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THREE PROBLEMS
• Sufficiency problem
• Problem of extras
• Problem of blockers



THREE PROBLEMS

“[Physicalism] is meant to be a contingent thesis, a merit of 
our world that not all other worlds share” (Lewis 1983, p. 362).



TOTALITY PHYSICALISM
• Totality Physicalism defines physicalism as the thesis 

that every obtaining fact is either physical or based in 
the physical together with the exhaustiveness of 
fundamental physical reality. 



THE PLAN
• Show how supervenience formulations of physicalism run 

into the problems of extras, blockers, and/or sufficiency
• Provide a primer on the notion of metaphysical ground
• Put the notion of ground to work in developing Totality 

Physicalism 
• Show that Totality Physicalism has the resources to avoid 

the problems of extras, blockers, and sufficiency



THE PROBLEMS



SOME CLARIFICATIONS
• The narrowly physical is the base notion in terms of 

which the physical simpliciter can be defined.
• The physical simpliciter is definable as being either

narrowly physical or “nothing over and above” the 
narrowly physical. 
• What does it take for some facts to be nothing over and 

above the narrowly physical facts?



GLOBAL SUPERVENIENCE PHYSICALISM

• A possible world w2 is a φ-duplicate of (or φ-
indiscernible from) a possible world w1 iff for any 
proposition p meeting condition φ, if p is true at w1, then p 
is true at w2. 
• GSP: physicalism is true at a world w1 =df at w1, for any 

world w2, if w2 is a physical duplicate of w1, then w2 is a 
duplicate of w1 simpliciter.



THE PROBLEM OF EXTRAS

MERELY SPOOKY
ACTUAL



THE PROBLEM OF EXTRAS

ACTUAL WA
There are n minds. There are n minds.



POSITIVE DUPLICATION PHYSICALISM

• Chalmers (1996) points out that intuitively negative
propositions cause trouble for GSP.
• A possible world w2 is a positive φ-duplicate of a 

possible world w1 iff for any positive proposition p 
meeting condition φ, if p is true at w1, then p is true at w2. 
• PDP: physicalism is true at a world w1 =df at w1, for any 

world w2, if w2 is a physical duplicate of w1, then w2 is a 
positive duplicate of w1. 



THE PROBLEM OF BLOCKERS
FUCK!!!!



THE PROBLEM OF BLOCKERS

ACTUAL
I feel pain in my toe.

FUCK!!!!

WAlg
I feel pain in my toe.

FUCK!!!!



MINIMAL DUPLICATION PHYSICALISM
• MDP: physicalism is true at a world w1 =df at w1, for any 

world w2, if w2 is a minimal physical duplicate of w1, 
then w2 is a duplicate of w1 simpliciter.
• A possible world w2 is a minimal physical duplicate of 

w1 iff w2 is a world that “(a) is exactly like . . . [w1] in every 
physical respect (instantiated property for instantiated 
property, law for law, relation for relation), and (b) contains 
nothing else in the sense of nothing more by way of kinds 
or particulars than it must to satisfy (a)” (Jackson 1998, p. 
13). 



THE SUFFICIENCY PROBLEM

MINIMAL PHYSICAL DUPLICATES

ACTUAL



THE SUFFICIENCY PROBLEM

MINIMAL PHYSICAL DUPLICATES

ACTUAL



THE SUFFICIENCY PROBLEM

“If God exists, be she a Cartesian workhorse or the 
highly efficient creator of a mere supervenience base, 
physicalism is false regardless of the fundamental 
nature of either the wave function or mentality” 
(Montero 2013, p. 107). 



PRIMER ON GROUND
Groundhog – a philosopher who survives largely on a diet 
of ground.



PRIMER ON GROUND
Ground buster – a philosopher who makes it her mission 
to destroy all groundhogs and all forms of ground.



THE NOTION OF GROUND

PARTY IN THE CONFERENCE ROOM



THE NOTION OF GROUND
• Explanation: the grounds metaphysically explain the 

grounded.
• Structure: the grounds are more fundamental than the 

grounded.
• Determination: the grounds determine the grounded.
• Necessitation: the grounds necessitate the grounded.



