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Chapter 1

HOW INANE IS MAINSTREAM PHILOSOPHY?

During the middle of the twentieth century, maybe until about 1960 or 1970, it was generally
agreed, by analytic philosophers, that pretty much all intellectually responsible philosophy was,
quite as it should be, a discipline whose practitioners offered no substantial thoughts about the
general nature of concrete reality or, at the least, none distinctively arrived at through their
involvement with philosophy. This was in marked contrast with the natural sciences (and,
presumably most markedly, with the more general of the natural sciences, providing only that
some of the sciences, say physics, should be more general than others, say chemistry.)' So it
was, during the heyday of so-called “ordinary language philosophy,” the last period when Britain
was, at least arguably, the center of philosophical influence, at least on the English-speaking
world. It was a time, maybe the last time, that Oxford was the single most influential center of
Anglophone philosophical activity, featuring such faculty as J. L. Austin and Gilbert Ryle, and
(the somewhat more systematic) H. P. Grice and P. F. Strawson. And, it was a time - way back
then, it was - when (the later) Wittgenstein was still a quite influential figure in the field, even
if, perhaps, his influence was, by then, rather more indirect than in the just previous decades. In
a phrase at once nicely nostalgic and perversely ironic, those were the bad old days.

Typically and generally, during the bad old days, it was thought that, unlike real natural

scientists, the likes of mere philosophers should avoid, quite entirely, any truly systematic



thinking about concrete reality and, in the bargain, they should avoid offering any quite general
hypotheses, or even any very general ideas of any sort, as to how, anywhere or anywhen, any
concrete individuals ever should be. Or, at the least, insofar as what they offered went beyond
just rehearsing propositions from the common fund of common sense, and from the hard-won
fund of (largely scientific) empirical discovery, they should avoid offering any general
propositions about what should be the actual world’s concrete inhabitants - as with, for example,
the proposition that many actual concrete entities are material particles and many other actual
concreta are immaterial souls.”

Now, among the relatively few philosophers who thought it quite all right to go in for some
sort of systematic inquiry, however unlike any systematic study conducted by a real scientist,
almost all (of the few) constrained their systematic activity to the study of (our ordinary)
concepts or, much the same, to the study of (our ordinary) words — as to what they mean or as to
how they’re (to be) employed — or to something similarly safely removed from any very large
questions as to the nature of concrete reality. By contrast, they did not wish to engage in
anything much like substantive metaphysics, with its concern (also) for extra-conceptual reality,
and extra-semantic reality, and so on. (Were these systematic inquiries aimed at discoveries
concerning only mere abstracta, if such things there be, while they were never meant to reveal
anything, at all substantial, about concrete entities? We needn’t dwell on this question, and,
indeed, we may remain quite silent about it, as did, no doubt, (almost) all the investigators whose
work I’'m trying to indicate.) Just so, these mid-century philosophers avoided offering
substantial ideas concerning (almost) all the largest questions traditionally encountered in

philosophy, questions often addressed by so many earlier philosophers, all of them far bolder,



philosophically, than our paradigmatically constrained analytic thinkers. Whereas many earlier
philosophers even embraced substantial views regarding the general nature of concrete reality -
as with the view, say, that all of concrete reality was just so much material (or physical) reality,
and, equally, as with the view that all of concrete reality was just so much immaterial (or
nonphysical) reality - our “conceptually fascinated” analysts did nothing of the kind, or next to
nothing. Indeed, they didn’t bother to so much as consider any of these substantive positions,
not even in a quite noncommittal and merely exploratory fashion.

To anyone likely to read this essay, of course, all that’s old hat.

Here’s yet more of what’s only old hat: Most practicing that dominant sort of philosophy
heartily agreed that there was nothing to be gained by exploring any alleged substantive
metaphysics. And, they also agreed that there was nothing to be gained, either, by trying to say
anything both terribly general and also robustly substantial about concrete reality, especially as
concerns what may be most fundamental to concrete reality. Such paradigmatically worldly
matters, it was generally agreed, should be thoughtfully considered by only just so many able
(natural) scientists, and not by the likes of mere (or nonscientist) philosophers. As was thought
by nearly all, it’s only just such able scientists who, by dint of their training and habit, are aptly
disposed to seek such concrete and worldly observations as are needed for any real progress on
such substantive issues or, for that matter, even just some responsible commentary on such
terribly general worldly matters.

For philosophy, those times were, I think, terribly timid, fallow, and boring times.

More recently - since around 1970, or so - things may have gotten a /itt/e bit better. But, as

I’1l be suggesting, they’ve gotten only a very little bit better. As this work is meant to be just a



first shot at supporting that disturbing suggestion, in its pages I’ll say only a relatively few things
to substantiate my sweeping skepticism - only a small portion, I suspect, of what might be said.
Still, the little I’ll say may go quite a fair way to make my skepticism pretty plausible.

On a more positive note, and much more importantly, I think, I’ll also offer some suggestions
about how times might become far better for philosophers who may wish to consider - at least in
an exploratory and noncommittal way - a wide variety of substantial philosophical theses, a far

wider variety than what’s been in the purview of recent mainstream philosophical discussion.

1. Many Recent Philosophic Offerings Are Just So Many Concretely Insubstantial 1deas

In the heyday of “ordinary language philosophy,” as I was saying, it was generally agreed that
mere philosophers, who weren’t any scientists, should avoid seeking any general truths about the
nature of the real universe or, in less tendentious terms, about concrete reality. But, then, and
more positively, what should responsible philosophers place on offer?

By contrast with what scientists might uncover, or at least what they might propound, here’s
an example of the sort of thing that, on the stultifying view I’'m now relating, will be perfectly all
right even for mere philosophers to propound: A person will know that something is so only if
the thing really is so. Thus, if diamonds really are hard, then perhaps you might know that
diamonds are hard. But, if diamonds aren 't hard, then you certainly won’t ever know that they
are’

That’s one example. And, here’s another: Supposing that you’re a normal human being,
you’ll sometimes feel pain. But, then, that will always be only your own pain, never anyone

else’s pain. So, in that you’re someone other than me, you won’t ever feel my pain.



With that happy example also in the bag, here’s a third case: Someone will remember his old
college days only in case that person actually did go to college. If a person didn’t ever go to
college, then, no matter how much she may have learnt from her life experience, she’ll never
remember her old college days.

Pretty much like that third example, here’s a fourth illustrative case: Someone will perceive
a dog nearby him only if, in fact, there actually is a dog there. (I’'m not saying that this claim is
true, or correct, though I suspect that it is correct. Compare the possibly more doubtful claim,
that someone will see pink elephants only if, in fact, there actually are pink elephants. Whether
this claim is correct might be debated by sophisticated thinkers; but, then, the debated issue
won’t be, in my intended meaning of for the term, any concretely substantial matter.)

Now, though any particular knower may be a substantial concrete individual, and similarly so
with feelers, and rememberers, and perceivers, still, our four exemplary remarks about such
substantial concrete particulars won’t be, in the sense I intend for the term, any proposition that’s
(concretely) substantial.

As I’m happy enough to admit, each of these four illustrative items is a proposition about
whatever people there may be, in a perfectly ordinary sense of that apparently useful term,
“about” (even if “about” may be, perhaps, a peculiarly puzzling term, and even if our “about”
should be downright problematic). As such, each of these illustrations may be a proposition
that’s about concrete reality - even as a certain aspect of any concrete reality will concern
whatever people might inhabit the concrete reality in question (an extreme case of this being the
thought that the concrete reality features no people at all). Still and all, there’s a perfectly good

sense in which none of these propositions makes a claim on concrete reality. Or, putting the



same central point in other words, none of them proposes any requirement on any concrete
reality, delineating a way for the concrete reality to be, so that the considered reality should
differ, in this delineated way, from any contrasting (sorts of) concrete reality.

As I’m pretty sure, it’s now plenty well enough that you’ll have gotten the hang of what I’ve
just been struggling toward articulating — even though, as I hasten to admit, nothing I’ve just
done is as much as outstandingly clarifying. So, I suspect we’ll be on quite the same page when
I say to you that, as they make no differentiating claim on (any) concrete reality, our four
illustrative ideas aren’t any concretely substantial thoughts; in marked contrast with that, and
quite oppositely, each of them is a thought that’s concretely insubstantial.* And, at least for the
most part, we’ll remain on the same happy page even when I don’t bother to use the qualifier
“concretely,” as when I say, more simply and less explicitly, that none of our four illustrative
thoughts is any substantial idea, at all.”

Maybe just a tad more controversial, here’s a fifth illustrative example: A concrete particular
that’s wholly composed of some matter, or of some wholly material stuff — take a rock, for an
example, while presuming that rocks are quite as wholly material as we take them to be — well
then, such a wholly material thing, as this presumed rock of ours, it won’t continue to exist if, all
at once, all its constituting matter suddenly ceases to exist. Now, perhaps some of a rock’s
matter might cease to exist, and yet the rock will continue to exist. And, in a gradual and
overlapping way, perhaps all the rock’s present matter may cease to exist, with the very same
rock coming to be - in such a gradually obtained future circumstance - an object that’s
constituted of entirely new and different matter, some of which comes to (or came to) exist at a

certain time, and some of the rest of which comes to (or came to) exist at a slightly later time,



and so on. But, if a// our rock’s matter is quite suddenly annihilated, whereupon all the rock’s
matter quite suddenly ceases to be, then the rock itself will also suddenly cease to be. This will
be so even if it should happen, as well, that, in the very next instant, a perfectly similar rock
should occupy just precisely the place that, just an instant before, was occupied by our original
rock — but with the just slightly later matter being some material stuff that’s wholly distinct from
the just slightly earlier matter.

Now, though any particular rock may be a substantial concrete individual, this thought about
material rocks and their constituting matter isn’t any concretely substantial idea. Rather, it’s just
as (concretely) insubstantial as each of the four illustrative propositions considered just
previously. Also making no differential claim on how things are with any concrete reality, it’s
also a proposition that’s (concretely) insubstantial.

Our five propositions are, I suppose, good examples of what philosophers often call (purely)
conceptual truths. Without knowing very much about why we should find that label to be deeply
appropriate, I’'m happy enough, anyway, to go along with that appellation. Anyway, my main
point here is just this simple idea: Whatever positive characterization our five illustrative
propositions may usefully receive or even, perhaps, whichever more positive description they
may quite correctly be given, these (then-positively-characterized) statements still shouldn’t be
reckoned as concretely substantial thoughts. Rather, each of them is only an insubstantial idea.

Of course, many propositions are concretely substantial propositions. Here are two:

(Even in the actual world, even in its current Eon) there are many people each of whom

remembers that he, or she, went to college.



(Even in the actual world, even in its current Eon) there are many diamonds each of which is

hard.

(At least for the moment, let’s suppose, quite as our shared common sense dictates, that each of
these two thoughts is a true proposition. That will just make for a simpler, less contentious
exposition here.)

The first of those two thoughts, just placed on display, differentiates between those ways for
concrete reality to be in which, even in the actual world, and even in our own world’s current
Eon, there are many people each of whom remembers that he, or she, went to college, and, by
contrast, all sorts of other ways for concreter reality to be. In all these other ways, of course, it’s
not the case that, in the actual world, even in its current Eon, there are many people each of
whom remembers that he, or she, went to college. At least roughly, that’s all there is to a
thought’s being a (concretely) substantial proposition, in the sense of “substantial” that I’1l most
often be employing. Especially given that, I'm confident that you’ll know what I should say,
quite correlatively, about the second of the two thoughts lately displayed.

With very many insubstantial ideas, possibly including all five of our illustrative thoughts,
it’s quite obvious, to almost any educated person, that the statement in question is indeed utterly
insubstantial. No more than just a fair bit of reflection is needed for such a pretty highly
available realization. With very many other insubstantial offerings, however, many of them
quite correct thoughts and many others only quite incorrect ideas, matters are far less obvious.

At least pretty often, this occurs with thoughts that are, as far as I can tell, completely correct
claims, however insubstantial all of them might be. For example, in my first book, Ignorance, 1

argued that each of these next two thoughts is a completely correct idea:



If someone is happy that he went to college, then that someone knows he went to college.

If someone asserts that he went to college, then that someone represents himself as knowing

that he went to college.’®
As I’'m now suggesting, each of these rather umobvious truths is a concretely insubstantial
thought, even though it may be that, in each of the two cases, it’s rather unobvious that the
thought in focus is an insubstantial idea. Just so, it may be that, with very many thoughts that are
both completely correct and concretely insubstantial, it’s far from obvious, even to ever so many
highly intelligent folks, that the thought in focus is a correct idea. And it’s also far from obvious
that the thought’s an utterly insubstantial idea, nothing concretely substantial

This lack of obviousness also occurs, I believe, with many insubstantial ideas that aren’t
correct, including quite a few highly influential thoughts — well, highly influential in the small
world of recent mainstream philosophy. For one salient case of that, we may consider a certain
pretty sweeping claim, namely, the claim that, for someone even to be able to think about
something - or, at the very least, for someone even to be able to think about any concrete stuff, or
any concrete individuals - the someone must have a certain sort of fairly rich past history, during
which he or she gained that mental ability, or during which the person came to be in a position
where (or when) she might think about the (concrete) something. As many readers will recall,
one of those who’s made this sweeping claim, and who made it rather famously, is Donald
Davidson, especially in connection with his well-known Swampman example.” (As Davidson
himself admits, or allows, his Swampman case is just minor variant on examples offered earlier
by quite a few other philosophers. In point of fact, these others range from, at the very least,

Bertrand Russell, in the 1920s, to Peter Unger - a devotee of Russell’s - in the 19603.8) AsI’ve



indicated, I think that this sweeping thought — which has struck many as both insightfully
penetrating and boldly substantial - is, in fact, both completely incorrect and also concretely
quite insubstantial.

For almost all mainstream philosophers, my questioning of the statement’s correctness will
seem like the more important sort of challenge here. But, from this book’s perspective, that may
indicate little more than the narrowness of their vision or, at the least, the narrowness of their
conception of what’s the proper province of any intellectually serious philosophy. Correlatively,
to my mind, it’s my suggesting that the statement may be concretely insubstantial that will do
more — far more — toward breaking some important new philosophical ground. From time to
time, at least, please try to take seriously the adoption of my suggested alternative perspective.
Supposing that you’ll do that, at least occasionally, I turn to discuss some closely related
philosophical offerings, likely yet more influential, in the little world of mainstream philosophy.

Along somewhat the same line as Davidson’s (probably distorted) dictum, but a lot less bold
than that (or much less rash, perhaps) there are, sprinkled all over the philosophical literature,
claims to the effect that, say, if someone really refers to water, or someone actually refers to
cats, then the person must have a certain sort of fairly rich past history, presumably one that has
her be (involved) in some causal network that also involves, or that also involved, some water, in
the first case just mentioned, or, in the second case, some cats. And, similarly sprinkled far and
wide, there are parallel claims about what’s needed for someone to think about water, and what’s
needed for somebody to think about cats: For a presumed person to think about the substance in

question, or about the objects in question, the person must have a relevantly rich history, in the
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one case a past that suitably involves both her and some water, in the other a past that aptly
involves both her and some cats.

Quite famously — well, in the very small way in which any of recent mainstream philosophy
is even the least bit famous - thoughts to this effect, or to an effect very much the same, were
suggestively proposed by various remarks of Saul Kripke’s — even though his remarks are so
cautiously vague that the suggestions might not be very much more than tantalizing gestures.’

Also famously, in the modest way just mentioned, and just shortly after Kripke made his
relatively big splash in our very little pond, thoughts like these are strongly suggested, at least, in
several salient works of Hilary Putnam’s. This happens when Putnam discusses his cases of
“brains in vats” and, yet more famously than that, it happens when he discusses several of his
Twin Earth Cases."

Whether or not these thoughts are correct - myself, I suspect they’re all quite incorrect, really
- the offered thoughts are all concretely insubstantial ideas. Or, so I’ll be arguing, at some
considerable length, in parts of this book that come later than the present chapter.

With some of them being correct ideas and, I think, with many others of them being
incorrect, almost all the impressively general thoughts actually espoused by mainstream
philosophers, in recent decades, have been, I’ve just suggested, only just so many utterly
insubstantial statements. (By contrast with what they’ve actually espoused, or they’ve explicitly
proposed, these philosophical thinkers have tacitly accepted, supposed, or assumed, quite a few
impressively general substantial statements. On the whole, these tacitly accepted general
thoughts are comprised by a certain materialistically oriented view these thinkers all implicitly

accept, a view I’ve often called “Scientiphicalism” and, at many other times, I’ve called “The
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Scientiphical Metaphysic.” At many later stages in the present book, I’ll try to articulate, and to
investigate, this widely tacitly shared and quite substantial Scientiphicalism. Right now,
however, it’s only the impressively general espoused thoughts, or proposed ideas, on which I’ll
be remarking notably — while saying precious little, indeed, about what leading mainstream

thinkers have accepted only tacitly.)

2. The Concretely Substantial and the Concretely Inane

With quite a few of the insubstantial thoughts espoused by recent philosophical writers, it’s
obvious that the general idea on offer isn’t any substantial thought (in my intended sense of
“substantial”). So it is, for example, with the idea that a person can directly experience only her
own pain, and never that of any other sentient being. But, as I’ve suggested, with quite a few
others, it’s far from obvious that what’s espoused is only an insubstantial idea. So it is, for
example, with the idea that a person can think about concrete individual external to herself, about
cats, for example, only if she’s had a rather rich history of interaction with external concreta.

Because the recent philosophic literature is replete with so many unobviously insubstantial
thoughts, there’s the opportunity for me to sell you a large philosophical bill of goods. Naturally
enough, I’d like my effort at selling to be pretty successful. What to do?

A catchy term can catch the attention of many readers. And, an extremely catchy term,
employed repeatedly, might even hold many readers’ attention. Knowing that, I’ll often use a
term I think you’ll find happily catchy: Frequently, I’ll employ the punchy word “inane.”

While I don’t know about you, the dictionary I use most is the Merriam-Webster ONLINE

Dictionary. Its web address is: http://www.m_w.com
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According to this conveniently searched dictionary, the first sense of “inane” is:

1: EMPTY, INSUBSTANTIAL

Just so, in this central sense of the word, a statement that’s perfectly tautologous, even if it
should be an extremely unobvious tautology, will still be a statement that’s inane. (Just as a
tautologous thought will be a concretely insubstantial proposition, so it will be, in the bargain, a
thought that’s concretely inane.) Using this catchy expression, I’ll now try to catch your
attention by saying this: A main aim of this essay is to show that, at least in its central thrust,
recent mainstream philosophy has been, and it still is, concretely inane.

Among the things I’ll sometimes characterize as just so inane are the likes of statements,
claims, views, offerings, ideas, and the like. Diametrically opposite to all the things that may be
correctly called concretely inane, in this most central sense of this term, there’ll be those others
that, just as correctly, may be called concretely substantial, in the correlatively central sense of
that term. By contrast with all of that, with both what’s concretely inane and with what’s
concretely substantial, it will be improper to characterize any person as being (concretely) inane
or, for that matter, as being a (concretely) substantial person — when using this pair of terms,
“inane” and “‘substantial”, in the central sense, for each of the words, that I’ll be repeatedly
employing. (This will also hold, of course, for most other sorts of entities, too - whether real or
whether only imagined: No rocks or tables will be inane; nor will any of them be substantial,
either — leastways not in the sense of “substantial” I’'m here highlighting. No numbers or months
will be inane; nor will any be substantial.)

According to my happily useful ONLINE “Webster’s,” there’s also another sense of “inane,”

of course, where the word isn’t so apt for doing nothing more than denoting sheer emptiness, or
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utter vacuity, without ever becoming involved in anything more personal. Here’s that second
entry for the term:

2: lacking significance, meaning, or point: SILLY
By contrast with the sense of “inane” that I’ll so often be employing, in this second sense of the
term it is perfectly proper, I suppose, to characterize a person as being inane — providing that the
person is sufficiently silly - maybe as much as ridiculously silly. In most casual everyday
conversation, it may well be this second sense of “inane” that’s most frequently in play. Not so,
however, within the confines of this present exploration, which is meant to be anything but a
casual or everyday sort of discussion.

In keeping with all that, I’ll emphatically say this: By contrast with my thought that so very
much mainstream philosophy lacks import for concrete reality, I’'m not concerned to argue that,
in this other sense of the catchy word, much recent philosophy is inane, or that it ever has been at
all silly. For all I’'ll ever be arguing, it may be that most mainstream philosophy hasn’t been
even the least bit silly, or even anything much like silly, in any way at all. At the same time, it’s
also consistent with what I mean to show that most recently respectable philosophy has been
more than just a little bit silly — given the aspirations traditionally central to the enterprise of
philosophy. As far as any of that goes — whether in the one way, or whether in the other, or
whether, perhaps, in neither of the two — I’'m perfectly happy to let the reader decide for herself,
without any direction from me.

That said, it may be helpful, right here and now, for me to sketch a couple of make-believe
philosophical disputes, and then sketch what I’ll call a quasi-real-life debate, and then, finally for

this section, sketch a real-life contemporary debate that quite a few mainstream philosophers
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have found tremendously engaging. Unless my writing is very weak and ineffectual, it should
strike you that there’s a deep similarity among all these disputes, from the blatantly make-
believe, through the only quasi-real-life, to the real-life current philosophical controversy.

Our first toy-dispute will have two thinkers agreeing that, in a certain spatial region, during a
certain period, there are two perfectly fundamental physical concreta, each of which is an
electron. One of the two thinkers holds that, in addition to the two electrons, there’s then a
certain third thing in the region, different from any electron, namely, a pair of electrons. Her
opponent is, supposedly, an ontologically stricter sort of thinker. He holds that, at least among
the candidate items mentioned, all that really exists, in our region, and during our period, are the
two electrons themselves. The business about there being a pair of electrons, he might go on to
say, is just “an ontologically profligate suggestion fostered by a certain way of talking about
things” or, just as well, he might say nothing further at all, beyond just making his denial.

