This is an expanded version of a paper scheduled to appear in two parts in Philosophy Compass, the first part in the
issue for November 2025. Included here but not there are scattered minor points, the sections on Quine and Suarez,
and the appendix on the so-called “qua problem.”

QUA-TALK AND OTHER FORMS OF QUACKERY

Truly, shepherd, in respect of itself, it is a good life, but in respect that it is a shepherd’s
life, it is naught. In respect that it is solitary, I like it well; but in respect that it is private,
it is a very vile life. Now in respect that it is in the fields, it pleaseth me well; but in
respect that it is not in the court, it is tedious.

Shakespeare, As You Like It, Act 3, Scene 2
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PART ONE

1. Introduction
‘Qua’ 1s a term used occasionally by ordinary folk, but more conspicuously by philosophers. My
aim 1in this paper is to identify and clarify various of its philosophical uses, approving of some
and criticizing others. I discuss the use of ‘gua’ in connection with eight different authors:

Lewis, Fine, Davidson, and Quine in Part One, and Aristotle, Suarez, Spinoza, and Kant in Part

Two. I take them in this order because in the case of ‘qua’, I find it easier to understand the



historical figures in light of the contemporary figures than vice versa—even though I generally
take more pleasure when the direction of illumination goes the opposite way.

A word about how I got interested in this topic: There is a version of the view sometimes
called super-substantivalism (and in earlier days, the space theory of matter) according to which
a material thing like an apple or a rock is identical with the place it occupies.! I once reacted to
this view by making what I thought an obvious objection: an apple can move, but a place
cannot. Came the reply: a place qua place cannot move, but a place qua apple can. That struck
me as a dodgy response, and it made me start wondering about other deployments of ‘qua’ by
philosophers who carry it in their toolkits.

Before turning to our philosophers, I call attention to three distinctions that will be important
in what follows: the wide-scope ‘not (qua F . . .)’ vs. the narrow-scope ‘qua F, (not . . .) *,
splitting the subject vs. upping the adicity, and referential opacity vs. exceptions to Leibniz’s
Law.

Wide versus narrow scope. “She gave him the raise qua her being chair of the department, not
qua being his oldest colleague;” “I spoke in favor of the tax qua citizen, not qua member of the
Conservancy Board.” Those are everyday uses of the ‘qua’ locution that need not present any
difficulties—at least not if parsed correctly. I take the correct parsing of the second to be

I spoke for the tax qua citizen; it is not the case that I spoke for it gua board member.
I shall refer to that parsing as ‘not qua’ (since ‘not’ precedes ‘qua’) or as wide scope, since the
negation takes an entire sentence containing ‘qua’ as its scope. But another parsing is

Qua citizen, I spoke for the tax; gua board member, I did not speak for it.

! This is not the only version. One could say that things are constructions based on places without being identical
with them.



I shall refer to that parsing as ‘qua not’ (since ‘qua’ precedes ‘not’) or narrow scope (since the
negation attaches to something already within the scope of ‘qua’).? That use of ‘qua’ threatens
to imply a contradiction, namely, that I both spoke for the tax (qua citizen, which I am) and did
not speak for the tax (qua board member, which I also am). Ways to deal with the threat of
contradiction will be our topic shortly. For now, I simply note that no contradiction threatens the
first parsing—I unequivocally spoke for the tax, and the ‘qua’ locution serves only to specify in
what capacity I did so.

Modifying the subject versus modifying the predicate. To illustrate the next distinction, I turn
to a typical philosophical use of ‘qua’, prompted by the puzzle of the statue and the clay. What
is the relation between a statue and the lump of clay from which it was formed—are they one
thing or two? Here is an argument sometimes given for the answer two:

1. Goliath (the statue) is essentially shaped a certain way—it would be destroyed if deformed.

2. Lumpl (the clay) is not essentially shaped that way.

3. Therefore , Goliath # Lumpl.?
The conclusion is embraced by some philosophers, but resisted by others. How, they may ask,
can there be two distinct things that occupy exactly the same place, contain all the same
molecules, and agree in so many of their manifest properties (shape, weight, and so on)? But
how, then, is the conclusion of nonidentity to be resisted? It follows from the premises together
with Leibniz’s Law, the logical and metaphysical principle that if x is identical with y, x and y

must have all the same properties.

2 In ordinary English, sentences that involve narrow-scope negation if taken at face value are often used to express
negations that are really wide in scope, as with ‘All that glitters is not gold’. More than word order must sometimes
be consulted to determine the intended scope.

3 The names are taken from Gibbard 1975.



Qua to the rescue! Some will say that what is true in the premises must be expressed in a
more subtle way:

1. The statue qua statue is essentially shaped a certain way—it would be destroyed if deformed.

2. The clay qua clay is not essentially shaped that way.

3. Therefore, the statue # the clay.
This time, according to the qua-sayers, the conclusion does not follow. Since it is only qua
statue that the statue has a certain shape essentially and only gua clay that the clay does not have
that property essentially, the Leibniz’s Law conclusion does not follow.

The statue is essentially G-shaped, gua statue. It is not essentially G-shaped, qua clay. (I am
taking that as narrow-scope negation, as I believe is intended.) Those two sentences would stand
in outright contradiction, if not for the two ‘qua’ phrases. How do the phrases prevent the
contradiction? And what do they modify?

David Lewis asked a similar question about the temporal qualifications in our report of a
change, such as “I had a bent shape at noon and a straight shape at 12:01” (Lewis 1986, 200-
204). How do the modifiers prevent what would otherwise be a contradiction? One way is by
modifying the grammatical subject and giving us two metaphysical subjects of predication, the
noon temporal part and the 12:01 temporal part of the same four-dimensional person. The model
here is “the path is smooth at the beginning and rocky at the end;” no contradiction, because
different parts of the path bear the contrary properties. Another way is to convert what originally
looked like a one-place predicate expressing an intrinsic property into a two-place predicate

expressing a relation, in this case the . . . is bent at __ ’ relation between objects and times. The



model here would be “Joe is the father of Fred, but not the father of Ed;” no contradiction,
because the relation is borne and not borne to different relata.*

We may use analogous strategies with ‘qua’. On the “split the subject” approach, the ‘qua’
phrase would modify the subject term so as to bring in two subjects of predication. (Of course,
this approach would not be favored by those who wish to disallow two things of any sort in the
same place.) On the “up the adicity” approach, the ‘qua’ phrases would modify the verb and
introduce one more place in the predicate, replacing the monadic ‘x is essentially G-shaped’ by

the dyadic ‘x is, qua statue, essentially G-shaped’.

(Actually, “upping the adicity” need not involve replacing the original predicate; Annina
Loets has the predicate of increased adicity supplementing rather than replacing the original
(2021a). In other cases, ‘qua’ may change the meaning of a predicate without changing its
adicity. But I shall stick with increased adicity as the norm.)

Is there a way to resist the statue # clay argument without adopting either of the tactics just
mentioned? If nothing else, one could simply reject Leibniz’s Law, which brings us to the third
distinction.

Referential opacity versus exceptions to Leibniz’s Law. The third distinction that will
sometimes be important in what follows is the distinction between failures of substitution in
referentially opaque contexts and alleged failures of Leibniz’s Law. Referential opacity happens
when (i) a term T1 refers to the same thing as a term T2, and (ii) there is a sentence containing

T1 in which we cannot substitute T2 with preservation of truth value, despite the co-referentiality

4 Lewis favors the temporal parts view. He rejects the relational alternative on the ground that “if we know what
shape is, we know that it is a property, not a relation” (1986, 204).

> Lewis considers a third way as well, exemplified by ‘crooked according to the Times and honest according to the
News’, where there is no contradiction because one of the newspapers simply gets things wrong. This way is not
apropos with ‘qua’ phrases, because the whole point of them is to preserve the truth both of what is said to hold qua
this and of what is said to hold qua that.



of T1 and T2. A violation of Leibniz’s Law occurs if (i) an item A is identical with an item B,
and (i1) A has property P, but B does not have property P. The two phenomena are often
conflated,’® perhaps in some cases because of the unfortunate tendency to give Leibniz’s Law a
mishmash formulation—for instance, “If A and B are identical, one may be substituted for the
other whenever they occur”—or a mishmash name, such as “Substitutivity of Identity.” But they
ought to be distinguished.’

I draw this distinction because some of the uses of ‘gua’ to be investigated below are
designed to circumvent Leibniz’s Law arguments, and some of them definitely involve
referential opacity. It will be a further question whether they also involve what I regard as the
greater sin of denying Leibniz’s Law.

The three distinctions discussed in this introduction—wide versus narrow scope, splitting the
subject versus upping the adicity, and referential opacity versus exceptions to Leibniz’s Law—
will all be important at one place or another below. I turn now to the first of our authors.

2. Lewis

David Lewis has put forth an account of the workings of ‘qua’ and used a stratagem in which
‘qua’ plays a central role (2003 and 2015). Since the account is a spin-off from his counterpart
theory, I begin with a review of the features of that theory.

In standard possible-worlds accounts of essential properties, a thing A is essentially F iff A is
F in every world in which A exists. In Lewis’s realist way of thinking about possible worlds,

nothing exists in more than one possible world (any more than anything exists in two places); he

¢ Witness this entry from the glossary to Haack 1978: “A context is extensional if co-referential expressions—
singular terms with the same denotation, predicates with the same extension, or sentences with the same truth-
value—are substitutable within it without changing the truth-value of the whole, salva veritate, i.e., if Leibniz’ law
holds for it; otherwise, it is intensional.”

7 The locus classicus for distinguishing the Principle of Substitutivity from Leibniz’s Law is Cartwright 1971. 1
defend Cartwright’s approach in Van Cleve 2022.



therefore says instead that a thing A is essentially F iff every counterpart of A in any world is F.
A thing’s counterpart in a given world is something that resembles it to an adequate degree and
more than anything else in that world does. In counterpart theory as originally set forth (1968),
there is a definite fact as to which thing in any world is a counterpart of a given thing, so there is
also a definite fact (or absolute fact) as to whether a thing has a given property essentially. But
in developments of the theory from 1971 onwards, Lewis allows that there may be many choices
of eligible counterpart relations, such that one thing is my counterpart in w under some
counterpart relations and another is my counterpart in w under others (1971). Whether a thing
has a given property essentially now becomes a contextually variable or relative matter,
depending on and varying with which counterpart relation one has in mind.®
The flavor of variable counterpart theory is well brought out in the following remark:

Today, thinking of Saul Kripke as essentially the occupant of a distinguished role in

contemporary philosophy, I can truly say that he might have been brought by a stork.

Tomorrow, thinking of him as essentially the man who came from whatever sperm and egg he

actually came from, I can truly say that he might never have had a philosophical thought in his

life. I would be right both times, but relative to different, equally admissible, counterpart

relations. (Lewis 2003, 28).
Looking ahead to Lewis’s treatment of ‘qua’, we may say that Kripke qua product of a certain
sperm and egg must have come from just those cells, but Kripke gua philosopher need not have
come from those cells. Putting it more accurately, all counterparts of Kripke under the germ-cell
counterpart relation come from counterparts of his original cells, but not all of Kripke’s

counterparts under the philosopher counterpart relation come from counterparts of his original

cells.

8 Lewis’s purpose in the 1971 article is to rescue the theory that a person is identical with his body from the
objection that a person might switch bodies, as in Locke’s tale of the prince and the cobbler. Locke’s tale combined
with the person-body identity theory implies (absurdly) that a given body might be or might have been identical with
a different body—unless we multiply counterpart relations and allow for counterparts both under a personal and
under a bodily counterpart relation, which is what Lewis advocates.



Which counterpart relation matters for a given essentialist claim is often indicated (or
“evoked” as Lewis likes to say) by the name by which we refer to something. If we refer to a
train composed of carriages A and B as the San Bernardino Express, it will be essential to the
train that it go to San Bernardino,’ but not that it have A and B as its parts. If we refer to the
same object as the A + B train, having just those carriages as parts will be essential to it, but its
destination will not be.

This theory furnishes Lewis with a novel way of dealing with the puzzle of the statue and the
clay. In section 1, we considered the following argument for distinguishing the two, despite their
inhabiting exactly the same place and having all the same ordinary properties (weight, color,
etc.):

1. Goliath is essentially G-shaped (it would be destroyed if deformed).

2. Lumpl is not essentially G-shaped.

3. Therefore , Goliath # Lumpl.
It appears that Leibniz’s Law requires the stated conclusion of nonidentity, but Lewis can say not
so. The use of ‘Goliath’ in premise 1 evokes the counterpart relation for statues, while the use of
‘Lumpl’ in premise 2 evokes the counterpart relation for chunks of clay. Thus what 1 affirms of
Goliath is not what 2 denies of Lumpl; 1 affirms that all of Goliath’s counterparts under the
counterpart relation for statues have the G shape, while 2 denies that all of Lumpl’s counterparts
under the counterpart relation for lumps have that shape. These facts are completely compatible

with Goliath and Lumpl being the same object—and with Leibniz’s Law.

° That is: any of its counterparts under the appropriate destination counterpart relation will have (a counterpart of)
San Bernardino as its destination. I will generally drop the parenthetical qualification.



Lewis selects the word ‘qua’ as a device to make it official which counterpart relation is in
play when the name alone might leave things open. Using this locution, we could restate the
argument above as

1. Goliath (the statue) gua statue is essentially shaped a certain way.

2. Lumpl (the clay) qua clay is not essentially shaped that way.'°

3. Therefore, Goliath # Lumpl; the statue is not identical with the clay.
The conclusion does not follow, just as the proponents of ‘gua’ mentioned in the introduction
maintained—only this time we have a more explicit explanation of how ‘qua’ works to
invalidate what would otherwise be a sound argument.

What is the explanation? In section 1, we noted two main ways in which ‘qua’ might
function—splitting the subject and upping the adicity of the predicate. It seems pretty clear most
of the time that Lewis’s ‘qua’ ups the adicity. He speaks of something being essentially F under
one counterpart relation and not essentially F under another counterpart relation. In effect, he
replaces the monadic ‘. . . is essentially F’ by the dyadic °. . . is essentially F under relation _ ’.
But there is one place that engenders doubt about how he understands his own undertaking. He
notes that a sentence of the form ‘NP qua Adj VP’ has two parsings, ‘(NP qua Adj) VP’ and ‘NP
(qua Adj VP)’.!!' An instance of the first form would be ‘(Goliath qua statue) is essentially G-
shaped’, with the phrase ‘qua statue’ modifying the subject ‘Goliath’. An instance of the second
form would be ‘Goliath (gua statue is essentially G-shaped)’, with the phrase ‘qua statue’
modifying ‘is essentially G-shaped’ to form a new predicate, perhaps more perspicuously

expressed as ‘is essentially G-shaped qua statue’. It is the second parsing that seems to go better

10Tt would not actually be necessary to use ‘qua’ in both premises, as here, to invalidate the argument; using it in
just one premise would suffice.

' Elizabeth Anscombe takes note of these two parsings (1979, 208) and cites Aristotle as saying that ‘qua’ belongs
to the predicate, not the subject (Prior Analytics, 1, ch. 38).
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with adicity upping, but to my surprise, Lewis holds out for the possibility of sticking with the
first parsing (2003, 31). As we shall see, though, that does not commit him to regarding ‘NP qua
Adj I’ and ‘NP qua Adj 2’ as denoting two different entities, so it does not in the end make him
a splitter.

Lewis makes another interesting use of the ‘qua’ device: to reconcile a difference he once
had with Armstrong about the need for and the nature of truthmakers. Armstrong subscribes to
the Truthmaker Principle, according to which nothing is ever true unless there is something that
makes it true, a truthmaker for it. A truthmaker for p is something whose sheer existence
guarantees that p is true. Ifit is true that A is F, Armstrong’s favored truthmaker is the state of
affairs of A’s being F, which he thinks cannot exist unless A exists and is F. Lewis regards
Armstrongian states of affairs as dubious entities, since he thinks they would violate Hume’s
prohibition against necessary connections between distinct existents (stated at many places
including T 1.2.5.3 and discussed at length in Van Cleve 2024). The state of affairs of A’s being
F cannot exist unless A exists (that is the necessary connection between two existents), but the
individual A and the state of affairs have no part in common (they are in the relevant sense
distinct).!> But the ‘qua’ device lets Lewis go along with the Truthmaker Principle without
having to violate Hume’s Dictum, as I now explain.

Consider the truth that Tian Tian, the giant panda in the National Zoo, is hungry. Lewis’s
thought is that the truthmaker for that truth is not a state of affairs, but a thing—Tian Tian qua

hungry.!3 That entity has the requisite feature of a truthmaker—it cannot exist unless Tian Tian

12 Is A not a part of the state of affairs, along with F? Armstrong would say yes. But Lewis would say no, for if A
and F were parts of the state of affairs in the required mereological sense, their existence would yield that of the
state of affairs even if A was not F.

131 switch from Lewis’s example to Beebee and MacBride’s (2015) to avoid any confusion caused by Lewis’s Long
qua black, a cat with an adjective as its name.
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is hungry. In other words, it is essentially such that Tian Tian is hungry, which for Lewis means
that all of its counterparts are hungry. That in turn holds because ‘qua hungry’ selects a
counterpart relation under which nothing is similar enough to Tian Tian to qualify as a
counterpart of it unless it is hungry. Tian Tian qua hungry can play the role of truthmaker, and
its necessary connection to what it makes true is allegedly not mysterious.'*

Now what manner of thing is Tian Tian qua hungry, and how does it relate to Tian Tian qua
panda or just plain Tian Tian? Lewis’s answer is that they are all the same thing. Tian Tian qua
hungry is just Tian Tian, as is Tian Tian qua any other F such that Tian Tian is F. Tian Tian qua
F is not any new sort of entity.

Apart from Lewis’s desire to co-opt Armstrong by letting truthmakers be things, that answer
would not have been obligatory. He could have introduced the locution ‘x qua F is essentially
G’ simply as a whole, having as its truth condition that any counterpart of x under the F-
appropriate counterpart relation is G, without giving any meaning or referent to the expression ‘x
qua F’ in isolation at all. In other words, he could have treated ‘x qua F’ as what Russell calls an
incomplete symbol (Russell 1918, Lecture 6). In that case, the question “Is Tian Tian qua
hungry identical with Tian Tian?” would not arise, since it would contain a term (its ‘qua’ term)
for which no meaning in the context ‘... is identical with ___ ’ had been given.

For Lewis, though, the question does arise, and he gives it an answer of yes. He simply
decrees that ‘Tian Tian qua F’ designates whatever ‘Tian Tian’ designates (provided that Tian
Tian is F); the ‘qua’ term serves only to specify a counterpart relation in cases in which the

predicate is modal, like ‘essentially G-shaped’ or ‘possibly squashed’ as opposed to ‘G-shaped’

4 In a later piece Lewis makes a different use of the ‘qua’ strategy to accommodate the Truthmaker Principle
(2015). There it is states of affairs, not items like Tian Tian qua hungry, that are truthmakers, but only gua states of
affairs. Lewis says that the mereological sum of A and F, though not as such a state of affairs and not gua sum a
truthmaker for the truth that A is F, is nonetheless qua state of affairs a truthmaker for that truth.
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or ‘squashed’.!® This reinforces the verdict I advanced above, that the term ‘qua’ for Lewis does
not split the subject, but ups the adicity of the predicate.!®
Lewis’s decision that a term T and the term ‘T qua F’ refer to the same thing (together with

his variable counterpart theory) gives rise to cases of referential opacity.!” We can see this by
reviewing the argument that has been our running example:

1. Goliath (the statue qua statue) is essentially shaped a certain way.

2. Lumpl (the statue qua clay) is not essentially shaped that way.

3. Therefore, Goliath # Lumpl; the statue is not identical with the clay.
Lewis insists that ‘the statue qua statue’ and ‘the statue qua clay’ refer to the same thing—the
statue (a.k.a. Goliath, Lumpl, and the clay). Therefore, if co-referring terms are substitutable
salva veritate in the context ‘is essentially G-shaped’, we ought to be able to substitute ‘the
statue qua clay’ for ‘the statue qua statue’ in the true statement

The statue qgua statue is essentially G-shaped

to obtain

15 1t is an odd consequence of Lewis’s theory that he must say ‘Tian Tian gua hungry has a mix of black and white
fur’ is true, as is ‘Tian Tian qua having a mix of black and white fur is hungry’ at any time at which Tian Tian is
hungry. That is because when the predicate of the whole sentence is nonmodal, the term ‘qua F’ is idle; so, given
that ‘Tian Tian qua F’ simply refers to Tian Tian, the sentence ‘Tian Tian qua F is G’ will be true or false in idle
contexts simply according as Tian Tian is G.

