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Dispositions and Their Intentions

ANDREA BORGHINI

Abstract: Dispositional Realism is the view according o which some denizens of
reality — i, dispositions — are properties, may exist in the natural world, and
have an irreducible madal character. Amony Dispositional Realists, Charlie Mar-
tin, Ullin Place and George Molnar most notably argued that the madal character
of dispositions should be understood in terms of their intentionaly. Other Dispo-
sidonal Realists, most notably Stephen Mumford, challenged this understanding
of the modal character of dispasitions, In this Paper, | defend a fresh version of
the intentional understanding of dispositions. | start by distinguishing between
WO questions about properties, Tespectively addressing their identity conditions
and their individuation conditions. |, then, define categorical and .“__.mvommn.caw_

dividuation conditions, | conclude that the atribution of intentions is a concep-
tal tool introduced in arder 1o alleviate the burdensome task of specifying the
conditions of individuation of a disposition; however, such attribution does not
aftect the identity of a disposition.

Nominalists believe that there are no properties, but only particulars, Realists,
.:._mﬂn».._. believe that some denizens of reality are properties, Among the Real-
Ists, some are Dispositional Realists: they believe that some properties are
dispositions. Roughly, the latter are those entities with an irreducibly modal
character that may be instantiated by objects in the natural (ie., spatio-
temporal) world. Other Realists, deny the existence of dispositional proper-
tics, thereby denying Dispositional Realism,

In this paper, I shall assume Realism about properties. My aim will be to
provide a fresh understanding of Dispositional Realism, which gives some
merit to the view according to which dispositions have intentions.

L. Singling Out Properties

As the debate on the ontological status of properties grew consistenty over
the past few decades, it was enriched by the addition of an increasingly tech-
nical vocabulary; it is thereby convenient to start off by introducing two dis-
tinctions that we shall employ during the discussion,
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First distinction. There are two kinds of theories of properties: abundant
and sparse. Abundant theories incorporate the following principle:

AB:For any predicate within the language of the theory, there is a property.i

Sparse theories, on the other hand, reject AB. For a sparse theorist, what
properties there are cannot be established just by looking at the predicates
within the language of the theory, as only a few predicates single out a prop-
erty. In what follows, I shall endorse a sparse theory of properues.?

Second distinction. Some properties are said to be pure and some to be
impure. Impure propertics are those whose identity is fixed via reference to
some particular. For example, Dustin Hoffman's being cheerfil is identified via
reference to Dustin Hoffman. Pure properties are those that are identificd
without reference to any particular. For example, Being cheerful.* The discussion
that follows is concerned with pure properties. Derivatively, it might be ap-
plied to impure ones as well, although I shall not attempt to do so.

One of the problems for a theory according to which properties arc spar-
se and pure is to devise a criterion {or: some criteria) through which propet-
ties can be singled out. For example, suppose that, in the language of the
theoty, you have the predicate: “To be an clectron’; does such a predicate,
indeed, single out a property — Being an electron - or, rather, does it refer to an
array of properties, perhaps a gerrymandered one? 1 shall label this the Senoling
Out Question (SOQ):

SOQ:  Under what circumstances ought one to commit to the existence of a
property?

As I see it, SOQ is composed of two sub-problems: the 1dentity Question (IDQ)
and the Individuation Question (INQ):

IDQ:  What makes a property the property that it is?
INQ:  Under what conditions is the individuation of a praperty achicved?

IDQ is a metaphysical question: to tell what fixes the identity of a property is
to tell what makes it a unity (one property) and what distinguishes it from all
other properties. INQ is an epistemic problem: it concems the sort of cvi-
dence that is necessary to single out a property.

I Contrdictory predicates as well as predicates that give nse 1o logical paradoxes ought 1 be
excluded. lor a recent presentanon of AB, see Field 2004,

2 See Ammstrong 1979, Lewss 1986, 59-69, Swayer 1996, Mellor and Olrver 1997, 1-33, und Shatier
2004.

3 See Khamara 1988, Humberstone 1996, Langron 1998 and Langton and Lewis 1994,



206 Andrea Bogrhin

In what follows, [ shall first address IDQ and then INQ. My main argu-
ment will purport to show that the attribution of intentionality to disposi-
tional properties is done in connection with INQ and not with IDQ. And,
because of this, there is no need to attribute intentions to dispositions; yet, in

order to individuate dispositions, and to single them out, talk of intentions
comes in handy.

