Organisms, Artifactsand Eliminativism
Introduction

There is a long, though not very popular traditionwhich artifacts are viewed as the poor
cousins of organisms - i.e., the former are oniokily suspect in a way that the latter are hhis
paper is a contribution to the ontological demotibartifacts. Positing the existence of artifagites
rise to a number of intractable metaphysical puzzlrganisms can evade such quandaries for they are
unlike artifacts in two significant ways. First,eth existence and their nature are not essentially
dependent upon the intentions of others. Secotidly,possess the internal power to acquire, asganil
maintain, and remove matter.

An eliminativist stance towards artifacts commits tm maintaining that the reader is not seated
in a chair, near a table, perusing a paper. In faetreader is not wearing any clothes. This niigdd
you to suggest that the clothes | should be weaiag hospital gown and straightjacket. Before you
have me committed or medicated, let me say | dewthat this room contains atoms arranged chair-
wise, atoms arranged table-wise, atoms arrangegrpape and atoms arranged clothes-wise, it is just
that these do not compose any chairs, tables, papelothes.In other words, in a spatial region where
there are only X number of atoms arranged chaiemfigere wouldn’t exist X+1 number of things - thos
atomsand a chair®

Some readers may recommend not my institution&izdtut just that | obtain a stronger

See Aristotle’dVietaphysics, Peter van InwagenMaterial Beings (Cornell University Press, 1990) and
Trenton Merricks'9Objects and Persons. (Oxford University Press, 2001), Joshua Hoffmat &ary
Rosenkrantz’Substance: Its Nature and Existence. (Cambridge University Press, 1994).

2 It would be a mistake to identify the chair witloms arranged chair-wise. Identity is a one to one
relationship, not one to many. And if readers idgihe sum of the atoms arranged chair-wise with the
chair, then the chair of the folk ontologist disepgs and is replaced by one that has all of itsspar
essentially.

3«Atoms” is used as a placeholder for whatevertaeemetaphysical simples. My thesis is actually
indifferent to the possibility that the world lackisnples and is composed of atomless gunk, i.eryéving
has proper parts.



prescription for my glasses. However, the visuglriessions such a reader takes to be evidence in
favor of folk ontological objects such as chairsyide just as much evidence for there being only
atoms arranged chair-wise. The visual impressiomddvbe the same whether or not there were any
composite objects. The unimportance of perceptichése matters can be better understood by
noting that there is the same sort of visual ewigeor the gerrymandered objects posited by the
advocates of unrestricted composition (classicakwliegy.) Unrestricted composition is an
ontological position to which most readers will het sympathetic. Its advocates believe that any
number of objects have a sum. For example, theyrtatbst there is an object composed of the
reader’s left shoe and my right hand. Call thiegeld object a “shoehand.” Few readers will think
that seeing things arranged shoehand-wise warttatdaim that there are shoehands. Their attitude
should be the same to atoms arranged chair-wistheSexistence of objects such as chairs is not
going to be settled empirically, i.e., by just louk but by the better philosophical argument.

My argumentative strategy in this paper is to pnesenumber of problems for those who
believe in the existence of artifacts that dondgule those who believe in the existence of only
organisms. These problems strike me as intractdblker alleged solutions appear more
counterintuitive than the elimination of the obgeitt question. The first two sections of this paper
are dedicated to showing that the believer inaots is committed to our thoughts having God-like
powers that they do not in fact possess. If thereewartifacts, then their coming into existence and
going out of existence would depend upon our deass! This dependence would not be at all
objectionable if such decisions were causally rasjide for actions thaubsequently rearranged
some matter in the world. But the believer in tkistence of artifacts is committed to craftsmen and

artists bringing things into existence merely bgidimg that they exist. And at the time of their

“l am following Randall Dipert in considering artksrto be a kind of artifactértifacts, Art Works and
Agency, (Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 1993).



existence-granting decisions, they were just astfsehave decided that the very same arrangement of
matter did not compose that artifact. If one tt@avoid granting the mind such powers by insisting
that the artist’'s decision merely determines theals completion rather than brings it into

existence, this will actually entail backward cdigathus giving the mind even more unwelcome
powers. This will be true of representational and-representational works. The alternatives to such
unwelcome backward causation appear to be to hacegxplosion of spatially coincident objects or
to deny that anything was made, neither of whidhlve attractive to the defenders of an artifact
ontology.

In the third section | will show that it is not algtion to the forementioned puzzles in the
production of artifacts to claim that nothing hagb made and then to only later grant that somemat
composes an artifact when it comes to be treatadviay akin to what has been called Found Ariowsh
that puzzles similar to the above arise for Fountd l4also argue that the role that intentionsgatily
play in determining the parts and functions of F@t, or the broader category of Found Artifaats,
entangle them in difficulties of determining whenatifact undergoes substantial change and when it
has just acquired a contingent property. To avioisl problem will result in the threats of having to
countenance vague identity or very sharp and segyrarbitrary breaks where one substance supplants
another. | end the section by arguing that orgamiawoid the problems shown to plague artifacts.

In the fourth section, the problematic nature efitiientions essential to artifacts will be further
explored by considering creative enterprises theajant projects but the intentions of the co-toes
diverge. These lead to bizarre cases of intentiovedetermination which make it difficult to sahat
has been made and whether more than one thingelras And it will be shown in the fifth section that
even in the absence of intentional divergence tisg¢he danger that artifact theory will be comedtto
spatially coincident entities of the same kind. ddyntention is that artifact elimination is prefdeatn

such unwelcome co-location. I'll explain why thergaproblems don’t befall organisms. Living beings



aren’'t dependent upon intentions of others forrthafure or number. The organism’s independence of
intention stems from its possession of essentigbgnties that are intrinsic rather than relatioital.
persistence is determined by the internal unifgelfrmaintaining forces that we know as life preess

The problems that will be examined in the sixthtisacarise because artifacts lack the
organism’s internal power to render matter paitsefif. The parts that an artifact has are theltesd
the intentional actions of others. The organismth@nother hand, can assimilate matter, maintan th
resulting parts, and then expel those elementshwiadonger function in the service of the wholeeT
organism thus solves for us the puzzles of pataocgment which trouble the defenders of artifact
existence. For instance, there is no biologicalanee of the Ship of Theseus. | will argue that mos
judgments about the degree of part replacemenathatifact can survive are better explainedrasat
of what readers are accustomed to rather thantaalatiscovery on their part.

We shall see in the final section that this inteumafying power of organisms also enables them
to avoid certain puzzles about the essentialipnoéntity’s original matter. Assuming both thatitey
cannot be indeterminate and that some but noff alh @ntity’s original matter is essential to iteh
there must be a limit to how much of its originatter could have been different. The only plausible
criterion for determining this limit is one thaktbelievers in organisms can avail themselvesuftha
proponents of artifact existence cannot.

PART |. PROBLEMATIC INTENTIONS
Section |. Puzzles about the Origins and Endings of Artworks.

Consider an artifact such as an abstract/nonregetgmal modern sculpture. The making of the
sculpture may involve the artist’'s hands pressigajrest a lump of clay three times or three hundred
times. Why isn't there a new sculpture appearirghaene the sculptor exerts some pressure upon the

soft clay? The most likely response is that it is up to thestor to decide when her efforts have brought

® If one accepts that each movement of clay bringsvasculpture into existence, an unattractive ahoi
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a statue into existence.