16 Modal predicates for Lewis are a special case of what Noonan calls Abelardian predicates, predicates whose
meaning is affected by the subject to which they are attached (1991). Noonan describes this example from Abelard:
“To the objection that if the statue was made by Socrates and the stone was not, the statue can not be identical with
the stone, Abelard’s reply is that the predicate ‘was made by Socrates’, when attached to the subject term ‘the
statue’, has the meaning ‘was made by Socrates to be a statue’, but when attached to the subject term ‘the stone’ has
the meaning ‘was made by Socrates to be a stone’” (189). Is Abelard upping the adicity? Arguably, yes; he is
expanding ‘was made by X’ into ‘was made by X to be an F’. But in any case, he is introducing a dimension of
variation in the predicate. I shall continue to refer to such variation as “upping the adicity” even if it is not strictly
that in every case.

17 Actually, referential opacity was already there from the beginning of variable counterpart theory and before the
introduction of ‘qua’, as Lewis acknowledges in the final four paragraphs of Lewis 1971. In his original counterpart
theory, de re modal predication was referentially transparent. But in variable counterpart theory, de re modal
predication is not in general transparent, since “not only the denotation of the subject term matters [to the truth of a
modal claim], but also the counterpart relation it selects” (1971, 518). That the truth of a claim does not depend
simply on the denotation of terms within it is one of Quine’s marks for an opaque context (or for a term’s not
occurring purely referentially in that context) (Quine 1961, 140, or 1971, 17-18).
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The statue qua clay is essentially G-shaped.
which would also have to be a true statement. But it is not. Since the co-referring ‘qua’ terms
‘the statue qua statue’ and ‘the statue qua clay’ cannot be interchanged salva veritate in the
context ‘. . . is essentially G-shaped’, that context is referentially opaque.

There is another closely related context whose opacity is worth noting. Rather than being a
context into which ‘gqua’ terms might be slotted, it is a context that the ‘gua’ operator helps form,
namely,

The statue qgua ... is essentially G-shaped.
At any rate, this will be true if we let singular terms, not just predicates, occupy the slots. For we
may not pass soundly from

The statue gua the statue is essentially G-shaped
to

The statue gua the clay is essentially G-shaped
even though the underlined terms, ‘the statue’ and ‘the clay’, refer to the same thing. But this
instance of opacity raises no issues not already raised by the first.'8

One more context that turns out to be referentially opaque for Lewis is the context ‘. . . is a
truthmaker for p’, once we allow his gua things to be truthmakers. As we have seen, the
statement

Tian Tian qua hungry is a truthmaker for the truth that Tian Tian is hungry
1s true for Lewis, but the statement

Tian Tian is a truthmaker for the truth that Tian Tian is hungry

'8 The context . . . qua statue is essentially G-shaped’ is not referentially opaque, however, since if the statue qua
statue is essentially G-shaped, so is the clay qua statue. The context ... gua __is essentially G-shaped’ is opaque
only with respect to its right slot, not with respect to its left slot.
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is false, despite the fact that ‘Tian Tian gua hungry’ and ‘Tian Tian’ refer to the same thing.
How bad are these results? In the introduction, I distinguished referential opacity (the

failure of substitution of co-referring terms to preserve truth value) from violations of Leibniz’s
Law (transgressions of the rule that a thing identical with a given thing must share all the
properties of that thing). It is only violations of Leibniz’s Law that are intolerably bad, and
though Lewis’s scheme gives us opacity, it does not give us violations of that law. I have shown
above (p. 8) why Lewis’s treatment of the statue and the clay does not contravene Leibniz’s
Law; I now repeat the point in connection with truthmaker opacity.

In Lewis’s account, the property ascribed to Tian Tian by

Tian Tian qua hungry is a truthmaker for the truth that Tian Tian is hungry
is the property of being such that all its counterparts under the counterpart relation for hungry
things are hungry. The property denied of Tian Tian by
Tian Tian himself is not a truthmaker for the truth that Tian Tian is hungry

is not that same property, but the property of being such that all its counterparts under an
unrestricted counterpart relation are hungry. The property ascribed to Tian Tian qua hungry is
not the same as the property denied of Tian Tian himself; therefore, there is no infringement of
Leibniz’s Law when Tian Tian qua hungry is declared to be none other than Tian Tian himself.

If Lewis’s use of ‘qua’ does not run afoul of Leibniz’s Law, then what have I got against it?
Perhaps I do not object to his ‘qua’ theory as such, but I do object to the underlying variable
counterpart theory, for it does not take the notion of essence seriously and makes essential
properties a dime a dozen. I shall illustrate these points in turn.

First, Quine characterizes the doctrine he calls Aristotelian essentialism as the doctrine that

“an object, of itself and by whatever name or none, must be seen as having some of its traits
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necessarily and others contingently, despite the fact that the latter traits follow just as analytically
from some ways of specifying the object as the former traits do from other ways of specifying it”
(1961, 155, or 1971, 30). Quine means this description of essentialism disparagingly, but a true
believer in essentialism would say “just so.” Things have whatever essences they do in virtue of
their own natures and not in virtue of how we think of them or what names we use in referring to
them. Clearly, Lewis’s theory of essence is not the theory of a true believer, as he recognizes.'’

Second, Lewis’s theory makes essences come cheaply by having a consequence nearly
tantamount to the following theorem: everything is essentially anything, gua something.?° That
is too sweeping a statement of it, but when the needed qualifications are attached, essential
properties still come too cheap. A more accurate statement would be that anything F is
essentially F, qgua something. In other words,

For any item x and any property F possessed by x, there is a property G such that qua G, x is
essentially F.

Quick proof: If x is F, then x qua F is essentially F. So there is a property G (namely, F itself)
such that qua G, x is essentially F.

That, too, is too sweeping, given a constraint Lewis puts on counterpart relations. A
counterpart relation is a relation of similarity, and similarity is a matter for the most part of
sharing intrinsic properties, not sharing relational properties. So Lewis might deny that if his cat
Long is within 4,000 miles of the Eiffel Tower, then Long is essentially within 4,000 miles of the
Eiffel Tower qua being that way. There might not be an acceptable counterpart relation under

which having that relation to the Eiffel Tower is required for being Long’s counterpart. But we

1 “The true-hearted essentialist might well think me a false friend” (1983, 42).

20 Theodore Sider (who adopts counterpart theory and extends it from what might or might not be the case about an
individual to what will or won’t be true of it at future times) notes that Dean Zimmerman has raised an objection to
counterpart theory similar to mine—that practically any answer to a question about the essential properties of a thing
could be correct, given the right choice of counterpart relation (Sider 2001, 206-207).
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could nonetheless say this: Long qua being just as he is has all of Long’s intrinsic properties
essentially (Lewis 2003, 30-33). That result still makes essential properties come too cheap.
Does Lewis’s account of ‘qua’ make respectable what I called the dodgy defense of super-
substantivalism? No, it does not. Lewis’s theory gives ‘qua’ a meaning only in connection with
modal predicates. Maybe it could be applied to the argument ‘things are movable, places
immovable’, but it would have no application to the argument ‘this apple is moving, but no place
is moving’.%!
3. Fine
I turn now to another systematic theory developed using the word ‘qua’, namely, Kit Fine’s
theory of qua objects. Like Lewis’s theory, it may be introduced by showing how it would deal
with the argument for distinguishing the statue and the clay. Unlike Lewis’s theory, it accepts
not only the premises but also the conclusion of that argument:
1. The statue is essentially Goliath-shaped.
2. The clay is not essentially Goliath-shaped.
3. Therefore, the statue is not identical with the clay.
The function of ‘qua’ theory in Fine is not to block the conclusion, but to elucidate what manner
of thing the statue is such that it can fail to be identical with the clay.
In Fine’s theory, whenever anything A has any property F, there is an entity 4 qua F in which
A is called the base and F the gloss. A qua F has its gloss essentially, and it is not identical with

its base. The reader can guess the application to the argument above: the statue is to be

2! What if we treat ‘qua’ phrases with nonmodal predicates as idle in the way described in n. 18? Then ‘the place
qua place is stationary’ would be true iff the place is stationary, and ‘the place gua apple is moving” would be true
iff the place is moving. The two ‘qua’-sentences could not both be true.
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identified with the clay qua Goliath-shaped, which (unlike the clay itself) is essentially Goliath-
shaped and not identical with the clay.?

Qua objects obey the following three principles (quoting Fine, 100):

Existence: The qua object x qua F exists at a given time (or world-time) if and only if x exists
and has F at the given time (or world-time).
This principle generates zillions of qua objects with any given base. For each angle at which a
quaking aspen leaf is momentarily poised, there will be a corresponding gua object. As Ernest
Sosa has put it in characterizing such a view, “The barest flutter of the smallest leaf creates and
destroys infinitely many things” (1999).

Identity: (i) Two qua objects are the same if and only if their bases and glosses are the
same. (i1) A qua object is distinct from its basis (or the basis of its basis, should that be a qua
object, and so on).

As the parenthetical in clause (ii) allows, the basis of a gua object may itself be a qua object, as
perhaps when the ice cube qua cubical has as its basis some water qua frozen. It is an interesting
question, not addressed by Fine, whether every qua object must have an ultimate basis—a basis
that is not itself a qua object.??

Inheritance: At any time (or world-time) at which a qua object exists, it has those normal
properties possessed by its basis.
“Normal” properties exclude such properties as having existed for at least twenty years, which is

a property of Mrs. Thatcher as a basis, but not inherited by Mrs. Thatcher qua Prime Minister.

22 One could envision applications of Fine’s approach in which the second term of the distinctness claimed in the
conclusion is not simply the clay, but the clay gua something other than being Goliath-shaped. Such applications do
not raise any issues not considered in the simpler application I discuss here (in which the only ‘qua’ term in the
conclusion is ‘the statue qua Goliath-shaped’).

23 As we see in the section on Kant in Part Two, ‘object that is not a qua object,” that is, object whose existence does
not consist in some other object’s being a certain way, is one explication of Kant’s category of substance.
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It is instructive to compare qua objects with events as posited in Jaegwon Kim’s event theory
(Kim 1976). Kim lays down the following principles:

Existence Condition: Event [x, P, t] exists just in case substance x has property P at time t.
Identity Condition: [x, P, t] = [y, Q, t’] justin case x =y, P=Q, and t = t’. (Kim 1976, 35)

Setting aside the reference to times, Kim’s Existence and Identity principles are exactly
analogous to Fine’s principles that bear the same names. How, then, are events and qua objects
different? One difference comes out in the failure of events to satisfy the Inheritance Principle.
If snub-nosed Socrates is sitting, there exist both the event of Socrates’s sitting and the qua
object Socrates qua sitting, but the qua object is snub-nosed while the event is not. The greater
concreteness of gua objects is part of what makes them more thing-like than Kim-style events.?*
Fine notes that his qua objects are very like Aristotle’s compounds of matter and form—more
like them, I think, than any other contemporary incarnations of them. I note explicit points of
similarity in the section on Aristotle (section 1 of Part Two).
With Fine’s theory before us, let us now revisit the argument about the statue and the clay:
1. The statue is essentially Goliath-shaped.
2. The clay is not essentially Goliath-shaped.
3. Therefore, the statue is not identical with the clay.
Fine construes the statue as the clay qua Goliath-shaped.>> For reasons we are about to see, any

object A qua F is essentially F; therefore premise 1 is true. Premise 2 is also true, as nearly all

24 This is an instance of a more general phenomenon—that entities belonging to different ontological categories may
have exactly the same existence and identity conditions. Ifx is F, the qua object x qua F exists; but so do the event
of x’s being F, the state of affairs of x’s being F, and the trope of x’s Fness. These may all be distinct, even if their
identity principles all incorporate the same condition on the right. If x qua F and y qua G are qua objects, they are
identical iff x =y and F = G. If x’s being F and y’s being G are events, they are likewise identical iff x =y and F =
G. But we may not conclude that x qua F = x’s being F, since we would already have to know that the item on the
left is an event or that the item on the right is a qua object in order to bring them under a common principle of
identity.

25 Actually, I am ignoring refinements Fine offers to account for views in which the matter of a statue can change—
e.g., the statue as an aggregate of temporal segments of gua objects (101).
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theories agree. The conclusion follows straightforwardly by Leibniz’s Law, and its truth is
underwritten by clause (i1) of the Identity Principle, according to which a gua object is not
identical with its basis. Why, then, does the statue share so many properties with the clay—its
location, its mass, and so on? That is explained by the Inheritance Principle.

Why is it true that the qua object x qua F is essentially F? I expect that many readers will cite
the Identity Principle: gua objects are identical only if they have the same gloss, so a qua object
must have its gloss essentially. But for reasons pointed out in Van Cleve 1985, that would be a
fallacy; similar reasoning would show that any of a thing’s properties is essential to it, thanks
just to Leibniz’s Law, which may be regarded as a quite general principle of identity or
individuation.?® A better reason for holding that x qua F is F essentially is given by Fine on p.
103. Suppose x qua F exists in some other world w; then by the Existence Principle (which is a
necessarily true biconditional), x is F in w. Then further by the Inheritance Principle, x qua F is
also F in w. Q.E.D.—x qua F is F in every world in which it exists.?’

Unlike some uses of ‘qua’ to deal with the statue and the clay, Fine’s is straightforward and
not at all slippery. Does Fine’s theory of qua-objects make respectable the dodgy defense of

super-substantivalism? No, it does not. If we use the theory toward that end, we will say that the

26 1 think the fallacy is still committed in Mulder 2013, even though Mulder qualifies things by saying essentialist
conclusions do not follow from just any principle of individuation, but only from one put forward stipulatively
rather than as a matter of fact. His example of David Lewis’s principle of individuation for material objects, meant
by Mulder to be a paradigm success story for his approach, seems to me instead to be a counterexample to it:

PI: Ifx and y are material objects, x =y iff the region occupied by x = the region occupied by y.

The left-to-right half of the underlined consequent is simply a consequence of Leibniz’s Law, not a principle
specific to how we individuate material objects. The right-to-left half would be true if material objects were
mutually impenetrable, no two capable of co-habitation. One could hold both halves without being committed to the
consequence that material objects have their regions essentially—that they cannot move! If the regions are
spacetime regions, we do not get the consequence of “no motion” from region essentialism, but we do get the crazy
consequence that a given chick could not have hatched anywhere but where it did.

27 This argument occurs in the second half of Fine’s paper, in which he makes the illuminating proposal that actions
are related to their underlying bodily movements as the statue to the clay: actions have bodily movements as their
“matter,” and an action is a bodily movement qua being intentional (102).
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object place qua apple moves while the object place qua place (i.e., the place) is stationary.
Well, by the Inheritance Principle, the object place qua apple would also be stationary, resulting
in a contradiction. Could we avoid the contradiction by letting the place and the apple each be
qua objects based on some third thing? But the third thing would have to be neither moving nor
stationary, something hard to fathom, and even then, these negative traits would get inherited by
the thing’s qua-progeny, contrary to the desire for an item that is moving qua apple and
stationary qua place.
Is there anything not to like about gua objects? I mention three of their features that some
may regard as drawbacks.
First, they mount up in incredible profusion. If Socrates is sitting, each of the gua objects in
the following infinite series will exist:
1. Socrates qua sitting
2. (Socrates qua sitting) qua sitting
3. ((Socrates qua sitting) qua sitting) qua sitting
and so on without end. We cannot collapse the infinity by identifying adjacent members of the
series. Item 1 # item 2, because they do not have the same basis, as Socrates # Socrates qua
sitting. Item 2 # item 3, because in showing 1 # 2 we showed that 2 and 3 do not have the same
basis. And so it goes. What I find hard to swallow here is not the sheer number of objects
generated, but the fact that they are all made out of the same ultimate materials, Socrates and the
property of sitting.
Second, the objection that David Lewis raises against David Armstrong’s states of affairs can
also be raised against Fine’s qua objects, namely, that they offend against Hume’s principle that

there can be no necessary connections between distinct existents. (See above, p. 10 in section 2.)
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The object A qua F is necessarily such that it exists only if A does—that is the necessary
connection. Are the gua object and A distinct? As I interpret Hume, distinctness means having
no part in common, so the question comes down to whether A gqua F and A have a common part.
Fine implies that they do, since he says A is a part of A qua F (101).?® But as Lewis points out,
this will have to be a nonmereological sense of parthood. In the mereological sense of “part’, the
sheer existence of the parts suffices for the existence of the whole, but this is not true of A and
the presumed other part, the property of being F. The first must exemplify the second before the
alleged whole exists.

Third, qua objects do not do some of the work sometimes expected of ‘qua’ talk. This is
because of the following theorem about qua objects: If A is F, G, and H, then A qua F is H and
A qua G is also H (assuming H is a “normal” property).?’ An instance of the theorem is that if I
am a citizen and a board member and I spoke for the tax, then I qua citizen spoke for the tax and
I qua board member also spoke for the tax. But one of my examples at the outset of everyday
speech using ‘qua’ was that I spoke for the tax qua citizen and did not speak for the tax qua

board member. Fine’s “I gua board member spoke for the tax” therefore cannot capture the

colloquial “I spoke for the tax gua board member”; the former is true and the latter false. To

capture everyday discourse with ‘qua’, we apparently need a use of ‘qua’ clauses in which they

modify the verb rather than the subject.*

28 But not conversely, which is his explanation of the asymmetry of constitution.

2 Proof: Assume A is F, G, and H, where H is a normal property. Since A is F, A qua F exists (by Existence), and
since A is H, A qua F is H (by Inheritance). Similarly, since A is G, A qua G exists, and since A is H, A qua G is
also H. Q.E.D.

30 A similar criticism of Fine has been made by Loets in her 2021b. She notes that one of the jobs of a theory of
‘qua’ is to explain how John can be corrupt qua judge but uncorrupt qua referee. Distinguishing the “social objects”
John qua judge and John qgua referee is not enough to accomplish this task, since if one of the Johns is corrupt, they
both are. Loets thinks we need a theory in which even if John qua referee accepts bribes, he does not do so qua
referee. In other words, we need a theory in which ‘qua’ modifies the verb in addition to or instead of modifying the
noun. In her own theory, discussed in my Appendix 2, ‘qua’ modifies the verb in such a way that the entire
predicate expresses a two-term relation that can be born to some terms and not others.
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In sum, although qua objects do the philosophical work for which they were designed, they do
it in costly fashion, and they are incapable of doing some of the everyday work for ‘qua’.
4. Davidson
As Elizabeth Anscombe notes, a contemporary equivalent expression for ‘qua’ is “‘under a
description’ (1979, 208), and a prominent user of the latter expression (or equivalents like ‘only
as described’) is Donald Davidson. Thanks to Davidson, the idea is abroad that events cause
other events only under descriptions—for example, that drinking the contents of a certain vessel
may cause one’s death under the description ‘drinking such-and-such a quantity of arsenic’, but
not under the description ‘drinking the drink offered by the guard’. In my estimation,
Davidson’s own views on this subject are tenable, but certain other views in the vicinity and
often associated with him rest on misunderstandings of his work and are not tenable.

The sense in which events cause other events only under descriptions for Davidson may be

brought out by considering his response to the following apparently inconsistent triad:

1. Causal Interaction: Some mental events cause or are caused by physical events.

2. Nomological Character of Causality: Where there is causation, there is law. “Events related
as cause and effect fall under strict deterministic laws” (Davidson 1970, 208).

3. Anomalism of the Mental: “There are no strict deterministic laws on the basis of which
mental events can be predicted or explained” (Davidson 1970, 208). Mental descriptions are
never linked in strict laws with any other descriptions, mental or physical.

Davidson affirms all three propositions—yet they look to be inconsistent. What is to be done
about the apparent inconsistency?

Davidson says the inconsistency goes away when 2 is more carefully stated:

2. If C causes E, then C and E have descriptions D and D’ such that it is a strict law that
whatever satisfies D also satisfies D’.
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In the example with which I began, the drinking event may cause the death if one of its
descriptions is ‘drinking such-and-such a quantity of arsenic’ and it is a strict law that all events
satisfying that description are followed by death. The required law need not be ‘any drinking of
a drink offered by the guard is followed by death’. But if premise 3 is correct, the required law
must be a law linking events under physical descriptions, since mental descriptions never enter
into strict laws. Hence we can uphold all three propositions, but only provided we also hold that
any mental events entering into causal relations with other events have physical descriptions—
which is to say only if they are also physical events. We thus arrive at the monism component in
what Davidson calls Anomalous Monism.

