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0.  Introduction

The aim of this paper is twofold: i) to give a logically explicit formulation of a slight

generalization of Quine's master argument about de re modality — an argument which

imposes important constraints on modal semantics, ii) to briefly present my favored account

of modal locutions (especially locutions of the de re metaphysical flavor) and show how it

successfully copes with Quine's argument.  Let me apologize in advance for spending a

good deal of time, as I do in this paper, making explicit an argument that Quine laid out so

many years ago and that has been very often discussed and alluded to since.  However, I

have come to the conviction that this argument is still widely misunderstood, and so the

careful attention to detail seems warranted.  In espousing my favored view of modal

locutions in various venues, a broad appeal to "Quinean considerations" has often been

made by way articulating a worry for me.  Sometimes the objection is simply: "But what

about Quine's argument?"  Since I think of the view I am promoting as very nearly Quinean,

this response has always puzzled me.  From what I have seen, philosophers' attitudes

towards Quine's master argument fall into two kinds: i) there are those that think that the

argument has no force, because it is based on some mistake (usually, something about

definite descriptions), and ii) there are those that think that the argument poses some

insuperable barrier to any kind of de re modality.  Neither of these attitudes is justified.  So,

I hope to make plain along the way that a) the original version of Quine's argument is

sound, b) there is a version of this same basic  argument which imposes very definite

constraints on any proposed account of de re "metaphysical" modality in particular, and c)

there is an account that satisfies these constraints.  Part 1 of this paper will be concerned
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with laying out and discussing three versions of Quine's argument, in the service of

establishing points (a) and (b).

In Part 2 of the paper, I will briefly sketch what I take to be a very promising, and

also very Quinean account of de re modality -- one that respects the constraint on modal

semantics that Quine's argument reveals and comports well with the few positive remarks

Quine makes, for example, in Word and Object (1960) regarding our use of modal

locutions.  This will put us in a position to see that the proposed account does not fly in the

face of Quine's master argument.

Part 1.  Quine's Master Argument on De Re Modality

1.1 Introduction

The basic form of Quine's argument is by now familiar enough.

1. Modal contexts are referentially opaque.
2. Quantification into referentially opaque contexts does not make sense.  That is,

Qxjx is a meaningful expression only if every free occurrence of 'x' in jx is
purely designative.

3. Therefore, quantification into modal contexts does not make sense.

Thus, quantified modal logic is in trouble.  Likewise for modal languages with de re
constructions (of the sort that semantically justify an unrestricted rule of
substitution).1

It is useful to think of several notions that come into play in Quine's basic argument as free

parameters of the argument.  We will want to consider the successfulness and implications

of the argument that results from fixing these parameters in a number of alternative ways.

The notions I have in mind are as follows.

First, the argument makes essential reference to a certain class of referring terms.  In

particular, the argument for (1)

1a) A substitution principle for transparent contexts holds.
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1b) There are modal contexts in which substitution of co-referring terms
does not preserve truth value.

involves the application of a certain substitution principle, and an appeal to certain examples

involving sentences differing only by the substitution of key terms.  So, one parameter of

the argument which could be varied would be that which determines the class of terms

which are involved here.  In my formulation of Quine's argument, I call the target class of

terms 's-terms'.  For example, we might fix the s-terms to be the class of grammatical

singular terms, which would include proper names and descriptions.  On the other hand, we

might limit the s-terms just to proper names.

Second, part of Quine's argument depends on the provision of an example.  In

particular, the existential claim, (1b), above is justified by Quine by appeal to examples.

Obviously, the argument will not depend on any particular choice of example.  Quine offers

two, and I will suggest a third.  Any one will do, but different examples may serve different

ends and different examples may be differentially successful.  So, the choice of example is

another parameter of the argument which we will want to consider varying.  Notice that this

second parameter of the argument and the first we identified are not independent of each

other.  One of Quine's examples famously involves a definite description, and the use of this

example requires that we fix the s-terms to include definite descriptions.  However, Quine's

second example and my third example do not involve any definite descriptions, and if we

use these examples to establish (1b), then it will turn out that the s-terms can be fixed

narrowly to include just proper names.  Part of the motivation for varying this parameter will

be clear from the next parameter we consider.

Third, the argument concerns modal contexts of some sort, but there may be

different kinds of modal contexts with importantly different semantic features, and which of

these is taken as a target of the argument may make a difference.  Thus, another parameter

might be the kind of modal context which is at issue in the argument.  Now there are two

basic ways in which a particular kind of modal context could enter as a target for Quine's
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argument.  Firstly,  the target modal contexts might be taken to be those associated with a

recognized sense of the term 'necessary' for which an acceptable analysis is at hand.

Secondly, the target contexts might be taken to be those associated with a recognized, but

only vaguely circumscribed, sense of the term 'necessary' for which no good analysis is

known, but which sense is distinguished by a core set of modal claims whose truth values

are widely agreed upon.  Quine's original argument appears to be of the former sort, since

Quine is explicitly concerned with a notion of necessity which he identifies with analytic

necessity.

Notice again, that this third parameter of the argument is not independent of the

others.  The identification of a class of modal contexts which is the target of the argument

makes an obvious difference to the suitability of the examples which may be used in

support of (1b).  Those examples make claims about the truth values of various modal

sentences, and so the veracity of these claims will depend on what sense of 'necessary' or

'possible' is at issue.

Thus, we have identified three degrees of freedom for the argument: i) the range of

s-terms, ii) the choice of example appealed to in the argument, and iii) the identification of

the modality in question.  There are two reasons I am interested in these particular

parameters.  First, I am interested in the second, because the availability of examples for the

argument which do not involve definite descriptions moots a long-standing line of criticism

and discussion of Quine's argument.  I think this discussion distracts from the central

lesson of the argument, and such objections as are based on descriptions do not, in the final

analysis, have much force against Quine's argument.  Shifting the example appealed to

(parameter ii) enables us to narrow the range of the s-terms (parameter i) and so avoid a

potential objection.

