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ABSTRACT

This dissertation explores connections between ontology
(in particular, the issues of whether two or more physical
objecta can occupy a spatial volume at a time and of identity
through time) and modality (in particular, whether the ordinary
modal sentences of English are appropriately formalized using
unary operatora, 0 and ¢, which permit quantification into
their scopes). Puzzles such as that of a statue and a piece of
bronze which occupy the same spatio-temporal receptacle
illustrate the linkage between ontologies and accounta of modsal
properties. Resolutions to the puzzle must address central
iasues concerning both ontology and modality. To clarify the
resolutions, I make a threefold classification of ontologies in
chapter one: monistic, mereological and pluraiistic. Each
possibility and its modal consequences are examined in
subsequent chapters.

Chapter two discusses the monistic posaibility, namely,
that no more than one object can occupy a spatial volume at a
time. I follow Chisholm in arguing that this position can only
be maintained if one alzo maintains that ordinary objects are
successions of “primary objecta' which can neither gain nor
lose partas. Such a view is incompatible with any
straightforward interpretation of ordinary modal sentences
along the lines usually suggeated by philosophical logicians.

Chapter three looks at pluralism, that ia, the view that
distinct objects could occupy the same place at every moment of
their respective exiastences. I believe that such a poaition ia
both (1) understandably controversial, and (2) the natural
conaequence of attempting to take ordinary modal judgments
literally. I also argue that an attempt by Wiggina to make
pluralism plauaible by giving a nonmodal argument for it fails.

Chapter four examines the mereological view according to
which objects have temporal parts and are related to each other
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ABSTRACT

as four-dimensional volumes are related in four-dimensional
geometry. I argue that mereology is incompatible with literal
accounts of ordinary modal sentences. This incompatibility has
been embraced by many mereologists who conclude "so much the
worse for modal properties' and go on to offer conceptualist
explanations of modal discourse based on a mereological
ontology. I sketch one such position according to which modal
discourse is a constrained form of fictional discourse.

Chapter five looks at what I call fission puzzles (the
ship of Theseus, split brains, etc.) and relates recent work on
these puzzles by Chandler and Nozick to my general concern with
the relationship between theories of ontology and theories of
modality. I conclude that while fission puzzles are relevant
to the broad issues raised in earlier chapters, the specific
uses which Chandler and Nozick make of the puzzles are suspect.

Throughout the dissertation I contraat resliat and

conceptualist tendencies in the various ontologies and accounts
of modality that I examine.

Thesais Supervisor: Dr. James Higginbotham

Title: Associate Professor of Philosophy
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commenta at two colloquia. Rick Wiley and I diascuased several
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CHAPTER I

PRELIMINARIES

Modal logicians aim to do for modal diacourse what an
earlier generation of logiciansa did for mathematical and much
practical reasoning: that is, to provide aymbolizations for the
santences of ordinary modal discourse and a deductive sysatem
that captures the logical relations among the symbolizations.

A firast astep in this large project is to suggest that there are
modal propertiea, or to be more linguistic, that the
axpresasions it is possible that...” and *“it is necessary
that..." are appropriately treated as tranaparent, unary
operators.l For example, just aa
John ia a son of Mary’s,
ia conveniently written for logical purpcsea as,
Son(John,NMary),
8o the sentence,
John is necesearily a aon of Mary’s,
has a reading which is appropristely aymbolized as,
OSen(John,Mary) .
Rather surprisingly, the seemingly innccuocus use of

transparaent modal operators has ontological implications.

1. See longer note A at the end of this chapter for a
discussion of tranapsrency and modal properties.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Because of what is commonly called Leibniz’s law (if x=y, then
x has a property P if and only if y has P), what propertiea
there are bear directly on the ontolecgical question concerning
what objaectas exigt. Philosophera who endorse modal properties
have a larger set of properties than do thoae who reject modal
propaerties. As we s%all see ahortly in what I call the statue
puzzle, the additional properties are significant since there
are examplea in which the object(a?) A and B share all of their
nonrodal propertiea and if a distinction is to be made batwean
them, it muast be on the basis of putative modal properties.

The following chepters explore the connections between the
question whether there are modal properties and the question
which of several ontological theories is best. The links
between the two isasuee are complex. A commitment to modal
properties constrains but does not determine which ontological
theory one may conaiastently adopt. One conclusion that emergesa
from our exploration of the issuea ia that the uase of standard
quantified modal logic in codifying ordinary discourse ig far
from ontologically neutral and that when the ontological iszue
is givan proper weight, theories which reject any
straightforward coamitment to modal properties appear at least
ae plausibla asa do theories which embrace mecdal propertiaes and
utilize standard quantified modal logic. In other worda, an
emphasis on ontology raises intriguing queetiona concerning
modal properties and serveas to motivate alternative accounts of

rodal discourse.

-10-



I. INTRODUCTION

Cuine has fraquently argued that there are important
connections between metaphysics and applied modal logic. He
maintains that recent work on mocdality--in particular, the
thesis that ordinary objects possess nontrivial wmodal
properties--commits one to a highly problematic verasion of
aassentialism in the Aristotelian tradition.2 I believe
that Quine’a thesis ia acmewhat too atreng. I ahall defend a
similar thesis, which differa from Quine’as claim in allowing
for one additional possibility: attributing nontrivial modal
propertiea to physical cobjecta leads either to an
understandably controversial versgion of Ariastotelian
asaentialiam or, following Chisholn, to a dramatic ravision of
common-senasa ontology.

How are such theses concerning the links betwean ontology
and modality to be inveastigataed? After all, there is an
@noraocus litarature on modality which pays little attention to
ontology and an enormcus litersature on cntology which is not
explicitly concernad with nodélity. How i3 one to bridge the
gap? My approach will be to note three broad approaches to
ontology and to examine the characteristic reaponsea within
theae approaches to a clasa of puzzles which explicitly link
modelity and ontology by containing premises from @ach domain.
The three approachea to ontology differ in their treatment of
what I shall call putative casesa of rultiple occupancy, that

2. Quina, “Three Grades of Modal Involvement,* 1966.
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I. INTRODUCTION

ia, aituationa in which there is a prima facie argument that
more than one object exiatas at the same place at the same time.
The firat, '"monistic,” resolution is examined in chapter two
and seen, 28 Chisholm arguas, to lead to a aignificant
departure from the ontology of common aeanae and to a complex
treatment of ordinary modal atatementa. The second,
“pluralistic,” resolution is discussed in chapter three: though
compatible with essentialian, the pluralistic resolution is
understandably controversial. The third, “mereologi~ai,"
reaolution is incompatible with any straightforward acccunt of
mcdal properties.

After examining the various linka between the ontological
question of multiple occupancy and the queation as to whether
modal properti=a exist, it will be clear that the modal
question is no more or less susceptible to an answer than is
the ontological question. And after discuaaing the ontological
issue, it will be clear how difficult the whole matter ia. One
result of this investigation is that we shall attain a clearer
understanding of why the use of modal logic in formalizing

modal discourse is so controveraial among philosophers.

Several preliminary sections follow that will make a more
rigoroua preasentation of my claima poaaible. The next two
asections introduce raeasolutiona of putative caaea of multiple
occupancy and their relationship to the gquestion of modal

propertiea. I by no means wish to asuggest that ontology is the
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I. INTRODUCTION

only, or even the central issue in the debate concerning modal
properties and quantified modal logic. In sections four apd
five, I discuses the connections between the ontological issues
on which I focus and the broad range of isauea which divide
realist and conceptualist approaches to the topic. I also
mention several important isgsues which I intend to leave open.
The chapter concludes with a statement of the theses to be

defended in subsequent chapters.

SECTION 1.

MULTIPLE OCCUPANTS OF A SPATIAL VOLUME

Central to my argusment is a threefold
clasaification--monistic, pluraliatic, and
mereaclogical--of ontological theoriea. This asection
motivateas the clagsasification by examining several ancient
puzzles.

Since at least the time of Heraclitus, ontologista haeve
been concerned with putative cases of what I shall call
multiple occupancy, by which I mean aituationa in which
there ia at leaast a prima facie argument thet two diatinct
objecta are in the same place at the same tima. Because a
genuine case of multiple occupancy would contradict the
cormonplace that no two physical objects can ba at the same
place at the same time, putative cases of multiple occupancy

have understandably provoked extensive intereat.
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I.1 MULTIPLE OCCUPANTS OF A SPATIAL VOLUME

Consider several putative cases of multiple occupancy,
which are reprasentative of the many examples in the

literature.3

A. Heraclitus atepped into both the river and the water.
On the following day he atepped into the same river but not the
same water. Some philosophers maintain that this ia a case of
two entities--a river and a quantity of water--which on the
first day occupied the same spatial volume and on the second
day occupied distinct volumes. Thus, two entities can occupy

the same place at the same time.

B. Suppose a statue is created simultaneously with a
pliece of bronze when molten metal solidifies in a mold.4
Though originally the statue and the piece of bronze occupy the
same volume, the statue ias not identical with the piece of
brenze aince the astatue, unlike the piece of bronze, isa
destroyed when a vandal hammers the statue into an amorphous
lump. In other worda, it is posaibla for a piece of bronze to
“outlive” the statue which it at one time constituted.

Examples aimilar in stzructure to that of the atatue and
the piece of bronze are common in the literature. A piecelof

gold may be made into a ring, and then survive the deatruction

4. See longer note C.
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I.1 NULTIPLE CCCUPANTS OF A SPATIAL VOLUHE

of the ring. A long plece of rope may exist prior to being
made into a hamrock. A plece of yarn and a aweater might
co-occupy a spatial volume during some but not all of their

respectiva existences.

C. The most diascussed and controversial case concerns
persons and their bodies.S Thoaa philosophers who maintain
that peraonasa are physicel objects nuat explain the relationship
between a person and his body. If they are identical, how can
a person die (ceasa to exiat?) and yet the body continue o
exiet. If thay are digtinct, then we appeer to have & came of

two objectas occupying the same spetial volume at the aame tirme.

D. A final, less familiar, case of putative multiple
occupancy raises the issue of so-called scattered and contrivaed
objecta. No doubt aoma physical objects can survive at lesgst a
bit of scatier; my watch exists as a scattered object for a
time when I remove the glesa face to adjust the handa. Other
objectas do not scatter. Richard Cartwright gives the example
of a matchbook, which, when a match is removed, inetead of
scattering, simply containa ona lesa match6.

Now congidar a particular matvhbook, Charlie. Removae a

match and put it on the table with Charlie. The match is no

- - - R R Gh e W - - - -

6. Cartwright, “Scattered Things,* 1975.
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I.1 MULTIPLE OCCUPANTS OF A SPATIAL VOLUME

longer a part of Charlie. But isn’t there another object,

Harry, which is the "“sum™ or "fusion” of Charlie and the match.
If there is an object, namely, my watch, that is at times the
sum of scattered parts, what reason is there to suppoee that
Harry doesn’t exiat? What sort of objact is Harry? We might
call him a "matchbook fusion." Of course matchbook fuasions are
not commonly discussed, but that ia not an argument against
their existence.

Charlie and Harry, if they both exist, are, or at least
werae at one time, multiple occupanta; before the match was
removed, the matchbook and the matchbook fusion occupied the
same spatial volume. The general point is that philosophers

who countenance scattered objects have good reason to think

that there are genuine cases of multiple occupancy.

At this point it is natural to think thet these
controversial caaes of multiple occupancy could be settled if
only ona had a clear definition of the term "“phyaical objaect."”
After all, neilther riverse nor matchbook fuaions fit our
pretheoretical atereotypes of physicul objects. Unfortunately,
the extenaion of the term “phyaical cbject®” is much debated and
is much at isaue in discussiona of ontology and modality.

Those who defend the thesia that no more than one object can
occupy a spatial volume are inclined to restrict the extension
of "phyasical object,” while thoae who reject the theasis are

inclined to expand the extension and thus to have numerous
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I.1 MULTIPLE OCCUPANTS OF A SPATIAL YOLUME

examnplea of genuine nmultiple occupancy. For example, ona
philosopher might airmply follow ordinary usage in finding it
odd to think a quantity of water ia a physical cbject, while
another might maintain that cordinary language is an unreliable
guide.’? My own approach to this controversy shall ba firat

to concentrate on the less probliematic axamples of
moderate-asized dry goods® and second to discuss the
controveray about the extension of the term “physical object”

in contexts where it ia relevant.

SECTION 2.

