Week Ten: Two-Dimensional Modality

1. Two Objections

Our primary interest this week will bein two oljedions Jadkson mentions which seem to threaen his program. Each
of themisavoided by apped to the two-dimensional framework we sketched last week. Before we go over that
framework again, we will start by looking at the objedions. For reasons that may becme gparent shortly, we will
look at them in reverse order. So first we'll |ook at this objedion from Chapter 3, an objedion which turns on the

discovery of a pasteriori necessities by Kripke and Putnam.

(1a) Jadkson's argument for the importance of conceptual analysis relies on the nee to justify some modal
supervenience theses in metaphysics, theses which can be restated as entail ments.

(29) But aswe leaned from Kripke and Putnam, whether or not a modal superveniencethesis holdsisa
posteriori. Where the water is supervenes on where the H,O is, but thisis not knowable a priori.

(33 Hence d the point where Jackson thinks that conceptual analysisis needed, what isredly needed isan a
posteriori identity thesis.

Which of these steps would Jadson rejed? Why would herejed it?
The second objedion turns on the gparently a pasteriori output of Jackson's approach to analysis.

(1b) Conceptual analysis, whatever it is, is omething which delivers a priori results

(2b) To perform what Jadkson cdls ‘conceptual analysis' we ned to take opinion palls.
(3b) Any investigation which requires taking opinion palls cannot deliver a priori results.
(4b) Hence what Jadkson cdls ‘ conceptual analysis’ is not redly conceptual analysis.

Which of these steps would Jadkson rejed? Why would he rgjed it?

I'll cdl thefirst of these the Objedion from A Posteriori Necessities, and the second the Objedion from Linguistic
Ignorance. To understand what Jadkson says about ead of these aguments, we need to look at the 2D apparatus he
employs. And to dothat we need to indulge ourselves with alittle history lesson, starting roughly with Naming and
Necessity.
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2. The 2D Approach to Kripke Cases

Let's gart with two standard Kripke cases, the metre rod in Paris and the @omic number of gold. First the metre rod.
Say that we stipulate that something is of length one metre iff it is of the same length as dick Sat timet, where Sis
the standard metre rod. (Kripke usest,, but the subscripts get annoying, even on a modern word-processor.) The

following will not be true, one feas.

(5) If stick Shad been heded at timet, it would have been one metre long at time't.

Rather, something like (6) will betrue.

(6) If stick Shad been heded at time't, it would have been more than one metre long at timet.

Let's asaume, for the sake of argument, that we buy the following premises:

P1: Kripke isright about these conditionals; (5) isfalse and (6) istrue.

P2 Lewisisright about the logic of subjunctives; “If A were true then B would be” istruejust in case B istrue
in the neaest possble world in which A istrue.

P3: The posshble worlds acourt of propasitions is corred; the propasition p isthe set of worldsin which pis

true. Asa wrollary, p isnecessry iff it isthe set of all possible worlds.

| suppcse | have acceted all of these & some stages, so | can’t redly complain about these assumptions. It foll ows
that (a) there ae possble worlds in which stick Sis not a metre long at time t and hence (b) the propasition Sick Sis
ametrelong & timet isnot necessary.

One lesson you might draw from my paper on conditi onals is that the seand premise here is important, and not
obviously corred. (David Chalmers independently came to similar conclusions to me aout conditionals, and he
makes quite abit of thispoint.) If we think, contra Lewis and Kripke, that the way to tell what happensin other
possble worldsisvia so-cdled ‘indicaive’ conditionals, rather than via these so-call ed ‘ subjunctive’ conditi onals,
we dort get to (a). TheideaChalmersand | are pushing is that when we rephrase the Kripke aonditionals as
indicaives, the intuitive judgements about their truth values are reversed. Making this alittl e more concrete,
intuitively (7) isodd hut true and (8) isfalse.

@) If stick Swas heaed at timet, it was one metre long at timet.
(8) If stick Swas heaed at timet, it was more than one metre long at timet.

