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Dispositions and Token Identity

Niall J. Paterson

What is the relationship between dispositions and their categorical bases?
Those who answer “identity” bear the burden of accounting for multiple
realisation.According to orthodoxy,multiple realisability is a distinctively
type-type phenomenon, and hence is unproblematic for token-token
identifications. In this paper plurally realised dispositions are presented.
It is argued that plural realisation is as problematic for the token-token
identity theorist as standard type-type multiple realisation is for the type-
type identity theorist. As an upshot, retreats to token identity in response
to the problem of multiple realisability are shown to be dialectically inert,
and alternative responses are corroborated.

1 The Identity Theory

What is the relationship between dispositions and categorical properties, for
instance fragility and molecular structure, or belief and states of the brain?
According to

The Identity Theory. Each dispositional property is identical to
some categorical property.1

What are dispositions, and the categorical properties they are to be identified
with? Standardly, both categories are ostensively defined. Fragility, flamma-
bility, mass, charge, and the like—these are the dispositions. Categorical prop-

1 I have restricted the discussion to dispositional properties. The arguments that follow may,
though, have force for those mental properties that are naturally construed in dispositional terms
(i.e., belief and desire). They will not have force with respect to the identification of mental
and physical events (Davidson 1970b, 1970a). Proponents of the identity theory either in the
metaphysics of dispositions or the philosophy of mind (and in several cases both), in various
forms, include Place (1956), Feigl, Scriven, andMaxwell (1958), Smart (1959), Quine (1960, 1974),
Lewis (1966), Armstrong (1968, 1977, 1973, 2005), Robb (1997, 2013), Heil (1999, 2003a, 2003b,
2011), Heil and Robb (2003), and Martin (2008).
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erties include geometric properties, such as sphericity and squareness, and
microstructural properties, such as being composed of H2Oor atomic lattices.2
How do dispositional and categorical properties differ? Whilst there does

appear to be some difference between the two, that difference is notoriously
elusive. In fact, reflection on usage reveals a range of ways the distinction has
been drawn. Let me name a few.
The first is ontological. On this approach dispositional and categorical

properties form distinct categories of existents (Ford 2012; Contessa 2019;
Tugby 2020; Azzano 2021). Dispositions are properties with modally fixed
causal profiles. In contrast, categorical properties have causal profiles that
are modally variant (Bird 2016, sec.2.2). Some reserve the terms “power”
and “quiddity” for this distinction which is, I think, a sensible approach.
Importantly, on this view “categorical” simply means “non-dispositional”.
Evidently if that is what the identity theorist intends their theory is stillborn.
But it seems clear they have no such distinction in mind. Even if all properties
are powers, or if there are quiddities also, whether dispositions are identical to
certain categorical properties remains an open question. To grant the identity
theorist the fair trial they deserve, then, we must seek an alternative criterion.
The second is semantic. On this view the distinction lies not between proper-

ties but predicates (Quine 1974, 11; Armstrong 1999; Shoemaker 1980). More
precisely, categorical and dispositional predicates differ in their intensions
i.e., their conditions of application. In particular, the intensions of disposi-
tional but not categorical concepts make essential reference to the ascribed
property’s effects. For example, the intension of “fragility” may be thought
to make essential reference to breaking, smashing, or cracking. In contrast,
whilst “being spherical” may be associatedwith certain effects, such as rolling
or fitting in other shaped crevices and holes, the concept is not defined in
terms of them. Put another way: only dispositional predicates are defined in
terms of their manifestations.
The third is epistemological.3 On this view dispositions differ from categor-

ical properties in their apparent conditions of (non-inferential) perceptual

2 Some prefer to use the term “qualitative” as opposed to “categorical” (e.g., Martin 2008). If there
is a difference between the use of these terms, I am unsure of it. If they prefer, friends of the
qualitative/dispositional distinction may substitute talk of categoricity with talk of qualitativity
throughout.

3 I take this primarily from Molnar (2003, 167). For similar views, though, see Ellis (2002, 28–70)
and Mumford and Anjum (2011, 480).
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knowability.4 Whilst dispositional properties appear to be perceptually know-
able only by witness of their manifestations, categorical properties appear to
be so knowable throughout the persistence of their instantiation. In a sense,
dispositions are the apparently “hidden” or “inconspicuous” properties of
objects and contrast with their relatively “conspicuous” categorical cousins.
The dual notions of “dispositional” and “categorical”, on this view, denote the
respective presence and absence of an apparent kind of perceptual conceal-
ment. Dispositions are the apparently perceptually inconspicuous persisting
properties borne by objects. Categorical properties are unlike dispositions
in that they do not appear to lie latent. It is this concealment, perhaps, that
gives dispositions their distinctively “spooky” flavour and which moves us, as
Goodman (1955) wrote, to bring them down to earth.5
For present purposes we needn’t commit to either the semantic or the epis-

temological view. To investigate the identity theorist’s dialectic we need only
grant that some plausible distinction exists. And so long as we are concerned
only with the internal dialectic of their theory, we must. Furthermore, if we
focus on paradigmatic examples the exact nature of the distinction will not
affect the arguments that follow. Hence, for the purposes of evaluating the
retreat from type-type to token-token identity theories I’ll assume there is
some plausible distinction available to the identity theorist.

4 “Apparent” here is the operative word: if the identity theory is correct then the fragility of a
glass merely seems to lie in wait. If the distinction were not one of mere appearance the identity
theory would again be stillborn: there is no set of conditions under which a property is both
knowable and not knowable. Traces of this view may be found in Goodman (1955, 40) who held
that dispositional properties are “unobservable”.

5 The epistemological conception is not without its difficulties. On the one hand, it may be held
that perceptual knowledge is always the manifestation of a disposition, rendering the distinction
inert. On the other, it may be argued that dispositions are perceptually knowable without witness
of their manifestations. An athlete’s strength, for example, may be known by perceiving the
shape of their arms. Recognising this, Mumford and Anjum (2011, 480) offer a subtle account
according to which dispositions are originally known by witness of their manifestations, and
subsequently knowable via a blend of perceptual and inferential capacities.
But there is one reason, I think, that speaks in favour of the epistemological view. Whilst the

epistemological criterionmay explain why we have a semantic criterion, the converse fails.Whilst
it is not because they are conceptually distinct that dispositions and categorical predicates differ
epistemologically, plausibly it is the epistemological difference that gives rise to the semantic
distinction. We have both dispositional and categorical predicates, perhaps, precisely because the
properties are known via distinct perceptual modes.
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2 The Argument from Causal Roles

Why accept The Identity Theory? One influential argument employs the

Causal Identity Principle. Two properties 𝑃, 𝑃′ are the same
property just in case 𝑃 and 𝑃′ bestow the same total causal role 𝑅 to
their bearers.