MONISTIC, MEREOLOGICAL AND PLURALISTIC ONTOLOGIES

Those who defend what I shall call moniatic ontologies
maintain that despite appearances there are no genuine casea of
multiple occupancy involving physical objecta. Each putative
case may be shown upon careful analysis to ;nvolve at most one
legitimate physical object and one simulacrum. Of course there
is congiderable room for monists to disagree among themselves
concerning specific analysea. In chapter two, I examine the
three moniat approaches that have been recently defended by
Vere Chappell, Michael Ayera, and Roderick Chisholm. I ahall
arguse that the most axtreme of the thrae monist positions, that

of Chisholm, ia also the moat plausaible.

7. See Ayers, 1974, 2nd Quine, 1953.

8. The phrase is from Auatin, Sense _and Senaibilia, p.8.
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I.2. THREE ONTOLOGIES

Many philosophers, while finding ascme of the analyses
profferad by monists convincing, doubt that the atrategy of
digpeliing all putative cases of multiple occupancy can be
plauaibly achieved. Such philosophersa typically maintain, for
example, that a ring and & piece of gold may be diatinct in
virtue of existing for different periods of time, yet at times,
occupy that same spatial volume. Among such anti-moniats there
is a deep disagreement ccncerning the precise relationship that
holds among ‘“co-occupants.” On the one hand, those who
maintain mereological theories beliaeve that the relationships
among co-occupants are anslogous to those among geaometrical
volumes: proper part, overlapping parts, etc. Quine is perhapa
the beat known among the many contemporary defanders of a
mereolcgical ontology. On the other hand, pluralistic
accounts, for example, that recently defended by David Wiggins
in his Sgmeneas and Substance?, involve yet another

account of the relationship among co-occupants.

A clearer presentation of the differencesa among the threae
types of ontolcgical theories will be possible after the
introduction of several definitions and conventions. Let the
function, v(x,t), be the function which yields the aspatial
volume occupied by the physical object x at time t. No doubt
there are problems in specifying the exact spatial volume

9. Wiggina, 1580.
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I.2. THREE ONTOLOGIES

occupied by an object (e.g. fuzzy cats), but such questions
play no role in what follows wherae, for the moat part, the
question is whether the physaical objects x and y occupy the
same volume, whatever volume that might be. If the object x
does not exiast at t, let v(x,t) be the null set ¢. The
variables "x', "“y" and "z" range over only phyeical objects;
the variable "t" ranges over momenta of time. I shall asaune
that every phyaical object occupiees apace at some time, that

is, GOEL)L vix,t) = ¢ 1.

As defined above, monigtic theorias contain the intuitive
principle, which we shall aee is controversial, that no two
physical objects can occupy the same apatial volume at the same
time. I shall refer to thie as the atrong occupancy
principle, which may be aywbolized,

sO) _(x)(y)t(Et)(v(x,t)=v(y,t)) => x=yl,
or equivalently,
(S0) -(Ex)(Ey)(Et)Ix=y & v(x,t)=v(y,t)].

On my claaszification, both pluralistic and mereological
theories allow the poasibility that more than one physical
object can occupy a apatial volume at a time. In other words,
pluralists and mereologists reject the sometimes haroic efforta
of moniats to dispel putative casea of multiple occupancy and
thua, to defend the strong occupancy principlae. The
non-moniast, for example, might maintain that the statue is

distinct from thae piece cf bronze in the aituation in which tha
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I.2. THREE ONTOLOGIES

pliece of bronze continuea to exiat after the atatue has been
destroyed. Whgre pluraligtic and mereological theories differ
is in their accounts of the relationships among objects which
co-occupy a spatial volume. For an advocate of the
mereological view, the relationahipe are analogoua to the
geomatrical relationships that hold among n-dimenaional
volumea: two objecta, x and y, which co-occupy a spatial volunae

at a time t may e@either "“overlap®” or stand in a part-to-whole

relationship.
s part-to-whole overlap
P 9 x
a Enma N
R
e 3
time -2

For example, a river and a quantity of water may overlap for an
instant before going their separate ways while a ring could be
a proper part of a piece of gold.

The mereologiat endorases an occupancy principle, though
one that ias weaker than the monist’s occupancy principle.
According to the mereologist, while two objects may co-occupy
the sama spatial volum?, no twec objects may co-occupy a
four-dimenaional receptacle. The reason is that if x is a part
of vy and ¥ is a part of x, then x and y are identical.
Symbolically, the wegk occupancy principle reads,

WO)Y) ()Y L) ((v(x,t)=v(y,t)) => x=yl.

Both the atrong and weak occupancy principles give a sufficient

-20~-



I.2. THREE ONTOLOGIES

condition for the identity of objectas. The strong principle
maintaina that co-occupancy at any moment ia sufficient; the
weaker principle maintaina that x and y muat be co-occupants at
evary romént.

Pluraligtic theorias do not contain aven the weak
occupancy principle. Wiggina, for example, maintains that &
statue and a piece of bronze would be distinct objects even if
they were always to occupy the same gpatial volume and always
have the same physical attributes (waeight, eshape, color, etc.).
Askaed to explain the difference betwaeen the atatue and the
piece of bronze in a case of complete spatio-temporal
coincidence, he might raeply that the terms "statue'" and "“piece
of bronze" convey diatinct “critericn of identity” and that no
one object can be subject to two criteria of identity. Wiggins
erphasaizes the similarities between this doctrine and the
Aristotelian view that at most one form or esasencs
characterizes an object. Asked to daefend this view, Wiggina

might turn, as we shall, to a modal argument.

SECTION 3.

THE STATUE PUZZLE

A more formal diacussion of the statue and the piece of
bronze is uaeful in both motivating the distinction between
pluraliatic and mereological ontologiea and in connecting our

threafold distinction among ontologies with mcdal logic.
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I.3 THE STATUE PUZZLE

I shall assume that a statue, s, and a piece of bronze, b,

could occupy the same spatial volume at every moment,

()L v(a,t)=v(b,t) 1.
Ias this plausible? Well, God might create a bronze statue
ex nihjlo and later deastroy it. If auch a case ia
possible, monists, mereologists, and pluraliests woculd agrae
that the statue and the piece of bronze occupy the same spatial
volume at avery momant they exiat. Nore realistically, a
atatue and a piece of bronze could originate simultansously
when molten metals combinaed and hardened in a mold; and they
might be destroyed asimultanecusly by an exploeion.l1O
Admnittedly, the possibility of simultaneous origination and
deatruction is rather e@soteric, but modal logic involves the
astudy of posaibilities, not juat likelihoode.

Let the predicate, "Lump(_)", apply to '"“shapeless”
objaecta. Thaere is no need for great preciasion here. Suffice
it to aay that a piece of mnaterisl is a shapeless lump if it
has no recognizable shape, that ia, if it ia not a statue, tool
rachine part, etc.

What I shall call the statue paradox is a set of
independently plausible, though mutually contradictory,
sentaencea. The various ontological theories discuased above

raquire different solutions to the paradox.

10. Lewis, *“Counterparts of Peraons and Their Bodies,” 1971, and
Gibbard, *“Contingent Identity,* 1975, contain this sort of example
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1.3 THE STATUE PUZZLE

€13 P> the atatue

2 b

the piece of bronze
(WO (X)) (L) (vix,t)=v(y,t)) => x=y]
(3) (t)lvia,t)=v(b,t)]

QED 8=b

4) {Lurp(b)

3 - Lump(a)

(LL) (x)(y) [x=y => (Fx => Fy) 1

(8) a=b => [QLump(b) => {Lump(a)l

QED s#b

The preomises in first half of the argument were discuaased
above. The s&econd half of ths puzzle is an argument that the
astatue is not identicsl with the piece of bronze aince the
former has a modal property, "“possaibly being a lump®, that the
other does not have. The intuitions behind (4) and (5) are,

(4’) The piece of bronze, b, could survive being
raeshaped (hammeraed) into a luap, and

(5’) The atatue, s, could not survive being reshaped
into a lump.

The formalization of (4’) and (S5’) aa (4) and (5), which makes
uae of a transparent, monadic oéerator, followsa the usual
practice in standard quantified modal logic. Leibniz’s law,
the achema (LL), ia alszo atandard in modal logic; if there is a
property “"©Luap(_)", then it is legitimate substitutend for

the schematic letter “F".
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I.3 THE STATUE PUZZLE

A contradictien proves no more than that at least one of
the premises ia fslse. But which one? Here there is much
disagreement. Each of the three types of ontological theory
precludes certain resolutions that are compatible with other
ontological theories.

The statue puzzle illuminatea a connection betwaen modal
properties and pluralism; for pluralists may well see thias and
analogoua puzzles based on cases of multiple occupancy as
nothing more than a proof that even the weak occupancy
principle, (W0), is fallacioua. After all, there ias something
baffling in thinking that a question of identity turns on
whather the atatue and the piece of bronze came into and went
out of axistence at exactly the asme moment. On such a
view, i+t is the firat half of the argument that is flawed; a
astatue and & piece of bronze are not identical even if they
occupy the same apatio-temporal receptacle. Wiggins, among
othera, draws this inference. In chapter three, I examine the
casae for the pluralist’s concluaion and argue that it relies on
a controversial uae of modal propertiea. Similar modal
arguments of course pley a prominent role in the mind-body
debate. There too, soms philosophers find the case for modal
propartiea so compelling that they use it in arguments favoring
dualiamll, |

In contrast to the pluraliste, many philosophers find it

1l1. Sea longer nota D.
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abasurd to deny the atrong and weak occupancy principlea. In
rejecting pluraliam, a moniat would appeal to the extreme
plauaibility of the atrong occupancy principle, namely, that at
most one object can occupy a spatial volume at a time. Both
the moniat and the mereologist will challenge the pluralist’s
belief that objects could be distinct without at any momeant
manifesting diatinct physical qualitiea. Both the moniat and
mereclogiat accept the concluaion of the firat half of the
argurent, namely, that the statue and the piece of bronze are
identical, so they must find an error in the aecond half of the
puzzle. But where?

For reaaona developed in chapter four, mereologista tend
to queation the coherence of modal propertiea. The mereologist
ie unlikely to challenge Leibniz’as law, but he will question
whethaer it ia being properly appliad in this particular
instance. A few mereologiata (for exarmple, Quine in asomre
roods), reject the ordinary language zentences,

(4”’) The piece of bronze, b, could survive being
reshaped (hammered) into a lurp, and

(5’) The statue, &, could not survive being reshaped
into a lump,

as pre-acientific gibberish. Othersa, notably David Lewis,
Allan Gibbard and Anil Guptal2, accept the ordinary
language statements but reject their formalizations as

(4) ©Lump(b) and

12. See notes at the end of chapter four for referencese.
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(3) -QOLunp(a).

They offer alternative formalizations of (4’) and (S’) which de
not make use of modal propertiea and do not license the appeal
made in the asecond half of the paradox to Leibniz’a law.

Like mereologiats, monista muat conteat the asecond half of
the argument. But they have no preasaing reason to gqueation the
uae of modal propertiea since their theory commita them to
challenging another aasumption made in the aecond half of the
argument, namely, that there are genuine cases of multiple
occupancy. According to the moniat, asince at moast one object
can occupy a spatial volume, &8 and b are identical; thus, the
sentencaes “<>Lump(a)"” and "<>Lump(b)*” muat have the same
truth-value, and either premiae (4) or premise (3) is false.

As we shall see in the next chapter, there are severel monist
theoriea. Ayers maintaina that (S) is false. He arguas that
“being a atatue” is merely a contingent predicate which happena
to apply to the piece of bronze; in other worda, references to
the astatue are references to the plece of bronze via one of its
contingent properties (juat &as ona may refer to a person via a
contingent attribute as “the senator*).l13 Chisholm, who

offeras what I believe are coapelling arguments against Ayers’
suggeation, proposes an alternative moniast analyais according
to which the statue puzzle is to be resolved by maintaining
that the piece of bronze is no more able to survive thae

13. Ayers, “Individuals without Sortals,™ 1974.
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vandal’s hammer than is the atatue.

SECTICN 4

CONTROVERSIES AMONG REALISTS AND CONCEPTUALISTS

The resolutions to the statue puzzle which are explored
baelow illustrate a major dichotomy in philosophy, namely, that
between realiat and conceptualiat treatmenta of a particular
domain.