Chalmers’'s argument here (and | dowish | had also thought of this step) isthat if we replaceP2 with a daim about
indicaives, we might take the truth of (7) and like conditionals as evidencethat it redly istrue that stick Sis ametre

longin al possble worlds. Indeed, we may take the intuitive plausibili ty of the daim that it is necessary that Sisa
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metre long (after all, it isjust a matter of stipulation) as evidencethat P2 is wrong and should be so replacad. So the
manuscript Chalmers is working on is tentatively titled “The Tyranny of the Subjunctive.” Anyway, thisisall along
digresson to get to the main point that if we ae obedient littl e neo-phil osophers, and accept that P1, P2 and P3 are
corred, we should accept that there ae worldsin which Sisnot a metrelong at t, and hencethat it is not necessary
that Sisametrelongat t.

Despite this, we have no reason to accept that it isnot a priori that stick Sisametre long at t. Given the
stipulation, what could we possbly discover that would tell usthat Sis not a metre long at t. Not that it was heaed,;
aswesaw in (7) evenif it was heaed at t, it was ametrelong at t. Maybe that it didn’'t have alength, because it had
been smashed into smithereens, in which case possbly the term ‘ametre long is non-referring. So we redly ought
to qualify our a priori claimto “If Shad alength at t, it wasametrelong at t.” But that isn’t asimmediately
appeding, so let’signore such pedantic qualificaions. With that wonderfull y rigorous move made, we can say we
have discovered a contingent a priori truth: Stick Sisametrelongat t.

Seoond standard Kripke cae, after all that. Gold has atomic number 79, or so several disreputable sources
tell me. The same sources tell me that it boilsat 297C¢C, and let’ s assume that’ s also true. Say that something is
goldieiff it has many of the surfaceproperties we have mme to associate with gold, like being very dense and very
hard to melt, let alone bail. It seemsto be dmost stipulative that gold is the goldie stuff. If you doubt this, think how
the scientists discovered that gold redly does have aomic number 79. They found some stuff, knew it was gold,
tested it, and found it had atomic number 79. How did they know the stuff was gold before they ran the tests? Well,
becaise it was goldie, and it is gipulative that goldie stuff is gold. Quick obediencetest: what is the truth value for

the foll owing conditi onal s?

(9) If there were stuff which was goldie, but didn’t have gomic number 79, it would be gold.
(20 If al the stuff which is goldie doesn’'t have @omic number 79, the goldie stuff isn’'t gold.

The answers here ae taken as evidencethat there ae necessary a pasteriori truths. The reasoning is relatively
simple. From conditionals like (9), we lean that however the world were like, it would be the case that gold has
atomic number 79. By P2, we anclude from that that gold has atomic number 79in all possble worlds. So by P3,
we onclude that gold necessarily has atomic number 79. But clealy it isa pcsteriori that gold has atomic number
79, thisisascientific discovery. So there ae necessary a pasteriori truths.

Here's oneintuitive response to that data. There ae various posshle worlds which are conceptually
possble. That is, they are worlds which can’'t be ruled out by a priori reasoning alone. In some of these, for
example, gold has atomic number 42. We can't tell a priori that gold daesn’t have @omic number 42, so such
worlds are onceptually possble by definition. But only some of these mnceptually possble worlds are
metaphysicdly possible. In particular, only the worldsin which gold has atomic number 79 are redly
metaphysicdly possible. So there ae two important types of possble worlds, the amnceptually posshble worlds and
the metaphysicdly possble worlds, and whether something is neaessary or contingent depends merely on what

happens in the metaphysicdly possble worlds.
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Asit stands, thisis adreadful response to the data. We might explain the necessary a pcsteriori truths that
way, but we cetainly can’t explain the @mntingent a priori truths © easily. For those, there must be worlds which
are conceptually impaossible but metaphysicdly possble. Whatever intuitive merit the ‘two types of world’ view
may have had seems to have disappeaed by this paoint, at least for me, but some brave souls fight on. So some
people ague that there redly are two distinct types of passible worlds, and neither isa spedal case of the other. We
have the metaphysicaly passible worlds, the conceptually possble worlds, and rarely the twain shall med. This
world is metaphysicdly and conceptually possble, but it may well be the only such world.

