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Abstract: According to qualitativism, thisness is not a fundamental feature of reality; facts about particular things are metaphysically second-rate. In this paper, I advance an argument for qualitativism from ideological parsimony. Supposing that reality fundamentally contains an array of propertied things, non-qualitativists employ a distinct name (or constant) for each fundamental thing. I argue that these names encode a type of worldly structure (thisness structure) that offends against parsimony and that qualitativists can eliminate without incurring a comparable parsimony-offense.
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1. Introduction and Preliminaries
According to qualitativism or “generalism”, non-qualitative matters are metaphysically “second-rate” (Russell, 2016, p. 321). Or as Adams (1979; 1981) puts it, “thisness” is not a “fundamental feature of reality”.[footnoteRef:1] (Neither philosopher is there endorsing the view.) Let’s run with the gloss from Russell: [1:       For development and debate, see e.g. Adams (1979), Kment (2012, pp. 578–84), Dasgupta (2009; 2014; 2017), Russell (2015; 2016; 2018), Turner (2017), Bacon (2019), Sider (2020, ch. 3).] 


(Qualitativism) All non-qualitative matters are metaphysically second-rate.

It’s been said that qualitativism is or may be supported by (inter alia) considerations of parsimony (Kment, 2012, p. 581; Dasgupta, 2017, p. 10; Werner, 2022, p. 921). However, the argument hasn’t been developed, at least when it comes to ideological parsimony.[footnoteRef:2] In this paper I develop such an argument. I’ll conclude that considerations of parsimony indeed constitute a strong (though of course defeasible) reason to embrace qualitativism. [2:       Since one way to motivate qualitativism is to eliminate concrete particulars from your ontology, arguments from ontological parsimony may be relevant as well, and have been made (see Paul, 2012; 2017). However, eliminating particulars arguably isn’t sufficient for qualitativism, since intuitively “non-qualitative” fundamentalia might emerge in other ontological idioms (see Carmichael, 2016; Bacon, 2019; Diehl, 2022).] 

What are non-qualitative matters, and what would it be for them to be second-rate? Different answers may yield different understandings (or kinds) of qualitativism. In this paper I take non-qualitative matters to directly concern particular concrete particulars.[footnoteRef:3] For example, the property of being spacetime point p, or the fact that Plato loves Socrates. Qualitative matters don’t. For example, the property of being a point of space, or the fact that something loves something else. As for the second-rate-ness, there are two recent proposals. According to one, non-qualitative matters are grounded in, or constitutively determined by (see e.g. Fine, 2012), qualitative ones (see Dasgupta, 2014; 2017). According to the other, non-qualitative matters are “indeterminate” or “non-factual” (for discussion see Russell, 2015; 2018). In this paper I assume that these proposals exhaust the qualitativist’s options. I also assume that there are some fundamental matters, by which I mean determinate matters that obtain without being grounded in anything further. So, qualitativists of either stripe will take the fundamental matters to be exclusively qualitative. [3:       Cf. e.g. Melia (1999), Skow (2007), Kment (2012), Dasgupta (2017), Werner (2022).] 

Any version of qualitativism or non-qualitativism should say something about the matters they take to be fundamental. Insofar as fundamental facts contain entities, we may say that such facts contain ontic structure (cf. Sider, 2011). It’s natural to think that (at least a significant portion of) the fundamental facts will concern what certain entities are like, and so contain ontic structure. And the prima facie most natural view is that such facts will concern individual substances, or things:

(THINGS) Fundamental facts (by and large) concern what things are like.

And qualitativism and non-qualitativism offer different accounts of “what-things-are-like” structure. The most natural option for non-qualitativists is what I’ll call fact atomism, or just ‘atomism’. On this view, we get fundamental facts like:

a is F		b is G		a Rs b.

(I assume nominalism about features; realists may say ‘a has Fness’, etc.) The most natural option for qualitativists is what’s been called quantifier generalism (see Dasgupta, 2017), which I’ll usually shorten to ‘generalism’. On this view, we get fundamental facts like:

xy(x is F & y is G & x Rs y).

We may call generalists who seek to ground the non-qualitative ‘G-generalists’, and those who think non-qualitative matters are indeterminate ‘I-generalists’. So G-generalists may take the above sort of qualitative fact to ground a suite of atomic facts (a is F, b is G, etc.). I-generalists don’t ground the non-qualitative, but rather erase its objective reality.
There are alternatives to THINGS. Perhaps the fundamental facts have some other sort of internal ontic structure, such as by concerning only concrete particulars of other kinds (e.g., tropes, events), or only universals. Dasgupta’s (2009; 2017) preferred version of qualitativism, “algebraic generalism”, posits only universals at the fundamental level. Or perhaps the fundamental facts have no internal ontic structure (cf. Turner, 2017, §4; Diehl, 2022), or no internal structure whatsoever (cf. Turner, 2016; Bacon, 2019). Since I’ll be assuming THINGS, we needn’t get into whether, and if so how, the distinction between qualitativism and non-qualitativism can be transposed into other metaphysical frameworks; though it intuitively survives in at least some (see fn. 2).
I’ll assume a particular framework about fundamental structure, since comparing qualitativism and non-qualitativism vis-à-vis parsimony in the context of one framework is more than enough for a single paper. And I’ll assume THINGS in particular, and accordingly will compare atomism and (quantifier) generalism, for three reasons. First, I just find THINGS more plausible than other frameworks. You should at least agree that it’s the most conservative framework relative to pre-philosophical opinion (Kment, 2012, p. 582). Second, I expect THINGS, and atomism in particular, to be generally favored by non-qualitativists. Third, comparing atomism and generalism is useful for illuminating the role of ideological parsimony in the debate over qualitativism. For as we’ll see, atomism and generalism don’t differ vis-à-vis ontological parsimony.
Since I’ll be comparing atomism and generalism, let’s get one common objection to the latter out of the way. (Quantifier) generalism has been criticized for violating the (alleged) principle that any existentially quantified fact is non-fundamental, because grounded in any instance or witnessing fact.[footnoteRef:4] But, first, I don’t see why anyone drawn to qualitativism should find that principle plausible.[footnoteRef:5] Second, even if you do, that must be balanced against the fact that generalism, unlike other forms of qualitativism, preserves THINGS. Third, if this paper’s argument succeeds, generalism is much more parsimonious than atomism. So let’s give it a chance. [4:       It also arguably violates weaker (safer) formulations of the principle. Let D be a disjunction of threatening principles in the vicinity. For endorsement or at least friendliness toward D, see e.g. Rosen (2010), Fine (2010; 2012), Dasgupta (2009, p. 50; 2011, pp. 131–2; 2017, pp. 13–14), Shumener (2020a), Sider (2020, pp. 37f., 98). Dasgupta and Sider deploy D against quantifier generalism, though neither (at least in Dasgupta, 2017) present the objection as decisive.]  [5:       For additional skepticism about the objection, see Kment (2012, p. 579, fn. 13), Donaldson (2015, pp. 1068–70), Melamedoff (2018), Russell (2018, pp. 568–9), McSweeney (2020).] 