THE LOGICAL FORM OF GROUND
• Grounding is a relation between facts, understood to be 

“structured entities built up from worldly items—objects, 
relations, connectives, quantifiers, etc.—in roughly the 
sense in which sentences are built up from words” (Rosen 
2010, p. 114). 
• “[P1], [P2], . . . < [Q]” is to be read as “[P1], [P2], . . . fully 

ground [Q].” 
• [P] partially grounds [Q] iff [P] fully grounds [Q] on its 

own or in combination with other facts.



GROUND AND FUNDAMENTALITY
• Ground–Fundamentality Link: x is fundamental =df there 

is a fact y such that (i) y is ungrounded and (ii) either y = x 
or x is a constituent of y.



GROUNDING A DEFINITION 
OF PHYSICALISM



GROUNDING PHYSICALISM
• GP: physicalism is true at a world w =df at w, for every 

obtaining fact x, either x is narrowly physical, or there are 
some narrowly physical facts yy such that yy < x. 



THE PROBLEM OF EXTRAS (AGAIN!)
1) All minds are embodied.
2) Ghosts do not exist. 

ACTUAL WG
Ghosts do not exist. Ghosts do not exist.



LOGICALLY COMPLEX FACTS
• Universal: [∀xφ(x)]. 
• Existential: [∃xφ(x)]. 
• Negated: [¬φ].



PARTIAL GROUNDS FOR GENERALIZATIONS

Where a1, a2, . . . includes everything that there is,

1) [all minds are embodied].

is partially grounded in

3) a. [Mind(a1) → Embodied(a1)] 

3) b. [Mind(a2) → Embodied(a2)] 

3) c. ... 



PARTIAL GROUNDS FOR GENERALIZATIONS

3) a. [Mind(a1) → Embodied(a1)] 

3) b. [Mind(a2) → Embodied(a2)] 

3) c. ...

are partially grounded in the truth of their consequents or 
the truth of the negations of their antecedents (or both).



FULL GROUNDS FOR GENERALIZATIONS

Suppose

6) [∀x((x = a1) ∨ (x = a2) ∨ ...)]

is fully grounded in

7) a. [(a1 = a1) ∨ (a1 = a2) ∨ ...] 

7) b. [(a2 = a1) ∨ (a2 = a2) ∨ ...] 

7) c. …



FULL GROUNDS FOR GENERALIZATIONS

It then follows from the widely held view that disjunctions 
are fully grounded in their disjuncts that

7) a. [(a1 = a1) ∨ (a1 = a2) ∨ ...] 

7) b. [(a2 = a1) ∨ (a2 = a2) ∨ ...] 

7) c. …

are fully grounded in the identities of things.



FULL GROUNDS FOR GENERALIZATIONS

• Existential and universal facts are partially grounded in a 
totality fact. 
• We should resist the urge to identify the totality fact with 

[∀x((x = a1) ∨ (x = a2) ∨ ...)].
• Given a plural term “A” for some things and a property 

name “Λx.φ(x),” let’s understand “T” to be a “totality” 
predicate that concatenates “A” with “Λx.φ(x)” to form a 
sentence “T(A, Λx.φ(x))” that is true iff Λx.φ(x) is 
instantiated by every member of the plurality A and 
nothing else.



FULL GROUNDS FOR GENERALIZATIONS

• UTF: [T(a1, a2,..., Λx.Ex)]. 



FULL GROUNDS FOR NEGATIONS



THE FUNDAMENTAL TOTALITY FACT

UTF: [T(a1, a2,..., Λx.Ex)]. 

is partially grounded

FTF: [T(f1, f2, …, Λx.Fundamental(x))],

where f1, f2, ... includes every fundamental entity.



PUTTING IT ALL TOGETHER
1) All minds are embodied.
2) Ghosts do not exist. 

are partially grounded in

FTF: [T(f1, f2, …, Λx.Fundamental(x))].



TOTALITY PHYSICALISM
Physicalism is true at a world w =df at w, for any obtaining 

fact x, either 
(i) x is narrowly physical, or

(ii) there are some facts yy such that 

(a) yy < x, and

(b) for any fact yi, if yi is among yy, then either

(1) yi is narrowly physical, or 
(2) there are some narrowly physical and fundamental 

ff such that [T(ff, Λx.Fundamental(x))] = yi.