The rough divigion between realiat and conceptualiat
tendenciea ie diacernible within many philosophical diaputes.
In ethicse, there are thcse who insiat that moralitias are human
inventions (or at least human genetic inheritances) and those
who think that morelity ias to be intuited or diacovered.
Aastheticians concern themselves with the objectivity of
aesthaetic judgmenta. Mathematiciana and philoscphers have long
concerned themaelves with the existence of numbers, sets, etc.
Mathematical resliats maintain that the objects in quesation
really exiat, while conceptualistas (in thia case,
intuitioniata) have attempted to make the "objecta®” more
knowable by attributing a major role to invention in
mathermatica. A philosopher might show conceptualist leeninga
in one domain and realiat leaninga in another. For example, I
suspeact that many, even mest, contemporary philosophera ahow
conceptualiat tendenciea in aesthetics (chacun a son gout) and

raalist tendencies in mathematics, which appeers as objective
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as anything could be. ~

I do not mean to auggeat that the diatinction between
“realiat" and "conceptualist' approaches to a philozophical
issue is completely clear. Indeed, its current wideaspread
usage virtually assurea at least aslight divergances in
meaning.l4 However, I do think that the distinction i=a
asufficiently clear to be helpful in discuasing various
approachas to ontology and modality, and I am hopeful that
current intereat in the realist-conceptualist dichotomy will
result in further clarification.

The dichotomy between realiatas and conceptualista ias a
aimplification, indeed, somathing of an oversimplification even
when the terms are reatricted to a particular donmain.
Typically there will be & number of conceptualist
reconatructiona of what talk about X’s is really about and
there will even be philosophera who maintain that there are no
X’as and that discourse about X’as should be eliminated, not
analyzed or reconatructed. For exaaple, with raap=zct to
values, there are a number of relativiat reconetructiona of
moral diascource as wall as the emotivist dismiassal.

In hie survey article, °“Esaence and Existence," for the

Encyclopedia of Philosophy, Alaadair MaclIntyre summarizes a

hiastorical diaspute concerning modality and eszences in a way

14. See, for example, Davidson, 1974, Dummett, 1982, Horwich,
1982, Plantiga, 1982, Wiggina, 1980, and many recent
papera by Putnan.
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which makes clear itas connection with conceptualist-realiat

disputesa:

The mistake which Hobbea and Locke aacribed to
Ariastotelianian was that of confusing the meaning of
an aeaxpreasion with the nature of the objeact which the
expression characterizes. In the ampiricist
tradition thia saparation of the queationa of meaning
from questiona of cheractaerization continuea to be
influential.

For Aristotle, the esgsenca of an object ie what
finda expresaion in tha concept which the object
ambodies, the concept under which it must be
identified as what it is. The natural responas for
somecnae trainaed in the erpiriciat tradition is to
question this concept of an object. 1In any
particular cessa the gqueation "What is thig?"” can have
more than one correct anawer--for instance, "“a coat”
or "a piaeca of cloth."15
MacIntyre focusaes on & fundamental queation: To what

extant do our modal intuitiona depend on features of the world
and to what extent do they reflect human conceptualization?
Empiricists emphamize human conceptualizetion. This
conceptualiat tendency will be clear in both Chiahola’s moniat
ontology and account of modality and in the various
neraclogical accounts offered by Quine, Lewis, Gibbard and van
Fraaasen. Each asuggests a senae in which the atatue puzzle
should be resolved by noting that one object can ba categorized
in two fundamentally different, seamingly *“aessentisl”, waysa.
Whether an object ie conceptualized aa & piece of cloth (a
piece ¢f bronze) or a coat (a statue) will have a profound
effact on what we think could or could not happen to the

13. MecIntyre, 1967, v.III, pp.59-61.
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object. Both Chishola and the mereoclcogists provide
conterporary interpretations of what Hume called the mind’a
“propensity to spread itself on external objects.'” An oppozing
tendaency will be avident in pluraliem which places coneiderable
atreaa on taking modal intuitiona as& literally aa poaasible,
that is, aa aacribing modal propaertiea to objacts.

While different topica about which conceptualiasta and
realists dispute raise 8 host of specific concerna, a number of
patterna are svident. At this point I shall skatch the broad
strategies used on each side. Later chapteras will connec:.
theaes stratagies more closely with modality and ontclogy.

Three central coaponants in a conceptualist poasition are tha
following.

(1) First, the conceptualist case against any
straightfoward, realist interpretation of our discourse about
AX’sa (virtuea, values, God, prcbabilitiea, maental astates,
univerasala, numbers, quarka, or what have you) atreaszea the
putative unknowability of X°a.1®6 For exampla, one might
wondar how there could be knowledge of numbera asince it ia
clear that we do not have cauzal contact with “thea"17,
Similarly, one wonders about the seeming remotanaeama of values
and virtuea. In defending moral akepticiam, J. L. Mackie nakes

what he calls "the argument from quaeernesa:i:"

17. For example, Benacerraff, “Mathematical Truth,* 1973.
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If there were objectiva vaiuea, then they would be

entitiea or qualities or relationa of a very strange

sort, utterly different from anything elsze in the

universa. Correspondingly, if wea were aware of thenm,

it would have to be by some apecial faculty of moral

parception or intuition, utterly different £rom our

ordinary waya of knowing everything elseld,
There is a asimilar concern with modality since modal propertiesa
are not & mattaer for direct inapection.

(ii) In a conceptualiat analysia of diacourse about X’e,
one will atreas, if possible, thae lack of an agreaed upon
daciasion procedure for settling diasputes, the broad aspactrum of
disagresment concerning XK’s, and the large area in which
reasoneble persona confeae to having no idea how to reaolve the
disputea. While such a move may not ba available in the caae
cf methemsatica or of theoretical science (in these dowrains,
disagreemant ia not so centrcl a phenomenon), it is availabla
and powerful in such domaina sa athica, aesthetica, theology
and modality. When possible, it is also emphasized that there
ia a peculiarity in waiting around for further evidence on the
topic: that is, while a acientiat frequently waits beceuse “tha
facts aren’t in," with regerd to morality or modality, what
further "facts" could one wait for?

(1ii) A conceptualist analysis of discourese about X’s will
atteapt to analyze apparant referencea to X’s as really being
about more familiar entitieas. Tha conceptualiat ia likely to
clain as benefita of hias enalysis that it clarifies talk of

18. Mackie, ERthics, 1977, p.38.

-31-



I.4 REALISTS AND CONCEPTUALISTS

X’a, puta it on & solid foundation, asimplifies our overall
picture of the world by reducing the number of fundemental

categories, and explaine why puzzles arose in the firat place.

Those who would interpret our talk about ¥X’s reoalistically
have a great aany responses. They are likely to begin by
maintaining that there is a presumption in favor of
interpreting languagas realistically, and that no conceptuasliat
program has ever "“proven®” that talk about X’s nead be
interpreted otherwise. 1In brief, realiam about X’a ia both
consiataent and plausaibla. For example, morel diacourse could
be conaistent (no one has proven that it ia inherently
contradictory) and it is plausible to teske it literally, if for
no other reason then that what is "plausible” is socially
determnined and much of aociety takesa morel disccurae literally.
Other important, general atrategieas for the realiast about X’s

are ag follows.

(i) The realist must examine the particular analysis being
offered by the conceptualist. How close is the fit between
ordinary talk of X’as and the conceptualigt’as substitute? Mosat
likely there will be places at which the proposed
reconatruction appears particularly implauaible. Has raaning
been preserved? It is quite likely that the proposed analyaia
is sufficiently complex that one can doubt whether anyone who
talked about X’s meant what the analyasia in terma of Y'a

suggests.
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(11) Mackie suggeatas that the realiat’a best mova ia “to
look for companions in guilt."19 Suppose someone proposas
a conceptueclist analysis of our discourse about X’s. A realist
counter is to argue that no principled dietinction can be drawn
between talk of X’a8 and talk of 2’a, whare the latter is
something both asidesa interpret realistically. For example, it
is frequently argued that moral discourse and acience ehould be
equally clear or obscure aince both rest on unproven
assumptiona<20,

(111> Conceptualiat programs run the riak of being
circular. As a philosopher, the conceptualist is concernad
with one or another fundamental domain of diacourse, and
because the domain is fundamental, it ie fraquently difficult
to succeasfully step back from it aufficiently to offer an
analysia which doea not use terma from the domain itaself. The
realist doesa well to look for circlesa.

(iv) The realiast muat respond to what the conceptualiat
takes as a cornerstone of hia poaition, namely, the degree of
disagreement about X’as. A number of reasponaes ara available.
Firat, one can ainiaize the extent of the diszagreement. UWith
ragard to moral discourse, this atrategy usually takea the fors
of maintaining that people agree on general principles but

disagree about the relevant facta. Second, one can note that

19. Mackie, 1977, p.39.

20. For a sophisticated versgion of this argument see Putnanm,

Reason, Truth and History, 1982.
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problema about X‘a arae very hard, thet we are atill in the
cave, and progress ia alweya slow. Third, the confident
raaliat might well ase rasaive disagreement aa further and not

surprising evidence of nassive ignoreance.

SECTION S

ONE RIGHT ANSWER?

Metaphyaics requires that wa not only exaaine the proas and
cona of numerous compoting theoriaa, but also that we examine
diverse conceptions of what conatitutes either a pro or & con.
With so many posaibilities end soc much controveray ez to how to
compare possibilities, the queation inevitably arises whether
there is one right asnawer tc the igaue at hand.

Skepticiam concerning the fruitfulneas of metaphyzical
inquiry haas a long and honorable history. Philosopherz asa
different as Hume and Kant shared the Enlightenment’a
conviction that something waa deeply amiass in their
predacessor’s atteapts to “prove” the existence of God or
principlea concerning the nature of being. For Kant, much
metaphysica leads inexorebly to antinomieas. For Hume, moat
mataphysics ia sophistry and iliusion which muat be committed
te the flamee gsince it does not contain “any abatract reasoning
concerning number, nor dcaes it contain any experimantal

reasoning concerning matter of fact and existence."2l1 More

21. Hume, Enquiry, Selby-Bigge (ad.)> 1975, p.165.
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racently, the positivista expressed contempt for maetaephysics
and the endleas squabblas among philosophears over ‘“ meaninglasa‘
thacries.

Contemporery philosophers are lezs optimistic than were
Hume, Kant and the positivists about their ability to demarcate
a special field, metaphysice, and commit it to the flames of
eternal antinomy, meaningleasneas, or what have you. Bradlay’s
witticisnm, “The nan who is ready to prove that metaphysica ia
irposaible ia a brother metaphysician with a rival theory of
his own22," has been taken to heart. But while
philosophera are leea likely now to think that we can
altogethaer avoid doing metephysics, akepticism has not been put
to reat. Inataead, akopticiam haa takan a new form, namely, the
beliaf that the moat one can expect from philosophers is a hoat
of incompatiblae, equally plausible theorieas.

Recaently, such skepticism concerning the poasibility of
finding a uniqua, corraect anawer in metaphyaicas haa found a
numbar of forceful advocates. Nalson Goodman argues that there
are a great meny "ways of worldmaking,® no one of which
representa the truth23., Robert Nozick 24expresses a
aimilar thought,

There are varioua philocsophical viawa, rutually
incompatibla, which cannot be dismisaed or aimply

22. Cited in Rorty, 1967, p.S.

23. Goodman, Ways of Worldmaking, 1978.

24. Nozick, 1981, p.21.
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rejacted. Philoscphy’s output is the baskatful of

theass admisgible views, all together.

Richard Rorty maintains that those who aee in philoaophy
anything more then &n ongoing dialogue between corpeting
theoriaa are atterpting to fulfill the ancient and imposaible
dream of astudying the mind @8 an accureate mirror of

nature25., Hilary Putnam attacks “metaephyaical

realian”--the viaw that “there is exactly one true end complete
deacription of ‘the way the world is’*“--and defendas an
“internalist®” perspective wvhich allowa that there is "more than
one ‘true’ thaory or description of the world.”26 These
contenporary defanders of the claia that philoasophy cannot hope
to attain unique right anawers are often quick to disassociate
themselves from an extreme relativiam which maintains that
avery thecory is just aas good as any other. They wish to breaak
down what they see as & powsrful and overly sharp dichotomy in
our culture, narely, the distinction betwesn "objective™ and
““aubjective' diaciplineas.

I too am skaptical about metaphyaical argumentas. I am
conaciously leaving opan the posaibility raisad by Goodman,
Nozick, Putnam, and Rorty that perhaps thare is no one right
anawer, no way of finally deciding anongvthe competing theories
discussed in this thesias. Conacioualy leaving this poaaibility

open inevitably has an eaffect on the "“tcocne” of my writing.

