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Philosophy 125 — Day 23: Overvie:' \

2nd Paperstudy Questions Assigned Today (see errailebsite)

Handout on De ReModality” Posted (covered in detail today)

Vanessa’s handout on Realism about propositions now posted

Agenda: Modality Finale

— Handout on The Problem @fe ReModality
* The Problem: Reconciling the Indiscernibility of Identicals
with the Naive possible world semanticsd# recontingency
» Five Realist Solutions: Some actualist, some possibilist
* Along the way, some principles and problems of actualism
» Brief Remarks on two Non-Realist Accounts
* An OverviewMap of the Various Accounts de ReModality
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Handout on De ReModality I: The Problem 2 I

e Theproblemis that (I) is inconsistenwith (N), if (N) is given aliteral
reading. To see this, note that on a literal reading\df Socrates bothasthe
propertyF = having five fingers on his right hand (in the actual wostg),
andlacks F(in some other possible world # wx), which violates [I).

e Since everybody acceptH)?, the challenge is to provide a non-literal readin
of (N) which restores its consistency witH). There are many ways to do
this. Mainly, | will focus on solutions presupposingalistaccounts of
possible worlds. Among the realists, there are actualists and non-actualist

¢ Non-actualists€.g, David Lewis) believe that there exist non-actual, possibj
worlds. In particular, Lewis believes that there are many possible wtiréds
are the very same kind of thing as our own, actual wdilée,, concrete,
physical mereological wholes containing flesh and blood people like us).

aThere is also the “strategy” of rejectingf). But, nobody in this literature dogisat (why might that

le

Q’?), so | will focus my attention on strategies that “paraphrasg’t¢ make it consistent withi[). J
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K Handout on De ReModality I: The Problem 1 I \

e The fundamental problem afe remodality is to reconcile the following two:

1. For allx andy, if x =y, thenx andy have all the same properties (axdndy
partake in all the same relations). This is ihéiscernibility of identicals (II).

2. If ahasF contingentlythen {) a hasF in the actual worldvs, and (i) alacks
F in some other possible worla’ = w:. (i) is the tricky clause (nobody in
this context is worried about providing an accountipf{we discussethatin
chapters 1 and 2). | will focus on the followirngncrete instance ofii):

(N) Socrates has 5 fingers on his right hand in the actual wer)dut Socrates
does not have 5 fingers on his right hand in some possible workdw::.

¢ | call this statementl), since it is a naive possible world semantics (PWS)
rendering of “Socratesontingentlyhas five fingers on his right hand.”

¢ Note: there is no such problem in casesetessarproperties. In those

K cases, the naive PWS account can be tieauchlly, without contradicting([)./
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/ ¢ Actualists believe that there aren’t angn-actualworlds. They see “the \
actual world” as synonymous with “reality” or “all that is the case”. For ther
nothing can exist unlesséictuallyexists (.e., unless itexists in the actual
world wx«). This pushes them to hold that possible worldsadrstractentities.

e According to actualists, abstract entitestuallyexist. Presumably, this
applies not only to possible worlds, but to universals, numlstcsThe
actualexistence of abstract entities is supposed to be preferable to the
non-actual existence of Lewis’ possible worlds. Later, we’'ll aiy.

e There is another dimension of the problem which is orthogonal to the
actualisnminon-actualism dimension, and that is the partigplaperty
dimension. In order to restore the consistencyMf ith (II), it seems clear
that we must either postulate multiple particulars or multiple properties.

e Itis interesting that nobody postulatesthmultiple particularsand multiple
properties. | think this is because we want to get “as clos&V)6 &s we can,
while ensuring consistency wittiI{. | will examine various possiblealist

\ strategies along these lines. We begin with Lewdsiinterpart Theory. /
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/Handout on De ReModality II: Lewisian Counterpart Theorﬂ\

e Lewis is very sensitive to the lurking inconsistency involvidh) @nd a naive,
literal reading of V). Lewis proposes the following non-literal reading of)(