The Causal Identity Principle is Eleatic in spirit: it is causal efficacy that
gives a property its ontic bite. But the principle goes further. Causal efficacy
is not merely the mark of the sparse, but properties are individuated by the
causal roles they bestow. The precise nature of a property’s causal profile is
what makes it the very property that it is, and that which distinguishes it from
all distinct properties.
What are causal roles, and what is it to bestow them?Whilst this question

is hardly straightforward, for present purposes we may bruit a rough view.
For a property 𝑃 to bestow a causal role 𝑅 to some bearer 𝑥 is for 𝑥 to bear 𝑅
in virtue of instantiating 𝑃. Causal roles themselves we may think of as sets
of possible causal contributions. A property 𝑃 bestows a causal contribution
at a case 𝛼 just in case 𝑃 is causally efficacious in 𝛼.6 For instance, if a force
𝐹 is exerted on a rubber band in 𝛼 which as a result deforms reversibly then
the band’s elasticity bestows a causal contribution at 𝛼. On the precise nature
of being causally efficacious we may remain neutral, saying only that 𝑃 is
efficacious with respect to some effect 𝑒 just in case 𝑒 occurs in virtue of the
instantiation of 𝑃. A property’s total causal role 𝑅 is the set of all causal roles 𝑃
bestows. According to this criterion, since the causal contributions bestowed
by “beingwater” are the same as those bestowed by “beingH2O” the properties
are identical. In contrast, since the causal contributions bestowed by “being
flammable” and “being cube-shaped” differ the properties are distinct.
Inquiry informs us that when a dispositional propertymanifests, certain cat-

egorical properties bestow causal contributions to that manifestation. When a
disposition has some categorical property that bestows a causal contribution
to its manifestations, that property is said to be its causal basis. For instance,
the causal basis of the band’s elasticity is its possessing certain polymer chains

6 A case on the present sense is a modified version of the Lewisian (1979) notion of a centred world,
i.e., a triple of some subject, at some time, at some world. Cases on the present understanding
are triples but we allow for individuals more broadly construed. Thus we may consider some
match, at some time, at some world. For discussion, see Vetter (2014).
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which are causally efficacious in its reversely deforming. With such discover-
ies to hand, the causal identity principle may be employed in an argument
to The Identity Theory.7 The identification holds between dispositional
properties and their categorical causal bases. Letting “D” denote dispositional
properties and “C” categorical causal bases, it runs as follows:

(1) For all 𝐷, there is some 𝑅 such that 𝐷 bestows 𝑅.
(2) For all 𝐷, there exists some 𝐶 such that if 𝐷 bestows 𝑅, 𝐶 bestows 𝑅.
(3) If 𝐷 bestows 𝑅 and 𝐶 bestows 𝑅, then 𝐷 = 𝐶.
(C) For all 𝐷, there exists some 𝐶 such that 𝐷 = 𝐶.

To clarify, consider elasticity. Elasticity bestows a causal contribution to its
bearers: elastic objects deform reversibly under stress. But that very same
causal contribution is bestowed by the property of having polymer chains.
Thus, by the right-to-left of the Causal Identity Principle, elasticity is
identical to the property of having polymer chains. Since similar arguments
may be run for all dispositional properties, we may identify dispositions and
their categorical causal bases.

3 Distinct Realisation

The first two premises are vulnerable to attack. It has been argued that 1
is false since dispositions are not causally efficacious (Prior, Pargetter, and
Jackson 1982; Rundle 1997). It has been argued that 2 is false since some
have no categorical grounds.8 In this paper, though, I wish to focus on a
different, familiar worry: dispositions admit of multiple realisation, or to be
more precise:

Distinct Realisation. A property 𝑃 is distinctly realised just
in case there exist two distinct entities, 𝑥, 𝑦, such that 𝑃𝑥 and the
causal basis for 𝑃𝑥 is 𝐶1, and 𝑃𝑦 and the causal basis for 𝑃𝑦 is 𝐶2,
such that 𝐶1 ≠ 𝐶2.

Consider flammability. In safety matches the causal basis of the property
of being flammable is the property of having potassium chlorate, but in

7 See Mumford (1998). See Lewis (1966) and Peacocke (1979) for analogues in the philosophy of
mind.

8 Molnar (2003) gives as an example the decay of the supermassive tau lepton which, as he correctly
points out, are thought by our best physics to be both simple but capable of decay.
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other matches the flammability is based by distinct chemicals. In non-safety
matches, for example, phosphorus sesquisulfide is typically used.9 Similarly,
an elastic metal may be elastic in virtue of its possessing not polymer chains
but atomic lattices.
From the existence of distinct realisation, the transitivity of identity, and

the right-to-left of the Causal Identity Principle, a reductio that threatens
The Identity Theory may be run. It takes the following form:

(A1) If 𝑃 bestows 𝑅 and 𝑃′ bestows 𝑅, then 𝑃 = 𝑃′
(A2) 𝐷 bestows 𝑅, and 𝑅 is bestowed by 𝐶1
(A3) 𝐷 bestows 𝑅, and 𝑅 is bestowed by 𝐶2
(A4) 𝐶1 ≠ 𝐶2
(1) 𝐷 = 𝐶1 (A1, A2)
(2) 𝐷 = 𝐶2 (A1, A3)
(3) 𝐶1 = 𝐶2 (1, 2, transitivity of “=”)
(4) (𝐶1 = 𝐶2) ∧ (𝐶1 ≠ 𝐶2) (A4, 3)

Let’s walk it through.10We start with the right-to-left of the Causal Identity
Principle (A1). Next we consider two objects that possess the same type
of disposition but distinct categorical realisers: perhaps an elastic band and
an elastic metal rod. The causal basis of elasticity in the rubber band is its
possession of polymer chains (A2), but in the rod the basis is its possession of
an atomic lattices (A3). Moreover, we know that the possession of an atomic
lattice is a distinct property from the possession of polymer chains (A4). Since
two properties are identical if they bestow the same causal role, it follows
that elasticity is identical to the possession of polymer chains (1). But it also
follows that elasticity is identical to the possession of atomic lattices (2). By
the transitivity of identity, the possession of polymer chains is identical to the
possession of atomic lattices (3). But ex hypothesi the possession of polymer
chains and the possession of atomic lattices are non-identical properties.
Absurdity is now revealed: we have generated a contradiction (4).11

9 These examples are simplified for the purpose of clarity.
10 See Prior, Pargetter, and Jackson (1982) for the original in the case of dispositions. See Putnam

(1967) for the original in the philosophy of mind.
11 It might be worried that this argument is question-begging insofar as A3 has been assumed to be

true. It could reasonably be argued that the two categorical properties are distinct given that their
overall causal roles do not perfectly match. If no such properties can be identified, of course,
the multiple realisability argument is a non-starter. For the purposes of evaluating the token
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4 The Token Retreat

Faced with distinct realisation, what’s an identity theorist to do? At first blush
it is not tempting to reject any assumption. But since most are unwilling to
deny A1, and A4 can hardly be doubted, A2 and A3 are the usual suspects.
But on what grounds are they to be denied? In what follows I consider two
options.
The first is to deny the datum: there is no distinct realisation. This will

usually be motivated by the claim that such dispositions are not sufficiently
sparse. One may, for instance, hold that there are identities between disposi-
tions and their categorical bases only at the fundamental level (Bird 2007).
Alternatively, one may accept macro-level dispositions but, like Heil (2004,
246–247), argue that the appearance of distinct realisation derives from the
fact that we have a “range of similar properties all satisfying a single, moder-
ately imprecise predicate”.12Wordmaking is not world making: there are many
kinds of fragility, each of which is not distinctly realised.13
Consider how this affects A2 and A3. Since there are two similar though

distinct causal roles we should reformulate the assumptions as follows:

(A2*) 𝐷 bestows 𝑅1, and 𝑅1 is bestowed by 𝐶1
(A3*) 𝐷 bestows 𝑅2, and 𝑅2 is bestowed by 𝐶2

But inconsistencies lurk. For now 𝐷 bestows two distinct causal roles—by the
Causal Identity Principle 𝐷 ≠ 𝐷! Thus really they should be formalised
as:

(A2**) 𝐷1 bestows 𝑅1, and 𝑅1 is bestowed by 𝐶1
(A3**) 𝐷2 bestows 𝑅2, and 𝑅2 is bestowed by 𝐶2

and now the purported distinct realisation has been explained away. The
elasticity of rubber bands is identical to the property of having polymer chains,
the elasticity of metal rods is identical to the property of having atomic lattices.
But since elasticity1 ≠ elasticity2, contradiction is avoided.
Now, although I am sympathetic to this approach, in what follows I will

assume that distinct realisation is no phoney phenomenon. And that is for the

retreat, then, I’ll be assuming such properties can be found. Thanks to an anonymous referee for
pressing me on this point.

