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CURTIS BROWN

THE NECESSARY A POSTERIORI: A RESPONSE TO TICHY

(Received 19 August, 1983)

I. INTRODUCTION

Pavel Tichy, in a recent article,' argues that Saul Kripke’s purported examples
of necessary a posteriori truths? are unsuccessful. I am sympathetic to some
of Tichy’s assumptions and to some of his conclusions. But his arguments
seem misguided to me, and I will try to explain why.

The paper proceeds as follows. In Section II, I discuss Tichy’s criticism of
Kripke’s treatment of the Hesperus-Phosphorus example. That criticism is
seen to rest on the assumption that sentences which express the same proposi-
tion are interchangeable in epistemic contexts, an assumption Kripke would
not accept. Nevertheless a revised version of Tichy’s criticism may be success-
ful.

In the rest of the paper I adopt Tichy’s assumption and explore what
someone who, unlike Kripke, accepts it might say about the necessary a
posteriori. In Section III I quickly develop the idea that we have attitudes to
some propositions indirectly in virtue of our attitude to other propositons. In
Sections IV, V, and VI, I employ this idea to criticize some of Tichy’s argu-
ments. Section VII provides a brief conclusion and a tentative suggestion
about how one might reformulate the positivist doctrine that the necessary
and the a priori coincide.

It will be convenient to begin with a comment on the term ‘@ priori’ and
‘a posteriori’. Kripke uses these terms as adverbs modifying ‘knows’. A
proposition is known a priori if it is known independently of experience, and
is known a posteriori if it is known by means of experience.

Tichy uses the terms ‘a priori’ and ‘a posteriori’ in a way Kripke avoids, as
adjectives modifying ‘proposition’. Tichy’s use can be defined in terms of
Kripke’s as follows: a proposition is a priori if it can be known a priori; a
posteriori if it is not a priori, i.e., if it cannot be known a priori.?

Mixing these two uses together yields an odd-sounding asymmetry: an a
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priori proposition can, for all the definitions tell us, be known a posteriori,
while an a posteriori proposition cannot be known a priori. Tichy’s adjectival
use is helpful for some purposes: it is needed to express simply the positivist
thesis that the a priori and the necessary coincide and that the a posteriori
and the contingent coincide. But I will for the most part restrict myself to
Kripke’s adverbial use.

II. IDENTITY STATEMENTS

The first example Tichy discusses is the infamous case of Hesperus and
Phosphorus. On Kripke’s view as defended in Naming and Necessity (pp.
101-105), we can find out only after empirical investigation that Hesperus =
Phosphorus. But it is necessarily the case that Hesperus = Phosphorus. So it
seems that there is something which is necessary and which can be known
only a posteriori.

Tichy criticizes Kripke’s use of this example as follows. He first provides
a very brief argument that we can know a priori that Hesperus = Phosphorus
(232). This argument may be reconstructed as follows:

4] The proposition that Phosphorus is Hesperus is identical with the
proposition that Phosphorus is Phosphorus.
2 I can know a priori that Phosphorus is Phosphorus.

Therefore,
3) I can know a priori that Phosphorus is Hesperus.

(1) is taken to follow from Kripke’s views on proper names.* (2) seems un-
controversial. And the argument from (1) and (2) to (3) seems straight-
forward. (It is not, as we shall see.)

Since (3) seems obviously true given assumptions Kripke accepts, Tichy
is led to suggest that Kripke is guilty of a sort of use-mention confusion. That
is, when Kripke says that we can know only a posteriori that Phosphorus is
Hesperus, he means rather that we can know only @ posteriori that the
sentence Phosphorus is Hesperus’ is true. Thus, on Tichy’s view, there is
no one thing which is necessary and can be known only a posteriori. There is
one thing, the proposition that Phosphorus is Hesperus, which is necessary
but can be known a priori, and there is another thing, the proposition that
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the sentence Phosphorus is Hesperus’ is true, which can be known only
a posteriori but which is contingent, not necessary.