On my use of inane, the dispute between these two make-believe thinkers is a debate
concerning only an inane issue, not any relevantly substantial question at all. Along with that, it
may be useful to consider this: One of the parties, to that inane dispute, accepts some such inane
thought as this concretely insubstantial idea:

PAIRS: If there are, in a certain spatial region during a certain temporal period, two

electrons, then there is, in that region during that time, a pair of electrons (which pair, of

course, isn’t any electron at all).
And, rejecting that inane idea, the other party accepts, instead, this relevantly opposite inane

proposition, which is, of course, denied by our first participant:
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NO PAIRS: Even if there are, in a certain spatial region during a certain temporal period, two
electrons, there (still) won’t be, in that region during that time, any pair of electrons (which
putative pair, of course, isn’t any electron at all).
Barring a poor choice of words, on my part, both PAIRS and NO PAIRS fail to even so much as
suggest any way for concrete reality (fundamentally) to be, as against any other way for concrete
reality (fundamentally) to be. Here the same, both PAIRS and NO PAIRS are inane thoughts,
ideas or propositions, in the central sense of inane that ’'m employing.

Even supposing that the two parties to this toy-debate spend several months assiduously
arguing with each other about the (insubstantial) subject of their dispute, are either, or both, of
them being inane, in the second sense offered by my on-line dictionary? As I said, I’ll forego
offering an answer to this potentially upsetting question, leaving the matter as one for you to
decide — with just this little nudge from me: I don’t think that the main basis for your conclusion
should be that just one of these disputants is obviously right about the (concretely) inane matter,
or even that just one of them is right, at all, whether obviously so or not so obviously so.

Our second pretend-debate will have two thinkers agreeing that, in a certain spatial region,
during a certain period, there are six perfectly fundamental physical concreta, each an electron,
which six concreta are arranged hexagonally. Now, one of these two thinkers holds that, in
addition to the two electrons, there’s then a certain further thing in the region, different from any
electron, and also different from any mere sextet of electrons, namely, a hexagonal arrangement
of electrons. Her opponent is, supposedly, an ontologically stricter sort of thinker. He holds
that, among the candidate items mentioned, all that really exists, in our region and during our

period, are the six electrons themselves, hexagonally arranged. (The business about there being
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a hexagonal arrangement of electrons, he might go on to say, is just “an ontologically profligate
suggestion fostered by a certain way of talking about things.” Or, just as well, he might say
nothing further at all, beyond just making his denial.)

On my use of inane, the dispute between these two make-believe thinkers is a debate
concerning only an inane issue, not any relevantly substantial question at all. Along with that, it
may be useful to consider this: One of the parties, to that inane dispute, accepts some such inane
thought as this concretely insubstantial idea:

(HEXAGONAL) ARRANGEMENTS: If there are, in a certain spatial region during a

certain temporal period, six electrons arranged hexagonally, there will then be, in that region

during that time, a (hexagonal) arrangement of electrons (which arrangement, of course, isn’t
any electron at all - or any mere sextet of electrons, if any sextets there should be).
And, rejecting that inane idea, the other party accepts, instead, this relevantly opposite inane
proposition, which is, of course, denied by our first participant:
NO (HEXAGONAL) ARRANGEMENTS: Even if there are, in a certain spatial region
during a certain temporal period, six electrons arranged hexagonally, there (still) won’t then
be, in that region and during that time, any (hexagonal) arrangement of electrons (which
alleged arrangement, of course, isn’t any electron at all - or any sextet of electrons, if any
sextets there should be).
Barring a poor choice of words, both (HEXAGONAL) ARRANGEMENTS and NO
(HEXAGONAL) ARRANGEMENTS fail to even so much as just suggest any way for concrete

reality (fundamentally) to be, as against any other way for concrete reality (fundamentally) to be.
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Here the same, both are inane thoughts, ideas or propositions, in the central sense of inane that
I’m employing.

Supposing that the two parties to this second toy-debate spend several months assiduously
arguing with each other about the (insubstantial) subject of their dispute, are either, or both, of
them being inane, in the second sense offered by my dictionary? Again, I’ll forego offering an
answer to a potentially upsetting question, leaving this matter, too, as one for you to decide —
with just this same little nudge from me: I don’t think the main basis for your conclusion should
be that just one of the disputants is obviously right about the (concretely) inane matter, or even
that just one of them is right, at all, whether obviously so or not so obviously so.

Now, it’s time for what I’ve called a quasi-real-life dispute, a debate that will be, quite
obviously, quite like our second toy-dispute, in ever so many ways, including all the ways most
relevant to our present discussion.

Well, this time, we have at least this much as something saliently agreed to by both of our
debating parties: First, in a certain spatial region, and during a certain period, there are
enormously many elementary particles. And, second, these particles are arranged tablewise

Now, as “tablewise” is something of a barbarism - at best, it’s a useful term of art - you
may wish to know more about what it is that these guys agree on, when they’re agreeing on how
it is that the particles are arranged. At least for the most part, that point of agreement amounts to
this: First, the particles that are to constitute a table in the region, if any particles ever do as
much as all that, are related to each other in a manner that, for the constitution of a table by just
those very particles, is as conducive as can be. And, second, each of the candidate table-

constituents are related to all other concreta, beyond the candidates themselves, in a manner
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that’s most conducive, or as conducive as can be, to the candidates, then and there, constituting a
table.

To better grasp the second part of the story, consider this nicely simple and suitably extreme
example: We want our candidate-particles to be not only nicely grouped together, but also to be
nicely separate from other particle. This may happen, in a particularly striking way, when each
candidate is nearer to all the others than any is to any non-candidate. With such a wonderfully
clear set up as that, our candidates will be, collectively, ever so nicely freestanding.

As I’m pretty sure, you’ve gotten the hang of what’s agreed on here. Well, then, and
relating to the shared common ground, what’s debated by our quasi-real-life disputants?

On the one side of this third dispute, there’s a relevantly quite commonsensical thinker. She
holds that, in our considered spatial region, during our contemplated temporal period, there
exists, in addition to all those elementary particles arranged tablewise, a tablewise arrangement
(of the particles), which arrangement (of particles) isn’t itself any particle, or any particles,
however numerous the latter might be. Typically, in many moods, she might say that the
particles in focus serve to realize the arrangement in question. Perhaps just as typically, in many
other (only slightly different) moods, she might say that the particles in focus serve to compose
the arrangement.

Her opponent is, by contrast, an ontologically stricter sort of thinker or, at the very least, he’s
a thinker who appears to be rather stricter than she, as regards ontological matters. He holds
that, among the candidate items mentioned, all that really exists, in our region, and during our

period, are the enormously many elementary particles themselves, arranged in a certain way.
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(The business about there being a so-called tablewise arrangement of particles, he might say, is
just “an ontologically profligate suggestion fostered by a certain way of talking about things”.)

On my use of inane, the dispute between these two quasi-make-believe thinkers is a debate
concerning only an inane issue, not any relevantly substantial question at all.

One party to this inane dispute accepts an inanity that’s relevantly parallel, of course, with
(HEXAGONAL) ARRANGEMENTS, the thought embraced by the “ontologically more lenient”
party in our previous debate. Happily enough continuing along a line by now fairly well worn,
we may say that, in our quasi-realistic dispute, the apparently more generous ontological thinkers
affirm a thesis about arrangements that reads a lot like this:

(TABLEWISE) ARRANGEMENTS: If there are, in a certain spatial region during a certain

temporal period, enormously many elementary particles arranged tablewise, then there will

be, in that region during that time, a (tablewise) arrangement of elementary particles (which
arrangement, of course, isn’t any elementary particle at all, or any mere group of such
particles, if any groups there should be).
In an expected contrast with those thinkers, their opponents, some apparently stricter ontologists,
will affirm some such aptly opposite thesis as this:

NO (TABLEWISE) ARRANGEMENTS: Even if there are, in a certain spatial region during

a certain temporal period, enormously many elementary particles arranged tablewise, there

(still) won’t be, in that region and during that time, any (tablewise) arrangement of

elementary particles (which arrangement, of course, isn’t any elementary particle at all, or

any mere group of such particles, if any groups there should be).
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In the primary sense of “inane”, which is just the sense I’'m employing, the dispute between these
two parties will be, of course, just as perfectly inane a debate as that between those who affirm
(HEXAGONAL) ARRANGEMENTS and, in opposition to them, those others who affirm,
instead, NO (HEXAGONAL) ARRANGEMENTS.

Suppose that the two parties to this quasi-real-life debate, as I’'m continuing to call it, spend
several months assiduously arguing with each other about the (insubstantial) question that
they’re disputing — the question of whether or not (in addition to their being particles arranged
tablewise) there are tablewise arrangements (of particles). Is either, or both, of them then being
inane, in the second sense offered by my Webster’s, where the word means something much like
ridiculous, or silly? Again, I’'ll forego offering an answer to a potentially fiery question, leaving
this matter, too, for you, yourself, to decide — with just this by-now familiar little nudge from me:
I don’t think the main basis for your conclusion should be that just one of the disputants is
obviously right about the (concretely) inane matter, or even that just one of them is right, at all,
whether obviously so or not so obviously so.

Fourthly, and finally for now, here’s a real-life metaphysical debate, salient throughout the
last few decades of mainstream philosophy. Just as with our only quasi-real-life debate, just
considered, with this fourth and final debate, it’s agreed, by all parties, that, in a certain spatial
region, and during a certain considered period, there are enormously many perfectly elementary
particles arranged fablewise, in just the sense of “tablewise” that, perhaps quite generously,
we’ve already repeatedly allowed. With that being the crux of their agreement, what is it that’s

debated by our real-life disputants?
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Simplifying matters so that our debate will have only two opposed participants, the point at
issue can be put like this: On the one side, there’s a relevantly quite commonsensical thinker.
She holds that, in our considered spatial region, during our contemplated temporal period, there
exists, in addition to all those elementary particles arranged tablewise, a certain table, which
table isn’t any particle, or particles, or even any tablewise arrangement of enormously many
particles. Typically, she will say that the particles in focus serve to compose the table in
question, which ordinary thing thus may be well called a composite table. Her opponent is, by
contrast, an ontologically stricter sort of thinker or, at the very least, a thinker who appears to be
rather stricter than she, in a rather profound sort of way. He holds that, among the candidate
items mentioned, all that really exists, in our region, and during our period, are the enormously
many elementary particles themselves, arranged just as they are then arranged. (The business
about there being a so-called (composite) table, he might go on to say, is just “an ontologically
profligate suggestion fostered by a certain way of talking about things. Or, just as well, he might
say nothing further at all, beyond just making his “nihilistic”” denial.'")

On my use of inane, the dispute between these two sorts of real-life philosophers is a debate
concerning only an inane issue: One party to this dispute accepts some such inanity as this
concretely insubstantial idea:

(COMPOSITE) TABLES: If there are, in a certain spatial region during a certain temporal

period, enormously many elementary particles arranged tablewise, then there is, in that

region and during that period, a (composite) fable (quite in addition to all the particles, and

also any mere groups of particles, and also any mere arrangements of particles.)'
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Rejecting (COMPOSITE) TABLES, the other party to our real-life debate accepts, instead,
this relevantly opposite inane proposition:

NO (COMPOSITE) TABLES: Even if there are, in a certain spatial region during a certain

temporal period, enormously many elementary particles arranged tablewise, there (still)

won’t then be, in that region and during that time, any (composite) table (quite in addition to
all the particles there and then, and also all the mere groups of particles, and also any mere
arrangements of particles.)
Barring a poor choice of words, both (COMPOSITE) TABLES and NO (COMPOSITE)
TABLES fail to distinguish any way for concrete reality (fundamentally) to be from any other
way. Here the same, both are inane propositions.

Suppose that the two parties to this real-life debate spend several decades fervently arguing
about the (insubstantial) subject of their dispute, very much as has actually happened, a fact
made apparent by inspecting the recent philosophical literature. In that case, which really is the
case, are they being inane, in the second sense offered by my Webster’s, where the word means
much the same as does ridiculous, or silly?

Well, I'm happy to stipulate that they’re not being quite as inane, in this second sense, as
their quasi-real-life counterparts who disputed about whether or not, in addition to particles
arranged tablewise, there are tablewise arrangements (of particles). But, mightn’t it be that, all
the same, they’re being pretty nearly as inane as those counterparts? After all, in a world where
all the basic things are elementary particles, there doesn’t seem to be much difference, if any at
all, between a tablewise arrangement of just such basic particles and, on an apparent other hand,

a table that’s ultimately entirely composed of just such fundamental individuals."?
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I don’t want to end this section on a sour note, or in any negative way at all. So, I won’t.

To the contrary, I’ll try to offer some helpful clarification.

Among mainstream philosophers, and others, there are ever so many debates concerning the
correctness, or the incorrectness, of concretely inane ideas. Now, in many of these debates, it
may well be that the disputants are often; or, in our second sense of “inane”, perhaps they’re
oftentimes rather inane. But, in other such debates, matters will be quite otherwise, with the
participants often being nothing less than aptly serious and, perhaps, even intellectually
admirable. Here’s a time-honored example of such properly serious participation, in a debate
over the correctness, or the incorrectness, of a concretely inane philosophical proposition. It is
the philosophically famous dispute between those who hold that the truth of a Thesis of
Determinism is incompatible with our ever really choosing from among alternatives that are each
truly available to us and, on the other side, those who hold that there isn’t ever any such
incompatibility at all.

Toward the end of this chapter’s fourth section, we’ll have a little look at that. Right now,
we’ll turn to discuss another topic. While none of this topic’s subject matter even comes close to
helping us better appreciate any fundamental way for any concrete reality ever to be, our
skipping by it be tantamount to our ignoring an utterly central aspect of recent mainstream
philosophy - if not quite entirely, then, at the least, in very large measure, leaving many readers

with a distorted impression of that enterprise and, in the bargain, of this book’s critique of it.
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3. If Common Conceptions Are Satisfiable, then Many Commonsense Claims Are
Substantial

For the better part of a century, and with no end in sight, ours is an age in which philosophers
have been just so enormously concerned with conceptual connections, and with whatever else
might be in that rarified neighborhood. Accordingly, it’s often easy for us to forget that,
throughout most of its long history, philosophy hasn’t been so greatly concerned with anything
even remotely like mere conceptual connections. For a rich example of that, there’s this: Fist,
certain important thinkers advocated the concretely substantial idea that all (the actual world’s)
individuals are material individuals. Second, other eminent thinkers, in stark opposition contrast
to that, proposed that no (actual world) individual is any material entity. And, third, still others,
also terribly prominent, held that, while some of the actual world’s individuals material
individuals, not all of our world’s concrete particulars were material entities.

As that rich example serves to show, typically philosophical dialectic took an awfully happy
form, as grandly philosophical as it was concretely substantial: Among all the many concretely
substantial offerings of many an important philosopher, more than a few were distinctively
philosophical ideas. Typical of philosophy, those thoughts were grandly sweeping conceptions,
by contrast with the far more pedestrian contingent thoughts that, though also concretely
substantial, are often entertained, and often placed on offer, in everyday rumination and
conversation, both by philosophers and also by nonphilosophers, alike.

Before expending any real effort discussing those old paradigmatically philosophical
substantial thoughts, each a proposition quite as ambitiously general as it is, in my view,

concretely substantial, I should make a few comments about a multitude of other ideas. These
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other thoughts are, though they’re concretely substantial thoughts, just so many quite pedestrian
or provincial propositions, at least relatively pedestrian or provincial. Not only have these more
pedestrian thoughts been accepted by even the most timid of ordinary language philosophers,
but, on many an occasion, one or another of these quite provincial thoughts has been explicitly
espoused, by one or another mainstream philosopher, with the suggestion, at least, that there’s
something philosophically important about (our continued widespread acceptance of) the
blatantly pedestrian substantial thought explicitly placed on offer. Just so, for nearly a century
now, very many philosophers have explicitly advanced a wide variety of what they’ve aptly
enough called commonsense propositions. Among such commonsense propositions are these
ideas: There are many tables. There are many rocks. There are many people. Many people
know that there are many tables. Many people know that there are many other people. **

As will soon become clear, while these commonsense claims may include very many
substantial truths, and while many of these claims may have been endorsed by prominent
mainstream philosophers, still, none of them will be any characteristically philosophical
proposition. So, if we want to encounter some quite substantial philosophy, we must look
beyond the many substantial statements of our widely shared common sense. But, with the bulk
of this paragraph, I may be getting too far ahead of myself. So, I turn to discuss, quite directly,
the nature and status of commonsense claims.

Someone needn’t study philosophy - or even attend high school, for that matter - to believe
that such sentences as these following four express truths that are scarcely deniable:

Many people know that diamonds are hard.

Many people feel pain.
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Many people remember their old college days.

Very often, a person perceives a dog nearby her.
Along with indefinitely many more perfectly pedestrian propositions, these are commonly
reckoned by philosophers - quite rightly enough, we may suppose - as truths of common sense.

If these sentences express truths, quite as we’re now supposing them to do, then each of those
truths will be a (concretely) substantial statement, in my employment of the term. As such,
they’ll all contrast, in that regard, with any statement that’s (concretely) inane. So, for instance,
contrasting with the inane claim “Someone will know that diamonds are hard only if diamonds
are hard,” there’s the substantial statement “Many people know that diamonds are hard,” a
statement that, quite obviously, is ever so closely related to that inanity. (In the second sense of
“inane,” where it’s virtually synonymous will “silly,” these four illustrative commonsense claims
will be, in almost any context, quite inane claims. While this last remark may help you keep
straight the two main senses of inane, it’s of precious little philosophical interest.)

As almost goes without saying, these commonsense thoughts will differentiate between
certain ways for the actual world to be — earning their substantiality in that quite straightforward
fashion.

In supposing that some sentences express truths of common sense, as with our four sample
sentences displayed just above, we suppose, at least implicitly, that there are no terms, crucial to
the potential of the sentences for expressing correlative truths, that are so defective as to be
unsatisfiable. What does this mean?

Well, consider the first of our four sentences, including the term “know” that so crucially

occurs in it. As is familiar to readers of philosophy books, there have been proposed, over the
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millennia, many arguments to the effect that nobody really knows anything to be so - or, at least,
nobody really knows anything about the likes of diamonds. Consider the deepest and most
devastating of these very many arguments - whichever arguments they might be. Now, maybe
even they aren’t deep enough, really, to be all that devastating. It may be that, despite all that
they can ever show, or all the undermining they can ever achieve, it’s really true that many
people know that diamonds are hard. In such a happy circumstance, what I said, just up above,
will hold true: Not only will the displayed knowledge claim be a true proposition - indeed, it
will then be a truth of common sense - but, as well, it will be a concretely substantial truth. It
will differential some ways for the actual concrete world to be from other ways for our world to
be, incompatible with all those first-mentioned ways. Specifically, it will differentiate how it
really is with our actual world from how things should be, with our own concrete world, were
this to be a world where it wasn’t true that many people knew that diamonds are hard. So, on
this supposition - the assumption that even the deepest skeptical arguments aren’t up to all that
much, after all - there’s little left to be said now, on the topic I’'m in the midst of addressing.

Still, and if only for the sake of thoroughness, let’s suppose, for the moment, the contrary
case: The deepest skeptical arguments, about the commonsense claim in question, actually are
effective - and, so, for example, nobody really does know that diamonds are hard. Perhaps, there
may be various possible reasons that such a deeply skeptical argument is so effective. But,
however that may be, | want to call our attention to just one sort of possibility: As it may be -
let’s just suppose it - the skeptical argument may trade on - quite legitimately and effectively - a
deficiency, or a defect, or whatever, in the term “knows,” and in the concept the term expresses,

at least insofar as that term may occur in expressions of the form so-and-so knows that such-and-
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such is the case. Suppose, further, that owing to this defect - perhaps it is some sort of
incoherence in the term - the term “know” is unsatisfiable - it can’t ever hold true of anything at
all, or anyone at all, no matter how things should be with any concrete reality. Though much
less obviously so, it’s really in the same boat, we’re supposing, as such obvious losers as
“absolutely spherical perfect cube” Well then, what should we say in such an untoward
circumstance, in terms of our distinction between the inane and the substantial?

Myself, right now, I’m not sure what to say. More than anything else, I’'m inclined to think
that, in such an unhappy event, common claims to know things will be, all of them, just so many
incorrect claims, none having any chance, at all, of ever being correct, or true. But, maybe that’s
a mistaken inclination; I don’t know. Let’s suppose, for the moment, that it is mistaken. What,
then? Well, in that case, perhaps, my distinction — between substantial thoughts and inane claims
- just won’t apply in this perplexing domain. If so, then so be it. Rather than quite generally
despairing of the distinction, we should, I’ll suggest, just try to apply it where it seems clearly to
apply — as far as we can tell, of course - and we should forego apparently forced attempts, where
the distinction seems out of place, or inapplicable — also as best we can tell. Without going in for
formulas, to automatically separate the wheat from the chaff, perhaps we may just leave the
matter at that, content to work on a case-by-case basis. At all events, I can’t see that we need to
dwell on this matter.

Turning away from all such pessimistic skepticism, we’ll now suppose only quite the
opposite to prevail; just so, we’ll suppose that all our most common conceptions are in good
working order — not a one of them is incoherent or is, in any other way, inherently unsatisfiable.

On such a supposition, we may well assume, further, that very many claims of commonsense
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will be just so many true propositions. In such a supposedly very happy event, I’ll bother to
repeat, each of these many commonsense truths will be (not only a truth, but) a quite concretely
substantial proposition. (And, of course, all the denials of these commonsense truths will also be
substantial statements - presumably just so many false concretely substantial statements.)