26. Putnam, Regson, Truth and History, 1981, p.49.
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Where others are confident, I am often cautious. For the moat
pert, those writera in the Anglo-American tradition of
conteaporary metaphyaicas whoaa work I examine write es if thera
is one right answer which cen be found by diligently pursuing
ona or another, frequently implicit and not carefully examined,
methodelegy. I suspect that the range of defensible answera ia
80 great, and the criteria for chcoaing among them so
controverasial and poorly underastood that faith alone could
supply one with conviction. What followa is not a brief for
one aide, but an attesmpt to critically aurvay a number of
posaibilities.

Even akeptical authora have leaningas. My own leaning ias
towarda those viaws (for example, Chisholm and Quine’a) which
follow Hume in “constructing™ physical objaects fros ona or
another type of fundamental cbject and conasegquently (asa
explained in chapteres two and four) reject modal propertieas and
any atraightforward application of atandard quantified modal

logic to ordinary language.

SECTION 6

THE CLAIMS REVISITED

I am now in a position to astate more fully my major clains
and how I aim to defend them.
My broed theme is the complex interconnectiona between

ontologies and accountse of modal propertiea. Puzzles auch as
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that of the atatue and the piece of bronze illuatrate the
linkage between ontologiea and accounta of modal propertiea.
Reaolutions to the puzzle muat address central isaues
concerning both ontology and modality. To clarify the
resolutions I maeke a threefold claasification of ontologiea:
monistic, mereological and pluralistic. Each possibility and
ita modal consequaencas are explored in turn.

Chapter two discusaes the moniastic poaesibility, namely,
that no more than one objeact can occupy a apatial volumae at a
time. I follow Chisholm in arguing that this poasition can only
be maintained if one also maintains that ordinary objecta are
succeasiona of “primary objecta” which can neither gein nor
lose parta. Such a viaw ia incompatible with any
atraightforward interpretation of ordinary modal sentencea in
tearas of ordinary objects and modal properties.

Chapter three locoke at pluralism, that ia, the view that
diatinct objecta could occupy the same place at every moment of
their respective axistences. I believe that such a poaition is
both (1) underatandably controveraial, and (2) the natural
consequence of attempting to take ordinary modal judgmenta
literally. I alsc argue that one attempt to make pluralianm
plauaible by giving a nonmodal argument for it failas.

Chapter four examines the mereological view according to
which objacts have temporal parts and are related to each other
as four-dimensional volures are relataed in four-dimensional

geometry. I argue that mereolcgy ie incompatible with
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straightforward, literal accounts of ordinary modal asentencesa.

This incompatibility hasa been ambraced by many merecleogiata who
conclude “eo much the worse for modal propertiea’” and go on to

offer conceptualist explanationa of modal diascourse based on a

mareological ontology. I sketch one such position.

Chaptaer five lcoks at what I call fiaseion puzzlaes (the
ahip of Thaseaua, aplit braina, etc.) and relates recent work on
thease puzzlea by Hugh Chandler and Nozick to my general concern
with the relationship betwaan theoriea of ontology and theories

of modality.
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LONGER NOTES TC CHAPTER I

A. I follow Guine’s tarminology. He calls an occurrence of a

singular term in a statement purely referentiasl, "if,
roughly speaking, the term serves in that particular context
simply to refer to its object.”27 Quine gives the
.uubstitutivity sglva veritate nf co-referential terns as a
necessary condition for a purely referential occurrence.
Taking a hint from Russell, we may speak of a

context as referentially opagua when, by putting

a statement / into that coantext, we can cause a
purely raeferential occurrence in / to be not purely
referential in the whole context .28

A context is transparent if it ias not referentiaslly opaque.
Quine’s famous example,
(1) The number of planets is necesserily greater than 7
ia frequently said toc be embiguous.29 The da dicto
reading is falge since the asentence,
(2) Tha numbar of planets ia greater than 7
ia continge2nt. A major isasue in thia thesias ias whether there
is an intelligible de re reading which may be indicated

(3) The number of planets is such thet it is
necaesasarily greater than 7.

Three poaitiona concerning the purported de r

27. Guine, "Three Gradee of Nodal Involverment,” 1966,
Pp . 158-162 °

28. Quine, 1966, pp.158.

29. This paragraph follows Cartwright, *“Some Remarksas on
Easentielism,” 1968, pp.615-617.
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reading should be distinguished. One view ia that (3) is clear
and can be symbolized by,

(4) (Ex) [x numbers the planeta & (] (x>7)].
A second view, favored by Quine, challenges the intelligibility
of (4) and auggests that the uae of open sentenceas such ag
“f1(x>7)*" is either confuased or part and parcel of
“Aristotelian essentialiasm.”30 Chisholm, Gibbard, Gupta,
and Lewis defand a third posaibility: contemporary
aegssentialists are correct in thinking that (1) is ambiguous,
but Quine ia correct in criticizing (3). A correct rendition
of the non-deg dicto reading of (1) displays more
structure than appears on the surface. For example, Lawis
suggests

(3’) The number of planats is auch that regarded ags a
number it ia neceesarily greater than 7.

as the non-de dicto reading of (1). Chisholm, Gibbard,
Gupta, Lewis and otheras challenge (3) at least in part because
of their views on ontology; chapter two diacusaes Chisholm’s

approach and chapter four discusses Gibbard, Gupta and Lewia.

I do not make a sharp distinction between open sentences
and properties because (1)>thero is no uniformity in the
litereature I am surveying and (2) I doubt that the diatinction
is important in addressing the questions raised by this thesis.

Each of the positions addreasad could be equally well phrased

30. Quine, 1966, p.174.
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either in terms of propertieas or in terma of open sentenceaes.
For exampla, a modal aentence auch ag *"John could not be an
alligator” raisee the issue whether there is a modal property,
*not possibly an alligator,” or whether there ias an open
aentencae “it is not posasible that x be an alligator.”
Chisholm, Kripke, Wiggine, Plantinga3land many others talk
of modal properties: Cartwright and Quine 32 carefully
eschevw talk of properties in favor of open sentences. In
either case the crucial queation ia whether the expression or
putative property satiafieas Leibniz’as law,

(LL) ()(y)Ix=y => (Fx => Fy)l.

I do nct mean to auggeat that the distinction between
propartiaa and open sentanceas ias insignificant; I suggeast only

that it ia not directly relevant to the iasuaea at hand.

It is important to clarify the relationehip batween
standard quantified modal logic and the thesis that modal
contexts in ordinary languagae have a transparent reading.

Modal logic may of courae be atudied aas & purely forral asystem.
Aa auch, the astudy of modal logic leavea untouched the question
of whether modal contexts in English are transparent. But

modal lcgic would not have received much attention were it

31. Chishola, 1976; Kripke, 1971, p.140; Plantinga, 1974; and
Wiggina, 1980, pp.10S8-1ill1l.

32. Cartwright, 1971 and 1979; and Quine, 1966.
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thought to be & purely r.athematical curiogity. Most nmodal
logiciana asaume that the aubj)ect is applicable to Engliah, and
that it is applicable in the most straightforward and natural
way. The application presupposes that modal contexta are
transparent. GQuine haa long streased that this is a nontrivial
presuppoasition which requires juastification.

Of course it is possible that modal contexts are
tranaparent and yet none of the available modal logics captures
thes true logic of mndal sentencea. Thua, though the
@traightforward application of modsl logic to ordinary Engliah
presuppoaas that asuch contexts are tranaparent, the assumption
of transparency is comp&tible with a wide range cf modal
logica. Finally, there are nonstandard modal logics whose
standard interpretations do not presuppose the tranaparency

thesisa.

B, Geach’s Reference and Generality (first edition, 1962)

initiated & large literature on Haeraclitus’ question asa to
whether one can step in the asme river twice. Important
responses to Geach wera made by Helen Cartwright ("Heraclitusa
and the Bath Water,” 1963J) and by W.V.0. Quine (1964) in a

review of veach’s book.

C. Aristotle uses examples of bronze circles and golden
atatues in his general diacussion of form and matter,

Metaphvsica, Book Zeta, 1033a. Gibbard developa the
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example of a statue made from & piece of clay in the context of
tmodal logic, "Conﬁingent Identity,* 1975. Burge discusses the
hamnock made from a piece of rope in "Massa, Terms, Count Nouns,
and Change,"” 1975, p.462. Several views concerning a sgsweater

rade from a aingle pieca of yarn are examined in Wiggins, 1980,

p.140.

D. Arguments similar to those of Deascartes and Hobbes
continue to play a major role in the mind-body problem.
Recently, Kripke, following Descartes, has charpioned a modal
arguaant for the diatinction between persona and their bodies,
*Naming and Neceasity,” 1972. Fred Feldman explores several
ronist replies in the tradition of Hobbes, "Kripke on the
Identity Thesis,' 1974. Lewis daevelops an anti-essentialist
raply to Kripke based on a mereological ontology in

‘“Counterparts of Persona and their Bodiesa,” 1971.

E. The centrality of epistemoloagical concerns in
ceonceptualist-realiast diasputeas is frequently noted. See for

exampla, Rorty, The Linguistic Turn, 1967, p.3S, and Katz,
1981, p.193.
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CHAPTER 11

MONISM, ONTOLOGY, AND MODALITY

This chapter begins by examining attempts to defend the
currently rather unfashionable view, monism, according to which
no more than one phyaeical object can occupy a spatiel volume at
8 time. Among the questions addreasad are “Wheat strategies are
open to someone wishing to defend monizm?*” and "“Why is it
currently unfashionable?” I argue that monism conflicts with
two quite pleusible principles governing identity
astatementa--principles which have played an important xole in
recant criticigms of Geach’s doctrine of relative identity. An
additional objection is raised to what I call the
*contingant-pradicate” defensa of monias. I then turn teo
Rodaerick Chisholm’s version of monism, which I shall arque isg
the one defensible version. I explore the connections between
Chishola’s onﬁology and the issues concerning modality raised
by the statue puzzle. Finally, I plece Chisholm’a thaory in
perspective by ncting its close similarities, s<emming fronm
their common empiricist and conceptualist background, with a
popular alternative to monism, the mereological ontology of

four-dinensional objects.

As mentioned in chapter one, the many putstive casas of
multiple occupancy pose a mejor difficulty for any monisast

wishing to defend the atrong ocecupancy principlae,
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II. INTRODUCTION

(SQ) -(Exyt)Ix ¢y & vix,t)=v(y,t)].

Tyler Burge is typical of non-moniasta who show little patience
with the strong occupancy principle. O0On his account, one
example sufficea to show its impleusibility: “a rope and a
hammock (woven from the rope alone) may be spatially
indistinguishable at a given time, and not be identical."?
Asked to elaborate, Burge wouldl no doubt note that since the
ropaé, which exiasted prior to the hammock, now exists as a
hammock, and could agein be a mere rope were the hammock
unwoven, the rope and the hammock may be distinguished on the
bagis of many different temporal and modal properties. For
example, it would appear to be & straightforward application of
Leibniz’a law that x is not identicel with y if x, but not vy,
existed at a time, t.

Exemples similar to Burge’s casgse ¢£f the rope and the
hammock were givan in chapter one: atatuas and pieces of
bronze, quantitiee of water and rivers, matchbhooks and
matchbook fusiocna, etc. The moniat muat take on the difficult
task of ahowing that these putative cocunterexamples to the
strong occupancy principle are appropriately analyzed in
another manner. Furthermore, the monist analyaea should be at
leaat as plausible as the alternativea offered by pluralists

and maraologists.

1. Burge, “"HMass Terma, Count Nouns, and Change," 1973, p.462.
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SECTION 1

MONIST RESPONSES TO THE SPATIAL OCCUPANCY PUZZLES

I ghall now introduce three atratagies employed by various
moniats in defanding their claim that that no rore than one

phyaical object can occupy a apatial volume at a tine.

1.1 REPUDIATION

A numbor of the examplea are rejectad by monists as simply
irrelevant to their understanding of tha strong occupancy
principle. For example, Ayars argues that entities such as
quantities of water and quantitiea of clay belong to the
“category of stuff” aa opposed to tha “category of thing.*2
Having made this distinction, Ayers cheerfully notes that of
course two different physical objects might be made up at
different times of the same stuff. As noted in chapter one, I
an not particularly intereated in asuch diaputes concerning the
extension of "“phyasical object™ or "“thing.” With regard to
moniasm, the pointas which I wish to develop can be made without
investigsating borderline diasputes. However, in sidestepping
these disputes, I do not wish to minimize their importance.
One virtue that mereologiatse aoietinos claim for their position
is that it presents a unified account of entitiea occupying
space and time without needing to posit a metaphysical (aa

2. Ayers, "Individusls without Sortals,®” 1574, p.12S.
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opposed to psycholcocgical) distinction between categories of
aspatio-temporal entities. Thisa is an important sargument that
would need to be addressed in a fuller discussion of monisn.
Locke uses the repudiation strategy in his treatment of
minds and bodies. Locke wrote, “"...never finding, nor
conceivingiit possibla, that two things of the same kind should
exist in tﬂe same place at the same time, we rightly conclude,
that, whatever exists anywhere at any time excludes all cof the
same kind, and is there itself alone."3 1In the relevant
sense, Locke recognizeas but three kinds: "We have the ideaa of
but three sorts of substancea: 1. God. 2. Finite intelligences.
3. Bodias."4 Thus, on Locke’s view, while no two *“bodies”
(also "parcels of matter™) can occupy the same place at the
sSane time; the “"three sorts of substances as we term them, do
not exclude one another out of the same place.” Locke’s
veraion of the atrong occupancy principle thus rejects examples

invelving finite intelligences and their bodies.

