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1. INTRODUCTION

You know what an intrinsic property is: it’s a property that a thing has (or
lacks) regardless of what may be going on outside of itself. To be intrinsic
is to possess the second-order feature of stability-under-variation-in-the-out-
side-world. '

You probably know too why this is hopeless as a philosophical account
of intrinsicness. “Variation in the outside world” has got to mean “variation
in what the outside world is like intrinsically.” Otherwise every property G
is extrinsic; for a thing cannot be G unless the objects outside of it are
accompanied by a G.2

But, although the naive account is circular, it is not beyond salvage.
Leave aside for a minute the problem of saying what in general constitutes
intrinsic variation in the outside world. A special case of the notion can be
defined independently. This special case, suitably iterated, turns out t0 be
enough; suitably iterated the special case is the general case.

1I. ANALYSIS

Before introducing the special case, a word about motivation. A philosoph-
ical account of X ought if possible to bring out de jure relations between X



and other notions. It is not enough if X covaries as a matter of fact with
ABC, even if the de facto covariation is counterfactually robust. (I include
here metaphysically necessary covariation as the limiting case.) How well
has this condition—the “de jure condition,” let’s call it—on 2 successful
analysis been respected in the literature on intrinsicness?

The first proposal worth mentioning is due to Jaegwon Kim. G is intrin-
sic according to Kim iff it is compatible with loneliness: the property of
being unaccompanied by any (wholly distinct, contingently existin g) thing 3
It seems of the essence of Intrinsicness that an intrinsic property should be
Ppossessable in the absence of other things; and so Kim’s account does fairly
well with the de jure condition, The problem with the account ig that, as
Lewis noticed back in 1983, it gives the wrong results.* Loneliness is as
extrinsic as anything; but since it is a property compatible with loneliness
(D, Kim would have to call it intrinsic.

What about Lewis’s own aceount, according to which G is intrinsic iff
given any x and y with the same natural properties, x is G iff vis G? This
gives more accurate results, but an element of de facto-ness has now
intruded. If some natural property H should fail to be intrinsic, the account
will overgenerate; it will call H “intrinsic” regardless. You may say that such
a situation will never arise, and you may be right. The problem is that its

hever arising seems no more than a lucky accident. There is no in principle
reason why theorists of the quantum domain should not find themselves
forced by nonlocality phenomena to count certain extrinsic properties as
“ground floor” and natwral, Because there is nothing in the nature of intrin-
sicness to prevent this, it is a matter of luck that Lewis’s story succeeds as
well it does.

A modified account developed with Rae Langton draws only on a par-
ticular aspect of naturalness, viz., nondisjunctiveness.” According to Langton
and Lewis, G is “basic intrinsic” iff () G and its negation are independent
of loneliness and accompaniment and (ii) G and its negation are nondis-

junctive. The intrinsic properties are the ones that never distingnish between
things with the same bagic intrinsic properties.

If you think that nondisjunctiveness comes closer than naturalness to
being in the same conceptual ballpark as mtrinsicness, then the modified
account is more de jure than its predecessor. But an element of de facto-ness
remains. Consider the property R of being the one and only round thing. R
satisfies (i) and the first half of (ii); if it avoids being (basic) intrinsic, then,
that is because it is the negation of the disjunctive praperty S of being non-
round or else round and accompanied by a round thing.

Is S disjunctive, though? That it can be expressed in disjunctive terms
doesn’t count for much; roundness too can be expressed that way, e.g., as
the disjunction of round-and-charged with round-and-not-charged. Better
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evidence of disjunctiveness would be a finding thact1 S sd aifgl;};i by
i { being round an

of not being round, and that o
Is)g?é):tll-gng round—were perfectly natural. But they clearly are not, a:;li rsa(i
Langton and Lewis are led to maintain that S is at least much less n
than its “disjuncts.” This means in particular that

S = accompanied by something round if round oneself

is much less natoral than
T = accompanied by something round and round oneself.

It may well be. But there is something uncomforlt:t_)le stb;::i ;zliilig.aig
intrinsicness-fact that is very clearcut—the fact th'at 12;1 n I
putting it at the mercy of something as controversial, aln t ]Eaflijt e rnot 10
evant, as the relative naturalness of § and T. One feels :L it oughy not 10
matter to the issue of R’s intrinsicness where S and T com

rainess scale. . B ‘ Who
’ Of course, we don’t want to be in the position of asking too much

- . . ther
is to say that intrinsicness bears any worthwhlllc deljure fll-_]d::l;:;l :Z] othan
i i only to notions less fun
otions? Or maybe it bears them . _ s funda e
?tself—notions that ought to be explained in terms of intrinsicness ra

an the other way around. _ . N
® The answer to this is that intrinsicness does appear to line up in no

: i to
cidental ways with something quite fundamen?al. the relation of part
whole. It seems, for instance, as de jure as anything that

if u is part of v then u cannot change intrinsically without v
changing intrinsically as weil.

And that - )
if u is part of v, then 1 and v have a region of intrinsic match.

And that o
if u is properly part of v, then & and v have intrinsic differences.

So the materials for a more principled account are not ObViOI(];I-y 12;31:11:56
What remains to be seen is whether we can parigy one-way CON -molr; b
the above into a de jure biconditional with intrinsicness all by itse

left hand side.

1I1. EXPANSION

. . ¢
The last of our three conditionals says that if one thing is p‘ropertlg fa:ltl :n
another, then the two are intrinsically unalike. If you believe thal,



you’ll agree with me that one good way to arrange for intrinsic variation in
the world outside of x is to expand it: add on something new. This immedi-
ately gives a necessary condition on intrinsicness:

{*)G is intrinsic only if necessarily, whether a thing is or is not G cannot
be changed by adding a part to its containing world.

I say that the necessary condition is also sufficient. A counterexample
would be a G that could be made to vary through intrinsic variation in the
outside world, but not through the particular sort of intrinsic variation con-
templated here: expansion. But for reasons about to be explained, such a G
is not possible.

IV. WHY EXPANSION IS ENOUGH

Remember the intuition that we started with: If G is an extrinsic property,
then it can be lost (gained) through intrinsic variation in the outside world.
It follows from this that there are w and w " such that xhas G in w byt not w’
and the changes rung on w to get w”are outside of x.

Because the part of w that lies within x is left absolutely untouched, w
and w “have a part in common: a part extending at least to x’s boundaries
and possibly beyond. Focus now on this shared part. It could have existed
all by itself; why not? Another way to put it is that there is a self-standing
world (call it w ) consisting of the shared part and nothing else.