(N1) Socrates has five fingers on his right hand in the actual wer|dut a
counterpartSocratesof Socrates (Socrateg Socrates) does not have five
fingers on his right hand in some non-actual, possible wwfld

e Since Socratést Socrates, there’s no problem with them havinfjedent
properties — they'réifferent peopleSo, Lewis restores consistency witl)(

e Objection: We're talking abouocratesere, right? What do properties of
Socrateshave to do with properties @ocrate® Answer: it isin virtue of
SocrateslackingF in w thatSocratess contingently F Socrateshas
nothing to do withSocratesactual properties — just hide re modabnes.

e Fact: A literal reading of the naive\) is notanaccount If our worry here is
just a longing for V), tough luck.All accounts must give ugomeaspect of
k (N). So, we need to look at alternatimecountsand see how they compary
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7
Handout on De ReModality Ill: Overlap Theorﬂ \

e Overlap theory is Lewisian in the sense that it takes possible worlds to be

non-actual. But, Overlap Theoryi®nLewisian in the way it reads\):
(N2) Socrates hak in w«, and Socrates lacksFE in w, whereF’ # F.

e SinceF’ # F, there is no problem witbne and the same persbavingF and
lacking F’ — they aredifferent propertiesThis restores consistency witHY.

e Objection: We're talking about Socratesing F here, right? What does
F’ # F have to do with the propertly that Socrateactually ha® Answer: it
isin virtue of SocrateslackingF’ thatSocratess contingently F F’-ness has
nothing to do withSocratesactual properties — only with hisontingentones.

e Fact: A literal reading of the naive\() is notanaccount If our worry here is
just a longing for V), tough luck.All accounts must give ugomeaspect of
\ (N). So, we need to look at alternatimecountsand see how they compay
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K o Ultimately, Lewis owes us some account of thnterpart relation. Usually,\
this is defined in terms dfimilarity. Counterparts must be ficiently similar,
but not identical to each other. If Socrdtes’t suficiently similar to
Socratesthen he’ll have nothing to do witany of Socratesproperties.

to Socrates’ (or anyone else’s) modal properties. It's certain special guys i
certain special worlds that are salient to the determinatiatea&properties.

=)

e Lewis is led toward his version of counterpart theory becat)dee(wants [I)
to come out true, i) he wants it to be theery same intrinsic property Ehat
is had bySocratesand lacked by his counterpart Socratesd i) he wants
non-actual, possible worlds to fiee same kind of thing @ke actual world.

e These three things push Lewis to the view that there igtarént, non-actual,

world w', and who lack$- — the very same property Socrates hagrn It is
K in virtue of this flesh and blood counterpart that Socratesmasntingently/
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K e On Overlap Theory, it iSocrates himselthat “lacksF” in the non-actual, \
possible worldv'. But, then, “lacks=" cannot be read literally as lackirane
and the same property that Socrates has im+, sincethat would violate (I).
So, it must be somether propertyF’ # F that Socrates lacks in world'.

e The usual story the overlap theorist tells at this point is that there are really
intrinsic propertiesof particulars. What we think is an intrinsic property of
Socrates — that he has five fingers on his right hand — is readliation he
bears to the actual worla:: having five fingers on his right hand in Wx.

¢ In other words, it is really theelational property Fin-w« that Socrates has,
and therelational property Fin-w’ that he lacks. And, it ifn virtue of
Socratesacking Fin-w’ that hehas Fin-ws« contingently That's the story.

e More of the story:F-in-ws is just like havingF-in-w’' — it's only the location
at which F is exemplified that’s dferent. Worlds areoncretefor the
overlapper, and peoplahabitthem. So this “location” talk makes sense.

But, Overlap Theory has Socrates leadmagltiple livesin many completely

disconnected, concrete possible worlds “simultaneously.” This seemsﬂd‘.
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flesh and blood persoBocrateswho inhabits a non-actual, concrete, physica

e S0, itisn't just any old guy in any old non-actual possible world that is a gu(de
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Handout on De ReModality IV: Three ErsatzTheorlesI \

e The actualist prefers to think of possible worldsalstract entitiesFollowing
Lewis, | will call these abstract entitiessatzworlds. These are not concrete
wholes thatontainthings like us aparts Rather, they are abstract entities
that (somehow!yepresentways the world is or ways the world might be.

