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Abstract
Is everything about reality either qualitative or somehow determined by the quali-
tative character of reality itself? Metaphysical anti-Haecceitism is often taken to be 
the claim that this is the case, and to entail that reality is fundamentally qualitative. 
In this paper, I (1) argue against the idea that metaphysical anti-Haecceitism should 
be characterized in such terms, and (2) defend a novel way to phrase such a view. 
This will be done by taking the main arguments for anti-Haecceitism as a guide and 
by singling out the proper commitments of a view that satisfies the desideratum set 
forth by such arguments. The phrasing I shall offer will help tell the issue of anti-
Haecceitism apart from some concerns about fundamentality that, I will contend, are 
orthogonal to it—among them, the question whether there is fundamentality at all.

This paper deals with the disagreement between metaphysical Haecceitism and 
metaphysical anti-Haecceitism. More precisely, it attempts to properly define such 
a disagreement and to clearly tell it apart from some other disputes with which it is 
easily conflated.

Importantly, the debate I am engaging is not the one between the doctrines that 
have been called modal Haecceitism and modal anti-Haecceitism—i.e., the one as 
to whether maximal possibilities ever differ in what they represent de re while not 
differing in their qualitative character at all.1 It is, rather, a time-honoured debate 
that was brought to the attention of contemporary metaphysics by Robert M. Adams. 
Adams’s treatment of the topic starts with the following query (‘Adams’s question’, 
henceforth):
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1  The issue of modal Haecceitism is thus stated in Lewis (1986): 220–247 and based on Kaplan (1975). 
For modal Haecceitism, see Cowling (2016) and literature therein. For a first explicit attempt to distin-
guish metaphysical Haecceitism from modal Haecceitism, see Fine (2005): 19–39. More on this in due 
course.
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Is the world—and are all possible worlds—constituted by purely qualitative 
facts or does thisness hold a place beside suchness as a fundamental feature of 
reality?2

To a first approximation, metaphysical anti-Haecceitism might be thought as the 
claim that the former is the case—i.e., that reality is “constituted by purely qualita-
tive facts”.3 Haecceitism,4 by contrast, might roughly be viewed as holding that the 
latter is true instead—that “thisness hold[s] a place beside suchness as a fundamen-
tal feature of reality”.5

According to the analysis Adams provided, anti-Haecceitism “stands or falls 
(…) with a certain doctrine of the Identity of Indiscernibles”.6 This is because—so 
Adams has it—to be an anti-Haecceitist is to hold that no entity has “primitive, non-
qualitative thisness”.7 Having a certain thisness simply is, for Adams, to be a certain 
entity in particular. Thus, anti-Haecceitists would hold that every entity is the very 
entity it is inasmuch as it is qualitatively a certain way—i.e., that every entity is 
individuated by its qualitative profile. And the latter claim entails, in turn, that every 
entity fulfils a strong version of the Identity of Indiscernibles (PII)—that is, that no 
two entities can be qualitatively just alike.8

Adams’s approach to the topic, however, seems to have fallen into disuse at least 
since Dasgupta (2009, 2014, 2017) defended a new phrasing of anti-Haecceitism 
and its rival view—Haecceitism (in Dasgupta’s terms, of ‘Qualitativism’ and ‘Indi-
vidualism’). Dasgupta’s ultimate aim in the mentioned papers is to characterize and 
defend a metaphysics that is anti-Haecceitist about material entities. According to 
his approach, the anti-Haecceitist can avoid focusing on such material entities and 
their thisnesses—hence, on issues concerning how material entities are individu-
ated—thus foregoing the commitment to PII. The idea is that one can sidestep the 
material entities altogether and still make sure that one’s metaphysics is anti-Haec-
ceitist about them as long as it holds that all fundamental (i.e., roughly, ungrounded) 
facts are purely qualitative.9 Dasgupta makes this point while presenting the bundle 
theory of universals as a viable way to be an anti-Haecceitist. Viable but not satis-
factory, he thinks, exactly because it commits one to PII and thus to excluding the 
possibility of a world where, as in Black (1952), nothing exists but two mutually 

3  Ibid.
4  By ‘Haecceitism’ and ‘anti-Haecceitism’, I will henceforth mean the two metaphysical doctrines—
unless otherwise specified.
5  Adams (1979): 5.
6  Ibid.: 11.
7  Ibid.: 5.
8  I will get back to this point in due course.
9  Under Dasgupta’s approach, the fundamental facts cannot literally be identified with the ungrounded 
ones insofar as Dasgupta (2014) defends the idea that facts F’, F’’, …, Fn at least “derivatively ground” 
(ibid.: 6) a fact F iff F’, F’’, …, Fn ground a plurality of facts that includes F together with some further 
facts—even if they do not ground F on its own. The fundamental facts would then be those facts that are 
not even derivatively grounded in other facts.

2  Adams (1979): 5.
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indiscernible individuals. The world in question, says Dasgupta, can however “be 
characterized in purely general terms by the following sentence:10

Contra the bundle theorist, Dasgupta then suggests that the anti-Haecceitist 
should not “ask how to construct individuals out of more basic entities”.11 She 
should “simply ask for an account of the fundamental structure of the world that 
dispenses with primitive individuals but which allows us to make sense of the whole 
array of possible general facts, including that expressed by (A), and which therefore 
does not imply [PII]”.12

That the disagreement between Haecceitism and anti-Haecceitism can be effec-
tively phrased in terms of grounding and fundamentality is then crucial for Das-
gupta’s project.