Now let us return to the argument from (1) and (2) to (3). The argument
may seem straightforward, but it is not. The argument presupposes, roughly,
that if I know a priori that P, and P is the same proposition as Q, then I know
a priori that Q.° It presupposes that sentences which express the same proposi-
tion are interchangeable in epistemic contexts.

This is a natural assumption. It fits into a neat semantics for propositional
attitude sentences which parallels the semantics of sentences involving possi-
bility and necessity operators. It meshes with a view of knowledge, belief, and
other attitudes which construes them as relations between people and proposi-
tions, and with a view of the semantics of ‘Joe knows that S’°, ‘Joe believes
that S’, etc., according to which these sentences state that the relevant rela-
tion holds between Joe and the proposition expressed by S.

Natural and appealing as this picture may be, it is not one which Kripke
is prepared to accept. If Tichy’s assumption were correct — if sentences which
express the same proposition were interchangeable in epistemic contexts —
then coreferential names would be interchangeable in epistemic contexts,
since changing a sentence by substituting for one proper name another with
the same reference will always produce a new sentence which expresses the
same proposition as the old one. That Kripke is not committed to this view
(which he calls a “Millian substitutivity doctrine”) is suggested by Naming
and Necessity and made explicit in ‘A Puzzle About Belief:®
I would emphasize that there need be no contradiction in maintaining that names are
modally rigid, and satisfy a substitutivity principle for modal contexts, while denying
the substitutivity principle for belief contexts. The entire apparatus elaborated in “Naming
and Necessity” of the distinction between epistemic and metaphysical necessity, and of
giving a meaning and fixing a reference, was meant to show, among other things, that a
Millian substitutivity doctrine for modal contexts can be maintained even if such a

doctrine for epistemic contexts is rejected. “Naming and Necessity” never asserted a
substitutivity doctrine for epistemic contexts.

Kripke takes the “official position” that “it would be foolish to draw any
conclusion, positive or negative, about substitutivity” (p. 269), but in a foot-
note nevertheless goes so far as to say that “in the case of ‘Hesperus’ and
‘Phosphorus’ ... it is more plausible to suppose that the two names are defi-
nitely not interchangeable in belief contexts” (Note 43, p. 280).

Tichy’s only evidence that Kripke could not literally mean that we cannot
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know a priori that Hesperus is Phosphorus is the above short argument that
we obviously can know this @ priori. Since Kripke would not accept a crucial
assumption of the short argument, there is no need to take seriously Tichy’s
proposed reinterpretation of Kripke as confusing use and mention.”

Nevertheless, a version of Tichy’s criticism that the thing which is necessary
and the thing which can only be known a posteriori are different things may
still be appropriate.

If we use the term ‘proposition’ in such a way that sentences which are
alike except for interchange of coreferential names express the same proposi-
tion, then it seems legitimate to translate “It is necessarily the case that
Phosphorus is Hesperus” into “The proposition that Phosphorus is Hesperus
is such that: it is necessary” (or: “is necessarily true’). But if ‘proposition’
is used in this way, and the substitutivity principle for names is false for
epistemic contexts, then we cannot likewise translate “One can only know
a posteriori that Phosphorus is Hesperus” into “The proposition that Phos-
phorus is Hesperus is such that: one can only know it @ posteriori.” So we
cannot infer that there is something which is both necessary and such that
one can only know it a posteriori.

If the substitutivity principle for names is false in epistemic contexts, then
sentences like ‘Joe knows that S’ do not ascribe to Joe as an object of his
knowledge the proposition expressed by §; such sentences do not state a
relation between a person and the proposition expressed by S. This could
be because they ascribe, in context, a relation between a person and some
other proposition.® But it seems more congenial to Kripke’s views to suppose
that ‘Joe knows that S’ states a relation between Joe and some non-proposi-
tional entity which is expressed or determined by S, some semantic value
of § other than the proposition it expresses. Call the relevant semantic value,
whatever it turns out to be, the “meaning” of S. Then it is the proposition
expressed by S that is necessary, but the meaning of S which can only be
known a priori; and the proposition and the meaning are different things.’

