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Abraham, William. 1972. “The Incompatibility of Individuals”, Noûs 6: 1-13.
An analysis and defence of Leibniz’s notion of compossibility and its fecundity in clarifying modality.
Outlines a combinatorial treatment of possibility, necessity, contingency, impossibility. The
incompossibility of individuals is connected with the notion of a maximal consistent set of existential
formulas, and with the analysis of an individual as an integral (not mere sum) of its properties, creating a
new subject-predicate distinction.

Adams, Robert Merrihew. 1974. “Theories of Actuality”, Noûs 8: 211-231. Reprinted in Loux
1979.
CLASSIC PAPER ON THE NATURE OF POSSIBLE WORLDS.

Adams, Robert Merrihew. 1981. “Actualism And Thisness”, Synthese 49: 3-42.
The thesis of this essay is that all possibilities are purely qualitative except insofar as they involve
individuals that actually exist. This thesis is expounded and defended, and some of its implications for
modality are developed; the chief implication is that what modal facts “de re” there are depends on what
individuals actually exist.

Alanen, Lilli K. 1999. “Logical Modality and Attitudes to Propositions” in Actions, Norms,
Values, Meggle, Georg (ed) (de-Gruyter : Hawthorne).
In discussing the nature and foundation of logical necessity Georg Henrik von Wright fights against a
tendency to mystify necessity which Wittgenstein was fighting in criticizing the prejudice of the
“crystalline purity of logic” and the idea of the “hardness of the logical must”. The necessity attributed to
the principles or laws of logic is not founded on any preformed logical structure of the world but stems, von
Wright argues, from an attitude we take to some propositions. This paper examines the view of logic and
logical necessity that emerges from his paper on “Logical Modality” and some of its implications. It
outlines some traditional conceptions of modality and compares von Wright’s view more particularly to
Descartes’s radical view of modality as dependent on the divine will and also to some contemporary views
Descartes has been seen as anticipation. It purports to show that von Wright’s way of detranscendentalizing
modality by relating necessity to our attitudes or ways of treating sentences does not commit him to
conventionalism or subjectivism.

Almog, Joseph. 1991. “The What and the How”, Journal of Philosophy ??: 225-244.
Armstrong, D. M. 1989. A Combinatorial Theory of Possibility. (New York: Cambridge
University Press).
CLASSIC DEFENSE OF COMBINATORIALISM.

Armstrong, D. M. 1993. “Reply to Lycan’s ‘Armstrong’s New Combinatorialist Theory...’, in
John Bacon, Keith Campbell, and Lloyd Reinhardt, eds., Ontology, Causality and Mind:
Essays in Honour of D M Armstrong, Bacon, John, eds., (New York: Cambridge
University Press).
Lycan directs criticism of Armstrong’s combinatorialist theory of possibility particularly at the fictionalist
nature of the theory. In reply, Armstrong argues that the combinatorialism can be used to regiment the
fiction, so that it can be a “useful” one, as, for instance, the physicist’s phase-spaces are useful fictions.

Armstrong, D. M. 1997. A World of States of Affairs. (New York: Cambridge University Press).
In this study David Armstrong offers a comprehensive system of analytical metaphysics that synthesizes
but also develops his thinking over the last twenty years. Armstrong’s analysis, which acknowledges the
logical atomism’ of Russell and Wittgenstein, makes facts (or states of affairs, as the author calls them) the
fundamental constituents of the world, examining properties, relations, numbers, classes, possibility and
necessity, dispositions, causes and laws. All these, it is argued, find their place and can be understood
inside a scheme of states of affairs. This is a comprehensive and rigorously this-worldly account of the
most general features of reality, argued from a distinctive philosophical perspective, and it will appeal to a
wide readership in analytical philosophy.

Ashby, R. W. 1963. Entailment And Modality”, Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society 63: 203216.
Ayer, Alfred Jules. 1952. Language, Truth and Logic (2nd edition). (New York: Dover).
Bacon, John. 1965. “Entailment and the Modal Fallacy”, Review of Metaphysics 18: 566-571
In his 1964 article, “A Question of Entailment,” John O Nelson proposed a definition of entailment
intended to support Anderson and Belnap’s rejection of fallacies of modality in “The Pure Calculus of
Entailment” (1962). However, the author argues here that Nelson misconstrued Anderson and Belnap’s
statement of the fallacies; that his explication of entailment is incompatible with theirs; and that his
definition of entailment is, in any case, unacceptable.

Baldwin, Thomas. 1984. “Lowe on Modalities ‘De Re’”, Mind 93: 252-255
My aim is to discuss the thought that de re modalities are best understood through the use of predicate
modal operators. I relate Lowe’s account of de re modalities to this thought, as developed by Wiggins and
myself, and argue that Lowe’s position is unsatisfactory.

Baldwin, Thomas. 1998. “Modal Fictionalism and the Imagination”, Analysis 58: 72-75.