¢ On this view, theactualworld w= is a complete and total representatiorniaf
way things are. Since worlds areomplete and totalepresentations of ways
things might be, there can lomly oneactual world, which veridicallyi(e.,

e All otherpossible worldsv' # wx fail to veridically represent the way the
world is (in some respect). That is, thayigepresentvs« in some way.

e By making possible worldabstract theersatzeremainsactualist since — on
their view — asbtract entitiesctually exist(they exist inall possible worlds).
Digression: Why favor actually existing things over non-actually existing

k things? Is it forepistemiaeasons? If so, isn’t goingbstractcold comfort?j
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/ e But, naive ersatzismns importantlydisanalogous with (and significantly \
inferior to) overlap theory, in that it does not involvevaridical representation
of Socrates, which seemessentiato capturing the meaning o).
Moreover, on this viewevery property Socrates has will be contingent

e So much fomaive ersatzismBut, there is another version efsatzisnthat is
much more analogous to the overlap theory of the non-actualist. | call this
theoryO-ersatzismand it readsk) in the following non-literal way:

(N4) The actual worldv« represents Socrates as havifn-ws, and a possible

world w # w= represents Socrates as lackibgn-w' (F-in-w’ # F-in-ws).

e (N,) is much closer to overlap theory, sinceiltiovolves averidical
representation dbocratedy w’, and (i) it hasw’ representingocratesas
lacking adifferentproperty than the property Socratstually has

e If W is going toveridically represent Socrates,dan’t represent Socrates as
lackingthe very same F we know and love in wthat would contradict {I).

e O-ersatzismnherits a problem from overlap theor@-ersatzismmplies that
\ all attributes we call “intrinsic properties” are reatislationsthat particulay
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K (N3) The actual worldv+ represents Socrates as havihgand some possibD
world w # ws+ migepresents Socrates as lackihg

e This is an unsatisfying reading of our origin&'). The whole idea behind\)
is that there is some sense in which ipisssibly trughat “Socrates lackB”.

e For the counterpart theorist, “Socrates laéKss possibly true in thaa
counterpart of Socrates trubacksF (in w); and, for the overlap theorist,
“Socrates lack$ " is possibly true in the thaBocrates trulyfacksF-in-w'.

e But, on thisnaive ersatzheory, the sense in which “Socrates laékss
possibly trues that — according to some abstratisrepresentation of
Socrates — Socrates lacks Or so thenaive ersatzistvould have us believe.

¢ But, this is just a fancy way of saying that SocrafselylacksF! It's hard
to see howthat could be the reason that “Socrates laEKss possiblytrue.

¢ Naive ersatzisrs analogous to overlap theory, in the sense that it takes the
abstraciisrepresentatiow’ to be a representatiaf Socrategnot averidical
K representation of some “abstract counterpart” of Socrates — see below)j
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K bear to various possible worlds (in this caBein-w’ versus Fin-w:). \

e But, here, itcan't bethe “location at which Socrates exemplifie$that
differs betweerr-in-w’ andF-in-w=. Talk of “location” makes no sense for
the ersatzersince possible worlds aebstract entities-w has no locatioh

e There is a third and final version efsatzisnthat is analogous to counterpart
theory. | call itC-ersatzismand it readsl) in the following non-literal way:
(Ns) The actual worldv+ represents Socrates as havihgand some possible
world w # ws represents aarsatz counterpart of SocratéSocrates+
Socrates) as lacking (the very same propelrty)

e On the one handZ-ersatzisms like counterpart theory in that)(it has a
counterpartof Socrates being veridically representedWdy wx, and (i) it
has Socratédackingthe very same intrinsic propertg w’ thatSocrates has

e On the other hand;-ersatzism dlfers fromcounterpart theory in that the
counterpart of Socrates it aflesh and blood human beitige Socrates is.
This ersatz counterpart is merely dictional characteiwhich (in the “fictional

