DEMYSTIFYING THE PHYSICAL

Evenwithout employing any notionof physica redity, we ve made some progressin advancing a Humanly
Redligtic Philosophy. But, a some point, we should become involved in trying to conceive the physical.
For one thing, when we communicate with each other, this is done through our each interacting with an
external reality, quite diginct from me and aso from you. Nowadays, we take it that this possbly
mysterious externd redlity, through which we communicate, is physicd redity. But, what can any of this
redly amount to? As it seems, we're on the verge of confronting, al over again, our Mystery of the

Physical. So, I'll proceed to addressiit.

1. We Recall the Denial of Quality and the Mystery of the Physical

Toward presenting the Mystery of the Physicd, you'll recdl, wepresented, intwo Formulations, adoctrine

concerning the Denid of Quality. Initsfuller Formulation, that doctrine wasthis:
The Denial of Qualities, Second Formulation. Unlike the Spatia properties and the Propensities,
which are o widdly ingtantiated in what's phydcd, there are not (any ingtantiations of) any Qualities
anywhere in physicd redity. Nor are there, anywhere in physicd redity, any menta qudities readily
confused withQudities, withthe possible exception, at any given time, of suchasmdl part of physica

redity asmay then promotethe minds of sentient beings. Nor are there, anywhere in physica redlity,
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any propensity properties readily confused with Qudities, with the possible exception, a any given
time, of such a amdl part of physica redity as may then promote such complexes as are (humanly)
perceptible physical complexes.

According to this Denid, accepted by most Scientiphicdigts, al the world's matter lacks (Spatially
Extensble) Qualities, evenasalot lacks anything eveneasily confused with (such) Qudities, however well
meatter may fare with the other two sorts of basic properties for physica things, the Spatials and the
Propengties. So, while an dementary particle may have spatia extent and shape, and while it may have
many Propengities, it can’t have, by contrast, any basic property that’ sremotely like any phenomend color,
or that's readily confused with, say, phenomend red.

Earlier, | argued that, should we mere human thinkers be redtricted from thinking of physical redity as
having Spatidly Extengble Qudity, well have no conception of the physicd that’s even moderately
adequate to such a supposedly fundamenta relm. Rather, we'll have our Mystery of the Physicdl.

Let'srecdl the thrust of the argument. Firgt, we attempt to conceive a physica redlity in Qudityless
Newtonian terms.  Moving in what's otherwise empty space, there are many physica particles, our
previoudy presumed Particles, whose motion is governed by physica laws. These laws concern no
Qudlities, of course, but only the likes of such Nonqualitative properties as may be supposed for our
Particles. Second, we attempt to conceive a physica redlity to be, at least as it seems, very different
indeed. Inwhat'sotherwise acontinuous materia plenum, or field of matter, there arelittle perfectly empty
gpaces, or Bubbles: Asregards shape, size, and so on, each Bubble isprecisely congruent with a certain
Particle, its counterpart Particle, in the Particulate World. As with congruence, so with arrangement:

Wherever there's a Particle in that Newtonian World, in a counterpart place there's a Bubble in this
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Plenumate World. What's more, in a perfect paradld with the lawv-governed behavior of the Particlesin
our firs World, and as smultaneoudy as you may please, our Plenumate World's laws govern the
digtributionof itsPlenum. Sinceits Bubblesawaysarejust wherethereisn't any Plenum, thisWorld'slaws
also serve to determine the distributionof dl itsBubbles over time. So, thissecond World's Bubblesmove
through itsmatter ontrgjectoriesthat perfectly pardle the trgjectories of the first World's Particlesthrough
its empty space.

In those attempts at conception, there may be dizzying falure. Indeed, if our thinking never concerns
any Spatidly Extensble Qudity, there might be no sgnificant divergence, as opposed to amerdy notationa
difference, between our attempting to think of aWorld that's Particulate and our attempting to think of a
World that's Plenumate, with no Particles at dl.

Without our having made much progress with our Mystery of the Physicd, so it isthat matters ill
sand. In this dizzying state, we're as devoid of adequate conception as Hume saw Locke to be, when
Lockedidn't allowthat basic physicd redity should have any Quditative Color, or any Spatidly Extensble
Qudity whatever - or evenanything readily confused with Qudity. (From now on, I'll write moresmply,
not requiring more talk about what might be readily confused with Spatialy Extensible Qudlity.)

To make sgnificant progress beyond whereL ockel€ft us, weshould liberate oursavesfromthe Denid,
asdultifyingasit’s unnecessary. Instead of an impoverished conception of the physical, we may think of

physical objects pervaded with Spatidly Extensible Quality.

2. Spatially Extensible Qualitiesand I nteligible Propensities

With Qudities having “red exigence’ in the physica relm, we may have a sysematicaly rich variety of
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physical conceptions, perhaps far beyond anything imagined by Locke or Hume. In the this Section, I'll
begin to articulate that thought.

For us contemporary philosophers, it's hard to believe that any matter is a certain Quditative Color,
say, a certain Absolutely Specific shade of something like what many philosophers caled “phenomend
red.” Ye, it certainly seems that we can conceive there being matter, even perfectly insensate matter,
that's entirdy just one Quadlitative Color, and that has no other Absolutely Specific Spatialy Extensble
Quadity. Asl'll say, we can contemplate matter that is Red.

It' salso hdpful to have our considered Suff be, through-and-through, pretty highly transparent (and,
just maybe, just somewhat translucent.) Aswith any Spatidly Extensble Qudity our matter may have,
its (degree of) trangparency must be Absolutely Specific. So, it's Red Transp-Taso matter that you're to
conceive. For easy exposition, well cdl this matter just by itsfirst name, Red.

ThisAbsolutely Specific Color Qudity, this Red you' ve conceived to pervade some matter, most likey
't any experientid Qudity. Rather, it's just a Spatidly Extensible Qudity, a Qudity that's fit for
pervading space, as with dl the space of aparticular Sphere, evenif the Sphereis perfectly insensate, with
no mentdity at dl. When you're most clearly and fully conceiving an imagined Spatially Extensible
Red Sphere, then you yourself will exemplify what might be called “ experiential red.” To put the
point in what may be metaphyscaly more perspicuous terms, we might say that, when you' re engaged in
this humanly fullest conceiving of a spatialy extended concretum, that is, of a spatial body, then you
yoursdlf will be experiencing redly. Anyhow, your being experiential red is something that's very
different, of course, fromanything’ sbeing Extensible Red. (Wéll, theremay be someinteresting relations

betweenthesetwo, anissue I'll exploreinthe next Chapter. But, that' sanother matter.) So, evenif you're
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agpatidly extended being, when you're most fully conceiving a Sphere that’s Red through-and-through,
it smost unlikely that you'll then be Red through-and-through. There' s no more chance of that, | imagine,
thanthat you should be spherical in shape when dearly concelving suchaspherical particular. Atadl events,
in demydtifying the physica, what we're to bear in mind is how it may be Qualitatively with the space of
some conceivable materia things, space that may be, perhaps, Qualitied Extensibly.

Though it might not be very believable, it's perfectly conceivable, | think, that dl of a World's matter
be Red. In particular, it's conceivable that dl of a World's matter be distributed so asto comprise eight
Red congruent materia Spheres, each separated from the others by Qualityless empty space. In such a
humanly conceivable World, nothing beyond these Spheres has any Qudities. And, where there’'s a
Sphere, the only Spatidly Extensble Qudity (instanced) is Red, just that Absolutdly Specific Spatialy
Extensible Color Qudlity.

Wha's more, we may think of very many Red Spheres, | suppose even an infinite number, each of
which is absolutely impenetrable to every other, withthe matter of these Spheres comprising al the matter
of the World in which there are the Spheres. When two such Spheres (gpparently) collide, each directly
recedes from the other - maybe evenright before there’ s any true contact between the Spheres; anyhow,
neither Sphereintrudesinto the other. Here, we have avery clear idea, indeed, of solid spatid individuds,
each Red Spherical particular isimpenetrable to dl the World' s other perfectly basic materid individuas.

(What’ snow presented in parentheses may be something of alongishdigresson. But, asl think, it may
be a usefully simulating digresson. Anyhow, here goes.

By contrast with that quite clear notion of materia impenetrability, various other ideas of suchsolidity

aren't nearly so clear, leastways not for any of us merdly human conceivers. For example, we might think
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to explore anideaaccording to whichthere may be Spheres, whether only one or whether very many, each
of which is impenetrable to some of the materid concreta externd to it, but not to all of these other
meterid individuas

For this exploration, we may contemplate a World that contains, in addition to dl our Red Spheres,
an infinity of Extengble Blue Spheres. Let's contemplate al these Spheres like so:  Just as each Red
Sphereiscompletely impenetrable to al other Red Spheres, each Blue Sphere isimpenetrable to dl other
Blue Spheres. More interestingly, but perhaps aso not so dearly, each Red Sphere might be perfectly
penetrable by any Blue Sphere, and vice versa. So, without even the least resistance or temporal delay,
Red Spheres and Blue Sphereswill pass through each other. Or, so we might try to suppose. But, how
may we do this quite successtully?

To conceive such a“ perfect passng” mogt vividly, perhgps we might think of aregion where a Blue
and a Red Sphere supposedly overlap in this way. The region of supposed overlap is suffused with a
certain Absolutely Specific Trangparent Purple; it' sPurple, to give what’ s now considered a ussfully short
name. Very wdl; but how helpful, redly, will any of that be?

It takes no great philosophica sengtivityto fed difficulty with what may be, at first, presumed aquite
clearly enough supposed state of affairs. Once the matter of a Red Sphere and a Blue presumably intrude
into each other, it' sunclear, to us quitelimited humans, whether we sill have our origind individuas or not.
Are our Spheres dill exigent? Or, with the purple region of mutud intruson, have they merged so asto
form just asingle “three-dimengiond figure-eight”? Or, are there then three only relatively solid entities
in the Stuation; each of the two origind Spheres, Hill exiding whilst passing through each other and, maybe

only quite temporarily as compared with them, adso a single morphing “figure-eight” that the first two,
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together, then serve to form? Or, isthered Stuation astill different state of affairs? At least for usmerdy
human thinkers, disturbing difficulties atend our conceptions of relative impenetrability, so to put such
abaffling idea

For present purposes, however, none of that redly matters. For, however baffled we may be by
various esoteric ideas of solidity, or of near-solidity, we will dill have, at the leedt, at least one very clear
conceptionof materia impenetrability. Thisis, of course, the old L ockean conception, onwhich each basic
materid thing, or each Particle, is perfectly impenetrable with respect to every other basic physical
individua. With afirm hold on that happy fact, it's back to the main track.)

In our attempts a conceiving physicad Worlds, well contemplate Worlds in which, wherever there' s
space occupied by matter, there |l be space pervaded with Spatidly Extensible Qudity. And, aswell be
concalving things, it'sonly wher etheres matter, or only wherethere's physica redity, that ther€ll be space
pervaded with Spatialy Extensible Quality. In those serviceable terms, we may express, inthe next three
paragraphs, three quite intdligibly different possibilities.

In a Particulate World, ther€ll be Spatidly Extensble Quality where, and only where, there are
Particles, these being rdaivey samdl bounded regions of materidly filled space. Each suffused with
Spatidly Extensble Qudlity, every particle is surrounded by an empty region thet, even asit's completely
devoid of Extensible Quality, will dso lack physica Propensity.

In a Perfectly Plenumate Physical World, Spatidly Extensble Qudity is instanced everywhere, and
adways, in the whole space of the World. And, this Qualitied space will be pervaded with physica
Propengties. Accordingly, such aWorld is entirdly filled with matter.

In a Plenumate World with Bubbles, findly, such well-Quditied materidly filled space won't exhaust
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the space of the World. Rather, with each of them separated from the others by well-Qualitied matter,
therell be many regions without Spatialy Extensble Quality, and without anything of physicd redlity.

(None of thisshould betaken, | trust you' ll know, asimplying that “empty space” denotes anything red,
or that, among the redl entities, there are empty spaces, or that mereregions are any genuine existents, and
so on. Just thought I'd offer alittle reminder here))

Withthose three characterizations, we may express our farly clear, and pretty full, conceptions of some
sample physica Worlds, each World conceived as clearly different from each of the others.

Now, inclearly concelving the first of these Worlds, our familiar Particulate World, and aso the third,
a correlative Plenumate World, we concelved Worlds with empty space. But, then, in our clear
conceptions, which have avisud experientid aspect, how do we conceive the empty space of a World?
We can't redly conceive it, not at al well, asbeing pervaded with Spatidly Extensble Qudlity. Yet, a the
sametime, asour best concrete spatia concalving does have avisud experientia aspect, any spatia region
we conceive clearly seems conceived as having, or as being pervaded by, some Extensible Color. In my
own case, usudly it seems that I’'m concalving an empty region as having its space be Black, to name a
certain dark achromatic Extensible Color. What is going on here?

W, inasmuchas| best conceive eventhese Worldsvisudly, or withavisud aspect to my conceiving,
| conceive ther empty space visudly. So, for example, | may conceive the Particulate World as being
Black everywhere that it's not Transparent Red, that is, everywhere in the world where there isn't any
physica entity at dl. But, aongwith having an experientia aspect, my conception hasan intellectual aspect.
And, inhavingthe intellectud aspect that it does, my conceiving discounts the Extengible Black that, in its

experientia aspect is advanced in this very conception. There' s an evident difference, | take it, between
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my concalving a World with Red Particles in an (ocean-like) Black Plenum, where thereé's no such
intellectud discounting and, on the other sde, my conceiving a World with Red Particles in empty space,
wherethereis precisdly that. Let me take some steps toward some clarification.

After concaivingaWorld with Red Particlesinempty space, where my concelving' svisud aspect “ has
the Particles surrounded with Extensble Black,” | may then conceive precisdy the same (sort of)
Newtonian World once again, but this time with my conceiving's visud aspect “having the Particles
surrounded with Extensible Sky Blue.” In both cases, my concalving's intellectua aspect discounts any
thought to the effect that, in this very concelving, the empty spaceis pervaded with an Extensible Color.
And, owingtothat, thesearejust two very different conceivings of precisdy the same (sort of) World. By
contrast withdl that, | may follow up my concelving aWorld with Red Particlesinan (ocean-like) Plenum
that’ sBlack, by my conceiving aWorld with Red Particlesinan (ocean-like) Plenum that’ sSky Blue. This
time, in the intellectua aspect of each conceiving, there's no discounting.  Rather, there may be, with a
given concelving's intellectua aspect, the taking of what's experientidly (presented as) the Colored
surrounding Plenum as being a Plenumwithjust the Extensble Color - inone case Black, inthe other Sky
Blue - that's presented with that conceiving's experientid aspect. Well, that's not very perspicuous
ontologicaly, aswe shouldn’t reify any of our conceiving, let lone any of its so-cdled aspects. Still, these
comments make matters clear enough, | trust, to proceed on the thought that, while my best efforts a
conceiving empty space al have avisua aspect, | needn’t take empty space to have Spatidly Extensble
Qudlity.

To be sure, when I’'minvolved in intellectua discounting, | won't be as directly conceiving anything,

whether real concretaor whether empty space, as when I’'m not so involved. So, I'll never conceive any
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empty space asdirectly as I'll sometimes concelve spatia bodies. And, indeed, the disparity here may be
very substantid. But, that's dl right. For aong with a greet disparity in directness, there may be only a
amdl disparityinclearness, and infullness. So, as1’ll suggest, we may conceive how it is Shapewise with
a Red Bubbly Plenum very nearly as dearly, and very nearly as fully, as we may conceive how it is
Quditatively with just so many Spherica Red Particles.

To corroborate that suggestion, | offer thisexercise. For this, I'll provideyouwiththese ingructions:
Imaginatively conceive Spherica Red Particlesas 'Y dlow, and concelve the empty space, surrounding the
Particles, asPurple. That'snot hard to do. And, withjust that, you' ve conceived aWorld with Spherical
Red Particles moving about in (Colorless) empty space. Though rather indirect, isn't it quite clearly, and
fairly fully, that you' ve conceived this Particulate World?*

Pleasedon't think that, philosophicaly, there’ svery muchgoingonhere. Rather, what' ssdientisonly
something about the psychologicd abilities of us sighted norma human concelvers (who, | suspect, may
have afuller ideaof how it iswith Spatia objects, especidly regarding how they may be Qualitied, than do
otherwise norma congenitally sightless human thinkers,) Anyway, for us normaly sghted humans, at least
for folks whose conceptua powers are anything much like mine, we can't think of any spatia region,
whether absolutely empty or whether fully materid, without thinking of it as Colored somehow or other.
In contemplating the “empty space” separating two spatidly separate Red Spherica Particles, which
“empty space” may aso surround each of the two Particles, we might think of it as mainly Fink with thin
Y dlowtubular stripes, or we may think of it as cross-haiched Beige and Grey. But, though we may have
lots of choice asto what Colorful background we'll be providing for our two Red spatia concreta, even

while we're so nicdy conceiving them, each as spatialy distant from the other, we still must, as a matter
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of psychologicd fact, think of our spatially separate Red Particles as surrounded with Color, or with
Colors, somehow or other. Or, at the very leadt, that’s how it iswith this very limited human thinker.
Look, there' snothing here that’ s very deep, or very contentious, or very specid. It's the same point
that appliesto our conception of a piece of Swisscheese. With our best conceptions of such cheesy dices,
we have the most materid part of the dice, where the cheese is, be a certain color, typicdly, pae yelow.
And, where there are just the holes in the cheese, our conceiving of the dice may have there be, typicaly,
Extensible Black, well, some black, anyway. Inthisconcelving, we renot thinking that, where theré s no
cheese, thereare regions of something that's Black. Rather, as our successful intended conceptiongoes,
the empty spatid regionsaren’t any Color. In such an ordinary case, too, our conceiving's intellectua
aspect discountsasdient feature of itsexperientia aspect. Quiteaswithour best conceptions of ordinary

physicd things, I’ ve suggested, so it is, too, with our best conceptions of basic physicd things.

3. Spatially Extensible Qualities Are Perfectly Pervasive Properties
Quite dearly, | think, we may conceive a spatidly extended object, as with a Particle, to be perfectly
pervaded with asingle Absolutely Specific Spatidly Extensble Qudity, say, withour Red. For us mere
human beings, this is the clearest case of apatid entity Extensibly Quditied. With thisvery clear case,
every region of the Red entity, however amdl, will itsdf be Red, quite as perfectly pervaded by this
Spatidly Extensble Qudity asisthe whole extended object, of which it's but asmdl spatia part. Let me
amplify, perhgps so asto darify.

Condder a basic spatia physica object that' sboth perfectly Spherica and al perfectly (Trangparent)

Red. Now, asthisphysica body is basic, there’ s no physical object that’s a substantial part of the basic
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gpatiad concretum. But, quite clearly, we can conceive indefinitely many spatid regions of the Particle,
diently including many that are wholly internd to the considered Sphereitsdf. Let’s now consider how
things stand, insevera basic respects, withvarious of theseinternd regions and, on the other side, with the
Monochromatic Red Spherica entity itself.

My man point, in this Section, concerns how it is that this Red Sphere is Extengbly Colored. To
express thismain point, I'll say that the Sphere' s (Transparent) Red perfectly pervades the basic spatia
body. But, what does this mean?

For ahdpful explicationof my intended meaning, I’ll need to use phrases that suggest the existence of
dubious entities: at least the likes of regions, and maybe lots more. But, as you aready know how very
limited | am, we needn’t think that this isimportant.

Anyway, we re congdering how it is, Qudlitatively, withour supposed Monochromatic (Transparent)
Red of our Particle. W, usng some punchy language, here's something to say: It' s positively required
of each internd regionof the Sphere (no matter how amdl) that, like the whole Sphere itsdlf, the region be
Red. So, as each of the Particle' s regions are Red, Extensible Red is, with Respect to the Particle, a
perfectly pervasive property.

Parale points hold for other cases of basic physical particulars. For a most salient contrast, we
consder an infinitdy vast shapeless physicd fidd, or Flenum, that’'s all (Transparent) Red. And, we
consider various regions of thisfidd, some shaped one way, say Sphericaly, others shaped differently, say,
Cubicaly. Asto how they’re shaped, dl these regionswill differ from the fidd itsdf, which isn't shagped
a dl. And, sofar assze goes, they’ll dso differ from the fidd, avaster object that whally indudes dl the

regions. But, there’'snot any difference as concerns Spatidly Extensible Quality. To the contrary, even
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asour origindly conceived fidd is (Transparent) Red, so every region of it is aso (Transparent) Red, the
finite Cubica regions, the finite Spherica regions, and so on.

When saying that our Red Particle sQudityisa perfectly pervasve property of the thing, | dramatically
contrasted the matter with how things stand as regards the Particle's Size, and the Sizes of its interna
regions. Not wanting to reify regions any more than properties, nor wanting to reify empty spaces, ether,
gill I may hope to expound on these matters in some such terms as with these next few sentences, which
| think dmaost any happy reader will quite readily grasp.

All right, then, let’s now consider our Particle's Size, or its sheer spatial volume. Well, each of the
Particle sinternd regions will be smdler in Size, or will have alesser volume, thanthe valume of the (whole)
Spherica Particle. And, o, each region will have aSizedifferent from the whole Particulate Sphere, say,
SzeS, acetanlarger Size. To mark thispoint vividly, we may say this Having Sze Sisaproperty that,
with respect to the Sphere, is precluded for every last one of itsregions, having Size S, or being Sze S,
isaperfectly precluded property.

