PH251 Metaphysics   Week 5
Problems of Material Constitution

1. Introduction
(i) Last week we discussed a problem about what concrete material particulars or primary substances are.
(ii) This week we discuss a version of an ancient problem about concrete material particulars, and some different responses to this problem.
(iii) Reflecting on this problem will require us to take a view on the relation between the notion of identity, or sameness, and the notion of constitution or ‘what something is made of.’

2. A Problem of Material Constitution: the Statue and the Lump
(i) I have a lump of clay on the table. Call it “Lump”. At t1 I start to work the clay and at t3 I have made a sculpture of the infant Goliath. Call that object “Statue”. At t5 I squash the statue. A lump of clay, Lump, remains on my table.

(ii) The Argument
x = Statue       y = Lump
(1) x goes out of existence at t5
(2) y does not go out of existence at t5
(3) If x is F but y is not F then x ≠ y
(4) x ≠ y
(5) x and y occupy the same place (and have all of the same parts) at t4
But:
(6) No two distinct concrete material particulars can occupy the same place (and can have all of the same parts) at the same time.

Assuming that x and y are concrete material particulars, (5) and (6) are inconsistent.

(iii) Note that an argument of this form does not even require that x and y actually have different histories. For x and y will be things that differ merely in there being different truths about what is possible with respect to them. (Lump could survive squishing. Statue could not)

3. The Standard Story
(i) The influential orthodox response to this argument is found in the work of David Wiggins (1968), Frederick Doepke (1982), Thomson (1983), E.J. Lowe (1989), Peter Simons (1987), and Mark Johnston (1992), amongst others.
(ii) It is true that Statue and Lump are non-identical. Lump, a particular lump of clay, constitutes Statue, a particular figural representation of the infant Goliath. Reflection on the differences in what is true of Statue and Lump show that constitution is not identity (and therefore the ‘is’ of constitution should be distinguished from the ‘is’ of identity).
(Where ‘T’ is a tree and ‘W’ is the aggregate of cellulose molecules which occupies the volume of space occupied by the tree)
‘The ‘is’ of constitution is not the ‘is’ of identity. The tree is made of (or constituted of or consists of) W, but is not identical with W. And ‘A is something over and above B\ denies ‘A s (wholly composed of) B’ of ‘A is merely (or merely consists of) B. If A is something over and above B, then of course A ≠ B, but the proper point of saying “over and above” is to make the further denial that B fully exhausts the matter of A. But W does fully exhaust T and so T is not something over and above W.” (1968: 4 (in Rea (1997) reprint)
(iii) A standard commitment about constitution:
(SP) For any x and any y, x constitutes y if and only if something is a part of x if and only if it is a part of y. 
Statue and Lump have all of their parts in common. The section of Goliath’s arm from the hand to the elbow is a part of both Statue and Lump.
(iv) The proponent of the standard story thinks that the following principle (which is the reason for taking (6) to be true, is false:
(IP) For any x and y and any time t at which x and y exist, x and y are identical if and only if x has part P if and only if y has part P. 
(Things which have all of their parts in common at t are identical)

(v) Embrace (5) and deny (6). Statue and Lump occupy the same place at the same time. It is possible for two distinct things to occupy the same place at the same time. What is not possible is for two different things of the same kind (e.g. two dogs, or two elephants) to occupy the same place at the same time.

(v) There are motivations in our commonsense talk for distinguishing constitution from identity. (We think that we can be composed of different atoms of different times and we are comfortable with thinking that the plant matter that composed this flower when it was small is not the matter that composed it when it was old).

4. Difficulties for the Standard Story
(i) One worry is that the standard story entail that there are too many objects. When we consider how many objects there are on the sculptors table, at t4, we don’t think that there are two; we take it that there is just one. 
Some such line of thought appears to be at work in the following from Michael Ayers (1974) (Ayers’s original passage concerns a piece of glass and a bottle. I have changed it to bring it into line with our discussion):
“It might appear, first, that if I point at an object and say “That is a statue” what I say is either tautologous or false or not what it seems. For if “that” refers to the piece of clay, the proposition is false, and if to the bottle, the proposition is, so to speak, tautologous. Otherwise we must say that the true predicate is not “is a bottle” but something else, e.g. “constitutes a bottle” which is ever at first blush a queer and undesirable complication. It seems to me to be virtually a datum for any theory of refence that it is possible to refer to certain pieces of marble as statues, and vice versa.” (1974: 120)

(ii) The Grounding Problem (See Burke (1992))
According to the standard story, Statue and Lump differ with respect to what they can do. Lump can change its shape into a ball. Statue cannot. But what explains this difference given that they have all of their parts in common? Cats and dogs are creatures that do different things because, amongst other things that have very different material parts.