My second reason for interest in these parameters is that I am interested in seeing

the way in which Quine's argument impinges on the current discourse on modality.  The
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current discourse is almost wholly centered on so-called "metaphysical modality", but

Quine's argument was originally pitched against a notion of analytic necessity.  Shifting the

modality in question (parameter iii) in the argument requires a change of example

(parameter ii).  Neither of Quine's original examples in support of (1b) is apt for saying

something about de re metaphysical modality.  Thus, in the course of giving my formulation

of Quine's argument, I will introduce a third example which is apt for that purpose.

The remainder of Part One of the paper is given over to formulating Quine's

argument.  In Section 1.2, (1a) is proven from Leibniz' Law.  A second way of proving (1a)

from a second version of Leibniz' Law is given in an appendix.  Neither represents an

argument explicitly given by Quine, though he does indicate that (1a) is justified by Leibniz

Law.  I believe it is worth presenting the argument explicitly both for the sake of

completeness, and because the possibility of such an argument has been questioned in

connection with Quine's argument.2  In section 1.3, claim (2) is argued for on the basis of a

simple assumption about the semantics of the sort of quantification which is at issue.

Finally, in section 1.4, I turn to discuss two examples given by Quine to justify (1b), as well

as a third example of my own which will feature largely in Part 2.

1.2  A Formulation of Quine's Master Argument

Definitions

NOTATION:  Throughout, we will use 'j' to range over formulas (of a given
language L), and 'a' will range over the s-terms (of L)—which form a (possibly
improper) subclass of the singular terms (of L).  For simplicity we will generally
consider only open formulas with exactly one free occurrence of the variable 'x'.
We sometimes write 'jx' to emphasize the free occurrence of 'x' in such a
formula.  'ja' shall designate the result of substituting for the free 'x' in j an
occurrence of the s-term a.

CONVENTION:  To conserve typography, I will use a somewhat relaxed
quotational convention.  Where a string consists of at least one Greek letter and
some other symbols, I will suppress the Quinean corner-quotes.  Thus, in place
of '⁄njø' I may write 'nj'.  Either expression is to be understood as an
abbreviation for the definite description 'the result of concatenating 'n' with j'.
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TERM:  jx expresses a property iff there is a determinate fact of the matter whether
an object per se does or does not satisfy jx, i.e. iff jx has a definite extension.

DEF:  For all y, jx is true of y iff y satisfies jx.3

It is useful (especially in Lemma 3) to talk about formulas expressing properties and of a

formula being true of some object.  Note however that both these notions are defined here in

terms of the uncontroversial notion of satisfaction.

DEF:  The occurrence of an s-term (or variable), a, in ja is purely designative iff
for any s-term g, jg is true iff the denotatum of g has the property expressed by
jx.4

DEF:  Modal contexts will be said to be referentially transparent (in a given
language L) just in case for every formula, j, (of L), every occurrence of a
constant or free variable in j that is purely designative is also purely designative
in nj, and in uj.  Otherwise, modal contexts will be said to be referentially
opaque.

Main Argument:  It does not make sense to quantify into modal contexts.

1. Modal contexts are referentially opaque.  [Lemma 1]
2. Quantification into referentially opaque contexts does not make sense.  That is,

Qxjx is a meaningful expression only if every free occurrence of 'x' in jx is
purely designative. [Lemma 2]

3. Therefore, quantification into modal contexts does not make sense.

Lemma 1:  Modal contexts are not referentially transparent.

1. The restricted substitution principle is true, i.e. if the occurrence of 'x' in jx is
purely designative, then if a=b is true and ja is true, then jb is true. [Lemma
3]

2. There are modal contexts in which substitution of co-referring s-terms does not
preserve truth value.  In particular, there are cases where 'x' is purely designative
in jx, but where a=b is true and nja is true, but njb is false. [Lemma 4]

3. Therefore, modal contexts are referentially opaque.

Lemma 3: The Restricted Substitution Principle is True.

Quine adverts to Leibniz' Law (LL) in justifying the restricted substitution principle

in question.  Here, we give an argument based on the property version of Leibniz' principle
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of the indiscernibility of identicals to Quine's restricted substitution principle which

illustrates how the assumption that the locus of substitution is purely designative gets

involved.  The version of LL to which Quine adverts is what we might call the "satisfaction

version" of LL,5 since it relies on the locution 'true of' which we have here characterized in

terms of satisfaction.  Arguments connecting the property version of LL to the Satisfaction

Principle, and from that principle to the restricted substitution principle, are given in an

appendix.

I hope I may be excused for going into this matter in what may seem like excessive

detail.  It seems to me that some of the discussion of substitution in the literature suggests

that the availability and integrity of this argument has not been made sufficiently clear.

Evidence (Marti, 1989), where it is straightforwardly denied that Quine's substitution

principle can be obtained from Leibniz' Law.  It should be noted though that Marti seems to

hold that the substitution principle Quine endorses is the unrestricted one.6  While I decline

to think that Richard Cartwright (1971) makes the same mistake in reading Quine,

nonetheless the only substitution principle which he mentions in the same breath with

Quine's name is the unrestricted one as well.  Cartwright also spends some time arguing that

this principle does not follow from Leibniz Law.  Rightly understood, both of these authors

are just recapitulating the point Quine (1943) made at the outset.   At the very least, such

discussions as Marti's and Cartwright's are likely to muddy the waters, since, while both are

critical of Quine's master argument, neither is concerned with the only matter in connection

with Leibniz Law which could be of any moment for Quine's argument.  Thus, it seems to

me worthwhile to actually present the argument from Leibniz' Law (in either of two

versions) to the restricted substitutivity principle that Quine really does endorse.