Assume that a sculptor decides at a certain tirak ttie creative process is over and her
sculpture is finished. It appears as ifnere decision has brought it about that the sculptaréhén
complete and fully existing. Before the decisiorswaade, the sculpture was not finished and did not
exist - or didn’t determinately exidthis description gives the impression that the artvas come into
existence sometinadter the last physical addition or change to the lufirigday has been made. It passed
from not existing, or indeterminately existing diesterminately existing without undergoing any pbgsi
change. It was merely a decision by the sculpttrtihought it into existence. And she was freeateeh
decided the work did not yet exist. The existencaanexistence of the objects appears to be at her
discretion.

Wary of granting the mind the power to transformmething from not existing to fully existing
without there occurring any physical change initiierval, readers might prefer it to be said tihat t
sculpture was already completed and existing amddhlptor’s recognition of this was just belafEuat
is, there was an already existing fact about ttvecsk’s completion which the artist’s judgment esis.
Perhaps readers who are resisting the idea thattietor's whim has such ontological significanoe
assuming a dispositional account is tenable: thipsoe was disposed to elicit a certain judgmeaThf
the sculptor. To see why this won’t work, considescenario where the condition of the sculptusadh
that it wouldnot have induced in the sculptor a judgment of conoteiShe is then distracted by the
phone or doorbell. When the artist returns to ledie after the distraction, there has been a sligh
change in her mood and outlook. This change leadwttonsider the artwork complete. When was the
sculpture completed? The dispositional analysisstilil have the art work becoming completed andth

fully existing some timefter it was last touched or underwent any noticeabysipll change. | hope the

must be made between each slight rearrangemeim¢ @fay destroying the previous sculpture
(mereological positionalism) or there coming tosé® great number of spatially coincident sculgure



reader finds something ontologically queer aboist skenario. The power of mere thinking to bring
things into existence without rearranging any éxismatter is God’s provenance, not meh'’s.

It seems as if the artist’s decision is decisiveléermining when a sculpture exists. If the
thought that she just finished bringing a nonrepméstional artwork into existence suddenly flashes
before her mind, is it then too late for her toomsider? Can she renounce the earlier claim as
premature? Perhaps it will be claimed that a dewisbout an artwork’s existence and completion is
accurate only after a certain period of rationlertion. This would avoid the earlier dependenny o
changing attitudes of the artist that plagued thpasitional account. But I'm not optimistic abaurty
attempts to spell out those conditions of ideabret reflection. And what if the artist disagregth the
judgment that her existential decision was tooilyastade? | don’t think many people are going to be
comfortable asserting the abstract artwork is ustiied in the face of the artist’s protests to terary”

But nor are they going to like the idea that adsidpassing thought about the artwork’s existeaoe ¢
tie the sculptor’'s hands, making any further clegfsng an addition to an existing sculpture octugse
of a new abstract artwork. The eliminativist, oficge, avoids these tensions, though readers nrdy thi

the eliminativist's answer only as attractive as tiominalist’s solution to the set paradoxes.

® An anonymous reviewer pressed me to make cledrat is problematically God-like in the human creati
of artifacts. Admittedly, the alleged human creatid artifacts doesn’t involve anything like God’s nihilo
creation. Nor does it involve miraculous (telekiodike) powers where the parts of existing thiags
rearranged into new composite artifacts without pimysical mediation. The God-like powers involved i
artifact creation are more akin to those involwethie Christian consecration of the bread and winieh
involves transubstantiation (or consubstantiati@gmpare the artist only having to think (or sdog tight
thing and a (very suspect) artifact comes intoterise to the priest merely having to say the rilgimgs which
elicits a divine response resulting in the miraoslappearance of a new substance, the blood arydbbod
Jesus Christ. It is true that in artifact creati@s an anonymous reviewer points out in an attéongbwnplay
or properly balance the role of thought in creatiohiere must be other necessary conditions tag o be in
place as well as the artist's thought to bestowterce. However, that is also true for the consiecrathere
has to be bread and wine. Only certain things emoime the flesh and blood of Christ (transubsttotipor
co-located with the bread and wine (consubstaatitiSee also my response to Lynne Baker’s attémnpt
downplay the creative process of thought at naté.#

| don’t mean to imply that the artist caaver be wrong. Consider the possibility that the atizs$ bad vision
and insists that she has fulfilled the blueprirg bls in mind when she hasn't. But in the absehseah
perceptual failures, we are likely to defer to ¢theator, especially in cases of nonrepresentatental



Readers might have been tempted to object e#hnlirthe artist’'s decision doesn’t bring a
sculpture into existence, but merely determinesahalready existing object is completed. Howeifer,
one’s response is to stress the distinction betw&endyexisting and beingompleted, what will one
say when the sculptor decides her abstract wadbii® after just once putting her hands to the clay?
Here the first moment the statue exists is alsditsemoment it is finished. And even if the more
common occurrence is for an abstract artwork tetésdfore it is finished, when this existence thods
is reached appears to be determined by the extaritith the sculptor is going to further transfdhra
clay’s shape. Our practice is to claim that sonmgthdlready exists but is not finished only if a
considerable amount of the finished product isaalyemade. If an artist has pushed about the ctag th
times and is going to do so an additional one hethtimes in ways that drastically change its shape,
wouldn’t say the sculpture existed after the thadch and was finished after the one hundredth and
third. So it is still up to the artist when the kature comes into existence because this deperaishgy
choice about how much additional sculpting she adll Thus even if the abstract sculpture comes into
existence before it is finished, when the formeeshold is crossed depends upon the sculptor’s late
decision.

There is a major problem with this position thatymat be evident as long as we assume the
sculptor is following an extremely detailed, prestixig blueprint. Then we may think that we can know
when it was completed and when it earlier cameéristence, or at least maintain that there ate tdc
the matter about the timing of such events. Butetlie nothing to prevent the sculptor from working
without a blueprint, ceasing her efforts only wistre likes what she sees. The conventions of the art
world are that (virtually) any decision by the gatol would be decisive, whenever it occurs and for
whatever reason. As mentioned earlier, we wouldisjhlay an artist's nonrepresentative work, insgsti
it was a finished statue when she maintained thnas not. But if the sculpture’s coming into egiste

is determined by how much of the finished prodsalready made, and when it is finished is at the



artist’s discretion, then this account will be plad bybackward causation. A later decision about the
completion of an abstract art work determines attvelarlier point the sculpture first existed - thin
an unfinished state. So if the time that somethorges into existence and comes to be completetaren’
the same, then an artist could make a decisiory i would cause an object to come into existance
week earlier! This is a more unwelcome consequttaethe earlier account in which the work’s being
completed and its coming into existence coincidiéglcontention is that to accept either of thesevgie
is to adhere to a kind of ontological voodoo - aadmore plausible than killing someone by sticking
needles into their toy likene8s.

| maintain that backward causation is to be avomtetkearly any cost and that positing the
existence of artifacts commits one to it, hencesihmald be an eliminativist about artifacts.
However, where | diagnose backwards causationgersadight hold that nothing has been made
because there wasn’t even a vague plan and gealelir activity. It may be held that there isn’t
backward causation in my example but what theeetisally is more like Found Art or treating a
naturally occurring object that looks like a scuhgtas if it was a sculpture. My response is thati
consider examples in which a vague plan is in plagecan see that backward causation still
threatens artifacts.

| don’t think readers will deny that artists, sdols, musicians and writers can begin

creating works with only a sketchy plan that gétsd out later’ So someone can start writing a

8A similar charge of occult powers and backward atios can be leveled against believers in scattered
artifacts. See the author’s discussion ...(info wétdhfor purpose of blind reviewing) of why there'isa
satisfactory account of distinguishing the allegeddill existing watch whose parts are spread actios
repairman’s table from qualitatively similar piedeghe craftsman’s wastebasket that do not compose
scattered object. If the scattered parts composdjct in the interim period depend upon what lesusp
later, then a future decision determines whetherestinings in the preseabmpose an artifact. And if the
existence of the scattered object doesn’t depend fydure action but just the contemporary intemtiof
the repairman or others, what is to stop him frévanging his mind numerous times causing the oltgect
come into existence, then go out of existence, themerge only to again cease to be and so on?

