
Dispositions and bogus counterexamples: Reply to Lee

Abstract: This paper discusses Lee’s argument that Lewis’s reformed conditional analysis of dispositions is preferable to the simple conditional analysis of dispositions. Lee’s argument is basically that there are some examples that can be adequately handled by Lewis’s analysis but cannot by the simple conditional analysis of dispositions. But I will reveal that, when carefully understood, they spell no trouble for the simple conditional analysis of dispositions, failing to serve a motivating role for Lewis’s analysis.

Let me keep matters brief by assuming knowledge of Jaeho Lee’s paper printed before this response (Jaeho Lee 2010). Lee raises a number of alleged counterexamples to the simple conditional analysis of dispositions and argues that they can act as substitutes for Lewis’s own unsuccessful motivating arguments for his reformed conditional analysis of dispositions that he proposes as an alternative to the simple conditional analysis of dispositions. In this response, I will carefully examine each of Lee’s examples and conclude that none of them serves Lee’s purpose.

1. H-solubility

Lee’s first claim is that RCA, but not SCA, provides an adequate analysis of H-solubility that is defined as the disposition to dissolve promptly when thrown into water after being hexed. 

SCA (H-solubility): Something x is H-soluble at time t iff, if x were thrown into water after being hexed at time t, it would dissolve promptly.

RCA (H-solubility) Something x is H-soluble at time t iff, for some intrinsic property B that x has at t, for some time t’ after t, if x were to be thrown into water after being hexed at t and retain property B until t’, x’s being thrown into water after being hexed and x’s having of B would jointly be an x-complete cause of x’s prompt dissolving.
According to SCA (H-solubility), ordinary table salt is H-soluble, which Lee finds repugnant. This repugnant result can be blocked by RCA (H-solubility), though, since salt does not satisfy its causal requirement that x’s being thrown into water after being hexed is a cause of x’s prompt dissolving, or so Lee argues. 

To bolster his position that salt is not H-soluble, he says: ‘Does ordinary table salt really have H-solubility and D-solubility as genuine dispositions? If the answer is yes, then virtually everything has virtually infinite dispositions, which seems to be an unnecessary inflation of dispositions.’ But this rhetorical question and answer have no much force as a supporting argument for Lee’s position. After all, virtually everything does indeed have virtually infinite dispositions when we individuate dispositions in a sufficiently fine-grained manner! Further, as we will see below, there is nothing suspicious about the dispositions at issue like H-solubility and D-solubility.
As an alternative way of backing up his position, Lee (2010) might point out that ‘ ‘after being hexed’ is a causally redundant factor. For example, there is no counterfactual dependency between ‘salt’s being thrown into water after being hexed’ and ‘its prompt dissolving’ because the salt would have dissolved even if it were thrown into water without being hexed’. The thought is that it is because some of the stimulus conditions of H-solubility are causally redundant for its manifestation that it is wrong to say that salt is H-soluble. I admit that this alternative has more, if any at all, argumentative force than the rhetorical question and answer mentioned earlier. 

But I do not buy it. I insist that it is meaningful, indeed, true to say that salt is H-soluble, and further that this is not overturned by the fact that a causally redundant element is included in its stimulus condition. In fact, I notice that there are many dispositional ascriptions that we undoubtedly take to be true despite the fact that some of their stimulus conditions are causally redundant for their manifestations. Suppose that the minimum lethal dose of methyl mercury for me is about 4 gram. Suppose further that a tablet contains much more of methyl mercury than its minimum lethal dose, say, 10 gram of methyl mercury. In this case, it sounds absolutely true to say that I am disposed to die if I ingest the tablet despite the fact that the stimulus condition includes a causally redundant element for the manifestation: this is so in the sense that some of the methyl mercury contained in the tablet is unnecessary to cause my death. By the same token, it is hardly doubtful that the glass on my desk is disposed to break if struck with a very hard blow although such a very hard blow is not necessary to break the glass: it would break even if struck with a soft blow. These cases, I believe, exemplify a true dispositional ascription where the stimulus condition contains a causally redundant element for the manifestation. This undermines Lee’s possible attempt to base his judgment that salt is not H-soluble on the fact that some of the stimulus conditions of H-solubility are causally redundant for its manifestation. 