1.2 THE CONTINGENT-PREDICATE ANALYSIS

A aecond strategy employed by moniatas in reaponding to
putative caaes of multiple occupancy ia to cleaim that there ia
a tendency to confuse types of objacts with contingent
predicatea of objaecta. For axample, & coil of rope ia unceoiled

3. Locke, Esgay, Bk. II, Ch. XXVII, section 1.

4. Locke, Esgay, Bk. II, Ch. XXVII, section 2.
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and wound into a lasso. It is natural to clain that thare is
only one object, & pieca of rope, which is characterized for a
period by the contingent predicate, "“coil,” and for another
period by the predicate, ‘“lasso.”™ According to the second,
contingent-predicate strateqy, it is a mistake to be misled
by talk of *“the coil" into reifying coila and thinking that
they are physical objects which are destroyed by baing unwound.
Similar mistakes would ba to think that thers is a distinct
type of entity, a "senator,” which is literally deastroyed when
voted out of office, or a “child,” which is destroyed by
maturing. References to "the child"” or "“the senator™ are
references to persons who poasess caertain contingent features.

This contingent-predicate analyeis is an important tool
for monists. Where the mereologist sees two distinct objects,
the moniast may claim that there is one object which goes
through a period which the mereologiat and pluralist wrongly
reify. For axample, Ayers applies the contingent-predicate
analysis to the case of the statua and the piece of bronze.

What happens to & astatue when a vandal beats it

out of ashape, if it ia not destroyed? And what is &

aculptor bringing about whan he beate a piece of

metal into shape, if he is not creating a atatue? In

8o far aa these queationas do net answer themselves, a

auitable reply to the firat ia that a pieca of matal

ia ceasing to bae a statue, and to the aecond, that a

piece of metal ias coming to be a statue. We cen talk

of destruction and creation if we like, for such talk

can ba fairly unaerious, cr at least detachable from

considerationa of substantial continuaticen. I can

create an eyesorae by cutting down a tree or deatroy

an aegthetic whoie by peinting my house red, white

and blua. We could say that what the vandal ia
deatroying ia a ahapae or form. None of this giveas
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any grounds for arguing that one thing, the status,

ceases to exist, while another thing, the piece of

metal continues exiating. Paperweights are phyaical

objacts, and it is poasible to make paperweighta by

acratching patterns on pebbles, but this is not & way

of making phyasical objecta.d

Note that Ayers readily concedes that our ordinary talk of
“creation” and ‘destruction” sometimes runs counter to his
metaphysics, but dismigsses such talk as merely metaphorical;
metaphyaically, it nead not be teken more seriouasly than poetic
talk of lost innocence as "the destruction of a child.”

Another axample of the contingent-predicate analysis is
provided by Fred Feldman® who utilizes it in a discuseion
of persona and thaeir bodies. Without committing himgself to
monism or materialism (in the sense of someone who opposeas
person/body dualism), Feldman notes that one position that the
materialist could adoét is that bodies are objects which, under
certain circumstancea, have the additional, contingent featurae
of being peraons, jJuat as ropea are acmetimes coila. Such a
position might be espacially attractive to someone who hald a
computaer model of mind; persons are to bodiaes as functioning
computera are to piecea of hardware. Again, talk of aorething
going out of existsnce &t death ias to be conatrued
mataphorically;: actually, what happens is that something ceeses
to function.

S. Ayers, 1974, p.128.

&. Feldman, “Kripke on the Identity Theory,"” 1974, p.668.
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On any view, some Ccommon nouns are properly applied to an
object only during certain phases of its existence; for
exarple, the terms “boy"” and “antique.’"” What is distinctive
about the contingent-predicate analysis is the attempt Lo
maintain that there is an analogy betwaan the logical behavior
of “boy" and "antique'" and that of "atatue," "hammock,” “ring,"
and the other terms which figure in the multiple occupancy
puzzlea. In sectiona two and three, I shall examine two
criticismns of moniata who atteapt to use the
contingent-praedicate strategy quite genersally in treatments of
multiple occupancy. Roughly speaking, the objectiona ere firet
(section two), that the results of the strategy are sometimes
extremely implausible and second (section three), that the
stratagy fails completely in a significent class of cases

involving "branching and increase.”

1.3 CBJECTS AS SUCCESSIONS

A third stratagy that is used by some moniats in
countaring putative ceaea of aultiple occupancy is to claia
that what may appear to be a single cbject is in fact a
succession of closely related objecta. Relatively
uncontroversial exemplas of the type of succesaion involved are
comron. Suppose a candle maelts and the resulting puddle of wax
hardens and is rolled into a ball. Rather than having one
physical object throughout (mass of wax?) we are inclined to

think in terms of a succession of objecta. Firat there was the
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candle: then the puddle; and then ths ball of wax. The candle,
puddle, and ball of wax are composad of the same wax, but this
does not suffice to make them the same object. 1 suspect that
on any view, there are such casea of continuous succession
where distinct objects, which share the bulk of their =matter,
follow one another. What is distinctive about monisatsz who
erploy the succeasion strateqy is their claim that the

spatial occupancy puzzlea can be resolved by noting analogoua
successaions.

Consider Vere Chappell’s treatment of the statue and the
piece of bronze. He distinguishee among piecaa of bronze:!: aore
are mere pieces of bronze and some are atatues. A mere piece
“can be bent, dented, or crunched up, and not be destroyed,
unlike a statue."? If the vandal destroys a statue, then
he also destroys the piece of bronze which was the statue &and
replacas it with a mere lump. According to Chappell, the
proper picture of the situation is:

atatue ;é maere lump
/\.—A_‘_/—\ o~ e —

[ — A
L) v

4

tine ->
In differentiating the contingent-predicate and succesaion
approechee it ig uaeful to note their oppoaing tendenciea: the
contingent-predicate analyasis of the statue and the piace of

7. Chappall, "Metter,” 1973, p.684.
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bronze finda only one object (the piece of bronze), as

oppogsed to the two (a statue followed by a mere lump of
bronze) which Cheppell recognizea. The contingent-predicate
analysis results in objects which last a long time and can
undergo dramatic changes; the succession analysis tends toward
short-lived objaects which cannot change as much.

Chappell’s thought may be that objects are indeed "form
plus matter®” and that "mere piece of bronze”™ and ‘'statue” are
distinct forme. An object is destroyed by thae vandal bsecause a
**form” ieg destroyed. Chappell’s expcsition of the position isa
-rather terse. He motivates it in part by appeal to the strong
occupancy principle, but does not motivate his rejection of the
contingent-predicate analysis of the astatue puzzle, nor does he
discuas the cases (e.9. ropes and laasos) most clearly
favorable toc the contingent-predicate approach. This
overaight8 ias all tha more puzzling in light of a previous
peper in which Chappell had himaself adopted a
contingent-predicate analysis in a defenase of the atrong

occupancy principle.

A further difficulty with Chappell’s view is that the
intuitiona to which he appeals are hardly compelling since they
are rather easily defused by an appeal to H.P. Grice’s work on

conversational implicatures.? According to Grice, dialogue

9. Observation by Jiam Higginbothan.
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is guided by the implizit mutual awareness of speakers of a
multitude of conversational maxima. The Griceean maxim nmnost
relevant to Chappell’s exemples ia, "Make your contribution as
informative as is required (for current purposes of the
exchanga) .10 Other maxims include,

Do not make your contribution more informetive than

is required.

Dec not aay what you baslieve is false.

Do not say that for which you lack adequate evidence.

Be brief (avoid unnecessary prolixity).

Grice of course does not think that speakers always obey the
maxinma; indeed.‘they can viclate, flout, or even opt out from
the normal cperation of a maxim.ll But such failures to
comply with a maxim are to be taken seriously; they usually
indicate that the apeakar dceas not intend tec be taken
literslly.

Raeturning to Chappell’a examples, we see the poasibility
of giving a Gricean explanation of why it may be inappropriate
on som@ cccasions to call a atatue a "lump of clay.” A
dafender of tha contingent-predicate analyaia might respond to
Chappell’s claimas as followa. Yes, one can well imagine a
context in which one needs to make a sharp distinction betwaen

mere lumps of cley and statutes but this is only beceuse the

10. Grice, "Logic and Conversation,® 1973, p.67. ¢

12. Grice, 1975, p.69.
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aituation demands that we be infermative, and not bescause there
ia an ontological difference in kind. It is analogous to the
usual convention that we be specific as to whether the person
who entered the room is mele or femala, child, adult, or
elderly. 1If it sounds odd or inappropriate to say that "two
people just entered," when in fact two threse-yesr-olds crawled
in unexpectedly, thia is not bacause the statement is literally
falae; rather, it is uninformative.

Chappell might respond by noting that while it is poasible
to give a Gricean analysis of the distinction marked in
ordinary usage between "mere lump” and “atatue,"” it is also
possible to take the distinction more seriously as one
reflecting a fundamental distinction between two covering

nouns.

Though Chappell’s position has been useful in introducing
the succesaion approach, I shall turn to Chisholms in section
four when I take a closer look at tpo succession stretegy. 1
awitch bscause Chishola giveas good reasocns (see section three,
below) for thinking that Chappell’s approach is not
sufficiently radical end that it atays too close toc ordinary
language.

Prior to examining Chisholm’s motivation and defense of
the succeasion atretegy, I shall in the next two sactions
first, conaider two plausible principles which conflict with

all versions of monism, and asecond, coneider a specific
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objection to the contingent-predicate analysis.

SECTION 2

A BROAD CRITIQUE OF MONISH

I noted eerlier a widespr~ . _enaa that monisa can bea
rather easily dismissed. Having taken a somewhat closer look
at how moniam is defended, I am now in & positicn to explicate
further two widely accepted principleas which are at least
tacitly appealad to in rejecting monism. One of the two
principlea conflicts with thae contingent-pradicate strategv and
the other with the succession strategy.

The two principles are widely diacussed in relation to
Peter Gesch’s doctrine of relative identity. First presented
by Geach in the early aixtiaea, the doctrine generated & spate
of replies. Despite the rsny serious differences uamong Gaach’s
critica, I believe that there was a fair dagree of agreerent
among philosophers on certain basic principles concerning count
nouns and identity.l12 My concern is not with Geach’s
doctrine, nor with all of the pointas of agreement among those
qho responded to Geach; rather, I am concarnad with two
principles or assumptiona that are central to what might be
called the standard response to Geach. The Rain claim of thise
asaction is that these very plausible principles arae

12. Pexry, 1970, Quine, 1964, and Wiggins, 1980.
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incompatible, not only with Geach’s doctrine of relative
identity, but with both the contingent-predicate and succesgsion
of objects analyses offerad by monista. Since the principles
are acceptaed by many, and familiar in part becauae of the
controveray concerning relative identity, we shall have a
better understanding of why so many conte&porary philosophers
reject monisr. |

Three arpaects of Geach’a views on identity are relevant
for my purposes.l3 Firat, he places considerable atresas on
the role of count nouns in reference.

All but a few hardy thinkeras would admit that if

weé have to do with & thing, even juat by naming it or

raefarring to it, there is no telling whether we’ve

got on to the same thing egein unleas it ias

spaecifiable what gort of thing we mean.l14
Second, he denies that atatements with the form “x is the sanme
F as y" &re ever appropriately analyzaed as "“x=y and x is an F

and y is an F."

there is no such thing as being juat ‘the
same’....15

Third, he maintainas that “x ias the same F as y" is an
egquivalence relation that cannot be further analyzed.
it makes no sense to )judge whether x and y are "the

same'...unlesas wa add or understand some general
term--the same F.

13. Perry, "The Same F,"™ 1970 containa an excellent exposzition

of Geach’s viewvwa.

