuitive, - But I shall not report them here, because I
have already offered my own arguments seeking to show that the
indexicality theory .does not.aeive the problem of actuality. The
problem of actuality arises when we assume the reality of both
actualia and poséibiliaQ According to my arguments, the
indexicality theory fails to sweure the reality of either,

- The fourth theory of actuality listed by Adams is the simple
property theory, which regards actuality as a simple, unanalysable

property peculiar to the actual world, and serving to distinguish
it from possible worlds,
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Adam”s’ own objection to this theory is as follows: possitle
worlds are possibly actual i.e. they have the property of
actuality possibly. The actual world is actvally actual l.e. it
has the property of actuality actually. But to have a property
actually is to have it in the actual world, Hence we cannot
understand which world has this property (of actuality) actually
without already knowing which is the actual wérld. But it was
having the property of actuality which was supposed to distinguish
the actual world, Since we cannot discover which world has this
property actually without already knowing which is the actual
world, this property 1is not what enables us to distinguish the
actual from the merely possible worlds,

_ I disagree with this objection, since.it elready presupposes
the indexieality of actuality, as opposed to the sabmoluteness of
actuality - where it is its absolutensess that the simple property
theorist seeks to affirm, That is, the simple property theorist
would deny that a possible world 1s possibly actual, if this is
understood to mean that it is actual in some possible world, namely
itself, He would admit that a possible world is capable of being
agtual, but he would gggfexpliéaté this as its actuality in some
possible world, For him, there ig just one actual world, and it
ie thie world which is actuai from the viewpoint both of itself and
of other possible worlds, Thus possible worlds are not possibly
actual; they are possible, and this may be defined as being
capable of being actual, But beinpg capable of being actnal 4is not
like being capable of being green: to be capable of being green is,

perhaps, to be green in some possible world; but to be eapable of



being actual is Just to be in some possible world; it is not

to be actual in some possible world - unless, that is, we are
assuming the indexicality of actuaiity. To say that an individual
is actual in some merely possible world is,vfor the simple property
theorist -~ or indeed for anyone who takes an abgolutist view of
actuality - merely a contradiction.

Adam‘s7own proposed solution to the problem of actuality is
embodied in what he calls the actualist theory of actuality «.as
oppoesed to the previous views, which he considers possibilist.
Possibilist theories presuppose a system of possible worlds, to
which the actual world belongs, Actualism, in contrast, considers
that whatever exists (i.e. is real) is actnal., Adams writes,
*Actualism, with respect to possible worlde, is the view that if
there are any true statements in which there are said to be non-
actual possible worlds, they must be reducible to statements in
which the only things there are said to be are things which there
are in the actual world and which are not identical with non-
actual possibles.!  (p. 224) -

Adams distinguishes between hard actualism, which simyly
rejects the language of possible worlds altogether, and soft
actualisnm, which‘admitsApassible worlds as loglcal constructs -
logically comstructed out of the furniture of the actual world
(where this requires that that furniture be rich enougn for the
logical construetion ogfglurality of completely determinate possible
worlds.} One example of soft actualiem that Adams cites is the
theory which reduces statements about possible worlds to statements

ascribing dispositional properties to actual objects e.g. Goodman's

thebry, in Faet, Fiction and Forecast.
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Adams)own version of soft actualism reduces possible worlds

to propositionss a world story is a nmaximal consistent set of

propositions i.e. has as its members one member of every pair

of mutually contradictory propositions, and is such that all its
members may be true together. - He then analyses the assertion
that the actual world differs from other possible worlds (i.s.

the statement of the problem of actuality) as follows: all the
members of the world ~ story of the actual world are true, whereas
all the other world-stories have false propositions among their
membara..

It is obvious from the very start that Adamspview of possibility
is not a realisti¢ one - he asserts that only actualia are real,
There 1s therefore no need for me to criticise the details of his
theory. For ag I have repeatedly remarked in this chapter, the
problem of actuality is only a problem from the viewpoint of
realism with respect to possibility. Admittedly, Adams procures
his particular constructivist theory of possibility by cashing in
on an alternative realism - as is wont to be the vay of
constructivist theories in general, as we have observed. In his
case the 'surrogate' realism is realism with respect to
propositions, Shifting the burden of realism around the board is
not going to eage the problem, Adams has simply posed a new
problem of actuality - the problem of distinguishing actual states
of affairs from real propositions. He does not tackle this problem,

I set out, in this chapter, to discover a non~cireular means
for characterising the ontclogieal distinction between (real)

actualia and (real) possibilia. daving failed in the attempt, I
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have two options, Tither I can deny that there 1is such a
digtinction. Or I can deny the reality of one category of
entity or the other. I decline the former option, since it
would render the radical difference in the kind of epistemic
acecess we have to the two types of entity entirely inexplicable.
I algo decline to reject realism with respect to the actual

| world, Hence my only option is to reject realism with respect

to possibility.



dote 1

It is a problem for the ideallst (i.e. the idealist with respéct
to the external world) to define the actual/possible distinction,
How can he distinguish between actual and possible objects when
both are merely mental constructs; indeed, the notion of an
actual oﬁject is even gometimes analysed by the idealist in ternms
of perﬁanant possibllities of being perceived. If actualia are
thus defined in terms of possibilia, how are we to draw the 1line
between actualia and possibilia? Even if the idealist does
manage to characterise actualia and possibilia as different kinds
of mentél construct, he can clearly establish no ontological
distinctlon between them, and will be hard pressed to deal
satisfactorily with the borderline cases = where the experiences
of dreaming and vivid imagination verge on the experience of
perception.

According to this argument then, reality is at leasi a
necessary condition for actuality, and the contents of the idealist's

world will have to be consgidered modally undifferentiated.



Chapter 6

OUTLIKE FOR A NMONREALIST THEORY OF POSSIBILITY

I have now reviewed a numher of objections to realism with

lity. If realism is false, are all cur modal

=

réspect tro rogsib
statements lizewise false? Tn Chapter 1 I claimed that our ordinary
notion of paséibility wés’a reélist one.‘AJBﬁt I also mentioned a
disﬁinct notion, df‘épistemic possibility,kﬁostpcning proper
éiscuésien of it: " Let ne ﬁow return to élcomparison of these two

notions.

Ontological and Epigltemlc Possibility

To say that a particular event, 4, is ontologically poussible,

is to make an unqualified assertion that it is, as a matter of

ontological fact, the case that A could cccur, or could have occurred,
irrespective of whether Lt will, or did, actually occur. To say that
A is epistemically possible, is, on the other hand, to make a
gquaiified assertion that A did, cr will, actually occcur. I{ someone
says that A is epistemically possible, he believes that A is
ontologically possible, ‘Rut the truth of '3 is epistenically - -»:
possible according to person MZ doeé not entail that “A is in fact
ontclogldally impossible', is false, though it is incompatible with
‘M belisves A to be ontologically impossible', and with ‘M believes
that A will, or did, act actually occur'.

The distianction between ontological and cpistemic possibility
uay be expressed by describing the former as a de re modality, a

statug attachilng to abjects caenselves, and the latter as a de dicto



modality, a status attaching to objects themselves, and the latter
as a de dicto modality, a sentence modifier. The mentence in the
scope of sﬁch a modifier is understood as being asserted subject to
a certain qualification, viz that the utterer does not have
sufficient grounds for believing the sentence to be true, though
ner does he have sufficient grounds foa believing it to be falsge;
: Pov ihs %L\Qs?)\ooc‘

he has necessary grounds for its truth, and lacks necessary grounds
Ane 2imkimee wihin tae siope
iof an eplstenic possibillity operator is typi¢ally qne which asgerts
something to be actually the case. It may be an assertion of
ontological pcssibiiity, but then the entire aentencefu the
svistemic possibility opefator togefher with the senténce in its
scope - wlll involve a (mixed iterated modality, and hence will be
distinguishable‘from the above, typiéél case.

Couhterfactual sentenées exprass Jjudgements of ontologlecal
possliblility. However, we cannot alwayé tell whether a sentence
is a counterfactual by its form, and nmost forms cf‘modal sentence
in fact admit both ontological and epigtemic Interpretations, e
can claim that counterfactual sentencés express judgments of
6nﬁciogical possibility because in deécfibing a sentencs as a
counterfactual we assume thét the ﬁtéérer believes that it conce%ns
a coﬁnterfact - an occurrénce éhich did or will not take rlace.
But this is ﬁot always diécernible from the form of the aantence;
itself, For example, the gentence 'Event A could have occuried
at spacetime point (1,%)',’might’be interzreted as a gqualified
agsertion, in the ssnse indicated above, that & éctuai;y did occur,
or it might te taiken as implying that 4 did not actually cccur, but

er of ont-losical vYact it could have occecurred. in

:""

that as a mat

the aentence 'If conditisn 2 had ohtained at (%},}}); event A would
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hzve necurred at (x;,1 ), the form of the anteccdent does iaply
that 2 did nnt actually obtain; tut the very gimilar sentence 'IT
condition £ obtained at (7q?V1), event A wouwld have oecurred’ may be
taken 2s sypressing a conditicnal judzmeant of anlstemic wosaiblility:
it itz not snown that © did not obtaln, ner that it did; hence £ is

epoistenically pessivle; if € did obtain, then it is inductively

ut

L

afarratls that A occurred,

b
L2y

T %ill not grovide such alteranative interpraftations for 211
forag of modal sentences hers, however,because the initizl
distiaction on which the supposed alternativeness of these inter-

4

sretations rosts is itself suspect. ror doeg not the notion of

bra
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ristenic possiblilty, as here sutlined, presuppose tertain ontelo-

rinciples. It assumes that there are necessary coanditions
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for the truth of any seatence purporting to refer toc an actual event,
and ceritain neceseary conditions for its falsehood, l.¢. condltions
such that, if the seutence violateg them, 1% cannoit be true., But

¢o not these‘néCeséary conditions express minimal condliioss which
eveatz or objecis have to satlsfy in order t¢ be actual: if they fail
to satisfy them, they cannot be actual. Are not such conditions
ontological conditions - conditions, in fact, for ontoslogical
possitiiity and impossibllity? For according to our definition in
Chapter 1, to be ontolagically'possible is t0 ve capaltis ¢t being
actual. If an object satisfies the necessary, or miniual, conditions
for actuality, can it not then ke maid to be carable of being actual?
In short, in empioying the notisa of eplstemic possibility, we

tacitly assume that actuwal objsects have Lo nave cartain a{ecific
feztures, and cannot have certzin sthers. this is 1o assume that

certain asvecte of actuvalily are antoicoicalliy necessary, tnee we



have accepted this, there is no reason, given the interdefinability
of possibility and necessity, for objecting to the notion of
ontological possibility: %o bé ontologically possible is to have
these ontologically necessary features, the features which anything
rust have in order to e actual i.e, to be capghle of being actual,
Hence epistemic possibility, as nere explicated, is not free
from at least gome of the metaphysical commitments of ontological
possibility, Tf one rejects these metaphysical commitments, then,
vnless one can discover or devise a metaphysicaldy neutral notion
of poesibility, all modal sentences will have to be treated as false,

*
or even meaningless.

A Yetaphysically Weutral Notion of Possibility

We can view our conceptual apparatus as resting on certain
fundamental principles whereby our experience is ordered. *Ordering!
ouvr experiénce is here ccnceived as putting our experience into a form
such that 1t can be subjected to the further conceptual cperations
which characterise our concevntual apiaratus, These »nrincinles, or
rules, thus prescribe how our raw sense exvnerience has to be
initially processed in order to be susceptible to further concepiual
processing. ¥e could say that they prescrite the form in whieh
sense experience has £o be presented to the mind in order t- be
intelligible to the mind. This function, here{being ascrited to thege

fundamental principles, must be carefully distinguished from a quite

*Which? This depends, c©f course, ca vhetrer we conmslder tre aetaphysical
thesis embodled in the notion of ontological vessibility as false or
neaningless. T will aot try te decide this hers

- Lrae A r I
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of ontelogical fact, teo be. 1 deny 1

to present have this latter function; rather, thney are wrinciples

solely for the ordering of exuperiencs. They determine what it is
~ . . v . [ N \
ior an experience Lo be intelligidble. in aete?:gng what the mind

finds intelligibtle, they are also determining what the =ind can

conceive (in the sense of intelligibly conceivel, n dictating

how experisnce must be ordered, then, these princivles simultaneously
dictate what is and 1is not conceivghle, My wroposal for a3 nonrealist
theory of poseibility is to take the form that possibility is
exclusively & mode of concepts, and that a concent may be said

ts be possible 1ff it is intelligible.

The two minimal fundamental srdering principles, or conditicns)
for gotelligibility, which I have here been invoking, arec the
following:

() Oune object eannost occupy two different piaces at the same time.
(Pz) Two objects cannot occupy the same place ai the sane time.

(R{) and {?L) may be regarded as rules sither for the identity
and individuation of objects, or for the constructiocn of spatio-
temporal relations. That is, we may consider that the ordering of
experience cousists either in differentiating the mense data so as
to individuale objects, or in the constructisn of a ayeten of spatio-
temperal relations amongst the individuals presented in the data. IT
we take the former view, we presuppose that the stecetine {ramework

is already given in experience, for it is by meaus of the svacetine

relations that we individuate the abjects {in accarda-ce with (73, (Pg))

P
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Thie is tantamount to a presuprosition of a realist, or substantivalist,
view of spacetinme, Tf we take the view that the ordering of expefience
congists of constructing a spacetime framework, then %s do not of
course presuppose that that gpacetime is given, but we do vresupuose
that the identity of objects is. That i3, we have to presuppose the
antécedent individuation of objects, ian order to construct a system

af spatiotemporal relations, in accordance with (?i)’ (RL)‘ This is
tantamount to adopting a2 relationist view of spacetime together with

a realist view of identity. Leibniz affords an example of this
“viewpoint: as we saw in Chapter 2, he had to presuprose the

Tdentity of Indiscernibles in order to realise his relatfionist view

of spacetime. Fut in presupposing the Identity of Iﬁdiscerﬁibles,

he was, of course, presuprosing that the identity of objects is

sniven independently of their spatiotemporal relations.*

T propose here to construe (P)),{QZ) as rales for ideuntity rather
than for snacetinme. vaaht to take spacetime as ontologically given,
independently of us, énd T want to take physical reality as spatio-
temporal; we perceive this spatiotemporal reality. . My reason for
‘this interpreting (P‘),(?Z) ag rules for identity rather than for ‘the
‘construction of spacetime is that, as the latter, they implicitly |
presuprose realiem with respect to possibility, which T have
rejected, and to which I am here trying to propose an alternative.

The argument showing this presupposition of a realist notion of
possibility cccurs later in this chapter (on p.223-5); 1T do not wish
to present it here, as it would constitute a digression from my main

urvose,

**e shall consider the leibnizian rneition in usore depih in a later
asection of this chapter,
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Let me now spell out the imolicatinns of tre view that identlty
is conceptual - that individuation is a nurely mental cperation
exercised on the mind's experience of a physlcal, spatiotenpsral
reality. Let me emphasis2 that, on this view, the reality which
the mind experiences as spatiotemporal and physical is indesd, tin
itself?!, spatiotemporal and physical. mut in order to nmake its
experience of this spatiotemporal reality intelligiblie to itisell,
the mina imposes a certain crder on it. This order coensicts of
the differentiation of what is experienced into individuals, or
objects, which are then conceived as in interaction. Tais
conceptual process cf individuation is conducted in accordance with
(Pt)’ (?Z). These principles make no asssrtion about physical
reality - they dec not assert that certain obdjecis can and cerfain
objects cannot be found in physical reality. Ctiects do ast exist
in physical reality - as it is in itself -~ at all, because objects,
qua the results of the operation of individuation, are the creation
of the mind. Thus, there is no rilsk thatv(P!:, (Pp) may be
interpreted as assertiag ontoloegical necessities; since objescts, ovr
_individuals,are the creaturss of the ordering zind in tho {i t nlace,
the mind has every right to pronounce how they have to be. There is
thus . no need to reformulate (P Y, (P ), in order to bring osut their
purely epistemic intention, as statessnts that one'object cannot

be experienced as occupying two placss at the same time, and that two
b s

objects cannot be exrerlenced as occupying one place at the game time.

e can assert, without gualificaticn, that one nbject can sccupy ondky
one tlace at one time, without theraby asserting an ontologiczl
recesasity when it 1s understood that ot jects ~ as cpgoseé to the
spatioterporal physical manifold - only exist as part of the experience
of that sasifold by the mind, and that the avove asserilon ls definitive

Iy .a b L TS - 2 3.3
af what it iz to ba oan object.
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The mind individuates objects by drawing imaginary boundaries
around vparticular regions of svacetime. It then stipulates, in
accordance with (PI), (Pz), that whatever occupies that reglon is
one individual. It does not dictate what can exist within any
such boundary i.e. the nature of physical reality therein. 411 it
dictates is that, whatever the naturse of physical reality within
that boundary, it qualifies as a single individual, (we shall
consider a little later the jquestion of where the mind chooses to
draw such bﬁundaries, and why). Hence when we say that, for
example, roundsquare objects are ’impossible'; we mean, on my view,
not that there ars meﬁaphysical consﬁrainfs on ?hysical reality
such that it cannot iﬁclude roundsquare cbjects, but that roundness
and squareness define two different kinds of boundaries; hence, to
individﬁate & roundsquare object, the mind would have tp identity
the physical reality within twoydifferent boﬁndaries as one
individual, and this violates (P)). So; when we say that roundsquare
ok jects are impossible, we are not saying what reallty haé to be like,
but oﬁly what we, or our minds, can do. For, iﬁ the first place,
chysical reality, in itself, does not include objecfs in’ény case,
an& in the second place,tfhe»mind éoes ndfvpresume to préscribe for
reality., ‘Eﬁt wve can say that whatéver physical reaslity wes like, we
should not order L1 soc as te represent it as including a roundsquare

obiect,

o

It may be objected that it is in no sense arbitrary that the mingd

draws Lts boundaries vhere it does. fad 1f it is not arvitrary, deoes

b

toundari

)]

this not imply trat soch

(

s are cbjectively grounded, and

«

walsg, gua individuals, rave a certain

[€

hence that ctjects, <z indivi

nbjective status, Hers our arguseat coaverges with the hcary issue
natural k%inds
of/{and Zmviicitly, of natusal fndiviiuals)



S~
-

Or this question I would say that certainly vhysical reality
lends itself to individuation into objects; but it does not lend itaelf
to individuation inte any one, ﬁnique set of individuals, but rather
to indefinitely many such sets, and within any such set, the
ontological grounds for the boundaries are conly approximate; not
precise, It is the nature of our particular perceptual apparatus
which determines which aspects or features of reality are ‘relevated!

- to borrow a word from D, Bohm - in perception. Bohm notes that

the word 'relevant' is derived from an obsolete verd tto relevatet

%hich.asans 'to 1ift upt; to relsvate a certain feature of reality
is thus to v1ift it into attention so that it stands out *'in relieftw
{p. 443). ' The features of reality which our ypercentual avparatus

velevates are those that are relevant to our interests and purposes

I
1]
O

argasziams. it is‘the distribution of these features in space
which guiks our conceptual bauﬁéary - drawing. ©Put, as T have
siressed, theses features do not eiﬁaust the nature cf physical
reality. The inveétigations of physicists, which have brought int§ﬁ
existqnce, and in turn emplayed,inaw modes of *perceptiont, »r new
perceptual apgparatuses, have proved this ﬁy continuaily revealing

new aspects, or features, of physical reality, which in turn suggest

new patterns of individuaiion of reality into objects,

L

If identity, or individuality, were ontolsglcal, then there

[
It

would be Jjust cae division of reality inta a eget of individuals, and

o

nly one correct revresentatinn of this pattern of individuation, 1.e.

ot

hls set of individuals, in nercestisn or concertion, From the fact
that —any alternative natterns of individuation seem to 'fit? reality

emailly well, depeading an which features of reality are being

sosn it

*D. Bohm: fQuantum Theory as an Tndication of a Yew Order in pPhysics!'
in Foundations of Tuantum Mechanics.
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relevated, we may conclucde that identity is not nntological.

Closely connected with this question is the guestion why our
ordering principles are effective, if physical reality does not
itself consist of individuals i.e, if identity is not ontological.
By 'effective! I mean that in so ordering our experience of reality,
we geem to equip oursalves for acting on reality relatively
successfully - where the promotion of cur own ends serves as the
gtandard for success. - To this questlion we wmay give an evolutionary
angwer: our minds have evolved under the exigencies of natural
selection. They are thus well adapted to theilr local environment,
in the sense that the features of that environment that are
relevated by the perceiviﬁg mind are relevant to our interests as
organisms, and that these features lend themselves to the operation
of individUatione - This brings me to an important point, ve are
incapable of experiencing, or coanceiving, in the sense of finding
intelligible, viclations of (P\)’ (32), not because (?1)3 (QL) state
ontclogical necessities, but because they state the princigsles
whereby we order, and hence makes intelligible to ourselves, our
expafience of reality.,

However, we can perhaps counceive of remote physical environ-
ments in which-(P}), (Py,} would not be upseful, either beczsuse
reality there was too. complex, or not complex enough, to be ordered
in that manner i.e. to 'lend' itself to individuation 1lnto a set
of objects. I might add however that all that is in principle

required of physical reality for the applicability - as opposed %o

-t

the usefulness (in the seuse of nonarvitrariness) - of

L]

that boundaries $0 be drawable in space. This requirss that space
be ccutinuous., - Yhere spacetime is subject to gross tonologleal
deformaztions, as in the interiors of hlachk hnles, we may not be able

to draw beounidaries in the anrmal =annzr

&
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Although my proposal has a faintly Kantian asnect, 1t does not,
as has been indicated, have Kantian implications for space and time.
Although I characterise (P3), (BL) as 'necessary', in the sgense of
imposed by the mind on its own experience, and hence as, in Xantian
terms, synthetic a priori, in the manner of the categories, it does
not follow, nor is it presupposed, that space and time are ideal,

The contribution of the constitution of the mind to the nature of
experience is merely, on my view, that it relevates certain aspects
of spatiotemporal reality at the expense of others, and draws
imaginary boundaries around cértain regions of reality, construing
the physical content within these boundaries as objects, or
individuals. In this way, the mind orders its experience of that
reality. Thig does not imply that reality is in itself not, in its
spatiotemporal aspect, just as it appears to be in percestionn. Tt
may be in itself spatiotemporal, and physical; but it is not a set
of individuals, The boundaries the mind imposes are unreal.