Next, let’ sconsider our Particle’s Shape. Well, many of our Sphere’ sinternal regionswon’t be shaped
Sphericaly; for example, many will be shaped Cubicaly. So, many regions will have a Shape that's
different from the Shape of the (whole) Sphericd Particle. But, aswell, many of our Particle's internd
regionswill be shaped Sphericdly. So, aswell, many regions will have a Shape that’s the same as the
Shape of the (whole) Particle. So, on the one hand, and unlike the property of being Size S, the property
of being Spherical won't be, with respect to the regions of our Sphere, a perfectly precluded property.

At the same time, and on the other hand, being shaped Sphericdly isn't a property that, for the Sphere’s

interna regions, is perfectly pervasive.
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At dl events, we may see aclear contrast between the sdlient Spatid properties of a Monochromatic
Plenum, whicharen't perfectly pervasive, and the Plenum’ sSpatidly Extensble Quality, whichisa perfectly
pervasive basic naturd property of the Plenum, or the Materia Field.2

Asl| redly do hope, the prior paragraphs have been hpful, in getting readers to know what | mean
when saying that a spatid concretum’s Extensble Color is a perfectly pervasive property of the body in
question; well, at least withmorethanjust afew readers, evenif not nearly dl. Atany rate, let’ stry another
tack now, seeking another route to making some progress in the matter.

How things are with very intdligible basic physical objects, each Extensbly Colored so pervasively,
differs dramaticaly from how things are with ordinary colored objects, aswithmy brown wooden writing
desk. Firgt off, mogt of the interior of the desk obvioudly isn't brown. That's quickly revealed in many
ways. For instance, when | open adrawer and look at the opened drawer from underneath, | notice the
nearly white wood that there was |eft unstained by the desk’s maker. So, most of the desk’s wood, and
most of the desk, isn't brown. But, that may not be philosophicaly interesting. W, even if it'snat, this
will be pretty interesting: Under apparently revealing magnification, what we take to be the desk’s
brownest areas, as with regions of itstop surface, seemto be not redly brown at dl' Now, that comment
may prompt a philosophicaly useful discussion.

Here, | find hdpful some bold suggestions from David Armstrong. In his fearlesdy chdlenging
Perception and the Physical World, Armstrong presents a pretty disturbing discusson of magnifying
glasses and microscopes, induding even picture-taking electron microscopes.® To have matters be till
more vivid, I'll modify his discusson: Suppose that, over there on our left, we place a fairly good

magnifying glass over my desk’s brownest area, S0 that its pretty fla surface dtill looks quite brown, but
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gppears bumpy and uneven. And, to theright of that, there’ s a more powerful magnifier; and to the right
of that atill more powerful one, and so on, and so on, and so on. But, to make mattersvividly disurbing,
there needn’t be many of theseincreasingly powerful magnifiers, evenjust threewill probably do; and four
will certainly do just fine. So, let’s have the two leftmost (of four) magnifiers each be just a smple glass
lense, not atrue microscope, but withthe lense onthe right far more powerful thanthe just pretty powerful
lense on the left. And, to the right of themboth, ther€ Il be two true microscopes, with the microscope on
the right far more powerful than the one on the left. With these lenses and microscopes, there’ sprovided
awel|-placed sequence of mirrors, so that, even to see very clearly what eachrevedls, | don’t need aneye
placed anywhere very near any of them. Sitting back here, right where | am, and looking straight ahead
at the big mirror before me, | can see, dl at once, dl the images produced by dl four megnifiers, as wel
as, fifth of dl, the much larger image, of course, of the desk as unmagnified. Now, with just those five
terribly sdient things to notice, | can visually apprehend, al at once and quite fully, some very telling
appearances of the desk’ stop surface. Especialy asit’s so natura for meto read from left to right, | can
hardly fal to be very impressed by what | certainly seemto see. Never mind al the mostly whitish
ungtained wood that mostly composes the desk, even its topmost surface isn't redly brown. This
gppearance may be dmost as disturbing asit's compelling. So, we must continue our discussion.

With the ordinary desk, generally taken to be brown, it strikes us as paradoxical, maybe incoherent,
to think that none of its very small parts is actudly brown. Indeed, the polar opposite of that seems
wanted by our mogt intuitive, natural and central idea of a colored object: By contrast with an object
whose surfaceisvery largdly brown, but is dappled withtiny white dots, an object whose surfaceis (dl just

plain) brown should be one all of whose regions are brown, however smal many of these regions may be.
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Wéll, | suppose we may alow that what seems to be our mogt intuitive idea might redly be, here, abadly
exaggerated notion. Well maybe; I'mnot sure. But, then, at the very least, we Il want, as a cautious fall-
back position, aconception of colored things according to which some of our desk’s minute parts, or tiny
regions, are brown. The idea that none of a brown object’s tiny regions is actudly brown, though the
whole big object istruly brown, thisidearedly clashes very severdly, | imagine, with our intuitive, natura
and central idea of acolored object. At theleas, there' s something of aparadox here, a least asmall and
modest paradox.

This paradox may be diss pated, perhaps, through the service of two complementary idess.

Firgt, we may think of the brown desk’ s color as something likea Propengty of that physical complex
to participate in promoting certain visua experience, experiential brown, on the part of norma human
(color) perceivers, on condition that such (color) perceivers be in conditions conducive to their normaly
perceiving the physical object. Well, something likethat. And, as we suppose, the relevant participation
may concern, in fact, the brown desk’ sreflecting, fromits topmost surface, certain patterned light. Now,
with large regions of the surface, enough of the desk’s peripheral congtituents are suitably structured for
themto reflect light with the requidite patterning. But, with very tiny areas of the desk’ s surface, there’ snot
so muchby way of suitably structured congtituents to reflect such happily promoting light asthat. And, in
linewith dl that, we may say suchvery various things asthese: Firg, in auseappropriateto such matters,
we say the very amdl topmost regions of the desk aren’t brown, though muchlarger top areasare. And,
in such ause, we dso say that the desk isbrown. But, this may not be ause of “brown” that’swell suited
for philosophica discusson.  And, more generdly, so it may aso be with corrdative uses of the more

generd term “colored.”
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Second, then, we observe that our most intuitiveidea of colored objects may find itstrue home inour
thought about the pervasion of space, notably the pervasion of a colored object’ s space, by an Absolutdly
Specific Spatidly Extensble Color. And, as we may then suspect, there can be an easy dide from how
it is Quditatively with a basc physicad entity, on the one side, to the more superficid concerns of the
everyday case, tohow it is quditetivey withthe presumably perceptible physical complexes, likemybrown
desk. Providing we speak of just the basic cases, those that are philosophicaly most centra, we may
express and apply, without paradox, our mogt intuitiveidea. And, it’sin just this more philosophicd use
that we may see something useful for resolving the Mystery of the Physicdl: Insofar asphyscd redity might
be very intdligible to ushumanthinkers, there will be spatialy extended physica objects (or maybejust one
vas spaidly extended Plenum) perfectly pervaded with, or by, Spatidly Extensible Color.

(For this Section’s discussion, so concerned with how Spatidly Extensble Colors may be perfectly
pervasive Qudities, I've focused only on the amplest cases, where a basic body is entirdy just one
Absolutely Specific Extengble Color. For asmple example, abasic body’ sonly Color isjust Transparent
Red, throughout al the space it occupies. But, of course, there are a'so more complex cases. By aptly
congdering that, we may become clearer about what’ sbeenclamedfor the sSmpler Monochromeatic cases.
Congder abasic Cube that’s Colored so asto seem like ten squaretiles, dl in a perfectly neat stack or,
rotating your mind’ seye through ninety degrees, dl in aperfectly neat row. On the square surface facing
you, and for one unit inward, or one unit dong the row, the Cube is Extensible Red. Then, dso one unit
deep, thereé's a“squaretile’ that’s Extendble Blue and then another that's Extensble Red, and so on.
There are, then, five separate regions of this Cube that are each Extensble Red, and five other separate

regions are Extensble Blue. Now, there must be, of course, indefinitdy many regions of this conceived
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Cubethat are partly Extensble Red and partly Extensible Blue. Witheach of these regions, of course, we
don’t have anything that’ sdl the same Extensible Color. But, for our point about Extensible Colorsbeing
perfectly pervasive, that doesn't matter. What mattersisthis Wherever the Cubeis entirely Extensible
Red, and not whereit’ sPartly Red and Partly Blue, every whally included region of the Cube will also be

Extensible Red.)

4. Intdligible Physical Reality and a Principle of Constrained Contingency

In terms of our three kinds of basic property, the Spatias, the Propensities, and the (Spatialy Extensible)
Qualities, what's required for there to be a humanly intdligible mind-independent physical redity, whether
or not it's the World's only redlm of redlity? Without much detail, I'll try to give the questiona serviceable
answe.

Firg, some words about some necessary truths. For a World to feature a physical redity that we
humans can conceive, quite clearly and fully, the World must include at least one entity such thet (1) it
has some Spatia Properties - even if it may be, in a quite extreme case, only the property of being, indl
directions, infinitdy extensve, and (2) it has some Spatidly Extensble Qudities - even if it may be, ina
quite extreme case, only the property of being, everywhere and dways, the very same Qudity, and also
(3) it has some Propensities- evenif it may be, in a quite extreme case, only the Propengty to exemplify,
in each place at each time, exactly the same Spatidly Extengble Qudity it exemplifiesright there at the just
previoustime. Now, thoughtheparald betweenthetwoisn't perfect, it sill seemsuseful to suggest aclose
comparison between the necessity proposed and certain more familiar necessary propositions, like this

Nonqualitative statement, expressng how Sze and Shape should be related: As does any Euclidean
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geometrica closed solid, aphysica entity precisdy bounded by suchafigurethat we humans can conceive,
quite dearly and fully, must be such that (1) it has some shape and dso (2) it has some sze.

Second, some complementarywords about some contingent relations. With physica entitiesgenerdly,
there is no necessary connection between (1) precisely which Spatial Properties the thing has, and (2)
exactly which Qudlities the thing has, and (3) precisdy which Propensities comprise all the Propensities
of that physica thing. The lack of necessity just stressed, and the contingency just indicated, isthe same
as with this more familiar proposition: Asistrue of a Euclidean closed solid figure, aphysica entity may
be a certain given shape even while being any one of numerous distinct sizes and, equdly, it may be a
certain givensize even while being any one of numerous distinct shapes. Atthe sametime, I’mnot sure
exactly how far thisanalogy extends, between our fully Propertied basic physica bodiesand, onthe other
Sde, the Euclidean solid figures. So, trusting that it’s served us usefully so far, | won't bother to pressit
further.

What's my main purpose hereisto suggest, at any rate, how very much contingency thereis, or how
muchrange for red variaion, asto how basic physical concretaare Propertied. To advancethe suggestion
vividly enough, let’s consider a Monochromatic Ydlow Sphere. Now, among the possible disposition
partners for this Sphere, there are Blue Cubes that are Propendtied to attract any object that’s a Sphere,
even if no such Blue Sphere-Attractor currently exists in our Y elow Sphere’s World (or there are none
anywhere near enough, or whatever) and, equally, there are Red Spheresjust so smilarly Propensitied for
atracting Spheres, and so on. [Remember, each of many individua eectrons may be (electricaly)
Propensitied to strongly attract any protonishentities, or protons, evenif therearen’t actualy any protons.]

There' s avadt range of atractive disposition partners, then, for our supposed Y dlow Sphere. But, then,
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of course, our Sphere will be areciprocaly atractive disposition partner for any of them. So, dong with
being Shaped Sphericaly, our Sphere will be Propensitied to be Attracted by any such Sphere-
Attractorsastheremay be (and as may be Stuated suitably for just such interactive attracting.) Aswell,
our Sphere must also be Propensitied for al sorts of other interactions.

Strikingly, we may consder another sort of Blue Cube, whether or not any of these actudly do exig,
one tha’s not Propendtied to attract any Spherica individuds, but that’s Propensitied to annihilate,
completely and forever, any Spheres there may be (or, as may be more paatable, any that are within a
meter of suchan Annihilator, or whatever.) Now, with respect to these possible Blue Cubes, our Sphere
is 0 a reciproca digpostion partner; so, it's Propensitied to be annihilated by any such Sphere-
Annihilators as there may be (and as may be Situated suitably for just such interactive annihileting.) So,
when we have a Spherical basic physica body it's required that, in the whole full scheme of things, our
concretum is Propengitied in avast variety of ways. Let me be perfectly clear about that: Anobject can't
be abasic Spherica physical body and yet, somehow, fail to be Propensitied in these ways. (And, to
get the hang of things Htill better, please dso natice this: When a Blue Cube is a Sphere-Annihilator, that
will preclude the Cube from being Propensitied to attract Spherica Particles, aswhat’s annihilated can't
be attracted anywhere.)

As to how our basic physical bodies are Propertied, we should notice, then, both a great range of
variation, what we might cal a great deal of contingency, and aso quite considerable congraints on dl the
contingent variety. Noticing this, we may say that, withour metaphysic of physicd individuds, we uphold
aPrincipleof Constrained Contingency (concerning How Basic Physical BodiesMay Be Propertied).

Always respecting our Principle, let’s daborate alittle*
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For ease of expostion, well focus on Newtonian Particulate Worlds: In these happily managegble
Worlds, each of enormoudy many Particles has the same “mass” the same *“amount of matter,” and each
will attract the otherswithaforcethat varies inversely with the square of the distance between the centers
of the interacting Particles. Now, we ve just said how, even when each World is Monochromatic, there
may be great quaitative variationamong these nicely manageable Worlds. Now, while that's old hat, we
may newly noticethis Inacertain Tutti Frutti Particulate World, many Particlesare Red and many others
Blue, withyet many othersbeing Y ellow, and aso Green, but there may be no Brown, or Grey, or Sivery,
or Goldenish Particles. In another Tuitti Frutti World, there may aso be many Red and Blue Particles, but
no Yelow and Green Particles. (Along with such Qualitetive variety, in many Tutti Frutti Worlds there's
aso much Quditative gability. In these Qudlitatively Stable Tuitti Frutti Worlds, any Particle that's Red,
for ingtance, will dways be Red, and it won't ever have any other Color Quadlity.)

Our suppositionof Tutti Frutti Worldsis perfectly intelligible. So, evenas our Principle of Constrained
Contingency is nicdy grasped, it may be grasped, quite nicely, how vadly grest is dl the contingency it

dlows. Y, this Principle may appear to raise a serious problem.

5. Extensible Qualities as a Factor in the Development of Physical Reality: A Problem
As often gppears, the Qudities of physicd things won't ever be an influence in (determining) the
development of physical redity; rather, Qudities must be dways entirdly idle. What areweto make of this
gppearance? This question poses the Problem of Influence for Qualities (in Physical Reality).

To appreciatethe puzzle, well compare aMonochromatic Newtonian World and, onthe other hand,

aTutti Frutti NewtonianWorld. Except that the first has no Qualitative variety and the second has a great
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ded, the two Worlds may be exceedingly smilar. So, thebehavior of the Tutti Frutti World's Particlesmay
precisdy pardlel the behavior of the Particlesinthe Monochromatic World. And, then, dl the Tutti Frutti’s
Quditative variety will make no differenceto the physica development of the Tuitti Frutti World. But, wait
a minute!  Are there any Worlds where Qudlitative variety means much more than that for the
development of the World's physicd redlity? All too often, it ssemstherearenone. So, our Problem often
appears acute.

WEe ve quickly made some progress toward agppreciating our Problemof Influencefor Qualities. Y et,
to appreciate this Problem properly, it'saso important not to over estimatethe predicament. Rather than
doing thet, we should redize this. To resolve our Problem, weshouldn’t try to show how it might be that,
inevery World withphysica redity, dl the Qudities of physical things are Sgnificant factorsinthe physica
development of the World. Nor should we try to show how it may bethat, inevery suchWorld, at least
some such Qudlities are such sgnificant factors. Indeed, it follows from the Principle of Constrained
Contingency that theré's no more chance of doing such athing than of drawing a perfectly round square.
Rather than any of that, our Problemasks us, muchmore modestly, to show how it might be that, in some
Worlds with physica redity, at least some Qualities of physica things are dgnificant factors in the
development of the Worlds physicd redlity.

With even just this much, we Il have, | trugt, atolerably good grasp of our Problem. And, with even

just that much attained, it's now bet, | think, to attempt a solution to the Problem.

6. The Problem of Influence for Extensible Qualitiesin Physical Reality: A Solution

At least Snce Gdlileo, physics has made great progress by ignoring thoughtsasto Qudlities. Quite rightly,
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we're dl very impressed with that. But, because we' re so very impressed, when we consider physical
Propensities, Quditiesmay never enter our consideration. For progress with the Problem of Influencefor
Extensible Qudities, however, this must change radically. In suggesting how we might change, | proceed
in severa steps.

Firgt, well contemplate aMonochromatic Particulate World: While al the World's Particles have the
very same Spatidly Extengble Qudlity, perhaps Grey, these Spherica Particlescomeintendifferent Sizes,
with many Particles of each Size. As regards both its volume and its “amount of matter,” each of the
amdlest Particlesisone tenthas great as each of the largest Particles; each of the next samdlest istwo tenths
as great, and so on. Now, each Particle has the Propensity to attract each of the others, and to be
attracted by each of the others, with aforce that varies directly with its Size (and, say, inversdy with the
sguare of the distance between its center and the centers of each of the other Particles) I1t'seasy enough
to take serioudy the thought that a World works this way.

Next, well contemplate aMultichromatic Particulate World: Whiledl thisWorld's Particleshavethe
very same Size, perhaps the Size of the smalest Particlesin the foregoing Monochromatic World, these
Spherica Particles comein ten different “ Achromatic Colors,” with many Particles of each such Color.
The lightest Particles are dl Snow White. Eachhas one tenth*the amount of matter” as the darkest, each
of which is J&t Black. Each of the next lightest Particles, dl Very Light Grey, istwo-tenths as“ massve’
asthe Jet Black, and so on. In this World, each Particle has the Propensity to attract each of the others,
and to be attracted by each of the others, with a force that varies directly with its Qualitative Darkness
(and, sy, inversely with the square of the distance.) For many of us, it’ shard to take serioudy the thought

that aWorld worksin this other way.
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To make progresson our Problem, we must take serioudy not only the thought that dl physical entities
have Quadlities, but also the thought that, at least in some Worlds, at least some physical objects have
Propensities with respect to Extensible Qualities. In other words, we must adopt a more inclusive
mode of thinking than the one that's proved so successful scientificaly for Galileo and so many
successors. To that end, let’s now gain more experience with such thinking.

So, we now contemplate a different contrasting pair of Particulate Worlds, againonea Size-Propensity
World and the other a Qudity-Propensity World. InboththeseWorlds, therearefour sorts of Spherical
Particles Each exactly the same asthe other in Spatidly Extensible Qudity, there are Large Red Particles
and Smdl Red Particles, the former tentimesthe Sze of the latter. With Spatidly Extensble Qudlity very
different from that of our Red Particles, there are Large Blue Particles and Smdl Blues, with the Large
Blues the same Sze as the Large Reds, and the Smdl Blues the same asthe Smal Red Particles.

Now, inthefirst of our two Worlds, each Particle will have a Propensity to atract any Particle that's
different fromit in Sze, and a Propengity to repe any Particle that's the same Sze. InthisWorld, the
Large Reds and the Large Blueswill repel each other, aswill the Small Reds and the Smdl Blue Particles.
And, the Large Particles, Red and Blue, will atract, and will be attracted by, the Small Particles, Red and
Blue. InthisWorld, when Particles attract others, and when Particlesrepel others, it'sbecause they have
Propensities with respect to the very Sze the others possess.

In the second World, no Particle will have any of those Propendties. Rather, each will have a
Propensity to attract any Particlethat'sdifferent fromit in Soatially Extensible Quality, and aPropensity
to repel any Particle that'sthe same Spatially Extensible Quality. InthisWorld, the Red Particles, Large

and Smadl, will attract, and will be attracted by, the Blue Particles, Large and Smdll. Far from repelling
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each other, here the Large Red Particles and the Large Blue Particles will attract each other. AsI'm
envisoning this other World, when Particles attract, or repel, other Particles, it's because the former have
Propensities with respect to the very Quality the latter possess.

Toward gaining comfort with the thought that physica entities may have Propengitieswith respect to
Qualities, I've consdered a couple of rdevantly contragting pairs of Particulate Worlds. But, | see no
reason to think that it's only with such contrasting Worlds as those that Spatidly Extensble Quality may
beaphyscaly rdevant factor. Rather, in various Worlds, how it iswithphysical entities Qudlitatively may
be highly significant in the development of physicd redity.

Perhapsit should go without saying that, inthis Section’ sdiscussion, | was supposing dl the usud truths
about reciproca disposition partners that, by now, are so familiar. Now, of course, and quite as we' ve
been supposing, in an interaction between a Large Particle Propensitied to attract one that’s Small and
aSmdl Particle, the Smdl Particle has, aswell asits Smal Size, aPropensity to be attracted by Large
Paticles. And, in aperfect pardld with that, we should suppose, as well, that
in an interaction between a Red Particle Propensitied to attract one that’s Blue and a Blue Particle, the
Blue Particle has, as well asitsBlue Qudity, aPropensityto be attracted by the Red Particles. In short

andinsum: Just aswell asit appliesto the more familiar Propengties, the genera point about interaction

partners applies to Propengties with respect to Spatidly Extensible Qudlity.

7. Mutually I solated Concrete Worlds and Distinct Eons of the Actual World
Inmuch of my exploratory discussion, I’ ve adverted to a variety of possble Worlds. Now, sofar asthis

book’ s exploration goes, these alusions may be taken as just heuridticaly helpful performances, dl inthe
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sarvice of articulaing the variety that may obtain with physical individuds (and, maybe a so, with some
purely menta nonphysica concrete particulars.)