III. INDIRECT BELIEF

We have seen that Tichy presupposes something which Kripke would not
grant: roughly, that coreferential names are interchangeable in epistemic
contexts. But while Kripke would not grant this assumption, I am quite
prepared to; I shall suppose for the remainder of this paper that it is correct.!®
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In this section, I will introduce briefly the idea that we sometimes believe
one proposition indirectly, in virtue of believing a different proposition. With
this notion in hand, it will be easy to see where several of Tichy’s arguments
go wrong.

It is often the case that there are propositions P and Q such that one
believes P, one believes Q, and one believes P in virtue of believing Q. I will
present an example, and then explain more fully what I mean.

It is reasonably uncontroversial that in some cases in which a de dicto
belief ascription is true of one, a corresponding de re ascription is also true of
one. For instance, consider Joe, who is sitting at his desk staring at Carl, a
cup. The following de dicto ascription is true:

Joe believes that the cup he sees is on his desk.

This seems a case in which it is legitimate to take Joe’s belief as being about a
particular cup, Carl. So the corresponding de re ascription is also true:

The cup Joe sees is such that: Joe believes that it is on his desk.

The expression ‘the cup Joe sees’ is, in this second sentence, in referentially
transparent position, and the cup Joe sees is Carl. So the following ascription
is also true:

Carl is such that: Joe believes that it is on his desk.

Now, on Kripke’s view there is no difference, in modal contexts, between the
truth conditions of de dicto and de re readings of sentences involving proper
names. No doubt he would deny the analog of this view for belief. But we
have been assuming that the semantics of belief-sentences parallels that of
modal sentences; if so, the above de re attribution should have the same
truth conditions as this de dicto one:

Joe believes that Carl is on his desk.

So Joe believes one proposition, that Carl is on his desk, in virtue of believing
another, that the cup he sees is on his desk.

There are several things to notice about this example. First, the two
propositions believed really are different: there are possible situations in
which the cup Joe sees is on his desk but in which Carl is not on his desk. If
belief is regarded as a relation between a person and a proposition, we have
here two different beliefs. Thus to say that Joe believes one thing in virtue
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of believing another is not to say that attribution of the former belief follows
from attribution of the latter together with a substitutivity principle. Such
an argument could be successful only if both attributions ascribed belief in
the same proposition.

Second, although the two beliefs are different, both reflect the very same
mental state (at least in the narrow sense in which one’s mental states are
intrinsic or nonrelational features of one, or in which one’s mental state
supervenes on the physical and phenomenological facts about one). The
psychological facts about Joe which make it legitimate to describe him as
believing that the cup he sees is on his desk also license describing him as
believing that Carl is on his desk. No extra mental fact is needed to license the
second ascription. (In particular, Joe does not accept the sentence ‘Carl is on
my desk’: ‘Carl’ is our name for Carl, not Joe’s.) Thus to say that Joe believes
one thing in virtue of believing another is not to say that he infers the former
from the latter. Inference involves a change in mental state, but both proposi-
tions are believed in virtue of being in the very same mental state.

Third, the fact that Joe believes that Carl is on his desk is due only partly
to narrowly psychological facts about Joe. It is also due partly to facts about
the world independent of Joe’s mental state: in particular, the fact that the
cup currently in front of him is Carl. Suppose that the cup in front of him
had been Karl, a cup indistinguishable from Carl. Then he could have been in
the very same mental state, believed that the cup he saw was on his desk,
and thereby believed not that Carl was on his desk but rather that Karl was
on his desk. The proposition that the cup he sees is on his desk thus character-
izes Joe’s mental state more precisely and more nearly essentially than the
proposition that Carl is on his desk.!?

Indirect belief is rather like indirect perception. The facing surface of an
apple is a different object than the apple itself; to see the one object is not
the same as to see the other. But one might see both in virtue of being in one
and the same perceptual state; if so one sees the whole apple indirectly, in
virtue of seeing its facing surface.