The main thing I would like to make clear about Davidson’s view is this: he holds that if two
events have descriptions such that any event having the first description is followed by an event
having the second description, then the first event causes the second event simpliciter, even if we
choose to describe one or both of them in a way that yields no law. Drinking the drink offered
by the guard does cause your death (though not under that description), because there is another
description of it such that all events with that description (or having that property—we need not
be so relentlessly linguistic about it) are lawfully followed by death. ‘C causes E’ is defined by
an existential generalization: there are descriptions D and D’ such that C satisfies D, E satisfies
D’, and it is a strict law that any event satisfying D is followed by an event satisfying D’. That
enables Davidson to say, “Causality and identity are relations between individual events no
matter how described” (215).

Does Davidson hold that events cause other events only under descriptions or, as we might

also put it, that all causation is causation qua? In one sense, yes. No event causes another unless
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it has some description under which it causes the other.>! But in another sense, no. ‘C causes E,’
defined as in the preceding paragraph, can be true as it stands, not needing to be completed by a
‘qua F’ attaching to ‘C’ or a ‘qua G’ attaching to ‘E’. In this way, it is not at all like the
statement ‘x is to the left of y’, which requires completion by reference to a standpoint or
perspective.

Does Davidson hold that one event can cause another qua F, but not cause it gua G? Here is a
place where we need to be careful about the ‘not qua’ versus ‘qua not’ scope distinction.
Suppose it is true that gua drinking so much arsenic, drinking a certain drink caused someone’s
death. That is to say, drinking the drink satisfied the description ‘drinking a drink containing so
much arsenic,” and there is a strict law connecting that description or property with death. At the
same time, it could well be false that qua drinking a drink offered by the guard, drinking the
drink in question caused one’s death. In other words, the following conjunction may be false:

S drank a drink offered by the guard, and it is a strict law that drinking drinks offered by guards
is followed by death.

The negation of the indented conjunction would be a case of wide-scope negation of a ‘qua’
claim. Given that S did drink the drink, the falsehood of the conjunction would be owing to the
falsehood of the second conjunct. What one should not say is that qua drinking a drink oftered
by the guard, drinking a certain drink positively did not cause one’s death. That locution, a
purported narrow-scope negation, is not even defined for Davidson, and the most obvious
attempts to define it yield obvious falsehood.>> Moreover, the narrow-scope negation threatens to

contradict what we supposed was true—that qua ingesting so much arsenic, the drinking did

31 “Bvents can instantiate laws, and hence be explained or predicted in the light of laws, only as those events are
described in one or another way” (215).

32 For example, it would be false to say ‘there are descriptions D and D’ such that drinking the drink satisfies D,
dying satisfies D’, and it is a strict law that any event satisfying D is not followed by an event satisfying D’.
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cause death. Could we head off the contradiction by splitting or upping? Splitting the event into
distinct events is not an option in the Davidsonian context; his events are concrete particulars
satisfying a multitude of descriptions. And upping into an irreducible predicate of higher adicity
would apparently mean that under one description of the drinking event you are caused to die by
it and under another description not caused to die, with no more to be said about the matter.
Don’t worry if you are killed under D1—you are spared under D2!

Davidson’s views as I have articulated them in the previous two paragraphs are structurally
similar to David Wiggins’s views on identity in Sameness and Substance (1980, chapter 1).
Wiggins holds that no items x and y are ever identical unless for some sortal concept F, x and y
are the same F. Consistently with this, he holds that it is never the case that x is the same F as 'y
and not the same G as y (for some G that x and y both possess). Although dependent on a
covering sortal, identity is absolute, not relative. Davidson’s views are analogous: although
causation is dependent on covering descriptions and a law, it is absolute, not relative.

I fear that the points I have just made are missed in some attempts to mobilize Davidson’s
views in defense of a “one-world” interpretation of Kant on the relation of appearances to things
in themselves. Appearances stand in causal relations, Kant tells us, and things in themselves do
not. How are we to understand that combination if appearances and things in themselves are the
same entities, not distinct sets of objects? One answer is that items under their phenomenal
descriptions stand in causal relations, but these same items under their noumenal descriptions do
not. That would be a no-go for Davidson, since for him if one item causes another under any
description, it causes it simpliciter, notwithstanding that it also has a noumenal description under
which it does not do so. Davidson’s views are also sometimes invoked to resolve Kant’s Third

Antinomy, the antinomy of freedom and determinism (Meerbote 1984, Hudson 1994). The



26

thesis of the Antinomy maintains that all actions are caused (and have causes that are caused).
The antithesis maintains that some actions are free, in a sense implying that they have causes that
are not themselves caused (uncaused volitions, perhaps). The supposedly Davidsonian
reconciliation says that one and the same action or action-producing item may be causally
determined under a phenomenal description of it and undetermined or uncaused under a
noumenal free-action description of it. This contention overlooks the fact that being determined
under some description implies being determined, period. That the same item is anomalous
under other descriptions does nothing to undo such determination.?

Many philosophers associate the idea that that a certain property or relation holds only under
a description with the idea that contexts in which that property or relation is attributed are
intensional. ‘Intensional’ as used just now can mean either (i) substitutivity fails or (ii) Leibniz’s
Law fails or, as in many writers, either of these indifferently. Thus it is no surprise that some
uses of ‘qua’ or ‘under a description’ to obviate apparent contradictions involve questioning
Leibniz’s Law.

The association between ‘under a description’ and intensionality may be illustrated by the
reception of Anscombe’s view that an action can be intentional under one description and not
intentional under another (or that someone could have caused something under one description
but not under another) (Anscombe 1957). Loets says such talk is naturally taken to invoke

opacity (2021a).>* Anscombe herself reports that in light of her “under a description” talk, she is

often taken to have espoused the intensionality of causation. She denies being committed to any

33 An interpretation of the Third Antinomy along the lines I criticize is strongly suggested in Meerbote 1984,
especially on pp. 60-62, and also in Hudson 1994, ch. 2, especially beginning on p. 40.

3 Loets herself does not take Anscombe to have invoked opacity. This is so because (i) she is aware that Anscombe
denies ever having rejected Leibniz’s Law, citing the words I quote in the next footnote, and (ii) Loets is one of the
many who equate opacity with violations of Leibniz’s Law.
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such implication, but my point is simply that many people have found it natural to impute it to
her.*

Other instances of the association between ‘under a description’ and intensionality may be
found in Michael Della Rocca (1993 and 1996), whose views I discuss in the section on Spinoza
in Part Two, and Uriah Kriegel, whose views I discuss now,

Kriegel discusses the objection to causal theories of intentionality that says intentionality is
intensional (sometimes holding between x and y but not between x and z even when y = z) while
causation is not. One reply he considers is that causation is intensional after all, which he
restates by saying “causal relations obtain between two entities under one description but not
under another” (Kriegel 2011, 133).

With the ideas now before us that all causation is “causation gua” and that causation is
therefore intensional, let us explore the latter idea and its connection to Davidson a little further.
Kriegel offers the following as an illustration of the thesis that causal relations are intensional:

If Smith dies after eating a poisoned fish in Cardiff’s westernmost pub, it may be true that Smith’s
death was caused by eating a poisoned fish but false that it was caused by eating in Cardiff’s
westernmost pub, even though the culinary event is one and the same. (Kriegel, 132)
One way to avoid this result would be to deny that the culinary event is one and the same. On Kim’s
view of events as property exemplifications (of the form ‘x’s being F at t’, discussed in the previous
section), there would be two distinct events here, one with the constituent property of eating a

poisoned fish and another with the constituent property of eating in Cardiff’s westernmost pub (Kim

35 Here are Anscombe’s words of repudiation: “The truth is that I have never published a word about Leibniz’ Law.
The ‘rejection’ consisted only in my saying such things as that an action may be intentional under one description
and not intentional under another. But this is no more a rejection of Leibniz’ Law than it is to say that Socrates is
taller than Theaetetus and not taller than Plato” (Anscombe 1979, 208). Here we have one more example of adicity
upping to preserve Leibniz’s Law.

In another work (1969), Anscombe carves out a sense in which ‘because’ statements containing definite
descriptions can be extensional, in effect taking them to be de re, as in “concerning the man with the biggest nose,
there was a crisis because he gave a speech.”
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1976). But on Davidson’s view of events as thick particulars, the events would indeed be one and
the same, though describable in many ways. For this reason, his views give aid and comfort to those
who think causation is “causation qua ” in a way making it intensional.*°

Aid and comfort is one thing, commitment or endorsement another. As I have already explained,
Davidson does not hold that causation is intensional. He would respond to Kriegel’s example by
saying that eating in the westernmost pub did cause Smith’s death, though not under that description.
It caused Smith’s death under the description ‘eating a poisoned fish’ and therefore caused it
simpliciter.’’

Another term sometimes taken as a synonym of ‘qua’ is ‘in virtue of,’ as in the notion that x
causes y in virtue of x’s being F. This notion figures prominently in Karen Neander’s working
out of a causal theory of intentional content (Neander 2017). Let us see whether her theory
begets any intensionality in the sense we are now discussing, exceptions to Leibniz’s Law.

The overarching question of Neander’s book is this: what makes it the case that a
representation in an organism has the content it does rather than some other content? For
example, what makes it the case that a representation in the brain of a frog has the content
there’s a fly over there and not there’s a small dark moving thing over there or vice versa?
Neander’s preliminary answer is

A sensory-perceptual representation, R, which is an (R-type) event in a sensory-perceptual

system (S), has the content there’s C if and only if S has the function to produce R-type events
in response to C-type events (in virtue of their C-ness). (151)

36 Further aid and comfort may be provided by Davidson’s apparently favorable citation of Norman Malcolm for
“the point that substitutivity of identity fails in the context of explanation,” which on some views is closely bound
up with causation (1970, note 11). So far as I can see, though, nothing in the sentence to which Davidson’s footnote
is attached or anything else in his article requires Malcolm’s point.

37 Kriegel himself leaves open two ways of responding to the pub example: (i) accept it, along with the claim that
the intensionality of causation derives somehow from that of thought; (ii) reject it, on the ground that the
descriptions pick out different facts even if they refer to the same event. See Kriegel ,133-34 and notes 22 and 24.
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“In response to” means “as an effect of,” so part of Neander’s view is that R has the content
there’s C only if Cs are what cause representations like R. But note the parenthetical: C-type
events must cause R-type events in virtue of their C-ness. Causation, as she says, is sensitive to
properties (159).

The purpose of this requirement is to resolve some of the “content indeterminacy” challenges
that beset causal theories. Suppose that in frog environments, the properties of being a fly and
being a small dark moving thing (SDM) have always been co-instantiated. Which of these
properties figures in the content of the frog’s representation? Neander thinks the right answer is
being an SDM, but how are we to secure this answer in her theory? That’s where ‘in virtue of’
comes in. Perhaps the SDM events that have caused R-type representations in frogs have also
been fly events, but these events have caused the representations in virtue of being SDM events,
not in virtue of being fly events.

Does Neander’s account give rise to any exceptions to Leibniz’s Law? Some things she says
may give an impression of yes. There is this:

To introduce a short-hand way of speaking, when I say that a C-type event caused an R-type
event, what [ mean is that the C-type event in virtue of its C-ness caused the R-type event.
(143)
She goes on to say she is talking about particular events as causes. Suppose, then, that a
particular SDM event caused the representation R, an R-type event, and that it did so in virtue of
being an SDM event. Suppose also that the SDM event was identical with a fly event, as we
may under the assumption of co-instantiated properties. Then it is also true to say that the fly
event caused R, which by Neander’s shorthand is to say that the fly event caused R in virtue of

being a fly-type event. But that is exactly what Neander does not want to say! Do we have an
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exception to Leibniz’s Law, the fly event lacking a causal property of the SDM event it is
identical with?

I am glad to say not. The SDM event caused R in virtue of being an SDM-type event;
therefore, by Leibniz’s Law, the fly event caused R in virtue of being an SDM-type event. With
the “in virtue of” information already specified, there is no call for using Neander’s shorthand,
and nothing untoward follows. Neander’s verdict on content is upheld, since which properties
enter the content of a representation is determined not by just by what event caused the
representation, but by which properties of the event are the ones in virtue of which it did its
causing.

What does it mean to say that one event causes another in virtue of its being C? We could
quite plausibly give a Davidson-style answer: c causes e in virtue of ¢’s being C (and in virtue of
e’s being D) iff ¢ instantiates C, e instantiates D, and it is a law that C events are always followed
by D events.*® (As this unpacking makes explicit, we would need ‘in virtue of” on the effect side
as well.)*® Neander would not go along with that unpacking, since she wants to remain
noncommittal on whether causation involves laws (143). But she offers us instead the following
analysis of causation-in-virtue-of, extending Lewis’s analysis of causation in terms of
counterfactual conditionals:

c causes e in virtue of being a C-type event rather than in virtue of being a Q-type event iff
(1) ¢ causes e in accord with Lewis’s original basic formula (= if ¢ had not occurred, e would

not have occurred), (ii) had c instantiated C but not Q, e would have occurred, and (iii) had ¢
instantiated Q but not C, e would not have occurred (270-71, n. 11).

38 Here we can see why Davidson is sometimes regarded as an epiphenomenalist malgré lui. 1f there are no strict
laws with mental descriptions in their antecedents, there would never be a case in which a mental event causes
something in virtue of satisfying some mental description.

3 As we have noted, Davidson would go on to define ‘c causes e simpliciter’ as ‘for some F and G, ¢ causes € in
virtue of ¢’s being F and e’s being G’.
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Applying this analysis to the frog case, we would say (i) that the SDM/fly event caused the frog
to see something, (ii) had the event instantiated ‘motion of small dark thing” but not ‘motion of
fly’, the frog would still have seen something, and (iii) had it instantiated ‘motion of fly’ but not
‘motion of small dark thing’, the frog would not have seen it;*’ therefore, the frog’s sensory state
was representing the presence of a small dark moving thing but not the presence of a fly.

To summarize this section, ‘X is F qua G’ and ‘X is F under the description G’ are locutions
often used interchangeably, and the latter locution is easily employed in the exposition of
Davidson’s Anomalous Monism. Both locutions are often associated with the idea that the
ascription of property F in ‘F qua G’ is intensional—for example, it is assumed that if one event
causes another only qua G or under a certain description, then the ascription of causal relations is
intensional (in a sense involving breaches of Leibniz’s Law). But no such intensionality is a
consequence of Davidson’s doctrines. Nor do certain other uses of the idea that causation is
always “causation qua "—for example, in Neander’s solution to indeterminacy problems in
causal theories of mental content—involve any commitment to intensionality in the
objectionable anti-Leibnizian sense. (See Appendix 1, though, for an account of why Neander’s
account of representation in terms of causation-in-virtue-of is intensional in a further and

nonproblematic sense.)

40 0n p. 154, Neander says that her theory can make do with a “non-oomphy” notion of causation. That is not so if
a non-oomphy notion means a Humean notion. Suppose (as in an example Neander cites on p. 159 from Sober
1984) there is a toy in which balls of a certain size fall through holes to reach the bottom, and all and only balls of
the right size are also green balls. We would like to say that balls are caused to fall through holes like that in virtue
of their size, not in virtue of their color. But a Humean cannot say that—at least not if being of the right size and
being green are co-instantiated throughout the rest of the universe, for in that case ‘Balls of size S pass through’ and
‘Balls of color green pass through’ are equally true as de facto generalizations or constant conjunctions, either of
them amounting to a causal claim just as much as the other does. Strict laws and counterfactual conditionals are
notions having more oomph than Humean regularities.
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5. Quine
I name this section after Quine not because he himself makes much use of the locution ‘qua’, but
because others have invoked that locution to solve a problem he made famous. It will be
instructive to see which deployments of ‘gua’ are up to the task and which are not.

The problem Quine raises is a problem allegedly besetting the idea that things have some of
their properties essentially or necessarily and others only accidentally or contingently. Quine
calls this doctrine “Aristotelian essentialism” and characterizes it as follows:

An object, of itself and by whatever name or none, must be seen as having some of its traits
necessarily and others contingently, despite the fact that the latter traits follow just as
analytically from some ways of specifying the object as the former traits do from other ways of
specifying it. (Quine 1961, 155, or 1971, 30)

He develops the problem in the following paragraph:

Perhaps I can evoke the appropriate sense of bewilderment [about the idea that an object has
some properties necessarily and others contingently] as follows. Mathematicians may
conceivably be said to be necessarily rational and not necessarily two-legged; and cyclists
necessarily two-legged and not necessarily rational. But what of an individual who counts
among his eccentricities both mathematics and cycling? Is this concrete individual necessarily
rational and contingently two-legged or vice versa? Just insofar as we are talking referentially
of the object, with no special bias toward a background grouping of mathematicians as against
cyclists or vice versa, there is no semblance of sense in rating some of his attributes as
necessary and others as contingent. (1960, 199)

Is Quine’s problem just that essentialism is bewildering, or is it that it begets outright
contradictions? It has been taken both ways.

Benardete (1989, ch. 1) and Poli (1998) both take the problem to be one of formal
contradiction, and they both endorse (and even attribute to Quine) a solution involving ‘qua’:
the eccentric individual Jones is necessarily two-legged qua cyclist and not necessarily two-
legged qua mathematician. Before I evaluate their solution, I want to look more closely into why

a contradiction may be thought to arise in the first place.
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The only way I see to get a contradiction is to render Quine’s premises thus, using obvious
symbolizations of the predicates:

xX)(Mx — oRx) & (xX)(Mx — ~02x)
(X)(Cx — 02x) & (x)(Cx — ~ORx)

Mj & Cj

Therefore, ORj & ~ORj. In the same way, 02j & ~02j.
Since Jones is a mathematician, he is necessarily rational; since he is a cyclist, he is not
necessarily rational.

If that is the source of the contradiction, I would say it arises only because the premises have
been mistranscribed. All the ascriptions of necessity or contingency above are de re, but some or
all of them should be de dicto, as follows:

o(xX)(Mx — Rx) & ~o(x)(Mx — 2x)

o0(x)(Cx — 2x) & ~o(x)(Cx — Rx)

Mj & Cj
Now no contradiction follows. We can derive o(Mj — Rj), R}, o(Cj — 2j), and 2j, but nothing
contradictory.

This way of handling the charge of contradiction, which is due to Plantinga (1974, 23-26),
shows to my mind that there is no contradiction and no need of ‘qua’ to avoid one.

But we still need to address Quine’s conundrum considered as a charge of bewildering
mystery. Even if one initially finds no de re necessities about Jones in Quine’s scenario, there

may well be de re necessities about Jones that have other sources. Perhaps persons (as Descartes

believed) are necessarily or essentially rational (or at least capable of conscious thought): (x)(Px
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— 0Rx]).*! Then, since Jones is presumably a person, we could conclude that Jones is
essentially rational, oRj, and (if all mathematicians are persons) that (x)(Mx — ORXx) after all.
But that is as far as we could get. We could not conclude from any of the facts given that Jones
or anyone else is essentially two-legged.

But why not? Allowing prosthetic limbs to count as legs, being a cyclist entails being two-
legged just as surely as being a person entails being rational. So why isn’t Jones essentially two-
legged as well? That is the question Quine finds perplexing.

An answer is that persons are essentially persons, so anything entailed by being a person is
essential to them, whereas being a cyclist is not essential to anyone, so what is entailed by being
a cyclist need not be essential to any cyclist. I believe that is the right answer, but it will not
satisfy Quine. Why, he will demand, is personhood essential to Jones and being a cyclist not,
despite the fact that each of these traits follows necessarily from some other traits Jones has?*?

At this point [ would like to sketch a theory that opposes the essentialist I have been siding
with so far and sides with Quine instead.*’ It is a theory we may express using ‘qua’ as follows:
Nothing is ever necessarily F, period, but only necessarily F qua G (for some G). To say that
something z is necessarily F qua G is to affirm a conjunction of two things: zis G & o(x)(Gx
— Fx). This theory makes being necessarily or essentially F not a property of z alone or
absolutely, but a property it has only in relation to another of its properties—a further property

that is no more absolutely necessary than the first property was.

41 This symbolization would be appropriate for someone who reads ‘T/Rx’ as ‘X is rational in every world in which x
exists’. For someone who reads it as ‘x is rational in every world’, a better symbolization of the essential rationality
of persons would be ‘(x)(Px — [I(x exists — Rx))’.

42T am not sure myself that personhood is essential to whatever has it, but I am convinced by other Cartesian
examples that some properties are essential to their bearers and others not, despite Quine’s animadversions. A piece
of wax is not essentially hard or cold, since it could survive melting, but it is essentially extended—it must take up
some space so long as it exists at all. Its being extended is not conditional on any other property, but only on its
sheer existence.