° If it is denied that art works or functional artifa can emerge from vague plans, many of what in& #re
finished pieces of art or works in the processeaif) made will turn out not to be. For exampleaprifartist
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literary work with a vague plan, sometime laterdaxeated enough of the final structure that we
would say it had been brought into existence thasgh finished, and then at an even later time can
complete the work, and throughout was producingstitee object. | assume short stories and novels
don’t come into existence at the same time evbotli were started simultaneously. The reason they
don’t both begin to exist at similar times is dadhe later differences in their final sizes. Tisanot

as much has to be written to compose an existihgitfinished short story as has to be written for
there to be an existing but unfinished novel. Athaumay decide to explore a theme, say death or
betrayal, but may not be initially sure how long tixploration will be. We would say she was

writing thenovel from the first word even if she didn’t know thdrat she would explore the themes
and characters for hundreds of pages rather ttsi@ jiew dozen. And since novels come into
existence at different times than short stories sdime problem of a later decision determining the
earlier origins would arise. When they each fieshe into existence would be determined by when
they were later completed — or when a later detigias made whether to soon bring the writing to
an end with a short story as the result rather tbhaontinue writing and produce a lengthy tome. In
either case there appears to be backward causation.

It is worth considering the possibility thary artwork made from a detailed blueprint could
have been made from less explicit intentions thactually was. Assume that the artist in both the
actual and merely possible scenarios wanted ewtyopthe work to end up the same. But in the
first scenario, the developed (explicit) intentienin place prior to the beginning of the actual
physical process of creating the artwork, whil¢hia other there is at the beginning only a vague
notion of what the artwork would end up lookinggliand expressing. But during the making of the

artwork, the artist came to have the very same #irtige second scenario as in the first. However,

working from a vague plan came to believe it wassfied today and tried to sell the result, it woubd be an
artwork which she put up for sale or, at leasyguldn’t be true that the work being sold todaghis same one
she was making the last few weeks.



since the thought of the final form came lateria $econd scenario, there wasn't the same earlier
point where it could have been said that a sufficenount of the final structure and detail was in
place so the art work had come into existence. piist wasn't reached at the same moment
because at the time in question there waactaabout what the final sculpture would look liketlre
second scenario since the artist had not yet deécigen the final plan. If all artworks could have
been made from vaguer, later developing plansntleians the possibility of backward causation lies
within each artwork. This would place a major pesblin the nature of any artifact. Of course, the
response may be that this hidden metaphysical dieshould be met by denying that artifacts could
have been started from less determinate planstitegnwvere. But | question whether one should
abandon such a seemingly obvious belief. Wouldatly have been a different novel if the same idea
for a scene in chapter eight came to the auther taan it actually did? Dropping the belief thas t
same novel could have emerged from a less deiailil plan strikes me as akin to avoiding certain
metaphysical problems about fictional objects kaniifying them with actual people’s counterparts.
It might be better to deny the existence of ficéibobjects than to save them by so reconstruingthe

Section |1. Puzzles about the Origins and Endings of Representational Artifacts

Readers should not think the solution is to exclodly nonrepresentational artworks like
sculptures or written or musical works whose wanald sounds don’t resemble their referents from thei
ontology, while maintaining that the rest of thé&fact world that deals in representations is iodo
standing. Itis just as possible in the case epagsentational sculpture for the sculptor to prddeom a
vague intention and this will still give rise toetthreat of backward causation. The sculptor mdy on
have in mind a vague plan that he will celebrate N\Mx&terans, but the size and detail and number of
pieces (soldiers, weapons, vehicles, landscapecetdd be decided upon later. A vague plan stil/es

room for a decision about when something is finished thus when it came into existence. It doesn’t

9 The same type of account of backward causatiorbeagiven for a musical composition.
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seem at all obvious to me that the artist’s intamtian’t be so imprecise as to allow later a deiabout
the final size. The celebration of soldiers coudove been much larger in one possible artwork than
another. And we would be reluctant to say thahattime in the creative process that the sculptor
determined it would be a larger work rather thamaller one that he had changed plans and a new wor
then popped into existence or at that time stafed to come into existence. Even if the two pdssib
sculptures are not identical, there is no reasosheeldn’t say the work done so far had been thg ea
stage of creating whichever ends up being compl&ationce we admit that the vague plan allows
considerable room to develop, then as long as sk & the formula that something comes into
existence when a certain percentage of its firalcsire is completed, artifact creation will suffer
backward causation. There is no need for me taadetiow much final structure (components, size,
detail) that there must be for something to existri incomplete form since most readers will agtae
there is some amount. But the vague intention dbestermine at what point all of the various
completions that are compatible with it will conmta existence. The vague initial plan is compatible
with variations in the objects, their size, detatls. For instance, the statue of the soldiersicbeljust
clay lumps of barely recognizable humanoid shapgserfect duplicates down to the last externalitjet
or certain features could be exaggerated and atineisveloped to make a point. The artist can kiart
sculpture celebrating soldiers without having dedithese matters. And his later decision abouhaddi
life-like details will determine when sufficientrgtture and features are in place for the objefitdd
exist. Since the decision will come later thanhat $tart of the creative process, the first monoént
existence will be determined by a later event, bdrackward causation plagues representationallas we
as non-representational artwork.

Many other representational artifacts are confrige similar intention-caused metaphysical
guandaries. Imagine a craftsman whittling away pieee of wood in order to produce a toy sportsasar

a gift for his nephew. Halfway through his task,realizes that his partially constructed toy spoais
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looks just like a complete toy truck. Recognizihgttthe toy truck would be a fine gift, he abanduigs
earlier plan of further whittling away the wood mesary to produce the smaller, sleeker, sport©cear.
description of what has happened is that his mecesidn creates the artifact, what had been agilgirti
made artifact (toy sports car) is replaced by fediht fully made artifact (toy truck). But thiscazint
allows the human mind too much creative power. @ibference to the creator’s intentions would seem
to imply in the case of the carving that it becantey truck as a result of the craftsman’s decisidre
problem is that such a decision came after the waasl last physically altered, just as the abstract
artwork came into existence sometime after it vaas physically altered.

Yet if we try to avoid granting the mind such pog/by claiming the toy van existed unintended
by and prior to the craftsman’s recognition otlien he could have unknowingly made and perhaps
destroyed countless objects during the processaking the sports car. His whittling could have
produced a number of functional objects such asyadka weird shaped lock, a plug to an odd shaped
liquid container, a religious altar, a paper wejghtoot stool, a cat scratching post, a weaponfetd
maybe his carving at one time resembled a domigiléhe far side of a distant planet, or an alien
creature that lived there.

If readers think this treatment of the carvingdseptable, they will probably have a hard time
reconciling it with their attitude to works of sptilire. Will they accept that Michelangelo has maake
only a sculpture of David but everyone else whoensttatue resembles? | expect readers to be refuctan
to admit this because they believe the intentiateaision of the sculptor determines what the satép
represents.