The example of Joe and Carl provides one case in which one believes a
singular proposition in virtue of believing a general proposition. But not
every belief in a general proposition gives rise to a corresponding belief in a
singular proposition. If so then, Roscoe being the tallest spy, one would,
simply in virtue of believing that the tallest spy is a spy, believe that Roscoe
is a spy, and this seems wrong.!?> For our present purposes we need not
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formulate a general principle giving the conditions under which one believes
a singular proposition in virtue of believing a general one.!® It will be enough
to see that any instance of the following schema is correct:

If someone, x, believes the general proposition that the unique
object currently producing in him sensations F has property G,
and in fact the object producing F in x is object @, and x perceives
a, then x believes the singular proposition that 2 has G.

For surely one is sufficiently en rapport with an object one is currently per-
ceiving to have de re beliefs about it.

I suspect that the little principle above remains true if we substitute
‘knows’ for every occurrence of ‘believes’. But there are some reasons to doubt
this. Kripke himself avoids problems peculiar to knowledge by alternating
between e.g. ‘knows a posteriori’ and ‘believes on the basis of a posteriori
evidence’ (see p. 35). Where my argument depends on the above principle, I
will speak of belief rather than knowledge; for brevity I will abbreviate ‘comes
to believe on the basis of a priori evidence’ as ‘discovers a priori’ and ‘comes
to believe on the basis of a posteriori evidence’ as ‘discovers a posteriori’.

IV. CAN WE DISCOVER NECESSARY TRUTHS 4 POSTERIORI?

I have committed myself to the assumption that coreferential names are inter-
changeable in epistemic (and doxastic) contexts. I thus accept, as Kripke
probably would not, the short argument that we can know a priori that
Phosphorus is Hesperus. Kripke has thus not shown (at least not, by means of
this example, to those who accept interchange of coreferential names in
epistemic contexts) that there are necessary propositions which we cannot
discover a priori.** But he has shown something very interesting: that there
are necessary propositions which we can (and do) discover a posteriori.

I take Kripke to have made exactly parallel points about the contingent
a priori and the necessary a posteriori: he has shown that there are some
contingent propositions which we discover a priori (though they can be
discovered a posteriori), and that there are some necessary propositions
which we discover a posteriori (though we may also discover them a priori).
But because of the asymmetric definitions of ‘@ priori’ and ‘a posteriori’ as
adjectives, the former point counts asa demonstration that there are contingent
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a priori propositions, while the latter point does not count as a demonstra-
tion that there are necessary a posteriori propositions.

I suspect that Tichy would deny that Kripke has shown even that we can
discover necessary propositions a posteriori. That he would is suggested for
example by his discussion of another purported necessary a posteriori truth,
the proposition that heat is molecular motion. Tichy argues roughly that this
is not what scientists discovered: rather, they discovered “that our heat sen-
sations normally occur just in case molecular motion in our immediate environ-
ment reaches a certain level, and they posited a causal link” (234). Tichy
thus seems to want to say, first, that we did discover the (contingent) truth
that:

“4) The cause of our heat sensations is molecular motion
and, second that we did not discover the (necessary) truth that:
(5) Heat is molecular motion.

I agree with the first claim. I even grant that the proposition expressed by (4)
in some sense describes our cognitive state more accurately than the proposi-
tion expressed by (5). But I deny the second claim. On the view presented in
the previous section, we discovered (4) and thereby discovered (5). Not that
(4) and (5) represent the same proposition, or that we inferred (5) from (4);
rather, we believe (5) in virtue of believing (4), in the sense of the previous
section.

It is possible to argue, as I suspect Tichy would, that it is literally incorrect
to describe our discovery as a discovery of (5), as the discovery that heat is
molecular motion. Really, one might say, we don’t discover (5); we only dis-
cover (4), that the cause of our heat sensations is molecular motion.