I’ll focus on parsimony vis-à-vis fundamental matters. Perhaps parsimony vis-à-vis derivative matters is also important (see e.g. Da Vee, 2020); perhaps it isn’t. I assume only that theoretical bloat vis-à-vis fundamental matters is worse than bloat vis-à-vis derivative ones. I assume that parsimony in a theory is indeed an epistemic or truth-directed virtue, and is so because less complex views of worldly structure are more likely to be true. Ideological parsimony concerns non-ontic aspects of worldly structure (more in §4), and so is part of this virtue.[footnoteRef:6] [6:       For more on this conception of parsimony, and ideological parsimony in particular, see e.g. Sider (2011, pp. viii., 13–14; 2013, p. 239), Cameron (2012, pp. 17–18), Cowling (2013, p. 3893), Finocchiaro (2019; 2020).] 


2. What’s in a Name?
Consider a situation, S, in which three simple particles instantiate a certain spatial configuration. Let’s call them ‘Odysseus’, ‘Hildegard’, and ‘Snake Eyes’.
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And let’s use ‘F’ for their intrinsic qualitative nature, and ‘R’ for their configuration. So these non-qualitative facts hold in S:

Odysseus is F			Hildegard is F			Snake Eyes is F

Odysseus, Hildegard, and Snake Eyes are R		THAT’S IT

‘THAT’S IT’ is just a placeholder for a totality fact; we needn’t get into what it should look like, but it will at least imply that there are no other things. It will be convenient to have totality information on hand in a couple places, though I’m not sure the argument depends on it. I’ll call these five facts S’s “quintet”. S also contains these qualitative facts:

(Q) xyz(Fx & Fy & Fz & Rxyz & THAT’S IT)

(Q+) xyz(Fx & Fy & Fz & Rxyz & ~(x=y) & ~(x=z) & ~(y=z) & THAT’S IT).

According to atomism, the quintet is fundamental. And let’s distinguish two generalist theories. Both deny the quintet’s fundamentality. But while “generalism-” (‘generalism minus’) takes Q alone to be fundamental, “generalism+” takes Q+ to be.[footnoteRef:7] I tend to find generalism- superior, but I needn’t insist on this and it will be good to have both theories on hand. [7:       Alternatively, generalists+ take Q alone to be, but take Q+’s extra information to be encoded in Q’s quantifiers (see Wehmeier, 2012).] 

	Adherents to THINGS may, following Turner (2011), think about reality’s structure in terms of a pegboard with rubber bands. Each peg represents a thing, bands around pegs what the things are like. In his conclusion, Turner writes (p. 51, his italics):

It is through ontology that we can think of reality’s global structure as built up out of more local structures, for it turns out that a set of ‘pegs’, of things, is crucial for this sort of bottom-up picture. It is by identifying things across different local structures that we can build up more global structures. By picking out which things in this local structure are identical to which things in that one, we have a way to link those two structures together to come up with a more global one.

Now atomism and generalism exhibit two ways of identifying things across structures in S. Our atomist identifies the three R things with the three F ones by repeating names (or constants). Our generalists identify the R-ers and F-ers by repeating bound variables. And I think the generalists’ way delivers a far more parsimonious view of reality’s fundamental structure. That’s where the argument is going. But to get there, we should first examine what the atomist’s names are doing.
	If we have an F thing, an F thing, and an F thing in the relevant spatial configuration, we thereby have what I’ll call objectual structure, the sort of structure that consists simply in the presence of feature-endowed things. If we add to such structure facts about the relations of numerical identity and non-identity (distinctness), we get identity structure. For instance, one way of adding identity structure onto S’s objectual structure would be to say that the middle F-er is identical to the nearby F-er (i.e., they’re a single bi-located F-er) and distinct from the farthest-away F-er. Another way is to say that we have three F-ers (how matters in fact stand, given S’s initial description).[footnoteRef:8] And if we add to such structure facts about “thisness”, we get thisness structure. I won’t try to define this sort of structure, but can convey what I have in mind by indicating what we can do with it. [8:       Even S’s objectual structure (as I’ve characterized it) contains some identity structure: the former includes the fact that each F-er is identical with an R-er. The general point is that any given thing’s having two features constitutes some identity structure (the identity of a thing possessing the first feature with a thing possessing the second) – cf. Adams (1979, p. 21).] 

	Thisness structure is the (or at least a) sort of structure that would, if real, underpin the distinctness of (maximal, global) situations that are identical in qualitative respects (i.e., duplicates). Consider a situation, Sub (think ‘substitution’), that’s exactly the same as S except in that a thing distinct from Odysseus – call it ‘Ody’ – occupies its place in the spatial configuration. Or consider Sw (‘swap’), that’s the same as S except in that Odysseus and Hildegard have swapped places.
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S, Sub, and Sw are duplicates, and share the same objectual and identity structure. If any two of them are indeed distinct, they’re distinct in virtue of thisness structure. For instance, if S and Sub are distinct, that’s because the F-er near Hildegard is Odysseus (if you like, has Odysseus’s thisness) in S, but is Ody (if you like, has the property of being Ody) in Sub.[footnoteRef:9] [9:       Adams (1979, p. 6) uses ‘thisness’ (as a count noun) for a property of being identical with a particular concrete particular, for instance the property of being identical with Odysseus. On my characterization of thisness structure, we needn’t refer to properties at all. Indeed, Adams also says there that he “want[s] the word ‘property’ to carry as light a metaphysical load here as possible”.] 