2. On the Identity of Properties I: Categorical and Dispositional
Entities

It is tarly ordinary to distinguish between two kinds of entities: categorical
and dispositional. Yet, it is a major point of controversy how the distinction
ought to be understood. The vase majority of the contestants focused on a
certain purported difference between dispositional and categorical ascriptions;
the first would entail conditionals, while the latter would not.4

Although this distinction enlightens a relevant side of the debate, to the
eve of the Dispositional Realist it proceeds from a methodological vice: it is
not through a linguistic distinction that we establish a metaphysical one. In
other words, it is not methodologically sound to invoke certain fearures of
ascriptions to substantiate differences among the ascribed entities. Linguistic
facts can be hints or guides to ontological facts; vet, the latter will need an
independent justification to be established., Here s the one I wish to propose
for telling apart categorical from dispositional entitics.

We start by saying that all properties have a qualitatite character, sometimes
labelled also nomic role.® This includes all aspects that each instance of a
Property entcrtains. Aspects are divided in two kinds, intrinsic and relational,
defined as follows:
lutrinsic apect: a feaure thar each instance of a property entertains regard-
less its environment.6
Relational aspect: 2 relation that each instance of a property entertains with

instances of other properties.”

4 Sec the discussion in Mellor 1974, Prior 1982, Poor 1983, Mumfurd 1998, 64-
to date overview, the article by Schrenk in this volume,
5 See. for example, Robinson 1993 and Shaffer 2K 15,

92, and, foran up

6 1 rejeat the existence of inmnsic aspects, as they cannor be individuared
Langton 2004 and Langron 1998, However,
atfect our discussion,

see lewts 2004,
I shall leave this point on a side here, as it does not

Sume prefer ro detine the qualitative chamcier in 4 way that renders the subjects of the relations
the particulars instanuaring the properties, rather than the properties themselves, In the sequel, |
shall speak as if the properties chemselves are related. | lowever, whar | will say shall aoe depend

e
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Thus, the qualitative character will be defined as follows:
Onalitative character of property P all the intninsic and relational aspects of P.

For example, the nomic role of Being a moleale of axygen .€E include, amang
others, that its instances will be related to instances of Being a molecule of bydro-

ing water. .
h«:»mwaw&p:hi:mmn and reladonal aspects may be causally efficacious: thar is,
they do, or may, bring about changes in R&_.a‘.. ,_._Em, identifying a property
with its qualitative character is to de it necessarily with (some of) the changes
thar it does and may bring about.

For some, however, this proposal is not adequate, as a property may par-
tially or completely change its qualitative nruhummn_. n.:.,_ still retain its _.._nE._D..
These postulate the existence of non-causally efficacious aspects, nw:rwm .&E&&-
Hies, such that each property — purportedly - has one and only one S:&S ua.,_
each quiddify belongs to one and only one praperty. Thus, .nrn quiddity of Beiny
a molecule of exygen will be peculiar to such a property and will make up, at least
partially, its identity.® ) . o o o

Although 1 am suspicious of the theoretical _u_u.:m_v___a. of quiddities, what
will say about the identity of properties will not .E:nn on érn%.r.n properucs
have quiddities. | shall, therefore, remain neutral with respect to this point.

Now, some aspects secem to be an u_iuwm-:n.sna‘.n_‘ affair when an in
stance of a property pussesses it, it is manifest at all times. _.A:n G.E_d_u_n. n-
stances of Being round are, at any time, round; instances of Being a \as\..m\. arc, at
all times, related to those of Being « child. In this sense, such a kind of aspecrs
can be labeled as categorical.

On the other hand, some aspects seem to be such that they can _.._.,._&r.zm
at a time and be manifested at another time. Instances of Bemg \Bﬁ\.\u for ex-
ample, are related only occasionally with those of Being broken. In this sense,
some aspects can be labeled as dispositional.” et i

We, thus, have a categorical ¢ dispositional distinction at the level of
propertics’ aspects:

on this choice and, with some cftorts, it s pussible w rewrire 16w thae the qualitame charicer
will involve relatons amony bearers of the propenies rather than inscances of the propertics