The Argument for Restricted Substitution from Leibniz' Law
1. a=b is true iff  the denotatum of a is identical to the denotatum of b.
2. For any x and y, if x is identical to y, then for any property P, x has P iff y has P.

[property version of Leibniz' Law]
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3. Suppose, the occurrence of 'x' in jx is purely designative.7

4. Suppose a=b is true.8

5. Suppose ja is true.
6. Suppose the denotatum of a is a, and the denotatum of b is b.
7. Suppose jx expresses the property P.
8. The denotatum of a has the property expressed by jx. [3,5]
9. a has P. [8,6,7]
10. a is identical to b [4,1,6]
11. b has P. [9,10,2]
12. The denotatum of b has the property expressed by jx. [11,6,7]
13. jb is true. [12,3]

So, assuming the following two uncontroversial principles

1. For any s-terms a and b, a=b is true iff  the denotatum of a is identical
to the denotatum of b. [semantics of identity statements]

2. If a is identical to b, then for any property P, a has P iff b has P.
[indiscernibility of identicals]

We have the following result:

For s-terms a, b, and formula jx,
IF

the occurrence of 'x' in jx is purely designative
THEN

if a=b and ja are true, then jb is true.

Lemma 2: Quantification into referentially opaque contexts does not make sense.

1. Suppose $xjx is a meaningful existential sentence.
2. Then, that expression has the truth conditions appropriate to an existential

sentence, namely
$xjx is true iff something satisfies jx.

3. This truth condition presupposes that there is a determinate fact of the matter
whether an object per se does or does not satisfy jx.  In the terminology
introduced earlier, it presupposes that jx expresses a property.

4. (*)  But if the context jx expresses a property, then if a is a s-term, ja is true
iff the denotatum of a has the property expressed by jx.  That is, if the context
jx expresses a property, then 'x' is purely designative in jx.

5. Therefore, if $xjx is a meaningful existential sentence, then 'x' is purely
designative in jx.
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Our estimation of premise (4) may depend on what the class of s-terms encompasses.  We

will discuss this below.

Lemma 4: There are modal contexts in which substitution of co-referring s-terms does not
preserve truth value.

This claim is argued by example.  Requirements on an example which will stand

witness for the existential claim are as follows.  We require an open sentence, jx, and s-

terms a and b such that a) 'x' is purely designative in jx, b) a=b is true, and c) either i)

nja is true, but njb is false, or ii) uja is true, but ujb is false.

Example One
0. 'x' is purely designative in 'H is identical to x'
1. 'H=P' is true.
2. 'H is necessarily identical to H' is true.
3. Yet, 'H is necessarily identical to P' is false.

(1) and (2) are uncontroversial.  Easily, the controversial claim will be (3).  Recall,

however, that Quine's original argument concerns a sense of 'necessary' which can be

characterized in terms of analyticity.  Thus, (3) is justified just in case 'H=P' is not an

analytic truth.  There is good reason to think that 'H=P' is not an analytic truth, and, I dare

say, there would be widespread agreement on this (scruples about the notion of analyticity

aside).

 But I am interested in Quine's argument as it might be applied to a different notion

of necessity, namely so-called "metaphysical necessity".  The sense of 'necessary' in

question there is not one for which there is a handy analysis.  The sense of the term is

picked out by a core set of cases about which there is widespread agreement as to the truth

values of those cases.  In regard to this sort of necessity, there is considerable consensus

among philosophers in favor of the thesis that true identities are metaphysically necessary.
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Thus, if we make metaphysical necessity the target of the argument, the truth value

assignment in (3) is not justified (or at least not uncontroversial).

Now, it is sometimes thought that Quine can be shown wrong simply by triumphing

against this the next example we shall consider.  Nothing could be farther from the truth,

and that should be very clear at this point.  Doing so only undermines that one example.

What an opponent needs in order to show Quine wrong is that there be NO examples of the

sort Quine needs.  Prepatory to a defense of Smullyan's (1948) objection, Stephen Neale

(1990) boldly states that, outside of the description-involving cases, there is not even a

prima facie case of substitution failure of the sort Quine needs.  This is far too hasty, of

course, since Quine offered the one we have just considered at the get-go.

Example Two (the famous one)

0. 'x' is purely designative in 'x is greater than 7'
1. '9=the number of the planets' is true.
2. '9 is necessarily greater than 7' is true.
3. Yet, 'the number of the planets is necessarily greater than 7' is

false.

The third claim is once again the controversial one.  However, it is easy to see here,

too, how that claim is justified when the target is analytic necessity.  (3) is justified just in

case 'the number of the planets is greater than 7' is not an analytic truth.  No one will want to

argue with that, I suppose.9  But again, as it seems to me, when we shift focus from analytic

necessity to metaphysical necessity, (3) does not appear to be justified (or at least is not

uncontroversial).

Several remarks are in order.  First, it seems to me that example one is effective for

establishing what Quine needs to establish here, so long as we stick to analytic necessity,

and so the second example is not really necessary anyway, whether it is problematic or not.

In fact, I think the second example is not so secure.  One thing about this example that

appears to have gone unnoticed is that it requires that '9 is greater than 7' be an analytic
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truth.  That is a substantive and controversial assumption after all.  If it isn't an analytic truth,

then the example is defeated with never a hackle raised about definite descriptions.

A second reason that this second example is less secure does have to do with the

status of definite descriptions.  In order for this example to work for Quine, it must be the

case that definite descriptions are among the s-terms.  This was made explicit when we

identified the necessary features of an example.  Now, a number of claims are made in the

larger argument about s-terms, and at least one of these claims is probably false if the s-

terms include descriptions.  The claim I have in mind is premise (4) of Lemma 2.