	Q captures all of S’s objectual structure, and Q+ all of its objectual and identity structure. Accordingly, generalism- accepts the fundamentality of the relevant objectual structure, and generalism+ that of the relevant objectual and identity structure. What does the generalist- say about the identity structure present only in Q+? He might strike such structure from S; there’s just no fact of the matter about identity or distinctness between the three places’ occupants. Or he might ground it, presumably in Q: Q itself grounds[footnoteRef:10] the distinctness, and so three-ness, of the F-er, F-er, and F-er over which it quantifies. If S indeed contains thisness structure, Q and Q+ clearly don’t capture it; these facts are shared by S, Sub, and Sw. If our generalists are I-generalists (§1), they strike thisness structure from S. If G-generalists, they ground S’s thisness structure, presumably in Q or Q+: Q or Q+ grounds[footnoteRef:11] the thisnesses of the F-ers over which it quantifies (more in §4). Since G-generalists accept (derivative) thisness structure, they can accept that Sub and Sw are distinct from S, in virtue of containing different thisness structure. But they must deny that Sub and Sw are possible situations, since their shared qualitative character grounds S’s thisness structure. [10:       Presumably in virtue of (at least in large part) the spatial separation encoded in ‘R’. For more on whether spatial relations can help explain distinctness, see the literature cited in fn. 23.]  [11:       Presumably in virtue of the Fness, Rness, and totality information.] 

	Just as Q+ seems to capture more structure than Q, such that our generalist+ is committed to more fundamental structure than our generalist-, at first blush our quintet captures more structure than Q and Q+, such that our atomist is committed to more fundamental structure than our generalists. Granting that ‘Odysseus’, ‘Hildegard’, and ‘Snake Eyes’ indeed denote three things (per S’s description), the quintet seems to capture the same objectual and identity structure Q+ captures. But at first blush the quintet also captures thisness structure that our generalists either eliminate or ground. At any rate, this seems to me to be the most natural understanding of the names in our quintet-stating sentences. If we permute the first two names in the fourth sentence, we seem to get Sw’s structure instead of S’s; hence each name seems to convey a distinctive bit of thisness structure.
	I acknowledge that names don’t have to be used to convey thisness structure. Let a and b be a thing and a thing, and Fness and Gness two properties, and consider these descriptions of reality:

Fa & Gb		Ga & Fb

Armstrong (1997, pp. 107–08) sketches a view on which “all we have here are just two verbally different formulations to which no ontological distinction corresponds”.[footnoteRef:12] If we use two names simply to convey that there are two occupied places in some sort of space (whether literal space or some sort of quality space), the names seem to convey only objectual structure. If we use two names to convey that the places are occupied by two things, the names seem to convey objectual and identity structure. But the names clearly don’t convey thisnesses on this view, since otherwise the two descriptions would differ in metaphysical import. [12:       Cf. the “quotienter” position described by Sider (2020, pp. 199f.).] 

	However, if our atomist adopts this view (which Armstrong goes on to reject[footnoteRef:13]), he’s a generalist in disguise: someone who uses names in stating their fundamental facts, but doesn’t want to attribute any fundamental structure to reality beyond that which generalists do. To avoid generalism in disguise, our atomist must concede that S’s quintet captures some sort of worldly structure absent from Q and Q+. In which case, I think he should concede that his particle names convey thisness structure. And since he takes the quintet to be fundamental, he takes the conveyed thisness structure to be fundamental. [13:       See pp. 108–09. He also and nevertheless seems resistant to thisness structure as I’ve characterized it. I think this is a mistake, that his view there does commit him to thisness structure, though won’t get into that here.] 


3. A Recipe for Ideological Explosion
I’ve argued (§2) that (i.) our atomist is committed to a sort of fundamental worldly structure that our generalists avoid, namely thisness structure. Each atomist name conveys a bit of thisness structure, or “a thisness”. I’ll argue that (ii.) thisness structure is non-ontic, such that each atomist name is a bit of ideology (§4), and that (iii.) thisness structure isn’t ideologically innocent, i.e., that it offends against the virtue of parsimony (§5). I’ll then argue that (iv.) our generalists, in rejecting fundamental thisness structure, aren’t thereby committed to any comparably offensive structure that our atomist avoids (§6). Accordingly, our generalisms indeed have a more parsimonious view of reality’s fundamental structure. This admittedly doesn’t settle the debate, since parsimony is just one factor to consider; I address some others in the conclusion (§7).
But let’s first consider the implications of (i.)–(iv.). We have here a recipe for ideological bloat on atomism: every token particular whose (fundamental) existence our atomist accepts generates a new (fundamental) ideological cost, namely a commitment to a distinctive thisness for that particular. Though our toy scenario, S, contains only three particulars, many atomists will accept many more, and hence will be committed to many more thisnesses. For example, atomists who believe in infinitely many fundamental points of space or spacetime will be committed to infinitely many bits of ideology: a distinct thisness for every point.
	Atomists might defuse the ideological explosion in a couple ways. They might embrace a sort of monism on which there’s only one, (comparatively) big fundamental particular. Or they might embrace pervasive multi-location, on which the various smaller fundamental particulars are in fact just one. Either way, we get just one fundamental thisness. To illustrate with monism, suppose that Odysseus, Hildegard, and Snake Eyes compose a thing, Cosmo, and that our atomist trades in the quintet’s fundamentality for the fundamentality of a fact or facts about this mega thing. Others have discussed monism (see e.g. Schaffer, 2007) and multi-location (see e.g. Mooney, 2018) from the angle of ontological parsimony: you can reduce the number of fundamental entities via monism or multi-location. But my present point concerns ideology: fewer entities means fewer thisnesses. Of course, monism and/or multi-location might have vices that offset or outweigh the relevant parsimony; the number of fundamental entities, or thisnesses thereof, is just one factor to consider.
	A more natural way, it seems to me, to avoid the bloat is to abandon atomism for generalism. To describe situations containing more fundamental particulars, our generalists need more occurrences of the existential quantifier, more variables, and more occurrences of conjunction. But this is just more of the same; we don’t seem to get more ideology as our atomist does (though more on this in §6). Further, atomist monists and multi-locationists can cut their one fundamental thisness by trading in atomism for generalism. To illustrate, consider a monist who’s traded in the quintet’s fundamentality for that of [Cosmo is G] (i.e., the fact that Cosmo is G). If he instead says that [x(x is G)] is fundamental, he cuts Cosmo’s thisness from reality’s fundamental structure.
	Moreover, atomist monism and multi-locationism are still vulnerable to ideological explosion. Suppose you affirm the fundamentality of [Cosmo is G], but accept the possibility of a duplicate situation with a distinct mega thing – call it ‘Kramer’. This is a recipe for ideological explosion on the modal front, since there seems to be no reason to limit the possible duplicates – each with a distinctive thisness for its G thing – to any finite number. You can shut the door on this parade of possibilities by trading in the atomism for generalism. If [Cosmo is G] is grounded in [x(x is G)], [Kramer is G] is impossible.
	I’ve explained how atomism is a recipe for ideological explosion and bloat, if the argument to follow succeeds. Let’s turn to that argument: the atomist’s names are bits of ideology (§4) that sin against parsimony (§5), and our generalists don’t commit a comparable sin (§6).