In response, Lee might attempt to call into question my claim that, in each of my examples, the stimulus condition contains a causally redundant element for the manifestation. Recall that, by way of backing up his judgment that, in his example of H-solubility, some of the stimulus conditions are causally redundant for its manifestation, he refers to the fact that there is no counterfactual dependence between salt’s being thrown into water after being hexed and its prompt dissolving. It might be thought that, in my example of methyl mercury, this is not the case: 

There is a counterfactual dependence between my ingesting the tablet and my death since if I were not to take the tablet I would not die, which means that, despite the appearance, the event of ingesting the tablet, which is the stimulus condition of the disposition at issue, contains no causally redundant factor for its manifestation. As already noted, however, there is no such counterfactual dependence between salt’s being thrown into water after being hexed and its prompt dissolving. This marks a significant difference between Lee’s example of H-solubility, on the one hand, and my example of methyl mercury. If so, Lee has no difficulty with our temptation to affirm that I am disposed to die if I take the tablet, whilst denying that salt is H-soluble: the stimulus condition of the first dispositional ascription does not include a causally redundant element, whilst the stimulus condition of the second dispositional ascription does. 

I hold, though, that this response does not stand on firm ground. For, nothing can stop us from saying that, in a counterfactual situation where I do not take the tablet, I would take a tablet containing a slightly smaller dose of methyl mercury than the tablet actually does, and therefore I would still die. This being the case, there is a good sense in which no counterfactual dependence exists between my ingesting the tablet and my death. Likewise, I stress, there is a good sense in which no counterfactual dependence exists between my striking the glass with a very hard blow and its breaking: in a counterfactual situation where I do not strike the glass with a very hard blow, I would strike it with a soft blow, and thereby the glass would still break. Lee is then pressed to accept that, in each of my examples, the stimulus condition includes a causally redundant element for the manifestation of the disposition. 

Perhaps Lee might wish to resist this criticism, insisting that, in a counterfactual situation where I do not take the tablet, I would not take any tablet at all, in which case I would not die; and, similarly, that, in a counterfactual situation where I do not strike the glass with a hard blow, I would not strike it at all, in which case the glass would not break. If he insists, I let him. But he has to pay the price for this move. He is pressed to say a similar thing about his own example: in a counterfactual conditional where a pinch of salt is not thrown into water after being hexed, it would not be thrown into water at all, in which case it would not dissolve.
 Taken this way, indeed, Lee has nothing to say against the thought that salt’s being thrown into water after being hexed, in its entirety, is a cause of its dissolving. Then he loses crucial ground for his objection to salt’s being H-soluble. What is worse for Lee, it is H-soluble according to RCA(H-solubility), which means that, on Lee’s view, RCA, which his examples are intend to boost, cannot handle his example of the hexed salt, either. 

In view of this, it is not entirely unfair to say that Lee fails to justify his claim that salt is not H-soluble. Admittedly, we are reluctant to say that salt is H-soluble. But not everything we don’t feel like saying is false. We rarely assert that the glass on my desk is disposed to break if struck with a very hard blow. But this does not immediately mean that the dispositional ascription is an outright falsehood. It is indeed true that the glass is disposed to break when struck with a very hard blow. The reason why we do not feel like asserting it is merely that the disposition in question is not useful to distinguish the glass from other things, especially from those things like a television set which are not disposed to break when struck with a soft blow but are disposed to break when struck with a very hard blow. Likewise, although we are hesitant to say that salt is H-soluble, this does not immediately mean that it is false. It is merely that H-solubility is not very useful to distinguish salt from other materials as its stimulus condition includes a causally redundant factor for its manifestation: given that H-solubility and solubility can be used to demarcate exactly the same set of objects from other objects and that solubility does not include such a causally redundant factor for its manifestation, solubility is much more useful than H-solubility. We thus have a pragmatic explanation of our hesitancy, which entitles us to hold onto the idea that salt is H-soluble.

On balance, not only have we refuted some theoretical arguments Lee might possibly give in support of the claim that salt is not H-soluble but also we have come to know that a pragmatic explanation may be given for our initial aversion to accepting that salt is H-soluble. This being the case, it is not that counterintuitive at all to endorse SCA’s verdict that salt is H-soluble. And so I conclude that Lee’s first example fails to pose threat to SCA, and therefore fails to give an advantage to RCA over SCA.