But I don’t see how one could give grounds for this claim without deny-
ing generally that we have attitudes toward singular propositions in virtue of
having attitudes toward general ones. But it seems likely that all our attitudes
toward singular propositions (except perhaps some of those involving our-
selves, the present time, and our current location) are ones we have only in
virtue of our attitudes toward general propositions.!® So the view under con-
sideration would have wide-ranging sceptical consequences: not only would
we not know very many of the things we say we do, we wouldn’t even believe
a great many of the things we say we do! Insisting that really we discovered
only that the cause of heat sensations is molecular motion is like insisting that
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really we see only an object’s facing surface and not the object itself. In either
case the result is scepticism.

V. ESSENTIAL PROPERTIES

Some of Kripke’s purported examples of the necessary a posteriori are
examples of attributions of essential properties to objects. Led Fred be a
certain table. It seems that we can find out that Fred is made of wood. Yet
(Kripke suggests), if Fred is made of wood, it could not have been made of
anything else: the proposition that Fred is made of wood is necessary.

In Section IV, I conceded that, granting substitutivity for coreferential
names, we can know a priori that Phosphorus is Hesperus; I went on to
defend the view that we can also know it a posteriori. I am certain that we
can also discover a posteriori that Fred is made of wood; but I am unclear as
to whether we can discover this a priori. At least the same short argument will
not show that we can.!®

Tichy attacks these purported examples of the necessary a posteriori by
way of an attack on Kripke’s essentialism. The attack arises from Kripke’s
account of the apparent contingency of certain necessary truths. We some-
times say things of this sort: it could have turned out that Elizabeth II was
bomn of different parents; it might have been that Fred was not made of
wood. Does this mean that is is not necessary that Elizabeth II has certain
parents, or that Fred is made of wood?

Kripke says no. Tichy summarizes his account: “What we mean is, accord-
ing to Kripke, that the epistemological situation we are in when inspecting
Elizabeth II is compatible with it being some other woman that we are
inspecting” (238).!” So far so good. But Tichy’s next sentence is remarkable:
“It follows that unless the parenthood question has been conclusively sorted
out, we cannot be sure that it is Elizabeth II that we are dealing with.”

This is certainly a strange and unpalatable consequence; if it follows from
Kripke’s views it casts doubt on them. But it does not follow.

There are several things to notice about this case. First, the term ‘epistemo-
logical situation’ may be misleading. It would be natural to take the term
broadly enough that one’s epistemological situation would be different if one
were seeing a different object even if all one’s visual impressions were exactly
the same. But Kripke does not use the term this broadly. To rule out this
interpretation, he consistently speaks of “qualitatively identical epistemic



388 CURTIS BROWN

situations” (104, 142, 150). Since Tichy is criticizing Kripke, I shall assume
that he means the term ‘epistemological situation’ to be taken in this narrow
sense.

Second, there may be a sense in which Tichy’s conclusion is correct. By
‘sure’, Tichy could mean ‘absolutely certain’, and absolute certainty may be
so strong that I cannot be absolutely certain of P unless it is impossible that
I should be in the qualitative epistemic situation I am in even though not-P.
If so I can be absolutely certain of very little — just necessary truths and
perhaps propositions about my own sense impressions. But Tichy is trying to
show that Kripke’s view leads to absurd consequences, and it is not at all
absurd to be told that we cannot be absolutely certain, in this strong sense
that it is Elizabeth II we are dealing with.

Presumably, then, Tichy does not mean, by ‘sure’, ‘absolutely certain’. In
fact, Tichy seems to use ‘be sure’ and ‘know’ interchangeably. But on this
reading, the supposed consequence of Kripke’s view that we cannot be sure
we are dealing with Elizabeth II does not follow. Supposing that it does
commits Tichy to this thesis:

b

If my qualitative epistemic situation is compatible with either
Por Q,though in fact P is true, then I cannot know P.

But this would make knowledge require the impossibility of error. My epis-
temic situation is compatible both with my being in San Antonio and with
my being a brain in a vat on Mars. If the above thesis were correct, I would
not know that I am in San Antonio. But surely I do know this.