In other books, tak of Worlds has muchmore subgtantia import. For the most substantia import it's
been given in this Scientiphica era of philosophy, we turn, of course, to the brilliantly bold work of David
Lewis, certainly this past century’ s grestest speculative philosopher and, quite as with Russdll well before
him, one of the century’s greatest philosophica thinkers. From Lewis's philosophicaly powerful and
intellectualy courageous masterwork, On the Plurality of Worlds, let’ slisten to some Worldly talk with
quite enormous philasophica import:

Arethereother worldsthat are other ways? | say thereare. | advocate athesis of plurality of worlds,

or modal realism, whichholdsthat our world isbut one world among many. Thereare countlessother

worlds, other very inclusive things. Our world conssts of usand dl our surroundings, however remote
intime and gpace; judt asit isone big thing having lesser things as parts, so likewise do other worlds
have lesser other-worldly things as parts. The worlds .... are not remote. Neither are they nearby.

They are not at any spatia distance whatever from here. They are not far inthe past or future, nor for

that matter near; they are not a any tempora distance whatever from now. They areisolated: there

are no spatiotempord rations at dl between things that belong to different worlds. Nor doesanything
that happens at one world cause anything to happen at another. Nor do they overlap; they have no
partsin common ...

The worlds are many and varied. There are enough of them to afford worldswhere ... thereare
no people at dl, or the physical constantsdo not permit life, or totaly different laws govern the doings

of dien particles with adien properties. There are so many worlds, in fact, that absolutely every way
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that aworld could possibly be isaway that someworld is. And aswithworlds, so it iswith parts of

worlds. ...

The worlds are not of our own making. .... We make languages and concepts and descriptions
and imaginary representations that apply to worlds. We make stipulations that select some worlds
rather than others for our attention. Some of us even make assartions to the effect that other worlds
exist. But none of these things we make are the worlds themsalves®

To besure, dmogt dl of uslucky enough to have been Lewis s contemporaries think him to be nat only
an agonishingly fertile and brilliant thinker, but aso a philosopher who, on many metaphysicd matters, is
avery senshle thinker, evenoften quite commonsensical and conservative. But, regarding hisclam asto
there being many concrete worlds, dl ontologicaly onapar withthis one we cdl “the actua world,” dmost
al think it'sunduly heroic, at best, and most think it's crazily philosophical.

Mysdlf, | don't think it's so crazy. And, though I'm not so free and easy with worlds as once | was,
| take very serioudy the thought that there are very many concrete worlds, each ontologicaly onapar with
our own, and each completely isolated from al others® Much morethan | did solong ago, I'd liketo see
convinaing limits specified, convinaingly, for an (infinite) plethora of such worlds. For instance, | can't
believe there s any world that, for billions of yearsisjust likeours, and, then, for billions of years, contains
nothing (notable) beyond just so many trillions of parsnipsand turnips (and their parts, and the collections
containing them, and so on) floating about in otherwise empty space.” Or, if you think that “parsnip” can't
be true of such free-floating complexes, then let it be a world that, for these hillions of years, contains
nothing (notable) beyond just so many parsnipy complexes and turnipy complexes (and their parts, and

the collections containing them, and so on). [In some sense, | guess, such astrangely shifty Stuation is
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possible. But, evenif that's so, thereisn't, | think, any concrete world that contains nothing but so many
trillions of parsnips and turnips for billions of years] Through some nicdy degant limits for worlds, there
may be precluded any such strangely vegetarian world asthat. Denying ther€ Il ever be any such degant
limitsor, for that matter, limitsnot so elegant, Lewis holdsthere are suchstrangely vegetarianworlds. Y et,
though I'm sure my indinations asto other worlds are lessliberd thanLewis' s, I’ mnot so surethat they’re
less crazy than my old friend's.

In the book you' re now holding, | won't dare to speculate serioudly regarding existing other worlds,
for avery human reason thet I'll try to make plain pretty soon. But, before ducking these metaphysicaly
important issues, I'll say abit about whet | take mysdf to be foregoing.

What sometimes indines me to think there are many worlds, eegantly enough limited, are these
“rationaist” congderations, which | so often itch to explore: Often | can’t help but wonder, in ignorance
so frudrating as to be somewhat painful, & what are (supposed to be) not just highly specific aspects of
our actua world, but features that are as fundamenta for our world, and as perfectly universd, asthey’re
peculiarly specific. Here, let’s start with this. It's a feature of our world that, in the nearest group of
electrons orbiting an atom’ s nucleus, there can be no more than two eectrons; for an atom to have more
electrons than two, others must orbit at agreater distance. Why just two there, and not three asthe limit?
Or, why not just one dlowed? An answering derivation may proceed from yet more fundamenta physical
features. But, for the derivationto yidd alimit of precisely two in the firg ring, these more basic features
must themsel ves be so highly specificand quirky. Canit redly bethat, even untoitsbasic nature, all redity
is, for all eternity, so very specially specific, apparently so “specidly preferentia”?

A variety of answershave beenoffered. Nonedo | find very satisfactory. What often seemsthe least
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bad - | daren’t say it’sany good - isthis Our entire universe, throughout al itshistory, isjust one concrete
world among very many - infinitdy many, | should suppose, though maybe not aninfinity of an enormoudy
high order. Now, in some of these very many mutualy isolated worlds, the fundamenta physica features
have it that atoms replete withelectrons may have just one eectron, never as many astwo, in thefird ring.
And, in others - oursis one - basic physics will have there be precisdy two. In il others, there may be
three in that ring; and so on, and so on.

W, asarationa antidote to my painful wonder at the world' s peculiar Specificity, dl that’ snot so bad,
| sometimesthink. And, so, | also sometimes think that, so long aswe re not extremely profligate in our
hypothesizing worl ds, we may see some philosophic sense - and not just philosophic craziness - inthoughts
as to many mutually isolated concrete worlds.

But, I'll now sidestep these important issues. In this present work, I'll place to the side, as much as
| can, the questions about apparent arbitrariness that, at various other times, engage mein painful wonder.
Why do that? Well, evenwithout ddvinginto those deep issues, ther€ |l be far more discussed here than,
with my quite limited intelect, | can discuss to any very progressive effect. And, that'snot dl. Aswell,
inthe Humanly Redlistic Philosophy I’'m here offering, there' s dready been advanced what, by dmost any
currently respectable standard, is more than enough philosophica speculation. And, what's ill more, in
coming Sections, ther€ |l be quiteafew more speculations. Not only to conduct this study to progressive
effect, then, but aso for the work to be a dl plausible, or palaable, | won't speculate as to a plurdity of
isolated red concrete worlds.

Wi, then, in this present inquiry, how are we to take my talk of Worlds? Asl trust, we can take it

to be just avery ussfully vivid heurigic. We needn’t bother about whether, in addition to al that’ sever in
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the actud world, there’s more to concrete redlity.

For many, that smple disclamer will suffice. But, some may want to hear something more litera or
redidic. Inshort order, I'll now do something for them.

Intuitively, we may think of our actual world astempordly limitless. In particular, we may think of this
world as having aways existed, withan infinity of past eons each featuring some concrete physica redity
(whether or not al the past eonsdo.) Now, where I’ ve been talking about Worlds, we may talk instead
about (past) Eons of thisone actud world. In linewith that, I’ll now come close to rehearsing a passage
above, where | talked about different Worlds; in the near rehearsd, I'll talk, insteed, of different Eons.

We may consider a contrasting pair of Particulate Eons, one a Size-Propensity Eon and the other a
Quality-Propengity Eon. In both Eons, there are four sorts of Spherica Particles: There are Large Red
Particles and Smdl Red Particles, the former ten timesthe Size of the latter. And, there are Large Blue
Particles and Smdll Blues.

Now, inthefirg of our two Eons, each Particle will have a Propendty to attract any Particle that's
different fromitin Sze, and a Propensity to repel any Particle that's the same Sze. In this Eon, for
example, the Large Reds and the Large Blueswill repd each other, aswill the Small Reds and the Small
Blue Particles. InthisEon, when Particlesattract others, and when Particlesrepel others, it'sbecause they
have Propensties with respect to the very Sze the others possess.

Inthe second Eon, no Particle will have any of those Propensities. Rather, each will have aPropensity
to attract any Particle that'sdifferent fromit in Spatially Extensible Quality, and a Propensity to repel
any Paticle that's the same Spatially Extensible Quality. Inthis Eon, for instance, the Red Particles,

Large and Small, will attract, and will be attracted by, the Blue Particles, Large and Smdl. Far from
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repdling each other, herethe Large Red Particles and the Large Blue Particleswill attract eachother. As
I'menvisoning this other Eon, when Particlesattract, or repel, other Particles, it'sbecause the former have
Propensities with respect to the very Spatially Extensible Quality the latter possess.

Why should the actua world ever go through such very different Eons? For advancing our Humanly
Redidtic Philosophy, it matters little whether this question is answered. Y et, aming to please readers, I'll
present a couple of possible answers. Firgt, it may aways be a sheer accident that an Eon ever ends, and
that it ends at the time it does, and, as may almost always happen, that it’s succeeded by another whose
concrete things have different basic features. Well, though it's hardly my favorite answer, that's one
possible answer. Here saquitedifferent answer. Along with the Propensities dready noted for them, the
first Eon's Particles have other “more specia” Propensities. Among these other powers, these Particles
may be Propengtied jointly to produce, under certain rare specific conditions, an implosion involving dl of
what’ sthen current concrete redity. These conditions may obtain when, and only when, the Particlesare
in a certain perfectly specific array, or when in one of just afew such rare and specific arrays. And, just
asthose special Propensitiesand rare conditions will have it, suchamomentousimplosionmay be followed
by a momentous explosion, wherein there's a proliferation of Particles with quite different sdlient basic
features, maybe dong withquite the same “ more specid” features. Asit might be, after our firs exemplary
Eon ended in such an implosion, there were explosvely proliferated the Particles of our second Eon.

After adverting to avariety of possble Worlds, as I've earlier done, I've just dluded to a variety of
temporal Eons, supposed as having actudly occurred. But, of course, | redly have noideawhether there' s
actualy occurred any such variety, nor whether our actua world ever will be so various physicaly. But,

no matter. Like my talk of the Worlds before, so my talk of the Eons may aso be taken, for our present
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explorations, asjust an heuridicaly hdpful performance, asjust another hep toward articulaing the variety
that may obtain withconcrete redlity, especidly with physica concreta. Following tradition, from nowon
I"ll revert to talk mainly of Worlds, not Eons. Thosefor whomthe latter sort of talk ismore hdpfully vivid
may, if they wish, take my remarks to be vivid tempord speculations. Still others will be dissatisfied, no
doubt, withboth suggested dternatives. They’re invited to construct their own heurigtics, and to construe

my comments in terms of their own most comfortable conceptua congtructions.

8. Mightn’t the Recognized Physical Propertiesjust Be Spatially Extensible Qualities?
Concerning the Demydtification of the Physica here offered, by now some main things should be quite
clear. But, others may yet need more clarification. Very possbly, that's how it is with our Principle of
Congtrained Contingency and, equdly, with my dam that, even in the relm of insensate basic physicad
redlity, there may be enormous variety. So, let’s discuss the matter.

Agangt my commodious metaphysica approach, somewill say, moreparsmonioudy, that weshouldn't
think there to be more than what, in a Galilean frame of mind, we take thereto be. So, as my colleague
Gordon Belot observed, some may offer words like these:

Y ou take your opponents to think that, whenasparse Newtonianworld contains some particles, then

the only properties exemplified there are mass densty (absolute vacuum gets 0, space occupied by

particles may get varying amounts) and impenetrability, and position. And, asthey think, thiswill yied
an adequate, inteligible, account of the world.
But, you say: No. The Particle vs. Bubble example, or whatever you want to call such acase,

shows this isnot so. We must dso include some Quilities, deeply analogous to, but not necessarily
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identical to, phenomend qudities, to fix the ditinction between occupied and unoccupied space. For
convenience, youmay cdl this Spatidly Extensble Qudity Blue. We describetheworld by attributing
different shades of Blue to different parts of space: null to vacuum, different shades corresponding to
partsfilled by particles.
But, then, having done this, we noticethat (if the laws are non-haecceitistic) we can formulate the
dynamicsin terms of (the Spatidly Extensible Quality) Blue, rather thaninterms of mass density. So,
physicsis about qudities, or, asyousay, Qudities. Well, then, isn't “Blue’ just another namefor mass
dendty? Does'tit redly havedl the samefeatures (varying with degree of occupation of space, efc.)?
Indeed, it must; or it wouldn’t be possible to write dynamicd lawsin terms of it! Why shouldn’'t we
directly takemassdensity to be deeply ana ogous to phenomend qudities, and save oursavestheeffort
of making up the name “Blue,” a placeholder for Spatidly Extengble Quaity we know nothing about
except that it plays the same role in dynamics as does mass density?®
Now, to be fair, thesewords may be takennot only in the quite strong sense | suggested for them, where
they express a parsmonious stance. They may also be taken in a rather weak sense, where there's no
attempt ever made to deny the great variety that, as I’ ve dlaimed, may possibly obtain in physica redlity.
Before turning to examine what' s expressed with the words in their stronger sense, let’ sdiscusswhat may
be meant with the wesaker interpretation.

With only awesak sense for the expressions, someone may use our displayed words without denying
any dlegedly rich variety for physica redity. Using the words to make only asmall point, someone may
dlowthat there may be, indifferent Eons, Small Blues of very different Propendtive sorts. What hewants

to dam is that, even while Smal Blue Particles are both Quditied and aso Propendtied, each a very
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different aspect of how they’re basicaly propertied, the term “Blue’ is best taken as just an exatic short-
hand for aprevioudy familiar term for a Propensity, like the term “mass dengity,” rather thantakenasa
short-hand for, or aname for, anything unfamiliar, especialy anything so terribly unfamiliar asa Spatiadly
Extensble Qudity. Now, sincethat damamountsto little, | have little quarrel with it. Indeed, o long as
we have enough terms available to discussal the metaphysicaly basic aspects of concrete redity, and so
long as we can keep our terms straight enough for areasonably clear discussion of redlity, who can care
very muchwhichtermis used for which metgphysicaly basic aspect of basic physica individuas? Not me;
and, | trust, not you. Of course, as you know from my uses of “Blue’ in previous Sections, | think it's
naturd to use the capitalized word as aterm for a perfectly pervasive Spatially Extensible Quality, and
not for aPropengty. But, precious little depends on whether it’ smy usethat’ sthe favored employment for
the word or whether, contrarily, it’ sfor labeling some Propensity that the word' s mainly employed. Well,
so much for the digplayed words weaker interpretation.

With amuch stronger sensefor theminforce, the words mouthed by Belot’ s didectica character will
be used to deny, parsmonioudy, that there's so very much variety in basic physicd redlity. Here, they'l
be used to deny, of course, propostions likethis Beyond all abasic physica object’ s Propensities, there
is the Spatidly Extensible Qudity of theindividud (which isn't a Propensity at dl.) Now, when they’re
used to do that much, then the words express a view that, asI’ll sugges, isavery badly mistaken and

dultifying idea.

9. The ldentity Theory of Qualitiesand Dispositions

During much of the last century, many philosophers thought a main business of science was to provide
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important identifications, as with identifying lightning as being a certain eectrica discharge, and as with
identifying water as being a substance composed entirdy of H20 molecules. And, these identifications,
it was believed, dlowed science to ddliver important “identity statements,” statementsona par with Paris
is the City of Light, though thislagt, of course, has nothing to do with science. W, | have very many
doubts about al that; but, here and now, let’s not mind my multifaceted skepticism. For, here, the main
point isjust this Through such identifications, it was supposed, science showed how an gpparently terribly
variousworld redly wasn't dl that wildly variegated; but, infact, it was reasonably sparse and, so, pretty
orderly. At dl events, quite as many philosophers like to think of what they do as somehow being rather
scientific, thisis one reasonthat, for some decades, even able philosophers offered substantia statements
of identity.

It’ sinthisphil osophical context that there appears animportant paper, “The Ontologica Turn,” by C.B.
Martin and John Hell. In this metaphysicaly serious essay, these authors express varioudy, and they
advocate vigoroudy, anldentity Theoryof Qualitiesand Propensities. Asl believe, here' safar sample
of this, which may dso be cdled an Identity Theory of Qualities and Dispositions:

. every property is a once dispositiona and categoricad—or, as we prefer, digpositiond and

quditative. Dispositiondity and qudlitativity arebuilt into each property; indeed, they are the property.

What we propose isa surprisngidentity: thedigpogtiona and thequditative areidentica with one
another and with the unitary intringc property itsdf. The suggested identity is surprising only because
we have grown used to diginguishing the digpostiond and the quditative. Onceit is recognized that

these are smply different ways of representing the selfsame property, the identity can be seen to
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resemble countless others.®
Separable frommost of Martin’ sfruitful metgphysica thinking, and from most of Hell’s, too, the proposal
of this Identity Theory is, | think, some philosophica heroism that’s carried to the point of heroic
dultification. (And, asthisview is much like many other philosophica identity theories, so many of them
may aso be heroicdly stultifying, even if, perhaps, less obvioudy s0.)

From such serious metaphysicians, why such heroics? As | imagine, severa factors figure in an
indructive diagnosis. Here are just four.

Inthe first place, by talking about properties, rather thanjust anindividud that’ spropertied, our authors
suggest to usdl that there are such things as properties. Though they might not redly want an ontology
where properties are reified, till, intheir writing they’re off and running. So, right off the bat, we may be
in the business of asking whether a certain property, which we may cal “Prop” is the very samething as,
or whether it sredly adifferent thing than, a certain property that we may cdl “Erty.” Wél, some of our
authors opponents may say Prop isn't the samething as Erty, and | canimagine mysdf amongthem. The
authors themsdlves disagree, saying that Prop and Erty redly are one and the samething.

In the second place, and perhaps most ingructively, there' s this. Among the basic properties our
authors class as qudities are both what | class as Qudities and a'so what | class as Spatials. Now, both
these sorts of basic property are manifest, or are rlevantly surveyable, or something of the sort. What do
| mean by that? Well, suppose someone said thisto you “ That Spherica Red Particle s vivid Color just
isthe Particle sround Shape,” or “The Particle’ s being Red isthe very same thing as the Particleé s being
Sphericd.” Thiswill strike you, manifestly, as sheer nonsense. But, now, think about this. How it iswith

a supposed basic thing Shapely is manifest to your mind (when the shepeisfarly smple). And, how it is
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Colorly is amilaly manifest. But, by contrast, it's nothing like manifest how it is with a Particle
Propensitively. Inrdevant ways, thisparale sthe point | made before, when noting how very little of your
power toexperience will be, at any time, available to you, inyour experiencing. So, by contrast with claims
as to the Shape of a thing, and as to the Color of the thing, a dam asto the thing's Propensity has us
drawing a blank. And, with what we ponder when we draw such a blank, it may be that any one of
numerous different things will seem perfectly compatible or, at least, quite compatible enough. Just so, there
may seem no conflict in the thought that the thing's (manifest) Shape just is it's (nonmanifest blanky)
Propensty. And, smilarly, though dternatively, there may seem no conflict in the idea that the thing's
(manifest) Color just is it's (nonmanifest blanky) Propendity. And, once something seems perfectly
compatible with a nonmanifes blanky whatnot, there may be much apped, deriving from other
consderations, in the idea that the thing's being a certain Color just is the thing's having a certain
Propensty. Or, equdly, there may be apped in theideathat itsbeinga certain Shapejust isitshaving a
certain Dispostion. (But, though there here may be a door that seems open, there's never redlly a door
that isopen. No more should suchideas be appeding thanathought that something' sColor just is, redly,
the Shape of that very thing. About these matters, it seemsto me, Berkeley was much more correct than
S0 very many twentieth century identifiers.)

Inthethird place, there sthe noted urge to be parsmonious, to reduce redity’ sgpparently wild variety
to something far more sparse and orderly. Now, just above, | said once athing' shaving a certain manifest
property seems perfectly competible with the thing’ s having a nonmanifest blanky property, theremay be
much appedl, deriving from other consderations, in the idea that the thing's having the manifest property

just is its having the nonmanifest blanky property. Well, whatever's involved, exactly, in our urge to be
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parsmonious, that’s something from which the gpped derives.

In the fourth place, and most closdy related to centrad points of this Chapter, here's another
consderationfromwhichthere derivesthe appeal of (what’'s maybeilliat) identifying: Asit may well seem,
whatever contribution is made by a (basic) physica object to the evolvement of physicd redlity concerns
just the Propengties of the thing, or, in other words, its Powers, or its Dispostions. But, asit may well
seem, aphysicd thing must have some qudities, in some sense of that term, at least suchquditiesas Shape
(whether or not there' sitsExtensble Color). Now, if the entity’ s Shapeisn’t among its Propensities, then,
asit appears, the object’ s Shapewon’t have any influence on how physical redity evolves. Well, we must
avoid conduding that the Shape has no influence. So, the entity’s Shape is, after dl, among the
Propensities of the object.

All that, I suggest, may contribute more to sultifying confusionthanto philosophic progress. Anyhow,
Il next attempt to show, moredirectly, the inadegquacy of what I’ ve caled the Identity Theory of Qudities
and Propengities. As| trugt, you'll find theseremarks pretty persuasive; as| redlize, they're not absolutely
conclusive.