Quite as almost all prominent philosophers held at mid-century, and quite as the vast
majority of prominent mainstreamers still agree, let’s suppose that almost all our commonsense
propositions are correct, or they’re true. Then, there’s this obvious thing to say: In addition to
the many inanities that these influential academics have placed place on offer, there’ll be a great
many concretely substantial claims that they’ve certainly accepted - ever so many of the
commonsense truths — with more than just a few of these very numerous substantial thoughts
having been asserted, sometimes even very forcefully, in much of their philosophical writing.
So, it’s not strictly, true, really, that almost every idea that these philosophers placed on offer
was just one or another inane thought — or, in trivially correlative parallels, it was just one or
another thought as to how certain actual people often employ just certain terms, and concepts,
while differently employing others, and while avoiding, or ignoring, others still. In addition to
all those inanities, correct and incorrect, and also in addition to all those quite lightweight
contingent thoughts, as to various contingencies of language use and conceptual employment,
there was saliently offered, in much of mainstream philosophy, very many concretely substantial
thoughts as to all sorts of topics — namely, ever such a wide variety of commonsense
propositions. These include the thought that each of many people has exactly two hands, and the

thought that very many people each know that most dogs have four legs.
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But, as compared with what was offered by so many scientists, and even as compared with
what, say, many historians produced in their writings, these concretely substantial thoughts
would be, to almost all intelligent people, extremely uninteresting propositions. As I said,
nobody needed to attend even so much as a single day of high school to learn any of this stuff,
however substantial it might be, in my presently preferred sense for the term. And, even for
most mainstream philosophers, the only interest in enunciating these propositions - or in
considering these commonsense truths for more than a minute - was that, at some previous time,
some other philosophers had taken the trouble to deny the commonplace thoughts - or, at the
very least, there were the appearances of such denials.

At all events, and for a whole variety of good reasons, we may say that none of these
commonsense truths is any paradigmatically philosophical proposition. Or, at the least, a
philosophy almost all of whose substantial statements are just so many of these commonsense
propositions - well, that’s not any very interesting philosophical enterprise. Nor will it be a
characteristically philosophical endeavor. Especially as all its concretely substantial thoughts
will be just so very many very pedestrian ideas, precious little of what’s there, in such a
thoroughly commonsensical philosophy, will be worth very much study, or much of any other
sort of intellectual effort. Far better to engage in pursuing substantial questions of experimental
psychology, or physical cosmology, or many another field, with far more novel thoughts placed
on offer, among the concretely substantial ideas that its practitioners seriously consider.

So, while there was more to mid-century philosophy than just its many offered inanities, 1’11
stand by the assessment I offered near our essay’s outset: For philosophy, those times were

terribly timid, and fallow, and boring times. By contrast with them, during quite a few previous
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periods, some quite long ago, and others even longer ago, many philosophers offered us
statements that, in addition to their being happily substantial thoughts, were, quite as well, just so

many properly philosophical propositions. To be helpful on this matter, I’ll now amplify.

4. Examples of Substantial Philosophy and Examples of Philosophical Inanity

During most of its history, philosophy comprised all sorts of concretely substantial offerings,
many of them distinctively philosophical propositions, far more ambitious than the pedestrian
claims of common sense. Or, at least, a charitable contemporary take on older philosophy will
treat the subject in that happy way. For much of this book, that’s a central proposition, guiding
much of the writing you’ll find in its pages.

Of course, and even by my charitable lights, it’s not that absolutely all the propositions the
old philosophers offered were such happily substantial thoughts. To the contrary, and even by
my lights, they also offered a fair lot of concretely inane ideas. For a salient example of that, we
may notice that, fairly often, they offered nothing more than some definitions of some terms.
And, their propounding of inanities certainly didn’t end there. For instance, when John Locke
speaks of (each one of) a pair of woolen socks being able to survive the gradual replacement of
all the strands of wool that first constitute (each one of) the socks, where each strand is very
similar to all the others, and where the replacement is done as evenly and gradually as it’s done
completely and exhaustively, well, the thought he’s offering is a concretely inane idea. As it
here happens, it’s a correct inanity, I think. But, correct or not, the thought Locke offers isn’t
even so much as just a partial definition of what it is for something to be a sock, or a woolen

sock, or a pair of woolen socks, or anything else, for that matter."’
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So please understand this: I’'m not claiming that all the old canonical thinkers’ favorite
claims were characteristically philosophical concretely substantial ideas. But, I do say — and this
is the key point here — that at least a salient and significant part of their philosophic production
comprised claims of a happily substantial kind.

Nowadays, it may be all too easy to forget that. But, it’s also easy to assemble helpful
reminders, which may continually serve as correctives to our forgetfulness. For starters, I'll
focus on three mutually exclusive sorts of metaphysical position, already adumbrated. Though
each is very hard to articulate at all clearly, they’re all pretty easy to grasp, quite well enough,
even in the absence of any fully adequate expression of the position. As I trust, you’ll readily
understand each to be in strict conflict with each of the others, with all these conflicts concerning
concretely substantial questions, not just some utterly inane issues:

Entity Materialism: All the concrete entities are just so many purely material entities, that is,

fully physical entities. (So, if there are any minds or souls, then each of these souls will be

some purely material entity.)

Entity Idealism: All the concrete entities are just so many purely mental and immaterial

entities; just so, none are physical or material at all.

Entity Dualism: All the concrete entities are of one or another of two radically different

sorts, or kinds, of concrete individuals. Some of the concrete entities, the bodies, are wholly

and purely material individuals, or perfectly physical entities, and, as such, they’re not
mental, at all. All the rest of the concreta, the minds or souls, are wholly and purely mental

individuals, and, as such, they re not material, or physical, at all.

33



To give these substantial statements an historical perspective, we may observe that Thomas
Hobbes was an Entity Materialist, while Rene Descartes was, by contrast, an Entity Dualist.
And, as he’s best understood, John Locke was an Entity Dualist, too. By contrast with all of
them, George Berkeley was an Entity Idealist.

As is well worth noting, my contemporary take on certain these metaphysical positions is
rather different, in one important way, from how the metaphysical view may have been
understood by, or intended by, a famous historical proponent of the view in question. As I
understand each of these positions, each of the views is a concretely substantial proposition,
differentiating between certain ways for concrete reality (fundamentally) to be and other ways.

By contrast, an historically famous proponent of Entity Materialism, for example, may take it
that any proposed denial of his offering is only a perfectly absurd thought, or only an absolutely
empty idea - an idea that’s never satisfiable by any (even just merely possible) concrete reality at
all. Just so, it may very well be that Hobbes held that the only sensible statements claiming
existence were statements concerning material bodies, ruling out, right from the get-go, the
possibility of there being even any substantial thoughts as to the existence of immaterial souls.
On that interpretation of his writing, Hobbes held a very radical view and, perhaps, a very
radically confused view. For, on that interpretation, Hobbes’s materialism would amount to
nothing more than the statement that something concrete exists, rather than there being nothing
concrete at all. (Of course, if Hobbes — or anyone else, for that matter — thought that these two
propositions amounted to the very same thing, he’d be radically confused about the matter. But,
that hardly matters. Most of the great philosophers were radically wrong about many things.

That’s only to be expected from writers, however acute, who make many bold claims about
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many large matters. Radical error, and even radical confusion, will do little to detract from the
importance of an intellectually ambitious thinker’s their overall philosophical contribution.)
Anyhow, and quite certainly, the statement that some concretum exists is a concretely substantial
claim. But, of course, it’s a claim that has very much less import, concerning concrete reality,
than does the thesis of Entity Materialism. At the end of the day, it’s this that’s most apt for us
here to say: Placing aside the thought that assertions of existent materiality are the same as
assertions of existent concrete reality, Hobbes may be counted a full-fledged Entity Materialist.

On the other side of this historical coin, so to say, it may be that Berkeley, the famous
proponent of subjective idealism, held that our notion of “matter” was so hopelessly defective
that the expression “material entity” was a contradiction in terms, or it was otherwise incoherent,
and, for that quasi-logical reason, those words couldn’t ever apply to anything. If that should be
so, then, paralleling the remarks I just made about Hobbes, our iconic materialist, correlative
comments should be made about Berkeley’s offering of Entity Idealism: Pressing his idealist
view so very aggressively, as he might possibly have done, on Berkeley’s intended interpretation
of his purely mentalist proposal, it may be that he failed to offer a concretely substantial idea.
But, at the end of the day, it’s this that’s most apt for us /ere to say: Placing aside the thought
that assertions of existent materiality are incoherent statements, Berkeley may be counted a full-
fledged Entity Idealist.

That’s enough historical commentary, with none of it being all that well informed, much less
all that penetrating. With the past behind us, let’s now turn to what some might want, or they
might think they want, by way greater articulation of the three displayed metaphysical views,

each in conflict with the two others.'®
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As regards this quite different matter, what’s reasonable to expect here?

Now, to say the least, it’s very hard to articulate what it is for something to be a material
individual, as opposed to an individual that’s not material. Perhaps, one thing required of a
material entity is that it be spatially located — or, at the least, that it must have something
relevantly like spatial location, as with (so-called) spatiotemporal location. Even if that should
be so, it won’t give the complete story, of course. (For a perfectly empty vacuum may have
spatial location, as with an utterly matterless bubble in an otherwise unbubbled material field.)
But, for our main purposes, it might not be important to give any story here at all, much less
anything much like a complete one.

As we know full well, explanations have to stop somewhere. And, is it any better to explain
materiality in terms of spatial location (along with players to be named later) than to explain
spatiality in terms of material objects (also along with players to be named later)? (Indeed, some
think the advantage lies with taking the material things as being most basic, with space then
understood relationally, as being a certain relation, or system of relations, holding among
material relata. Myself, I see no great advantage in that. But, then, I see no advantage in doing
things the other way round, either.) When a request is made for greater clarity as to what’s
involved in being material, or in being physical, I’'m unsure that there’s anything sensible to say
toward meeting the request — or that the request itself presents any very sensible question.

Without any very high standards for spelling things out, it may be a little less hard to
articulate what it is for an entity to be a mental individual. Perhaps, each mental entity will be an
individual with a power to experience, whether or not the being’s experiential power is ever

manifested. Now, at least for our present purposes this won’t accomplish very much, as must
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surely be quite apparent. But, then, it’s not important, for us now, that there be any articulation
of mentality that does much at all: Is it any better to explain mentality in terms of experiential
power than to explain which power is the power to experience in terms of mentality, along with
players to be named later? Again, I see no great advantage, either one way or the other.

Even without trying to have them (further) articulated, most readers will have a good enough
understanding of our three displayed substantial views to realize at least this much: The negation
of each of these is also a happily substantial philosophical proposition.

That being so, it may be useful for us to employ, in connection with the three mutually
exclusive metaphysical positions displayed, a certain time-honored philosophical distinction,
namely, the distinction between necessary propositions and, on the other side, contingent
propositions. Eventually, we may jettison this rather abstruse and technical business, a divide
which may never have much purchase, really, in any decently robust and happily concrete reality
— if only because, say, the things to be divided, the putative propositions, might not be anything
that’s truly real. But, for the meanwhile — which may be a very long meanwhile — the distinction
between thoughts that are strictly necessary and, on the other hand, propositions that are merely
contingent, that may provide us with a pretty useful piece of intellectual apparatus, even if it’s a
somewhat crude piece of equipment, never well understood by us, who’ll employ it.

For some of readers, particularly for many of the theists among us, this intellectual
equipment, and my employment of the apparatus, won’t be very useful. That’s because these
theists hold that, not only is there a God, and not only is He a perfectly concrete being, replete
with concretely effective causal power, but, quite beyond that, He exists necessarily. And, quite

beyond all that, they hold that He is necessarily an immaterial Being, a purely mental Entity
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that’s in no wise at all material, or even the least bit physical, in its nature. (For many among
them, God won’t be spatially located anywhere, let alone will He be spatially extend; for many
others among them, He’ll be spatially located everywhere, whether or not (that means) He’ll be
spatially extended.)

According to the theists I’'m now considering, our thesis of Entity Materialism will be a
necessarily false proposition. This will be so, on their view, whether or not they hold this
Materialism to be a concretely substantial statement. Is there a real danger lurking here, to the
effect that our use of the necessary/contingent distinction must be importantly restricted, in our
endeavors at separating the concretely inane ideas from the happily substantial propositions?

Myself, I think that there never are any concrete beings that exist necessarily. And, despite
there being all sorts of arguments to the contrary, sprinkled throughout philosophy’s history, the
thought of there being any strictly necessary being that’s a (marvelously powerful) concretum
must be, in the end, up to nothing much at all. Though far from being certain about these
matters, [ side with this diametrically opposite philosophically central inane idea: It’s strictly
necessary that there never be any truly concrete individual whose existence isn’t a contingent
matter; it’s strictly impossible for there to be a concrete individual that exists necessarily.

But, I shall not bother, in (almost all) this book’s pages, to press this point. Nor will I bother,
to give the matter any very serious discussion. Rather than that, I will ask the just-noted theists -
and any others who might hold some similarly disruptive view - to be happy with my making a
certain concessive reformulation. Just so, I’ll ask them to consider, in place of the three theses
I’ve placed on display, aptly more modest and roundabout versions of our three “Entity Theses”.

For example, a theist of the sort I’ve been envisioning may replace the Entity Materialism
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already displayed with this more restricted and modest materialist view, a philosophically
paradigmatic concretely substantial idea whose formulation will be rather more roundabout:

Theistic Entity Materialism: Except for God, Who is a necessarily existing and necessarily

immaterial concrete entity, all concrete entities are just so many purely material entities, or

fully physical entities. (So, if there are any minds or souls, beyond God Himself, then each
of these (nondivine) souls will be some purely material entity.)
With some such alternative philosophical exemplars as that always ready to hand, available to
fill any breach as might become apparent, we can make do with the time-honored distinction
between necessary propositions and contingent thoughts. In connection with our three mutually
exclusive Metaphysical Kinds of Entity positions, it may be quite useful, even for our noted
theists, to employ that old philosophical distinction. At any rate, let’s give it a try.

In terms of this old distinction, between the necessary propositions and the contingent, each
of the three currently most salient views will be reckoned a contingent thesis and, so, (whichever
of them should be true, if, indeed, any of them should be a truth) none of them will be, in any
event, a strictly necessary thought, that is, a strictly necessarily true proposition. Indeed, even
relative to their shared presuppositions, including, presumably, the idea that there’s at least one
concrete entity, each of the three concretely substantial views we’ve displayed should be
reckoned a contingent proposition.

Anyway, each of our three displayed metaphysical positions is a substantial philosophical
thought, in the sense of the term I employ. By contrast with that, and as is even quite obvious,
each of these next three statements, concerning how those three philosophical views maybe be

related to each other, is an utterly inane proposition:
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If Materialism is true, or correct, then Dualism, and also Idealism, is untrue, and incorrect.

If Idealism 1is true, or correct, then Dualism, and also Materialism is untrue, and incorrect.

If Dualism is true, or correct, then Materialism, and also Idealism, is untrue, and incorrect.
Though these obviously inane claims are all quite uninteresting thoughts, even for, or maybe
especially for, terribly serious philosophers, please don’t dwell on that. In just a moment or two,
I’11 highlight an inane claim — an absolutely perfect inanity - that’s much more philosophically
interesting than any of them.

As D’ve said, each of our three displayed Entity Views is, first, a concretely substantial
thought and. second, it’s a contingent proposition. By contrast with that, each of the three
conditionals thoughts just lately displayed is, first, a concretely inane thought and, second, it’s a
necessary proposition. As we may safely suppose, I trust, absolutely every concretely substantial
thought will be a contingent thought, and every concretely inane statement will be a necessary
proposition. While we may explore this matter later, that’s enough of it for now.

As I was saying just moments ago, [ mean to highlight an inane claim that’s philosophically
fairly interesting. To set the stage for that pretty interesting proposition, and to offer you another
few helpful reminders, here are another two concretely substantial claims, both salient for
centuries, both figuring in many philosophical debates, disputes and discussions. To many
students of philosophy, they’re as familiar as are our Materialism, Dualism, and Idealism.
Rather rough, but happily brief, here’s a quick formulation of the first of the two:

All Too Full Determinism: As regards any event in which any of us earthly people is

involved, like your thinking about baseball an hour ago, it was fully determined by events all

occurring long before any of us existed.
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As I reckon matters, quite as much as with the Materialism we’ve just considered - and with the
Dualism, and the Idealism, too - this Determinism is a properly philosophical proposition (one
that’s false, I believe, but, no matter.) It’s far more philosophical, at any rate, than are any
typical commonsense claims.

By contrast with All Too Full Determinism, the next substantial claim is just a commonsense
claim - a correct idea, I imagine - and not any peculiarly philosophical proposition. Here’s that
substantial commonsense claim, presumably quite true, or correct:

Real Choice in Thinking: From time to time, at least, many an earthly person chooses what to

think about, from among actually available options for her own thoughtful activity.

As is familiar to philosophers, many discussions of All Too Full Determinism are also
discussions of Real Choice in Thinking: Many discussions concern whether the truth of the
former substantial thesis, should the Determinism be true, will preclude the truth of the second
substantial claim, the commonsense thought that, at times, we really choose what to think about.

By contrast with both those substantial statements, this next proposition, which I’ve just
adumbrated, is a claim that’s inane, though just in the first sense of that catchy term:

Real Choice Incompatibilism: If many an earthly person does choose what to think about,

from among actually available options for her own thoughtful activity, then it’s not true that,

as regards any event in which any of us earthly people is involved, it was fully determined by
events all occurring long before any of us existed.
Far from making any real claim on concrete reality, this conditional claim purports to express
only a (possibly very unobvious) conceptual connection. Real Choice Incompatibilism doesn 't

differentiate any way for concrete reality to be from any other way. So, as I said, this time-
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honored Incompatibilist thesis isn 't any concretely substantial proposition. Yet, even though this
Incompatibilism is an inane idea, still, it may be a thought that’s interesting, and that’s important,
for philosophers seriously to consider.

For what it’s worth, my impression is that almost all contemporary philosophers have
accepted Real Choice in Thinking. What about the other two statements just displayed?

Well, until several decades ago, very many philosophers were quite willing to allow that All
Too Full Determinism might well be true. As is no surprise, they didn’t want that to mean any
great threat to Real Choice, largely because Real Choice is a central part of our commonsense
thinking. Accordingly, they denied Real Choice Incompatibilism, while accepting, in the
bargain, the opposing inane claim, namely, Real Choice Compatibilism. (As should be obvious,
Real Choice Compatibilism is also an inane claim that’s philosophically interesting, quite as
much so as its denial, Real Choice Incompatibilism, and for quite the same reason.)

Nowadays, with modern physics having much more greatly pervaded our common culture,
very many philosophers are pretty confident, at least, that All-Too-Full-Determinism isn 't true.
Accordingly, many current advocates of Real Choice are happy enough to accept Real Choice
Incompatibilism, since they see it as presenting no very credible threat to Real Choice itself. Of
course, in this other bargain, struck by so very many only so very recently, they’re quite happy to
deny its opposing inane claim. Thus, quite happily enough, they deny Real Choice
Compatibilism."”

Finally, I’ll close this section by considering one more substantial philosophical claim, very

popular with contemporary academic philosophers, even if not with the educated public:
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Causal Closure of the Physical: Insofar as it’s (causally) determined by anything at all - and
it’s not just some wholly random happening - any wholly physical event, or any physical
process, is (causally) determined only by just something that’s itself physical - whether some
physical events, or some physical processes, or some other physical whatnots. Just signaled
by the latest occurrence of “only,” the wholly physical whatnot, or item, is never (causally)
determined by any nonphysical whatnot, or item.
This Causal Closure is accepted, at least implicitly, by almost all mainstream philosophers. As
an advocate of Interactionist Entity Dualism, I myself deny this substantial claim, quite as
Descartes denied it. When doing so, I espouse a concretely substantial idea that conflicts with
that Causal Closure, namely, a Denial of Causal Closure.
As this section has served to show, it’s easy to notice substantial philosophical statements,
even if few of the easily noted thoughts are happily fresh philosophical ideas. What may be
harder, I’ll suggest, is to propound a substantial philosophical thesis that’s truly novel. At any

rate, and as I’1l be suggesting, in recent decades there hasn’t been much of that, to put it mildly.

5. The Substantial Scientiphicalism of Contemporary Philosophy

As best I can recall, until about 1960 or so, beyond their acceptance of just so many mere
commonsense truths, mainstream philosophers propounded scarcely any concretely substantial
propositions, in the course of their espousing any philosophy. Or, not very much different, and
scarcely any better, while they may have offered some substantial thoughts that went beyond
widely shared common sense, these further-fetched substantial offerings concerned nothing

much more momentous than how it is that certain people use certain words, and about how
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certain people employ certain concepts — all of it pretty trifling stuff, as it seems to me. In
those terribly timid times, scarcely any prominent thinkers affirmed, even quite modestly, the
Entity Materialism that, starting just a decade or so later, became the dominant metaphysic for
analytic philosophers, coming to be explicitly professed by quite a few, and coming to be
accepted, at least implicitly, by almost all involved in mainstream philosophical activity.

Almost as a point of principle, it was widely agreed, in this very unambitious age, that
intellectually responsible philosophers shouldn’t ever endorse any so grandly general and
metaphysically fundamental a statement as our noted Entity Materialism Indeed, decently
respectable philosophers, it was agreed, shouldn’t even bother to think much about any such
grandly general concretely substantial proposition.