43 The theory is very like the view Plantinga attributes to Kneale (Plantinga 1974, 18-23).



35

I find confirmation that Quine would approve of this theory in the following characterization
by him of the essentialism he opposes:
This is the doctrine that some of the attributes of a thing (quite independently of the language in
which the thing is referred to, if at all) may be essential to the things, and others accidental.
E.g., a man, or talking animal, or featherless biped (for they are in fact all the same things), is
essentially rational and accidentally two-legged and talkative, not merely qua man but qua
itself. (Quine 1953, 173-74; this is one of the few sentences I have found in which Quine
himself uses ‘qua’.)
If Quine opposes the idea that anything can be necessarily F “qua itself,” he in effect holds that
nothing is ever necessarily F except qua G, for some distinct property G.
A theory like this may have been held by Kant, as suggested by the following passage, which
is part of his critique of the idea of a necessary being:
But the unconditioned necessity of judgments is not the same as an absolute necessity of things.
The absolute necessity of the judgment is only a conditioned necessity of the thing, or of the
predicate in the judgment. The above proposition [a triangle has three angles] does not declare
that three angles are absolutely necessary, but that, under the condition that there is a triangle
... three angles will necessarily be found it it. (A593-94/B621-22).
Kant’s point 1s that nothing is necessarily such that it has three angles, period, but only
necessarily such that it has three angles given that it has some other property, such as having
three sides. The same goes for any other property one might suppose a thing to possess
necessarily, including existence. One might put the point by saying that necessity only ever

connects one property with another; it never connects any property directly with a thing. In other

words, all necessity is de dicto; none is de re.**

4 Could we define a notion of absolute necessity in terms of the relative notion plus existential generalization, in
analogy with what Davidson does with causation? Yes, we could: z is necessarily F =df 3G(Gz & [1(x)(Gx — Fx).
But that would not be a useful notion, since in that sense every one of a thing’s properties belongs to it necessarily:
each is necessitated by some property the thing has, which could be that property itself (or in case a distinct property
is demanded, a conjunction of that property and some other).
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What now becomes of the conundrum of the mathematical cyclist? The alleged contradiction
would be that Jones is necessarily two-legged (as a cyclist) and also not necessarily two-legged
(as a mathematician). In our qua theory, the first conjunct would be symbolized as

1. Cj & o(x)(Cx — 2x).
What of the second conjunct? This question raises the issues flagged above about the scope of
negation. The English above suggests narrow scope. Suppose we try

2. Mj & o(x)Mx — ~2x)
That combines with 1 to yield a contradiction, 1 implying that Jones is two-legged and 2
implying that he is not. But 2 is not a very apt symbolization. More in keeping with narrow-
scope negation would be

3. Mj & (x)Mx — ~02x)
Here we do not get any contradiction. From 1 we get that Jones is two-legged; from 3 we get
that he is not necessarily so. No contradiction there. But we do get a locution that Quine
professes not to understand—that Jones is not necessarily two-legged, that he is only
contingently two-legged, where the modality attaches to Jones himself simply as an individual.
So to implement the Quinean qua, we do better to stick with wide-scope negation.

With wide scope, the second conjunct in the threatened contradiction would be symbolized as

4. Mj & ~o(x)Mx — 2x)

or with still wider scope as

5. ~[Mj & o(x)Mx — 2x)].

But since Mj is one of the givens of the problem, 5 reduces to 4. Is there a contradiction between
1 and 4? No. They just say that Jones has one property that entails being two-legged and
another that does not entail it. There is no contradiction for the same reason there is none in our

earlier solution that transcribed the facts of the problem de dicto all the way.
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Let me summarize what I have done in the previous five paragraphs. The question was how
Quine himself might avoid the contradictions allegedly affecting essentialism. I sketched a way
to do this, using the ‘qua’ locution and letting negations of ‘qua’ claims always be wide in scope.
The theory said that all necessity is necessity gua—not surprisingly, a repudiation of
essentialism. The theory might also have been put without ‘qua’ by saying that all necessity is
de dicto and none de re.¥

We need not go to Quine’s extreme, however, to avoid the alleged contradictions of
essentialism. We saw this in considering Plantinga’s response to the contradictions: we can
avoid them by letting some but not all of the necessities in the mathematician-cyclist scenario be
de re. How do we know which are which? Quine’s bewilderment may persist—but it is his
bewilderment and not everyone’s.

Let me finally return to the suggestions of Benardete and Poli that provided the occasion for
this section. They say that the solution to the contradictions of essentialism is to say that Jones is
necessarily two-legged qua cyclist and not necessarily two-legged qua mathematician. But
neither says anything by way of explaining how ‘qua’ is supposed to remove the contradiction.
In fact, Poli says two things about ‘qua’ that actually spawn contradiction. He says we can
construe ‘Jones qua cyclist is F’ as ‘provided that Jones is a cyclist, he is F’ (7). Well, then we
get both ‘provided Jones is a cyclist, he is necessarily two-legged’ and ‘provided Jones is a
mathematician, he is not necessarily two-legged’. But Jones is both a cyclist and a
mathematician, so by modus ponens he is both necessarily two-legged and not necessarily two-

legged, a contradiction. Poli also says that the locution ‘A gua B is C’ (in the relevant “locative”

4 Of course, in the complete Quinean picture, there is not even necessity de dicto; even the first two grades of modal
involvement discussed in Quine 1953 are deprecated.
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sense of ‘qua’) is subject to the Rule of Simplification, whereby one may infer ‘A is C’ (10).4
Well, then once again it follows from his statement of the solution that Jones is both necessarily
two-legged and not necessarily two-legged. Any use of ‘qua’ fit to solve Quine’s conundrum
must not be subject to the Rule of Simplification. It must instead be a use in which ‘qua’ phrases
are undetachable from what they modify, as in the theory I have attributed to Quine here.*’

6. Summary of Part One

In this part I have discussed uses of ‘qua’ or kindred terms by Lewis, Fine, Davidson, and Quine.

Lewis. Lewis is an upper. He explicates uses of ‘qua’ through his counterpart theory by
saying that the statement ‘x qua statue is essentially Goliath-shaped’ ascribes an essential shape
not to x alone, but only to x under a certain counterpart relation, indicated by the qua-clause.

The statement ‘x qua clay is not essentially Goliath-shaped’ denies an essential shape only to x
under a different counterpart relation.

Lewis’s explication has the virtue of making perfectly clear how qua clauses work. It has the
minor demerit of introducing several referentially opaque contexts, but not the major demerit of
violating Leibniz’s Law. My main misgiving about Lewis’s treatment is not about his ‘qua’
theory qua ‘qua’ theory, but about his not taking essential properties seriously. To adapt what
Lewis himself once said about shape, if we know what being essentially F is, we know that it is a

property, not a relation (1986, 204).

46 poli says this because he is drawing on Bick’s account (1991) of some medieval accounts of ‘qua’, which can be
summed up in the equation 4 qua B is C = A is C because A is B. Given the factivity of ‘because’ on both sides, this
makes ‘A qua B is C* imply both A is B and A is C.

47 The theory Poli attributes to Quine and the theory I attribute to Quine may look similar, insofar as Poli’s locution
‘x is F qua G’ and Quine’s locution ‘x is necessarily F qua G’ both imply that x is both F and G. But they are
different in a subtle yet crucial way. Quine’s locution is factive with respect to the predicate F embedded in
‘necessarily F qua G’, but not with respect to ‘necessarily F’ itself. Poli’s locution is factive with respect to a
general variable F that can be instantiated to ‘necessarily F’. His theory thus has implications that mine avoids.
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Fine. Fine is a splitter. When it is said that A qua F is H, the meaning is that the entity 4 qua
F has the property H, and when it is said that A qua G is not H, the meaning is that the entity A4
qua G is not H. Since A qua F and A qua G are distinct entities, there is no contradiction in
saying both of these things. But only in special cases will it be true to say them both, as when H
is the property of being essentially such and such. That special case arises in Fine’s response to
the problem of the statue and the clay—the statue is essentially Goliath-shaped and the clay not,
the statue and the clay being distinct gqua objects.

Fine’s position is clear and straightforward, but I raised three problems with it: it generates an
incredible profusion of entities, it violates Hume’s Dictum, and it fails to accommodate some
ordinary uses of ‘qua’.

Davidson. Davidson does not use the term ‘qua’, but he does use its frequent synonym,
‘under a description’. He does not put the latter term to any use of which I disapprove, but some
of his would-be followers do.

Davidson holds that all causation is causation under a description. The sense in which this is
true is not a sense that implies that causal claims vary in their truth value with the descriptions
they employ. This means that some uses of Davidson to interpret Kant are misuses—there is no
Davidsonian authority for saying that the cause of an action is itself caused under its phenomenal
descriptions, but not under its noumenal descriptions.

The idea that causation is always causation gua or causation under a description is often
associated with the idea that causation is intensional in a sense involving exceptions to Leibniz’s
Law. I argue that Davidson is committed to no such exceptions. Likewise with Neander, who
uses the idea that causation is always causation qua (or causation in virtue of possessing a certain

property) in framing her causal theory of representation. She, too, is not committed to any
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violations of Leibniz’s Law (though her account is intensional in another sense I explicate in
Appendix 1).

Quine. Quine’s conundrum of the mathematical cyclist is a problem some have thought
solvable by qua. Is the mathematical cyclist necessarily rational and contingently two-legged or
vice versa? Some have said he is necessarily rational gua mathematician and contingently
rational qua cyclist. But they have used a theory in which predicates are detachable from their
qua-qualifications, giving rise to the very contradiction they are trying to avoid. Quine’s own
response to the conundrum may be formulated using a qua operator from which no modal
predicates are detachable—nothing is necessarily rational, period, but only qua having some
other property. Quine avoids contradiction, but so may his essentialist adversaries without going
to Quinean extremes.

Part Two of this article will discuss uses of ‘gua’ in Aristotle, Suarez, Spinoza, and Kant.

PART TWO
1. Aristotle
Aristotle is doubtless the most famous and prolific user of ‘qua’ phrases in Western philosophy.
In what is perhaps his best-known sentence using gua, he tells us that metaphysics is the science
that studies being gua being, a claim he thinks he can make even though being is not in his view
a genus. Rachel Barney lists a variety of uses of ‘qua’ that would have to be covered in a
complete survey of Aristotle on this subject, including its use in addressing sophistic modal and
epistemic paradoxes, its use in the reduplicative syllogism, and its use in demonstrative

science,*® but none of these is my topic here. Instead I shall review Aristotle’s theory of

4 Barney 2023, n. 39. Barney’s main topic is Plato’s use of ‘qua’; I summarize some of her points about Plato in
Appendix 1.
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accidental compounds, which is the inspiration and model for Fine’s theory of qua objects, along
with attempts by Aristotle or his commentators to solve puzzles about accidental compounds by
using an intensionality-inducing ‘qua’ construction.*’

Examples of accidental compounds in Aristotle are sitting Socrates (or Socrates seated),
which exists just when Socrates sits, and (Jones) the doctor, which exists just when a certain
individual (Jones in this case) has the relevant expertise. More generally, an accidental
compound exists just when a certain substance has a certain accident (i.e., accidental property).
Aristotle’s theory has been usefully codified by Frank Lewis in a series of definitions and axioms
I shall adopt here. Paraphrasing at times, I list them as follows, using Lewis’s notation of ‘x +y’
for the accidental compound composed of x and y (F. Lewis 1991, 114):

Al If x +y exists, x is an individual substance and y is an accident.

A2 x is an accident of y only if x is an accident and y is a substance.

A3 o is an accident of a iff a + ¢ exists.

Ada+e=b+yiffa=band ¢ =y.

D1 x is an accidental compound iff for some substance a and accident ¢, x =a + ¢.

The reader will note an impressive similarity between accidental compounds and Fine’s qua
objects (Fine 1982, discussed in Part One of this article). This is not surprising, given that Fine
was following in Aristotle’s footsteps. Substitute ‘qua’ for ‘+” and A3 is exactly Fine’s
Existence condition for qua objects. Make the same substitution and A4 is the main clause of
Fine’s Identity condition for qua objects. Below (my p. 7, but change when in print) we will see

that something very like Fine’s Inheritance is also in play. To avoid confusion, I stick with

4 Frank Lewis, my source in much of what follows, cites eight commentators who have used intensionality -
inducing ‘qua’ constructions to solve problems in Aristotle (Lewis 1991, 203, n. 19).
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Lewis’s ‘+’ in the names of accidental compounds, not ‘gua’, since we are soon going to be
attaching ‘qua’ phrases to such names.

One difference between Aristotle and Fine so far is that the subjects in accidental compounds
are always substances,’® whereas the subjects or bases in gua objects may be either substances or
other qua objects. But that difference lapses when Lewis introduces the principles of extended
accidental compound theory, which include the following (114):

AS x +* y exists only if X is an accidental compound and y is an accident.

A6 v is an accident™ of a + ¢ iff (a + @) +* y exists.

An accidental compound in the extended sense (marked with a star) exists just when some
accidental compound has an accident. [ will not always retain the stars, since I envision a merger
of the original with the extended theory in which they would no longer be necessary.

I now present three puzzles or paradoxes about accidental compounds and proposed solutions
to them, following Lewis, chapter 8. The solutions all invoke intensionality, at least in the sense
of opaque contexts if not in the sense of outright rejection of Leibniz’s Law,’! and in two of the
cases the intensionality is associated with ‘qua’.

The puzzle of Physics A. Aristotle analyzes change in terms of an underlying matter that
persists through the change and continues to exist in a new entity—an accidental compound as it
might be. What is the relation between the matter and the compound of which it is the matter?

Sometimes Aristotle says that they are numerically the same or one in number, which many take

30 In Aristotle’s mature metaphysics, substances themselves are compounds of form and matter, but that
development need not concern us here.

31 As explained in section 1 of Part One, I distinguish referential opacity from violations of Leibniz’s Law.
Referential opacity happens when (i) a term T1 refers to the same thing as a term T2, and (ii) there is a sentence
containing T1 in which we cannot substitute T2 with preservation of truth value, despite the co-referentiality of T1
and T2. A violation of Leibniz’s Law occurs if (i) an item A is identical with an item B, and (ii) A has property P,
but B does not have property P. The two phenomena are often conflated, but Cartwright 1971 makes a strong case
for distinguishing them.
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to imply the numerical or strict identity that figures in Leibniz’s Law.>? But how can we square
such identity with the differences that are also there? The matter may well pre-exist compounds
involving it. For example,

Socrates came into being in 470 B.C.

Socrates = the musical Socrates

The musical Socrates did not come into being until many years later.
If we accept Leibniz’s Law, according to which identical things must have the same properties,
those three propositions are inconsistent. What to do? One response is to reject Leibniz’s Law.
That response has been advocated in each of the two subtler paradoxes to be discussed next.

The doctor and the housebuilder. For those who wish to compare Lewis’s discussion with
what follows, I use Lewis’s numbering of propositions and either special symbols or symbols
attached to numbers for propositions not numbered by him.
Suppose we are given as true

(15) The housebuilder builds a house
and

(14) The doctor is the housebuilder
It seems that we may infer

(12) The doctor builds a house
The problem is that in Aristotle’s view, (12) is misleadingly unperspicuous, since it has as its
default reading

(12*) The doctor qua doctor builds a house’?

which is false, implying as it does that the doctor builds a house thanks to his doctoring skills.

52 Among them is Sellars (1967); see Lewis, 194, n. 3, and 242 for this citation and others.
33 This is an example of what is sometimes called Aristotle’s “reduplicative” use of ‘qua’.
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What is the way out? A drastic solution has it that (12) does not follow from (14) and (15),
even if the ‘is’ is the ‘is’ of identity, since this is a case in which Leibniz’s Law does not hold.
The context ¢ builds . . .”, seemingly a paradigm of extensionality, is in fact intensional.

A less drastic solution has it that (12) should be expanded not into (12*) but into

(13) The doctor gua housebuilder builds a house.
This, unlike (12%*), is true. We still have intensionality, since we cannot infer from (13) and the
identity of the doctor and the housebuilder asserted in (14) to the problematic (12*). But now the
intensionality is confined to the context ‘x qua ... @s’, e.g., ‘the doctor qua ... builds a house’,
and does not attach to ¢ builds ... .

Paradoxes of becoming. Suppose the formerly unmusical Socrates learns to play the lute.>*

We can then say

(26) Socrates has become the musical
which arguably implies

(27) Socrates is now the musical
where ‘the musical’ is a name for the compound Socrates + musical. Remembering that
Aristotle tells us that Socrates and the musical, a compound and its matter, are “one in number”
(Lewis, 210 and 194) and taking this to imply that Socrates and the musical are numerically or
strictly identical, we may rewrite (27) as

(#) Socrates is (=) the musical.
We can then use Leibniz’s Law to conclude from (#) and (26) to

(%) The musical has become the musical

and

3 The Greek term translated as ‘musical’ is broader than our term, referring to any attribute conferred by the Muses,
but the puzzle can nonetheless be stated using the term in our sense.
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($) Socrates has become Socrates.
But both of these are absurd. We have apparently proved that becoming is impossible!

What is the way out this time? As before, there are more and less drastic invocations of
intensionality. In the more drastic way, we say that neither % nor $ can be inferred from (26)
and # because Leibniz’s Law—or at least Substitutivity—fails. The context °  has become
...” 1s intensional, not permitting substitution on either side. In the less drastic way, we say that
line (26) should be rewritten as the reduplicative

(28) Socrates qua Socrates has become the musical,
which is supposed to be its default reading. From (28) and # we may then conclude (substituting
on the left of ‘qua’)

(29) The musical qua Socrates has become the musical
which Lewis says is harmless. But we may also conclude (if allowed to substitute on the right of
‘qua’)

(30) Socrates qua the musical has become the musical.
which is absurd, implying that the musical has become the musical. To avoid this absurdity, we
say that the context °  qua ... is F’ is intensional with respect to its right-hand slot. Confining
intensionality thus to ‘qua’ phrases is less drastic than allowing it to infect becoming itself or the
broader context ¢ becomes ... .

An alternative solution. Are we really forced by the paradoxes above to reject Leibniz’s Law
or to recognize the opacity of certain contexts? Lewis says no. The heart of his alternative
solution is to recognize that the “identity” statements involved in all three puzzles are for

Aristotle not really statements of identity, but of a weaker relation Lewis calls accidental
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sameness.”® The weaker relation does not mandate sameness of all properties. The paradoxical

conclusions therefore do not arise; Leibniz’s Law remains in force as a law governing identity

when we really have it, but we do not have it in the premises of the paradoxes. So the paradoxes

give us no reason for rejecting the Law, nor for declaring the contexts in them to be opaque.
Lewis defines accidental sameness in the following pair of definitions:

D2 x is accidentally the same as y iff one of x and y is a substance, and the other is an accidental
compound composed of the first plus some property.

This covers the case of Socrates and the musical Socrates; Socrates is a substance, and the
musical Socrates is Socrates + musical. They are accidentally the same, but not identical.

D3 x is accidentally the same* as y iff (i) x and y are both accidental compounds, and (ii) for
some z, x and y are both accidentally the same as z.

This covers the case of the doctor Jones and the housebuilder Jones. They are accidentally the
same™* because they are both accidentally the same as Jones. By (A4) they are not identical,
though, since although they have the same substance component, they do not have the same
accident component.

The combination of D2, D3, and A4 should remind us of (because it entails) the subsidiary
clause in Fine’s Identity Condition, which says that a qua object is distinct from its basis or
subject. This makes for one more similarity between qua objects and accidental compounds.

One last similarity is contributed by

D4 If'y is an accidental compound of z + w [(w being an accident of z)], then x is an accident® of
y iff x is an accident of z.

3 In Lewis’s reading of Aristotle, “numerical sameness” is a genus of which strict identity and accidental sameness
are species (86).
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This is like Fine’s Inheritance Principle but stronger, telling us that accidental compounds have
all and only the properties of their subjects.>¢

Now we can revisit the three puzzles. The first and the third relied on the identity of
accidental compounds with their subjects, for instance, Socrates with the musical Socrates. The
second relied on the identity of two accidental compounds with the same subject, for instance,
Jones the doctor with Jones the housebuilder. If the relation in these cases is not identity but
only something weaker, accidental sameness, the paradoxes do not arise, and there is no need for
invoking intensionality, whether in the more or less drastic way.’’

A big question for Lewis’s interpretation is this: if accidental sameness is not the same as
identity, why does Aristotle say that Socrates and the musical Socrates are “one in number” or
“numerically the same”? These are expressions we would naturally take to stand for what we

would call numerical identity or identity in the strict sense that figures in Leibniz’s Law. Yet

% There is one qualification, however. Lewis tells us that if the compound Socrates + musical exists and Socrates is
in the agora, the statement ‘Socrates + musical is in the agora’ will be true as a /inguistic predication, though not as a
metaphysical predication, since only substances can be metaphysical subjects (221-222).

