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Preface

This book deals with a certain philosophical question that I call the
division problem. Roughly, the question is why it seems reasonable for
us to have words that classify and individuate in ordinary ways rather
than other ways. The question may be viewed as Kantian in its general
orientation but, in its specific content, I venture to suggest at the end
of chapter 1 that the division problem is in a sense a "new problem."
This is a somewhat awkward remark for an author to make. I make it
because I have often found in the past that people react to the division
problem by confusing it with a number of other problems that have been
widely discussed in the literature, such as the problem of projectibility,
or various issues of ontology. I am therefore obliged to state forthrightly
that the problem I am trying to get at is distinct from these. If any other
author has seriously addressed the division problem, I am not aware of
it. The reader must judge, of course, whether this problem has the sig-
nificance I assign to it.

I can try to give a prefatory inkling of what I think is the essential
novelty of the division problem. The problem is about the rational basis
for the ordinary classificatory and individuative functions of general words.
In an important sense I am asking a question about (part of) the lexicon
of languages, about the rational basis for having certain kinds of general
words (or morphemes) rather than others. I am asking, for instance,
whether there is any reason why we ought to have a word for green things
rather than a word for things that are either green or circular. Philoso-
phers from Aristotle to Locke to Kripke and Putnam have said many
things about the standard functions of general words in a language—
about the standard classificatory and individuative roles of words—but
have scarcely addressed the question whether there are any good
reasons why a language ought to have words that function in those
standard ways. Why have philosophers generally not concerned them-
selves with this question?

My impression is that there are two perplexingly contradictory
impulses at work here. On the one hand, some philosophers may imme-
diately assume, prior to any serious examination of the matter, that there
can be no philosophically important constraints on the lexical features
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of languages, that these features are either arbitrary or at best reflect some
trivial pragmatic facts of little philosophical interest. I think that this
assumption will seem intuitively plausible only insofar as one ignores
central cases, as if one ignores the air we breathe and concludes that gases
are not important to us. Of course, there are many peripheral features
of a language's lexicon which do seem arbitrary and unimportant, but
the most central features seem to reflect fundamental constraints on the
structure of language and thought. That seems, at any rate, to be the
intuitive judgment when one considers the sorts of examples that I will
introduce in the first chapter. Intuitively, it is plausible to suppose that
the range of permissible lexicons is severely restricted by important philo-
sophical considerations.

But there may be an opposite impulse at work in rendering the divi-
sion problem inconspicuous to philosophers. It may be felt that, at least
with respect to the most central lexical features of languages, the rele-
vant constraints are indeed important but are so obvious and so com-
pelling that there is no need to belabor them. I am confident, however,
that this book will show, if nothing else, that there is nothing obvious to
be said on this topic. The nature of the constraints on lexicons is a fun-
damental question for philosophy.

The general structure of the book is as follows: In chapter 1, I intro-
duce the division problem and try to give a preliminary idea of some of
its implications. Chapter 2 relates the problem to certain questions about
projectibility, similarity, and ostensive definitions. In chapters 3 and 4,
two kinds of "reality's joints" are discussed: "natural properties" in the
former chapter and "natural things" in the latter. Chapter 3 also explores
certain connections between the division problem and the nature of
explanation, and chapter 4 connects the problem to questions about
semantic compositionality and the inscrutability of reference. In chapter
5,1 formulate and criticize a number of pragmatist reactions to the prob-
lem. Readers who, after completing chapter 1, are thoroughly convinced
that the only sensible response to the division problem is pragmatic might
want to jump directly to chapter 5, most of which is independent of the
intermediary chapters, and afterward return to chapter 2. (But, other
things being equal, it would be preferable to read the book straight
through.) Chapter 6 presents a certain theory of prepositional structure
and relates this to claims that some concepts necessarily depend on
others. I take the material in this chapter to provide the basis for the
most serious response to the division problem. This response is explored
further in chapter 7, which also relates the division problem to issues of
ontology. The three appendices contain somewhat more technical or
narrowly focused material related, respectively, to chapters 2, 3, and 6.