12 See also Heil (1999).
13 No doubt, how plausible this seems will depend upon one’s broader ontological commitments.

For excellent discussion on the competing notions of sparseness, see Schaffer (2004).
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purpose of evaluating the second option, which takes multiple realisation at
face value. This is taking the token identity retreat. Here are two philosophers
doing just that:

The monist wants to say that there is just one attribute of 𝑥, or
state that 𝑥 is in, that makes it true of 𝑥 that 𝐷𝑥 and that 𝐶𝑥.
This requirement can be satisfied even if the extensions of D
and C do not coincide. Thus there need not be an identity of
universals formonism. [E]ach instance of a disposition is identical
to some instance of a categorical base [this] amounts to a token-
token identity theory. […] This means that the argument from
variable realization is disarmed […] the same move, to token-
token identities, is available for dispositions in response to the
variable realization argument.14 (Mumford 1998, 159–161)

But I did miss something important, though. If the mental is
nothing but that which plays a certain causal role […] then there
is the possibility, which may even be an empirical possibility that
the total causal role of tokens of the same mental type should be
filled by tokens of significantly different physical types. Instead
of type-type identity, one might have no more than a mental type
correlated with an indefinite disjunction of physical types [but]
every mental token is a purely physical token.15 (Armstrong 1968,
xv)

As formulated, the argument requires that for all dispositional properties
𝐷, there is some unique type of categorical property 𝐶 such that for any 𝐷-
instance 𝐷𝑥, some 𝐶-instance 𝐶𝑥 is responsible for the causal contributions
of 𝐷𝑥. What cases of multiple realisability show is that, for many dispositions
at least, there is no such type of categorical property. Different objects may
bear the same dispositional property, despite the manifestations occurring in
virtue of categorical properties of distinct types.16

14 Note that Mumford uses the term “variable realization” here to mean what I have called distinct
realisation, and not what I will go on to call variable realisation.

15 Note that while Armstrong is speaking of mental and physical properties here, he identifies (at
least non-occurrent) mental states with some dispositional properties. See Armstrong (1968, 88;
1973, 14).

16 The token identity theory in the philosophy of mind seems to be entailed by what Kim (1992, 18)
dubbed the “Causal Inheritance Principle”:
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In contrast, a token identity theory makes no such demand. All that is
required is that each token of a dispositional property 𝐷𝑥 is identical to a
token 𝐶𝑥 of some property 𝐶. 𝐶 need not take a unique value. The rubber
band’s elasticity is identical to its polymer chains, the metal rod’s elasticity is
identical to its atomic lattice. But there is no requirement that the property of
having atomic lattices is identical to the property of having polymer chains.
Thus, whilst A2 and A3 are both false, it matters not.
But if only tokens are identified, what of the types? Several alternative

treatments are available. According to the first there are no types, only resem-
blance classes of individuals. All properties are particular; property “types”
are merely classes of resembling property tokens. Categorical and disposi-
tional properties, on this view, are simply distinct classes of property tokens
or “tropes” individuated by the differing respects in which their members
resemble. And somultiple realisability causes no sweat: a metal rod’s elasticity
may be similar to the elasticities of all elastic objects, and its atomic lattices
may be similar to all other atomic lattices, even if all of the former class do not
resemble all of the latter. A token may resemble one class in certain respects,
and another class in other respects, with no pain of contradiction.
Again, although I am sympathetic to this approach the present arguments

assume a different conception of tokens and types. Not for the reason that
the conception is implausible, but simply because it is not relevant to the
arguments that follow. For on this view there is in a sense no bona fidemultiple
realisability: the argument is avoided by banning types from our ontology. I
have no doubt that an ontology which rejects universals but embraces tropes
provides an alternative route to mere token identification. Let me be clear: if
that is one’s motivation, so be it. If they feature in a fruitful metaphysics, let
tropes bloom. The present gripe is not with endorsement of token identities
per se; I am interested only in the adoption of token identity in response to
the problem of distinct realisation.
According to the second, which we saw Armstrong endorse above, the types

are disjunctive. Elasticity is identical to the property of having either atomic
lattices or polymer chains or so on and so on; possibly ad infinitum. According

It is important to bear in mind that this principle only concerns the causal powers
of individual instances of 𝑀; it does not identify the causal powers of mental
property𝑀 in general with the causal powers of some physical property 𝑃; such
identification is precluded by the multiple physical realizability of𝑀.

For an analogous move, see Robb (1997, 188).
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to the third the types are higher-order. Not “higher-order” as in “property of
property”, but rather “the property of bearing a property of such-and-such
sort”. For instance, being fragile may be thought of as having a property that
bestows a certain subset of a causal role.
With the disjunctive and higher-order views, though, a natural question

may arise: wherein does motivation to endorse token identity lie? Answer:
such views are notoriously difficult to square with the causal individuation
of properties. Both higher-order and disjunctive properties appear entirely
sterile: their causal powers seem preempted or excluded by the categorical
properties that base them. And by the Eleatic principle, sterile properties are
properties only in an abundant sense.
But by identifying tokens—so the story goes—dispositions appear powerful

again.17 If only dispositional types are shown to be sterile, what of it? It is
property tokens that are standardly taken to be causally efficacious in any case
(Campbell 1990). With identities maintained between token dispositions and
their token categorical bases, no exclusion or preemption is achieved. And
thus against the charge of inefficacy the identity theorist is in the clear.18
But the Causal Identity Principle applies to types, not tokens. And

the token retreat identifies tokens, not types. So how is identification to be
achieved? Whilst properties are individuated in terms of their causal roles,
property instances are typically not. There are, rather, two competing views
on their individuation. According to the first property instances are individu-
ated spatiotemporally. For instance, Schaffer (2001) argues that two property
instances 𝑃𝑥, 𝑃′𝑦 are the same property instance just in case 𝑃𝑥 and 𝑃′𝑦 are
compresent and maximally resemble. Alternatively, tokens may be taken to
admit of brute individuation.
This debate, though, largely takes place amongst those who embrace tropes,

on whom there is an onus to provide individuation. With that in mind, there
seems no reason why the friend of universals cannot maintain that property
instances admit of causal individuation. Property instances do bestow causal
roles: token causal roles. A token causal role is obtained by restriction. We

17 See Shoemaker (2013, 46). Strictly speaking, Shoemaker endorses a variant on the identity theory:
the subset theory, according to which a dispositional property is identical to some part of its
categorical base. For the original exposition of the subset theory, see Wilson (2011). The subset
theory will be unaffected by the arguments that follow and is thereby corroborated by them.