4.   But if the context jx expresses a property, then if a is an s-term, ja is true iff
the denotatum of a has the property expressed by jx.  That is, if the context jx
expresses a property, then 'x' is purely designative in jx.

If there is a problem about the use of an example involving descriptions in Quine's

argument, then it seems to me to be here (and not in the defense of Lemma 4, as Smullyan's

essay would seem to suggest).10,11

Example Three

Following Allan Gibbard (1975), let us suppose that an artisan has fashioned two

lumps of clay, and, in bringing them together brings into being a new statue, and incidentally

a new lump of clay as well.  So as not to beg any identity questions, let us name the statue

'Goliath', after its intended likeness, and let us name the new lump of clay, 'Lump1'.  We

may suppose that Goliath and Lump1 are destroyed later after the clay has dried when the

artist, dissatisfied with his work, dashes it to pieces.  Intuitively, before the clay dried, the

artist could have squeezed Lump1 into a ball without thereby destroying it, but not so, we

think, for the statue.  This sort of modal intuition is the ground for our next example.

0. 'x' is purely designative in 'x is squeezed harmlessly [i.e. non-
terminally] into a ball'

1. 'Goliath = Lump1' is true.
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2. 'Lump1 could have been squeezed harmlessly into a ball' is true.
3. 'Goliath could have been squeezed harmlessly into a ball' is false.

This third example is not one that Quine has offered, and is not one which it would

make sense to offer in the context of an argument which had analytic necessity as a target.

We already have an appropriate example for that purpose (example one, above).  I am

interested in this example, because it is an appropriate example if we wish to shift the ambit

of the argument to target the notion of metaphysical modality.  The example also shares

with example one the virtue of not involving any descriptions.  In contradistinction to

example one, however, when considered as a case for arguing about metaphysical modality,

the present example does not fly in the face of the doctrine of necessity of identity,

subscribed to by many advocates of metaphysical modality.

Now, someone (such as Quine) might be dubious about using an example which

required subscribing to the truth value claims given in (2) and (3) above.  One might be

concerned about this either because one was a modal skeptic in general, or because one did

not want to rely on the vagaries of metaphysical modal "intuitions".  To allay such concern,

it is important to note the following little-noted fact about the role of the examples in

Quine's argument.  So far as the argument's critical purposes go, it need be no part of

Quine's (or any advocate’s) commitments that the truth value claims made in the examples

be correct (or even sensible).  It is enough that these claims be the deliverance of the

analysis, if such there be, of the modal context in question.  In Quine's case, all that is

needed to justify his examples is that the embedded sentences are understood to be analytic

(or non-analytic, as the case may be).  If there is no such analysis assumed, as in the present

case, then it is enough that these claims are drawn from a core set of modal claims of the

targeted type whose truth values are widely agreed upon (even if not subscribed to).  In the

present case, all that is needed to justify our example is that the truth values assigned to the

modal claims in the example are of a kind with those that are supposed to typify the sort of
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modality in question.  The modal claims involving a clay statue chosen above are

undoubtedly "canonical" in just the needed sense.

1.3  Lessons from Quine

Like any significant argument, Quine's argument has a number of significant

premises.  And, as with any such argument in philosophy, various philosophers may object

to one or another of the premises along the way.  More often, in the case of Quine's

argument, it seems that philosopher's have sought to find fault in the reasoning.12  I think

that the foregoing shows that this is not a fruitful avenue.  The argument formulated above

is certainly valid, or so I claim, and you may easily verify for yourself.

Moreover, if we take the s-terms to range only over proper names, use example one,

and take the target modality to be analytic necessity, then, I believe, we get a sound argument

to the conclusion that quantifying into modal contexts of that sort does not make sense.13

This is, of course, just what Quine argued.

As far as I can see, the only good option open to defenders of de re modality is to

claim for themselves a sense of 'necessary' which is not properly captured by the notion of

analytic necessity.  The notion of metaphysical necessity is supposed to be just such a beast,

and Quine's original argument does not address it per se.  But the form of argument is not

powerless to speak to this kind of response either, as my discussion above has aimed to

show.

If we take the s-terms to range only over proper names, use example three, and take

the target modality to be metaphysical modality, then we get what is at least a prima facie

sound argument to the conclusion that quantifying into modal contexts of the metaphysical

sort does not make sense.
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Given that items (2) and (3) are uncontroversial in the context of metaphysical

modality, the friend of modality would appear forced by the Quinean argument to either i)

accept that quantifying into these modal contexts does not make sense, or ii) deny that these

modal contexts are after all referentially opaque on the grounds that many prima facie true

identities are actually false.  Accepting the first option would count as a defeat for modern

advocates, insofar as they are wedded to the idea that a genuinely metaphysical necessity

must admit genuinely de re necessities.  So it looks as though the second option is forced.

In the case of our example, this would be mean denying the identity of the statue and the

lump of clay, i.e. item (1) of example three.  Plenty of contemporary philosophers have

taken this move to be indeed forced.  Perhaps the most well-known of these is Saul Kripke.