Yet more extremely, it was widely agreed, at least implicitly, that serious philosophers
shouldn’t pay much attention to even far less ambitious thoughts, in somewhat the same vein as
our Entity Materialism, just because these ideas were ambitious enough to be concretely
substantial claims (of a metaphysical stripe). Accordingly, as it was then generally agreed,
responsible philosophers shouldn’t ever bother to endorse - heck, they shouldn’t even trouble
themselves to think about - such currently fashionable statements as this relatively anemic
metaphysical proposition: Whenever one concrete individual should be exactly like another in
all physical intrinsic regards - as might happen with a certain two common water molecules, for
example - then the two particulars will be (and they must be) exactly alike in absolutely all
intrinsic regards. (For, in such an event, their fotal intrinsic exact similarity will (to use a
technical term) supervene on - or it will be “totally fixed by” - their physical intrinsic exact

similarity.) And, correlatively, neither should they bother to ponder this substantial metaphysical
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idea: Whenever one concrete individual should be exactly like another in all physical regards -
both in all intrinsic respects and in all nonintrinsic (or relational) regards, too - then the two
particulars will be exactly alike in absolutely all regards - both intrinsic and relational, too. (For,
in such an event, their fotal exact similarity, relational and nonrelational, will supervene on - or it
will be “totally fixed by” - their physical exact similarity, nonrelational and relational, too.)

Within a decade or so, these matters changed quite radically. Just so, and for some several
decades now, almost all prominent mainstream thinkers have accepted supervenience theses
much like those that I’ve just expressed so sketchily. And, the great majority of them have
embraced, ever so happily, nothing less than our Entity Materialism.

What’s more, almost all these many materialists have accepted, for some several decades
now, what I’ve called Scientiphicalism. (That’s nothing peculiar to these philosophers; as you’ll
soon see, even as it comprises concretely substantial thoughts, Scientiphicalism is accepted by
many, in our culture, at least since early in high school, and untouched by academic philosophy.

What is this Scientiphicalism? Without subjecting you to ever so many boring cautionary
clauses, I'll try to articulate the core of this predominant worldview, or a fair bit of that core.
Rather than simply starting from scratch, I’ll take the liberty of reproducing, from my All the
Power in the World, a pretty short statement of (much of) this widely accepted worldview:'®

First, insofar as it's determined by anything at all, and it isn't merely random, the spatial
distribution of all the world’s matter at a time (including what wholly composes all the
world’s physically composite entities) is determined by the distribution of the matter at
earlier times — and maybe some other earlier material factors, not well covered by the label

“the distribution of matter at earlier times”. (We understand this, I suppose, so that it allows
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there to be, but it doesn’t require there to be, a time before which there isn’t any matter.)
This determination proceeds according to the world's basic natural laws, which are its basic
physical laws.

Second, owing to the variety in these material distributions, at certain times, like right
now, much matter composes complex physical structures or systems, many of which are
stars, for example, and some of which are, say, planets. Salient among the systematic
physical complexes, and relatively rare in our physically vast world, are those that are alive.
Yet more salient, and also still rarer, are the highly complex living physical entities that are
feeling and thinking beings.

Third, on the Scientiphical Metaphysic all living human people are highly complex
physical entities, each with many physical parts, but no other substantial parts. These people
include me myself and, so far as I can tell, everyone with whom I'll ever communicate any of
my thoughts or experience; each of us is a physical entity ultimately wholly constituted of
just so many basic physically simple things, like quarks, maybe, or maybe like superstrings.
(On a Nonstandard Version of the Scientiphical Metaphysic, there aren’t any absolutely basic
entities; rather, there’s an infinite sequence of “more and more basic physical constituents.”
As I suspect, a Nonstandard Scientiphical Metaphysic cannot be sustained. Whether or not
that’s so, it won’t do anything toward having us be entities with important mental powers,
including the power to really choose. ..... ) Just so, and at all events, none of us ever has
any constituents except all those that are fully and wholly physical entities.

Fourth, all our powers and propensities are physically derivative dispositions, whether

they’re “deterministic” dispositions, or whether they’re (merely) “probabilistic” propensities,
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or whether, just perhaps, they’re best covered only by some still quite different labeling,
whatever any such better labeling should be. And, all our behavior and activity, even our
most refined mental activity, physically derives from the behavior of our physical parts (and
of other nonmental physical things, physically simpler than us, that “serve to compose our
environment.”) Thus, even as physically simpler things are governed by physical laws,
insofar as their behavior isn’t purely random, so we ourselves must be governed by these
laws, insofar as our behavior isn’t random."’

As I hope and expect, for most of my readers, all that should sound so utterly acceptable as to be
downright boring.

Pretty soon, I’ll aim to articulate, in a happily clarifying way, some central tenets of
Scientiphicalism, showing each to be a concretely substantial thought that may be important for
philosophers to consider, and to reconsider.

Before that, I’ll make a fair number of concretely inane remarks, in an attempt to attain some
eventually useful clarity, useful toward showing the importance of our reconsidering concretely
substantial tenets of our widely shared Scientiphicalism.

For the moment, let’s concentrate on what we may regard, well enough, as simple physical
individuals, as with, say, electrons. Well, an electron may have the disposition to attract any
basic physical individual — such as a proton — that has positive electrical charge, or is electrically
charged oppositely from how the electron is. It will have this propensity even if there never are,
in the concrete world inhabited by our considered electron - any protons at all, or any other
entities electrically charged positively. In such a circumstance, our electron will still have its

noted electrical power, all right, it just won’t ever have any chance to manifest this power that it
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has and, in consequence of that, of course, this power of our electron won’t ever be
manifested, or exercised, or activated, or anything of the kind. Always unexercised, the power
will be there just the same, always being, so to say, right where there’s our electrically powerful
electron. (As some might say, our electron’s power is “directed toward” anything there may
be that is electrically charged positively — even if there never is anything that’s ever so
charged. In what just preceded the just previous sentence, I laid out (most of) the “cash value” of
what might be said with such talk of “directedness” or, as is yet more fashionable, with
essentially similar talk of “intentionality”. *°)

In order to exercise its power to attract a massive body, or (much the same) to manifest this
propensity that it possesses, a given electron will need, of course, something massive that’s
distinct from itself, or that’s metaphysically external to itself. For an electron to manifest its
gravitational propensity, it must confront, so to say, some other massive individual, or at least
one other. Having a suitable reciprocal propensity, having a disposition fo be attracted by a
massive body - such a second individual will then be an apt reciprocal disposition partner for the
first-mentioned concrete particular, even as the first will then be, for its part, an apt partner for
the second-mentioned concretum.

In a properly general way, the same will hold true, as I said, with complex physical concreta
(supposing, common-sensibly, that there really are such (composite) physical particulars.) So,
consider a refrigerator, for example, that’s propensitied to cool items, like pieces of cheese,
whose temperature is between 40 degrees F and 1000 degrees F. The fridge will have this
propensity, along with ever so many other powers, whether or not there ever are any apt items,

any moderately warm pieces of cheese, for instance, for it to interact with in an appropriately
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cooling way. Of course, for the complex fridge to manifest its power to cool things placed inside
it, or for it to exercise the cooling propensity that it possesses, the refrigerator will need, of
course, some individuals that are distinct from it, or at least one such, each of which (presumably
complex) concreta will then be, of course, an apt reciprocal partner for the powerfully cooling
refrigerator. One such partner might be, for example, a fairly warm piece of apple pie. (Each of
these partners will be metaphysically external to the refrigerator that cools them, even though, ex
hypothesi, each will be spatially inside the useful kitchen appliance, when it should be cooled by
the refrigerator.) Unlike the interactions that they serve to promote, which are all perfectly
relational affairs, the reciprocal powers of the partners are all intrinsic properties of the
reciprocally partnered interacting individuals. (And, on our Scientiphical Metaphysic, at least,
they’ll all be intrinsic physical features, each wholly inhering in the purely physical particular
that possesses the physical power in question.)

So, how it is that a concretum is disposed to interact, with something else, of course, that’s a
nonrelational feature of the concrete propensitied individual; it’s (a part of) how it is with
concretum nonrelationally, or intrinsically. By contrast, how it is that the concretum does
interact - if ever it should enjoy some genuine interaction - that will be something relational, all
right. Any interaction between, or among, concrete individuals must be, of course, a relational
event, process or happening.

Though a particular’s propensities may be described in relational terms, still, toward the
advancement of our present philosophical aims, it’s best to regard what’s there described as
being some purely nonrelational features of the individual concerned, some wholly intrinsic

powers of that concrete individual.
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This point should not be lost in a miasma of sophistry. Let nobody say, for example, that,
only a refrigerator that’s already cooled a container of milk has the real power to recool that
container of milk - whilst a just newly constructed fridge that’s the first one’s physical duplicate
must lack this real power, if only because it hasn’t previously cooled the container of milk in
question. If we speak in such way, in our most fundamental discourse concerning how
(physically constituted) things are really propensitied, we’ll deprive ourselves of resources for
expressing our commonly embraced Scientiphicalism. And, sophistry or not, it can hardly be
denied that, at least implicitly, almost all of us do accept the dominant Scientiphical View.

Applying all this toward understanding the import of our Scientiphicalism, we may observe
that how a complex physical concretum is propensitied physically derivative from (and will
perfectly supervene on) just these two things: first, how it is that the complex’s basic
components each are propensitied and, second, how its basic components are physically related
to each other within the physical complex they all serve to constitute. Central to our
Scientiphicalism, that thought isn’t any mere inanity, however usefully clarifying. Rather, even
while it’s a characteristically philosophical thought, it’s also a concretely substantial proposition.

Return to our refrigerator: In good working order, it has the power to cool whatever initially
warm foods may be aptly placed in it (so that they’re aptly enclosed in it). Now, this power to
cool will be a nonrelational feature of the useful appliance. And, our Scientiphical Metaphysic,
I’1l notice, provides a nice account of how it may be that our appliance should have just such an
intrinsic power: On this Scientiphicalism, the refrigerator’s power to cool will be a propensity of
the fridge that’s physically derived from the propensities the refrigerator’s basic physical

constituents, say, the fridge’s constituent quarks and constituent electrons, aptly taken together,
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of course, with how it is that those propensitied basic components are physically related, to each
other, in the appliance their serving to compose. And, so it will be, too, of course, for less salient
physical complexes, items for which we may lack a single word with which to label them, as
with, for example, a piece of brass, or a pat of butter.

Quite as our Scientiphical Metaphysic has the world be inhabited by only a fairly few basic
kinds of basic individual — the ideal being all basic individuals will be of just one basic kind, as
with the massive stuff of Newtonian Particles, for example - so our Scientiphicalism will have
the world’s stuff be matter of only a fairly few basic material kinds — again, the ideal being just
one. These few basic kinds of material stuff will be mutually exclusive for all the world’s matter,
and they’ll be jointly exhaustive of all the matter of the world — including, at the least, all the
matter of all the world’s material individuals. So, while there just might possibly be, say, a basic
kind of stuff that’s electronish matter and a distinct basic kind of stuff that’s, say, quarkish
matter, there won’t be basic stuff of all these following kinds, along with ever so many yet more:
brass, butter, copper, plastic, cloth, jam, Styrofoam, porcelain, flesh, pulp, bone, Formica, oak,
and so on. Rather, any brass that there is, for example, will be only a physically derivative sort
of stuff; basically, the brass will be just some electronish stuff, say, aptly intermingled, so to put
it, with some quarkish stuff — or, at the least, it will be something along that sort of line. And,
things will proceed similarly with any butter that there should be.

As we’ve noted repeatedly, our Scientiphicalism has it that the powers of a nonbasic
individual, a brass candlestick, for example, will all be physically derivative propensities.
Similarly, our Scientiphicalism also has it that the powers of nonbasic stuff, as with the brass

that’s in the aforesaid metallic piece. Once it’s been explicitly remarked, that should seem quite
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obvious. So, quite as the propensity of a certain copper wire to conduct electricity is a certain
physically derivative power of that wire, so also, the electrical-conductive power of the copper
itself, composing the wire, will be a physically derivative propensity of the cuprous stuff.

On our Scientiphical Metaphysic, that’s just how things are: No more than there are
quadrillions of utterly different perfectly basic individuals, each with its own distinctively
irreducible and irreducibly distinctive powers, there aren’t, either, quadrillions of utterly different
basic stuffs, or kinds of stuff, each with its own distinctively irreducible and irreducibly
distinctive powers.

Already, I’ve provided you with quite a fair bit of our widely shared Scientiphicalism. Now,
I’11 quickly make explicit a fair bit more.

On our Scientiphical Metaphysic, it’s perfectly possible for any physical complex to be have
a perfect physical duplicate, with each of the two precisely similar complexes spatially quite
separate from the other. One way for this to happen, perhaps the most obvious way, is along
these “particulate” lines: In each of two spatially separate regions, there are very many particles
of exactly three basic kinds. And, in each region, there’s exactly the same number of particles,
of any given kind, as there are in the other region. For example, each region has exactly 2.3457
x 10% electrons, and each has exactly 3.71965 x 10* up-quarks, and each has exactly 3.71965 x
10%° down-quarks. What’s more, all the basic particles in each region are physically related to all
the others in the region in precisely the same way as, or ways as, in the other region, all the basic
particles in that region are physically related to all the others there.

Just so, on the Scientiphical Metaphysic, any complex individual is, in principle, perfectly

duplicable, including how it is that the complex is propensitied. Even if some complexes should
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be, in some respects, more than merely physical entities that will make no difference concerning
the propensities that each of those complexes possesses. And, far from being any inanity, this
Scientiphical thought, about precise physical duplication, is a concretely substantial proposition.

According to our Scientiphical Metaphysic, what “underwrites” the ubiquitous possibility of
precise duplication? Now, the Core tenets of Scientiphicalism, already sketched above, aren’t fit
to do the wanted underwriting. But, in addition to those Core Scientiphical thoughts, almost all
mainstream philosophers accept certain other metaphysical propositions, perfectly consistent
with the Core, even as they accept, as well, that these further thoughts comport well with the
Core. As we might say, then, almost all mainstream thinkers accept an Extended
Scientiphicalism, and not merely the Core.

As I’ll suggest, the underwriting may be done by a certain Extended Scientiphical idea that
goes something like this: Even with respect to the very most basic physical individuals, all of an
entity’s powers are Generalistically-directed physical propensities, each directed with respect to
certain general features of whatever other entities there may be. For example, a (supposedly
basic) electron will be propensitied to repel any other entity that has certain electronish
characteristics — say, whatever it is that we label with the expression “unit negative electric
charge.” Our noted electron won’t be propensitied, for this repelling, with only certain ones of
the electronish individuals (that are external to it) — while not being disposed to repel other
electronish individuals. Rather, our electron will be repulsively propensitied with regard to
absolutely any other basic concretum that, in all purely intrinsic respects, is also just so

electronish.
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As a vivid illustration of what I’ve been saying, let me provide a colorful example: Please
suppose there to be a concrete world where each basic physical individual is an Extensible Blue
Sphere, perfectly pervasively Blue, through and through, or else an Extensible Red Sphere,
perfectly pervasively Red, through and through. Suppose that the Scientiphical tenet concerning
Generalistically-directed propensities holds of this world. And, suppose that a certain Red
Sphere is propensitied to attract a certain Blue Sphere - just because that second Sphere is Blue.
Then, that Red Sphere will be propensitied to attract all the other Blue Spheres as well, however
many there should be. So far as attraction goes, our pondered Red object won'’t discriminate
among the Blue Spheres, being disposed to attract only certain ones of them, while not being
disposed to attract the others.

Now, the thought that all of an (actual) individual’s dispositions are Generalistically-directed
is a concretely substantial idea, not the least bit inane. By contrast, the meta-thought, so to say,
that the indicated thought is a substantial proposition, well that idea isn’t a concretely substantial
idea. Rather, this meta-thought is a concretely inane proposition, even though it may be an idea
whose highlighting helps to prevent confusion.

By this point, we should all have a fairly clear idea about much of our shared Extended
Scientiphicalism, both the Core and also a bit more.”'

That said, it should be clear that I’'m certainly not against philosophers placing on offer, for
our serious consideration, many ideas that are concretely inane. Indeed, I’'m very much in favor
of that. To think otherwise will be to have badly misunderstood what I’ve been saying

Rather, what I’ve said, and what I’ll go on to reiterate, is this: However clarifying, and even

illuminating, ever so many of them may be, concretely inane ideas shouldn’t be the only thoughts
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that philosophers provide. Indeed, in addition to them, philosophers also should place on offer,
for our protracted consideration, many and varied concretely substantial ideas, including many
that are characteristically philosophical. As almost goes without saying, those many and varied
ideas should go far beyond our widely shared common sense, sometimes contradicting
commonsense thoughts, but often being completely orthogonal to commonsense claims. With
that well understood, I’ll return to what’s currently the main order of business.

In the brief sketch of Scientiphicalism provided, many matters aren’t (even anything
remotely like) fully specified. Rather, each of various specifications, for each of those matters,
will itself be a distinctively different substantial idea. For example, on one specification, every
perfectly physical complex entity (supposing there are such real individuals) will have, as its
basic constituents, a plurality of metaphysically simple (or partless) physical particles, with each
such particle spatially separated from all the others, excepting, perhaps, when there should be
some momentary contact between particles, as when some particles collide. On a very different
specification, it may be that there really aren’t any such distinct particles. Here, what may be
casually taken to be a basic physical individual is, really, just a certain perturbation in, or a
certain singularity in, a vast heterogeneous physical field.

With no more than what this single section’s so far said, we’ve already made a pretty clear
start at articulating our widely shared Scientiphicalism. As I trust you’ll agree, Scientiphicalism
is the worldview that, for the past forty years or so, has been accepted by the vast majority of
respectable analytic philosophers. Perhaps quite stultifyingly, it’s been a constraint on what
philosophical work they might produce. In the bargain, of course, it’s also a constraint on how

their work should be understood, and evaluated.
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This question now arises: Why have so many philosophers accepted such severe limits, on
what they offer, even in their most tentative and exploratory writing?

Here’s a quick and rough diagnosis: In no small measure, it’s due to the thought, prevalent
in mainstream philosophy, that philosophers should treat seriously on/y such thoughts as they
find at least moderately credible, or moderately plausible.

Whether or not that’s correct, I urge this procedural point, for much future philosophy: In
addition to offering more and more pretty plausible ideas, whether commonsensical, or
Scientiphical, or just concretely inane, philosophers should also place on offer, for some serious
consideration, many other thoughts, as well. Some of these other ideas will, it must be admitted,
conflict with extremely credible thoughts, taken by many to be even perfectly obvious truths.
But, only when that much is done, I think, will we have made our most promising attempt at
much philosophical diversity and progress.

Among the apparently incredible thoughts philosophers should seriously consider, quite a
few will conflict with our shared Scientiphicalism. Some of these highly implausible offerings
will conflict with certain Scientiphical ideas, even while others will contradict certain other
Scientiphical propositions. What’s yet more, still other bold substantial offerings may be quite
neutral with regard to our shared Scientiphicalism, neither following from the Scientiphical View

nor contradicting the prevalent mainstream metaphysic.

6. Memory, History and Inanity
Rightly placing aside any and all skeptical worries - as they’re irrelevant, here and now - it may

be said that I fondly remember my college experiences. As it’s only an everyday remark about
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Peter Unger, that’s certainly not any impressively sweeping statement. To the contrary, so
perfectly personal and provincial is that expression of my reminiscence that there’s little
temptation, indeed, to confuse it with any paradigmatically philosophical statement, whether the
prototypical piece of philosophy be a concretely substantial statement or whether it be an inane
proposition. Yet, when pondering, along a certain philosophically fashionable line of thought,
what may be involved in my innocent little remark, my humdrum reminiscence may bring us to
confront, in short order, some ideas currently considered to be quintessentially philosophical
thoughts. This may happen even when the confronted thoughts should be just so many obvious
truths and even when, mostly for that reason, they should be quite boring bits of philosophy.
Without further ado, I’ll start to make good on that.

Much as many recent philosophers have done, especially many of the Scientiphically
inclined among us, we may consider a person who’s quite separate and distinct from me, but
(Scientiphically supposing that I’'m at least largely physical) who’s precisely like I am, in every
physical way, respect, or regard. Without needing to go in for wonderfully symmetrical worlds,
we may do this very readily, indeed, when all the physical ways we’re considering are just those
that are commonly taken, by recent philosophers, to be nonrelational respects or regards. Or,
putting a more positive spin on things, we may readily do this when we consider just those
physical regards or respects that are all purely qualitative respects or regards — ways that are each
wholly intrinsic to, or wholly internal to, the person under consideration.

Almost all contemporary philosophers are very comfortable with this supposition concerning
physical duplication. Indeed, most are just as comfortable with the more ambitious thought that,

whenever there should be a person who’s (intrinsically) physically perfectly similar to me, that
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man will be, in absolutely all qualitative respects, exactly the same as [ am, even if some of these
respects might not be fully physical.

Going along with this, we’ll suppose there to be a “physical duplicate” of me - now using a
handy label — who is, right now, at a certain physical distance from me. He might be two inches
away from me, or three miles, or four light-years. As we’ll then more ambitiously suppose, this
will be someone who, right now, is precisely similar to how I am, right now, in absolutely all
purely qualitative respects, or in absolutely all perfectly intrinsic regards.

Now, even supposing that this duplicate person should be just as well endowed as I am, with
all sorts of real mental power, or with all manner of real psychological propensity, still and all,
can my duplicate fondly remember my old college experiences? As it certainly appears, that’s
perfectly impossible. And, little doubt but that this appearance is quite correct.

Familiar to most philosophical sophisticates, there’s a wide variety of scenarios each
featuring some exact physical duplicates. Some are more useful to consider for certain purposes,
and others are more useful for others. Just so, and sometimes very usefully so, we may often
consider individuals who, though they’re precisely alike intrinsically, differ markedly
relationally. (Little doubt but that, when we just casually considered me and my duplicate, right
above, it was such merely intrinsically similar entities that we contemplated, each differing
greatly from the other extrinsically, or relationally. For, as is virtually certain, we didn’t bother
to consider any sort of mirror universe, for example, in which every relation attending one of our
contemplated individuals would find a symmetrical relation attending the other. Rather, we were
content to embed both of our considered duplicates in a world, or in a universe, that’s quite as

blatantly asymmetric as our actual world is taken by us to be. When I said we needn’t go in for
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any wonderfully symmetrical worlds, as I did a short while ago, I directed our contemplation to
just so happily casual.)