In a way the thesis makes knowledge require even more than mere im-
possibility of error. 1 know that I am here now. The method by which I arrived
at this belief is, in a clear sense, infallible: no matter when or where I apply
the method, it will lead me to a true belief. But my epistemic situation is
quite compatible with my being at some other place or time. If the thesis
were correct, I could not even know that I am here now!

It may seem that Tichy would have a stronger case if his thesis concerned,
not what we can know or be sure of, but what we can believe. What underlies
the thesis seems to be something like the implausible view that my cognitive
state when I know P guarantees that I know P, where this includes guaran-
teeing that P is true. But one might reject this view and yet accept the weaker
view that my cognitive state in believing P guarantees that I believe P,

If this weaker view were correct, then I could not believe that 1 was
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inspecting Elizabeth II. I could be in the same cognitive state I am in fact in
although I had never encountered Elizabeth II, but always only a duplicate.
In that situation I would not believe I was examining Elizabeth II. So my
cognitive state alone does not guarantee that I believe that I am inspecting
Elizabeth II; so if the weaker view is correct, I do not believe that I am
examining Elizabeth II. This would have the consequence that I do not know
that I am examining Elizabeth II, since I cannot know something without
believing it.

But even the weaker view is surely false. If the weaker view is correct, then
there is no indirect belief; but we have seen reason to think there is indirect
belief. Adopting the weaker view would lead to the scepticism about belief
noted at the end of Section IV.

VI. AN EPISTEMIC CIRCLE?

Tichy elaborates the complaint we have been considering into what he takes
to be a dilemma for Kripke. Tichy writes that Kripke’s essentialism involves
“an epistemic circle. In order to establish that an object has an essential
property we have to inspect that object. But we cannot be sure that we are
inspecting the right object unless we know beforehand that the object has
that essential property” (240).

Thus on Tichy’s view Kripke is committed to something like the following
two theses:

(T1)  To find out that an object, a, has an essential property, F, I need
to:
(i) know that the object I am examining is @, and
(i) find out (empirically) that the object I am examining is F.

(T2)  To find out that the object I am examining is a, I need to:
(i) know what properties a has essentially, and
(ii) find out that the object I am examining has those properties.

If (T1) and (T2) were both true, then we could never find out either what
object we were examining or what properties a particular object had, since
we could do neither until we had already done the other. Presumably at least
one or the other must go.

Tichy suggests that Kripke should, given other things he holds, retain (T2)
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and give up (T1) (by holding that we know a priori what essential properties
any particular object has). He also suggests that the truth is that (T2) is false;
he puts this by suggesting that we “admit the obvious, namely that when we
inspect an object we know perfectly well which particular object it is; in
other words, that the numerical identity of a directly inspected object is
always epistemically unproblematic (241).” But Tichy argues that acknowl-
edging this involves giving up individual essentialism.

Let us examine these claims. I will proceed as follows: first, I will give
reasons for thinking (T2) to be false. I will then show that, contrary to Tichy’s
view, rejection of (T2) does not require one to give up individual essentialism.
Finally, I will suggest that it is precisely the rejection of (T2) which makes it
possible to retain (T1) given Kripke’s view of possible worlds.

Once we acknowledge the existence of indirect propositional attitudes,
(T2) seems obviously false.I can know that I am examining @ without knowing
what a’s essential properties, including F, are.

Here are some arguments for this conclusion in the special case in which a
is Fred and F is the property of being made of wood. Suppose that I do not
know that Fred is made of wood. I do know that the object I am examining
is this object. But, in this context, ‘this object’ directly refers to the same
object ‘Fred’ names. So (by a plausible substitutivity principle) I know that
the object I am examining is Fred.'®

Second argument: suppose I introduce the name ‘Joe’ as a name for what-
ever object I am currently examining. Then I know that I am examining
Joe.!? ‘Joe’ names the same thing ‘Fred’ names. So I know that I am examin-
ing Fred.