Since Dasgupta’s approach was set forth, anti-Haecceitism has widely been 
viewed as the claim that all fundamental facts are qualitative.13 In this paper, how-
ever, I aim to cast doubts on the idea that anti-Haecceitism can satisfyingly be 
phrased in terms of grounding and fundamentality. Contra Dasgupta, a phrasing of 
the present debate should indeed focus, I will contend, on entities, and on whether 
they—or at least some of them—are such that they might offend against what I will 
argue to be the rationale for anti-Haecceitism. An important merit of my characteri-
zation of anti-Haecceitism is precisely that adopting it allows us to keep the debate 
about such a view explicitly separated from some concerns about fundamentality 
that, I will argue, are orthogonal to it—among them, the question whether there is a 
fundamental level at all.

I will start by considering a phrasing of the debate that views anti-Haecceitism 
as the claim that reality is fundamentally qualitative while ignoring the idea that its 
rival view at least concerns the notion of thisness, hence simply taking Haecceitism 
to deny that reality is fundamentally qualitative (Sect.  1). Such a characterization 
has the surprising effect of qualifying every view that denies there to be fundamen-
tality as a form of Haecceitism. I will point out that it should then be recognized to 
be flawed in case it turned out that some view can both (a.) maintain that there is 
no fundamentality, and (b.) satisfy the desideratum on metaphysics that the main 
arguments for anti-Haecceitism support. I will then introduce what I take to be the 
main families of arguments for anti-Haecceitism and single out the rationale they 
share and the desideratum such a rationale, if right, imposes (Sect. 2). The rationale, 
I will maintain, consists in the idea that what I will call ‘haecceitistic differences’ 
are for some relevant reason to be ruled out. But such an idea, as I will contend, can 

(A) ∃ x ∃ y (Fx & Fy & x ≠ y)��.

10  Dasgupta (2009): 48. Dasgupta uses the terms ‘general’ and ‘qualitative’ as equivalent. F would stand 
in (A) for the only universal instantiated by both individuals. I slightly modified the notation in (A) for 
reasons of overall consistency.
11  Ibid.
12  Ibid. For the notion of a primitive individual as employed by Dasgupta, see Sect. 2 below. Thanks to 
an anonymous referee for asking me to clarify this point.
13  See, in particular, Russell (2016, 2018), Bacon (2019), Sider (2020).



3224	 M. Scarpati 

1 3

be seconded in views that do not accept there to be fundamentality. I will offer, in 
particular, the example of an infinitist metaphysics in which haecceitistic differences 
cannot possibly arise (Sect. 3). I will then set forth a novel phrasing of anti-Haecce-
itism and show that it rightly classifies infinitist metaphysics as forms of anti-Haec-
ceitism if they exclude the possibility of a haecceitistic difference. I will also discuss 
how this novel phrasing accommodates different intuitions about certain—allegedly 
haecceitistic—worlds (Sect. 4).

1 � Must There Be Fundamentality for the Issue to Arise?

Let us consider Adams’s question again. If we take its face value as a guide to phras-
ing this debate and ignore the notion of thisness, it seems natural to simply regard 
anti-Haecceitism as the claim that reality is fundamentally qualitative.

For while prima facie Adams enquires whether all possible worlds are “consti-
tuted by purely qualitative facts”14 simpliciter, he mentions that a negative answer to 
such a query would entail that thisness is a fundamental feature of reality. And this 
seems to imply that the notion of constitution he has in mind is one that tracks rela-
tive fundamentality.15 Of course, a stronger reading of Adams’s question would sug-
gest that the anti-Haecceitist takes all of reality—not only its fundamental level—to 
be qualitative.16 For several reasons, I take it that this would be too strong a claim to 
ascribe to the anti-Haecceitist. While a detailed enquiry into this point lies beyond 
my present aims, I will briefly get back to it in Sect. 4. More precisely, I will:

•	 Show that the anti-Haecceitist who means to hold that all of reality is qualitative 
can perfectly well express such a tenet in terms of the phrasing I will defend, and

•	 Argue that well-known arguments for anti-Haecceitism do not actually support 
that tenet, but only a weaker one.

The idea that taking the first horn of Adams’s question is to maintain that all funda-
mental facts are qualitative is in any event worth addressing since recent, influential 
treatments of the topic crucially rest on it. As I said, this is not only the case for 
Dasgupta (2009, 2014, 2017), but also for Russell (2016, 2018), Bacon (2019), and 
Sider (2020).17

Now, what about Haecceitism? To stress once more: suppose we aimed to char-
acterize the view by taking Adams’s question as a guide and disregarding his hint to 
the fact that Haecceitism is, perhaps among other things, a claim about thisness.18 

17  See also Babic and Cocco (2020).
18  As I said, after introducing the topic through Adams’s question, Adams himself crucially shapes his 
analysis around the topic of thisness. According to that analysis, a Haecceitist holds that at least some 
things have primitive (i.e., non-qualitative) thisness. An anti-Haecceitist denies such a claim.

14  Adams (1979): 5.
15  For an endorsement of the idea that constitution is one of the relations that track relative fundamental-
ity, see Bennett (2011, 2017).
16  The phrases ‘qualitative’ and ‘purely qualitative’ are to be taken as plainly synonymous here.
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A natural choice would then seem to take it that Haecceitism is simply the denial of 
anti-Haecceitism as defined above. It is—so the thought would go—the claim that it 
is not the case that reality is fundamentally qualitative.

A characterization of the two views would then go as follows.