8 Sce Ammstrong 1989, Lewts 200+, and Shatfer 2005,

9 luis the convicuon of the majonity that all disposiuonal aspects are .F.r. Ol
[ shall employ “dispositional reladon” as svnonymuous with “dispesitional asp o
no more than a teaminulogical choiee: | shall aot acempt 0 undenmine the thess that there are
non-refanonad dispositions. or a recene discussion, see Mclatnck 2003,
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Categorical aspect; an aspect such that, when included in the qualita-
tive character of an instance of a property, is mani-
fest at all times,

Duspositional aspect: an aspect such that, when included in the qualit-

tive chamacter of an instance of a property, may
manitest at a ume and not manifest at another time,

It should be noted that these definitions are compatible with an aspect not
being shared by all instances of a property. Thus, it might be that different
instances of Bemg uranium do not share certain dispositional aspects. Whether
or not to accept such properties will depend on how strictly one defines the
identity of a property. I shall leave this issue open.

Can we derive, from this, a distinction at the level of properties too? The-
re are two ways of doing it. First way. Define categorical properties as those
whose qualitative character includes some and only categorical aspects; define
dispositional properties as those whose qualitative character includes some
and only dispositonal relations. An advocate of this view is Molnar 2003:

Categorical property 1 a property whose qualitative chamacter includes
some and only categorical aspects.
a property whose qualitative character includes

some and only dispositional aspects.

Dispositional property 1

Vecond nay. Define categorical properties as those whose qualitative character
includes some (but, perhaps, not only) categorical aspects; define dispositional
propertics as those whose qualitative character includes some (but, perhaps,
not only) dispositional aspects. An advocate of this view is Martin’s contribu-
tion to Armstrong ct al. 1996.14

Categontcal property 2: a property whose qualitative character includes
some categorical aspects.

a property whose qualitative character includes
sume dispositional aspects.

Daspasitional property 2

10\ dhurd way sees dispostional and catepornical properties as identical. That 1s, accarding 10 this
view there is no metaphvsical distinction berween categoncal and dispositionul aspects; still, both
disposiaonal and categorical ascapaons may have wuth-makers and these will be one and the
same kind of ennity. See for example Mumford 1998 and Heil 2003, As it shall become clear fus-
ther on, | shall not consuder this way, as | believe that it canaut properly accommodate for the
pamiuve madal character of disposigons. I (some) modal sentences are true i virtue of some
pramuuve modal entinies, and realicy includes cnritics char age non-madal, then it cannot be cla-
mcd that madal and non-modal entities are identical,

e o
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Only the first way can be properly said to define two kinds of properues; the
second way, just makes the categorical and the dispositional two aspeces of
properties. Indeed, all properties that entertain some, but not only, categorical
aspects will entertain some dispositional relations; and, vice versa, all properues
that entertain some, but not only, dispositional relations will entertain some
categorical aspects. So, the categorical and the dispasitional will not be dis-
tributed among propertics in a mutually exclusive way.

Now, to clarify the distinction, an advocate of the second way might in-
troduce a distinction between essential and accidental aspects — call this second
sgy*. Even if a property has both categorical and dispositional aspects, only
one or the other kind can be essential to the property. Thus, the distinction
will be as follows:

Categorical property 2*: a property whose qualitative character includes
some essential aspects and these are all cateporical.
Dispasitional property 2% a property whose qualitative character includes

some essential aspects and these are all disposi-

tonal.

Furthermore, the advocate of the second way* might also introduce a milder
distinction amonyg dispositional and categorical properties as follows:

Aspect categorical property.  a property whose qualitative character includes
some categorical aspects, but it is not auwegorical 2+,

AAspect dispositional property: a property whose qualitative character includes
some dispositional aspects, but it is not dispusitional
23

More below, we shall draw further considerations regarding the two ways, We
can for now conclude that, whichever we choose, we have two kunds of as-
pects and, derivatively, two kinds of properties.

3. On the Identity of Properties 11: Primitive Modalities
We shall now consider IDQ with respect to the two kinds of properties: what

makes a categorical property the property it is? And, what makes a disposi-
tional property the property that it is?
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Presumably i) the identity of a Categorical property will be fixed by its as-
pects as well as by s quiddity (if it has one). The identity of a &uvo.m_.n.o:p_
Property, on the other hand, will be fixed by the relations thar it 45 disposed to
entertain with other Propertics as well as by its quiddsty (if it has one),