Rosen’s fictionalist’ treatment of modality draws on the work of David Lewis, but seeks to neutralize any
commitment to nonactual worlds by treating Lewis’s description of other worlds as a fiction’. But Rosen
has to be selective in his choice among modal fictions, and the question arises as to how he can justify any
one choice without endorsing it as true’. He says that his choice is guided by the fact that his preferred
fiction captures the principles that guide the imagination. But if this appeal to the imagination is sufficient
to justify his choice, we may as well apply it generally to the understanding of possibility and omit the
complexities of the fictionalist’ strategy.

Baldwin, T. 1975. “The Philosophical Significance of Intensional Logic: Part 2", Aristotelian
Society Supplementary volume 49: 67-80.
The philosophical significance of intensionality derives largely from its implications for semantic theories
and thus for ontology. These implications are manifest in possible world theories of modality, and lead to a
realist view of possible worlds. This view contrasts with a non-realist view of them as sets of sentences, but
distinct from and more fundamental than the realist/non-realist issue is that of the choice between absolute
and relational theories of possibility. The latter seems preferable, although it introduces modal concepts
into the metalanguage. In the end, a realist relational theory that uses only non-maximal possible worlds is
sketched.

Belnap, Nuel. 1961-62. “Tonk, Plonk and Plink”, Analysis 22: 130-134.
Benardete, Jose A. 1962. “Is There a Problem About Logical Possibility?”, Mind 71: 342-352.
Bennett, Jonathan. 1955. “Iterated Modalities”, Philosophical Quarterly 5: 45-56.
Bennett, Jonathan. 1959. “Analytic-Synthetic”, Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society 59: 16388.
Bennett, Jonathan. 1994. “Descartes’s Theory of Modality”, The Philosophical Review 103:
639-667.
Descartes propounded the allegedly “strange”, “peculiar”, “curious” and “incoherent” doctrine that
necessary truths are made true by God’s voluntary act. It is generally held that this doctrine must be kept
out of sight while other Cartesian topics are being discussed. This paper offers an interpretation of this
Cartesian doctrine under which it comes out as reasonable, consistent with the rest of his philosophy, and
possible even true. According to this interpretation--which is more respectful of and close to Descartes’s
text than is the customary one--Descartes equated the alethic modalities with facts about human intellectual
limitations, somewhat in the manner of Wittgenstein. Thus, God created modalities creating humans in the
way he did.

Bigelow, John. 1988. “Real Possibilities”, Philosophical Studies 53: 37-64.
Bigelow, John and Robert Pargetter. 1987. “Beyond the Blank Stare”, Theoria 53: 97-114.
Blackburn, Simon (ed.). 1975. Meaning, Reference and Necessity: New Studies in Semantics.
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press).
Blackburn, Simon. 1986. “Morals And Modals”, in Graham Macdonald, ed., Fact, Science And
Morality (Oxford: Blackwell), 119- 141.

This paper displays a “quasi-realist” theory of necessary truths, in which our propensity to attach modal
values to propositions is compared with our propensity to moral attitudes. The theory offers an alternative
to quinean scepticism to ‘as if’ theories, and to modal realism.

Blanche, Robert. 1952. “Quantity, Modality, And Other Kindred Systems of Categories”, Mind
61: 369-375.
Boghossian, Paul. 1996. “Analyticity Reconsidered”, Noûs 30: 360-391.
Boghossian, Paul. 1997. “Analyticity”, in Bob Hale and Crispin Wright (eds.), A Companion to
the Philosophy of Language (Cambridge: Blackwell), pp. 331-368.
VERY USEFUL PAPER. LONGER VERSION OF BOGHOSSIAN 1996.

Bonjour, Lawrence. 1998. In Defense of Pure Reason. (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press).
THIS HAS GOOD STUFF ON CONVENTIONALISM, THOUGH HE’S INTERESTED IN THE EPISTEMOLOGICAL
PROBLEM OF A PRIORI KNOWLEDGE RATHER THAN THE METAPHYSICS OF NECESSITY

Bremer, Manual. 2003. “Is there an Analytic Limit of Genuine Modal Realism?”, Mind 112:
79-82
Bricker, Phillip. 1987. “Reducing Possible Worlds to Language”, Philosophical Studies 52: 331355.
Bricker, Phillip. 1991. “Plenitude of Possible Structures”, Journal of Philosophy: 607-619.
Which mathematical structures are possible, that is, instantiated by the concrete inhabitants of some
possible world? Are there worlds with four-dimensional space? With infinite-dimensional space? Whence
comes our knowledge of the possibility of structures? In this paper, I develop and defend a principle of
plenitude according to which any mathematically natural generalization of possible structure is itself
possible. I motivate the principle pragmatically by way of the role that logical possibility plays in our
inquiry into the world.

Bricker, Phillip. 1996. “Isolation and Unification: The Realist Analysis of Possible Worlds”,
Philosophical Studies 84: 225-238.
If realism about possible worlds is to succeed in eliminating primitive modality, it must provide an
“analysis” of possible world: nonmodal criteria for demarcating one world from another. This David Lewis
has done. Lewis holds, roughly, that worlds are maximal unified regions of logical space. So far, so good.
But what Lewis means by unification’ is too narrow, I think, in two different ways. First, for Lewis, all
worlds are (almost) “globally” unified: at any world, (almost) every part is directly linked to (almost) every
other part. I hold instead that some worlds are “locally” unified: at some worlds, parts are directly linked
only to “neighboring” parts. Second, for Lewis, each world is (analogically) “spatiotemporally” unified;
every world is “spatiotemporally” isolated from every other. I hold instead: a world may be unified by
nonspatiotemporal relations; every world is “absolutely” isolated from every other. If I am right, Lewis’s
conception of logical space is impoverished: perfectly respectable worlds are missing.