(a) A difference between x and y with respect to what they can do or the changes that they can undergo requires a difference between the parts of x and y.
(b) There is no difference between the parts of x and y
(c) Therefore x and y cannot differ with respect to what they can do or the changes that they can undergo.

Responses to these problems

5. Non-standard accounts (accounts that reject the view that constitution is distinct from identity).
(i) The literature contains a range of different proposals for responding to this problem about material constitution without embracing the idea that constitution should be distinguished from identity. 
(ii) This week I will introduce a few of these accounts. When we discuss temporal parts and change we will introduce another. And when we discuss mereology and part-whole relations we will discuss some more). So a fuller picture of the resources available to metaphysicians working on this problem will emerge over the next few weeks. (See the introduction of Michael Rea (1997) for a survey of how these responses engage with different aspects of the problem)

6. Denials of Existence
(i) If there are no statues or if there are no lumps of clay, or if there are neither, then there cannot be a problem about statues and lumps of clay being distinct from one another and occupying the same place at the same time. The family of approaches that are called ‘eliminativism’ pursue the thought that one or other, or both, of the entities that figure in the argument do not exist. There are different versions of this argument. (Versions of this argument are offered by Peter Unger (1979), Van Inwagen (1990), Merricks (2001) and Roderick Chisholm (1976).) 

(ii) A version of this strategy is exploited by Michael Ayers in his (1974) paper “Individuals without Sortals”.
(iii) Terminology: a “sortal” term is a term that denotes (refers to) a kind (for example, “cat”, “tree”, “human being”)
A sortal concept is what is expressed by such a term, and is that which is grasped by someone who understands a sortal term.
A sortal term is associated with a “criterion of identity” for things of that kind. 
A “criterion of identity” for things of a kind determines the identity and persistence conditions for things of that kind.
A criterion of identity for things of kind F determines what must be the case for there to be a single, identical, F thing at a time, and for there to be a single, identical, F thing over a period of time (what it is for an F to persist).  

(vi) Ayers’s discussion (1974:124) suggests the following response to our paradox of material constitution. 
(vii) In so far as we take Lump to be a mass of clay that can persist through various kinds of deformation, and in so far as Statue is something that exists, Statue is identical with the piece of clay that is Lump. Insofar as it is identical with that piece of clay, though, Statue existed prior to t3 and exists after t5. So, (2) in the argument above is false.

“What does happen to a statue when a vandal beats it out of shape, if it is not destroyed? And what is a sculptor bringing about if he is not creating a statue? In so far as these questions do not answer themselves, a suitable reply to the first is that a piece of metal (TC: or clay) is ceasing to be a statue, and to the second, that a piece of metal is coming to be a statue. We can talk of destruction and creation if we like, for such talk can be fairly unserious, or at least detachable from considerations of substantial continuity. I can create an eyesore by cutting down a tree or destroy an aesthetic whole by painting my house red, white and blue. We could say that what the vandal is destroying is a shape or form. None of this gives any grounds for arguing that one thing the statue, ceases to exist, while another thing, the piece of metal (TC: or clay), continues existing. Paperweights are physical objects, and it is possible to make paperweights by scratching patterns on pebbles, but this is not a way of making physical objects. It is a way of making certain physical objects into paperweights. A pebble can become a saleable paperweight without changing at all, to revive a point made by Robert Boyle against teleology.” (1974: 128)

(viii) The proposal is not eliminativist about statues simpliciter. The thing, Statue, is identical with the piece of clay. It is eliminativist about Statue as some thing, some substantial object, that has been brought into existence by the sculptor, and which then goes out of existence at t5. What comes into and goes out of existence is a particular shape or form that the lump of clay has for a short period of time.

Problems and difficulties
(i) On Ayers’s view statues are not substantial and enduring things that come into existence when the clay is formed in the relevant way. But isn’t that out of line with how we speak about the statue of Goliath?
Response: Perhaps this talk can be explained in terms of a fiction that is useful (it is less cumbersome than talking about the piece of clay qua statue shaped)
(ii) When I say, pointing to the statue “That statue cannot survive being crushed into a ball” what I say seems straightforwardly true. On Ayers’s view it is ambiguous. It is either false (because Statue is Lump) or it is true (because “the statue” or “Statue” is the piece of clay qua shaped statue-wise.). But it is not clear that the sentence is ambiguous. 