While many are ready to accepe categorical Pa.%nnnm of properties

number of arguments against the possibility of a reduction has grown

Ama.:ﬂnavoga, theories of modality recognize that some sentences that
contain madal terms (briefly: modal sentences) are irreducible, Thus if we
_un__n,‘n. that modal sentences have g truth-value, we need to make _,9.5_ for
~.rr. existence of some irreducibly modal entities. For many years it was be-
lieved that David Lewis’s modal realism Was an exception to this: however, a
::572..% criticisms has now shown that modal realism might m.& to n_nmm.n
modal facts in terms of non-modal ones.!t The Purpose of a metaphysjcal
theory of madality can, indeed, be seen as that of providing muamv»wwao
account of the irreducibly modal entities, K
) .}..:::m the Proposals, the so-called nodalist Position, as it has been de-
fended _3 Forbes 1985, Lorbes 1989 and Chihara 1998 i perhaps the most
__vn_,n._. It accepts all sorts of mada) Propositions ~ withaug regard to cheir
constituents — a5 Primitively modal, Fach Propuosition, whose translation into
the E.:rEuxn of 2 madal semantics (a Kripke-style possible waorlds semantics)
contuns some occurrences of the symbols 0’ or ‘@, js 4 primitive modal
Proposition, and it carries 2 reterence to primitive modal entities (presumabl
primitive modal propositions themselves, or Primitive modal facts or states nwm..
EE.@. Among the constituengs of the primitive modal Propositions there are
entitics u.m all sorts: members of the natural world, abstrace _.:.nnrc:_nc.n& enti-
ues, fictional entities, and what else you may have to add to the list,

I Tar some, the _._nm:: of a i
: b \ propeny will be enurely fixed b / : vhat i
rliso o e o y tixed by the quddety, no matier what irs
& rﬂ:..ﬁ the many ¢ mtnbutions arguinian favor of chys side of the debate, or nnr::ﬂ._na? r its
“An_: _n;“:».:“.m. .Mrﬂ Manley and Wasserman 2ug, Malnar 2003, Malnar 1999, Lellis 2000, B
S0 Mumtord 1998, Mellor 2000, M P  Han %
s Mellop . Mellor 1974, Marun 1994, Pupper 1990, Hapre (970 and

13 See Shalke woski 1994, Nelia 20 13, Divers 202, Camenm 2008, Denby 2K+ and Borghing 207

Bia 26= = iae
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On the other hand, some believe that not all apparently modal proposi-
tions need to be regarded as primitive. Rather, we ought to select cerrain
propositions as irreducibly modal or, perhaps, some entitics embedded in
those propositions; all other modal propositions will, then, be explained in
terms of those. Thus, for example, for the linguistic ersatist, primitive modal
Propositions invulve linguistic entitics; for the combinatorialist, primitive
modal propositions are re-combinations of actual entities; for the ficuonalist,
they are all entities of a ficton,

The Dispositional Realist has, fundamentally, two options: being a mo-
dalist or endorsing a dispositional theory of possibulity — a recently advanced theory,
according to which all modal sentences are interpreted as ateributions of pn-
mitive dispositions (see Borghini and Williams 2008). The other options are
not open. Indeed, the Dispositional Realist claims that (at least some) disposi-
tions — that is: certain modal entities — belong to the (actual) natural world;
however, all ather theories deny this: according to them, modal entities are —
for example ~ linguistic entities, or fictions, or re-combinations of actual enti-
ties, or concrete worlds other than the actual.

But, the extreme liberaliry of the modalist might be unpalatable o mose
Dispositional Realists, for two reasons. The first has to do with the business
of linguistic reduction, Most Dispositional Realists include dispositions a-
mong the primitive modal entities on account thar vou cannot apparently
reduce dispositional talk to talk of categorical entities. Bur, for the probabilis-
tic, mathematical, or counterfacrual propositions we mighr find a reduction,
Indeed, that is what the dispositional theory of possibility claims: thar all mo-
dal talk can ultimately be interpreted as dispositional talk; thar 15, as attributing
some dispositional propertes (or: relations) to certain entities,

The second reason is metaphysical. The Dispositional Realist will not (or:
ought not to) accept a proliferation of the kinds of modal primitives, Drsposi-
tions are propertes; hence, metaphysical simplicity suggests secking for an
explanation according to which all maodal primitives are propertics. The me-
dalist, on the other hand, will typically endorse a view according to which
modal primitives are facts or situations or states of affairs racher than proper-
ties.