For such philosophers, a statue is never identical to any lump of clay, a lump of clay is never

identical to any sum of molecules, a ship is never identical to any sum of planks, pain

sensations are never identical to any neurological event, etc.14

Evidently, these metaphysicians pay for their modality in the coin of ontology.  This

is an under-advertised cost of much contemporary modal metaphysics.  It would not be hard

to imagine supplementing Quine's argument with argumentation against this sort of move

simply on the grounds of its extraordinary ontological burden.  Of course, this would be a

bitter pill for modal metaphysics, if it sealed off the only remaining live option.  Fortunately,

there remains an option -- and an attractive and simple one.  If I understand rightly, the way

out of this bind is a treatment of modality of a sort that Quine himself suggests in various

places.15

Part 2.  A Very Quinean Account of Metaphysical Modality

2.1 Introduction

When I have presented, in various venues, my favored view of metaphysical

modality, philosophers have often thought that Quine's famous argument would undermine



15

my view.  Now that we have a careful formulation of a version of that famous argument

which is pertinent to metaphysical modality, I aim to show why the view of modality I favor

is not disturbed by this argument.  In fact, as I said earlier, the view I favor appears to be

close to Quine's own, judging by the few positive remarks Quine makes on this subject.16

Accordingly, let us focus our attention on the version of Quine's argument in which:

i) the s-terms are just proper names, ii) the target modality is metaphysical modality, and iii)

example three is used.  What this version of Quine's argument shows is that the following

nine propositions are not compatible.

1. For any s-terms a and b, a=b is true iff  the denotatum of a is identical
to the denotatum of b. [semantics of identity statements]

2. If a is identical to b, then for any property P, a has P iff b has P.
[indiscernibility of identicals]

3. If $xjx is a meaningful existential sentence, then
$xjx is true iff something satisfies jx. [objectual quantification]

4. If the context jx expresses a property, then if a is a s-term, ja is true iff
the denotatum of a has the property expressed by jx.  That is, if the
context jx expresses a property, then 'x' is purely designative in jx.

5. 'x' is purely designative in 'x is squeezed harmlessly [i.e. non-terminally]
into a ball'

6. 'Goliath = Lump1' is true.

7. 'Lump1 could have been squeezed harmlessly into a ball' is true.

8. 'Goliath could have been squeezed harmlessly into a ball' is false.

9. Quantifying into [metaphysical] modal contexts makes sense.

Claims (1)-(8) are just the premises of the argument, and (9) is the denial of its

conclusion.  Now, no one should want to deny (1)-(5).  In fact, some of these claims are

non-negotiable.  (2) is non-negotiable because it is a conceptual truth.  (3) is non-negotiable

here for a different reason: it expresses a fact which is partially definitive of objectual

quantification, and so (3) is justified by what are the terms of the debate, since, I take it, it is

objectual quantification into modal contexts that is at issue — it is objectual quantification
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that the defenders of (9), defenders of de re modality, have been interested in.17  I also think

that one should not deny (6), because of the enormous ontological cost of doing so.

Incurring that cost is unjustified since there is a simple and attractive, ontology-free

alternative, namely, the view I will now very briefly describe.  Before doing so, we should

note that, since part of the object of this game is to uphold (9) in the face of Quine's

argument, and since we have ruled out rejecting any of (1)-(6), the view we will spell out

must have the consequence that one of (7) or (8) is false.  Also, while this is a success

condition for a view of the sort we seek, it is important to note that the view is motivated in a

way that is independent of this consideration.

2.2 Restricted Modalities

The leading idea of the account of modal locutions I have in mind is one according

to which our statements of de re modality are best understood as implicitly restricted (in a

way to be specified).  This means that the modal sentences we utter (what we strictly and

literally say) generally do not specify all that is needed to understand what claim we have

given voice to (what we pragmatically implicate).18  To motivate these claims about our use

of modal terms, let me briefly review some familiar facts about our use of quantifier terms.

There is a well-acknowledged parallel between the logical behavior of modal terms

and that of ordinary quantifiers.  The same pattern of logical relations between basic

quantifier sentences (e.g. 'Everything is a G' implies 'Something is a G') that is exhibited on

the classical square of opposition is likewise exhibited by the corresponding modal

sentences (e.g. 'Necessarily P' implies 'Possibly P').  This parallel between ordinary

quantifiers and modal operators is the foundation of modal model-theoretic semantics as

well as (so-called) possible worlds semantics.

Our ordinary quantificational talk is often  implicitly restricted.  When we say

things like



17

Not a building was left standing after the fire.

All the seats were occupied.

Everyone came down with the flu.

it is abundantly clear (in the circumstances) that we do not mean to be making a claim about

absolutely every building, seat, or person that there is.  Rather, we meant to claim something

about, say, all the buildings in that town, all the seats on that plane, and every person in that

class.  What if modal terms, which otherwise act so much like quantifiers, paralleled them in

this respect too?  I think our use of modal terms is best understood as implicitly restricted.

There is plenty of evidence from (honest-to-goodness) ordinary language to support

this idea.  Here is a simple-minded example based on an ordinary (albeit fictitious) phone

conversation:

A:   I just called to remind you one last time that we are going to the show
tonight.

       You know, you could come with us, if you liked.
B:   I know, I'd really like to, but I can't.
A:   Why not?
B:   I must finish preparing my lecture for tomorrow.
A:   Too bad.  Well, maybe next time.

There is an obvious sense in which it would be silly to try to track this conversation by

fixing on a single, unrestricted modality and attending only to what these interlocutors

strictly and literally say.  If we did that, we would, for example, be puzzled by A's assertion

of the utterly obvious point that B could go to the show.  We would also then have to

wonder at A's saying that he can't go, since it is clear in the conversation that neither speaker

takes this as in tension with what A just said.  And finally, though it seems strictly-speaking

false that B must finish his preparations (we would allow that he might well not finish it,

should some untimely accident befall him), A does not object on those grounds, but

acquiesces to the assertion.  The point of this exercise is to suggest that in perfectly

ordinary uses of modal locutions either i) we are not tracking what is strictly and literally

said, or ii) there are a lot of different senses to modal terms.  Any reader who is attracted to
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the latter alternative is referred to the Schulman tour de force in William Lycan's (1994,

Chapter 8), where, in a passage from a cheap novel, Lycan identifies what, on assumption

(ii), would have to be thirty or so different senses of simple modal locutions.  It is

abundantly clear from that exercise that the multiplication of senses does not end there,

since many of the sense of modality which would be required to make sense of the passage

are so specialized to the context, that it is easy to see that other passages will generate ever

more senses for modal terms.  The net result is to quickly erode any plausibility that

affirming (ii) could be the right way to respond to these examples.