7. Dominant Kinds (Burke (1994))
(i) The dominant kind view is articulated in Michael Burke’s (1994) paper Preserving the Principle of One Object to a Place.
(ii) Burke (1994) begins his paper by spelling out his view, as a response to the standard argument for the standard story of constitution. Following this sketching out of the view, he goes on to offer a more fully elaborated account that fills in the reasons for adopting this view.
(iii) The situation needs to be described in terms of three things; entities that he calls Piece 1, Piece 2 and Statue. (We will stick with Piece rather than lump. It is the same thing).
Piece 1= The lump of clay which exists prior to the shaping into a statue
Piece 2= The lump of clay which exists once the shaping has been completed
Statue = The entity that comes into existence when the shaping has been completed.
(iv) The argument for the distinctness claim at the core of the standard story is that:
(a) Piece 1 and Piece 2 are identical; 
(b) Piece 1 and Statue are distinct; so:
(c) Statue and Piece 2 must be distinct.
(v) Burke (1994) maintains that the correct response to the argument is to deny (a). It is not the case that Piece 1 and Piece 2 are identical. The particular object which was the lump of clay prior to its being shaped into a statue is a different particular object than that lump of clay that exists after the shaping has been performed. 
(vi) The shaping of the statue destroys that lump which initially existed and something else comes to exist in its place. What comes into existence is Piece 2, a lump of clay.
(vii) But Piece 2, the lump of clay which comes to exist after shaping is identical with Statue. There are then not two objects in the same place at the same time.
(viii) Burke (1994) assumes the thesis called ‘sortal essentialism’. This is the thesis that if anything falls under a sortal predicate then it essentially does so. For example, if something falls under the sortal predicate ‘is a human being’ then it essentially does so. It isn’t possible for that very thing to exist and not be a human being.
(ix) There is also a sortal concept ‘is a lump of clay’. If anything falls under “is a lump of clay” then it is essential that it does so. That very thing cannot exist without being a lump of clay.
(x) Things like material objects fall under different sortals (e.g. piece of clay, statue). The way that the sortal terms relate to one another is crucial in understanding Burke’s view.
(xi) “I agree that every sortal has an associated set of persistence conditions, but I hold that every composite object that is not a mere aggregate satisfies at least two sortals, one being ‘aggregate’. For example Piece 2 (=Statue) is (predicatively) a piece of copper (clay), a statue, and an aggregate (…of clay particles…) I hold that among the sortals satisfied by an object, one is the object’s “dominant” sortal.
Let’s say that sortal F is object o’s dominant sortal just in case o has the persistence conditions it has in consequence of satisfying F. And let’s say that sortal F dominates sortal G, with respect to o, just in case (1) o satisfies both F and G, and (2) F, not G, is o’s dominant sortal. With respect to Piece 2, for example, ‘statue’ dominates both ‘piece of (clay)’ and ‘aggregate (of clay particles)’. (Burke (1994) (in Rea (1997): 247).
(xii) When one sortal comes to ‘dominate’ another, an object goes out of existence.
“On my account, an object that has the persistence conditions it has in consequence of satisfying F can persist only so long as it does not undergo changes that would cause it to satisfy a sortal that dominates F. Thus a mere piece of copper (clay) could not survive the changes that would make it a statue. On my account, therefore, but not on the standard account, a mere piece of copper (clay) would be destroyed by changes that would cause it to be co-extensive with a statue. (On the standard account, of course, such changes would cause the piece of copper to be coincident with a statue, not to be a statue.) ((1994) (in Rea(ed.) (1997): 251).

(xiii) So the particular which is the lump of clay goes out of existence after shaping because the object which has been formed falls under a sortal, ‘statue’, which dominates the sortal ‘lump of clay’ which the object also falls under. The object which comes into existence is a different kind of thing (a statue) from what existed beforehand. The lump of clay that exists after shaping is a statue, and essentially a statue. It couldn’t be identical with something that is a mere lump, and not a statue. 

Difficulties
(a) Is it plausible to take it that by manipulating the shape of a lump of clay the sculptor causes a concrete particular thing (the original Lump) to be destroyed?
(b) There are important questions for Burke concerning what it is for one sortal to dominate others. Many objects (for example, you and me) fall under many different sortals. What determines which sortal is dominant?
In Burke (1994) section V, he attempts to give an answer to this problem (the ‘Which One?’ problem).
‘Of the sortals satisfied by an object, the one that tells the object’s sort is the one whose satisfaction entails possession of the widest range of properties.” ((1994)(1997 reprint p.252)
He says that ‘tree’ is dominant over ‘hunk of cells’ because those both of these entails the possession of physical and chemical properties, tree “also entails possession of a full range of biological properties.” He also argues that functional and artefactual sortals (like ‘statue’ and ‘typewriter’) standardly entail the possession of a wider range of properties. So they standardly dominate. If I use a stone as a paperweight, though it is true that ‘paperweight’ entails the widest range of properties (‘used in such and such a way for preventing papers from blowing away’ rather than merely geological properties) does that entail that the particular before me does not have the persistence conditions of a stone but a paperweight (the answer to the ‘what is it?’ question is a paperweight?) If I use a human being as a paperweight, does paperweight dominate?