4. Each Name is a Bit of Ideology
A theory’s (fundamental) ontology consists of the entities that (fundamentally) exist, according to the theory. A theory’s (fundamental) ideology is typically described as (I1) the undefined concepts or expressions that the theory uses to characterize (fundamental) reality.[footnoteRef:14] So if the concept of Odysseus, or the expression ‘Odysseus’, figures in a theory without being defined, it would seem to be part of the theory’s ideology.[footnoteRef:15] More generally, names for items of ontology (e.g., ‘blue-ness’, ‘{}’) are parts of ideology in sense I1. But in actual practice, what philosophers often seem to mean by a theory’s ideology is (I2) the I1-satisfying items that don’t denote entities (e.g., ‘is F’, ‘instantiates’, ‘is a member of’). [14:       Cf. e.g. Turner (2011, p. 23), Cowling (2013, p. 3892), Sider (2013, p. 239), Finocchiaro (2019; 2020; 2021), Rubio (2022, pp. 2–3).]  [15:       Fixing an expression’s referent (for example, by pointing) isn’t to “define” it, in the relevant sense (i.e., in terms of other expressions in the theory).] 

	Our atomist’s names (‘Odysseus’, etc.) are bits of ideology in sense I1, but this isn’t very informative, since any undefined expression in a theory is a bit of ideology in this sense. And the names aren’t bits of ideology in sense I2, since the names denote entities (Odysseus, etc.). However, the reason we’re interested in bits of ideology in sense I2 is because they convey non-ontic bits of worldly structure, bits of structure that aren’t entities (e.g., being F). And an expression could, in principle, play a dual metaphysical role, both denoting an item of ontology and conveying a non-ontic bit of structure. And an expression that does the second shouldn’t be disqualified from counting as a “bit of ideology” just because it also does the first. So hereafter, by a theory’s ideology I mean (I3) the I1-satisfying items that convey non-ontic bits of worldly structure.
	I think that our atomist’s names are indeed part of his theory’s fundamental ideology; each name is a bit of fundamental ideology. I’ve already argued (§2) that his names convey fundamental thisness structure. So the question now is whether thisness structure is non-ontic.
	You might think that bits of thisness structure just are particular things. So the bit of thisness structure conveyed by ‘Odysseus’ just is Odysseus itself, that very thing. And the bit of thisness structure that distinguishes S from Sub is simply Odysseus itself, that particular thing. If bits of thisness structure just are particular things, then the former just are items of ontology.
	One clue that this is wrong, that bits of thisness structure aren’t simply items of ontology, is that ontological parsimony as commonly understood is blind to thisness structure. “Qualitative” ontological parsimony (LO) concerns how many kinds of entities a theory affirms, “quantitative” ontological parsimony (NO) how many token entities (perhaps per kind) are.[footnoteRef:16] Bracket whether either is a genuine virtue; I presently just have in mind two ways in which one theory can be more parsimonious, in a purely descriptive sense, than another. Now our two generalisms are the same as atomism vis-à-vis LO: all three theories affirm the fundamental existence of one kind of entity, F-ers. And generalism+ is the same as atomism vis-à-vis NO: both affirm the fundamental existence of three F-ers. Indeed, there’s an intuitive sense in which the G-generalist- also affirms the fundamental existence of three F-ers: he affirms (in virtue of affirming Q’s fundamentality) the fundamental existence of an F-er, an F-er, and an F-er that are (in virtue of Q) three F-ers. While the three-ness of the F-ers isn’t fundamental, the existence of the F-ers that are three is. In any case, neither LO nor NO discriminate between both generalisms and atomism. [16:       For this distinction, see e.g. Nolan (1997), Cowling (2013, p. 3897), Tallant (2013), Finocchiaro (2019, p. 488).] 

	But surely there should be a sort of parsimony, in a descriptive sense, that discriminates between our generalisms and atomism by virtue of the latter’s fundamental thisness structure. For such structure clearly constitutes a respect in which the atomist’s theory is more complex than our generalisms. (We can then consider whether this sort of parsimony is virtuous; I argue in §5 that thisness structure indeed offends against parsimony in a virtue-laden sense.) So if we insist that bits of thisness structure are purely ontic, simply items of ontology, we need to introduce a new sort of “ontological” parsimony in addition to LO and NO.
	Now for a direct argument that bits of thisness structure aren’t simply items of ontology, but are rather non-ontic. Suppose our generalist- is a G-generalist, and so accepts the derivative reality of our F particles’ thisnesses: Q grounds the thisnesses of the F-ers over which it quantifies. (The argument could also be made with generalism+ and Q+.) We may represent the position as follows:
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S1 and S2 are “world stages”, as it were, in S. (It’s common to talk about “layers” of reality; I prefer ‘stage’.) S1 consists in Q’s holding sans the quintet; S2 consists in the quintet’s holding as well. The fat arrow represents S1’s priority over S2; the former stage is actualized first. (In this case, because Q holds fundamentally and grounds the quintet.) The little arrows represent cases of numerical identity. We might think of these as cases of “synchronic persistence”. The F particles in S1 persist into S2, but it’s synchronic since the whole diagram represents reality at a single (stretch of) time.
	In the metaphysical movement[footnoteRef:17] from S1 to S2, there’s no change in ontology. For as signified by the little arrows, every entity that exists in S2 existed in S1 and vice versa. But in the movement from S1 to S2, there is a change in worldly structure: only once we reach S2 are the F particles these very entities (Odysseus, etc.). Hence each thisness, or bit of thisness structure, isn’t an item of ontology, but rather non-ontic. Just as Fness characterizes each entity (without itself being an entity), Odysseus-ness characterizes one of the entities (without itself being an entity). To be sure, ‘Odysseus’, unlike ‘is F’, also denotes an entity (Odysseus). But that isn’t all the name does; like ‘is F’, ‘Odysseus’ contributes to characterizing that entity. [17:       I take ‘movement’ from Fine (2012, p. 38).] 