\ story of his life”w’) lacks the property that the real person Socrates hzy
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K Nominalism About Possible Worlds& Modality: A Few Brief Remarks ' \

/ e On this view, it isin virtue of the ersatz counterpart (perhaps a fictional \
character named “Socrates” in some story — if ersatz worlds repreisent

linguistic means) iw’ lacking F thatSocrates contingentlyask in w. e Linguistic nominalisteibout modality would say that there is no such thing as

It's hard to see how thigrsatzversion of counterpart theory is an
improvement on the Lewisian, non-actualist counterpart theory. Most
ersatzistsé€.g, Plantinga) defend a version 6fersatzismnot C-ersatzism

Nobody seems to defend Overlap TheoryOeersatzismandnaive ersatzism
seems to be a non-starter (here for logical completeness). The two main
contenders in the literature seem to be Lewis’ Counterpart Theory, and

Plantinga'sO-erstazisnjis O-ersatzisnbetter than Overlap Theory? Why?].

Both presupposeealismabout possible worlds. Their mainfiéirences are

metaphysicaimodality (.e., modality in the world) — all modalities are verbal
in nature, having to do only with the import and use of linguistic expressior

John Stuart Mill was an advocate of this view. On his account, claims like
“Bachelors are unmarried” are “necessary” only in the sense that they are
simply by virtue of our verbal conventian&nd, all “necessities” are like that.

Mill’s linguistic theory and philosophy of language were somewhat primitiv
This opened the door to troublesome cases that he could not adequately
with. Modern linguistic modal nominaliste (g, van Fraassen) developed

true

11

op

on: (i) whether anything non-actual exists, afi)l whether a 2-property or a more sophisticated versions of the theory that are not so easily refuted.

2-person reading ofY) is a better way to restore its consistency with ( e Modal fictionalists(e.g, Rosen) take Lewis’ theory of possible worlds as a

fictional storyabout “worlds just like ours”. Rosen takes Lewis’ theory and

prefixes it with &fiction operator(“According to the fiction of possible worlds
."). This allows us to talk about P\As if it were true, without commitme}/

e The accounts discussed above aist about possible worlds. I'll now make
k a few brief remarks aboutominalismconcerning possible worlds modality K
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/. This leads tdictionalized versionsf PWS translation schemas. For inst@*: / \

— “Necessarily,p” — “According to the fiction of PWp is true in all poss. worlds.”

— “Possibly,p” — “According to the fiction of PWp is true in some possible world.”

Map of Positions on Possible Worlds and>e ReModality I

¢ In this way, Rosen can accept everything Lewis’ says about possible worlds
(and their applications) as true, but only in the sense that it is true that

Sherlock Holmes is a detective or that Santa Claus has a beard, etc. Dow’s Do w’s Ao w’s 2 particulars 2 properties
. . . _— exist? actually exist? concrete’? in (N)? in (N)?
e The stories of possible world theory are literally false, but they are still “tru¢ Counterpart Theory Yes No Yes Yos No
in fiction”. And, if the fictions of possible world theory are useful enough, Overlap Theory Yes No Yes No Yes
that al ts it if h it toloaical it t Naive ersatzism Yes Yes No No No
at alone warrants its use even if we eschew its ontological commitments O-ersatzism Yes Yos No No Yes
. . . . , C-ersatzism Yes Yes No Yes No
. Rosgn thlnks Fhat |n.th|s way h.e can get gll the benefits of the.th.eory.s Verbal Nominalism o o No comvention] | Teonvention]
application, without its ontological commitments. But, modal fictionalism has - o [fictionalized | [fictionalized
] Fictional Nominalism No No No th h
many problems (see Nolan’s SEP entry). | won't discuss them here. cory] theory]

e Some fictions are better than others. Rosen thinks Lewis’ version of possible

world theory is the most useful. But, couldn’t we fictionaley discourse

\ and remain neutral on its ontological commitments? This is non-Quin@ \ j
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