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The problem of modality is a problem about truth-makers for modal propositions.
Say amodalproposition is one whose expression includes some operator~s! for
possibility or necessity. The problem arises when we ask what it is that makes
such a proposition true. There are different answers, corresponding to different
kinds of necessity and possibility. In this paper, however, the target is only mo-
dality of the “metaphysical” sort. I divide metaphysically modal propositions
into those that arede dictoand those that arede re, assume at least an uneasy truce
with de dictomodality, and focus on those that arede re. As we shall see, solu-
tions on the one front hardly guarantee solutions on the other. A general thesis is
that approaches tode remodality are closely related to accounts of what it is to be
a thing. More particularly, I argue for one approach to thinghood and for a cor-
responding approach tode remodality. Naturally, what counts as a solution de-
pends on the problem. So I begin with some considerations that set the stage for
argumentation to follow.

I. The Problem

(A) General.
Insofar as the problem of modality involves truth makers for modal propositions,
it is not epistemological; but there are related epistemological concerns. It is
natural to think that knowledge of the world is derived from observation of the
world. Suppose we observe that all crows are black. Is it possible that there be a
non-black crow? The answer is not determined by our observation, for not every
possible situation is actual. If the proposition that there can be a non-black crow
is true, it is true because some non-actual possibility is such thatif it were actual
there would be a non-black crow. But we observe only the actual world; there is
no observation of what is non-actual. And if there isn’t any observation of the
non-actual, then there isn’t any observation of correlations between the actual
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and the non-actual—it is not obvious how observation of the actual is relevant to
what is merely possible. Thus e.g., David Hume might have been able to observe
that all crows in some zoo are black, and maybe that all crows are black, but he
would not have been able to observe non-actual crows; thus, short of a “rocket
ship” that would enable him to tour possible worlds other than our own, it seems
that he could not tell whether it is necessary that crows are black. More generally,
consider a theory with consequences for nonmodal properties both at the actual
world and at other possible worlds, and some other theories whose actual-world
consequences are the same but other-world consequences are different. Insofar as
observation is of actuality, there is, seemingly, no observation to distinguish among
the theories.1 So the empiricist has reason to hold that observation does not ground
knowledge of truth or falsity for the various modal claims, and may find in these
considerations the basis for a general skepticism about modal knowledge.

This skepticism, along with our problem for modal truth, derives from a pic-
ture on which the requirements for modal truth exceed the resources of actuality.
David Lewis paints a version with his doctrine of “Humean supervenience.”

All there is to the world is a vast mosaic of local matters of particular fact, just one
little thing and then another... . We have geometry: a system of external relations of
spatiotemporal distance between points. Maybe points of spacetime itself, maybe
point-sized bits of matter or aether or fields, maybe both. And at those points we have
local qualities: perfectly natural intrinsic properties which need nothing bigger than
a point at which to be instantiated. For short: we have an arrangement of qualities.
And that is all. There is no difference without difference in the arrangement of qual-
ities. All else supervenes on that~1986b, ix-x!.2

On this view, a world is just an arrangement of qualities. From this, it seems to
follow that there is no difference without difference in the arrangement of qual-
ities. Presumably, the view isn’t merely that all difference coincides with differ-
ence in quality arrangement, but rather that all differences occurbecauseof the
way qualities are arranged, and are thusgroundedin quality arrangement.3 To put
the essential point in other terms, say a property iscategoricaliff at a world it is
a requirement on that world’s quality arrangement, and so not on the arrangement
of qualities at other worlds—having a categorical property at a world is having
qualities at that world arranged appropriately. Then, insofar as having a quality
arrangement is having some categorical property, the view implies that every
property has a categorical ground and, in particular, that~CG! modal properties
have a categorical ground.

On the “Humean” view, the qualities of which a world consists are “perfectly
natural intrinsic properties which need nothing bigger than a point at which to be
instantiated”; a quality at one point doesn’t incorporate relations to or require-
ments on other points, and so on points in other worlds or other circumstances.
Given this, since a categorical property at a world depends on just that world’s
quality distribution, a categorical property at a world does not depend on other
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circumstances.And, similarly, a property wholly grounded in the categorical prop-
erties of just one world does not depend on other circumstances. In contrast, a
modal property at a world seems to depend, at least in part, on ways qualities
would or could be in other circumstances. Plausibly,being sphericalandbeing
more than 10 kilogramsare categorical. But a thing isnecessarily sphericaljust
in case qualities would be distributed appropriately in any circumstance, and a
thing ispossibly more than 10 kilogramsjust in case qualities would be distrib-
uted appropriately in some circumstance. If modal properties depend on different
circumstances, it follows that modal properties are not categorical, and that~NG!
modal properties are not wholly grounded in the categorical properties of just one
world.

Given CG and NG, if there are modal properties, they are grounded in the
categorical properties of more than one world. So, on a worlds scheme, the actual
world has some arrangement of categorical properties, but alternative arrange-
ments are represented in other possible worlds, and modal properties are grounded
in the many different arrangements. There is, on this view, a categorical ground,
but the ground is not wholly actual.4 Plausibly, “worlds” or “stories” are useful
for explication and illustration of modal notions~and my appeals to “worlds” in
this paper are for such purposes!, however, there are reasons to hold that non-
actual worlds cannot contribute in the right way to a ground. I develop these
points elsewhere.5 With respect to grounding, at least a couple of remarks are in
order here. First, maybe there are no non-actual worlds. In this case, it is imme-
diate that other worlds do not contribute to a ground. But suppose there are non-
actual worlds. Still, if I were suddenly to find out that there aren’t any worlds
where I take a walk now, my reaction would not be “So much the worse for its
being possible that I take a walk,” but “So much the worse for the relevance of
possible worlds.” Somehow, the way things are inthisworld makes it possible to
take a walk. Indeed, the very idea of a property or truth not wholly grounded in
actuality may seem bizarre or occult. If this is right, there is a problem about the
relevance of other worlds to modal truth and~AG! actual modal properties have
an actual ground.

Given NG and AG, if there are actual modal properties, their ground is not
wholly categorical—and there is a problem about CG. Thus one might reject the
“Humean” picture according to which a world is just an arrangement of intrinsic
qualities which need nothing bigger than a point at which to be instantiated, and
hold that worlds include some different fundamental features in which modal
properties have their ground. Then, insofar as categorical properties remain re-
quirements on “Humean” qualities, CG is false. Motivations for AG may, how-
ever,supportthe claim that modal properties have a categorical ground.

In order to develop this, it is important to avoid a certain ambiguity. For any
categorical property C, one can make sense of itsnecessitation, being necessarily
C—which a thing has iff it is C in every world, and itsessentialization, being
essentially C—which a thing has iff it is C in every world where it exists. One can
also make sense of thecategoricalizationof such modal properties—so that C is
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the categoricalization ofbeing necessarily Cand ofbeing essentially C. But it
may not be clear whetherbeing NaCl, say, is a categorical property, the essen-
tialization of a categorical property, or something else; and given just that a thing
has someessenceE in every world where it exists, it may not be clear whether E
is a categorical C had essentially, C’s essentialization, or something else. I pro-
pose to resolve such ambiguity as follows: Whether E is C,being necessarily C,
being essentially C, or something related,~E!n is being necessarily C, ~E!e is
being essentially C, and~E!c is C. Similarly, whetherbeing NaClis the necessi-
tation or essentialization of some categorical property, whether it is categorical or
has some internal modal structure,~being NaCl!c is whatever is required cat-
egorically, without requirements on other worlds, bybeing NaCl, ~being NaCl!n

is the necessitation of that categorical property, etc.
Now, it seems natural to say of a tablet with~being NaCl!c that it is soluble,

and that it is soluble because of its~being NaCl!c. And, similarly, it seems natural
to say of a person with~arising from such-and-such genetic material!c that she
arises from it essentially—and this because of her~arising from such-and-such
genetic material!c. By way of analogy, suppose I claim to have “ultimate great-
ness,” and insist that my dopplegänger in a world categorically the same as ours
does not have ultimate greatness~or has it only on alternate Thursdays!; when
pressed for those features in virtue of which I have it and he does not, I respond,
“There is no difference beyond our differing with respect to ultimate greatness, it
is a brute fact that I have it and he does not—or at least a fact not grounded in our
categorical features.” This is hard to swallow. It is natural to think that the ulti-
mate greatness~whatever it may be! must find its ground in categorical features.
Similarly for serious moral properties. And similarly in the modal cases. In the
above cases, modal features seem fixed once actual categorical ones are given,
and the things seem somehow to have their modal features because of their actual
categorical ones. On this account, then, AG is motivated together with CG.6

It is now a short step to a full-blown problem about modal truth. Just as our
theories tell us that there are rocks and that these would remain if there were no
minds, so they tell us that rocks have modal features and that these would remain
if there were no minds. Thus it is natural to think that~MP! things actually have
objective modal properties. From CG, these modal properties have a categorical
ground and, from AG, they have an actual ground; so the modal properties have
an actual categorical ground. But, from NG, no modal property has an actual
categorical ground. “Solutions” take the form of denying~MP! that things actu-
ally have objective modal properties~as in some versions of empiricism!, deny-
ing ~CG! that modal properties have a categorical ground~as those who make
modal facts primitive and unexplained!, denying~AG! that modal properties have
an actual ground~as those who expand the base into other worlds!, or denying NG
and arguing for the sufficiency of some actual categorical ground. I accept MP,
CG and AG, and so argue for the sufficiency of some actual categorical ground.
Alternatives are relatively unpalatable. Modality is deeply enough embedded in
our theories to undercut the first option. Similarly, given a plausible alternative,
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few philosophers would embrace possible worlds in the required sense, and it
may be difficult to resist the different pressures which motivate categorical ground-
ing; so the other options look unattractive as well. In any case, reasons for deny-
ing the existence of modal properties or denying the existence of an actual
categorical ground seem related to the failure of attempts to locate an adequate
ground in actuality.7 And an account of modal properties that respects CG andAG
will itself count as a positive reason for thinking that modal properties have an
actual categorical ground. An account according to which modal properties have
an actual categorical ground might also leave room for a straightforward expla-
nation of modal knowledge.8 So there should at least be no objection against an
attempt to find a solution of this sort.