37 There is reinforcement for Lewis’s interpretation of Aristotle on several points in an article by Gareth Matthews
(1982), published the same year as Lewis’s initial paper on the subject (1982): there are such things as accidental
unities or accidental compounds (which Matthews calls “kooky objects”); two of them with the same subject are
accidentally the same (but not identical) with the subject and with each other; and several paradoxical inferences
(including the paradoxes of becoming) are avoided by recognizing that accidental sameness falls short of the strict
identity governed by Leibniz’s Law.

A commentator who does nof think Aristotle is committed to “kooky objects” is Christopher Shields (1999).
Shields calls kooky objects “hyper-finely individuated objects” and says kooky object theory is committed to the
following thesis:

HFIO: For all non-identical properties ¢ and v, if ¢x and yy, then x and y are not identical.

Shields makes a strong case that Aristotle is not committed to HFIO, but in my view he is mistaken in thinking that
accidental compound theory is committed to HFIO (which is his reason for not attributing accidental compound
theory to Aristotle). As it is written, HFIO implies that no object whatever has two properties. That is not a
consequence of accidental compound theory. On the contrary, according to the theory, if sitting Socrates and
singing Socrates both exist, that is because Socrates is both sitting and singing. Nor does the theory imply that
HFIO is true if held as a thesis not about all objects, but just about kooky objects—that none of them ever has two
properties. On the contrary, by the Inheritance Principle, although Socrates sitting and Socrates singing are not
identical, both of them are snub-nosed if Socrates is—and both of them sit and both of them sing.
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Aristotle says that items that are one in number may be different in their being (Lewis, 86). How
can this be?

I answer this question by calling attention to what David Lewis says in a number of places
about “counting by identity” versus counting by some other relation. We may take a view of the
Lewises’ character Argle on the nature of holes as an illustration (Lewis and Lewis 1970). A
hole on this view is not a pocket of empty space or nothingness, but a fully material entity—a
hole lining, or a ring of matter surrounding empty space (or air, etc.) But which of the many
rings of dough surrounding the same supposed hole in a doughnut is it—a ring a millimeter
thick, a ring a centimenter thick, the entire doughnut, or what? All of these, says Argle, may be
regarded as “the same hole,” in a sense not implying identity. “Being the same hole” just means
having some hole as a common part, in the way in which the entire doughnut and the centimeter-
thick ring may have the millimeter-thick ring or some thinner ring as a common part. These
various rings are distinct, and each is a hole, but we do not say the doughnut has many holes.
We do not “count by identity” in this case, but by the “same hole” relation.>® For counting
purposes, the many holes or rings, though distinct, are all the same.

Just so for Aristotle. Socrates, the musical Socrates, and the snub-nosed Socrates are distinct
entities, but we would be overcounting if we said these three made for three people in the room.
For counting purposes, they are “one in number,” even though distinct in their being.

I was gratified to learn from Lewis’s chapter 4 that the modal and epistemic paradoxes of De
Sophisticis Elenchis are one more arena where Aristotle is sometimes thought to have repudiated

Leibniz’s Law, but where he can be construed instead as having relied on the distinction between

38 To say that a piece of cheese has just one hole is to say Ix(x is a hole in the cheese & (z)(if z is hole in the cheese,
z is the same hole as x). To say that a piece of cheese has two holes is to say Ix3y(x is a hole in the cheese & y is a
hole in the cheese & x is not the same hole as y & (z)(if z is hole in the cheese, z is the same hole as x or z is the
same hole as y). And so on.



49

accidental sameness and identity. For example, S knows that Coriscus is Coriscus; Coriscus is
the masked one; yet S may not know that the masked one is Coriscus. This combination is
possible for Aristotle not because Leibniz’s Law is false in such cases, but because the relation
between Coriscus and the masked one is accidental sameness rather than identity. Some may
fault Aristotle’s theory of accidental compounds for its ontological profligacy, but I applaud
Aristotle for not doubting Leibniz’s Law.

7. Suarez

I'include a section on Francis Suarez (1548-1617) not because of anything he says with or about
‘qua’, but because of points of contact between his work and that of other philosophers discussed
here. The entities he calls modes are akin both to Fine’s gua objects and to Baxter’s aspects, and
in trying to make sense of the so-called distinction of reason—a kind of distinction that can hold
between a thing and itself—he is trying to achieve just what some purveyors of qua are trying to
achieve.”

In the section of his Metaphysical Disputations on the various kinds of distinctions, Suarez
tells us there are three kinds of distinction: the real, the modal, and the mental (Suarez 1597). He
assumes the reader will grant the existence of real and mental distinctions, taking his main task
to be making a case for modal distinctions as a third kind. In my opinion, the more pressing task
is making a case for mental distinctions—distinctions between identicals!

A preliminary chart of his scheme of things would look like this:

% For instance, Baxter when he says that insofar as she loves her children, Medea does not desire to kill them, but
insofar as she is enraged with Jason, she does desire to kill them, notwithstanding the identity of Medea gua loving
and Medea qua enraged. I discuss Baxter’s views in Appendix 4.
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sign

without the other
(or in separation
from it)

without the other,
but not
conversely

Real Modal Of reasoning Of reasoned
reason reason
Criterion or Each can exist One can exist None of the

signs of a real or
modal distinction
is present

Extension or
example

Between thing
and thing, thing
and mode of
another thing, or
modes of two
things

Between thing
and one of its
modes or between
two modes of the
same thing

Peter and himself

Various
attributes of the
deity

The distinctions on the left are distinctions between items that are actually distinct or distinct

in our normal sense of numerical distinctness. A real distinction obtains paradigmatically

between one thing or substance and another, and its sign is that either of them could exist in the

absence of the other. A modal distinction obtains paradigmatically between a thing and any of

its modes, and its sign is that the thing can exist without the mode, but the mode cannot exist

without the thing.

What exactly are modes? When Socrates sits, Suarez would say that a mode of sitting exists,

and that it depends on the sitter, Socrates—not just on his existence, but on his sitting. We might

be tempted to assimilate modes to Fine’s qua objects, since they exist under precisely the same
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conditions. But Suarez’s verbal example is not Socrates’s sitting, but just a sitting. This
suggests that modes are what are sometimes called particularized properties.®

Some of the things Suarez says suggest that a mode is identical with that of which it is a
mode. He says a mode merely modifies a pre-existing entity, without adding a new one (28.) If
nothing new is added to the subject, must not the mode be the subject? He also says that a mode
is in some sense identical with the thing of which it is a mode (36). If Suarez’s modes are
genuinely identical with their subjects, they would be like the entities Baxter calls aspects,
discussed in Appendix 4.

On balance, though, I think it is clear that modes are not identical with their subjects.®! This
comes out in an argument Suarez gives for the very existence of modal distinctions: a mode is
distinct from the thing it modifies; it is not “properly” distinct from the subject it modifies, as
one thing is from another thing; therefore, it is distinct with a lesser distinction, called a modal
distinction (31-32). Moreover, if a mode were identical with its subject, then neither could exist
without the other, and the asymmetrical dependence sign for a modal distinction would not
obtain.

If we adhere to Suarez’s criterion, we may add further cases to the extension of the real
distinction relation, as noted in the chart. There is a real distinction between the thing Theaetetus

and the mode of Socrates’s sitting, since either could exist without the other, and for the same

60 Particularized properties occupy what I regard as a puzzling position in between two varieties of tropes on the
contemporary scene. A Bennett trope is pretty much the same thing as a Finean qua object, containing its subject as
a constituent (Bennett 1988). A Campbell trope is a nonrepeatable property with no subject as a constituent, which
is therefore suitable for being bundled together with other tropes to compose a subject (Campbell 1981).
Particularized properties are like Bennett tropes in depending on their subject, but like Campbell tropes in not
containing a subject as a constituent.

%1 The “in some sense identical” sentence in the preceding paragraph could be an echo of Aristotle: “A thing and the
thing modified are in a way the same, for example, Socrates and musical Socrates” (Metaph. v 29, 1024b30-1;
quoted in Matthews, 229). In Aristotle’s case, as claimed in the previous section, the sameness is only accidental
sameness, not identity; perhaps the same is true for Suarez.
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reason there is a real distinction between Theaetetus’s sitting and Socrates’s sitting. For the
same reason again, there ought to be a real distinction between Socrates’s sitting and Socrates’s
singing, but for reasons that are unclear to me, Suarez considers the distinction between two
modes of the same thing a modal distinction (36).5?

Turning now to the right-hand side of the main divide, we see that mental distinctions are
distinctions that may hold between A and B even when (and indeed, only when) A and B are
identical. There are two sub-types: distinctions of the reasoning reason and distinctions of the
reasoned reason. [ shall call them ‘-ing’ distinctions and ‘-ed’ distinctions. The former have no
foundation in reality (18) and do not involve more than one concept of the thing (19), though the
concept may be used twice. The latter do have a foundation in reality (18), and they arise from
inadequate concepts of one and the same thing.

In either case, a mental distinction is a distinction between identicals. How can there be such
a thing? Can I really head up the right side of the diagram with ‘A = B’? There are a number of
textual reasons for answering yes, I can and should. First, Suarez says “This sort of distinction
[the mental] does not formally and actually intervene between the things designated as distinct,
as they exist in themselves, but only as they exist in our ideas, from which they receive some
denomination” (18). Second, he offers as an example of a mental distinction (of the ‘-ing’
variety) the distinction we make when we say ‘Peter is the same as himself” (18). Surely Peter is

identical with himself, though to say or think such a thing we must use some term or idea a

621 believe Descartes probably has Suarez in mind when he talks of real, modal, and conceptual distinctions in
Principles 60, 61, and 62 in Part I of the Principles of Philosophy (Descartes 1988, 180-82). His examples of the
three sorts of distinction are nearly (but not exactly) the same as those of Suarez. He initially puts the distinction
between modes of two things under the ‘modal’ head, but then moves it under the ‘real’ head where Suarez had it.
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second time (19, 60).% Third, he says that the object (singular) that is the basis of a mental
distinction is absolutely a unit (21).

Nonetheless, in view of the difficulties of making sense of a distinction between identicals,
some may still question whether I have understood Suarez aright in my chart. The sign of a
mental distinction between A and B, at least of the ‘-ed’ variety, is that neither could exist
without the other. That is compatible with the identity of A and B, but arguably does not entail
it.** So maybe mental distinctions, at least of the ‘-ed’ variety if not of both varieties, are
distinctions between genuinely distinct (nonidentical) items after all. Such an understanding of
things may be suggested by the following passage, in which Suarez explains what some people
mean by a distinction of the reasoned reason:

This type of mental distinction can be understood as pre-existing in reality, prior to the
discriminating operation of the mind, so as to be thought of as imposing itself, as it were, on the
intellect, and to require the intellect only to recognize it, but not to constitute it. In this
acceptation of the term the distinction would be called mental rather than real only because it is
not so great, and in itself is not so evident, as a real distinction, and hence would need attentive
inspection by the mind to discern it. (18)
In the paragraph that follows, however, it becomes clear that the words I have just quoted do not
express Suarez’s own view, but those of unnamed others who talk of distinctions of the reasoned
reason. The mental distinction with which %e is concerned, Suarez says, really is a distinction
having its origin in the mind and not to be found in reality. Whatever foundation there is in

nature for the distinction “is not a true and actual distinction between the things regarded as

distinct” (18). My opening chart had things right after all.

83 Perhaps there is some precedent here for Hume’s claim at T 1.4.2.26 that in the proposition an object is the same
with itself there must be some distinction between the ideas expressed by object and itself.

% Arguably, but contestably. According to Hume, mutual inseparability (at least of individuals) does entail identity.
That is part of the reason why he cannot accept the existence of distinctions of reason as often characterized. For a
discussion of what he can accept under the name ‘distinction of reason’, see Van Cleve 2018.
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Mental distinctions may remind us of the distinctions Frank Lewis calls “intensional
distinctions,” which some commentators use in trying to make sense of Aristotle (Lewis, ch. 8).
According to these commentators, A and B may be fully identical (as, in their opinion, with
Socrates and an accidental compound based on him or a thing and its matter more generally), yet
we may be able to think of one without thinking of the nominal other, or have a concept C(A)
without having the concept C(B). In such cases we may speak of a merely intensional distinction
beween A and B.

To believe in such distinctions is to believe that there are exceptions to Leibniz’s Law, since
otherwise we could conclude from A = B and our having C(A) without having C(B) that we have
C(A) without having C(A)—a contradiction.%® I do not believe, however, that Suarez means to
flout Leibniz’s Law in this way. He says not that we conceive of A without conceiving of some
B identical with A; he says that we have two inadequate concepts or ways of conceiving the
same object.

Mental distinctions may also remind us of an explanatory principle used by Hume. On more
than one occasion, Hume mobilizes the principle that we tend to confound distinct things when
the act by which we conceive of one is very similar to the act by which we conceive of the other
(e.g., T1.2.5.21, T 1.4.2.32). Could Suarez be operating with a sort of obverse principle, to the
effect that we tend to distinguish identical things that are apprehended by dissimilar acts?

Probably not. The conflations produced by Hume’s principle are mistakes, whereas the

65 We could try saying that intensional distinctions involve not violations of Leibniz’s Law but referential opacity:
we can have C(A) without C(B) because ‘C(...)’ is an opaque context. Against this suggestion, I note that Quine
chose the metaphor of opaqueness because he believed that no ray of reference proceeds from the term within
parentheses to any object outside them and no relation holds between C(A) and A or between C(B) and B. In that
case, how can any facts about C(A) and C(B) tell us anything about the distinctness in any sense or not of A and B?
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distinctions produced by diverse conceptions of the same object for Suarez are supposed to
constitute some sort of distinction in the object.

The idea that there can be some sort of distinction between identicals grounded in our
diverse modes of apprehending them has been taken up by Martin Lin in his interpretation of
Spinoza (Lin 2019, ch.4). Lin does this in addressing an interpretive puzzle in Spinoza about
whether the attributes of the one substance are many or one. Lin’s answer is that they are one,
distinguished only by a distinction of reason.®® He explicitly cites Suarez on the distinction of
the reasoning reason as a precedent,’” and he proceeds to give a contemporary neo-Fregean
understanding of it in terms of modes of presentation, as I now explain.

An attribute in Spinoza is an essential property of a substance. In Lin’s interpretation, there is
only one master attribute of Spinoza’s one substance, but there are infinitely many guises or
modes of presentation under which it may be apprehended. We humans apprehend it under two
of these guises, Extension and Thought.

Spinoza says the one substance has “infinite attributes,” which is normally taken to mean that
there are infinitely many of them and not just that each is infinite in its own right. So why does
Lin think there is only one? Well, an attribute is an essential property of a substance, and
Spinoza says that an essential property of a thing is a property without which the thing can
neither be nor be conceived and vice versa (Ethics, 2d2). If we hold Spinoza to this definition

)68

(as not all commentators do)” and bring in the mutual inseparability criterion for identity, it

66 Spinoza says exactly this in a passage Lin quotes from his Principles of Cartesian Philosophy (Lin, 79). The
claim is not repeated in the Ethics, but Lin thinks the reasons for making it are still there.

7 Lin chooses ‘-ing’ rather than ‘-ed’ distinctions as his precedent since Suarez says ‘-ed’ distinctions have a
foundation in reality and Lin does not want there to be diversity of any sort in the relata. But Suarez does not say
the foundation is a difference in the relata; he says it might be “the eminence of the [single] object distinguished”!
(18)

8 Bennett argues that essences as defined in 2d2 and essences in terms of which attributes are defined in 1d4 are not
the same (61, 64).
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follows that a thing and any of its attributes are identical. By the transitivity of identity, it
follows further that all the attributes of a substance are identical with each other. That gives us
the negative half of Lin’s interpretation—there is no genuine distinction between the attributes.
But what about the positive half? What warrants us in saying that there is some kind of
distinction between the attributes after all, namely, a distinction of reason?
A distinction of reason is sometimes characterized as a case in which A and B, though

inseparable in reality, are separable in thought.®

But what is separability in thought? It cannot
be a matter of thinking of A without thinking of B, for given that A = B, that would be a case of
thinking of A without thinking of A—the so-called intensional distinction I disparaged as
contradictory above. For Lin, it would instead be a matter of the same attribute’s appearing to us
now under one guise, now another—first as Extension, then as Thought. For a contemporary
example, he cites the properties of triangularity and trilaterality (80). In the work of Carnap and
David Lewis, necessarily coextensive properties like these are deemed identical. But that single
property can appear to us under two different guises, a trilateral guise and a triangle guise, and
therein lies the distinction of reason between them.

To my mind, it is much more plausible to regard trilaterality and triangularity as properties
that are distinct (genuinely distinct!) despite being necessarily equivalent—their distinctness is
shown in the very fact that we can conceive of one without conceiving of the other. (Compare
Chisholm’s criterion for property identity in Chisholm 1996, 14). If we do regard the properties

as identical, however, I cannot see what distinction is conferred on them (or rather on it) by its

appearing to us under more than one mode of presentation. The general situation is simply that

69 Hume characterizes distinctions of reason this way (T 1.1.7.17). The Nortons cite Arnauld’s Logic (Arnauld
1662, Part I, Ch. 5) as one of his sources (Hume 1739, 433).
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one thing is related to each of many things, the one property to multiple modes of presentation.
Why does that warrant us in saying that there is any sort of distinction to be drawn within the
one? Isn’t that like saying if James is the father of Rachel and also the father of Nathaniel, there
is on that account a “distinction of offspring” between James and James?

Such is my puzzlement about distinctions of reason. I do not believe Suarez or anyone else
has ever succeeded in making sense of them.”®

3. Spinoza
Spinoza is probably the biggest user of ‘qua’ since Aristotle. According to Michael Della Rocca,
his favorite expression may be ‘quatenus’, a Latin word sometimes rendered in English
translations as ‘qua’.”!
I begin with an especially egregious use of ‘qua’ by Spinoza, only to set it aside:
We conceive water to be divisible and to have separate parts in so far as it is water but not in so
far as it is material substance. In this latter respect it is not capable of separation or division.
Furthermore, water, qua water, comes into existence and goes out of existence; but qua
substance it does not come into existence nor go out of existence. (1p15s in Shirley’s
translation)
Here Spinoza affirms contradictory properties of water qua water and water qua substance. Now
most users or exponents of ‘qua’ take ‘x is F qua G’ to be factive in regard to the G position,
implying that x is G.”> On this assumption, what Spinoza says here implies that water is a
substance—but in Spinoza’s philosophy, water is not a substance! It, along with everything else

but God, is a mode. What he should have said is that substances are indivisible (1p12) and water

divisible, this combination being possible because water is not a substance but a mode. Its

70 Except perhaps for Hume, but what he calls drawing a distinction of reason does not imply that there really are
such distinctions. See Van Cleve 2018 for elucidation,

71 “Quatenus’ is also translated by ‘in so far as’ (Shirley 26), ‘only in so far as he is considered (under)’ (Shirley and
Curley 2p6), and ‘in so far as it is” (Shirley and Curley 2p15s).

72 This is true of Bick (1991), Szabo (2003), and Loets (2021), though not of Baxter (2018).
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existence consists in the One Substance’s being aqueous in certain regions. The Red Sea divides
when the One Substance ceases to be aqueous in one corridor-shaped region and starts being
aqueous in the regions above it to the left and the right.”

I turn now to a more central case in which Spinoza makes what might appear to be
contradictory claims but for the strategic use of ‘qua’, along with a proposal by Michael Della
Rocca about how the ‘qua’-qualifications avoid the contradiction.

The apparent contradiction arises from two important theses in Spinoza’s theory of the mind-
body relation. The first is an identity theory: every mind is a body and every mental event is a
physical event.”* This comes out in 2p7s, 2p21s, and 3p2s; see Van Cleve 2022 for further
discussion. The second is a no-interaction theory: mental events cause mental events and
physical events cause physical events, but pace Descartes, no mental event ever causes a
physical event or vice versa. This comes out in 2p6, 3p2, and 5 preface; see Van Cleve 2022 for
further discussion.”” The two tenets generate an apparent contradiction, which we may exhibit as
follows (Delahunty 1985, 187):

1. Mental event M1 causes mental event M2.
Spinoza would say there are plenty of cases in which instances of this premise are true; the sight

of a dog may cause fright, and so on.

2. For some physical event P1, M1 =P1.

3 1t is a further question what the status of regions must be for Spinoza. His One Substance is sometimes said to be
identical with the totality of space (Bennett 1984, 97-103), and regions are generally regarded as parts of space. But
Spinoza’s substance has no parts! Evidently regions themselves will have to be modes, giving way to space’s being
qualified in certain ways here or there, ‘here’ and ‘there’ being locational adverbs rather than names of parts of
space (as Bennett also suggests on p. 96).

74 Spinoza also holds the panpsychist converses, that every body is a mind and every physical event a mental event,
but that need not concern us here.