The question is, does G obtain in w ™" or does it not? However you
answer, there are worlds » and v such that (i) x is part of i is part of v, and
(ii) G is either lost or gained as you move from x to 1, Suppose first that G
does obtain in w** then G is lost as we move from u = wTtov=w’If, on
the other hand, G doesn’t obtain mw”; then G is gained as we move from
i =w"to v=w Fither way, G is sensitive to positive mereological varia-
tion in the outside world. Condition (*) is not just necessary for infrinsicness
but a sufficient condition as well.

V. ASSUMPTIONS

A few implicit assumptions must now be brought to light. Or let me stress:
most of them are for simplicity only and will eventually be given up. This
applies in particular to assumptions (1)-(3), which together go under the
name of “modal realism.” Later on (see the appendix), we’ll be abandoning
possible worlds altogether. But for the time being our outlock is very close
to that of David Lewis. We accept:

482

[ i is only one of a large number of
Pluralism: This actual world is only of : ‘
W po':sible worlds. It is possible that BLAH iff in at least of these

worlds, BLAH is the case. ‘
(2) Possibilism: These other worlds exist-—they are part of what

i f actuality. _
there is—but they are no part o -
(3) Concretism: Other possible worlds are entities ofbthe sag]r:;
basic sort as this world. They are maximal concrete o ]e‘(;:}:‘st b
just happen not to be the same maximal concrete object thal

around here inhabit. ) . ]
(4) Mereologism: There is only one part/whole relation worth tak:

ing seriously, a relation answering to the a?cioms of mtgeolo%zr:

(5) Recombinationism: The space of wor}fls is cloizcituﬂpgicf;ri “
i u

ily reshuffling of world-parts. As Lewis p . ]

::)ag]ztier parts of different possible worlds yields another pos

sible world.”®

Finally, a seeming corollary of (5),
(6) Inclusionism: Some worlds contain others as proper parts.

» is; F mi id that

1 said that our outlook was “close to” that of L;-w;s, llfn;lflxitttii\;zsszl e
i isian than Lewis himself.
we are going to be more Lewisian _ ] our e
Recoml%inati onism is not, the quoted passage notw1thstan$;1ag£astte;1i:ad o
i “ d does not reappear as a

Lewis accepts. (“An attached hea . s
some othergwoﬂd, because it does not reappear at.a.'ﬂ in any ot_helz ;rltl)r:ases)
Nor does Lewis accept Inclusionism. The reason is l‘.ht_e same mon' h cases.
Both assumptions represent worlds as hav1pg parts in comn; ;Cﬁon e
sharing of parts is, according to Lewis, strictly forbidden. ( ; :s‘A o
Plurality of Worlds is called “Against Overlap.” What part of "Ag

don’t you understand?)

V1. ACCIDENTAL INTRINSICS

: LT - 27 h.iS
If one looks, however, at what Lewis actually says in Ag;.mst Overlap,
position turns out to be not quite as adamant as suggested:

in problem is not with the overlap itse!f. '}hlngs do have
2;11;:;1 ;Ialagtrs as in the case of .[he Siamese twins han(ii —1\:?}?;
¥ do find problematic—inconsistent, not .to mince :{;(f lsl —isihe
way the common part of the two world_s is supp;])s A o
ferent properties in the one world and in the other.

. . . . of
Reading on, we learn what the inconsistency is. According to friends

overlap, N
i i has five finger
who is part of this world and here :
i‘:‘;}}thffg;ld is a]s?) part of some other world and there has 513
fingers on m; left hand. . . . He himself-—one and the same an



As far as the main argument of

€an recur in another world provided that its infring
between the two worlds.

altogether self-identical—hag five fi
he has not five but six. How ¢
that the shared hand of the S
Ted’s left hand, but it has six
is double-talk and contradicti
what else it is part of, How m

Lewis calls this the
that it is a probiem

ngers on the left hand, and
an this be? You might as wel] say
iamese twins has five fingers as
fingers as Ned’s right hand! That
on. Here is the hand, Never mind
any fingers does it have?11

problem of accidental intrinsics, What matters to us is

raised by some cases of overlap, but not all.
The problem does not arise, Lewis says, for

properties,'? however intrinsic they may be. No explanation is needed of
how Humphrey can have different essential properties in different worlds,
because he doesn’t,

“Neither [does] it arige for Hu

mphrey’s extrinsic properties, however
aceidental.” A thing’s extrinsic prop

erties are, implicitly, relations it bears to
ontradiction whatever in bearing a rela-
(being shorter than anyone in those sur-
car to another.

tion to one set of surroundings
roundings, say) that you do not b

VIL NOT ALL OVERLAPIS BAD

“Against Overlap” goes, a part of one world

ic properties do not vary

One place we might seek ass

urances on this score is in the nature of the
shared item. If the jtem was of a

essentially, there would be n
between the one world and the other.

tion between the two worlds. Ev,

part/whole relation. If 80, the
was shared by those particul

lap—the case where one of two worlds is inc
Lewis’s strictures in bork of the ways just m

to have all of their intrinsic Pro
the problem of accidental intrins
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sort that possessed its intrinsic properties
o danger of its changing in intrinsic respects

A second place assurances might be sought is in the nature of the rejlq-

en if the item did not retain its intrinsic
it might stay intrinsically the same across Cer-
$—such as, for example, those standing in the
e would be no objection to saying that the item

ar pairs of worlds.

And now our cup overfloweth; for our interest here is in a case of over-

luded in the other—that eludes
entioned,

It eludes them in the first way becanse worlds are generally understood

perties essentially. ' World-inclusion avoids
ics because it is world-inclusion.

Also, though, it avoids the problem because it is world-

inclusion. One

intrinsic

) in it with the same intrinsd
t recurs in it Wit ) .

world is not part of another unless 1 1d.1* Example: a world just like this

. r - ‘_.
_ pa seli-standing wo ) -smashing expert
A leh:dn?inutes ago, when irresponsible a-tot';ce now,'% is not an
one up to ]Ved Causing evﬁrythiﬂg to pop out Of e’xl'l.i{e this one up to nOw,
ments oceutt t of actuality-—whereas a world just 1
initial segmen

o "
1 is an initial segmen
thing miraculously pops out of existence, is
when every
of actuality.'