No one who writes a philosophy book can be consciously aware of
more than a small minority of the major presuppositions that shape the
work, but it may be worth trying to state one or two that are especially
important. Throughout this book I presuppose the intelligibility of the
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notions of a priority and (metaphysical) necessity. In this respect, I pre-
suppose at least the most general epistemological and metaphysical frame-
work of Saul Kripke's Naming and Necessity (1980). At the very outset
I formulate the division problem in terms of the notion of a priori
necessary equivalence, and in all that follows I make frequent use of the
notions of a priority and necessity. Nowhere in the book are these
notions challenged or even carefully explained. This may be viewed as a
limitation of the book but should not be viewed as a mistake or over-
sight. Even in philosophy, there must be some division of labor. I pre-
suppose here a framework that has been widely influential and that I
regard as correct. Of course, this framework ought to be critically evalu-
ated, but not by me in this book. I have sometimes considered whether
the issues discussed here could be reframed, say, by substituting some
Quinean notion of paraphrase for a priori necessary equivalence. I think
this could be done at least to a significant extent, but I have not
attempted to pursue it. It should be understood that while the Kripkean
notions of a priority and necessity are what I require to pose the divi-
sion problem, later chapters in the book may perhaps imply that, in order
to solve the problem, other traditional notions are required, such as
prepositional structure or synonymy.

A second presupposition is of a methodological sort, something
roughly to the following effect: Philosophical problems and questions
are valuable in their own right, even if no definite solution to them seems
forthcoming. Let me explain why I am saying this. The division prob-
lem exemplifies a pattern that is quite common in philosophy. We start
out with an intuitive judgment and then find that this judgment is hard
to clarify and defend. If the judgment is about something of philosophical
significance, we have a philosophical problem. The problem of the
external world and the problem of induction can readily be seen as
exemplifying this pattern. The relevant intuitive judgment in the case of
the division problem is that there are rational constraints on how the
words of a language ought to classify and individuate. That this is our
strong intuition can be brought out by reflecting on the kinds of
examples that I present throughout chapter 1. It seems obvious that the
intuition concerns something of philosophical importance. And we will
find that it is hard to clarify or defend the intuition. So we have here a
philosophical problem, the division problem. Any problem of this gen-
eral sort admits of two kinds of responses: A "straight" solution attempts
to clarify and defend the relevant intuition; a "skeptical" solution rejects
the intuition. (See Kripke 1982, pp. 66-67.) Someone who adopts a
skeptical solution to the division problem is called a "relativist" in this
book.

Many of the sections in this book do not deal directly with the divi-
sion problem but deal with various ancillary issues, such as natural prop-
erties and things, the inscrutability of reference, the structure of propo-
sitions, the nature of ontology, and the projectibility of terms. With

e
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regard to these matters I often attempt to defend a definite position or
theory. But as regards the division problem itself, I wind up taking no
definite stand. To a large extent my discussions are negative, attempt-
ing to show that various tempting answers to the problem are unsatis-
factory. In the final two chapters (and in the third appendix) I develop,
as far as I am able, a theory which I regard as the only real hope for a
straight solution to the problem. But, for the reasons given in the last
chapter, I do not see how to work out this theory successfully. Never-
theless, the strength of the initial intuitions about the problem, espe-
cially when buttressed by considerations that come out of the last two
chapters, make the skeptical, relativist response to the problem seem
unacceptable to me.

This book, therefore, does not offer a definite answer to the central
question it raises. It strikes me that a mathematician who spent ten years
working on an intuitive theorem but could neither prove it nor disprove
it would probably not write a book on the topic. I assume, however,
that finding out and highlighting what we do not understand has been
an essential part of philosophy going back to Socrates. I accept Thomas
Nagel's judgment that in philosophy "one should trust problems over
solutions," and the best one can do is "try to maintain a desire for
answers, a tolerance for long periods without any" and "an unwilling-
ness to brush aside unexplained intuitions" (Nagel 1979, pp. x, xxi.) I
would be content if this book succeeds in both presenting the division
problem and discouraging quick or glib responses to it.

It scarcely needs saying that, even if the problem I am here address-
ing is in some ways novel, virtually all of the ideas that I apply to it are
derived in one way or another from other people. I am indebted to the
work of Sydney Shoemaker, among other reasons because the germ of
the division problem was planted in my mind a number of years ago when
reading his "Comments on Chisholm" (Shoemaker 1969, especially
pp. 117-25). David Lewis's writings on natural properties and related
matters affect almost every page of chapters 3 and 4. A number of key
formulations, especially in chapter 6, are adapted from George Bealer's
Quality and Concept (1982).

Several philosophers commented on drafts of this book, and I want
to express my debt to them. George Bealer, Georges Dicker, and Jerry
Samet gave me extensive comments on various portions of the book,
which led to fundamental revisions. I thank James van Cleve for com-
menting on almost all of the penultimate draft. I am also grateful for
help with particular chapters provided by Alan Berger, Peter Unger, and
David Wong.