14. Geach, 1977, p.1329.

15. Cited in Perry, 1970, p.184.
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It may be useful to begin with a rough account of the two
assumptions central in the usual response to Geach made by his
critics, who frequently laud his emphasis on the importance of
kinde and count nouns, while rejecting hias doctrines concerning
the expreasion “x is the same F as y." The case of the statue
and the piece of bronze involves two count nouns which are
aaid, "to convey distinct criteria of identity." 1In
undarastanding the noun "“statue' we understand what it would be
for objects a and b to be the same statue. And if a and b arse
the same atatue, they are identical. Inapection reveals both
that “piece cof bronze"” and "astatue’” convey criteria of identity
that apply throughout the life span of the objects to which
they apply, and second, that distinct criteria of identity are
asupplied by "statue” and *“piece of bronze.” On this account,
the problem with monism ia that it miasconatruea how count
nouna, identity and reference are linked.

In the remainder of thias section, I shell attempt to
formulate a more cereful version of the above reply to Geach.

I shall avoid relying on the problematic notion of a "“criterion
of identity."16 My aim is to sketch juat so much of reply

aa is naeded to reveal the points of dispute with the monisat.

2.1 COUNT NOUNS, COVERING NOUNS, AND IDENTITY

I wiah to use the term coynt noup as it is generally

16. See longaer note A.
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used in the literature: that is, a general term F is a count
noun if it makes sense to ask, "How many F’s are there?"17

For example, excepting quirky cases of statues composed of
statues, there is a definitive answer to the question, How many
statues are on the table? There is no answer to, "How many
golds are on the table?”

Some count nouna, which I shall call covering nouns,
apply to an object at every moment during which the object
exists, if they apply to the object at any moment. In other
words, F is a covering noun if it satisfies the schena,

(CN) (X)[C(Et)(x is an F at t) => (t)(x is an F at t)1].
Exactly which count nouns are covering nouns is an important
issue in discussing monism; offhand, it is plausible to suppose
that "physical object," "rock," "statue' and "sweater'" are
covering nouns. Examples of count nouns that are clearly not
covering nouns are 'red thing," "obstacle," and “boy."

What I have called a covering noun, Wiggins would call a
substance sortal (or substance concept).l8 Wiggins
intends his terminology to suggest the Aristotelian distinction
between substantial alterations and mere changes; a red thing
can persist if painted green (a mere change), but a tree does
not survive being chopped into logs (a substantial alteration).

Note however that the covering noun schema, (CN), does not make

- wn m an n n - - aw ww e . - -

17. For a survey of the literature on count nouns see Griffin,
1977, p.23.

—— - —————— - ———— ——

18. Wiggins 1980, pp.21-25, 59-74.

_59_



IXI.2 A BRCAD CRITIQUE OF MONISH

use of modal notiona. My reason for coining the more neutral
terma, *“covering noun,” ias to avoid these Aristotelian
connotations because, as we shall see in the next two chapters,
there are mereologiaste who distrust the Aristotelian
distinction between rere changes and substantial alterations
while mainteaining that there ias a significent class of covering
nouna. A mereologiat is likely to maintaein that covering nouns
indicate the temporal "“length” of four dimensional objects but
do not apply to the cbjects essentially.

Tha tera 'covering noun® is useful in explicating the
strategies moniasts use in analyzing putative cases of multiple
occupancy. Those who favor what I called the
contingent-predicate analyais are maintaining that there is a
tendency to erroneocualy think that certain count nounsa, for
exanpla, "“atatue,” are covering nouns; on this view, there are
fewer covering nouns than many philoasophers are inclined to
asuppogse. Those who favor the asuccession of objects apprcach
tend in the oppoaite diraction, supposing there to be more

covaring nouns than one might initially supposa.

2.2 TWO POPULAR PRINCIPLES OF IDENTITY

The firat of the two principles which figure prominently
in the standard critiquea cof both Geach and the moniats is
thaet, if F is a count noun and the expression '"a is the same F
eaa b"” is true then, with the exception of aelliptical usesa, the

expression "a is an F and b ia an F and a=b" ia true. For
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exarpla, if this Chevy is the same car that tailgated me
yeaterday, then thie Chevy is a car which 1s identical to an
object that is a car and tailgated me yesterday. Let us
formulate the genersal principle.

(I) If a and b are singular terms, and F ias a count

noun, then the sentence "a ia the same F as b" has a

non-alliptical reading which iaplies that a is

identical to b.

By an elliptical use of "the same F," I have in aing cases
such as when I point and say *“that’s the same car I own,”™ and
mean that the car to which I am pointing is of the samc rodel
a8 my cer. Or when I say, “"that’s my cat”™ and mean that the
cat to which I am pointing is behaving like my cat.19
Copiea of a book, pressings of a record, and atatuea formed in
the same mold can be said to be the same book, record or atatue
respectivaely. Principle (I) allows for such elliptical
readings of “x is the same F as y," while positing
non-elliptical usea that entail strict identity.

A slight weakening of (I) allowa for asomewhat greater
generality. Some mereologista?® gmaintain that the terms a
and b in "a is the same F ag b" refer, at least on soae
occasions, to distinct temporal parts of one F. For a

philosopher who accepts temporal parts, such an analysis would

provide for a plausible reading of such sentences aa "“this is

20. Gabbay and Moravcsik, *“Samenesa and Individuation,*" 1973,
PP.313-526.
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the same piece of gold I bought in Italy but not the same
ring”: the "this" refers to a temporal part of both & ring
(which was not bought in Italy) and & piece of gold (which was
bought in Italy). Whatever the merits of this analysis, it
ashares with (I) the conae@quence that only one F ia directly
involved in the relevant readings of "a is the same F as b."
An appropriately weakened version of (I) ia,

(I’) If a and b are ainguler terms, and F ia a

concrate count noun, then there is a reading of

the same F as b" which entails eithar that e=b or
that there is an F of which a and b are both parts.

a lis

What ias the status of (I> and (I’)? They are extremely
natural and plausible agsumptions that are frequently and
understandably appealaed to without question. Exercisea in
introductory logic books asgume that you will treat "is the
aame F as" in the manner suggested by (I). The extreme
reaiatance met by both Geach and Chiahola auggeast the appeal of

the two versiona of tha principlesa.

The second principle maintains, loosely speaking, that
covering noung are ubiquitous and can be identified readily by
competent speakeras of the language. I hesitate to call
anything so loosely atated a "principle.'” Perhapa it would be
better deascribed as an assumption. At any rate, it is commonly
nade and cerriesa with it aignificant consequences for monisam.

(II) English containas many count nouns that are also

covaering nouns and a competent apeaker can
diatinguish covering from noncovering nouns.
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How do we know for & particular F if it is a covering
noun? In other words, how do we know 1f it i1s true feor all x
that if x ia an F at one moment, it is an F at every moment?
This is a difficult question and no one would deny that there
are difticult cagea. But it is reasonable to auppose that
ordinary apeakaers mark the diatinction between alterations and
mere changes in their talk of objects. Ayers and Feldman
clearly realize that they are in the minority in auggesting
that the terms “statue” and “person'” are not covering nouns,
that ia, that the vandal does not literally destroy the object
which ia the atatue and that death is not the end of the entity
which is the person. It ias the majority view that the second
principle would have us take seriously.

The second assumption is frequently motivated by drawing
an analogy between the purported temporal function of covering
nouns and their clearer agpatial function. Concerning spatial
extenaion, it is reasonsble to asasume that there are “rules”
aggociated with a count noun which we underatand in tracing the
apatial boundaries of objecta. Part of understanding a teras
like “rcom"” or “house” is to be able to individuate their
spatial form. For example, we learn that something can be part
of the same houase without being part of the same room.Zl
If "room”" can individuate a apatial volume smallaer than that

individuated by "“house,' why can’t "statue” delineate temporal

21. Quinton, The Kature of Things, 1973, pp.70-71, for
both the epatial and temporal claimse.
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boundaries shorter than those delineated by "piece of clay“?

2.3 ANOTHER LOOK AT MONISHM

In this section I shall rake axplicit what may already be
clear, nemely, that (I) and (II) are incompatible with the
various strategies suggested earlier for defending ronisem.

On the onae hand, if the monist analyzes putative cases of
éo-occupancy in terms of a succeasion of objecta, he will
contradict (I) and even the weaker (I’). What advocatea of the
standard approsach to zameness-statements have in common is the
senae that ordinary references to the "same F" entail that
there is but one F at iasuvue. This ia not to say that the
monist ia clearly wrong in providing analyses which depend on
succesasionsa of objecta; the point is aiaply to localize the
areas of controveray, ona of which is (I).

On the other hand, supposa the monist follows the
suggestions of Ayera and Feldman; where many find a covering
noun, the monist finds only a contingent predicate. But this
approach will conflict with (II) according to which
distinguiahing covering nouna from noncovaring nouns is a
maetter of linguistic competence and doea not require subtle
philosophical inquiry.

A cloaer look at the case of the aweater and the piece of
varn reveals the extent of the conflict between the second
principle and the monist’s use of the contingent-predicate

stratagy. If “piace of yarn® and "“swsater"” are both covering
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nouns, then it seems reascnable to suppose that the piece of
yarn might cease to exiat while the aweater remained (imagine
extensive repaira te the sweater) or that the piece of yarn
remrained while the sweater was destroyed (through unravelling).
The point of the example ia2 that a aweater is not naturally
trestaed as a phase of a piece of yarn (aince it nmay be
constituted of different piesceas at different times) nor is a
piece of yarn plaugibly thought to be a phase of a aweater.
Letting F be a sweater and G a piece of yarn, we have a casa in
which F cannot ba treated as a phase of the G nor vice verse.
Ayvyers’ treatment of the case is instructiva.
«selit might be thought that in unravelling of the

sweater we remove or destroy one principle of unity,

and by cutting thae thread we remove a second. Each

operation iz possible without the other, and so each

principle of unity seems independent of the other.

The latter and =ore realiatic view, however, ias that,

if a sweater conaists of a single thread, then this

maana only that the different parts of the wool hang

together in mere than one way, &nd so have a unity

that ia more difficult to deatroy than would

otherwise be the caasae.

Roughly, the unity or structure of a aweater knittad

from a hundred separate thrsadas is destroyed by

unravelling, and the unity of a aingle thread by

cutting; while the unity of a sweater knittad from a

ginglo thread survives either operation but not both.
2

On Ayers’ view, there was one object, a2 piece of yarn,
which was knit into a swasater and remained the same object
despite no longer being a piece of yarn; it remained a

continuous, material body throughout. Whatever the

22. Ayeras 1974, pp.1i32-33.
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plausibility of Ayers’ claim, it clearly entails the rejection
of both "aweeter"™ and "piesce cf yarn” as covering nouns. A3
indicataed by the title cf his paper, “Identity without
Sortals,'” he readily accepts our concluazion that his defense of
monism is incompatible with the two assumptiona that many other

philosophars adopt.

SECTION SUMMARY

This @section has isolated two widespread aasunmptions
concarning identity and csount nouna, and indicated the extent
of the conflict between these assumptions and the strategies
open tc moniata. While the two assumptiona are hardly proven,
they are well-motivated; it is not aurprising that many

philosophere reject monisa.

SECTION 3

A SERIOUS OBJECTION TO THE CONTINGENT-PREDICATE ANALYSIS

In the previcuas section we noted that the monist must give
up at lesst one of two attractive and plauszible principles
relating count nouns and identity. We further saw that asonmnae
monista, e.g. Ayers, asee virtue in their rejection of whet they
take to be an erroneous theory of identity. Ayere maintains
that concrete count nouns other than “material object” (and its
like) are restrictions of “material object” in the sense that

if “g ia the same F aa b"” ia true, then so iz "a ie the aame
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material object as b"™ and that an F is strictly speaking
created or destroyed only if the meterial body which
constitutes the F is created or destroyed. I believe that
Ayers’ conception, unlike Chisholm’s, is not only
counterintuitive, but fatally flawed. I begin by presenting
two abastract characterizations of the flaw and then develop

several illustrationa of the difficulty.

3.1 THE GENERAL PROBLEM AND AN EXAHMPLE

The puzzles discussed in previous sections wray be
characterized as involving the “sarae ratter with distinet
forms.' Before and after the vandal’s attack, the same bronze
was a coherent whole. The yarn was woven into a awaater, and
then only gradually was the matter changed through repairs.
Such cases lend themselvea to Ayers’ approach. But it would be
highly misleading to concentrate, as does Ayers in his paper,
only on such casea. The difficult cases will be onas in which
one seama to be dealing with the "“same form but diastinct
matter."