(B) De Re.
Traditionally, philosophers have distinguished between modalityde dictoand
modality de re—where the proposition expressed by ‘Necessarily whatever is
green is colored’ isde dictoand the one expressed by ‘Possibly Quine is a rock’
is de re. There are different ways to characterize the difference between the prop-
ositions. Intuitively,de remodality is supposed to depend on the modal proper-
ties of things~or on modes of their properties!, wherede dictomodality is supposed
to depend on features of a proposition or saying. On a worlds picture,de re
modality “traces” particular objects across worlds, wherede dictomodality does
not. So, e.g., the proposition expressed by ‘Possibly Quine is a rock’ traces Quine
from world to world, and concerns whether there is one in which he is a rock. In
contrast, the proposition expressed by ‘Necessarily whatever is green is colored’
focuses on the green things in one world, the green things in another, etc., without
respect to which things are which across worlds. On the usual scheme, this dis-
tinction corresponds to a formal one according to which a sentence~is de reand!
expresses a proposition that isde reiff it has a proper name inside the scope of a
modal operator, or a variable in the scope of a modal operator not bound by a
quantifier in the operator’s scope; and a sentence~is de dictoand! expresses a
proposition that isde dictoiff it is not de re. On this basis, ‘Possibly Quine is a
rock’ and ‘There is a man such that possibly he is a rock’ with their natural
symbolizations, ‘LRq’ and ‘∃x~Mx & LRx!’ arede re. ‘Necessarily whatever is
green is colored’ with its natural symbolization, ‘▫∀x~Gx . Cx!’ is de dicto.
Let’s begin with the assumption that these characterizations capture the same
distinction, and focus on thede re.

Though he is not enthusiastic about necessity and possibility on any account,
it is well known that Quine, and many others, have thoughtde remodality to be
particularly problematic.9 So, e.g., one might hold that meanings, or property
structures~or whatever! underwritede dictomodal principles of the sort, ‘▫∀x~x
is colored[ ~x is red∨ x is blue∨ ...!!’, ‘ ▫∀x~x is a bachelor[ ~x is male & x is
unmarried!!’, etc. It is then natural to say something like, “for any propositionP,
P isnecessaryiff its necessity follows from the principles, andP ispossibleiff its
negation isn’t necessary.” The meanings or property structures~or whatever!
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might, in some extended sense, count as “categorical” features of the world and
be legitimate candidates for a ground. Maybe, so far so good.10 But the approach
does not obviously suffice for thede recase. Insofar as the principles are neces-
saryde dicto, they have nothing to do with the properties of particular individu-
als. So it does not follow from the principles that▫;Rq. So, on the suggested
account,LRq. Maybe we get that necessarily no person is a rock—that there is no
world where something is both a person and a rock. But it does not follow that a
thing that is a person in one world, is not a rock in another. Presumably, though,
nothing that is a person could be a rock. As such, then, a solution to the problem
of de dictomodality leaves the problem ofde remodality intact.

But the difficulty is not merely that a solution to one leaves the other intact.
Rather, Quine argues that there are special difficulties for thede recase. By the
indiscernibility of identicals, if x is identical to y, x has the same properties as
y. Quine thinks this principle fails for supposed modal properties, and there-
fore that the very idea of a modal property is absurd.~If things do not have
modal properties and things are assigned to variables and proper names, then
there are corresponding problems for formallyde resentences—quantified and
otherwise.! Quine’s own cases tend to depend, in one way or another, on sen-
tences involving definite descriptions, and there are well-known replies. Here’s
a case, not Quine’s, that illustrates the difficulty: The proposition expressed
by ‘Necessarily the inventor of bifocals invents bifocals’ seems true, and the
one expressed by ‘Necessarily the first postmaster general invents bifocals’,
false. But the inventor of bifocals is the first postmaster general. At one level,
then, Quine would like to see us as first granting and then withholdingbeing
necessarily the inventor of bifocalsto the same individual and so, as violating
the principle. Depending on scope considerations, however, these sentences
are de dicto: propositions expressed by them do not require tracing any indi-
vidual from world to world, but rather only “checking” worlds to see which
person or persons happen to be their inventor of bifocals and first postmaster
general. So, in this case, there seems to be no question of a modal property of
a particular thing, and so no violation of the indiscernibility of identicals. Against
Quine, then, Marcus, Kripke and others have responded that it is important to
separate proper names~which trace individuals across worlds! from definite
descriptions~which need not!; they suggest that if one does keep them and
their roles distinct, problems evaporate. So I turn to a case that seems to avoid
these replies.

Suppose god createsex-nihiloa clay statue, and later annihilates it into noth-
ing.11 On some occasion, a person points to the statue and says, “Let this statue be
called ‘s’.” The name enters into the language and is transmitted in the usual way.
Prima facie, ‘s’ is as good a proper name as any. Similarly, on some occasion, a
person points to the thing and says, “Let this lump of clay be called ‘l ’.” The
name enters the language and is transmitted in the usual way.Prima facie, ‘ l ’ is
as good a proper name as ‘s’. The thing named by ‘s’ and the thing named by ‘l ’
have their actual categorical features: shape, weight, spatiotemporal location, etc.
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in common, and it is natural to think thats5 l. But there is a problem if we admit
thede reclaims,

~1! Necessarilys is not as flat as a pancake,

and,

~2! Possiblyl is as flat as a pancake,

for then we seem to allow thatl hasbeing possibly as flat as a pancake, butsdoes
not. With s5 l, then, there is a problem about the indiscernibility of identicals.
And even withouts5 l, insofar assandl seem categorically the same but modally
different, there is a difficulty about AG and CG—about the claim that modal
properties have an actual categorical ground. Where both designators are proper
names, it is not obvious how the standard anti-Quinean strategies apply. So it is
important for the lump-statue case that ‘s’ and ‘l ’ are proper names, and that the
one is as good a proper name as the other.12The different approaches to thinghood
set up different responses to this case.

II. Four Approaches to Thinghood: Three Essentialist, One Not

Suppose we have in hand some viable account ofde dictomodality. Then it is
natural to build a response to the problem ofde remodality on the already exist-
ing de dictoaccount. Say we are worried about whether Quine can be a rock. As
above, purelyde dictomodal principles do not give the result that;LRq. The
problem would go away with the addition ofde reprinciples including something
like, ‘▫∀x~x is-quine[ x 5 q!’; then if ‘▫∀x~x is-quine. ;~x is a rock!!’
follows from already acceptedde dictoprinciples, we get the result that ‘▫;Rq’
follows from all the modal principles taken together, and therefore the result that
it is not possible for Quine to be a rock. If there is some property such that
necessarily a thing has it iff it is Quine~say,being Quineorbeing that person! the
de dictosolution takes us the rest of the way.13

This case suggests a schema for what I will call an “essentialist” solution to the
problem ofde remodality. The idea is that things have “linked” to them some
properties already associated with thede dictosolution~essencesif you will !, and
that modal constraints are precisely the constraints already associated with those
properties. Where ‘a ' b’ indicates thata andb have all their categorical prop-
erties in common, it is enough to hold that any thinga is linked to an essence E so
that▫∀x~Ex[ x ' a!; then, for categorical P, ‘▫Pa’ is equivalent to thede dicto
‘▫∀x~Ex . Px!’. If categorical sameness is sufficient for identity then, as above,
▫∀x~Ex[ x 5 a!—and the equivalence holds for any P. At any rate, the essen-
tialist strategy is to move from somede reprinciples about essence, through the
de dictosolution, to the full range ofde remodality.14 The strategy does not itself
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“solve” the problem ofde remodality; rather, it only locates it. The full range of
de remodality is explained with thede dictosolution and some “basic”de re
principles about essence. Assuming ade dictosolution, the issue centers on the
ground for the basic principles, and therefore on the link between essences and
things.15 Of course, Quine could hardly lack a property required to be Quine, and
the essentialist might argue that essences figure in what it is to be a thing, or in a
thing’s specification, so as to justify the required principles. In order to flesh this
out, and to move in the direction of a positive account, I turn to some particular
accounts of what it is to be a thing.

I sketch a range of thing theories and select among them. Some approaches to
things allow that there are things which others do not. In setting up relatively
“dense” theories it is thus difficult to avoid what advocates of “sparse” ones will
see as much ado about~what is literally! no thing. To avoid this, I’ll talk in terms
of general “thing-candidates”—where this talk should be eliminable, and so ac-
ceptable from each of the many perspectives. Let’s restrict attention to substantial
physical things and assume some initial perspective about them. Whatever this
may be, it should make sense to say of things that they have such-and-such cat-
egorical properties at such-and-such spacetime points. Given this, from any ini-
tial perspective, we should be able to make sense of the entire range.Apreliminary
notion is required: If a thing has some categorical properties at a spacetime point
in a world, say there is apoint-candidatein that world with just those properties.
Point-candidates are identical iff their~categorical! properties are the same. Dis-
tinct things overlapping at a point where they agree categorically result in a single
point-candidate there, but it is not required that overlapping things agree in this
way: if things overlap where they are categorically different, there are different
point-candidates there~maybe things are fields and fields so overlap!. Now, for
any set of point-candidates in a world, let those candidates be athing-candidate.
Insofar as categorical properties are requirements on point-distribution of qual-
ities, it should make sense to say that thing-candidates have categorical proper-
ties depending on categorical properties of their points. Distinct thing-candidates
differ categorically—differing in categorical properties at at least one point. There
are alot of thing-candidates. Some are incredibly small, and some are incredibly
brief. Some correspond to persons, trees and buildings. But others are instanta-
neous, point-sized, or scattered across time and space. If one thing-candidate is a
part of another just in case all of its point-candidates are point-candidates of the
other, then “ordinary” thing-candidates are parts of myriads of others that are,
presumably, less ordinary.