	To be sure, our atomist doesn’t accept this generalist position. Because he affirms the quintet’s fundamentality, he thinks that our things have their thisnesses at the first world stage at which they exist. And since they presumably never lose their thisnesses across stages, each thing’s existence and thisness are never separated: for any stage, the thing exists then iff it has its thisness then. Further, some atomists will resist this way of describing their position, since they’ll reject the grounding idiom that underpins this talk of stages. But as long as the generalist position is intelligible, I think it shows that the thing itself – the item of ontology – and the thing’s thisness are distinct facets of worldly structure.
	This isn’t the place for an extended defense of this generalist position. (If this paper’s argument succeeds, it’s more parsimonious than atomism, but that’s just one factor to consider.) For present purposes, I only need the position to be intelligible, since that’s enough to show that thisness structure is non-ontic. So I’ll just elaborate on two points. First, the view that Q is fundamental and grounds the quintet indeed implies the cross-stage identities depicted in the diagram. Second, these cross-stage identities are indeed intelligible.
By virtue of Q’s fundamentality, we get the fundamental existence of an F-er, F-er, and F-er in the relevant spatial configuration. And by virtue of the quintet’s truth, Odysseus, Hildegard, and Snake Eyes are the only F-ers in such a configuration. Hence our generalist’s position implies that Odysseus, Hildegard, and Snake Eyes are those fundamental F-ers. If they weren’t, S would contain more than three F-ers, contra the quintet.
You might doubt the intelligibility of these cross-stage identities as follows. How can a thing in S1 that lacks a thisness be identical with a thing in S2 that has a thisness? If one thing has a property that another thing lacks, those things aren’t identical.
But on the generalist position, the thing in S1 does have a thisness. For it’s identical to a thing in S2 that has a thisness. It’s just that this one thing, that exists in both S1 and S2, doesn’t have its thisness in S1; it gets it in S2. Pretty much anyone who accepts the idiom of grounding is committed to the intelligibility of this sort of cross-stage numerical identity. Supposing that being F grounds the disjunctive property of being F or G, we might ask: how can a thing in S1 that lacks this disjunctive property be identical with a thing in S2 that has it? And the response is that the thing in S1 does have the disjunctive property, for it’s identical to a thing in S2 that has it. It’s just that this thing, which exists in both S1 and S2, doesn’t have the disjunctive property in S1; it gets it in S2. Or consider change over time. A person who lacks the property of sitting at one time can be identical to a person who has that property at a later time, even though he doesn’t have that property at the first time.

5. The Names Aren’t Innocent
So the thisness structure conveyed by our atomist’s names (§2) is non-ontic, such that the names are bits of ideology. Having assumed that there is a virtue of ideological parsimony (§1), I now argue that thisness structure offends against it.
Just as we distinguish ontological kinds (e.g., abstract vs. concrete objects), we distinguish ideological kinds. For example, mereological ideology (e.g., ‘is part of’, ‘overlap’) vs. modal ideology (e.g., ‘possibly’, ‘necessarily’). Ideological kinds correspond to kinds of non-ontic worldly structure; for example, mereological structure vs. modal structure. Now intuitively, the names for our F particles (‘Odysseus’, etc.) fall under a common kind (a kind of thisness ideology), as do the corresponding bits of thisness structure (a kind of thisness structure). We might take there to be multiple kinds of thisness structure; for example, one kind for F-ers and others for other ontological kinds. But to simplify, I’ll speak as if all names for concrete particulars fall under one kind (thisness ideology), and likewise for the corresponding bits of thisness structure (thisness structure).
Here are two ways in which thisness ideology/structure might offend against parsimony: affirming the fundamentality of…

(O1) …some bits of thisness structure (and so, of the kind) offends.

(O2) …more bits of thisness structure (and so, of more members of the kind) offends.

O2 presupposes but goes beyond O1. If O1 alone is true, then affirming some fundamental thisness structure sins against parsimony, but once you’ve done so it doesn’t matter how many bits you affirm. But if O2 is also true, affirming more fundamental bits is a greater sin. When I sketched how atomism is (if the paper’s argument succeeds) a recipe for ideological explosion (§3), I was relying on O2, since I was assuming that adding bits of thisness structure adds to the bloat.[footnoteRef:18] [18:       We could also consider a third thesis: affirming the fundamentality of…

(O3) …more token instances of thisness structure offends.

Suppose we have an F particle, Fred, with a fundamental thisness, and that Fred multi-locates (for instance, by enduring through time). And assume that Fred’s thisness multi-locates along with “him”, being (wholly) instantiated at each of Fred’s locations. Let W1 be a situation in which Fred multi-locates a bit, and W2 one in which he multi-locates more. W1 and W2 contain the same number of bits of thisness structure: one (Fred’s thisness). But W2 contains more token instances of this bit of thisness structure. I won’t take any stand on whether O3 is true. But it and O2 capture two ways in which one theory might affirm “more thisness structure” than another.] 

I think it’s clear that O1 is true, given that there is a virtue of ideological parsimony. As noted in §4, the atomist’s fundamental thisness structure constitutes a respect in which his theory is, descriptively, more complex than our generalisms. At least one of our generalists accepts the fundamentality of the same objectual and identity structure, but scrapes off the thisness structure (at least from fundamental matters). And if there’s a virtue of ideological parsimony, surely it’s sensitive to this sort of complexity. Just as a theory that avoids any fundamental mereological structure is thereby in one respect more parsimonious than theories that embrace such structure, and as a theory that avoids any fundamental modal structure is thereby in one respect more parsimonious than theories that embrace such structure, a theory that avoids any fundamental thisness structure is thereby in one respect more parsimonious than theories that embrace such structure.
	I also think O2 is true; a theory that accepts less fundamental thisness structure is thereby in one respect more parsimonious than theories that accept more. Consider a situation containing a hundred F particles (none of which multi-locate) in a particular spatial arrangement. We can now consider different theories that affirm the same objectual and identity structure. Let T1 be a theory on which every thing has a fundamental thisness. So we get a hundred distinct bits of fundamental thisness structure: being this one, being that one, and so on. Let T2 be a theory on which no thing has a fundamental thisness. My initial intuition is that T1 is a much more complex view of fundamental reality than is T2. And this judgment isn’t accounted for at all by considerations about ontological parsimony (LO and NO), since T1 and T2 are the same here. And I don’t think that the judgment is fully accounted for by O1. Rather, it seems to me that the sheer quantity of T1’s fundamental thisnesses partly accounts for why it seems much more complex than T2.
	Further, consider a theory, T3, that scrapes off some of T1’s fundamental thisnesses. Say that on T3, we only have ten fundamental thisnesses; the remaining ninety things have no fundamental thisness. Presumably T3 is the least plausible theory of the three, as it seems utterly unprincipled. But it does seem to me that T3 is superior to T1 with respect to parsimony. And O1 can’t account for this judgment, since T3 and T1 both affirm the fundamentality of some bits of thisness structure, and so of this kind of structure.
Moreover, T1’s additional bits of thisness ideology (the ninety additional names needed to state the theory) fail Rubio’s (2022) test for ideological innocence, the “expressive power innocence criterion”. Assume that the mereological notions of parthood and overlap are interdefinable, and let M1 be a theory whose ideology includes parthood. Now let M2 be a theory whose ideology includes both parthood and overlap. Rubio maintains that M2’s extra bit of ideology doesn’t increase expressive power, such that the extra bit passes the test for innocence: M2 is no less parsimonious than M1 (pp. 7–9). But now consider M3, which employs no mereological ideology (see Sider, 2013). If we take M3 as our baseline, M1’s and M2’s extra bits of ideology do increase expressive power, such that these extra bits fail the test for innocence: as far as the test is concerned, M1 and M2 may be less parsimonious than M3 (p. 11). Presumably they are less parsimonious, but Rubio’s test is silent on this. It only provides a sufficient condition for innocence (pp. 3, 4, 11). Now if we take T3 as our baseline, T1’s added bits of ideology increase expressive power. For additional thisness-encoding names permit the articulation of additional situations that differ over which things play which roles. So T1’s additional names fail Rubio’s test for innocence. This doesn’t entail O2, since (again) failing this particular test for ideological innocence doesn’t constitute guilt. But it’s suggestive.
	Some philosophers have argued or suggested that adding bits of ideology within a kind doesn’t offend against parsimony. For example, Cowling (2013) distinguishes “qualitative” ideological parsimony (LI), which concerns how many kinds of ideology a theory employs, from “quantitative” ideological parsimony (NI), which concerns how many bits are employed,[footnoteRef:19] and argues that NI isn’t a virtue. This might seem to threaten O2, since O2 maintains that for at least one kind of structure (thisness structure), affirming additional bits sins against parsimony. [19:       For this distinction, see also Cameron (2012, p. 18) and Finocchiaro (2019, p. 489; 2020, p. 696).] 