Bricker, Phillip. 2001. “Island Universes and the Analysis of Modality”, in Gerhard Preyer and
Frank Siebelt, eds., Reality and Humean Supervenience: Essays on the Philosophy of
David Lewis (Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield), pp. 27-55.
Britton, Karl. 1947. “Are Necessary Truths True by Convention?”, Proceedings of the
Aristotelian Society, supplementary volume 21: 78-103.
Broad, C. D. 1936. “Are there Synthetic A Priori Truths?”, Aristotelian Society Supplementary
Volume 15: 102-117.
Brock, Stuart. 1993. “Modal Fictionalism: A Response to Rosen”, Mind 102: 147-150.
Gideon Rosen, in his paper Modal Fictionalism’ (“Mind”, 1990) puts forward and defends what is intended
to be an ontologically neutral alternative to modal realism. I argue that Rosen does not achieve this goal.
His fictionalism entails realism about possible worlds. Moreover, any attempts to modify the analysis
results in an undesirable multiplication of the modal primitives, a problem faced by those who take the
standard modal operators as primitive.

Burgess, John P. 1997. “Quinus ab Omni Naevo Vindicatus”, in Ali A. Kazmi, ed., Meaning
and Reference, Canadian Journal of Philosophy Supplementary volume 23: 25-65.
USEFUL PAPER CLARIFYING QUINE’S ATTACK ON QUANTIFIED MODAL LOGIC.

Campbell, Richard. 1964. “Modality ‘De Dicto’ And ‘De Re’”, Australasian Journal of
Philosophy 42: 345-358.
By proposing the distinction between two types of modal operators (de re and de dicto) the author shows
that these different ways of applying the operators explain many puzzles, including metaphysical ones
which cannot be solved by “a simple broadshot fired in the name of logic.”

Carnap, Rudolf. 1937. The Logical Syntax of Language. (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul).
Carnap, Rudolf. 1947. Meaning and Necessity, a Study in Semantics and Modal Logic.
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press).
Carnap, Rudolf. 1950. “Empiricism, Semantics and Ontology”, Revue Internationale de
Philosophie 4: 20-40, reprinted as an appendix to the second edition of Meaning and
Necessity (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1956).
Carnap, Rudolf. 1952. “Meaning Postulates”, Philosophical Studies 3: 65-73. Reprinted as an
appendix to the second edition of Meaning and Necessity (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1956).
Carter, William R., and John E. Bahde. 1998. “Magical Antirealism”, American Philosophical
Quarterly 35: 305-325.
The paper critically examines various forms of antirealism concerning modality and identity. It is argued
that modal antirealism inevitably has identity as its corollary. Since identity antirealism entails objectual

antirealism, endorsements of modal antirealism commit us to an antirealist conception of what there is
(what exists). All of which strikes us as indefensible. We argue for a realist position concerning the world
and its inhabitants.

Castañeda, Hector-Neri. 1975. “Identity and Modality”, Philosophia 5: 141-150.
Chalmers, David. 1996. The Conscious Mind: In Search of a Fundamental Theory. (Oxford:
Oxford University Press.)
Chalmers, David. 1999. “Materialism and the Metaphysics of Modality”, Philosophy and
Phenomenological Research 59: 473-496.
Chihara, Charles. 1998. The Worlds of Possibility : Modal Realism and the Semantics of Modal
Logic. (Oxford: Clarendon Press).
CONTAINS A LONG CRITICAL DISCUSSION OF LEWIS’S THEORY OF WORLDS.

Craig, E. 1975. “The Problem of Necessary Truth”, in S. Blackburn, ed., Meaning, Reference
and Necessity (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press).
Creath, Richard. 1992. “Carnap’s Conventionalism”, Synthese 93: 141-165.
Cresswell, M. J. 1972. “The World Is Everything That Is the Case”, Australasian Journal of
Philosophy 50: 1-13. Reprinted in Loux 1979.
DEFENDS COMBINATORIALISM ABOUT POSSIBLE WORLDS.

Cresswell, M. J. 1973. Logics and Languages. (London: Methuen).
Code, Alan. 1976 “Aristotle’s Response to Quine’s Objections to Modal Logic”, Journal of
Philosophical Logic 5: 159-186.
It is shown that some of the Quinean objections to modal logic can be transferred to the notions used to
describe and account for temporal change, and then argued that Aristotle’s predecessors had already
formulated problems similar to the temporal puzzles so generated. The three most prominent reactions to
Quine’s puzzles were also anticipated by certain ancient Greek philosophers, and Aristotle’s own reaction
(as manifested in his analysis of the elements of change in “Physics” A7) can be seen to involve concepts
which easily lend themselves to the kind of semantical analysis which has recently enhanced our
understanding of modality.