Again, we may consider individuals who, though they’re precisely alike intrinsically, differ
very markedly relationally. Thought that’s certainly true, it won’t affect my present point. For
this point is only a very simple and modest thought about remembering only one’s own
experiences, and never anyone else’s experiences.

Whatever real relations may obtain between me and a duplicate - whatever external relations,
to put it technically - it’s only me who’ll remember my own experiences. As is apparent, this
simple thought is an inane idea, even while it’s also a thought that’s perfectly true.

To see this clearly, we’ll employ, just so explicitly, some specific suppositions along the
lines that, less specifically, I anticipated only parenthetically. So, we’ll now suppose that,
perfectly congruent with how the earth developed - in our sun’s solar system, in our Milky Way
galaxy, and so on - there also developed, simultaneously but far away, a precisely similar planet,
in a precisely similar solar system, in a precisely similar galaxy, and so on. Each inhabitant of
each of these two precisely similar planets, we may suppose, has a precise duplicate on the other
planet, both qualitatively quite the same and, also, even relationally quite the same. Just so, in
every last detail, your life developed precisely in parallel with the life of your intergalactic twin
and, just as perfectly symmetrically, of course, his life developed in perfect parallel with yours.
Right now, as we’re supposing, he has a psychology - or a mind, if you will - that’s precisely like
your mind, not only intrinsically precisely similar, but also relationally precisely similar. Even
s0, your twin will then fondly remember only his own college experiences, and not any of yours,

while you’ll remember only yours, and none of his college experiences.
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In a most central sense of the terms, it may be a perfectly inane tautology, 1 suppose, that
only you can remember your own experience, or your own feeling, whilst other folks, no matter
how like you, can remember only their own experience, or their own feeling, which is, in each
case, experience that’s numerically different from yours, or feeling that’s numerically different.
Importantly for us now, this tautological proposition does nothing to differentiate any way for
concrete reality to be from any other way. Supposing, as we are, that this claim about
remembering is a true proposition, it’s a perfect paradigm, I think you’ll agree, of a truth that’s
concretely inane.

Even with the aid of less grandiosely contrived duplicates, not always so symmetrically well
placed, each with respect to the others, we can come to appreciate the perfect inanity of some
further tautologies concerning the philosophically prominent topic in focus, namely, the topic of
memory and the past: Reminiscent of much twentieth century philosophy, consider a duplicate
of you - at the very least, a perfectly precise physical duplicate - that came to exist just five
minutes ago, or even just a minuscule fraction of a second ago. But, then, according to the
Scientiphicalism that so many analytic philosophers accept, which we’re now happily supposing,
this won’t be only a precise physical duplicate. As well, this “newly arrived” person will be, in
very many respects at least, a precise psychological duplicate off you, as well. Accordingly, and
more specifically, just exactly to the degree that you’re talented musically, it will be musically
talented. And, just to the degree that you have certain specific biases, or prejudices, so, just to
that same degree, it will have just those biases. And, however it is that you’re disposed to
experience, quite qualitatively (and not relationally), it’s perfectly similarly disposed to

experience, quite qualitatively (and not relationally).
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As we’ve already observed, this man — let it be a man here- he won’t remember any of your
old college experiences. That’s old hat. So, looking for something new to try on, let’s ask this
further question: Will such a “newly arrived” duplicate remember anyone’s old college
experiences?

If he’s to remember anyone’s college experiences, it had better be his own college
experiences that the newly arrived duplicate remembers. On that much, we’re already agreed.
Well, can he remember his own college experiences? No; of course not. Being such a newly
arrived duplicate, this being never had any college experiences. So, there aren’t any old college
experiences of his for him to remember. So, he can’t remember anyone’s college experiences.
Even as all that may be quite perfectly correct, so it also may be concretely inane.

Regarding what your newly arrived duplicate might remember, or might not remember, the
philosophical inanities hardly stop there. Rather, they’re enormously abundant: By contrast
with your intergalactic duplicate, not only can’t your newly arrived duplicate remember his old
college experiences, but, quite equally, he can’t remember his old college. A sufficient reason
for that is, of course, that he never went to any college. And, so, there isn’t anything that’s his
old college. In this matter, then, there isn’t anything for the new duplicate to remember.

While your intergalactic duplicate might remember Ais old college girlfriend, much as you
yourself remember your old college girlfriend - supposing each of you had one girlfriend in
college - your new duplicate, by contrast, can’t remember his old college girlfriend. That’s
because he never had any college girlfriend. Even as all that’s also perfectly true, so it’s all

perfectly inane.
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When asked to recall some of your experiences with your old college girlfriend - continuing
to suppose that you did have one girlfriend in college - you may well remember some of your
experiences with her. And, in certain respects, when your newly existing duplicate’s asked this
same question, something of the same will go on with him. It’s not as though he’ll just draw a
big blank here, or, when asked, he’ll find himself quite incapable of responding. It’s not that
he’ll lack all apparently appropriate imagery, and feeling, and so on. No; nothing like that’s to
be expected, at all. For, we’re making the metaphysical assumptions central to our sketched
Scientiphicalism, accepted by nearly all currently respectable academic philosophers.

Rather, all that’s really going on here is something like this: As regards anything that’s even
fairly fundamental here, with you the current goings-on can be properly described as your
remembering experiences with your old college girlfriend. Why? Well, perhaps because these
basic goings-on are produced via some appropriate causal sequences. Anyway, and by contrast,
with your new duplicate, the basic current goings-on can’t be properly described as his
remembering any such thing. That will be so, of course, no matter how closely his current basic
goings-on may resemble yours, in all sorts of intrinsic regards, or in every nonrelational respect.
Not even perfect similarity will fill the bill. Why? Well, in just a word, it’s because the newly
existent man lacks an appropriate history.

Little doubt but that’s all very true. But, is there, in what I’ve just said, any substantial truth?
I don’t think so. Rather, all the salient thoughts concerning remembering are inane ideas.

Here’s a further matter concerning memory; this one is rather more subtle, perhaps. But it
also may involve, I suspect, only just so many inane ideas: Let’s suppose that you know a lot

about chemistry; indeed, you’re one of the planet’s greatest chemists. Then, it may occur to an
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extra-terrestrial super-scientist to construct, in an almost automatic way, a person who knows a
lot about chemistry: He’ll just make an atom-for-atom duplicate of you; let’s presume an
intrinsically absolutely perfect duplicate. So, that’s what he does. Does this constructed
duplicate person remember that, when oxygen atoms combine with hydrogen atoms, each atom
of oxygen combines with two atoms of hydrogen?

A pretty plausible case can be made for an affirmative answer to this question. And, as well,
a pretty fair case can be made for a negative answer. And, what’s more, a pretty good case may
be made for the thought that there’s no determinate answer here, either way. But, whatever
should be the best response to the question, if, indeed, there should be a single best reply, does
the question concern any concretely substantial issue, beyond those settled, well enough, by our
case’s basic specifications? I think not.

Apparently, there’s little need to support my negative view, even as it appears pretty obvious
that nothing concretely substantial is really at issue. But, even if it may involve some overkill,
we may want to examine a certain bit of apparently supportive reasoning, as this examination
may help clarify certain aspects of what we’ve been discussing.

Let’s suppose our question gets a negative answer: The duplicate doesn’t really remember
any chemical facts, not really and truly. All right, now let’s suppose that, after your duplicate is
constructed, you yourself are locked up for awhile, so that you can’t perform any experiments, or
do very much calculation. Indeed, you can’t do much of anything at all: Literally, your hands
are tied. At least for that reason, during this next year you’ll be prevented from doing any
serious chemistry. No longer thinking about you, we now consider two other people. One of

these is just a mediocre chemist, one Joe Blogs: Though Joe isn’t a really awful chemist, he’s
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not very good, either. The other person is your precise duplicate, newly arrived. And, as you’re
one of the world’s leading chemists, the mew duplicate is precisely like someone - you yourself,
of course - who’s made many truly important chemical discoveries. Well, over this next month,
both of these people, Joe Blogs and your new duplicate, are quite free to work away at chemistry.
And, that they both do. Now, who should we expect to do more by way of making chemical
discoveries, or by way of making a greater contribution to experimental chemistry - Joe Blogs, or
your precise duplicate?

As most are wont to believe, and as our widely shared Scientiphicalism certainly implies,
your duplicate may be expected to achieve more, in this area of empirical scientific discovery,
than will be accomplished by old Joe Blogs - indeed, very much more. For one salient point to
that effect, there’s this: Even right from the get-go, your duplicate will start to do more
significant chemistry than Joe Blogs will start to do, or than he’ll continue to be doing. And, the
duplicate will do this, as we’re supposing, in spite of the (supposed) fact that, at least at the
month’s start, he doesn’t remember any of the facts of chemistry! Well, evidently, in such an
event, really remembering those facts isn’t all that important for making chemical discoveries.
That is, whatever difference there is between really remembering chemical facts and, on the
other hand, what’s going on with your duplicate, well, that isn’t important for doing productive
work in experimental chemistry. Or, so we should do well to conclude, on the supposition that
your new duplicate won’t remember, at the start of the month, any of the facts of chemistry.

This shows us quite a bit, I think, about what we may mean by saying this following thing,
quite natural to remark at this juncture: Given our agreement about your duplicate’s

impoverished history, but also given our Scientiphical agreement, about all his very considerable
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real mental powers, the question about whether (or not) the newly arrived duplicate remembers
chemical facts won’t be any concretely substantial issue.

Even without supposing our Scientiphical Metaphysic to hold true, for what’s actually
concrete reality, we may be pretty sure, I think, of at least this much: The claim we’ve been
considering — the statement that it’s only someone with a certain sort of real past who will ever
remember any facts of chemistry - that’s nothing other than an utterly inane idea. As such, this is
a thought that, if it should be true, will be a perfectly necessary truth. Or, so I’'m inclined to
suppose. And, in the bargain, of course, it’s also a thought that, if should fail to be true, it won’t
just happen to fail, as with one or another contingent matter. Rather, if it should fail to be true, it
will necessarily fail.

At any rate, we should have more confidence in that than we should repose in the thought
that it’s only someone with a certain sort of real past who will ever remember any facts of
chemistry. That idea is a point of a quite familiar sort: It’s pretty often that one meets with quite
certainly true statements that are merely contingent truths. And, it’s also pretty often that one
meets quite uncertain claims — at least to date, nobody can tell whether they’re true or not - that
are perfectly necessary truths. (For a very familiar case of the latter sort, just think of two
logically conflicting claims, each quite certainly either necessarily true or else necessarily false,
even while nobody has any decent ideas as to which is true and which is false.)

As I’ve just been observing, we may often encounter inane thoughts that we can’t know to be
correct, and that we can’t know to be incorrect. But, this is no cause for any skepticism in the

matter. For, at the same time, there are very many inane claims that we can be pretty sure are
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quite correct claims, as with the statement that it’s only a person who has been to college who’ll
ever remember his old college days.
Very possibly, I’ve just been belaboring the obvious. But, then, that’s better than mongering

what’s no better than a very great deal of confusion. At any rate, it’s time to move on.

7. Two Ways Considering Scientiphicalism Can Lead Us to Various and Novel Substantial
Ideas: Various Specifications of the View and Various Departures from Scientiphicalism
From time to time, it may be philosophically fruitful to ponder the status of various inane
propositions, perhaps especially some of those whose correctness, or whose incorrectness, is far
from immediately obvious. But, for philosophy to be any widely interesting subject — let alone
any impressively consequential discipline — the field’s ablest practitioners should spend at least
as much time and effort, | imagine, entertaining a suitably wide variety of substantial thoughts,
almost all of which will be impressively fundamental, in their import, and very many of which
will be impressively general, as well. But, a bit more exactly, what is it to entertain such
concretely differentiating philosophical ideas? And, how are we to engage in the aptly
imaginative activity, even allowing ourselves a decent idea of what it is that we’ll then be doing?

When I sketched a fair bit of our widely shared Scientiphical Metaphysics, I did that in a way
far less than fully specific. So, one way to contemplate various substantial propositions, each
philosophically pretty interesting, is this: We may consider various specific forms, each at least
fairly specific, that Scientiphicalism may take.

Here are just four examples of that, each being a further specification of what’s involved in

there being, at different times, in our actual world, different distributions of matter: First, at least
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during one greatly long Eon, all our world’s matter may comprise just so many distinct Particles
in an infinitely vast void. Second, at least during one Eon, nothing much like that obtains;
instead, all our world’s matter may comprise a single infinitely vast and highly heterogeneous
material field, without even so much as a single hole anywhere, not even the tiniest little void.
Third, at least during one Eon, all our world’s matter may comprise a single infinitely vast and
highly heterogeneous material field, all right, but, instead of it being any spatially exhaustive
material field, it’s a field with very many holes in it, with ever so many perfect voids, each
completely and perfectly surround by (some of) the material field. Fourth, at least during one
Eon, our world’s matter may comprise a vast variety of heterogeneous material fields, with each
of the fields overlapping each other the others, even while each field is perfectly permeable,
everywhere, by all the other fields.

Even while one way for us to consider a variety of interestingly conflicting substantial
philosophical thoughts is to contemplate various ways in with our Scientiphicalism may be more
fully specified, quite another way, terribly different from that, is to articulate various substantial
thoughts each of which is inconsistent with our concretely substantial Scientiphicalism.

In articulating substantial ideas that contravene our Scientiphicalism, quite a few different
broad approaches may be fruitfully developed, I think, many of them being strikingly different
from many of the others.

One of the many ways to do that will involve our articulating certain substantially conflicting
forms of Entity Dualism. As you’ll remember, this concretely substantial statement, often called
“Substantial Dualism,” is a proposition according to which all the actual world’s concrete

individuals belong to just one of two mutually exclusive kinds, kinds whose concrete members,
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when taken together, exhaust all the concreta there ever are: First, there are there is materiality
instanced, so to say, either in there being many material entities or, else, in their being just one
material individual, presumably one that’s both greatly vast and highly heterogeneous. Second,
there is mentality instanced, so to say, either in there being many mental entities or, else, in their
being just one mental individual. Well, I don’t know of any real Substantial dualist who’s held
that there’s only one mental individual; so let’s ignore that logical possibility. Third, every
individual is either a material individual or a mental individual. Fourth, no material individual is
every any mental individual — not a one is ever any mind, or any soul. And, fifth, no mental
individual is ever any material individual.

As we may suppose, I'm exactly one of the immaterial mental individuals and, you’re
perfectly distinct from me, we suppose that you’re another these immaterial mental entities.

In relatively nonspecific terms, that’s Substantial Dualism for you. But, then, how might we
encounter some more specific sorts of Substantial Dualism, each differing, in a truly substantial
way, from each of the others? When confronted with that question, in various moods I find
different sorts of answer to be most appealing. When I’m in a mood to reflect on certain
traditional themes, it’s appealing to consider various possibilities concerning how it might be that
the world’s immaterial souls, or certain ones among them, might (dynamically) interact with the
world’s material bodies, or with certain ones among them, along with, of course, competing
possibilities, on which there wouldn’t be certain of these interactions or, at the extreme, on which
there wouldn’t be any such interactions at all. In what next follows, I’ll consider only a very few

of the prostitutions concerning the aforesaid possibilities.
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On the most commonsensical of these positions, Dualistic Interactionism, my soul — or,
maybe better, little old immaterial me, myself — directly interacts with just my body, and never
with a body that’s quite separate and distinct from mine, such as your body, or the body that I
call, aptly enough, “my computer keyboard.” And, for your part, your soul — or, maybe better,
little old immaterial you, yourself - directly interacts with just your body.

Insofar as my soul interacts with someone else’s body, not mine, then, that will be only a
very indirect interaction, or transaction — with my soul first interacting with my body, which
body then interacts with various other material things: Usually, my body will then most directly
interact with only something other than someone else’s body, as with, say, (the particles
constituting) the air that’s between us, as we converse in the same room. Occasionally, my body
may quite directly interact with yours, of course. This will happen if, say, we shake hands, all
perfectly in the flesh, with neither of us wearing gloves, and so on.

At all events, whenever I interact with another immaterial person or self - or with the
immaterial soul of another — then that will be only a very indirect interaction.

Take ordinary face-to-face oral conversation, for example. Here, my soul may directly
interaction with (a certain brainy part of) my body, which then interacts with more of my body,
so that my lip, throat, and tongue move appropriately for the production of speech; then there’s
the interaction between my speaking body and the intervening air; then there’s that between the
air and your ears, .......... and, finally, there’s the dynamic interaction between (a certain brainy
part of) your body and your immaterial soul (which soul might be you, yourself).

In general respects, much the same happens when, suppose, I very purposefully and

consciously punch you in the nose, in just such a way that you’ll feel pain. A bit less directly,
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and a lot more happily, it happens when I tell you that you’re a terrifically nice person, thus
getting you to feel happy, if only for a moment or two.

On this Dualistic Metaphysic, there occur interactions, between certain minds and certain
bodies, of both of two quite different main sorts (whether or not there occur still others, of still
other sorts): Some interactions occur that are rightly reckoned a certain mind’s affecting a
certain body and, less disturbing to most Scientiphicalists, there also occur many instances of a
certain body affecting a certain mind.**

Interactionist Substantial Dualism conflicts very dramatically with our currently dominant
Scientiphical Metaphysic. And, just as are many Scientiphical tenets are concretely substantial
philosophical propositions, so, also, the thoughts central to this Interactionist Dualism are
concretely substantial ideas that are quite fundamental and general thoughts.

As opposed to Dualistic Interactionism, various other forms of Substantial Dualism have also
been advanced. Even if none of them may find any very salient friends nowadays, in times gone
by, at least, quite a few of them have had very prominent advocates. At all events, each of these
other forms of Substantial Dualism is far less commonsensical than the Interactionist form of the
view, at least by my best reckoning of that matter.

But, at least in certain respects, each of these other sorts of Substantial Dualism may also be
a philosophically interesting proposition, or, at the least, several of them may be. Indeed, with a
least a few of these concretely substantial alternatives, there may be a view that’s quite as
interesting, philosophically, as our (the more commonsensical and more plausible) Interactionist

Substantial Dualism.
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If only briefly, let’s consider one other sort of substantial dualism, to my mind somewhat less
plausible than the Interactionist form, but somewhat more plausible than the forms we won’t
now bother to consider. This is the form of Substantial Dualism that’s often labeled, quite aptly
enough, Dualistic Epiphenomenalism.

On Dualistic Epiphenomenalism, in its most standard version, each body often directly
interacts with just one mind, quite dynamically, so that the affected mind is changed intrinsically,
being really and truly changed and altered. In this respect, I should stress, there’s no difference
between this Dualistic Epiphenomenalism and Dualistic Interactionism. But, in another salient
respect, there’s a great difference between the two views. Unlike with Dualistic Interactionism,
which allows for many interactions where a mind dynamically affects a body, with Dualistic
Epiphenomenalism that never happens. Never is it allowed, on this Epiphenomenalism, that a
mind should dynamically affect, or truly alter, anything that’s physical.

Indeed, so far is it from being the case that minds are propensitied to dynamically modify
bodies in any way, and, so, they at least occasionally do so, that quite the reverse holds true: On
Epiphenomenalist Substantial Dualism, each mind is propensitied not to change how it is with
any of the bodies, in any real or substantial respect, at all, including even just such relational
changes as with the mere motion bodies.

Suppose that the actual world is perfectly deterministic. For good measure, suppose that,
owing to that, there’ll be no real choices ever to be made and, in that bargain, there’s never any
being that really chooses. Then, as it might well appear to our very human mind’s eye, so to

say, there’ll be no difference — or, at least, there’ll be no humanly surveyable difference -
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between a concrete world where Dualistic Interactionism holds true and a correlative concrete
world where, alternatively, Dualistic Epiphenomenalism holds true.*

That point can be made usefully more vivid: In such deterministically worldly
circumstances, there will never be any difference even in the distribution of quality-instances, or
in the instantiation of purely qualitative properties, whether a full Dualistic Interactionism should
hold sway or whether, alternatively, Dualistic Epiphenomenalism should hold. We needn’t care
about there being not disparity with regard to the distribution of propensity-instances, or in the
instantiation of propensity properties, or anything of any not-so-surveyable ilk, though there
won’t be any such differences as those, either.

But, even if all that should be so, as I’ve submitted, and there should be no differences even
in what’s humanly quite surveyable, the will be a concretely substantial difference between the
two sorts of deterministic world, the one featuring Dualistic Interactionism and the other
Dualistic Epiphenomenalism. If we relied only on the experiential aspect of our understanding,
we could never grasp this difference. But, as we can rely on our understanding’s intellectual
aspect, we can, quite clearly and fully, grasp the difference between how things are
propensitively with bodies and minds in the Interactionist world and, on the other hand, how they
are in the Epiphenomenalist world.

The situation will be more blatantly discrepant, and there’ll turn up differences even among
what’s very surveyable, when we consider worlds where the concreta are propensitied in a way
that’s not deterministic. Among the many various worlds in this opposite broad category, an
especially interesting difference, for us to ponder, is this sort of quite distinctive difference: The

difference between Dualistic Interactionist worlds whose souls possess the power really to
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choose among real options for thoughtful activity - especially with worlds where real choices
are, at times, physically efficacious, and, on the other side of the divide, worlds that aren’t like
that. In a world of the first sort, my own real choosing may make a difference as to what gets
written in the world. But, in the second sort of world, there may be no real possibility of any
soul’s even choosing what to think — let alone what to write — as no soul will have any power
even just to alter itself thoughtfully. Much less will any mind, or soul, have the power to make a
choice that (in the first instance, quite directly) makes a real difference as to what befalls any
physical thing.