Some clarification and qualification is in order. So far, it is an open question
whether the lump is distinct from the statue, whether there are point-sized or
scattered objects, whether things are temporally extended, etc. So one might worry
that this thing-candidate setup begs questions against certain accounts of things.
But the idea is precisely toset upsuch questions. Existential claims about can-
didates are not existential claims about the furniture of the universe. Rather, such
claims require no more than that there are or can be things~proper! with such-
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and-such categorical features at such-and-such spacetime points. Perhaps there
will be problems of vagueness or ambiguity about which thing-candidates have
~being the Eiffel Tower!c or ~being the outback!c. Suppose these are somehow
resolved.16 Still, I do not suggest that every candidate corresponds to something
people would ordinarily recognize. Maybe one is ordinary; maybe Martians would
recognize it as “ordinary” though we do not. But it doesn’t matter. What matters
is that we are in a position to specify all the things there are supposed to be for
each of the theories to be described. The many thing-candidates are appropriate
for this end. Similarly, some thing-candidates are temporally as well as spatially
extended. But I do not mean to decide for a four-dimensional over a three-
dimensional account of things. Given the many thing-candidates, there is sure to
be a reasonable correlation between thing-candidates and the things a three di-
mensionalist thinks there are. The main outlines of my discussion will remain on
a “three-dimensionalist” translation; so I prefer to allow that three dimensional-
ism may be right, and to remain neutral on this issue.Also, I do not want to engage
in controversy over physics. Maybe, for whatever reasons, there are problems
about point instantiation of properties. Still, in some sense, physics has to be
telling us about the way ordinary things are at various spacetime locations. So
let the account of ultimate reality be the true one. Then, subject to what we
may think of as simplifying assumptions, this discussion begins where that one
leaves off.

As I have suggested, one might think of essences as categorical properties,
or as essentializations of categorical properties. The former may seem more
natural—at least when one wonders whetherbeing under six feet tallis “part” of
some person’s essence. At any rate, it will facilitate discussion if we think of
essences exclusively as categorical. Insofar as essences are categorical, thing-
candidates may have them. Say anessenceis a categorical property linked to a
thing so that necessarily, the thing exists with such-and-such categorical proper-
ties iff a thing-candidate with those properties has the essence. So far, it is an open
question whether there are any essences and, if so, which properties they are. If
there are essences, though, no essence can be instantiated by distinct thing-
candidates: if some thing-candidates have an essence, then there is a thing with
just the categorical properties of the one thing-candidate, and just the categorical
properties of the other thing-candidate; so the thing-candidates have just the same
categorical properties; so the thing-candidates are the same—where quantifiers
range over thing-candidates at worlds,▫∀x ∀y~~Ex & Ey! . x 5 y!. Let’s say a
categorical property which cannot be instantiated by distinct thing-candidates is
an essence-candidate. Of course, again, I do not claim that everyone, or even
that anyone, will grant that every essence-candidate is an essence proper.~Being
the inventor of bifocals!c as well as~being Benjamin Franklin!c are essence-
candidates. Similarly,~being the presidents of the United States!c is an essence-
candidate—one actually had by a spatially discontinuous thing-candidate spread
over more than 200 years. The~inventor!c and~ president!c properties are not
“ordinary” essences, so not all essence-candidates are ordinary. What I do sug-
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gest is that one way of thinking about our range of thing theories is to think of the
theories as differing in their treatment of essence-candidates.

The approaches to thinghood divide along three lines. The “essentialist”0 “non-
essentialist” division has to do with whether there can be things without essences.
The essentialist thinks there can be no such things, and the non-essentialist that
there can. For simplicity, identify~or lump together! essence-candidates that are
necessarily coextensive—thus we won’t distinguishbeing Quinefrom, say,be-
ing a round square or Quine; and, correspondingly, identify~or lump together!
things which cannot differ categorically. Within essentialism, the “mad-dog”0
“moderate” distinction has to do with whether there can be thing-candidates that
instantiate more than one essence. The mad-dog essentialist thinks there can be
such thing-candidates, and the moderate that there cannot. Moderate essentialism
requires that essences be selected from among essence-candidates, and the
“genuine”0“pseudo” division has to do with whether people somehow divide
among essence-candidates to determine which are essences. The genuine essen-
tialist thinks selection of essences from among essence-candidates is objective,
and the pseudo that it is not. Thus there are non-essentialism, mad-dog essential-
ism, moderate genuine essentialism, and moderate pseudo-essentialism.

First, on amad-dog essentialistview, ~ES! necessarily, any thing is linked
to an essence, and~MA ! there can be thing-candidates that instantiate more
than one essence. On an essentialist view, each thing is linked to some essence,
but no thing is linked to more than one: suppose a thing is linked to essences
E1 and E2; then at any world the thing exists with such-and-such categorical
properties iff a thing-candidate with those properties has E1, and the thing
exists with those categorical properties iff a thing-candidate with those very
same properties has E2; so a thing-candidate has E1 iff it has E2; but any thing
is linked to some essence, and so has just the categorical properties of some
thing-candidate; so at any world a thing has E1 iff it has E2; so E15 E2, and
the thing is linked to just one essence. Given this, different things might have
all their categorical properties in common: from MA, a single thing-candidate
might have essences~being this statue!c and~being this lump!c; then there is a
thing linked to~being this statue!c, and a thing linked to~being this lump!c;
but no thing is linked to more than one essence, so there is one thing linked to
~being this statue!c, and another linked to~being this lump!c—where each has
just the categorical properties of the thing-candidate, and so just the categori-
cal properties of the other.17 Thus a simple solution to the lump-statue case is
available: there is no problem with the indiscernibility of identicals, precisely
becauses and l are not identical. The lump and the statue differ modally inso-
far as the one has~being this statue!c in every world where it exists and the
other does not. In fact, the full essentialist solution is up and running: If a thing
exists, it has just the categorical properties of a thing-candidate with its es-
sence; so it has its essence. But any thing has just the categorical properties of
some thing-candidate; so if a thing instantiates an essence, it has just the cat-
egorical properties of a thing-candidate with the essence; so it has just the
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categorical properties of the thing linked to the essence. So, wherea is linked
to E, ▫∀x~Ex [ x ' a!, and for categorical P,▫Pa iff ▫∀x~Ex . Px!.

MAdoes not rule out all selecting of essences from among essence-candidates;
it requires only that essences are not selected so as to rule out the possibility of
thing-candidates with more than one essence. Insofar as there is selecting among
essence-candidates, there may be “genuine” and “pseudo” versions of the mad-
dog view, with difficulties as discussed below. However, mad-dog essentialism
does not require selecting essences from among essence-candidates. On the sim-
plest ~“maddest”! mad-dog view, every essence-candidate is an essence. Then
there is no selecting among essence-candidates, and very many things share cat-
egorical properties. There are the lump and the statue, but perhaps also things
corresponding to~being this stuff!c, ~being these atoms!c, ~being these mole-
cules!c, ~being in this spatiotemporal location!c, or whatever—all categorically
the same but modally different. In this case~and whenever a thing-candidate has
more than one essence! it seems impossible to separate a thing from its essence.
Consider this analogy: By extensionality, a set x is identical to a set y iff x has the
same members as y. So, e.g.,$f% cannot remain identical to$f% and be “changed”
into $f,$f%% because being$f,$f%% is being a different set from$f%. Switching
members switches sets; thus it is natural to think that the members of a set are
essential to it. Similarly, on the mad-dog view, a thing is distinguished from the
full range of other things only insofar as it is linked to a unique essence, and so
has the associated modal properties. Switching essences switches things; thus it
is natural to think that a thing cannot exist apart from its essence—and so that
people cannot decouple a thing from its essence. Given this, the maddest mad-
dog view, at least, seems positioned to satisfy MP, according to which things
actually have objective modal properties.18

However, there are reasons to worry. For some, it will be enough that distinct
substantial physical things are supposed to have all their categorical properties in
common. Maybe one allows that an immaterial soul, or a physical field, may
occupy the same spatiotemporal location as a substantial physical thing. But it is
more difficult to admit that one substantial physical thing may haveall the same
categorical properties as another.19 I suspect that the worry derives from concerns
about grounding. The mad-dog philosopher is committed to the claim that pos-
sibly things are categorically the same but modally different. Thus the mad-dog
philosopher violates the conjunction of CG and AG~generalized to apply across
worlds!. But the problem is not merely that objects in distinct worlds, like my
doppelgänger and I, share categorical properties and differ otherwise. Rather,
things in thesameworld share categorical properties and differ otherwise. This is
particularly mysterious.

It is enough to make a couple of related points about grounding. First, it is
natural to accept a grounding principle according to which complex things have
their properties by virtue of the properties and relations, categorical or otherwise,
of their parts. If this is so, and the lump and statue have thevery sameatoms as
parts, their properties should be the same. But, on the mad-dog view, they are
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not.20 So either the lump and the statue do not have the same atoms as parts, or
complex things do not have their modal properties by virtue of the properties and
relations of their parts. In the former case, one might suggest that there are some
“latoms” and “satoms” which are categorically the same but modally different,
where the lump has the former as parts and the statue the latter. This is at least
odd. And if we think of the world as an arrangement of qualities, categorical or
otherwise, by virtue of which there are the things there are, it isn’t clear whether
such differences can be pushed “all the way down”—whether and how such dif-
ferences find a ground in the actual distribution of qualities~and similarly, if we
think of the world as an arrangement of masses or stuffs with different funda-
mental features!. But maybe things do not have their modal properties by virtue
of the properties and relations of their parts. Perhaps things which agree categor-
ically and differ modally somehow rest on a “modally inert” quality distribution,
in which their essences are instantiated—so that the existing of a thing justis the
instantiating of its essence. In this case, the principle according to which complex
things have their properties by virtue of the properties and relations of their parts
fails, and we seem to allow that modal properties may differ where actual quality
distribution is the same. In either case, then, there is a question about AG, taken
apart from CG.

At any rate, the conjunction ofAG and CG~generalized to apply across worlds!
is denied. Maybe some mad-dog theory accounts for ordinary applications of
‘thing’. Still, webegan with a question about grounds for modal properties—and
the inventor-of-bifocals and lump-statue cases may seem precisely intended to
distinguish modal properties which are grounded from those which are not. Thus,
on the mad-dog approach tode remodality, the subject seems somehow to have
changed: things “have” modal properties, but have them apart from the relevant
grounds. Given the mad-dog approach to things, there is room to reintroduce the
original problem—perhaps with the introduction of some “shmings,” all of whose
properties are grounded, and talk of “de shming” modality.