Asthis Identity Theory will have it, aSmdl Blue Particle sbeing Quditied Bludy just is the Particle's
having certain of its Propengities. (If the Particle's Spatid properties are its only other basic “blatantly
qualitative properties,” then maybe itshavingthose Spatidsjust isit having its other Propengties?) Well,
now, for asuppostionthat’ shere asgood as any, let’ s suppose that our Smdl Blue Particle is Propensitied
to repel any other Small Blues there may be, and it's Propensitied to attract any Large Reds. Could our
Particle's being Blue just be the Particle s being Propensitied. this complex Quditatively-directed way?

Asit seemsto me, that can’t be quite right.
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If we embrace any such Identity Theory, well have to deny how great may be the red variety in
concreteredity. Toward seeing thet clearly, wefirst notice somefairly smple considerations, though they
canbereadily confusing considerations. Much asjust before, wemay start withaSmall Blue Particlethat’s
Propensitied to attract Large Red Particles, and that’s Propensitied to repel Smdl Blues, and that's not
otherwisediently Propensitied. Well, perhaps even accidentaly, there may occur achangeinthe Spatialy
Extensble Qudity of this Particle, from Blueto Y dlow, even while no other Particle changesin any such
Qudlitative regard, and eventhough our target Particle doesn’t change Propenstively inany salient respect.
Though now Yeéelow and not Blue, our Particle is till Propendtied to attract Large Reds, and it's ill
Propensitied to repel Small Blues. So, it appears that, even while our Particle has changed asregardsiits
Spatially Extensible Quality, it hasn’t changed as regards its Propensity. And, so, the appearance s,
firg, that how it iswithour Particle Quditaively isn’t the same as how it iswith our Particle Propengtively,
and, second, that any claimed identity, to suchaneffect, isn't atrue identity.X° But, thisis too fast; indeed,
there'sfar more here than first meetsthe eye.*

What's this? Well, how it is Propengtively, with our Particle, comprises not only the Particle's
Propendties for interaction with actua partners, but it comprises, aswell, Propensities for interacting with
partners (of sorts) not actudly ingtanced. This concerns the Congtraining aspect of our Principle of
Congrained Contingency (concerning How Basic Physica Bodies May Be Propertied.)

When introducing this Principle, you'll recal, we considered aMonochromatic Y ellow Sphere. Then,
we focused onthe Sphere’ sbeing Shaped Sphericdly, and what this meant for itsPropensity profile. Now,
we ll focus on its being Qudlitied Yelow, and what this may mean for that. So, among the possible

dispogition partners now, for our Sphere that’s laidy turned Yellow, there are Blue Cubes that are
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Propensitied to attract any object that’s Y ellow, evenif no such Cubica Y elow-Attractor currently exists
inour Y ellow Sphere’ sWorld (or there are none anywhere near enough, or whatever.) And, equally, there
are possible Red Spheres just so smilarly Propensitied for atracting Y ellow physical bodies, and so on.
[Agan, remember that each of many individud eectrons may be (electricaly) Propengtied to strongly
attract any protons, even if there aren’t actually any protons,] So, ther€'s a vast range of attractive
dispositions partners, then, for our currently supposed Y ellow Particle. But, then, of course, our Ydlow
object will be a reciprocaly dtractive digpostion partner for any of them. So, dong with its now being
Ydlow, our SphereisPropensitied to be Attracted by any such Yellow-Attractor s astheremaybe (and
as may be Stuated suitably for just suchinteractive atracting.) Aswell, our Ydlow Particle must aso be
Propensitied for dl sorts of other interactions, induding annihilating ones. So, somewhat as before, we now
consder another sort of Blue Cube, whether or not any of these actually do exist, one that’s not
Propensitied to attract any Ydlow individuds but that’s Propensitied to anni hilate, completely and
forever, any Ydlow objects there may be (or, as may be more paatable, any that are within ameter of
such an Annihilator, or whatever.) Now, with respect to these possible Blue Cubes, our newly Yelow
Sphereis also areciprocal dispositionpartner: Though befor e the Sohere wasn't so disposed, now it's
Propensitied to be annihilated by any such Yellow-Annihilators as there may be (and as may be
Stuated auitably for just such interactive annihilating.) So, when our Sphere became Yéelow, it first
acquired these Propensities, and indefinitdly many further Propensities. And, so, our considered Sphere
did not just change Quditatively; in the bargain, it aso changed Propengtively.

WE Il need another argument, then, if we' re to expose inadequaciesin the Identity Theory of Qudities

and Propendities. Prompted by our most recent discussion, here sone: Our (newly) Yelow Sphere's
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Propensity to be attracted by a Y ellow-Attractor is one thing; it's Propensity to be Annihilated by a
Y dlow-Annihilator is something else. Now, our Sphere’ sbeing Y elow isno more the one Propensity than
it' sthe other. Since they’re not the same, its being Ydlow, or its Ydlow Qudity, must then be both or
neither. Whileit’ snot completely crazy to think it’ sboth, it’ sfar more plausibleto think it’ sneither: Rather
than so much as being these Propensties, the Ydlow Quality of our Sphere is necessarily linked with
these Propengties of the Particle, and with ever so many of its other Propensties (each a Propendty with
respect to things that arethemsdaves Propensitied withrespect to Y ellowindividuas) Well, that’ sabetter
argument.

Reminiscent of our overly fast argument, here’ s another better argument: For this, we do well to
consider, once again, certain thoughts about Worlds, or thoughts about Eons, that we ve found useful in
recent Sections. Just S0, inacertain Eon, there may well be Smdl BlueswithaPropensity to attract Large
Particles, and also Large Reds with a Propengty to attract Small Particles, and no other basic physica
entities at dl. And, in a certain other Eon, there may be, just as well, Smdl Blues with a Propengty to
attract Red Particles, and Large Reds with a Propensity to attract Blue Particles. 1nboth of these Eons,
there may be precisely smilar behavior on the part of dl the Eon’'s actual basic Particles, even while,
Qualitatively, the actual Particles of each Eon are precisdly like those of the other. But, as far as the
Propensities go, matters are very different in the first Eon from how things are in the second. So, how it
is Qualitatively is precisaly the sameinthe two Eons, whilehow it is Propensitively is very different.
It defies belief, | takeit, that the Particles of one Eon don't haveit that their Spatialy Extensible Qudity
is their Propengity, while the Particles of the other Eon do. Much more believable isthis In each

Particulate Eon, how it is with its Particles Qualitatively is one thing, while how it is with the Particles
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Propensitively is something ese, however nicdly related the two may be.

As it suggests there isn't even a necessary covariance between an object’s Propendties and its
Qudities, this argument servesto show, quite convincingly | think, that our targeted Identity Theory isan
inadequate view of how individuals may be Propertied. For, asyou'll remember, it clams that:

. every property is a once digpositiona and categoricd—or, as we prefer, dispositiond and
quditative. Dispositiondity and qudlitativity arebuilt into each property; indeed, they are the property.
And, very far from that being true, our discussion suggests that a particular’ s Propensities may outrun the

individud’s Qudities.

10. A Limited Identity Theory?
At the same time, in the neighborhood of this ambitious Identity Theory, we may spot afar less assertive
view, which may dso lay clam to thetitle of the (or an) Identity Theory of Qudities and Digpogtions.
Though some of aparticulars Propensitiesmay not be any of its Qudities, every one of anindividud’s
Quditiesis one of the particular’ s Digpogtions.
Agang this Limited Identity Theory, aswemight cal it, there won't be any argument that’ s as upsetting
as (aconsderation concerning even) alack of necessary covariance betweenan object’ s Propensitiesand
its Qualities® But, then, againg this Limited Theory, there' s thisto be sad.
Firg of al, at least to dl appearances, our Limited Theory doesn’'t have nearly so much independent
moativation as what it's advanced to replace. For instance, while it also won't have Qualities and
Digpogtions as even apparently isolated from each other, which isdl to the good, it will have there be,

among the Dispositions, aradica bifurcation between those Dispositions that are Qualities and those that
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aren't Qualities, which isn't dl to the good. (In the bargain, whatever advantage there may in disdlowing
any “purdy Dispostiond properties,” this will be lost with the Limited Identity Theory. And, without
recognizing Digpositions withrespect to Spatidly Extensible Qudlity, arecognition apparently awaiting our
own new inquiry, there may appear to be, inthis disdlowing, avery considerable advantage for an I dentity
Theory.) As it appears, then, we come to consider such a Limited Identity Theory, largely just as a
responseto difficulties observed withamore e egant, and moregppeding, metaphysica view. Thoughthis
doesn’t meanthat the Limited view iswholly ad hoc, there does appear something ad hoc, anyhow, with
the thought of advancing this largely responsve view.

Second, quite relatedly, and more importantly, even this Limited view seemsto confuse a necessary
covariancewith an identity. So, let’s again consder the Dispositionof aY dlow Sphereto be attracted to
aYdlow-Magnet, or to a(merey) possible particular that’ s Propensitied to attract any Y dlow individuas.
Asour Limited Theory will have it, this Quality of the object isa certain one of the particular’ sDispositions.
But, to my mind, that doesn’t seemright. Rether, thiswill just be a Qudity of the individud with respect
to which anything that’ s Disposed to attract (or, to repel, or whatnot) Yelow individuas will be (and must
be) directed, just because any Y elow-Attractor (or Y ellow-Repellors, or whatnots) must be Disposed to
attract (or to repel, or whatnot) any Ydlow individuas. And, then, so that the two kinds of thing may be
suited for mutud interaction, our Y elow Sphere must have, for its part, the Disposition to be attracted by
(and maybe, thus, the Disposition to attract) any Y ellow-Attractors (that there might possibly be.) Thisis
thereal Stuation, | submit, concerning the necessary covariance between something’ shaving agivenQuadlity
and, onthe other hand, the thing’' s being Propenstied with respect to any individuas (there might be) that

are themsalves Propensitied with respect to (something's having) that very Qudity. AsI’ll submit, then,
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the Limited Theory fails to recognize what must be the real Stuation in these matters, conflating a mere
necessary covariance with a genuine identity. In this centra respect, the Limited Theory is as faulty, |
submit, asisthe moreambitious Theory it sadvanced to replace, afault that’ s to be found, | suggest, with
any view tha's gptly termed an Identity Theory of Qudlities and Dispositions.

At this point in our inquiry, that’ sabout as much as we can profit, | think, from a consideration of any
such Identity Theory. (In the Fifth Chapter, we'll look to profit some more.’3)

Before proceeding withfurther inquiry, I'll makealittle comment. Look, in most of this essay, I’ mnot
bothering to engage withvery muchof the contemporary literature. Rather, dmost insofar asit’ spossible,
I” mtrying to conduct my explorationin some very different ways from what’ s to be found there. How may
| give youauseful ideaof what | mean? Well, shortly before introducing their 1dentity Theory, Martin and
Hell try to contrast what they’ re about to offer with some other views, dready placed on offer:

Philosophers commonly distinguish dispositional and categorica properties. Dispositiona properties

endow their possessors with particular dispositions or powers; categorical properties endow objects

with nondispostiond qudities. { As Martin and Hell say atad later than what's here displayed, they
prefer “quditative’ to “ categorica,” whichisdl to the good, asthelatter termisbound to midead. Still,
it's “categorica,” | suppose, that more frequently occurs in the literature to be mentioned. Some
philosophers have denied the existence of categorica properties, arguing that every property is purely
dispositiona (see, forinstance, Mdlor, 1974; Shoemaker 1980). Othersdeny dispositional properties

(Armstrong 1968, 85-88). Still othershave regarded dispositiond properties with suspicion, treating

themas grounded inor redlized by categorical properties(see Prior, Pargetter, and Jackson 1982; and

Jackson 1996).1
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Wi, now, our authors have just mentioned some very taented, and deeply serious, philosophers. And,
as|’ll here trust, the views atributed to them are views they’ ve actudly advanced, or at least very much
likether actud views. Still and dl, if much of what I’m advancing is anywhere even remotely near being
right, none of those views can possibly have very much rightly to offer. Well, maybe one of these views
does have alot to offer, whilst everything | uphold isahopelesdy lost cause. Maybe so; but, so what? At
dl events, what's most useful for meto do here, withour time and our energy, isto devel op aphilosophica
position that's ussfully very different from dl aready extant views, rather than engaging you in detailed
discussions of various familiar dternatives®

Far from being employed with just these present issues, | follow thisworking strategy with dmogt all
the topics that, in this book, | explore. That being so, there are many fine thinkers whose work | don’t
mention, and very few that | somuchasdiscuss. Asl imagine, you ve been getting thet idea. But, dill, it's

best for me to be explicit on that matter, and this seems a good place for that.

11. Can There Be Spatially Extensible Yedlow Entitiesthat Aren’t Ever Propensitied?

In consdering our Mystery of the Physicd, we consdered the question of whether there can be
Propensitied Spatia entities that aren’t ever, and at al, Qualitied. More directly, we considered the
question of whether we humanthinkers can conceive, a dl fully and dearly, any suchputative entities? As
I’ve been arguing, of course, we do very poorly, indeed, in any atempt at concalving Spatial concreta
entirely lacking in Qudity, however richly Propendtied we may (try to) supposethemtobe. And, asl’ve
been openly suspecting, evenif maybe not quite suggesting, this may not be owing just to some humanlack

or deficiency; rather, it may bethat, for eventhe Most Mentaly Powerful Being, there€ s no idea to be had,
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that'sat dl clear or full, of a Spatid concretum that’s not (Spatidly Extensbly) Quditied.

The reason | rehearse al that now, | hastento note, isto provide anice preamble to some very closdy
related questions: So, paraleling the question of whether there can be Propensitied Spatia entities that
aren't ever, and at dl, Quditied, we shal consider the question of whether there can be Qualitied Spatia
concretathat aren’'t ever, and at all, Propensitied. And, then, of course, pardlding the question
concerning what we humans can conceive about the first matter, there' sthe question concerning whether
we humans can conceive, at dl fuly and dearly, such putaive entities as may be aleged not to be
Propensitied, however richly Qualitied we may (try to) suppose them to be.

Beforethe discussionof the last severa Sections, | guess, we might have beenina pretty poor position
to answer these closely related questions. But, at thispresent juncture, | think, we may bein arather good
position to do so. Indeed, it may be that, by this point, we may quite clearly concludethat, not only can’t
we humans conceive of any Qudlitied Spatid entities that aren’t ever Propensitied, but, what' smore, there
smply can't be any such concretaasthat. Let me amplify.

As it firgd seems to us, wdl, to me, anyway, hardly anything is easier to imagine than an utterly
Propensityless Extensble Y dlow Sphere, or, just aswell, an utterly Propensityless Extensible Red Cube.
Withthe supposed Y elow Sphere, for ingance, I'll be imagining thet, while there may be many and varied
other concretain its World, perhaps even exigting quite smultaneoudy with the conceived Sphere, none
of them are Propenditied to attract it, or to rotateit, or to annihilateit, or to interact withit inany other way.
Whatever actudly happens with this Y dlow Sphere, I'm gpparently imagining, it will be an absolutely
random happening. That's dl very peculiar, no doubt; but, nonetheless, it’'s clearly conceivable; and,

presumably, it's al perfectly possble, too.
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Wi, on amogt natural understanding of the previous paragraph, there' s nothing serioudy amiss with
its dlams, so far as those sentences go. The trouble is, though, that, for the questions we're now
consdering, they don't redlly go al that far. What does that mean?

For any question concerning an utter lack of al Propengty, on the part of any considered concretum,
we must congder not only what might transpire in connection with such other individuas as may actudly
inhabit its World, and may do so smultaneoudy, but we must also consider suchfurther-fetched concreta
as may exist only inother possible Worldsor, not quite so terribly far afield, as may exist only inother Eras,
or Eons. So, muchaswe did just a Section or two ago, we may imagine a variety of Y elow-Attractors,
some of them aso Spheres, some of them Cubes, and whatnot. Now, when we'reimagining a Y elow
Sphere, | submit, then we must be imagining, right in the bargain, a Sphere that’s Propensitied to be
attracted to, or by, any concretum that’s a Y elow-Attractor, though we needn’t be imagining, of course,
that the supposed Y elow Sphere ever getsthe chance to be suitably partnered withany Y ellow-Attractor,
so that there’ s ever a redl attractive interaction involving the imagined Y ellow concretum.  So, with any
supposed Y elow concretum, we must be supposing, inthe bargain, a concretum that’s Propensitied to be
attracted by any concretum that’s Propendtied to attract Yelow individuds - and, in the bargain, a
concretum that’s Propenditied to be rotated by any particular that’s Categorically Disposed to rotate
Y ellow concreta, and so on.

None of this, it should be noted, has anything especidly to do with any of this book’s emphasis on
Spatidly Extensble Qudity, for humanly well-conceived Spatia concrete particulars. Instead of focusing
on our supposed Y dlow Sphere sbeing a'Y ellow concretum, we may make the same centrd point, just

as wdl, by focusng on the supposed particular’ s being a Spherical concretum. Just so, when we're
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imagining a concrete Sphere, whether it be Y ellow or not, we must be supposing, inthe bargain, that we' re
imagining a Spherical concretum that’ s hardly Propensityless. Rather, in supposing a(Y dlow) Sphere, we
must be contemplating, right in the bargain, a concretum that’s Propensitied to be attracted by any
concretum that’ s Propensitied to attract Spherical individuas, and that’ s Propensitied to be rotated by any
particular that’'s Categorically Disposed to rotate Spherical concreta, and that’s Propensitied to be
annihilated by any concrete entity that’s Digposed to annihilate concrete Spheres, and so on.

Of course, the pointsmadein the two previous paragraphs are the merest start here. Indefinitly many
other points each serve to teach the same lesson: Not only can’'t we conceive of any Qualitied Spetia

entities that aren’t ever Propenditied; there Smply can’t be any such concreta as that.*

12. Can an Extensible Blue Body be Attracted by Concreta that Aren’t Blue-Attractor s?

At this point in our work, it may be helpful to congder this question: Can a Blue Particle, abasic (spatid
and) physical concretum that’s Blue, be attracted to (and correlatively attract) a Particle that’sa Y ellow-
Attractor, and that's not a Blue-Attractor?

At firg blush, the answer may seem to be “No.” But, once we notice that Particles are quite richly
Propertied, or that they’ re not just some Extensbly Qualitied concreta, we' |l rglect that negative answer.
Let me explan.

Just as much as it's a concretum that’s Blue, our considered Particle may be a Sphericaly Shaped
concretum. (Indeed, | should think that, if it's a Particle we're here talking about, and so it is, then the
considered concretum must have Some Shape (or other) - whether the Particle be Shaped Sphericaly, or

whether Cubicaly, or whether only in some quite Irregular way, perhaps not any way for which we have
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adecent name. But, in the present context, | needn’t rely on this stronger claim.)

So, for dl rdevant intents and purposes, our sarting question becomesthis. Can a Blue Spherical
Particle, abasic physica concretumthat’s Blue and Spherical, be attracted to a Particle that’ sa Y ellow-
Attractor, dl right, but that’s not a Blue- Attractor? With just that nice little shift, many will see the
propriety of an affirmative answer.

But, somewon't. At least for them, it will be hdpful to noticethat, evenif aconcretum isn't aYdlow-
Attractor, the particular may be, nonetheless, a Sphere-Attractor. Theindividua may be Propenstied to
attract any Spherical concreta, just because they’ re Sphericad, eventhough it snot Propensitied to attract,
just becauseit’s Ydlow, aconcretum that, in fact, is a Yedlow concretum. For instance, a certain Red
Cube may be Propenditied just like that, dmost no matter how ese it might be further Propenstied. Just
S0, and just becauseit’ s Propensitied to attract Spherical concreta, this considered Red Cube - which
is a Ydlow-Attractor, dl right, but isn't any Blue-Attractor - may be Propensitied to attract our other
considered concretum. This latter, evenasit' saBlue Sphere, you'll recal, isa Spherical individud. So,
right here, as we can easily see, there'saclear case of a Blue Particle that’s ever so fit to be attracted to
(and corrdatively to attract) another individud that’s not a Blue-Attractor (even whilst it's a Yelow-
Attractor.) For, without being aBlue-Attractor, this other individua may be a Sphere-Attractor; and, just
as surdy as it's a Blue Particle, our Blue Sphere is a concrete Sphere (whatever else it might also be,
bes des being a Sphere and being a Blue concretum.) And, for that reason, this Red Cube may attract our
Blue Sphere, even without its ever being Propensitied with respect to how it is that the Blue Sphere is

Extensibly Qualitied.
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13. Can an Extensible Blue Body be Per ceived to be Extensible Blue?

In this actua world, and in this present Eon of the world, it seems quite certain, at least to me, that there
aren't any sentient beings able to perceive how it is Quditatively with a Spatidly Extensbly Qudlitied
physica object. (Or, a the very lead, it seems certain that there aren’t any finite beings ever able to do
that, however matters might stand regarding a (putative) Godlike Being. In what follows, I'll omit this
quas-thedic qudification.) For example, even if it should be that, in our World, and in our Eon, every
electron is the very same Absolutdy Specific Shade of Extensble Color, say, Transparent Blue, there
won't be any perceivers, in our World, and in our Eon, who' re ever able to perceive any of the electrons
to be (Transparent) Blue.

Possibly owing to such considerations, many may think thet it’s in principle impossible for afinite
being, whatever itsWorld, or itsEon, to see (or to otherwise perceive) how it is Quditaively witha (basic)
physica individud, aswith, say, abasic Particle. Now, insofar asany such thought asthat might have much
metaphysica import, evenanywhere near asmuchas| reckonit may have, it’ sa quite badly mistakenidea.
Inthis Section, I'll am to show how very badly mistaken any suchmetaphysicaly sgnificant thought must
be. Far from aming to do that in greet detall, I'll am to advance my main point so that few will missthe
generd shape of the metgphysicd terrain.