The bulk of chapter 3isaresponseto thiskind of ontologicd extravagance Jadkson argues that rather than
having two types of worlds, we redly have one type of worlds, the posgble worlds, under two types of descriptions.
Thisisn't too hard to motivate intuitively. When we thought about the world where stuff with atomic number 42
(presumably Molybdenum) was goldie, we redly were thinking abou a possble world, both metaphysicdly and
conceptually. What may have gone wrong pre-theoreticadly was that we thought this goldie stuff was gold. (Jadkson
thinks this didn't go wrong. Why?) What we learn from Kripke is me fads about how to describe this world that
we dl agree &ists. Under one perfedly respedable disambiguation of English, the proper way to describe ay
possble world isto use ‘gold’ to refer to the stuff in it with atomic number 79.

So on Jadkson's picture, here’ s how we get sentences coming out necessary a pasteriori. For some terms,
what they refer to (in all worlds) is determined by the way the world is. Given that the world isthe way it acually is,
the reference of these terms will berigid. For example, given that gold actually has atomic number 79, ‘gold’ refers
to stuff with atomic number 79in all passhble worlds. Hencethe sentence ‘ Gold has atomic number 79 istruein all
posshle worlds, as required. But it can’t be determined by first phil osophy just what gold refersto. Thisis becaise,
aswe've said, what it refersto is determined by fads which are hidden to first philosophy. Henceit isa paosteriori.
Thisisarather metalinguistic explanation; we get the results by going viafads about the reference of termsin the
language. And this feaure of the explanation may come badk to haunt us rather soon. But for now let’sjust rest in
the haunted house for afew minutes to catch our breah. Surely nothing can go wrong in that time!

We can gve asimilar style of explanation of the eistence of contingent a priori truths. Whatever ‘gold’
refersto, it is the stuff which is goldie. We know this because we know that to find out anything about gold, we have
to find goldie stuff and then examine it. But this projed can’t help but conclude that gold isgoldie. Soit isa priori
that ‘Gold isgoldie’. But when we @nclude thisinvestigation, however it concludes, we will have discovered
something about the nature of gold. And if we ae good modern phil osophers, we will concede that that stuff, which
we agreedeserves the name ‘gold’, may have had diff erent surfaceproperties. So that stuff need not have been
goldie. Hence‘ Gold is goldi€’ turns out to express a mntingent truth. So there ae cntingent a priori truths, as
required.

In sum then, the truth of some sentencesin some worlds depends not just on how those worlds are, but on
how thisworld is. To tell whether it istruein aworld that my yadt islarger than your yacht acually is, we don't
just have to know the size of my yacht in that world, but also the size of your yacht in thisworld. If anadd is
whatever plays a cetain functiona role in this world, then whether there ae addsin the New Y ork City drinking
water in w depends not just on facts about w, but on what plays a catain functional role in this world. Stal naker

gives us aniceway of presenting these fads. There ae other approadhes, for example in my “Indicaives and
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Subjunctives’ | borrow a strategy from Martin Davies and Lloyd Humberstone, but Stalnaker’sis probably the
eaiest to lean.

Say Sistrue & apair of worlds <w, v> iff Sistrue & world w given that world visadual. A sentenceisa
priori iff for all worldsw, Sistrue & <w, w>. And letting @ stand for thisworld, it is necessary iff for all worldsw,
Sistrue & <w, @>. Stalnaker suggests a graphic representation of this. Set up an e by e matrix, where eisthe
number of possble worldsthere ae. Each cdl correspondsto a pair of worlds. The matrix for asentencehas T at a
cdl iff that sentenceistrue & the world in the clumn, given the world in the row isadual. So say we have three

worlds wy, w, and ws, with the foll owing properties.

* Inw; proton donors play the add role, and there ae proton donors but no proton takersin the NY C drinking
water.

e Inw, proton donors play the add role, and there ae no proton donorsin the NY C drinking water, but there ae
proton takers.

* Inw; proton takers play the add role, and there ae proton takersin the NY C drinking water, but there ae

proton donors.

The matrix for the sentence“There ae addsin the NY C drinking water” looks like this.

Wi Wo W3
Wy T F T
W, T F T
Ws F T F

To get the hang of these, we should work through a few more examples. Sincethese ae from last week’s notes, |
suppaose everyone will aready have worked them out! Assume there ae just threeworlds, @ the adual world, tw
being Twin Earth as usually described, and pw being a world where half the watery stuff is H,O, and half is XY Z.
(On Twin Earth thereis sme H,O and it is gooey and sticky.) Draw the matrix for ead of the foll owing sentences:
1. All water isH,0.