Portions of this book were written while I held a National Endow-
ment for the Humanities grant, for which I am grateful.

Brookline, Mass. E. H.
January 1992
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1

The Division Problem

1. Introduction to the Problem

Our language divides up reality in a certain way, though we can appar-
ently describe an indefinite number of other ways this might be done.
This fact may not in itself be seen as generating a philosophical prob-
lem, for it may merely suggest the need for an empirical explanation, in
terms of psychology or sociology, of why our division practices are as
they are. A philosophical problem is generated, however, by certain nor-
mative intuitions which we seem to have about these practices. Intuitively,
it seems that there are good reasons why we ought to have essentially
the division practices we do have; it seems that it would be in some sense
incorrect or irrational for us to employ a language that divides reality in
some way significantly different from our ordinaiy way. The philosophi-
cal problem is to explain what these normative intuitions amount to, and
to determine whether they can be properly defended. What, if anything,
makes our division practices more correct or rational than various alter-
native practices we seem able to describe? This is what I am calling the
division problem.

In this opening chapter I will make a preliminary pass through a num-
ber of aspects of the division problem which will be explored more fully
in the course of the book. My immediate aim is to establish the point
that we do have the problem-generating intuitions and that some of these
appear indeed to be extremely strong and deep intuitions.

The notion of "language dividing up reality" has a number of im-
portant philosophical associations but, at least to begin with, I want to
adopt a highly austere interpretation of the notion. When I say that our
language divides up reality in a certain way, rather than other describ-
able ways, I simply mean that the single words of our language denote

3



4 Dividing Reality

(the members of) certain classes of things rather than others.1 Evidently,
in this sense, even actual languages differ somewhat in how they divide
reality. The relevant normative intuitions, however, arise most vividly,
not when we compare actual languages, but when we compare a given
actual language, such as English, to certain imagined languages that are
radically different from it. The following is the sort of example to which
I will often appeal in this book. We have in English a word that denotes
the class of green things, but we do not have a word that denotes the
class of things that are either green or circular. We can describe an
alternative language in which the situation is exactly the opposite. This
language contains a word, say "gricular," that applies to anything just
in case it is either green or circular but contains no word that applies to
anything just in case it is green. To generalize the example, let us sup-
pose that in this language many ordinary words are replaced in the same
manner. In this example, we have a strikingly radical departure from the
way that English divides up reality.

In order to develop the example further, let me fix some terminol-
ogy. Throughout this book I will use "equivalent" simpliciter to mean "a
priori necessarily equivalent.1'' Hence, two sentences are equivalent if
someone who understands both of them can know a priori that they hold
true in exactly the same possible situations, and two terms are equiva-
lent if someone who understands both of them can know a priori that
they apply to exactly the same things in every possible situation.2 If two
languages are such that for any sentence in one there is an equivalent
sentence in the other, then there seems to be an obvious sense in which
the two languages have the same descriptive content.

I want to assume that "gricular," in the imagined alternative language,
is equivalent to the English expression "green or circular." If we simply
replaced "green" by "gricular" and left everything else the same, we
might not have any term that is equivalent to "green." ("Gricular and
not circular" is equivalent to "green and not circular," not to "green.")3

So the alternative language so construed might not have the same
descriptive content as English. The sort of example that seems more
interesting is one in which two languages divide up reality differently

'I will follow Quine in assuming that a general word denotes (applies to, is true of)
particular things; for example, "green" denotes all and only green things. (See Quine 1972,
p. 80.) In a derivative sense, however, it will often be convenient to express this by saying
that "green" denotes the class of green things (i.e., all and only members of that class).

2As stated in the Preface, I assume throughout this book the notions of a priority and
necessity in roughly the sense explained in Kripke 1980. I have discussed these notions in
Hirsch 1986. I assume that the notion of "equivalence" formulated in the text can be
understood in a manner that does not beg any substantive questions about whether semantical
knowledge can be said to be a priori.

3I do not want to consider at this point more complicated possibilities for defining
"green" in terms of "gricular" (cf. appendix 3.2).



The Division Problem 5

despite having the same descriptive content. This is the sort of example
that I want to focus on.