Whether the Dispositional Realist be a modulist or a dispositionalist, the tol-
lowing moral can be drawn for present purposes: if you accept thar disposi-
tions are real, then you need to look no further for your madal primitives
when it comes to disposition ascriptions. The modalis will not attempt o
reduce dispositions to some other kinds of entities; and the dispositionalist by
definition ~ will do the same.

From this follows that the so-called identity theory of dispositions, ac-
cording to which dispositional and categorical properties are identical, falls
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mark that has gone unnoticed so far in the disposition debate. If you take
maodal sentences at face value, possibility and actuality cannot coincide. I is
obvious that there are possibilities that are not actualized. Thus, it is obvious
that there are modal entities that are distinct from actual ones. But, disposi-
tions are a kind of modal entities; and many dispositions are never mani-
tested; hence, dispositions cannot be identical to some non-modal entities.

In other words: if you take modal sentences at face value, the realm of the
possible and the one of the actual are distinet. For the Dispositional Realist,
dispositions represent part of (if not all) the realm of the pussible; hence, they

cannot be identical with the realm of the acrual, Indeed, by definition, a Dis-

combinations, or of linguistic entities, or of concrete worlds other than our
own. What the Dispositional Realist accepts is that the realm of the possible
and the one of the actual may both be part of the (actual) natural world, as
dispositions may belong to objects in the natural world,

Let us now explore a little further the Peculiarity of dispositons as modal
primitives. A modal primitive is an entity which expresses a possibility: that a
certain situation cun, could bave, might ... obuain, If we say that dispositions are
modal primitives, we are accepting that certain situations are disgposed to obtain,
This, roughly, means that they will obtain, if certain conditions will also gb-
tain; but, this is no definition of the entity in question: it is just an tllustration,
a tool that is useful for us to talk about the entity in question.

Dispositions are a ductile madal primitive, They belong to a certain onto-
logical category ~ namely, propertics; yer, it is left open to what sort of indi-
viduals (if any) chey are ascribed. Thus, you may find dispositions ascribed to
entities in the nacural world as well as 1o mathematical entities, social instiry-
tions, fictional entities, or any other realm of being one might envisage. This
gives a great explanatory power to the Dispasitional Realist, at the cost of
admitting one kind of propertics.

To accept that some madal primitives thrive in the natural world poses
obvious epistemic worries: it amounts to giving plausibility to the hypathesis
thar there might be infinice features of our environment that lie hidden to us,
Sill, we also have strong reasons to swallow this Pill. And, we ought to resist
the temptation to make the swallowing less unpleasant by trying to further
explain the ontological structure of our madal primitives,

Dispositions are just that: primitive properties, perhaps always lying hid-
den to our SeAsory perceptions. Joe enjoys the property Being a fatber, along
the same lines, pethaps he enjoys the property Being brare in wartime; bur, (ho-
pefully) we might never find that out. Both entities are Properties: if you can,

4 Joran expasition of the wdenoy thes s see Mumtord 1998 and Hed 2003,
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can, ontologically speaking, make sense of the first, you ought to be able to
make sense also of the latter. T o .

The only difference between categorical and dispasitional entities consisrs
in the fact that the latter, sometimes, lie hidden to our senses. Yet, this ouyht
to be no scandak: if you accept that modal vaovcm_m:.:.m have a.Eﬂréu_cnm.
then you ought to accept that there are some Bc&_._ entities that lic hidden to
your senses. Perhaps, it is a scandal that such entities belong w the natural
world: but this calls for an epistemic justification, rather than a further analy
sis of the metaphysical nature of those entities. Metaphysically speaking, the
afe just properties, | )

However, some Dispositional Realists have given in 1 the temptaton,
For example, Martin and Pfeifer 1986, Place Goo. Place’s n:._._wnvcn_::. to
Armstrong et al. (1996, 19-33) and Molnar 20( _.w.5<cr.n.,_ an additional notion
to explain the metaphysical nature of &m_u.:m_cc:.m" intentrons. ../nn...:,nr:m a
their proposal, intentionality is the mark of n_,_n.m.m?ww_nc:&. By intention
here it is not meant that plan to carry out a certain action; n:_._n.... that E:.:F.
of a mind to be in a state, which is about something without being that ~E.:r~.
Joe can ‘intend’ the apple in front of him, 532«" Vnim that nv_u_w or ?.:.SHr.
the apple as a part of himself, Along the same lines, if the glass is fragile, it
means that it ‘intends’ breaking, whose state would be revealed where the
right circumstances to obtain.