Just avery short while ago, you'll recdl, we encountered a Section devoted to the question, Can There
Be Extensbly Qudlitied Spatial Entities that Aren't Ever Propendtied? Though initid appearances
suggested an affirmative answer for the question, we concluded, quite dearly, | think, that any perfectly
Propensitylessentitiesare, intruth, perfectly impossble. Evenwhilewemight at first think we reconceiving

a Blue Sphere that’s perfectly without Propensity, refection reveds that, on any philosophicaly most
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relevant reckoning, induding entitiesinother Worlds, and certainly induding objectsinsome of thisworld’' s
“tempordly distant” Eons, there are entities each Propendtied to rotate Blue objects, and others each
Propensitied to annihilaie Blue objects. Now, our concelved Blue Sphere, initialy presumed
Propensityless, will be areciprocal dispositionpartner for, or withrespect to, any of the Blue-Rotators, and
to any of the Blue-Annihilators. Wdll, then, just asthey are Propensitied to rotate, or to annihilate, the Blue
Sphere (because the SphereisBlue), so the considered Sphereis, for itspart, Propensitied to berotated
by the Blue-Rotators, and it's Propensitied to be annihilated by the Blue-Annihilators.

W, in an intuitive sense of the terms “affected” and “modified,” in these interactions it’s only the
(initidly considered) Blue individud that’ saffected, and that’ smodified, whereas, corrdatively, the Blue-
Rotator, and the Blue-Annihilator, are unmodified, and they’ re unaffected, in the interaction among, or
between, these objects. So, dong with an agreeably manifested reciprocity, there will dso be anotably
intuitive asymmetry, in these interactions between the reciproca Propendty partners.

Inquitethis same intuitive sense, or way, muchthe same happensin(aparadigm) perceptua interaction
between a (perceptible) object perceived by a subject (that’s not itself the perceived object) and, on the
other Sde, the perceiving subject who's mentaly affected by, or so mentaly modified by, the (rlevantly
externd) object this subject perceives. Whether it's quite directly, or whether it's only much more
indirectly, this perceiving subject and perceived object mug, of course, interact with each other.
Otherwise, of course, there won't be the perception of one entity by quite another entity - wherethe
percelver isrdevantly independent of the perceived object, and where the perceived object, for its part,
is relevantly external to the subject who's percaiving it. As with any other interactions, with such

perceptua interactions, too, the interacting entities must be, at the least, aptly Propensitied reciprocal
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partners - even if the whole story of their reciprocity will involve, as happens inordinary visua perception,
a reference to intermediary partners, as with the photons of light that pass from what's perceived to the
perceiver consequently impacted by them. But, of course, for dl that undoubted reciprocity, there must
aso be, quite as wdl, this intuitivdy notable asymmetry in the (typical and paradigmatic) perceptua
interaction: The (unperceiving) perceived object is rdlevantly quite unaffected by, and it's similarly
unmodified by, the subject who perceives it, whereas, on the other hand, that perceiving individud is
affected by, and she is modified by, the object she perceives- dl of it occurring, of course, inthe aforesaid
perceptud interaction.

Not to lose the forest for the trees, well make some vividly ingtructive suppostions. First, we'll
suppose that there are, in some possible Worlds, at least, and maybe even in some “tempordly distant”
Eonsof this actua world, many mentally richly Propensitied Smdl Transparent Red Spheres. (For these
Worlds, or these Eons, Scientiphicalism won't hold, let’s agree; but nobody ever thought - well, dmost
nobody - that Scientiphicalism must hold in absolutely every possible circumstance, or inabsolutely every
possible sort of concreteredity.) Notableinits Propengty Profile, each supposed Red Spherehasa(richly
various) Power to Experience. About that, we may illudraivey say this When aRed Sphereiswithin ten
meters of a Transparent Blue Sphere, the Red Sphere experiences transparently bludly (just insofar as it
experiences gphericaly.) How it isthat this Sphere' s then visudly experiencing is very much like how it is
that | sometimes visudly experience, as when, for instance, I'm most successfully and compellingly
observing awonderfully fine monochromatic transparent blue glass sphere. When this happens with me,
averyrarecircumstance, | assureyou, then, as it gppears to me, I’ m encountering a spherethat’ sevenso

much as Spatialy Extensbly Blue. (Wédl, maybe I’'m then undergoing a perceptua illusion, though none
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that's ordinarily caled any illuson.) Anyhow, it’'squitein this same experientid way, I’m supposing, thet,
in its interaction with the nearby Blue Sphere, the interacting perceptualy sendtive Red Sphere is
experientidly affected.” (And, as!’ll now suggest, it’sthen not undergoing any perceptual illusion, neither
ordinarily so caled nor, even, otherwise.)

Some will think that, in this ample little case, things are Imply too smple for there to be any real
perception. Asthey might say, | imagine, anything that’s redly a (color) percaiver must be differentidly
responsive, much as anything that’s redly a thinker mugt be. (Recal our discusson in the previous
Chapter.) And, as their objection may well continue, the supposed Red Sphere isn't differentidly
regpongve enough, in thisterribly smple illudrative example, for it to be atruly qualified perceiver, that
is, for it to be experientidly modified bludy by the Blue Sphere,

Maybe so; but, maybe not so. Mysdlf, | kind of doubt it. After dl, whenour Red Sphereisn’t within
tenmetersof a Blue Sphere, thenthe sengtive Spherical being doesn’t experiencebludy. She experiences
bludly, we ve agreed, when, but only when, she' sat least that closeto at least one Blue aptly Propensitied
gpatia concretum. Inmost of my philasophica moods, so to speek, that’ s plenty enough for me, intheway
of acandidate (color) perceiver’ sheing sdectivey responsive. But, look, for our main question, none of
thisreally matters! Why? Wéll, intermsthat rlevantly paralel those dready provided, we can have our
Red Sphere be enormoudy much more differentialy responsive.’®

Whatever complexitiesmay enrich, or may endow, the fullest and clearest cases of a Specidly Sendtive
Subject percaiving how it is Qudlitatively with a Spatidly Extensble Transparent Blue Sphere, they’ll be
muchthe same, in dl sorts of gpparent ways, as thosethat actudly enrich, or actudly endow, the fullest and

clearest cases of an ordinarily sengtive subject, very likeyouand like me, who' s conscioudy perceivinghow
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itis (colorly) quditatively with an actud fine glassblue bdl. Or, soit certainly seemsto me,

Indeed, that might even greetly understate the matter. For, asI’ll unconfidently suggest, with the first
sort of case, there might be, perhaps, afar clearer paradigm of a subject who perceives the color (or the
Color) of a (transparently monochromatic) presently perceived object, externd to the perceiving subject,
and with the latter, more ordinary case, therejust might be, perhaps, only amiddling gpproximation to the
properly preferred paradigm.*®

(Inwhat I ve just been offering, please don't think I’ ve attempted to provide so much as an analysis
of what should be the perfect paradigm of asubject’ s conscioudy visudly perceiving (how it is Colorwise)
with a spatid concretum (that’s revantly externa to the subject.) For avariety of reasons, | doubt that
anything that grand, or evenanything quite nearly so, isatainable. To help you get behind this pessmism,
here's a little tidbit: Suppose that, just a meter from our Sendtive Red, but in diametrically opposte
directions, there are two precisdy amilar Trangparent Blue Spheres. All right, then; let’s agree that, even
asthe Red Sphereis now mentaly modified transparently bludy, that's entirdly owing just toitsperceptua
interaction with precisdy these Transparent Blues. But, even granting that, till, how should it bethat, inthis
case, the Sendtive Red perfectly perceives how it is Colorwise with both of these Spheres, or with each
Blue Sphere, rather thanitsbeing the case that the Red perfectly perceives“the particularized Color of” just
one of them, or, yet better, rather thanitsbeing the case that the perceptua Stuationis quiteindeter minate
between the two aforesaid (only?) apparent possibilities? Now, if there may be provided asufficiently rich
story about the Red Sphere' s perfectly perceiving how it is Positiondly with each Blue Sphereor, maybe,
animpressivey rich story about the Red’ sperceiving how it is Perspectivally witheach Blue, then, perhaps,

that might serve, quite sufficiently well, to settle that question. Though | certainly have my doubts; | redly
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don’'t know. But, heck, with just that question, we ve confronted only one of thisareal seaser issues. This
next one€'s a hit harder. Suppose that, in the very same direction from our Sensitive Red, there are two
Transparent Blues, one right behind the other, so that the further is, from the Red's visua perspective
(whatever exactly that may be) quite fully occluded. [This may be because the further Transparent Blueis
somewhat smdler; but that needn’t be so. Equdly, it may be becauseit’ ssufficiently further away and, thus,
eclipsed by the nearer Transparent Blue] Wll, let’s again agree that, even as the Red Sphere is now
mentally modified trangparently bluely, that’s entirdly owing just to its perceptud interaction with precisgly
these two Transparent Blues. But, again granting that, how should it be that, inthis case, the Sensitive Red
perfectly perceives how it is Colorwise with both of these Transparent Blue Spheres, or with each
Transparent Blue Sphere, rather thanitsbeing the case that the Red perfectly percelves“the particularized
Color of” just one of the Transparent Blues, or, yet better, rather thanitsbeing the case that the perceptua
gtuation is quite i ndeter minate between the two aforesaid (only?) apparent possibilities? Asfar as| can
tell, here the matter must remain quite hopeless, no matter what rich stories ever will beprovided. And, in
several ways, philosophy fans, I've just been warming up, with this little line-up of perfectly unmodified
Transparent Blue concreta. But, enough is enough; and more than enough is more than that.®  Anyway,
that's al I'll now offer toward getting clearer on why there's an affirmative philosophic answer to this
Section’ stitle question, “Can an Extensible Blue Body be Perceived to be Extensible Blue?’)

WEell, despite its leading us to some unsuspected complexity, | trust that, even so, this Section's
discussonhelped darify my views on its main topic. Anyhow, it’stime to turn to another topic, evenif we

might not always be afforded much clarity in our consderation of its deeply difficult issues.
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14. We Consider an Antinomy of Spatially Extensible Quality

Though | don't think it undermines our attempt to demydtify the physicd, I’'m perplexed by an Antinomy of
Spdidly Extensble Qudity. And, honesty requires, | believe, that | divulge my perplexity. But, just as
honestly, and with a method to this present Sections near madness, | may dso say this. With quite afew
of this Section’s passages, there€/ll be provided, if only in passing, a background for that's ussful toward
gaining clarity, in some Sections succeeding this present one, as to the import of our developing Humanly
Redidic Philosophy. Of course, dl that's to happen a little later. Right now, before any of that
darification’s offered, we'll experience some puzzlement.

Very sketchily, the Antinomy proceedsasfollows On the one hand, Spatidly Extensible Quditiescan't
ever be ingantiated at extensonlesspoints. And, on the other hand, there are perfectly possible casesin
which the Qudities must be ingtantiated only at extensionless points* Let stry to put some ussfully vivid
color into this very sketchy statement.

Congder agpatia region entirdy filled with only matter that's Red, the matter having no other Spatidly
Extengble Qudity. Whether or not this metter is physicdly divisble, we can conceive the Red region to
containindefinitey many decidedly smdler Red volumes, none overlgpping any other. Thesesmadler regions
may be perfectly adjacent, it seems, and may together exhaudtively partition the whole. Along one line of
such purely conceptual divison, each of two smaler volumes will be a digtinct hdf of the origind; dong
another, each of three will be adigtinct third of our whole. At al events, each of the smdler regionswill itsdlf
be entirdly filled with only matter that's Red. Always with such a boring consequence, a sequence of such
conceptud divisons may proceed without limit.

Evenif it might be only in some suitably refined sense of the terms, we may then say that, within our
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origind volume of Red matter, theresan infinite sequence of decidedly ever-smaller regions each fully
filled with just Red matter. And, then, in what must be asmilarly refined sense, it might be said that, in our
origina Red region, thereés an infinite number of pointswhere there's Red matter.

But, these points cannot themsdves be perfectly extensonless. Evenif every so-called point should
contain others<till smdler, ill each must be of some finite volume. In the present context, it may be useful
to say that thisistrue for two different reasons, each quite sufficient for the truth.

Not peculiarly tied to questions of Spatidly Extensble Qudity, the first reason is perfectly generd. In
order for apoint to contributetoward the spatial compositionof, or the spatia exhaugtionof, afinitevolume,
the point mugt itself be of some finite volume. However many extensionless points should ever be added
together, they’ |l never compose anything spatia that itself is more than extensonless. Insofar as we focus
onthisfirg reason, the Antinomy of Spatialy Extensble Qualitymay seem so very like some other problems
that few will see much interest in this Antinomy. But, then, they may want to notice the other reason why
apoint where there' s a Spatidly Extensble Qudity instanced can't be a spatialy extensonless point.

The second reason stems, | think, from the nature of Spatially Extensible Quality. Not only issuch
Extengble Quality suited, by itsvery nature, for filling space, or for spatia pervasion, but, what's more, the
exemplification of an (Absolutely Specific) Spatially Extensible Quality requires that there be some
gpatial volume, or something with spatial extension, that the (Absolutely Specific) Spatially
Extensible Quality spatially pervade.

Over the course of many years, penetrating philosophers have embraced the idea that real concrete
gpatid points must have finite extent. Though, in certain respects, he may take a few matterstoo far, this

is Hume s position when he writes:
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| first take the least idea | can form of a part of extension, and being certain that there is nothing more
minute than this idea, |1 conclude, that whatever | discover by its means mus be a real qudity of
extenson. .... Uponthewhole, | concudethat, theideaof an infinite number of partsisindividualy the
same ideawith the idea.of aninfiniteextension; that no finiteextensionis capabl e of containing aninfinite
number of parts; and consequently that no finite extengion isinfinitdy divisible?

Mathematically much more sophisticated thanHume, and than me, Russell is a so mightily concerned to offer

an understanding of points on which they aren't extensonlessinfinitesmals, productive of absurdities®
Bringing us forward to contemporary times, I'll note that it’s atrestment of points asvery smdl, but as

extended, that makes decent sense of David Lewis s gpproach to the matter:

Many of the papers, here and in Volume I, seem to me in hindsight to fdl into place within a
prolonged campaign on behdf of the thesis| cal “Humean supervenience” ...

Humean supervenience is named in honor of the greater denier of necessary connections. It isthe
doctrine that dl thereisto the world isavast mosaic of loca matters of particular fact, just one little thing
and thenanother. (But it isno part of the thess that theselocd mattersare mental.) We have geometry:
asysem of external relations of spatio-temporal distance between points. Maybe pointsin spacetime
itsdf, maybe point-szed bits of matter or aether or fields, maybe both. And at those points we have
loca qudities. perfectly naturd intrinsic properties which need nothing bigger than a point at which to
beingtantiated. For short: we have an arrangement of qudities. Andtha isal. Thereisno difference
without difference in the arrangement of qudities. All ese supervenes on that.*

On the sensble interpretation of hiswords, Lewis here is just as concerned as were Russell and Hume to

offer an undergtanding of points on which they aren't extensonless infinitesmals. To the contrary, points
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have acertain size; dways very amdl, no doubt, they're ill extensiveenough for point-sized bits of matter
to bejust that big.®

So, the thought that concrete points must have finite extension, especially points where Spatially
Extensible Qualityis exemplified, fdlsin line with the trestment given points by penetrating philosophers.
But, evenwhile this understanding seems completely clear and undeniable, the same fine appearance attends
certain thoughts that seem to point in a completely contrary direction.

Nowadays, it's true, dmog dl physcigts hold that, in al its basic physical aspects, redity “comes’ in
discrete units. And, in harmony with this, they might hold that, as regards the physically dlowable
possbilities for the ingtantiation of Spatidly Extensible Qudities, matters are just as discrete, just as
“quantized,” asthey arewith, say, the possibilitiesfor eectrons to occupy orbitsaround aomic nudd. But,
even if some such Proposition of Discrete Posshilities for (the Ingtantiations) of the Spatialy Extensble
Qudities may hald true in our actud World, gill, in some possible Worlds (or, maybe, in some long-ago
Eons) there may hold true a quite different propostion, a Proposition of Continuous Possibilities for (the
Ingtantiations of) the Spatidly Extengble Qudities. Inwhat next follows, well fallow the rdevantly more
liberd line of such a Proposition of Continuous Possibilities.

Inardevantly continuous World (or Eon) there may be Spheresthat spatidly vary continuoudy asto
their Spatidly Extengble Qudlity. At the center of one of these Spheres, the matter is Red. And, at the
Sphere’ s surface, the matter isBlue. And, the Sphere' s Extensible Qudity may spatialy vary continuoudly,
it surely appears, from the Red at its center, to a Purple afar ways outward, to the Blue at its surface.
Intuitively, doesn't this seem perfectly possble?

Wl now, let’slook very closdy, withour mind' seye, at what may redly be there, Quditatively, within
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our supposed Sphere. So, let’sconsder avery smdl region of the Sphere, with just atrillionth of atrillionth
of the whole Sphere’s Moderate Size, with one “end” of it nearer the center and the other “end” nearer the
Sphere' ssurface. Throughout thistiny region, we must now suppose, there' |l aso be spatidly continuous
Quditative variaion. Even asthe origind Sphere's matter continuoudy proceeds (or varies spatidly) from
Red to Blue, so this tiny region’s matter continuoudy proceeds (or varies spdidly) from One Color to
Another Color. Still, and as we must suppose, the One Color is more like Red than is the Other Color,
whilg the Other is, for its part, more like Blue than is the One. Now, in our chosen small region, the
Qudlitative Difference may be completely unnoticesble by any actud being. But, that may not be teling.
For the presumably sodightly different Spatidly Extensible Quditiesneed not be phenomena qudities. Nor
need these supposed Qudities be available, through its imaginative experiencing, to any finite cregture, let
aone any human being.

As it intuitively seems to me, within this minute region there may yet be an Infinity of Quditative
Difference. However many timeswe reiterate the procedure just imagined, getting Very Decidedly smaller
regions at every step, there will dways remain a completely continuous variation, as regards to Spatidly
Extensble Qudlity, dong the very same Quditative line asin previous seps.

Asthe foregoing suggests, inour Quditatively continuoudy varying Sphere, ther€lll never be any region,
at dl, that'sfuly filled withany Absolutely Specific Color Quality. Rather, every region, however smdl, will
be fully filled by matter that’ sal Continuoudy Varied inrespect of Spatidly Extensble Qudity. So, asthen
also seems clear, there' sno finite (voluminous) spatia region, however amdl, that ingantiates just one sngle
Absolutely Specific Color Qudity. Well, on the one hand, and as I’ ve just been suggesting, thisthought is

quite intuitive to me. But, on the other hand, the thought can be quite srangdly disurbing. Let metry to
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articulate the strange disturbance.

As concerns Absolutely Specific Spatidly Extensble Qudities, or Absolutely Specific Colors, what
areweto think about our supposed Sphere? Well, asbest as| cantell, we reforced to face thisdigunction:
Either no Absolutely Specific Colors are redly exemplified anywhere in our contemplated regions, and
anywhere in our whole Sphere, or else, though many are indantiated, each is exemplified only at some
perfectly extensionless point, or points. Now, with our origina supposition, apparently so agreeably
intuitive, we rule out the first (and negative) digunct; as we ve originaly supposed, our continuoudy varied
Sphereis completdly filled withmeatter that’ s some (one or another) Absolutdly Specific Spatidly Extensble
Qudity. So, givenour origind supposition, wemust embrace the only other digunct, the only oneremaining:
Everywhere in our Continuoudy Qudlitatively Varied region, there are Absolutely Specific Colors
ingtantiated only a some perfectly extensionless point, or points!

Wel, then, we confront a perplexing Antinomy of Spatidly Extengble Qudity. What are we to do?
Though I’'m not certain of it, | think something’ sgone amisswith (what’ shere presented as) the Antimony’s
second side, with the supposition that there may be spatidly continuoudy varying Extensible Colors. And,
onthat score, therearetwo manoptions. Firg, theremay be error in the reasoning to show that completely
continuoudy varying Spatidly Extensble Qudity requiresthere to be Absolutely Specific Spatialy Extensible
Qudity only at extensonlesspoints. Or, second, there may be incoherence in the thought that there canbe
agpdia region whose Extengble Qudity varies completdy continuoudy. Without resolving it, | leave this
Antinomy for othersto consider, dong with so many other Antinomies, dill unresolved, that philosophy’s
accumulated over millennia

To proceed most manageably withour inquiry, and to provide amost readable exposition, indiscussing
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basic spatid entities, I'll generdly contemplate just some nicdly shaped Particles, witheach of my considered
Particles having just a single Absolutely Specific Spatidly Extensble Qudity that perfectly pervades dl its
space, through-and-through, and withnone having any other Spatidly Extensble Qudity at dl. Thus, ever
so far from any Sphere that’s marveloudy marbled Qualitatively, | won't contemplate even a Sphere that,
in one of two perfectly hemispheric regions, is al Trangparent Red, through-and-through, and, in the
perfectly discrete and adjacent complement region, is Transparent Blue through-and-through. Of course,
this very discretely Quditied Sphere certainly doesn’t exemplify our Antinomy. (Whilethis* discretdy two-
tone’ entity is Qudlitatively unproblemdtic, the Particle's variegated Spatidly Extensble Qudity provides
nothing redly needed, | think, for progress with our inquiry.) But, though it avoids our Antinomy, such a
two-tone Particle istoo snazzy for optima exposition. Atdl events, generdly I'll be concelving suchdiscrete
basic physica things, or basic Particles, as are Quditatively homogeneous, each perfectly pervaded by its

one Absolutdy Specific Extensble Color.