2. All water iswatery.

3. Water isagooey, sticky substance

4. Thestuff cdled ‘water’ isagooey, sticky substance.

5. Thestuff adually cdled ‘water’ isagooey, sticky substance

Now for some more general questions:

e What will the matrix for a necessary true sentencelook like? Why?

e What will the matrix for an a priori sentencelook like? Why?

e What will the matrix for an analyticdly true sentencelook like? Why?

* Isthere adistinction, within the matrix, between being necessary and a priori, and being analytic?

* Give examples of sentences which are necessary and a priori but are not analytic.
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Jackson mentions that there ae two types of propasition which may be expressed by a sentence. In our terminology,
the A-propagsition is the set of worlds correspondingto T’ s on the diagonal. That is, the set of worlds such that if that
world isadual, that sentenceistrue. These ae sometimes referred to in the literature & diagonal propasitions. The
C-propasition is the set of worlds corresponding to T'son thetop line. That is, the set of worlds where the sentence
istrue (given the fad that thisisthe atual world). These ae sometimes referred to as horizontal propasitions. A
sentenceis necessary iff the C-propasition it expresses isthe set of al worlds; it isa priori iff the A-propasition it
expressesisthe set of all worlds.

With all that technicd apparatus at our command, we can finally do a bit of phil osophy. In this approach,
we @an get al the Kripke results, and we can get it using just one set of worlds. We do, to be sure, use those worlds
twiceover, onceon ead axis. But only one type of world, and so our general love of minimal ontology should drive
us towards accepting this story over the story which posits different types of worlds.

3. How Jackson uses the 2D model to respond
I'll ook first at the Objedion from A Posteriori Necessties, because Jadkson's resporse to this objedion seems
reasonably clea.

(1a) Jackson's argument for the importance of conceptual analysis relies on the nee to justify some modal
superveniencetheses in metaphysics, theses which can be restated as entail ments.

(29) But aswe leaned from Kripke and Putnam, whether or not a modal superveniencethesis holdsisa
posteriori. Where the water is supervenes on where the H,O is, but thisis not knowable a priori.

(33 Hence 4 the point where Jackson thinks that conceptual analysisis needed, what isredly needed isan a
posteriori identity thesis.

Since(1a) isjust a summary of what’'s gone on so far, it can't redly be rgjeded. Our options are dther than (2a) is
false, or that (3a) doesn’t redly follow from (2a). Jadkson uses the 2D apparatus to argue that (2a) isfalse. What
Jackson reals to show hereisthat there is adisanalogy between the cae mentioned in (2a), the supervenience of the
water fads on the H,O fads, and the cae in which heisinterested, the supervenience of all the psychologicd fads
on the physical fads.

If the two types of world theory were crred, this move would be impaossible. Here's how the agument
would play out. The Kripke caes show usthat it isa pasteriori whether or not there ae apair of metaphysicdly
possble worlds in which the physicd fads are dike (and there ae only physicd fads) but the psychologicd facts
are different. Even if such worlds are conceptually impossible, the cae of contingent a priori truths show us that
there ae metaphysicdly possible worlds which are not conceptuall y posshble. So the most conceptual analysis could
tell usisthat the superveniencethesis holds for all conceptually passible worlds, but what is needed is proof that it

holdsin all metaphysicdly possble worlds, and we need to dosomered a pasteriori research to show that.
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Given the premise, that there ae these two distinct types of worlds, the agument looks fairly compelling.

If thereisjust one kind of world, but two or more ways of describing it, Jadkson has more room to manoeuvre.
Reflect again on why it isthat “Water is H,O” is necessary but a pcsteriori. Some sentences expressdifferent
propositions in different worlds, indeed some express different propasitionsin different contexts. In this context, the
proposition that sentence expresss is the necessary one, but we can’t know a priori that we aein such a context. If
we had enough information to know which context we ae in, we would know that propasition was necessary.