If readers still insist that the craftsman has teritionally made the key, plug, truck, altar, alien
vehicle, distant domicile and all the other thinfpgy must tell us whether there is only one thiiitf
the contingent properties of being a key, plug:kraltar and so on that has been made, or if these

been carved a multitude of spatially coincidentats. The latter would be true if the key, pltrgck,
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altar etc. all have different persistence condgidfor example, if the key would be destroyed lay sty
off additional wood that merely reduced but didiéstroy the altar or truck, then the key can't be
identical to the latter entities. If readers acagyattially coincident objects have been made,ikkhe
confronted with the difficult task of explainingWwaghysically indistinguishable things standinghie t
same relations to their maker have different sardl dispositional properties. If two things amafor
atom alike and have the same history, how candffigy in kind? And why is one entity destroyed by
further carving and the other physically identioaé is not? Contrast this with the standard accofunt
dispositions in which underlying physical differescexplain why say a tree is disposed to go up in
flames and out of existence and a rock is not.

If the reader resists the multiplication of spfiabincident but distinct entities, then should th
key, truck, sports car, paper weight etc. be undedsas all identical to each other in the way imcl
the reader was once a child and then later an,adatther and spouse, though always one and thee sam
human being? But what is this one more fundamesutiastance in the case of the artifacts? That is,
which kind of thing determines the persistence @@ of the one object in question - as humandpei
does for the creatures on the other list? It sesmivisrary that it should be the truck and not teg.k
Perhaps it will be claimed that the key, truckalpaper weight and so on are all just modesgbitce
of wood. In the language Wiggins popularized, “pie¢ wood” is the substance sortal and “key” and
“van” are phase sortals. This is still quite probégic for while we are receptive to saying that¢hid
is identical to the later adult, we are more redatto pronounce the toy truck to be identicah#orest of
the wooden objects on the above list. That woullikeesaying that a bronze statue of King Georda at
is the same statue as that of George Washingfosbaicause they are composed of the same lump of
bronze. It doesn’t seem at all compelling to ttkam as one and the same statue undergoing changes.
Instead, it seems more plausible to claim thatsiiaue of King George ceases to exist when its

constituting bronze matter is hammered into thepshand likeness of George Washington. So
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identifying the unintended truck, key, plug anéattoesn’t seem any more attractive than accettitang
existence of countless spatially coincident ergtitieknown to their maker.

The eliminativist avoids arbitrarily choosing thhe key, truck, and piece of wood has the
persistence conditions of one and not the othdms eliminativist also doesn’t have to explain atvey
mystery of how spatially coincident entities cohkldifferent kinds of things with different dispiimns.

If readers reject both versions of the positiort thare can be artifacts unknown to and uninteried
their maker, then their noneliminativist optionoabwhat was made become: 1) that the craftsman
could not decide to give his nephew a toy van beedhis wasiot what he ever intended to make,
rather, he gave him a partially made sports cdrltiwked like a van; 2) that his mere decision doul
make the half completed sports car into a toy wemetime after it was last physically altered. tifil
of the surveyed options to be unpalatable. | thvhkt is wanted is an ontological account in whiad t
nephew receives only one completely existing atjfa toy van. But the account that delivers this
judgment grants the human mind more power thaatitrally possesses. Eliminativism thus appears to
me to be more attractive by default.

[11. Found Art and Found Artifacts

Some readers might not share my intuition thatis Wizarre to be able to determine what
substance a thing will be merely by a thought. Timey claim that option #2 above should be
compared to such existence conveying decisiondvadavith a piece of Found Art or a cousin of
the phenomena that | will call a “Found Artifact.d discourage this approach, | suggest that readers
consider the possibility that the whittler, aftandng his last, could change his mind back anthfor
about what he has made thus resulting in thereglmie substantial change after another. | hope this

increases the counterintuitiveness of acceptinq&drtifacts'” Is there a considered judgment that

1 | ynne Baker tries to downplay the charge of thigkof things into existence in a discussion of EbArnt
by stressing that there must be preexisting coimwesiand that there is and only the creation oftetdhl

14



counts as a weighty enough decision which will prénany later capricious and whimsical changes
of the artist’'s mind from affecting what has beeadef? | don’t see this being easy to spell out, but
even if it can be, | don’t see why there still ainit be a problematic switch (substantial change)
after there is an authoritative decision. Whatetviatkes to be a considered judgment — how much
thought, how long a period without wavering, howajra preference for one alternative over others,
etc. - there isn’t anything to stop this from raating a little while later with an alternative gotne.
So even if substantial change would not occur ddesnly and frequently as | first conjectured, it
could still be common. And these changes couldalr after the carved object is wrapped and put
away prior to being given on a Christmas vacatiamtins later to his nephew. The whittler (the
uncle) just changes the Christmas card that hadst& give his nephew every two weeks or so
when he decides the carved object is something else

Some readers might protest that it isn't just thistss thought but the associated practices,
i.e., there is the practice of taking things tloaikl like toy vehicles and then using them as sumch a
encouraging others to use them in the same waylétatmine what kind of things they afélhis
could mean either of a number of rather unwelcoossible descriptions. 1) The least appealing
involves backward causation. The wood would conmeptapose or constitute a van when the
whittler finished carving only if it was later us@alayed with by the recipient) to be a van. So the
later use determines when the van earlier cameekitence. 2T here is a period prior to its use as a
toy van in which it remains a partially made spags and not a van even though the initial intentio
has changed and the whittler considers it a comgleain. This raises the question why should the
earlier intention so dominate? Why isn't this ltke case of Found Art where later usage overrides

the earlier intentions of makers and users? Ofsmuhe intentions belong to the same person but

instances of already existing kinds SeeMenist article “Everyday Concepts as a Guide to Redtigwever,
the existence of private Found Art that doesn’tthesecond viewer and the possibility that the firsce of
Found Art could precede any “Made Art” would seenuhdermine her two claims.

15



that seems even more conducive to substantial ehsinge the original designer can withdraw his
intention unlike the case of Found Art where thiginal designer isn’t around. But if it is a van
because of the whittler's earlier decision to titas one and to encourage others to do so as well
then what will stop him from changing his mind amher of times before bestowing his gift, thus
transforming the kind of thing he ends up givingten the carved object is hidden away on a
shelf prior to being given for Christmas it is it a particular sports car nor van until useduab.s
| find it hard to believe that since the whittlatended to make one thing, but later decided it was
something else, that it ends up being neither feks. The Christmas card then should not say
“Dear Nephew: Enjoy this gift of a toy van” but “BeNephew: Turn this gift into a toy van.”
There are other problems with Found Artifacts #faiuld make one unwilling to annex the
whittled toy van to such a model. Such artifact$es from a tension between substantial change
with the instantiation of a new essence and whateigely a phase change with the acquisition of a
contingent property. Organisms don’t have this @b The problem for artifacts can be seen by
considering any of the following: a chair that cane be used as a clotheshorse, an arrowhead that
ends up a paper weight, a bookcase that is puget@isplaying fine china and crystal, a desk that
serves as a dining table, or a rail car that besardiner. These changes pose a problem of
determining when there has been substantial chamglether something has merely acquired a
contingent property. Using the chair once as aéekltorse doesn’t make it into something that is
essentially a clotheshorse. But overtime, if ingslonger used as chair but exclusively as a
clotheshorse, it may be said to undergo substaitaige. To strengthen the case, add that the
original use is forgotten or unrecognizable. Thegtality of a substantial change raises the
additional threat of vague identity since therd bd a period in which it can’t be determined

whether something is essentially a chair and isijagg used as a clotheshorse or has become

2 This is the suggestion of an anonymous reviewer.
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essentially a clotheshorse. If vague identity ipdssible, then that means there is an exact moment
where the substantial change occurs.

