THESIS

ONTOLOGICAL DEFLATIONISM: PLURAL QUANTIFICATION,

MEREOLOGICAL COLLECTIONS, AND QUANTIFIER VARIANCE

Submitted by
Ceth Lightfield

Department of Philosophy

In partial fulfilment of the requirements
For the Degree of Master of Arts
Colorado State University
Fort Collins, Colorado

Summer 2011

Master's Committee:
Advisor: Michael Losonsky

Edwin K. P. Chong
Darko Sarenac



ABSTRACT

ONTOLOGICAL DEFLATIONISM: PLURAL QUANTIFICATION,

MEREOLOGICAL COLLECTIONS, AND QUANTIFIER VARIANCE

One criticism by deflationists about ontologyhatt ontological debates about
composite material objects are merely verbal. Thahere is only apparent disagreement
between the debating ontologists. In respondirgutd a deflationist view, Theodore
Sider (2009) has argued that there is genuine disagent between two ontologists
concerning the ontological status of tables. Imdao, Sider has written that, using
plural quantification, a mereological nihilist cgrant the proposition ‘There exist
simples arranged tablewise’ while denying the psijmmn ‘There exist collections of
simples arranged tablewise’. In the first chaptargue that Sider’s response to the
deflationist is unsuccessful for two reasons. Titg is that plural quantification is not
ontologically innocent. A semantic interpretatidradogical formula involving plural
guantification will reveal a problematic locutiamamely, ‘one of them’ where ‘them’ has
a collection as its referent. The second conceth Sider’s response is that the predicate
‘arranged tablewise’ is collective rather thanrilsttive. A collection is needed to
instantiate a collective predicate; thus, a committrio simples arranged tablewise

entails a commitment to a collection of simplesaged tablewise.



In responding to the ontological deflationist, Sidiscusses a debate between
David Lewis and Peter van Inwagen about the existerf tables where a table is
interpreted as a collection of simples arrangetetake. As part of his discussion, Sider
claims that Lewis and van Inwagen agree on whattsoas a table. Sider allows that the
deflationist may have three candidate interpretatior what counts as a ‘table’, but
none will support the deflationist conclusion. e tsecond chapter, | address each
candidate interpretation: (1) using Compositiondastity - a table is simples arranged
tablewise, (2) a table is a set-theoretic collecbbsimples arranged tablewise, and (3)
using Unrestricted Composition - a table is a mleiggoal collection of simples arranged
tablewise. | argue against Lewis’s argument for @osition as Identity and defend an
argument by Sider in support of Unrestricted Contpos Thus, | argue that
composition is unrestricted and not ontologicatigaocent. In doing so, | show that van
Inwagen cannot grant 'There exist simples arratggldwise' and deny the existence of
tables. Thus, | show that, independent of plurangification concerns, Sider is not
successful in refuting the deflationist conclusibat the ontologists are equivocating on
the word 'table’.

Finally, in the third chapter, | address Sideg'sponse to the deflationist claims
that the ontologists are equivocating on the gfiantthere exists'. | look at Sider's
presentation of the argument and his response vaeicters on an appeal to naturalness.
Relying on Eli Hirsch's defense of quantifier vaga, | show that the deflationist
position can be maintained if Sider's appeal tonadtess is rejected. Additionally, |
argue that Sider's constructed ideal language,|@yese, does not allow Sider to avoid

the deflationist criticisms. | also address thesgjoa of whether or not the deflationist



program applies not only to ontological debates ateo to meta-ontological debates. To
that end, | evaluate Gerald Marsh's (2010) meta+astological discussion in which he
defends a dilemma for the Hirsch-Sider debategu@that Marsh's defense of the
dilemma is problematic, and highlight a wider cancehave about meta-meta-
ontological debates. | suggest that there is adrafmeference problem and end with the
skeptical conclusion that answers at the meta-metalogical level are dependent on the

language used to frame the debate.
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CHAPTER ONE: ONTOLOGICAL INNOCENCE OF PLURAL QUANTIFICATION

I.I — Ontological Debate about Composite Material @jects

Theodore Sider has recently published an artieferdling ontological realism
against the deflationary claim that ontological atels are not substantive (Sider 2009). In
this chapter, | will critically evaluate one of tagguments that Sider uses in responding
to what | call the deflationist argument from eqgation. In doing so, | will evaluate the
ontological commitments of plural quantificationdacollective predication. To begin, |
will briefly present the motivation for the deflatiist position.

Deflationary concerns seem to result from the vextyire of many ontological
debates. One category of deflationist concernssteam the view that certain
ontological debates are trivial or shallow. Eli $tih, while defending his position he

calls “ontological shallowness,” writes:

Look at your hand while you are clenching it, asl gourself whether some
object called a fist has come into existence. Adlstv ontologists the first
thought that must come to mind when we ask thistipris this:There can’t be
anything deep or theoretical her@Hirsch 2002, 67; Hirsch's italics)

For Hirsch, debates concerning the existence st arfe not substantive, and the
guestions seem to have an obvious answer. In atiplicthe view that ontological
debates are not substantive, Hirsch argues thatyf@miliar questions about the
ontology of physical objects are merely verbal.hiog is substantively at stake in these

guestions beyond the correct use of language” ¢HiEO05, 67).



In contrast to the deflationist, Sider considées antological debate about
physical objects to be deep and significant. Ta@skldeflationist concerns, Sider
chooses to evaluate an ontological debate con@eoomposite material objects. One
might call Sider an “ontological realist” in thense that he thinks this and other
ontological debates are substantive, and that “.ctimemporary ontologists are
approaching these questions in essentially the waly” (Sider 2009, 386). For Sider, the
ontologists debating about composite material dbjare trying to get at relevant facts
about the world, and the answer to the debatdasaet and meaningful.

Before looking at the specific debate that Sides im mind, | want to introduce
my labels for the debating ontologists. For the tpposing views on the ontological
status of composites, | will adopt the labels usg&eter van Inwagen and David
Chalmers in their discussions on the mattétilism anduniversalisn My usage is
succinctly characterized by Chalmers as followsv&a two distinct entities, when does
a mereological sum of those entities exist? Thearsalist says always, while the nihilist
says never” (Chalmers 2009, 77). Sider on the dthed, labels the debating ontologists
with the initials of David Lewis (DL) for the univealist, and the initials of Peter van
Inwagen (PVI) for the nihilist.

For a paradigmatic case of an ontological debavetatomposite material
objects, Sider focuses on the debate between ttabogsts concerning the ontological

status of a table. The debate is centered on thstign: Do tables exist if there are some

! Chalmers (2009), van Inwagen (1990)

2 My nihilist represents a stronger position thatie®s PVI. van Inwagen grants composites if the
composite forms a living thing, but denies compssittherwise. Sider recognizes this and in a fdetno
writes, “Let us imagine that, unlike Peter van Igemn, PVI rejects the existence of composite living
things” (Sider 2009, 389: fn. 17). Thus, to simplifiatters, | am adopting more generic labels rathesn
using the initials of these philosophers.



particles arranged tablewise? The nihilist sayambthe universalist says yes. That is, if
there are some patrticles arranged tablewise, thkshiwill claim that a table does not
exist while the universalist will claim that a taldoes exist. The deflationist will say that
the debate is not meaningful or substantive. Fanmgte, Hirsch would say this debate is
merely verbal. Sider presents the deflationisttpmsias follows: “when some particles
are arranged tablewise, there is no ‘substantivestion of whether there also exists a
table composed of those particles... There are sighffigrent—and equally good—ways
to talk” (Sider 2009, 386).

Now if the debate is trivial, then the deflationistist give reasons why these
ontologists are so confused. The deflationist mpustide cogent argumentation for the
view that the ontological debate about compositeeria objects is not substantive. To
that end, Sider argues that the deflationist oaly two options for claiming that the
debate is not substantive: “they [ontologists] maetin something different by the
predicate ‘table’ or by the quantifier ‘there ek{str by both)” (Sider 2009, 387).

If the debate is the result of different interptietas of the word ‘table’, then the
ontologists are talking past one another and thatedes merely verbal. If the debate is
trivial because of the existential quantifier, thia deflationist position involves
“quantifier variance” which is a deflationist theshat Sider also addresses in his article.
However, to defend his position, Sider must rehdth deflationist arguments. In this
paper, | want to address some concerns | havediega®ider’s response to the
deflationist claim that the ontological debate israty verbal because the ontologists are
equivocating on the meaning of ‘table’. That igill address Sider’s response to what |

call the deflationist argument from equivocation.



I.Il — Sider on Predicate Equivocation

Before evaluating Sider’s response, | want to lodsely at Sider’s presentation

of the deflationist argument from equivocation. Blegin, Sider writes:

PVI [nihilist] denies the sentence ‘There existiéagbwhile admitting that there do
exist simples arranged tablewise (Sider 2009, 388).

Here Sider is presenting the nihilist position. Hitalist will grant the proposition ‘There
exist simples arranged tablewise’ and deny thegsitipn ‘There exist tables’. Next

Sider provides the definition of ‘table’ that isesaingly in use:

But ‘table’ just means a collection of simples aged tablewise. That's whht
mean by ‘table’, anyway; and presumably that's wiDigt. [universalist] means
by it as well (Sider 2009, 388).

Sider is presenting the definition of ‘table’ thuith the nihilist (Sider's PVI) and
the universalist (Sider's DKL) are presumably usifigat is, the noun ‘table’ has by
definition the same meaning as the noun phrastettan of simples arranged

tablewise’. Sider continues:

Given this meaning of ‘table’, it is true by defion that if there exist simples
arranged tablewise then ‘There exists tablestis {Sider 2009, 388).

The idea is that if one accepts this definitiortatifie, then one cannot consistently grant
the proposition ‘There exist simples arranged talde’ and deny the proposition ‘There
exist tables’. That is, given that a table is dediras a collection of simples arranged
tablewise, then a commitment to the propositiorefEhexist simples arranged tablewise’
entails a commitment to the proposition ‘There etables’.