18 Interestingly, Mellor (2000) embraces the possibility of disjunctive properties being causally
efficacious, though to achieve that result he explicitly rejects the existence of dispositional
properties, and thus the identification between them and their categorical bases.
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look not at the set of cases of causal contributions of the property across all
instantiations, but only given some particular instantiation. For example, we
might look at the set of cases of causal contributions this heat from this very
stovemight confer.
But whilst appeal to causal roles may be necessary to individuate property

instances it cannot be sufficient. For we must exclude scattered instances,
such as a property instance of “red” belonging to both a ruby and a rose, and
distinguish distinct property instances borne by the same object at distinct
times, such as the distinct greens of a chameleon’s skin before and after
changing to a vibrant orange. None of this is troublesome. We must simply
provide two supplements. The first is that the instances are coinstantiated (i.e.,
borne by the sameobject), the second that they are concurrent (i.e., instantiated
at the same time). Putting all of this together, we have the following criterion
of property instance individuation:

Token Causal Roles. Two property instances 𝑃𝑥, 𝑃′𝑦, are the
same property instance just in case 𝑥 = 𝑦, 𝑃𝑥 is concurrent with 𝑃′𝑦,
and 𝑃𝑥 and 𝑃′𝑦 bestow the same token causal role 𝑅.

With that to hand, an argument to the token identity theory can be run. Here
it is:

(1) For all 𝐷𝑥, 𝐷𝑥 bestows some token causal role 𝑅.
(2) For all 𝐷𝑥 there exists some 𝐶𝑥, such that 𝐶𝑥 is concurrent with 𝐷𝑥

and 𝐶𝑥 bestows 𝑅.
(3) If 𝐷𝑥 is concurrent with 𝐶𝑥 and both 𝐶𝑥 and 𝐷𝑥 bestow 𝑅, then 𝐷𝑥 =

𝐶𝑥.
(C) For all 𝐷𝑥, there exists some 𝐶𝑥, such that 𝐷𝑥 = 𝐶𝑥.

As before, the first two premises are vulnerable to attack. It has been argued
that both are false, as property instances are not causally efficacious (Steward
1997). And if some dispositions have no categorical grounds, the second
premise faces the same threat. But again, permit me to set these worries to
one side. In what remains of this paper I will argue that the token retreat is
ill-motivated. And that is because problematic multiple realisation is not a
distinctively type-type phenomenon. There is problematicmultiple realisation
at the token level. The upshot is: if one is worried about multiple realisation,
retreat to the token level is dialectically inert.

doi: 10.48106/dial.v75.i2.04
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5 Plural Realisation

Some dispositional properties are not based by a unique token of any causally
efficacious property. I call these plurally realised dispositions. Plural realisation
should be contrasted with

Variable Realisation. A property 𝑃 is variably realised just in
case there exists an entity 𝑥, such that 𝑃𝑥 at 𝑡1 and 𝑡2, and the causal
basis for 𝑃𝑥 at 𝑡1 is 𝐶1, but the causal basis for 𝑃𝑥 at 𝑡2 is 𝐶2, such
that 𝐶1 ≠ 𝐶2.

Variably realised properties are well discussed.19 Pereboom (2002) considers
the realisation of a statue by distinct lumps of clay across time, whilst Hurley
and Noë (2003) consider cases of neural plasticity where mental properties
are based by changing neurological complexes. Similar cases are constructible
for patently dispositional properties. Consider a vial containing the poisonous
chemical DEATH1. Now let DEATH1 decompose into DEATH2 from 𝑡1 to 𝑡2.
In such a case, the deadly disposition is variably realised across time.
How troublesome is variable realisation for one who takes the token retreat?

Quite, though non-fatal. The purported worry is that the persistence condi-
tions of the properties come apart from those of the bases. But time-indexing
the identity relation is the standard counter-move.20 Property tokens exist
only at one moment, and so their identities hold only at one instant. DEATH1
is identical to the poisonousness at 𝑡1, and DEATH2 to the poisonousness at
𝑡2, but 𝑥’s poisonousness at 𝑡1 ≠ 𝑥’s poisonousness at 𝑡2. And without token
persistence, no transitivity can be exploited. The upshot is: arguments from
variable realisation lose their bite.
Not all will agree.21 But even if one accepts property instance persistence,

retreaters to token identity are still liable to balk. That properties maintain
their identity through time does not rule out that in cases of variable realisation
one property is lost, another gained. Consider a pill 𝑥 composed of both some
benignmixture and DEATH1. Now remove the DEATH1—𝑥will lose its token
disposition. Now consider 𝑥with the DEATH1 removed and add to it DEATH2.
A token disposition (assuming no reactions take place) will be gained: it will
become poisonous. Now put the cases together: let DEATH1 and DEATH2

19 See Horgan (1993), Endicott (1993), Pereboom (2002).
20 See Heil (2011, 44), Campbell (1990, 140), andWilson (2011, 141).
21 See Shoemaker (2007, 3fn3).
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be exchanged. Why should matters change? One token disposition should be
lost, another gained. The identity theorist will maintain that no disposition
outlasts the persistence of its base. Even granted that tokens persist, in cases
of variable realisation it may be argued that the persistence conditions of
disposition and base do not come apart.
But there are cases that cannot be so readily dispensed with. And that is

because such cases involve intra-object multiple realisation accompanied by
no change in properties. I called this

Plural Realisation. A property 𝑃 is plurally realised just in case
there exists an entity 𝑥, such that 𝑃𝑥, and 𝑃𝑥 has two causal bases,
𝐶1, 𝐶2, such that 𝐶1 ≠ 𝐶2.22

Plurally realised properties are ones which have more than one causal basis in
the same object at the same time. For clarity, we shouldmake a (non-exclusive)
distinction between properties that are wholly plurally based, and those that
are partially plurally based. Consider a lighter’s disposition to ignite once
sparked. This disposition is based by both the fuel, the flint, and the sparker
all at once. But each of these is individually insufficient to base the disposition.
It is therefore partially but not wholly plurally based. If the disposition is to
manifest, the three bases must act holus bolus.
A property is wholly plurally realised, in contrast, when it has two or more

distinct sufficient causal bases. Consider Mackie:

Even in the same material, the same disposition may have more
than one ground. A piece of cloth may absorb water in two ways,
by the water being taken into the individual fibres and by its
being held in spaces between the fibres: its absorbency then has
two different bases, the molecular structure of the fibres and the
larger-scale structure in which those fibres are spun and woven.
(1973, 148)

For another example, cigarette smoke has the disposition to damage the lungs
once inhaled, but that disposition is based distinctly by a wide variety of
chemicals present in the smoke’s composition. In fact, cases are constructible
with the following straightforward recipe. First, take two cases of distinct

22 I have restricted attention to doubly based dispositions, though evidently we could consider
dispositions with any finite number of bases.
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realisation, where the properties are capable of being coinstantiated. Perhaps
a poisonous vial 𝑦 of DEATH1, and a distinct poisonous vial 𝑧 of DEATH2.
Next, simply coinstantiate the properties, as in:

Overkill. A vial of poison 𝑥 contains two deadly chemicals
DEATH1 and DEATH2. Because of this 𝑥 has the disposition to
kill when ingested.