From this, a debate ensued on whether dispositions ought to ?.n undcr-
stood ~ at the metaphysical level ~ in terms of intentions or, rather, in terms
of other kinds of entities, such as functions (for the latter supgestion, sce
Mumford 1999; for a reply, Place 1999). Bug, in light of iru.n we have ,,..Ep_. i
should be clear that dispositions ought not to be understood in terms of other
modal notions.

Still, invoking intentions can be useful; not to answer 1DQ, rather, to un-
swer INQ. To this task we shall now turn.

4. On The Individuation Of Properties I: Categorical Properties

Suppose you agree that there are both categorical and &m_u:u,::.:u_.r.:::n,.
You ought to wonder, next, how the individuation of these entities is achic-
ved. : g o

At first, ket us brieflv consider categorical entities. Presumably, those tha
inhabit the natural world will be individuated in terms of the way they mani-
fest themsclves to our senses. Those that do not inhabit the narural 5.:1»_4 (1f
there are any) will be individuated in terms of the concepts through which
they are expressed to us, be those concepts abstractions from scnson expen-
eNCes Or d prior,
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Llere we find an argument in favor of the second wuy (and the second way*) of
defining categorical and dispositional propertes: the way that allows for a
property of a kind to entertain aspects of the other kind. Indeed, in order to
individuate a categorical property, we need to postulate that it is capable of
dispositional relations, namely, certain ways in which the property interacts
with an observer.

‘Thus, it is natural to detine a categorical property as that entity which,
under normal conditions, is disposed to bring about certain sensory or con-
ceptual experiences in a subject. Being red will bring about, under certain stan-
dard conditions, the visual experience of red; Being an equtlateral triangle will
bring about, under certain standard conditions, the conceptual experience of
an equilateral triangle.!s

The disposition to bring about a sensory or conceptual experience will
not be the defining aspect of a categorical property. However, if we would
not allow the property to have such an aspect, we could not account for its
capacity of being individuated. This capacity need not be an essential aspect
of the property; that is, the property might exist, even if unknowable. Sell, it
seems to be an essential aspect to the individuation of the property.

We should ~ at this point ~ mention an alternative explanation, which
does not compel the acceprance of the second way of defining categorical and
relational propertics. Perhaps, individuation is not a dispositional relation
between an individuating subject and an individuated entity; rather, it is just a
state of the subject. In other words: epistemic attitudes are not part of the
qualitative aspects of a property. So, there is no dispositional relation involved
and no need to attribute dispositional aspects to categorical properties. 6

I shall, for the time being, leave open the choice as to which explanation
has more merit. Either way, the individuation of a categorical property will
tnvolve some form of evidence remarking the existence of categurical aspects.
And, for present purposes, it is relevant to stress that such evidence may be
achieved through the senses. We cannot make a similar claim with respect to
dispositional aspects. This is what puzzles their detractors.

5. On The Individuation Of Properties II: Dispositional Properties

If disposidonal aspects cannot be individuated in terms of the way they reveal
to our senses ~ as, indeed, they might never be revealed — how then shall we
account for their individuation? This is where invoking the intentional character
of a disposition comes in handy.

13 Different, hut related anguments are offerd also o Frnkhn 1988 and Blackburm 1990,
16 For dhis view, see Ducasse 1942, Chishalm 1957, Sellars 1967, Tve 1984, and Themas 2013,
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The intention of a disposition is, simply, the situation that the property is
disposed to bring about, if the right conditions obtain, Fragility has the inten-
tion of breaking, were the right conditions to obtain, It is important to stress
that no self-consciousness is typically attributed to the intentonal character of
dispositions.!” Indeed, the defenders of the intentional character of disposi-
dans reject the so-called Brentano thesis, according to which intentionality is
both necessary and sufficient for telling apart the psychalogacal and the non-
psychological. (For a detailed discussion, see Molnar 2003, 6U-81.)

I believe that Martin and Pfeifer, Place, and Molnar’s aim is noble, Flav
ing to defend the relatively novel Dispositional Realism, they attempted o
dlasify the concept of a disposition in order to clarity the conditions under
which dispositions may be singled out. However, it is my conviction that a
mistake lies at the foundation of their explanation.