ANTI-HAECCEITISM. Reality is fundamentally qualitative.
HAECCEITISM. It is not the case that reality is fundamentally qualitative.

Contra Adams’s question and the approach inaugurated by Dasgupta—at least 
when taken at face value—the characterizations I suggest we consider do not make 
any appeal to facts. In particular, they do not assume that for reality to be funda-
mentally so-and-so is for it to be constituted by facts that are so-and-so and per-
haps by other facts all of which are determined by some so-and-so ones. There is an 
important reason for this: I think that one need not allow facts in one’s ontology in 
order to make claims concerning the fundamental character or reality. For instance, 
it has been argued that one can consistently characterize fundamentality in terms of 
grounding—more precisely, as ungroundedness, as what grounds everything else, 
or as both –19 while denying that true grounding statements ascribe a relation, and 
thus that there are entities related by a grounding relation in the first place.20 More 
importantly for my aims here, one can be either a Haecceitist or an anti-Haecceitist 
while denying that there are facts at all, as will be clear in the light of my phrasing 
of such views.21

Anti-Haecceitism thus characterized is a conjunctive claim: it has it that (i.) there 
is a fundamental level of reality, in some sense, and that (ii.) such a fundamental 
level is qualitative.

Haecceitism, by contrast, is a disjunctive claim—the claim that either (i.*) there 
is no fundamental level of reality, or (ii.*) there is a fundamental level of reality in 
some sense, and it is not qualitative.

The tentative characterizations I am considering thus qualify every view that 
denies there to be a fundamental level of reality as a form of Haecceitism. Is this 
correct? I claim that it is certainly not if it turns out that one can both:

•	 Hold that there is no fundamental level of reality, and, consistently with this,
•	 Defend a metaphysics that satisfies the desideratum set forth by the typical argu-

ments for anti-Haecceitism.

The next section will be devoted to singling out such a desideratum. Once that is 
done, I will make the case that the desideratum can be satisfied within views that 

19  See Leuenberger (2020). Cf. also Raven (2016).
20  See Fine (2001) and Correia (2010).
21  Incidentally, Dasgupta seems to agree. In On the Plurality of Grounds he declares that his “official 
approach is to treat grounding as a sentential connective” and that his “talk of facts is just a convenient 
shorthand”; Dasgupta (2014): 4. Whether Dasgupta can indeed defend the sort of anti-Haecceitism he 
favors without ultimately committing to the existence of facts or not is a point that lies beyond the scope 
of the present paper. Thanks to an anonymous referee for having me clarify this point.
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deny there to be a fundamental level—hence, that the phrasings I am considering are 
wrong-headed.

2 � The Case for Anti‑Haecceitism

It might seem odd to consider the arguments for a claim—anti-Haecceitism—that 
has not yet been duly characterized. I argue that the move is presently innocuous, 
though, inasmuch as the arguments that I will consider were presented in support of 
views that either explicitly take the first horn of Adams’s question or were classified 
as doing so by Adams himself. Moreover, I think that looking at the typical argu-
ments for anti-Haecceitism is exactly the right strategy towards providing a charac-
terization of that view. For this ensures that the view thereby formulated is the one 
that matters in the light of its advocates’ theoretical aims.22

While the arguments I will consider come from at least two diverse traditions—a 
broadly theistic one and a broadly empiricist one—the desideratum they set forth 
is one and the same. Such a desideratum is that what I will call haecceitistic differ-
ences be ruled out.

By a ‘haecceitistic difference’, I mean a case of a difference merely as concerns 
which entities are involved in particular situations. In other words:

Situation S1 and situation S2 differ haecceitistically iff S1 and S2 differ merely 
as concerns the identity of some of the entities they involve, respectively.

When I use the phrase ‘situation’, I do not mean to introduce any unfamiliar notion. 
Suppose, for instance, that Satchmo is playing the trumpet. Some think there exists 
then a fact that Satchmo is playing the trumpet; some that a state of affairs that 
Satchmo is playing the trumpet obtains; some that the proposition that Satchmo is 
playing the trumpet is true, and so on. But some hold that none of such readings is 
mandatory: all there is to say is that Satchmo is playing the trumpet. In this example, 
I would then speak of the situation that Satchmo is playing the trumpet in order to 
stay neutral as to whether this entails there being a fact, a state of affairs, a proposi-
tion, or else.23

Consider now a situation S that Satchmo is playing the trumpet and a situation 
S* that is in every way like S except that someone who is not Satchmo is playing the 
trumpet. S and S* would differ haecceitistically in my sense. For they would differ 
merely as concerns the identity of an entity they involve, respectively (S involves 
Satchmo, while S* involves someone who is not Satchmo). Of course, the trumpet 

22  Thanks to Shamik Dasgupta here.
23  Cf. Correia (2016), where the term ‘situation’ is used, roughly, as an unambiguously worldly counter-
part of ‘fact’—so that speaking of a situation described by a sentence A is to speak of a going-on that is 
reported by A—ibid.: 104. There is a further important difference between Correia’s notion of a ‘situa-
tion’ and the one commonly associated to the term ‘fact’: while the latter has in its extension only obtain-
ing situations, the former has in its extension both obtaining and non-obtaining situations; see ibid. This, 
however, has no consequence for the present work. Thanks to an anonymous referee for seeking clarifica-
tions on this point, and to Fabrice Correia for discussion.
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player in S* would then be indiscernible from Satchmo. Otherwise, S and S* would 
not differ merely as concerns the identity of some entities involved in them—they 
would also differ as concerns how some entities involved in them are. Consider, e.g., 
a situation S** that is in every way like S except that in S** Miles Davis is playing 
the trumpet. S and S** do not differ haecceitistically (nor do S* and S**, for that 
matter): they differ as concerns the identity of an entity involved in them, but also 
in other respects. For instance, the trumpet player in S is 1.68 m tall (as is the one in 
S*), while the trumpet player in S** is 1.69 m tall.24