The vital move now is made in the first paragraph on page 83. The reason we @n't infer a priori from
“Here’'s me H,O" to “Here' s some water” isthat the extra propasition we need for the entail ment, that water is
H,0, isnot available a priori. That isonly given by extraempiricd research. The situation is quite different in trying
to get from “The cmmplete physical story of the world is thus-and-so” to “The cmplete psychologicd story of the
world isblah”. For thisto be a priori we may need, in some sense, some ntext fixing sentences that play the role
of “Water isH,O". But if we're physicdists, we should think that whatever fixes context, it had better be physicd.
So we @n infer the needed context-fixers from “The complete physicd story of the world is thus-and-so”. And by
analogy when we know the mntext-fixers, the sentences like “Water is H,O”, the inferences in question will be a
priori.

So there is a disanalogy between what we might cal ‘partial’ superveniencetheses and ‘global’
superveniencetheses. On the first kind, the inference from the subvenient base to fads about the supervenient
properties may be a pasteriori. The reason is that the fads in the subvenient base may not be sufficient to ensure that
the superveniencerelationship holds. Just knowing all about H,O will probably not tell you that H,O is water. At
least it won't tell you that it isthe only kind of water. So even knowing all about the H,O will not sufficeto prove
that there is no water in a particular area But when we ae discussing gobal superveniencetheses, like the
supervenience of everything on the physical, the subvenient base does include sufficient fads to ensure that the
superveniencethesis holds, so the inferencein question may be a priori.

So quickly reviewing where we' ve been so far. Grant, for the sake of the agument, that physicdismis
committed to there being certain entailments between physicd fads and psychologicd fads (and ecnomic fads,
and semantic fads, and so on). This gill doesn’t show that there is an important role for conceptual analysis,
becaise to show that we need to show that the entailmentsin question are a priori. Aswe learned from Kripke,
some entailments, like “Thisiswater” so “ThisisH,O" are not a priori, and we have no reason to think that the
Jackson entailments will be ay different. Indeed, the paradigm instances of a priori entailments are where the
entailment holds because of syntadic fads about the relata, asin modus porens, so we may have some reason for
thinking that the entailments here will be a pasteriori. Jadkson's first move isto use the 2D apparatus to show that
necessary a posteriori sentences, or equivalently a pcsteriori entailments, only arisein aspedfic kind of case. The
case is where we dor't know which C-propasition is expressed by a particular sentence, becaise the C-propasition
expressed depends on fads not settled by the truth of that sentence The second pant to noteisthat, if physicdismis
true, the entailment of the psychologicd story by the physicd story cannot be like this, because if physicdismistrue
the truth of the physical story will settle which C-propasition is expressed by every sentence

With all that behind us, we can return to the objedion from linguistic ignorance There ae two kinds of

ignorancethat might worry us. Thefirst is that we know the A-propasition expressed by a sentence, but because we
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don’'t know which context we aein, we don’t know the C-propasition it expresses. That we can solve by reduction
to the previous case. The second is that we may not even know the A-propasition a sentence expresses. The most
obvious reading of the paragraph on page 47 setting out the objedion suggests thisis the problem Jadkson takes
himself to be aldresang. But if that isthe problem, it is hard to know just what Jackson hasto say about it. The
answer he gives all turns on the differences between A and C-propasitions, just as we' ve been discussng so far. But
it is hard to extrad a solution to the puzze from that material.

To seethis, consider adifferent example. Say we aetrying to determine, by conceptual analysis, whether it
istruethat all squares have four sides. Idedly, we would liketo say it isa priori that squares have four sides, but it
isn't at al clea Jadkson can dothis. The problem, as Jadkson originally notes, is that to elucidate the concept
square, we have to dojust what cognitive psychol ogists do when they work out the young child’s concept faster
than or what padliti ca scientists do when they work out the American’s concept socialist. Sincethese ae dealy
empiricd investigations, it seems that working out the mncept of square will be an empiricd investigation, but since
we need to dothisto work out whether all squares have four sides, thiswill not be a priori.

Jackson's lution turns on the fact that some predicaes have different A-intensions and C-intensions. The
A-intension of a predicae is afunction from possible worlds to the things which would satisfy that predicate were
that world adual. So the A-intension of ‘water’ isthe watery stuff at ead world. The C-intension of apredicateisa
function from possible worlds to things stisfying that predicae & that world. So the C-intension of ‘water’ isthe
H,O at ea world. Thisisavery pretty theoretica apparatus, but it seems completely irrelevant to the problem at
hand. For the problem can arise, as we just saw, with predicates like ‘square’ which apparently have identicd A-
intensions and C-intensions.