And voilá! A case of token multiple realisation has been constructed. In
Overkill the mixture’s poisonousness is based twice-over in the same object.
As such the disposition is multiply realised at the token level. And, as I will
now show, plurally realised dispositions with distinct whole bases, such as the
vial’s poisonousness in Overkill, are as problematic for the token identity
theorist as distinctly realised dispositions are for the type identity theorist.
The argument nowbegins. From the existence of plural realisation, the right-

to-left of Token Causal Roles, and the transitivity of identity, a formally
analogous reductiomay be run. It takes the following form:

(A5) If 𝑃𝑥 and 𝑃′𝑥 are concurrent and bestow the same token causal role 𝑅,
then 𝑃𝑥 = 𝑃′𝑥

(A6) 𝐷𝑥 and 𝐶1𝑥 are concurrent and bestow 𝑅
(A7) 𝐷𝑥 and 𝐶2𝑥 are concurrent and bestow 𝑅
(A8) 𝐶1𝑥 ≠ 𝐶2𝑥
(5) 𝐷𝑥 = 𝐶1𝑥 (A5, A6)
(6) 𝐷𝑥 = 𝐶2𝑥 (A5, A7)
(7) 𝐶1𝑥 = 𝐶2𝑥 (5, 6, transitivity of “=”)
(8) (𝐶1𝑥 = 𝐶2𝑥) ∧ (𝐶1𝑥 ≠ 𝐶2𝑥) (A8, 7)

Again we’ll walk it through. We start with the right-to-left of Token Causal
Roles (A5). Then we note that 𝑥’s poisonousness is concurrent with 𝑥’s being
composed of DEATH1, and both occupy the same token causal role (A6).
Next we note that 𝑥’s poisonousness is concurrent with 𝑥’s being composed
of DEATH2, and both occupy the same token causal role (A7). Finally, we
know that DEATH1 ≠ DEATH2 (A8). It follows that 𝑥’s poisonousness =
DEATH1 (5). But it also follows that 𝑥’s poisonousness = DEATH2 (6). By the
transitivity of identity, DEATH1 = DEATH2 (7). Absurdity is again revealed:
we have generated a contradiction (8).
Crucially, the contradiction is derived from premises that involve token,

not type identifications.
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6 Responses and Replies

I have argued that the token retreat offers no solace from the problem of
multiple realisability. Howmight the token identity theorist respond? In what
remains I consider three responses. My strategy for dealing with them is as
follows. I will argue that each faces an unpalatable disjunction: either (1) that
response can be shown to fail, or (2) is available at the level of types.23 The
upshot of (1) is that multiple realisation has not been avoided. The upshot of
(2) is that the token retreat is robbed of its dialectical force.
The first, and no doubt the most natural response, is that the basis in

Overkill is complex. It may be thought, for example, that the disposition
is identical to the conjunctional property (DEATH1 & DEATH2).24Why so?
One reason would be that both DEATH1 and DEATH2 share the dirty work
when the poisonousness manifests. They together occupy the relevant token
causal role. They are causally efficacious both at once.
This line of thought is convincing, but misleadingly so. It seems to have

force due to the mistaken assumption that the total causal role bestowed
by the disposition must be identical to that bestowed by the conjunction
of the chemicals. The assumption is false: there are some plurally realised
dispositions where the conjunction of that disposition’s bases bears a distinct
token causal role from the disposition itself.
Consider what we may call disjunctively realised dispositions. A disposition

𝐷𝑥 is disjunctively realised just in case it has two bases 𝐶1𝑥, 𝐶2𝑥, such that
the manifestations of 𝐷𝑥 in some cases occur in virtue of 𝐶1𝑥, and not 𝐶2𝑥, in
other cases in virtue of 𝐶2𝑥 and not 𝐶1𝑥, and in all other cases (if any remain)
by (𝐶1𝑥 & 𝐶2𝑥). Disjunctive realisation is possible because distinct bases of
the same dispositional property may differ in their conditions of masking, i.e.,
the conditions under which the basis is rendered inefficacious.25
For example, suppose that some humans are perfectly resistant to DEATH1

but not DEATH2, whilst others are perfectly resistant to DEATH2 but not
DEATH1. Now consider:

23 The disjunction here is inclusive.
24 For clarity I’ll be using “&” to denote the relevant property-theoretic notion of conjunction,

whatever it may be, to distinguish it from the familiar, truth-functional notion (denoted by “∧”).
25 See Bird (2007, 39). For more on masking, see Johnston (1992), Bird (1998), Molnar (2003), and

Martin (2008).
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Resistance-1. Jones ingests 𝑥. Jones is perfectly resistant to
DEATH1. Unfortunately Jones is not at all resistant to DEATH2,
and thus as a result of ingesting 𝑥 Jones dies.

Resistance-2. Smith ingests 𝑥. Smith is perfectly resistant to
DEATH2. Unfortunately, Smith is not at all resistant to DEATH1,
and thus as a result of ingesting 𝑥 Smith dies.

Suppose, as our responder would have us believe, that in Resistance-1
and Resistance-2 the vial’s poisonousness is identical to the conjunctional
property (DEATH1 & DEATH2). From this we may show what we know to be
false: that both chemicals are causally efficacious in the death of Smith and
the death of Jones.
The conclusion is a consequence of two principles. The first is a straightfor-

ward consequence of Token Causal Roles. I call this the

Identity of Causes. If 𝑃𝑥 bestows a causal contribution 𝑐 in 𝛼,
and 𝑃𝑥 = 𝑃′𝑥, then 𝑃′𝑥 bestows 𝑐 in 𝛼.

The principle follows because token causal roles are sets of possible causal
contributions. If two properties share causal roles they must share all of their
possible causal contributions. So if a property bestows a causal contribution 𝑐,
and is identical to some other property, that other property must also bestow
𝑐.
The second is not a consequence of Token Causal Roles but is indepen-

dently plausible. I call this

Conjunctional Causes. If (𝑃𝑥 & 𝑃′𝑥) bestows a causal contribu-
tion 𝑐 in 𝛼, then 𝑃𝑥 bestows part of 𝑐 in 𝛼 and 𝑃′𝑥 bestows part of 𝑐
in 𝛼.