It is also uaeful to think of the difficulty for the
contingent-predicate analysis as one of branching. The
‘‘geometry” of such cases rules out the poasibility of saying
that the F and the G stand in a relation analogous to that of

the senator and the person.
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E

—~

T~—
G

time —>

The phrase "the F" cannot be analyzed along the lines of “the G

while it is en F" because there

either not a G, or at lesat not

previoualy. Similarly, "“the G"
disguised, contingent predicate
of the sweater and the piece of
covering noun (material object)

subsume both F and G.

are times st which the F is
the sama G aa it wasa

cannot be analyzed aa a

of the F. And unlike the case
yvyarn, there ias no third

which is plauasibly aaid to

A detailed axasmple should make these points sorewhat less

abstract.

Consider again Feldman’s suggeation that the

relationship between persons and their bodiea is analogcus to

that relationahip common sense sees between saenators and

persona. Roughly speaking,

order.

working without ceaaing to exist.

a pergson is a body in working

Note again the analogy with computera which can stop

Such a8 view, which Feldmsan

lista as one option for the “materialiat,” doaa allow for a

atraightforward responae to the

pergon/body dualiast who makea

much of the fact that bodies continue to exist after “the

peracn ceases to exist.”

walcome the consequence that on

Presumably, such a materialiat would

his analysis, contra Deacartes,
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persons cannot exist disembodied. We have already noted one
objection to Feldman’s auggestion, namely, that despite its
formal resolution of a puzzle, it diverges radically from our
firm sense that "person® is a covering noun. But there is a
further difficulty.

We are now in a position to see why the materialist
position just outlined has such difficulty with branching. For
the sake of illustration, let us follow the many philosophers
who maintain these days that persons can undergo
body-transplants, that is, that the same person could have a
different body. Sameness of senator entails sameness of
person, since a senator cannot break away from the person who
he or she is. But sameness of persons cannot be analyzed in
termgs of sameness of bodies if body-transplants are
possible.23

person

1:.1:~emsplant\\.Sl

body
0Of course the materialist may revise his position. He
might maintain that the predicate 'person” is a contingent
predicate of bodies and that sameness of persons does not

entail identity of bodies but rather a possibly complex

- - - — . e an o - e . - -

23. This argument appears frequently in the literature on
perscnal identity. See longer note B.
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successor relation. Such & visw simply gives up the
contingent-predicate atrategy and adopts the auccessor

approach.

3.2 THE PROBLEM OF INCREASE

I hope it is clear that caaes of branching w&uld pose a
difficulty for the contingent-predicate analysis. 'But are
there any convincing cases of branching? As noted earlier, a
ronist may well asimply reject cases involving persons and thair
bodies as irrelevant; or he might find talk of body-tranaplants
to be agilly and unconvincing.

As Chisholm notes,24 tha problem of branching need not
involve such aesoteric casea as body-transpianta. He credita
Aristotle and Aquinas with the central inasight. Ariastotle

wrote:

One might raise this difficulty: What ia it that
growa? Is it that to which something is added?25

In his cosmantary on thia paassage, Aquinas makes the point more

explicitly.

He (Ariastotlel] says therefore first, that, since a
thing grows by the addition of something, the
queation atill remaina as to what it ias that is
increased: whether only that to which something is
added, but not what ia added, or whether both are
increased. 26

24. Person _and Object, 1976, 111 and Appendices A and B.

25. Aristotle, Generation and Corruption, 3213. cited in
Chisholm, 1976, p.157.

26. Aquinas, Exposition of Aristotle’s Treatise on Generation
and Corruption, Book I,cited in Chishola, 1976, p.222.

-20-



II.3 AN OBJECTION TO THE CONTINGENT-PREDICATE ANALYSIS

Conasider again the case of the atatue and the piece of
bronze. Suppose the statue, as originally cast, had a minor
defect; perhaps a finger was misaing. At t, a finger is added.
The atatue would appear to increase in aize; after time t it
contains a bit more matter than prior to time t. There is
another object, perhaps we can characterize it as the original
pliece of bronze, which does not increase, but remaina the sanme
size and has a finger attached to it. The "original piaece"™ nay
seem odd, but one can imagine an art historian tracing its
outline and a metallurgist comparing its composition with the
compoaition of the added finger. At one time, the statue and
the original piace occupy the same gpatial volume, but at t,
they "“branch®” and come to occupy distinct volumea (one of which

is a proper part of the other).

astatue

e
finyer added

original piece
As with other caseas of branching, tha putative
counterexample to the principle of unique occupancy cannot be
resolved using the contingent-predicate analysis. Chiaholn
takes the example as evidence for his claim that the succession
strategy must be fcollowed. Many will see in it yet further

evidencae for the wisdi'm of a four-dimensional approach.
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3.3 THE PROBLEH OF SCATTER

Another type of branching is evidenced by "acattered”
objects. Recall from chapter one Cartwright’s clever example
of two objecta occcupying the same spatial volume at a time; he
has us imagine a matchbook, Charlie, from which a match has
been removed and placed nearby. Suppose, as aeama natural
enough, that when a match is removed from a matchbook, the
match is no longer a part of the matchbook.27 But this
feature of matchbooks is by no reans univarsal. There are
other covering nouna which apply to objects which can scatter.
Certainly a part can be temporarily remcved from my car, and my
encyclopedia can be widely scatteraed. Let us invent a ccunt
noun, match-book fusion, which applies to the aum of the
matchbook and its matches, even if the matches are detached.
The volumes occupied by the matchbook and the matchbook fusion

diverge over time.

matchbook fusion

A

match removad

matchbook
One likely respongse is to argue that ‘original pieces"™ and

“matchbook fusiona®™ are extremely unnatural objaecte. Two

27. Cartwright, 'Scattered Things,"™ 197S.
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replies to this charge of unnaturalness are in order.

Firat, even if one could draw a clear distinction between
“natural®” and "“contrived” objects, how would thia help the
defendexr of the contingent-predicate analyasis? Isgs the idea to
reatrict the strong occupancy principle to natural objecta?
Thus qualified, the principle is of little intereat.

Sacond, the examples place major obatacles in the way of
characterizing a noction of an "uncontrived” object which does
not appeal to human conventions. The problem, as Cartwright
notea, is that our intuitions concerning naturalness seem to
depend on context. A statue may increase in volume whan a
finger ias attached, but what if a wad of gum is atuck on?
Whether objects increase or decrease with additions, whether
they scatter or fail to scatter with decreases, appears to be a
matter of context and convenience. For the monist, the problen
with such a result is thet there is no reason why a convention
could not arise that permitted two objects to occupy the same

place at the same time.

SECTION SUMMARY

I have arguad that the problema of increase &and decraase
reveal the extreme limitationa of the contingent-predicate
strategy which some monista use in defending their position.
Some, especially thoae who accept the two principles diascusaed
in section two, will see in this yet another reason for

rejecting all verasions of monism. But nothing in the argument
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thus far has ruled out the possibility that the succeasion
atrategy will, when applied relentlesaly, yield a defensiblae
vaersion of meoniam. It is this posaibility, most succesafully

explored by Chisholm, to which I now turn.

««e.8ll objects to which we aacribe identity, without
observing their invariableness and uninterruptadneass,
are such as consist of a successaion of related
objects.28
We cannot asay, speaking according to the great truth

of things, that the same whole is preserved when a
part is lost.29

SECTION 4
ORDINARY OBJECTS AS SUCCESSIONS OF PRIMARY OBJECTS: CHISHOLM’S
MONISH

Chisholm’s basic idea is not unfamiliar to students of
philosophy.30 1In their reading of Hume, most philosophers
ware first exposed to the idea that what we ordinarily take to
be objecta--chaira, rocks, statues, and treas--are in fact
succeasions of mcra fundamental objects, that ordinary talk of
identity involvea a great deal of looae faigning. In recent

yvyears, Chisholm has been a forceful defender of such a view,

29. Leibniz, New Eesgsyg, cited in Chiaholm, 1976, p.14S.

30. See longer note C for a liat of the ralevant eassays by
Chisholn.
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though without Hume’s phenomenalistic overtones. Chisholm’s
position, perhaps the rost fully developed and carefully
critiqued of succ@2=assion views, merits a close look. Our
overall goal is to ge@ how plausible it raally ias and what _tsa

consaquances are for iasues concerning both temporal and modal

properties.

4.1 CHISHOLM’S "MEREOLOGICAL ESSENTIALISM"31

The advocate of a successicn analysis must anawer at ieast
two basic questions. Firat, 1if what we take to be ordinary
objects are mere successdiona, then what are the fundamental
objects which make up the succaesasion? Second, how is our
ordinary talk of objects and identity related to theae more
fundamental objecta?

For Chisholm, the fundanental objects are an-called
“primary objecta"” that aatisfy the principle of "mereological
eagentialiam,' &ccording to which & primary objact cannot gain
"or & lose a part without being destroyed.32 Conversely, a
primary object peraists 8o long as it neither gaina nor losas
partas. Chisholm’s nama for hia approach, "mereolegical
assentialiem,” underscores what he takes to be the nature of
ganuine phyasical objecta; each part, no matter how small, is

eegaential to the continued existenca of the whola.

3i. Chiaholm’s use of “mereoclogical' differs from mine.
Seae note D.

- D . b Cn . . - > =P tm - ww -
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According to Chisholm, in sorting out our ordinary talk of
objects and reidentification it is neceasary to distinguish
betwaen the loose¢ and_ popular and the strict and
philosophical sensea of the terms “identity', “same’”, end
“objact”. Mosast puzzles concerning identity are resolved by
carafully removing ambiguities in the relevant premises. In
the atrict and philosophical senae of identity, no primary
object ia identical with any object other than itaelf; but in
the loose and popular aanse, the primary object which was my
car last year is said to be identical with the primary object
which is currently my car, deaspite wear and tear, replacement
of faulity parts, changes of tires, setc.

In explicating hisa view, Chisholm has used a number of
terna to characterize the true nature of ordinary objecta. In
an early paper, objaects in the lcose and popular sensae are
characterized as "evolving aysteame of compoaita.'” Ordinary
proper namea are said to bae, in truth, “generic names” for
primaery objecte. Juat a&a in ordinary discourse, & numrber of
distinct baaeballs rmay wear the title, "“game ball” (and on
different days different trainas of cara make up Amtrak’s
“Patriot"™), in the astrict and philosophical view of things, as
time pasaea a number of diatinct primary objects wear the title
“Christie’s Mazda."33 Borrowing from a medieval tradition,
Chisholma sometimes calls ordinary objecta "entia successiva" as

33. Chishola, 1969, pp.S89-100, 131.

-76-



IT1.4 CHISHOLM’S MONISH

opposed to "entia per ase." From Hume and Rusagell, Chisholm
inherita talk of *logical constructiona”™ and "“feigning
identity."34

It is useful to distinguish betwesen individuation
(aingling out an objaect at a moment) and reidentification
(idanéifying the aame object at 4 later time). Concerning
1nd1vfduation. Chisholm’as views follow common sense; he
cartainly doean’t suggeat that in the strict and philosophical
senae there are no statues, rocks, automobiles, etc.
Reidentification is another matter. Here Chisholm rejects the
view of common sensa, expressed in the first of the two
asaumptions appsaled to by the critice of both Geach and
monisa, namely, that "x is the same F &as y" normally entails
“w=y“. He alsoc maintains that our practice of identifying
distinct primary objecta as *"the same F*" ie highly conventiona!
in the senae that there are many borderline cases and that
within limits, different systems of reidentification are

possaible.

4.2 CHISHOLM’S TREATMENT OF THE OCCUPANCY PUZZ2LES

One major advantage of Chisholm’s version of monism is
that it permits simple resolutions of the puzzles presented in
earlier aectiona. Consider the problem of increase. Chisholnm
maintains that after the addition of the finger, it iz only in

34. Chisholm, 1976, pp.97-104.
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the looae and popular senae that one can be said to have *“the
same statue."35 Concerning the ship of Theseus, what is
clear is that strictly speaking, there are distinct ships
before and aftér the replacement of parta. Whether or not one
has "“the saxe ship" in the loose and popular asense may well be
indeterminate, since our loose practice of "feigning identity"
admits of many borderline cases.36

What 1if, in the loose and pornular sense, a statue is
destroyed by a vandal? I originally presented the case &s one
of two objectaz, the statue and the piece of bronze, that
purportedly occupied the sama volume at the same time. For
Chisholm, the situation can be accurately described oaly after
distinguishing among sensea of “object”.37 At most one
primary object can occupy a volume at a time, but there ia
nothing to prevent one primary object from being linked
(identified in the loose and popular sanse) with distinct
primary objecta at later times utilizing distinct criteria of
reidentification. This ias only te note that the relations
“atatue successor' and “piece of bronze successor' are diatinct
ralationa according to Chiaholm. That two entia succesaiva, oxr
logicel conatructiona, might occcupy the same volume at the sare

35. Chisholm, 1976, p.157.

36. The ahip of Theseue ies discussed at length in my chapter
five. For Chisholm’s moat extendad discuasaion of the puzzlae
aee hia 1969 article.