Thereisaway out here for Jadkson, but it isn’'t very honourable. A sentenceisa priori iff understanding
that sentenceis sufficient to know that it istrue. Thisisroughly how Ayer usesa priori in Languagg, Truth and
Logic, and we dl know everythingin that bodk istrue. So a sentence expresses an a priori truth iff once we know
the A-intensions of al the words in it, we know that it istrue. There gppeasto be enpiricd work involved because
empirica work is needed sometimes to know A-intensions. So on this picture Jackson rejeds (3b); some
investigations, namely investigations into A-intensions, which require taking opinion pals neverthelesslead to a

priori knowledge.

4. Salnaker’s Objections
Thisisn't particularly satisfadory asit stands. If Jadkson needsto rejed (3b), why not take that rejedion asa
reductio of histheory? Well, thea priori isabit of amystery | suppose, so we shouldn't be too surprised to lean it
has new hidden feaures. There may be aserious problem lurking here though.

How do we tell whether aworld in the A-propasition expressed by a sentence S? Here' s two ways not to
answer this question. First way: ask whether Sistrue & A. That is the right question to ask when discussing C-
propositions, but the wrong question to ask when discussing A-propasitions. Seand way: Ask whether the spekers
there would endorse S. That will tell usthat the A-propasition expressed by the sentence“Water isaliquid” is not



PHI840 — Week Ten — Two-Dimensional Modality Page 9

the set of all worlds. For at many worlds, the sentence“Water isaliquid” is used to expressthe propasiti on that
Republicans lost the last Presidential eledion, and at many of those worldsthisisfalse.

This vague rhetoricd question can be turned into a serious worry. First, acording to the official
formulation of 2D modality, the way to determine whether a sentence, and it is now important that we aetaking
about sentences, istrue a& aworld considered as acdual (i.e. a point on the diagonal) isto ask whether that sentence
would be endorsed there. If thislooks like amnfusing use and mention, or making some other equally ghastly
mistake, recdl that the whole point of the framework was to give aformal way of expressng the fad that sentences
expressdifferent propasitions in diff erent contexts, or worlds. So the first worry is that there may not be any way at
all of making sense of the 2D apparatus in the way Jadkson needs. The problemis that we need the following to be
true:

e Inall worlds considered asadual, “Water isaliquid” istrue
* Insome worlds considered as adual, the sentence“Water isaliquid” expresses a falsehood
e Which propasition is expressed at a world considered as actual is determined by the nature of that world

Jackson may have an ‘out’ here. Maybe we can say that whether a sentenceistrue in aworld considered as adual
depends on whether a sentence expressed there with the same meaning as it would have if expressed here, istrue
there. That's abit messy, but I' m sure you get the idea The problem now is that we have to find a notion of ‘ same
meaning which gves usthe desired result. It can’t be the Kripkean concept of same meaning, because then ‘ water’
and ‘H,O’ will have the same meaning. More importantly, it can’t be any concept which we explain by using the 2D
apparatus. For we nedl this concept of same meaningin order to use that apparatus the way Jadkson wants us to use
it.

Chalmers makes the point that we can't take the first problem at facevalue. The fad that thereis one
formal interpretation of the gparatus acarding to which the sentence “Water isaliquid” is not true & all worlds
considered as actual shows neither that the sentenceis not a priori, nor that there isno ather interpretation of the
formal structure. The problem which remainsisthat it seemsincumbent on users of this apparatus to say just what

this other interpretation is, and to say thisin away which only uses concepts we can explain without this apparatus.

5. For Next Week
At this gage we have a tioice We can either spend more time on this material (more than that short sketch), cdl
this Option A. Or we can move on to the material on moral redism, cdl thisoption B.

If you (colledively) choase Option A, the reading for next week will be the papers already in the filing
cabinet that | recommended people skim for this week, with the exception of my paper on conditionals. That would
still be badkground reading.

If you choase Option B, the reading will be chapters5 and 6 d Jadkson, and two Lewis papers. One,
“Psychophysical and Theoreticd Identifications’ isin Lewis. The other “How to Define Theoreticd Terms’ will
appea | suppose in the filing cabinet.

If we do Option A next week, we will still do Option B the week after.