This principle simply states that whenever a conjunctional property bestows
a causal contribution 𝑐 both conjuncts bestow some part of 𝑐. My reasons for
accepting Token Causal Roles are broadly Eleatic. We should accept that a
conjunctional property bestowed a contribution only if both conjuncts had
some causal stake in the game. Consider an object 𝑜 with two properties: 𝑜 is
round and red. Now suppose the conjunction of the two properties is causally
efficacious in some case 𝛼, perhaps by contributing to the opening of a door
that has been designed to open only in the presence of round and red objects.
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Now in such a case we should say, given that the conjunctional property
bestows a causal contribution, each of the conjuncts bestows some part of
that causal contribution. In contrast, now suppose the door is primed only to
open in the presence of red objects, no matter their shape. If the roundness
makes no causal contribution to its opening in 𝛼, then the conjunction of its
roundness and redness does not bestow a causal contribution in 𝛼. The causal
contribution is bestowed merely from one conjunct.
We are now in a position to reject the response. For suppose, as the respon-

dent has claimed, that the vial’s poisonousness is identical to the conjunctional
property (DEATH1 & DEATH2). Since the vial’s poisonousness is causally
efficacious in both cases, by Conjunctional Causes it follows that both
DEATH1 bestows a causal contribution to the death of Jones, and DEATH2
bestows a causal contribution to the death of Smith. But ex hypothesi Jones is
perfectly resistant to DEATH1, and Smith to DEATH2, thus the chemicals do
not bestow the relevant causal contributions. We have proven what we know
to be false. The reply must be denied.26
Conjunctional won’t work; might disjunctional do the trick? Not obviously,

for even setting aside the shameful status of disjunctive properties, the prob-
lem of causal exclusion re-arises.27 Just as with disjunctive types disjunctive
tokens have nothing to contribute: their contributions are given by their dis-
juncts alone. And without causal efficacy no identification can be achieved,
at least not by appeal to sameness of causal role.
And worse still, once disjunctive tokens have been admitted motivation to

move to the token level is lost. For if one is prepared to accept disjunctive to-
kens, why not disjunctive types? If one is content to retreat to the disjunctive in
the face of plural realisation, why not in the face of distinct realisation? Simply
put: to maintain disjunctive tokens whilst denying disjunctive types creates a
dissonance entirely unwarranted by the presence of multiple realisability.
The second response is that we should say that in Overkill there are

two or more distinct tokens of the same dispositional type. This results in a

26 Could it be argued that the dispositions in such cases are merely borne by the mixture’s parts,
rather than the mixture taken as a whole? Possibly, though this will be more difficult to argue in
other cases. Consider a disjunctively realised belief. It would be strange to deny that the belief is
a property of an agent taken as a whole and to attribute instead the belief to parts of the agent.
Thanks to an anonymous reviewer for raising this insightful objection.

27 See Putnam (1967), Armstrong (1978), Lewis (1986), Kim (1992), Shoemaker (2007) and Audi
(2013). Heil (2003a, 40) goes so far as to say that “disjunctive property” is oxymoronic. For a
defence of the disjunctive, though, see Skiles (2016).
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commitment to what Armstrong (1978, 86) has called piling.28 Two property
instances are piled just in case they (1) are of the same type and (2) are
compresent (i.e., instantiated in the same object at the same time). Piling is
standardly taken to be a serious bullet to bite. Those who embrace it do so
tentatively, in accord only with the Eleatic principle.
Fortunately enough we may dodge the issue entirely. Consider again the

vial containing the deadly chemicals. Could the vial’s deadliness be piled?
Not if the piled dispositions are identified with the distinct chemicals. This is
due to what we may call the

Relata of Identicals. If 𝑃 = 𝑃′, then 𝑃 stands in some relation 𝑅
iff. 𝑃′ stands in 𝑅.

Since piling is a relation amongst properties, if there are two piled dispositions
of the same type, one based by DEATH1 and the other by DEATH2, it should
follow that DEATH1 and DEATH2 are piled. But the chemicals are not piled—
they are of distinct types. Bymodus tollens, then, it cannot be said that the
dispositions are of the same type.
The third response is that disjunctive realisation involves multiple property

instances of distinct types. Perhaps in Overkill the mixture has two distinct
dispositions (one identical to DEATH1, the other to DEATH2) or even three
(the third being identical to the conjunction of the two). In response I offer an
argument designed to show that there are at least some disjunctively realising
bases that genuinely do base the same disposition. It runs as follows.
The first premise is that dispositions are wholly individuated by their man-

ifestations.29 Flammability is distinct from elasticity because flammability
makes objects burn whilst elasticity makes objects reversibly deform.
The second premise is that plurally realised properties may bear bases that

differ with respect to their masking conditions, but not with respect to their
manifestations. This is possible because two distinct properties may share a
subset of their causal role relevant to the manifestation of some disposition,
whilst bearing a distinct subset relevant to their masking.
Perhaps the most vivid examples may be found not in deadly chemicals, but

in deadly bacteria. E. coli (Escherichia coli) has a number of pathogenic strains
including the shiga-toxin producing O104:H4. Like other co-evolved bacteria,
E. coli strains change their properties of resistance over time—and thus the

28 See also Schaffer (2004)
29 For defence, see Molnar (2003), Lowe (2011), Mumford and Anjum (2011), and Vetter (2014).
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conditions under which their deadly disposition is masked. This may be done
in several distinct ways: bacteria may develop the capacity to “pump out” or
neutralise antibiotics, or they may produce subtle changes in their binding
sites. Consider now a vial containing several shiga-toxin producing strains
that base a deadly disposition. Themanifestations of the various strainsmay be
identical (i.e., perfectly similar)—and thus by the criterion of manifestation
individuation the vial has only one deadly disposition. Nevertheless, the
masking conditions of the individual strains may vary.
The conclusion is that some distinct disjunctively realisable properties base

the very same dispositional property.
I anticipate one final worry. Perhaps one will hold that dispositions are

individuated in part by their stimulus conditions, and are thus of a finer grain
(Martin 2008, 89–91). This would make the first premise false. In which case
there will be two tokens of distinct types even in the case of E. coli. But to this
worry I say: now you have liberalised your ontology with properties of a finer
grain why take the token retreat at all? The dissonance faced by the proponent
of disjunctive tokens re-emerges: if one accepts distinct properties intra-object,
why not inter-object also? If one chooses to fine-grain dispositional property
instances to avoid plural realisation, why not fine-grain dispositional types
to avoid distinct realisation? If the properties are of a finer grain, and hence
distinct, there is no need to move from type to token identifications, since
the response holdsmutatis mutandis for the proponent of the type identity
theory. To maintain the retreat one must offer an independent reason not to
fine-grain dispositional types. The point I am making is not that such reasons
cannot be given. My point is that if there are reasons, multiple realisation is
not amongst them.
In conclusion, I have argued that the token retreat offers no solace from

the problem of multiple realisability. Whilst it may avoid distinct realisation,
it cannot avoid plural realisation. Whilst there are responses to the latter that
are not available to the former, each of those responses fails. The upshot is:
there is no relevant difference between these types of multiple realisation
vis-à-vis the identification of dispositions and their categorical bases. And as
such, no ground is made by moving from the type to the token level.*

* Many thanks to Alexander Bird, Leia Hopf, Markku Keinänen, Geoff Keeling, Arsham Nejad
Kourki, Jason Konek, Maria Lasonen-Aarnio, Carlotta Pavese, Alexander Skiles, Susanna Siegel,
TuomasTahko, and audiences at Bristol, Gothenburg, Novarra andHelsinki for helpful comments
and discussion on earlier drafts. Thanks also to three anonymous referees who greatly improved

doi: 10.48106/dial.v75.i2.04

https://doi.org/10.48106/dial.v75.i2.04


246 Niall J. Paterson

Niall J. Paterson
0000-0003-1178-0463

Bristol
United Kingdom

niall.paterson@pm.me

References

Armstrong, David M. 1968. AMaterialist Theory of the Mind. London: Routledge &
Kegan Paul.

—. 1973. Belief, Truth and Knowledge. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
—. 1977. “The Causal Theory of the Mind.” Neue Hefte für Philosophie 11: 82–95.