15. The Ontological Parity of Qualitiesand Propensties. By Contrast with Hume

We ve glimpsed an agpect of Lewis s systematic metgphysical vison that, aptly enough, he cals“Humean
supervenience.” As | think may prove illuminating, we may take the two Davids as going againg the
contemporary commongran, at least inasmuch as they regject the (commonly assumed) Denid of Qualities.
(Wdl, with Lewis, it's a stretch; but, never mind that.) Even as the many who assume the Denid favor
Propensities over Qudities, the Davids, Lewis and Hume, favor Qualitiesover Propensities. Against both
the many and the two, of course, I’ ve been upholding, and I'll continue to uphold, an Ontological Parity

of Qualities and Propensities, favoring neither sort of basic property over the other.
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Evenaswe ve spent congderable effort upholding Parity as againgt those who favor Propensity, it will
make for a useful change now, | think, to advance Parity againgt those who think to move in the opposite
direction. So, in this Chapter’slast Sections, I’ll examine Hume' s and Lewis s favoring of Qudities, with
aneye toward finding, in them, ahighly appeding mativation for their favoritism. Inthe bargain, | confess,
Ill urge resistance to their marveloudy high-minded gpped. As!’ll advise, we should adopt a much more
modest standard, than the Davids do, for what’ sa clear enough conception, and a full enough conception,
of how things may be with concrete redlity.

That said, let's again turn to discuss Hume. For our discussion to be most beneficid, I'll start by
recaling, from our just previous Chapter, his stringent requirements for our believing: 'Y ou should believe
to bereal entities only such things as are fully available to youinyour own direct experience; about these
avalable entities, you should believe only so much asisfuly availabletoyouinyour direct experience. That
recalled, | now propose we understand Hume as being very strict, aswael, concerning our conceiving: Y ou
can conceive to be red entities, at dl adequately, fully or clearly, only such things asarefully availableto
you in your own direct experience; about these available entities, you canconceive, at dl adequately, fully
or clearly, only so much asisfully avalable in your direct experience. Bearing dso that in mind, we turn
to Hume's greatest work.

From the Treatise, many passages show how very negative is his view of our capacity to conceive
anything as being Propensitied or, in older terms, to conceive anything as having any power. Here'sone
that’ s very short, enormoudy generd, and remarkably stark:

All ideasare deriv’ d from, and represent impressions. We never have any impression, that containsany

power or efficacy. We never therefore have any idea of power.?®
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Inlater writing, Hume appended an argument, right after the last word above, the word “power,” in which
he says that, if someone thinks the stark remarks might pertain just to bodies, that’ s short-sighted. We no
more have any impressionof menta power, redly, thanof any impresson of bodily power; so, inparticular,
we never have any idea of menta power.?’

Now, just avery little further donginthe origind text itsdf, there’' sa passage that makes vivid how very
frudrating isan atempt to conceive things as Propengtied, when dl that’s dlowed us are notions, or idess,
that meet Hume' s experientidly stringent demands:

.....Now, nothing is more evident, than that the human mind cannot form such an idea of two objects,

asto conceive any connectionbetwixt them, or comprehend distinctly that power or efficacy, by which

they are united. Such a connexion wou'd amount to a demongtration, and wou'd imply the absolute
impossibility for the one object not to follow, or be conceiv’ d not to follow upon the other: Whichkind
of connexion has aready been rgected in dl cases. If any oneis of acontrary opinion, and thinks he
has attain’ d a notion of power in any particular object, | desire he may point out to methat object. But
till I meet with such-a-one, which | despair of, | cannot forbear conduding that snce we can never
digtinctly conceive how any particular power can possibly reside in any particular object, we decelve
oursaves in imagining we can form any such generd idea.?®

Indeed, to be very vividly clear asto what’' sthe red heart of this apparently disheartening matter, we can

take this Humean line a bit further than its semina progenitor does in the passage just cited.

For one thing, we canusgfully ignore, at this juncture, Hume s dlusion to an asymmetry in time, to one
object’ s following upon, or not following upon, ancther. (It's hard to know why Hume spoke of objects

here, rather than events, say, or changes. Maybe, it’s because he thought the only real objects were
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perceptions and their like, eachvery temporary and flegting. But, never mind.) Just so, inthe case of mutua
dispositionpartners, or interaction partners, there needn’t be any tempora asymmetries, or any entitieswith
efficacious priority. Indeed, what's most basic in Hume s worthy worriesisto be found, very fully, inthe
case of Newtonian Particles that (perhaps through even dl of an infinite past) have proceeded on their
mutually determined trgjectories. And, it'sfully present evenwhere suchreciprocaly partnered Particles
never even so much as come close to calliding, never so much as even tempting us to take anything that
trangpires as any cause, nor anything as any mereeffect. Y et, when we resort only to what' sfully available
in direct experience, how can we “point out,” or conceive at all adequately, any power, or any rea
Propendty, on the part of any of the moving Particles? How it isthat each is Shaped, let’ s dlow, may be
experientidly available to us, at least insome of our imeagindive experiencing; and, so, too, let’s dlow, with
how each is Extensibly Qualitied, or Colored. By contrast, how it is that a Particle’' s Propensitied, well,
that isn't so terribly available. For conceiving things clearly, there€ s no more chance of success here than
with a casethat’s “ causdly asymmetric,” or that's “asymmetricaly directiond,” in its temporal aspect or
regard.

For another thing, it's not the aleged existence of any necessary connection that’s redlly the most
chdlenging Humean point in this neighborhood, though Hume often talks asthough it is. Rather, the most
disurbing thought is, | suggest, amost generd idea, withmeany (aleged) necessary connections asjust some
of its very many quite diverse instances. To help us seethat thisis so, I'll notetwo other sorts of instance.

Fire, there's this. For many years now, scientists have conceived various physica entities as each
having one or another probabilistic Propensity, or so it’ssaid by folkswho ought to know. Thus, perhaps

it may be only with a certain probability, say, a chance of 0.7, that a certain Particle, Alpha, will attract
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another Particle, Beta, and, reciprocdly, it’ swiththat probability, achance of 0.7, that Betawill be attracted
by Alpha. Now, let’s suppose that this Propensity is actualy manifested, with Beta now moving closer to
Alpha, or, maybelesstendentioudy, withthe two of themmoving closer together. Here, there’ snonecessity
about anything that’ sjust happened. But, thoughit’ s probabilistic and not necessitating, Alpha sPropensty,
and Beta's, will be just as unavailable, so far as what immediate experience ever makes plain, as any
necessitating Propengty ever is.

Second, there's a power that, in an entirdy different way, is very different from any necessary
connection. Here we have, in your person, your power redly to choose, from among truly open options
for your thoughtful activity. (Hume might not think it's very different; but, if so, he's wrong about thet, as
I’ll argue vigoroudy, mainly inour Sixth Chapter.) Look, you can continue to think about metaphysicswith
me or, for just one sdient option, you can choose to employ your mind otherwise. Redly, it'sup to you;
it's your choice. Suppose that, somewhat influenced by my nice writing style, you choose to continue to
think about quditiesand powers. For that, | gratefully thank you: Inyour exercise of that power of yours,
your power to choose, there wasn't anything necessitating what happened. Y et, going by just what direct
experience makes plain, it doesn’t seem that there's anything for you to “point out,” either. Evenin a
gtuation where there's just an illuson of rea choice, you can have immediate experience that's precisaly
gmilar, in quditative fed and character. Thisisworth our noting, | trust, though none of usredly believe,
I’'m sure, that in every single case where it seemsto you that you choosg, it's just an illuson that you do.
Rather, as dl of us deeply believe, sometimesyouredly do exercise your power to choose, and sometimes
you redly do choose from among distinct options actualy available to you.

Through the pointsjust noted, | want only for us to recognize this: Should we adopt Hume svery tough
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demands, for what’sto count as a clear enough conception, we' |l be left with quite a bit less than Hume
dlowedin the passages I’ ve latdy cited. Just so, in keegping withthe deeply demanding spirit of Hume, we
should be deeply suspicious of any idea of propensity or power whatever, whether asymmetric or not,
whether necessitarianor not, whether probabiligtic or not, whether volitiond or not - any idea of power or
propensity.

Well, that’ sHume, inhis negative, or skeptica, mood. But, of course, sometimeshe sinamore postive
frame of mind. Then, Hume attempts to provide us with a quite modest idea that’ s in the neighborhood of
our notion of power. Thisis, of course, aquite modest ideaof cause, sometimes called “ cause and effect,”
that comports fairly well with his demand about experientia availability.

Of course, Hume says very many things about cause and effect, inavadiant effort to make some chearful
sense of what he' sfirs made seem suchafrugratingly gloomy neighborhood. And, quite afew of them may
conflict, it seemsto me, with quiteafew others. But, for our purposes, that' s neither here nor there. What
we must consder are only those of his remarks that are most consonant with his demands concerning just
what’ s directly available in our immediate experience. And, happily, most of what's so consonant can be
conveyed with just afew sentences from the Treatise:

..... Wemay define acausek to be * An object precedent and contiguous to another, and where dl the

objects resembling the former are plac’ d inlikerelations of precedency and contiguity to those objects,

that resemble the latter.” .... When | examine with the utmost accuracy those objects, which are
commonly denominated causes and effects, | find, in consdering asingle instance, that the one object
is precedent and contiguous to the other; and in inlarging my view to consder severd instances, | find

only, that like objects are congtantly plac’d in likerdations of successonand contiguity. .... However
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extraordinary these sentiments may appesr, | think it fruitlessto trouble mysdf with any farther enquiry

or reasoning upon the subject, but shall repose mysdlf on them as on establish’ d maxims
Many have noticed thet this statement, about cause and effect, iswanting in several ways dl at once. But,
especidly asregards our present purposes, most miss the main points.

What we should notice, in the above passage, are these two rdlated things. Fird, while Hume denies
himsdf any ideas as to Propensity, or power, that can’t be serviced just by his direct experience, he seeks
to employ, perhapsin their place, a complex of ideas that are each nicdly serviced experientidly. (Inthis,
he does not go dl the way toward satisfying his demanding requirements, | think, but he does go a long
way.) And, second, suchideas of cause as Hume doesdlow himsdf areattained, inlarge measure, through
his“inlarging [hig] view to consider severd instances.” It' sviathisfamous enlargement drategy that Hume
thinksthereto be enough observabl e enough patterns amongthings, invalving their quditative smilarity, their
tempora succession and their spatia contiguity, as may promote a pretty useful sgnificancefor “ cause” and
“effect.”

What' s the main lesson to be learned from this Humean offering? To my mind, it will prove tobethis
Thoughit first ssems to promise us some enlightened thinking - about power, Propendity, cause, and therest
- Hume' s enlargement grategy redly must be more stultifying than illuminating.

To gppreciate this, we should consder aWorld that's very small and quite smple, without much ever
happening at dl. For, with such aWorld, there’'s no room to employ an enlargement strategy.

So, let’ sconsder a World where thereare just two basic entities, both of thembasic physical Particles,
asgngle eectronish entity, Ed, and, fairly near Ed, a Single protonish object, Pete.

Most rlevant to our congderation, here’ show it isthat Ed is Propensitied. He' sPropensitied to attract
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any protons there may (near enough) be, maybe just because he's Propensitied to attract any Large Red
Particle; as Pet€' s a (near enough) proton, quite as Red as you please, and quite sufficiently Large, we'll
expect that Propensity to be manifested. Less reevantly now, Ed will have certain other Propensities; for
ingtance, he'll be Propensitied to repel any other dectrons, maybe just because he's Propensitied to repel
any Particlethat’s Small and Blue. Lessrelevantly, because, as there aren’t ever any other dectrons, that
Propensity won't ever be manifested. Well, I’ [l not waste time going on about how Ed may have many other
unmanifested powers. Rather, I'll explicitly specify, if only quite cruddy, how it iswith Ed Spatidly, and
howit is Quaditatively: Ed'san entity who's Shaped Sphericadly and Sized Smally; lesshizarrdy put, Ed is
a Smal Sphere. And, Ed's Quditied Bludly; he's a Blue Sphere. W, that's enough, | think, for you to
have a pretty clear conception of Ed; you know how it iswithhim Spatidly, and Quditatively and, asmuch
asis needed, Propenstively, too.

Next, here show it iswith Pete. Firdt, Pete' saLarge Red Sphere; with that, we know how it iswith
him Spatialy and Quditatively. How isit that Pete’ s Propensitied? Most relevant to our consideration, he's
Propengitied to attract any e ectrons there may (near enough) be, maybejust because he' s Propensitied to
attract any Small Blue Particle; as Ed’ sa (near enough) eectron, and asEd's certainly true Blue, and quite
auffidently Smdl, we Il expect this (reciproca) Propensity to be manifested. Also less relevantly now, Pete
will have various other Propengties. So much for our World' stwo characters.

Now, let’s have there be some action, or at least some motion.  For that, first a sentence of stage-
setting. Wdll, at sometimein the near past, Ed and Pete werefairly far gpart, though not so far that there' d
be no interaction. Then, Ed and Pete moved closer together. For what's here the main matter, that’s dl

the action, or motion, we need consider.
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Why did Ed and Pete move closer together? On the Humanly Redigtic View I'm advancing, this
experientidly available enough change came about through ared inter action between Pete and Ed. How
s0? Wall, because Ed' s Propensitied to attract Large Reds, and because Pete is a Large Red, Ed did
attract Pete. And, becausetherewasthisattraction, in these circumstances so conduciveto motion, Ed and
Pete moved toward each other. (Aswell, of course, there sareciprocal devel opment - or, heremuchthe
same, the development just described may be conceived reciprocaly: Aswe know, Pete’ s Propensitied
to attract Small Blues, and because Ed is a Smal Blue, Pete did attract Ed. And, because therewasthis
attraction, Ed and Pete moved toward each other.) At dl events, Ed and Pete’ s moving together was far
fromany merdly accidenta happening. Onthecontrary, it wasthe manifestation of certain of their reciproca
Propengties- anintrindc power of Ed's, with respect to (the likes of) Pete, and, reciprocaly, anintrinsc
power of Pete's, with respect to (the likes of) Ed.

Now, let’'s congder what, to my mind, is an utterly different smple World, thoughit’saWorld that, as
regards what's experientidly most available, even if available only in our imaginaive experiencing, is
perfectly amilar to the World we ve just |eft off consdering. Aswiththe World contemplated just before,
thisWorld' sonly salient objects - or it’ sonly decent candidatesfor being basic Particles- aretwo perfectly
Sphericd entities. One is a Smdl Blue Sphere - we ll cdl it “Earl,” and the other, to be cdled “Pat,” isa
Large Red Sphere. But, utterly unlike just before, in this World ther€ s nothing that's “plagued with
propensity.” Or, at least, for the sake of some ingtructive reasoning that’s what we' |l pretend, or presume,
So, even in the fullness of its being, Earl is humanly quite surveyable, as we may ussfully say; there's
nothing that’s basic to how it is with Earl that's not perfectly manifest to your experientidly intellectua

imaginetion. In marked contrast with our nicely surveyable Earl, and for being so “ plagued with propensity,”
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our eectronish Ed wasn't humanly surveyable. And, aswith Earl, so it iswith Pat, too: By contrast with
protonish Pete, who was't anything like humanly very surveyable, Pat’s about as surveyable as can be.
Apparently, Earl and Pat do far better by strict Humean demands than Ed or Pete ever can do.

(Look, for at least two reasons, I'm holding in abeyance for this discusson, or I'm “bracketing,” the
consderations that yielded arelevantly Negative answer in our Section about the question Can There Be
Spatidly Extensble Ydlow Entities that Aren't Ever Propenditied? Fird, I’'m not so much asredly certain
that the reasoning thereis perfectly sound, though | do believeit to be so. And, second, | want to provide,
in the rest of this Chapter, avery readable discussion. Further, and aswill become very clear very quickly,
whatever Propengities Smdl Blue Earl may have (and, maybe, Earl must have) - as with a Propensity to be
attracted to Blue-Attractors, and a Propensity to be repeled by Blue-Repellors, and a Propensty to be
attracted to Small-Sphere-Attractors, and so on- well, they’ll dl be specified as dways unmanifested, inour
supposed scenarios. For, aswe may happily specify, the only other concretum (other than Earl) that’ sever
in Earl’s World, our happily presumed little Pat, never isa Blue-Attractor, or a Blue-Repdllor, or a Smal-
Sphere-Attractor, and so on. Just S0, and for one thing, we do well to focus on thisthought: For anything
relevant for our present discussion, at least, any Propengty that Earl might have, or that Pat might have,
won't ever (have any chanceto) be at dl (operative or) relevant. In particular, and quite unlike how we ve
supposed things withour Ed and our Pete, we' re supposing that Earl and Pat aren’t (even anything remotely
like) real reciprocal Propensity Partners. All right dready; enough with dl the nice caution; let’ s get going.)

In our litle expodtion, the time is ripe for some action, or at least for some motion: Just as with the
World just before, here Earl and Pat are, at a farly early time, farly far apart. Then, dong a path that

perfectly pardlds that of Ed and Pete, or aong an apt counterpart-path, Earl and Pat move toward each
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other. So, asconcernswhat’s humanly surveyable, this second World isjust like the World supposed just
before.

Why did Earl and Pat move closer together? By the very suppositions of the case, there isn't any
substantive answer to the question. Of course, this surveyable change wasn't the upshot of any interaction
between Pat and Earl, as they lacked dl Propengty, induding any for mutud interaction. Nor wasit the
result of anything else, nor anything even remotely like aresult, or aculmination, or even a manifestation.
Rather, the change in the array of these Colored Spheres smply happened; it was the sheerest
happenstance. Now, as |’ ve concelved this World to have lasted longer than the briefest ingtant, it had to
be that something or other happened in the World. But, it might have been that what happened was that
Earl and Pat stayed put, and didn’t move anywhere a dl. Indeed, it might have happened that they ceased
toexig, or one of themdid. Had any of those things occurred, then, on our suppositions, that would have
been the sheerest happenstance. But, as we ve assumed, none of them did happen. Rather, it just
happened that, even as both Earl and Pat continued to exist, they moved closer together.

In his not very skeptica moments, what can Hume say about our two simple Worlds, in order to
distinguish the one from the other? Nothing much, it ssems to me. Following hisenlargement Strategy, helll
look to have the denizens of our first World, our Ed and Pete, each be “regularly” related to certain other
particulars, each as nicely available experientidly as are Ed and Pete themsdves. Ed, for ingtance, should
be nicdy paired withother Small Blue Spheres, each of them esewhere or e sewhen. But, by hypothes's,
there aren’t any such other things for Ed to be paired with. Indeed, other than Ed, Pete’'s the only
(substantial) concretething thereis. So, it'sjust acertain Large Red Sphere (namdy, Pete) withwhich

Ed may paired. But, of course, that pairingwon'thdp Humeat dl. Asl| warned, there' sssmply no room
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to employ any rdevant enlargement strategy. So, with nowhere to turn, Hume must now say, | suppose,
that there redly isn't any difference between our two apparently quite disparate Worlds. But, few will long
believe that.

(Though it might be consdered just some overkill, Hill, it might be well worth mentioning, for al 1 can
aurely tell, this opposite inadequacy of any regularity view of Propenstive manifestation, including Hume's
regularity view: Evenwhiletherewill besome Worldswhere each of many Red Spheresand, corrdatively,
each of many Blue Sphereswill, in nicely proper pairings, move toward each other as a manifestation of
their Propensityfor, or their Propensitiesfor, attracting just such (nicdy nearby) “Oppositely Colored”
individuds, there Il be other Worlds (evenif they’ Il be much rarer Worlds) where, dso properly pairwise,
each of many Reds move towards its corrdaive (nearby) Blue Particle, and vice versa, all quite by
accident, so to put it, or all as amatter of happenstance, now putting the point just a bit differently. So
far aswhat's humanly most surveyable goes, or so far aswhat’ s available to our mind's eye, so to put this
point just ahit differently, there Il never be any difference between these two sorts of Worlds. And, on a
regularity view of Propengtive manifestation, or of anything like causation, there redly won't be, and just
can't be, any difference between the two. But, 0 far as what' s redly a humanly intdligible metaphysics
goes, there redly may be just such adifference. Or, soit surely seemsto me)

Look, here swhat | think: Never to be denied, there's a glaring difference between how very fully,
clearly and directly we can concelve how it iswithconcrete particulars (Spatialy and) Quditaively and, on
the other sde, how very much lessfully, clearly and directly we can conceive how it iswith our individuas
Propengtively. Exactly why thisisso, I'm not sure. In part, it may concern certain power's of the human

mind, a (sort of) mind that’s quite wel endowed, perhaps, for conceiving how it may be with individuas



175

(Spatidly and) Qudlitatively, at the same time concerning certain limitsof the human mind, a (sort of) mind
that’ s not well endowed, perhaps, for conceiving how it may be with individuals Propengtively. And, in
part, it may concern certain differences between Qudity and Power themselves: For dl | cantel, it might
be that any mind, even the mind of a God, will more fully (and more clearly) conceive how things are
Qudlitatively with something, and will lessfully (and lessdearly) conceive how things are Propenstively with
the sdfsame concrete particular. Whatever the reason for it, thereis, a al events, the great discrepancy
we ve been emphasizing: We can conceive how it iswith things Qualitatively (and Spatialy) far better than
we can conceive of how it is with them Propenstively. (Perhaps, this may be especidly evident with
blatantly physical things, thoughthe point’ s certainly not limited to them, as Hume himsdlf clearly recognized,
asin the appended writing we' ve noted.) Quite generdly, then, wedo far better at concelving how it may
be with things Qudlitatively than a conceiving how it may be Propenstively. And, with the Qualitative
aspect, our far greater success is attained far more directly.