- There are certain objections to this view. Does not the
formulation of (Pi); (P,) imply that places and times have identity®
If this is B0, then (7)), (P,)y far from furnishing rules for identity,
presuppose it, Furthermore, if (P,), (P,) are necessary, then does
this not imply that it is necegsary that the mind iﬁ constituted
so as to impose this particular principle of order on its experience,
where this necessity is an instance of ontological necessity? In this
case, (P’), (P,) cannot serve as the basis for a nonrealist theory of
posslbility/necessity, I shall come to these objections in a while,
First I want to set out clearly the points at which my proposal has
affinities with Kant and the points at which it is opposed to ¥ant.

To do this, I shall outline first the skeleton of my nonrealist theory

: y,
of possibility, and then the skeleton of the relevght aspects of the

Yantian view,
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My view: (1) The world 1s, as a matter of ontological fact,
physical and spatiotemporal.
(2) we perceive this physical, spatiotemporal world.
(3) The mind imposes an order on this experience (both at the
level of perception and of conceptualisation}), which is constitutive
of the intelligibility of this experience. This order consists in
the differentiation of the physical manifold into individuals, in
accordance with (P{), (?L)‘
(4) Hence (P‘), (Py) are the (minimal) conditions for the intelligi-
bility of (empirical) concepts. They are conceptually necessary.
Possibility iz to be analysed in termes of the intelligibility of
concepta; a concept is possible 1ff 1t is intelligible, and it is
intelligible iff it does not violate the mind-impcsed ('synthetic a
priori’) conditions for individuation,
(5) I make no explicit comment on whether or not it is necessary

that experience be of a gpatiotemporal manifold; I claim only that

it is of such, My evclutionary explanation of the mind's constitution
implies that the mind was ﬁuilt in accordance with the: demands of its
actual physical environment, and hence it is adarted, exclusively, to
that environment. No adaptive value would attach to iis being

capable of experienecing a nonspatiotemporal reality. It is thus

evolutionarily neceseary that experience be of spatiotemporal.

mnanifold. Evoluticnary necessity is a svecies of causal necessity,
consideration of which I shall paestpone to the next chapter, in which

I seek to develop a theory of natural laws consonant with a nonrealist
theory of possitility.,

ket ts—views



/it (1) Space and time are, according to the Aesthetic, the intuitioné/’

of the sensibility - time the intuition of the inner sense (aware.
ness of subjective states), space the intuition of'outer sense
(awareness of the objective world). Space and time are thus
ideal;;ﬁnd-imposed. Kant's argument for this ideality thesis
devolves on the character of geometrical truths. He takes the
truths of Euclidean geometry to be necessary, but not analytic.
Since they are not analytic, and since necessary truths cannot be
known, or, more accurately, known to be necessary,,a posteriori,
Kant concludes they are synthetic a priori, which he explains as
mind-imposed,

(2) 8ince experience of an outer world is, (Kant argues in the
Refutation of Idealism), necessary for self-consclousness, or
experience of inner states ag inner states, spatiotemporality (the
intuition of outer sense) is a necessary condition for experience

in general, or rather for the intelligibility of experience,

(3) 8ince we perceive reality through our sensibility, which
imposes spatiotemporality omn this experience‘we do not perceive
reality as it is in itself - and cannot know what it is like in
itself,

(4) Further necessary conditions for the intelligibility of ex-
perience,; or of empirical concepts, are imposed by the understandlng.
These conditions are embodied in the categories (the theory of which
is expounded throughout the Analytic.) Kant wants to derive the
categories from the requirements of the understanding in abstraction
from sensibllity, Hence the requirement (for intelligibility) of
spatiotenporality does not in itself entail or crescribe, nor is

it entailed by, the categories (as requirements for intelligibility).

The categories are, like space and time, synthetic a priori - mind-
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impoged necessary features of experience. But as T have already
sald, qua necessary conditions for inteiligibility, they are
effectively independent of the requirement of spatiotemporality.ﬂ
(5) Possibility consists, for ¥ant, in the nonviolation of the
synthetic a priori conditions for experience -~ where these include
both the requirement of spatiotemporality and the reguirements of
the categories, In the Postulates of Empirical Thought, Zant
explains the concept of possibility in its empirical employment as
the concept of consistency with the 'formal conditions of
experience’! anc the concept of necessity in its empirical
employment as the concept of being entailed by 'the universal
conditions of experience’; where these conditions are those general
truths about intuition and thought that ¥Yant has set out to prove
in Aesthetic and Analytic, is Bennet** puts it, 'a prorosition
is '"'mecessaryf...if it is synthetic and a priori, and it is "possible®
if it is rnot in conflict with anything synthetic and a priori,!

Kant offers no overall explanation for the fact that the mind is
constituted as it is. He proposes his transcendental psychology
to account for the actual nature of experience, but does not -
except by enigmatic references to iﬁeffable aenmena - explain this

nature,

* S5trawson, in the Bounds of Sense, claims that the argument from
geometry is the only serious argument that Kant offers for the thesis
of the ideality of space and time. Hence this thesis is effectively
detachable from the theses included in the Analytic. Moreover, the
argument from geometry is one of the ¥Yantian arguments that history
has conciusively refuted, with the discovery of non-huclidean
geometries.

*« J, Bennet: Kant's Analytic. p. 166.
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¥y proposal, then, amounts to the postulation of an analogue
to a Kantian category, namely identity, construed as mind~imposed,’
and hence as synthetic a priori, in his sense. In the case of
my proposal, however, this category-type theory is superimposed
on a theory of perceptual realism with respect to spacetime,
This is a‘permissible move if we accept the relative independence of
Kant's theory of space and time and his theory of the categories.
Thus Kant and I agree on the ideality, or nonreality, of vossibility
and necegssity, analysing them in terms of, respectively, the
nonviolation of, and entailment by, the mind-imposed conditions
for the intelligibility of concepts.,” But whereas Kant includes
spatiotemporality among these mind-imposed conditions, I do not;
on my view, spacetime, or spatiotemporal reality, is what is
percelived, not a condition for perception,

It would be natural to object, at this point, that whatever
role (P;), (Py) play in determining the intelligibility of concepts,
or propositions, the Law of Non Contradiction (LNC) must surely -
play a more fundamental role, It is easlly seen, however, that
LNC is inadequate as a criterion for the intelligibility of concepts,
or propositions, It in no way excludes concepts of roundsquares, .
.or of objects which are red and green all over. - Indéed, LNC is

S¢nkey s
not even true of empirical prepesitiens without certain implicit

qualifications of those sentences. For example, according to LNG,
the sentences 'Object A is red all over', and *It is not the case
that object A is red all over', cannot both be true, But this
assumes, what is not stated, viz that both sentences refer to A at
the same moment in its history. There is clearly no reason why A

should not be red all over at cne moment; and no longer red all over
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at another, You might object that LNC says that a sentence and
its negation cannot both be true, where it is the first sentence
itself which is negated, and the negation is then conjoined with
the un-negated sentence. In this case, whatever is implied in,

or intended by, the original sentence, is equally implied in, or
intended by, its negation, Hence even if no spatiotemporal co-
ordinates appear in the original sentence, if any such co-ordinates
are intended or implied, then the very same ones will be intended
or implied in the negated sentenca.

_However,fif‘ye took. this objection seriously, we. should have to
introduce a new notation of qualifiers of propositional variables
and constante into logic. For suppose that a 1s & name of a
sentence, where by & sentence we mean a particular grammatically
ordered string of words, = Then the formulaff~(fk8(fv @;>’would not
exemplify LNC, For suppose 'a’ names the string of words, it is
raining!, It is not the case that both it is raining and it is
not the case that it is rainiﬁg' is not, as it stands, logically
true, ‘for az we have seen, it may be raining in Tibet and not
raining in California,; and thus both raining and not raining.

Hence in order to make '~ (?\&fv R) ' togically true, we shall have

to add an indexical indicator to &, Buppose we do this by

affixing a palr of spatiotemporal co-ordinates to ‘aly, as a subseript:
i cﬁbﬁ@)% - Then (”\/Cﬁix7k)g<’*’5\(ﬂ)k);> ’ will be logically true.
This qualification of sentences is of course only necessary when the
sentences in gquestion are indexical, in the sense that the location
of the object or event to which they refer is contextually deter-

mined, not explicit, Put the fact that it is necessary shows that

the truth of LNC is not independent of (Pl) (Pz). (I do not
¢laim to have made a reduction of LNC to (?'), (P2)5 T want to
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denonstrate only their interdapendence.t>

Why is LNC, thus gualified, true, for empirical sentencesa? Wh&
can it not be the case that, say, an individual, A, occupies a
spacetime location, (x,}), and aléo that A does not occupy (x, )~
The reason may be that if A does not occupy (%, t), then we can
infer from (Pf), (Pz) that (x,') is free to be occupied by a
different individual. Suppose, then, that (X,)} is occupied by a
different individual, B. This is now, according to (P,)s
incompatible with the former conjunct, viz that (%,!) is occupied

by A. Hence, by (f\) (P1), these two sentences cannot both bs true.

It might be objected that, even if I have shown that Lﬁc to
some extent presupposes (P))y (BL) in the case of empirical sentences,
this obviously cannot be argued in the case of nonemﬁrical sentences
©.g. mathematical sentences, 1In these cases LNC is true without
qﬁalifications. . i
may be mevely o pompralnakow o) LN Jor 2pCal gpnibances.
I would reply that LHC for nonempirical sentences} After all,
we only insist on bivalence in logical and mathematical systems to
the extent that we want our logical inferences to be empirically
interpratablq; that is, logical inferences in many~valued systens
would not in general, when empirically interpreted (i.e. when
empirical sentences are substituted for the h%f%), yield true
conglusions from true premises. To the extent that we are
indifferent to the empirical applicability of our formal aystems,
LNC has no privileged status. I would thus suggest that the truth

of LNC is, quite generally, connected with the way we order our

sense exverlence i.e. with (Pi) (Py).

* LNC is, after all, explicative of negation, and ne ation
involved in (), (?). ¥ ’ 5 e



I have argued that LNC does not provide the basic criterion
for the intelligibility of concepts, since it does not exclude
concepts of roundsquares and so on (and since its truth for
empirical statements presupposes certain spatiotemporal qualifi-
cations defined by (P‘), (Piz> But do (P|), (Py) exclude concepts
of roundsquares and objects which are red and green all over? We
have already looked at the case of the roundsquare, but let us now
take a closer look,

‘Squarsness i a geometrical concept: a square is defined as a

figure with a certain kind of boundary i,e. a boundary with certain
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properties €,g. closed, four-sided, four right angles, and so on,
Roundness, or for precision we shall say circularity, is likewise
a geometrical concept; a circle is defined as a figure with a
certain different kind of boundary e.g, all its points equidistant
from a given point, the origin, To be a round oquct is thus to
have a different boundary to a square object; this follows
agalytically from the definition of circles and squares in terms
of the natures of their respective boundaries. Hence a round
object and a, square object cannot<(in an analytic sense) share a
commonubogndgry. But boundaries definewélaces: a given placge

is the space withén a given boqndary. Hence a round object and a
square object occupy different places. By.(Pl), then, they cannot
“be one object. Ergo?,no roundsquares,

The case of objJects which are red and green all over is not so
clear-cut. The reason is, I think, that while shape iz a primary
property, colour is secondary; shape is directly relevant in
determining how an object occuples space il.e, the *place! it
occupies, but colour, conceived only phenomenally, is not, Thusg
wnile (P}, (Py) are directly applicable when the objects in question
are characterised by their shape,ik€7 figinot 80 when those objects
are characterised by their colour, That is, the colour of an
object makes no difference to the place that object occupies. .To
make c¢olour relevant to the determination of the place occupied by
an object, we have to conceive colour not merely phenomenally, but
physically, in terms of light waves. Then we can say that if all
the light waves reflected off a particular surface are of a given
wavelength, and hence seen by a given observer as, say, red, then
they cannot also be of a differant wavelength, so as to be seen, as

say, green, by that observer, For wavelength, like shape, 1s a



130

place~determining property. We can conceive wave-length in analopy
with boundary, so that differepces in éavéﬁlength’are'analogous with
differences in boundary, where differences in boundary define
different places. Objecfs with different boundaries occupy different
places, hence, by (PQ), cannot be identical; by analogy, waves

with different wave-lengths cannot be identical. (This point must
not of course be taken as denying that two waves with different wave-
lengths cénTeombiné io foém a new wave yith a new wave—laggthn)

The npnréa}ist theory of‘possibility~whiph'emergeg oqt_q: all tha
consideratigyé presented thus far is as/fol;pvs:'_ppasibility iﬁug
mode of concepls, where T intend concepts to be understood as
subjective, not platonisiic, entit;es, and 'concept; to serve as a
generic term covering pr099sitions an§ theories as well as
predicqtea. A concept 1s intelligible if it involves no violation of
thg.principles (P‘), (EZ). If a concept is intelligible, we can
describe it as possible - its intelligibility is eguivalent to its
possibllity. 1In short, possibility is_@he'mode enjoyed by concepts
which do not violate the fundamentalicqncpptual rules for the
identity and individuation of objects. o

The question arises whether possibility thus understood is de
dicto or de re, The ansmer must surely be that it is both,
Intelligiyility may be considered a property of concepts (broadly
understood; 50 as to include propositions). Since we have get
poseiblility equivalent to intelligibility, the same may be said for

~o8siblility. 4s a property of conceots, or propositions, it must

be considered de dicto; but as a property of concepts, or propositions,

it must be considered de re, Plantinga, in *the Nature of Necesgity!®
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(p. 29 ), makes a similar point when defending de re modal}ty; even
if all sentences containing de re modalitiesvcan be translated into
sentences containing only de dicto modalities, he says, we shall
still have to admit that those de dicto modalities are properties
of the sentences they modify, and are hence de re with respect to

those sentences,

The Identity of Places and Times

Earlier,'x cited several objections to nmy propoged exyplication
of a nonrealist notion of possibility. One of these objections was
that the formulation of fPi),‘(PL) includes reference to 'placds!
qnd"times', and hehce presupposes the identity and individuation
of these. Tt would follow from this objection that (B), (P,)
cannot be made to serve as conditions for identity.

we have seen that interpreting (P,), (P,) as rules for the
identity of objects rather than for the construction of syacetime
entails a realist,.or'substantivalist, view of spacetime, It 1is
therefore not open to us to explain the identity of places and
times; as invoked in (P, ), (P,), by appealing to ostensive methods
of individuation. Ostension utilises a body. ° Blaces individuated
ostensgively are individuated relative to the hand which is bointing
« where the antscedent identity of the hand is assumed, Thisg is
a relationist view of location. The substantivalist, i7 he'
wishes to account for (or countenance) the jiéentity of different
parts of spacetime, must do so independently of any appeal to objects.

It might be thought that the fact that we can visualise empty

space, and can individuato different parts of it simply by looking
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(in imagination), is sufficienf grounds for the substantivalist to
admit that space has different parts. For it seems to show that‘
the presence of objects is not necessary for our concept of the
different parts of space. However I think this is merely another,
more subtle, instance of individuation by ostension, Yie

visuvalise things with the 'mind's eye'. The mind's eye is not

an abstract window onto images; 1t behaves Just like an imaginary
physical eye. . For instance, it moves - it esxercises imaginary
muscles; 1t is an imaginary organ.,  When we visualise emptly
spaca, we individuate different parts of it by moving our imaginary
ayes - from one;si@e~to the other,.or up, or down. ¥e have no
other meana for individuating different parts of an empty visual
field than this movement of the eyes, which serves to 'mark', as it
were, different locations, The fact that this movement of an
orgag is required for the individuation of these locations indlcates
that in this thought experiment a subtle form of ostensive
individuation has been performed,

The dilemma facing the substantivalist (with respect to
spacetime)/nonrealist (with respect to identity, and possibility)
is that he both needs the identity of. places and times in order to
put his rules for identity, (P,), (PZ)! into effect, and yet he
cannot adnit that they do have identity, since this would render
circular his claim that [P ), (P,) are rules for identity,

The resoltuion of this dilemma lies, I think, in the following

®
line of argument. The substantivalist affirms that space is

*I shall be concentrating on the problem of the ildentity of places
throughout this section, in the hope that analogous treatment nay

be extended to that of the identity of placetimes; or event
locations. 4



extended. In order to promote the nonrealist view of identity, he
must deny that the notion of extension can be defined, or analysed,
in terms of a sum of distinct, individuwal parts, or places, or
regions; he asserts instead that the notion of place, or region,
iteelf, is underpinned by, and understandab%;'only inﬁterma of,
that of extension. Admittedly this claim effectively makes the
notion of extension primitive. Elsevhere in this thegis I have
eschewsd appeals, in philosophy, to primitiveness, but I can say in
my defense here at least that this is a relatively special case,

in that the proposzed notion of extension is & notion whose
resistance to analysis is specifically a part of its meaning - if
we take Tanalysis' in physica to mean, basically, the operation of
conceptually carrying out a physical division of the object under
investigation into its components, and studying them and their
relations, The notion of extension, on the present view, is
precisely one entailing physical nondivieibility into distinct parts
or components.. It is natural to suppose that this resistance to
analysis will be tled up with resistance to definition, or at any
rate to'analytical definition - where it is difficult to imagine
space as the object of any alternative form of definition €.8.
functional definition,

Suppesing then that space is sxtended, but not compoged of
distinct individual parts, it is now open to ug to individuate nlaces,
by drawing imaginary closed boundaries in gpace, and then identifying
the enclosed space as an individual place. The identity bf places,

thus individuated, is conceptual, not ontological.
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However it might be asked how the various closed boundaries
come to be, and to be recognised by us ag, distinct, unless they
enclose different varts of space. To answeyr this we have to
appeal once more to the privitive concept of extension, Snace
is extended. By this we understand that space has different
parts but that these parts do not have an identity of their own.
They are not distinct individual components - they do not, in
themselves, have boundaries. Yet we can understand what it is
to draw a c{osed boundary in one part>0f spacé’and then another in
a different part, so that it can be seen that thers are two
distinct boundaries, rather than one boundary superimposed on the
other. We can do this, T claim, without presupposing that the
different parts of spaée in which the distinect boundaries are drawn
are in reality 1ndividuated, and'have’gn éﬁtecedehi identity. ©On
this view of the épatial continuum, épa¢e cannot be représented
accurately by the mathematicai concept of a contimuum, according to
which a continuum is'a sét'df points serially ordered in a particular
manner,

Though the p&rfs'of'épace, on thiskviéﬁ: do not have identit&;
we cé;n; as I fem&fked, aild;é f!\&‘b ggnici‘an individﬁéte plac‘es, 'Ey
drawing (imagiﬁary) élosed bcundaries4in space; Places can fhus

be considered as having identity, though this ildentity is stictly

#*Certain mathematicians, e.g. Bernays, have questioned the set
theoretical, granular interpretation of the continuum, but no
clear, general alternative theory has been provided, T have

not been able to suggest such a theory here either, but instead
have appealed to the primitiveness of the notion of extension.
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conceptual, Relative to these places, we can now implement our
rules for the identity of objects, Drawing a closed boundary in
space individuates a place, and we stipulate that whatever occupies
that place iz an individual object. %e shall in practice of
courge have further c¢riteria for where to draw our individuating
boundaries. ¥e do not draw them Just anywhere, ¥e acceypt
certain features of physical reality as indicating the edges of
ébjects. It might be objected, once again, that if we admit that
the selection of these features 1s not arbitrary, then there is no
reasor not to allow that these features in fact determine directly
the ontological ldentity of cbjects, This objJection can, as we
have segﬁ, be parried to a certain extent by the faect that there is
no uniquely nonarbitrary selection of such features, and hence there
is no uniquely nonarbitrary pattern of individuation. But we shall
not conclusively eliminate this objection until we acknowledge - as
we shall shortly do -~ the commitment of the nomrealist, or concept-
ualist, view of iLdentity tc a hglistic view of physical reality.
I1-have claimed that places, as individuated by us, have identity,
in that they are defined by boundaries drawn by us, In that sense,
their identity, or<individuality7is oen a par with that of objects.
But there is nonetheless & very important difference between the
identity of places and that of objects. For there is a further
requirement that has to be met to ensure the full identity of
objects, namely, continuity through time and in srace. The full
notion of identity is not mere instantaneous identity, but identity
through time, The rules (P(), (Py,) are necessary but not
sufficient conditions for this; for sufficiency, (P ), (By) héve

to be taken in conjunction with the requiremernt of spatiotemporal
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continuity. The identity of objects is transportable: obhjects
may remain the same ckjects as they travel from place to placs.
The parts of a given object (i.e. an object already individuated)
have identity in this sense: they can be dislodged from the
ohject in which they are found, and then reasseunvled into new
(compogite) wholes. ¥e can individuate these parts however we
please l.e, we can draw closed boundaries within a solid object
wherever we please, and they will still have this property df
identity.’ However, places, in contrast, cannot be so dislodged
from tﬁeir surroundings, and transported elsewhere to be
reassembled in a new order. That is, a place could not retain
its identity through such transformations (thoungh we ordinarily
think that‘places do retain thelr identity thrdugh time, provided
we do not attempt to transport them). Hence, in thié full sense,
places lack identity. Tt is in this strong sense that we
understand even more clearly the claim that space is not a set of
individuals, not a compcsite of distinct parts. For from no
point of view could 1ts 'parts'! be held to have identity in thie
sense,

There is a danger here that my argusent will be coustrued as
saying that the parts of space do not have (full}'idéntity, but
that material objects, and their parts do. It must be remembered
that T am advocating & nonrealist view of 1danti£y in general - not
a nonrealist view of the identity of ﬂpﬁﬁ&STOE aﬁﬂ)a@@dxar a reallst
view of the identity of objects., Just as the 1ldentity determined
according ‘to (Pl), (Pl) is purely conceptual, so the identity

deternined in accordance with the spatiotemporal continuity
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requirement is purely conceptual, Yet I am not denying that the
motion, which we conceptualise as the motion of a persisting
object, is real; the physical manifold which we conceptually
subject to a pattern of individuation is, I have assumed, itself
real; iikéwiee the change or motion occurring within it. Yet
how can we éllow that motion is real if the 1ldentity of its
tbhearer'! is mind-inmposed? Our ordinary concept of motion
requires either that there be some individual bearer of the =motion
i.0e, that which moves, or that the motion in question be motion
propagated in a fleld, In the latter case, nothing, or no
maierialiiﬁing, really‘moves, but rathef differeht ﬁarts of the
fielé are’sﬁbjec£ed to a series of‘continuous changes - ¢reating
an appearance of motion, of a wave moving through the field. But
in reality, the wave 1i=a nothing but theﬂmotion; and the motion is
nothing but a gerles of oontinuoué changes suffered by different
parts of the field.' Since m& view of identify precludesﬁthat
real motion 1s the motion of a real individuél il.e. tﬁaﬁ there is
a raal mdividual'bearer of the motion, it follows that this
nonrealiat view of identity is committed to the latter, field-
theoretical view of motiona In the final analysis then, the
idenfify of ébjects is,; on tﬁis view, no more real than is the
identity‘éf piaces: physical reality is not really divisible
into distinet parts any more than space ié, ¥e ha#e replaced the
particle ontology of the realist with reépect té identity with a
field ontology. |

I do not wigh to try to Justify this choice of ontology here.,
I shall be discussing it again at greater length in ihe following

charpter, I have merely tried to show in this section that the



nonrealist theory of identity is not tagitly presupposing real
identity; 1t avoids this circularity by espousing a holistic

ontology.