However, the nihilist denies the proposition ‘Therest tables’ while granting the
proposition ‘There exist simples arranged tableWwis®r the deflationist, this is logically

contradictory unless the nihilist and universadist employing different meanings for the



word ‘table’. Thus, the deflationist concludes ttia ontologists are equivocating on the

meaning of the word ‘table’. Sider provides thelat&bnist conclusion as follows:

So PVI's rejection of ‘There exist tables’ mustdee to his meaning something
different by ‘table’ (Sider 2009, 388)

Let me offer an interpretation of the deflatiorasgyument from equivocation that
I hope will make this argument more perspicuouwsllistart by defining three
propositions (P1, P2, and P3) and one definitiah){

P1: There exist tables.

P2: There exist simples arranged tablewise.

P3: There exist collections of simples arrangetetaise.

D1:xis atable 5 xis a ‘collection’ of simples arranged tablewisedSi

2009, 388)

Given these propositions and definition, the deftast begins by claiming that a
commitment to P3 and D1 entails a commitment to3#ice the nihilist rejects P1, the
deflationist concludes that the ontologists musagdriee on the definition of ‘table’. This
is the deflationist argument from equivocation. Tedlationist argues that the nihilist
and universalist are employing different meaninighe word ‘table’; hence, the debate
about the ontological status of a table is tribetause the debate rests on an
equivocation.

The deflationist argument from equivocation turngiee claim that the
ontologists disagree on the definition of ‘tablgider’s response is that the ontologists
accept the definition, but disagree on whether sbimg meets the definition. That is, the
nihilist is not committed to the existence of alédbecause the nihilist will not grant P3.
The nihilist will only grant P2. Both the nihilisind universalist accept that a table is

5



defined as a collection of simples arranged taldewbut they disagree on whether there
exists acollectionof simples arranged tablewise. Sider argues tlatitiversalist will
grant the existence of a collection of simplesrageal tablewise, but the nihilist will not.
The nihilist will only grant the existence of sireplarranged tablewise. That is, the
nihilist will grant the proposition ‘There existnsples arranged tablewise’, and deny the
proposition ‘There exist collections of simplesaaged tablewise.” Thus, for Sider, the
debate is genuine and centers on the existenceaifeztion of simples arranged
tablewise. Sider writes, “They [ontologists] agoeethe conditiory that a thing must
meet in order to count as a table; their disagre¢imseover whether there exists anything
that meets that condition” (Sider 2009, 388).

Sider argues that, for the existence of a tabfeltow logically from the
definition, one must also accept the existenceadfilectionof simples arranged
tablewise. However, the deflationist could resptm8ider by arguing that the meaning
of ‘collection’ is such that the nihilist cannotrdetheir existence while admitting simples
arranged tablewise. That is, given a certain undeding of ‘collection’, the deflationist
will view a commitment to simples arranged tablemas requiring a commitment to a
collection. If that is the case, and the ontolagyeiree on the definition, then the
deflationist could argue that the proposition ‘Tdnekist simples arranged tablewise’ is
synonymous with the proposition ‘There exist tabl8&ler anticipates this retort and

offers a brief response. It is with Sider’s respgotigat | have some concerns.



I.III — Nihilist's Use of Plural Quantification

Sider briefly addresses the notion of ‘collectitime ontologists have in mind so
that he can show the debate is about the existdraceollection rather than the result of
equivocating on the meaning of the word ‘collectionthe definition of ‘table’. To do
this, Sider begins by claiming that the notionailfection’ used in the ontological
debate only has two plausible meanings: mereolbgité set-theoretic. If neither
meaning of ‘collection’ in the definition of ‘tablsecures synonymy between the
propositions ‘There exist tables’ and ‘There exgistples arranged tablewise’, then the
deflationist argument from equivocation fails. e, Sider argues that the word
‘collection’ cannot simply be dropped from the aétfon because “in that case the
definition is ungrammatical: ‘X is a table iff x sgmples arranged tablewise’ (Sider 2009,
389). Hence, ‘collection’ cannot be eliminated, @#sdneaning must be either
mereological or set-theoretic.

Sider dismisses the set-theoretic notion, claintiag the universalist does not

have a set-theoretic notion in mind. Sider writesfbllowing:

...it's clear that DKL does not mean by ‘table’: sieeoretic collection of simples
arranged tablewise... When DKL says that there dnle$ahe is clear that he
means: there are things whaeetsare simples arranged tablewise. (Sider 2009,
389)

For Sider, this leaves only a mereological intetgdren. | should note that Sider’s
interpretation of a mereological collection is nae of unrestricted compositirzor
Sider, a mereological collection is one in whicé Whole and parts share a particular

property. Sider writes the following:

% | have in mind David Lewis’s understanding of wsirieted composition, “whenever there are some
things, no matter how many or how unrelated or d@parate in character they may be, they have a
mereological fusion” (Lewis 1991, 7)



...the interpretation of ‘collection’ under which DK ‘table’ is plausibly taken
as meaning ‘collection of simples arranged tablewisis mereological: a
‘collection’ of things tha is a thing whosearts¢. (Sider 2009, 388)

With the meaning of ‘collection’ understood as notogical, Sider provides
argumentation to explain how the nihilist can gridwet proposition ‘There exist simples
arranged tablewise’, and yet deny the existena®ldctions. Sider indicates how he

thinks the nihilist can do this in the following:

To be sure, he [nihilist] admits simples arrangdalg@wise (here | quantify
plurally), but he rejects the existence of (mergial) collectionsof them (Sider
2009, 388: brackets mine).

This brief assertion is all Sider provides to defés position. That is, a position
where a nihilist can, usingural quantification grant the existence of simples arranged
tablewise and not be committed to the existen@eafllection of simples arranged
tablewise. | am highlighting Sider’s use of plugaklntification because | think such a
notion warrants more than a quick parentheticalargMy concern is that, using plural
guantification, the nihiliswill be committed to something more than simples aaeng
tablewise. Exactly what that commitment entail&lgt | want to discuss.

In short, the nihilist uses plural quantificatiohaway to quantify over the
existence of simples arranged tablewise withoutdpeommitted to anything over and
above the simples. This claim tacitly assumesghatl quantification is ontologically
innocent. In this case, to be ontologically inndgeeans to be able to quantify over
simples in a tablewise arrangement without beingrodted to something more than one
is already committed to. Sider is claiming thahgsontologically innocent plural
guantification, the nihilist can grant ‘There exsghples arranged tablewise’ without
being committed to a collection. The question Bider needs to address is: Is plural

guantification ontologically innocent? If plural gutification is not ontologically
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innocent, then this is a problem for Sider’s reg@orn turn now to an analysis of plural

guantification and its ontological commitment.

I.IV — Ontologically Innocent Plural Quantification

Plural quantification is a topic associated witbhaed-order logic; thus, to address
plural quantification | need to briefly discuss @ed-order logic. This is best done by
comparing second-order logic to the more commat-érder logic. Consider the

following example:

(1) Some rebels are scientists.

A first-order interpretation of (1) would be:

(1) Ix(Rx & Sx)

(1) can be read as: There existsxauch thak is a rebel and is a scientist. Here the
scope of the existential quantifienq) is the well-formed formuldRx & Sx). If | restrict
the universe of discourse to all people, théma variable that ranges over all people. In a
first-order systenx will take as a value some individual person. Whestantiated, ()
predicates ‘rebel’ and ‘scientist’ onto somdividual person. Hence, a first-order
guantifier is so called because it can only qugrtifer individuals rather than, for
example, properties of individuals. Accordinglyeading of the first-order existential
qguantifier is ‘There exists an individuakuch that...".

In first-order logic the noun ‘individual’ is commty dropped from the noun
phrase ‘an individual’ leaving only the indefinaeticle. Thus, the first-order existential

quantifier is typically read as ‘There existsxasuch that...”.This is unproblematic until

9



one needs to quantify over something other thandimidual thing. A widely used
example of a sentence that requires quantifying semething other than an individual

is the Geach-Kaplan sentence:
(GK) Some critics admire only one anotfier.

(GK) seems to require quantification over at leapair of critics. This pair of critics or
plurality of individuals needs to be accountedvidren symbolizing (GK). Moreover, an
appropriate symbolization of (GK) should capture important relational properties.
The critics being talked about are such that thepat admire themselves, but rather
admire one another. Secondly, these critics adomigone another; thus, do not admire
any critic that is not one of them.

There have been two general approaches to trarglie Geach-Kaplan sentence
into a formal system. The traditional view, asstedavith Quine, is to paraphrase the
sentence into first-order logic with the introdoctiof sets or classé#n alternative
view is offered by George Boolos in which plurabqtification allows symbolizing
(GK) without introducing set®! will evaluate Quine’s account first, since Bosik
account can be viewed as a response to Quine.

Quine offered a simple solution to translating @each-Kaplan sentence. What
seems like a requirement to quantify over somethinge than an individual can be

remedied by forming an individual set of the pliyaand using a first-order quantifier to

* See Quine (1972, p.238) and (1973, p. 111)
® See Quine (1972)
® See Boolos (1984) and (1985)
10



guantify over the individual set. Hence, Quine’stdim that higher-order logic is, “set
theory in sheep’s clothing” (Quine 1986, 66)

Quine used the Geach-Kaplan sentence to demontiteatdility of his system of
first-order logic with the introduction of class€3uine invokes classes or set theory as a
way of analyzing the Geach-Kaplan sentence in tefrasfirst-order system. Quine

writes:

A new example of the power gained by quantifyingrodlasses has been
proposed by Geach and... Kaplan has proved that amot&xpress this using
just identity and the terms ‘critics’ and ‘admiaaid truth functions and
guantification over persons (Quine 1972, 238).