Coffa, J. Alberto. 1991. The Semantic Tradition from Kant to Carnap: To the Vienna Station.
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press).
LANDMARK BOOK DESCRIBING THE HISTORY OF THOUGHT ABOUT A PRIORICITY AND NECESSITY AND
ANALYTICITY, FROM KANT TO THE TWENTIETH-CENTURY LINGUISTIC PHILOSOPHERS (LIKE LOGICAL
POSITIVISTS AND THE ORDINARY LANGUAGE PHILOSOPHERS)

Cover, J. A., and John Hawthorne. “Leibnizian Essentialism, Transworld Identity, and
Counterparts”, History of Philosophy Quarterly 9; 425-444.

The standard view of Leibnizian modality reckons Leibniz committed to superessentialism and to denying
trans-world identity. We present historical and philosophical arguments against the standard view. In
particular, we argue that Leibnizian essentialism is “consistent” with trans-world identity, and that his
modal metaphysics allows for the possibility of a counterpart semantics for “de re” moral predication.

Davidson, Donald and Hintikka, Jaakko, Eds. 1969. Words And Objections, Essays on The
World of W. V. Quine. (Dordrecht: Reidel).
Davies, Martin and Lloyd Humberstone. 1980. “Two Notions of Necessity”, Philosophical
Studies 38: 1-30.
Dejnozka, Jan. 1999. Bertrand Russell on Modality and Logical Relevance (Ashgate).

Dejnozka, Jan. 1990. “The Ontological Foundation of Russell’s Theory of Modality”,
Erkenntnis 32: 383-418.
Prominent thinkers such as Kripke and Rescher hold that Russell has no modal logic, even that Russell was
indisposed toward modal logic. In Part I, I show that Russell had a modal logic which he repeatedly described
and that Russell repeatedly endorsed Leibniz’s multiplicity of possible worlds. In Part II, I describe Russell’s
theory as having three ontological levels. In Part III, I describe six Parmenidean theories of being Russell held,
including: literal in 1903, universal in 1912, timeless in 1914, transcendental in 1918-1948. The transcendental
theory underlies the primary level of Russell’s modal logic. In Part IV, I examine Rescher’s view that Russell
and modal logic did not mix.

Divers, John. 1995. “Modal Fictionalism Cannot Deliver Possible Worlds Semantics”, Analysis
55: 81-88.
Divers, John. 1997. “The Analysis of Possibility and the Possibility of Analysis”, Proceedings
of the Aristotelian Society 97: 141-160.
DEALS WITH MODAL REALISM.

Divers, John. 1999. “A Modal Fictionalist Result”, Noûs 33: 317-346.
In the first half of the paper, I offer new responses to the Brock-Rosen and Hale objections based on the claim
that the fictionalist may, and ought to, hold that the hypothesis of the plurality of worlds is false but necessarily
possible. In the second half of the paper, I state a consequence result that is crucial to the justification of the
practice of modal logic by proxy. I then formulate a primitively modal version of the consequence result, before
motivating and presenting a fictionalist proof of the result. Finally, I argue that while the fictionalist position
that emerges has much in common with a traditional modalist conception of modality and possible worlds, there
remain differences between the positions in respect of which the fictionalist might claim theoretical advantage.

Divers, John. 2002. Possible Worlds. (London: Routledge).
EXCELLENT AND COMPREHENSIVE SURVEY OF THE PHILOSOPHY OF POSSIBLE WORLDS

Divers, John. 2004. “Agnosticism About Other Worlds: A New Antirealist Programme in
Modality”, Philosophy and Phenomenological Research.

Divers, John, and Joseph Melia. 2002. “The Analytic Limit of Genuine Modal Realism”, Mind
111: 15-36.
INTERESTING PAPER ON THE QUESTION OF WHETHER LEWIS’S MODAL REALISM IS GENUINELY REDUCTIVE.
RELATED TO, BUT MOVES BEYOND, ARGUMENTS GIVEN BY SHALKOWSKI 1994 AND MCGINN 2000.

Divers, John, and Joseph Melia. 2003. “Genuine Modal Realism Limited”, Mind 112: 83-86.
Donnellan, Keith. 1962. “Necessity and Criteria”, Journal of Philosophy 59: 647-658.
QUINE-LIKE DOUBTS ABOUT ANALYTICITY.

Downes, Stephen. “Models and Modality”, Eidos 6: 37-52.
Elder, Crawford L. 1992. “An Epistemological Defence of Realism about Necessity”,
Philosophical Quarterly 42: 317-336.
Realists about necessity think there is a difference, independent of our habits of thought, between A’s uniformly
happening to have property P, and A’s necessarily having P--or, again, between property F’s merely
“accompanying” property G, in A’s, and its “causing” A’s to have G. “What” differences? Existing answers
make the differences seem “so” independent of our thought that we could neither detect them nor assert them.
This paper shows that by avoiding the answer about the first difference that is offered by Lewis and “modal
realists”, and the answer about the second difference that is offered by Dretske, Tooley, and Armstrong, realists
can meet these challenges.