Organisms don't suffer either problem. Consider hamagen’s example of a snake being
used as a hammock. It hasn’'t undergone a subdtelnéiage and ceased to be an organism. Since
what renders something a part of the snake and ddiatmines the proper functions of its parts is
not up to our decision, our subsequent choicesuard of the snake don't affect the snake’s identity
(Of course, we can destroy it by crushing or bugriinbut we can’t change what kind of thing it is
just by acting or thinking towards it differentlg e can with physically unchanged Found Art or
Found Artifacts.) There is no doubt that the srizé® merely acquired a contingent property. It has
become a hammock in the sense you can become seim@ew chauffeur without ceasing to be
what you are essentially. So with organisms, undiltéacts, there will be no such problem of
distinguishing substantial change from mere comtimghange and no dilemma of accepting either
vague identity or positing a sharp break betwedastaunces. This provides further reason for
downplaying the ontological status of artifactsaigis organisms.

| have a deep-seated intuition that genuine estitie not at the mercy of the whims of their
makers. Rather than accept that a decision maaedne’s armchair can bring something into existence
| think it is metaphysically preferable to denytthay sculptures or other artifacts have ever Inegae.
We should instead maintain that sculpting and Vitngtinvolves only moving existing parts of thetbar
about and not creating any new substances. Suchtatogical demotion of artifacts may seem more
plausible when the alleged entities are comparedganisms which don't suffer any parallel dilemmas
Imagine an organism being made in a lab by a tdauientists. They may still be smoothing away an
unattractive curve of the nose or adding bulk olitteps, but if certain metabolic processes &irga
place, then the entity is alive and it exists, \ehat its makers may think. Whether an addition or

rearrangement of matter would bring an organisméxistence, or be just a modification to an alyead
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existing entity, or constitute the replacementroégisting organism by a new organism, is not upé¢o
choice of its makers as it was in the case wittusta Our decisions, intentions and judgments d@ave
such God-like powers. The explanation of why orgars avoid the problems plaguing artifacts is that
they have the power within themselves to determihieh things are parts and which are no longer
constituentsand the onset and cessation of this internal powdérates the organism’s coming into and
going out of existence.
Section 1V. Artifactsand the Problem of Intentional Overdeter mination

The relation between an artifact and its maket@ritions is held to be an essential property of
the artifact® It is intentions that distinguish a block of mark¥hich has a humanoid shape due to the
erosion of the canyon wall from a marble sculpwbh®se qualitatively identical shape is a resuk of
sculptor’s deliberate handiwork. Intentions alsetidguish which of two identical twins is being
represented and honored by a statue. Howevesutis intentions that prevent the believer in acts
from presenting a tenable ontology. To see thiagime that the production of an anvil and a phylsica
identical barn doorstop can be initiated by pusleitizer of two buttons on opposite ends of a hugeep
of machinery. When an anvil is desired, the butbane end of the machine is pushed. When a barn
doorstop is sought, the button at the other epdstied. Both buttons set the same pieces of maghine
into motion and the results are objects of equad, shape, weight and material. Now consider what
happens when we have a case of overdeterminataih. lBittons unwittingly are pushed at the same
time by workers with different intentions. Have therkers used the machine to make two entitiesevher
there appears to be just one? | would expect tlogt people are reluctant to regard anvils and barn
doorstops as spatially coincident but distincfacts. Have the workers then made just one obijesit?

which one have they made, an anvil or doorstop&rtt be claimed the answer to the question of whic

For claims that artifacts have relational and histd properties essentially, see Lynne BaRersons
and Objects, (Cambridge University Press, 2000) p. 39 and jp. cit. p. 15.
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artifact is made is to be given by later use begdius product may sit unused on a shelf for yeads a
surely it is some kind of artifact then. Perhapes ibsulting artifact is neither a barn doorstop aror
anvil. Has nothing been made? People can, at tifakgp make what they intend. However, such
scenarios usually involve mistakes in assemblyflaveed blueprint perfectly followed. Neither typé
error can easily subsume the double intention €adaybe the workers have made something like a pull
out sofa-bed, one object with two functions. Claiétan “anvil-doorstop.”

Before one adopts a sofa-bed type of solution,idenshree scenarios. In the first it is used as
an anvil in the evening by one person and therbasradoorstop by another at night. Neither areawa
of the other’s use and the item is returned tcstimae storage area after its night and day usags. Le
assume that there would be one object with twotfans. But which of the two functions would
determine its essence? Is it essentially an andilesed contingently as a barn doorstop or vicsea?eOr
does it have essentially two functions? But if@revessentially a dual-function artifact, then ddases
to function as an anvil because of the loss oftoieh size and hardness it would also cease to be a
doorstop even though the person every night wHaising it effectively as a doorstop. That person
would be quite surprised to be informed that thifsat had ceased to exist and merely the remdiits o
were holding the barn door open.

The second scenario involves the anvil or the daorstop being made by hand. Imagine that
the production is a two man job and, unbeknownsttdh other, their intentions are split - one thiné
is making an anvil, the other thinks he is makinigaan doorstop. Conversing with each during the
process, they then discover the difference durorgttuction and reach an agreement to make just the
anvil. Does it matter when this agreement is redl@ould it even occur just before the finished hms

are put on the creations? And if they silently derheir minds a number of times during the

“perhaps if a choice had to be made, it is morettikeblueprint failure. We can treat the objedbéo
produced as something to be specified in a googpbint. When there is a misunderstanding about vghat
being made, it is as if there was a faulty blueprin
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construction, has the item then gone from beingli&finished anvil-doorstop to just a half finishieakn
doorstop without undergoing any physical change@ ¢am their creation go from a one-half finished
anvil-doorstop to just a three-fourths finished idba@p and then a four-fifths finished anvil? Hownma
times was there a change of what it was a partalhstructed item of? And if they were in agreement
from the start, when is it too late for one’s irtten to change (say) the anvil to an anvil/door8tép
there a time in the construction where its idensitset? But any cutoff point at which it beconueslate

for a change in what is made will seem terriblyitaaly. And it couldn’t be vague whether it was an
anvil or a doorstop that had been built becausatityecan’'t be vague.

The third scenario involves a variation of the #deorstop story. Imagine two sculptors
molding the same lump of clay, each believing thaly were together making a statue of the same
person. However, each was making a sculpture iffeaeht identical twin, and completely unaware of
the other twin’s existence. The solution analogouke sofa-bed remedy resorted to earlier isytdhed
they made one statue which represents both twissas a war memorial can honor more than one
veteran. But now consider that they disagree ovenathe lump of clay has come to represent the
respective subjects. One thinks the sculpture iedmd anything else is an addition while the other
thinks the sculpture is incomplete. (Perhaps theyneaking representations of the twins at different
ages.) We can’t combine the two judgements as @emlien deciding that the split anvil/doorstop
intentions would be treated like a sofa-bed, aadttthe statue as we do a war memorial which honors
more than one person. The problem here is thah@idgments are contradictory. The same artiwork
can’t exist and not exist, or be complete and ingleis. If the sculptors have been making two sihatia
coincident statues, then this contradiction caavméded. But such a move would be bad news foethos
who accept Locke’s thesis that there can't be tpatially coincident entities of the same kind.