The Modal Status of Mind-Imposed Rules

Gertéin objectiong or queries, might arige in connection
with the modal status of the principles (Pi); (Py) themselves.
It might be chérged, firstly, that hifher the ordering
prineciples which actually inform thought are %tre only possible
oﬁes, or there afe alﬁernatives. If the former, then these

"principles are necessary, 1f the latter, then there are

merely possible, as well as actual, such principAes, ;ufther—
nore, at least one set of auch principles is possible, namely

the actual one, In short, either the anind has to be constituted
>so’a§ to'bfder its'ekperience in this way, or it could be
constituteé otherwige, Either way, this hu35 be a case of

ontolcgicai possibility/necessity, since the mind itself is an

item of reality.%

My reply is that siance I have rejected ontological .
’pgésibility/neceséiéy, this disjunction - that the mind either
has to be consiiiuted as it is, or it does not - simply has no
truth value, if the notion of neéessity itrinvalves is
ontoiogical neceasity;A For to assign falsity to ‘*the mind
néceésarily has the constitution it has! would imply the falsity,

in this n“rticalar instance, of an assertion of ontologizal

* In Ch. 1 I characterised the concevt 'real' in terms of minde
inderendence, The mind itself is mind-independent in the gense
that it is not its own creation -or vroduct, nor does it choose

tiie principles whereby it orders its experience. (Its reality

in this sense is independent of any question of physicalism.)



necessity, rather than the falsity of assertions of ontelogical
necessity in general, = To assign falsity, in a particular
instance, to an assertion of ontological necessity, implicitly
affirms the generalvapblicability of the notion of ontological
posaibility, and furthermore, entails the truth of the negation
of this particular assertion, so that the above disjunction
would be true., This point holds for all disjunctions of the
form "E&F Vo~ U’F ooy O p Vv ”“”<>]> ’
when T\ and'<>féf®'understood“réalistiéallyJ This explains why
the ‘rejection of realism with respéct to possibility does not
entail affirmation-of the (real) nééessity of all that is actual.
"If the notion of necessity involved in the above disjunction
is interpreted nonrealistically however, %then this disjunction must
be understood as -saying that either our concept of the constitution
of the actual mind is the only such concept which, while preserving
the ‘definitive functions of the mind e.g. thought, consciocusness, is
intelligible, or there are other such concepts which are also
intelligible., - This disjunction willJ think, be true. However,
in order to asgsess the intelligibility of these concepts by meansg
of (P, (P,), we have to assume that the constitution of the mind
is physical, - That is, we are committed at least to the view that
there is a correspondence between briéin mechanisms and cnnceptuél‘
ordering principles, Then if we fiﬁd that any alternative
ordering principles that we can conceive involve superpositions of
brain mechanisms, or neurological components, we can say that the
concepts of these alternative brain~constitutions violate (Pj), (PZ)

and hence are not intelligible, If we can conceive of such
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alternative ordering principles, without finding that they
involve such superpositions of brain components, then we can say
that we have intelligible concepts of alternative ordering
principles or constitutions of the mind,

One sense, which T mentioned earlier, in which the
congtitution of the mind may be necessary, is an evolutionary one
- the mind, as it is actually constituted, may be uniquely well-
adapted to its local environment, in the sense that no alternative
ordering principles would fitfthé nind-bsaring organism for,
survival, Such evolutionary necessity is a variant of, or-
supervenes on, causal necessity. Is causal necessity ontological,
or can it be interpreted nonrealistically? Chapter Seven is
devoted to this problem, and attempts to provide a nonrealist:
interpretation of causal necessity. If we accept the argument of
that Chapter, then we 6an admit the present argument from
evolution, without thereby becoming committed to the ontological
necessity of the actual consfitution of the mind.

-If we reject ontological possibility in general, then of
course we do not allow that the fact that a certain mind-
constitution is actual entails that at least one such constitution
is ontologically possible, ﬁamély the actual one, For we reject
possibility as a mode of reality; implicitly, we reject aciuality
as a mode of reality too. For to be actual is, on our view,
equivalent to being real: aectuality ie coextensive with reality.
Reallty is thus unmode-fied,

4 second objection arising in connection with the modal status
of mind-inposed rules is that even if it is accepted that (Pz), (PZ)

are conditions for intelligibility, T may believe (P‘), (P;,), and
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thus take them to state metaphysical necessities. I have

already anticipated this objection earlier in this chapter, in
explicating my nonrealist view of possibility. I explained there
that the modality involved in the formulation of (P,) (PZ) wasg
unobjectionable, because (P, ), (Py) were rules for the idéntity

of objects; they cdefine objecthood, Therefore they have the
authority - the analytic necessity - of a definition, It is in
this sense that they are necessary; they are not asserting
metaphysical necessities, - So it is wrong'io suppose that we
can-believe (Py), (P;) = in the azense that we can think them true
of reality. We accept them as rules, in a similar gplrit to that
in which we accept definitions.

4 third objection concerns the exhaustiveness of the principles
(P{)y (Py)) as the minimal mind-imposed conditions for the
intelligibility of concepts. To claim that they were exhaustive
would be to claim that all conditions for intelligibiliiy could be
derived from them.

A8 rules for idéntity they are, as we have already seen in the
previous section, not exhaustive - they are necessary but not
sufficient.. For sufficiency, the condition of apatiotenporal
continuity iS’alsofrequifedw So let me direect this quemtion of
axhaustiveneas;at both the necessary and sufficient conditions for
identity taken together. T do not claim that these conditions are
exhaustive, in the present sense, of all conditlons for intelligibility.
I have argued, earlier in this chapter, that the Law of Non
Contradiction is not true of empirical statements unless it is
appropriately qualified by (PI), (P))e But 1t appeared that LNC
could not be reduced to (r)), (PZ), if only because we need to

understand 'it is not the case that,..' in order to understand (P}, (P,
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where we can state the latter as 'It isg not the case that one
object can occupy two places at the same time?, and 17t is not

the case that two objects can occupy the same place at the sanme
time?, respectively. This assumes that we take LHC as the law
which defines the operation of negation. But perhaps LNC

could be reduced to (P;)s (Pl); at least for empirical state-
ments, if we were prepared to substitute {Pl), (P;) as the laws
defining the operation of the negation. Thisg move would imply;
that negation is 1nextricably connected with identity, so that to
give the rules for identity we have to give the rules for
negation, and conversely. Such a view effectively reverses the
assumed epistemic order of propositional logic and quantificational
theory. It is normally assumed that the former is eplstemically
antecedent to the latter, inthat propositional logic is the base
on which first-order logie is constructed, Zut on the view T am
here suggesting, the primordial form of cognition 6r appreheénsion
is the predicational form, Cn this view, gome of our fundamental
logical operators, such as negation and presumably also conjunction
and alternation, have their genesis Bot in our operations on
propositions; but in our construction of, and our orerations on,
the ‘concept of an individual. From this point of view, LIC, as

it is formulated in propositional logic, 1B a generalisation from

certain rules for identity and negation which can themselves be
formulated only in the framework of quantificational theory,
Guantification theory is itself already a generalisation from

the primordial epistemic operations, e.g. individuation, involved
in the ordering of sense experience, since the domains over which

the cquantifiers range are not restricted to that of empirical

o
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individuals. But we can view LNC, as formulated in the propo-
sitional calculus, as being the final generalisation of the rules
(P‘), (P)), where the latter govern only empirical statements,
Because LNC has abstracted from the specifically spatiotemporal
requirements involved in (P ), (P,), its Juridiction is not
restrictad to empirical statements, but extenés to all statements;
hence its formulation in the propositional calculus. But as I
have tried to indicate, generallty or universality may not here
indicate epistemic fundamentality or primacy. In‘this epistemic
senge,‘(a Y (Pl) may be more rundamentai; ¢6fe ’minimal', as
cond;tions fqr inte;ligibility! than is LNC.

However, this 1s speculation, and I do‘not want to insist on
it - or take the time to Justify it. I do not in principle
object to adding LNC, or rather, lggical self-consistency, to our
1ist of minimal conditions for intelligibility - provided that it
is underatood that LNG, like (P), (P,), states not a metaphysical
necessity, but a mind-imposed rule for thought. But I think that to
show that it is such a rule will involve demonstrating its origins in
(P))s (P))e o .

A further conditiogrfor the 1nte11;g1bi;ity of statemeﬁts ié that
they be grammatically soupdo . This does not of course mean that
sentences are required to ve grammatically perféct Q much intelligible
conversation and journalism is far from that; but it means that

have b by obsesved. 1 ghall wob h o tdesbify fnesr hasic Pvmuj)lzé horg —
basic grammaticallprinciplea/» that is the lifework of linguistics,
But I shall take it that we can intuitively distinguish a sentence
whose grammar is sufficiently sound for it to serve as a vehicie for
senngfifm a sentence whose grammar is not, |

With further condition for intelligibility is analytic

consistency -~ consistency with analytic rules., For example, 'The
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whale stranded on the beach this morning was not a mammal' is false
and, I think, unintelligible, if we understand 'whale' in the
conventional zoological sense, Substituting the conventional
definition of 'whale' for 'whale' in the above sentence will yield
a contradiction. We cas then say elther tha® any contradictioen,
being a violation of LNC, ds unintelligible, or that, since the
sentence in question is an empirical one, it is uninteiligible
because it violates-{?l), (92). ‘

“How does it ‘do this? By‘ascribing'incémﬁafible‘physical'

(structural) properties to a given individual.- We‘unéébk this
nbtion of incompatibility as we did earlier in the case of the
roundsquare and the red/green object., The properties suspected
of heing incompatible are (conceptually) broken down into their

spatiotemporal aspect i.e. their purely physical aspect; if it is

h by

Yhe agCriphion O{f th gutshon ‘
found»thatione of the properties eseribed entails that the

constituents of the individual, or of a part of the individual, be

fhe A«',Qn()\qOh ol
spatiotemporally. organised in one way , and/the other aseribed

24lion
properg;,e:tails that they be organised in another way, it can be
concluded: that the simultaneous ascription of those properties to
that inﬁividual7will“rasult,'at the level of ité'constituenté, in
a violation of (P ), (P)). Takxe for example, the properties of
warm-bloodedness and ¢old=-bloodedness simultaneously being ascribed
to a given animal in the above sentencs, Warm-bloodedness indicates
that the motion of the molecules comprising the animal's blood is of
a certain nature, while cold-bloodedness indicates that it is of a
different nature, But any given molecule travelling at veloeity U,
and U&vsimultananusly, vhere U7, and l{ihave different values, will

have to be at two different noints, relative to its starting point,

at the same time, This constitutes a viclation of (P').



145

Is consistency with physical laws a condition for intelligibilitye
Obviously not, since we talked intelligibly long before we learned
any physics. Violation of very familiar physical laws may some-
times produce absurd statements, but not, I think)unintelligible
ONes,. Rut violation of physical laws may be conjoined with
violation of analyticad ruies in a given sentence; g0 as to produce
uQ&bllikibility. An example of a sentence which violates physical
laws in & very obvious way is *That man eats mountains.' An
example of a gsentence which violates analyticed rules as well is 'That
man drinks mountains®., - The first sentence is not unintelligible;
indeed in the context of a falry tala;) that man aight be & giant
or have a miraculous power which enables him to eat mountains. Fut
even in a falry tale, no-one could drink mountains, because drinking
is defined as the biological method whereby we consume £luids.

One further condition for intelligibllity, even more difficult
to arﬁiculate than the previous ones, is what I shall call the
condition of categorial consistency - though it has nothing to do
with the Kéntian‘catsgorias mentioned earlier, I am taking it
that we recognise various mutually exclusive categories of concepts;
as, firstly, the category of physical, or empirical, objects
(strictly speaking, of the notions of physical, or empirical objects,
but we can take this as understood), then the category of abstract
entities, and perhaps thirdly that of mental 5% peychological
entities. The objects belonging to the first category are
conceived as being in space and time; those of the second as being
in neither space nor time, and those of the third as being in time,

but not in svace, To attribute to an entity belonging to cne
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categofy a property which properly applies only to entities
which belong to a different category produces nonsense, or
unintelligibility e.g. *Find the square root of a goose't',; or
"Dreams are quadrupedal?, waever, is it an ontological or
a purely conceptual matter which properties *properly?t
characterige the members of which categories? I have already
noted that the general eonditions for membership of a given
category are spatiotemporal, For example,  empirical objects
are those we construct out of our experience of the gpatio-
temporal world - they occur in our experience (duly ordered) of
the real world, Abstract entities do not. It is not a
question of empirical §Bjécté:having to be spatiotemporal, in any
ontological sense; or of abstract entities having'to be nonspatib»
temporal, in that sense. Rather, objects only gualify as
empirical if theyvare in épace and time, and they only gualify as
abstract iz tﬁey are not. Hence this categorial conslstency is
really a case ofkénalyticity of a very general order.

| It has not been my aim in this section to aet out an exhaustive
account of the conditions for intelligibility, and of their inter-
relations. To do so would perhaps be to attempt a Kant»style
architectonic, and evidently such a full—scale offensive cannot be
launched here, My overall aim in this chapter is to offer an
cutline for a uonrealist theory of posslbility. The basic tenets
of this theory are that possibility is a mode of concepfs, not of
objects, and that it ig equivalent to intelligibility. Fufther&ore,
the conditions for intelligibility are mind-determined - tho#gh we

must always remember that the mind is a physical instrument, a
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biological organ shaped under the pressures of natural selection
to enable organisms to influence, to a certain extent, the
course of external events, to their own advantage, I proposed,
as such conditions for intelligibility, certain rules for the
identity of objects. Much of this chapter has been devoted to
the elabvoration of these rules, at the expense, perhaps, of
other conditions for intellipgibility mentioned in this section.
The reason for this sele¢tive attention is that I think the
importance, and fundamentality, of these identity rules in this

role has been in general underestimated,

The Uses of the JOHHG&liSt Hotion of Possibility

that are the justiflabla applications of the nonreallst notion
of possibility° I shall consider three uses of the realist notion,
and discuss whether the nonrealist notlon can serve a substitﬁte
function in sach case.' |

(1) Can the nonrealist employ counterfactual sentences? Insofar

as thege are intentiqpallx coﬁnterfactual, and imply that the

evgnt or state‘of af;airs in question did not éccgr, then they
unequivocally express Jjudgmenis of ontological possibility. The
nonrealist has nof motivation to employ such sentences, There is
no polnt invexclaiming, *If T had stepped off the pavement two
seconds earlier, I would have been killed!®, if I do not Sélieve
that I really could have stepved off the pavement two seconds
earlier, From the nonrealist's viewpoint, it is never justified

to assert that the world could have been ntherwise, CJounterfactuals
are therefore closaed to hin, e all suffer a sensae of'futility in

delivering counterfactual judgments in any case, so perhaps it is



better to submit to this prohibition on them. (However we shall
see, in the next section on the psychogenesis of counterfactuals,
that some adaptive/psychological value attaches to counter-
factualising, even though the resultant judgments are not true.
However, in order for them to have this value for us, we gaveuto
subscribe to realism with respect to possibility. They‘losekthis
value for the nonrealist). |
(2) . Excluding counterfactuals from our discourse is a relatively
painless measure, with few consequences for other areas of our
discourse.  But to try to eliminate judgments of epistemic
possibility would be a measure whlch would entirely change the
face of our discourse, since a large portion of our judgmental
effort results in gualified judgments - judgmenis as to what might
(actually) be the case, as opposed to judgments as,tq what
definitely is the @aée.t :we need to reinterpret the notion of
epistemic rossibility so as to retain its important function while
jmaking it ccmpatible with nonrealism.“

L Tn order to arrive at this reinterpretation of epistemic

possibility, we proceed in two stages.
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(a) we subject all concepts which are relevant* to the judgment
we are sgeeking to make, to the intelligibility test. If they
pass this test, they are possible, in the nonrealist sense.
(b) We then check whether we know that any of these concepts are
or are not instantiated at the location relative to which we are
naking the Jjudgment, Those concepts which are not known not to
bé‘instantiated then furnish us with judgments as to which events
are epistemically possible‘reléfive to the location in question.

- To illustrate this procedure, consider the following judgment
of epistemic possibility: !Event A might occur at (%, YY)  How do

we legitimately (i.e. nonrealistically) arrive at this Jjudgment?

First we consider the intelligibility of the concept of the kind of

¥ How do we decide which concepts are relevant? Suppose we are
considering what event occurred at a given location, (Leh)e
Depending on the size of the spacetime region defined by (L,V), we
shall know whether the event in question is macro or micro. This
narrows the range. Then the context of the event i.e. the events
in its spatiotemporal neighbourhood, further narrov the Tange, 6.8,
. (Xyt) might be occupied by a human body. The event in question
will then be one which happens to, or in, a human btody. Analytie
considerations greatly restrict the range of events which may be
said to happen to a human body. Thus we have effective criteria
of 'relevance' even before we introduce causal or inductive
criteria., We can introduce the latter, without circularity, i.e,
without presupposing ontological possibility/necessity, only if we
have a nonreallist theory of laws. (see Ch. 7) HYHowever, in the
final analysis, determining the 'relevance' of concepts, relative to
a judgment of which events are epistemically possible at a glven
spacetime location, may be indistinguishable from the process of
determining which concepts are ndistinguishable frox—the process
1 nonrealistically possible,
relative to our information concerning the context and content of

(xs 1)
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event of which A is an instance - the concept of A»like—events.*
We find it to be intelligidble ~ not like the concept. of, say, round-
square objects. If we do not know that an instantiation of this
cqncgpt df A-like-events does not occur at {(x,}), then we can say
that it is epistemically gossible that A occurs at (x,V).

In order that & judgment of epistemic possibility should have,
in addition to legitimacy, plausibility, the event A should be
thought to be probable, not merely epistemically possible. Its
probability can only be assessed by means of inductive procedures,
48 1 have remarked, before we can admit inductive prodedures into
the nonrealist analysis of judgments of epistemic possibility, we
have to hawe secured a nonrealist analysis of laws. In Chapter 7,
I present such an analysis, Hence I belleve that not only judgments
of epistemic possibility, but also those of epistemic probability,
can be interprete§/’consistently with nonrealism with respect to
possibility., However I shall not pursue this question here. I
merely wish to show that the notion of epistemic possibility can be

retained, on this doubly epistemic interpretation, by the nonrealist,

This interpretation is doubly eplstemic in that, in the first stagé,

a concept im -judged to be intelligible, rather than an event to be

ontologically possible, whi}e the second stage proceeds as before:

if we do not know that this concept is uninstantiated, an Qnétaﬂtiation

of it may be sald to be epistemically possible,
¥hen understood thus nonrealistically, judgments of epistemic

possibility are not judgments about the actual world, or even about

* T am here taking *A' as a name i.e. it denotes a particular. 1Its
particularity is tied to its purported location, (XoF) A i5 thus
the instantiation of the concept of A like-events which ccecura at (5,1)
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reality in a wider sense. They are Jjudgments in the first place
about what is experienceable in general, and in the second place
about what is experiencaable given what we have already experienced.
0f course, we hope that there is a correspondence between what 1s
experienceable and what is actual. %e have no a priori grounds
for believing this to be 80, but we do have evolutionary grounds
for believing it, for evolutionary theory tells us that our
experiential capacities have evolved in response to the way the
actual world is. However evolutionary theory alse telis ug that
natural selection adapits organisms only to their local environment°
Transportation of the organism to an alien environment, or

radical changes imposed on its native enviromment from an

external source, can find the organism lacking in responsive
equipment., - 5a~$§y mnay supﬁose that the ordering principles which
we impose on our experience, rendering it intelligible, are only
adeqﬁate for our experience of the local world. In quite different
and'remote‘environments our experience might become intractable to
these 'principles, and hence unintelligible to us. We can
speculate that such an environment may exist, for example, in the
interior of b1ack heolesy gravitation theory "predicts 'spacetiﬁef
distortions® in this environment, which would threaten the
aprlicability of principles (P}), (Pl)’

(3) Certain forms of scientific argument e.g. cosmological
arguments, invoke possible worlds; 1s this farm of argument still
available to the cosmologist who adopts nonrealism with respect to
possibility? Typical examples of such arguments include

sreculations concerning the behaviour of a test system 1in & universe
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otherwise devoid of mass-energy, or the solytions of a given field
equation in a zero mass-energy universe, or the effect on a test
varticle of the rotation of the rest of the mass of the universe
around it, and so on. such arguments date (at least) from the
time of Wewton and Leibniz, and are in constant use today, either
in the form which invokes vossible universes, or in the form of
(nonglobal) thought experiments,

we can distinguish two different uses of the notion of possible
world in thie context. |
(1) The physicist defines a set of 'possible’! initial and
boundary conditions, then discovers what kind of universe a glven
hypothetical set of physical laws predicts relative to these
conditions. If he considers the resulting universe "possible!
this helps to confirm the laws - helps to establish that they are
the laws of the actual universe (i.e. that if we knew the
initial and boundary conditions of our universe, we could predict
its present state, or at leést the kind of universe it is, from the
laws in qﬁestion). 12 the prediction from the hypothetical initial
and boundary conditions Rields an 'impossible! world, then, given
the 'possibility! of those éonditiona,;thiS‘result helps to
diseonfirm the laws - as laws of the actual world,

Clearly, in this type of argument, independent g¢riteria for
the 'possibilityt of the hypothetical conditions and worlds are
presupposed.
(2) The physicist takes a set of laws which he believes to be true
i.e. to obtain in the actual world, and a set of initial and
boundary conditions which he considers 'posgiblet, and prddicts

a particular world. This form of argument is taken to establisgh

the "possibility' of the predicted world. In this case, independent
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criteria for the 'possibility!' of the initial and boundary
conditions -~ and, of course, for the truth of the laws -~ are
required,

In practice these two kinds of argumenis may be conflated,
and arguments from possible initial and boundary conditions and
rossible laws to possible universes occur, In order to avoid
circularity however, the two types should be distinguished.
Scientists are not in general sgetting out to prove the possibility
of hypothetical, nonactual worlde; rather they are setting out to
discover the laws which hold in the actual world., Hence their
appeals to possible worlds occur mainly in arguments of the first
type. Is this type of argument permissible from the viewpoint of
nonrealism with respect to possibility? There are two questions to
answer here. Firstly, do we have adequate criteria for determining
the intelligibility of concepts of radically different universes
or initial and boundary conditions? Secondly, is the intelligibility
of laws (or of the concepts of the universes in which they hold)
evidence of their truth?-

fin the first question, I think that our criteria of
intelligibility are not adequate for assessing the intelligibility
of radically different universes., Congider the case of an
entirely empty universe. This satisfies principles (7)., (PZ},
but only by default - there are no objects in this world for us
to differentiate. Can such trivial satisfaction ef (P)s (P)) be
considered as positively confirming the intelligibility of such a
universe? I leave this question open., It its most general it ig
the question, are (certain) concépts which are nathematically

intelligible, or intelligible as mathematical concepts, intelligible
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when physically interpreted, For exa-ple, the mathesnatical concept
of 'spacest with dimensionality greater than thres is no less
intelligible than the mathematical concept of a three dimensional
"spacet, But it is not cleagﬁwhether w¥e have, even in principle,
any criteria fcor deciding whether the concept of an n-dimensional
physical space, for a )3, is intelligible, Though I leave this
question open, I can at least say that the practising cosmologist,
who has given little thought to this purely conceptual question of
the fundamental eriteria f0r the»1nte11igibility of concepts, is
not in a good position to assess the intelligibility of the
concepts of radically different worlds, which he might wish to
invoke, On this question, then, I sympathise with Mach, who
banned.qutright physical arguments whieh appealed to radically
different kinds of worlds.

