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this suggestion, but the dispositional/categorical distinction is doing
the heavy lifting here, not the notion of intentionality.

16. Occasionalism is one such possibility. According to occasionalism,
the created universe, both mental and physical is purely passive and its
propetties are all categorical, while God is the sole causally active entity
and at least some of the divine attributes ate dispositional. The laws of
nature will be necessary on this picture just in case God’s acts in the
same way in every possible world.

17. Thanks to Chase Wren for pointing out that both the antecedent and
the consequent of the conditional must be categorical. For discussion
of the circularity problem and the need to purify the relevant
conditionals of dispositional elements, see Marc Lange, "Dispositions
and Scientific Explanation," Pacific Philosophical Quarterly 75 (1994).
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possible triangles are such that were their corners properly counted, the
number reached would nof be three Mumford, Dispositions.. On the
following page, however, Mumford affirms that “Stronger-than-
matetial conditionals are ‘entailed’ by both dispositional and categorical
ascriptions but in the case of dispositions the relation is a priori as
opposed to a posteriori in the case of categorical ascriptions.”
Mumford, Dispositions.. For the purposes of this papet, I'm assuming
the latter statement represents Mumford’s position.

13. Strictly speaking, success terms enter at the level of putting the
corners into one-to-one correspondence with the initial segment of the
number line. One must s#ueed in matching corners to numbers. But
surely, if circularity is a problem for the generic, straightforward case in
the following paragraph, the negligible conceptual distance between
number of corners and friangnlarity will not help.

14. Furthermore, the suggestion seems to rest on a dubious premise
about dispositional concepts. It is not obvious that all disposition
concepts are introduced via their activation and manifestation
conditions. ~ Consider the property of hardness. It’s clearly a
disposition, but in what terms is it defined? Its activation and
manifestation conditions seem more conceptually remote, or at least
more difficult to label and grasp than the disposition itself.

15. What about U.T. Place’s suggestion Ullin T. Place, "Dispositions as
Intentional States," in Dispositions: A Debate, ed. Tim Crane (London
and New York: Routledge, 1996). that intentionality is the mark of the
dispositional? Either intentionality is somehow inherently mentalistic,
in which case, the sugyeston must be rejected Mumford,
"Intentionality and the Physical: A New Theory of Disposition
Ascription.”, or else it is not, and rather means directedness, and in
particular, being directed towards what is not. (Other features of
intentionality are really features of intensionality, ie., s-intensionality,
and will thus be ignored.) But now we must ask what directedness is.
As we have seen, categorical properties are also directed towards the
non-existent, at least in the sense that they have implications for what
would happen under such-and-such circumstances, have functional
essences, and constrain possible recombinations. Perhaps there is a
special sense of being directed towards the non-existent had exclusively
by dispositions, i.e., dispositional directedness. In fact, I agree with
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their activation conditions, they do not always manifest themselves. In
(a) cases, the proposed subjunctive conditional is presumed false
because it is assumed, counterfactually, that the object with a disposition
temains embedded in the object ot system of which it’s a part, so the
subjunctive conditional turns out false. In (b) cases, the failure of
manifestation is taken to show that no conditional is entailed, when
that failure entails nothing about the falsehood of a probabilistic
conditional. See Alexander Bird, "Dispositions and Antidotes," The
Philosophical Quarterly 48 (1998), Lars Gundersen, "In Defence of the
Conditional Account of Dispositions," Syathese 130, no. 3 (2002).

9.1 thank John Heil for helpful discussion here.

10. See Appendix A for a complication with the contextualist strategy.

11. All of my attempts to generate counterexamples along the lines of
Prior’s suggestion involve backtracking countetfactuals. For instance,
suppose world w contains one thousand objects and at w, there’s a
daily shape lottery and a daily counting lottery. The winnet of the daily
shape lottery is made into a triangle for the day, while the losers are all
made into squares for the day. The winner of the shape lottery is then
taken out of the running for the counting lottery. The winner of the
counting lottery, and only the winner, then has its corners counted.
Now, consider the winner of the shape lottery, which is a triangle for
the day at some time 4 after winning the shape lottery. One is tempted
to say that if its corners had been counted at 7', the result would have
been four, because if its corners were being counted, that would mean
that it had won the counting lottery, which means it must have lost the
shape lottery eartlier in the day and have been made a squatre for the
day. But this subjunctive conditional is a backtracket, because we have
supposed already that the object already won the shape lottery and was
made a triangle prior to  Perhaps, as Lewis has argued, backtracking
conditionals require a “non-standard resolution” and for the purposes
of thinking about causation, they should be ignored. David Lewis,
"Causation," Journal of Philosophy (1973). But even if one does not agree
with Lewis in general on the status of backtrackers, for our purposes
we can stipulate that the entailed conditionals are non-backtracking.