Ewing, A. C. 1939-40. “The Linguistic Theory of A Priori Propositions”, Proceedings of the
Aristotelian Society 40: 207-244.
Field, Hartry. 1996. “The A Prioricity of Logic”, Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society 96:
359-379.
Fine, Kit. 1977a. Postscript to Worlds, Times and Selves. (London: Duckworth).
IMPORTANT PAPER ON REDUCING TALK OF POSSIBILIA.

Fine, Kit. 1977b. “Properties, Propositions and Sets”, Journal of Philosophical Logic 6: 135-191.
This paper presents a theory of extensional and intensional entities. It takes a possible-worlds account of these
entities for granted and, in terms of that account, attempts to characterize and investigate various features of the
entities. These features include existence in a world, being purely general or qualitative, being logical, having
an individual as a constituent, and being essentially modal. The characterizations are given abstractly, in terms
of a relevant notion of isomorphism, and linguistically, in terms of expressibility within an ideal language.

Fine, Kit. 1978a. “Model Theory for Modal Logic Part I: the “De Re/de Dicto” Distinction”,
Journal of Philosophical Logic 7: 125-156.
This series attempts to bring the methods of model theory closer to certain philosophical concerns in modal
logic. In the first part, I deal with two related philosophical positions, “de re” scepticism and anti-haecceitism.
The main result is that a sentence is equivalent to a “de dicto” one if and only if its truth-value does not turn on

the identity of individuals across possible worlds. However, there are also extensions of the result to different
languages, different logics, and generalisations of the concept of “de dicto”.

Fine, Kit. 1978b. “Model Theory for Modal Logic Part II: the Elimination of ‘De Re’ Modality”
Journal of Philosophical Logic 7: 277-306.
A modal theory is said to permit formula (sentence) eliminability if each formula (sentence) is equivalent, in the
theory, to a “de dicto” formula. Various particular and general results on theories which permit eliminability are
established. It is shown, for example, that no consistent theory with “de dicto” axioms permits sentence
eliminability and that there is only one natural logic which permits formula eliminability.

Fine, Kit. 1980. “First-Order Modal Theories, Part II — Propositions”, Studia Logica 39: 159202.
Fine, Kit. 1981. “First-Order Modal Theories, Part I — Sets”, Noûs 15: 117-206.
Fine, Kit. 1982. “First-Order Modal Theories, Part III — Facts”, Synthese 53: 43-122.
Fine, Kit. 1985. “Plantinga on the Reduction of Possibilist Discourse”, in J. Tomberlin and P
van Inwagen (eds.) Alvin Plantinga (Dordrecht: D. Reidel): 145-186.
IMPORTANT PAPER ON REDUCTIONISM ABOUT POSSIBILIA, THE PROBLEM OF ALIENS, NECESSARY EXISTENCE OF
ABSTRACTA, THE INNER-OUTER TRUTH DISTINCTION, ETC.

Fine, Kit. 1989. “The Problem of De Re Modality”, in Joseph Almog, John Perry and Howard
Wettstein, eds., Themes From Kaplan (New York: Oxford University Press): 197-272.
This paper attempts to evaluate Quine’s arguments against quantifying into modal contexts and, as such, both
complements and expands on my paper “Quine on Quantifying In”. Special attention is given to the conditions
for quantification to be intelligible and the question of whether quantification must be referential.

Fine, Kit. 1990. “Quine on Quantifying In”, in ???, ed., Propositional Attitudes: The Role of
Content in Logic, Language, and Mind (Stanford: CLSI).
The paper attempts to evaluate Quine’s argument against quantifying into modal contexts. Two versions of the
argument are distinguished, one of a broadly logical sort and the other relating to the nature of necessity. The
first version is seen to depend upon an assumption of linguistic uniformity, which may be reasonable for certain
ideal formal languages but which is problematic for natural languages; and the second version is seen to have
some force in application to a metaphysical conception of modality, but to have none in application to a logical
or analytic conception of modality.

Fine, Kit. 1991. “A Study of Ontology”, Noûs ??: 263-294.
Fine, Kit. 1994a. “Essence and Modality” in James Tomberlin, ed., Philosophical Perspectives,
8: Logic and Language, (Atascadero, CA: Ridgeview Publishing).
Several objections are levelled against the modal conception of essence and an alternative conception is
proposed.

Fine, Kit. 1994b. “Senses of Essence” in Walter Sinnott-Armstrong, ed., Modality, Morality,
and Belief (New York: Cambridge University Press).
The notion of essence is clarified in an attempt to provide a firm foundation for the theory of essence.

Fine, Kit. 1994-95. “Ontological Dependence”, Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society 95:
269-290.
The usual account of ontological dependence in terms of necessity is criticized; and an alternative account of
terms of essence is proposed. Different notions of dependence are seen to correspond to different notions of
essence.

Fine, Kit. 1995. “The Logic of Essence”, Journal of Philosophical Logic 24: 241-273.
A constructional ontology is one which serves to construct complexes from simples. The paper is concerned
with the general nature of such ontologies and with their study. It attempts to say how they are constituted and
by what principles they are governed; and it also attempts to see how their study may lead one to adopt certain
positions and to give certain definitions. In the course of making the framework precise, a certain approach to
modality, in terms of the concept of requirement, is developed.