The second question, whether the intelligibility of laws is
evidence of their truth, raises some of the issues discussed earlier,
concerning the 'correspondence' between what is conceivable and what
is actual., To the extent that the theory of evolution gives us some
grounds for believing that there 1s a certain degree of such’
correspondence, we can risk saying that laws which we find intelligible
are more likely to be true than laws which we find unintelligible.
But in any case, in arguments which have to yresunposne the
intelligibility of radically different universes and initial and
boundary conditions in order to demonstrate the intelligzibility of
laws, we have the problem stated, but not regolved, ahove: do we
have any adequate criteria for determining the intelligibility of
such concepts,

in short, thke nonrealist view of possibility does not accord

unqualified assent io the type of scientific arsument outlined in (1)

abtove, though nor have I shown that it excludes it,
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The Psvchogenesis of Counterfactuals

If realism with respect to possibility is false, and the
counterfactual form of sentence thus incapable of expressing any
truth, when ﬁg’is understood as an assertion of ontological
noggibility (and T have claimed it is ordinarily so understood),
what accounts for the persistance of this form of utterance in
our speech? TFor we can assume that some mechanism of natural
‘selection operates on natural language, such that no:mally only .
gentence forms which are caé&bla‘of conveying truths, or
information, are preserved,

T want to offer a (speculative) account of the pesychogenesls
of counterfactuals, to explain why this form of sentence has been
preserved in common discourse ‘in spite of its inability to convey
tfuth. ‘Psychogenesis® is a vague and ambiguous term, Under it
we could subsume both the sort of accounts which show how a
concept developed, and also those whieh show the use or value of
the concept, the function it serves. Consider $the concept of
God, :for instance - and let us suppose that no real individual
falls under it. The guestion of the psychogenesis of this
cédCept then arises. In answer to this question we can both
explain the root of thils concept - in Freudian terms, for instance,
or in the manner of Feusrbach; ‘"and we can also give the reason
for its pgenesis ~ explain the political, cultural or vsychological
needs which it satisfied - its adaptive value for the believers in
1t. The latter sort of account explains the persistéhce of this
uninstantiated idea in our discourse, and it is of this sort that
my account of counterfactuals will be. We should note however

that it is normally necessary to believe in the concept in guestion

+
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in order to receive the adaptive benefits that it confers, YSH
have—to—believe—in-Qodin-ordepr—to—reseivetho-adaptive benefits
thet—it—eonfers., You have to believe in God in order for your
prayers and so on to have any psychological value for you.
Similarly, you have to believe in ontological possibility in
order to derive any benefit from counterfactualising.

Before considering the psychogenemis of counterfactual ideas
specifically, let us consider the psychogenesis of uninstantiated
ideas in general, I shall take an empiricist; *jumble theory'*
line on this question: we obtain our basic stock of ideas, of
objects and properties, from the borld, via percepntion, The mind
is then capable of reorganising these ideas, forming novel
configurations, constrained only by such principles as (P!), (Pz),
and by analytie rules, and by the purposes of the exercise in
particular casmes, You might object -that this analysis does not
coveyr cases in which the mind conceives of some idea whick is not a
composite of elements given in perception, but is, as it were, cut .
from whole eloth, But are there any such cases? You might
suggest as an example that we can conceive, of four-dimensional
space, and hence of four-dimensional objects; even though we have
not -experienced sﬁch objects, nor can we visualise then. I would
reply that such an idea will be a composite of elements of our
perceptuai experience to the extent that it is coloured,; solid,
has a certain shape, and so on. It is only its four-dimensionality

which we have not sensuocusly encountered, Put, as I remarked

* The locus classicus of this theory is in David bFume: A
Treatise of Human ¥ature, Rook 1, Parl 1, %echiowm , P,g-m'
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esarlier, it is not clear whether we have criteria for determining
the intelligibility of the notion of four-dimensicnal physical

-~ as oppoged to mathematical-space; hence it is open to question
whether we have a (possibld) concept of a four-dimensional object
in any case. Even if we did have such a concept, the concept

of dimensionality is one which we originally derived from cuf
experience of actual, physical space; it is this exverience
which informs the intuitions which motivated the formulation of
the oripinal, Euclidean geometrical theories, and dimension
theory. Thus the notion of four-dimensional srace can be
construed as a reorganisation of ideas originally acquired through
ompirical experience.

I do not wish to argue this issue in any depth here, but will
rather eimply assume the jumble theory of imagination, or of
uninstantiated ideas., Let me now proceed to the rsychogenesis
of counterfactual sentences,

Counterfactual Judgments are, I think, traceable to judgments
of epistemic possibility. Since epistemic possibility -~ as
ordinarily understood, presupposes ontological possibility in any
case, this does not, as it stands, further 6ur inqulry into the
psychogeneéia of counterfactuals as vehicles for judgments of
ontological pdssibility. In order to avoid a regress, then, we
need to invoke our new, nonrealist notion of episterxic vossibility.
Counterfactual judgments are then traceabls to judgments of
eplstemic possibility in thie sense. A vresent counterfactual
claim is a claim which can be seen to have one been in non-—
counterfactual form, epistemically possible. Take a counterfactual

such as, 'Event E could have occurred at locatinn (i, )¢ Suprose
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that T was in the neighbourhood of ( , ) and observed the non-
occurrence . of E, Suppose too that I now realise that the
occurrence of ¥ was epistemically possible from my point of view
priocr to -~ although this does not imply that I realised, at that
time, that it was epistemically possible. It is my presenat
recognition that E was then epistemically possible which is, I
claim, expressed in my present counterfactual judgment. The

motivation for its expression is, I think, retrospective

preparation for, or adjustment to,E. .We need to distinguish two

different situations whieh exemplify this.. . .
#;/ .- In the first, we suppose that at some earlier time an event E,
‘was known by us to be epistemically possible (from our point of
.view), and that since we were aware of its epistemic possibility,
we made preparations for the advent of E. If E then failed to
occur at the aXpeoted time and place, we ¢an, at.a 1a£er,tggg;;3‘
regort pur preparations, by means of the counterfa&tuai form, e.g8.
’If«&itler had conquered England, I would have swallowed sleeping
~pillé;'~

~The latter sentence ean also serve to articulate retrospective

- preparation,-if-we were unaware at .the previous time of the
epistemic poséibility of the antecedent, but realise now that it
was epistemically possible then, and that, had we been aware of
this, we would have taken the precautions or made the prevarations
- which we now retrospectively prescribe,

"In the second situation, the counterfactual sentence does not
report, even retrospectively, our reaction to,or preparation for)a

particular circumstance. rather, we take once again an event

which was at some earlier time epistemically possible, and which
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did not,at its due date and place, eventuate, and then we apply
inductive reasoning to this occurrence; in Just the same way as
we do in relation to actual occurrencea7thereby deriving
tpredictiona' of the conseqguences o0f such an occurrence, which
we finally report in a counterfactual conditional e.g. 'If there
had been an even lower rainfall in Britain in the winter of 7785,
there would have been standpipes in theé streets of iondon in the
gummer of $76!,

“’Again, the interest of the unrealised circumstance described
in’ the mntecedent is not its metaphysical status, but ite
hypothetical consequences for uS 1i.€¢, we are interested in ‘these
hypothetical consequences ﬁot from a metaphysical, but from a
pragmatic, point of view: they afford us an opportunity for
retrospective reaction and preparation.

In shorty my claim is that the point of counterfactuals is not
to spell out unrealised ontological possibilities -« where these
would in any case be without significance or implications for our
xnowledge of the actual world, and hence without cénsequences‘for
our actual destinies; nor is it to ekpress,'bircuitausly; our -
knowledge of ‘causal laws. ~ Their point 41§ psychological. When
I exclaim, 'If you had dislodged that boulder three secoﬁds earlier,
it would have fallen on me', I am giving myself a reflective frisson,
retrospectively preparing myself for a fatal eventuality which was
epistemically possible at an earlier time, and was hence a
candidate for actual preparations, & favourite example in
English textbooks is, YIf Hitler had won the WYy eaveoosssty Which

gpeaks for itself.
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Retrospective preparaticn, even if it anounts to nothing more
than emotional acknowledgement of, and adjustment to, the
eventuality in question, does have adaptive value. In retro-
spectively preparing myself for an unrealised past eveant, I am to
scme extent preparing myself for that sort of event should it ever
oécuf in the future, wherg we assume such a futunrs event to be
epistémically possible,  The effect on a person's coaduct and
attitude to 1life of an unrealised event can be considerable, even
d:gmaticj as aayone who has had a close 'brush with death', even if
oniy ;gt?qspeqtivelywrecognised,,may beigble to testify. The
agergies invested in counterfactual retrospection thus may.not be
wasted, |

ytyﬁmight be objected that this analysigirules out counterfactuals

conce;ning evénts in the distant, 'nreuhuman past, or at any rate,
counterfactuals concernina events whiech, if realised, would not
hava affected the genesis or progress of our species. For example,
geologists mi?ht claim that there could hava been - though they a
know there in fact was not - an ice age ten million years before
the advent af man, and that it would have been of short duration,
'and without long-tﬁrm climatic -consequences, : :

- My reply 1s that the subject matter of geology is not, except
in special circumstances, counterractual It is got the purpose
of geqlogists tq discover how terrgstrial conditions might have been;
if this wére thelr concern, then the geolozical counterfacts would
vastly outnumber the geological facts, and geclogy would no longer
be a manageabls science, Counterfactual claims within geology
require speciél pronpting, This woulé, I suggest, be provided
when a geological event which would have bsen epistemically possible

prior to its nonrealisation would, had 1t been realised, have had

consequences for ue,
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The Fluidity of Life-Evenis

Our strongest sense that things could have been otherwise
undoubtedly oeccurs in the context of our own lives ~ our actions,
utterances, etc. After all the academic argument is said and
done, I am unlikely to have lost my feeling that, say, I could
have trained harder for my driving test, and so have passed.

T do not think that this use of counterfactual seﬁtences can
always be adequnately explained in terms of retrosvpective adgust-
ment and preparation.

ppaditionally, we fexplain' our extreme readiness to counter-
factualise with respect to our own lives in terms of our speclal
faculty, freewill. Freswill is ordinarily understood realistically
-~ that is, it is understood to implicate ontological possibility:
a4 free choice is one to which there are real alternatives. Fut
freewill has proved rather intractable to analysis. It cannot be
explicated adequately, or indeed even at all, in terms cof causal
indeterminism (undetermined behaviour would be more likely to get
us run over, or locked up, than to advénce us toward our goals).
Yet an Qndeterminist analysis would legitimise our proclivity to
counterfactualising: if-our'behaviour is not causally
determined, then we do not have to act thus, hence we can act
otherwine. According to the compatibilist analysis of freewill,
Qn‘the other hand, an action is free if it is the action which we
most desire to verform; this assumes the determination of desire,
and analyses freedom as freedom from external obstacles. Put this
analysis does not authorise counterfactualising: we are caused to
degsire what we desire, and hence, given freedom from external

obgtacles, to choose aa we choose, The actual world may provide



alternatives, in the sense of providing an array of objects, or
persons, or circumstances, for us to select from, but in so far

as our selection can be called a choice, it is made in accordance
with:our desires; and hence in accordance with causally determined
priorities. Thus when I say 'I could have chosen the left box rather
than :the right', where I am assuming that this wag a cholce l.e, was
made -in accordance with desire, and fiee-from external obstacle,

the only fact which I am truly reporting is that there were two
boxea thare for mg to choose from, Given my desires, and my
freedom from external obstacle,~I;canﬁct truly say that I could .
have ‘chosen the box that I did not choose. On the other hand, the
¢laim that T c¢ould have chosen the left box rather than the right
might express the following fact, viz that I most desired to choose
the left box, but external circumstances did not perait me to, so

I chose, as second best, the right. Here we have two
*interpretations! of counterfactuals, from a compatibilist view-
voint:

(1)’ The world offered a set of alternatives for we to choose from
(but my choiece of. a particular one of these was desire-determined
‘and hence, despite’ freedom from external obstacle, my choice could

‘not have been otherwime).

{2} The world did not offer the alternative(s) I most desired
(hence, despite my desire for a different alternative, external
obstacles prevented this alternative from being realised).

On both these ‘interpretations', a fact about the actual
world is implieitly reported in the cqunterfactual sentence, but
sti1ll the use of this form of sentence is not justified, for in
neither case could thinge really have been different. Yet the
fact that the counterfactual $Hrm can convey information about the

actual world in this manneor explains, to some extent, its
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persistﬁhce in discourse,

I want to offer a complementary account of our readiness to
counterfactualise with respect to our lives. This strong feeling
that we could have done otherwise, that things could have turned
cut otherwise, is connected with the peculiar fluidity of life-
events,. By their fluidity, I mean the following. To us, events
with a subjective, psychological component are comparatively
inecrutable... We cannot describe them as we can the events of

mechanicse, ‘for instance, Rather, they have to be interpreted -

via some psychological, or psychoanalytie, language, Nor ig this
Just a deseriptive problem. Our experlence of psychological, e.g.
emotional events occurs at various !levels? of consciensness, s0
that even when we ourselves are the subjeet of such an event, we
may not know exactly what we have experienced, ar felt, In the
interpretation of such events, both past and future events have an
influence, We would, for example, interpre£ the childhood
psychological experiences of two men, who both suffered similar
deprived early conditions, in very different fterms, if one grew up
to be the President of the United States, and the other grew up
into a derelict, They themselves would have differing views of
-their respective experiences - not just because of their different
temperaments, etc., but because of the different waye things
turned out for them, The President would view his trisls and
traumas as the challenges which made him; the derelict would view
his similar misfortunes as the burdens which crushed kim.
‘Throughout our life, then, we are unable to arrive at a final
interpretation of our past; since the unknown future may always
hold events which will alter our present interpretations of past

events., This *fluidity' of life-events coansists in the ' fact that
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earlier life-events eonsists—dn-the factthat earlier 2ifo-sysnte
can &lways be undone by later ones; betrayals, surrenders,
migfortunes, sufferings,; wrongs - as well as thelr positive
counterparts - can all, in principle, be effectively undone; so
long as the parties concerned remain alive. A betrayal can
later be undone by a reconciliation, a surrendsr by a victory,
nisfortune by good fortune, suffering by happiness, wrongs by
compensationsa

In what way 1is thisg fluldity of life-events connected with
our disposition to make counterfactual judgments with respect to
such events? -

To mee this we have first to take account of another point,
which is that it 1s largely our present desires and goals which
motivate, and influence; our couanterfactual judgments concerning
past~life~evanté. (This point must be szeen as complementing the
point we-noted 1in connection with the compatibilist view of

wcounterfactuals:“ahcoﬁntarfactualmmay,bé used to report a,desife
which I 2actually. had but which drcumstances prevented. me from
realising.) . One of .the principal incentives to counterfactualising
~ nak L showdd have ackid ofwerionge, ‘
is a present desire that things should have been otherwisg} But
to believe that one could have acted otherwise, .one has to béligye;
in accordance with the compa£ibilist analysis above, that one - =
wanted to act’ stherwise. The fluidity, or relative &ndeterginateness,
of life-events, as characterised sbove, enables us to be genuinely
&ndefinite with regard to our past: to a certain extent we genuinely
dc not know what we experienced, how we felt, This ;ndeterminacy
enables us to believe, under the influence of later desires or goals,

that we had certain unmuanifested desires. Ve may then translate
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these supposed past desires into counterfactuals - that we could
have acted in such and such a fashion, had circunstances

permitted, or favoured,such actlon, Here again it is a case of
later events shedding an interpretive light on earlier events, for
it is those later events which help to éhape the desires which
notivate the counterfactual~judgménts concerning the earlier
events, = Let ms give an example to illustrate the varicus strands
of my suggestion, = Suppose that at time ty,a woman is having a
conversation with her current suitor, A, and makes & hostile
remari, .8ay P, which terminates her relationship with A. At |, she
thinks to herself that she could have ‘said something nice, say 9
instead of p, at tg, and thefeby‘séved‘thé_réiatioﬁéhip, which =t f,7
now feeling lonely, she wishes she had saved. Then, atil s she |
meets B, and no longer regrets terminating her relationship with ﬁ;“
How she believes that she did mean what she said at I, and so she

is ne longer inclined to think that she could have said%insteado
Thus, meeting B at |, has changed the view she held at Fy as to

what she could have done at /., . Events at times later than

wight eventually make her change her mind again as to what she

could have done atfyo.

- Ifi this ia not mersly an example of gelf-decention, it can be
explained only on the supposition that at %0 the woman really d&id’
not know exactly how she felt about A, or what she wanted. Later
events help to clarify this experience. For example, if a woman
btreaks with a.suitor, but then never marries afterwards, we might
be led to suppose that she did not really want to brea® with that
man, acd that she still loves him, whereas if we found her happily

married soon after the breax, we would be less inclined to doubt



that she had really wanted 1it. She herself can gain insight
into her earlier feelings by such later evidence in just the same'
manney, At the game time, however, later evenis may generate
new, or nullify old, desires, making us wish that we had acted
differently in the past, that things had turned ocut otherwise.
The indeterminacy, or fluidity, of the past then enables us to
retroject our present desires, tendencies, goals, into our past
experience, s0 as to jJustify (in a sense) counterfactual claims
that we céuld have béhaved in ways that we now wish we had.

The fluidity of life-events is finally chec¢ked by death.
Deaﬁh is the one life—e§ent which cannot be undone. After
death, there can be no further 'evidence' to provide fresh
interpretations of earlier evehts; final interpretations can
thus be reached, and life-evente lose their appearance of fluidity
and indeterminaeyf We tend to view the life-events of a dead
person asg all of é piece, with sarly events explaining later
events, and later events determining the significance of earlier
onesg, ¥e view them as cohering. This significantly reduces
our iaclination to make counterfactual judgments concerning
then, At the game time, the extinctién of that person’s
desires and goals spells the extinction of one incentive (ﬁis)
for counterfactualising with respect to his life-events. Other
people, of course, may have desires which make them wish that
the events of the dead person's life had been different in certain
respects, and this will motivate them to make counterfactual
judgments concerning those events, even after that person's death,
But the closure of that person's 1life, and the consgequent fixing

of his life-events, make those events relatively resistant to
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counterfactualising. I think that in general, when a peracn dies,
we, as distirerested adjudicators, are far less disposed to say
that his life could have been different than we are while he is
8till alive; and I think that this fact helps to confirm the

suggestions as to the role of counterfactual judgsments concerning

life-events that I have offered in this sectlon.

Fictions

One use of uninstantiated ideas - ideas which are ¥nown to be
ﬁninstantiated - is, asbwe have éeén, in counterfacfual judgments,
Another use of suéhVideas is in fictional contexts, Fictional
claims are, I think,‘quite different'from counterféctuai‘oneso
Ln my opinon
/Fictional claims 3o not;—I—thinlk; presuppose realism with respect
to possibilitys fictional otjects are not, or need not be,
intended to be understood as ontologically possible objects, if
this is so, rejection of realism with resryect to possibility need
not entail nullificatibn Sf the value of fiction.