We can accordingly elaborate our previous example by imagining that
both "green" and "circular" are eliminated and replaced by the three
words "gricular," "grincular," and "ngricular" that apply, respectively,
to things that are either green or circular, things that are either green
or not circular, and things that are either not green or circular. Then
"green" and "circular" are equivalent, respectively, to "gricular and
grincular" and "gricular and ngricular." The Gricular language now
divides up reality differently from English though it has the same
descriptive content as English.

Two points must be understood about this example. First, I am imag-
ining that "gricular" is an unambiguous word that applies univocally to
anything that is either green or circular. Ambiguous words or homonyms
are of course prevalent in ordinary language, but that has nothing to do
with how our language divides up reality in the relevant sense. As I use
the term "word" throughout this book, it means "word taken in a par-
ticular sense." If this is a departure from correct usage (it seems contro-
versial whether it is), let this be accepted as a kind of abbreviatory stipu-
lation. I would not say, therefore, that there is a word of English (i.e.,
"bank") that denotes anything that is either a certain kind of financial
institution or a certain kind of shore of a water body. In the sense that
concerns me, that is not the way English divides up reality.

The second point is that one must not imagine that "gricular," "grin-
cular," and "ngricular" occur only in the context of the two expressions
"gricular and grincular" or "gricular and ngricular." If that were so, one
might count the two expressions as semantically indivisible words, and
the distinction between the Gricular language and ordinary language
would collapse. We are to imagine instead that "gricular," "grincular,"
and "ngricular" have the typical syntactic and semantic independence
of ordinary words, so that speakers of the Gricular language would
accept such sentences as "Tomatoes and peppers are two kinds of gricular
vegetables," and "None of those blocks is ngricular."4

What is our intuition about the Gricular language (bearing in mind
that in this language many words function like "gricular," "grincular,"
and "ngricular")? It seems clear that our intuitive judgment is that this
language is in some sense absurd and that we have compellingly good
reasons to favor our ordinary language over it. The division problem, as
applied to this case, is to explain what these good reasons are.

Our intuition may be that the Gricular language would be an absurd
language for us, in our particular context, or that it would be an absurd

4In general, I intend to rely on the ordinary intuitive notion of a "word (taken in a
particular sense)." My assumption is that various complex issues discussed, e.g., in mor-
phology, will not be critical to this discussion.
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language for anyone, in any imaginable context. This distinction will be
looked into later. In general, it is the former context that will be pre-
supposed, for this is the context that most obviously elicits the prob-
lem-generating intuitions. If we imagine that speakers of the Gricular
language are relevantly like us in their beliefs and motives, certainly it
seems intuitively absurd that they should employ such a language. The
problem is to explain why this would be absurd.

That this question is not easy to answer must emerge in subsequent
discussions throughout this book. However, the prima facie difficulty can
immediately be appreciated. The word "gricular" does denote certain
things; sentences containing the word do often express truths; indeed, if
the word is surrounded by others of the same sort (e.g., "grincular" and
"ngricular"), the expressible truths seem to be equivalent to the ones
we ordinarily express. Why, then, is the language absurd?

In general, the division problem is to explain what good reasons there
may be to favor ordinary languages over various imaginary strange lan-
guages, where a strange language is one that divides up reality in ways
that intuitively strike us as absurd. A strange language such as the Gricular
language serves to illustrate the intuitive idea that there are strong nor-
mative constraints on our division practices. It should be emphasized that
this need not imply that there are no reasonable alternatives to the prac
tices we have. On the contrary, it seems immediately plausible to sup-
pose that the way our language divides reality is arbitrary in certain
respects, in the sense that it would not be unreasonable for us to have a
language that is different in these respects. But the intuitive idea, which
the strange languages help to make vivid, is that there are definite limits
on what can constitute a reasonable alternative to our ordinary division
practices. The division problem is to understand what the nature of these
limits might be.

Since 1 intend to explore the division problem from a number of dif-
ferent angles in the course of this book, it is essential that the reader
not assume that certain substantive matters have already been settled.
We have, I said, the intuition that there are rational constraints on our
division practices, constraints that are violated by the Gricular language.
I do not assume that this intuition must be correct. Even if it is correct,
we may have no definite idea at the outset of how to formulate the in-
tuitive constraints on division practices. Certainly we can think of many
examples with respect to which it seems unclear whether (or to what
extent) the supposed constraints are violated. It may not even be clear
at the outset what general sort of "irrationality" we are dealing with when
we judge intuitively that a strange language is irrational or absurd. Is it
that speakers of such a language will be led to reason fallaciously about
certain things? Is it that their language is in some sense rooted in some
factual, or perhaps metaphysical, error? Or is it rather that a strange lan-
guage like the Gricular language would have to be impractical in some
way? Might there be some other, perhaps idiosyncratic way in which such
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languages are absurd? And might it be that some examples of strange-
ness are absurd in one way whereas others are absurd in quite different
ways? I want all of these questions to be open at this stage of the dis-
cussion. They are indeed all part and parcel of what I mean by the divi-
sion problem.