I have thus countered Lee’s first criticism of the simple conditional analysis of dispositions by discrediting his claim that salt is not H-soluble. It is remarkable that we cannot perform the same manoeuvre to ward off Gundersen’s (2002; 2004) counterexamples that are somewhat similar to but, as Lee cogently states, strictly distinct from Lee’s example of H-solubility. As well-known, Lewis’s (1971) semantics for counterfactual conditional combined with the principle of strong centring has it that if P and Q are true, then it is also true that if P were the case Q would be the case, which is exploited by Gundersen’s examples. On Lewis’s semantics, it is a true counterfactual conditional that Caesar would be assassinated in 44 BC if Obama were to win the US presidential election in 2008, for, it is both true that Caesar was assassinated in 44 BC and that Obama won the US presidential election in 2008. And this joins with SCA to entail that Caesar is disposed to be assassinated in 44 BC in response to Obama’s winning the US presidential election in 2008.
 But I agree with Gundersen that this dispositional ascription is absolutely nonsensical: the stimulus condition is utterly unrelated to the manifestation. Indeed, I think, the mechanism that generates Gundersen’s counterexamples potentially trivializes our entire disposition talk. For instance, it mass-produces spurious backward-in-time dispositions where the manifestation is temporally prior to the stimulus condition. The example of Caesar is, in fact, a case in point. I thus take the force of Gundersen’s examples at its face value, which means that I treat them differently from Lee’s example of H-solubility. To cope with Gundersen’s examples, perhaps we have to turn down Lewis’s principle of strong centring or refine the simple conditional analysis of dispositions further.
 

2. Cold and arthritis

Let us now turn to Lee’s second example.
 His contention is that, according to SCA-CON, orange juice can cure cold but this is nonsensical. I agree with Lee is that it is indeed absurd to say that orange juice can cure cold. But I am not convinced that SCA-CON delivers such an absurd ruling for orange juice.
 As Lee is well aware of when he discusses my possible response, the key issue is how to specify the characteristic manifestation of the disposition at issue. Given that ordinary cold patients usually recover from cold within 1 week without taking any medicines at all, what do we mean by saying that a cold pill can cure cold? One promising answer is that the cold pill is disposed to cause a faster recovery from cold if administrated than otherwise. Its characteristic manifestation is thus that one recovers from cold faster than she would without the administration of the pill. Taken this way, however, orange juice cannot cure cold according to SCA-CON. For, even if a cold patient drinks it, she will recover within 1 week, which is no faster than she will recover without drinking it; that is, the characteristic manifestation of the disposition at issue will not occur. This reveals that Lee’s charge against SCA-CON is baseless.

In order to block this move, however, Lee imagines a material X described as follows: ‘When it is administered to a cold patient, it kills a cold-virus directly and hence causes quick recovery from the cold within 1 week. One interesting feature of X, let us assume, is that, when it is administered, X temporarily blocks one’s immune system from curing the cold. So most cold patients who take X recover from the cold within 1 week, but this recovery has nothing to do with the work of one’s normal immune system.’ He goes on to claim that intuitively X can cure cold but it is not the case that if an ordinary cold patient takes it she will recover faster than she would without taking it. From this Lee concludes that the proposal that the cold-cure manifestation is that a cold patient recovers from cold faster than she would without X’s administration is no great comfort to SCA-CON.
But I disagree. On Lee’s supposition, most ordinary cold patients will recover within 1 week if they take X. But they will recover anyway within 1 week thanks to their normal immune systems even if they do not take X at all. If so, X does not cause quick recovery from cold.  That said, I cannot see on what ground we can say that X can cure ordinary cold patients. What sounds reasonable to say on the supposition at issue is that X has no causal power to cure ordinary cold patients at all. Admittedly, there is a causal process through which the administration of X contributes to the patient’s recovery from cold, i.e., the process of killing cold-viruses, which warrants the claim that X causes the patient’s recovery from cold. But it does not cause the patient’s faster recovery from cold than the one she would experience without its administration as its causal contribution to the recovery is cancelled off by its effect of debilitating the immune system. And so I insist that the material X cannot cure ordinary cold patients and, as a consequence, that it is a confirming instance, not a disconfirming instance of SCA-CON that rules that it cannot cure ordinary cold patients. 