Reprinted in Armstrong (1980, 16–31).
—. 1978. Nominalism & Realism: Universals and Scientific Realism, Volume I. Cam-

bridge: Cambridge University Press.
—. 1980. The Nature of Mind, and other Essays. St. Lucia, Queensland: University of

Queensland Press.
—. 1999. “The Causal Theory of Properties: Properties According to

Shoemaker, Ellis, and Others.” Philosophical Topics 26(1–2): 25–37,
doi:10.5840/philtopics1999261/243.

—. 2005. “Four Disputes About Properties.” Synthese 144(3): 309–320,
doi:10.1007/s11229-005-5852-7.

Audi, Paul. 2013. “How to Rule Out Disjunctive Properties.” Noûs 47(4): 748–766,
doi:10.1111/nous.12016.

Azzano, Lorenzo. 2021. “Dispositionality, Categoricity, and Where to Find Them.”
Synthese 199(1-2): 2949–2976, doi:10.1007/s11229-020-02917-4.

Bird, Alexander. 1998. “Dispositions and Antidotes.” The Philosophical Quarterly
48(191): 227–234, doi:10.1111/1467-9213.00098.

—. 2007. Nature’s Metaphysics. Laws and Properties. Oxford: Oxford University Press,
doi:10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199227013.001.0001.

—. 2016. “Overpowering: How the Powers Ontology Has Overreached Itself.”Mind
125(498): 341–383, doi:10.1093/mind/fzv207.

Block, Ned, ed. 1980. Readings in the Philosophy of Psychology. Volume I. Language
and Thought. Cambridge, Massachusetts: The MIT Press.

Campbell, Keith. 1990. Abstract Particulars. Oxford: Basil Blackwell Publishers.
Contessa, Gabriele. 2019. “Powerful Qualities or Pure Powers?”Metaphysica 20(1):

5–33, doi:10.1515/mp-2019-2003.

the paper. This research was supported by European Research Council Horizon 2020 grant
number 758539.

Dialectica vol. 75, n° 2

https://doi.org/10.5840/philtopics1999261/243
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11229-005-5852-7
https://doi.org/10.1111/nous.12016
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11229-020-02917-4
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9213.00098
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199227013.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/mind/fzv207
https://doi.org/10.1515/mp-2019-2003


Dispositions and Token Identity 247

Davidson, Donald. 1970a. “Events as Particulars.” Noûs 4(1): 25–32,
doi:10.2307/2214289. Reprinted in Davidson (1980, 181–187).

—. 1970b. “Mental Events.” In Experience and Theory, edited by Lawrence Foster
and Joe William Swanson, pp. 79–101. Amherst, Massachusetts: University of
Massachusetts Press. Reprinted in Davidson (1980, 207–225) and in Block (1980,
107–119).

—. 1980. Essays on Actions and Events. Oxford: Oxford University Press. Second,
enl. edition: Davidson (2001).

—. 2001. Essays on Actions and Events. Philosophical Essays Volume 1. 2nd ed. Oxford:
Oxford University Press, doi:10.1093/0199246270.001.0001. Enlarged.

Ellis, Brian. 2002. The Philosophy of Nature – A Guide to the New Essentialism. Mon-
tréal: McGill-Queen’s University Press, doi:10.4324/9781315710624.

Endicott, Ronald P. 1993. “Species-Specific Properties and More Narrow Reductive
Strategies.” Erkenntnis 38(3): 303–321, doi:10.1007/BF01128233.

Feigl, Herbert, Michael Scriven, andGroverMaxwell, eds. 1958.Minnesota Studies
in the Philosophy of Science, Volume II: Concepts, Theories, and the Mind-Body
Problem. Minneapolis, Minnesota: University of Minnesota Press.

Ford, Sharon R. 2012. “The Categorical-Dispositional Distinction.” In Properties,
Powers and Structures. Issues in the Metaphysics of Realism, edited by Alexander
Bird, Brian D. Ellis, and Howard Sankey, pp. 181–200. Routledge Studies in
Metaphysics n. 5. Milton, Abingdon: Routledge, doi:•.

Gethmann, Carl Friedrich, ed. 2011. Lebenswelt und Wissenschaft. Deutsches
Jahrbuch Philosophie n. 2. Hamburg: Felix Meiner Verlag.

Goodman, Nelson. 1955. Fact, Fiction and Forecast. Cambridge, Massachusetts: Har-
vard University Press.

Heil, John. 1999. “Multiple Realizability.” American Philosophical Quarterly 36(3):
189–208.

—. 2003a. From an Ontological Point of View. Oxford: Oxford University Press,
doi:10.1093/0199259747.001.0001.

—. 2003b. “Multiply Realized Properties.” In Physicalism and Mental Causation. The
Metaphysics of Mind and Action, edited by SvenWalter and Heinz-Dieter Heck-
mann, pp. 11–30. Exeter: Imprint Academic.

—. 2004. “Properties and Powers.” In Oxford Studies in Metaphysics, volume I, edited
by DeanW. Zimmerman, pp. 223–254. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

—. 2011. “Powers and the Realization Relation.” The Monist 94(1): 34–53,
doi:10.5840/monist20119413.

Heil, John, and David Robb. 2003. “Mental Properties.” American Philosophical Quar-
terly 40(3): 175–196.

Horgan, Terence E. 1993. “NonreductiveMaterialism and the Explanatory Autonomy
of Psychology.” In Naturalism. A Critical Appraisal, edited by Steven J. Wagner

doi: 10.48106/dial.v75.i2.04

https://doi.org/10.2307/2214289
https://doi.org/10.1093/0199246270.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315710624
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01128233
https://doi.org/•
https://doi.org/10.1093/0199259747.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.5840/monist20119413
https://doi.org/10.48106/dial.v75.i2.04


248 Niall J. Paterson

and Richard Warner, pp. 295–320. Notre Dame, Indiana: University of Notre
Dame Press.

Hurley, Susan L., and Alva Noë. 2003. “Neural Plasticity and Consciousness.” Biology
and Philosophy 18(1): 131–168, doi:10.1023/A:1023308401356.

Johnston, Mark. 1992. “How to Speak of the Colors.” Philosophical Studies 68(3):
221–263, doi:10.1007/bf00694847.

Kim, Jaegwon. 1992. “Multiple Realization and the Metaphysics of Reduction.” Philos-
ophy and Phenomenological Research 52(2): 1–26, doi:10.2307/2107741.

Lewis, David. 1966. “An Argument for the Identity Theory.” The Journal of Philosophy
63(1): 17–25, doi:10.2307/2024524. Reprinted in Lewis (1983a, 99–107).

—. 1979. “Attitudes de Dicto and de Se.” The Philosophical Review 88(4): 513–543,
doi:10.2307/2184843. Reprinted, with a postscript (Lewis 1983b), in Lewis (1983a,
133–156).

—. 1983a. Philosophical Papers, Volume 1. Oxford: Oxford University Press,
doi:10.1093/0195032047.001.0001.

—. 1983b. “Postscript to Lewis (1979).” In Philosophical Papers, Volume 1, pp. 156–160.
Oxford: Oxford University Press, doi:10.1093/0195032047.001.0001.