Even as any sort of Entity Dualism is a view that differs substantially — and not inanely —
from any Entity Materialism, and from any Entity Idealism, so, certain specific forms of Entity
Dualism will substantially differ from each other, as Dualistic Interactionism differs from
Dualistic Epiphenomenalism. Much the same, while the thought of Entity Dualism is a relatively
unspecific concretely substantial idea that’s characteristically philosophical, both our Dualist
Interactionism and our Dualistic Epiphenomenalism are more specific concretely substantial

propositions, even while both are also characteristically philosophical ideas.

8. Objections to Departures from Scientiphicalism Foster Substantially Various and Novel
Specifications of Departures: Interactionist Dualism and the Problem of Causal Pairings

Both because it’s such a commonsensical sort of Dualistic view, and also because it’s played
such a large role in philosophy’s history, let’s explore, a bit further, the Dualistic Interactionism
that we’ve been discussing, looking to confront still further substantial ideas that may be of some

considerable philosophical interest, or import.
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To this end, a good first step is to rehearse, however briefly and crudely, a certain objection
that’s been brought against Interactionist Dualism, a certain idea to the effect that such a Dualism
can’t possibly be any happily coherent metaphysical position. What I here have in mind has
been called “the problem of causal pairings,” an appellation first provided by John Foster, at
least as far as I can tell.** In a medium-sized nutshell, here’s how that objection runs.

When a pin is stuck in my body, that causes certain electrical impulses to occur in my body,
with the upshot that there are certain alterations made in (the part of my body that’s) my brain.
Alternatively, when a pin is stuck in your somewhat distant body, and not in mine, that causes
certain electrical impulses to occur in your body, and not in mine, with the upshot that there are
certain alterations made in (the part of your body that’s) your brain, even while there don’t then
occur such alterations in my brain. Why do there occur, in the two cases, the two different
alterations — on the one hand, certain alterations in just a certain body, including its brain, and,
on the other hand, certain (pretty similar) alterations in just a certain other body, somewhat
distant from the first body, including its own brain, somewhat distant from the first brain?

At least part of the story is this: In the one case, a certain pin made spatial contact with, and
then spatial penetration into, just the first body, but not the second. And, in the other case, there
obtained quite the reverse spatial relations — with a pin spatially near the second body, and not
near the first, making spatial contact, and so on, with just the second body. So, at least in large
measure, a difference in the spatial relations, between the penetrating pins and the penetrated
bodies, will account for the differences in the causal upshots: In each case, an intruding pin will

distinctively affect just the human body with which it is intimately related spatially, having no
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effect on, or at least no distinctive effect on, such human bodies as are not nearly so closely
related, spatially, to the affecting pin.

Apt spatial relations will allow certain spatially located objects, as with particular sharp pins,
for example, to affect certain other spatially located objects, spatially related to the first objects,
as with particular human bodies and their brains. But, nothing like that is available for allowing
certain spatially located objects, like the pins, or the brains, for that matter, to affect any objects
not spatially located anywhere and, thus, not spatially related to our spatially located objects.
Thus, it’s at least mysterious, and maybe it’s even impossible, how it should be that, any human
body, or any human brain, ever may affect any immaterial soul — a mental entity which, on our
strict Substantial Dualism, isn 't spatially located anywhere and, as such, isn’t spatially related, at
all, to the any human brain, or any human body. With this mystery burdening our Interactionist
Dualism, even in its body-affecting-mind aspect — initially, at least, presumably less problematic
than its mind-affecting-body aspect - there appears to be a strong objection to this Dualism.

How might an Interactionist Dualist coherently meet this objection? As I’ll suggest, there are
two main options for our Dualist here, one rather more interesting than the other.”

First, I’ll briefly sketch what I take to be the less interesting option: Contrary to what we’ve
been implicitly assuming for our two cases, each a case with a pin penetrating a human body, it
needn’t be that each case’s salient objects are, in their qualitative characters, so to say, relevantly
like those in the other case. As we might alternatively assume, these cases occur in a world
where, rather than there being only a few basic sorts of (nonindividual) substance, or stuff, or
whatnot, there are enormously many different sorts of that — with these differences each being

just about as impressively effectual as you please. So, it may be that the first-mentioned human
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body is entirely made of a certain sort of material — I’ll call it firstium — whereas the second-
mentioned human body is entirely made of a very different sort of physical material — which I’ll
call secondium. For all 1 care, both pins may be made of the same material substance,
presumably a physical material of a still different sort; I’ll have them be composed entirely of
pinium.

Along with that, we may have one of our immaterial souls be propensitied to interact
dynamically with a body composed of firstium — no matter where that firstium object should be
spatially located — while this soul is propensitied nof to interact dynamically with any physical
thing that’s composed of secondium - no matter where that secondium object should be spatially
located, nor with any material thing composed of any still other sort of physical stuff, like
pinium, for example. And, conversely, we may have our other immaterial soul be propensitied
in a quite opposite way: This second soul is propensitied to interact dynamically with a body
composed of secondium — no matter where that secondium object should be spatially located —
while this same second soul is propensitied not to interact dynamically with any physical thing
that’s composed of firstium - no matter where that firstium object should be spatially located, nor
with any material thing composed of any still other sort of physical stuff, like pinium.

Finally, we may make these suppositions: Just as there is, in our assumed world, only one
body ever composed of firstium, there’ll only ever be one soul that’s propensitied for dynamical
interaction with any firstium (or bodies). And, so it goes: Just as there is only one body ever
composed of trillionium, for example, there’ll only ever be one soul that’s propensitied for

dynamical interaction with any trillionium body (or bodies).
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On this first option, each human body is, literally, a qualitatively unique individual (at least
so far as all the individuals of its world are concerned - which for almost all thinkers,
philosophers and nonphilosophers alike, is as far as absolutely all individuals are concerned). In
point of fact, there will never be any body that’s the precise physical duplicate of another body
(leastways not with bodies both in the same concrete world — and, for almost all, there’s only
ever just this one concrete world).

Now, in one way, on this first option we depart very radically from the assumptions of our
Scientiphical Metaphysic. On Scientiphicalism, each physical thing might be composed of the
same basic sort of stuff as is every other physical body. And, at the least, there are only a few
sorts of basic sorts of physical stuff ever involved in the composition of physical objects.

But, in another way, this first option is just the same as Scientiphicalism: On both
approaches, every propensity of any individual — and, saliently so, for any physical individual —
well, each and every disposition will be a purely Generalistically-directed power. Each
propensity is with respect to any (other) individual that has a certain general feature, or that has
some certain general features. Just so, no individual will have any propensity directed at just a
certain other individual, or just some certain other individuals (irrespective of whatever general
features the individuals may have or may lack.)

Of course, I don’t expect you to believe that there are any concrete worlds whose individual
inhabitants are all as qualitatively so perfectly heterogeneous, each qualitatively so very different
from all the others. This was something that, far from ever believing it, we were just happily

supposing, or usefully imagining. But, I do expect that you’ve successfully conceived some such
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worlds as those. And, what’s more, I suspect you’ve found the contemplative exercise somewhat
interesting, maybe even a little refreshing.

At any rate, you’ve just been entertaining some rather sweeping substantial ideas, and not
just so many perfect inanities. Now, even as these novel substantial thoughts helped resolve the
philosophical problem of causal pairings, by their going against our Scientiphical assumptions in
a certain novel manner, so you’ve just been entertaining, I think, some concretely substantial
ideas that are characteristically philosophical thoughts. And, even as they may be pretty novel
philosophical thoughts, they may be, perhaps, and at least to some small degree, some
philosophically interesting ideas.

So much for the first option that the Substantial Dualist may employ for resolving the
problem of causal pairings; now, it’s time to discuss the second alternative, the rather more
interesting option, to my way of thinking, anyhow.

When taking the second main option, our Interactionist Dualist also proposes certain
concretely substantial ideas, but these substantial thoughts depart from our accepted
Scientiphicalism very differently from what happened with the first option. For, on this second
option, the Dualist conjectures that, in addition to whatever Generalistically-directed dispositions
they may have, each immaterial soul will have — or at least very many of them will have —
Individualistically-directed powers.

Typically, a given immaterial soul will be propensitied for dynamical interaction with just
one human body. (Or, so it will be supposed for a reasonably conservative resolution of the
problem of causal pairings, departing only pretty modestly from both our Scientiphicalism and

also our commonsense belief.) And also, each soul will be propensitied (on this reasonably
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conservation assumption) so as to not interact dynamically with any other human body, or,
indeed, with any other physical individual not part of that body.

What’s more, and now on the other side of the mind-body divide, a given human body will
be propensitied for dynamical interaction with just one immaterial soul. (Or, quite as before, so
it will be supposed for a reasonably conservative resolution of the problem of causal pairings.)
And, as well, each human body will be propensitied, on this conservation assumption, so as to
not interact dynamically with any other immaterial soul.

In contemplating these thoughts as to Individualistically-directed powers, we’ve been
considering thoughts that are clearly concretely substantial thoughts, clearly distinguishing
certain basic ways for concrete reality to be, quite fundamentally, from other basic ways. These
substantial ideas, however incredible to some, may be rather more credible to others. Myself, I
find the thoughts to be moderately credible ideas, though not more than just moderately credible.
But, of course, and quite as it should be, in this book’s exploration, matters of credibility are

hardly the main concern.

9. Substantial Ideas about Mutually Isolated Concrete Worlds

To this point in our exploration, I’ve mostly focused on just two main ways to confront notably
novel and paradigmatically philosophical ideas. Both concern our widely shared
Scientiphicalism. As you’ll recall, one concerns how we might variously and substantially
specify Scientiphicalism, with each such specification differing substantially from the others.
And, as you’ll also recall, the other concerns how we might variously and substantially depart

from the Scientiphical Metaphysic, with each such departure differing substantially from the
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others. In this section, I’ll consider what may well be a third main way to confront some notably
novel and paradigmatically philosophical ideas.

This third way doesn’t centrally concern our shared Scientiphicalism. Rather, it proceeds
from thoughts utterly unrelated to any of that. Let me amplify.

When thinking along this very different sort of line, there’s this much, at least, that I'm
occasionally pondering: As David Lewis famously held, there are, in addition to our actual
world, infinitely many other concrete worlds, including infinitely many each inhabited by spatial
concreta. (Thus, though any two spatial individuals that inhabit the selfsame concrete world may
be — and perhaps they must be — spatially related to each other — the spatial inhabitants of any
one concrete world won’t ever be spatially related to those of any other concrete world.) Now,
while this Lewisian thought makes no difference for how things are with the actual concrete
world, the world comprising you and me, it may be rightly reckoned, nonetheless, a concretely
substantial idea.”®

On the Lewisian idea, concrete reality is far more extensive than on our commonsensical
ideas of things, for example, which includes the idea that every spatially located object is
spatially related to all other spatially located objects. Again, and against Lewis, of course, our
common sense has it that absolutely all spatial objects are inhabitants of just a single spatial
world, the only concrete world that ever there is.

For decades, that’s been much discussed in mainstream philosophical literature. Related to
it, the thoughts next upcoming have received no discussion in the literature, or next to none.

Just as surely as our commonsensical thought conflicts with Lewis’s quite generous take on

all concrete reality, so do very many other concretely substantial ideas conflict with Lewis’s
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famously expansive proposal. Indeed, there are infinitely many of these substantial ideas, none
of them any more Lewisian than any of them is the least bit commonsensical. As with Lewis’s
generous offering, none of these infinitely many competing claims means any difference for how
it is that things are in the actual world. Yet, each of them, if it should be true, means a
substantial difference for how it is that things are in, or with, all concrete reality.

Let’s consider these competing thoughts, starting with a few that should help make quite
vivid, for all of us, the concretely substantial disparities they all crucially feature.

Though it’s certainly not any very plausible thought, and though it’s also not any elegant
idea, still, this following thought is a perfectly concretely substantial idea that, I suggest, may be
vividly relevant here: There are exactly fifty-two mutually isolated concrete worlds — never were
there, are there, or will there be any more than that, and never any less, either.

Now, in one respect, of course, that is a perfectly specific idea, by contrast with, for example,
the idea that there a quite a few mutually isolated concrete worlds. But, in all other respects, or
virtually all, it specifies nothing whatever, or next to nothing. Even very roughly, what are any
of the fifty-two worlds like? Our bald statement does not say. Are some of the fifty-two worlds
substantially different from at least some of the others; or, are all fifty-two precisely alike.
Again, our bald thought doesn’t address the matter.

At least for the most part, the substantial claims we human beings are apt to consider — even
the most peculiarly metaphysical of us, even during our most purely metaphysical meditations —
are far from being any absolute precise, extremely specific and perfectly comprehensive ideas —

on any even reasonably demanding standards for precision, specificity and comprehension. This
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will be so even allowing that we may help ourselves to the crutches provided by our most
successfully helpful references to our actual world.

But, now, for the sake of illustrative argument, let’s allow that, or let’s pretend that,
absolutely all that will be achieved, and we be attained even when we think a thought that’s
expressed, pretty naturally, by a straightforward use of the next sentence upcoming: “There are,
always and ever, exactly three mutually isolated worlds, our actual world and two others, with
each of the three being precisely like the two others.” Even so, such thoughts as that will be a
very small proportion of all the grand substantial competitors we’re now discussing.

That’s quite easy to see. Return to consider our highly unspecific thought that there are
exactly fifty-two mutually isolated concrete worlds. That thought’s consistent with each of
infinitely many clearly more specific ideas, each distinct from all the rest, including these two:

(1) At every moment of their existence, fifty of the worlds are exactly like each other, with
one of these precisely similar worlds being our actual world; at every moment of its existence
another world, far poorer than any of those fifty comprises exactly two electrons, and no other
concretum at all; and, at every moment of its existence, yet another world, poorer still, comprises
just a single electron, and never any other concretum at all.

(2) At every moment of their existence, each of the fifty-two worlds is pretty similar to all the
others, with one of these pretty similar worlds being our actual world; one of the worlds that’s
not ours is as like ours as can possibly be, for a world that, unlike ours, never has any turnips;
another world is also very much like our own, while slightly differing from ours in a somewhat

different way — it’s as much like ours as a world can possibly be, for a world that, unlike ours,
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never has any tulips; still another world is also very much like our own, while slightly differing
from ours in another somewhat different way ........ , and so on.

Just as our arbitrarily chosen thought as to precisely fifty-two isolated world leaves ever so
much completely unspecified and utterly open, so Lewis’s far less arbitrary and far more
generous idea also leaves a lot open, as well. Let me explain.

As is familiar to metaphysicians, Lewis has there be an infinite number of mutually isolated
worlds. And, as he has it, some such slogan as this will hold good, or will hold true: “For each
utterly precise and specific way for a world to be, there’s a world that is just that very way.”*’
Never mind, for our current little discussion, the difficulties in making this slogan into anything
that’s even remotely close to being an adequate expression of Lewis’s central idea here, an idea
that may be otherwise expressed, also only very roughly, with words like these: “Every possible
combination of quality instances is realized, each wholly in, and with, its own isolated world.”

Quite beyond all the hodge-podge in that, there’s all the hodge-podge in this, too: On one
concretely substantial idea, there’s exactly one world that’s precisely like the actual world; of
course, it is the actual world — so, on this idea, the actual world has no precise twin. On a
conflicting substantial idea, the actual world does have a precise twin, just precisely one world
just like it. On a third conflicting idea, the actual world is one of three precisely similar mutually
isolated triplets. As I’m sure, you’re getting the idea here.

Myself, I'm partial to a substantial idea along this much more generous line: “For each
utterly precise and specific way for a world to be, there’s an infinity of worlds each of which is

9928

just that very way. Of course, what I happen to like here isn’t anything of general
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philosophical interest. What’s relevantly interesting here is, of course, the infinity of the
presently salient substantial competitors, generally neglect, but now acknowledged.

In recent mainstream philosophy, Lewis is not the only greatly talented philosopher to
contemplate seriously the substantial matters on which this present section focuses. Another is
Derek Parfit, to be briefly quoted in the next paragraph. While I disagree with Parfit on many
matters in this large neighborhood, I’m inclined toward favoring the idea, apparently favored by
him, that the question of how many isolated worlds there are is a contingent matter, as are
various other large issues here close at hand. By contrast, or maybe just as far as I can tell,
Lewis apparently thinks that it is a necessary truth that there are infinitely many isolated concrete
worlds each qualitatively differing from all the others. At the same time, both Lewis and Parfit
are silent, as far as I’'m aware, on such questions as whether there may be several concrete
worlds each precisely like the others, a matter that I think deserves our attention. As you might
well have guessed, I'm inclined to think that these questions, too, are deeply contingent matters.

Very soon, I’ll return to spending almost all my time focusing exclusively on (thoughts
about) just the actual concrete world. Before doing that, I display some passages of Parfit’s,
which, despite their containing some drawbacks, or difficulties, quite nicely convey the flavor of
the sort of thinking that, up until now, has been the focus of this present section:

It will help to distinguish two kinds of possibilities. Cosmic possibilities cover everything
that ever exists, and are the different ways that the whole of reality might be. Only one such
possibility can be actual, or be the one that obtains. Local possibilities are the different ways
that some part of reality, or /ocal world, might be. If some local world exists, that leaves it
open whether other worlds exist.

One cosmic possibility is, roughly, that every possible local world exists. This we can
call the All Worlds Hypothesis. Another possibility, which might have obtained, is that
nothing ever exists. This we can call the Null Possibility. In each of the remaining
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possibilities, the number of local worlds that exist is between none and all. There are
countless of these possibilities, since there are countless combinations of local worlds.
Of these possibilities, one must obtain, and only one can obtain.”’

One of the drawbacks, or difficulties, I had in mind is this: As it’s unclear whether Parfit allows
there to be many local worlds each precisely like all the others, it’s unclear what he might be
meaning by the A/l Worlds Hypothesis - especially if we charitably suppose that he doesn’t mean
to put forth, with this Hypothesis, an utterly unhelpful tautology. Be that as it may, the flavor of
the thought Parfit conveys is very much the same as what [ want you to appreciate as the flavor
of the centrally characteristic thought I mean to feature in this section.

For the chief concerns of reasonable people, the concretely substantial thoughts of greatest
interest will be those that concern how things are, quite concretely, and at least somewhat
specifically, in or with that person’s world. With you and me, these will be the substantial
thoughts, often pretty specific, concerning how things are in, or are with, our world, the world
(we call) the actual world. Even with almost all philosophical matters, that will be so.

How are we to nicely get the hang of that?

Return to consider the three philosophical positions that, earlier in the chapter, I displayed as
exemplars of concretely substantial philosophical thoughts, Entity Materialism, Entity Idealism,
and Entity Dualism. On a relevantly charitable reading of historical texts, they were championed
by various historically canonical philosophers, as with Hobbes for Materialism, and Berkeley for
Idealism, and both Descartes and Locke for Dualism. Well, as I see the matter, these thinkers
didn’t mean their views to be about any merely Local matter, in Parfit’s sense of the term.

Now, though it puts more content in their offerings than they were in a position to intend,

content fit for comprehending all concrete reality, still, to capture the spirit of their offerings we
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do well to articulate their favored views along some such grandly limiting lines as I’1l now offer.
In my offering, I’ll provide a formulation of a Materialist position. Using that as a template, or
model, it will be child’s play to provide formulations of correlative Idealist and Dualist positions.

Here’s the Globally Relevant Materialist position:

Explicitly All-Encompassing Entity Materialism: In all of concrete reality, there is only ever

exactly one concrete world, the actual world. Now, in this (actual) world, all the concrete

entities are just so many purely material entities, that is, fully physical entities. (So, if there
are, in the actual world, any minds or souls, then each of these souls will be some purely
material entity.)
And, so it goes, not only with Entity Idealism and Entity Dualism, but also, I’ll suggest, with
ever so many other traditionally central philosophical matters.

Toward appreciating that suggestion, let’s return to consider All Too Full Determinism. Like
traditional offerings of Entity Materialism, time-honored proposals of this thought, too, are
meant to have more than just Local import. So, though it puts more content in their offerings
than its advocates were in a position to intend, still, to capture the spirit of their offerings we do
well to articulate their favored view along much the same limiting line yielded us Worldly Entity
Materialism. No surprise, here’s how that runs:

Explicitly All-Encompassing Too Full Determinism: In all of concrete reality, there is only

ever exactly one concrete world, the actual world. Now, in this (actual) world, and as regards

any event in which any of its earthly people is involved, like your thinking about baseball an

hour ago, that was fully determined by events all occurring long before any of us existed.
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As I trust, you’ve have the hang of how one may nicely treat the matter of expressing apparently
grand time-honored views as being, quite explicitly, about all existent concrete reality.

Thought ever mindful of what’s just been said, and never being unfriendly toward the idea of
making things explicit, still, for ease of exposition, in (almost) all the rest of this book, when I'm
mentioning or discussing a sweeping concretely substantial view aimed at only our actual world,
I won’t bother to say that those offering the view held, even at its outset, that (in all concrete
reality) there’s only ever just our own concrete world. So, I’ll be reader-friendly.

In just such a reader-friendly spirit, I’'ll often propose, for you to entertain, a quite wild
substantial thought as to how things are in, and with, the actual world. Almost always, such a
thought will conflict with firm beliefs you have, as to how things are in the actual world. So, I'm
not expecting you to find the proposed idea to be even the least bit plausible, let alone at all
credible. All I ask is that you entertain the proposal pretty protractedly, and at least somewhat
seriously, enough so that, even if nothing at all momentous should come of the effort, you’ll
become somewhat clearer, at least, as to exactly which of your firm beliefs contradict the
suggested idea. With that increased clarity, you may more fully appreciate the real import of
those firm substantial beliefs of yours.

By this point in our discussion, you should have a pretty clear idea as to what I mean when I
say that a statement is substantial and, correlatively, what I mean when I say that a proposition is
insubstantial, or inane. In very large measure, | trust, that’s owing to my having provided you
with quite a few clear examples of (what I call) concretely substantial propositions - each clearly
labeled as such. And, also in very large measure, it’s owing to my having provided you with

quite a few clear cases of (what I call) concretely inane ideas.
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Happily, I think, as our essay moves along, there’ll be still further nice examples of
substantial claims, all of them nicely presented as such, with quite a few of them being
philosophically paradigmatic propositions. As that develops, it will make clearer still what I
mean when [ say that a statement is (concretely) substantial.