VIII. DEFINITION
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How do

A that contains
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IX. ESSENTIAL EXTRINSICS

A consequence
. of (1) may gi
tial iff anythi give us pause. Call 3 pro
_ o T anything that has (lacks) it at ai) has (lackI;) if?: g:;bsolmefy essen-
ry world where

essexllztial Properties due to Kripke and others
xample I: Accordin i '
. to Kripk i
certan o 3 ording pke, I am essentia]l
the rape Y0 sen; :}n;ir It seems plausible as wel] that notgi: s com s
om Z without being me. So descem;gi Canﬁdescend o
ng from 7 is an

i
€S8 _;;_—ld ablsolute essentiality are not compatible?
| Lxample 2: Anvythi i b
Ything with the property of being human has that p
TOp-

CXTIII!SIC al'ld abSO[uICIy BSSf:IIUal, agal" contr aIy t‘) i -
)
Xy, l!e DIlSldeI UIC rope; ()f bel’l e ﬂlat IS, beln LS]. art()f

the problem bej
eing that accidental intring
to the contr _ nital intrinsic properti C ..
5 1 i, €8 are, 1
them in every vty \jh 0 Indeed have to be essential ig OHZI :lg in toit—
: €Te 1t exists—and then reestablishing hfﬁﬂ_se. * has
i 18 Intended

Our problem is s i
: . omething like th .
with accidenta)l intringi 8 like the opposite of Lewis®
is that (absomtelm;rmszcs _but (absolutely) essential extwnls . It has to do not
¥) essential extrinsic properties despite’::acks;‘nThe problem
: ’ g clear inty-
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Second, there’11 be the reconstitution elsewhere of our intended subject mat-
ter: if we let in entities of such and such other types, then absolutely essen-

tial extrinsics become once again possible.

X. ALL—NOT—OVERLAP IS BAD

I just gave being SY as an example of an essential property that was extrin-

sic to its bearer. I didn’t say that a/l identity properties—all properties of the
form being x—had to be extrinsic. Such a claim would not be plausible, and
it has rarely been defended in philosophy.?! If anything, the tendency has

been 1o fall into the opposite error: the error of seeing being x as the intrin-
with that error now

sic property par excellence. The right thing to say,

exposed, is that some identity properties are intrinsic and others are not.
Take for instance a pair of protons, or two space-lime points, or two
identically shaped hunks of gunk. Do these have their (separate) identities
intrinsically, or not? One can, of course, conceive of the first hunk being the
hunk it is due, say, to its causal origins, which were different from the ori-
gins of the second hunk. But it takes imagination. The natural (and so pre-
sumably not absurd) thought is that the hunks are what they are as a porely
sic matter; each gets its identity from its gunk, and the gunk in hunk 1
hunk 2. A venerable tradition

intrin
Itimate building blocks of

is not numerically the same as the gunk in
even maintains that when you dig down to the u
reality—the level of protons and the like, or perhaps a deeper level still—
identity is always intrinsic. One may agree with the tradition or one may

not. But intrinsic identity is certainly not an incoherent idea, and s0 we
should take care to allow for it in our theory of intrinsicness.

Allowing for it will be difficult, if overlap is forbidden. The quickest
way to see this is via a widely accepted principle of Lewis’s connecting

intrinsicness to duplication:

(#) the intrinsic properties are
cates—including, crucially,

erlap is prohibited. Then the property of being x distin-
ates were also x then

the ones that never distinguish dupli-
duplicates in different worlds.

Suppose that ov
guishes x from'its otherworldly duplicates; if the duplic
we’d have overlap. It follows that whatever x may be, it has its identity

extrinsically.

This is what I am calling problematic. A theory of intrinsicness should
not predict right out of the starting gate that there is no such thing as intrin-
sic identity. But it will predict this if it accepts (#) and rejects overlap.

One response to the difficulty, proposed by Langton and Lewis, is to
treat the theory as rendering no judgment in cases like this; the theory
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defines intrinsicn, “
ess for “pure” or nalitative” i
properties like being x. Aualitative” properties, ot “impure”
But we mi :
applicd 10 e u;’:ghél?ave had hOPes' of a unitary treatment of i trinsicness that
fo reject ¢ ;:) an tmpure properties alike.? If so, then oyr choices are either
rothine mn;r tq t;e;:;)ncﬂe ourselves to the possibility of overlap. There is
wi » 80 we need {0 make i .
The goal is a e our peace with overlap.23
HAmary treatment of initrinsic
able it Htary e _ ness—a theory as ¢ -
with impure intrinsics Like being x as it is with pure intrhgics };’;ﬂ o
. How are

hold th i
- ea; ;nthabsol,utel_y essential Property has got to be intrinsic. What is th
© ;8" unique sum going to be, after all, if not :
((;3 :(c): EXist 1n exactly the worlds contatning each x.
o ;J:x;st ai exactly the space-time positions occﬁpicd b
ave the x5 as parts, and YA
(d) whatever is necessitated by (a)(c)726

Xit Fine

B, t;:?iitﬂfa Ssum (i;fineg by (a)«(d) the aggregate of the x;3, and
12 P 0 been supposed that ion i !

: > aggregati

aegmmate method of {summation].*2” Whoever suiiosis ;I;:SSLhe T

Egregates and adopts our assumption above that every x is the suI:{I:l Sulal;e
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mately, of intrinsic-natured atoms, is well on the way to supposing that x's
essential properties are one and all intrinsic to it. For they will find it hard to

resist the following line of argument:
Suppose that P is essential to x, where x is the sum of intrinsic-
natured atoms x; Then P is necessitated by Q = the property of
existing when and where the x;s do, with them as pasts. Given
the intrinsicness of being x,, x possesses ( regardless of what
goes on outside its boundaries. Hence it possesses P the same
way; hence x has P intrinsicaily. Now, if a property essential to
x is intrinsic to il, then a property that can only be had essen-
tially (an absolutely essential property) can only be had intrinsi-
cally. A property that can only be had intrinsically, however, is
an intrinsic property.”® So every absolutely essential property is
inErmnsic.

The unique-sum principle thus sits very well with (1); for it gives us a
basis on which to reject the absolutely essential, extrinsic, properties that
were causing {1) so much trouble.

H you are with me this far, though, you will see that the unigue-sum
principle sits very ill with the Kripkean perspective. From that perspective
it is going to seem unduly limiting to suppose that the essence of an x made
up of x,,x,, . . . has got to be (a)—(d) above.

If we’re going to have a sum S(x,) that exists in a world w iff all the x5
exist there, why not a sum S'(x,) that exists iff any of the xs exist? Why not
a sum S*(x,) whose existence in w requires only that most of the Xx;s exist?
Why not a sum §(x;) which exists iff all and only the x.s exist?®® Why for

that matter should there not be lors of sums §%(x,), alike in “ordinary”
respects but differing in which of their properties they have essentially? And
why should not some of these sums have extrinsic properties in their
essences—-as indeed one of the sums just mentioned already does?

These guestions have no good answers, I think, or at Jeast none that the
Kripkean can be expected to find convincing. This is why I say that the
moral of the Kripke examples is not that (1} is wrong, but that Kripkeans are
not monolithic mereologists and so not among its intended audience.