The vrimary differencé between counterfactual and fictional
sentences lies, T think, in their respective intents to refer.
Take a counterfactual sentence of the form, ’E could have occurred
étvspécefime point ( , )¥, where 'E' is a description of a
particular event. Whoever asserts this sentence believes that a

particular event satisfying this description did not occur, but—f

but if he were

shown that such an event did occcur after all, then he would

agree that it was to this event that his sentence intended to

refer - and he would amend his counterfactual claim to a factual one,
of the form, ‘'L did occur at () Contrzst this case wlth that

ef a fictional sentence, say a sentence concerning Othello.

1



Suppose an actual person in fact happened to exist whose biographg
and character corresponded with that of the literary Othello in
evory respect - even in respect of his nane. Suppose too that
Shakeaspeare had never heard the faintest rumour of this man's
exlstence, and this man had antedated Shakespeare, and so had not
read, hence could not have imitated, Othello. Would we conclude
that this man was the subject of Shakespeare's play? Certainly
not,. Shakespeare invented Othello. He ﬁaa_not offering an
extonded definite description, in the hope that scome actual man
would fall under it., If that had been his purpose, his work
would have been a kind of absurd armchalr reportage, rather than
literature 1.e. fiction, where we shall examine the peculiar
pursose of the latter in a moment,

¥e can view this point from a slightly different angle. For
whereas it is unlikely that any actual person would wholly
satisfy a detailed literary characterisation such as that of
Othello, the sentences a novelist uses to describe some incidental
character in the plot might very well be used by somebody else,
in ignorance of the novelist's pre-emption, to describe, and
denote; an actual PErson. This shows that the difference between
fictional and nonfiectional, i.e. factual, ideas is intentional,
not formal, But the difference can ultimately be detected, or
indicated, by a formal difference: the novelist would not in
principle be prepared to include spacetime co-ordinates (in some
actual frame of reference) in his descrintion of a fictional
individual, whereas the reporter, armchalr osr on-the-spot, would,
in principlej7=be prepared to do so, in his description of what
he intends to be an actual individual. This point 1s illustrated
by the traditional disclaimer that orefaces ‘works af'fiction', to

the effect that any resemblance of characters in the work to real
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persons alive or dead is coincidental,

%e can distinguish two different categories of fictions: on
{he one hand, there are 'naturalistic’ fictions, sueh as Othello,
and in general the human characters in naturalistic literature;
on the other hand, there are fantastical fictions, such as nay
gccur in myths, legends, fairy tales e.g. unicorns, satyrs,
philosopherts stones.

Fictional and famtastical ideas have at least one function
in common -~ the opportunity for sport they afford the mind, the
chance for it to exercise its architectonic latitude for sheer
fun.

The entertainment value alone of fictlon would suffice to
confer a high adactive valuve on it, aad assure it a place, from
an evolutionary viewpoint, In our discourse. Put *serious'?
fiction, or literature, has a further, didacti® function, its
creaticns are modgls {or in the case of lantasy, sysbols) for
human charactsrs and destinies, These modelg are designed to
exemplify perscnality types, and life patterns, thereby assisting
us to analyse our own psychological experience.

For the author of fictions, there are no truth-conditions for
his fictional seantences - there are only more or less !'faithful!
or representative fictions - fictions which exemplify wore or
less important or universal human attributes, For the recipient
cf fictions, on the other hand, we can lay down some qualified
truth-conditions: a fictional sentence is true iff it is
identical with, or Inferrable from, some sentence(s) in the text
or report of the relevant fictional narrative as written or
related by the reccqgnised anthor. Hewever, the truth of
fictional sentences which satisfy this conditicn is not ungualified

truth, bet 'truth-in-fictiont. I feel this gualification of the
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truth predicate is justified in view of the importaant role of
literature, or fiction, in ocur cultural life.

There is8 a great deal of interplay and overlap amongst
fictions, fantasies, counterfacts and facts. For instance,
wve permit fictilonal counterfactuals, such as *If Juliet had
awoxen from her drugged trance earlier, she snd Romeo would
not have died’.

But according to my present view of fictions, we would not
allow such counterfactuals as 'If Romeo and Juliet had been an
actual boy an@ girl,....'* ¥#ithin the fictional framework,
Romeo and Jullet are an actual boy and girl - not ghosts, or
hallucinations of one of the other characters in the play (such
as Banquo was, at one stage, in "Macbeth!') Outside that
framework, Romeo and Juliet are model-concepts. Model-concepts
are not intended to be instantiated by actual individuals, though
actual individuals may resemble them, Again, it is not to the
point to pursue in any depth here the inter-relations amongst
fictions and counterfacts and facts, I hope merely to have
shown, in these sketchy remarxs, that the nonrealist can account
for the presence of fictibns in our discourse, Moreover, on
my account, he can permit the continued creation and employment

of fictions.

Possibility, Tdentity and Spacetime

Throughout this thesis we have noted various connections
between theories of possibility, identity and spacetime. I rnow
want to draw these insishts together to some extent,

T have claimed that the principles (P,), (PL)’ taxen as

mind-imposed rules, may be interovreted either as rules for identity

*Fe are assuming for rresent purposes that they were not -~ that
158

sha-espeare's play was n:t based uwvon a truse anecunts,



or for spacetine. That is, either the existence of a spacetime
framework is presupposed, and individual objects are conceptually
individuated in accordance with certain spatiotemporal

conditions, or the existence. and identity,of individual objects
is presupposed, and the spacetime relatlons are constructed, by
the sind, in accordance with (P\), (gl), On tnhe former
interpretation, a substantivalist view of svaceitime must be
aggumed, on the latter, a relationist view. #fut it should be
pointed out that such a constructivist, or‘idealist, veraion of
the relationist theory i1s not, prima facie at any rate, the only
version. An alternative version of the relationist view would
take the spacetime relations holding between objects as
objectively given, not constructed by us. Such an interpretation
would of course require a realist view of relations in general.
The difference between such a version of the relationist view and
the substantivalist view is not a straightforward realist/
constructivist difference, but c¢an rather only be adequately
broughtudut by the different answers the two views provide to

the guestion of empty spacetine. The gubstantivalist countenances
the notion of an empty universe while the realist relationist does
not,

However the version of the relationist theory whieh is of
interest to us here is the constructivist version, since this is
the version which is, initially, open to the nonrealist with
respect to possibility, via his intersretation of the minimal
conditiong for intelligibility (and hence vossibility), viz
(P1), (F)). I now want tn gshow that, desnite this initial

freedom of choice in the inter»retation of (P (?Z), it is to



H]
[t
]

the choice which affirms the nonreality of idestity and the
reality or substantivality of spacetime that the nonrealist
with respect to possibility is finally committed,

T take lLeibniz, at any rate in the context of his wider
metaphysics, to have propounded a constructivist relationist
theory of space and time, Given the close inter-relatlons
and interdevendence betveen his relationist theory of space and
time and hils principle ol the Tdentity of Indiscernibles,“ I
congtrue Leibniz's account of space and tize as taking
approximately the following foru. The identity of objects is
glven indépendently of thé{spatiotemporal relations. This
independent identity is determined by the qualitative proverties
of the objects -~ where ‘qualitative properties' are understood
to be all the empirical properties exclusive of the spatio-

properniey of on objetk — 1Fs §pakiokemporal
temporal onss. The spatiotemporal/relations with other objects -
are then somshow conatructed by the perceiving mind out of
the qualitative properties of that object. Any two objects
which were purported to share the same set of qualitative
properties would subtend the same set of spatiotemporal relations
i.e., would occupy the same point in space and time, and would
hence bve percelved ag identical. This then guarantees the
‘Identity of Indiscernibles.

0f course, this interpretation of the relationist theory
renders the Identity of Indiscernibles ambiguous. For while

it guarantees the spatiotemporal (and hence percentual)

identity of qualltative indiscernibles, it does nothing tc secure

* dne asnect of this iatordesendence was sutlined in Ch. 2, p. SY-36
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the antecedent ontological identity of qualitative indiscernibles.
At this pre-perceptual level then, the Identity of Indiscernibles
remains as ad hoc as ever, I don’t think it has plausibility at
all from any but an ideallst, Rationalist viewpocint, since it
implies that we have a prior! knowledge of the contents of the

world - that we know, or can know, the qualitative identity of

the objects in our world independently of thelr situation in
gracetime and prior to our perception of them. lLeibnlz was, of
course,an ldealist and a Raticnalist, with a penchant for vlenitude:
he posited the manifold of possible worlds, and conceived each
possible world, including our own, as comprising the cq%;tantiation
of a magimal set of compossibles. From such a Rationalistic
agsumption of plenitude, the identity of the objects of any

given world could indeed be antecedeuntly established, by simply

" positing, as & basis, a small set of compossible objects, and then
discovering the maximal set(s) of objects comvossible with the
members of the base set, Each such maximal get comprises the
demain of a world, We have in this way worked out what there ié
in a given world without having had to inspect.* %o can then

construct the system of spacetime relations for each such world

®*This is an overstatement., e cannot in this way discover which
of the worlds we have constructed is a particular given world, e.&.
our world, unless we already know the total membership of that
world. If we know only a proper portion of the membership of the
world in guestion, before we construct the set of all possible
worlds, then there may be other worlds, constructed from the sanme
base get as our world, which include all the objects which belong
to that portion of the membership of our world with which we are
already acquainted.



by followins some Leibnizian handbook of instructions as to how
gifferent neves of qualitative properties are made to subtend
¢ifferent sets of spacetime relations.

An empiricist who adheres to a realist view of the actual
world however has no grounds for supposing the actval world to
be the coinstantiation of a maximal set of composslibles,
Therefore he cannot discover what there is in a world without
exyperiencing it. Fut he experiences 1t as a spacetime
manifold, and he identifies objects by their svacetime locations
and trajectories. He has no reason to suppose that he could not
find tweo suatiotemgzorally distinct objects which are otherwise
{or qualitatively) indiscerrible. Identity ig thus understood
by him as spatlotemporal identity, sc that the Leibnizian
relationist theory, with its assumption of an extra-spatiotemporal,
qualitative identity, cannot be realised by him.

One objection to the Liébnizian relationism, from the point
of view of itg utility for the nonrealist theory of possibvility,
is that it sresupvoses possibility. According to Leibniz, the
sracetime framework is the system consisting of the spatio-
temporal relations holdlng amongst all actuwal and possible objects.
'T hold space to be something nmerely relative, as time is; that
is, I hold it to be an order of coexistences, as time is an order

of successious, For space denotes, in terus of possibllity,

an order of things which exist at the same time, considered as

+#*
existing together, without inguiring into their manner of existing.!

*{row The Leibniz~Clarke Correspondence. FEditer, H.G. Alexander.
*anchester 1956 p.p. 25-26.



If possible objects were not included in this scheme, the
relationist theory could not permit regions of unoccupled space
and time, for where there are nqﬂ qualitatively discernible
objects (actual or possible), there c¢an be no sets of space-
time relations. If it is the realist notion of possillity which
is presupposed by the relationist theory, then that theory cannot,
nf course, be used to Jround the nonrealist theory of possibility.
But equally, the nonrealist theory of possibility cannot without
circularity, be greuﬁded on a view which presupposes the non
ropfobionish

realigst notion of possibility. It follows that the realist theory
of space and time, insofar as it presupposes identity, cannot
serve to ground the nonrealist theory of possibility.

~There is a further, gencral objection connected with this
fact that possible as well as actual objects are required for
the congtruction of a spacetime framework. 4s we have seen,
Leibniz, being a rationalist and a proponent of plenitude,
consfrues pogeible worlds as maximal sets of compossibles. Eut we
might consider that, in any given world, only those objects which
are compossible with the contents of that world may be paid té
be possible relative to that world. In this case, Leibniz's
rlenitudinous view of possible worlds would entail that, within
any given world, no object not already in that world will be
possible relative to that world, since the world itself is
already a maximal set of compossibles. Even 1f it is denied
that an object, in order to be possible relative to a given world,

must be compossible with the conterts of that world, the Leibnizian



relationist could not allow the spacetime of that world to bte
constructed out of the distribution of qualitative properties
over objects not in that world - objects which are supposedly
possible relative to it, For on the Leibnizian view, each
gqualitatively discernible object subtends a unique set of
svatiotenporal relations, This nay work noderately well in
the case of actual objects. Rut we ordinarily suppcee that,
at any spatiotemporal leocation we can define, many different,
or qualitatively discernible, possible objects could occur.
Yet each such object should, according to the Leibnizlan
relationist, subtend a uniqué set of spatiotemporal relations.
In order to construct a consistent system of spacetime
relations, then, the Leibnizian has to relinguish this ordinary
assumption, and take the counterintuitive view that there 1s
pnly one possible object which could occupy any sracetiinme
location we can define,

This, as I said at the outset, is a quite general stjcection
to the kind of Leibnizlan relationism here under consideration,
but it reinfosrces cur present rejection of that nosition.

| My last argument in this section is that, from a consideration
o§ spacetime arises an objection to possible worlds, whether
realistically or nonrealistically understood.

Historically, the pessible world apparatus provided the
golution to an objeétion to posslbilia volced long ago, in 1857,
by Guine:* how do we individuate possikilia? How do we, for

instance. differentiate the various possihle fat men standing

On
* in *Yhat There Ts' in From a Logical Point of View,"arper
Torchbhocks editicn 1083 n, 4,
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in that doorwagjj
grg;g;gazggg‘all occupy the same place at the sawe time, they
violate (%), our criterion for the identity of individuals.
From the viewpoint of possihle world theory, we can assign
jdentity to possibilia in the normal way, i.e. in accordance with
(Pi)§ (r), by requiring that the possiblie fat men in that
doorway are each located in a different world, or spacetime
framework. Then we can distinguish possibilia which occupy the
séme spacetime locations in different worlds, or frameworks,
just by the distinctness of the worlds or frameworks. To
affirm this distinctness of the frameworks is however to deny,
what some people .8, Kaplan,*\ affirm, namely that all worlds
share a single spacetime framework. If we taxe a substantivalist
view of spacetime, we shall want to deny this anyway, since on
this view space iz a form of substance, and there is‘an
ontological difference, from the viewpoint of modal realism,
betwoen possible substance and actual substance - Just as there is
between possible matter and actual matter. Pvt in Chapter 3
I offered arguments for this distinctness of spacetime frameworks
which were independent of the substantivalist assumption.
These arguments concerned the geometry of spacetime, and claimed
that, from the viewpoint of Kelativistic spacetime theories, there
is no reason not to gscribe diverse geometiries to the spacetimes
of different possible worlds, Furthermore; this distinctness

of the frameworks cannot be held to be determined by the

*& in lectures
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the
distinctnesz ¢ thelr contents, if we wish }é distinctness ni the

contents to he mumranteed by that of the fraweworks. To justify
this, we have to ascume that there exigt ewnpty vossivle spacetimes
which sre nonetheless distinet. This naturally reqguires a
substantivaliet view of spacetire, Thus the distinciness of
framewor«s does require a substantivalist view of spacetine after
all - but this distinctness does not, T have surgested, rest
solely on this substantivalist assumption.

Buﬁ even given a substantivalist view, can we distingulsh
éifferenf épacetimes - aré sﬁacetimes capable of being individuated?

What sorts of things are in principle canpable of indivtduation? We

can distingulsh numerically distinct individuals, and ws can
distinguish qualitatively different stuffs e.g. grld, silver, honey.
Put acconrdins to our wresent view of identity, spaceltizme is not an

individual; an individual is defined as that which alone occupies

5

Just one place at a given tire. it is therefore gsomeihing which

1z defined relative to a spacetime framework. Iz spacetime then a
stuff? If it is, we should have %o regard different spacetimes as

qualitatively different stuffs, This could he feasible, in the
o ’ ' o

caae of actual sracetime and/possible sracetime, piven our

1)

disﬁigction netween concrete and ethereal sutetance, in Chapter 5,
But it cruld never be feasitle in the case of different possible
spacetimes, for they would surely be the same 2ind of stuff. in
-the intraworld context, we can distinguish different verticns, or
regions, ¢t the sane waterial stuff, vt we do so by defining

tre spatial boundaries 57 rarticular regicns occuypled by that stuff,

S0 again, such differentiation is effected relative to = sracet

framewori. Thus, without assuring 2 'super-spacetime! in which
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the spacetire frameworks of all the pogsitvie worlds are located,
T see no means of distinguishing, and heance differeatiating,

dantity of thess

[

these frameworks. If this is so, then the
frameworks cannot be presupposed, and hence the distinctness of
the spacetime frameworiks cannot be invoked for the purpase of
individuating possibilia, In short, the semantical need for a
substantiva#ﬂﬁiew of possible spacetimes conflicts with the

assumotion that there are distinct possible spacetines.

Realist vs. Constructivist Theories of kxistence

As we have noted, the relationist theory of spacetime affords
another example of an allegedly 'constructivist! theory which is
‘premised on realism with respect to possibility. can wé méke
an inductive inference, from the examples presented in this thesis,
that the constructivist approach to any question of existence
presupposes an underlying metaphysical realism ~ tyvpically
realism with respect to possibility? Such a conclusion would not
be in ny own interests, since it would jJeopardise my nonrealist
theory of possibility. Not that I consider my theory to be a

constructivist theory. According to it, there are no possible

objects e.g. possible fat men; hence there are no concents of
possible fat men; there can thus be nc constructivist eguivalence
between (in the old, realist thecry) possible fat men and (in the
new)constructivist treory) concepts of possible fat wen, Wather,
there are just concepts of fat men, and sose of these concepts
satisfy our predetersined criteri%inf intellizgibility, 2ad are
hence said to ke possitle, Yet ¢oncents ~ay ~nly satisfy

criteria if they exist. Toes vy thenry thue assume uplatonism

with respect to concspts, and hence an underlying realism after all?
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NG. y theory asserts only that concepts may be sub jected to the
test of intelligibility as they arise i.e. as they are concelived
of; or ideated, Gnce the concept is given, it is predetermined
vhether or not it is intelligible, since we already have the
criteria it must satisfy in order to be so. But predeternina-
tion in this sense does not require platonlsm. I shall spell
this out more fully below.

#hat general conclusions then are we to arrive at cencerning
the constructivist apgroach to questions of existence? T would
make the following distinction between different categories of
existential questions: questions of actual existenece and questions
of platonic existence. Under the former category would fall
all questions of the contents of the actual world e.g. physieal
objects, fields, spacetime, and also minds; under the latter
category would fall questions of possibility, of mathematical
existence and the existence of concepts and propositicns in
general. ¥y own position would then be to affirm realisn in
the case of the questions in the former category,* and reject it
in the case of the guesticns in the latter category. Hence I
would affirm realism with respect to material objects, and the
realist, or substantiva#? view of spacetime, while rejecting

realism with respect to possibility, mathematics, concepts in

ganeral, and s0 on. Or, to put it the other way arouad, I would

#Some cualifications are required here: physicists can mumltiply
theoretical entitiss to fit the emrnirical data almost at will.
Clearly T would not want to affirm realism across the houard for
such entities., This question needs a great deal novre discussion,
which T shall not enter into here.
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disapprove of fconstructivist! {idealist) thecries of raterial
objects and spacetime, vwhile approving of constructivist, or at
any rate, nonrealist, theories of pogsgibility, mathematics,
concents, stc.

However, I have claimed elsewhere in this thesis* that certain
constructivist theories in the latter category e.g. mathematical
congtructivism, rest on realism with respect to possibility.
Since I wish to reject realism with respect to possibility, my
present affirmation of mathematical constructivism appears to
involve an inconsistency. Let me try to resolve this.

I think that mathematical constructivism, as understood by
uost of iis exponents, does tacitly assume and rely on realism
with respect to possibility, in order to secure the objectivity
of mathematical results. But we can ask whether this realism
is required - whether objectivity can be reconciled with non-
real;sm. I think it can, as follows, ¥e say that it is

predetermined whether any concept which arises i.e. is conceived

ofy, wlll be, say, the solution to a given matnematical problem,

It 1s predetermined not in the sense that the concept existis
whether or not it is ideated, dut in the sense that we already

have the criteria - the set of rules - which any concept nust
sati;fy in order to qualify as the solution to this particular
problen, For in formulating the problem, we are formulating these
ruleg or criteria. We can say in advance that any concept which
is conceived will either satisfy them or not, But we cannot say

in advance what the concept which satisfies thew will be - we
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caanot say that that concept, which will be the solution, already
exists, prior to being concelved of, Cnly the rules alresady
exist, If the rules did not yet exist - if they had not been
conceived of, formulated - then the mathematical problem in
question would not yet exist, and its solution could not yet be
sald to be predetermined. According to this view then, large
areas of mathematics at present nonexistengﬁ may in the future
come to exist, come to be developed. To the exteni that these
developments will represent applications of rules or procedures
which already exist (have already been formulated), they may be
said to be at present mathematically predetermined, though not
yet existent. To the extent, if at all, that they will be the
result of the application of rules or procedures not yet
formulated, they are not only not yet existent, but they are not
yet predetermined., -

Mathematical results may thus be considersed objective, in the
sense that they are predetermined by sets of rules which are
antecedently formulated; that is, they are objective relative to
given sets of rules, But they are also mind-dependent, insofar as
a particular mathematical result may be said to have come into
existence only when a concept satisfying the relevant set of
rules has been conceived of, \

Wwe can generalise thilis argument reconciling objectiv;i; and
.nonrealism to the case of the intelligibility of concepts

Wi
{(propositions, theories, etc.). It is predetermined whether any/

concept which arises will be intelligible, since we already have
the criteria, e.g. (P|), (Pg), which define intelligibility. But
concepts do not exist, and hence cannot be sald to be either

intelligible or unintelligible, until they are thought of.
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It might be objectsd that if we can make these constructivist’
theories of the second category consistent with a nonrealist
theory of possibility - where I had previously argued that they
presupposed realism with respect to possibility -~ then perhaps
we can do the same for constructivist theories of the first
category e.g. the relationist theory of spacetimse, and anti-
realist theories of the actual world.

I have already argued, in the previous section, that the
relationist view of spacetime cannot be interpreted consistently
 with the nomrealist theory of possibility. But what about
antirealist theories of the actual world(%.gg Hintikka's theory
af searching and finding)? Such theories, like the relatlonist
theory cf spacetime, have to include possible percepts, 1n ordsr
to consiruct the actual world. But if we admit at once that such
theories are subjective idealist theories, we may be aule to
interpret this presupposition of possibility nonrealistically, and
still obtain a theory which reconciles the objectivity of the
actual world, as constructed, with its mind-dependence.