Quine is admitting that the Geach-Kaplan senteaoc@at be rendered first-order without
the addition of set theory. Accordingly, Quine skates (GK) using an existential
guantifier that remains first-order by quantifyioger sets. Quine’s symbolization of

(GK) is as follows:

(2) @A) (@Ax)(x € @).(x)[x € a.D.x is a critic.(y)(x admiresy D.x #y.y € a)]))
(Quine 1972, 239)

(2) is a symbolization using Quine’s notation. Guuses Greek letters as class variables
and ‘€’ for the dyadic set-theoretic predicate ‘is a membf’. Further, Quine uses dot
notation like that oPrincipia Mathematicd The following is an interpretation of (2) into

a more modern system:

B) A)(@AX)(x € )& (((x € a) = CX)&((Y)(Axy) = ((x # Y)&(y €a)))))

In (3), ‘CX stands for x is a critic’ and Axy is the relational predicatec admiresy’. A

reading of (3) is: There exists a setuch that, there is atthat is a member af, and for

" See (Russell 1910, 9) for a clear explanatiomefusage of dot notation as delimiting punctuation.

11



all x, if xis a member o& thenx is a critic and for aly, x admiresy only if x is noty and
y is a member of. Notice that no second-order variable is usedg(@ntifies over an
individual set.

Quine has taken the Geach-Kaplan sentence asirggthie introduction of sets
and Quine considers a sentence like (3) to be thst precise translation. For Quine, a
second-order sentence is nothing more than aditsr sentence with quantification over
sets. This seemingly innocuous assertion has agit@bimplications. The contentious
issue is that we should not symbolize a sentensadh a way that in doing so we add to
our ontology. The prevailing intuition is capturey Stewart Shapiro when he offers the

following interpretation of Quine’s symbolizatiof the (GK):

‘there is a nonemptget(or property) C (of critics) such that for axyn C and
anyy, if x admiresy, thenx=y andy is in C.” However, this reading implies the
existence of a set (or property), while the origgentence, ‘Some critics admire
only one another,’ does not... (Shapiro 2005, 763)

It seems, as Shapiro notes, that the original sertdoes not entail a set-theoretic
interpretation. Although the Geach-Kaplan sentergeires an ontological commitment
to critics, it does not (at least presumably) regjan ontological commitment to sets of
critics. This is the point of departure for Bookosd others who reject Quine’s
introduction of sets. The concern is that Quinesoaint is not ontologically innocent and
the introduction of sets is a violation of intuitidBoolos proclaims, “It is haywire to
think that when you have some Cheerios, you aiagaset— what you'’re doing is:
eating THE CHEERIOS” (Boolos 1984, 448).

Boolos is not denying the existence of sets, butl@odoes not agree that the
plural locution ‘some critics’ entails a commitmeata set of critics. Thus, unlike Quine

who reduces second-order logic to first-order Iqgics set theory, Boolos concludes that

12



second-order logic can be interpreted in an ontoédly innocent way with the use of
plural quantification. That is, if plural quantifiton is ontologically innocent, then
second-order sentences can be translated withoug bemmitted to the existence of
anything beyond what is required in first-orderitodoolos writes, “...neither the use of
plurals nor the employment of second-order logimeots us to the existence of extra
items beyond those to which we are already comdiit{@oolos 1984, 449).

Using (GK) and other sentences, Boolos defendemdlphwantification as a way
to interpret plural locutions in an ontologicalhniocent way. Specifically, ontologically
innocent plural quantification can be used to gifyaover pluralities without a
commitment tacollections Boolos writes, “Abandon, if one ever had it, itiea that use
of plural forms must always be understood to conuné to the existence of sets (or
‘classes,’ ‘collections,’ or ‘totalities’)...” (Bool® 1984, 442).

Accordingly, Boolos interpreted the Geach-Kaplamtesece in such a way that a
commitment to sets was not required. For Boolas)dbution ‘some critics’ is a plural
locution that should be translated as quantificatieer a plurality. Using plural

guantification, Boolos symbolized (GK) as follows:

4 @X[EYXy & x)(y)(Xx & Axy — x # y &Xy)] (Boolos 1984, 432)

The capital X' is the variable that Boolos uses for plural qufagation. It is the variable
used to indicate that the existential quantifieguantifying over a plurality rather than an
individual non-empty set. If the domain of discaurs critics then[X’ can be read as

‘there are some critics’. Thus, (4) is to be reHakere aresome criticssuch that, there is

& The two most relevant articles by Boolos are (3$8# (1985). For a single volume collection of
Boolos’s work in this area see (1999).
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at least ong that isone of thenand for allx and ally; if x is one of thenandx admiresy,
thenx is noty, andy is one of themThis reading, Boolos would claim, is identicakthe
natural language expression. That is, the readiig)plike (GK), does not require set-
like language. Rather, the plural locutions ‘somtcs’ and ‘one of them’ are used.

However, Boolos’s claim that plural locutions dd nequire set-like language has
a number of critics. The success of Boolos’s ptagcontroversial and the subject of a
significant body of literature on the matfein the next section | look specifically at a
paper by Michael Resnik (1988) where he offers Witansider to be a successful
refutation of Boolos’s views on ontologically inrest plural quantification. Resnik
argues that his intuitions lead to the oppositechimion of Boolos, namely, that plural
locutions can only be understood as having a setrétic structure. Thus, Resnik argues
that plural quantification is not ontologically iocent. | turn now to an analysis of

Resnik’s criticisms of Boolos.

I.V — Against Ontologically Innocent Plural Quantification

To begin, Resnik summarizes Boolos’s argumenttf@first premise in
Boolos’s argument, Resnik offers the following:

We need not posit classes or collections in oraleender second-order sentences
intelligible. We can simply translate them into ia@ty language using plural
quantifiers (Resnik 1988, 75).

Unlike Quine, Boolos defends an ontologically in@eaicconception of second-order logic

using plural quantification. That is, using plugalantifiers, the Geach-Kaplan sentence

® For a critical view of plural quantification se@ten (1993); Laycock (2006); Linnebo (2003); Passon
(1990); Quine (1986); Resnik (1988); de Roulihad0@). For a sympathetic view of plural quantifioati
see Boolos (1984, 1985, 1999); Lewis (1991); McK2306); Shapiro (1991, 2005); Simons (1997).
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can be accurately translated without the need tallaction of critics. Resnik continues

with Boolos’s second premise:

Using plural quantifiers does not commit one tssts or collections. Indeed, it
does not commit one to anything that one is n&aaly committed to by means
of one’s use of singular quantifiers (Resnik 1988,

Here Resnik is reiterating Boolos’s notion of dagical innocence. Ontological
innocence does not mean absence of ontological domemt. Rather, ontological
innocence means that a translation is performeld motnet change in ontology. Resnik

presents Boolos’s conclusion as follows:

Thus, the use of second-order logic need not corndgtto collections or sets.
Quine is wrong: second-order logic is not clas®thén disguise (Resnik 1988,
75).

If Boolos is right, then a sentence that is irrediycsecond-order can still be interpreted
in an ontologically innocent way using plural gufication. However, if Boolos'’s first
premise turns out to be incorrect, then Boolosjgiarent does not go through. It is the
first premise that Resnik and others have a prolgm

Returning to the Geach-Kaplan sentence, Resnikearthat he is naturally
inclined to understand the sentence as saying,rélisea nonempty collection of critics
each member of which admires no one but anotherbeénResnik 1988, 77). This is
an interpretation consistent with Quine’s viewstlos matter. Resnik argues that the
sentence ‘There is a nonempty collection of critieshe correct way to interpret the
sentence ‘There are some critics’. However, ayvémeted, this interpretation requires a
commitment to collections which is not an ontol@dfizinnocent commitment.

Both Resnik and Boolos argue that their respedtiteapretations most accurately
correspond to the natural language expressionBBolos, the symbolization should not

involve sets since the natural language sentenee ot contain any set-theoretic terms.
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In contrast, Resnik argues that the sentence cdrencdrrectly understood without set-
theoretic notions. Thus, when symbolizing ‘Soméasi, Boolos usesX' for ‘there are
some x’s’, and Resnik (the traditional view) usas’ for ‘there is a sett’.

Resnik’s criticism focuses on the English translatf Boolos’s symbolization

(4). Resnik interprets (4) as follows:

There are some critics such that amg of thenadmires another critic only if the
latter isone of thendistinct from the former (Resnik 1988, 77; Resuiktalics).

This is not uncharitable to Boolos, who offers tbiéowing interpretation of his

symbolization:

...there are some critics each of whom admires apessly if that person is one
of them and none of whom admires himself (Boolo851328).

Regarding both interpretations, Resnik has theWafg intuition:

But this sentence seems to me to refer to colledtigte explicitly. How else are
we to understand the phrase ‘one of them’ other #sareferring to some
collection and as saying that the referent of ‘dsedbngs to it? (Resnik 1988, 77).

Notice that Boolos uses precisely the same locstibat Resnik finds so problematic;
namely, ‘one of them’.

The intuition that the locution ‘one of them’ redeo a collection may be due in
part to the typical grammatical usage of ‘themhém’ is commonly used as an object
pronoun in which some antecedent is known fromexdnHowever, ‘them’ is unique in
that it is aplural form of an object pronoun. Thus, for proper pramamtecedent
agreement, the reader would expect the anteceal&eta plurality. In the case of the
Geach-Kaplan sentence, the antecedent of the glbjatt pronoun ‘them’ is some
critics. This is what Boolos has in mind when h&es;, “What | ought to be committed

to issome criticsbut not to a class of critics” (Boolos 1985, 331)
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However, the context in which ‘them’ occurs haftii following ‘one of’. Here
‘one’ is indicating that there is numerically orr@ic being referred to and ‘of’ serves the
function of indicating that the one is to be foundhe referent of ‘them’. That is, ‘them’
is an anaphor, the cross-reference of which is smtection in which the one is to be
found. In (GK), if the domain of discourse is diitics, then the anaphor ‘them’ is
picking out a collection of critics in which thegalicate applies to any one of them. The
locution ‘some critics’ is picking out the colleati of critics, out of all critics, in which
the referent of ‘them’ is to be found. The probleith Boolos’s view is that he has not
gone far enough in his regimentation of ‘one ohthdf Boolos were to continue
explicating ‘one of them’, then the next step wolbédto posit a collection.