Some readers may claim that if the sculptors ach ea a “different page” and their

intentions differ then they haven’'t made anythiAgd they would say the same for (apparent)
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functional artifacts if their co-creators’ intent®were divergent. However, | don’t think my thasis
weakened by that approach since the same problespditantentions reemerge with Found Art and
Found Artifacts. Imagine that the product of divargintentions was later treated as Found Art. It
would be odd to say that such thiriben taken as sculptures weren’t such (that is, haukcbme
such.) So it might be that readers would say tleged makers had not made anything earlier
because of their divergent intentions but the luthpy unsuccessfully worked on were now Found
Art. Some people visiting the outdoor “gallery”arpark may be taking the sculpture as one thing
which others visiting the gallery as something €elis@gine that over the year the numbers of such
people are evenly split though all the visitorsha first six months held one view and then dififiére
visitors adhered to the other interpretation far tiext six months. Would readers still insist ihat
wasn’t a sculpture because its viewers are inghg tun split? | would think most readers would
initially treat this as Found Art. But after thesti six months passes and a new interpretationgaser
amongst the later visitors, then would the inisialilpture remain or cease to exist? Would theeeari
two things that are spatially coincident or onaghivith two functions? Does the original sculpture
undergo substantial change and become a new statcigange that must occur at a precise time on
pain of the threat of vague identity? But any me@oint seems arbitrary. Thus | contend that many
of the problems that | mentioned earlier aboutsihlé intentions during the construction reappear
during the use even though there wasn't a shagdthht enabled the lump to initially constitute an
artwork or functional artifact.
Section V. Artifacts and the Problem of Intentional Over population

My contention is that even in the absence of imbead overdetermination, the defenders of
artifacts will have to reluctantly accept a greatier of spatially coincident entities of tsane kind.
Since most readers believe that roads can becomiéesiif parts are damaged and can overlap for a

stretch, they are going to have a difficult timeglag the existence of spatially coincident roddbe
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overlapped parts are the only parts not destroyedrbearthquake. To see the suspect power of
intentions that believers in artifacts must advecatnsider that the overlapped parts of the roexls
made first and then financial considerations stepconstruction of the roads right before they vtere
diverge. The existence of the mere intention ofiding overlapping roads that would fork off appears
make it the case that two spatially coincident so&dre built. But can intentions really make onetsh

of asphalt compose two roads? What if the apprtgppeaople decided to build five overlapping roads
that will eventually branch off from each othert bun out of money just when the construction reach
the point where the forking was to occur? It wdialtbw that five spatially coincident roads haveshe
built. The upper limit is the potential of prongsa fork that can be built. | think we should déng
existence of any objects that depend upon sudpeallmental power. However, the reader might think
he can provide a less extreme conclusion. He naighy intentions have the power to determine that
more than one road was built by insisting that sazah only overlap if their nonoverlapping partseve
built first. This historical property is crucialo$wo roads can come to completely overlap andrbeco
spatially coincident (after the earthquake) onlyeaese their construction went in one direction moid
the other, the diverging stretches of road buifoleethe merged parts.

There are at least three problems with this pasittarst, it appears to be a rather ad hoc attempt
to avoid an unwanted spatial coincidence. Secoitdiquld imply that road construction could never
begin with an intersection. What was thought tabétersection, an overlap of two roads, wasyeall
small distinct road, or at least a stretch of akkghat was not a part of either road that bouritdgdhird,
it ignores the role that intentions are usuallynggd to have in individuating artifacts. Why shothid
historical property of the later fork matter? Whyg't it enough for intentions of the builders cauphers
to be decisive? To see this, consider the rolafities play in determining which small stretch odd
was built from a downtown courthouse to the outslaf town. Imagine that a municipality is deciglin

whether to build either a road from its Courthotgsthe park in the northwest part of town, or adroa
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from the Courthouse to the school in the northegastof town. Either road would occupy the sans fir
few hundred yards in front of the Courthouse befioveered off in the direction of the park or soho
Only one road was built. Even when only the fil3® Yards had been built before any veering offghe
is held to be a fact about which road had been.btias the road that had been decided upondy th
appropriate authorities - perhaps the planning cission, the council, the construction crew or some
combination. Their intentions sufficed to individeahe short road. So the intentions of the budlaér
the overlapped roads should likewise be decisigarding which road, as well as how many, had been
built. The historical fork shouldn’t be necessargétermine which road or how many roads were.built
My position is that we should be suspicious of allgged objects which are sanctioned by an
ontology that accords mere intentions the ontoldgiowers to determine the kind and number of thing
This problem isn’t like that in first two sectioméiere no causal interactions followed a judgmenthzi
number of things in the world was transformed.dadt the problem is that the same arrangement of
matter will constitute different numbers of the sakind of thing depending upon the intentions
preceding it. So there is a change in the worlibfghg intentions but the same physical changes and
actions compose different numbers of roads depgndpon the relevant intentions. It is always
illuminating to contrast artifacts with what | catsr to be the only genuine composite objects -
organisms. Living beings aren’t dependent upomiidas of others for their nature or number. Coasid
a future in which complex organisms could be mad#hé lab by groups. The lab team could think
whatever they want about what kind and how mangmiggns they have made, but unlike the workers
making anvils and barn doorstops, the “cooperatarjsts, and the road construction crew, what they
have built and how many things they have made wbeldntirely independent of their intentions. The
organism’s independence of intention stems frompatsession of essential properties that are &itrin
rather than relational. Its persistence is detethioy the internal unifying self-maintaining for¢hat

we know as life processes.
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Positing the existence of an organism does noghihia threat of it being spatially coincident
with another organism while we have seen that drggthe existence of any roads means there can be
an explosion of spatially coincident roads. Notaidn't organisms have the problems that artifdots
with spatially coincident entities of tlsame kind, but there’s no threat of their being co-techwith a
mass of tissue akin to the way statues are thdodhe with lumps of bronze and roads with pieces of
asphalt® The reason for this is that many of the partsrgénisms are liquid and thus not joined in the
way the parts of bronze or asphalt are. A briefadkef Rosenkrantz and Hoffman’s position on what i
is for parts to be joined should highlight the eiéfince® Roughly, 1) x and y are joined if there is a
relation of dynamic equilibrium between them. Tisathe attraction and repulsion forces betweemdx a
y are in equilibrium. 2) It is physically possilikeat x is pulled or pushed in direction d therebghgng
or pulling y in that direction in virtue of the dgmic equilibrium holding between them and vice aers
Water in a liquid state is not joined for its maléxs are electronically bonded for only trillionsao
second before shifting partners. Since livinggsiare in part liquid, the unity of their partsuiegs that
they be interconnected via some causal conneatitres than being joined. So there isn’t an organism
spatially coincident with a lump or piece of tissmethe manner in which an artifact is spatially
coincident with joined parts of bronze or asphalt.

PART I1. PUZZLING PARTS
Section VI. Puzzlesabout Part Replacement
How much replacement of a thing’s matter is too Imfiac it to survive? It is again revealing that

artifacts are confronted with a puzzle that orgasisavoid. Part replacement in organisms doesn't

'] must admit that there is the problem of the nigrm and the person being spatially coincident
which would have to be overcome by identifying tiwve and explaining away intuitions in brain
transplant cases that they differ as a result ofgomisled by what matters to us. See Parfasons
and Persons (Oxford University Press, 1983) pp. 245-306 and EYison’'sThe Human Animal: Identity
without Psychology (Oxford University Press, 1997) pp. 42-72 for daesfes of the view that it is not
identity that matters to us but just the continmatf our psychology. It is certainly worth poirgiout
that there isn’t any even roughly equivalent exptaon of how to identify the lump with the statue.
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produce any of the confusion evoked by ordinargfioning artifacts as well as artworks and histihyc
significant entities - at least if the organictgaeplaced are small and the procedure of tqiidcement
gradual. This difference between organisms anthetsi gives us a further reason for doubting thgt a
plurality of simples can compose any artifacts. @igms avoid the problems confronting artifacts
because they are responsible for uniting and priegspand repairing their parts; they possess the
intrinsic power to remove parts that no longer dbate to the whole; and they can assimilate nestspa
in order to stave off entropy.