On the other hand, these ordinary uses of modal terms begin to line up in an orderly

fashion as soon as we begin to think of them as implicitly restricted.  It is not hard to

identify implicit conditions for each modal claim which helps make sense of the phone

exchange above.  Likewise for the Schulman passage which is Lycan's target (and this is

also Lycan's point with that passage).  More examples are to be found in (Kratzer, 1977),

and, of course, much the same idea underlies David Lewis' (1979; 1986) multiple-

counterpart theory.19

Finally, it is allowed by many philosophers that certain broad categories of modal

claim can be treated as relativised modal claims.  For example, rather than have a distinct

sense of modality which we might term 'physical necessity' in order to make sense of the

claim

It is not possible to suspend this building by a human hair
(i.e.  Necessarily, this building is not suspended by a human hair)

one can make sense of this claim by assimilating it to

Necessarily, if N then this building is not suspended by a human hair

where 'N' is to be replaced either by a statement of the laws of nature, or by 'the laws of

nature are as they actually are'.  The sense of 'necessarily' in this second claim now no
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longer need be taken to express some specialized notion of physical necessity, but may

express some more generalized notion, e.g. conceptual necessity.

So, there is ample evidence that ordinary modal claims are quite generally implicitly

restricted.  If we treat metaphysical modal claims also as implicitly restricted, then, just as in

the physical case, we will no longer need to suppose that there is a special sense of

necessity, "metaphysical necessity", but will be able to make sense of our modal claims with

just implicit restriction and some broader notion of necessity.  Thus, it is an upshot of the

view I favor that the idea that there is a distinct metaphysical modality turns out to be based

on a kind of pragmatic illusion.  It is the product of not recognizing that pragmatic factors

are at work, and so making wrong semantic judgments, e.g. judgments of truth value.20

One of these is the judgment which gives us (8) on our list in Section 2.1.

 2.3  Regarding the Object

To what are modal terms restricted and what do such restrictions do?  Now, the

implicit restriction on (an utterance of) a quantifier phrase partially determines which

objects are at issue.  "Which seats?  Oh, the ones in the business class section of the plane."

I say, the implicit restriction on (an utterance of) a modal operator determines what it is

about an object that is at issue.  So, the restriction on a modal operator will select out some

feature of an object that will be relevant to the truth of a claim.

If universal claims are understood as implicitly restricted, then the evaluation of such

claims (insofar as we are interested not so much in the sentences, but in what the speaker is

committed to) will be partially determined by imputing the right restriction in a given case.

The same must be said for the modal case, except what must be settled on here is a way of

regarding the object(s) under consideration.  Presumably, an appropriate determination will

not generally be independent of the intentions of a claimant, of what a listener may be

expected to understand in that context, etc.  Thus, our evaluations will be unavoidably tied
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up with how we (as individual speakers, hearers) regard those objects under consideration,

i.e. what feature(s) of those objects we consider relevant to the truth of our modal claims.21

To bring these considerations to bear on our own concerns, we need to determine

what are the relevant restrictions, in the case of our modal claims about the statue, Goliath,

and the lump of clay, Lump1.  First, though, we need a principled way of determining such

things.  Again, we can take a tip from quantifier cases.  Suppose K says "Every seat is

already occupied", and we want to fix on an appropriate restriction on the quantifier in his

utterance, then we might well look to which things K considers relevant to justifying his

claim.  Does he need to inspect both the fore and aft sections of the plane?  Does he need to

inspect the interior of all the planes at the airport?  Or what?

For the modal case, suppose J says "Obleo is necessarily a G", and we want to fix

on a appropriate restriction on the operator in her utterance.  Then we should look to what it

is about Obleo that J considers relevant to justifying her claim.  We may ask of J, what it is

about an object she would need to know, in order to know that that object is necessarily G

(like Obleo is).  J's answer to this question gets us at least in the neighborhood of that way

of regarding Obleo which implicitly restricts her modal claim.22  So, this gives us a kind of

"evidential test" for imputing the right restrictions on a modal claim, though it is admittedly

a rather crude guide.  I hasten to add that I am not suggesting here that what possibilities

Obleo has depends in any way on what J believes about Obleo or on how J conceives of

Obleo.  Rather, what possibilities J claims Obleo has depends in some way on her beliefs or

conceptions.  That is unsurprising, of course.

Let's use this test with an example we care about.  What is it about Goliath that

makes you think that it could not be squeezed harmlessly into a ball?  What would you need

to know about a thing in order to know that it could not have been squeezed into a ball

harmlessly (just like Goliath could not).  The obvious answer is: that it is a statue. We know

that about Goliath from the story told earlier, and it is certainly that which has us believing
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that Goliath could not have been squeezed up.23  If you knew Obleo was a statue, you

would think the same of Obleo.  Now, what is it about Lump1 that makes you think that it

could have been squeezed into a ball harmlessly?  Well, it's a lump of clay, right?  Like any

lump of clay it could have been so squeezed.  I think this indicates that our two modal

claims (about Goliath and Lump1) are restricted in different ways.

The factors which influence how we regard some objects under consideration are

many.24  One way we may be influenced in our conception is the employment of suggestive

names for objects.  This happens in the statue puzzle, as we heard it told earlier by Gibbard.