Within the essentialist framework, though, it is possible to alleviate some of
this pressure on grounding by being more selective about the essences. In this
way, one might hope to avoid the consequence that things may agree categori-
cally and differ modally. On amoderate essentialistview, ~ES! necessarily, any
thing is linked to an essence, and~MO! necessarily, no thing-candidate instanti-
ates more than one essence. On an essentialist view, any essence is linked to some
thing, but no essence is linked to more than one: suppose some things are linked
to essence E; then at any world the one exists with such-and-such categorical
properties iff a thing-candidate with those properties has E, and the other exists
with such-and-such categorical properties iff a thing-candidate with those prop-
erties has E; so at any world the things have just the same categorical properties;
so the things are the same, and the essence is linked to just one thing. Given this,
different things differ categorically: from ES, any thing is linked to some essence;
but no essence is linked to more than one thing, so different things are linked to
different essences; so, given MO, different things have just the categorical prop-

Things and De Re Modality67



erties of different thing-candidates; so different things differ categorically. In this
case, though, essence tracks identity. As before, if a thing exists, it has just the
categorical properties of a thing-candidate with its essence; so it has its essence.
But if a thing has an essence, it has just the categorical properties of a thing-
candidate with the essence; so it has just the categorical properties of the thing
linked to the essence; and, since different things differ categorically, itis the thing
linked to the essence. So, wherea is linked to E,▫∀x~Ex[ x 5 a!, and▫Pa iff
▫∀x~Ex . Px!.

For a view of this kind, one might focus on properties of the sort~being in this
space-time location!c, or ~being this stuff!c as the only properties that are es-
sences.21 On a more traditional approach, one might try for a mixed collection of
properties, say,~being this person!c, ~being this chair!c, etc. But on any such
account, not both~being this lump!c and~being this statue!c are essences.22 So,
seemingly, not both~1! and ~2! are true. Suppose~being this lump!c is the es-
sence. Then the thing exists in a world just in case~being this lump!c is instan-
tiated there. Plausibly, there is a world where~being this lump!c is instantiated in
something as flat as a pancake. So~2! is true.As a claim about thething, however,
~1! is not—for we have allowed that the thing can be as flat as a pancake. Simi-
larly, if ~being this statue!c is the essence,~1! is true, and~2! seems not. Or
perhaps~being this stuff!c is the essence, and we shall have to allow that the thing
could have been a scattered object. Etc.

Suppose the essence is~being this lump!c, and that it is therefore possible for
the thing to be as flat as a pancake. If~1! is true, any view that denies it is mis-
taken. So it is natural for the moderate essentialist to offer some account of~1!
according to which it is not, strictly speaking, about the thing. One option is to
suggest that reference for relevant terms “switches” so that~1! is a true claim
about some “fictional object,” “process” or the like.23 Then, as for the mad-
dog essentialist, there is no problem with the indiscernibility of identicals be-
causesÞ l. Michael Jubien~1993! suggests another option. In effect, he appeals
to essence-candidates that are not essences, and analyzes the claim that neces-
sarilys is not as flat as a pancake as ade dictostatement of the sort ‘▫∀x~x is-the-
statue. ;~x is as flat as a pancake!!’. On this basis, as with the inventor of
bifocals, there is no problem about the indiscernibility of identicals because no
object is traced from world to world. At any rate, corresponding to the moderate
essentialist’s selecting among essence-candidates, is some selecting among the
formallyde reclaims we might have been inclined to make: either some are false,
or some are analyzed into something other than straightforwardde remodal claims
about things.

Insofar as selecting essences from among essence-candidates avoids the con-
sequence that things may differ modally without categorical difference, moderate
essentialism avoids the objections brought against mad-dog essentialism. But
selecting essences from among essence-candidates raises problems of its own. In
addition to ES and MO, the moderategenuineessentialist accepts that~GE! se-
lection of essences from among essence-candidates is objective. But it is natural
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to worry that any selecting among essence-candidates is arbitrary. If the view is
to accommodate a response to the problem of modality, there must be a ground
for the selection among essences, and so for the requiredde reprinciples. But
why select properties of the sort~being this stuff!c over~being in this space-time
location!c? Or why select~being this lump!c over~being this statue!c? A thing,
presumably, has many essence-candidates. Insofar as each is sufficient to drive an
account of things andde remodality, each seems an equally strong candidate for
essencehood. Say there are two murders, differing only in that one is a stabbing
and the other a strangulation. Insofar as we think the difference between stabbing
and strangulation is morally irrelevant, we are under pressure to hold that the
moral evaluation of the events is the same. No categorical property makes one
better than the other. And similarly for modality. Insofar as we think there is
nothingmodally relevantdistinguishing among the various essence-candidates,
there is reason to think that moderate genuine essentialism is false~and perhaps
pressure in the direction of mad-dog essentialism!. No categorical property makes
one candidate necessary and the other not. Of course, one might hold out for the
primitive moral fact that, say, all other things being equal, strangulation is better
than stabbing; and similarly, one might hold out for a primitive modal fact that
some properties are essences and others are not. Perhaps there are some such
facts. For our purposes, though, there is trouble insofar as the grounding require-
ment from CG and AG fails.24

However, Jubien, at least, is not a genuine essentialist. In places, he suggests
that the selecting of essences from among essence-candidates is conventional.
Thus his position is pseudo-essentialist. In addition to ES and MO, the moderate
pseudo-essentialist accepts that~PS! selection of essences from among essence-
candidates is not objective. Perhaps the pseudo-essentialist reasons as follows:
Either the world selects certain properties as essential to things or it does not. If
it does, then some genuine essentialist position is right. If it does not, then things
are “multiform.”A thing may have the properties,~being this statue!c, ~being this
lump!c, ~being this stuff!c, and whatever, but the point of calling a thing “multi-
form” is that none of these is singled out by the world as essential to it—or as
uniquely determining what it is to be it.Prima facie, this is a problem: It is by
association with a unique essence, that the essentialist has so far been able to
account for a thing’s modal properties. And if a thing traces across worlds, the
tracing itself selects a unique essence—the one had byit in each world; so, on this
view, things do not by themselves trace across worlds. Thus there is a question
about how things have their modal properties. But the moderate pseudo-essentialist
accepts that things are, in fact, linked with essences. Perhaps it is convention
which supplies that “missing” element that justifies the selection of just one es-
sence from among a thing’s essence-candidates. Given this, proceed as before:
On Jubien’s view, essences are properties of the sort~being this particular stuff!c.
The stuff, that is the thing, which actually is~predicatively! this statue and this
lump, might have been scattered; so it is appropriate to say of it that possibly it is
a scattered object; but one wouldn’t want to say that something scattered could
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have~being this statue!c or ~being this lump!c, and Jubien gives sentences like
~1! and~2! de dictoreadings of the sort, “necessarily, whatever is-the-statue~or
is-the-lump! has such-and-such features.” Of course, other moderate options are
available.25

In this case, what people say may itself count as an actual categorical ground.
If it does, CG and AG are satisfied. Perhaps some moderate pseudo-essentialist
theory is correct as an account of talk about things.26 But, again, there are reasons
for us to worry. First, anyone who thinks that a tablet with~being NaCl!c is
soluble because of its~being NaCl!c, and0or that a person with~arising from
such-and-such genetic material!c arises from it essentially because of her~aris-
ing from such-and-such genetic material!c, is likely to think that the moderate
pseudo-essentialist mislocates the actual categorical ground: the ground is to be
found in the~being NaCl!c, and~arising from such-and-such genetic material!c,
rather than in what people say or do. Whatever one says about this, on the mod-
erate pseudo-essentialist view, it is not the case that~MP! things actually have
objective modal properties. Given a particular thing, on the moderate pseudo-
essentialist view, it is not objective that one property is its essence rather than
another; so it is not objective that the thing has certain modal properties, rather
than others; so MP fails. MP is, in effect, another constraint on grounding. On the
moderate pseudo view, there may be a ground, but not a ground of the sort to
satisfy MP.

Problems about grounding the selection of essences from among essence-
candidates disappear if there are no essences. So, finally, let’s consider a non-
essentialist view. On anon-essentialistview, ~NE! there can be things linked to
no essence. In the simplest case, there are no essences. For now at least, take this
to be the non-essentialist view. Then there are no problems about selecting es-
sences from among essence-candidates, and things are multiform. In this case, it
is not merely that things do not “by themselves” trace across worlds, but rather
that things do not trace across worlds at all. If a thing is linked to no essence, there
can be no fact about which things are it in other worlds. If there is a fact about
which things are it in different worlds, then there is an essence to which it is
linked—the one had by a thing in a world just in case the thing isit ~I assume
properties are “abundant” enough that there would be some such essence-
candidate!.27 The non-essentialist can avoid the mystery of mad-dog essentialism
by saying there is no more than one thing corresponding to any thing-candidate
~indeed, if things do not trace across worlds, and different things can differ cat-
egorically, it is not clear how the non-essentialist can say otherwise!. At any rate,
insofar as things do not trace across worlds, given our characterization ofde re
modality, there are serious questions about whether things have modal properties
at all.