(This is not to say that those things that can give rise to haecceitistic differences—
if such things there be—have haecceities, where, for any thing a, a’s haecceity is the 
property of being identical to a and a is the very thing it is by virtue of having such 
a property. Suppose S and S* are both possible, and thus differ haecceitistically. One 
need not posit a haecceity of Satchmo and a haecceity of the trumpet player in S* 
in order to tell the two musicians apart from one another. One can simply hold that 
each musician is primitively individuated, and that S and S* are mutually distinct in 
virtue of which entity plays the trumpet in them. And this is simply to say that they 
are distinguished by the identity of some of the entities they involve).25

A broadly theistic case for the idea that haecceitistic differences must be ruled 
out is due to Leibniz. Leibniz had it that no merely possible world can differ haec-
ceitistically from the actual one because, if some were to do so, then God would 
have made a choice between indifferent options when willing that a certain world be 
made actual. And in doing so—Leibniz thought—God would have ipso facto vio-
lated the Principle of Sufficient Reason (PSR):

[I]t is impossible there should be a reason why God, preserving the same situa-
tions of bodies among themselves, should have placed them in space after one 
certain particular manner and not otherwise—why everything was not placed 
the quite contrary way, for instance, by changing east into west.26

This famously led Leibniz to ban indiscernibles—among them, points in absolute 
space.27 For he had it that, were there indiscernibles, there would also be indiscern-
ible possibilities for them, and hence indifferent options between which God would 
have made a choice when creating the actual world.

It is an indifferent thing to place three bodies, equal and perfectly alike, in 
any order whatsoever, and consequently they will never be placed in any order 
by him who does nothing without wisdom. But then, he being the author of 

24  Thanks to an anonymous referee for the latter example and for pressing this point.
25  Incidentally, Adams was explicit in declaring that his form of Haecceitism did not commit him to any 
doctrine of haecceities. For the differences between a haecceity in the relevant sense and his notion of a 
thisness, see Adams (1981).
26  The passage is from Leibniz’s third letter to Clarke. The present translation by Clarke is in Leibniz 
and Clarke: Correspondence, edited by Roger Ariew (2000): 15.
27  See Rodriguez-Pereyra (1999) for an excellent analysis.
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things, no such things will be produced by him at all, and consequently, there 
are no such things in nature.28

The options that—Leibniz says—God could not have chosen between with sufficient 
reason are options that differ haecceitistically. In the conjecture of God being able to 
change East into West, for instance, the world that would result from such a shifting 
would differ from the actual one merely as to which points of space are occupied 
by which entities. Similarly for the hypothesis of God having to arrange in some 
order—as opposed to others that are indiscernible from the one She does choose—
three indiscernible bodies.

Leibniz is explicitly classified by Adams “as the archetypal believer in a purely 
qualitative universe”29—i.e., as taking the first horn of Adams’s question.30

(This gives me the chance to further clarify the distinction between metaphysi-
cal (anti-)Haecceitism in my sense and “modal” (anti-)Haecceitism in Lewis’s. The 
Lewisian anti-Haecceitist has it that no two worlds are qualitatively alike and yet dif-
fer in what they represent de re.31 A metaphysical anti-Haecceitist in my sense seeks 
to rule out what I call haecceitistic differences, where the latter notion is signifi-
cantly different from the homonymous one that Lewis employs. In effect, the notion 
of a haecceitistic difference I work with does not rest on representation de re in any 
way. For a world w whose denizens are worldbound would differ haecceitistically in 
my sense from the actual world α provided w were qualitatively indiscernible from 
α even if w were just like α in what it represents de re: the Leibnizian God could not 
have chosen to actualize α as opposed to w without violating PSR. The Lewisian 
anti-Haecceitist, by contrast, has no reason to rule out that both α and w exist.32

Importantly, when I say that metaphysical (anti-)Haecceitism is not modal (anti-)
Haecceitism I do not mean that the former pair of doctrines do not have any modal 
entailments—to the contrary. It is nonetheless the case that a haecceitistic difference 
in my sense, as opposed to the homonymous phenomenon defined by Lewis, can 
arise—if at all—even within a single world. This is crucial for the broadly empiricist 
argument against haecceitistic differences—in my sense—that I shall now turn to. 
In what follows, I will mean by “haecceitistic difference” the notion I characterized 
above and leave the one employed by Lewis aside).33

A more recent argument against haecceitistic differences draws on certain fea-
tures of modern physics. The argument is due, in the form I will consider, to Shamik 
Dasgupta. However, the case has its ancestry in other arguments that were discussed 

28  The passage is from Leibniz’s fourth letter to Clarke. The present translation by Clarke is in Leibniz 
and Clarke: Correspondence, edited by Roger Ariew (2000): 22.
29  Adams (1979): 5.
30  Ibid.: § II. I should mention that Adams’s case to this end does not draw on the argument I presented: 
it draws on Leibniz’s doctrine of complete individual concepts as stated in the Discourse on Metaphysics 
and in the letters to Arnauld instead. As far as the present topic is concerned, though, the outcome is the 
same: there cannot be indiscernible individuals—hence, no possible individual can give rise to haecceit-
istic differences (cf. Sect. 3 below).
31  See Lewis (1986): 221.
32  See ibid.: 224.
33  Thanks to two anonymous referees for making me clarify this point.
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at length in the philosophy of physics at least since Schrödinger and, more generally, 
in the wider context of a certain contention that has broadly empiricist roots.