XII. INTRINSICNESS FOR THE REST OF US

Even if (1) can be defended as capturing @ notion of intrinsicness—accept-
able perhaps to monolithic mereologists--it remains to be seen how intrin-
sicness is (o be defined for “the rest of us,” in particular, those who are
convinced by the Kripke examples that the properties essential to a thing

need not be intrinsic to it, or intrinsic at all.
Suppose that x has an extrinsic property G essentially. Then purely



mereological changes in the part of w outside of x may well have the effect
of removing x from the scene. So x will not be there to “witness” G’s extrin-
sicness in w”. How then is G’s extrinsicness to be brought out?

The answer has got to be that it is not x but a related object x” whose
G-ness in w " concerns us. An exarmple will show what I mean. Suppose for
argument’s sake that creationists have got it partly right. The world did
indeed spring into existence in 4004 B.C., complete with fossils, archeo-
logical remains, and other traps for the unwary. But, and this is where cre-
ationists overreach themselves, there was no act of God involved; the
transition from nothing to something was a complete and utter ex nihilo
miracle.

All of that given, it seems to me (and for the sake of the example,
please let it seem to you, too) that it is essential to the kind rabbit that it
originated more or less spontaneously, and, in particular, that it did not
evolve from earlier kinds. Tt follows that Floppy here, who is essentially a
rabbit, is essentially of a non-evolved kind. Being of a non-evolved kind is
extrinsic, though; so the fact that Floppy has it essentially means that the
property of being identical to Floppy is extrinsic as well.

Now consider a world w~ that prefixes to w a long and complicated
evolutionary history; w s the sort of world that Darwinian types (wrongly)
believe themselves to inhabit. When we look at the candidates for Floppy-
hood in w’, we find that every one of them sits at the terminus of a continu-
ous and biologically plausible developmental path tracking back to earlier
species. Since it is essential to Floppy not to sit at such a terminus, Floppy
does not exist in w”. What is i, then, that bears witness in w " to the extrin-
sicness of being Floppy? It has to be the “Darwinized” creature Floppy ™ that
takes her place there.

Our challenge is to say how in general this x —the object whose fail-
ure to exerplify G in w “reveals G as extrinsic—is to be identified. The out-
lines of the answer seem fairly clear: x” should be an object occupying
exactly the piece or portion of w " that x occupied in w. But that still doesn’t
clue us in to the identity of the object x“ that we want.

An advantage of the monolithically mereological approach was that
it always made sense to speak of the occupant of the-x-portion-of-w-trans-
planted-into-w . The disadvantage, of course, was that the occupant was
x itself, leading to the unhappy (from a Kripkean vantage point) results
just noted: results that led us to reconsider our attachment to monolithic
mereologism.

But although mereology can be pushed too far, it stands to reason that
we should try to hold on to as much of it as we can, compatibly with the
Kripkean data we are trying to accommodate. Why not let the view be that
worlds are mereological at bottom—at the level of their “stuff” or “mat-

osed? Then we can say

ences are always intrin-
an be

ter”—with the non-mereological aspects Slfpenmp
reology Teigns, css

that at the bottom level, where me
sic: while at the higher Kripkean levels, where any sort ]:f prqpenywcays e
ent i ide. There may be various
ntial, mereology graciously steps asi i :
f;f;/lementing this divide-and-conguer strategy, but the following seven step
plan looks attractive:

First, O-suins:

The x;8 have a nu
their essences, or
Careers.

tly alike except in

f sums S%(x.), exac
it ) ) their transworld

(what comes 10 the same

Two, aggregates: o .
One of these o-sums is the aggregate S7(x;); its essence dlS o
exist iff each of the x5 do, when and where any of the x;5 do.

Three, pieces:

xis a piece of y (X :
aggregate of all of themn, and x 1

<0 ) iff there are things Z; such that y is the
s the aggregate of some of them.

Four, portions:

The stuff of a world w is the aggregate of all its atoms. Pieces of

w-stuff, that is, aggregates of some or all of w’s atoms, are
called portions of w.
Five, parts: -
y is the o

xisapartof y (xr<y) ff there are o and z, such that

sum of all of the z;S, and x is the g-sum of some of thent.

Six, coincidence:

x and y coincide iff they have exactly th
lently, iff x is part of y and vice versa.

o same parts—equiva-

Seven, existence: -
be (&) a portion of w, or (b) consti-

istin a world w is to ‘
e by ortion of w.

tuted by {strictly: coincident with) a p

As the seventh step suggests, coinci

iti d in te;
definitions read better when frame: : : :
thus be said about what it i for x to constitute ¥, and why it does ki

to substitute constitution for coincidence. The

slight variant of one recently pro
x, although possessed of the same parts as ¥,

than y does:

x constitutes y iff

dence is the notion we need, but the
rms of constitution. A word should
tle harm
gccount I have in mindisa

posed by Judith Thomson.3* The idea is that
“hugs” those parts more closely
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(a) x coincides with ¥

(b) any part of x essenti i i
any P ential to it has parts that are not essential to y,

(¢} no part of i it fai
x‘32p ¥ essential to it fails to have parts that are esseniial to

gic?usz prlec;f of world-stuff hug their parts so very closely—alf their parts
mogulo the coincidence relation) essenti
> (mo ntial to them-—almost anythj

- - . n
coittciding with one is also constituted by it.* This is why not muchyham%
C : “ - T
an come of writing “x constitutes Y Instead of “x is coincident with ¥’ in

11 Sh jas! h 3
the deiill o 4] k)w v“ ]le 11} comes to Si[[lve, owever, 1t 15 a[wa 5
CO].IICIdCI]CE', we Ieaﬂy have in l'l]jﬂd.

XIIL. INTRINSICNESS AND CONSTITUTION

%Ille this E]me we have been grappling with a problem raised long ago for (1)
problem was that x may or may not carry over into w”. And if x doeé

carry over into w’, where it constitutes an

X [hat can be aSSESSEd fDI G—HCSS 1 WE Mo t() tak accoumn
nw. If

An intrinsic property,
between x in w; on the one hand, and what 1

But we are not there yet. The “whatever” j

(**) G is intrinsic iff:
for all x <w< w’_, xhas Ginwiff x“ has Gin W —where " is
whatever is constituted in w” by the x-portion of w:

XIV. AFORK IN THE ROAD

1 (**) hides a choice. There are

going to be lots of things x“ constituted in y~ i
n W’ by the x-portion of i
of them have to be G for a verdict of intrinsicnesg? ’ e Which

The answers that come to mind ar

read if we abbreviate “x “is constituted in

w”by the x-portion of w” to “x”is a copy of x -
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(2) G is intrinsic iff
forallx <w<w’ xhas G in w iff some copy x of xhas Ginw’
(3) G is intrinsic iff
forall x <w<w’, xhas G in w iff every copy x of xhas G in w’
Before investigating how (2) and (3) differ, we should notice a way in which
both of them improve on (1). They agree in allowing extrinsic properties Lo
be essential.