Fisher, Mark. 1963. “Category-absurdities”, Philosophy and Phenomenological Research 24,
260-267.
It is maintained that to show a statement to be absurd, one shows that it can’t be true, that it is necessarily false,
for a particular kind of reason. Sometimes category-absurdities arise because linguistic rules are broken. The
author holds that one can solve the problem of what makes category-mistakes mistakes without mentioning
meaning at all. Then one can go on to discuss the different kind of error that arises when meaning rules are
ignored.

Føllesdal, Dagfinn. 1968. Quine on Modality. Synthese 19: 147-157.
An appraisal of the current status of the modalities and of Quine’s arguments against them. The author accepts
“Quine’s thesis,” that one cannot quantify into referentially opaque contexts, and argues that nobody has
succeeded in making sense of such quantification. However, it is shown that modal constructions, being
constructions on general terms and sentences, can be referentially transparent and extensionally opaque and that
consequently the collapse of modal distinctions warned against by Quine in “Word and Object” can be avoided.
This combination of referential transparency and extensional opacity is just what Quine means by essentialism,
and the author therefore agrees with Quine that quantified modal logic commits one to essentialism.

Forbes, Graeme. 1982. “Canonical Counterpart Theory”, Analysis 42: 33-37.
The original counterpart theory of D K Lewis is modified in a fairly straightforward way using a 3-place
counterpart relation. It is shown that the resulting system is free of the main technical drawbacks to the original
theory of lewis; in particular, contingent existence is no longer a problem. A class of ‘natural’ applications for
counterpart theory is suggested, for which some philosophical objections to the theory lapse.

Forbes, Graham. 1985. The Metaphysics of Modality. (Oxford: Clarendon Press).
The book describes the logical background to recent work on problems about necessity, then discusses the “de
re/de dicto” distinction and the ontological commitments of possible worlds semantics. The rest of the book
provides a unified theory of the essential properties of various categories of entity.

Forbes, Graeme. 1992. “Melia on Modalism”, Philosophical Studies 68: 57-63.
This paper is a brief reply to one in the same issue by Joseph Melia, which criticizes my defense of modalism
that I gave in my book “Languages of Possibility”. Modalism is the thesis that modal operators, not quantifiers
over possibilities, are the fundamental means of expressing facts about what is and is not possible.

Forrest, Peter. 1986. “Ways Worlds Could Be”, Australasian Journal of Philosophy 64: 15-24.
This paper proposes that suitable uninstantiated properties can be used as replacement for merely possible
worlds, in a theory of modality. It discusses the operations on properties required if we are to have enough
structural properties to provide a satisfactory theory. And it argues that the theory so obtained conserves more
of our modal intuitions than its rivals, in particular than David Lewis’s realism about possible worlds.

Gibbard, Allan. 1975. “Contingent Identity”, Journal of Philosophical Logic 4: 187-221.
Griffin, Nicholas. 1995. “Modality and the ‘Tractatus’”, Dialogue 34: 807-814.
A review of R Bradley’s “The Nature of All Being: A Study of Wittgenstein’s Modal Atomism”. Bradley
argues that Wittgenstein’s modal commitments in the “Tractatus” are more extensive than usually appreciated. I
argue that, nonetheless, Bradley’s attempt to see Wittgenstein as a major contributor to modal “logic” is hard to
square with Wittgenstein’s pervasive conflation of modal issues with significance ones.

Goodman, Nelson. 1978. Ways of Worldmaking. (Indianapolis: Hackett).
Grice, Paul and Peter Strawson. 1956. “In Defense of a Dogma”, Philosophical Review 65: 141158.
Hacking, Ian. 1975. “All Kinds of Possibility” Philosophical Review 84: 321-337.
Hale, Bob. 1995a. “Modal Fictionalism: A Simple Dilemma”, Analysis 55: 63-67.
Hale, Bob. 1995b. “A Desperate Fix”, Analysis 55: 74-81.
DEALS WITH ROSEN’S 1995 REPLY TO HALE’S 1995A.

Hale, Susan. 1991. “Modal Realism Without Counterparts”, Southwest Philosophy Review 7:
77-86.
In “On the Plurality of Worlds” (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1986), David Lewis argues that modal realism needs
counterpart theory, rather than transworld individuals, to make sense of our modal claimsabout ordinary
individuals. I argue that transworld mereological sums, transworld individuals which exist at different worlds by
having different parts at those worlds, can do this job just as well as counterparts can.