Roughly, the idea is that facts of the matter that merely concern the identity of 
some entities, and haecceitistic differences in particular, lie beyond the limits of our 
knowledge and cannot contribute to the knowledge of the world we can acquire, 
either in general or in the light of our best physical theories. In line with this, Das-
gupta views haecceitistic differences as danglers—i.e., as empirically undetectable 
and explanatorily redundant—in the light of physics from Newtonian Gravitational 
Theory (NGT) to this day.

Admittedly, Dasgupta does not explicitly formulate his case as one against ‘hae-
cceitistic differences’. His declared target is the claim that some facts are neither 
qualitative nor grounded in qualitative ones, and the things he explicitly claims to 
be danglers are what he calls ‘primitive individuals’—roughly, the individuals those 
non-qualitative and non-qualitatively grounded facts are about.

That haecceitistic differences are exactly what his arguments do single out as dan-
glers, though, can easily be appreciated by considering the examples he provides.34 
In order to show that primitive individuals are explanatorily redundant, to start, Das-
gupta asks us to consider “the following system”:35

[A] primitive individual called Peter is at an initial time t0 propelled up in the 
air by a slingshot, only to fall by gravity back to Earth. And now consider a 
different system whose initial state at t0 differs only in the fact that a different 
primitive individual, Paul, is slung. By hypothesis, we are to suppose that Peter 
and Paul have the same mass, shape, charge and so on. (…) [I]f the two sys-
tems both obey NGT, then Paul will make exactly the same trajectory through 
space as Peter. According to NGT, the identity of each particle makes no dif-
ference to how the slingshot or the Earth’s gravitational field affect it. (…) [I]t 
is a straightforward consequence of NGT that mere differences in individualis-
tic facts at an initial time do not give rise to differences in the future evolution 
of inter-particle distances or any other difference.36

 To make the point that primitive individuals are empirically undetectable, Dasgupta 
says instead:

[I]magine a situation in which (…) a primitive individual is placed in front of 
you. Depending on what sorts of things primitive individuals are (or would be, 
if they were real!), this might be a situation in which you are in front of a chair, 

36  Ibid.

34  Dasgupta seems to think that there are haecceitistic differences only if there are primitive individuals 
in this sense. On top of this, he goes on to endorse the claim that no fundamental entity is an individual. 
While the latter claim does not strictly follow from his arguments against danglers, the idea seems to be 
that it does follow from those arguments along with the following tenets: (i.) only individuals are liable 
to give rise to haecceitistic differences; (ii.) the fundamental entities should not be liable to give rise 
to haecceitistic differences; (iii.) one should not hold that individuals respect PII—see Dasgupta (2009, 
2014, 2017). The merit of (i.)–(iii.) is an issue that lies beyond the scope of this article. Thanks to an 
anonymous referee for asking me to mention this important point.
35  Dasgupta (2009): 41.
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or an electron, or perhaps something else. To fix ideas, let us suppose with-
out loss of generality that it is a chair. And now imagine a situation in which 
everything is exactly the same except that a different primitive individual is in 
front of you. Suppose this different individual has exactly the same qualities as 
the actual chair in front of you: imagine it were colored the same, shaped the 
same, and so on. (…) [T]he situation would look and feel and smell exactly the 
same to you: we cannot tell the difference between situations that differ only in 
their individualistic facts.37

 In both cases, mere differences in the identity of the entities involved in otherwise 
indiscernible situations—i.e., haecceitistic differences—are what is singled out as 
problematic in the light of NGT.

Dasgupta not only presented these arguments as supporting a view that takes all 
fundamental facts to be qualitative: he also mentioned Adams’s aforementioned arti-
cle in all of the three papers where he supported such a view, thus qualifying it as 
one that takes the first horn of Adams’s question.38

Views that are classified as forms of anti-Haecceitism, I conclude, share a com-
mon rationale: the idea that haecceitistic differences are to be ruled out.

3 � Anti‑Haecceitism Without Fundamentality

I considered a characterization of Haecceitism and anti-Haecceitism that classifies 
as a view of the former sort any metaphysics that denies there to be fundamentality. 
I claimed that such a characterization is certainly wrong-headed if some metaphys-
ics can be such that there is no fundamentality and that the rationale for anti-Haec-
ceitism is satisfied—i.e., that haecceitistic differences cannot possibly arise. I shall 
now argue that such a metaphysics is viable. Here is an example.