There are many challenges to an ontologically ienbgiew of plural
guantification. The challenge | have addresseldasBoolos’s intuitions are incorrect
and that upon analysis, second-order sentenceseemantification over collections.

Thus, plural quantification does not afford theabogical innocence that Boolos claims.

I.VI — Deflationist on Predicate Equivocation

I can now return to Sider’s argument and expressomgerns more clearly. The
central claim in Sider’s response to the deflasbargument from equivocation is as

follows:

To be sure, he [nihilist] admits simples arrangdud@wise (here | quantify
plurally), but he rejects the existence of (mergial) collectionsof them (Sider
2009, 388: brackets mine).

19 |n addition to Resnik, Linnebo (2003), Parson9@9and Rouilhan (2002) share the intuition thabe
properly understood, ‘them’ as a plural cross-mfiee requires some notion like a collection.
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Sider is claiming that the nihilist can, using dagically innocent plural quantification,
grant the proposition ‘There exist simples arranigddewise’ while denying ‘There
exists a collection of simples arranged tablewis®wever, | have shown that plural
guantification is not ontologically innocent. | namensider the implications of such a
claim.

Considering the following two propositions thatl&i's nihilist is making claims

about. The nihilist claims that the following i®tbase:

(5) Some simples are arranged tablewise.

Additionally, the nihilist claims that the followgnisnotthe case:

(6) Some collection of simples is arranged tablewis

These are analogous to P1 and P3, but slight ckdraye been made to demonstrate the
parallel analysis with the Geach-Kaplan discussidm locution ‘there exists’ has been
interpreted as existential quantification. Henbe, use of the particular quantifier ‘some’.
Moreover, the copula has been made explicit tdifaie discussion of the logical
structure. The significance of using a plural capul (5) and a singular copula in (6) will
be addressed in section VIII.

Given the discussion in sections V and VI, (5) wibloé analogous to the plural
guantification interpretation of Boolos, and (6)wabe analogous to the traditional
interpretation of Quine and others. Sider’s arguntms on the nihilist granting the
proposition ‘Some simples are arranged tablewidelendenying the proposition ‘Some

collection of simples is arranged tablewise’. Tikithe case only if plural quantification
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is ontologically innocent. What remains is to shibwat the quantification in (5) cannot be

done in an ontologically innocent way. That isskmw that (5) and (6) are synonymous.
As was the case for the Geach-Kaplan sentencd)| lievhelpful to symbolize (5).

Using ‘T’ for the monadic predicate ‘arranged tatke’, (5) can be symbolized using

plural quantification as follows:

(8) XXy - Ty))

With the domain of discourse being all simple$) ¢an be read as: There are some
simples such that, for any simple that is one efrththat simple is arranged tablewise.
The locution ‘some simples’ expresses the plurahgéication. Consistent with a plural
guantification interpretation, the locution ‘onetbém’ is used.

The introduction of ‘one of them’ is required foicorrect translation of (5). The
same intuition that applied to Boolos’s interpretatof the Geach-Kaplan sentence
applies here. The proper understanding of ‘thendie of them’ is to view the referent
as being a collection. The proposition ‘Some simpglee arranged tablewise’ is claiming
that some group of simples is arranged tablewike.proposition is predicating
‘arranged tablewise’ onto some simples rather #ilbsimples. The nihilist is surely not
committed to the claim that all simples are arrahigdlewise. That would make for a
very peculiar reality for the nihilist. What théhilist has in mind is that, of all the
simples in reality, there are some that form agaise arrangement. That is, the nihilist
is trying to pick out some collection of simple$uB, the proposition ‘Some simples are
arranged tablewise’ can be seen as a paraphrése pfoposition ‘Some collection of

simples is arranged tablewise’.
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Thus, analogous to the conclusion about (GK)réguires a commitment to
collections despite the absence of the term ‘cotiat The proposition ‘Some simples
are arranged tablewise’ cannot be explicated withelying on set-like language. The
plural pronouns are the natural language deviced tescolloquially express what the
logic makes explicit. While (5) and (6) are diffatessentences, they express the same
proposition.

Sider’s response to the deflationist rests on ogiohlly innocent plural
guantification. Since plural quantification is rasttologically innocent, (5) and (6) are
synonymous. Thus, by granting the proposition “Ehexist simples arranged tablewise’
the nihilist is also committed to the propositidinére exist collections of simples
arranged tablewise’. Therefore, the deflationigtagect to claim that the nihilist and

universalist must be disagreeing because of arvecgtion on the meaning of ‘table’.

I.VII — Collective Predication

There is an additional concern that Sider mustesidto be successful in refuting
the deflationist argument. The discussion in sectibfocused on the parallel between
(GK) and the proposition ‘Some simples are arrarigbtbwise’. | concluded that since
plural quantification is not ontologically innocetite proposition ‘There exist simples
arranged tablewise’ is synonymous with the propmsifThere exist a collection of
simples arranged tablewise’. However, there isoblpm with Sider’s sentences that is
not a problem for the Geach-Kaplan sentence, nartieynature of the predication in

Sider’s sentences.
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The proposition ‘Some simples are arranged talskev(b) is symbolized by (b
Recall that, if the domain of discourse is all siesp (3) may be read as follows: There
are some simples such that, for any simple; isith®le is one of them, then the simple is
arranged tablewise. Thus, the proposition ‘Somekamare arranged tablewise’ has the
same meaning as the proposition ‘There are som@esrnsuch that, for any simple; if the
simple isone of themthenthe simple is arranged tablewise

| have highlighted the two concerns | have with pihoposition ‘Some simples are
arranged tablewise’. The first is that the problgaalural locution ‘one of them’ is
involved. Second, and the focus of this sectiothas a plural quantification reading of
the proposition ‘Some simples are arranged tab\eistails a commitment to the
proposition ‘The simple is arranged tablewise’. Pineposition ‘The simple is arranged
tablewise’ is problematic. Even if plural quant#tmon was ontologically innocent, the
nihilist is committed to predicating ‘arranged &blse’ onto individual simples. | am
going to argue that an individual simple cannotéharanged tablewise’ as a predicate,
but first | need to address the type of predicatmolved. The two types | will discuss
are distributive and collective predication.

In explicating collective and distributive prediicat, | will consider a
paradigmatic case of each type. This will makedisénction perspicuous enough for my
purposes? The sentence ‘Some students are philosophers’ éxample of distributive
predication. The predicate can be applied iterbtivEhe sentence is an ellipsis of
“student is a philosopher, studeris a philosopher, ... studens a philosopher.” The

attribute ‘philosopher’ applies to students induadly.

" For a fuller discussion of plural predication $éeKay (2006); Yi (2005, 2006); Massey (1976); N&s!
(2008); Simons (1997); de Rouilhan (2002).
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The predicate ‘is a philosopher’ is a first-ordesmadic predicate. It is an
attribute that applies to individual things onedme. While a first-order monadic
predicate may be true of many things, it is truéhem individually. Thus, although the
sentence is picking out some particular set ofesttg] it is predicating of those students
an attribute that each one of them has. A plurahtjtication (innocent or otherwise)
interpretation of this sentence would be succesShulplural quantification can be
considered when a predicate is distributive. Toathe proposition ‘Some students are
philosophers’ can be read as: Some students ahetlsaiceach one of them is a
philosopher.

The sentence ‘Some students are surrounding EdifyisHan example of non-
distributive or collective predication. The predeEaust be applied collectively rather
than iteratively. The sentence must mean thatttieests are collectively surrounding
Eddy Hall since the sentence cannot be interpratedhere is a group of students and
each one of them is surrounding Eddy Hall. Morepthes sentence is grammatical even
though the predicate does not distribute. Whemeegsee has a collective predicate, the
sentence cannot be symbolized using plural queatifin. Plural quantification entails
the locution ‘one of them’ and a collective predeceannot apply to an individual.

Even if Sider tried to reword the sentence, thél@matic locution ‘one of them’
would remain. For example, Sider could argue thataroposition ‘Some simples are
arranged tablewise’ is a paraphrase for ‘Some g@sale in a tablewise arrangement
with one another’. This may appear to generatestiilutive predicate, but like (GK),
this sentence entails the problematic locution ‘ohthem’. The sentence should be read

as: There are some simples such that, for afid ally, if x is one of them angis one of
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them therxis in a tablewise arrangement withAdding a relational predicate will do no
work for Sider. Just like the Geach-Kaplan sentgloree of them’ must be understood as
explicitly referring to a collection.

Rewording will not change the type of predicatiboonsider the proposition
‘Some simples are arranged tablewise’ to be a @itipo that involves collective
predication. That is, | consider ‘arranged tabl@nie be a collective predicate in the
same way ‘surrounding Eddy Hall’ is a collectivegicate. The predicate cannot apply
to individuals, but rather must apply to a collentas a whole. This is why using plural
guantification to symbolize the sentence ‘Some &spre arranged tablewise’ was
unsuccessful. The ‘arranged tablewise’ predicatmatbe iteratively applied to students.
The sentence ‘Some simples are arranged tableisiset an ellipsis for “Simpleis
arranged tablewise, Simples arranged tablewise, ... Simpis arranged tablewise”.
Thus, the predicate must be collective. Sincegblgwantification requires a distributive
predicate, trying to symbolize the sentence ‘Somples are arranged tablewise’ with

plural quantification (innocent or otherwise) simplill not work.