Hanson, William H. 1997. “The Concept of Logical Consequence”, Philosophical Review 106:
365-409.
This article is concerned with our informal, pretheoretic notion of logical consequence and with the question of
whether it is adequately represented by the standard model-theoretic account. The author argues that this
pretheoretic notion should be seen as including elements of necessity, generality, and apriority. He also argues
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Inquiry 3: 259-269. Reprinted in his Formal Philosophy (New Haven: Yale University
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The author attempts to contribute to the problem of interpreting ‘it is logically necessary that’, ‘it is physically
necessary that’, and ‘it is obligatory that’.
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Principles and Finite Axiomatizability”, Acta Philosophica Fennica 16: 153-167. Reprinted
in his Formal Philosophy (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1974.)
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Philosophy of Science 61: 389-406.
“Accessibility” is a crucial concept of possible worlds semantics. The simplest approach to accessibility is the
“magical theory” that construes this relation as analogous to spatial or temporal relations. In this paper I give a
nonmagical structural account of the accessibility relation that can be used to give a necessitarian account of
kinds an laws. Laws are characterized in a structural way as stable invariants of the world’s gestalt. Finally, I
point out how the structural approach can be embedded in a general representational theory of modality.
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USEFUL DISCUSSION OF QUINE’S CRITICISMS OF QUANTIFIED MODAL LOGIC, AND ALSO CONTAINS A VALUABLE
SURVEY OF THE HISTORY OF THE DEVELOPMENT OF MODAL LOGIC.

Nelson, John. O. 1964. “A Question of Entailment”, Review of Metaphysics 18: 364-377.
A R Anderson and N D Belnap, Jr., maintained in their 1962 Article, “The Pure Calculus of Entailment,” that
necessary propositions can be entailed only by necessary propositions, and not by contingent ones. Against this
R W Ashby offered an apparently conclusive counterexample in “Entailment and Modality” (1963). In support
of Anderson and Belnap, the author of the present paper develops a definition of entailment and argues that
contingent propositions never entail necessary ones. However, psychological factors may intervene in our

logical perceptions to produce an appearance or illusion of entailment between a contingent and a necessary
proposition.

Nolan, Daniel. 1996. “Recombination Unbound”, Philosophical Studies 84: 239-262.
GOOD PAPER ON THE FORREST-ARMSTRONG OBJECTION TO LEWIS’S MODAL REALISM

Nolan, Daniel. 1997. “Three Problems for “Strong” Modal Fictionalism”, Philosophical Studies
87: 259-275.
Modal fictionalism, the theory that possible worlds do not literally exist but that our talk about them should be
understood in the same way that we understand talk about fictional entities, is an increasingly popular approach
to possible worlds. This paper will distinguish three versions of modal fictionalism and will show that the third,
a version endorsed by some of the most prominent modal fictionalists, faces at least three serious objections:
that it makes modality too artificial, the modal fiction does not have the representative resources it needs and
the approach has trouble accounting for propositions.

Nolan, Daniel and John (O’Leary-) Hawthorne. 1996. “Reflexive Fictionalisms”, Analysis 56:
23-32.
There is a class of fictionalist strategies (the reflexive fictionalisms) which appear to suffer from a common
problem: the problem that the entities which are supposedly fictional turn out, by the lights of the fictionalist
theory itself, to exist. The appropriate solution is to reject so-called strong fictionalism in each case: that is, to
reject the variety of fictionalism which takes appeal to the domain of fictional entities to provide an explanation
or analysis of the operators or predicates with which the objects are systematically correlated.

Nolt, John E. 1980. “Abstraction And Modality”, Philosophical Studies 38: 111-127.
Abstraction is usually regarded as a property of certain objects--sets, numbers, propositions, properties, etc. this
paper proposes that it be viewed instead as a feature of the languages or conceptual systems by means of which
we conceive such objects--specifically, the property of being predicate-poor. Thus there are no abstract objects-only possible concrete ones understood in the terms of language of various degrees of abstraction.
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Pap, Arthur. 1955. “Strict Implication, Entailment, And Modal Iteration”, Philosophical Review
64: 604-613.
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Pargetter, Robert and Barbara Davidson. 1980. “Possible Worlds and a Theory of Meaning for
Modal Language”, Australasian Journal of Philosophy 58: 380-387.