Perhaps the non-essentialist is inspired by the suggestion that if “alternative”
accounts are adequate to accommodate some formallyde resentences, then maybe
some such account is adequate to accommodate them all. So, e.g., perhaps ref-
erence shifts so thatde remodal claims are in general about fictional objects; or
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perhaps formallyde remodal claims can in general be analyzed into those that are
de dicto. Either way, the non-essentialist seems to requiresomeassociations with
essence-candidates for modal truth—the fictional object “has” one, thede dicto
analysis incorporates one, or whatever. Perhaps a relation between essence-
candidates and reference is supposed to do the job. Grant that some such account
makes sense of~1! and~2!. Still, there is a problem about modal properties. So
far, non-essentialism seems to be a more-or-less sophisticated denial of the claim
that things have modal properties, rather than a view according to which~MP!
things actually have objective modal properties.28

Thus we encounter a “bulge” associated with grounds for modal properties.
Essentialism makes room for modal properties, but has problems with a ground;
non-essentialism shifts the difficulties into difficulties for modal properties them-
selves. Shifting the account of things shifts the bulge, but does not seem to push
it down. Without comment on the view which best accounts for ordinary uses of
‘thing’, I claim that non-essentialism, with its “bare-bones” approach to things,
puts us in the best position to think about modal properties and grounds. In the
next section, I develop and defend a non-essentialist account on which, I claim,
things have objective modal properties, and modal properties have an actual cat-
egorical ground. Inevitably, what I say is sketchy and incomplete. But it is sug-
gestive of responses to a significant range of questions, and I think the view thus
receives support by its explanatory power.

III. Modified Essentialism

Assume a non-essentialist position on which there is exactly one thing cor-
responding to each thing-candidate, and there are no essences. Say the non-
essentialist thinks there are connections between reference and essence-candidates
so that~1! is equivalent to something like ‘▫∀x~x is-the-statue. ;~x is as flat
as a pancake!!’. Given this, ade dictosolution may seem sufficient for the prob-
lem of modality. In this section, I begin by agreeing that there are associations
between reference and essence-candidates so that~1! is equivalent to something
like ‘▫∀x~x is-the-statue. ;~x is as flat as a pancake!!’. However, I go on to
argue that the associated solution is notde dicto. An essentialist might hold
that things with~being this statue!c have cross-world identity. Given our
non-essentialist assumption, we cannot allow that this is so; still, there are other
cross-world relations. I suggest that things with~being this statue!c stand in a
cross-world “same statue” relation which itself groundsde remodality. Insofar as
both the essentialist and the non-essentialist allow that things have~being this
statue!c just in case they stand in cross-world relations which groundde remo-
dality, but disagree about the relation, one might see the proposed view as a sort
of “modified” essentialism, with~being this statue!c as a sort of “modified” es-
sence. But be clear: insofar as the relation isn’t identity, modified essentialism
isn’t essentialism, and modified essences aren’t essences.
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Some associations between reference and essence-candidates may seem to be
part of the data. If~1! and~2! are true, ‘s’ works differently from ‘l ’; somehow,
‘s’ makes~being this statue!c matter for~1! where~being this lump!c matters for
~2!.And similarly when modal claims seem to fail. It is natural to ask whetherthis
statuecould have been as flat as a pancake, and to ask whetherthis lumpor this
stuff could have had that shape. In contrast, there is something odd about the
question of whether the thing that is this stuff, i.e. the thing that is this lump, i.e.
the thing that is this statue, could have been as flat as a pancake. Presumably,
there is no problem about whether it is red or two feet tall. In the modal case,
however, the thing is identified, but without recourse to any one essence-
candidate—where this seems to explain the oddity. Naturally, the different ap-
proaches to things have different ways to account for the data. However, insofar
as each explains the full range of data~and pending developed accounts of ref-
erence!, it may be that each introduces associations between essence-candidates
and reference: the mad-dog essentialist to distinguish things that agree categor-
ically, the moderate essentialist and non-essentialist to distinguish among differ-
ent, maybe alternative, accounts. Insofar as each requires such associations, none
is at a relative disadvantage for doing so. Still, it is hardly clear how the associ-
ations are supposed to work. If ordinary names are associated with essence-
candidates, what prevents using the candidates to do away with names altogether?
And, post-Kripke, how can there be associations between reference and essence-
candidates of the sort modified essentialism~or any account! requires?

In one place~1981, 17!, RobertAdams suggests thinking of a thing’sthisness—
the property ofbeing identical with it—as a pair that has, as one member, the
relation of identity, and as the other, the thing. Whatever one thinks about this
identification, it is natural to treat~being this statue!c, ~being this lump!c, ~being
this stuff!c, etc., as corresponding to pairs^a,k& of thing and kind property. The
first member of the pairis the thing, and the second is the kind—~being a lump!c,
~being a statue!c, or whatever—so the pair does not depend on language. Plau-
sibly, though, necessary for reference to the pair, and for reference to the corre-
sponding property, is reference to the thing.~Being this statue!c is one thing and
~being that statue!c is another;thisstatue has~being this statue!c andthatstatue
has~being that statue!c. Similarly, if this is a world of two-way eternal recur-
rence, it is one thing to be this statue, and another to be the corresponding statue
in a previous age. The point is not that the propertyis the pair, or that properties
somehow have things as “constituents,” but rather that reference to the things~or
something like it! is required to disambiguate the properties. If this is right, we
are in a position to explain the use of names in formallyde reclaims. Even if truth
conditions for propositions expressed by modal sentences depend on relations
between properties, still, for certain properties—properties “gotten” only by way
of things, reference to the things seems required for expressing the relations. But
then it may be natural to express such relations by means of a device that includes
at least some directly referential component. Of course, even granted that ordi-
nary proper names fill this role, we do not have that names are sufficient for
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expressing the relations, because getting at these properties requires getting at
kinds as well. But perhaps it is not implausible to think that ordinary names do get
kinds as well.

Building on Kripke’s picture, it is natural to think that kind properties are
necessary features of ordinary name baptism and transmission.29 Say aDt-slice
of a thing ~relative to some reference frame! is that thing over the spanDt ~in
that frame!. Suppose my mother is naming me. She lovingly says, “Let the
person of which that~she points! is a Dt-slice be T.R.” It turns out that she
names a person. But~however unlikely! she might have said, “Let thestuff of
which that baby slice is now composed be T.R.” In this case, with sufficient
gesticulation and philosophical explanation, she might have named some stuff—
stuff which an interested scientist could determine to be a rock~or fertilizer! at
a later time. Apparently, thepersonand stuff properties figure in getting the
name onto the thing that “spreads out” from the slice in the right way~given
the many things of which the slice is a part!. Naturally, the issue is not so
simple: Kind properties may be suppressed in baptisms. Or one might point
and say, “Let thatstar be Hesperus”—and end up naming a planet. Perhaps
there is some complex interaction between the world, convention, what people
say, etc. But, where a kind property justis a property which figures in getting
a name onto the thing that “spreads out” from a slice in the right way, all I am
after is that some kind property is a feature of that process whereby a name is
attached to a thing. Perhaps this much is plausible.

Even so, our non-essentialist requires that kinds continue to matter for ordinary
usage. First, it is natural to think that name transmission chains trace to baptisms,
and to things through or by means of the baptisms. But if baptisms figure in the con-
tinued working of names, and kinds in the working of baptisms, then it seems that
in some sense kinds continue to figure in the working of names. Modal evidence
to the side, it may be possible to motivate this directly. Suppose someone over-
hears in a market, “Quine is very good” and takes it as an evaluation of someAus-
tralian wine; upon remarking to his wife at a later time that he would “try to pick
up some Quine,” he will surely not have succeeded in referring to Quine—despite
his intention to use the word the way it was used by those from whom he heard it.30

Or consider Socrates just before his death and suppose someone says that Socra-
tes,the stuff, is now a scattered object. Perhaps this is so. But perhaps not; per-
haps ‘Socrates’ resists association with stuffhood. At any rate, the ability to block
reference~as with the ‘Quine’ case!, the ability to switch reference~as with
‘Socrates’ on the former interpretation!, and even the phenomenon of resistance
~as with ‘Socrates’ on the latter interpretation!, are compatible with a model on
which kinds continue to matter for reference. Again, no doubt there is a complex
interaction between context, convention, history, etc. For our purposes, though, it
is sufficient that, in modal contexts, use of an ordinary proper name somehow
“finds” a kind as surely as it finds a thing. For finding a thing and a kind~which the
thing has! is sufficient for finding an essence-candidate, and may thus be suffi-
cient for an account of the sort our non-essentialist proposes.
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I am not sure whether this approach to names fits the Frege-Russell picture
because it allows that a name has something like a sense, or Kripke’s because it
makes chains reaching back to things matter. In either case, I donot offer an
account of how reference works or an analysis of sentences containing ordinary
proper names. It is sufficient that, in effect, ordinary proper names “supply” or
“return” objects just in case the objects have the associated essence-candidates.
Let’s indicate the essence-candidate associated with a name by a subscript: where
pairs^a,k& correspond to essence-candidates as above, let ‘@a,k#’ be both a name
and predicate for the essence-candidate corresponding to^a,k&, and ‘a@a,k#’ be a
name associated with@a,k#. Then it is sufficient that ‘a@a,k#’ returns objects so that
▫∀x~@a,k#x [ x 5 a@a,k#!. Given this, for the postulated connection between
reference and essence-candidates, no specialanalysisof ‘▫Pa@a,k#’ is required;
rather, itfollowsthat▫Pa@a,k# iff ▫∀x~@a,k#x . Px!. The discussion of kinds and
reference only makes room for the suggestion that names do return objects in this
way. Also, so far, our non-essentialist is not subject to the sort of objections
Kripke brings against Frege and Russell. One worry concerns the connection
between what speakers grasp and what is required for reference. However, inso-
far as essence-candidates appear only at the “ends” of reference chains, there is
no reason to think that speakers grasp them. And kinds might be located at the
“ends” as well. A related worry is that descriptions associated with, e.g., ‘Nixon’,
could characterize persons other than the one that is, intuitively,that person. But
our non-essentialist is committed precisely to the claim that ‘Nixon’ attaches to
whatever has the property of being that person; so the objection does not get off
the ground.31

We are now in a position to make progress in the direction of objectualde re
modality. First, let’s take it as given that it is possible for a thing to have~being
this lump!c without the precise location or shape this lump actually has; similarly,
it is possible for a thing to be this lump without being this statue and, insofar as
the lump might outlast the statue, for one thing to be this lump and another to be
this statue. The different approaches to thinghood all allow this much, and differ
about how it matters. An essentialist can hold that~being this lump!c or ~being
this statue!c are linked to things which exist in association with the properties. If
there are no essences, then a thing can have~being this lump!c or ~being this
statue!c where there is no fact about whether it is identical to or distinct from the
actual thing. But denying these facts about identity is not the same as denying—
what is assumed on each of the views—that there are facts about whether some
things count as the same lump or statue.32 Second, just as there may be a~being
taller than Jim!c which applies across worlds but depends on Jim’s actual height,
so I suggest that~being this lump!c and~being this statue!c apply across worlds
but depend on the actual thing. Just as there is a cross-world “taller than” relation
associated with~being taller than Jim!c which explains how it depends on Jim, so
I suggest that there are cross-world “same-lump” and “same-statue” relations
associated with~being this lump!c and~being this statue!c which explain how
they depend on the actual thing. As the essentialist thinks there are facts about the
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cross-world identity of things, so the modified essentialist thinks there are these
cross-world relations, and thatde remodality is grounded in them. Let’s focus on
this second point.