12. Actually, Mumford is difficult to pin down on this point. On the one
hand, he says that the truth of the subjunctive conditional, “depends
on the contingencies of the laws of nature--Priot’s systematically
deceptive wortld is, after all, a possible world...” and thus, some
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34 (1977), D. H. Mellor, "In Defense of Dispositions," Philosophical
Review 83 (1974), Sydney Shoemaker, "Causal and Metaphysical
Necessity,"  Pacific  Philosophical  Quarterly 79 (1998), Shoemaker,
"Causality and Properties.", Sydney Shoemaker, "Properties, Causation,
and Projectibility," in Aspects of Inductive Logic, ed. L. Jonathan Cohen
and Mary Hesse (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1983), Chris
Swoyer, "The Nature of Natural Laws," Awustralasian Journal of Philosophy
60 (1982). Two qualifications about Shoemaker’s position deserve
mention.  First, while Shoemaker’s position appears to posit only
dispositional  properties, he himself reserves the adjective
“dispositional” to modify predicates rather than properties. Second,
Shoemaket’s most recent paper acknowledges that properties are
“categorical”, while nevertheless playing their causal roles essentially
and being individuated by those roles Shoemaker, "Causal and
Metaphysical Necessity.", which sounds to me like the Martin and Heil
view.

4. Martin, "On the Need for Properties: The Road to Pythagoreanism
and Back.", C. B. Martin, "Power for Realists in Ontology, Causality
and Mind: Essays in Honour of D M Armstrong, Bacon, John (Ed),"
(New York: Cambridge Univ. Pr, 1993).

5. Of course, extrinsic categorical propetties, e.g., being three feet from a
square, also violate recombination. But the thought is that there are
intrinsic dispositional properties that violate recombination.

6. D. H. Mellor, "Counting Corners Correctly," Anaksis 42 (1982),
Mellor, "In Defense of Dispositions." Mellor’s example is
foreshadowed in Popper, The Logic of Scientific Discovery; and Goodman,
Fact, Fiction, and Forecast.

7. One might try to do the relevant work with pragmatics rather than
semantics. One might hold, for instance, that a fragile object must
break if jarred under any circumstance, and thus, that almost nothing is
truly fragile, but that fragility is nevertheless in some conversational
circumstances appropriately ascribed. Nothing crucial for my purposes
turns on this theoretical choice, so far as I can tell.

8. Other factors that contribute to confusion of the finkish cases: (a)
dispositions of parts of an object or system entail conditionals about
what those parts wowid do under certain circumstances, without
assuming that they remain embedded in the object or system of which
they’re actually a part; and (b) some dispositions are probabilistic, so in
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metaphysical debate about the nature of fundamental properties. When
metaphysicians assert that all properties are dispositional, that all are
categotical, that all are both, or that all are neither, we have a right to ask
what they mean. On pain of trivializing the debate, they cannot merely
say disposition possession entails subjunctive conditionals nor that
categorical properties are actual. Nor can they tacitly employ these
definitions in arguing for a substantive metaphysical conclusion. They
can, of coutse, invoke our commonsense, intuitive grasp of the
distinction. Isolated from other modal notions, however, this seems too
thin to bear up under significant metaphysical weight. Our bare intuitive
purchase on the difference between fragility and shape, for instance, is
not enough to understand the confent of the radical claim that all
properties, including fragility and shape themselves, are both
dispositional and categorical or the claim that all are neither. And the
other radical metaphysical claims are understood on this intuitive basis
dimly, if at all. My positive proposal is an effort to thicken the concept
of a disposition by linking it to othet modal notions — subjunctive
conditionals, causal roles, combinatorial principles — in a non-reductive
but nevertheless illuminating fashion. If this effort succeeds, I will have
cleared a conceptual space for meaningful metaphysical debate about the
place of dispositions in the world. If it fails, either because my
conditions, circular and incomplete, are deemed still too thin, or else
because some counterexample to them is discovered, then at least a
negative lesson should be drawn: metaphysicians intent on making

radical pronouncements about dispositions should first say what a
disposition is.
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