All of thisis, | think, important to notice. But, none of it entails anything, | fed sure, asto the ontological
datus of the Quditative, and certainly not that it’ sprior to, or it smore basic than, the Propendtive. Rather,
there’s Ontological Parity for, or between, Quality and Propensity. Each being utterly basic and perfectly
red, neither can be, in any philosophically sgnificant way, reduced to the other. Well, that’s perfectly true
inany event. And, it'sjust this Ontological Parity of Qualities and Propensities that most fully accordswith
our Principle of Congtrained Contingency. This speskswell of the Principle. And, it suggeststhet, in any
metaphysic witha physicad World that’ sevenmoderatdy intdligible to us human thinkers, this Principle will
be fundamenta. That may not be so high a degree of intdligibility as some would like, as withHume, and,

as I'll be urging, with Lewis, too. But, it may be quite high enough to satisfy those who, perhaps quite
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rightly, don’t expect more from human understanding than our limited powers can provide.

16. The Ontological Parity of Qualities and Propensties. By Contrast with Lewis
While David Hume enjoins us never to stray at dl far from what our experience directly teaches, David
Lewis s philosophy doesn't have us deave tightly to experientid delivery. But, as| read him, Lewisisjust
as exercised as Hume by our notion of Propensity, and by all the notions in its neighborhood. Why?
Doubtless, there are severa reasons. But, | suspect what's most operative is much like what mainly
motivates Hume. It'swhat I’ ve caled the surveyable; metaphoricaly, and only very roughly, it’ swhat can
be surveyed by the mind's intdlectudly imagindive eye. So, while geometric arrangements of qudity (or
Quadlity) aresurveyable, the nonquditative Propensity of a particular isn't surveyable, whether the candidate
particular is point-sized and perfectly adjacent to many others, or whether it' slarger and usudly surrounded
by perfectly empty space. (And, a least to a pretty considerable degree, changing quality mosaics are
surveyable)) So, broadly framed, Lewis sHumeanideamay be put likethis We conceive concrete redlity
as surveyable insofar as, inour imaginative conception of it, we have it be a patid redity that's pervaded,
a least in parts, by qudity that’s fit for spatial occupancy. And, since our concelving concrete physical
redity as surveyable is our most adequate conception of this redity, we may have it that, so far aswhat’'s
ontologicaly basic goes, amosaic of quditative spatid “occupants’ isdl thereisto physicd redity.
(Apparently, if we can properly concelve a qudity mosaic's tempora change on a par with its spatia
variegation, we may take its tempora development to be as fully humanly surveyable as its qualitative
heterogeneity a just amoment intime. Unlike Lewis, and othersbefore him, | don’t think we can properly

do that. But, for the meanwhile, | forego discussing this matter. )
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In the philosophic ideas he dlows as tenable, Lewis is much more libera than Hume. But, here, that
doesn’t much matter. Rather, what's centrd isthis Even as Hume holds that the world is a surveyable
(mentdl) redlity, so Lewis holds that the actual world is a surveyable (physica) redity, in a sense of
“surveyable” about equaly apt for both Davids. And, so, quite as with Hume long before him, Lewisaso
thinks that, so far as any aleged powers or Propendties are concerned, there's nothing ontologicaly
fundamentd. In a fashionable technica term that we ve seen Lewis sdiently employ, any of that just
“supervenes’ onwhat’ sredly basic, presumably onanicdy enough surveyable (spatiad, or spatio-temporal)
array of Extengbly Qualitied point-sized concreta. So, asmuchas for Hume, for Lewis, too, Propengties
will be ontologicaly inferiorto Qualities, and inferior to Spatid (or spatiotempora) features, and to whatever
ese figures fundamentaly in how it isthat concrete redlity is so suitably surveyable. So, with both of these
brilliant Davids, thisis my somewhat unconfident and reluctant diagnoss. Asagaingt our ideaof Ontologica
Parity for Qudlities and Propengities, they’ll have Propenstiesbe ontologicaly inferior to what’s more fully
and directly (involved in such concreta as are, quite fully and directly) conceivable by us human thinkers.

Moments ago, we saw how Hume would think about powers wheninapretty positive mood, not any
very skeptical frame of mind. Well, now, how does Lewis, who's hardly ever very skeptical, treat such
ontologically superficid items as Propendgities, or powers? It’s through a complex enlargement strategy
that he does this, far more sophisticated, of course, than his early predecessor’s, but, a Strategy that dso
looksfor large regular patterns in, or anong, what' sredly quite surveyable, to serve as something like (what
| believe to be redl) instances of Propendty-manifestation, or power-exercise, or natura laws, or, inmore
directly Humean terms, cause-and-effect. So, here sLewis onlawsof nature: “Likeany regularity theory,

the best-system analysis says that laws hold in virtue of patterns spread over dl of space and time™! In
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essence, thisisHume dl over again, as on hisvery next page, Lewis himsdf says, “The best systemandyss
is Humean. The arrangement of qudlities provides the candidate true systems, and considerations of
simplicity and strength and balance do the rest.”*?

For the best-system andlyss of laws to do anything much, indeed, for there to be even just an
appearance to suchaneffect, it must be quite complex Worldsthat are under consderation. Of course, the
actua world is quite complex. So, just as it is with Hume, it's quite understandable how Lewis should
become attached to aregularity theory.

But, for any account to cut much philosophic ice, in these matters, it must do well by very smple
Worlds, at least as wdl as with Worlds much more complex. And, to my mind at least, Lewis does no
better here than Hume did, not very well at all. To persuade us of this, let’s again consider our two
gpparently quite different, very smple Worldly cases. our World with Propensity-plagued Ed and Pete, and
our World with Presumably-PropensitylessEarl and Pat. To help usdistinguish between these two Worlds,
Lewis sbest-system proposal hasno roomto do anything. And, that’s no particular fault of Lewis's. For,
of course, by the very simple nature of the cases, no regularity proposa, and no enlargement strategy,
has any room to do anything. Wadll, like Hume well before him, Lewis might say that there's redly no
difference between our two cases. But, as hagppened with Hume, few will believe thet for long. Or, less
“heroicaly,” he may say that he' s interested only in the actua world, and wants to remain slent about such
sparely smple Worlds.

But, such quigtiam, | think, won't redly do. For, in pardle with what we just said for apparently
different Worlds, we may dso say, evenif quite speculatively, for gpparently different Eons. Over very many

Eons, we may speculate, the actua world may go through very many vast changes. In certain Eons, even
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if only a tiny minority of its epochs, our world may contain, and comprise, only a very few concrete
particulars. In some Eons, there might be just a couple of basic concreta. Maybe, in each Eon, there are
just two utterly novel concreta, without any prior existence a dl; what's more, each may firg exist quite
by accident. Yet, happily, they are reciproca disposition partners, each set to interact with the other (or
anything precisdy intringcaly likethe other) fromthe firs moment of itsexistence. And, they interact in just
such a way tha they move closer together. And, as it may be, there may never again be, quite as there
never before was, any concretum much like ether of these exatic Particles, nothing much like ether in
Shape, or in Size, or in Color, and so on. 1n each of these many ways, both of our exctic Particles may be
far more different from al other actud Particles than any one, of the al therest, is different fromany other
one, of al the rest.

(Though it's now likely to be overkill, ill, it just might be worth mentioning, even a this point, the
opposite inadequacy of any regularity view of Propensitive manifestation, paralding the point | mentioned
just before, in connection withHume sregularity view: Even while there may besome Worldswhere many
Red Spheres and many corrdative Blue Spheres will, properly pairwise, move toward each other as a
manifestation of their Propensity for, or their Propensities for, attracting just such “Oppostely
Colored” individuds, ther€ll be other Worlds (even if they’'ll be much rarer Worlds) where, properly
pairwise, many Reds move towards many corrdaive Blues, and viceversa, all quiteby accident, so to put
it, or all asa matter of happenstance, now putting the point just abit differently. But, though these two
sorts of Worlds differ metaphysicaly, in this quitefundamenta way, the best-system approach won't ever
ddiver the difference. For, just as we ve noted, Lewis does say, “Like any regularity theory, the best-

systemandysis says that lawshold invirtue of patterns spread over al of space and time.” Inessence, this
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isHume yet once again.)

Though it means some repetition, I'll now make, in connection with Lewis, remarks lately made in
connection with Hume. For, they exemplify aphilosophic approachthat | mysdf find recurrently appeding,
even while | regard it as dultifyingly redrictive: Firdt, and as| agree, there’ saglaring difference between
how fully, and directly, we conceive how it iswiththings Quditatively and, on the other sde, how muchless
fully and directly we conceive of how it iswiththings Propengtively. Exactly why thisisso, | cannot besure.
But, whatever the reason, there certainly isthe noted discrepancy. And, though it may be especidly evident
with blatantly physica things, the disparity is quite generd. Just as much as withthe physicd, we conceive
our own experientia qudities far more fully, and somewhat more clearly, than we conceive our mental
Propensities, or powers. (This is so whether we be physica beings, aswell as mental beings, or whether
we be only menta entities, not physicd at al.) But, though there sthiswide discrepancy in our conceiving,
there's not a pardld disparity in the ontologica status of our qudity, or our Quality, and that of our
Propensty. Rather, at least in our own case, there' s Ontologica Perity for Qudity, or for quality, and for
Propensity: Eachisperfectly real and utterly basic, withneither reducible to the other. And, asitiswith us,
it is, too, | say, for basic physica concreta. Or, soit’s philosophicaly best for usto beieve.

Best taken as the truth, by us human thinkers, it's just this Ontologica Parity of Quadlities and
Propengties that most fully accords with our Principle of Constrained Contingency, a proposition central
to any metaphysic dlowing a physicd ream that, to a fairly significant degree, is conceivable by us
humans. To be sure, thismay not be as high a degree of conceivability as some would like, induding our
two Davids, Lewis and Hume. But, it's enough to satisfy those of us who, perhaps quite rightly, don’t

expect avery great deal from our quite human, quite limited powers.
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17. What May We Learn from Our Demystification of the Physical?

Againg those who' ve assumed the Denid to hold, I’ ve argued that, without conceiving a concrete redlity
that’s Qualitatively endowed, we humans, at least, can’t conceive, a al adequately, any physica redity at
al. Thiswasargued, of course, in our book’s First Chapter, “The Mystery of the Physical.” At the same
time, and just as so much of this present (Third) Chapter’s argued, once we reject the Denid, we may
resolve our Mystery of the Physical.

Concelving a concrete redity replete with Spatialy Extensble Qudity, we may have tolerably clear
conceptions of those metaphysica views on which thereis a physicd redity, at least insofar as the views
clam that concrete redity, whether dl of it or whether only some, has a physical aspect or nature. Among
the viewsthat make that clam is, of course, Scientiphicalism, the metgphysic currently dominant with, at the
least, maingtream anaytic philosophers. So, in resolving our Mystery, one thing we ve doneis to remove
anobstacle to our having atolerably clear conceptionof a World that’ s the way Scientiphicaisndams our
actua world to be. So, in at least one important sense, we' ve performed a service for Scientiphica
philosophers.

But, as it is also important to notice, we ve aso performed such a service, quite equdly, for those
holding certain dternative views, onwhichsome of concrete redity, though only some, hasa physica aspect
or nature. Sdient among these otherswill be various Substantia Dudists, perhaps some of whom might be
farly counted as Cartesian thinkers or, a any rate, counted as Quas-Cartesan. So, while our
“demydtificationof the physica” should be welcomed by Scientiphicaidts, it shouldn’t increasewhat seems
the aready complacent confidence in the Scientiphica View.

That'sone large lesson, | think, that may be learned from this Chapter’ s discusson. What might be
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some others?

In discussing our attempts to conceive a physical world, with the Denid in force, we concluded, quite
rightly, that such Quditatively impoverished attempts won't yield ideas that are any humanly very intdligible
conceptions. Being suchterribly poor conceptions of ours, these notions won't have, a least for us, much
lasting philosophicd interest. Thus, there’ sno philosophicaly interesting debate, or choice, really, between
what we might cdl a Qualityless Galilean conception of physicd redity and, on the far greater hand, a
conception where physical concreta have Spatialy Extensble Qudity. For us humans, at leedt, the latter
conception isto be preferred.

By contrast with al that, our more recent discussions, concerning the clams of the Humeans, do seem
to leave uswith a debate, or choice, that's philosophicaly moreinteresting. What is this more interesting
debate? Well, we may begin by agreeing that we do have anideaof Propengty, or power, that, at least at
firg blush, can servein digtinguishing between, say, the Propensity-rich World of Ed and Pete and, on the
gpparently muchlesser hand, the Presumably-PropensitylessWorld of Earl and Pat. B, asit oftenshould
seem, the Humeans will go onto say, this may beadigtinctionwithout a philosophically important difference.
Perhaps, dl that’s going on here is that there are two different ways for us adequately enough to conceive
concrete redity, or at least so much of it aswe rewont to cal “physicd redity.” With the Lockeans, or
Neo-L ockeans, we may, if wewish, conceive physicd redlity in away that involvesusinrdatively complex
notions, maybe even rather baroque ideas, where we employ both very clearly inteligible human
conceptions, as with various of our Spatia and Quadlitative conceptions, and aso some far less clear
conceptions of ours, as with our conceptions as to Power, or Propensity. Or, it may be suggested, inwhat

we take to be a Humean spirit, or Neo-Humean approach, we may conceive physicd redity in asmpler
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and sparser way, where the only conceptions ever employed are quite clear, and quite full, human
conceptions. Then, we |l again employ conceptions of Spatidly Extensible Quality, al right, and our Spatid
conceptions, as well; but, we'll avoid such far less clear ideas as are our conceptions as to Propensity, or
Power. But, in dl of this, there's nothing of much metgphysical moment that's ever at sake. Rather,
however we may be thinking of concreta, it's dways the very same physica redity that's adequately
conceived: Sometimesit's conceived in a way that’s quite Smple and sparse, whilst other timesin away
that' s far fancier and, maybe, much more pretentiously and unhappily convoluted.

Asit appears, I've just begun to articulate aresidud philosophic issue. Apparently, there' sa Humean
chdlenge remaning; or, at the least, there' s arecacitrant point that apparently favors the Neo-Humeans
over us Neo-Lockeans. To this gpparent Humean chalenge, what can we reply?

If we confine our attention to such concrete redlity as isobvioudly dl physicd redity, and if we never
take painsto focus onany of mentd redity, there won't be much for usto say. True enough, we might say
that it’ simpliat inthe meaning of “physica object” that things properly so-caled be things with Propensity.
But, even if that’sright (and | think it is), it may mean little morethanwho getsthe rightsto the use of some
philosophicaly fashionable words, namely, “physical object,” and to kindred expressons. And, while that
may count for something, it'sno very big dedl. So, evidently, we shouldn’t confine our attention to what's
obvioudy dl physicd; instead, we should focus on some of mentd redlity (whether or not it’s, unobvioudy,
aso some of physica redity.)

Let’ sattend, then, each one of us, to amost smplemental episode. And, with our attention so focused,
we should recall some thoughts centra to asdient Section of the just previous Chapter, the Section “We

AreNot Bundles of Experiences, Thoughtsor Perceptions.” So, in thefirgt place, we should acknowledge
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the possibility of aWorld, an entire World, whose only occurrence is just asingle episode of quite sSmple
thinking, or perfectly smple experiencing. As such a londy smple experience, or experiencing, is o
perfectly solitary, it can’t be any part of, or any member of, any bundle or collectionof perceptions. And,
asit isboth so solitary and so smple, it also can't be any part of any pattern of experiencing. For thereis
nothing ese experientia withwhichit canbe partneredin any pattern. Nor can it serve toward composing
any rdevant regularity. For thereisnothing dse, in dl the World, with which it might be regularly grouped
(or, for that matter, even conjoined quiteirregularly.) But, asit isanexperiencing, or (more colloquidly) it's
an experience, it must be the experiencing of an experiencer, area Propenstied individud that’ s engaged
inthis solitary experiencing she’ sjust thenenjoying. And, far from the experiencer’ sbeing compaosed of her
experiencing, or being identical with it, the experiencingis, rather, amanifestationof a certain menta power
of thisindividua, namely, a manifetation of her power to experience.

Such a Neo-Lockean description of our bare experiential episode, or such a Quasi-Cartesian
description, is the only sort of description, | submit, that makes any real sense of things. At the least, it
makes far more sense than does any Neo-Humean description, replete with reference only to qudity, and
without ever acknowledging any red Propengty, or power,  dl.

Asitiswiththe smplest sort of mental case, soit is, aso, withthe muchmore complex case of your own
actua menta life. The only way to make any real sense of this is to acknowledge that al of your
experiencing is the manifestation of your power to experience, occasondly dormant but often active, just
asdl of mineis the manifestation of my numericdly distinct experientiad power. As should be very clear,
herethereisnot any serious debate, or real choice, as to how we should conceive things. Rather, to make

any real sense of ourselves, we must conceive oursalves each to have redl irreducible menta powers. When
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it'sjust you who's experiencing in a certain absolutely specific way, then ther€ s a certain manifestationof
just your power to experience, a manifestation of just such an absolutely specific sort. By contrast, when
it’sjust your perfect twin who' sexperiencing, maybein just that same absolutely specific way, thenthere's
the perfectly parald manifestationof her perfectly Smilar power. And, of course, in that event, there sno
manifestation of your experientia power.

Inour metaphysica philosophy, we should acknowledge that certain individuals, at least ourselves, you
may be sure, do have powersthat aren’t reducible to any Quality, of course, nor even to any quality at al
(or to anything that’ s not perfectly Propengtive.) But, oncewe ve acknowledged that much, should wetill
aways demand decisivereasonto affirm proper Propensities, o irreducible to what' s not Propengtive,
for all other individuds, or for all those that aren’t mental beings? To my mind, that seems unduly
redrictive. Rather than that, I'll suggest, we may take basic physical objectsto be jus as irreducibly
Propensitied as we experiencerstake ourselvesto be. Asagains the Humeans, | suggest, we should accept
ametaphysc that accords redl irreducible Propenstiesto such basic physical particulars as we ve supposed
eectronish Blue Ed and protonishRed Peteto be. Against the Humeans, we should be content to accept,
asin fact we do accept, a metaphysics that finds ared difference between their mutudly resultant motion,
the result of their red atraction to each other, and, on the other hand, the merely accidental movement,
toward each other, of Presumably-Propensityless Colored Spheres, as with our ingtructively posited Blue
Earl and Red Pat.

What I've just offered isn't meant as any refutation of a Humean approach to what we take to be
physica redlity. For, asamatter of course, there's no guarantee that there' sredly very much at dl to such

asupposedly vast concreterealm, purportedly comprising (so very muchaof) mind-independent redity. But,
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in attempting to advance a Humanly Redligtic Philosophy, there' s never any need for any such guarantee.
Nor, then, isthere any point in bemoaning the fact that there is't any. Nor is there any point, ether, in
bemoaning the fact that, even as we might sometimes conceive, quite fully and directly, how it may be with
things quditatively, or Quditatively, we can't ever concelve, anywhere nearly so fully or directly, how itis
with things Propengtively.

That said, we've concluded aticulating the large lessons that may be learned from this Chapter’s
discusson. Informed by these ideas, we look to advance, condderably further than what's so far been

done, aHumanly Redlitic Philosophy worth some considerable attention.®*

18. Remarks on What’s been Done and on What’sto Come
As I'll remind you, the book’ sfirst Section provided a Brief Exposition of the Scientiphica Metaphysic.
Now, havingvery nearly finished threefull Chapters, you may be wondering about whether, and if so how,
the materia so far presented bears on the status of that currently dominant Metaphysic: In what's been
presented so far, isthere anything that arguesinfavor of Scientiphicaism, asagaing dl itsmogt dient rivals,
including, for instance, a Substantia Dudismmuchlike Descartes's? Or, contrarily, isthere anything here,
already presented, onthisbook’ s preceding pages, that poses a serious chdlenge to Scientiphicdisn? Very
briefly, I’ [l answer these questions.

With the exception of a couple of Sections in Chapter 2, far more tantalizing than they’re truly
argumentative, I’ ve said nothing, so far in this book, that contravenes the Scientiphica Metaphysic. Atthe
same time, neither have | said anything that truly argues, in some serious and substantia way, againg our

implicit Scientiphicaism. At least for the most part, then, so far I ve said only suchthings as comport well,
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or wel enough, both with Scientiphicaiam itself and with the denid of the currently dominant worldview.
For those looking for something substantia asto Scientiphicalism’s datus, they’ll have to look elsewhere,
even if the esewhere may be much later in this book’s own pages. So far, I’ ve done nothing, or nothing
much, about that interesting issue.

What | have done, | believe, is to show that we should abandon, in any of its Forms, the Denid of
Qudities, maybe especidly if we're (to be) Scientiphicdists, but not only if we're (to be) Scientiphicaigts.
But, of course, itwas never any part of Scientiphicaism, on my offered understanding of the dominant View,
that the Denid should ever be accepted.

Inactua fact, asl’ve noted early on, dmos dl who' ve implicitly accepted the Scientiphica Metaphysic
have dso implicitly accepted the Denid of Qudities. Aswe might ussfully say, they’ ve embraced, a least
implicitly, a Qualitatively Impoverished Scientiphicadism. But, as I’ ve been arguing, there' s never been
any need for anything likethat. Rather, as |’ ve been seeking to show, anyone wishingto hold that concrete
reglity comprises (or includes) physicd individuds, or at least one physica entity, should hold that concrete
reglity comprises, or it includes, things that are Spatialy Extensbly Qudlitied. And, aswe requitewell able
to think that there are just such nicely Quditied concreta, itself athought that’s perfectly coherent, there's
no serious objection to, nor any red obstacle to, our believing there to be concrete particulars each
Extensbly Colored. So, if we reto continueto be Scientiphical thinkers, we should accept aQualitatively
Rich Scientiphicalism. Or, as!'ll dso0 say, eveniif it may be overly optimistic of me to do so, we should
accept an Enlightened Scientiphical View.