Example: Suppose that w is the 4004 B.c. world described in section
X1I, imagined again as actual. And let w” be the more inclusive world that
we wrongly believe to be actual. Our friend Floppy in w essentially pos-
sesses the property G of nor sitting at the terminus of a long evolutionary
history. But none of its copies in w " shares this property. It makes no differ-
ence, then, whether we go along with (2) in demanding that all of Floppy’s
copies be G, or with (3) in demanding that some of them be G. Either way,
the demand is not going to be met. And so both definitions classify G as
extrinsic.

XV. CATEGORICALS AND HYPOTHETICALS

Before trying to tease (2) and (3) apart, we need to fill in the backgroond
metaphysical picture some more, especially the all-important notion of coin-
cidence. Coincidence theorists come in many shapes and sizes, but the rela-
tion I have in mind works as follows.

Imagine that we have before us the objects coincident in a world w with
4 portion p of w. These objects are, categorically speaking, just alike. To the
extent that categorical properties fix perceptual appearance, they look just
the same.* The differences between them are modal—one has essentially a
property that another has only accidentally—or (to be a little more accurate)
hypothetical—a matter of what they are like counterfactually, disposition-
ally, causally, or along any dimension that respects their behavior in other
possible worlds.* By “casting our gaze™ over these other worlds in imagi-
nation, we can “see” that the objects have different modal careers.

If this is how we understand coincidence, then (2) and (3) agree on the
intrinsicness-status of categoricals. For let G be categorical. Then either ali
of the objects coincident in w”~with x’s w-stuff are G, or none of them is G.
And so the hypothesis on the right-hand side of (2) is equivalent to the one
on the right-hand side of (3). The question is, how do (2) and (3) compare
in their classification of non-categoricals?

XVI. GENERIC VS. SPECIFIC INTRINSICNESS

AT



Intrinsicness and categoricality are, of course, not the same. But there does
seem to be a rather striking analogy between them. One cap bring the anal-
Oy out like this: G is intrinsic iff whenever x has G in a world w; it has it in
a manner insensitive to goings-on outside of X, and it is categorical iff when-
ever x has G in a world w; it has it in a manner insensitive to goings-on oul-
side of w,

Someone who takes this analogy very seriously—someone who hears
“outside of w” ag standing to “outside of 1 roughiy as “outside of the
galaxy” stands to “outside of this office”—will be lempted to conclude that
Sensitivity to circumstances outside of w is ipso facto Seqsitivity to circum-
stances outside of x, They will be tempted to conclude, in other words, that
hypothetical propetrties can never be intringic. Call the notion of intrinsic-
ness on which this is so—on which mtrinsics have to be categorical—the
generic notion. (“Generic” because it humps other worlds in with other
Places as sources of extrinsicness. )

- Whether they arrive at it by the indicated route or not, it is the generic
notion that writers on intrinsicness often have in mind. Peter Vallentyne, for
instance, says that “water—solubility and the like might seem like intrinsic
Pproperties, but once one recognizes [their] dependence on what the laws of
nature are, it seems more correct to classify such properties as extrinsic.”3
After all, Vallentyne argues, the laws of nature “are part of ‘the rest of the
world’”—they are sensitive to changes in the world outside the object. If a
tump of sugar can iose its solubility just by being placed in different sur-
roundings, then solubility is not intrinsic,

Even if we agree, as not everyone does, that the laws in force ata given
location depend on goings-on in “the rest of the world,” Vallentyne's argu-
ment can be resisted, Dispositions are dispositions to behave in particular
ways in particular circumstances. But if laws are circumstantial in the way
that Vallentyne thinks, then there is no obvious reason why the circum-
stances should not be understood to include them,

An extrinsic disposition D, can almost always be made into a (more)
intrinsic one D, by taking the external factors which make D, come and go,
and loading them into D,’s triggering circumstances. This is one way—a
very old-fashioned way, to be sure—of understanding the difference
between weight and gravitational mass. Ap object’s weight, on the old-fash-
ioned account, is its disposition to depress a properly constructed scale so ag
to elicita reading of so many pounds in the [ocal gravitational field weak
or strong as that field might be. This nicely explains why weight is extrin-
sic: the reason your weight changes when You go to the moon, even though
intrinsically you remain Just the same, is that 3 different field becomes local,
An object’s mass, on the other hand—jts disposition to elicit a reading of so

many pounds in a gravitational Jield of such and such strength, wherever g
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i insi Xtrinsic
Sfield of that strength might be-—is not exirinsic, or anyway not as e

as its weight.

. . L . e
All of this is to suggest that the generic notion of intrinsicness is not th

37
only one we understand, or the only one we have need of.al 80{:)1:;}'
Shoemaker in a celebrated paper distinguishes two types of causal p :

i in has the power of opening
articular key on my key chain : _
;ZCI;(S of a certain design. It also has the pow.iar %f ope(?;?ggogll)gr
r only by un
front door. It could lose the former powe; Boing
for example, a chang
hat we would regard as a real change,. .
i\:;i?s :Eape But it could lose the latter without under(giomgbsciilgg
it in vi the lock on my door
change: it could do so in v1rtue-0f |
?eplac:d by one of a different design. Let us say th_at the formg:g
is an intrinsic power and the latter is a mere-Cambridge power.

i @0 39
“Mere-Cambridge” powers are in later writings catled exmnm;: ioze:lh
The point either way is the same: if the key’s power to open a loc

i intrinsic-
and such a type is intrinsic to it, then clearly we need t; version oi rllrtlaﬂmem
1 icali i rSe
ich i tegoricality. Since the reve:
ss on which it does not entail ca 7. Since Vel )
gzes not hold in anyone’s book, we want intrinsic/extrinsic to crosscu
i ical i ossible way. ‘
categorical/hypothetical in every p le way. —_—
gAnother example to consider here is identity. Atoms. have.theu;’ 1nd:':ﬁm
ties as an intrinsic matter. But being x is always hypothetical, sxélce;km oo
imagine a distinct thing x* that is indiscernible fl'OII-l x when we rat o hew
counterfactual careers (x* might differ from x just {n the fact tl?at ﬂl] f; 15t 1
fewer worlds).*® The property of being a, where a is an atom, is thu

~ sic and hypothetical.