Part of Cowling’s case (pp. 3898–9) turns on the idea that NI’s virtue-hood would create pressure to make arbitrary ideological choices, and that this is objectionable. Cf. Finocchiaro (2020, pp. 696–7), though this paper is, on the whole, a qualified defense of NI’s virtue-hood. ‘necessarily’ and ‘possibly’ are distinct bits of a common kind, modal ideology. So supposing we want to employ at least one bit, NI’s virtue-hood (unlike LI’s) would pressure us to choose only one. But (at least partly) because the bits are interdefinable, such a choice appears arbitrary. This situation arises with other kinds too. For example, assuming that parthood and overlap are interdefinable and that you want at least one, NI’s virtue-hood would apply pressure to choose just one.
Why (or in what sense) would a choice between ‘necessarily’ and ‘possibly’ (for instance) be arbitrary, and why would pressure to make such a choice be objectionable?[footnoteRef:20] As Cowling recognizes, interdefinability as such doesn’t suffice for the problem (cf. Sider, 2011, p. 220). I see three potential reasons in Cowling and Finocchiaro. You might think, of some interdefinable bits of ideology, that [20:       Cowling sometimes says, falsely, that NI’s virtue-hood would “require” or “force” certain choices. Parsimony is just one factor informing ideological choices (more on this in the text).] 


(R1) neither bit is epistemically better than the other; and/or

(R2) neither bit is metaphysically better than the other; and/or

(R3) a theory employing both bits isn’t less parsimonious than one employing just one.