I believe that these first two arguments are successful. But one might have
many objections to them. (Maybe ‘this object’ is a disguised description; if it
is a directly referring term then maybe I don’t know that the object I am
examining is this object; and maybe dubbing the object I am examining
‘Joe’ enables me to know only that the object I am examining is named Joe’,
not that it is Joe.2°)

If the first two arguments are successful it is because something like the
following, third, argument lies behind them. I discover that the object which I
am examining is the object which is giving me such-and-such sensations. As a
matter of fact, the object giving me such-and-such sensations is Fred. So in
virtue of discovering that the object I am examining is the object giving me
such-and-such sensations, I discover that the object I am examining is Fred.
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If this is right, then (T2) is false. Tichy himself seems to believe that (T2)
is false: he just thinks Kripke cannot admit that it is. Why not? Because then,
Tichy thinks, individual essentialism collapses. Here is the argument:

Imagine once again that a table is subjected to a woodenness test. Surely the purpose
of the test is to eliminate some otherwise conceivable possibility. Now if the numerical
identity of the table is unproblematic [i.e., if we know that the table we are examining

is Fred], it cannot be the possibility that we are dealing with some other table. It can
only be the possibility that the very same table is not wooden.

If this is a real possibility, then Fred is not essentially wooden; the same
argument could then be applied to other properties to show that Fred has
none of its properties essentially, and individual essentialism would have been
shown to be false.

The error here comes in the third sentence. To see why, let us consider
the case of Pat the pen. Suppose I visit a pen manufacturer one day, and in
the course of showing me around the plant he shows me Pat. He informs
me that Pat, alone of all the pens they have made, has a distinguishing char-
acteristic: the name Pat’ is inscribed on it in red ink in a place which cannot
be seen without taking the pen apart. He even takes Pat apart and shows
me its name. He then leaves the room with Pat, comes back in a few minutes,
and presents me with a gift-wrapped pen. He does not say whether the pen is
Pat or not; nevertheless it is in fact Pat.

I take Pat home and use it for several days. But one day I pick it up and
gaze at it with a certain curious gleam in my eye. Now on Tichy’s view, and
mine, there is no problem about the “numerical identity” of the pen I am
examining. But I decide to test the pen to determine whether it is Pat.

Now return to my quote from Tichy and apply it to the present case.
“Surely the purpose of the test is to eliminate some otherwise conceivable
possibility.” Right: in this case, one would expect, the possibility the pen
is not Pat. But read on: “if the numerical identity of the [pen] is unprob-
lematic, it cannot be the possibility that we are dealing with some other
[pen]. It can only be the possibility that the very same [pen] is not [Pat].”

Thus the “otherwise conceivable possibility” we are ruling out is the
“possibility” that Pat itself is not Pat.2! Tichy’s claims thus commit him
straightforwardly to the view that it is genuinely possible that Pat is not Pat.

Someone might object that the test [ employed was not really a test for
Pat-hood. Really I just tested the pen to see whether it had the name Pat’
inscribed on it; and surely it is possible that Pat might not have had ‘Pat’



392 CURTIS BROWN

inscribed on it. I respond that my test is just as much a Pathood test as drilling
a hole in a table (say) is a woodenness test. It is not a necessary truth that the
pen I test is Pat if and. only if the test comes out positive — but that is a
feature of virtually all tests. (I concede that the test is only indirectly a test
of Pathood. But again, virtually all tests are like that.)

How can we acknowledge that “the numerical identity of a directly
inspected object is epistemically unproblematic” without the absurd conse-
quence that Pat might not be Pat, and without abandoning individual essen-
tialism? The phenomenon of indirect belief makes possible the following
answer. What happens when I test Pat for Pathood? One thing that happens is
this: I discover that the pen I am examining and which is giving me sensations
F is the same as the pen I was introduced to as Pat’ a few days ago and which
gave me sensations G. This is a contingent truth, and discovering it involved
ruling out the contingent falsehood that the pen giving me F is some other
pen than the one which gave me G.