Ot:hﬁl f:X&H]p].eS COUId be HIEHUOHGd, bl.“. t]le}' aren tI’eaHy lleedﬂi. it 18
f Inirinsicness t.hat
()bVIOHS that we have 1 add tionto a genﬁl'iC nouon o
] 1
Cn[&l]S Cal:eg[)ﬂcahty, a Spectﬁc notion [hat }Ea\‘ €85 an intrinsic pI'OpeITy S sta-
tus as cate, d. [113 SpeClﬁC 1 15 he more dISCi 1T latl]ig
all(l ]lel[ce 1t seems o me the more LISCflII one. A genell(:ally 1RTmnsic pIOp‘
( )
eIty I8 ]HS[ a SpeClﬁC&Hy mMIrnsic one EIIB[ happeus alSO tO be CatEgOIlcal,
dEiiIllllg SpeCIﬁC 1ntrinsicness 1n terms Ef gEnEIl: :u]d not b € S0 eaSS .

P

XVIL INTRINSICNESS, = GENERIC INTRINSICNESS

Suppose that the space of particulars is fuli: for any assign.ment F o.ft(.cm?l;
stafnﬁated) categorical properties to worlds, there is sometlutrtllg Xg ex1sl ;r;gthe
i ifying i h of those wor
j in F’s domain and exemplifying in eac e world
ot F ot i i operty 1s hypothetical iff it can
ies that F assigns to it. Then, since a prop :
Efr:oﬁf:(;:sto E:fary byg];lanipulating otherworldly categorical profiles, (3)

makes all hypothetical properties extrinsic.
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Why does (3) have this result? Setting w”in (3) equal to w, we see that
G is intrinsic in the sense of (3) only if it never distinguishes coincidents in
the same world. No hypothetical property can meet this condition. If H is
hypothetical, then there is a world w containing an x such that (i) x is H in
w, but (ii} an x~ differing from x only in its categorical properties in other
worlds would not be H in w. By fullness, such an x~is bound to exist. So for
any hypothetical property H, H’s hypotheticality is “witnessed” by a pair of
H-discemible coincidents in some world w: It follows that H is not intrinsic.
Lxample: Imagine a statue Goliath composed of a hunk of wax Lumpl.
Goliath is essentially of a certain intrinsic shape—it is essentially, let us say,
so-shaped. But to be so-shaped is only accidental to ELompl, which might
never have been formed into a statue at all. Since Goliath is coincident with
Lumpl, it follows that Goliath in w is a copy of something (Lumpl) in w that
differs from Goliath in point of essential so-shapedness. So the property of
being essentially so-shaped is not intrinsic.

XVIL INTRINSICNESS, = SPECIFIC INTRINSICNESS

Are hypothetical properties extrinsic in the sense given by (2)? Sometimes
yes, sometimes no. Consider again the property of being essentially so-
shaped. The reason this came out extrinsic; was that not everything coinci-
dent with Goliath in w~ was essentially so-shaped; Lumpl, for one, was
so-shaped only accidentally.

But all that (2) asks is that something coincident with Goliath be essen-
tially so-shaped. And given fullness, this condition is met for any world w~
containing p = the Goliath-portion of w. For consider a super-Goliath stipu-
lated to possess exactly the categorical properties of p in w”and to exist in
no other worlds. Super-Goliath is an essentially so-shaped coincident of p.

And that’s precisely what is needed for essential so-shapedness to come out
intrinsic,

XIX. DOING IT WITH DUPLICATES

A property is intrinsic, according to Lewis, iff it never distingnishes dupli-
cates. This reduces the problem of defining intrinsicness to the problem of
explaining duplication. Suppose that we like this reduction, but don’t Iike
Lewis’s explanation of what it is for x and y to be duplicates.*! If we could
obtain duplication from part/whole, that would be a move in the right
direction.

Above we defined x"in w"to be a copy of x in w iff (a) w is part of w~
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of w persists into w’), and §b) xls cons_u-
-portion. The copying relauon- joined with
duplication. Duplication 15 thc_e ances-
that x, in w, bears o x, I W, 1ff
 inw,, 1san immedi-

(this to ensure that the x-portion
tuted in w~ by the transplanted X -
its converse will be called immediate :
iral of immediate duplication: the Telatmn -
there is a string of x;s and w;s (1 €i <n) such that x;

icate of x, in w. o o ) -
. dIl\?:)l:v we are Ja]mols't there; all that remains 15 t0 distingnish two diffe

ons.
ent kinds of transworld similarity to serve the nec_:dé ofh our :g(i)ndzﬁirf);t; o
Say that x in i and y in v agree on a _property G iff: x aj ._ts e s
+G in v. And say that they concir on G iff: x has c_om(:1 en .Vale;t i
i_ff y has coincidents with £G inv. Then the following are equl

and (3} )
is intrinsic i i Iways concur on G.
27 G is intrinsic iff duplicates a
E?::; G is intrinsic iff duplicates always agree 0D G.
a modally neutral notion of inu*ins;cness—'w
{ic notion-—while (37) defines the_ ge?nfnc
“modally intrinsic” oI

Exactly as before, (27) gives us ;
what above we called the speci
notion whereby an intrinsic property has got to be

categorical.

XX. CONCLUSION

» Jocates intrinsicness in “a tight tittle family

ibili i . Later,
of interdefinables,” and muses about the possibility of b.reakmgi ;)u.t L
in “New Work for a Theory of Universals,” he sees his opening:

i icati ani-

intrinsicness to duplication, and (the break-out %oint) ;zglgitilé): th; tnthey
H 2y OF : 3 H i C’ 1:7 he- an an -

ralness. Still Jater, in “Defining ‘Intrins O )

can make do with just an aspect or component of na

isjunctiveness. ‘ o
nond];}lt while that is certainly progress, neither of the proposed reduce

sk
naturalness, nondisjunctiveness—jfeels like it is has much to d‘o ﬁ;%niggzz
intrinsicness is.” Another way to put it is that both of the Lewis s
mmﬂsmnes‘i 1S'to connections with intrinsicness raiher than df" jore ones.
H%d;togedgoskc)ted of course, whether intrinsicness has any interesting de
jumii connections v:fith other notions. But conditionals like

(%) x is a part of y only if x cannot change intrinsically withouty
changing intrinsically as wel'l.
show that this pessimism is unjus'hﬁed, The
us to attempt a broadly mereolp gical accoun
account gives the right resu1t§ in all cases, it doe
doorstep more in the xight nex ghborhood.