To this criticism, Lee might retort ‘X is extremely useful for the treatment of cold patients who are infected with HIV because HIV destroys one’s immune system’. This move does not take him far, though. He is quite right to say that X is useful for the treatment of cold patients who are infected with HIV or, for short, HIV cold patients. And I accommodate Lee’s point by saying that X can cure HIV cold patients. Note, further, that X’s being able to cure HIV cold patients is in line with the proposal that the cold-cure manifestation is that a cold patient recovers from cold faster than she would without its administration. On Lee’s supposition, if a HIV cold patient takes an appropriate dose of X, she will recover from cold within 1 weak. But she will never recover from cold without the administration of X because her immune system has been disabled by HIV viruses. This means that X is disposed to make it the case that she recovers from cold faster than she would without its administration, in which sense X can cure her, a HIV cold patient. 
I thus grant Lee that X can cure HIV cold patients. But it is of major importance that this goes no way to suggesting that it can also cure ordinary cold patients. What is soluble in water may not be soluble in acetone and vice versa. Likewise, what is poisonous to humans may not be poisonous to dogs. Once this is realized, it is not awkward at all to maintain that, under Lee’s description, X can cure HIV cold patients but cannot cure ordinary cold patients. Indeed, it has come to light that we have ample reasons for thinking that X cannot cure ordinary cold patients. We can then reject Lee’s claim that X can cure ordinary cold patients, whilst accommodating his correct observation that it can cure HIV cold patients. This permits the conclusion that Lee’s example of the material X engenders no difficulty for SCA-CON combined with the proposal that the cold-cure manifestation is that a cold patient recovers from cold faster than she would without its administration. Having said that, evidently it cannot serve as a ground for preferring RCA-CON to SCA-CON. 

In turning down Lee’s second example, I have brought into focus the observation that X can cure HIV cold patients but cannot cure ordinary cold patients. I believe that a similar observation is also instrumental in unveiling the fatal flaws of Lee’s third example. ‘Imagine a society in which everybody believes that snake oil cures arthritis. Even though in fact snake oil is inert with respect to arthritis, let us assume, this common belief causes a strong placebo effect on the members of this society.’ Lee claims that, contrary to our intuition, snake oil can cure arthritis in this society according to SCA-CON. I agree with Lee that, on his supposition, SCA-CON rules that snake oil can cure arthritis patients in the imagined society. But I don’t think this is a problem. 

Perhaps snake oil cannot cure most arthritis patients in our society, those who are not prone to undergo a strong placebo effect because they do not believe that snake oil cures arthritis. But it can cure arthritis patients in the society envisaged by Lee! After all, if they take it, they will recover faster than otherwise. Why does Lee think otherwise? He is not explicit about it. By calling his example an ordinary mimicker case and drawing an analogy with Smith’s (1977) mimicker case, however, he implicitly indicates that snake oil cannot cure arthritis patients in the imagined society because the placebo effect is not a direct and standard process for curing arthritis.
 But Lee has given no reason at all for why the placebo effect should not be viewed as such a direct and standard process. 
In (2008), I characterize a direct and standard process for a disposition D as a process through which x would exhibit the characteristic manifestation of D should it be subject to the characteristic stimulus of D under the ordinary conditions for D. A direct and standard process for the disposition to cure arthritis patients in the society at issue is therefore a process through which snake oil cure them under the ordinary conditions for it. But it is by supposition by way of the placebo effect. From this I urge that snake oil is disposed to cure arthritis patients in the society at issue through a certain direct and standard process, in which sense it is misleading to call this example a mimicker case.
 For, there are no mimickers at work in this example.
To put it another way, note that, on Lee’s suggestion that this example can be seen as a mimicker case, the patient’s belief that snake oil cures arthritis works as a mimicker for the disposition to cure arthritis, producing the placebo effect. This belief is intrinsic to the patient, though. Lee thus seems to be committed to the conceptual possibility of intrinsic mimicker. But I insist that no intrinsic mimickers are conceptually possible for the same reason as no intrinsic finks or antidotes are conceptually possible.
 It is thus wrong to maintain that snake oil, if taken, would cure arthritis patients thanks to an intrinsic mimicker. Once again, no mimickers are at work in this example. 
This being the case, Lee’s reason for denying that snake oil can cure arthritis patients in the imagined society is a bad reason. If so, this example is not a disconfirming instance but rather a confirming instance of SCA-CON.
 Lee’s third example, too, does not serve his purpose of justifying his penchant for RCA over SCA. 