And, intuitively contrasting with all of those nicely clarifying cases, there’ll be other
examples of claims that are clearly insubstantial, each of them to be clearly said to be inane.
These contrasting cases will make still clearer what [ mean when I say such a statement as that is
a claim that’s inane.

As is my hope, not only will you come to see clearly what I mean to distinguish here, when
contrasting the concretely substantial and the concretely inane, but, as well, you’ll come to be
more friendly to the idea that the contrast I make, with my use of these terms, may (turn out to)

be a distinction that’s quite conducive for impressively interesting philosophical progress.

10. Mainstream Philosophy’s Plethora of Inane Philosophical Propositions: Their Status
According to Some Salient Distinctions among Propositions

As we’ve seen in the last several sections, there may be many philosophically characteristic
propositions that, partly for their being concretely substantial thoughts, may be interesting ideas
for philosophers to consider. By contrast with all those substantial thoughts, almost every
proposition recently placed on offer by influential mainstream philosophers, as being a
philosophically characteristic proposition, especially in the acknowledge core of the increasingly
abstruse academic area, has been, as I’ve repeatedly suggested, just one or another concretely

inane proposition.
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Now, in the course of this book, my main positive concern will be to indicate some further
concretely substantial characteristically philosophical thoughts, including some that, as I hope,
may also be interesting to some very serious and truly open-minded philosophers. In this same
work, my main negative concern will be to make clear several very prominent failures on
something of that front, showing that some large claims that looked to be as concretely
substantial as they were philosophically grand, are, in point of fact, just so many large-scale
concretely inane proposals.

As I’ve tried to make perfectly clear, I won’t suggest that philosophers should stop offering
up inane ideas, especially philosophical inanities that, even while they’re perfect correct, are only
very unobviously correct. (To the contrary, many philosophers should continue often to
seriously consider a wide variety of these possibly correct philosophical inanities and, with the
relatively few that withstand very seriously searching consideration, they should place them on
offer, for widespread contemplation and, occasionally, for fruitful philosophical employment.)

Rather, my suggestion is that philosophers shouldn’t confine themselves to dwelling just on
ever so many philosophical concrete inanities, perhaps especially those philosophical thoughts
that may well appear to be substantial ideas, even as their concretely inane status, though utterly
real, is anything but immediately obvious. Far from that, they should spend at least as much time
and effort trying to consider, both quite seriously and very imaginatively, a wide variety of
concretely substantial thoughts, especially those as may appear, at least, to be characteristically

philosophical ideas.
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In this closing section’s previous paragraphs, I’ve offered nothing that’s at all new to the
chapter. Instead, I’ve just provided folks with, first, a reminder of what I’ve really been up to so
far and, second, an indication of what I mean to be up to in most of the book’s remainder.

In the bulk of the section, by contrast, I’ll address a few matters not yet broached in these
pages of, if broached, then mentioned only quite minimally. In largest measure, these matters
concern how my newly drawn contrast, and my recently emphasized distinction, - that between
the concretely inane and, on the other side, the concretely substantial — compares with certain
philosophically familiar contrasts to quite the same effect or, in some cases, to just somewhat the
same effect.

First, I’ll say a bit about how my recently stressed contrast compares with, or relates to, the
philosophically familiar distinction between propositions that are strictly necessary and, on the
other side of this familiar divide, merely contingent propositions.

This is simple stuff. For a good start toward doing well with this simple stuff, we may
consider, yet again, the thoughts that, as exemplars of what recent philosophers might consider
most perfectly kosher, figured saliently in this chapter’s first section. Representative of the
thoughts that there filled the bill, we may recall this concretely inane proposition: Someone
won’t ever remember his old college days - indeed, he can’t possibly ever do so - unless he’s
someone who’s been to college. (Though it’s not among the most interesting or the most
unobvious of the thoughts that analytic philosophers have offered, it’s still an apt enough
representative of mainstream philosophical offerings — and even of those that are actually correct
proposals, or true propositions.) Now, quite as well as this thought “about remembering” is a

concretely inane thought, it’s also a strictly necessary proposition. (In the jargon dear to
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philosophers, it holds in, or for, all possible worlds or else, for, or in, all possible worlds, it fails
to hold.) Doubtless, I dare say, it’s perfectly correct concrete inanity; and, so, also quite
doubtless, it’s a strictly necessary truth, not a strictly necessary falsehood.

Of course, many of the thoughts I call “concretely inane” are not paradigmatically
philosophical inanities. So, for example, consider the thought that someone is a husband only if
the person is married to another person. While that’s quite certainly an inane thought — never
differentiating any (sort of) concrete reality from any other — it’s not any inanity that’s at all
philosophical, much less paradigmatically so. Largely because the concept of a husband is
terribly far from being any philosophically central notion, I suppose, but, quite certainly in any
case, the thought in focus is, indeed, of precious little philosophical interest or significance.

At any event, just as indefinitely many philosophically paradigmatic inanities are necessarily
true propositions, so indefinitely many nonphilosophical inanities are also necessary truths. Thus
it is, in particular, with the thought that anyone who’s a husband is married, a strictly necessary
truth that’s utterly irrelevant to any issue of any philosophical significance.

Now, consider any strictly necessary truth at all, however philosophically germane or
however irrelevant to philosophical issues. Well, any denial of that thought, or any negation of
it, will be a proposition that’s necessarily false, or strictly impossible: Not only won’t it ever be
the case that someone who’s never been to college remembers her old college days, but it can’t
ever be so. It’s strictly impossible for someone who’s never been to college to remember her old

college days.
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That may seem very humdrum, indeed. But, many mainstream philosophers take a great
interest, evidently, in such questions as this: What is the source of that strict impossibility and,
presumably in the bargain, the source of the correlative strict necessity?

Though I’'m not really certain that this question concerns any philosophically deep matter,
I‘m happy to suppose that there may be great philosophical point in pursuing it seriously. And,
I’'m also happy to suppose that the typical line of pursuit may be on the right track: The
proposition that someone remembers that something is so essentially features the concept of
someone’s remembering that something is so. And, it is essential to this very concept that it may
apply only in situations where the thing allegedly remembered to be so actually is so.

Going along with that, I'm happy to allow that all of the thoughts that I consider as (correct)
inanities may be not only necessarily true, but, also, they may be conceptually true. And, it may
well be that the reason that these thoughts are necessarily true propositions is that they’re
conceptually true propositions. For the moment, let’s set this aside, returning to it momentarily.

Now, nearly as prominent as the distinction between necessary propositions and contingent
thoughts, for the last couple of centuries, anyhow, is the distinction between analytic
propositions and, on the other side of this other familiar divide, synthetic propositions. Of
course, I’m taking it that the notion of analyticity in play is a very broad notion, a supposition
that, nowadays, is widely shared in mainstream philosophy. Just so, our operative notion of
analyticity is broad enough to allow each of this pair of thoughts to be an analytic proposition:

If a certain one material object is more massive than a second, and the second is more

massive than a third, then the first material object is more than the third material object.
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If someone asserts that something is so, then that someone represents herself as knowing that

it’s so.

As well as being rightly reckoned analytic truths, each of these thoughts is also properly
considered a conceptual truth. The first, we may say, is a conceptual truth about (the transitivity
of) massiveness, while the second is a conceptual truth about (a strict implication of) assertion.
Now, I’ll suggest that, anything we might usefully call a conceptual truth, in, and for, this book’s
metaphilosophical inquiry, we might also happily reckon an analytic truth.*

Looking back at some of the chapter’s most happily exemplary discussion, let’s see how we
might felicitously use our aptly broad notion of analytic propositions.

In the chapter’s second section, our discussion featured a pair of propositions which
represented, quite nicely, I think, a prominent philosophical debate that, for decades, has been
forcefully conducted by quite a few analytic metaphysicians: (COMPOSITE) TABLES and NO
(COMPOSITE) TABLES. With thoughts of analyticity now in mind, I’'ll provide some
extensive passages spurred by our work in that section.

Reminiscent of many of the currently fashionable discussions in metaphysics, here’s a
conditional offering that, in the broad sense I intend, is an analytic proposition:

“Hexagonally Arranged” Entailment to a Hexagonal Arrangement: If there are some (six)

simple material things, in a certain spatial region, (maybe some simple electrons, just

perhaps), which six things are all arranged hexagonally, and, if there aren’t any other
material simples in that region, or even anywhere very near the region, then there is, in that

region, a hexagonal arrangement of just those (six) simple material things.
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On any most natural offering of the conditional just displayed it won’t be any synthetic
statement, nor will it express, then, any merely contingent proposition. Rather, if it “embodies”
or “realizes” such rules, or concepts, or semantic transformations, as will have it be a perfectly
general truth, then the statement displayed will be necessarily true, and conceptually true, and
analytically true. And, if the conditional offering fails to “realize” such rules and concepts, and
so on, then, on the most natural understanding of the selfsame conditional, we’ll have been
offered a necessarily false conditional proposition.
When confronting the ‘“hexagonally-arranged” conditional just displayed, we’re
prompted to recall a prominent debate in recent metaphysics. As is often supposed, the debate is
a paradigmatically ontological dispute. Very fairly, the dispute may be taken as turning on
(thoughts as to) the status of such conditional offerings as this “quasi-barbaric” statement:
“Tablewise” Entailment to a Composite Table: If there are (however many) distinct material
simples, in a certain spatial region, (maybe including many materially simple electrons, just
perhaps), which material simples are all arranged tablewise, and, if there aren’t any other
material simples in that region, or even anywhere very near the region, then there is, in that
region, a composite fable (a material complex whose basic physical constituents are just
those many material simples).

(The reason I call this newly displayed conditional “quasi-barbaric” is, of course, just this:

There really isn’t, in any established natural language, saliently including English, any such word

as “tablewise”. Compare the awfully artificial “tablewise” with the perfectly natural

“hexagonally.” So, in a way, we’ve got to read the displayed “quasi-barbaric” conditional very
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charitably, in order for it to serve, at all well, as a focal point of a clearly intelligible
metaphysical dispute
To do that in a fully adequate manner might be quite difficult. But, perhaps, it might not be
so very difficult to do it in a somewhat more modest way: Here, we endow “tablewise” with a
sense that, at least pretty well, allows us to get at what’s meant to be the heart of an intelligible
metaphysical question. For that, we want a conditional that runs something like this:
“Most Conducive” Entailment to a Composite Table: 1f there are (however many) material
simples, in a certain spatial region, (maybe some simple electrons, just perhaps) which are
related in a manner that is, for the constitution of a table by those simples, just as conducive
as can be (and, especially, if there aren’t any other material simples in that region, or even
anywhere near it), then there is, that region, a composite fable (a material complex whose
basic physical constituents are just those many material simples).
Taking a cue from this “Most Conducive” conditional, those on one side of a salient dispute can
say (something like) material simples can’t ever be so related in a manner that’s conducive
enough. That’s because, they’ll say, the putative tables in focus question would have to be
composite material individuals, not simple material entities, whereas the only real material
individuals are always, just as always needs be, just so many perfectly simple individual things.
And, of course, those on the other side will say even as there sometimes (or often, or always) can
be material composites, in addition to however many material simples there are, so there will be,
in the considered situation, at least one table, in the highlighted region, even as that region
contains (quite enough) basic physical things that are, then and there, related quite conducively

enough to constitute a table, even if, perhaps, not more than just one.
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Whichever side one prefers in this debate, if one prefers either, the question of the truth, or
the untruth, of our “Most Conducive” conditional will turn on the question of whether the
conditional is a necessary truth or whether it’s a necessary falsehood. And, the question of
whether our conditional is a necessary truth or a necessary falsehood, this question will turn, I
submit, on whether or not “Most Conducive” is an analytically true proposition.

As the foregoing few paragraphs should serve to make clear, I'm very prepared to employ a
very broad notion of analyticity, in out philosophical discussions, one that may be far broader
than the notions employed my most other writers on such subjects. But, as I see it, this is, at
least for the meanwhile, the right way to go. First, a broad notion, like mine, seems needed to
accommodate all the cases that, in some happily intuitive sense, we’ll want to have covered with
our technical term, “analytic.” And, second, if this should ever lead us to confront any
intolerable consequences, well, then we can always withdraw to employ only a narrower notion
of analyticity, or even to abandon, altogether, that philosophically time-honored idea. Right
now, I’ll proceed, somewhat optimistically, with my broad notion of analyticity.

Once again, consider the idea that all philosophically paradigmatic inanities are, indeed, ever
so many analytic propositions. As I'm suggesting, many propositions proffered as deep
necessities, by prominent mainstream philosophers, are all, in fact, on all fours with the
proposition that all husbands are married, at least as regards the distinction between analytic
thoughts and, on the other side, synthetic propositions. And, of course, that will also hold for
propositions proffered as rather less deep necessities, as with, for example, the analytic thought

that someone will perceive a dog nearby him only in case there is a dog nearby him.

96



As many may view the matter, what I’ve just been suggesting amounts to having a whole lot
of rain pour on ever so many philosophically fashionable parades. And, there’s some truth in a
thought like that, I suppose, even if it might not be the whole story. Anyway, when taking my
suggestions, quite rightly enough, to be pretty deflationary proposals, some might object that,
with our offered inanity concerning the conditions for a someone’s perceiving a dog nearby him,
for example, we offer a certain insight into the nature of perception — or, at least, a certain
insight into the nature of someone’s perceiving something external to that very perceiver. And,
with our other illustrative inanities, we’re offering certain other insights into the nature of things
— as with a certain insight into the nature of remembering, and, quite correlatively, a certain
insight into the nature of knowledge, or knowing that something is so.

This objection makes it sound like I’ve been unduly belittling the importance of the thoughts
that we’ve been calling philosophically paradigmatic inanities. But, what is so inappropriate,
really, about the modest proposals we’ve been advancing? Reflecting on the objection just
canvassed, there’s this to be said: Even where it may be quite proper and appropriate, talk about
the nature of this or that doesn’t really cut much mustard. So, even as it may be apt to say that
certain analytic thoughts may articulate something about the nature of memory, or the nature of
remembering, so it may be said, with equal propriety, that certain other analytic thoughts may
articulate something about the nature of husbandhood, or the nature of being a husband. And,
just as the first thoughts may provide some insight into the nature of remembering, so the second
may provide some insight into the nature of being a husband.

Now, let’s take tack.
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Among the analytic propositions that, for purposes of illustration, we’ve encountered in this
section, which is the one that’s most instructively like the thoughts we discussed concerning
remembering, for example, like the thought that anyone who remembers his old college days is,
as he then needs be, someone who’s been to college? In what’s currently the most salient
respect, it’s the claim that anyone who is a husband is someone who’s married. How so? Well,
even as a claim about someone remembering her old college days requires, for its truth, that the
someone had a certain sort of past, rich in a certain sort of detailed way, so a claim about
someone’s being a husband also requires, for its truth, that the someone had a certain (other)
pretty rich sort of past, in another sort of detailed way.

Even as concerns matters of time, there are, of course, analytical differences between these
two (sorts of) analytic propositions, along with the noted similarities. Just so, one can be an
alumnus of a certain college, even if the college no longer exists. Indeed, one can be an alumnus
(of each of several schools) even if none of the schools one attended still exists. By contrast, one
cannot be a husband unless, when one’s being a husband, there still exist an individual to whom
one is married. If while I’'m away on trip, not only does my wife die, but, also unbeknownst to
me, all my old schools burn to the ground and totally disappear, then, while I will still be an
alumnus, [ won’t be a husband. In such a case, it will just be that [ was a husband, but now no
longer am one. But, for the purposes of our present discussion, the differences between the two
sorts of thoughts - thoughts about being an alumnus and, on the other hand, thoughts about being
a husband — those disparities aren’t as important as the commonality between the two ideas.

Both of these thoughts are concretely inane propositions, and both are strictly necessary

propositions, and, finally for now, both are analytic propositions. Moreover, whatever it
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ultimately amounts to, it’s correct to say, I’ll submit, that what explains why each of these
thoughts is concretely inane, and what explains why each is strictly necessary, too, is that each is
an analytic proposition.

If all that’s on quite the right track, then it may often be convenient for us to speak of
analytically inane thoughts, when referring to concretely inane propositions whose inanity is
explained by their analyticity. So, oftentimes, that’s what I’ll do.

As D’ve lately suggested, many propositions proffered as deep necessities, by prominent
mainstream philosophers, are all, in fact, just so many concretely inane thoughts whose inanity is
explained by their analyticity. If that should be so, then, as we may say both conveniently and
also justly, all those thoughts so prominently placed on offer are just so many analytically inane
propositions. As regards the contrast between analytic thoughts and synthetic propositions,
they’re on all fours with the thought that husbands are married.

Return to consider we may the rather sweeping claim that, for someone even to be able to
think about any concrete stuff, or any concrete individuals, the someone must have a certain sort
of fairly rich past history, during which he or she gained that mental ability, or during which the
person came to be in a position where (or when) she might think about the concrete stuff, or the
concrete individuals. As you’ll recall, among those who’ve most famously made such sweeping
claims, especially in connection with his Swampman example, was Donald Davidson. Among
those who’ve at least suggested that much, two others quite famous for proffering such thoughts
are Saul Kripke and Hilary Putnam. Sometimes doing so while in only a pretty vague state of
mind, these thoughts were offered, I feel sure, as being some rather deep necessary truths, even

as both their truth and their necessity were taken to have a peculiarly philosophical source or
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origin, even if not always a peculiarly distinctive metaphysical origin or source. But, as I’ll be
arguing, in the chapter next upcoming, these thoughts are all just so many analytically inane
propositions.

Now, and as I feel sure, the thinkers offering these inane propositions didn’t intend to
propose their offerings as being anything even remotely like any analytic propositions. Not only
did they intend their offerings to be, in this regard, quite different from, say, the claim that
anyone who’s a husband is someone who is married, but, beyond that, they thought their
offerings to be quite unlike any claim that’s quite unobviously analytic. What do I mean here?

Well, from rather early in the chapter, recall this quite possibly true but unobvious
proposition:

If someone asserts that he went to college, then that someone represents himself as knowing

that he went to college.

As even many mainstream philosophers agree will agree, this conditional thought, about
assertion, is an analytic proposition. Then, what I’'m suggesting amounts to this. These
mainstream philosophers will think that, among there quite general and characteristically
philosophical offerings, there are at least some several propositions that are, in all the respects
just mentioned, utterly unlike the conditional offering just displayed. Though they’re not fully
conscious of what’s going on here, I suspect, they’ll also think something like this: Because of
the great difference between their central offerings and our displayed conditional, what they’ve
offered are some concretely substantial thoughts, and nothing so concretely inane as is our
conditional, our thought concerning key relations among asserting, knowing and representing.

Or, they would think something like that — if only they had, ready to mind, our distinction
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between the concretely substantial and, on the opposite side of the important divide, the
concretely inane. Or, maybe something yet weaker than that, but, still, an idea along the general
line I’ve tried to demarcate, all too crudely, I guess, and, perhaps, not very successfully.

But, if I should be right about most of what’s in this neighborhood, then, and as I mean to
argue, they’ll actually have proposed thoughts that are entirely inane, presumably because each
of their thoughts is, when the offer is treated most charitably, just a quite unobvious analytic
truth. (Actually, I think that many of these offering are untrue. As such, each of them may be,
I’11 suggest, taken to be a claim that’s analytically false, as with, say, the (false) proposition that
anyone who is a girl is a male person.)

Well, as far as this book’s negative aspect goes, that’s the sort of thing I’ll be arguing, at least
more or less, in chapters yet to come. In advancing the upcoming arguments, will I be on the
right track? It would certainly be nice to think so. But, very often, I'm wrong about large
philosophical matters. And, so it may be here, in this present argumentative neighborhood.

Well now, let’s suppose that I won’t be right about most of what’s in just this present
section’s little neighborhood, comprising (very little more than) the relations between what’s
inane and, on the other hand, what’s analytic, or what’s just purely conceptual, or, at the least,
what’s strictly necessary. In that case, it may be that not so many philosophically prominent
proposals are just so many analytic truths, or just so many merely conceptual claims, or, just
perhaps, even just so many strictly necessary truths. But, even in that event, the proposals may
all still be inane ideas, or, at least, the correct proposals may be utterly inane ideas, quite as I’ll

be arguing.
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Now, what do I mean by that? While I can’t be enormously precise or articulate about the
matter, perhaps this will do: The recently prominent proposals I’ll be discussing will, (almost) all
of them, have the same status as the claim that someone will (and can) remember his old college
days only if the someone went to college, whatever might be, exactly, the status of that entirely
inane remembering-claim, beyond the bare fact that it’s utterly insubstantial. And, that will be
much the same status, however this status should best be conceived, in terms other than those of
inanity and substantiality, as that enjoyed by our other three illustrative examples: the thought
about knowing to be so only what really is so, the claim about feeling only one’s own pain, the
proposition about perceiving something that’s quite nearby only in case there really is that
something quite nearby and, finally for now, the proposition about asserting, representing and
knowing. None of this is meant as anything that should now seem obvious. But, even right
now, [ hope it will seem to be happily suggestive.

As I’ll be arguing in the bulk of the book, during most of the past hundred years or so,
there’s been offered by prominent mainstream philosophers, almost all of whom may be fairly
called analytic philosophers, a very great many analytically inane propositions, and hardly any
characteristically philosophical concretely substantial propositions. It would be folly to attempt
to show this in one fell swoop, and all quite comprehensively, as should be perfectly obvious.
So, instead, I’ll proceed by way of discussing what’s been saliently offered in several large topic
areas central to what has been, for quite some decades now, the mainstream philosophy’s
academically dominant analytical core. Some of my topics will concern central issues in the
philosophy of mind and the philosophy of language; most will concern central issues in first

philosophy, or metaphysics, the branch of philosophy that, for millennia and also in recent

102



decades, is far larger and more central to the subject than any other branch that, more
appropriate than regarding it as just that, can be aptly recognized as the very trunk of the subject
that, in my view, has become so barren of import for any of concrete reality.