75 The ban on interaction results from Spinoza’s holding a necessary connection theory of causation together with
the thesis (1p10) that thought and extension (the mental and the physical) can be conceived apart from each other.
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This premise follows from Spinoza’s identity theory; the seeing of a dog will be identical with
some cortical event.

3. Therefore, P1 causes M2.
The conclusion appears to follow from the premises, but contradicts Spinoza’s claim that there is
no physical-to-mental causation. We could equally well have started with a case of physical-to-
physical causation and shown that under Spinoza’s identity theory it must be a case of mental-to-
physical causation, again violating the ban on interaction.

What to do about this contradiction? According to Della Rocca, this is one of the places in
Spinoza’s philosophy where ‘qua’ has important work to do. He notes that many of Spinoza’s
causal claims are qualified by a ‘qua’ phrase, and he claims that ‘gua’ is an indicator or inducer
of opacity. Furthermore, Della Rocca takes opacity to involve failures of Leibniz’s Law, the law
that a = b only if (F) (Fa <> Fb). His so taking things runs contrary to what I urged (following
Cartwright 1971) in section 1 of Part One. In Della Rocca’s view, Spinoza would regard the 1-2-
3 argument above as invalid. It would be valid only with Leibniz’s Law assumed as part of the
underlying logic, but Della Rocca maintains that Leibniz’s Law is not true across the board.”® It
fails whenever °...is F’ is an opaque context or, as Della Rocca puts it in the material mode,
whenever F is a nonextensional property (1993, 173-74). It also fails for nonextensional
relations, of which causation is one.

Before going further, let me make it clear that that Della Rocca does indeed equate opacity
with failures of Leibniz’s Law. At 1993, 171 he says that the condition

There are possible situations in which G(t), t = t*, and ~G(t*)

76 Another contemporary philosopher who holds that Leibniz’s Law does not hold in connection with certain ‘qua’-
constructions is Donald Baxter; I discuss his views in Appendix 4.
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is “just the claim that the context ‘G(. . .)’ is opaque.” For more in this vein, see his 1993, 169
and 172-73, and 1996, 122 and 127-8. He also equates the opacity of the context ‘G(. . .)’ with
the dependency of whether something is G on how it is described:
The position within such sentences for the term picking out the immanent cause is referentially
opaque. Spinoza thinks the truth value of certain immanent causal claims is sensitive to the
way in which the immanent cause is described. (1993, 168)
For more in this vein, see 1993, 170-71, and 1996, 122 and 146. Putting Della Rocca’s two
equations together, we get a three-way equivalence among referential opacity, the description-
relativity of truth, and failures of Leibniz’s Law.

Let us now look more closely at how Della Rocca gets Spinoza out of the contradiction
above. Here is one of the chief exhibits in his case that for Spinoza, causation is not governed by
Leibniz’s Law:

The modes of any attribute have God for their cause only in so far as he is considered under
that attribute, and not in so far as he is considered under any other attribute. (2p6 in Shirley’s
translation)
Della Rocca takes this proposition to imply that even though (i) the extended substance God is
identical with the thinking substance God and (i1) the extended substance God causes a certain
mode (e.g., the planet Jupiter), it is not the case that (iii) the thinking substance God causes the
existence of Jupiter (1993, 168). So we have an exception to Leibniz’s Law.

The proposition just cited, 2p6, is about immanent causation, the causation of modes by
substances. But Della Rocca makes a good case that what Spinoza says in 2p6 can be extended
as well to transeunt causation, the causation of modes (finite things and events) by other modes.
(1993, 169, and 1996, 123-24). A mode under a given attribute (thought or extension) is caused

by another mode only if that other mode is conceived under the same attribute. Moreover, if

immanent causation is an exception to Leibniz’s Law, so is transeunt causation. So Spinoza is in
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a position to deny the 1-2-3 inference above: even though M1 causes M2 and M1 = P1, it does
not follow that P1 causes M2.

In case I have not made it sufficiently evident in this paper already, let me say now that [ am
loathe to admit any exceptions whatever to Leibniz’s Law. It seems to me a self-evident and
crucially important law governing identity. It may save my neck if I ever need to convince a jury
that I am not the murderer because the murderer was in the mansion at midnight and I was not.
So what am I to make of the apparent exceptions sometimes raised against it?

My answer has already been explained in section 1 of Part One, but I repeat the gist of it here.
The apparent exceptions are indeed exceptions to the Principle of Substitutivity, but not to
Leibniz’s Law. Substitutivity says that either of two co-referring terms may be substituted for
the other in any context salva veritate. Leibniz’s Law says that if a and b are identical, then any
property of a is a property of b (and conversely, that any property of b is a property of a).
Though sometimes regarded as “formal mode” and “material mode” versions of the same
principle, they are not the same.

Perhaps it would be good to have an example of an exception to Substitutivity that leaves
Leibniz’s Law untouched. Here is one from Cartwright, based on Frege’s puzzle, in which I use
Cartwright’s numbering (Cartwright 1979):

(10) It is a truth of astronomy that Hesperus = Phosphorus
(11) Hesperus = Phosphorus.
(11°) ‘Hesperus’ and ‘Phosphorus’ refer to the same thing.

(12) It is not a truth of astronomy that Phosphorus = Phosphorus.
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The trio of (10), (11°), and (12) constitutes a counterexample to unrestricted Substitutivity, but
the trio of (10), (11), and (12) does not constitute a counterexample to Leibniz’s Law.”’ For it to
be a counterexample to Leibniz’s Law, there would have to be a property ascribed to Hesperus
by (10) that is denied of it by (12). What would that property be? The property of being an
object x such that the proposition that x is identical with Phosphorus is a truth of astronomy?
But there is no such property, Cartwright argues, since for a given object, there is no such thing
as the proposition that it is identical with Phosphorus (1979, 2031t.)

No longer taking Leibniz’s Law as exceptionable, let us revisit the 1-2-3 argument:

1. M1 causes M2.
2. M1 ="PI1.
3. Therefore, P1 causes M2.
That argument is valid. How can Spinoza resist its conclusion?

Qua to the rescue! But this time we will not assume with Della Rocca that ‘qua’ is an
indicator that Leibniz’s Law is no longer in effect. Instead we will use one of the understandings
of ‘qua’ discussed above that are designed to be compatible with the law, the point of ‘qua’ talk
being to circumvent Leibniz’s Law arguments without rejecting the Law itself.

In the solutions now to be considered, we insist that affirmations of causal relationships
between two events or facts are never true simpliciter, but only with a ‘qua’ or two. In a slogan
from the section on Davidson in Part One, all causing is causing qua (Davidson 1970). The first
premise in the statement of the interaction problem cannot then be simply ‘M1 causes M2’, but

instead must be

7 Frege’s own solution to the puzzle, which reconstrues (10) and (12) as being about the senses of ‘Hesperus’ and
‘Phosphorus’ rather than Hesperus and Phosporus themselves, also admits no exception here to Leibniz’s Law.
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1. M1 gua mental causes M2
or more likely

1’. M1 gua mental causes M2 qua mental
but to keep the discussion more manageable, I will stick with 1. The next premise would be the
identity

2.M1 =Pl
and the conclusion would be

3. P1 qua mental causes M2.
In this argument, Spinoza could accept 3 as following from 1 and 2—committing no breach of
Leibniz’s Law—and he could accept 3 as not flouting his interaction ban—allowing that a
physical event qua mental really can cause a mental event. What he could not accept would be

4. M1 qua physical causes M2
even though its flanking terms are mental events, since it is never true that something qua
physical causes anything mental.”®

We are now supposing that Spinoza accepts

1. M1 gua mental causes M2
while rejecting 4, which is tantamount to accepting its negation,

5. M1 qua physical does not cause M2.
Without the two ‘qua ’-qualifications, 1 and 5 would contradict each other. That raises again the
question, how do such qualifications remove contradictions? In Part One, I considered two

answers: by splitting the subject or by upping the adicity of the predicate.

8 Even if thought (mentality) and extension (physicality) are necessarily equivalent in his philosophy, he need not
infer 4 from 1, provided ‘qua’ is hyperintensional. There is more about hyperintensionality below.
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On the “splitting” alternative, M1 gua mental and M1 gua physical would be two subjects of
predication. Now M1 is already a mental event; what new event or entity distinct from M1 is
generated or designated when we tack on the qualification ‘qua mental’? We could use Fine’s
theory of qua objects (discussed in section 3 of Part One) to answer this question. M1, say my
seeing a dog, will be a mental event, and in Fine’s theory there will therefore exist the gua object

M1 gua mental. According to Spinoza, M1 is identical with P1, say my having certain neurons

firing in my cortex, and P1 is a physical event. Therefore, there will exist the gua object M1 qua
physical. The two qua objects will not be identical; they have the same basis, but they differ in
their glosses, mentality and physicality being distinct attributes in Spinoza’s philosophy. Since 1
and 5 have different subjects, they do not contradict each other.

Would Spinoza go this route? It is not out of the question, but I find it unlikely. In 2p7s, he
says that a mode of Extension (like my neurons firing . . .) and a mode of Thought (like my
seeing . . .) “are the same thing, expressed in two ways.” Would he really follow this up with
“But the mode expressed in the first way is a different thing from the mode expressed in the
second way, and it is only these further things that stand in causal relationships”?”® 1 doubt it.

On the “upping” alternative, the causal relation affirmed between M1 and M2 would actually
be a triadic relation with the attribute Thought as a further relatum, and the causal relation denied
between M1 and M2 would actually be a triadic relation with the attribute Extension as a further
relatum. How are we to understand these triadic relations? Is the first a matter of causing in a
thought-ish way and the second a matter of causing in the way appropriate to extended things?

No, that sounds more like two different causal relations, whereas what we want is the same

" Here is something else to consider. M1 qua mental is a mode of M1, M1 is a mode of me, and [ am a mode of
God. Is M1 gua mental therefore a mode of a mode of a mode?
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relation with only one of its terms changed—as in ‘Tom gave the watch to Betty, but he did not
give the ring to Betty’. So how are we to understand the way in which the different relata of
Thought and Extension enter the picture? I do not say there is no way, but I do not know what it
is.

Is there any way to understand the passages in Spinoza we have been looking at without
invoking any of the following: ‘qua’ as an indicator that Leibniz’s Law is not in force, ‘qua’
understood as a subject splitting device, or ‘gua’ construed as an adicity upping device? I shall
try one more, this one invoking another occasional synonym of ‘qua’, namely, ‘because’ or ‘in
virtue of’, understood as expressing a hyperintensional operation or relation.

To say that ‘because’ (B) is hyperintensional is to say that the following inference schema is
not valid: pBq, o(q < r), therefore pBr (or rBq). That is, p can hold because g, yet not hold
because r, even when q and r are necessarily equivalent. Hyperintensionality does not imply
intensionality in one of the senses discussed above, namely, being an exception to Leibniz’s
Law.%

Here again is 2p6, which makes a claim about immanent causation:

The modes of any attribute have God for their cause only in so far as he is considered under
that attribute, and not in so far as he is considered under any other attribute. (2p6)

Immanent causation in Spinoza is generation of modes by God; it is the converse of the relation
Spinoza expresses when he says modes are in God. [ would further unpack the little word ‘in’ by
saying a mode exists in God iff its existence consists in God’s being a certain way—not merely
in the sense that necessarily, it exists if and only if God is that way, but in a sense implying that

it exists because God is that way, in a hyperintensional sense of ‘because’. Let us now suppose

80 For a demonstration of this, see Van Cleve 2022. For more on the properties of hyperintensionality, see the
introduction to Correia and Schnieder 2012.
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that a given extended thing or mode exists because God has some determinate property under the
attribute of extension. (An ocean wave exists, for instance, because God is undulating, a
determinate of extension.) Suppose further, what Spinoza is arguably committed to, that the
determinate of extension is necessarily equivalent to (though distinct from) some determinate of
thought. It will not follow that the extended thing exists because God has that determinate of
thought—such is the hyperintensionality of because. This is one way to understand “the modes
of any attribute have God for their cause only in so far as he is considered under that attribute”.
We must now see if we can deal with the apparent inconsistency involving the identity theory

and the interaction ban. A possible solution may be illustrated by the following table:

M1 — M2 M1 =Pl ~(P1 - M2)

Gumi => Gwz 0 (G iff Gpi) ~(Gp1 => Gm2)

With the arrow standing for causation, the top row displays three facts asserted by Spinoza that
apparently conflict with Leibniz’s Law: M1 causes a subsequent mental event M2, M1 is
identical with physical state P1, yet P1 does not cause M2. The bottom row displays three facts
that in Spinoza’s philosophy arguably underlie or ground the top facts. The occurrences of
modes M1 and M2 each consist in God’s being a certain way, indicated here by Gm1 and Gmo.
The causal relationship between M1 and M2 is underlain by a corresponding relationship
between the two mode-constituting facts about God, indicated by the double arrow in the lower
left box. This relation is at least as strong as entailment for Spinoza and in fact stronger, since it,
too, is hyperintensional. The identity relation between two modes M1 and P1 might be thought
to consist in there being a relation of necessary equivalence between their mode-constituting

facts: o (Gwm iff Gpi). Given all this, must we say that P1 causes M2, i.e., that Gp; => Gm2? No,
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for => is hyperintensional, in which case the three entries in the bottom row are totally consistent
with each other.

Problem solved? No, for the three entries in the top row still look problematic, and the
question arises how a problematic trio of propositions can be grounded in a trio that is not
problematic. If the top three are inconsistent and the bottom three consistent, one of the three
bottom entries must fail to entail the one above it. And indeed, I think the upward entailment in
the middle column is doubtful. I have suggested that M1 exists because Gmi holds, P1 exists
because Gpi holds, and that Gmi and Gp; are necessarily equivalent, but from those three
premises, the top-row claim that M1 = P1 does not follow—unless we also have the assumption
that things existing because of necessarily equivalent facts are identical. And that assumption is
questionable.®!

I do believe that we cannot understand Spinoza’s philosophy without bringing in
hyperintensional notions, but they may not be enough to resolve the clash between the identity
theory and the interaction ban. For better or worse, Spinoza may be committed to denying
Leibniz’s Law.

I see only one further way to absolve him of that charge, and that would be to take a more
radical line than I have taken here on the mode-substance relation. On the more radical line,
rather than being entities that have genuine (though dependent) existence, modes would be mere
logical constructions, existing only in a manner of speaking, like the average man. As such, they

would not enter into genuine identity relations, but only what A.N. Prior calls fictitious identity

81 Fine’s theory of qua objects, expounded in section 3 of Part One, may furnish a counterexample to it. Fine says
that the object x qua F exists iff (and we can probably add, because) x has F. He also says that the object x qua F is
identical with the object x qua G iff property F is identical with property G. Now suppose that F and G are
necessarily equivalent but distinct properties (in symbols, O(Fx iff Gx), but F # G. The conditions for the identity of
x qua F and x qua G are not met, even though the two qua objects exist because of necessarily equivalent facts. This
counterexample is relevant to the supposed upward entailment in the middle column of the table insofar as the
attributes of thought and extension are necessarily equivalent but distinct.
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relations.??

Whether any such deflationary account of modes could possibly subserve Spinoza’s
philosophy is a question too large to take up here.

4. Kant

One of the deepest divides in Kant’s philosophy is that between appearances and things in
themselves or, as Kant sometimes also puts it, things as they appear and things as they are in
themselves. The former are in space and time, and we know a great deal about them; the latter
are not in space and time, and we know little if anything about them. But what are “the former”
and “the latter”? Are they two distinct types of entity, mind-dependent contents of
representations and mind-independent objects outside our representations? Or are they the same
entities, but now considered one way and now another? That is the point at issue between “two
worlds” and “one world” readings of Kant’s philosophy, which is one of the deepest divides in
Kant interpretation.

The divide persists partly because there is textual support for each side of it. A passage
strongly supporting the one-world view is this:

Now let us suppose that the distinction, which our Critique has shown to be necessary, between
things as objects of experience and those same things as things in themselves, had not been

made. . . . I could not, therefore, without palpable contradiction, say of one and the same being,
for instance the human soul, that its will is free and yet is subject to natural necessity, that is, is
not free. . . . But if our Critique is not in error in teaching that the object is to be taken in a

twofold sense, namely as appearance and as thing in itself; . . . then there is no contradiction in
supposing that one and the same will is, in the appearance, that is, in its visible acts, necessarily
subject to the law of nature, and so far not free, while yet, as belonging to a thing in itself, it is
not subject to that law, and is therefore free. (Bxxvii)

But there are also passages strongly supporting the two-worlds view, including this:

The concept of appearances . . . justifies the division of objects into phenomena and noumena,
and so of the world into a world of the senses and a world of the understanding . . . , and indeed

82 For more on fictitious identity, see Prior 1968, 191-94, where he says the “identity” of virtual classes, unlike the
identity of individuals, is only fictitious identity. For more on the status of mere logical constructions, see Van
Cleve 2023.
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in such manner that the distinction does not refer merely to the logical form of our knowledge
of one and the same thing, according as it is indistinct or distinct, but to the difference in the
manner in which the two worlds can be at first given to our knowledge, and in accordance with
this difference, to the manner in which they themselves are generically distinct from one
another. (A249)

One-world interpretations are typically developed using ‘considered as’ or ‘qua’ phrases, and
as illustrated all along in this paper, there are two main ways to go with such phrases: one could
split the subject, or one could up the adicity of the predicate (or in some other way find two
meanings for it). I have offered some of my criticisms of adicity upping in the Davidson section
of Part One and other criticisms in Van Cleve 1999, Chapter 10 and Appendix J. In this section,
[ review a subject-splitting alternative that has been well worked out by Colin Marshall (2013).

Of course, if we split the subject, we get what is strictly a two-worlds interpretation. Marshall
nonetheless offers his alternative as congenial to one-worlders, since he spells out a sense in
which appearances and things in themselves, though not identical, are the same thing. Of this
more presently.

Marshall begins by noting four problems for strict identity versions of one-world views.
Three of the four problems are applications of Leibniz’s Law:

(1) appearances are spatiotemporal and things in themselves not;

(2) appearances are mind-dependent and things in themselves not;

(3) appearances are “mere representations” and things in themselves not.
I take “appearances are mere representations” to mean that they exist only as contents of
representings, in which case the third problem is just a more specific version of the second. The
fourth problem, which I shall not discuss here, is the “noumenal counting” problem: facts about

the number of appearances do not determine or let us know the number of things in themselves

or even whether they are one or many.
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Marshall thinks all four problems can be solved if we bring aboard Aristotle’s theory of
objects as compounds of matter and form (or substance and property), and he notes affinity
enough between Aristotle’s view and Kit Fine’s (expounded in section 3 of Part One) that he
calls such objects qua objects.

Qua objects are composites of a substance and its properties, some of them essential and
others accidental, as indicated in recipes like the following, in which ‘+’ signifies the operation
of compounding (an accidental echo of Frank Lewis) and bold print indicates essential
components or properties:

Lump = S1 + extended + contains gold + purchased on Monday + cast into Kant shape on
Tuesday, etc.

Marshall says we can “remix” the object above to get the following gua object:

Lump gua Kant-shaped = S1 + extended + contains gold + purchased on Monday + cast into
Kant shape on Tuesday, etc.

To get a new qua object, we just redesignate which of an object’s properties are to be taken as
essential. In the example above, we have simply designated one more property as essential.

The language of “remixing” is misleading, insofar as it suggests that we start with one object
and generate another, with essential properties being ours for the designating. If we follow Fine,
the original lump with its subject and all its properties was already there. Countless gua objects
were also already there: the lump gua purchased on Monday, the lump qua Kant-shaped, and so

on. In remixing or redesignating, we would simply select one of these objects and indicate it by
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the appropriate qua name.®® Since A qua F is essentially F for Fine, the lump gua Kant-shaped
earns the bold type in Marshall’s recipe for it.5*

A word of caution is needed about the “substance” component of qua objects. Marshall does
not necessarily want to identify this component with an item falling under Kant’s category of
substance, an abiding item that underlies all the changes in an object. I, too, shall bracket the
question of any such identification, and I shall generally refer to what Marshall calls substances
as substrates or bases.®

Marshall’s interpretation of Kant may now be summed up in four tenets. Three are given in
the following sentence, in which I have added the numbers:

The core of my interpretive proposal is (i) to identify appearances with objects-qua-
appearances and (ii) things in themselves with objects-qua-in-themselves, where (iii)
spatiotemporal properties are identified with certain appearance properties. (532)

83 Congenial to Marshall’s view on the possibility of remixing (though not implied by it) is the view now advocated
by some philosophers under the name “material plenitude.” Take a list of all the properties possessed by some
object o and label each of them as essential or accidental, as you like; the result will be modal profile based on o0’s
properties. Any other way of distributing essentiality and accidentality across the list will yield a different modal
profile. One version of plenitude now says this (in the words of Maegan Fairchild, 2019):

For any material object o and any modal profile M based on all of 0’s properties, there is something coincident

with o that has M.