3. Chilly
I have thus far brought to light that Lee’s three examples fail to motivate us to reject SCA in favour of RCA. The same can be said about Lee’s last example that concerns a piece of steel, Chilly, that has been at a low enough temperature for a sufficient time: ‘Assume that it takes about 2 seconds for us to make Chilly situated at room temperature and to strike it with ordinary methods. Assume further that it takes only 0.5 seconds for Chilly to be heated up sufficiently.’ On this assumption, Lee proceeds to say ‘According to SCA-CON, Chilly is not fragile in the first place, . . .’. I take it, though, that Lee’s discussion here is in need of clarification.

The analysans of SCA-CON for ‘Chilly is fragile at time t’ is that if it were struck at t under the ordinary conditions for fragility, that is, at a room temperature, it would break. To evaluate the truth value of this counterfactual conditional, let us consider what would happen in a counterfactual situation where its antecedent is true. For the sake of presentation, let us tentatively assume Lewis’s (1971; 1979) possible world semantics for counterfactual conditionals. In such a counterfactual situation, then, everything would remain the same as it is actually until shortly before t; a smallest possible miracle would occur shortly before t that would result in Chilly’s being struck at t at a room temperature. Would Chilly break in this counterfactual situation? It depends on how long it takes for Chilly to break after t. Suppose, for the sake of argument, that the time Chilly takes to break after struck is considerably greater than the time it takes to be heated up sufficiently after situated at a room temperature – as stated before, Lee supposes the second time to be 0.5 second. In a counterfactual situation where it is struck at a room temperature at t, therefore, Chilly would not retain for a sufficient time its microstructure it had before t, and thereby it would not break – for convenience, let us call the microstructure ‘M’. But when we suppose otherwise, that is, that the time Chilly takes to break after t is considerably smaller than the time it takes to be heated up sufficiently after t, it would retain the microstructure M for a sufficient time and therefore it would break in a counterfactual conditional where it is struck at a room temperature at t. In a nutshell, the truth value of the counterfactual conditional that if Chilly were struck at a room temperature at t it would break hinges on whether the time it takes to break after struck is greater than 0.5 second.

In light of the fact that in his example, Lee says, Chilly is not fragile at t according to SCA-CON, his intention is to assume that the time it takes to break after t is by far greater than 0.5 second so that it would not break if struck at a room temperature at t. Is it then problematic for SCA-CON that, on this assumption, Chilly is not fragile at t according to SCA-CON? No. I have given my reasons for believing that, on the assumption that the time Chilly takes to break after t is much greater than 0.5 second, it should not be considered as fragile at t in (Choi 2008, 822). But Lee finds it highly objectionable, for which he gives two reasons.

Lee’s first reason is that SCA-CON’s verdict on Chilly flies in the face of the widely held view that there is a connection between disposition and its causal basis. The thought is that, given the assumption that it takes 0.5 second for Chilly to be heated up sufficiently, it retains its causal basis of fragility until 0.5 second after t; but, according to SCA-CON, Chilly is not fragile at t; thereby, SCA-CON has the abominable consequence that Chilly has a causal basis for fragility at t but is not fragile at t. This, I presume, is what Lee has in mind. But this reason is a bad reason. For, there is no reason whatsoever for me to buy into Lee’s assumption that Chilly has a causal basis for fragility at t – or that it has such a causal basis until 0.5 second after t. To say the least, Lee has provided no justification at all for it. Without such a justification, though, Lee’s reasoning begs the question against my position, which evaporates the entire force of his example of Chilly as a counterexample to it. Indeed, I urge that Chilly does not have a causal basis for fragility at t insofar as it does not retain the microstructure M for a sufficient time when it is situated under the ordinary conditions for fragility where the temperature is room temperature.
 Thus understood, SCA-CON’s ruling that Chilly is not fragile at t is not in conflict with the thought that there is a connection between disposition and its causal basis.
Lee’s second reason for thinking that SCA-CON’s verdict on Chilly is not acceptable is that ‘according to SCA-CON, given the current contents of the ordinary conditions, Chilly’s losing fragility in 0.5 seconds after its being situated at room temperature is conceptually impossible (Lee’s italic)’. This reason rests on a rather tendentious description of Chilly, though. On my view, Chilly is not fragile at t in the first place – this is so on the assumption that it will lose the microstructure M almost instantly when situated at a room temperature! This is why it is trivially impossible that Chilly loses its fragility when situated at a room temperature. Once this is recognized, it is utterly unfair to criticize my position by forcing on me the assumption that Chilly is fragile at t and then charging that, on my position, it is conceptually impossible that Chilly loses its fragility. So I come to the conclusion that Lee’s second reason, too, does not hold water.