[.VIIl — Predicate Equivocation Maintained

The deflationist that Sider is addressing is comegrabout ontological debates
being merely verbal. Certain ontological debates,deflationist argues, are simply a
matter of the ontologists talking past one anotimethis paper, | have discussed Sider’s
defense of the ontological debate about composatenal objects. As an ontological

realist, Sider argues that the debate about tr@amital status of tables is substantive.
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That is, the debate about the ontological statwstable is meaningful and the
universalist and nihilist have genuinely opposinogipons.

The nihilist and universalist disagree on whetiremot a table exists. The
deflationist argument from equivocation states thatdebate is only apparent because
the ontologists are equivocating on the meanirigadfection’ in the definition of ‘table’.
Sider disagrees with the deflationist and arguasttie ontologists agree on ‘table’
defined as a collection of simples arranged taldewbut do not agree on whether
something counts as a table. The deflationist doeshink the nihilist can deny the
existence of tables if they are defined as colbaxtiof simples arranged tablewise.
Sider’s response to the deflationist is that, ugiligal quantification, the nihilist can
grant the proposition ‘There exist simples arranigddewise’ and deny the proposition
‘There exists a collection of simples arrangededwide’.

It turns out that there are a couple of relatexblgms for Sider’s nihilist: the
ontological innocence of plural quantification ghe nature of the predication in the
proposition ‘There exist simples arranged tableWwisargued in section Il that Sider’s
nihilist requires plural quantification to be ordgically innocent, since if plural
guantification is not ontologically innocent, thigre nihilist will be committed to a
collection when asserting the proposition ‘Theresiesimples arranged tablewise’.

In section IV, | evaluated the plural quantificatiand its ontological innocence. |
briefly discussed the two major traditions assedatith plural quantification. Quine’s
view represented the position of second-order lbgiag reduced to first-order logic
with the addition of set theory. However, Boolosl athers have argued that

ontologically innocent plural quantification is therrect method of interpreting
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irreducibly second-order sentences. Boolos useG#aeh-Kaplan sentence in his proof
of the ontological innocence of plural quantificet)j yet in section V, | looked at
criticisms by Resnik where Resnik argues that B&islanderstanding of the Geach-
Kaplan sentence is incorrect. The conclusion Iliedavas that plural quantification is
not ontologically innocent.

Thus, as | show in section VI, Sider’s responsthéodeflationist is untenable.
Since plural quantification is not ontologicallynimcent, the proposition ‘“There exist
simples arranged tablewise’ is synonymous with f€hexist collections of simples
arranged tablewise’. The nihilist cannot granteékistence of simples arranged tablewise
and deny the existence of a collection. Therefibtae nihilist accepts the definition of
‘table’, as Sider claims, then the nihilist woulel @dommitted to the existence of tables.
Hence, the deflationist argument from equivocasitthholds. The ontologists must
disagree on the meaning of ‘table’.

The second concern | addressed regarding Sidgitsreent was the nature of
predication in the sentences he chose. Sider’istibses plural quantification to
interpret a sentence in which the predicate doesglistribute. In section VII, | show that
a distributive predicate is needed for plural giiattion and that the nihilist's sentence
contains a collective predicate. The goal of plagradntification is to avoid a commitment
to collections, yet a collection is required witbd@lective predicate. A collective
predicate is by definition a predicate that appigea collection. Thus, Sider’s nihilist
cannot use plural quantification to interpret thegwmsition ‘There exist simples arranged

tablewise’.
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Plural quantification is not ontologically innodgthus, using plural
guantification will commit the nihilist to a colldon. The nihilist's sentence ‘Some
simples are arranged tablewise’ has a collectiedipate; thus, a commitment to simples
arranged tablewise entails a commitment to a didleclf the nihilist is committed to a
collection then the deflationist is right to arghat the proposition ‘There exist simples
arranged tablewise’ is synonymous with the propmsifThere exists a collection of
simples arranged tablewise’. Thus, Sider’s resptm#iee deflationist argument from

equivocation is unsuccessful.
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CHAPTER TWO: MEREOLOGICAL COLLECTIONS AND VAGUENESS

Il.I- Mereological Collection

In the first chapter, | argued that plural quacdifion is not ontologically
innocent; thus, Sider (2009) was not successfhldnking the deflationist argument
from equivocation. In this chapter | want to shdwattSider's response to the deflationist
is not successful for a different reason, namedgalise the substantive ontological
debate he tries to defend rests on an equivocation.

Sider responds to the ontological deflationist bfedding the substantive nature
of a paradigmatic ontological argument about contpaesaterial objects. The debate that
Sider presents is about the ontological statusofposite material objects, specifically,
the ontological status of a table. Sider's strateg9 choose an actual debate between
two ontologists and then show that the debatelistantive. In the first chapter, | argued
against Sider's claim that the ontologists coulglesnplural quantification to avoid the
criticism that they are equivocating over the pcath 'is a table'.

Sider argues that it is a fact of the matter thawi Lewis and van Inwagen
disagree on the ontological status of tables, hag tlo so for a reason other than
equivocation on the word 'table’. In this chapitevill investigate Sider's claim that the
ontologists agree on the meaning of the word 'tallg disagree over whether or not the

word denotes anything. Moreover, | will look at whize ontologists would mean by
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'table’ if the word does in fact denote somethikgya pre-theoretic formulation of the
ontological argument, take David Lewis (Sider's DK be arguing for the existence of
tables, and Peter van Inwagen (Sider’s PVI) torgaiag against the existence of tables.
The deflationist claims that the debate is merelgoal and that the ontologists are
equivocating on one or more of the essential temtise argument. Specifically, the
deflationist attempts to show that the disagreerbetween the ontologists is due to the
ontologists using different definitions of ‘tabl&ince this is an ontological debate about

composite material objects, ‘table’ is definedemts of a collection as follows:
xis atable  xis a collection of simples arranged tablewise ¢6RD09, 388)

So the debate is over whether or not somethingtsasa collection of simples arranged
tablewise. The debate, then, can be restatedlas/folLewis admits the existence of
tables since he admits the existence ablectionof simples arranged tablewise, but van
Inwagen denies the existence of tables becaustwvaagen does not admit the existence
of acollectionof simples arranged tablewise.

The deflationist claims that they each mean somagttifferent by ‘collection’.
The deflationist, according to Sider, is “tryingdloow that the appearance of ontological
disagreement arises from PV/I's idiosyncratic ustatiie™” (Sider 2009, 390). Sider
argues that the ontologists agree on the meanittgeoford 'table’, but I will argue that
David Lewis and van Inwagen would not agree. Thasgue that the deflationist
argument from predicate equivocation goes throweggfabse the two ontologists do in
fact disagree on the meaning of 'table'. Sides taeforestall such an objection by
discussing three candidate meanings of the woligdtion’, and showing that in each

case, the deflationist is not successful in provira the ontologists are equivocating. |
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turn now to an account of the three candidate nmgarand how they fit in the context of

the debate.

II.1l — Candidate Meanings for 'Collection’

The three candidate meanings are succinctly preddmyt Sider in the following::

[3] interpreting ‘table’ as ‘thing whose parts aimples arranged tablewise’ does
not secure the synonymy between these sentengéstdipreting ‘table’ as ‘set
whose members are simples arranged tablewise2@slglnot what DKL (or PVI)
means by ‘table’; [1] interpreting ‘table’ as ‘sitep arranged tablewise’ violates
grammar. (Sider 2009, 390; my numbering)

The numbers correspond to my definitions below.sEhtree candidate interpretations
will serve as the focus of this chapter. My ainisnvestigate the three definitions of
‘table’ and express my concerns with the uniquéonadf ‘collection’ involved in each.
These concerns will be directed at Sider’s resptmsige deflationist for each definition
of ‘table’.

Each definition will involve a notion of ‘colledn’ that is consistent with David
Lewis’s views on the matter. Sider is clear thatvis:s meaning of ‘collection’ in the
definition of ‘table’ is what is under consideratidl hat is, Sider is basing the
disagreement between the ontologists on an “inéégaipon of ‘collection’ under which
DKL’s ‘table’ is plausibly taken as meaning ‘coltem of simples arranged tablewise™
(Sider 2009, 388). Accordingly, Sider uses Lewig&sws as the central point of
consideration for each definition of ‘table’, andill do the same in this chapter.

Based on the three options given above, and wsngs's terminology, the
following are the labels for each candidate dabnit

(1) Composition as Identity is a table 7 X is simples arranged tablewise
(2) Set-Theoreticx is a table 7 X is a set-theoretic collection of simples arranged

tablewise
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(3) Mereologicalx is a table 7 xis a mereological collection of simples arranged
tablewise
It will be helpful to briefly explicate what the fligtionist has in mind with each of the
three definitions before looking at Sider’s respans

The Composition as Identity (1) definition is simptating that the word
‘collection’ should be removed from the definitidtere the deflationist would argue that
PVI's rejection of collections is not sufficient &woid a commitment to tables. Thus, the
argument is merely verbal because given this defmbf table, both ontologists are
committed to their existence.

The set-theoretic (2) definition of table is stgtthat ‘collection’ should be
understood as a set whose members are simplegedrgablewise. The deflationist
would argue that if DKL has a set-theoretic deiamtin mind, and PVI is committed to a
set of simples arranged tablewise, then PVI caanoid a commitment to tables. Once
again, the deflationist would argue that both argats would be committed to tables if
they were both committed to sets of simples arrdngelewise.

Finally, the mereological (3) definition is onevirmich ‘collection’ is to be
understood as a fusion or whole whose parts anglegarranged tablewise. The
deflationist (according to Sider) would argue tifi@KL has a mereological notion of
‘collection’ in mind, then PVI would be committed the existence of tables. This
commitment follows from PVI admitting the existermfea mereological fusion of
simples arranged tablewise.