However, 1 think that the appeal to possible percepts that
occur in such theories causes their downfall in a different ﬁay.
FTor conslider the phenomenalist progranm. The seeming persistance
of objects which are not the immediate object of perception is
explained 1in terms of their being a 'permanent possibility of
perceptiont, e.,g. the unssen chalr in the next room is the
possibility of certain sense data belng presented to éome properly
placed observer, Rut regardless of whether we are realists or
nonrealists with resvect to vossibility, this is surely not the

only posslble percept for such an observer, practically any



object of suitable vronorticns which is judged to be nogsible
(vhere T am speaking here is unrevised, realist language, on
the understanding that these remarks can be translated into non-
realist terms), can be considered a possible percept for that
observer. That is, if it is merely a matter of what is
possible, then that observer might see a pink hippopotamus, or
a sack of gold, and so on. we have to have a speclal reason
for claiming that the only percept possible for such an observer
is a §ercept of a chailr. The only reason which would justify
this claim would be that there in fact exists a chair in the
next room. The observer can only perceive what exizts; hence
he can only perceive the chalr, This is not to say that there
could not have existed a pink hippopotamus or a mack of gold in
that room (asain, speaking realistically); in that case the
observer would have perceived a pink hippopotamus or a sack of
zold. Fut given that it is actually the case that a chalr exists
in that room, the observer, who can only perceive what exlsts
(this being the nature of perception), can only percelive a chair.
In conclusion, T think that constructivist theories of actual
exlstence and of spacetime fail, because of their dependence on
possible percepts or objects. This failure 1s not,‘as we have
seen, entirely connected with a presupposition of realism with
respect to possibility; it may be (though it would require
further discussion to show this) trat the appeal to possibility
in constructivist theories of the actual wcrld, at least, could
be interpreted nonrealistically, without destroying the objectivity
of? tne constructs permitted by the theory. The failure of such

theories is due, partly, to nther objections arising from the
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appeal to possibility. On the other hand, I think that
constructiviast theories of mathematics, and of concepts in genera:,
can be intarpreted consistently with the nonrealist view of
possibility. Although these theories are indeed subjective
idealist theories, they reconcile mind-dependence with the
requisite objectivity of mathematical, and other conceptual,

results,
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Chapter Seven

THE PROBLEM OF NATURAL LAWS

;}bne o? the principal applications of the notion of necessity
is in the case of natural, or physical, laws., I want to consider
tﬁe ﬁroblem of natural laws from the viewpoint of_nonrealism with
respect to possibility. Can we give an aceount of the supposed
speeial lawlike status of certain aspects of nature, without

invokigg‘é realist notion of necessity?

The Neéessiﬁy of Lawsg

From a commongensical, nonsceptical (e.g. non-Humean} point
of view, laws are understnod to be necessary. Wherever laws
obtain, events ccnfcrm to their 'prescriptions' Thisrappears,
intuitively, toc be a matter of ontologieal, or de re, necessity: it
is the evénts themselves which are necessitated, which fall under
thé'laws, and hence have to occuxr in the prescribe& manner.

I wiah to distinguish two different quastions cancernlng the
necessity of 1awa.
(1) Is &-particular.set of laws neceassary? If so, then this set
of laws will of course be instantiated 1n the actual world s;ince\"Z
actualia must conform to what is necessary, it will also be the
set of laws instantiated in all possible worlds -~ which is to say
that all possible worlds will conform to theée same laws.
(;7 Ia thg/genergl property of lawlikeness necessary? Are all
possible worlds iawlike - though not all subject to the same laws
as our world?

It would appear that the truth of (1) is dependent on the truth

of (2), but not conversely. However, on the other hand, in order to
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asx whether lawlixenéss is necessary, we need to have antecedently
established what lawlikeness is. It is to thig problem - the
vrovlem of showing what it i1s to be a law - that cusestion {1) was
addreasged. Let us then reformulate our queétions, substituting
"regularities in the order of physical events' for 'laws', The
first question is, then, i1s a particular set of such regularities
necessary, and the second is, is such regularity, in general,
necegsary for worldhood? Now the truth of the second proposal is
a (logically) necessary but not sufficient condition for the truth
of the first: if the second is not true, then there will be a
possible world in which there is no regularity in the order of
events, and this will clearly be a world in which any given set
of regularitles does not obtain. ’

ve shall therefore approach this question of the necessity of
laws by considering firstly whether or not regularity has to obtain
in the order of events ~ whether or not chaos is possible. These
two questions, as they stand, with their appeals to necessity, and
to possible worlds, appear to presuppose ontological necessity and
possibility. I hope to show, eventually, that we can both
~explicate, and affirm, a nonrealist view of the necessity of laws.

The Two Traditional Views of Causgation

¥hat, we ask, would comprise evidence for the ontological
necessity of a set of physical regularities? As a first step, we
must articulate the role of causation in the laws of physics. The
formal role of lawlike statements in physics is merely to express
relations of functional dependence, not between observable physical
changes or events, but between mathematically concervtualised states
of a system - relations which are, typically, time-symmetric.

However,; insofar as the laws of physics express nct merely
identities between simultanecus states of systems, but also dynamic

relations between successive states, thus enabling us to predict or
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retrodict the e#olution of systems, these lawe, or at any rate those
of classical physics, are ordinarily interpreted as being under-
pinned by a principle of causality. what this principle adds to
the mathematical laws is the recognition that it is not merely
foftuitous that systems evolve in the manner prescribed by the laws,
but that they have to do so, there being some intrinsie necessity
in this process which renders explicable its regulatity. Processes
imbued with sueh intrinsic necessity are said to be causal
' p}bcaasas, and the laws which describe them are sald to be causal
 laws,

" ghere are two polar views on thim question of the necessity of
‘catisal laws. According to the first, which T shall call the
agency view of causation, objects or events have certain powers to
affect other objecta or events in specific ways. These powers are
substantive properties of objects or events. within the f{ramework
of physica,lwith its laws of functional dependence, it is the
vabious forces which are the vehicles of causal power or agency - it
is‘forées which 'prope1'7or necessitate, the evolution of systenms.

I shall consider in a moment the question, brought out by Mackie,ﬁ
whather this'&oﬁCepfioh of the nébessityﬁof causal processes permits
éypribri'inference from cause to effect or not.

The second traditional view of causation, in polar opposition to
the agency view, is the Humean view - the view that denies any
ontolbgically necessary connection between the event we identify as
a éause and the event we identity as its effect, According to this
view, the so-called 'laws' of physics are, ontologically, contingent,

Between these two views ~ the literal and the sceptical -

others have of course been developed, I shall not pause to survey

¥ J Macke ke Coment Ol e Unvese , Cho 1, > =12
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these; I merely want to expose the inadequacies of these two
seninal viewpoints which have constituted the framework for the
debate,
In connection with the agency view, it is well-recognised

that the notions of power and agency are resistant to definition.
The charge of animism against this view i1s also familiar: we
experience ourselves as having the power to affeet the course of
evants Iin certain ways - to act on the world; we take this
experience to hé;evidence of a corresponding objestive faculty
possessed by . us e.g. the will;: we then project this supposed
faculty into the natures of external nonconscious objects.: The
fallacy of animiam is that it attributes~psychologicalgatataa'fo?
nonconscious objecta, By a psychological state, I mean an |
experience (by the mind) of the mind, as opposed to an experience
(by the mind) of the body. For example, anger is a psychological
state, because it is not a result of a state of the body (exeluding
the brain) - we do not discover that we are angry by bheing apprised
of, or.-becoming aware of,.our clenched fists and bristling hair.
These bodily .gtates are rather results of the psychological state of
anger, --We discover that we feel hot, on the -other hand; by
baecoming aware of a certain aspect of our bodily state;: similarly,
we discover that we ars seeing red by being apprised of a certain
kind of stimulation of our optic nérvasq- -These, then, are not
psychelogical,experiences¢ ‘The experlence of acting on the world,
as opposed to that of involuntary movement, is the experience of

: Lrpeviince O] (v movewmpunl O(‘M Pambs 6 aun
directing our limbs to move in accordance with our will. The/ ,
experience of a bodily state, but the experience of acting is a

psychological one. . Noncomscioua objects can, of course, enjoy
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bodily states, because such states need not be experienced by the
object in order to obtain in it; but paychological states only
oceur by virtue of being experienced. Hence they cannot be
enjoyed by nonconsclous objects.

. ..The agency view in the naive form in which I have here
presented Lt, is, I think, animistic, and hence untenabdble. Rut
this view. can be recast in a less ostensibly animistic form, by
adopting energy as the vehicle for agency. Like the will, and
powers in the objects, energy itself is. nowhere directly physically
nanifested, or at least is nowhere visible. According to the .
laws of physics, its "effects’ are manifest in the interactions
and gtructures of all physical entities. It is thought of 96 Qs
informing everything, while in itself being a sorit of substrate,
-nowhere nakedly observable. Students of elementary physics
instinctively ask the Humean question, 'But what is energy, apart
from all its effects?®, %o which there is no answer, In this
respect then, the notion of energy resembles thatlof caugality as
a power informing all interactions. The concept of energy could
thus be regarded as the quantification of the concept of causality
within physical theory., It should be noted that this literal
interpretation of locally conserved energy as a stuff is by no
means unanimously discouraged within physics.

The agency view does not expléin the direction of causation, in
the_sense that there is no reason, in principle, why powers to affect
the course of events may not be exercised on the past (not, of course,
to change the pést, but to make it what it was), In the case of the
energ%ﬂic version of the agency theory, the third law of the

thermodynamics -~ the principle of entropy - defines the direction of



physical processes, but we may think that the intuitive concept
ol energy, which the&energidpégency theoxry invokes, is independent
of this principle, This guestion need not concern us here, however,
for the purpese of the ageqéy viewlisnﬁo affirm, and explicate, the
ngcsssity pt causaljprocessg;; vit would servﬁ,to explicate the
» neqegaity of future-to-past regularities, too; if such regularities
were discovered.

| The'Humean view, in ccntrgst of course denies this necessity..
According to Hume?i caussﬁané'érféct;are,diatinét Qxistences, and
there can be no necessary connections between distinct existences.
The causal relation, in the objects, is merely a relation of regular
succession and contiguity; having observed this relation, we come
to associste, in imagination,.the'appropriate effeet with any given
cause; the necessity of tha,connéctionibezwaan:them is thus merely
peychological; not ontological, .

There are many-objectiqqs‘to.th;e?view,-particular;y’aa it is
stated, as opyosed to (prgagmably}‘intended,‘by Hume, which I do not
want to enter into here, By the 'Humean view', I shall understand
merely the pogition which denies that causal processes, .and hence
natural laws, arg.ontologically necessary, - I shall take it that
such a view does not permit ‘regularity! to.do the job of necessity,
in the sense of admitting that we can Justifiably assert that an

observed regularity obtains in unobserved sequences of events.

The Explanatory Power of the Two Views

Now, with the two views before us, let us consider what light,

if any, either of them sheds on the necessity that is supposed to

attach to laws.

* 0 Tasbae of Human Nabuve, Book 4, Rl ot



Needless to say, the Humean view fails to justify any
atiribution of necessity to the regularities encoded in the *laws’.
This view, thus unqualified, therefore provides no grounds for
attributing truly lawlike status to the statements of these
regularities - there is no support for the gniversal, much less
coﬁhté}factual, validity of these statements, The problen of
induction is thus left monumentallyfintact; Strictly speaking,
fhe Humean view yields only simulated laws i.e. universal statements
lacking the necessity which would bind their universality.

The agency view, in contrast, makes a deceptive show of
é%piaidiﬁg everythings the observable physical order expressed in
ihé system of physical laws is maiﬁﬁqined in the world because the
world is invested with a substantive power which simply makes things
happen in gécordance with the mathematical prescriptions of physics;
the 1awlike status of these prescripticns 45 thereby justified.

) The thesis that physical processes are propelled by such a
§6wér‘does not, 1 think, imply that the effeécts of this power are a
prior%/ inferrabla. We discover; a posteriori, the effect that a
given cause produces by meana of its causal power - we cannot,
despita the uecessity of the effect, infer it a priori from a
knowledge of the cause alone. The agency ylew is intended to
éxﬁlain why the observed regularities occur -~ it is an ontological
thesis; not directed primarily at the problem of our concept, or
knowledge, of causation,

’The sweeping explanation that the aéency theory offers in
connection with this ontological guestion however turns out to be

empty. Our immediate reaction to it is to ask whether it is the
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particular (indirect) manifestatlons in our world of this power i.e,
its effects' in our world, which are ontelogically necessary, or
rather the existénce of such a power, conceived indepandently of
its particular actual effects, or both,

If we are to concelve the power as a substantive addition to
the sum of its empirical manifestations or effects, as the agency
theorist does, (in contrast to the}hmean, who admits only the sum of
the empirical manifestations), then this would seenm already to entail
abstracting the notion of the power from that of its particular
empirica1~manifgstations,_? The agency view thus appears to offer
no reagon for not conceiving the power as being such that it could
have had different empirical effects from those it actually has. It
would ﬁecessitate these effects in the worlds in which it has them,

This onswers fhe queshon whelas ov wok 15, 0% e wgency view, dhe pavhicupar zﬂech’v Ol he
Just as it necessitates its effects in the actial worldﬂwh&eh are
power tn he acknal werld whik pug
lonto}ogically necessary. ’It is not, It must therefore be the
presence of sugh & power ~ concelved independently of its particular
effects ~kwhich the agen;y view asserts to be ontologically necessary.,
This claim, if verified, would establish that some degree of
lawlikensas,qbga}ns‘in every world, but not that the same set of laws
obtainsg in»aaq@»wgg}#,

But I can see, and so far as I kpow thé agency view provides, no
support fgr this claim, Even if such a power does exist in the
actual world, I do not see that its existence in any way guarantees
that tharevcould not be a world which duplicated every empirical
detail of our,world, but which was not imp?éd with this power, i.e,
a world in which the laws of our world are simulated, It might be
thought that a very iow probability would attach tc this world - why

should things arrange themselves Just s0 if they did not for some
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reason have to? But probabilities relate to the realisation of

states of affairs; they do not attach to possibilities gqua
vossibilitles, In order to be possible a state of affairs need
only have a nonzero probability. (we normally construe this
conversely: the minimal condition for a state of affairs to be
assigned a nonzero probability is for it to be possible, as opposed
to impossible.) The purported low probability attaching to the
world we have described is precisely what alienates people from

the Humean view, according %o which our world is this world just
described, in which likeness is merely simulated, The alleged

low probability attaching to such a world motivates the continued
search for necessary connections or POWErs. But this objection
certainly cannot be raised against such a world consildered merely

as an unrealised possible world. ‘Hence I cannot see that the claim
that ‘a causal power is present in all possible worlds is defensible.
It follows that such & power, if it exists af all, is not
ontolbgically naceéaary.

All that remaines of the agency view therefore is that if a
causal pewé} does exist in a ?articular world, then within that
‘world it necessltates 1ts 'effects® 1.e. its empirical manifestations.
But in what sense does it thus necessitate? We have seen that both
the presense of such a power in a world, and its particular
manifestations within that world, are contingent; the vower might
not have exlisted, and even given that it does, it might have
- manifested itself in a different manner. It cannot therefore be

said to ontologlcally necessitate its effects. The only sense of
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necessity that remains available to the agency view is a trivial
one: given that the power is identified as the power that
manifesta itself in a certain set of regularities in the order of
eventé in a given world, it follows with analytic neceamsity that
this power does manifest itself thus. This trivialisation marks
the end of the road for the agency view. After starting out
explaining everything, the agency view, with its appeal to a
subastantive power inhering in the world, ends up explaining nothing.
At first sight, the energiec version of :the ageney theory is
open to similar obJjections: could the effects, or manifestations,
of energy be different? Is the presence of energy - in a generalised
senae, allowing‘fcr variations in different worlds - in a world
ontologically necessary, or are there worlds in which the
regularities amongst observables persist, but where the energy which
in our world shapes and informs them is abgent? Although at first
sight we might answer yes to both these questions, as we did in the
cage of the animistiec power, I think we have to be cautious., It
may well be that energy must be present in a vorld, and even that it
must manifest -itself in the specific manner that it does in our
world, :But if this is mo; :the reason is not, I think, that energy
is in any sense a power, an agency, but that energy informs space,
and determines, in this noncausal sense, the nature, and existencs,
of mpace, If we assume that all ;Hé worlds are spatiotemporal, it
follows,; on this view, that energy is present in all worlds.,  But
in this case, the necesaity 6f energy is not a consequence of
¢onsidering energy as a vehicle for agency. ¥e shall be examining
later in this chapter a view that closely resembles this view that

energy 1s necessary in conseguence of its relation to space, and we
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shall explicate there the notion of necessity that such a view
involvesn.,

I conclude that the net explanatory power cof the agency view
is nil - it provides no final answer to the question why thefe
are the_regularitias we observe in our world. It does not
solve the problem of induction.

The Humean view, on the other hand, makes no pretence of
exﬁiainihg anything, and in fact does not. The existence of
réguiéritiés in the order of evenis remains a puzzle on this
view - Hume set out, not to explainm, but to expose the fallacies
of the received explanations, ‘The Humean view is compatible both
with realism with reépéct to possible worlds, allowing worlds in
which different regularities, or no regularity at all, in the
order of‘eventsiobt&in,~and with nonrealism with respect to
‘possible worlds. “'In short, this view does not vindicate the law-
1ike status bf the purported laws of physics, and does not require
that worlds must exhibit order if they are to be considered
posaible,

'The't;aditional“dialectic'bn the subject of the necessity of
causal laws therefore achieves little or no progress towards a
positive conclusion., I therefore want to propose an alternative

view - one which explicates and affirms a nonrealist concepntion of

the neceseity of laws,

Is Chaos Possible?

I shall‘launch my argument with the question whether (some

degree of) physical order is a necessary condition for worldhood.



The obvious apyroach te this guestion is to consider whether a
world exemplifying zero degrees of order is possible: is chags
possible? 1In the following argument 'possibility' will be under-
stood nonrealistically, as applying to concepts, and being
equivalent to intelligibility.

Given that we have a particulate concept of material reality,
our picture of physical chaos will presumably portray a set of
particles, understood simply as the elementary physical units,
in irregular,)unpredictable motion - appearing and disappearing
grbitrarily, thelr tra;gc?arieg‘disgontinuous, their acceleratiqns
arbitrary, their behaviqurtuponkcollision unpredictable, and in all
their behaviour generally failing to obey any rational laws of
motion,

s a portra;t,o: absolute chaos, this is not even prima facle
plausgible, The fact.thgt particles, in ;his picture,;exigt -
which is %o say, persist for long enough to be identifiable as
particles - indicates that ordef in some degree obtains. TFor any
kind of particle must exhibit soyéstruqture, in order for it fo
be what iﬁ/ia i,g,'agygdentifiable entiﬁy, énd not some other
thing. One structural propg:ty which we must ascribe to any kind
of material particle,;ppwever minimal, is mass. (of course,
physics does posit nonmaterial particles, which have zero rest mass.
Thege are a special case, which we shall be examiﬁing shortly).

Before proceeding with the argument for my view of laws, let
me Just state the intuition‘behind this view, Above we spoke of
laws 'breaking down'. This is now regarded as highly misleading.

Laws should not be construed as 'governing® or tbeing imposed on?

246
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or ‘constraining? physicél situations, nor should physical
sitvations be construed as ‘obeying' then, This kind of talk
takes the legal metaphor too far, too literally. A physical
situation is not somehow independent of the laws it exhibits (or
vhich we abstract from our obgervations of it); it is not
identifiable independently of the bshaviour which its components
exhibit - in the way that citizens are identifiable as the same
citizens whether they obey the (legal) laws or not, or behave in
iyl way rather than another. The motion of a particle is
inseparable, from an ontological poinf of view, from its structure:
both motion and structure are integral aspects of the kind of thing
a particle is.

But now let me proceed with the argument which is required
to vindicate this intuition. The point we had reached above was
that our picture of chaos was at most a pleture of a limited order,
since the presence of parfiéles, with their structure (nass),
already constitﬁted a dégrée‘of crder. But I want to argue now
tgat even this state of affairs - of lihitéd order but consequently also
of a degree of disofder,“is not possible. —

Considsr fifstyéxparﬁicle with noﬁéero rest mass. Given the
principle 6f the‘equivaienée of mass and energy, and the fact that
energy ig_manifeeted aé motion, of one kind or another, it follows
that the rest mass of a particle may bte construed as the result
of the 'inward movements! occurring in the particle, these inward
movements being the manifestation of the rest energy of the particle,
To put it another way, the reason we attribute trese inwarg

movements - which may be the movements of molecules, atoms, or nmore
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elemeatary components, characteristically oscillating, to and fro

movements which cancel out on the larger acale - to particles 1is
that energy is measured in terms of motion, and from the
equivaléﬁéétof mass and energy it follows that a particle with rest
ﬁass is the subject -of internal motion.

“Only material particles i.e. particles with non zero rest
mass, may be thought of as exhibiting structure, The type of
internal movements occurring in a particle will be of utmost
importance in determining the structureé of that particle e.g.
the structure of macro-objects is affected in an obvious way by the
dégrée of molecular moticn oceurring in them - at high degrees of
molecular motion most objects liquidify (melt), and at low degrees
of moiecula?igg;t S014dify (fréeze). when we consider that all the
‘constitnents of a particle, 1.e. its subparticles (e.g. molecules,
atoms, nucloous, and so on), which we regard as the thingé'fﬁat
move in these processeés of internal movement, are themselves
parti&les with nonzero rest masé, theh wélrealise that the elements
of the structure of the initial particle owe their various structures
to thelr own internsl movements; hence the stmucture of a particle
ﬁuét‘ﬁltiméiglﬁfbé énai&éﬁd ihk¥éfhs df ;5£hiﬁg'but movements
which are internal relative to that particle.