For any kind K, one expects~being a K!c to involve having certain general
features and0or standing in relations to individuals of certain sorts, where~be-
ing a particular K!c requires having those general features and standing in
those relations to particular individuals. Given a kind’s role in naming, these
features and relations should be sufficient for reference to “spread” in the ap-
propriate directions in arbitrary contexts. Suppose~being a person!c requires
having a certain sort of continuity; then for any person,~being that person!c

requires having that continuity; necessarily, anyone who is that person has that
continuity.33 Suppose~being a person!c requires having some fixed~genetic!
sex; then for any particular person,~being that person!c requires having a par-
ticular sex; necessarily, anything that is that person has that sex. And suppose
~being a person!c involves having some one mother; then for any particular
person,~being that person!c requires having a particular mother; necessarily,
anything that is that person has that mother. From kinds alone we obtain gen-
eral principles of the sort,

~3! ∀x~Px . ▫∀y~SPyx. Cy!!
~4! ∀x@~Px & Fx! . ▫∀y~SPyx. Fy!#
~5! ∀x ∀y@~Px & Py & Myx! . ▫∀z~SPzx. ∃w~SPwy & Mwz!!#

If anything is a person, then necessarily anything that is the same person as it
has the right sort of continuity; if anything is a person and female, then neces-
sarily anything that is the same person as it is female; and if x and y are per-
sons and y is the mother of x, then necessarily if z is the same person as x there
is some w such that w is the same person as y and w is the mother of z.34

Formally, ~3!, ~4! and ~5! are de re. But notice: having assigned some actual
thing to a variable or constant, we do not relocate that thing in other worlds;
rather, we locate other-worldly things which stand in the “same person” rela-
tion to the actual one. Thus, again, given our characterizations ofde remodal-
ity, there is a question about the sense in which we have identified a legitimate
modal feature of a thing.

The suggestion we have identified such a feature is reinforced by grounding
considerations. Grounds for~3! - ~5! may be like those associated with thede
dicto solution. But such principles make what it is to be a particular K follow
from the nature of that kind propertyandnonmodal categorical features of the
thing. So, e.g., it is because some thing is a person, that necessarily whatever is
that person has the right sort of continuity: if Pa, from ~3!, ▫∀y~SPya . Cy!;
but being a particular person and being the same person as it are related so that
▫∀x~SPxa [ @a,p#x!;35 so if Pa, ▫∀y~@a,p#y . Cy!. Similarly, it is because
a person actually has some sex, that having that particular sex is part of what it
is to be that person. And it is because a person actually has a particular mother,
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that having that particular mother is part of what it is to be that person.36 Per-
haps it is of the nature ofbeing morally depravedthat anyone who plucks out
the eyes of innocent children is morally depraved—this much may depend on
the property alone; still, anyone who plucks out the eyes of innocent children
is morally depraved, with their depravity firmly grounded in the categorical
way they are. Similarly, from principles like~3! - ~5!, a thing’sbeing such that
necessarily anything which is the same K as it is Pmight depend on the cat-
egorical way that thing is, and so count as a legitimatede remodal feature of
the thing.

If this is right, ~1! may bede re. Suppose ‘a@a,k#’ returns objects so that
▫∀x~@a,k#x [ x 5 a@a,k#!; then, as above,▫Pa@a,k# iff ▫∀x~@a,k#x . Px!—and
we have just argued that ‘▫∀x~@a,k#x . Px!’ might be grounded in the categor-
ical waya actually is. So, e.g., perhaps~being a statue!c requires a certain con-
tinuity of shape, so that if a thing is a statue and has a certain shape, then necessarily
anything which is that statue has~roughly! that shape, and perhaps ‘s’ attaches to
a thing just in case it has~being that statue!c. From the latter,~1! is true just in
case necessarily anything which is that statue is not as flat as a pancake; from the
former, the statue’s being such that necessarily anything which is that statue is not
as flat as a pancake, depends on the categorical way the statue actually is. Notice:
though ‘a@a,k#’ is not “directly referential”—in the sense that it contributes just a
thing ~or a thing without essence-candidate! to truth conditions—‘a’ is.37 Thus
substitution for ‘a’ is unproblematic: ifa 5 b then ▫∀x~SKxa . Px! iff
▫∀x~SKxb . Px!. Similarly, nothing prevents accepting both ‘▫∀x~SKxa .
Px!’ and ‘;▫∀x~SJxa . Px!’. It is incoherent to say that some one thing is both
possibly as flat as a pancake and necessarily not as flat as a pancake. But there is
nothing incoherent about the suggestion that one thing is such that possibly some-
thing is the same lump as it and as flat as a pancake, and such that necessarily
nothing is the same statue as it and as flat as a pancake. These may seem to be
straightforward modal properties of the thing.38

De re modality though this may be, it is not everything typically associated
with quantified modal logic. The modified essentialist offers an account of modal
expressions, like ‘▫Pa@a,k#’, whose only individual terms are ordinary proper
names. And there is room for modal expressions, like ‘▫∀x~SKxa . Px!’, with
“objectual” reference and quantification. But, insofar as there is no fact of the
matter about whether a thinga exists in different worlds, there may be no fact
about truth or falsity for expressions, like ‘▫Pa’, which do not “build in” which
things are under consideration across worlds.~Although not based on a general
rejection of modal properties, this seems to be a point of contact with Quine.! One
recovers much of ordinary quantified modal logic if restricted to expressions with
individual constants of the sort ‘a@a,k#’ and, perhaps, a substitutional quantifier—
or, what might come to the same thing, if thing0kind pairs are assigned to vari-
ables and individual terms.39 Still, the necessity of identity does not obtain. It
might therefore be objected that the modified essentialist is committed to an
unacceptable version of “relative” or “contingent” identity.
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It is typically held that▫~a5 b! follows from a5 b. Reasoning, due to Mar-
cus, is simple: supposea 5 b; thena andb have all their properties in common;
buta is necessarilya; sob is necessarilya. Depending on the nature of the terms,
however, the modified essentialist has different replies. First, for directly refer-
ential ‘a’ there is a problem about even ‘▫~a 5 a!’. If there is no fact about
whethera exists in some world, it is hard to see how there could be a fact about
whethera has some property or relation—even one so basic as identity—at that
world. Thus there is room to reject Marcus’s premise. In this case, however, the
modified essentialist doesnot allow that identity is contingent. Rather, the sug-
gestion that identity is contingent or necessary seems to presuppose that things
trace across worlds. Insofar as this presupposition constitutes a challenge to our
assumed non-essentialism, the modified essentialist resists. Second, froma@a,k# 5
b@b,j# it does not follow that▫~a@a,k# 5 b@b,j#!. On the modified essentialist’s view,
‘a@a,k#’ returns an object just in case it has@a,k# and similarly for ‘b@b,j#’; given
this,▫~a@a,k#5b@b,j#! iff ▫∀x~@a,k#x[@b,j#x!—and ‘▫~a@a,k#5b@b,j#!’ isn’t a de
re identity statement~relative or otherwise! at all; rather, it requires that proper-
ties be necessarily coinstantiated. But it is uncontroversial that actually coinstan-
tiated properties may come apart in other worlds; e.g., something might have
~being this lump!c without ~being this statue!c. As for ‘the first Postmaster Gen-
eral5 the inventor of bifocals’, then, the indiscernibility of identicals does not
apply, and the Marcus argument does not go through.

In fact, the modified essentialist predicts two ways to havea@a,k# 5 b@b,j# with-
out▫~a@a,k# 5 b@b,j#!. The first is when kÞ j. This is the case for the lump and the
statue. Thougha 5 b, if k Þ j then@a,k# Þ @b,j# and froma@a,k# 5 b@b,j# it does not
follow that ▫~a@a,k# 5 b@b,j#!. Suppose we have some reason for moving from
a@a,k# 5 b@b,j# to a 5 b. Then perhaps it is natural to appeal to some convention
proposal, or claim about implied premises, to explain a tendency to think that the
kinds are the same, and so to move froma@a,k# 5b@b,j# to▫~a@a,k# 5b@b,j#!. So, e.g.,
if there is a hierarchy of kinds such that one kind is “selected” for each thing, then
from a@a,k# 5 b@b,j# it follows that the kinds are the same. On the modified essen-
tialist view, though, no one convention is such that naming must, in some meta-
physical sense, proceed by means of it. Maybetypically naming is governed by
such a convention so thattypically it is appropriate to move froma@a,k# 5 b@b,j# to
the conclusion that the kinds are the same. But the lump-statue case suggests that
whatever conventions of this sort there may be, they are not inviolable.40

The second way to havea@a,k# 5b@b,j# without▫~a@a,k# 5b@b,j#! is illustrated by
another puzzle: It is natural to admit that a wooden lectern could have been plus
or minus a few of its molecules. Intuitively, however, a lectern with completely
different molecules would be a different lectern. Pretend a lectern is the same just
in case it retains at least 75% of its molecules. Now consider a series of worlds,
where lecterns in adjacent worlds differ by only a few molecules and so are the
same, but lecterns in worlds at the endpoints are composed of completely differ-
ent molecules and so are distinct. Identity is transitive, so something is wrong
~cf., Chisholm 1967!. But the solution is immediate. Consider any two worlds in
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the series—say,thisone andthatone. Insofar as~being this lectern!c is grounded
in the particular molecules of this lectern, and~being that lectern!c is grounded
in the molecules of that one, and the lecterns are composed of different mol-
ecules,~being this lectern!c is a different property from~being that lectern!c:
~being this lectern!c requires having at least 75% of these molecules, and~being
that lectern!c having at least 75% of those molecules.41 Perhaps the properties
are coinstantiated in some worlds; still, there is no reason to think that there are
not worlds where they come apart. In particular, a lectern at one endpoint may
lack the property of being the one at the other. Perhaps problems of vagueness
remain. But, given the modified essentialist’s account of ‘this K5 that J’, prob-
lems about the necessity of identity and cross-world identification evaporate. Say
a@a,k# 5 b@b,k#; if a andb are in distinct worlds, we do not have thata 5 b; so we
do not have that@a,k# 5 @b,k#, and it does not follow that▫~a@a,k# 5 b@b,k#!. Of
course, in ordinary cases,a andb are actual. If anything has@a,k# at a world
wherea exists, it isa, and similarly forb; so if a andb are actual anda@a,k# 5
b@b,j#, thena 5 b. In this case, with the addition of a convention or implied
premise about kinds, itis appropriate to move froma@a,k# 5 b@b,j# to botha 5 b
and k5 j, and so to▫~a@a,k# 5 b@b,j#!. Thus the modified essentialist might have
no problem with a move from Cicero5Tully to ▫~Cicero5Tully!, and similarly
for other standard examples of the necessity of identity.