In all three cases, the goal of the deflatiorsgbishow that the debate is merely
verbal. That is, the deflationist will argue thateiach case, if the definition of ‘table’ is

agreed upon by the ontologists, then the ontolegmist also agree on the ontological
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status of tables. Sider argues against each pogitimrn. Sider’s strategy is to highlight
a misunderstanding by the deflationist in each .dasehat follows, | will evaluate
Sider’s response to the deflationist’s three caateis for the definition of ‘table’.

In each case, | will express my concerns for Sdesponse and investigate the
issues more deeply to offer either support orasitn of Sider’'s understanding of the
deflationist position. In what follows, | investigathe three interpretations in numerical
order as presented above. | will place special e@siglon the mereological interpretation
since | aim to show that the mereological intergien is the one on which the

ontologists cannot agree.

IL.III = Collection: Candidate Meaning One

For the Composition as Identity (1) candidate nregrSider writes the

following:

By ‘collection of simples arranged tablewise’, abtthe author of the paragraph
mean simply: ‘simples arranged tablewise’? In tteste the definition is
ungrammatical:x is a table iffx is simples arranged tablewise’. (Sider 2009, 389)

Here Sider’'s main concern is that the result ofaemg ‘collection’ will be that the
singular verb ‘is’ will be followed by ‘simples amnged tablewise’ which is a plural noun
phrase. Thus, Sider is claiming that the word &aiibn’ is necessary for the definition to
be grammatical. Sider's claim is that using theguisr noun ‘collection’ is required to
grammatically and correctly refer to the pluraliysimples arranged tablewise. The
issue that the grammar brings to the surface iptblelem of referring to a plurality.

The strategy for the deflationist is to appeaCtmposition as Identity which will
allow an interpretation of the ‘is’ not as predioat but as the ‘is’ of identity. That is,
Composition as Identity allows for a table to bentical to that which it is composed of.

Thus, allowing ‘collection’ to be dropped sinceiitslusion would be redundant. This
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singular and plural language is not problemattbéf principle of Composition as Identity

is introduced. Sider captures why that is the eakoffers a response in the following:

Believers in “composition as identity” obliterateetmetaphysical distinction
between one and many, and so may wish to introduaeguage that makes no
grammatical distinction between singular and plurdut | doubt that our neo-
Carnapian deflationist plans to convince us thatdispute between the
metaphysicians PVI and DKL is merely verbal bytfzenvincing us of th&uth
of composition as identity. (Sider 2009, 389 fn) 19

From this, | gather that Sider’s response to theoral of the word ‘collection’ is in two
parts. First, without ‘collection’ the definitios ungrammatical and second, Composition
as ldentity is likely not what the deflationist hagmind. The former warrants
investigation, but not before the latter is addedss

The reason | disagree that the deflationist wowldappeal to Composition as
Identity has to do with the philosophical viewstloé ontologists that Sider chooses.
Sider is correct to choose David Lewis (DKL) andeP&an Inwagen (PVI) as
representing (at least regarding composite matebigicts) opposing philosophical
viewpoints. However, in choosing to use philosoplard their viewpoints for his
debate, Sider invites the deflationist to constteir views as well.

| find it reasonable then to consider the ontdtgi(especially David Lewis's)
philosophical views when investigating Sider's angut. | take the following quotes to
show that Sider supports this approach and reheb® philosophical views of David

Lewis:

...at least, not given the interpretation of 'odtilen’ under which DKL's ‘table’ is
plausibly taken as meaning...

...it's clear that DKL does not mean by 'tablet:teeoretic collection... (Sider
2009, 388-389)

Accordingly, the actual views of David Lewis arentral to Sider’s discussion as well as

my own. Given Lewis's views on the matter, theatashist is justified in appealing
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appeal to the principle of Composition as Idensince that principle is central to
Lewis’s views on composition.

It is the case that the Composition as Identigsth is central to Lewis’s
mereology. Thus, if Lewis’s definition of ‘tables the definition to be agreed on by the
ontologists, then the deflationist is correct tairl that ‘collection’ should be understood
in light of the Composition as Identity principle.appealing to this principle the
deflationist would argue that there is no gramnahttoncern since Composition as
Identity allows a table to be identified with tlvahiich composes it. By identifying ‘table’
with ‘simples arranged tablewise’, the word ‘cotlen’ is no longer needed. This is at
least the strategy the deflationist would have indhiby appealing to Composition as
Identity.

However, this is not to say that Composition antidy is necessary for the
deflationist conclusion. Rather, it is sufficielittable' is defined as simples arranged
tablewise, then Sider writes, "PVI cannot cohegedény 'There exist tables' while
accepting that some patrticles are arranged tal@é&der 2009, 389). With the
principle of Composition as Identity, that is haable' would be defined. Thus, if the
ontologists agreed on Lewis's definition of 'talbiere would not be a substantive debate.
That is, candidate definition (1) is a possible meg under which the deflationist
argument would go through.

Appealing to the principle of Composition as Idgrt-candidate definition (1)—
is sufficient, but not necessary, for the deflagsbargument to go through. The point |
am making here is that Sider should not simply disrthe deflationist's appeal to
Composition as ldentity, since such an appeal cbeld successful strategy. However,

more can be said on Sider’s behalf, and rather ghamt the deflationist argument so
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easily, | want to show an alternative reason whndaiate definition (1) is not a live
option. | will not reject the deflationist's appéalthe principle, rather | will show that
appealing to Composition as ldentity will in facitrachieve the deflationist goal.

My aim is to show that even if the deflationispapls to Composition as ldentity,
the deflationist will still fail in proving the dalte is verbal. Again, this will only show
that (1) is not a candidate meaning that the defiegt can appeal to in support of their
argument. In later sections | will look at whetlbemot (2) and (3) are live options for the
deflationist.

If I am successful in showing that an appeal ton@asition as Identity will not
support the deflationist goal, then | will have simathat Sider is right (although for
reasons different than what he offers) to denydftationist the first candidate
definition: Composition as Identity (1). To begimwill explicate and provide a critical

analysis of the Composition as Identity thesis.

[I.IV — Composition as ldentity

David Lewis describes Composition as Identity dleves:

| say that composition — the relation of a pamvtwle, or, better, the many-one
relation of many parts to their fusion - is likeeidity... Call this the Thesis of
Composition as Identityt is in virtue of this thesis that mereology is
ontologically innocent: it commits us only to thinthat are identical, so to speak,
to what we were committed to before. (Lewis 199), 8

For Lewis, the Composition as Identity thesis staélet a mereological fusion is nothing
over and above its proper parts. For example, gzveommitment to the existence of my
keyboard and pencil, it is no further ontologicahgmitment to accept a fusion of my

keyboard and pencil. | am ontologically committedie keyboard-pencil fusion as soon

as | commit to the ontology of the keyboard andpéecil.
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As Lewis remarks, it would be "double counting'atdd the keyboard-pencil
fusion to my ontology. One might consider the keyfiolepencil as a way of referring to a
plurality using a singular notion. Even strongbe €Composition as Identity thesis claims
that the keyboard-pencil is, in some way, identioghe keyboard and pencil. Lewis

characterizes this identity as follows:

...given a prior commitment to cats, say, a committio cat-fusions is not a
further commitment. The fusion is nothing over and abdwedats that compose
it. It justis them. They juséreit. (Lewis 1991, 81)

| take Lewis to be identifying a fusion with its mbers in a very strong way. The ‘is’ in
the quote is the ‘is’ of identity. The ‘are’ is ugsed to be like the ‘are’ of identity. If a
fusion is identical to its members, then there widag no need to use ‘collection’ to refer
to the members since the collection and the men#rers some sense identical.

Regarding Sider’s ontological debate, Lewis waargue that, granting the
composition as identity thesis, it would be doutenting to count the simples-
arranged-tablewise fusion in addition to the sim@leanged tablewise. The simples-
arranged-tablewise fusion justthe simples arranged tablewise. For Lewis, ifigne
already committed to simples arranged tablewisa) this no further commitment to
accept the existence of mereological collectionsimples arranged tablewise. Thus, the
word ‘collection’ would be redundant in Lewis’s defion of ‘table’.

For Lewis, mereology is ontologically innocent &ese of the principle of
Composition as Identity. Roughly, according to L&wimereology, &sionis posited
when things compose something. According to theciple of Composition as Identity, a
commitment to the fusion is an ontologically innoicbecause it juss (in some sense)

identical to those things which compose it.

12| ewis is not alone in his view. Similar compositias identity claims are made in Armstrong (1978),
Baxter (1988a) and (1988b)
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This would be an easy (too easy | think) respdoysie deflationist to Sider. The
deflationist could argue that, since mereologyn®lgically innocent for Lewis, there is
no reason to debate the existence of a mereoldgisiain because it is nothing over and
above its parts. This would result in a debate ithaterely verbal, but success for the
deflationist depends on an acceptable defensewisleComposition as Identity thesis.
If the Composition as ldentity thesis is denie@ntimereology is not ontologically
innocent for Lewis. In the next section, | will fimlv Byeong-Uk Yi (1999) and argue that

Lewis’s argument for Composition as Identity islgeonatic.

II.V — Against Ontological Innocence of the Composion Relation

Byeong-UKk Yi (1999) calls Lewis's view the "Innooe Conception of
Mereology" according to which, "one who acceptsenérgy makes no ontological
commitment beyond the one that he has made indep#gaf doing so." In contrast, Yi
argues that a mereological commitmisra further ontological commitment. That is,
mereology is not ontologically innocent. A mereadad fusion on this account would be
something over and above its proper parts.