Summarily put, the division problem is this: Can we clarify and jus-
tify our intuition that there are rational constraints on how the words of
a language ought to divide up reality (with special attention to constraints
on languages having the same descriptive content as ours)?

2. Classificatory and Individ-native Strangeness

It will be useful to draw some preliminary distinctions between different
kinds of strange languages. One essential distinction is between classifi-
catory strangeness and individuative strangeness.

a. Individuative Strangeness and Ontological Commitment

The Gricular language classifies ordinary things in strange ways, but we
can also imagine languages that, in a sense, divide up the world into
strange things. One way to describe such languages is by specifying
strange transtemporal identity conditions for things, that is, strange truth-
conditions for sentences of the form "There exists something that is A
at t1 and (that same thing is) B at t2." As an example, let me specify the
strange identity conditions that operate in the imaginary language called
Contact!.5 In this language the identity through time of things is partly
determined by their contact relations. The language contains, for
example, the word "ctable" (corresponding to the English word "table")
such that the history of a single "ctable" combines what we would ordi-
narily regard as stages of one table, followed by stages of a second table
with which the first is exclusively in contact, followed by stages of the
first table after exclusive contact is broken off. Hence, it is a principle of
"ctable identity" that during an interval when two "ctables" come into
contact exclusively with each other (i.e., with each other but with no
other "ctables"), they temporarily exchange all of their characteristics
(including their spatial positions).6 There is evidently a certain symme-
try in the relationship between tables and ctables, for the history of a
single table combines what is regarded in Contacti as stages of one ctable,
followed by stages of a second ctable with which the first is exclusively
in contact, followed by stages of the first ctable after exclusive contact is

5This example (with a slight notational difference) is discussed in Hirsch 1982, chapter
10.

6But note that if one regards it as possible that, under some special circumstances, ordinary
tables might exchange all of their characteristics when they come into contact, then in those
circumstances ctables would not exchange their characteristics. I leave it open whether this
qualification is necessary; if it is, let it be assumed.
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broken off. It appears, then, that Contact! has the same descriptive con-
tent as English.7

We may imagine Contacti generalized to include many other bizarre
individuals such as "cpersons" and "cdogs" whose identities depend in
a correlative fashion upon their contact relations. The division problem,
as regards this example, is to explain why it would seem absurd for us
to operate with such a language.

Some readers will immediately want to object that my characteriza-
tion of Contacti presupposes a disputable commitment to the existence
of such entities as ctables and cdogs. This objection is based on a
misunderstanding, however. What I intended to do in characterizing
Contacti was to stipulate the truth-conditions for Contacti identity sen-
tences, that is, the conditions under which the sentences would count
as true.8 No disputable ontological commitment is required for that stipu-
lation. Indeed, one might convey the truth-conditions more graphically—
and obviously without any disputable ontological commitments—by
drawing a picture. (See Figure 1.1.) In the picture, the unbroken arrows
represent our ordinary identity sentences and the broken arrows repre-
sent the Contacti identity sentences. We imagine that at one o'clock two
dogs come into contact with each other (and with no other dogs). In
the pictured situation, what one would say in Contacti is "A cdog was
brown and to the left at twelve o'clock and (that same cdog) was white
and to the right at one o'clock and (that same cdog) was brown and to
the left again at two o'clock."

My stipulation of the truth-conditions for Contacti sentences is not
intended to foreclose every question of detail that could be raised about
Contacti. Such questions are unimportant if they merely suggest the pos-
sibility of describing slightly different versions of this intuitively bizarre

7For example, the Contacti sentence "There exists a ctablc that is first brown and then
white" is equivalent to the complex English sentence "There exists a table that either is first
brown while not exclusively in contact with another table and is then white while not
exclusively in contact with another table, or is first exclusively in contact with a brown table
and is then exclusively in contact with a white table, or is first exclusively in contact with a
brown table and is then white while not exclusively in contact with another table, or is first
brown while not exclusively in contact with another table and is then exclusively in contact
with a white table." The English sentence "There exists a table that is first brown and then
white" is equivalent to a correspondingly complex Contacti sentence.