8. The Relativity of Identity (Geach (1962), Griffin (1977))
(i) The argument for the distinctness of the statue and the piece of clay relies on the indiscernibility of identicals a principle that also goes by the name ‘Leibniz’s Law’. 
(LL) For any x and y, if x = y then x and y share all their properties.
This principle dictates that if x has one property F that y lacks then x is not the same as y. 
(ii) But there are those who argue for a view according to which this principle would turn out to be false. On this view, it would be possible for x to be the same as y even though x has a property that y lacks. That would have the consequence that the fact that Lump does not go out of existence at time t and Statue does, or that Lump has capacities for persistence that Statue does not is in principle no bar to identity.
(iii) Geach (1962) argues for the view that identity is relative, in the sense that it is never the case that A = B simpliciter, but that A is always, for example, the same F (say, the same cat) as B or the same G (say, the same collection of material particles) as B.
(iv) Identity is not a two-place relation ‘___ = ____’ or ‘____is the same as _____’ but the three-place ‘___is the same____ as _____’
(iii) Geach (1962) maintains that it is possible for A to be the same F as B but not the same G as B. As an example, Geach offers a case analogous to the following. Take the Prime Minister who has gone out of office and taken up another position, say, the Chief Executive of Carlton Television. The individual y who occupies the new official position is the same man as the Prime Minister. But he is not the same official; the same office-holder. That some x and y are identical under one sort that they fall under does not entail that they are identical under any other sort. (Or perhaps the T1 and T2 are same tree but not same mass of cellulose particles).
(iv) How does this apply to Statue and Lump? Geach (1962) doesn’t deal with this paradox of constitution directly. But one way to read the discussion is to suggest that x and y are the same lump, the same piece of clay, but not the same statue. What the difference in behavior shows is that they are not identical under one sortal. But this does not show that they are not identical under another such sortal, as they are, (nor that they fail to be absolutely distinct).

Difficulties
(i) Denying Leibniz’s Law is a very high price to pay. Very few are willing to pay it. (See Wiggins (2001) chapter 1 for a detailed response.)
(ii) It is not clear that the relative identity account solves the problem of the statue and the piece of clay anyway. Here, paraphrasing, is the line of thought offered by Rea (1997). The purported solution is that once the identity of Statue and Lump has been relativized to, say, ‘ same lump of clay’ and ‘same statue’, then we can see how one identity claim can hold true and the other can be false. (So we can hold that the things in question are identical).
(iii) But take the following relativized version of Leibniz’s Law:
For all x and y if x is the same F as y then x and y share all their properties.
If this principle is false then it is unclear what sense we can make of ‘same F’ as an identity claim.
(iv) But now the paradox of material constitution emerges again for it is not the case on the face of it, that Lump and Statue, even though they are the same F (say, same lump, or same statue) necessarily share all their properties. Lump may fail to be the same statue as Statue (this is what we have in the initial case) and Lump may fail to be the same lump (if the statue has a bit chipped off it, causing the lump to be different but the statue the same).
(v) So, the paradox of constitution re-emerges even with identity relativized, granting a plausible reconstruction Leibniz’s Law.

9. Temporal Parts and Perdurance
(i) Start with ‘four-dimensionalism’ about time and about objects in time. We can think of time as a dimension analogous to space. Both time and things in time exist also in the fourth dimension. 
(ii) Things do not exist all at once, or whole, at a time. They are spread out in time in broadly the same way that a space-occupying object may be extended across the three-dimensions.
[bookmark: _GoBack](iii) You and I are not beings that exist whole all at once, but across time, as ‘space-time worms’. At any particular time, we have spatial parts. But we also, considered as an entity that has an existence spread out in time, have temporal parts.
(iv) Temporal parts are either momentary or extended temporal stages of the being you are. There is a temporal part of me which is ‘TC on 5-3-2015’ say. This stage is a part of me in broadly the same way that my finger is a spatial part of me. 
(v) Let me set aside for the moment questions about what warrants or grounds this view about time and things in time. (Sider (2001) offers a battery of arguments for this view). It may be that if this view can solve the paradoxes of material constitution then that itself functions as an important reason for adopting this view.
(vi) Sider (2001) argues that four-dimensionalism offers an attractive solution to the paradoxes of material constitution.
(a) Statue is distinct from Lump
(b) The distinctness of Statue and Lump does not violate the principle that if things have all of their parts in common they are identical (Lump has temporal parts that Statue lacks).
(c) Statue is distinct from Lump in being a part of the lump, in the way that my hand is distinct from me in the sense that it is a part of me.
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