Suppose, to start, that for something to be fundamental is for it to be ungrounded. 
For simplicity, let me assume for the sake of the example that grounding is a relation 
between facts—thus, that facts are what may be ungrounded (hence fundamental) or 
grounded (hence non-fundamental).39 Suppose, however, that no fact is ungrounded 
because a form of infinitism is true. To appreciate the point, consider an infinite 
chain of facts F, F’, F’’, …, such that F is grounded in F’, F’ is grounded in F’’, 
and so on ad infinitum.40 Suppose all the facts there are belong to some infinite, non-
well-founded chain of this sort. Suppose that every entity there is fulfills a strong 

37  Ibid.: 42.
38  See Dasgupta (2009): fn. 22; (2014): 25–26; (2017): 7.
39  For endorsements of the idea that a fact is fundamental if and only if it is ungrounded, see e.g. Schaf-
fer (2009), Rosen (2010), Audi (2012), Dixon (2016), Bennett (2017), Shumener (2017), and Leuen-
berger (2020).
40  By “grounded in”, here, I mean “partially grounded in” in the sense of “either fully grounded in, or 
literally partially grounded in”. See Fine (2012): 50. Given such a reading of “grounded in”, if grounding 
(i.e., partial grounding) is irreflexive and transitive (as per orthodoxy), the claim that every fact belongs 
to an infinite chain of the sort described is equivalent to the claim that every fact is grounded. Thanks to 
Fabrice Correia.
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version of PII (strong PII, henceforth)—one that imposes that no two things can be 
qualitatively just alike. Finally, suppose that strong PII holds not only within each 
possible world, but trans-worldly as well, so that no two possible things exactly 
resemble one another.41

Now, strong PII is not precisely stated yet. The advocate of the metaphysics I just 
sketched should of course define which traits of a thing count as qualitative—thus 
clarifying over how narrow a class of features the second-order quantifier may range 
in a true statement of PII:

While diverse accounts of the qualitative/non-qualitative distinction were set 
forth,42 some cases are typically taken to be uncontroversial. For instance, being 
identical to Miles Davis and being in love with Elvis Presley are typically taken to 
be paradigmatic examples of non-qualitative features. Being blue and being an only 
child, by contrast, are typically seen as paradigmatically qualitative. The distinction 
I take to be relevant here is more precisely the one that tells apart what are some-
times called the ‘pure’ features from the ‘impure’ ones.43 Thus, the features of being 
identical to some individual and of being in love with a brown-eyed girl also count 
as qualitative under my approach because they are pure: it is not the case that for 
something to have one of them is for it to be somehow related to one or more entities 
in particular. The idea is that a qualitative feature F can be such that for something x 
to have F is for x to be somehow related to some entities or others, as long as F does 
not consist in being somehow related specifically to some given entities in particular 
as opposed to all others. Here is one way to characterize the distinction I have in 
mind:

□∀x ∀y (∀P (Px ↔ Py) → x = y)

41  The coherence of infinitism about grounding was defended both in metaphysics and in the philos-
ophy of physics. See, among others, Morganti (2014, 2018), Tahko (2014), Bohn (2018), and Bliss 
(2019). Loss (2021) positively argues that, granted certain assumptions about grounding, there are no 
ungrounded facts. For concrete instances of infinitism, see Morganti (2015): 569–570; (2018): 260, Bohn 
(2018): Sect. 3. Morganti (2015), in particular, presents a physical model—Georgi (1989)’s—in which, 
prima facie, all particles satisfy strong PII.
42  See, among others, Carnap (1947), Hempel and Oppenheim (1948), Goodman (1955), Adams (1979), 
Rosenkrantz (1979), Khamara (1988), Humberstone (1996), Rodriguez-Pereyra (2006), Cowling (2015), 
Hoffmann-Kolss (2019), Plate (2021).
43  I mention this because some take there to be features that are pure and still should not be regarded 
as qualitative, instead. In particular, as remarked by Cowling (2015), some view “structural properties” 
like “being distinct from something” as non-qualitative as they “contribute nothing to the “qualitative 
character” of the world”; ibid.: § 4.6. Cf. Bricker (2006). And being distinct from something is, of course, 
a pure feature. But it is not clear to me that the relevant intuition concerning the ‘qualitative character’ 
of the world should be taken seriously when defining a technical notion such as the qualitative/non-qual-
itative distinction. More importantly, I do not think that being distinct from something should be viewed 
as non-qualitative when it comes to duly stating Strong PII. For, roughly, if two possible things differ in 
that one is distinct from something and the other is not, then they differ in further, non-controversially 
qualitative respects as well: one is, and the other is not, alone—the only denizen of its own world. Thus, 
it would be vain to view being distinct from something as non-qualitative for the sake of duly stating 
Strong PII.
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P is a non-qualitative property =df For some things a1, a2, …, an, n ≥ 1, and 
some n+1-ary relation R, the property λx Px is identical to the property λx 
R(x, a1, …, an).
Every property that is not non-qualitative is qualitative.44

I am not claiming that this characterization is flawless. The point here is rather that, 
under such a characterization of ‘qualitative’, things that satisfy strong PII cannot 
give rise to haecceitistic differences. For the characterization classifies a feature of 
being identical to a given entity in particular as non-qualitative. Thus, if Strong PII 
holds true of all possible things, then no two possible things differ merely as con-
cerns their identity. And if so, then no two possible situations differ merely in the 
identity of some of the entities involved in them, respectively. Hence, there are no 
haecceitistic differences in the metaphysics I have been describing: every difference 
with respect to which entity is involved in given situations is necessarily accompa-
nied by a difference over and above the identity of entities.45

The view I just sketched thus satisfies the desideratum set forth by the typical 
arguments for anti-Haecceitism. However, the characterizations I considered (in 
Sect. 1) classify it as a form of Haecceitism.46 Note that it would not do to modify 
those characterizations as follows:

ANTI-HAECCEITISM.

	 (i.)	 There is a fundamental level of reality, and:
	 (ii.)	 Such a fundamental level is qualitative.

HAECCEITISM*.

	(i.*)	 There is a fundamental level of reality, and:
	(ii.**)	 Such a fundamental level is not qualitative.