The position I defend in this paper corresponds to some extent with each of
the others considered. With the mad-dog essentialist I allow that different
essence-candidates may be “created” equal, but with the moderate essentialist
that there is at most one thing for each thing-candidate. With the moderate
genuine essentialist I allow that things by themselves have modal properties,
but with the moderate pseudo-essentialist that things are multiform. And, of
course, the position is non-essentialist. It is a point of contact with Quine that
there are problems about quantified modal logic, but with his opponents that
some objectualde remodal claims make sense. Naturally, I hope the resultant
position holds together, having the virtues of each and the vices of none. At
least there is a response to the mystery with which we began. NG is false, and
the argument for it is unsound: modal facts are indeed facts about other cir-
cumstances, but these facts “depend,” in the relevant sense, on the way things
actually are. Each of the approaches to thinghood accepts principles of the sort,
‘▫∀x~@a,k#x . Px!’. The non-essentialist might stop there, and hold that the
only modality isde dicto; the essentialist obtainsde remodality by associating
@a,k# ~or some essence-candidate! with identity. I argue that ‘▫∀x~@a,k#x .
Px!’ is alreadyde re. Insofar as the essentialist’s difficulties about grounding
attach to the “extra” claims about identity, one might think that a thing’sbeing
such that necessarily anything that is the same K as it is Pis both the begin-
ning and the end of what is grounded aboutde re modality for any of the
views. Perhaps it is failure to recognize such modal properties which tempts
the essentialist into problematic claims about identity, and the non-essentialist
to deny that things have modal properties at all.42
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Notes

1This way of setting up the epistemological problem reflects McGinn~1981, 177-182!.
2Lewis states the view, then qualifies it. Still, we actually have just an arrangement of qualities.

See also Lewis~1994!. This picture is stronger than required to get the problem of modality off the
ground. But it is intuitive and vivid. Ifde remodality makes sense against this background, it should
make sense against others as well.

3For the distinction under consideration, see Kim~1990! and Horgan~1993!.
4Strictly, this applies only to possibilistic possible worlds schemes, e.g., Lewis~1986a!. Still, if

the actualist grounds modality in worlds~abstract or otherwise!, she presumably denies that categor-
ical features of “ordinary” things provide an adequate ground.

5Roy ~1993! and Roy~1995!. The “walk” example which follows is from the former, where it is
more developed.

6McGinn ~1981, 171-177! defends the related thesis that modal properties supervene on those
that are not.

7Scott Shalkowski~1994! argues that any account according to which modal properties are
grounded in what is non-modal involves the illegitimate use of modal notions. His argument may run
together metaphysical and epistemological dependence. Also, his rationale may be so strong as to
establish that moral properties cannot be grounded in nonmoral properties, etc. Anyway, if I am
successful, his argument is unsound.

8The epistemological skeptic might accept, as an analog to CG, that observation is appropriate
only to the detection of categorical properties~whether or not there are primitive modal qualities! and,
as an analog to AG, that observation is appropriate only to the detection of actual properties~whether
or not there are other worlds! and so, with NG, conclude that observation does not ground modal
knowledge~cf., Hume,An Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding, §7!. If modal properties have
an actual categorical ground, this reasoning, at least, collapses.

9See, e.g., Quine~1980! and Quine~1953!.
10In ~1993, 342-353! I argue that the ground forde dictometaphysical modality is in the actual

intrinsic structures of non-modal properties. Insofar as one is serious about properties, it is natural to
hold that properties exist and that their structures are “categorical” features of actuality. Suppose that
being coloredis being red or being blue or...—thatbeing coloredhasbeing red, being blue, etc. as
“disjunctive constituents.” Now suppose some objecto is red;o instantiatesbeing red; so it instan-
tiates a disjunctive constituent ofbeing colored; so it instantiatesbeing colored; so it is colored. On
this view, the waybeing coloredis is sufficient to guarantee that whenever a thing is red it is colored
as well. The relevant principles are thus specified relative to the way actual non-modal properties are.

11Thus the lump of clay and the statue coincide over their entire career. This much discussed case
derives from Gibbard~1975!.

12Michael Della Rocca~1996! emphasizes this point, or rather one put in terms of “rigid” desig-
nators that trace objects across worlds, and suggests—by analogy to Kripke’s discussion of heat and
molecular motion~1980, 129-144 and 1977, 94-98!—that it is notad hoc for the essentialist to
construe at least one designator as not rigid: for an approach to the designators depends on prior
decisions about identity. Say this is right. Even so, a differential approach to the designators is noless
ad hocthan the decisions about identity. I take up such questions in the following. Here, it is enough
to have raised the questions.

13Against this, one might hold thatbeing QuinehasQuineas a component, or that ‘▫∀x~x is-
quine. ;~x is a rock!!’masks semantic form so that it is, in some sense,de re. I agree, and develop the
point in section III. For now, though, let’s sustain the assumption that the different characterizations of
de remodality capture the same distinction, and grant the formallyde dictoprinciples. There will be
trouble enough with the suggestion that there is some property such that necessarily a thing has it iff
it is Quine.

14The equivalences are subject to niceties about contexts wherea does not exist. But these need
not concern us here. For now, restrict attention to situations wherea exists, or assume that the same
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individuals exist at every situation.~Or, if you like, adopt some other solution to the “problem of
variable domains” and make any necessary adjustments to the above.! See note 39. Thatde remo-
dality requires something like the the essentialist strategy, seems implicit in Quine’s charges of “Ar-
istotelian essentialism”~see, e.g., 1953, 175-176, and 1980, 155-158!. For particular instances of the
strategy, see notes attached to the different accounts of things.

15Kit Fine ~1994! argues that a thing may have properties in every world in which it exists that are
not part of its essence~e.g., being a member of its unit set!. And one might argue that an appeal to
essence for an account ofde remodality is therefore not circular—essence may ground an account of
de remodality but,prima facieboxes and diamonds are insufficient for an account of essence. Say this
is right. Still, insofar as there is room to wonder what in the~categorical! world makes one property
essential and another not, theproblemof de re modality remains. Cf. Almog’s~1996! claim that
essence is located in those properties without which a thing would not exist—and that essence isn’t
therefore modal.

16So, e.g., Lewis: “The reason it’s vague where the outback begins is not that there’s this thing, the
outback, with imprecise borders; rather there are many things, with different borders, and nobody has
been fool enough to try to enforce a choice of one of them as the official referent of the word ‘out-
back’ ” ~1986a, 212!. Mark Heller~1990! concludes that, strictly speaking, there is no outback. Even
so, as he suggests, one might make sense of ordinary reference by appeal to sets of “outback candi-
dates” or the like.

17So each has~being this lump!c and~being this statue!c. Presumably, then, an advocate of this
view will hold thatbeing this statueis something like~being this statue!e and similarly forbeing this
lump. Then there is no pressure to allow that there are, e.g., multiple statues, one essentially so and the
others not, in the same location.

18Stephen Yablo~1987! advocates a mad-dog view. Cf., Wiggins~1980, 1968!, and Sidelle~1989!.
Michael Burke~1992! gives many references and goes so far as to call the “multiple-thing” strategy
“standard” for lump-statue cases.

19Cf., J. Locke,An Essay Concerning Human Understanding, II.xxvii.2.
20For this point, see Zimmerman~1995, 87-90!, and Burke~1992!.
21Heller ~1990! suggests a position of the former sort, and Michael Jubien~1993! one like the

latter. Peter van Inwagen~1990! develops another moderate account. None express their position this
way.

22This is so, not only when the propertiesare, but also when theycan be, had by a single thing-
candidate. So, e.g., if the lump actually survives the statue—where the storymighthave been as I tell
it, then not both~being this lump!c and~being this statue!c are essences.

23Some solutions of this sort are sketched and their viability defended in Zimmerman~1995!.
Heller’s ~1990! appeal to “conventional” objects seems a~relatively developed! proposal of this sort.

24On whether such primitive facts aremodal, see note 15. There may be modally relevant con-
straints on essence in addition to those considered above. So, e.g., one might impose “contact” or
“continuity” constraints. But it is unlikely that such constraints are sufficient for uniqueness. Con-
sider, e.g., the lump and the statue.

25Michael Burke~1994! advocates a view which seems moderate in spirit but does not fit neatly
into my categories. To accommodate his position, I would have to speak, not of properties which are
essencessimpliciter, but rather of properties which are essencesat worlds. Then a thing exists at
every world where the property to which it is linked is an essence. I prefer to avoid this complication.
Burke does not declare for a pseudo over a moderate position. But he is clear that his view is at least
compatible with a pseudo stance.