A human being can not only undergo total part regieent but can radically change its size and
shape. This is evident in the transformation unagieegn the development of a fetus into an aduly Fe
doubt it is the same organism. But can a deskweithie replacement of all of its parts? There ian't
consensus. It is even less obvious that artworksuments and historically significant buildings can
undergo complete part replacement. Even those eli®ve that functional artifacts like boats andscar
can undergo complete part replacement still mightthte to assert that a rowboat can persist thraug
change into a sailboat twice its original size lmtta Chevy station wagon could survive total part
replacement and end up with the engine and bodyBifIW convertible roadstéf.What legitimate
ontological principles could explain or justify gedifferent reactions to puzzles of part replacefe
My suspicion is that it is not the “tracking” of mg&ine ontological principles and properties, buyon
customs and habits of mind that explain the rehazaf many people to embrace full part replacement
We just don’t encounter desks undergoing a sefiegpairs that involve gradually changing all ofith
parts. And it is also habituation that explains wieyare a little more confident that boats and cars
undergo full part replacement - at least when & parts are the same type as those removed It is

more common practice to replace greater proportasars and boats in the normal repair and

1% Rosenkrantz and Hoffman. Op. cit. pp. 80-90.
" See Judith Thomson'’s “The Statue and the Clislguis. 32:2 (1998).
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maintenance process. Why does it seem less ohiatistatues and artworks and historical monuments
can undergo complete part replacement? Againbietause we are not accustomed to their being so
transformed. Efforts are made to preserve them@iagoid interacting with them in ways that cause
deterioration.

Some philosophers may try to distinguish the degfgart replacement that artifacts of use can
undergo from that of artworks and historical monateeon the grounds that the aesthetic value or
historical importance of the latter two preventatdtirnover of parts. This may not be as promising
strategy as they think. A historically significaietm (Theseus’s Boat now in a museum) may once have
been functional and can become so again. And “Féutidnay have been previously functional, while
artworks can become functional. If two standardpant replacement are accepted, one will have to
understand such changes in use as indicating siiastahange (i.e., a change that destroys one
substance and creates another), or admit thatah#ina same entity will, at various times, havéedint
relations to its parts because of changes in titadgs of those people who interact with it.

Another reason for maintaining that organisms destr be granted a different ontological
status than artifacts is that they are not pladued biological variant of the Ship of Theseus. thi
matter that the reader possessed ten years adgimbasliminated by exhaling, excreting, perspiring,
urinating, passing gas, etc. Suppose that someiteghgraduate student has had the unpleasant job o
tracking this matter and has now reassembled tihénexact form it had a decade ago. There is no
difficulty of determining which being is the readercause we have a much better idea of whabibtis t
a part of an organism than part of a boat. No oilles@riously think that you are the younger-loakin
individual that has just appeared. We know whiattib be a part of an organism, it is to be cawghn
certain physiological processes. Thus there isoubtiwhich is the original organism. It is the gnti
whose life processes have not been interruptedsevparts are where they are as a result of immanent

causation.
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Since organisms have a compositional unity thé#faats lack, they don't present us with the
same puzzles of part replacement and reassemtdyorfanism solves the problem of individuation
for us. Its very nature is such that it determiwbsat is a part and what is not any longer a patthef
functional unit. Part replacement in an artifaabd$ as cut and dry. No clear compositional prilesp
govern ships as being caught up in the life praessgulate biological composition. And the
problem with ships (and other artifacts) isn’t gtendard vagueness of the boundary part, i.eheis t
piece of dirt part of the mountain or the valllstead, it is that we don't really know what ifids
something to be part of the same ship. Becauss sloip't have the power within them to acquire,
maintain and eliminate parts, they are dependeon ug, and we are at a loss to give an account of
ourunusual behavior where instead of discarding worn out kdaor disassembling the boat in a
manner in which we disassemble and store othdaeidj we both replace the ship’s parts and then
reassemble the removed parts, resulting in twoetopbraneous ships.

It is also worth pointing out that the location amgper limit of matter that can be removed
from an organism without destroying it is deternbileain a way that it isn’t the case with artifacts
because of the latter's dependence upon humartiorien With artifacts it isn’t clear how much and
which parts a boat or clock can lose and stillte@8sats and clocks aren’t thought to cease ta exis
when they cease to function - dry dock crews tmefmir unseaworthy but still existing boats while
jewelers fix nonfunctioning but still existing wates. So we are left wondering how much structure
can be lost before the artifact goes out of exc#ehsuspect the judgments of most are just based
visual similarity to the functioning clock and shiut an organism is essentially alive and so how
much and from where parts can be lost is deterntiyeglhether the organism will continue to live in

the absence of those paffs.

18 For a defense of organisms being essentially alivktherefore the impossibility of their persigtis
coprses see David Hershenov’'s “Are Dead Bodiesbl&m for the Biological Approach to Identity®ind
2005 and Olson’$he Human Animal, op. cit. pp. 152-53 and “Animalism and the Corpseblem”
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My explanation of these mereological difficultiesthat ships and other artifacts are really
conventional entities. This does not mean that gesistence conditions are a result of our coties,
rather, it is that we have conventions to act #seife really were things with such persistencelitioms.

” o

The composite objects that we thought to existilyeton’t. “Car,” “clock” and “ship” are plural
referring terms like “The Andersons” and “The Bdykhey don’t pick out and refer to one object. Any
discussion of ships and cars is really a discussf@imples arranged “car-wise” or “clock-wise” or
“ship-wise.” Readers should react as skepticallthtoclaim that a car or ship is a genuine indigldu
object as they would to the claim that the shog amal empty pizza box on my apartment floor corapos
an object.
Section VII. Indeterminate Identity and the Essentiality of Origins

Some philosophers claim that we human beings ditet to possess all of the matter that we
actually did possess at our origins. Only some whis essential. We could have come into existence
with somewhat different matter. While a good nuntdifgrhilosophers have such essentialist intuitions,
they don’t provide much guidance in resolving thestion of how much matter was essential. They just
leave matters at we needed some of our originalematot saying how much. For all they do say, it
could be necessary that we needed to have atigirsas little as 1% or as much as 99% of theanatt
that we did have at our actual origins. A few pédlphers, Nathan Salmon is one, argue that thette has
be anexact minimal amount or we will be faced with the incotrece of indeterminate identityThere
couldn’t be a world in which it was truly indetematie, i.e., no fact of the matter, whether younatizer
individual were identical to the embryo there wstime but not all of the matter that you possessed a

your actual world origins. Indeterminate ident#yniot an option. Yet Salmon’s position here isrie 0

unwelcome aspect no different from that of thetepiscist. There must be a point at which the change