The distinction between outward and inward movements (where
outward movements are mbvements-ﬁhich are visible on the largér scale
- sucﬁ as the displacement of a particle in BPRCE ,-0F & changé in its
orientation) is not an ontological distinction (except in the cése
of zero rest mass particles, which we shall consider below). This
is to, say that there is, from an ontologieal viewpoint, no non

arbitrary point at which the inner movements become the outer movements.
* . : )
bov a Fuﬂl@v d\sa\sslou o[ e Mgm‘“"ﬁ O( e ?YIV\(APQ@ o‘ Qc‘ul\w\QpAu i

mas, v L 1o5mg D{ tawased and  oubwad movomenls | sec
D Bobm, The Special ‘%zoy ol Rd&h'\/‘l’j, Chs ha, 23.
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This statement is at first sight open to two interpretations:
the inner and outer movements of the particle may both belong to a
wider system of motion, and hence form a continuum; or the

manlifestation, at a *higher? level)af the inner movements €.g. &

stable particle i,e. one whose inner movemenis are in eguilibrium,
is a6 rest, or in inertial motion; while an unstable particle has
an irregular, non inertial motion.

I ghall for the present select the second interpretation: the
inner movements of a particle are manifested in its outer movements;
41nnerzand'outer motion are identical. But as we have seen, the
structure.of a particle is, according to Bohm, & manifestation of
ite inner nmotions. Hende structure and external motion are both
manifestations af the same system of motion. If we assume thatl
identity is a logically necessary relation, it follows that it is
logically necessary that a particle moves according to its actual
laws of motion. W¥e can postulate this logical relation between
a particle and its behaviour, or its laws of motlion, Eecause
under .the present interpretation, these are not, in Hume's phrase,
!diétinctﬂexistenceej, where it is normally denied that logical
relations can hold between distinct existences.

= But can we regard this identity as a necessary one? 0f course,
we may not admit contingent identies in the first place, but even if
we do, I think we shall regard the present instance as a necessary
identity. For compare it with Kripke's example of the relation

between heat and molecular motion.f The argumentpopposed by Kripke,

* Naming and Necessity Lecture 3



that this is a contingent identity, rested on the fact that we
discovered, a posteriori, that heat is molecular motion, and

that heat ia a secondary property, while molecular motion is

primary, so that an idealist can admit heat while rejecting that
there exists any molecular motion. (Kripke does not put it quite
like thks, but I think this is one of the intuitions that motivate
the. contingent identity claim in this sort of case, and also in

the case of the mind/brain identity), In the present case, however,
it cannot be said that we discover the particle and its motion
independently: every particle that we discover is in thion,,until
weuiﬁtervane.% We may not discover its laws of motion immediately,
but we do discover that:it has a motiqn)in the very process of
discovering the particle, In connection with the primary/ |
secondary distinction, the motion of & particle and its structure are
both primaryfproperties;.'there is thus no opportunity for the
idealist to admit the existence of the one while denying the
existence of- the other.

On:the assumption of a necessary lidentity obtgining between
the structure of a particle and its external motion, it folliows that
& change in the.external motion. entails a change in the structure,
and conversely, .

Let us now comsider, from the point of view of our new
'identity theory', the case of the zero rest mass particle. Such
& particle muet be devoid of internal structure, and hence of
internal movements, This means that its entire eneréy is

manifested in outward movements only = it travels with the velocity

* In Quantum mechanics, of course, our discevery of a particle
itzelf affects the motion of that particle.  But I will not
consider this special rroblem here,
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of light. The laws of motion pertaining to this kiné of particle.
could not 'break down', for a zero rest mass particle only exists,
as that sort of particle, insofar as it travels with velocity C;
if it travelled any slower (and we shall acgept that it cannot
travel any faster), its velocity would lose its invariance under the
Lorentz transformation, and in that case there would be some
reference frame -in which the partigle was at rest, But a particle
at rest has rest mass and rest energy, and this means inward
movements, and hence a structure, A particle with nonzsrc rest
mass and & structure is precisely not the kind of particle we
started out with.

- We conclude, then, that we cannot, in the case of the zero
rest.mggs particle, separate its vroperty of having zero rest
mass from the peculiar form of outward movement that it exhibits
(L.e. its motion in vacuo), and that we cannot,in the case of non
zero rest mass particles, separate structure from outward movements
l.e. 80 léng as these particles maintain the structures by means
-of which we ldentity them as particles of a given iyve, they will
continue to move according to the laws that we have learned by4
observation to associate with particles of that type, If the
outward movement of a particle deviates from the norm prescribed by
the law for that iking of vrarticle, then, given tue necessary
identity of structure and external motlon, it follows that this
c¢hange will be accompanied by a change in the structure of the
particle in question, and that tae new motion will be in accordance
with the laws of motion for the new kind of particls, Such a
'*deviation' therefore will not constitute a 'breakdowa' in the

original law, but will merely signal a lawlike change.



However this f'identity theory*', which promises to secure
the necessity of laws, is open to objection. In the first
place, it ¢an be invoked only in connection with Newton's first
law of motion, or the behaviour of individual particles considered
ag closged systems. It does not explain the lawfulness of the

behaviour of interacting particles, where it is the interactions

of particles which are ostensibly the more obviocusly causal
processes, (thoﬁgh the behaviour of an isolated particle in fact
has just as much claim to be considered caumsal as does that of
interacting particles). In the second place, -if the inner
movements of a particle are the movements of its subparticles, then

these movements are the produet of the interaction of these sub-

particles. . If we find these motions to be regular, this reguires
explanation not provided by the fidentity theory', However, it
cannot bp objected that the lawlike behaviour of interacting
particles must be axplained before the 'identity theory' may be
invoked to explain the lawlike behaviour of an isolated particle,
because the Lidedtity theory' does not presuprpose that the

internal motians-of & particle are regular, All it says is that the
nature qﬁuthaéig;?gona»;whatever itvigﬁkiégular or irregular - is
manifested .in the structure and external motion of the particle to
which it is internal.

Our problem, then is to extend the 'identity theoryt so as to
explain the lawlike behaviour of two particles upon collision. To
dc this we have to return to a view I mentioned earlier as a
_suggested interpretation of the statement that ‘there ig, from an

ontological viewpoint, non nonarbitrary peint at which the inner

movements become the outer novements,! This suggestion was that



inner movements and outer movements belons to a wider svetem of
motion. My present suggestion is that a particle in motion 1is
a system of movement which 15 & part of such a wider system of
movement.  Two particles in motion are both parts of the same
wider system, and their behaviour upon collision is determined
by (in the sense of being a manifestation of) the nature of this
wider system,

“The purpose of this suggestion is, ultimately, to once again
eliminate "distinct existences', and so reduce the causal
relation &6 the 1dentity relation. | But let us begin by
considering what the nature of such a wider system of motion would
be, = We can distinguish (at least) three views concerning the
ontology that 1s implicit 4n physical theory.

() 'Matté;‘has ontological npriority; fields, if they are real
ét\all ‘are generated by matter, and are hence derivative.

tB$ Fields have ontological prlority, matter is cansider@d ag,
metaphorically, the nrecinitation of the field' it maj for
Instance be a result, or manifestation, of fnonlinear) wave
\interactlons in the fmeld, It 18- therefore derivative,

(C) Matter“énd‘fields are mutually autonamous, neither is derived

from the other, though each interacts with the other,

“Thlis plenum Qiew may take the forﬁ of aséerting the ontologicel
priorityz not of fields, but of space itéelf - ag, for instance,
in the geogétrodynamics nprogran of?ghysicist J.A., Wheeler. On
this view, matter is curved spacetime, and‘spacetime itsel?f is

dynamic



The wider system of motion for which we are presently seeking
camot Lo a system of particles in motion, since it is the motion of
(interacting). particles that we intend to explain by invoking it,
Hence of the above physical ontologies, only (B) will serve our
purpoge. (B) is.the view which motivates the search for unified
field .theories in physics, where this search is still an open,
viable program. I shall not try to defend (B), but shall assume
ity and be content.to- let my subsequent conclusions be contingent
on ite truth,.

;The. general picture yielded by (B) ie of space-occupied by a
(unified) field, with mass as the manifestation of complex, non-.
linear interactions of waves in this field, Alternatively, it is
of space itself as a dynamic, elastic entity, with mass as the

05 Whaelor pubs 3

manifestaticn of high local curvature (’matter withaut matter?,
Agjains 1 & move §petufakive The

[ive vein, it may be the *holomovement? proposed by Bohm.
holommvement as ‘1 understand it, is an infinitely complex system

of motion of which our universe of apoarently discrete and
autonomous objects, oy entities e.g. particles or light rays, is

- - Of an aspeck of
merely an aspect,—a~w&y~of—'exnlicatiagf]the timplicate! order in
the holo;pvement‘“brought about b} the intersection of one implicate
order (the process of perceiving or measuring) with another (wvhat is
perceived or measured in a given region of the holomovement). TIn
1ntroducing the notion of the holomovement, Bohm says, 'To generalise
so as to emphasLse’;ndivided wholeness, we shall say that what
‘carries' an implicate order is the holomovement, which is an
unbrokéﬁ and ﬁndivided totality, In certain cases we can abstract

W ——————————

*D. “Bohm? " . Guantum Theory as an Indication of a jew Grder in
Physics’, in Foundations of fuantum Mechanics Il Corso, 1971.



particular aspects of the holomovement (e.g. light, electrons,

sound, etc,), But more generally, all forms of the holomovement
merge and are inseparable, Thug, in its totality, the holomovement
is not limited in any specifiable way at all. It is not reguired to
conform to any particular‘order, or to be bound by any particular
ﬁéasuré.’* Moreover the whole implicate order of the holomovemen?ﬂ
is supposed to be contained, to some degree of detail, in every
reglon of the holbmovemeut. ~ In analogy with this, Bohm cites -

the hologram, an instrument which takes three-dimensional pietures
of bjectd, aid 1& such that the whole image of the object is
contained, te some degree of detail, in every part of the photographic

plate, =

Identitj in a Plenum

If we accept tbe general physical ontology eypressed in (B), we
hava effectively eliminated discrete, antonomaus indiv1duals from
pnySLcal‘real;ty. But we have not 5et demonstrated that we have
_eXplaigedylawlikeness. For if the behaviour of (anparent) particles
and.other'physical entities is lawlixe, and these entities, and
1their motions, are the manifestations of movements in a field, or
the holomcvement, or space itself, then doas this not implv that
these latter movements are lawlike? If this is mo, have we not
merely pushed the problem of 1é%likeness back one stage, so that
our problem is now to explain the lawlikeness that obtains at this
new le?el.

This brings me to the most imyartant question in this Chapter,

on the answer to which the dutcome of =y argument concerning the

® op—eit. p. 447
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necessily of laws rests. The question, already raised briefly

in Chapter 6, iz, do the parts of a plenum, of a physical continuum,
have identity? . Or, to put it another way, could one part of such
a plenum be different without this affecting any or all of the
othar_garts; are these parts 'distinct existences!, such that we
can conceive of a change in one without a change in the others?

If we can claim that the metaphysical natura of a plenum is

such that its parts do not have identity, that they are not ‘'distinct
egigtapcgg', then although we can place no constraints on ﬁhe
physical nature or contents of the plenum as a whole, we can say
that, given its physical nature, it is necessary that all its parts
behave in the way they do. It is important that we do not confuse
thig point with a trivial logical point, . For consider the
?ollowing‘case, We are given a plenum vith a particular physical
nature; it is named q;f g@are(@7is acting as a disguised description
of ;he particular physical nature of that plenum, Then it follows
that no gart of that plenum can suffer a change - or at any rate a
change which contradicts some aspect of the plenum's nature
}pg}udeﬁ_in“§he disguised description - without that plenum ceasing
to ba_q o . Hence it is analzticallz necessary that the ‘movement in Q
takes the form it does.

This_trivial argument is not my above argument, My argument is
that, if the metaphysicgl nature of a plenun, qua plepnum, is such
that its parts are not digtinect existences, then a change cannot
(be<conceived t0) occur in one part alone of a plenum,

Suppose we take a given Plenum, with a particular physical nature,
and nane it‘%, where Q’ is not this time acting as a disguised

degeription. but ag a logically proper name. Suppose we take a part
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of (P, and call it A (for convenience, though naming a part of a
plenum is in principle at odds with the thesis that its parts do
not have ildentity). We call the present state of %etion in &, ™,
we then propose a change in this state of moticn, ; s vhile denying
any corresponding changes in the other parts of @ o Then, if we assume
that the parts of a plenum are not 'distinct exlstences®, it follows
that %‘/ is impossible in (.  given tre present state of ¢, ¢
cannot (immediately) become the plenum which would be in the same
overall state as its . present state save for a change from g\te ép/
in A, = Since there are no external constraints on the physical
vnature or contents of & plenum, we cannot say that there could not
be a plenum which was>at sonma tima)in this particular state; but
we can say that it could not have reached this state from the
8tate presently exhibited by CP. If we name this alternative
plenum H),~and.take ? to be the actual plenum, or world, we can 82y,
in the language-of modal realism, that @ could have.been U but
that‘CP cannot become 1) ; . that is, Wcould have been the actual
world, but the actual world, given its particular physical nature,
cannot become  or cannot exhibit the state, describved above, that
LP exhibitas.. - {i have iused thistrealist, counterfactual language
to sharpen the point, but I shall shortly present it in its proper,
nonrealist form). ‘

In short, regardless of what particular fors of motion occurs
in a plenum, it will be systematic, or lawlike, in the sense that
there will be no isolated changes in motion, but all changes will be
holistic, It may Be that any particular instantaneous overall

state of motion can be reached, by scme evolution, In some plenum,

but certain tranzitions from one state to the next are impesaible



in any plenum. It is this requilrement cof continuity that
constitutes the lawlikeness of motion within a plenun.

In nonrealist language, a plenum in which such a transition
occurs is, on the assumption that the parts of a plenum are not
distinct existences, inconceivable - the congept of it is
unintelligible, But its unintelligibility is not due to a
violation of (PI)’ (P} = the rules for the identity of objects in
spacetime, Any plenum, considered as a whole; satisfies these
rules trivially, since it occupies all of space, and all of time.
However, I think it would ‘lead to confusion io extend)for this
reason, the notion of identity to a plenum (qua plenum). A
plenum is precisely not a kind of object, with distinet parts, and
itself distinct from other objects. However, I shall not pursue
this question hers,

I merely want to point out that the unintelligibility of the
concept of a plenum such as we described above is due, not to its
violation of (P)), (P,), but to ite violation of our hypothetical
metaphysical principle, vigz, thaf the parts of & plenum are not
*distinct existences's If 1t is assumed that thig principle
informs and defines our conicept of a plenum, then any process‘in a
plenum which violates this principle is inconceivable. Therefore
we havg to add ihié-prinéiple to our canons of intelligibility.
Since it is then inconceivable that any property we attritute to a
plenum should not conform to this condition, we can say that it is
necessary (in.a nonrealist sense) that all such attributions do so
conform, The lawlikeness of motion in a plenum is, for the
reasons outlined aboye, necessary in this sense. it follows that,
8ince particles and other physical entities are, according to our
presgent assumption, "wanifestations of motions in the olenum, the

lawlikeness of their behaviour is also necessary in thig nonrealist

sense.
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Now that we have geen the consequences of the postulate that
the parts of & plenum do not have identity, that they are not
"distinct existences'; we have to return to the question whether
or not thisg postulate can be justified:

I shall not attempt to settle this question here. To do
80 would, T think, require a great deal of discussion, which I do
not wish to enter-into in the present context, = T raise this
question, then; only as 'a signvost to’a‘solution to the problem
of the' necessity'e? laws, If we assume that the parts of a plenum
ars ‘not tdiscrete existences', then thé transitivity of motion,
or change, in a plénum doés not involve connéctions between
discrete existences, and it was to such connections that Wume
denied logical necessity. There is therefore no objection %o
régafding this transitivity of motion as logically necessary,
nor heénee, to regarding the behaviour of the 'entities! which
manifest aspécts bf‘ﬁﬁis‘mbtion'éé'légiéally’necéssary'1ikewige,

I am content, then, to rest the argument ‘of this chapter on this
unproved assumption -~ ‘in addition to the assumption which T invoked
at’an eariier stage, viz. that the ontology underpinning physics is

é‘?érﬁéniaeanifaé‘opﬁoéed‘to‘a'Democrltééﬁ {or dualist) ontology.

Is the World, if it is a Pienum, Necessarily a Plenum?

'uIt night still be objected that,‘even if it had been
demonstrated, firstly, that the actual world is a plénnm, and
secondly;that cantinuity”of motion is necegsary in a plemunm, it
has not been shown that it is necessary that the world should be
& plenum; he;ce it has not been shown that the lawlikeness that
necesgsarily characterises motion in a plenum, is necessary, If

we can conceive of a particulate world, then, even though the actual

*(but see the section "3tatistical Taws' of the rresent chanter, - ,264)
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world is not particulate, or not conceived to be particulate, its
lawlikeness which is necessary relative to its plenic nature is not
necessary simpliciter; concepts of particulate worlds, relative
to whose nature the lawlike behaviour of their discrete contents
is not necessary,; are intelligible,
The question whether or not any world has to be a plenum is,
I think, a question about our conception of space, our metaphysical
theory of space. It is initially the issue of the substantivalist
vs, the relationist theory of spaces Clearly, adopting the sub-
stantivallst view of space will be a necessary ~ but not, I think,
sufficient - condition for affirming that spatial worlds necesgsarily
have .a plenic nature. It is not sufficient because it would appear
to be consistent to hold a substantivalist view of space, while
st111 affirming the ontological autonomy of matter - its non-
deriyed,.irredudible status. On this view, the actual world
would conslst of substantival space(time) occupied by discrete,
autonomous entities ("distinct existences"), A vlenum however
cagnoﬁ contain anything foreign, anything that is not a part of
ifself,‘of'iﬁa own 'stuff!; on our recent agsumotion, it cannof
contain any 'distinct existences'. However we invoked this
latter assumption in connection with its own parts i.e. in order to
claiﬁ that its own parts are not distinct existences; in the
present case; ﬁﬁe discrete entities are not considered parts of
s Asppimphion
substantival space in any case, so we do not need to invoke/i% here,
The fact that a plsnum cannot contain anything which is nct part
of itself‘suffices to show that the actual world, on this tdualist?’

view does not consistitute a plenun.



Again, I shall not try to settle this question. I have no
sugzestion as to what would constitute a sufficient condition for
regarding spatial worlds as necessarily plenic. But this question
does, T think, suggest some interesting lines of enquiry. ¥or it
provokes the question whether the substantivalist view of space-
time may in fact be committed to a monist ontology entalling a
reductionist view of matter. Is 1t, after all, coherent to view
space on the one hand as substantival, and hence as a sort of plenum,
and on the other hand allow that this plenum 1s occupied by 'foreign’
discrete, autonomous entities, when a plenum is, by its nature,
“already full, so to speak, and cannot admit anything additional or
fcreign?-

.~ 1 leave this question open, offering, again, only a gignpost to
a“solution: the way to show that (spatial) worlds are necessarily
plénic«is,‘perhaps, to pursue the metaphysiecal implications-0of the
substantivalist view of spacetime, It should be noted that the fact
that the nonrealist theory of the necessity of laws implicates the
substantivalist view of spacetime in this way 1s consonant. with the
connection between these two views that we have remarked repeatedly

throughout this thesis.

A;é Worlds Necessarily Spatiotemporal?

Our opponent will say thaﬁ even if we admit that =pace is
substantival, and that substantival space is necessarily plenic,
where thies entails a reductionist view of watter, and that motion
in a plenum is necessarily lawlike, it has not been shown that
space itself is necessary. Tf worlds are not necessarily spatial,
then nor are they necessarily plenic, hence nor are they necegsarily

lawlike.

b



Pefore attennting to answer this quastion; I first want to amend
1f, Accbrdiné’to Relativity Theory, space and time are not distinect;
they are different aspects of the pame reality. This surely carnot
be a coﬁtingent identity. If aspace andiﬁime ars aspects of the
same unity, then the nature of space is presumahly dependent on that
of time, and that of time on space. I shall not try to defead this
claim, which as iﬁxstaads; is based merely on ihtuitian. 1 make 1t
only in order to generalise my opponent's above question to the
question whether worlds are necessarily Spatiotemporal.

"The answar to this quéation’islprima facie, for the nonrealist,
aiéﬁle:mnﬁéllack‘ény cbncépt’éf>avhdnspatiotémpéfal world. Hence
there is no relevant concept to he considered intellizible or
otherwise,. pasa;ble or impossible. But the opponent might reply,
yes we 4o hé?a‘éugh & concept, The concept of a nonepatiotemporal
world ig just_whgt iﬁ'says i{ is; we nay npg have any corresponding
imgge for this congepﬁ,Aand we may_not be able to say what such a
world would be like; ,put we dp have the,minisal concept. In fTace
ofh;hislrgjginder, the nonrealist has to, first, suggest conditions
for the intelligibility of this concert, and then 6 determine
whether nrkgot the ggggeptbsapisfies.them, To do this he has, I
think, to elucidate the concept of a world, or of worldhood, and then
see whether the notlon of a nonsvatiotemporal world is a contradictio
in adjecto,

The concepnt of a“world is, at any rate in origin, an empirical
concept - derived from our experisnce of the actual world. W®e have
gmpirical accesa {0 only one example of a world, viz the actual world.
1f we allow that we can apply the abstraction pracedure to a single
object, then there is no reason why we should not have developed an

abstract concept of worldhond from our acguaintance with Just one
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world., As in all acts of abstraction, the process of abstracting
from the ac@ual world to form an abstract conceplicn of worldhood
will involve selective attentlion -~ diverting our attention from
what_we taxs to be mere details of the world's nature, or
structure, and focussing on what we take to be its most general,

or fundamental, aspects, It seems unquestionable to me that the
most general or fundamental aspect of our world is its snatiotempo-
rality. If this is accepted, then the concept of worldhood,
arrived at through absiraction from the actual world, includes

spatiotemporality as an analytically essential aspect or property

of worlds. Ergo, 'nonspatiotemporal world! is a contradictio in

adjecto.