It will be noted that, for the sake of brevity, I use expressions of the form "two F-things
are exclusively in contact with each other" (or "an P-thing is exclusively in contact with
another .F-thing") to imply that the two F-things are in contact with each other and neither
is in contact with a third F-thing (of course, they may be in contact with various other tilings).

8We know the truth-conditions of sentences in the relevant sense if we know, with respect
to every context in which they might be uttered, what their truth-values are with respect to
every possible situation. Note that (at least with respect to the sort of examples under
consideration) sentences have the same truth-conditions in this sense if and only if they are
equivalent.



The Division Problem

Figure 1.1 English versus Contacti.

form of language. One question that perhaps should be briefly addressed
relates to statements about identity through possible worlds. How might
such statements operate in Contacti? The simplest way to try to answer
this question is by analogy to how statements about identity through
time operate. Contact relations can be stipulated to determine the trans-
world identity of a ctable in much the way that they were stipulated to
determine the transtemporal identity of a ctable. (For example, a table
at one time constitutes the same ctable as another table at a second time
if some third table is exclusively in contact with both the first table at
the first time and the second table at the second time; likewise, a table
in some actual situation might be said to constitute the same ctable as
another table in some counterfactual situation if some third table is ex-
clusively in contact with both the first table in the actual situation and
the second table in the counterfactual situation.)9

Let me mention another question about Contacti. In order for
Contacti to have the same descriptive content as English, it must be the
case that any sentence in one language is equivalent to some sentence
in the other. This seems to imply that if Cfido is the cdog that some-
times coincides with, and sometimes is in contact with, the dog Fido,
then Contacti sentences containing "Cfido" are a priori necessarily equiv-
alent to English sentences containing "Fido." The claim of necessary
equivalence seems fairly straightforward, but there may be a problem

9In ordinary language, statements about transtemporal and transworld identity seem to
be closely connected in various ways (cf. Kripke 1980, pp. 112-115); the stipulation sketched
in the text would transfer many of these connections to Contacti.

9
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about the claim of a priori equivalence. One can interpret the rules of
Contacti to imply that necessarily Fido exists if and only if Cfido does.10

There is, however, a general problem in determining when sentences
containing different proper names can be a priori equivalent. Neverthe-
less, I think it is plausible to assume that sentences of English contain-
ing names are a priori equivalent to sentences of Contacti containing
names. If this assumption is not acceptable, I would need to modify my
earlier characterization of what it means for two languages to have "the
same descriptive content" by requiring that corresponding sentences con-
taining names be only necessarily equivalent (rather than equivalent
simpliciter).11 Evidently, there could be nothing in this modification to
diminish the force of the division problem (or to suggest, in particular,
why ordinary sentences containing names are better than Contacti sen-
tences containing names).

Let me generalize the point just made. Perhaps there are other prob-
lems with the assumption that sentences of the various strange languages
under consideration can be a priori equivalent (and not just necessarily
equivalent) to ordinary sentences.12 If so, we can always retreat to the
weaker assumption that the sentences can at least be necessarily equiva-
lent. This may somewhat affect the intuitive vividness of the division prob-
lem, but the problem is certainly not removed. (Having said this, I will
continue to assume that sentences of the strange languages can be both
a priori and necessarily equivalent to ordinary sentences.)

b. The Believer and the Disbeliever

I have pointed out that to explain Contacti, in the sense of explaining
the truth-conditions of its sentences, does not require any disputable
ontological commitments. Something more must be said, however, about
the notion of "individuative strangeness." There are two obvious kinds
of positions that one can adopt toward the strange Contacti descriptions
of "ctables": One may believe that there exist strange things (entities,
objects) answering to such descriptions or that there do not exist any
such strange things. That is, the believer affirms, and the disbeliever
denies, that there exist objects which are just like tables except that they

10Given tile stated rules of transtemporal identity for Contacti, Fido persists at a given
time if and only if Cfido does, for Fido and Cfido coincide unless they are in contact. One
can interpret transworld identity in Contacti in the same spirit. If one has trouble seeing
this, it is clear in any case that we could arrange for a strange language to have this effect.

11As stipulated earlier, "equivalent" simpliciter means "a priori necessarily equivalent."
Hence, "necessarily equivalent" and "a priori equivalent" express weaker relations than
"equivalent."

12On some views, certain general terms arc scmantically akin to proper names, in which
case the problem mentioned in the last paragraph may arise with respect to some general
terms.
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