Marshall’s view on remixing does not imply plenitude in this sense, since it does not imply that any essential
properties can be “unbolded”—accidental properties can become essential in a remix, but essential properties cannot
become accidental.

The doctrine of plenitude I just formulated is what Fairchild calls Naive Plenitude (2019). She shows that the
naive doctrine along with several obvious fixes are subject to counterexamples, but then attempts to avoid them in a
more subtle formulation.

8 1f ‘S1 + P1 + P2’ meant what Frank Lewis means by it or what Fine would mean by ‘S1 qua P1 and P2’, all the
properties would be essential and their names would be boldfaced. We must therefore understand Marshall’s ‘S1 +
P1+P2is...” as ‘Sl qua P1, which is also P2, is . . .".

85 The question how Marshall’s substances relate to Kantian substances is complicated. On the one hand, Kant says
the substances of his First Analogy are phenomenal substances or substances in the realm of appearance, which for
Marshall would mean that they are qua objects. On the other hand, Kant defines substances as things that exist only
as subject, never as mere predicate (B149 and B288), which I take to imply that substances are neither properties nor
things the existence of which consists in some subject’s having some property, as a fist consists in a hand’s being
clenched. So the official definition implies that substances are not qua objects of any kind.
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The fourth is (iv) that appearances and things in themselves are the same objects, not in the sense
of being identical with each other, but in the sense of having the same substrate (522, 528). 1
comment on each of these tenets in turn.

(1) An appearance gua object is any gua object one of whose designated essential properties is
appearing in some way. In Marshall’s example, if two people carrying a statue look like an
individual with three heads, the trio gqua appearing to have three heads and appearing some way
would be an appearance object. If my coffee mug appears white to me, another appearance
object would be my coffee mug gua appearing some way. If either of these objects ceased to
appear in any way, it would cease to exist. In this way, it is easy to get objects whose esse is
percipi.

(i1) An in-itself (or an sich) qua object would be an object one of whose designated essential
properties is having no appearance properties and thus not appearing in any way. If the trio
above of Charles, David, and the statue appeared in no way at all, there would be such an object
as the trio qua not appearing, and that object would be an in-itself gua object.

Before going further, I pause to ask how true (i) and (ii) are to Kant’s conception of the
difference between appearances and things in themselves. We could start with a broom in a dark
closet and make its not appearing to anyone essential to it. (More accurately: we start with a
broom in a dark closet that appears to one; there will then exist the gua object broom + in the
closet + appears to no one.) The resulting qua object will be an an sich object that we could
destroy merely by opening the closet and looking at the broom. Are Kantian things in
themselves really as fragile as that? I doubt it.

Perhaps someone will reply on Marshall’s behalf that an sich objects are essentially invisible,

so there can be no question of destroying one by seeing i¢z. Yes, but one could still destroy the an
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sich object based on the broom by seeing the broom. Compare: Aristotle’s musical man cannot
cease being musical, but it ceases to exist if the man stops being musical.

One might say that in the same sense in which appearance gua objects are mind-dependent,
in-itself qua objects are “no mind”-dependent.

(i11) “Spatiotemporal properties are identified with certain appearance properties.” That is, it
is necessary that every spatiotemporal property is an appearance property and (with a
qualification) conversely. For example, the property of having a certain shape is identified with
the property of appearing a certain way (532), and anything that appears in any way must be at
least temporal if not spatial (that is the qualification).

(iv) Appearance qua objects are not identical with in-itself qua objects, but every appearance
qua object shares a substrate with some in-itself qua object, and in that sense it is the same thing
as it. This is not an unreasonable sense of sameness. As Marshall notes, two 10-kilogram
objects that share a substrate will not register 20 kilograms if you place them on a scale (528).
The sense of sameness here is closely comparable with Aristotle’s relation of “accidental
sameness,” which holds between the doctor and the housebuilder and falls short of identity.

I turn now to how Marshall’s interpretation deals with some of the traditional problems
afflicting one-world views.

The first problem is this: if appearances have spatiotemporal properties and things in
themselves do not, then how can they be the same things? I separate the problem into negative
and positive halves. Negative: If appearances are spatiotemporal and things in themselves are
not, how do we escape the Leibniz’s Law argument against their identity? The answer is that

appearances and things in themselves are not identical, so there is no violation of Leibniz’s Law.
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Positive: If appearances and things in themselves are not identical, then in what sense are they
the same? The answer is that they share the same substrate, as explained in tenet (iv).
The second problem is this: if appearances are mind-dependent but things in themselves are
not, then how can they be the same things? The solution is parallel to the one we just reviewed.
Appearances and things in themselves are not identical, but a mind-dependent appearance may
share a substrate with a mind-independent an sich object. Appearances are mind-dependent
because a thing qua appearing exists only if it appears, and appearing requires a mind to appear
to. An sich objects, by contrast, exist only if they do not appear to any mind. But an appearance
and an an sich object may share the same substrate.
I forgo discussing the other two problems, moving on instead to three criticisms of Marshall’s
approach.
The first is not so much a criticism as a challenge. It is crucial to Marshall’s approach that
Kant be able to establish that an object is spatial iff it appears to be spatial. For example, an
object is square if and only if it appears square from certain perspectives (and perhaps appears to
have other shapes from other perspectives). This, of course, is the central tenet of Kant’s
Transcendental Idealism, which he expresses as follows:
Appearances are to be regarded as being, one and all, representations only, not things in
themselves, and that time and space are therefore only sensible forms of our intuition, not
determinations given as existing by themselves, nor conditions of objects viewed as things in
themselves. (A369)

(By the way, that language is more suggestive to me of two worlds than one.)
It is, therefore, solely from the human standpoint that we can speak of space, of extended
things, etc. If we depart from the subjective condition under which alone we can have outer
intuition, namely, liability to be affected by objects, the representation of space stands for

nothing whatsoever. This predicate can be ascribed to things only in so far as they appear to
us, that is, only to objects of sensibility. (A26-27/B42-43, italics mine)
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How, on Marshall’s view, does Kant establish this central tenet? I take it to be a crucial test for
any interpretation of Kant’s Transcendental Idealism that it be able to make tolerable sense of the
arguments Kant gives on its behalf.3¢ Kant offers several such arguments, including the
following three:
(I) Only if spatiotemporal properties are properties of appearances and not of thing in
themselves can we secure synthetic a priori knowledge in geometry;
(IT) Only on the same supposition can we account for the difference between a left and a right
hand;
(III) Only on the same supposition can we avoid the contradictions involved in the
Mathematical Antinomies, e.g., that the world is both finite and infinite in extent and duration.
I would like to see what becomes of these arguments in the gua object approach.

The second criticism is that the qua object approach cannot accommodate a possibility that
Marshall and Kant both take seriously, namely, that the world of appearances could be grounded
in an underlying substrate or substrates that are nonspatial, like Descartes’s one God or Leibniz’s
many monads (Marshall, 540). The appearance qua objects that result when such substrates
appear in some spatial way will be spatial. But that means there will be spatial gua objects not
possessing the properties of their substrates or bases, which would be ruled out if Marshall’s qua
objects are governed by the same Inheritance Principle that governs Fine’s qua objects.®” The

mirror image of this problem would be that spatial substrates could not give rise to nonspatial an

8 Which does not imply finding his arguments to be sound—if transcendental idealism is false, no interpretation can
do that!

87 Marshall does not say whether he would accept Fine’s Inheritance Principle. He does affirm a special case of it:
“Say that P is a principal attribute of some substance S. In that case, any qua object formed with S as an ingredient
will also involve P” (5§36). He takes the term ‘principal attribute’ from Descartes, who regarded spatiality as a
principal attribute, but I do not know whether Marshall would so regard it. In any case, what my objection and its
mirror image presuppose is that nonspatiality and spatiality are both inherited by qua objects from their bases, either
because they are principal attributes or because the Inheritance Principle applies to all normal properties.
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sich objects, which might not be a problem for Kant, but certainly seems to be a problem for
Marshall.

My third criticism is to point out a serious problem for Marshall’s approach that has lain just
below the surface all along. Can any appearance qua object really have the same substrate as
some in-itself gua object? Suppose we have an appearance qua object whose recipe is x + F + G
+ ...+ appearing in some way. Suppose this object shares its substrate with some in-itself qua
object, whose recipe would be x + F + G + .. . + not appearing in any way. By Fine’s
Existence Principle (1982, 100), the former object exists only if X appears in some way, and the
latter object exists only if x does not appear in any way. The two cannot co-exist and share a
substrate, for the substrate would have contradictory properties. More generally, no two qua
objects with incompatible glosses can share the same base, and no appearance gua object can be
the same as any in-itself qua object even in Marshall’s substrate-sharing sense.®
Does the Existence Principle allow that an an sich object that exists at one time can be the

same object as an appearance object that exists at a /ater time? As the footnote explains, not

even this much is true.®® In any case, it definitely does not allow that some appearance object

8 Fine’s fully spelled-out Existence Principle offers an escape: it says that x gqua F exists at a given world-time iff x
exists and has F at that world-time. That leaves open the possibility that an appearance gua object in the actual
world could be the same as some in-itself gua object in another possible world. But I doubt that would that suffice
for Marshall’s interpretive purposes. One couldn’t say that properties of appearances are grounded in any way in
properties of corresponding things in themselves, or that some willing of mine as appearance object was determined
while the corresponding substrate-sharing in-itself object was free.
8 of course, an an sich object cannot be identical with an appearance object that exists at a later time, since nothing
that essentially does not appear to anyone can be identical with an object that does appear to someone at a later time.
But could an an sich object nonetheless bear the relation of being the same object as to an appearance object that
exists at a later time? Remember, this is a weaker relation than identity, requiring only the sharing of a substrate.
The answer to this question turns out also to be no. The an sich object based on the substrate has no appearance
properties and therefore no temporal properties; it has no location in time, and cannot therefore be the same object as
any object that has a later location in time than it.

“The an sich object based on the substrate:” This phrase reminds us that for Marshall, things in themselves are
parasitical on ordinary objects (like Charles, David, and the statue) rather than vice versa.



77

that is before me now is the same object as some an sich object that is also before me now—
something I think any one-worlder worthy of the name would want to hold.

In fairness to Marshall, it must be admitted that I have used a rule that Marshall never
commits himself to or even mentions—Fine’s Existence Principle. He simply says his
appearance and an sich objects are enough like Fine’s gua objects to be given the same name.
But if S’s being F is not a necessary condition for S gua F (or S + F) to exist, then what is the
condition for the existence of such things? In introducing the ‘+’ notation, Marshall says it is
“most easily understood as referring to mereological composition” (527). In classical
mereology, the sum a + b + ¢ exists just when a, b, and c all exist; there is no requirement that
the first of them instantiate the rest. Is that what Marshall intends? But then the object with the
recipe

S1 + physically extended + contains gold + . . . + cast into Kant shape on Tuesday
will exist regardless of whether any gold has ever been cast into Kant shape. I do not think his
objects are meant to exist so easily or in such profusion. He says that in “constructing” qua
objects we must start with an object and the properties it already has, doing nothing more by way
of addition but only by way of designating (528), and he also notes that the ingredients of the an
sich object based on Charles, David, and the statue are all derived from the properties of those
three (531). These remarks strongly suggest to me that the qua object S qua F exists only if S is
F, as in the Existence Principle.”® And that implies that the objects S + appearing in some way

and S + not appearing in any way cannot co-exist.

% He explains the notation ‘S1 + P1 + P2 + P3 + P4 + .. . by saying S1 is the substance and P1, etc., the properties
(527). If he means ‘the properties of S1°, that would clinch it. But on the other hand, on pp. 535-36 he also takes
seriously (without endorsing) the possibility that substances are featureless bare particulars.
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This, it seems to me, is a fatal blow to Marshall’s interpretation. It implies that appearances
and things in themselves cannot be the same things even in his attenuated sense.
5. Summary of Part Two
In this part I have discussed uses of ‘qua’ in Aristotle, Suarez, Spinoza, and Kant.

Aristotle. Aristotle is the most notorious gua-sayer of all time, and I make no attempt to
discuss all his uses of ‘qua’ here. Instead I discuss his theory of accidental compounds, which is
relevant in two ways to topics in this paper. First, accidental compounds are structurally similar
to Fine’s qua objects, objects named when ‘gqua’ modifies a noun. Second, there are apparent
paradoxes about accidental compounds that some commentators have sought to mitigate by a use
of ‘qua’ in which it modifies a verb.

The paradoxes are sets of propositions that imply absurdities if Leibniz’s Law (or at least the
Principle of Substitutivity) is taken for granted—for example, that Socrates has become the
musical, so he is the musical, so Socrates has become Socrates. One response is to hold that
Leibniz’s Law fails in regard to a wide range of properties, which would have to include
becoming such and such and building such and such. A less drastic response again denies
Leibniz’s Law, but only after rewriting some of the propositions using ‘qua’ in such a way that
the law fails only in regard to occupants of ‘qua ™-slots.

I endorsed instead a response to the paradoxes that is advocated in Frank Lewis’s
interpretation of Aristotle. In this interpretation, what Aristotle affirms in the paradoxical sets is
not identity (a relation governed by Leibniz’s Law without exception), but accidental sameness
(a relation falling short of identity and therefore not governed by Leibniz’s Law).

Suarez. Suarez distinguishes three kinds of distinction—the real, the modal, and the mental.

I have no problem with modal distinctions, such as the distinction between a thing and one of its
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modes, a mode being akin to a Finean gua object. But I do have a problem with mental
distinctions (or “distinctions of reason’’), which are alleged to have no foundation in reality and
to hold between a thing and something identical with it. I considered a neo-Fregean attempt to
explain this as a matter of one thing appearing to us under multiple “modes of presentation,” but
I could not see how that amounted to anything worthy of being called a distinction in the object.

Spinoza. ‘Qua’ is often used to avoid what would otherwise be contradictions or to avoid
conclusions that would otherwise follow from Leibniz’s Law. Spinoza is a big user of ‘qua’, and
according to Michael Della Rocca, he uses it for just these purposes. Our main example has
been the triad

Sight causes fright; sight = neural event; therefore, neural event causes fright
in which Spinozistic premises lead by Leibniz’s Law to a conclusion at odds with Spinoza’s ban
on mental-physical or physical-mental causation. Della Rocca claims that Spinozistic causal
claims hold only of things gua mental or qua physical, and that in consequence, causal claims
can hold between x and z without holding between y and z even though x =y.

In flight from Della Rocca, I have tried to find interpretations of Spinoza in which he need not
be committed to denying Leibniz’s Law. The two main tactics I have discussed in this paper for
circumventing Leibniz’s Law without denying it, splitting and upping, are not readily available
to Spinoza. What is available to Spinoza (and arguably essential to understanding him) is
recourse to hyperintensional notions—notions that that are not interchangeable with other
notions with which they are necessarily equivalent. In a potentially confusing quirk of
terminology, hyperintensionality need not imply intensionality when the latter involves failures
of Leibniz’s Law. Unfortunately, however, hyperintensionality may not be enough to absolve

Spinoza of breaches of the Law.
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Kant. The final section explores Marshall’s interpretation of Kant’s distinction between
appearances and things in themselves. For Marshall, appearances and things in themselves are
entities very like Fine’s qua objects, an appearance being a substrate gua appearing to someone
and a thing in itself a substrate (perhaps the same one) gua not appearing to anyone. Marshall’s
view is supposed to avoid Leibniz’s Law arguments against one-world interpretations of Kant.
How can appearances be mind-dependent and things in themselves not mind-dependent if
appearances are identical with things in themselves? Answer: Appearances are not identical
with things in themselves. But they are nonetheless the same things as things in themselves,
since they have a common substrate, and that is enough to secure a one-world view.

I raised several criticisms of Marshall’s view, the most serious being the following: By Fine’s
Existence Principle for gua objects, which Marshall can hardly disavow, the object x gua F
exists if and only if x is F. That implies that no appearance object can share the same substrate
with any in-itself object: the appearance object would exist and have S as its substrate only if S
appeared, and the in-itself object would exist and have S as its substrate only if S did not appear.
Appearances could not even in Marshall’s attenuated sense be the same things as things in

themselves.

APPENDICES
APPENDIX 1: THE INTENSIONALITY OF NEANDER’S “CAUSATION IN VIRTUE OF”
In saying that Neander’s account of representation involves no breach of Leibniz’s Law, I am not
saying that it is wholly extensional. In one important sense, it is intensional. Indeed, she herself
says that an account of intentionality (with a ‘t’) that did not make it intensional (with an ‘s”)

would raise a red flag (36-38, 100), adverting to Chisholm’s intensionality criterion of the
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intentional (Chisholm 1955-56). So let me say something about the sense in which her account

1.°! This will be a third sense, distinct from the two that figure in the Davidson

is intensiona
section.

Following A.N. Prior, we may say that a function F of properties ¢ and vy is extensional iff it
satisfies the following formula (Prior 1968):

(@)(W(X)(9x < yx) — F(¢) « F(y).
For example, the function characterizing six things is extensional, since for any two properties @
and v possessed by exactly the same things (as perhaps with being a can of tennis balls on the
porch and having been purchased by Jim at Wal-Mart on June 30, 2024), the function applies to
one iff it applies to the other. If a function is not extensional, it is intensional in the sense [ am
now delineating, as perhaps with being believed by Rachel to characterize an object on the
porch.”?

The function ‘R represents . . .” or ‘R has the content . . . * (or more accurately, . . . figures in
the content of R’) is intensional under Neander’s account of content. A representation R might
have the content there’s C (e.g., there’s an SDM) without having the content there’s C* (e.g.,
there’s a fly) even though the properties of being a fly and being an SDM are coextensive in the
frog’s environment. This intensionality traces back to the intensionality of the underlying causal

relation in terms of which representational content is analyzed, namely, the relation of ¢’s

causing R in virtue of being a C-type event. That c causes R in virtue of being a C-type event

1 On her pp. 36-38, Neander explicates ‘intensional’ in terms of failure of substitutability salva veritate, which she
does not distinguish from exceptions to Leibniz’s Law. As I hope to have made clear in the text, her account need
not violate Leibniz’s Law. But I am about to explicate a different sense in which her account is nonetheless
intensional.
%2 Prior’s formula is a formula of second-order logic in which ‘@’ and ‘y’ occur sometimes in predicate place and
sometimes in subject place; that makes it tricky to give appropriate instances in English.

Notice that if the co-extensiveness of two properties were sufficient for their identity, Prior’s formula would
follow from Leibniz’s Law and there would be no intensional functions. That makes it clear that Prior would reject
a co-extensiveness criterion for property identity
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(e.g., an SDM-type event) does not imply that ¢ causes e in virtue of being a C*-type event (e.g.,
a fly-type event), even if the types C and C* are coextensive.”> Thus does Neander preserve one
of Chisholm’s marks of the mental.
APPENDIX 2: LOETS ON THE F-QUA RELATION
Annina Loets has given us a theory of ‘qua’ that I recommend for its many examples of ‘qua -
constructions in everyday speech, its discussion of similarities and differences between ‘qua’
constructions and the ‘as’ constructions regimented in Szabo 2003, and its tabulation of
principles and implications involving ‘gua’ that do and do not hold (Loets 2021a). (For
example, Loets takes ‘x is F qua G’ to imply that x is G (Factivity), but not that x is F
(Collapse).) In this appendix, I register some puzzlement about her central explanatory concept.
On her view, x’s being F qua G is a relational property of x, based on a special relation in

which x stands to G, the F-qua relation. The view is spelled out in these two clauses:

Qua-Qualification: A sentence of the form ™ a is F qua G ™ is true if and only if a is F-qua-G.

Qua-Properties: For a to be F-qua-G is for a to be a G which bears F-qua to G.
If we telescope the two clauses, we get

"ais F qua G "is true if and only if a is G & a bears F-qua to G
and if we cut a corner or two on the left, we may rewrite the whole thing to get

ais F qua G iff a is G & a bears F-qua to G.
More on the posited F-qua relation presently. But first I want to point out that although Loets’s
treatment of ‘x is F qua G’ makes it a relational statement (not a monadic statement about a
novel item such as a qua object), it need not involve what I have called upping the adicity. As

she explains,

93 1 mentioned two ways of securing this result in the penultimate paragraph of the Davidson section.
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The view developed here is committed to there being relations F-qua for some properties F.
This claim is not to be mistaken for the claim that those properties F are really relations. My
claim is not that there are no monadic properties of being corrupt or dangerous, and that what
we thought were those monadic properties are really the binary relations of being corrupt-qua
or dangerous-qua. Nor is my view that the binary relation of voting-for is in fact a ternary
relation voting-for. . . -qua. Instead, all I require is that in addition to such properties and
relations there are also relations of a higher adicity.”