Statistical laws

Having set out to affirm and explicate the necessity of the
laws Sf‘ﬁhySics, we have in the end to face the fact that in a
ceftain domain of physics, viz Quantum Mechanics, ihe laws proposed
are not deterministic, but are considersd to be irreducibly
statistical,’

" For certain views of causality, which affirm the existence of
ontologically neceéSary connections between cause-events and effectﬂ,
events, this fact of statistical lawlikeness presents no additional
problem; for the necessary connection can just as well be one-many
as one-ona, The fact that specific one-many correlations eobtain
between events is as noteworthy, in that it constitutes a regulatity,
and stands in as great a need of explanation, as does the fact that
sreciflc one-one correlations obtain. Hence the fact that the
laws of fuantum Mechanics are irreducibly statistical in no way

supports or vindicates the Humean view of causation. Thege



statistical laws pose the same basic difficulty for the Humean view
as‘da classical laws, viz how are we io dipstinguish contingent
universal g;qéuencies from lawlike universal freguencgs; it makes
no differgﬁcé\for this problem whether the freguencies are in the
ratios of one to one, or one to many. The one-one correlations
are merely a lim;ting case of the one-many correlations, a special
case of observed f?equeﬁcieé.

For the present view>of laws, hovwever, the variability of the
behgviour pfvmicféusystems under the same experimental coanditions
dpeswpresent a probvleu, For we have here texplained' the
intefactién of partiecles as being the manifestation of an underlying
unify, viz & subparticle system of continuous wmotion, If the motion
at the subparticle level as a wheole is universally systematie, or
lawiike, as we have claimed, then wherever the plenum iz in a
pérticﬁlar state of motion, this will be manifested in the séme way
at the particle level. Hence, 1if the evolution of a microsystem of
particles, S, is identical with a certain sub-particle system of
motion,gg, and if motion at the subparticle level is lawlike, then
wherever é suﬁpartic;e system of motion which exactly duplicates the
featuresvofgg ocecurs, § micro-system of p;riicles exaétly duplicating
the features of S should bve manifested. Due to the lawlike nature
of motion in a plenum (which we muggested is a consequeuce of the
nature of a plenum), there is no scope for variation in ihe
evolution of microsystems which initially duplicate the features of 3,
But Quantun Mechanics asserts precisely this sort of variation.
Consider for. instance the classical two hole diffraction experiment,
In this exueriment, particles emitted from a source £0 tnrough a

screen, A; which has two holes in 1%, separated by some sistance.
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They then fall on a screen, B, placed behind A, where they leave

a permanent mark, The density distribution of these marks after

sone time shows, not the result thét one would expect on classical
»aésumptiogs, but the interference pattern that is characteristic

of wavaé - a result which would be‘expecﬁgdvif the source vere
éﬁitii#g, not partiples,'but WaVEeS,. However, after a further time,
scréég‘B sﬁows’a result not at all predictable ircs classical

wave ﬁédhanicg, #nd which is not reproduclible i.e. it varies from

d&ne éxpérimént to the next, If the time of exposure is further
igéfeasedL so as to al;gw for large numbers of impacis in moet areas
of»screen B, the cumulative deneity of impacts again takes the form
gredicteﬁ by the wave theory. The impcrtant point of this experiment,
from our prgsent innt of view, is both that it shows the vavelike
behaviour of particles (though without permitting a siaple

reduction of pgrtigles to the local effects, or manifestations, of
classical wa%es), and that it shows that micro-systems which initially
duplicate the features of one another suffer different evolutions under
@hg_same g§perimental conditions.

The sole option for my theory of laws in the face of the latter
anntum Mechanical result is to deny that two microsyste#s which
appear, to our measuring instruments, to exactly duplicate each other's
’quantitativa fgatures, tut which subsequently, as further measurements
show, differ in their evolution, really did ezactlv duplicate each

other's features, at the sub rarticle level, in the first vlace.

I have to vostulais that any tws such microsystems are in reality
ranifestatlions of slightly different subparticle systems of motion, or
oceur in slightly different contexte of such motion, where these

differences#are not detectable by means of our measuring Lustruments.
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This is essentially a 'hidden variables' view of Quantum
mecranics, It does not, htowever, postulate hidden variables as
distinct causal factors influencing the microsystenms ig a classical
¢causal manner, Rather, it postulates them as undetectatle
differencés, at the subparticle level, in the original systenms
tﬁemselves. The hidden variables theories that hava been
formulated in riéorous mathematical form so far, as, for instancé,
by Bohm,* have drawbacks, both conceptualyand nathsmatical, which

**  However, the hidden

render them unéccepﬁable to most physicists.
vafiables appféach represents, 1in its most basic conceptual
cutlook, an attegpt to\rQCOnc}le the results of fJuantum Hechanics
with the fundamental conCeﬁtual rrinciples of Relativity Tﬁeory.
The later thm has develcped thls approach, conceptuallj if not
technically, into the thsory of the holbmovement, which is, in its >
stated intention, an attempt to reconcile the disparate ontologles
prescribed b&ythe two oufrentlyhconflicting branches of physics,
Relativity and Cuantum Mechanics,

This conflict involves, among other things, a clasg between
detqrministic laws andABtatistical laws, Relativity is bvasically
in ﬁhis réépect a classical theory, as Rinstein demonstrated, holding
ouf against the indetef&inistic'interpréiafi&n of Quantuﬁ Mechanics
to the end, The conflict between these two thecretical domaing, as

yet unresolved, constitutes the impasse of modern physics, I

therefore make no apoleogy for the commitment of my thecry of laws to a

#* D, Bohm. Physical Review, 85, 166 and 85, 180, (1952)

for

#* For a discussion of these theories and thelr drawbacks, see,
instance, Rernard d'Pspagnat: Conceptual Foundations of Juantum

Mechanics. TPart I1II, Chs. 7, %, 9.
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nonconventional approach to (uantum Mechanics. A view vwhich agrees
with the Relativistic outlook at the expensge of certain controversial
aspects of the interpretation of GQuantum Hechanics 1s at present, in
the light of this impasse in physics, as viable as one which
sacrifices certain classical aspects of Relativity Theory for the
sake of one of the standard interpretations of Quantum Mechanlics.

Bohm has recognised the inadequacies of his early mathematical
formulations of the causal, or hidden variables, interpretation of
Quantum Mechanics, but holds with its basic approach, though with a
shift of emphasis to holism. This is brought out in his present
conceptlion of causation in physics. He proposes a new notion of
tformal causality', as opposed to the old notion of ‘dynamical
causality', which informed c¢lassical physics. The suggestion is that
the form of a thing, or of a world, is the tlaw' which determines the
‘nature of its parts. 'We propose...that, in a pure quantun state,
‘the wave function described is a form and not a dynamical sequence.
In physics,’the notion that the form that a thing has may be regarded
as a cause has been used extensively in recent times especially in
connsction with ideas of symmetry (e.g., one appeals to symmetry as an
explandation of the properties of particles). ¥e are suggesting here
“that the quantum theory implies a much wider application of this mode
of thinking than has been common thus far?*) (p. 457-53)

Bohm tries to bring Relativity and the quantum theory
conceptually closer by arguing that the most fundamental asvect of
the quaatum theory is the 'nonseparability' it asserts of spatially
distinet microsystems which have once interacted. This non-

separavility implies a fundarzental nonlocal mode of physical

% Baracca, Bohm, Hiley, Studrt: 'i:n Some New Notinns Concerning
Locality and ﬂgglocality in the fuantum Theory', 71 “unvn
Clmento, Vaoi. 25F, MH.2. August 1975,
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existence within the quantum framework; the fact of such a
fundamental nonlocal mode calls for a holistic interpretation of
physics, A general holistie outlook provides common conceptual
ground for Relativity and Quantum Mechanics - though more specific

' ﬁncompatibilities still abound (e.g. the instantaneous finteractiont
of two spatially separated quantum systems apparently implies the
exigtence of a signal with velocity greater than that of light,)
There:has, Bohm says,** 'been too little emphasis on what is, in our
view, the most fundamentally different new feature (of guantunm
Hehhanics) of all; 1.e. the intimate inter-connection of different
systems that are not in spatial contact. This has been especially
clearly revealed through the by now well-known experiment of Einstein,
Podolsky and Rosen.' (p. 93-94).

This experiment shows that, once two quantum systems have
interacted, and have spatially separated, a measurement on one,
rendering certaianroperties_Qf that system well-defined, will
simultaneously render the cerresponding properties of the other,
spgtially distinct system, well-defined. Thisg ‘guantum interconnected-
pess';qannotﬁbe.causal, without violating the fundamental principle
of Relativity that causal signals.propagate with finite velocity,
Bohm takes this fact of quantum interconnectedness ag the cornerstone
for his helistic interpretation of the quantum theory, and of physics
in general. Later in the last-mentioned paper he writes, ',,..%he
"parts" (of a quantum many-body system) are seen to be in an
immediate connection, in which their dynamical Pelationshivs depend,

in an irreducible way, on the state of the wnole systen (and indeed

** Bohm, Hiley, 'On the Intuitive Underatanding of Yonlacality as
Implied by Cuantum Theory', Foundations of Fhysics, Vol. 5, No. 1
Mar, 75.
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on that of broad}systems in which they are contained, extendn%>
ultimately and in principle to the entire universe). Thus one

is led to a new notion of unbroken wholeness which denies the
classical idea of analysability of the world into separately and
independently existent parts.' (p. 94-95). Then, '...when the
(quantum) wave function can be expressed approximately as a product

of fudctions of co-ordinates of different "elements", then these
latter will behave relatively independently., Put such a relative

) independence of function is only a apecial case of general and
inseparable'dependendea So we have reversed the usual classical
notion that the independent "elementary parts”" of the world are the
fundamental reality and that the various systems are merely

particular contingent forms and arrangewents of these parts. Rather,
we say that inseparable guantum interconnectedness of the whole
universe iz the fundamental reality and that relatively independently
behaving rarts are ‘merely particular and contingent forms within this
whole,' (p. 101-102) Po go on to radieally new concepts, which
incorporate the wholeness of form, “we have to go deeply into &ll

our basic notlions of space, time and the nature of matter,-ﬂhiéh are
at present inseparably intertwined with the idea of localisability i.e.
that the basic form of existence 1s that of entities that are located-
in well-defined regions of srtace (and time). %e have instead o
start from nonlocality as the basic concept, and to obtain locality

as a special and limiting case, applicable when there is relative
functional independence of the various ‘'elements’' appearing in our

descriptions.t! (p. 105),*

* See Vote 1 and Note 2



Although Pohn tries, by me2ans of this holistic interp%etation
of the guantum theory, to provide common conceptual ground for
Relativity and Quantum Mechanics, it should be noted that the sort
of holism, or plenum, implied by Relativity is rather different from
that implied by Bohu's interpretation of GQuantum Hechanicse, although
both seew to play a role in .the éoncept of the holomovemsnt (and I
am not sure that Bohm distinguishes them clearly before he weds
them there). The first sort of plenum, implied by the Relativistic,

field theoretical viewpolnt, is that in which amotion is transmitted

continuously, and with finite velocity; from one part of the plenunm
to another, If we assume that the parts of a pleanum are not
'distinct existences', then we can regard this continuous trans-
misgion of motion &s necessary within a plenum. = The second sort of
plenun, impliad by quantum interconnectlivity, or nonseparability,
and also by Bohm's analogy of the hologram, 1s that in which the
whole order of movement in the plenum is 'carried', or 'reflected’,
to some degree of detail, in every part of the plenun. In this
caae,'since & change in the state of motion in one part of a plenum
is a change in the state of motion of the plenum (in the sense that
a:-change in the state of a part of a whole is a change in the state
of the whole, though not in all the parts of that whole), the new state
of motion, or order, entailed by such a change in the state of one

part will be instantaneously ’'reflected' in every part of the plenunm.

In this way, such a change in one nart will entail a change in all
parts of the plenum, since it entails a change in the total order

that is 'reflected' in every part.



27

I have in this chapter postponed dbrining cut this distinction ‘
between two sorts of holism, or conceptions of plenum, because I
wished to examine more closely .the concepts of quantum interconnact-~
ivity and nonlocality hefore trying to explieate it. However, it
nust be noted that onm either conception it has to be assumed that
the parts of a plenum are not 'distinct existences' before we can
~allow ﬁhat the transitivity of change is nec¢essary in a pilenunm,

'That isy, it =must be assumed that the parts of a plegrgre not
'6iétinct existences before it can be considered as necessary either
that motion is continubusly'traﬁsmitted in a piénuﬁ, or thét the
oéerallbéfder of the plegfis 'fgflected' in e#ery part of'it.
'Without this assunption 1t can still be maintained that elther the
COntlelts of sotion, or the reflection of the whole in the part, or
both, are imgoaed on the plenum, and hence that the transitivity of
change in a plenum is contingent i.e. it does not represent true
lawlikeness. |

The ag umption of either of these sorts of plenu 1, or of both,
ie suffic1ent to ground my tbeory of the necessity of laws,. On
Aneither assumptlon, however, can 1ndeterﬂlnism, or irreduciblyh
lstatist cal laws, be accepted. | But while Relativistic holism fails
to texplain' the laws of Quantum Mechanics, quantum holism, as
expounded by Bohm, does. In order for my theory to take the quantum
laws into account, then, I have to acknowledge my ¢ommitment to =&
holism which at least incorporates gquantum holigm. The main
ryrpose 0f this section has been to shﬁw that there exists a holistie
interpretation of Quantum HMechanics, in which irreducibly statistical
laws are not assumed. This interpretation, which T have not of

course attempted to defend, but have assumed only, as an extension



of my original assumption of a plenun ontoclogy, removes the

obstacle to my theory of the necessity of laws that the gquantunm

theory, on its standard, ﬁndeterminist ihterpretation, posed,

This brings me to the end of the argument whzreby I have
sought to affirm and explicate the necessity, in a nonrealist sense,
of physical laws., There remain, however, certain loose ends still

to be tied.

Tnitial Conditions

It h&34been‘argued in this chapter that lawlikeness im a

world is necessary, but not that the particular set of laws

L3

exhibited in the actual world is BO‘G Possible world realists
ndrmally censider at least two categories of possidle world:

those that have the same laws as our world, but different initial
conditions, and those that have different laws. & TIf we admit that
we have an eXplic;fable cohcépt of Worldhood; and, that we can
state infelligibility conditioné fof concepts of qualitatively
differentfwo;ldgy,go that certain of these concepts can be
considered possible, then it is in accordance with the argzuments of
this chapte: to.accept that. concepts af worlda of either of these
categories may be possible, ‘But we must gnderstand the concept of
initial conditions as follows. According to our view 5f laws, laws
are immanent in the state of affairs which sexhibits them; there is

no ontolosical distinction between a set of physical conditions -

*This implies that my argument has not established ~ and indeed it has
not sought to establish ~ that the necessity of laws is such as to

permit, in primciple, a priori inference from a siven cause to its effect.
¥e discover the laws of a world a posteriori; Tut once we have dlscoverec
its laws, or 1lts peculiar regularities, then, from the thasis that
lawlikeness is necessary, we can infer that those laws will hold univers-
ally in that world i.e. that they truly are lawvs.

*They tay also consider vorlds that have ithe same laws and initial condi-
tions as our world but which, due to the irreducidbly statlstical nature of
the nlecrolaws, shall differ eamnirically frox our world; trsy may, too,

ad=it amnlawlilze vorlds,



initial or ctherwise - and thes lawe manifested in them. How while
it lg consonant with this view that different states of affairs

nay exhibii'theléame set of laws i.e, that the same sat of laws

be immaﬁéht in each of them, 1% is not consonant with 1t that the
same state of affairs may exhibit different Séts of lawe. Hence,
although we may allow that the same set of laws ng he immanent in
different sets of initial conditions, or different initial segments,
of woflds, we cannot allow that worlds with the same initlal se%ment
ééﬁ exhibit d1r£§rent pets of lavs, ’ In other words, set:of laws
are not arbitrarily imposed on a givern set of physical conditions.
The vieﬁ that permits this proceeds from the old assusption that the
besic ontology of the world is a set of discrete avtencmous
individuals nr narticlss ('distinct'exintences'), and that a get of
laws is a substantive ontnloglcal additinn imposed on these
iﬁdividuéla, in the way that (legal) laws are imposed on the

discrete, autonomous members of society.

From & Mathematical Folnt of View

I anticipate an objection to my ithecry of laws {ron mathematice,

My argument that chaos 1ls not possibtle daes not, it will e said, get

to. grips with the real problem, which is the definition of ‘chacs’,
or, in the mathematical term, of randomness. ow can we decide

whether crace is possible while we lack a rigorsus definition of

v

chaos. This is indeed zhat mathematics lacks, cor rather, it lacks a

congensus as to the correct definition of rendomness,
Tn reply, I would point cut thatl due to the redfuciiiiity of
mathematics to set theory, any rathematical «efialiisn of wisarder

g zoing to be formulated in terss cf relaticns Letwoen zetg of

'un

individuals. I such a defiaiticn i then apriicd Lo a2 ziate of

P
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affairs in the physical world, there must be a maoppinz from the
rurely abstract mathematical sets i.,e. Ffrom the function, or set
of fupnctions, involved in this definition, into sets of vhysical
individuals. Minimal indivlduals will suffice; the only
constraint on them is that they be individual i.e. have self-
identity, and that they be physical.

If we take these individuels to te a sort of minimal varticle,

then an observation made earlier ia this chapter comes into forge.

3

b

that zors

IS

e

et

again, viz that partic

[0}

\

st for long enough to be
identified as particles have a structure, and hence represent a
degree of order; asy state of affairs which involves particles
cannot therefore be said to constitute chaos - a degree oi order,
of lewlikeness, obtains. fience 1t appears that only in an already
(though perhaps not exhaustively), lawlike universe can the
mathematical concept of randsmneas be physically instantiated, It
follows that the question of the mathematical definition of
randomness is simuly irrelevant to our question, viz whetiaer or not
vhysical chaos is possible.

The mathematician might claim that the set o7 functions
involved in the definition of randomness can be sapped into the set

of gpacetime points, The result of this would be that physical

thaos® vwould be regreseuted in the torncloglcal deformatiovn and lack
of connectedness of spacetime itgelf - the result 2i a raudom ordering
of spacetime peints, |

Put are spacetime pointe physical individuale? Vathematical
spaces Aare seis of pointa, iut pathematical srace is not vhysical

srace, and it is open to question whethsr physical suace cuan be

e

ecct

-t

coastrued as & col on of zero~dimensional points - wheres these
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In any case, the question 1s whether or nct we need a
mathematical definition of randomness befnre we consider whether
worlds may be chaotic. I vpointed out that any nathematical
definition will take the form of defining a random ordering of
individuals, or elements, and that a physical situation consist@ng
of a éet of individuals, however they may be ordered, already
exhibits a significant degree of order, pince physlical incividuals
nave structure. My mathematical opponsgnt then suggested that the

physical individuals figuring in a situation of chaos would be

spacetime vpoints,

deformation and multiple unconnectednzsa of spacstime, Tt grould
be noted that this suggestion implics a substantivalist view of
spacetime; for the relationist theory could nol construe spacetime
pvoints as physical individuals, but only as abstract constructs
whereby the mind relates physicai individuals, But the substant-
ivalist yiew of space concelves space as a plenun. Accaording to
our earlier assumption, the parts of a plenum are not fdistinet
exisiences', they do not have identity in their own rignt. Since
ry own views concerning chaos rest on this gssumption, I shall rest
my case on it here as well. On this assumpiion, thean, physical
space does not consist of a collectiion of physical iadividuals, viz

roints. ilence the mathematiclan cannot invoxe points as the

o

physical individuals which are randomly ordered in a situation of
rhysical chaos. The individuale which he must invoikxe itrnsreforse
will be landividuals with a minimal structure e.g. matérial warticies,
Although aa ordering of such iandividuals may be raadom, such a random

ordering will not conslitute physical chaos, in the sesase u7 total

abseasce of lawlikeness.
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Note 1

In Chapter 2 (p.5%%,) I briefly considered a situation in which‘
the identity of one individual is determined by, or in accordance
with, the identities of the other individuals in his worid; if
those other individuals had different properties, he would have
correspondingly differsnt properties - not as s result of causal
interaction between himzel? gnd those individuals, nor as & result
of a comsion causal ancestry of all the individuals in that vorld,
but rather as a result of the inter-connectedness, or intsrdeter-
mination, of the identities of individuals in thst worid, I think
the fact of guantunm intercongectedness, or nonseparability, indicaztes
that the guantum situvation resembles such a situation., in
neasuring certain of the properties of a givea aguantum systen, a,
we cause these properties to become well-defined in tust gystenm,
thereby conferring a particular qualitative identity on a; in so

doin however, we are simultanesuslvy causing the corresonadin
2 3 e N

&

1

rroperiies of another, spatially distant quantum system, by, which
has once interacted with a, to become well-defined, thereby
conferring a particular complementary gualitative identity on b,
Hence the identity of b is ncncaﬁsally~determined by, or in
accordanco %ith, the identity of a. If wa generalise, we reach a

situation resembling that described above,



i

Note 2

in Chapter 3, in connection with the argument against the
aséumption of éa#sal interaction between wpasihilia and actualia, I
claimed that being a spatiotemporal entity implies being localisedqd
in spdcatime. In the light of the BEohmian thesis that the
ordinary existential mode of spatlotemporal amystems is nonlucal, T
have to qualify this claim, és follows, In order to have a well.
defined identity, a spatiotemporal entity nust be localised in
spacetime., This is consistent with our argument in Chapter 6,

. that identity is conceptual, as opposed to ontological, and that it
is determined by the rules (P;), (P7), which state that to have
identity, an entity must occupy one and only one place at a given
time.~ It follows from these ruies that an entity can be assignegd
identity only insofar as it is spatiotemporally localised. (e
note that Pohm seems to agree that nonlocal hidden variatles do not
have well-defined identity.*)

In Chapter 3 the question at issue was whether our knowiedse or
awarenegs.of possibilié was due to causal interaction between our
minds and thése'possibilia«themsélves. Hence 1t was a questioﬁ of
whether an entity with.a.well-defined identity causes our idea, or
awarenéss, of it = in.the way that concrete entities with well-
defined identities e,g. Oranges, caﬁse our percepis of oranges. Such
an entity, having a well-defined identity, must, .7 it is considered
ag existing in spaéetime, indeed be localised in unacetinme,

Thus qualified, then, the argument of Chanter 3 is not inconsistent

with the Bohmian viewpoint,

*See 'Locality and Honlocality in the “nantun Thacrvy! 71 Juovo
Clmento, Vol. 288, ¥.2., Aug. 1975 =, 462n.
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