Lewis in “Extrinsic Properties

de jure appearance of (%) led
¢ of intrinsicness. Whether the
s seem to lay the issue ata
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The conditional (%), although putting us on the track of an account less
accidental-feeling than Lewis’s, also suggests a way in which our approach
might be thought to fall short of his. Naturalness has no chance whatever of
being explained in terms of intrinsicness; so a successful analysis of intrin-
sicness in terms of naturalness would probably amount to a reduction. One
would truly have broken out of Lewis’s “family of interdefinables.”

An analysis in terms of part/whole, however, might or might not con-
stitute a reduction, depending on whether part/whole was definable reverse-
wise from intrinsicness. One is certainly accustomed to thinking of part/
whole as the more basic of the two, but a look at (%) makes me wonder. Is
a reversewise definition possible? If so, then we have at best enlarged
Lewis’s circle a lLittle. If, on the other hand, part/whole deserves its reputa-

tion as primitive and undefinable, then perhaps we (too) can claim te have
broken out.

APPENDIX

This appendix explores how far we can disentangle ourselves from the
modal realism presupposed in the main body of the paper. I'll suppose that
we are confronted with a series of three objectors. ARG says that the argu-
ment we gave for our account of intrinsicness presupposed modal realism.
PAL says that argument or no argument, the account is not plausible with-

out modal realism. EXP maintains that our account is not even expressible
without modal realism.

ARG

A lot is riding on the idea that if one world is part of another, then this
makes for an area of intrinsic match-up between them. The argument for
this turned on Lewis’s problem of accidental intrinsics. But as Lewis would
be the first to admit, accidental intrinsics are a problem only for modal real-
ists—only for those conceiving counterfactual worlds as big concrete
objects on a par with the aciual world. Modal realism i3 not a hugely popu-
lar doctrine.*? How do you propose to defend your idea to the rest of us?
Reply: This misrepresents the argumentative strategy. Accidental iniripn-
sics came in not to support any claim about parts and intrinsicness, but to
quiet a certain worry that the modal realist might feel. I said: look, to the
extent that your opposition to overlap s based on the problem of accidental
intrinsicness, you needn’t be worried about overlap of the specific sort
envisaged here. That one world can be part of another wasn’t argued for at
all; it was taken for granted. Also taken for granted was the claim that if one
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e with
thing overlaps another, there is going to be comp]gte intrinsic Sf,ml-lz?m{v -
res %:ct to the shared part. Nobody would question this in the 1

casltja' why would the transworld case be different?

PAL
would be different in the transworld C’ESE)'DI:]‘(‘);;E
transworld relations are created equal. On the one ?and,s y;; ev:; grcany -
uine” transworld relations like being th_e ‘same color a .ld B oy a5
i it the features of their intraworld originals. Tr?.mswor co!
zzlzfﬁnsiﬁve and entails being coloredajust 1ikett¥11’c t;r;g:gs;lg :;;stlion.s e
he other hand, you’ve got _egenera e DSWOL e
rouc}?i:;; All it can mean to say that x in w touches y IE v: 1:;\111;2 ;’;I;eiah Zm_
them together in the same world, say v you find that x e
gDee:generate transworld relations do not inherit thc]fea.tures 0 a[;];]]e e
originals; transworld touching, for.exarr'ap e, is comp
:";iilt?er angd touchee each being quite alonej in their original .\:erlis[;_degen_
Now if modal realism is correct, then just r-naybe the;lre 1m-th00d e
te relation of transworld parthood. Otherwise thf)ug , P e
ton i}in : when you try to apply it between worlds, it goes :'iegen:.ra[e:mic
tﬁgg is r%:,ght, then the fact that intraworld parts h.ave a lrletszzroa tl)[; Jtl o
match with their containing wholes says pothing whate
traﬁs;; Of; d' ('?['arsffl;swoﬂd parthood is not degenerate. Ifit were, then (i) tﬁ 1:16;
transwe(ilyci part of y, x would have to be intraworlc} part of ¥ E(l;?elsl(:rr\foifli d})e: .
world), and (ii) if x were intraworld part of y (in solrlni Seither o
couldn’t aveid being transworld part of y. T will argue that 1
s ;H :ilzz:]tsz}jil)?"[he Kiwanis Picnic would have been considerably shorter
had thg world popped (miraculously!) out cff e':xxstence ]ue;fi a; ;SZ ::;:i \:;a:;
being opened. Indeed, more is true: the picnic th_at would i T
icnic that actually was. According to'(n), cugh,
cnic that would have

I'il tell you why (it

roper part of the p ) .
fmlfossible, for the picnic that was 1s & part of the pi
beenWhy is that? Well, the picnic that would havet been' is gone tc:ther tt)l;z?l
the picnic that actually took place; it is that picnic as it migi;j Oi\;fm een

' it i i then there is no quei
rather than as it is. But if they are the same, ' e D elf

i i - a thing always intraworld m '
each intraworld includes the other; a : e
i is i 1 ffices for transworld inc

ii}, finally, this intraworld inclusion su
?‘Ze(g:)enier ojy genuine transworld parthood can thus n‘zalfe 1o ]:;*e.ns.re ?{ ;‘:Z
idea that the picnic that would have been—the actual picnic with tis 1a

[ ! picnic.
d off—is a proper part of the actua

Chapifga;zt (1): The Rainbow Rally includes what would have been the
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entire Spartacus League demonstration—would have been, if a few
Spartacist rowdies wrongly supposed to be out of town had not turned up to
demonstrate against the Rally. According to (i), the would-be demonstration
is part of the Raily only if the actual demonstration is. So, although the
would-be demonstration precisely omits the rowdies, it still has to pay the
mereological price for their behavior, That seems absurd; the Spartacist
dermonstration as it would have been is wholly included in the Rally.
Degenerate transworld relations are a dime a dozen. Any “ordinary”
relation R gives rise to a bunch of them by the formula: x in w bears
transworld R to y in w”iff x bears R to y in ». But these degenerate R’s are
almost never what is meant by “transworld R.” It would be one thing if
there were no alternative to the degenerate interpretation. But in this case
there clearly is: it’s the interpretation we come to naturally when, e.g., we
dispute with Lewis about whether there are connterfactual worlds with the
actual world as a part. If “part” here stood for the degenerate relation, the
answer would be obvious; it isn’t; so it doesn’t.

EXp

Your account is committed to counterfactual worlds by virtue of explic-
itly quantifying over them. And the worlds you quantify over had betier be
Lewisian concrete worlds. Because it seems very doubtful that ersatz
worlds, e.g., sets of propositions, are going to stand in the requisiie inclu-
sion-relations,

Reply: You're right that the worlds of (2) and (3) are concrete. But just
maybe the analysis can be (re)construed as speaking of worlds that,
although they could have existed, as it happens do not exist—-not even in a
place bearing no spatiotemporal relations to the speaker,

The reason that the analysis appears to require existent concrete worlds
is that it makes essential play with transworld relations such as transworld
part/whole. How can the counterfactual picnic be (transworld) part of the
actual one unless both are somehow there, in their containing worlds?