37. Chisholm, 1973, pp.600-601.
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time i3 neither a puzzle nor a rejection of monism when

properly understood.

4.3 MODAL CONSEQUENCES OF CHISHOLM’S MONISH
If Chisholm is correct, then ordinary language is a very
imperfect guide for ontologista who are interested in what
there ia and for philosophical logicians who are interested in
the "logical forams" of temporal and modeal sentences. Though ay
concern in this section is with the modal implications of
Chiaholm’s moniam, it ias useful to begin by considering certain
nonnodal contexta. For example a simple past-tense sentence,
The car usad to be blue,
which many philosophical logicians would analyze as,
(Et>[(t € now) & Blue(c,t)],
raequires on Chisholm’s view a more complex analysis because of
the likelihood that the current car is not in the strict and
philosophical senae identical with the car which uaed to be
blue (perhapa the spark pluga have been changed). An analyais
along the lines suggeated by Chisholm involvea the use of a
ralation, “x at t is & primery thing which ia & successor car
of tha primary thing y at t’."” Symbolizing the auccessor
relatior, “C(x,t,y,t’),"” the original sentence is equivalent to
(Et) (<t < now) & Blue(c’,t) & C(c,now,c’,t)].
The original sentence, deapite appearances, does not involve
reference to one car; rather, it involves references to a

succession of diatinct primary objects, each of which is e
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car.38

A similar increasse in conplexity occurs in the enalysis of
modal sentencea. To say that the car could be painted red is
to say that there could be a primary thing which would be a red
car and a successor of the current car; that is,

CEt) <t > now) & O (Ec’)(Red(c’,t) & C(c,now,c’,t))]
The red succesaor car in the possible future situation need not
be in the astrict and philosophical sense identical to the
current car: indead, the successor car might never exist.

If Chisholm’s ontology of primary objects and logical
conatructiona is correct, then neither teamporal nor wmodal
sentencaes can be analyzed in anything like the straightforward

manner suggested in textbooks on logic.

Ia Chisholm an "essentialist?" After all, he calls his
position “mereclogical essentialism®” and maintains the modal
principle that an object cannot gain or lose partas. It ia
necesaary to distinguish betweaen two things which might be
meant by "“essentialism.”

On the one hand, Chishola is an "esasentialist*® if what is
meant ias that he aaintains theat there are objecta which have
sone of their properties easentially arnd othera accidentally.
According to the principle of “mereclogical easentialiam,"

primary objects cannot gain or loae parts, and Chisholm is

38. Chinholﬁ'a position concerning temporal contexts is
analoegous to Lewia’as model theory. See longer note E.
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perfectly willing to represent such principies by using the
unary mcdal operatora  and 0O.

On the other hand, Chisholm is not an essentialist if what
is meant is that he believes that ordinary objects have, at
least roughly, the nontrivial accidental and eszssaential
propertiee which are reflected in many philosophersa’ analyses
of ordinary language. The easential properties endorsed by
Chisholm are not those endorsed by the Aristotzgliean tradition,
which focusea on kind terms. Furtheraore, the essential
propertiea Chisholm advocatea are not particularly problematic

within the empiricist tradition.

SECTION S

CHISHOLM’S MONISM AND QUINE’S MEREOLOGY COMPARED

While there are significant differences between Chisholm’s
vaeraion of mconism and a four-dimenaional, mereological ontology
of temporal parts, such differences should not blind us to a
numnbar of deep similarities. These similarities may be brought
cut by neoting several ways in which both positions are
plaueible davelopments of Hume’s remarks on physical objects
and identity through time. Both Chishola an& Quine show
conceptualiat tandenciea concerning the traditional puzzleas of

identity through time and modality.

(1) Both Chisholm and hia four-dimensional adversary take
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to heart Hume’s talk of succeassions.39 Quine, for example,
notes the analogy between his own "“succession of momentary
stages” and Hume’s "succeasion of ideas.” The differences
between Guine’s morentary stages and Chiasholm’s primary things
are slight indeed if, as physicists suggeat, ordinary objects
gain and lose molecules continuously. In other wordas, actual
primary objeéts may be as momentary as Quine’s momentary
atagesa.

(2) Both views rely on diatinguishing between senses of
“sare’ and '""object”. Both maintain that resolving puzzles
concarning identity through timre requires more objectas than are
dreamt of in our common-senase ontolecgy. Though the advocate of
a four-dimensional ontology countenances even more objects than
does Chisholm, the difference may seem minor compared with the
fundamantal deciaion to aenlarge our common-a@nse univerae.

(3> Chiasholm followa those advocatea of a four-dimensional
ontology who maintain that much in our practice of
reidentification is “conventional."40 They seem to mean
that with regard to many puzzling caases there is no fact of the
ratter and that reasonable decisions could be made in more than
one way: no amount of studying the nature of shipas or even of

our “conceptual scheme" will resolve the ship of Theseus.4l

39. Chisholm, 1969, p.132 nd Quine, "“Identity, Ostension,
and Hypostasias,*” 1933, p..

40. Chisholm, 1969, pp.97-98.

4l. This conceptualist theme is elaborated in chapter five.
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0f courae neither view is incompatible with the claim that somre
of our individuative and reidentificative practices are so
rootad in our psyches--empirical or tranascendental--that we
could not act otherwise.

(4) Both viewa are at odda with subatantive theories of
esgsentialism according to which objects manifest nontriviai
sets of both contingant and esaential properties. '

(S) Both viewa involve reasolving puzzles concerning
ordinary objects by reference tcoc entities that are unusual, at
leaat in the sense that one is very unlikely to have heard them
discuassed except by philosophera. Sellars noteas that a central
distinction between the “"ranifest'” (some would say
common-sensa) view of thinga and the "acientific*” image is that
the manifest image does not permit *“the postulation of
imperceptible entitiea, and principles pertaining to them, to
explain the behavior of perceptible things.”42 Though
Quine’s momentary objaects and Chishola’s prismary objects are

not imperceptible, they do go beyond the manifest image as do

electrons and electromagnetic fields.

CHAPTER SUMMARY
I began by distinguishing three ways--repudiation, the
contingent-predicate analysis, and the asucceassion analysis--in

which moniats have responded to the traditional puzzles in

42. Sellara, "“Philosophy and the Scientific Image of Man,*
1963, p.7.
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which more than one object appears to occupy a spatial volure
at a time. I explained the current unpopularity of moniam by
appealing to twoe plauaible and common assumptions concerning
covering nouns which cci.flicted with the varioua defenses of
nonism. The two aaasumptions have figured prominently in recent
criticisms of Geach’s doctrine of reletive identity. The
“problem of branching'” presented yet a further difficulty for
the contingent-predicate analysia. I then examined Chiasholm’sa
version of monism, which though it conflicts with the two
plauaible azsumptiong diacuassed in section two, is nonetheleas
attractive because of ita simple resolutions of the traditional
puzzlea concerning identity through time. The most modal
aignificant consequence of Chisholm’s ontology is that there
are no cbjects which have the model properties which are
attributed to ordinary objects by those in the Aristotelian
tradition. Finally, I compared Chisholm and Quire’s views and

found a conceptualiast and empiriciat core of agreaement.
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II. LONGER NOTES

LONGER NOTES TO CHAPTER II

A. Though I avoid it, I sugpect that the notion of a
“criterion of identity"” is important and can be made relatively
praecise. There ie an analogy with talk of "the rules of
English grammar.” Both the individuation of objecta and the
formulation of grammatical sentences are extremaly
sophiasticated human activities which are reaasonably thought to
e “rule governad.” One striking feature of the rules in each
caae is that they cannot currently be written explicitly. One
even wonders if “the rules" der»tea one aset; might not
different people use different rules in making
raidentifications. Surely some work is needad to clariiy the
matter. Characterizationes of criterion of ideantity as sketchy
as Geach’s--"That in accordance with which we judge whether
identity holds...'"43--are not helpful. Fortunataly, juat

es on® c&n say a great deal about grammar without being
completaly precisa aa to what is meant by '"the rules of
gramsnar,” ao one can defend principlea relating count nouvna and

identity without reference to ‘'criterion of identity.”

B. There is considerable discussion of "branching' casas in

the literature on personal identity.44 1In caeseas of

- -y D AD G nwh - - - - - -

43. Geach, Reference and Generality, 1980, p.64.
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44. See Porry, 1273 and Rorty, 1976.
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"hrain-tranaplanta,’” the form (person) ie praeservaed while the
matter (body) is changed. Lewis4S gives thia as his reason
for thinking that a contemporary ‘“materialiet” cannot follow
Feldman’a suggestion and give a contingent-predicate analysis

of the term 'peraon.”

C. Chisholmr has addressed quastiona concerning modality and
ontology in a series of papera over the paat fifteen ysarsa.

His 1967 papaear, "Identity through Pogsible Werlda: Sonme
Quesations, ' expresses doubts about the ccherence of the than
fashionable talk of tranavorld identity. Chisholm’s monistic
resolution of the traditional problema of identity through time
firet appeared in *“The Lcoae and Populear and the Strict and
Philosophical Sense of Idantity,*” 1969 and was further
developed in "Problema of Identity,* 1971. The connectiona
between identity through time and modality were explored in
““Parts as Esgential to their Wholes,' 1973, and "Mereological
Essentialism: Some Further Considerations," 1975. An nxcellent

axposition of the material in the previcua essays ias contained

in Person_and Object, 1976.

D. Our usuel talk of parta and wholea concerna ordinary
three-dimenaional objects. The philosopheras who I am calling

mereologistas see an analogy between the uasuval relation of

45. Lewis, "Counterparts of Perscns and their Bodiea,"
1972, p.202.
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apatial part-hood and the relation among four-dimensional
.volumes which is ascometimes called teaporal part-hood. Chisholn
calla his poasition "mereological sssentielism"” bacause ha
claims that the apatial parts of an object are essential to it.
I avoid Chisholm’s uae of "mereological,"” which I resexrve for
temporal parts. Chisholm carefully diatinguishes aspatial and
temporal parta in Peraon and Object, "The Doctrine of

Temporal Parts,* 1976, pp.138-147.

E. Chisholm’s views on temporal propaerties parallel thosa of
Lewis on modal propertiea. For Lawia, an object is "world
bound” and in "identifying objecta across poesasible worlds" we
faign identity and use gimilarity. Chisholm’as primary objects
are temporally bound and only similar, not identical, to their
successive '“temporeal counterparts.™ Juast as Lewis believes
that the logical form of ordinary modal atatements is much rore
complex than is presented in treatmenta of standard quantified
modal loglc, Chisholm maintains that the logical form of
ordinary temporal staterments 1ia more complex than is captured
by the usual treatment in terma of subjects and tensed
predicates. Chapter four containa & more extended discussion

of Lewis’ view.
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CHAPTER 1II1

PLURALISTIC GNTOLOGIES

This chapter discussea the casa for & pluralisgtic ontology
of physical objecta and the @extent to which this case relies on
modal arguments. Recall from chapter one thet a pluralistic
ontology is one in which both the monist’e astrong occupancy
principle and the mereologist’s waak occupeancy principle are
false: in other worda, the plurgliat allowa that two distinct
physical objects might occupy the same spatial volume at every
momnent of their respective existences.

As noted in chapter one, the atatue paradox contains the
basic elements required for an argument supporting pluralisanm,

that ia, one might defend the following premiases,

(1) 8 the statue

(2> b the piece of bronze
(3) (tifvis,t) = v(b,t)]
(4> <&{Lump(b)
(5) ~QOLump(s)
(LL)Y ) (y> [x=y => (Fx => Fy)]
‘and conclude,
QED a#b
QED The astrong and waeak occupancy principles are false.

Thua, the statue "paradcx”™ is resolved by arguing that it is

nothing more than a counterexasple to the strong and weak
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occupancy principles, so moniam and merelogicalism are false.

0Of course there is nothing special about the statue and
the piece of bronze; similar arguments can be made using other
putative cases of multiple occupancy. I shall <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>