One may also indicate an object via different descriptions, as David Lewis does when

relating the argument.  Sometimes we are drawn to change our way of regarding in yet more

subtle ways.  This is especially evident when we are engaging in hypothetical reasoning.

We must sometimes regard an object in ways that we believe are merely hypothetical.25

2.4  The Upshot

Consider again our list from Section 2.1.  We cannot consistently maintain all (9) of

the propositions listed there, and we ruled out rejecting (1)-(6) and (9).  This left us with (7)

and (8).

7.  'Lump1 could have been squeezed harmlessly into a ball' is true.

8.  'Goliath could have been squeezed harmlessly into a ball' is false.

One of these must be rejected.  The account of modal locutions sketched above gives us a

well-motivated and painless way to do that, however.  According to that view, when we

affirmed

10.  Lump1 could have been squeezed harmlessly into a ball

there was an implicit restriction involved, so that we are, after all, only really committed to a

restricted version of that claim — something like
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10b.  It could have been the case that Lump1 is a lump of clay and is
squeezed harmlessly into a ball.

and when we affirmed

11.  Goliath could not have been squeezed harmlessly into a ball

there was an implicit restriction involved, so that we are, after all, only really committed to a

restricted version of that claim — something like

11b.  It could not have been the case that Goliath is a statue and is squeezed
harmlessly into a ball.

Now, since (10b) logically implies (10), being committed to (10b) likewise commits us to

(10), and hence we should accept (7).  However, (11b) does not logically or conceptually

entail (11), so our commitment to (11b) does not require the acceptance of (8).  In fact, of

course, with everything else we have already accepted, including (6) and (7), Quine's

argument can be used to prove that (8) must be rejected.  What the view of modal locutions

that we sketched above does is give us independently motivated grounds for doing so.

There is, of course, much more to be said about the view that metaphysical necessity

is just implicitly restricted conceptual necessity, but this must wait for another occasion.  I

will close this section by listing a set of features which I count as virtues of the view.

Modal locutions get a standard modal logic. [D1]

Goliath and Lump1 may be said to be identical. [D2]

Identity may be said to be necessary. [D3]

Our discrepant de re modal intuitions about Lump1 and
Goliath are respected. [D4]

Leibniz's Law is not constrained in any way. [D5]

Modal logical intuitions are preserved.26 [D6]
Names can have the same semantic function in and out of modal
contexts, namely just to refer. [D7]
De re modal claims turn out genuinely de re, i.e. they attribute modal
properties to objects per se.  [D8]
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The view employs no linguistic, semantic, or pragmatic machinery that
we did not already need on separate account. [D9]
The epistemology of so-called metaphysical modality becomes as
unmysterious as is knowledge of conceptual truths. [D10]

3.  Conclusion

In conclusion, I hope to have accomplished two things.  First, I hope to have given a

clarifying and definitive form to Quine's master argument.  Second, I hope to have shown

how an attractive account of de re modal locutions copes successfully with the version of

that argument which presses most directly on it.

4.  Appendix.

It is also possible to argue for Quine's restricted substitution principle from another

principle, sometimes also called "Leibniz' Law", the Satisfaction Principle (if what are

nominally two things are in fact one and the same, then whatever is true of one if true of the

other).  Quine makes explicit reference to this principle as an undeniable principle from

which it is sometimes thought that an unrestricted substitution principle follows.

What we can show is that the Satisfaction Principle follows from Leibniz' Law

proper, and the restricted substitution principle follows from the Satisfaction Principle.

A) Argument for the Satisfaction Principle from Leibniz' Law

1. For any x and y, if x is identical to y, then for any property P, x
has P iff y has P.

2. If jx expresses a property P, then for all y, y satisfies jx iff y has
P.

3. Suppose a is identical to b.
4. Suppose jx is true of a, i.e. a satisfies jx.
5. Suppose jx expresses the property P.
6. a has P. [4,5,2]
7. b has P. [6,3,1]

So, assuming the following two uncontroversial principles
1.  If jx expresses a property P, then for all y, y satisfies jx iff y has

P.  [fact about satisfaction]
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2. If a is identical to b, then for any property P, a has P iff b has P.
[indiscernibility of identicals]

We have the following result:
For any a and b,
IF

a is identical to b
THEN

for any formula jx,
jx is true of a iff jx is true of b.

B) Argument for Restricted Substitution from the Satisfaction Principle

1. a=b is true iff  the denotatum of a is identical to the denotatum
of b.

2. For any x and y, if x is identical to y, then whatever is true of x is
true of y.
3. Suppose, the occurrence of 'x' in jx is purely designative.
4. Suppose a=b is true.
5. Suppose ja is true.
6. Suppose the denotatum of a is a, and the denotatum of b is b.
7. The denotatum of a has the property expressed by jx, i.e. jx is

true of the denotatum of a. [5,3]
8. jx is true of a. [7,6]
9. a is identical to b [4,1]
10. jx is true of b. [8,9,2]
11. jx is true of the denotatum of b, i.e. the denotatum of b has the

property expressed by jx. [10,6]
12. jb is true. [11,3]

So, assuming the following two uncontroversial principles
1. For any s-terms a and b, a=b is true iff  the denotatum of a is

identical to the denotatum of b. [semantics of identity statements]
2. For any x and y, if x is identical to y, then whatever is true of x is

true of y. [the true-of principle]
We have the following result:

For s-terms a, b, and formula jx,
IF

The occurrence of 'x' in jx is purely designative
THEN

if a=b and ja are true, then jb is true.
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Notes

1 Note: nothing absolutely untoward follows directly for formally de re modal sentence constructions per se.
Though we see that a) they are not genuinely or purely de re, b) they are similar in some way to quotational
contexts, and c) there are certain limits on what can be inferred from them.