However, for Lewis, composition is the relatioathllows a composite to be
nothing more than the sum of its parts. The folligwijuote captures what Lewis has in
mind:

The ‘are’ of composition is, so to speak, the dlfwam of the ‘is’ of identity.
(Lewis 1991, 82)

The Composition as Identity thesis can be thou§asdhe ‘are’ of identity. The question

is whether the ‘are’ of identity is ontologicallyriocent in the same way as the ‘is’ of
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identity. | agree with Yi that Composition as ldgnts not ontologically innocent and
that Lewis’s argument for its innocence is probléors

To begin, Yi separates the composition thesisanttrong and weak version. The
strong version is such that a mereological fussostiiictly and literally identical to its
constituent parts. Lewis defines strict identity'aslinary identity, the one-one relation
that each thing bears to itself and to nothing"gllsewis 1991, 84). | mention this strong
sense only for completeness and to provide cofdexthat Lewis has in mind in the
weak sense of identity. Lewis thought that thergjreersion was too contentious and
opted to construct his Composition as Identity iasing a less restrictive notion of
identity.

This less restrictive notion of identity is whais calls "identity in the
broadened sense" (Lewis 1991, 85). This broadesesksof identity is the basis of the
weaker form of the composition as identity thekighe weaker version, the identity of
composition isanalogoudo the strict and literal identity of logic. Ingdiussing this form

of the identity thesis, Lewis writes the following:

...the mereological relations (however restated)samething special... they are
strikingly analogous to ordinary identity... Salléirg is this analogy that it is
appropriate to mark it by speaking of mereologietdtions — the many-one
relation of composition, the one-one relations art po whole and of overlap — as
kinds of identity. (Lewis 1991, 84)

I am highlighting Lewis's use of analogy becauseigwhere the criticisms will focus.
Yi accurately captures Lewis's use of this analagy provides a list of propositions to

explicate the flaw in Lewis's reasoning.

13 For additional discussion critical of Compositis Identity see Koslicki (2008), Oliver (1994), &id
(2007), van Inwagen (1994). For additional discussiosupport of Composition as Identity see
Armstrong (1978), Baxter (1988a, b), Sider (2001).
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The following propositions are adopted from Yi 999 152):

() Thereis a cat.

(i) There is a mouse.

(iif) There is something that the cat and the mawee

(iv) There is something that the ¢ait
The 'are' in (iii) is the composition relation. Ths, (iii) may be read as: There is
something that the cat and the mouse compose. lagiges that by asserting (i),
asserting (iv) becomes redundant. say, ‘'There is a cat' is equivalent to saying
'Something is a cat'. Accordingly, Lewis would adbat (iv) is redundant given (i)
because they express the same propositiogranting (i), there is no additional
ontological commitment in granting (iv).

Lewis’s argument continues by claiming that the saeasoning applies to the
composition relation, the ‘are’ of composition. E@wis, the composition relation, as in
(iii) is analogous enough to ordinary identity #® tioeated as a kind of identifijhe
analogy is so strong between the two that theyopmrthe same function in the type of
reasoning above.

Lewis argues that because ‘'are' in (iii) is “skstgly” analogous to 'is' in (iv),
that (iii) is an ontologically innocent assertionthe same way (iv) i:or Lewis,
asserting that there is a cat and mouse is ont@bbgiequivalent to asserting that there is
something that the cat and the mouse compmExguseasserting that there is a cat is
ontologically equivalent to asserting that someghga cat.

Lewis’s argument turns on the analogy between timeposition predicate in (iii)
‘something that the cat and mouse are’ and theiigearedicate in (iv) ‘something that

the cat is’. Lewis argues that the analogy betwssnposition and identity is strong
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enough to allow composition to be ontologicallyaoent like identity. Thus, Lewis
argues that the analogy is strong enough to supip@dptly named Composition as
Identity thesis.

To try and reinforce this claim, Lewis offers a riemof respects in which the
composition relation is analogous to the ident#hation (1991, 85ff.). The first is
Unrestricted Compositigrwhich states anytime there is a cat, there isetioimg
identical to the cat. Analogously, anytime thera isat and a mouse, there is something
that is identical to the fusion of the cat and neous

SecondUniqueness of Compositipstates that two different things cannot be
identical to a particular cat in the same way that different things cannot be identical
to the particular fusion of a cat and mouse. Tketl&o areEase of Describing Fusions
andCoincidence of LocatiorThese state that a full description of a paréiceht,
including its location, fully describes that whiishidentical to the cat. Analogously, a
fully described fusion is identical to the full deption of the parts.

Whether or not these analogies hold is not culyemtier investigation. Lewis's
argument is that if these analogies hold, then amitipn and identity are analogous in
another respect, namely, ontological innocence.prbblem here is that an argument
from analogy, where the four respects charactéheenalogy, is not sufficient to claim
that composition is ontologically innocent. Thig@ament simply does not work. None of
the respects in which composition is analogousiéatity logicallyentailsontological
innocence for composition. Yi concludes that thguarent from analogy is a “non-
sequitur” and involves a “flagrant fallacy” (Yi 199153).

So either Lewis’s argument begs the question @siis on faulty reasoning.

Either way, Lewis’s argument for the ontologicat@cence of composition is not
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successful. The Composition as Identity thesis do¢®btain; thus, a commitment to a
fusion is not an ontologically innocent commitmerte word ‘collection’ is not
redundant and cannot be removed from the defindidtable’. Thus, candidate
definition (1) does not support the deflationishclusion. Thus, the first of the three
candidate definitions for the deflationist has bekown to not achieve the deflationists
goal. However, any of the three would be sufficimtthe deflationist. | turn now to the

second candidate definition: set-theoretic.

I1.VI — Collection: Candidate Meaning Two

Regarding the set-theoretic definition of ‘tablehat the deflationist has in mind
is that the debate will be verbal if Lewis’s defion of ‘table’ is set-theoretic and van
Inwagen is committed to set. When considering wdretin not Lewis’s definition of
‘table’ is set-theoretic, Sider writes, “it's cledmat DKL does not mean by ‘table’: set-
theoretic collection of simples arranged tablewisitier 2009, 389). Sider goes on to
say that DKL and PVI are “perfectly clear on thstitiction between parthood and set-
membership (Sider 2009, 389).

This captures most of the discussion Sider providgarding the set-theoretic
interpretation. My presentation will be similarlyidf, since here | agree with Sider that
the deflationist would be mistaken to think tha trefinition of ‘table’ that the
ontologists have in mind is set-theoretic. To besuewis would not have a set-theoretic
definition in mind. However, the deflationist cowddgue that, even though Lewis does
not have a set-theoretic definition in mind, Lewigart’ is synonymous with van
Inwagen’s ‘member’. Then the deflationist wouldieglahat the debate is merely verbal

because the ontologists are conflating ‘part’ andrhber’. Sider writes the following:
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The author [deflationist] might reply that DKL mesalny ‘part’ what PVI means
by ‘member’. But this would be a mistake, sincesitivity is presumably a sort
of meaning-postulate on DKL'’s ‘part’ but not on P&/imember’. (Sider 2009,
389 fn. 18)

To see what work this is doing for the deflatione®nsider once again the
definition:

xis a table F X is a set-theoretic collection of simples arrangdxdewise
Here it may be helpful to restate the definienxas:a set whose members (the simples)
are arranged tablewise. The deflationist then ddaimat, if van Inwagen is committed to
a set whose members are arranged tablewise, apai$’s ‘part’ is synonymous with
‘member’, then they both agree on the definitiod hoth are committed to tables. Thus,
the debate would be verbal because the ontolagjistsonflating ‘part’ and ‘member’.

Sider’s response, seen in the quote above, isrdragitivity is a property of
Lewis's parthood and because of that, Lewis's' ‘aatt van Inwagen's 'member' cannot
be synonymous. Here | agree with Sider that thelogists are not conflating ‘part’ and
'member’, but it is worth mentioning that the didlaist may have in mind Lewis’s,
especially higParts of Classe§l991), project of reinterpreting set-theoretioaxs using
his formulation of mereolog}

Although this does bring together 'part’ and 'merniialoes not follow that
Lewis is conflating the two notions. Rather, heslar excellent job of comparing the
two notions. Similarly, van Inwagen (2006) provigeslear and helpful discussion on the
distinction between sets and fusions. Thus, whatuating these ontologists, Sider is
correct to claim that "DKL (like PVI) is perfectlylear on the distinction between

parthood and set-membership" (Sider 2009, 389}.tH&se reasons, | think the

!4 See84.4 Set Theory Regainéidewis 1991, 100-107)
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deflationist would be wrong to argue that the angadts are conflating ‘part’ and
'member’.

As a final remark before leaving this candidaténiteon, Sider leaves it an open
guestion whether or not van Inwagen believes oommitted to sets and on this point |
disagree with Sider. | think the deflationist isreet to claim that van Inwagen is
committed to sets, because van Inwagen is comntdtadn-ontologically innocent
plural quantification. Yet, although this is a cluston favorable to the deflationist
position, it does not help the deflationist regagdihis second candidate definition of
'table’.

| have argued that, even if the deflationist igect to claim that van Inwagen is
committed to sets, the conclusion that the debetiwd®en the ontoligists is verbal does
not follow. Sider is correct to claim that Lewisedonot have in mind a set-theoretic
definition of 'table’, rather Lewis has a mereotadjidefinition in mind. Thus, even if van
Inwagen is committed to sets, this does not corhimitto the existence of tables defined
mereologically. Thus, there would be genuine disagrent between the ontologists.

In response, the deflationist might argue thateigiLewis's definition of a
mereological collection, van Inwagen would be farte admit the existence of tables
defined mereologically. This remains to be seed,\aifl be the subject of investigation

for the third candidate definition: mereological.