Possible world semantics has been seen by some as providing a plausible account of the meaning of modal
expressions in language. This account has been rejected by many philosophers because of ontological worries
about possible world. They claim either that the concept of a possible world is incomprehensible or that there
are no possible world other than the actual world. The possible world semantics is defended against such
claims. Comprehensibility is demonstrated by providing individuation and identity criteria for possible world.
Further, it is argued that the success of the possible world semantics, plus the absence of any preferable
alternative theory, constitutes evidence for the existence of (merely) possible worlds. Thus those who would
reject the possible world semantics as an account of the modalities in language must either provide grounds
other than those relating to the ontological commitments of the semantics for so doing, or develop a preferable
alternative theory.
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Peacocke, Christopher, 1997. “Metaphysical Necessity: Understanding, Truth and
Epistemology”, Mind 106: 521-574.
This paper presents an account of the understanding of statements involving metaphysical modality, together
with dovetailing theories of their truth conditions and epistemology. The account makes modal truth an
objective matter, whilst avoiding both Lewisian modal realism and mind-dependent or expressivist treatments
of the truth conditions of modal sentences. The theory proceeds by formulating constraints a world-description
must meet if it is to represent a genuine possibility. Modal truth is fixed by the totality of the constraints. To
understand modal discourse is to have tacit knowledge of the body of information stated in these constraints.
Modal knowledge is attained by evaluating modal statements in accordance with the constraints. The question
of the general relations between modal truth and knowability is also addressed. The paper includes a discussion
of which modal logic is supported by the presented theory of truth conditions for modal statements.
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Percival, Philip. 1992. “Thank Goodness That’s Non-Actual”, Philosophical Papers 21: 191213.
In contrast to Lewis at one extreme, and Prior at the other, Mellor treats time and modality disanalogously by
spatialising’ the former but not the latter. This asymmetrical position requires an argument for not spatialising
modality the temporal analogue of which isn’t equally persuasive. I consider whether the modal analogue of
Prior’s Thank goodness’ argument--which seems to be akin to an argument against Lewis by Adams--is one
such. I argue that it isn’t. I consider various means of resisting this argument, and show that all are no less
cogent than their analogues resisting Prior’s original temporal argument. Of these alternatives, the one which
refines ideas of Evans is defended in both the temporal and modal cases.
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Extended modal realism is David Lewis’s realism about possible worlds and their inhabitants. Takashi
Yagisawa has given the most serious defence in print of the conditional thesis that if Lewisian modal realism is
to be accepted, then extended modal realism is to be accepted. He has two (main) arguments for this thesis,
what I shall call the Parallel-Case Argument’ and the Theoretical-Benefits Argument’. A central issue in the
metaphysics of modality is whether Yagisawa’s thesis is right. My aim in this paper is to reject his thesis by
rebutting his two arguments in support of it.

Place, Ullin T. 1997. “‘De re’ Modality without Possible Worlds”, Acta-Analytica: 129-143.
A distinction is drawn between “de dicto” modality which is a matter of which propositions can, cannot and
must be “true”, given the laws of logic, and “de re” modality which is a matter of which situations (events or
states of affairs) can, cannot and must “exist”, given the laws of nature. It is argued that Kripke’s “de re”
modality, defined in terms of what is true in some possible world, no possible world and all possible worlds, is
an unsatisfactory amalgam of the two.
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is possible” is necessary; hence a necessary proposition is entailed by a contingent one, which contradicts
principle b. the author argues that what Hanson has actually shown is that the conjunction of “p is contingent”
with “p is logically impossible” is contradictory, which, he says, is quite different from what he claims to prove.
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de re, the idea that objects have both essential and accidental properties. The argument is developed by means
of the notion of possible worlds and ranges over key problems including the nature of essence, trans-world
identity, negative existential propositions, and the existence of unactual objects in other possible worlds. In the

final chapter the author applies his logical theories to the elucidation of two problems in the philosophy of
religion: the problem of evil and the ontological argument. The first of these, the problem of reconciling the
moral perfection and omnipotence of God with the existence of evil, can, he concludes, be resolved, and the
second given a sound formulation. The book ends with an appendix on Quine’s objection to quantified modal
logic.
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and that normal modal logics are therefore linguistically muddled, since they contain both modal and non-modal
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most of the philosophical problems associated with quantified modal logics vanish if modality is interpreted in
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possible interpretations of a given language, and possibility defined as “truth in some possible world” simply
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logics.
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presupposed by the model theory itself. Thus, the result is truly an ontology-free model-theoretic semantics for
modal languages. That is to say, getting genuine modal semantics out of the model theory is ontologically costfree. Since my extensional account is demonstrably no less adequate, and yet is at the same time more
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Among these are the question whether there is a translation procedure or a reduction of statements with
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‘There is a world at which P’ are read as elliptical for ‘According to the hypothesis of a plurality of worlds,
there is a world at which P’, the latter being no more ontological loaded than ‘According to Frege’s theory,
there is a set of all sets’. An analysis of modal discourse employing this fictionalist paraphrase is sketched--

roughly: ‘Possibly P’ is true iff according to the hypothesis of a plurality of worlds, there is a world at which P-and compared with Lewis’s realist construal of possible worlds talk.
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The ancient principle of distributivity of necessity (DN), that necessary propositions only entail necessary
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logical necessity and empiricist conceptions of mathematics. We contend, however, that the DC principle, and
minor modifications of it, are false; and accordingly that criticisms based on it carry no weight.
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What is it in virtue of which metaphysically modal statements are true or false? Some appeal to quantification
over possible worlds. But I suggest that there are reasons to wonder whether possible worlds (as developed by
Lewis and by Plantinga) are even relevant to modal truth. I then argue that there is a sense in which possible
worlds of a certain sort may be seen as relevant to modality. The “worlds” represent combinations allowable
under fixed constraints. On my account, for metaphysical modality, the important constraints have to do with
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sentences behave as ordinary singular terms. But the diagonal lemma still fails, and montague’s inconsistency is
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Seddon, George. 1972. “Logical Possibility”, Mind 81: 481-494.
Sellars, Wilfred. 1953. “Inference And Meaning”, Mind 62: 313-338.
This discussion is focused on the notions of inference in enthymeme expressions. This is presented as
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empiricist theory can account for the causal in terms of the noncausal. Based on an examination of causal
relations, laws of nature, counterfactual conditionals, and dispositions, it is argued that no reductive program
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