44  I consider a distinction that applies to properties for the sake of simplicity only. I do not mean to sug-
gest in any way that the distinction cannot be effectively rephrased in nominalized terms.
45  Thanks to an anonymous referee for demanding clarifications on the qualitative/non-qualitative dis-
tinction.
46  An anonymous referee, whom I thank, drew my attention to the fact that this might not be the case 
under certain approaches that do not identify the fundamental with the ungrounded. An example is given 
in Raven (2016). Raven offers reasons for defending a non-foundation conception of fundamentality such 
that “an entity is fundamental (or ineliminable (…)) just in case not all facts about it are grounded in 
facts about other entities”; ibid.: 607. As such a conception is one where infinitist metaphysics can still 
include fundamental entities, the metaphysics I described in the main text is not misclassified as haecce-
itistic just because it includes no ungrounded entities. This might give one a conditional claim for a non-
foundational view of fundamentality such as Raven’s: if one thinks that ANTI-HAECCEITISM is a good 
characterization of anti-Haecceitsm, then one should not take the fundamental to be the foundational. 
But there are other ways to defend a form of Anti-Haecceitism about the fundamental that I take to have 
the advantage of not committing one to any particular conception of the fundamental itself—cf. Sect. 4 
below. Moreover, I submit that one might hold that there is no fundamentality in any sense and still be 
entitled to take a position in the debate between Haecceitism and anti-Haecceitism.
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For then the view I have described would turn out to be one where both Anti-Haec-
ceitism and Haecceitism are false. But it should not: it should be recognized to be a 
view that the anti-Haecceitist—in the light of her own argument—has no reason to 
reject, and has reason to prefer, ceteris paribus, over others.

Nor would one properly solve the issue by characterizing both Haecceitism and 
anti-Haecceitism as disjunctive claims. The result would be the following:

ANTI-HAECCEITISM*.

	(i.*)	 There is no fundamental level of reality, or:
	(ii.*)	 The fundamental level of reality is qualitative.

HAECCEITISM.

	 (i.)	 There is no fundamental level of reality, or:
	 (ii.)	 The fundamental level of reality is not qualitative.

 For then the infinitist metaphysics I described would be one in which both Haec-
ceitism and anti-Haecceitism(*) are true. I submit that this would be an unpalatable 
result. It might be that the anti-Haecceitist has a way to rule out haecceitistic differ-
ences without committing to strong PII. But it is a metaphysics where every possible 
thing does respect strong PII I have described. And the idea that strong PII is at least 
possibly false has been the reason par excellence that Haecceitists have advanced 
against forms of anti-Haecceitism that entail its necessary truth. Moreover, it is at 
least desirable that Haecceitism and anti-Haecceitism be stated as mutually exclu-
sive claims, while HAECCEITISM and ANTI-HAECCEITISM* are not mutually 
exclusive. Thus, I hold that we should look for characterizations that qualify the 
infinitist metaphysics above as one where Haecceitism is false.47

In the next section, I will introduce a proposal as to how Haecceitism and anti-
Haecceitism can be characterized without appealing to the notion of fundamentality. 
While not providing a conclusive argument in support of such characterizations, I 
will show that they rightly classify the infinitist metaphysics I depicted as a form of 
anti-Haecceitism—thus faring better than the definitions considered above.

4 � Anti‑Haecceitism Rephrased

My proposal is very simple. Instead of imposing on the anti-Haecceitist a claim in 
terms of fundamentality that she might—consistently with her own desideratum on 
an acceptable metaphysics—reject, I suggest that we characterize her view in terms 
of that very desideratum. As I said, such a desideratum consists in the idea that the 
possibility of haecceitistic differences is to be excluded. More precisely, depending 
on the argument that leads her to that idea, the anti-Haecceitist will hold that haec-
ceitistic differences involving entities of a given category are to be ruled out. For 

47  Thanks to an anonymous referee for bringing the option of ANTI-HACCEITISM* to my attention.
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different arguments for anti-Haecceitism single out different entities as such that 
they should not be allowed to possibly give rise to haecceitistic differences. Accord-
ing to Leibniz’s argument, the entities that cannot give rise to haecceitistic differ-
ences are all the entities that are, directly or indirectly, the objects of God’s choice 
when She creates. According to arguments such as Dasgupta’s, they are the entities 
that are subject to post-Newtonian physical laws.

I suggest that we take anti-Haecceitism about the entities of a certain category—
the Ks—as the doctrine that no K is such that it can give rise to haecceitistic differ-
ences. That is:

ANTI-HAECCEITISM about the Ks.
No K is such that it can give rise to haecceitistic differences.
HAECCEITISM about the Ks.
Some Ks are such that they can give rise to haecceitistic differences.

Leibniz’s metaphysics will then count as a form of anti-Haecceitism about the enti-
ties that are objects of God’s choice when creating—in particular, about worlds and 
about individuals. Those convinced by arguments such as Dasgupta’s will accept a 
form of anti-Haecceitism about the entities that are subject to post-Newtonian physi-
cal laws. If so inclined, one might take the Ks to be the fundamental entities and 
defend a metaphysics that is anti-Haecceitistic about them. Thus, while it disentan-
gles the commitments of anti-Haecceitism from concerns about fundamentality, my 
phrasing of the former is perfectly compatible with there being forms of anti-Haec-
ceitism that make claims about the fundamental—in particular, about the fundamen-
tal entities.

