Is Modal Realism a tenable position? Discuss with relation to Lewis’s “possible worlds” argument.

Modal realism, fiercely proposed and defended by Daniel Lewis in his paper “A Plurality of possible worlds” should be analysed with scrutiny and care when assessing it’s tenability. Modal realism, in short, rests on the idea that possibilities that are in fact non actual do really exist in the same way that we exist as humans in the here and now. The difference between the world that we live in and these other possible worlds is of a personal kind, not a metaphysical kind[footnoteRef:1]. These possibilities include those of possible worlds, holding no spatio temporal relations between each other despite existing as spatio-temporal kind of entities. This means they are concrete, they are not abstract. When talking about them using sentences, the set within the sentence still completely describes the world as it is because we are talking of them in the concrete. So when describing the relationship or connection that we have to another possible world is to speak in personal terms and not in metaphysical terms, because if we did, we would be implying that these worlds exist in the abstract.[footnoteRef:2] Lewis does however specify that it is not the case the world we live in, “the actual world” enjoys any kind of unique, special or privileged existence. It is simply that since this is the world we know to live in, it is the context of which we speak about “actual worlds” that allows us to do exactly this. So the word “actual” becomes an indexical term[footnoteRef:3]. [1:  Metaphysics: A Guide and Anthology Tim Crane Katalin Farkas (Oxford University Press: New York, 2004)]  [2:  Metaphysics: A Guide and Anthology Tim Crane Katalin Farkas (Oxford University Press: New York, 2004)]  [3: Christopher Menzel “Possible Worlds” Stanford Encyopedia of Philosophy, 18th October 2013, Stanford University https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/possible-worlds/#ModalLogicAndPWs>Substantive Revision> Feb 8th 2016
] 

The concept of possible worlds is used as an entry point into explaining logical possibility, necessity, contingency, impossibility, key concepts in the realm of metaphysics so there is an argument to be made about the relevancy of modal realism for modal sematic reasons. To think, to imagine of an entity as an unobservable one is actually useful in domains like science, particularly the hard sciences. It is actually theoretically useful. Is this an intrinsic argument for modal realism? When discussing it’s tenability, on what grounds are we to suggest it is tenable? Tenable in what sense? This is perhaps where general criticism begins to become or seem relevant – it does not simply follow up to a simple Ockham’s Razor perspective. Modal realism is certainly how we don’t experience the world and by appealing to experience we are perhaps setting limitations to ourselves here – it it useful to discuss the verifiability, let alone the relevancy of experience when discussing metaphysics?
It is also of genuine concern that the kind of modal facts we seem to care about are ones involving ourselves and not the supposed counterparts that Lewis refers to.
Knowledge requires a causal understanding of things, of worlds. This sets an epistemological problem for modal realism. Since possible worlds are isolated and they have no spatio-temporal relations to each other, then they are therefore unknowable to us. How can we begin to talk of anything of which we cannot have any acquaintance with? What knowledge can we derive? After all, scientific knowledge does seem to require a connection, an interaction with certain entities that we want to claim we have knowledge of. Lewis attempted to get around this issue by emphasising the point that there are certain instances in which we can have knowledge of things that do not bear this kind of relation or connection to us – mathematical entities being a significant example. The same criticism can be levelled at knowledge of galaxies, but then to do this we can extrapolate information and extract reasonable conclusions from the galaxies we have studied so this example may not be the most relevant. This is where it is fair to point towards the difference between contingent and necessary knowledge. Mathematics consists of necessary facts and this is vastly different from continental knowledge consisting of contingent facts which does require causal acquaintance between worlds. So modal facts according to Lewis are simply necessary facts unlike contingent knowledge such as knowledge of dinosaurs.
A further epistemological problem if that is perfectly possible to conceive of nothing at all and by nothing, this would also exclude a world in which there is nothing. Lewis’s modal realism does not account for this. This may be an insignificant issue if to use “possible worlds” is to simply refer to those concepts in which various logical possibilities arise. By this I mean that perhaps Lewis does not deny the logical possibility of this “nothing” but it is so inevitable that in generalising he has to purport this “nothing” to something – possible worlds, in order to make his case. So this may be a unnecessarily demanding criticism that is not worth such scrutiny. 
















[bookmark: _GoBack]Bibliography

Crane, Tim, Farkas, Katalin Metaphysics: A Guide and Anthology Tim Crane Katalin Farkas (Oxford University Press: New York, 2004)
Menzel, Christopher “Possible Worlds” Stanford Encyopedia of Philosophy, 18th October 2013, Stanford University https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/possible-worlds/#ModalLogicAndPWs>Substantive Revision> Feb 8th 2016