—. 1986. On the Plurality of Worlds. Oxford: Basil Blackwell Publishers.
Lowe, Edward Jonathan. 2011. “How Not To Think of Powers: a Deconstruction of

the ‘Dispositions and Conditionals’ Debate.” The Monist 94(1): 17–33,
doi:10.5840/monist20119412.

Mackie, John Leslie. 1973. Truth, Probability and Paradox – Studies in Philosophical
Logic. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Martin, Charles Burton. 2008. The Mind in Nature. Oxford: Oxford University Press,
doi:10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199234103.001.0001.

Mellor, David Hugh. 2000. “The Semantics and Ontology of Dispositions.”Mind
109(436): 757–780, doi:10.1093/mind/109.436.757.

Molnar, George. 2003. Powers: A Study in Metaphysics. Oxford: Oxford University
Press, doi:10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199204175.001.0001. Edited by Stephen Mum-
ford.

Mumford, Stephen. 1998. Dispositions. Oxford: Oxford University Press,
doi:10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199259823.001.0001.

Mumford, Stephen, and Rani Lill Anjum. 2011. “Dispositional Modality.” In
Lebenswelt undWissenschaft, edited by Carl Friedrich Gethmann, pp. 468–484.
Deutsches Jahrbuch Philosophie n. 2. Hamburg: Felix Meiner Verlag.

Peacocke, Christopher. 1979. Holistic Explanation – Action, Space, Interpretation.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Pereboom,Derk. 2002. “Robust NonreductiveMaterialism.”The Journal of Philosophy
99(10): 499–531, doi:10.2307/3655563.

Dialectica vol. 75, n° 2

https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1023308401356
https://doi.org/10.1007/bf00694847
https://doi.org/10.2307/2107741
https://doi.org/10.2307/2024524
https://doi.org/10.2307/2184843
https://doi.org/10.1093/0195032047.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/0195032047.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.5840/monist20119412
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199234103.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/mind/109.436.757
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199204175.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199259823.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.2307/3655563


Dispositions and Token Identity 249

Place, Ullin Thomas. 1956. “Is Consciousness A Brain-Process?”The British Journal of
Psychology 47: 44–60, doi:10.1111/j.2044-8295.1956.tb00560.x. Reprinted in Place
(2004, 45–52).

—. 2004. Identifying the Mind. Selected Papers. Philosophy of Mind Series. Oxford:
Oxford University Press. Edited by George Graham and Elizabeth R. Valentine.

Prior, ElizabethW., Robert Pargetter, and Frank Jackson. 1982. “Three Theses
about Dispositions.” American Philosophical Quarterly 19(3): 251–257.

Putnam, Hilary. 1967. “The Mental Life of Some Machines.” In Intentionality, Minds,
and Perception; Discussions on Contemporary Philosophy. A Symposium, edited by
Hector-Neri Castañeda, pp. 177–200. Detroit, Maryland: Wayne State University
Press. Reprinted in Putnam (1975).

—. 1975. Mind, Language and Reality: Philosophical Papers, Volume 2. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Quine, Willard van Orman. 1960.Word and Object. Cambridge, Massachusetts: The
MIT Press. New edition: Quine (2013).

—. 1974. The Roots of Reference. LaSalle, Illinois: Open Court Publishing Co. The Paul
Carus Lectures for 1963.

—. 2013.Word and Object. Cambridge, Massachusetts: The MIT Press. First edition:
Quine (1960).

Robb, David. 1997. “The Properties of Mental Causation.” The Philosophical Quarterly
47(187): 178–194, doi:10.1111/1467-9213.00054.

—. 2013. “The Identity Theory as a Solution to the Exclusion Problem.” In Men-
tal Causation and Ontology, edited by Sophie C. Gibb, Edward Jonathan Lowe,
and Rögnvaldur D. Ingthorsson, pp. 215–232. Oxford: Oxford University Press,
doi:10.1093/mind/LXI.242.153.

Rundle, Bede. 1997. Mind in Action. Oxford: Oxford University Press,
doi:10.1093/acprof:oso/9780198236917.001.0001.

Schaffer, Jonathan. 2001. “The Individuation of Tropes.” Australasian Journal of
Philosophy 79(2): 247–257, doi:10.1080/713659225.

—. 2004. “Two Conceptions of Sparse Properties.” Pacific Philosophical Quarterly 85(1):
92–102, doi:10.1111/j.1468-0114.2004.00189.x.

Shoemaker, Sydney S. 1980. “Causality and Properties.” In Time and Cause: Essays
Presented to Richard Taylor, edited by Peter van Inwagen, pp. 109–135. Philosoph-
ical Studies Series n. 19. Dordrecht: D. Reidel Publishing Co., doi:10.1007/978-94-
017-3528-5. Reprinted in Shoemaker (2003, 206–233).

—. 1984. Identity, Cause andMind: Philosophical Essays. 1st ed. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press. Second, expanded edition: Shoemaker (2003).

—. 2003. Identity, Cause and Mind: Philosophical Essays. 1st ed. Oxford: Oxford Uni-
versity Press. Second, expanded edition of Shoemaker (1984).

—. 2007. Physical Realization. Oxford: Oxford University Press,
doi:10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199214396.001.0001.

doi: 10.48106/dial.v75.i2.04

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8295.1956.tb00560.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9213.00054
https://doi.org/10.1093/mind/LXI.242.153
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780198236917.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1080/713659225
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0114.2004.00189.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-017-3528-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-017-3528-5
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199214396.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.48106/dial.v75.i2.04


250 Niall J. Paterson

—. 2013. “Physical Realization without Preemption.” In Mental Causation
and Ontology, edited by Sophie C. Gibb, Edward Jonathan Lowe, and
Rögnvaldur D. Ingthorsson, pp. 35–57. Oxford: Oxford University Press,
doi:10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199603770.001.0001.

Skiles, Alexander. 2016. “In Defense of the Disjunctive.” Inquiry 59(5): 471–487,
doi:10.1080/0020174X.2015.1122549.

Smart, Jamieson John Carswell [Jack]. 1959. “Sensations and Brain Processes.” The
Philosophical Review 68(2): 141–156, doi:10.2307/2182164.

Steward, Helen. 1997. The Ontology of Mind: Events, Processes, and States. Oxford:
Oxford University Press, doi:10.1093/acprof:oso/9780198250647.001.0001.

Tugby, Matthew. 2020. “Abduction and the Scientific Realist Case for Properties.”
Grazer Philosophische Studien 98(1): 123–145, doi:10.1163/18756735-000112.

Vetter, Barbara. 2014. “Dispositions without Conditionals.”Mind 123(489): 129–156,
doi:10.1093/mind/fzu032.

Wilson, Jessica M. 2011. “Non-reductive Realization and the Powers-Based Subset
Strategy.” The Monist 94(1): 121–154, doi:10.5840/monist20119417.

Zimmerman, DeanW., ed. 2004. Oxford Studies in Metaphysics. Vol. I. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Dialectica vol. 75, n° 2

https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199603770.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1080/0020174X.2015.1122549
https://doi.org/10.2307/2182164
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780198250647.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1163/18756735-000112
https://doi.org/10.1093/mind/fzu032
https://doi.org/10.5840/monist20119417

	1 Dispositions and Token Identity
	1 The Identity Theory
	2 The Argument from Causal Roles
	3 Distinct Realisation
	4 The Token Retreat
	5 Plural Realisation
	6 Responses and Replies
	References