And the anti-Haecceitist might take the Ks to be all the entities whatsoever. This 
would give her a way to endorse the tenet, which I considered in Sect. 1, that real-
ity tout court is qualitative. None of the arguments for anti-Haecceitism discussed 
above, however, does support such a tenet.

My phrasing rightly classifies the infinitist metaphysics described in Sect. 3 as a 
form of anti-Haecceitism, as no possible entity such a metaphysics accepts can give 
rise to haecceitistic differences.

It can also account for an intuition that one might have concerning haecceitistic 
differences in different infinitist worlds. To see the point, consider a gunky world 
w, that is, a world w such that every part of w has proper parts. For the sake of sim-
plicity, suppose one can ‘partition’ w in terms of the mereological structure of the 
objects in it. Call the resulting partitions ‘levels’. As with an informal counterpart of 
the set-theoretic partition of a given set, no distinct levels overlap, and the union of 
all the levels is w itself.

Suppose that in each level there are only those proper parts of w that belong to 
one and the same ‘mereological level’, so to speak. By way of illustration, say that 
one level includes only the atoms—in the chemical, not in the mereological, sense 
of the term—while another includes only the molecules, and still a further one only 
the mid-sized dry objects, and so on. (This is of course over-simplified, but it is 
only meant to provide a toy example). Given this construction, suppose we want to 
express the claim that parts are more fundamental than wholes. Here is a way that 
will prove to be extremely helpful in what follows.
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Say that a level ln is more fundamental than level lm iff, for every composite object 
c in lm, there is a proper part p of c in ln. This defines a notion of relative fundamen-
tality between levels. We then use this to define a notion of relative fundamentality 
between objects: object on is more fundamental than object om iff on belongs to a 
level that is more fundamental than the one om belongs to.

Now, consider a world w* that is mereologically just like w. For instance, if at 
level ln there are only atoms in w, at level ln* there are only atoms in w*, and so on.

There are no mereological differences between w and w*. But suppose there are 
haecceitistic differences in w. Suppose, further, that the first level of w that includes 
haecceitistic differences is level ln—where: level ln is the first level at which φ, for 
a general formula φ, iff (i) at ln, φ, and for every level lm, if φ holds at lm, lm is less 
fundamental than ln. w is such that if there are other heacceitistic differences in w 
beside the ones at level ln, they are all at levels that are less fundamental than ln. By 
contrast, in w* we have that there are haecceitistic differences at level ln*, but there 
are no haecceitistic differences at levels that are less fundamental than ln*. The only 
other haecceitistic differences in w* are at levels lo* that are more fundamental than 
ln*—this entails, in effect, that ln* is not the first level at which there are haecceitis-
tic differences.

Then one might want to say that w* is more robustly haecceitistic than w, insofar 
as the levels in w* that include haecceitistic differences are more fundamental than 
the levels in w that do (with the exception of ln and ln*). Note that the comparison 
can be done even if both w and w* are infinitist worlds.48

There are intuitions, by contrast, that do not sit well with my account of the pre-
sent debate. Suppose, for instance, that individuals respect strong PII, and still they 
have haecceities in the sense discussed above (Sect. 2)—that for every individual a, 
there is a haecceity h such that a is the very individual it is by virtue of having h. 
Then one might want to count such a metaphysics as haecceitistic tout court despite 
the fact that, at least prima facie, no haecceitistic difference can arise in it.49

Yet under my approach to the debate, the metaphysics in question would count 
as a form of anti-Haecceitism about individuals. For, as I said in Sect. 3, things that 
respect strong PII cannot possibly give rise to haecceitistic differences. In effect, any 
difference with respects to which of them is involved in given situations must be 
accompanied by a further difference that is purely qualitative. For any two of them 
must differ in some purely qualitative respect themselves.

The metaphysics in question might however still be one that is haecceitistic about 
the haecceities themselves—for instance, if there is a level of reality at which only 
haecceities exist, quite independently from the individuals that instantiate them, and 
at that level the haecceities, which are qualitatively indiscernible from one another, 
are such that they can give rise to haecceitistic differences.50 If this is the case, and 

48  Thanks to an anonymous referee for suggesting this case. I am grateful to Claudio Calosi for discus-
sion on this point.
49  Thanks to an anonymous referee for suggesting this case.
50  For endorsements of haecceities and of the idea that haecceities can exist without their bearers, see 
Plantinga (1976), Rosenkrantz (1993), Williamson (2013). The whole doctrine is explicitly rejected in 
Adams (1981).
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if haecceities are the only fundamental entities, then the metaphysics in question 
would of course be a form of Haecceitism about the fundamental entities. If to be 
a Haecceitist tout court is to be a Haecceitist about all entities, though, it does not 
count as a form of Haecceitism tout court, because it is a form of Anti-Haecceitism 
about individuals under the characterization I gave earlier in this section.51

For, to stress once more, entities that fulfil a strong form of PII are such that they 
cannot give rise to haecceitistic differences.

This points to an important consideration. That the entities of a given category 
respect strong PII is a sufficient condition for them to not possibly give rise to haec-
ceitistic differences. Is it a necessary one, as well? In other words, is Adams right in 
thinking that the anti-Haecceitist about the Ks is committed to the claim that the Ks 
satisfy a strong version of PII? While I think that he is and that, as I mentioned, the 
typical rationale against anti-Haecceitism—hence, for Haecceitism—about the Ks is 
the idea that the Ks should not be taken to satisfy a strong version of PII, these are 
points that lie beyond the scope of the present paper.
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