26Though there is room to wonder whether what people say does, in fact, select just one essence
from among a thing’s essence-candidates. The lump-statue case suggests that no single selection
among the candidates can account for everything we are inclined to say about things. A theory might
account for what we are inclined to say by means of some combination ofde re and alternative
analyses; but then it is hard to see how data from what we say supports selectingessencesin one way
as opposed to another.
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27On “abundant” properties, see Lewis~1986a, 59-60!. In Lewis’s modal realism, things exist in
exactly one world. But I do not mean to suggest that anyone who accepts such a view is automatically
an essentialist. On such a view, modal properties have to do with counterparts in different worlds, and
the relevant question is whether things are linked to essences so as to fix which things are counterparts
and which are not.

28Familiar occupants of the non-essentialist position are those that, as above, deny that things
havede remodal properties and adopt some alternative account—somehow linking the applicability
of modal expressions with the manner in which things are designated. See, e.g., Quine~1980!, and
Gibbard~1975!.

29Treatments differ, however appeal to kinds for reference and essence is familiar. Though what
I say differs from each, one might see this section as reworking or recasting motivations that underlie,
e.g., Gibbard~1975!, Geach~1980, 67-69!, and—with his treatment of “rigid singulary categorials”—
Jubien~1993!. Cf., Kripke ~1980, 115-116 n. 58!.

30On the intention to use a word the way it was used by those from whom it was heard, see Kripke
~1980, 94-97!.

31Kripke’s own emphasis on kinds in modal contexts is congenial. So, e.g., he says, “Such terms
as ‘the winner’ and ‘the loser’ don’t designate the same objects in all possible worlds. On the other
hand, the term ‘Nixon’ just is anameof this man. When you ask whether it is necessary or contingent
that Nixon won the election, you are asking the intuitive question whether in some counterfactual
situation,this manwould in fact have lost the election”~1980, 41, emphasis his!; cf., 1980, 46, 51-52,
57 and especially 112-113.

32There are different ways to account for these facts and properties. First, insofar as distinct things
differ categorically, categorical properties should be sufficient to tell them apart. Presumably, then,
quality distribution makes it the case thata in w1 has@a,k# andb in w2 has@b,k#; so far,@a,k# and
@b,k# seem categorical. But it’s not obvious how qualities makeb in w2 have@a,k#. One might think
~being this statue!c, ~being this lump!c, etc., are giant disjunctions of categorical conditions which
pick out just one thing in a world where they pick out anything at all. Alternatively, one might say that
a world, an arrangement of qualities, brings with it a universe of “possibilities” which are like worlds,
but include properties of the sort@a,k# as fundemental elements. In either case, it is likely that@a,k#
includes some “non-qualitative” component~imagine w1 and w2 are worlds of two-way eternal
recurrence!. But see Jubien~1993, 42-45!; and notice that a categorical “constraint on quality ar-
rangement” might involve particular places, times, or quality instances, and so include “non-qualitative”
elements. Decisions on these matters shouldn’t affect the general discussion above.

33Insofar as reference typically spreads back to a fixed point but forward indefinitely, there is
room for explanation of modal emphasis on features of origin.

34Related principles are suggested by Kripke~1980, 111-115!, and developed by others; see esp.
Sidelle~1989!. Roy ~1995, 225-233! develops the suggestion that such principles enable an account
of modal claims about things that could, but do not, exist.

35In effect, ‘@a,k#’ is like ‘ @ly SKya#’, and this is like an instance ofl-abstraction according to
which ▫∀x~@ly SKya#x [ SKxa!.

36It is natural for a modified essentialist to say a thing’smodified essencesare those essence-
candidates which are, in fact, grounded in the way the thing actually is.Also,~3! - ~5! impose a certain
“form” on worlds. But it is one thing to say that Abraham’s first wife was the mother of Isaac, and
another to say that she was the mother of Ishmael. If the Genesis record is correct, the first is possible
and the second is not. Thus worlds with the same “form” may have different “particular con-
tents”—where possibility depends on actuality and the particular contents involved. Presumably, we
stipulatewhich contents are under consideration in a given context.

37Impressed by reasoning as above, one might object that no ‘a’ is directly referential in this
sense. However, it’s important that ordinary reference is associated with essence-candidates just
when modal notions apply~and this is what the arguments are supposed to show!. So, e.g., in the
case of the thing that is this stuff, i.e. the thing that is this lump, i.e. the thing that is this statue, we
seem to have identified an object but without any corresponding essence-candidate. Also, talk
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about things that “correspond” to thing-candidates is intended to get things but without essence-
candidates.

38A three-dimensionalist might respond similarly to puzzles about, e.g., Tibbles the cat: In the
past, something was the same cat as this and had a tail. But, in the past, nothing which was the same
puss~that part of a cat which does not include its tail! as this had a tail. Also, insofar as “l could have
been as flat as a pancake” and “s could have been as flat as a pancake” attributedifferentproperties
to the one thing—in the one case@lx possibly something is the same lump as x and is as flat as a
pancake#, and in the other@lx possibly something is the same statue as x and is as flat as a pancake#—
one might think of this as a~fleshed-out! version of the “predicate switching” strategy suggested in
Noonan~1985, 202-206!. For a related approach, see Lewis~1971!.

39For some, a model may help to illustrate this and surrounding paragraphs. Consider a first-order
language with designated predicates ‘E’ for existence and ‘5’ for equality, two-place “cross-world”
predicates ‘SK’, ‘SJ’...,rigid individual constants ‘a’, ‘ b’..., and for any rigid constant ‘a’ and cross-
world predicate ‘SK’,nonrigid individual constants, ‘a@a,k#’, ‘ b@a,k#’...; for simplicity, require that
nonrigid constants don’t appear in the second place of cross-world predicates. Say M5 ^W,W0,D,D0,I&
where: W is a set of worlds and W0[W; D0 is a set of objects and D a 1:1 function from W onto a
partition of D0; and I is an interpretation function such that:~a! for any n-place predicateA and w[W,
I ~A,w! # ~D0!n; ~b! I ~E,w! 5 D~w!; ~c! I ~5,w! 5 $^x,x&6x[D~w!%; ~d! for any u[D0 and w[W,
there is at most one v such that^v,u&[I ~SK,w!; if ^v,u&[I ~SK,w! then v[D~w!; and if u[D~w! and
for some w9 and v,̂ v,u&[I ~SK,w9!, then^u,u&[I ~SK,w!; ~e! for any rigid constant ‘a’ and w,w9[W,
I ~a,w![D0 and I~a,w9! 5 I ~a,w!; ~f ! for any non-rigid constant ‘a@a,k#’ and w, if I~a,w! 5 u and
^v,u&[I ~SK,w!, then I~a@a,k#,w! 5 v, and otherwise I~a@a,k#,w! is some object, maybe D0 itself, not in
D0. Let s assign a member of D0 to each individual variable, and sw be like s for variables, and like
I ~t,w! for individual constants. Now, adopt apresuppositionfunction P such that for any s, w and
cross-world ‘SK’, P~SKt1t2! is meton s at w iff t1 is nonrigid or sw~t1![D~w!; and otherwise, for any
s and w, P~At1...tn! is met on s at w iff for 1# i # n, ti is nonrigid or sw~ti ![D~w!. Now say
expressionsholdor fail according to the “strong” Kleene truth tables:~a! an atomicAt1...tn holdson
s at w iff P~At1...tn! is met on s at w and̂sw~t1!,...sw~tn!&[I ~A,w!;At1...tn failson s at w iff P~At1...tn!
is met on s at w and̂sw~t1!,...sw~tn!&ÓI ~A,w!; ~b! ;A holdson s at w iffA fails on s at w;;A fails
on s at w iffA holds on s at w;~c! A . B holdson s at w iffA fails on s at w orB holds on s at w;
A . B fails on s at w iffA holds on s at w andB fails on s at w;~d! ∀xA holdson s at w iff for each
u[D~w!, A holds on s@u0x# at w; ∀xA fails on s at w iff for some u[D~w!, A fails on s@u0x# at w;
~e! ▫A holdson s at w iffA holds on s at each w[W; ▫A failson s at w iffA fails on s at some w[W;
if a substitutional quantifier is desired,~f ! PxA holdson s at w iff for each non-rigid ‘a@a,k#’ such that
‘Ea@a,k#’ holds on s at w,A@a@a,k#0x# holds on s at w;PxA fails on s at w iff for some ‘a@a,k#’ such that
‘Ea@a,k#’holds on s at w,A@a@a,k#0x# fails on s at w.A is trueon I iff it holds for every s at W0,A is false
on I iff it fails for every s at W0. Various modifications are possible, and no one formal development
is part of the metaphysical view developed above. This particular picture builds in a response to
“variable domains” which makes ‘▫∀x~SKxa . Px!’ equivalent, not to ‘▫Pa@a,k#’ as above, but to
‘▫~Ea@a,k# . Pa@a,k#!’; atomics ‘Pa@a,k#’ convert to ‘∃x~SKxa & Px!’. ‘ ▫Pa’ and ‘▫~Ea . Pa!’ nei-
ther hold nor fail when there is more than one world.The idea isn’t that things exist in just one world, but
rather that it’s just a thing’s existence in one world on which we depend. If we are restricted to expres-
sions~without equality! whose only individual constants are non-rigid and only quantifiers are substi-
tutional, there are natural truth-preserving translations between models of this sort, and models with
objects that trace across worlds and a different object corresponding to each non-rigid constant.

40These conventions would operate at the level of reference, not things. So a convention of this
sort is distinct from any convention associated with moderate pseudo-essentialism. To see this, notice
that a convention at the level of reference might exist together with, e.g., Jubien’s convention on
things—with the reference convention governing sentences that have alternative analyses.

41If one or both of the lecterns does not exist, then thereis no ^a,k& with the lectern as a member;
and one might argue that, correspondingly, there is no~being that lectern!c. Even so, nothing prevents
talking about what the property would be like if it did exist. See note 34.
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42Versions of this paper were presented to philosophy departments at Simon Fraser University and
California State University, San Bernardino. I thank participants in those discussions, along with
Michael Jubien, Jeff King, Richard Jensen, Felipe Leon, Rose Roy, and especially some anonymous
readers for many helpful comments.
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