Though I have retained in my main text the language of adicity upping in my discussion of

relational treatments of ‘qua’, it should be borne in mind that the relation of higher adicity may

be an addition to, rather than a replacement for, the original unqualified predicate.

Now what is this relation of F-qua that an individual may bear to a further property G? 1
would have a better grip on it if Loets had said what it is for the relation to hold for arbitrary F
and G, but this she never does. Instead, she gives examples of what the relation amounts to in
particular cases. For someone to bear corrupt-qua to the property of being a judge is for the
person to abuse the rights and responsibilities of a judge—for instance, to take bribes in settling
cases. For a river to bear safe-qua to being a water source is for it to cause no harm to those who
drink from it (while perhaps posing a good deal of harm to those who attempt to swim across it).
But Loets doubts that anything more systematic can be said; we must understand the relation
case by case.

Loets says her theory imputes enough structure to the F-qua relation that one can explain,
rather than merely having to stipulate, why nothing can be both F-qua relative to G and J-qua
relative to G when F and J are incompatible properties (as in her principle of Exclusivity):

For instance, on the proposed theory, it follows from general considerations about the
metaphysics of relations that one cannot be both F-qua-G and J-qua-G when F and J are

incompatible. Why is that? Because, more generally, it is not possible to bear incompatible
relations to one and the same entity. (Loets 2021a, 12)

%4 I have changed her variable ‘X’ to ‘F’.
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Yes, it is not possible to bear incompatible relations to one and the same entity. But what makes
the F-qua and J-qua relations incompatible? The fact that they are built on incompatible
properties F and J does not settle the matter. Consider the F-said relation, which something a
bears to G just in case someone who is G says that a is F. Can anything be hot-said relative to G
and at the same time cold-said relative to G? As those relations were defined, yes; all it would
take is for one G person to say « is hot and another (or even the same one) to say that a is cold.
Not enough has been said about the F-qua relation to guarantee that no similar thing can happen
with it; building relations on incompatible properties is not enough to make the relations
incompatible.

Things would be otherwise if Loets had unpacked the F-qua relation so as to imply
Detachment: if a bears F-qua to G and a is G, then a is F. Then the incompatibility of F and J
would carry over just by logic to the F-qua and J-qua relations. But Loets would reject
Detachment, since together with Factivity it implies what she calls Collapse: if a is F qua G,
then a is F.*> Loets does not want to say that if Jones is corrupt as a judge and uncorrupt as a
referee, then he is both corrupt and uncorrupt, as Collapse would imply.

It seems right that if F and J are incompatible properties, F-qua and J-qua ought to be
incompatible relations when borne to the same property, but until we are told more about these

relations, I do not think we really know.

93There are medieval uses of ‘qua’ in which ‘a is F qua G’ may be equated with ‘A is F because a is G* (Bick
1991). Given the factivity of ‘because’ on both sides, this makes ‘A is F gqua G* imply ‘A is F’, which is precisely
Collapse. No such collapsing notion is apt for dealing with situations in which qua-qualifications are supposed to
prevent contradictions. Despite that, precisely such a notion has been put forth as the solution to Quine’s
conundrum of the mathematical cyclist—he is necessarily two-legged qua cyclist but contingently two legged qua
mathematician (Poli 1998). See the end of the section on Quine in Part One for further discussion.
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APPENDIX 3: BARNEY ON THE PLATONIC ‘QUA’
Rachel Barney has written an illuminating paper on ‘qua’ predication in Plato, which has both
affinities to and differences from ‘qua’ predication in Aristotle (Barney 2023). Plato sometimes
uses the same Greek word as Aristotle for ‘qua’, namely Aéi, but more often uses kath' hoson,
which may be translated ‘insofar as’. ‘Insofar as’ suggests gradability, but nothing about
gradability is important in Barney’s account. She focuses on general statements of the form ‘Fs
(qua Hs) are Gs’ and is interested especially in the “redoubled” form ‘Fs (qua Fs) are Gs’, in
which the initial predicate occurs twice. The parenthetical ‘gua Fs’ may only be implicit
initially, but is often made explicit as some of Plato’s dialogues progress. The typical meaning
of ‘Fs (qua Fs) are Gs’ is that there is a relation of causing or grounding between the properties F
and G—TF things are G because they are F.

Barney distinguishes as I do between wide and narrow construals of the negation in negative
or negated ‘qua’ claims. Taken in the wide or weak way, ‘people are not friends insofar as they
are like each other’, a claim in Plato’s Lysis, means that it is not the case that insofar as people
are like each other, they are friends—that is, being like each other does not make people friends,
though something else might. Taken in the narrow or strong way, less ambiguously represented
as ‘Insofar as people are like each other, they are not friends’, the claim means that being like
each other stands in the way of friendship. Presumably Plato’s claim is to be taken in the weak
way, for he also says that people are not friends insofar as they are unlike each other, but does
not mean to imply that there are no friends!

What I found most interesting and distinctive about the Platonic ‘qua’ is that the causal
relation it affirms may be defeasible. The strongly negative ‘Insofar as people are like each

other, they are not friends’ implies only that being like each other tends to exclude friendship,
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not that it does so in every case. Two like people might be friends in virtue of some other feature
that overrides their likeness. The same is true with positive ‘qua’ statements. In the Protagoras,
Socrates says that in its proper formulation, hedonism is the thesis that the pleasant gua pleasant
alone is good. This is supposed to allow that the pains attendant on some particular pleasure may
defeat its claim to goodness. Therefore, we should not reject hedonism simply because we think
not all pleasures are good.

APPENDIX 4: BAXTER’S ANTI-LEIBNIZIAN ‘QUA’
In an audacious article, Donald Baxter proposes that entities he calls aspects can differ
qualitatively from themselves (Baxter 2018). I would classify Baxter as one of those
philosophers who use a ‘qua -like device to reject or circumvent Leibniz’s Law, despite his own
claim not to be violating Leibniz’s Law at all. Before we can settle who is right about that, we
need to learn a little more about the entities he calls aspects.

Baxter says that whenever any individual a has the property F, there exists the entity a insofar
as it is F, which he calls an aspect. So far aspects sound a lot like Fine’s qua objects—they have
exactly the same existence conditions. But they do not have the same identity conditions: a
Finean qua object is distinct from its basis, whereas an aspect is identical with its basis. Medea
insofar as she loves her children is the same entity as Medea. In this way, aspects are like
Lewis’s qua objects—x qua F is just x.

Baxter’s use of ‘insofar as’, unlike Rachel Barney’s, does exploit its connotations of
gradability. He says that ‘Socrates insofar as he is wise is admirable’ does not entail ‘Socrates is
wise,” since he may be wise only to a very limited extent. This despite the fact that Socrates

insofar as he is wise is Socrates!
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Why believe in aspects? The most pressing reason, according to Baxter, is that they are
needed to make sense of internal psychic conflict. Medea struggles with herself over whether to
kill her children in order to punish Jason, their father, who has abandoned her. Insofar as she
loves her children, she does not desire to kill them; insofar as she is enraged with Jason, she does
desire to kill them. Many thinkers have tried to account for such conflicts by positing some split
within the self, a part that has the desire and a part that lacks it. Baxter thinks such accounts do
not do justice to the phenomenon—it is one thing that experiences the conflict. In his account,
this is literally true, since Medea insofar as she loves her children is the same entity as Medea
insofar as she is enraged with Jason. They are the same as each other, since each is identical
with Medea.

This is the point at which the question of fidelity to Leibniz’s Law arises. The aspect Medea
insofar as she loves her children does not want to kill them; the aspect Medea insofar as she is
enraged with Jason does want to kill them; yet the two aspects are identical. Identical, yet self-
differing; hence Baxter’s title.

Baxter claims that his views do not contradict Leibniz’s Law, on the ground that Leibniz’s
Law is only about individuals, not about aspects, which are not within the law’s domain of

quantification.”® 1

should think to the contrary that any reason for thinking Leibniz’s Law holds
for individuals is a reason for extending it to entities of any category whatever. This is not

idiosyncrasy on my part. Here is Baxter’s paraphrase of Tarski’s formulation of Leibniz’s Law:

For anything, x, and anything, y, if x is numerically identical with y then, for
any property, x has it if and only if y has it. (900)

% A possible reason for this is that aspects are not in any domain of quantification, being logical constructions rather
than real entities. But that would not be Baxter’s reason, since he regards aspects as dependent entities, dependent
on individuals and properties (901), and dependent entities are real entities.
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There is no restriction there to individuals—unless it is carried in the style of the variables, but
Tarski announced no such convention. And according to Fred Feldman, Leibniz’s Law in the
form stated by Tarski “is a principle of universal scope, stating the necessary and sufficient
conditions for the identity of entities of any sort” (Feldman, 511). So like it or not, it seems to
me that Baxter really is denying Leibniz’s Law as many people understand it.”’
It might be thought that Baxter’s position (that LL holds for individuals, but not for aspects) is
done in by the following argument:
LL holds for individuals.
Aspects (according to Baxter) are identical with the individuals of which they are the aspects.
Therefore, Leibniz’s Law holds for aspects.
But Baxter could rightfully protest that that argument begs the question against him. Aspects can
be identical with things obeying LL without obeying LL themselves!
Baxter considers whether any arguments for Leibniz’s Law would establish it in full
generality. Leibniz’s Law is sometimes held to follow simply from the Principle of Non-
Contradiction (PNC), as intimated in Wiggins 1980, 17 and 18. Baxter replies to that suggestion

by noting that Aristotle frames the PNC thus:

The same attribute cannot at the same time belong and not belong to the same subject in the
same respect. (907, quoting from the Metaphysics)

He takes this to allow that something in one respect can have a property that it itself in another

respect lacks. He then goes on to say something in one respect is numerically identical with

7 G. Matthews notes that there are two ways of restricting Leibniz’s Law: by limiting the range of identicals to
which it applies and by restricting the indiscernibility it guarantees (Matthews 1982, 233). Those who say it
guarantees indiscernibility only in respect of nonintentional properties restrict it in the second way. If Baxter
restricts it, he restricts it in the first way.
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itself in another respect—thus, numerically identical things can differ qualitatively, consistently
with Aristotle’s formulation of the PNC.

Baxter is co-opting Aristotle by taking the words “belongs to the subject in a certain respect”
in a subject-splitting or at least aspect-introducing way. I strongly suspect to the contrary that
Aristotle meant those words to modify the predicate, in which case “belonging to the subject in
one respect” and “not belonging to it in another respect” would involve either equivocation in the
meaning of the predicate or upping of its adicity.

Baxter’s use of ‘insofar as’ as a contradiction-avoiding device is not a case of either adicity
upping or subject splitting. (See Part One of the present article for more on this distinction.)
Why is there no contradiction in saying ‘x insofar as it is F is G; x insofar as it is H is not G’?
The upper would say that the ‘insofar as it is F’ clause modifies the verb ‘is G’ to obtain a
predicate compatible with ‘insofar as it is H is not G’. But Baxter is not an upper; he wants there
to be genuine conflict in the predicates. The splitter would say that the ‘insofar as’ clause
modifies the subject to form a new noun phrase, and as far as grammar goes, Baxter agrees. But
he does not split the subject metaphysically; x insofar as it is F and x insofar as it is H are not
two subjects, but identical aspects. The identical aspects may differ in their properties because
aspects need not obey Leibniz’s Law.

I think a better response is available to the argument from PNC to LL than Baxter’s co-opting
of Aristotle. The argument that LL is really just a consequence of PNC would presumably be
spelled out as follows:

Suppose there is a trio of propositions at odds with LL: Fx, ~Fy, and x =Y.

Since x =y, that would be a case of Fx and ~Fx.
And that violates the PNC.
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That argument presupposes LL in its second step, so it cannot serve as an argument in favor of
LL.

Nonetheless, the very fact that it comes so naturally to us to argue in the way just indicated is
testament to the self-evidence of LL—we use it automatically and almost unthinkingly in our
reasoning. I would be loathe to abandon it, despite all the things Baxter has done to make the
denial or restriction of it respectable.

APPENDIX 5: “THE QUA PROBLEM”
If there is something called “the qua problem,” a paper on various uses of ‘qua’ probably ought
to say something about it. Hence this appendix.

The name ‘qua problem’ was coined by Kim Sterelny for a problem that afflicts causal
theories of reference. Here I discuss treatments of the problem by Devitt and Sterelny (D&S
1987 or 1999) and Miller (1992).

Causal theories of reference generally have two parts. The first part describes the process
whereby a term comes to have its reference fixed initially through some act of baptizing or
grounding by a speaker; the second part describes the process whereby others in the same
linguistic community come to use the term with the same reference as the grounder. The qua
problem concerns the grounding part; I say no more about the transmission part.

The initial situation is typically envisioned like this: In the case of fixing the reference of a
proper name, as when giving a name to a cat, the cat causes the namer to perceive it and (while
in causal contact with the cat) exclaim, “Let’s call him Felix.” In the case of fixing the reference
of a kind term, the namer is in causal contact with a member of the kind, say an individual

kangaroo, and says “Let’s call things of this kind kangaroos.”
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Now for the problem. In the ‘Felix’ case, what determines that the name refers to an enduring
complete cat rather than a temporal part or facing front surface of one? In the ‘kangaroo’ case,
what determines that the introduced term refers to one rather than another of the many kinds to
which the perceived individual belongs? After all, the individual that caused the perceiving and
the naming is not only a kangaroo, but also a marsupial, a mammal, a tourist attraction, and an
object twenty yards away from the speaker. As Miller puts it, “The causal theorist must explain
how the particularity of the historical encounter could explain the generality of the referential
relationship.” This is the qua problem.” (426)

D&S and Miller all use the term ‘gua’ in the very formulation of the problem, whence its
name:

When a speaker grounds a term through perceptual experience, in virtue of what is the term
grounded in the cause of that experience gua one kind and not gua another? (D&S, 311)

How did the speaker's causal contact enable him to refer to the beasts qua kangaroo rather than
qua speedy herbivore, etc.? (Miller, 427)

I find these uses of the term ‘qua’ unfortunate and befuddling. Does ‘qua’ in these contexts
modify a noun or a verb? What is it to refer to x qua the species kangaroo? Is it to refer not to x
but to the species to which x belongs? Is it to stand in a three-term relation whose relata are the
speaker, x, and a species? The authors do not say. And what is the term ‘referring’ doing
anyway in the statement of what is supposed to be the condition for the grounding of reference?
Fortunately, it is possible to formulate the qua problem without using the term ‘qua’ (as 1
hope I managed to do in the paragraph before last). But that does not mean there is no work in
the vicinity for ‘qua’ to do. While D&S solve the problem by moving from a purely causal
theory of reference to a hybrid causal-descriptivist theory, Miller offers a solution using just the

resources of the causal theory, and he does so using the term ‘qua’.
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Here is Miller’s solution: If speaker S introduced name N while in causal contact with
individual x, then

S used his perceptual contact with x to ground N in the kind Q (rather than some other kind to
which x also belongs) iff x gua Q causes in S a reliable ability to discriminate and recognize

Qs.%
So here we have another use of the notion of causation qua. It is supposed to imply that a
speaker who says “Let’s call things like this kangaroos” while perceiving a kangaroo establishes
kangaroos as the referents of ‘kangaroo’, not marsupials or tourist attractions, provided the
kangaroo kind satisfies the condition stated on the right—it is gua kangaroo that the ostended
individual caused in S a certain ability.

How does the ‘qua’ clause deliver the desired results? Miller contends that when Q =
kangaroo, the analysans is satisfied, because x qua kangaroo does cause in S a reliable ability to
discriminate kangaroos. He unpacks the ‘qua’ clause by means of the following
1:99

counterfactua

If x had been a kangaroo (and not a marsupial), x would have caused S to have the ability to
recognize kangaroos.

That he says is true.'” But when Q = marsupial, the analysans is not satisfied, because x qua
marsupial does not cause S to have the ability to recognize marsupials. That is because the
counterfactual

If x had been a marsupial (but not a kangaroo), x would have caused S to have the ability to
recognize marsupials

% His actual words are “The speaker S can use his perceptual contact with x to ground ‘N’ on the kind Q if x qua Q
causes a reliable ability to discriminate Qs” (429). The ensuing discussion makes clear that his target is not ‘S can
use ... but ‘S does use . . .” and also that discrimination includes recognition. I suspect as well that his ‘if” is meant
to be an ‘iff’.

9 The use of causation gua to solve a problem of indeterminate reference, as well as the use of counterfactuals to
unpack causation qua, are reminiscent of Neander as discussed in the Davidson section.

100 T set aside any possible difficulty raised by the fact that the antecedent is counter-nomic.
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is false. Why is it false? Miller says S might already have had the marsupial ability, in which
case x would not have given it to him. But that is not a good reason, since a parallel possibility
of prior possession could have been stipulated in the kangaroo case. A better reason is that if x
had been an opossum or a wombat (and thus a marsupial but not a kangaroo), S might not have
been caused to acquire the ability to recognize marsupials. S might well not have noticed their
pouches and acquired the disposition to look for them in other mammals (whereas kangaroos are
recognizable as such without any regard for their pouches).

How does Miller’s solution work in the case of proper names of individuals? A case of the
problem as D&S and Miller both illustrate it is how S manages to fix the referent of a name to be

t.191 Miller’s solution is of a piece

a persisting individual rather than a momentary time slice of i
with the solution he gives for kind terms:
In virtue of what was the grounding in an individual and not its time slice? My answer is that
what the grounder gained was a disposition to think ‘George’ when confronted with George
and not a disposition to think ‘George’ when confronted with that time slice. (Encounters with
time slices of individuals are always once-in-a-lifetime events.) (430)
To state the solution so it is parallel with the solution for kind terms (as it is meant to be), we
could say that the encountered item x qua George (the continuant) causes an ability to
recognize George, but the item qua time slice does not cause an ability to recognize the time
slice.

I raise two internal objections to Miller’s account that he might have avoided. First, nothing

is both a time slice and a continuant, so no item x causes some things qua continuant while

101 Curiously, D&S and Miller both say that only time slices, not continuants, do any causing. If that is really true,
the problem for individuals is not parallel to the problem for kinds, which arises because the item x that causes one’s
perception belongs to many kinds. By contrast, nothing is both a time slice and a continuant. On the supposition
that only time slices can be causes, the problem for individuals is really the inverse of the problem for kinds: it is not
that T would be referring to various things that I don’t mean to be referring to, but that I can’t refer to what I do mean
to be referring to, namely, a continuant.
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failing to cause them qua time slice. (Remember, ‘x qua F is G’ implies that x is F.)!*? Second
(as reported in the previous footnote but one), Miller holds in developing the problem for
individuals that only time slices interact causally with speakers (426). So Miller’s account
implies that neither George nor his time slice can be the referent of ‘George’. Not George; he
can’t cause the ability to recognize George again, because continuants don’t do any causing. Not
his time slice; the slice can’t cause the ability to recognize the slice again, because the slice will
never be encountered again.

Internal objections aside, how fares Miller’s solution? I have no objection to his deployment
of ‘qua’ as such; the notion of causation qua can be spelled out respectably in terms of
counterfactuals as he does or in terms of a Davidsonian account of causation as indicated above
in section 4 of Part One. But I do have an objection to the adequacy of his account of reference
grounding. Suppose I already have the ability to discriminate marsupials from nonmarsupials—I
just look for a pouch. I then see a kangaroo for the first time, and I am caused by the kangaroo
qua its being a kangaroo to acquire the ability to discriminate kangaroos. It occurs to me that it
would be nice to have a name for the entire pouch-bearing class, so I say “Let’s call things like
this kangaroos/marsupials/whatever.” I am trying to fix the reference of my new term to
marsupials, but on Miller’s account, I am willy-nilly making it refer to kangaroos. His account
does not allow for decisional override of what the account regards as the causal determinants of
reference.

To summarize, the qua problem for the causal theory of reference is the problem of how one

manages to fix the referent of a term to one rather than another of several kinds when the item

102 [etting the negative be a ‘not qua’ rather than a ‘qua not’ might get around the contradiction problem, but is not

what Miller intends. It would imply that x is a continuant, not a slice, depriving Miller of his reason for saying that
x cannot be recognized again.
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causing the reference fixer to perceive it belongs to all of the kinds. The problem is not happily
formulated using the term ‘qua’, but it deserves its name insofar as one of the respectable
solutions to it uses that term. In particular, Miller’s solution exploits the notion of an item’s
causing a recognitional capacity qua belonging to a certain kind. The notion of causation qua
belonging to a certain kind need not be objectionable, even if Miller’s invocation of it does not

always deliver the right results.
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