But in virtue of discovering that contingent truth, I discovered that Pat is
identical with Pat. As a shorthand for the “in virtue of” terminology, we
might say that I discovered that Pat (under the description: pen giving me F)
is identical with Pat (under the description: pen which gave me G). (But this
terminology can easily be misleading.) That Pat is identical with Pat is neces-
sary. So in virtue of discovering a contingent truth, I discovered a necessary
truth. What do you rule out in discovering a necessary truth? Why, a neces-
sary falsehood! — In this case, the necessary falsehood that Pat is not Pat,
ruled out in virtue of ruling out the related contingent falsehood mentioned
above.

Similarly, I discover the contingent truth that the table I am examining is
wooden, and thereby discover the necessary truth that Fred is made of wood,
ruling out the necessary falsehood that Fred is not made of wood.

We have now seen how to reject (T2) without abandoning individual
essentialism. It is time to return to (T1), which Tichy argues Kripke should
reject. Tichy writes that the view that essential properties can be known a
priori “is something Kripke should be committed to by his view of possible
worlds as products of our own stipulations. If I want to establish that [Fred]
is essentially wooden, all I have to do is run through all possible worlds
featuring [Fred] and check that in each of them [Fred] has been stipulated
to be wooden.”

The first thing to notice about this passage is that it involves a view of
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possible worlds to which Kripke is not, so far as I can see, committed. Tichy’s
interpretation of Kripke’s view seems to be that we just make up possible
worlds; which worlds there are is a matter of decision or stipulation. But in
fact Kripke’s negative points about possible worlds seem to be just these two:
first, possible worlds are not big concrete things, but rather abstract states of
the one and only big concrete thing; second, in considering counterfactual
situations we need not specify them purely qualitatively. Neither point implies
that we make up possible worlds. As David Lewis has noted, Kripke is plausi-
bly understood as meaning by “stipulation” not creation but selection:
“When we stipulate we are selecting. Out of all the worlds there are, we
stipulate which ones we wish to consider.”2?

Suppose, then, I wonder whether Fred is necessarily wooden. I may begin
by stipulating that I will consider those worlds in which Fred exists. My
question is then whether in all those worlds Fred is wooden, and this question
cannot be resolved by stipulation: it depends on what worlds there are.

If my initial stipulation had to identify Fred by its essence, then all I
would need to do is check my specification of its essence to see whether it
contained woodenness. But Kripke rejects precisely this requirement.

Suppose that the “general modal status”?® of propositions is known a
priori; that is, suppose that we know a priori that if Fred is made of wood,
then it is necessarily made of wood.** Then I might still fail to know whether
Fred was necessarily made of wood because I did not know that Fred was in
fact made of wood.

VII. CONCLUSION

Some of Tichy’s conclusions rest on an assumption about substitutivity which
Kripke would not accept. If we grant the assumption, then Tichy successfully
shows that we can discover true identity statements involving names a priori,
but not that we can discover @ priori what properties things have essentially.
Many of Tichy’s arguments require an implausible rejection of the possibility
of indirect belief as described in Section II1.2°

Are there necessary a posteriori propositions? I have argued that we
certainly can discover necessary propositions a posteriori, but have left it an
open question whether there are necessary propositions which we can only
discover a posteriori.

What effect do the considerations here presented have on the positivist
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doctrine that the a priori and the necessary coincide? My explanation of how
we discover necessary propositions @ posteriori involves our believing them
indirectly, in virtue of believing contingent propositions. I would argue that
Kripke’s examples of the contingent a priori involve, similarly, our believing
the contingent propositions indirectly, in virtue of believing necessary proposi-
tions.

This suggests that a reformulation of the positivist thesis along something
like the following lines may well be correct. Let us say that someone directly
believes a proposition just in case he could not fail to believe it without being
in a different cognitive state. Then perhaps one can directly believe a proposi-
tion on the basis of a priori evidence only if it is necessary, and can directly
believe a proposition on the basis of a posteriori evidence only if it is contin-
gent.?®
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