Australasian Journal of Philosophy, 82, 2004 pp. 265-274.
19Salmon.Reference and Essence. Op. cit.
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of a single additional atom would result in a diéfiet being existing, but Salmon does not give ys an
guidance where that would be. Readers may be asisfied with this as they are with the epistentigis
insistence that our cognitive abilities can nevdorim us where admist the vagueness is the real
boundary. Classical logic forces upon us the thotlgat there must be such a dividing line, but
metaphysics and epistemology don’t provide any ledletermining it. Of course, the logic in Salmen’
attack on vague identity, an appeal to the indigbéity of identicals, is more compelling than the
epistemicist’s insistence upon bivalence holdingrgwhere.

| will propose a plausible criterion for determigihow much of our original matter is essential.
This principled solution isnly available to organisms. The believers in othermusite entities like
artifacts, can’t avail themselves of the criteribthink this difference is suggestive. Rather thast
accept that artifacts have a vagueness that orgatégk, this absence of a principled way to deitgzm
how much matter is essential, provides us with taatdil reason to be skeptical that there really are
artifacts.

| am assuming here that we didn’t need all of sigimal matte° Only some of it was essential.
We could have come into existence with somewhd#erdiit matter. This view doesn’t rest upon an
intuition of which nothing else can be said. A vplgusible criterion can be provided for how mu€h o
our matter is essential. What one has to do imémine worlds in which there is an embryo possgssin
only some of the matter that composed you as amyenniothe actual world (. If the embryo could
live without the missing matter, then that muchtevas not essential to a living beifigSince you are

essentially a living being, you could have existisdan embryo without that inessential matter. There

ZArguments for why some of our original matter isesstial can be found in Forbes, Graham “Origins and
Identity,” Philosophical Sudies 37 1980 and McGinn, Colin “On the Necessity ofgdrj” Journal of
Philosophy 73. 1976.

L1t will also depend upon where the matter is takerthere is no single percentage that indicates

any more matter taken would doom the possibleerifithe matter is taken from the nucleus it
would have more effect than a similar quantity takem less important organelles or cytoplasm.

28



seems little reason to doubt that the diminishedrgawould be you in \Asince it has enough of your
original matter to support life. And if the M#mbryo that you emerged from could exist despi¢e th
absence of certain matter in,Vthen the same embryo could exist in a third wNg) in which there
occurs the replacement of only the inessentialenatissing in the \WThe embryo in Wwould be
identical to the embryo in Was long as the rest of the,;mbryo’s matter reappears in thg gvbryo.
There are only two kinds of scenarios in which aepment matter would compose a different
individual than in the original world. One scenarigolves too much of the matter that composed the
original embryo being taken away and the resuligpéne remaining matter doesn’t compose a living
entity in that world (W). If the matter missing in \was replaced in Wby matter other than that
which composed the original embryo in the actuallavidV,, then the resulting living embryo in WV
would not be identical to the embryo ofi\Where would just be too little overlap of essanmatter.
The other scenario where replacement matter caelkpt the original entity from existing in
the possible world in question involves vague exise. Imagine a world (MY in which because so
much of W embryo’s matter is missing (and not replaced) thatbest judgment is that of vague
existence in W. In other words, so much vital matter is missmiMy that there is no fact of the matter
whether the few Watoms existing in Ware arranged in a way that composes somethingjtegfialive
or definitely not alive. Next consider the additiointhe new matter in (W) for the matter of the W
embryo missing from the indeterminate scenario in Where clearly is a living embryo ond. This
would be enough to differentiate what had beersa tawhich it was indeterminate whether the odbin
embryo existed in such a world to a scenario inctvlthe scales have been tipped against the original
embryo existing in W:1. The new matter is sufficient for life and thusnsiout to be decisive. The
reader shouldn’t doubt that a slight differencquiantity of original matter can be decisive in dices
of existence and transworld survival. Although &jeot may fission out of existence in one world whe

split exactly in half, it is tempting to say thatanother possible world, the original object stgsias the
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larger of the resulting divisions. Just imaging thahe second world the fission resulted in ohthe

two resulting entities possessing 51% of the oabmatter. So when we have a world with a case of
borderline existence, too much matter having bakert away to make it a clear case of survival ef th
embryo from the actual world, then if the missinatiar is replaced but not with matter possessdiddy
embryo in the actual world, even a small amoustuech an additional matter would be enough to ensure
that neither the vague existence of the nearbydkl would be repeated nor would the embryo from
the original world be present.

It is important to notice that there aren’t anylagaus principles to govern transworld artifact
identity. What would be the equivalent amongstaats to taking too much matter from the actuallevor
organism for it to live in the possible world inegtion? And what amongst artifacts would be analsgo
to the world in which it was vague whether an organexisted? The natural response would be to
substitute artifact function where organic funct{tife processes) had been in the above scenaios.
chair in our actual world would exist in anothesgible world if enough actual world matter remained
for it to function; it would be vague whether theaa existed in another world if not enough matter
remained for the chair to clearly serve its functiand in another world there would be a diffexereir
if too much of the matter of the actual world ched been taken away and replaced. The problem with
this account is that the capacity of the chaiuttction is a relational property, not an intringioperty
like being alive. Whether the chair still functiodepends upon the reference group for whom it is to
provide a seat. The chair may still function famspeople but not obese people who attempt to it i
It could support the former, but would collapse enithe weight of the latter. It won’t help to apltea
the average size person to determine whether tiesthl exists. This would lead to bizarre scépsin
which the chair didn't exist because the matteheforiginal chair couldn’t support the averagesper
but still could be sat in by little people. Thatwia be a rather useful nonexistent chair!

And if one tries to abandon function as the criteror whether the chair still exists, one is left
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with the vagueness of having artifacts that dontiction yet still exist and no principled way to
determine how much of the original (or intended)aure of a nonfunctioning artifact is necessary f
there to be a still existing artifact. We wouldtjhave to say at some point that too much nonfanictg
structure is lost for even a nonfunctioning chaiexist. It is hopeless to seek a principled bfasithis
judgement. This is not like the case of vague dmamristence in which we have a principle for
persistence (life functions) and just can't prelgistetermine the extension. We are lacking such a
principle in the case of the nonfunctioning artifAt/e don’t have anything equivalent to saying too
much matter was taken away for the organism tditse and thus it no longer exists; Instead, we just
have to say too much matter was taken away fronshia@ and thus it no longer exists. With artifacts
like the chair, there isn’t a further property thatves as a criterion for existence - unlessiunkg the
“structure” of the chair can serve in the role tHahctioning” did in the other organic scenari@sit
structure seems not to be specific enough anduallgcapplicable for every kind of thing. In faittis a
not very useful truism. The loss of too much suetof anything will destroy it! If the organisnskes
too much structure, it ceases to exist. How muialctire? Enough to prevent the functioning of life
processes. There is no equivalent function-bassderrto the question of the “How much structure can
an artifact lose?”

| think it is telling that when we discuss the tpgrthat | claimed do not exist, i.e., the atoms
(metaphysical simples) in question don’t composg artifacts, we find ourselves confronting
unprincipled vagueness. That is, we find ourseliisout a functional principle or criterion of whric
the extension is indeterminate. My suspicion i$ the “results” obtained from applying the lossaxd
much artifact structure pseudo-criterion are jusgtiiak of our perceptual faculty and not the tragkof
anything ontologically significant. We assert ttra artifact no longer exists just because whaanesn
doesn’t look enough like the earlier object. Saeagain, readers can see that the functional tiraty

is essential to an organism enables living beiogsoid problems that plague artifacts which lagks
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internal organization and which are considerechtehelational properties essentially. My suggasto
that readers construe this “unprincipled” strudtuegiueness as indicating not that certain objedtse

world (artifacts) are susceptible to more vaguetiess others (organisms), but rather that the world

doesn’t possess any of the former.
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