Cowling seems to get at R2 when he suggests that, with some interdefinable bits, there just may be no answer as to which is “the correct primitive”. On some ways of understanding (or realizing) R2, R3 would follow, but the latter deserves to be mentioned separately. You might simply find it intuitive, for example, that theories employing ‘necessarily’ and ‘possibly’ are no less parsimonious than ones employing only one of the two.
	This line of objection to NI’s virtue-hood isn’t cogent. Let’s consider bits of ideology ‘necessarily’ and ‘possibly’, and the bit-embedded strings ‘necessarily P’ and ‘not possibly not-P’. Now, do we take the strings to target the same modal structure or distinct bits of structure? If the former, then the virtue-hood of NI, properly understood, wouldn’t create pressure to choose between the bits of ideology. If the latter, then the pressure to choose wouldn’t be objectionable. Either way, the objection to NI’s virtue-hood misses the mark.	
	Suppose first that we take the strings to target the same structure. In this case, R2 and R3 seem true, and we have an explanation for why. But recall (§1) that we’re interested in ideological parsimony because we’re interested in parsimonious views of worldly structure. So the view that NI is a virtue should be understood as follows: employing additional bits of ideology sins against parsimony when those bits are used to ascribe additional structure to the world. Since we’re presently supposing that a choice between ‘necessarily’ and ‘possibly’ would make no difference to what structure is ascribed, NI’s virtue-hood wouldn’t create any pressure to choose one over the other. (And note that our atomist’s names clearly ascribe distinct bits of thisness structure. Indeed O2 is framed directly in terms of thisness structure, not ideology.)
Suppose now that we take ‘necessarily P’ and ‘not possibly not-P’ to target distinct bits of structure. Now R3 seems false: it seems that a theory employing ‘necessarily’ and ‘possibly’ is (thereby and in one respect) less parsimonious than a theory employing just one. The former ascribes more structure to the world. Accordingly, I think the pressure that NI’s virtue-hood would exert to strike ‘necessarily’ or ‘possibly’ from your fundamental ideology is appropriate. It isn’t as if it’s essentially a pressure to make arbitrary choices; it’s a pressure to choose more parsimonious theories, which here may amount to an arbitrary choice. And the pressure is defeasible; parsimony is just one factor informing ideological choices. R1, in particular, may stay your hand (cf. Sider, 2011, pp. 217–20; 2020, p. 209; Finocchiaro, 2020, p. 706). If the world fundamentally contains only the structure conveyed by ‘necessarily’ (‘possibly’), R2 is false. If both bits of structure are fundamental, R2 is true, but not in a way that threatens NI’s virtue-hood. If both bits are fundamental and you affirm the fundamentality of just one, you will have erred. But you will have erred by affirming a more parsimonious theory. No single virtue purports to be an infallible path to truth.
Other parts of Cowling’s (2013) case against NI’s virtue-hood turn on how denying its virtue-hood delivers intuitively correct verdicts vis-à-vis various metaphysical debates. For example, accepting the virtue-hood of LI sans NI provides a way of explaining the implausibility of the growing block view of time, and of resisting parsimony arguments for modal realism and mereological nihilism. However, though I’m sympathetic with the verdicts, I don’t find it plausible to reach them by denying NI’s virtue-hood. To elaborate on just one case, consider the tense operators ‘WAS’ and ‘WILL’, assume they’re of the same ideological kind, and consider this parsimony judgment: a theory employing both bits of ideology is less parsimonious than one employing just one. Cowling notes (p. 3902) that NI’s virtue-hood (unlike LI’s) would imply that this is true, and maintains that denying its truth facilitates an explanation of the growing block view’s implausibility. But I think the parsimony judgment is true. Contrast two presentist theories, one of which affirms past- and future-tensed facts, the other of which strikes future-tensed facts. Intuitively, the first theory posits more worldly structure, and so is less parsimonious (even if it’s all-things-considered justified).
I’ve argued that our atomist’s names offend against parsimony in two ways, captured by O1 and O2 respectively. I also considered this objection to O2: quantitative ideological parsimony (NI) isn’t a virtue, and so affirming more bits of thisness structure doesn’t offend against parsimony. Specifically, I considered and rebutted Cowling’s (2013) case against NI’s virtue-hood. Still, I needn’t insist on NI’s virtue-hood as a general matter. O2 could be true even if there are some kinds for which quantitative parsimony isn’t a virtue.
Let me consider one final potential objection. Even if you grant O1 and O2, you might think the offenses against parsimony are relatively minor. Perhaps some kinds of structure offend against parsimony more than others. For example, perhaps fundamental mereological structure is less offensive than fundamental moral structure; affirming the former contributes less to worldly complexity than affirming the latter does. And if a kind’s “offense magnitude” is small, it would also seem that affirming additional bits within the kind will make for especially petty offenses.
If different kinds indeed have different offense magnitudes, you might then maintain that fundamental thisness structure would be on the low end. Perhaps this would be because this sort of fundamental structure would be “qualitatively thin”. There just wouldn’t be much “there” in a given bit of fundamental thisness structure, as there intuitively would be in, for example, a fundamental bit of charge or phenomenal color.
	This potential objection is rather speculative and impressionistic. If anyone wishes to actually maintain that the atomist’s parsimony-offenses should be given special treatment, given less weight than other parsimony-offenses, I think the burden of argument lies with them to develop and defend that contention. Still, I’ll give a quick reply.
	First, even if we’re open to assigning different offense magnitudes to different kinds of structure, it’s not clear to me that we should take fundamental thisness structure to have a low one. At least, I see two potential spurious causes for the thought that there isn’t much “there” in thisness structure. First, despite my §2, you might still be thinking of the reality of n bits of thisness structure simply in terms of the existence of n things (and so in terms of n bits of ontic structure). So the reality of three bits of fundamental thisness structure in S would just amount to the fundamental existence of three distinct things. But generalism+ captures the fundamental existence of three distinct things, sans any fundamental thisness structure. So the bits of thisness structure are something more; intuitively, a primitive property of being Odysseus, of being Hildegard, etc. Second, the invisibility of thisness structure might lead you to think there isn’t much “there”. Were you looking at S’s particle configuration, you wouldn’t be able to tell the difference between it and Sub’s or Sw’s. But our inability to see fundamental thisness structure doesn’t imply that it wouldn’t significantly contribute to worldly complexity.[footnoteRef:21] We might think of each fundamental thisness as analogous to an invisible, causally inert color (that would distinguish its bearer from any other possible thing). [21:       This invisibility is crucial to Dasgupta’s (2009; 2017) main argument for qualitativism (more in my §7). But I’m not presently invoking it as a reason to reject fundamental thisness structure. Rather, I’m just proposing that the invisibility might lead some to lowball, or underestimate the gravity of, the parsimony-offense.] 

Second, even if any bit of fundamental thisness structure constitutes an extremely petty parsimony-offense, the recipe for ideological explosion explained in §3 can deliver severe offenses. Just as enough episodes of very minor pain can add up to a lot of pain in the world, enough very petty parsimony-offenses in a theory can add up to a severe one.

6. Generalists Aren’t (as) Guilty
So our atomist’s fundamental thisness structure offends against parsimony, and so our generalisms (in avoiding fundamental thisness structure) are more parsimonious in one respect. It also seems that our generalisms are all-things-considered more parsimonious, since there doesn’t seem to be any fundamental worldly structure that they affirm and our atomist avoids. In particular, we’ve seen (§2) that our atomist seems to affirm the same fundamental objectual structure as the generalist- and +, and the same fundamental identity structure as at least the generalist+.
	However, if we consider situations containing infinitely many concrete particulars, Sider (2020, pp. 98–104) argues that there’s a respect in which generalism is less parsimonious. In describing S’s fundamental structure, our generalists use a sentence containing finitely many token quantifiers followed by finitely many conjuncts. But let S+ be a situation containing infinitely many F particles. It would seem that, to describe S+’s fundamental structure, our generalists need a sentence containing infinitely many quantifiers and conjuncts. So generalism seems to require “strong expressive resources” (p. 99), at least infinitary quantification and conjunction. Atomists, by contrast, don’t face the same pressure to employ these bits of ideology. They may say that S+ has infinitely many fundamental atomic truths, but this doesn’t require introducing news bit of ideology.
	Our generalists and atomist agree about S+’s fundamental ontic structure: there are infinitely many fundamental things. And recall (§1, §5) that we’re interested in ideological parsimony because we’re interested in parsimonious views of worldly structure. So we can ask: do our generalists and atomist disagree about S+’s fundamental non-ontic structure? In particular, would employing infinitary quantification and conjunction commit our generalists to non-ontic structure that our atomist avoids?
It’s not clear to me that this is so. Imagine a line of F particles, stretching out to infinity. We have infinitely many bits of ontic structure: all the particles. And to describe the fundamental situation, only our generalists use infinitary quantification and conjunction. But are the generalists thereby ascribing additional structure to the world? I don’t see how. Perhaps S+’s infinite number of particles, or infinite sweep of space, implicates some sort of non-ontic structure absent from S. But the atomist also accepts the infinite number and sweep. I don’t see what the non-ontic structure would be that our generalists alone are ascribing.
	Sider is sensitive to this objection, or at least to something close. Fine (2013, p. 730) distinguishes the “E-project”, which “is concerned with saying what can be said in the most fundamental terms”, from the “D-project”, which “is concerned with describing what can be described in the most fundamental terms”. Disjunction is a candidate example of a bit of ideology that’s crucial for the E-project alone; perhaps there’s no way to say (in fundamental terms) what’s said by ‘p or q’ without using ‘or’, even if ‘or’ isn’t needed to describe what reality is fundamentally like. Sider (2020, p. 104) considers the objection that the generalists’ extra ideology is only needed for the E-project, and responds that it’s indeed needed for the D-project: “The need for infinitary facts was not expressive, but rather was for giving a complete description of the physical world.”
I can agree with this, but don’t think it addresses my concern. Even if a bit B of ideology is necessary for describing reality’s structure, we can ask whether B itself conveys a distinctive bit of the structure that’s described. And as noted above, it’s not clear to me that our generalists’ infinitary quantification or conjunction convey bits of structure that our atomist avoids.
But let’s now grant that Sider has identified a respect in which our generalisms are less parsimonious than atomism (vis-à-vis S+): the former alone affirm the fundamentality of some sort of infinitary structure. I submit that this offense against parsimony isn’t nearly as severe as the atomist’s. Our generalists need two bits of ideology that our atomist avoids: infinitary quantification and conjunction. Our atomist, by contrast, needs infinitely many bits of ideology that our generalists avoid: a distinct thisness-encoding name for every F particle. The atomist’s view of S+’s fundamental structure strikes me as far more complex.
Sider considers the potential objection that generalism is more parsimonious in some respect that offsets or outweighs the respect in which (he’s argued) atomism is more parsimonious (pp. 102–3). We might object that “[a.] positing infinitely many individuals in ontology – or [b.] including infinitely many names in a fundamental language – adds complexity as well.” (The bracketed letters are mine.) [b.] is indeed my objection. However, as Sider goes on to discuss the objection, he drops the [b.]-framing and runs with the [a.]-one, and so frames the objection as concerning ontological parsimony. He then maintains that quantitative ontological parsimony is comparatively unimportant. Accordingly, he doesn’t engage the objection as I’ve developed it (§§2–5), as concerning ideological parsimony. Now, I should note that, though I’ve been discussing only quantifier generalism (§1), Sider’s argument about the need for infinitary expressive resources is directed against both it and algebraic generalism. And we might well imagine an algebraic generalist raising [a.] against atomism. But that isn’t the quantifier generalist’s complaint, since he also posits infinitely many fundamental things. His complaint isn’t with the atomist’s entities (ontology), but with his names (ideology).