This is a fair question, but it has an answer; it had bester have one, for
collognial English is thick with talk of transworld relations, and other worlds
do not seem to come into the picture. You might say, for example, that

(i) the car I would have had, if I'd installed afterburners in my old
"Vette, is faster than the Camaro I do have.

Does this commit you to the existence of g (counterfactual world containing
a) counterfactual car, fitted out with afterburners as your actual car is not?
Not at all. Your claim in essence is that

(i") it could have happened that I had a “Vette that was faster than
my Camaro is in actual fact,
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And (i) makes no mention of counterfactual objects et)l;lcept in the s;:iz; Ei
i is whether the same can
modal operator. What remains to be seen1s w (
:vith (2) z?nd (3), that is, whether they too can be restated in a wiic)l(e;h;;
avoids wide-scope quantification over things that (modal realism asi
ot exist. ' '
* Before attempting this, let me concede right f;ff that a forngllatrlrc:;ldzsl
colloquial as (i") is going to be hard to come up with. Our ev;ry ayaﬁsonS
devices are quickly pushed to their limits when the transworld comp

become too involved, as in |
(ii) the car [ would have had if ['d installed aﬁ:erbumers1 5[; ;iu;
“Vette is intermediate in speed between the one I wou e

had if I'd supercharged my Camaro and the Camaro as

actually.

About the best we can do with this is

{ii" it conld have happened that after supercharging m‘)‘f] (tl;zn"lvﬁﬁ
was such that [it could have happened that lThada t;: b
afterbummers such that {the Camaro was faster'than e
was and the * Vette was faster than the Camaro is 1

h, but it seems close enough in spirit to

i’ i i here a qualitative change in subj ect
(i*) that it would be strange to discern q e iy, i)

matter--—so that while (i) gave a parﬂy modal ‘descriptjon 0'b1 A
described non-actual, merely possible, items, viz., other possible .
their inhabitants. . )
lhmrlf that is right, then our next step should be -to seek a Loghsp tyir)Ien ;’tesga
imentation of the language used in (i") and (i), in the hope tl_iat xtt [lje e
noncommittal reformulation of transworld-part btalk,fand ullt;n;i :,eyapplied
i i A number of peop
commital reformulation of (2} and (3). le have app
i “ and they have had considerable s

themselves to this sort of problem, an . .

with a device called “multiple indexing.” Rather than trying (o explain the

i it wi jons of our two target sen-
me illustrate it with translations get
e Camaro, and “B” and

enhanced ‘Vette and

This may not be wonderful Englis

idea from on
tences. Think of “c” as a proper name of my actu

«“g» g5 standing for the relevant sort of afterburner-
supercharged Camaro:

i “yi than ¢])-
i sibly (3v) (By & aciually® [y is ffls{ex .
(ﬁ’; gg:sibls; (gz) (z = ¢ & Sz & possibly, Ay} By & actually,
actually;” actually” [z is faster than ¥ 18 faster than ¢]))

Now let’s try the method out on

(ili) yesterday’s Kiwanis picnic was only‘a part of the picnic we
would have had if not for the interruption.

Here it is, nearly enough, in nonconmmittal English:

501



(i

iii") 1t could have happened that we h icni :
we did have was a proper part. ad a picnic of which the picnic

A d o1 : : oy, 02
nd here it is in Loglish, with “%k standing for the picnic and “P” describ-

ing the relevant sort of prolonged picnic:
{iii”) possibly (Jy) (Py & actually® [k is a proper part of y])

Ni g i
ow let’s see what can be done with (2) and (3). I'l! assume that, necessar

ily, there

W);ﬂd” isxs_ one and only one world (which is not, of course, to say that “th
o rigid). The letters “u” and “v” are world-variables, “p” and ;
€ over -porti i s the ot
g world-portions, i.e., aggregates of atoms, “<” expresses the coiqrrl—

cidence relation, and “<” stands for parthood:
(37} G is intrinsic iff;
necessarily, (Vi) (Vp <u) (Vx =

(¥y = g) (actually 7 actuall
Gy e actually,” Gy )

p) necessanily, (Vv) (Yg<v)
v, " p=g<u<v)— [actuaily,x

G is intringie i

g ;Ss;;a;r;lsmy ﬂl]n other words, when the following holds necessarily: if a

pass cOmoms ! at compos_.es X ?Jvould, had a more inclusive world obtained
posed y, then x is G iff y would have been G. The definition 01’c

3 , CXCE) r that the tWO COlIlCldeﬂCC—qualltl ﬁe]S

(277) Gis intrinsic iff:
necessarity, (Vu) (Vp < u) necessarily, (Vv) (Vg < v) (actu-

ally P* actually,? (p = g <
actually, (Vy zzq) ﬁ}y}? w0 fremally, (T =p) £Gx

'I‘}l + * .

al:o_n(;‘r;ti(t);v?}rii;he end are to md_lcate a conjunction of two bicondition-

Enatits what (o egated_ on both s_ldf:s, one with it negated. Translated into

Caeh ﬂ;at ot (3 3 sa)lr]j is that G is mtrinsic2 iff necessarily, any mass of

P poses only QS (non-Gs) would still have composed only Gs
» had a world obtained of which the actual world is only a par:ty

NOTES

1. This paper repa mak
ys an old debt to Sydney Sh
e ! 3 'y Shoe er. Years ago, as edi i
pfovjde atelg]eewtirl:; ag(;wei rge to cite a_mz.muscript on intrinsicngess thatdlusgsol]:rf;gﬁof ,
e o coum- ne asked for it again in 1994, when he taught a seminar on intri .
€F Was a one-page skeich of the main idea. Now you've gol:{ltw
. it,

Syd y! 4 ¥ N "
ne: had h lp m Sally Hi Iang T, Ned Hall, Ra Langton Jennifer MCKJUI k
I elp fro) as €] € e = C.

G 1 Rose ) lan Sidi > P b4 .
, 1E ider Jud;
deo 0sen, A Sidelle Ted S ¥ II]OIIISCH'I, and Ral, h Wed wood, I wish I
could acknowledge a gTeatcr debt to Peter Vﬂlfﬁnt yne's Intrinsic Flﬂpﬁmes Defined 1
aved me a lot o trouble to ha seen it earfier, A mplicit 8
would have sav d a lot of ve » Al L licit subtheme here

is that there is more to Valt ?
ol entyne’s approach than Langton and Lewis give him credit
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