With an understanding of the case studies considered, the intelligent reader will be well
placed to make sound inferences as to what’s been offered elsewhere in the subject. For almost
all smart readers, the inference will be to a quite depressing conclusion, unless they ever didn’t
expect, from recent mainstream philosophy, next to nothing that’s concretely substantial.

But, I won’t be just a big killjoy. After all the deflation we’ll experience with each case
study, in each case I'll try to suggest some ways in which, often using some prominent
philosophers’ sentences in a perfectly ordinary way never anticipated by them, even those very
sentences can be used to express ideas that are, at once, both characteristically philosophical
ideas and also thoughts that are concretely substantial. By doing that, and by doing some other
things, too, I hope to widen the intellectual horizons of philosophically inclined readers, beyond
the very limited ones that now suffer or, for all I know, they may enjoy.

Even if I should have no great success in the more positive aspect of my endeavors, and may
fail to get even a few philosophers to move well beyond offering aptly general thoughts that are
all just so many more concretely inane ideas, I should succeed, I trust, in having quite a few
recognize what should become, by the end of this book, at least, a truth that’s quite perfectly
obvious, after all: ~ While philosophical inquiry certainly can be a worthwhile form of
intellectual exploration even if ever so many characteristically philosophical thoughts are all

analytically inane propositions, for philosophy to amount to much, at all, inanity is not enough.
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NOTES

! At least roughly, you may think of concrete reality as comprising all those individuals, and only
those individuals, as are ever in time, as with, presumably, the most basic physical individual, or
individuals, whichever it, or they, may be - and, perhaps just possibly, as with whatever less basic
physical entities may be composed of, or may inhere in, or whatnot, some such most basic
physical individuals. And, also existing in time, there may be, just possibly perhaps, immaterial
mental individuals - maybe all of them being equally basic or, just maybe, and more as we tend to
think of physical entities, some of them being more basic than others. So, just as an electron may
count as part of concrete reality, so an immaterial soul may also count as part of concrete reality.
By contrast, even if many of them may truly be said to exist, such abstract entities as numbers
won’t, | presume, exist in time. As such none of the numbers will count as any part of concrete
reality

Perhaps more importantly, even if not the least bit more precisely, concrete reality will
comprise all those individuals, and only those, that are propensitied, or powered, or disposed in
any way, whether it be with respect to themselves or whether it be with respect to some other
concrete individuals. So, even as it is, presumably, propensitied to repel any other electron, a
given electron may count as a concrete entity. And, even if it is just probabilistically disposed to
continue to exist, for at least the next nanosecond, any given electron may be, just on that count,
correctly considered a concrete individual. By contrast, and in the first place, no number is

disposed to interact with anything else, in any way at all. And, in the second place, no number is
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disposed to continue to exist, or disposed not to continue to exist, neither deterministically nor, of
course, just probabilistically. As such, and once again, none of the numbers will count as any part
of concrete reality.

What I’ve been trying to do, in this sizeable endnote, is to provide you with a (very) modestly
helpful idea of what I mean when I speak of concrete reality. As is well known, it is extremely
difficult, if not impossible, to give a definition of the concrete in terms of other ideas that may be
presumed as more basic that it is, and that may be more familiar expressions. (To learn about just
how very difficult this is, and why it is so very difficulty, you may look at the entry for “Abstract
Objects” in the (online) Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, which entry is authored by Gideon
Rosen. As philosophers use the terms “concrete” and abstract,” each is supposed to cover all
those items not covered by the other. Just so, what’s concrete is what’s not abstract, and what’s
abstract is what’s not concrete. Of course, what I’ve just said does precious little to explain, or
make clear, the presumably important abstract/concrete distinction. A main point of Rosen’s
article, of course, is that nothing else does very much better than that, despite the widely agreed
(correctly, I think) idea that, for philosophy, the distinction is of fundamental importance.)

Partly owing to that extreme difficulty, I expect that the idea I’'m just now providing you, as to
what’s really concrete, will be only a (very) modestly helpful idea. But, quite beyond this, my
hopeful expectation is that, as this book progresses, it may become increasingly helpful,
eventually becoming sufficiently useful for you to comprehend, with its employment, (almost) all

of the book’s main themes and suggestions.
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Almost as a by the way, my sympathies lie mainly with those - often called “contemporary
nominalists”- who hold that there really aren’t any abstract entities, and apparent reference to
them is an unfortunately misleading upshot of certain humanly useful ways of talking about, and
thinking about, concrete individuals, the concreta being, in strictest truth, the only real entities.
On this matter, two things should now be said. First, for almost all this book’s points, it doesn’t
matter whether one should prefer, or whether one should not prefer, this severe nominalist
position. And, second, as your idea of the concrete becomes clearer and fuller, even as this book
progresses, you’ll have a clearer and fuller idea as to what is claimed by these nominalists, who
claim that it is only concrete things that are any real entities.

At all events, let’s now return to the text, and get on with the central line of our main story.

? There were a few exceptions to this, I suppose, but, then, only a very few. Perhaps the most
salient of these was the materialistic claim that sensations are brain processes — at least some sort
of physical processes - advanced and defended by U. T. Place, in his “Is Consciousness a Brain
Process?” British Journal of Psychology, Volume 47, 1956, pp. 44-50, and by J. J. C. Smart, in
his “Sensations and Brain Processes,” Philosophical Review, Volume 68, 1958, pp. 141-56.

Putting aside any worries about what a so-called process might be, the heart of their writing is
just old-fashioned materialism, whatever the details of the then-new garb that Place and Smart
saw fit clothing for their materialism. To most mainstream philosophers, at the time, these
materialist writings were regarded as not just quite crude philosophical essays, but, rather worse

than that, as being overly worldly and dangerously adventurous, by contrast with “more purely
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conceptual philosophy”. At the time, such conceptual philosophy was taken to be the only really
intellectually responsible sort of philosophy. As I’ll suggest, beyond their subscribing to what I

call Scientiphicalism, most mainstream philosophers take much that same stance even today.

3 Nowadays, most mainstream philosophers will find my early illustrative examples to be rather
boring propositions. But, even nowadays, they may hold some considerable interest for many
academically influential nonphilosophers, especially including practitioners of what are often
regarded as neighboring disciplines, like cognitive psychology and linguistic semantics. For a

salient example of this, see Stephen Pinker’s The Stuff of Thought, Viking, 2007.

* In some of this book’s later discussion, we’ll want a more refined explication of this notion of a
substantial statement and, correlatively, of our notion of an insubstantial idea. Then, I’ll rely on
the (more refined) idea that a substantial statement must propose a requirement on some concrete
reality, even regarding how that reality should be fundamentally - with the possible exception of
some such few substantial statements as may deny, for the concrete reality, that there’s anything
fundamental to, or for, or in, that reality. Much the same, I’1l then go on to say that a substantial
statement should delineate a fundamental way for some concrete reality to be (or a way for some
concrete reality to be as concerns how it is fundamentally) so that (the statement says how) the
reality question should differ, in this way, quite fundamentally, from any other (sort of) concrete
reality - with the possible exception, again, of a statement denying that there is, in the reality,

anything so fundamental.
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> Not that it makes any difference for this essay’s main contentions, but when I speak of a way for
concrete reality to be, I mean what many philosophers would call an intrinsic way. Correlatively,
I mean a way for concrete reality just itself to be, quite apart from how any concreta might, or
might not, ever be related to any nonconcreta - if there should be anything that’s not concrete.

In what’s just above, I said my attending to only intrinsic ways wouldn’t make any difference
for my essay’s main claims. What was that? Well, the gist of it is this: Any idea that
differentiates between some ways for concrete reality to be as it is intrinsically, or just by itself,
and any other such purely intrinsic ways, will differentiate, just as well, between some ways for
concrete reality to be all things considered, or without the qualification, and, on the other side,

other such all-encompassing ways. And, the converse will also be true.

6 Peter Unger, Ignorance, Oxford University Press, 1975. The first of the two displayed sentences
here, the one “about happiness” finds a home in chapter IV of the book, especially in section 7 of
that chapter, which begins on page 171 of the work. The second sentence, the one “about
asserting” finds a home in chapter VI of the book, especially in section 2 of that later chapter,

which later section starts on page 252.

7 Donald Davidson, “Knowing One’s Own Mind,” Proceedings and Addresses of the American
Philosophical Association (1987), 441-58. The address is reprinted as Essay 2 in Davidson’s
Subjective, Intersubjective, Objective, Oxford University Press, 2001. In this reprinting, the

quoted sentences appear on its page 19.
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¥ Bertrand Russell, The Analysis of Mind, 1921, pp. 159—60. Stimulated by fundamentalist ideas
from the Christian thinker Philip Henry Gosse, Russell there writes, quite famously, these two
sentences:
There is no logical impossibility in the hypothesis that the world sprang into being five
minutes ago, exactly as it then was, with a population that “remembered" a wholly unreal
past. There is no logically necessary connection between events at different times;
therefore nothing that is happening now or will happen in the future can disprove the
hypothesis that the world began five minutes ago.
Following far back in Russell’s great wake, and while assuming that something at least a lot like
materialism should be correct, or true, in my very first published paper I trafficked heavily in
thoughts about pretty suddenly arrived duplicates of normally grown human people. For that old
paper, the bibliographic reference is: Peter Unger, “On Experience and The Development of the
Understanding,” American Philosophical Quarterly, 3 (1966): 48-56.
? For Saul Kripke, the locus classicus is his “Naming and Necessity’ in D. Davidson and G.
Harman (eds.), Semantics of Natural Language (Dordrecht: D. Reidel, 1972.) With some small
additions to it, mostly contained in a Preface and in (something called) Addenda, this work was

later published as a self-standing book, Naming and Necessity, Harvard University Press, 1980.
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10 For Hilary Putnam, there are two loci classici, on these matters, if that should be the right Latin
plural expression. First, and featuring the Twin Earth Cases, there’s his paper “The Meaning of
‘Meaning,”” conveniently found in his Philosophical Papers, Volume, XX, Cambridge University
Press, 1975, though it appeared elsewhere a bit earlier. Secondly, and featuring both those
famous cases and also his “brains in a vat”, there’s his book Reason, Truth and History,

Cambridge University Press, 1981.

" There are several recent deniers of tables who see no serious troubles with having there be lots
of much simpler things arranged tablewise. Perhaps the most salient of them is Peter van
Inwagen, as in his Material Beings, Cornell University Press, 1990, especially on page 109ff.
Another is Trenton Merricks, as in his Objects and Persons, Oxford University Press, 2001, as on
page 2ff. Still another is Cian Dorr, as in his The Simplicity of Everything, 2002, which was
Princeton University Ph.D. dissertation.

(When I was in the business of denying tables, by contrast, I was just as much in the business
of denying, in effect, that any things could ever be arranged tablewise. For me then, just as
“table” was impossible to satisfy, governed as it was by conflicting conditions of application, so,
also, “tablewise” was unsatisfiable, governed as it also was by conflicting conditions.

On this matter, there are several old papers of mine; perhaps, the most illuminating of them is
“Why There Are No People,” Midwest Studies in Philosophy, 1979, reprinted in my
Philosophical Papers, Volume 2, Oxford University Press, 2006. A brief exposition of that

paper’s main ideas is given in “Appendix: Beyond Discriminative Vagueness, Safe from
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Nihilistic Sorites,” which is the appendix to chapter 7 of my All the Power in the World, Oxford
University Press, 2006.)

The recent champions of ordinary tables certainly include Eli Hirsch, “Against Revisionary
Ontology”, Philosophical Topics 30, 2002. They almost certainly include David Lewis and,

along with him, other friends of so-called mereological sums.

"> The friend of (COMPOSITE) TABLES, it should be stressed, doesn’t think that any of his
many tables has any special emergent powers, or holistic propensities, whatever any such things
as those might ever be. Rather, all the (intrinsic) powers of any given table will be just so many
fully physically derivative (intrinsic) powers, physically deriving from the basic physical
dispositions of its basic constituents — say, its quarks and its electrons — along with how it is that
all these constituents are physically related to each other, then and there, whilst constituting the

table in question.

B Actually, as I believe, the logic of the present matter is pretty complex, or pretty profligate:
Granting that, at least in such a particulate world, there really are tablewise arrangements of
particles, and granting also that there really are tables in such a world, all of the world’s tables
will be numerically different (not only from each other but also from) all the world’s tablewise
arrangements (of things) and vice versa. What’s just been offered is a quite umnobvious
(conditional) truth, and a truth I won’t argue for until we’re well into this book’s fifth chapter.

But, however that may be, at least this much will quite certainly hold: At least in such a wholly
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basically particulate world, the existence of tablewise arrangements of particles, on the one hand,
and the existence of tables, on the other hand, will stand or will fall together: either there’ll be

things of both these sorts or else there’ll be things of neither kind.

'* A very few philosophers have claimed that, and they’ve even argued that, these commonsense
ideas are inconsistent, or they’re incoherent, or that, in a kindred way, they’re deeply defective.
Cautiously, they’ll be unsatisfiable by anything in our actual world; less cautiously, by anything
in absolutely all of whatever concrete reality there ever might be.

Very possibly, during most of the past half-century or so, it’s been me who’s written most
saliently along these negativistic, anti-commonsensical lines. For this, you may see quite a few of
my early works, saliently including these heterodox philosophical productions: About knowing,
or the lack of it, see my very first book, Ignorance, Oxford University Press, 1975. About the
tables, and the people, see these papers of mine, all conveniently reprinted in Volume 2 of my
Philosophical Papers, Oxford University Press, 2006: “I Do Not Exist,” “Why There Are No
People,” and “There Are No Ordinary Things.” For more problems with tables, and with people,
too, you might enjoy these two further papers of mine, reprinted in that same Volume: “The
Problem of the Many” and “The Mental Problems of the Many” — though the last of these
essays is, more than anything else, a novel argument for Substantial (Entity) Dualism.

Of course, even as I myself have never been very confident about this publicly offered
negativism, I’ve had very little influence in getting other philosophical authors to question, with
any real bite or severity, any significant swath of our widely accepted commonsense thinking.

And, for all I know, all that’s quite as it should be.
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At any rate, during most of this book’s explorations, I’ll assume that (almost all) our
commonsense thoughts are perfectly satisfiable ideas — with very many of them being perfectly
true propositions. On that assumption, (almost all) commonsense claims will be concretely

substantial statements.

> Cite Locke, ask Don for reference. Also, give a famous example of a (correct) definition,

that’s an old philosopher’s inane offering.
' Nowadays, almost all respectable philosophers embrace Entity Materialism, while hardly any
accept Entity Dualism, much less the likes of an extremely unfashionable Entity Idealism. By and
large, I’ll hasten to note, contemporary philosophers don’t explicitly assert their entrenched Entity
Materialism - much less do they ever actually argue for the currently dominant metaphysical
view. (By contrast, they do often argue against one or another proposition that conflicts with
their preferred materialism. But, of course, that’s hardly any positive argument for materialism,
even as it will motivate, quite equally, a perfectly agnostic position on the matter. Indeed, insofar
as it carries any force at all, even the best of such terribly negative arguments may encourage, at
least as much as any alternative intellectual course of action, our avoiding an endorsement of all
three of our displayed concretely substantial theses.) ~Of course, as regards anything
philosophical that’s concretely substantial, there’s nothing in all this that’s even the least bit
novel. . So, for philosophically fresh substantial offerings we must look elsewhere, at least fairly

far, indeed, from Entity Materialism’s neighborhood.
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Myself, I’ve been offering arguments for four forms of Entity Dualist View, like Descartes’
Dualism, each an Interactionist Dualism, with material bodies affecting immaterial souls, and
with souls affecting material bodies. Mostly, this occurs in long stretches of A/l the Power in the
World. Some of the Interactionist Dualisms I favor are, I think, quite novel positions, even if
others may differ little, if at all, from Descartes’. At any rate, all four are characteristically
philosophical views that are concretely substantial positions, with each of the four differing from
the others in ways that are concretely substantial.

Well, in this big neighborhood, that’s what I’ve been arguing. Thought I’ve been arguing all
that, I have little idea, really, about what to believe on these large metaphysical matters. And, so,

I’m agnostic, regarding them all.

" Myself, I'm one of the current advocates of Real Choice who denies Real Choice

Compatibilism. Though usually going against the grain, in this case I run with a herd.

'8 Peter Unger, All the Power in the World, Oxford University Press, 2006. From now on, I’ll

(usually) refer to this book, more briefly, as All the Power.

1 In All the Power, the passage rehearsed is at pages 324-325.

* For a relatively early and excellent discussion of the matters treated, ever so briefly, in this
parenthetical paragraph, see C. B. Martin and K. Pfeifer “Intentionality and the Non-

Psychological” Philosophy and Phenomenological Research, 1986, Volume 46, 531-54.
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Subsequent discussions, developing matters along much the same lines include George Molnar’s
Powers: A Study in Metaphysics, Oxford University Press, 2003 — especially Chapter 3, aptly
named “Directedness,” and my All the Power, Oxford University Press, 2006 - especially,
Chapter 5, happily named “A Plenitude of Power”. As should come as no surprise, in both the
noted paper and the noted chapters, (almost) everything advanced is one or another concretely
inane proposition. Still, and as I like to think, most of them may be correct inanities and, yet
more to present purposes, inanities conducive toward making some fairly considerable

philosophical progress.

*! In the case of quite a few of these readers, this tacitly accepted Scientiphicalism, now more
clearly appreciated, may conflict with certain other ideas, that are also accepted by them, some of
them accepted even quite consciously and explicitly, I’ll suggest, and many others accepted only

tacitly, or unconsciously and implicitly.

* Myself, I'm an awfully unconfident advocate of this sort of Dualism. Long before my recent
espousal of such a view, and very much more confidently than I should ever do it, Descartes
espoused a Substantial Dualism rather like the crudely sketch position I’ve lately favored. And,
as I’ve heard tell, it was very long ago, indeed, that that nobody less philosophical than Plato
himself did much the same thing, however confidently, or unconfidently, it was that he made his

ancient Dualistic offering.

> In All the Power in the World, 1 tried to give surveyable a sense where it may be used to good
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philosophical effect. Near the end of a section discussing David Hume, I do that on page 129.

And, near the start of the next section, when discussing David Lewis, I do it on page 133.

** See John Foster, The Immaterial Self, Routledge, 1991, pages 163-171.
» There are other forms of Entity Dualism for which the problem of causal pairings may not
arise. For what may be a historically most salient example of that, Locke apparently held that,
though entirely lacking in spatial extension, each soul had a definite spatial location. Now, even
if one can be happy with the thought that there are substantial individuals located in space while
not occupying any space — something I can’t do — this Lockean view itself has its unobvious
problems: How is it that one soulful individual, or one person’s soul, gets to be at a certain spatial
point at a certain point time, while another is excluded from being at that point, at that time? Or,
supposing that several souls can be at the very same spatial point, all at the very same time, how
is it that one dynamically interacts with just one certain spatial body, not so interacting with any
others, even while another of the co-located souls interacts only with some quite different spatial
body? So, maybe the problem of causal pairings does arise for this Lockean view, after all.

But, however that works out; it’s not of any real importance for what’s now going on in the

text. To that currently central train of thought, I now happily return.

% See David Lewis, On the Plurality of Worlds, Blackwell Publishers, 1986. This is the classic
version of Lewis’s many-worlds metaphysics; many of the ideas treated here were previously

espoused, years earlier, in other publications. Most of what’s central to the present discussion
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appears even in just the first three pages of this important book, pp.1-3.
* In On the Plurality of Worlds, Lewis begins his section called “Plenitude” with these
sentences, on page 86:

At the outset, | mentioned several ways that a world might be ; and then I made it part of my
modal realism that

(1) absolutely every way that a world could possibly be is a way that some world is, and

(2) absolutely every way that a part of a world could possibly be is a way that some part of
some world is.

But what does that mean? It seems to mean that the worlds are abundant, and logical space is
somehow complete. There are no gaps in logical space; no vacancies where a world might
have been, but isn’t. It seems to be a principle of plenitude. But is it really?
In the text I try to do a little something to put some flesh on the bones. But, I don’t aim at much,
as the matter is difficult, and the question’s not central to my books main aims.
*® If certain infinity of worlds is greater than such infinity, then put me down for the greater of
the two. If there’s a greatest infinity in this pluriversal ballpark, then put me down for biggest
batch of worlds. If there isn’t any greatest, then there’ll be nothing to capture my fancy most
fully. Of course, that’s not a matter of any very great importance. But, in case you’d like to get

to know your author a bit better, at least as far as philosophical proclivities go, there you have it.

I’m up for Abundance: As long as it’s apt for being fully concrete, or really real, let it in!

¥ See Derek Parfit, “Why Anything? Why This?” originally published in London Review of

Books, 22 January and 5 February 1998; reprinted in Peter van Inwagen and Dean Zimmerman
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(eds.) Metaphysics: The Big Questions, Second Edition, Blackwell Publishing 2008. In the

reprinted paper, the cited passage is on page 581.

3% Not that it much matters, but the converse probably isn’t in order. Here is a proposition that,
while it’s usefully reckoned analytic, isn’t nicely thought of as conceptual, perhaps partly
because there’s no single concept that stands out as preeminent for the proposition, perhaps partly
because the analyticity is so wholly structural in, or for, the proposition:

If a man wrote a book, then a book was written by a man.
But, either way, there’s nothing in this note, or the issue it concerns, that’s important for, or even

helpfully suggestive for, our metaphilosophical inquiry.
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