7. Is the Bloat Worth it?
Let’s take stock. I’ve assumed THINGS (§1), and argued that generalism is a far more parsimonious view of fundamental reality than atomism. The atomist’s names convey bits of worldly structure, thisness structure (§2), that are non-ontic (§4) and offend against parsimony (§5). And in avoiding fundamental thisness structure, generalists aren’t saddled with a comparable offense (§6). So, atomism is a recipe for ideological bloat: each name for a fundamental concrete particular incurs an ideological cost (§3). Employ enough names, and you’ll get a theory with more bloat than the administrative arm of a university. So, we have a powerful reason to prefer generalism.
	This admittedly doesn’t settle the debate. For you might think that fundamental thisness structure does important work that makes the bloat worth it, and/or that some argument that I haven’t addressed takes generalism off the table despite the theory’s comparative leanness.
You might think that thisness structure is real and pervasive. The computer in front of you is that very computer; the cup next to it is this very one, etc. But G-generalists accept thisness structure’s reality; they just ground it. You might think that thisness structure must be more fundamental than existentially quantified facts (contra generalism- and +). But I consider this a weak objection, for reasons noted in §1. You might think that thisness structure must be at least as fundamental as numerical distinctness or other relations, such as spatial separation (contra our generalisms). It’s sometimes claimed that (certain) relations “presuppose” the distinctness of their relata. We might understand this in terms of a thesis about fundamental fact formation. If the relevant relation is to occur in a fundamental fact, it must combine with “named” relata (relata with thisnesses).[footnoteRef:22] But I don’t find this plausible and haven’t seen any good arguments for it.[footnoteRef:23] You might think that we should accept the possibility of qualitatively symmetric situations (e.g., a variant of S whose middle particle is equidistant from the others), and that this requires fundamental thisness structure (see Adams, 1979). I agree with the first thought, but not the second,[footnoteRef:24] though I concede that this is a serious objection worthy of further examination. You might think that we should accept the possibility of distinct duplicate situations (e.g., S and Sub, S and Sw), and that this requires fundamental thisness structure. Well, I don’t think that anyone drawn to qualitativism should find it plausible that Sub or Sw is a possibility distinct from S. But I concede that there are other cases of apparently distinct duplicate possibilities that are harder to resist, and that this is a very serious objection to qualitativism worthy of further examination.[footnoteRef:25] Finally, you might think that atomism is simpler than generalism in some important respects not captured by parsimony. Sider (2020, pp. 105–06) tentatively presents an objection along these lines, and Dasgupta (2009, §4) defends qualitativism from this sort of concern.[footnoteRef:26] [22:       This understanding of the objection lets it threaten both generalism- and +.]  [23:       For this sort of ‘relations presuppose’ claim, see e.g. Allaire (1965, p. 19), Rosenkrantz (1993, pp. 86–97), Armstrong (1997, p. 109), Hawley (2009, pp. 109–10). See MacBride (2006, p. 67), and Shumener (2020a, p. 2081; 2020b, pp. 416–17) for discussion, and Meiland (1966), Linnebo (2008, pp. 68–72), Demirli (2010, p. 17), and Lee (2023, §3) for criticism.]  [24:       Cf. Kment (2012, pp. 579–80) and Dasgupta (2014, pp. 7, 25–6; 2017, pp. 12–15).]  [25:       For the (in my view) most persuasive sort of case, see e.g. Adams (1979, p. 22), Armstrong (1997, p. 108), Melia (1999), Kment (2012). For three possible qualitativist responses, see respectively Russell (2015), Russell (2016), and Werner (2022). I think additional responses are also available.]  [26:       He focuses on algebraic generalism, but much of the concern, and response, can apply to quantifier generalism.] 

On the other hand, this paper’s argument isn’t the only one that could be given against fundamental thisness structure. There’s also Dasgupta’s “idler” argument, for example. It’s not just that the atomist’s names balloon the ideology; the added structure also seems invisible, both to us and to physics.[footnoteRef:27] [27:       For development of and debate over the argument, see Dasgupta (2009; 2017; 2016), Turner (2017), Dasgupta and Turner (2017), Sider (2020, pp. 56–8, 106–14).] 

So this paper isn’t a comprehensive defense of or argument for qualitativism. But let’s admit that atomism has a problem with parsimony.
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