The problem with singling out dispositions does not call Dispositional
Bealists to revise the primitive modal character of dispousitions. t is not a
metaphysical clarification that is called for. As primitive modal entites, dispo-
gitions are no more mysterious than re-combinations, ersat linguistic entitics
or worlds other than our own. Each of those categonies 18 supposed to pos-
sess an irreducibly modal character: they are combinations, propositions,
warlds that cou/d have been actual.

Rather, the problem with singling out dispositions has to do with the dit-
ficulty in individuating them. Dispositions may lic hidden for their entre
existence: how can we even start tatking about them? It is here that one can
appeal to the situation that a disposition intends to bring about. Intenuonal
talk is a conceptual ladder used to individuate dispositions.

In connection with the difficulties associated with the individuation of
dispositions, we shall now consider a problem affecting the defininon of the
qualitative character of a property. Thus far, we have taken for granted that
the qualitative character is made out by a multiplicity of aspects. But, when we
move to consider INQ, this claim reveals to be not as innocuous as it might
at first appear,

Suppose that each instance of a property has mulrtiple aspects (be them
dispasitional or categorical). Suppose also that the aspects are such thar chey
are shared among different properties. Then, in order to individuate prop-
erty one would have to individuate all of its aspects; to individuate some but
not all, might leave indeterminate which property is under consideration. Bur,
aspects might be infinite. 1 lence, individuation might never be achicved.

We could, then, suppose that properties can share aspects only to a im
ited extent. This, however, burdens the theory with the task of finding out
those aspects of a property that can be shared and those that are specaitic. ‘The

17 See Marn and Pfetter 1986, Place 1999 Place 1996 and Meloar X663
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nisk 1s chat, in order to ease the task of individuation, we end up positing ad
hac aspects for each property.

Finally, we could suppose that aspects are exclusive: they cannot be
shared ar all amony ditferent properties. This would render the theory even
more unpalatable, though. Fven assuming that intrinsic aspects can be re-
arded as exclusive to each Property, it seems to run against evidence to say
that relations among properties are exclusive, For example Being a mother and
Being a father seem to share a relationship with Being a chitd,

Then, why not to consider each aspect a property on its own? For exam-
ple, ‘Being a mother’ would not count, under this view, as a genuine property;
rather, it would be the name of two properties: Being a parent and Being u female,
each of those properties would have Just one aspect: Beung o parent would have
a relationship to Being u child; Being d@ female would have a relationship to - say ~
the property of being a certain reproductive organ.

This proposal implics a bizarre ontology of properties: a property would
be endrely constituted either by an intrinsic or by a relational aspect. No
property could entertain more than one relation with another. This seems to
run counter to our evidence too, Consider, for example, a dispositional prop-
erty; on the face of it, such a property seems to require a relation to a vast
number of other Properties in order to be manifested,

S0, which option should we choose? | shall make a plea for the first one,
To individuate a pProperty is a hard task and, perhaps, it cannot ever be fully
achieved. Dispositional Properties offer a handy illustration, Determining the
properties to which a dispositional property is related proved to be hopeless,
in most cases. It is for this reason that disposition ascriptions cannot be ana-
lvzed in terms of conditionals. And, it is for this reason that the conceptual
ladder of the intentional character comes in handy when we wane to individu-

ate a disposition.

Invoking the intentional character is a ol to focus the task of individua-
tion on a small number of properties: those embedded in the situation for
which the dispositional Property has an intention. Talk of intentions, how-
ever, does not affect the identity conditions of a dispositional property; and it
does not solve the impasse of spelling out all the aspects included in the quali-
tative character of a Property; more modestly, it alleviates the tmpusse, by fo-
cusing only on those aspects that the property seems to have an active role in

bringing about,
6. Conclusions

A debate has spanned on whether Dispositional Realists’ attribution of an
intentional character to dispositions made of them panpsychists or meij-
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nongianists. I believe both of those allegations can be _.nmnnﬂﬁj. Ummv:.ac,::,,,
are modal primitives. As such, they do not compel us to the literal existence
of intentions or to entities that exist in a different sense than actual entirics.
More simply, disposiuons compel us to the existence of enities (i.c., disposi-
tional aspects) that bring about changes in reality, but not in a permanent way.

However, we invoke inteations in order to individuate dispositions. g._.:z
has to do with the general business of singling out the entities we are .,_nu__:n.
with, not with the business of defining the identity of such entitics. Talk of
intentions helps to alleviate the difficulties we face n individuating a disposi-
tional property.
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