I have thus far examined each of Lee’s four examples that he believes justifies turning down my SCA in favour of Lewis’s RCA. The upshot is, though, that none of them withstands scrutiny. What emerges from this result is that Lee has given no single good reason to prefer RCA to SCA.   
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� It might be suggested that in a usual context where we entertain the counterfactual conditional that if I were not to take the tablet I would not die, we envisage my taking no tablet at all, in which case I wouldn’t die; but in a usual context where we entertain the counterfactual conditional that salt would dissolve if thrown into water after being hexed, we envisage the salt’s being thrown into water without being hexed, in which case it would still dissolve. Does this suggestion help Lee accommodate our inclination to endorse a causal dependence between my ingesting the tablet and my death whilst maintaining that there is no causal dependence between salt’s being thrown into water after being hexed and salt’s dissolving? No. First, the suggestion itself is not incontrovertible at all. What is worse, even if correct, it would be doubtful that the notion of usual context provides a metaphysical underpinning for causal dependence between two events, given its context-sensitive and interest-relative nature. This suggestion was brought to my attention by an anonymous referee.


� This is a slight variant of the example discussed by Lee himself. 


� The most worrying feature of Gundersen’s counterexamples is that the underlying mechanism of them puts our entire disposition talk in jeopardy in a way that does not exist in Lee’s examples. This, I acknowledge, is in need of further articulation, which should be shelved for another time, unfortunately.  


� In describing his second example, Lee implicitly restricts his attention to deterministic cases. For the sake of discussion, I will follow suit.


� Lee’s SCA-CON (cold-cure) indeed gives the nonsensical verdict that orange juice can cure cold. But this merely means that the specification of the cold-cure manifestation incorporated into it is unacceptable.


� For a definition of dispositional mimicker, see (Choi 2005a).


� Here one might insist that a placebo-effect, by definition, means an effect that comes to pass via an indirect or non-standard process; and hence that to the extent that my characterization of direct and standard process suggests otherwise, it is in trouble. But I disagree. Perhaps there is a medically important sense in which the placebo effect involved in the operation of snake oil differs from the process through which most arthritis medicines take effect. In a metaphysically sense, however, we cannot rule out the possibility that the placebo effect works through a direct and standard process for the disposition to cure arthritis. This is in resemblance with Lewis (1997, 154)’s example of HIV where a HIV kills its victim by debilitating his immune system, a process that is different from the process most lethal viruses kill their victims. There is no question, however, that HIV is lethal, which means that the HIV kills the victim through a certain direct and standard process for lethality (Choi 2008, 826). I thus see nothing wrong with a doctor in the imagined society who prescribes snake oil for his arthritis patient and says ‘It can cure your arthritis although it takes effect via your belief that snake oil cures arthritis.’


� For my reason for denying the conceptual possibility of intrinsic finks or antidotes, see (Choi 2005; forthcoming).


� Lee hints that, according to RCA-CON, snake oil cannot cure arthritis patients in the imagined society because its causal requirement is not satisfied. I think this is a mistake although I will not discuss it in detail.


� As we have seen earlier, Lee introduces the assumption that it takes about 2 seconds for us to make Chilly situated at room temperature and to strike it with ordinary methods and insinuates implicitly that this assumption is at work in his reasoning leading to the conclusion that Chilly does not come out fragile by SCA-CON. On Lewis’s semantics for counterfactual conditionals, however, it has no place in deciding whether or not Chilly comes out fragile by SCA-CON. For, the antecedent is made true by a miracle, albeit a minor miracle; and therefore, it is not relevant how long it takes us to realize the antecedent with ordinary methods. What is a deciding factor as to the truth value of the counterfactual conditional at issue is how long Chilly retains the microstructure M when it is situated at a room temperature, about which, strangely enough, Lee introduces no assumption. This is why his discussion is in need of clarification.


� A similar idea can be found in (Choi 2005b, 500).
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