TOTALITY PHYSICALISM
• Let’s say that [Q] is based in the narrowly physical 

together with the exhaustiveness of fundamental 
physical reality iff [Q] is fully grounded in some sub-
plurality of the plurality [P1], [P2], ..., [T(f1, f2, ..., 
Λx.Fundamental(x))], where f1, f2, … includes only 
narrowly physical entities and [P1], [P2], … is a sub-
plurality of f1, f2, … that includes only narrowly physical 
facts. 
• Physicalism is thesis that every obtaining fact is either 

narrowly physical or based in the narrowly physical 
together with the exhaustiveness of fundamental 
physical reality. 



ACCOMODATING EXTRAS/BLOCKERS

MERELY SPOOKY BLOCKERACTUAL
FTF

f1, f2, …
FTF*

f1, f2, Caspar, Michael, … f1, f2, Alg, …
FTF**



RULING OUT ZOMBIES

ACTUAL WZ
Lewis is conscious. Lewis is conscious.

[T(p1, p2, …, Λx.Fundamental(x))] 



RULING OUT GOD

[God is good]

FTF: [T(f1, f2, God, …, Λx.Fundamental(x))]



SUMMARY
• Supervenience formulations of physicalism run into the 

problems of extras, blockers, and/or sufficiency.
• Basic grounding formulations of physicalism run into the 

problems of extras and blockers.
• The problems of extras and blockers are closely 

connected to general issues in the impure logic of ground. 
We can avoid them by drawing on general solutions.
• Totality Physicalism addresses the problems of extras and 

blockers by allowing facts that are not narrowly physical to 
be partially grounded in the Fundamental Totality Fact.
• Totality Physicalism makes an advance on the sufficiency 

problem by ruling out the existence of at least one 
paradigmatically non-physical entity, namely, God. 
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KEVIN’S QUESTIONS
• Does Jackson’s Minimal Duplication Physicalism avoid 

the problems of extras and blockers?
• How salient are these concerns for standard debates 

about the truth or falsity of physicalism, and does Totality 
Physicalism make much of an advance?
• Do British emergentism and Moorean non-naturalism also 

constitute a challenge to the sufficiency of supervenience-
based definitions of physicalism?
• How does grounding imply nothing-over-and-above-ness?
• How does grounding secure unproblematic higher-level 

causation?



JUSTIN’S MAIN WORRY
13) [“ghosts do not exist” is true].

• View 1: [“ghosts do not exist” is true] is partially grounded 
in [ghosts do not exist], and [ghosts do not exist] is 
partially grounded in [T(f1, f2, …, Λx.Fundamental(x))].
• View 2: [“ghosts do not exist” is true] is partially grounded 

in [ghosts do not exist], but [ghosts do not exist] is 
ungrounded.
• View 3: [“ghosts do not exist” is true] is ungrounded.



FIRST RESPONSE
• Suppose we formulates physicalism in terms of facts or

properties.
• We have to say that nominalists thereby lose their 

physicalist credentials. 
• Suppose we then formulate physicalism in terms of what 

we take to be irreducible quantification into sentence or
predicate position.
• Peter van Inwagen comes up to us and tells us that he 

doesn’t know what the hell we’re talking about. 
• We’re forced to kick him out of the Physicalist Club.
• Is this kind of thing a problem for everyone?



SECOND RESPONSE
• If you like the Ground–Fundamentality Link, View 2 and 

View 3 imply that the property of being a ghost or the
property of being true are fundamental.
• These implications are in tension with physicalism.
• Totality Physicalism eliminates the tension. 



THIRD RESPONSE
• Physicalism is a thesis about what there is, but it is also 

a thesis about how things are.
• We might distinguish between how things are and how 

things aren’t.
• There is a risk that this will exclude too much.
- [all minds are embodied]
- [Justin has Λx.((x = x) ∧ (all minds are embodied))]
- Pain = Λx.(φ(x) ∧ ¬ψ(x)).

• Totality Physicalism minimizes this risk.
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