2 Richard Cartwright (1971) muddies the waters by seeming to take up this position, and Genoveva Marti
(1994) outright denies that the argument can be given.  I will say a bit more about this in the discussion of
Lemma 3 below.

3 We will understand the satisfaction relation as obtaining just in case y is in the extension of jx.  Thus, jx's
being true of y already presupposes that jx expresses a property.

4 Roughly, to say that an occurrence of a s-term is purely designative in a certain sentence is to say that, so far
as truth conditions are concerned, the sentence may be thought of as of subject-predicate form with the s-term
in question as subject term, and the remaining sentential context as (complex) predicate term.

5 The principle in question is: if what are nominally two things are in fact one and the same, then whatever is
true of one if true of the other.

6 This is made more explicit in (Marti, 1994).
7 Note that this implies that jx expresses a property.  Thus, the supposition at line (7) may be discharged in

the argument without additional assumption.
8 Note that this, together with (1), implies that a and b each uniquely denotes something.  Thus, the

supposition at line (6) maybe discharged in the argument without additional assumption.
9 Note that the scope of the description is irrelevant to this assessment.  So, we can construe the description as

having that scope (namely narrow) which makes it the result of performing a substitution on the sentence
mentioned in (2).  The next remark presupposes that we are taking the description as having narrow scope.
Notice that we are throughout respecting Quine's complaint to some who have favored Arthur Smullyan's
criticism of this example.  We respect it here by not supposing that it even makes sense to give a truth value
assignment to the sentence which would give the description wide scope.

10 Unless it be objected that (3) is unjustified, because the mentioned sentence is ambiguous as to the relative
scope of the modal operator and the definite description.  However, given that Quine has stipulated the sort of
necessity involved, this is not a tenable line against the original argument.

11 But perhaps, if problem there be, the one that Smullyan was pointing to has merely shown up in another
place, for formulation-dependent reasons. I won't speculate here.

12 I take Smullyan's line of objection and its ilk to be of this sort.
13 I am taking for granted that the semantics of quantification is genuinely objectual.  Alternative proposals to

this assumption fostered interesting debate, of course, but I am not here interested in that discourse.  I also
happen to think that it is the better part of semantic innocence to construe ordinary universal and existential
quantifiers objectually.

14 Moreover, even for those who prefer a four-dimensionalist ontology, the corresponding pairs of four-
dimensional objects would never be identical.

15 Quine has not made much of these suggestion, and has not followed them out in any detail.  Presumably, this
is because it does rob the metaphysician's most cherished modal claims of much of their seeming-importance.
Indeed, Quine is lately wont to say that modal claims just aren't of any great importance.  The idea is that,
once we understand what is going on with such claims as we make, we see that they do not play the important
role in theorizing that we might have thought.

16 Indeed, the view I favor may even be Quine's own view.
17 If one could only rescue some kind of substitutional quantification for a modal context, then would not have

championed a de re modality.
18 The modal sentences that I have in mind are those which 1)  involve 'necessarily', 'possibly', 'could have

been', or 'could not have been', and 2) are most naturally understood as de re and alethic.
19 There are also important difference.  In Lewis' theory what is pragmatically selected is the relevant

counterpart relations for the subjects of a modal claim.  Also, Lewis takes modal claims to be disguised
quantifications over worlds which also involve disguised predications.  The hidden predication involved is
the one that says the subject of the claim stands in a certain counterpart relation with some possibilion.
Thus, the particular counterpart relation gets into the semantics of the modal claim.  So, on the one hand
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Lewis wants the counterpart relation to be picked out pragmatically, but wants the predication of that relation
to be part of what is strictly and literally said.

20 Naturally, when these sorts of pragmatic factors are at work and we do not recognize it, we may easily assign
to sentences we utter truth values which properly belong only to sentences which literally express things
which we, by so uttering, implicate instead.

21 In (Lewis, 1983), David Lewis sketches how implicit restrictions may be determined and re-determined in a
conversational context.  See also (Nute, 1980) for a codification of some principles which govern this
process, with special reference to our use of counterfactuals.

22 On the other hand, if there is nothing qualitative about the object(s) in question that one needs to know in
order to know the modal claim is true, this is evidence that the modal claim in question is not restricted.

23 Actually, to take the implicitly restricting feature to just be being a statue is something of a simplification.
The story we told will have led you to believe that Goliath is a statue of a certain kind.  For example, you will
naturally presuppose that it is not cleverly hinged so that when squeezed, it can collapse into the shape of a
ball.  Likewise, you have been given to believe that Goliath is not a piece of modern or conceptual art whose
shape is not constant or somehow otherwise not of critical importance.

24 For convenience, I sometimes refer to how one is regarding an object,!or what one is thinking that object is,
or one   '   s way of conceiving of that object.   These locutions are casual, yet suggestive, identifiers for that
feature of an object which restricts an utterance of a given modal operator.  Please note that these same
locutions are used sometimes to express views incompatible with mine.  For example, Gareth Evans (1982)
uses the idea of a way of thinking about an object as explicative of the notion of Fregean sense, but it is
important to see that what I am attempting to illuminate here is a feature of the way we use modal locutions,
not a feature of (the semantics of) singular terms.  As I said, my view is non-Fregean with respect  to names.

25 Some of the dynamics of the evolution of implicit restrictions in a conversational context has been worked
out in (Lewis, 1979) and (Nute, 1980), though these efforts are against the backdrop of Lewis' counterpart
theory, and, in the latter case, specifically with regard to some conditionals.

26 It can be proved that the "surface logic" of modal locutions is well-behaved in a certain way, on the current
view.  Places where this good behavior is predicated by the theory to break down are just the sorts of cases
where puzzles like that of the statue and the clay arise.  Cf. (Ray, 1992).
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