But, then, and quite equaly, thisisaso true: If we should come to abandon Scientiphicaism, as just

possibly we should eventualy come to do, we should still accept a Qualitatively Rich Metaphysic, at least
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so long aswe bdlieve that concrete redity does comprise, or it does include, some red physica individuds,
evenif it might al so comprise, or it might al so include, some real nonphysical individuds, aswith, say, some
immeaterial minds, or souls.

In arguing againg the Denid of Quadlities, and in providing a positive trestment for our Mystery of the
Physicd, I ve done nothing, redlly, to argue for Scientiphicalism itsdf, as againg dl its main metaphysica
rivas. But, equdly, I’ ve done nothing, ether, to argue againg Scientiphicalism, to the bendfit of therivals.
To apretty far extent, perhaps, | may have done something to defend both Scientiphicaismand Subgtantia
Dudism, quite equaly, againgt certain arguments of a Quasi-Berkeleyan sort. Or, at any rate, | may have
provided some resources, for both sorts of View, to defend against certain sorts of consideration that,
whether rightly or wrongly, may have been thought to favor, at both of their expense, some Fully Mentdidtic
Metaphysic, a View absolutely opposing the idea that there are any physical individuas at dl.

So, on dl the main matters that this Section’s addressed, that' s the state of play so far. And, at leest
for the mogt part, things will be quite the same, inthese respects and regards, inthe next couple of Chapters,
too, that is, in Chapters 4 and 5.

Just so, to find the firdt real attempt to chdlenge Scientiphicadism, inthisbook’ s pages, we Il have to wait
until we come to Chapter 6. And, comporting with that, it won't be until then that we'll find anything toraise
serious doubts about aMateridist Metaphysic. Findly, aspart of that samebargain, it’ sonly then that we' ll
firg find evenjust the start of any serious casethat, by the case’ s end, may do anythingmuchto favor (some
sorts of) Substantial Dudism. Before that, we may encounter a few tantaizing suggestions to some such
effects, dluding to the unfashionable ends I’ ve just mentioned.

Asl’'mpretty sure, what I’ ve just said, in this short Section, will be very helpful to quite afew readers.
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Now, while it may not be quite ashdpful asthat, it will be useful nonetheless, | think, for me to make,
very briefly, this quite different observation: Especidly in severa very recent Sections, I've argued for a
Neo-Lockean View, on which Propensities, and powers, are ontologically on a par with Qudities, and
qudities. Of course, in doing that, I've argued againgt a Humean View, or a Neo-Humean Metaphysic,
that’ sabsolutely opposed to the Neo-L ockean Approach I’ ve favored. But, by contrast with this, my case
for my Neo-L ockean View never involved, at any point, anythingthat’ s opposed to Scientiphicalismas such.
Nor did it involve, evenin the least degree, anything that positively supports the Scientiphica Metgphysic.
Now, at least to my way of thinking, that's al just as it should be: Indeed, even as David Hume was,
himsdf, a thoroughly Mentdistic metgphysician, so David Lewis was, by contrast, a thoroughgoing
Materidist - and, by implication, thislater David was a Scientiphical Metgphysician. Well, | said thiswould
be very brief; and, o, it'sal done now.

Wéll, Now, let me get alittle persona with you or, perhaps, just abit informd: Different reeders have
different philosophicd interests; heck, everyoneknowsthat. For somesmart readers, it' salmost impossible
to become embroiled with too much systematic metaphysics. Mogt of them, | imagine, will be motivated
to read straight through this book, Chapter by Chapter.

With others, aso very smart, and likely rather more numerous, ther interestswill be quite different. To
these other readers, I'll suggest that they now skip to Chapter 6, whichthey’ re quitelikdy to enjoy, and then
go on, from there, to severd further quite widely enjoyable Chapters.

By doing that, | imagine, some may come to be, just possibly, pretty highly motivated to confront, indue
course, and after dl, the book’ sintervening materid, in its Chapters 4 and 5. Of course, at least asfar as

I’m concerned, that will be dl to the good. And, as| like to think, even as far as they themselves are
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concerned, it will dso bedl to the good.

With some readers, I’'m sure, even thought they’ revery smart, therewon’t ever arise avery greeat ded
of quite purely metaphysica moativation. Of course, that’s quite dl right, too. Why do | say that? Wall,
partly it'sjus this Even without their ever being greatly motivated to explore alot of issuesinvolved with
Qudlities, or to think long and hard about Propensities, they may be strongly motivated, nonetheless, to
engage with Chapter 6's engaging discussionof real choice, or “freewill,” as somany philosopherslabel that
humanly central subject. And, they’ll also be interested, | think, to engage with Chapter 7's intriguing
advancement of a Subgtantia Dudlist View, on which each of usisan immeateria soul.

Of course, I've no way of knowing into whichgroup any givenreader will fal. So, each reader should
decide the matter for hersdf: If you can scarcely get enough of the sort of philosophy you' ve just been
confronting, then just go on to the next Chapter, and you'll find more of it there. But, if you' ve had enough
of this pretty impersonad materid, then skip ahead to Chapter 6, where you'll confront a chalenge to your

belief that you really choose, a much more poignantly persond matter.
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NOTES

1. In Chapter 4, there's another discussion of intdlectua discounting. Asis my am, each of the two

discussonswill hdp darify the other.

2. It sobvious that these points dl hold if the whally internd, fully indluded regions are dl finiteregions, as
with our imagined Spherical and Cubica regions. They dso hold, I'll observe, for what we may cdl a
“somewhat included region, that's not finite” Let me explainthis observation: Consder an infinitely vast
regionthat’ sto the left of my central plane of present imeginative focus, but that includes nothing to the right
of thisplane. Though itsdf infinitely vad, theré s a very definite way inwhichthat regionwill be far smdler
thanthe origindly conceived field asawhole. For the“full-fidd” will indudedl theinfinitely vest spacethat
the “half-field” pervades, includes, or occupies, and, as well, it will include infinitely more space besides,
namdy, dl that’ s to the right of the supposed plane. That'sit for size. Now, what about shape? Wdl, as
the haf-fiedd has a planar surface, whilst the full-field hasn't any surface, the two differ asdramaticdly in
shapeasindze. And, findly, what about Extensble Color? Well, just as our whole shapeessfiedd isal
(Transparent) Red, so dsoisthe “hdf-fidd,” the “somewhat included region” we re consdering, asis, of

course, any of thewhole field's regions, whether wholly or only somewhat so.

3. David Armgtrong, Perception and the Physical World, Routledge, 1961, pages 159-164.
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4. On working toward a decently constrained Principle of Constrained Contingency, | got important help

from Matthew Kotzen. What deficiencies may remain, well, they reflect my own deficiencies.

5. David Lewis, On the Plurality of Worlds, Basil Blackwell, 1986, pages 2-3.

6. Seemybadly titled paper, “Minimizing Arbitrariness. Towards a Metaphysics of Infinitdy Many I solated
Concrete Worlds,” Midwest Studies in Philosophy, Val. 9, 1984, pages 29-51, reprinted in the new
collectionof my essays, An American Skeptic CollectsHisWits, Oxford University Press, 2005. Better
to have had the title€ sfirst words be “Locdizing Arbitrariness” With a metaphysicsthat hasal specificity
be merdy local features of “redity entire,” not universd features, the appearance of arbitrariness is
reduced. So, the thought runs, as we can see that there's nothing terribly specific that’s aso horribly
universa, there was only the appearance that “dl-redlity,” or redity entire, prefers that there be, say,
precisaly two dectrons in afirst shell around an atomic nucleus. And, on pages 128-133 of On the
Plurality of Worlds, you should see, | must suppose, Lewis's discussion of, and rejection of, what |
erroneoudy thought would be a little gift to him. But, | rgject that discussion, as missing the point of my
meeger offering. There’'s many more sorts of successful explaining, as | see things, than al the explaining

that' s ever anywhere even near the neighborhood of causa explanation.

7. For amost interesting discussing of this, that helps makesmoreintdligible how there might be suchlimits
see Derek Pafit, “The Puzzle of Redity: Why doesthe Universe Exist?’ Times Literary Supplement, July
3, 1992, pages 3-5, and, if you can get your hands onthem, longer pieces by Parfit, unpublished asfar as

| know, to Smilar effect.
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8. Lightly edited by your author, these words were provided by his erstwhile colleague, Gordon Belot, as
but a amdl part of the very hdpful notesthat, on an early draft of thiswork, he penetratingly produced.
Needless to say, Belot needn’t actualy endorse these words, and he certainly needn’t bear respongbility

for anything that, in (the very find draft of) thisbook, I’'m placing before you.

9. C. B. Matin and John Hell, “The Ontological Turn,” Midwest Sudies in Philosophy, XI1I, 1999,

pages 46-47.

10. Much as Locke did, Martin and Hell use“quality” rather more liberaly than | do. So, quite aswith
Locke, for them an object’s shape (and, presumably, its Sze) is a qudity of the object, even when the
object isabasic physica entity. But, thisisn'timportant for assessing the Identity Theory of Quditiesand

Propendties, leastwaysit won't be important in our discussion of the Theory.

11. As with some other matters discussed in the Chapter, with this point, too, I'm indebted to Matthew

Kotzen.

12. For help toward spotting this Limited Identity Theory, | am indebted to Dan Cowper.

13. In the book’ s Fifth Chapter, “A Plenitude of Power,” I'll embark on a much more comprehensive
exploration of Dispogtions. Midway through that Chapter, I'll introduce ideas about Propendty for
Monotony and Propensity for Change. Those ideas will reveal further inadequacies, | think, inthe Identity

Theory and, most important, they may do so in away that helpsilluminate awide range of philosophical
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congderations.

14. From their References, placed at their essay’s end, we observe that these are the works Martin and
Hell just mentioned. Firg, there sHugh Mdlor, “In Defenseof Digpostions,” Philosophical Review, Val.
83, 1974, pages 157-81, and dso Sydney Shoemaker, “Causdity and Properties,” in P. van Inwagen,
(ed.), Timeand Cause, Dordrecht: Reidel Publishing Co., 1980. Next, and apparently quite oppositdly,
there's David M. Armatrong, A Materialist Theory of the Mind, London: Routledge and Kegan Paul,
1968. And, for thelast putative position, there SE. W. Prior, R. Pargetter, and F. Jackson, “ Three Theses
about Dispositions” American Philosophical Quarterly, Val. 19, 1982, pages 251-57, and also F.

Jackson, “Mental Causation,” Mind, Vol. 105, 1996, pages 377-413.

15. Inthe recent philosophica literature, there' s certainly no shortage of essays on Dispositions, and how
they may compare with other Properties, each of them heavily withengaged just previoudy writtenessays
on the slfsame subject. Notable among them, in my view, is John Hell’s fine, clear, and exceptionaly
hepful paper, “Properties and Powers,” in Oxford Sudies in Metaphysics, Volume 1, Dean W.
Zimmerman, (ed.), Oxford University Press, 2004. Asmight be expected, acentra concern of this paper
isto advance, refine and defend whet I’ ve cdled The Identity Theory of Qualitiesand Propensties, clearly
indicated by the name of the paper’s 10" Section, namely, “The Identity Theory.” But, equaly, nothing
lessthanthe titles of earlier sections clearly indicate substantial discussons of earlier authorsonthesetopics:
the 5" Section is Armstrong on Dispositiondity; the 6™ is Prior, Pargetter and Jackson; the 7" is Humean

Contingency; and the 9" is An Argument from Armstrong. Not unlike various other essays inthe area, this
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paper’ s References lists over 60 other works on its topics, with over 50 of them published injust the last
few decades.

For most of my readers, whose interest in these topicsis less than enormous, I'll try to be helpful by
making just two recommendations, one positive and one negative. Do read this hepful paper by Helil.
And, please, don't get bogged down in dmogt dl the rest of the recent literature. Of course, just as |

believe that you redly do choosg, | redlize that here, as e sewhere, the choice isyours.

16. Evenwithdl I’ ve put into this Section, just completed, I’ ve just beenwarming up, so to say, compared
withany serious attempt at delineating dl the mgor sorts of possible Propendities, or ever dl the man sorts
of what are clearly physica Propendties. For alot moreinthisdirection, you may want to read the book’ s
Fifth Chapter, “A Plenitude of Power.” But, even if so, you'll do best to stay the course here, and plunge
more fully, with me, into issues of Propendtieswhenthe timefor that exploraion isredly ripe. When will
that be? Well, asbest | can reckon, it’'ll bejust after you' ve finished reading the book’ s Fourth Chapter,

“A Cornucopia of Qudity,” and you're facing the first page of Chapter 5.

17. What we' ve just described, ever so sketchily, is an extremdy smple ingtance of one entity perceiving
how it is Quditaively with the perceived spatia entity. Not only isthis an instance, of course, where the
Red Sphere perceives how it iswith the Blue just by perceiving the Blue Sphere

itsdf, and not by perceiving something else that’ s aptly related to the blue, as with a picture of the Blue
SphereonaTV s, but thereisn't any medium of perception ether, no information-carrying light-waves,

for ingtance, that's a third party for the salient interaction partners, for the perceived and the perceiver.
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Indeed, there' s no third party, or third parties, of any sort at dl. So, as we may well say, thisisacase of
direct perception, about as direct as perception ever gets, | imagine, when the perceiver is perceiving

something that’ sredlly quite externa to hersdf. But, for present purposes, thislast bit’ snot very important.

18. When she's within ten meters of a Trangparent Green Cube, but only when within ten meters of a
Transparent Green Spatia object, our Red Sphere will experience transparently greenly. And, as she's
so good at percaiving Y dlow Particles, when she’ swithintwenty metersof a Transparent Y ellow Particle,
she |l be modified by the dista Y ellow entity, quitedirectly, so that she experiences transparently yelowly.
But, even with Ydlow Particles, she's not dl that powerfully “sighted.” If nothing Extensible Transparent
Y dlow iswithin twenty meters of our Red Sphere, then she won't experience transparently yellowly.
Asothers mayvery oftenbe, some of the time, I’ mindined to think that our (color) perceivers must
be a least that differentidly responsive, and maybe even much more so. And, some of the time, | want
further things, aswdl, to hald true of anything that’ sto be rightly counted areal (color) perceiver. Not only
should she be experientidly modified differently, by just so meny differently Qualitied and Propensitied
externa dispogitionpartners, but she must be Propensitied, aswel, toward forming certain beliefs, maybe
asto the Extensible Color of certain nearby spatid objects, whichfurther Propensty istypicaly triggered,
for its part, so that it's also manifested, by certain changesin (or by certain continuities in) how it iswith
our (candidate color perceiver) experientidly, and quditaively. Or, if not quite that, then something rather

like thet.
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19. Among passages on perception produced by presently prominent philosophers, perhaps those most
gmilartothisSection’ smaterid, at least in philosophical spirit, are those comprising the hdpfully imeginaive
firg Section, entitled “Eden,” of David Chamers's paper, “Perception and the Fal from Eden,” in (T.
Gendler and J. Hawthorne, eds.) Perceptual Experience, Oxford University Press, forthcoming. Aswith
so many of Chamers's papers, this one may beretrieved fromhis Website; its specific “address’ is. http:

[lconsc.net/papers/eden.html

20. ThoughI'mfar from certain of it, hereé swhat I’ ve come to think: For aconscious perceiver to inhabit
aworld in which she may engage in perfectly perceiving externd spatial concreta, she mug inhabit aworld
inwhich, in al (perceptible) intrindc respects, eachconcretum she (perfectly) perceivesdiffersfromal the
other (potentialy competing) concreta. So, for ingtance, if she'sto (perfectly) perceive how it is Colorly
with each of various concreta, each of the perceptible bodies mug be a different Color from any Color
that’sa Color of any other concretum. Then, as each observable object isuniqudy Color-coded, there' |l
never arise any problems from complexities concerning positioning, or eclipsng, or anythingelse. Notice:
Thisisjust anecessary condition I’'m here hypotheszing, though maybe it's a pretty interesting one. For

much more than that, many matters might be, perhaps, just impossibly hairy.

21. Apparently, this Section’s main matters are much discussed in the literature on Hume and Berkeley.
For Hume, I'm directed to the Treatise, Book I, Part 11, Sections |11 and IV. In the secondary literature,
there's David Raynor’s paper, “‘Minimd Senshilia in Berkeey and Hume,” Canadian Journal of

Philosophy, 1980, and Robert Fogdin's, “Hume and Berkdey's Infinite Divishility,” Philosophical
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Review, Val. 97, 1988, pages 47-69. Aswdl, there's “Havors, Colors, and God,” the last piece in
Robert Adams' s book of essays, The Virtue of Faith, Oxford University Press, 1993.

As dmogt goes without saying, there are certainly some important commondlities between the
antinomy considered here and certain antinomies, or paradoxes, due to Zeno, the great Eledtic thinker.
But, as | suspect, there also may be certain differencesthat are at |east asimportant asthe shared features.
| leave to other times, and perhaps to other writers, the efforts needed to sort out exactly how the present
paradox does, and how it does not, relate interestingly to problems posed by my predecessors, quiteafew

of whom are, evidently, extremdy semind.

22. Hume, Treatise, 29-30.

23.InThe Analysis of Matter, New Y ork: Dover Publications, 1954, Russdll's Chapter XX VII is“The
Congruction of Points” Comprising pages 290-302 of the book, there he presents an elaborate
congtruction of space-time points out of what he calls “events.” These quote-marks are taken right from

Rus=ll.

24. David Lewis, Philosophical Papers, Vaumel, Oxford University Press, 1986, pagesix-X. Attached
to the sentence ending with“ingantiated,” Lewis places afootnote where he refersthe reader to work that
endeavors “to explain what makes a property naturd and intringc.” At thisjunctureinthis present paper,
it would be too large a digresson, | think, to pursue Lewiss suggestions regarding the indicated

explanations.
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25. Asaby-the-way, | should say this By “qudities’ Lewis doesn't meananything evenremotely likeour
(non-menta) Qualities. Against Hume himself and dso againgt most of those concerned to follow Hume' s
lead in Certain Main Metaphysica Matters- likeRussell and, | think, like me, too - what Lewis means by
“qudities’ is, most likdly, something likebasic physical properties. So, roughly, but ill tellingly, hemeans
to denote properties in the neighborhood of, say, having such-and-such point-mass, and, say, having unit
electric charge.

At dl events, Lewisis greetly concerned not to treat basic physica properties in anything like the
way that | do. Not for him an gpproach to propensities that has them be anywhere near the likes of
Lockean powers, as irreducible as they're categoricd. That's much too unavailable for him, or
unsurveyable - quite as, long ago, it was much too unavailable for Hume. Toward being Humean about
powers and propendties, Lewis offers analyses of law, causation, and various other notions in the
neighborhood of power. In this Chapter’s last Section, I'll offer a short discussion of his Humean

endeavor.

26. Hume, Treatise, page 161.

27. See the Appendix that, in my standard edition of Hume's Treatise, is a page 632 and following.

28. Hume, Treatise, page 161.

29. Hume, Treatise, 170.
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30. | discussthisin severd later Sections, notably in Section 7 of Chapter 5, “Tempora Monotony and
Temporal Change’ and inSection 9 of Chapter 9, “Much More Accommodating than Space, TimeisNo

Spacdlike Dimension.”

31. David Lewis, “Humean supervenience debugged,” Mind, val. 103, reprinted in David Lewis, Papers
in Metaphysics and Epistemol ogy, Cambridge University Press, 1999. Inthe reprinting, the cited words

appear on page 232.

32. Ibid., page 233.

33. Withpassages| hopewill illuminatejust such difficult and dicey issues, in Chapter 5 1I'll explore these

matters.

34. Look, you' ve got to take everything I’ ve been saying here in a pretty accommodating spirit. For it's
just suchaspirit, redly, that’ smost appropriate to grasping the import of the book’s main project, as well
as most of its secondary themes, too. Just o, none of what I'm saying is meant to go againgt any sort of
philosophica skepticism on main issuesof epistemology. That was made clear enough, | should hope, by
the very long second note to the Second Chapter.

When push comes to shove, I’ mwillingto sidewith those few hearty souls who, even nowadays,
hold that we may know precious little about ourselvesand the world, and maybe nothing whatever. And,
what’s more, I'm quite willing to sde with those few, even fewer | imagine, who hold that we may never

have any reasonfor bdieving anything (or for wanting anything, or for doing anything.) On the other hand,
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| don't fed absolutely committed to those skeptica positions, either.

Anyhow, as| see the matter, what I’ m trying to treet, in this big book, are muchmore substantia
phil osophi ca mattersthanany questions concerning episternol ogical skepticiam, the sorts of issuesthat may
alow usto gppreciate , if we are sufficiently receptive to new ideas, the benefits that may attend each of
various worldviews. Otherwise, we may be, for severd more decades, perennialy stuck solely with our
dominant Scientiphicalism.  Heck, before we made our very recent exploration, that wasn't even any
decently articulated View, much lesswas it any Enlightened Scientiphicaiam.

For most folks, this note might be quite redundant and even gratuitous. But, as| imagine, not so
fordl. So, hereitis. Now, with it providing everyone with a clear reminder, | should think that everyone

may be on the same page, S0 to say, without even a single soul barking up the wrong tree.