I1.VII — Collection:Candidate Meaning Three

Sider argues that "the interpretation of ‘collattunder which DKL's 'table’ is
plausibly taken as meaning 'collection of simplearsged tablewise'... is mereological: a

‘collection’ of things thatg is a thing whosearts ¢" (Sider 2009, 388). | take Sider to
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be claiming that it is Lewis's notion of a mereabag) ‘collection’ on which the debate
between the ontologists is about. Moreover, Sigeears to characterize this
mereological collection as one in which the pretdicd the whole (collection of things
that¢) is distributed onto the parts (thing whose péwtsLater Sider writes, "When
DKL says that there are tables, he is clear thahéans: there are things whsetsare
simples arranged tablewise" (Sider 2009, 389)

So Sider has a specific understanding of a megexbcollection where the
property of the collection is also a property af thdividual parts. That is, Sider has
distributive predication in mind, but this is prebiatic when a collective property such
as "arranged tablewise" is being discussed. Howdvisrmay be a misrepresentation of
what Sider is trying to express. Moreover, it's cletr that Lewis has such a requirement
for his notion of a mereological collection. Itertainly not a result of any of his three
axioms of mereology (Lewis 1991, 74). As a reduliant to offer a different and more
charitable interpretation of what | think Sidetnging to express.

As it turns out, van Inwagen (1990) has a nisewhsion of such an
interpretation. | should note that, in the follogidiscussion of van Inwagen's
mereological language, much of the language usgdoma&onsidered unrefined and
problematic. My goal here is not to critically aywé van Inwagen, but rather offer a
glimpse of van Inwagen's mereological languagédnabltmay use it to reinterpret Sider's
claim in a way lacks the obvious predication praidealready discussed.

In Material Beingg1990), van Inwagen discusses at length, how ifistiban
"paraphrase the sentences of ordinary languagenbsit philosophers would say
expressed facts about things like chairs in langubgt refers to no material things but

simples” (van Inwagen 1990, 108). van Inwagen plesvithree types of paraphrase:
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using plural quantification, using sets, using m&itplural quantifiers nor sets. It is the
third type (neither plural quantifiers nor setsdtthewis would offer

van Inwagen offers a paraphrase that achievegolailsof not being committed to
anything other than simples while not requiringe"d#pparatus of plural quantification or
to assert the existence of sets" (van Inwagen 1PB0), This is done using spatial

regions. For an example, van Inwagen writes thewahg:

...one might render 'Some chairs are heavier tharegables' in this way:

There is arx such thak is a region of space and the things that fall withare
arranged chairwise and there ig such thay is a region of space and the things
that fall within y are arranged tablewise and tiet fall withinx are heavier than
the things that fall withity. (van Inwagen 1990, 110)

Using van Inwagen's spatial region interpretatiomeme, | can return to Sider
and more accurately capture what he has in mingaying that Lewis's understanding of
table is, "things whose parts are simples arratg@éwise,” Sider may have in mind the
following: a table is to be understood as a regibspace where the parts within that
region of space are arranged tablewise. By usi@drdgion of space” locution of van
Inwagen, | can interpret Sider in a way that dassattribute to Lewis a commitment to
ontologically innocent plural quantification. Whiles the case that Sider and Lewis
would both grant ontologically innocent plural gtifcation, | will table that issue here
since | have already addressed the consequencbkapter one.

Moreover, with the spatial region interpretati@ger would not be committing

Lewis to a view where a mereological collectionuiegs a distributive predicate. While

!5 For Lewis, plural quantification is not a necegdaature of his ontologically innocent mereolofgwis
writes, "Plural quantification is innocent: we hawany things, we speak of them as many, in no veay d
we mention one thing that is many taken togethamrddlogy is innocent in a different way: we havengna
things, we do mention one thing that is the makgnaogether..." (Lewis 1991, 87). Lewis refershie
position that combines plural quantification and@wogy as megethology: "Mereology is the theory of
the relation of part to whole, and kindred notioMegethology is the result of adding plural
quantification... to the language of mereology"wie1993, 3)
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it may be the case that a distributive predicatedgiired (see chapter one), it is best for
Sider to leave the question open. Using spatiguage to interpret the arrangement
allows for this. The claim that a certain regiorspace has within it particles that are
arranged tablewise, does not mean that the partelesindividually instantiate the
predicate 'arranged tablewise.' That would be prohtic. Rather, the collective
predicate can apply to the group of particles.

With these qualifications, | have tried to offeriaterpretation of Sider that is
charitable in the sense that it avoids the immedabblems already addressed. Thus, |
take Sider to be saying that Lewis's 'table' shbeldinderstood as a mereological
collection in which the spatial region that theledlion identifies is composed of a
tablewise arrangement of parts. What remains escaount of when a spatial region has
parts that compose something further. Thus, | netoia discussion of Lewis's

mereology, but this time | will focus on the axi@hUnrestricted Composition.

I.VIll = Unrestricted Composition

Lewis’s axiom of Unrestricted Composition is sthées follows: “Whenever there
are some things, then there exists a fusion okttlusags” (Lewis 1991, 74). This is a
bare statement of the very strong position exprebgehis axiom. Lewis describes the

axiom and its implications as follows:

| say that whenever there are some things, theg bdusionWheneverlt
doesn’t matter how many or how disparate or saadter unrelated they are...
There is still a fusion. So | am committed to airmer of unheard-of things:
trout-turkeys, fusions of individuals and classekthe world’s Styrofoam, and
many, many more. (Lewis 1991, 80)

Thus, Lewis’s mereology places no restriction omposition. There is no limit to the

possibilities , so in every case of material olgetitere is always a fusion.
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On this view, whenever there are simples arrangeleéwise, there is also a
fusion of those simples. If a table is defined &gsion of simples arranged tablewise,
then Lewis will grant a table in every case theeesamples arranged tablewise. That is,
in any case where there is a spatial region in lwvkimples are arranged tablewise, there
is a table fusion. Even if Lewis would not use reguage of “simples,” it would not
matter. Since anything can compose a fusion, angles arranged tablewise are things,
then whenever there are simples arranged tabléhase is a fusion of those things,
namely, a table.

My claim here is that, whatever else might chaman¢ Lewis’s notion of
mereology, Unrestricted Composition is centraligovew. Accordingly, this should be
taken into consideration when Sider is claiming tha notion of ‘table’ that Lewis has
in mind is mereological. Sider writes that Lewisiereological collection should be
understood as follows: “a ‘collection’ of thingsathy is a thing whosearts ¢" (Sider
2009, 388). My claim is that, in addition, we shibtdke Lewis to be claimingrhenever
there are parts thaj, there is a collection of things th@t Thus, for Lewis, there is a
table if there are simples arranged tablewise.

If that is the case, then Lewis’s mereologicalmgbn of ‘table’ is such that a
commitment to simples arranged tablewise entailsramitment to tables. However, the

nihilist, according to Sider, does just that. Sieeplains:

DKL's ‘table’ is plausibly taken as meaning ‘coltem of simples arranged
tablewise’... Since PVI thinks that there are no cosifeg material objects
whatsoever, he thinks that there simply are nectiins of simples arranged
tablewise. To be sure, he admits simples arrarefg@dwise (here | quantify
plurally), but he rejects the existence of (mergual) collectionsof them. (Sider
2009, 388-389)

Here Sider is claiming that the nihilist is admmgtisimples arranged tablewise and

denying a collection of them. This cannot be theecaccording to Lewis’s view. Lewis
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would claim that the nihilist is committed to tablié committed to simples arranged
tablewise. This follows from Lewis’s claim that “@hever there are some things, then
there exists a fusion of those things” (Lewis 1994).

This all seems counterproductive to Sider’s gBaler's argument against the
deflationist is that the ontologists agree on tefnition of ‘table’ but disagree on
whether or not they exist. If the ontologists a¢degwis’s mereological definition, where
composition is unrestricted, then the ontologistsnot disagree on whether or not they
exist. They would both have to agree that tablesxdst unless they disagreed on the
definition of ‘table’, but then that is the deflanist claim. Thus, the deflationist
conclusion cannot be blocked if the ontologistseagin a definition of 'table’, where
'table’ is defined as simples arranged tablewisecamposition is unrestricted. Given my
conclusion in section V that composition is notoauologically innocent relation, Sider
has two options: deny that the nihilist admits desmrranged tablewise or refute the
axiom of Unrestricted Composition.

The first option is to say that the nihilist wilbt admit simples arranged
tablewise. If that were the case, then the nihiliaild deny the existence of tables.
However, | see no reason for the nihilist to nahagimples arranged tablewise. In his
discussion on the matter, van Inwagen writes, alldielp myself to three variably
polyadic predicates: ‘are arranged chairwise’, @amanged tablewise’, and ‘are heavier
than™(van Inwagen 1990, 109). | see no reasoretoydran Inwagen these predicates.
van Inwagen wants to deny composite material objdxtt not simples themselves.
Moreover, van Inwagen does not want to deny tmapkas can be arranged tablewise.
For van Inwagen, simples can be arranged tablawitee same way they can be

arranged into any other multitude of things.
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Sider’s second option is to deny the axiom of Wtrreted Composition. This is
problematic for two reasons. First, it would undererhis claim that we are to
understand ‘table’ as a mereological collectiohewis’s sense, since Unrestricted
Composition is an axiom of Lewis’s mereology. Satdinrestricted Composition,
although controversial, is a defensible positibhsay controversial, because many find
the principle of Unrestricted Composition resuft@ll sorts of strange fusions.

These strange fusions are supposed to be suffioerejecting Unrestricted
Composition. Yet, to restrict composition resuttproblems with vagueness, and it is
this concern with vagueness on which Lewis (199t) @ider (2001) defend Unrestricted
Composition. Specifically, they use what has comleg known as the argument from
vagueness to show that composition cannot bectetril turn now to an analysis and

defense of the argument from vagueness.

[1.IX — Argument from Vagueness

The argument from vagueness attempts to provectimposition must be
unrestricted by showing that restricting composii®impossible. In this section | will,
following Lewis (1986) and Sider (2001), defend #mgument from vagueness. While
Lewis does not have a systematic presentationecathument, the main idea is captured

in the following:

To restrict composition in accordance with our itiuns would require a vague
restriction... But if composition obeys a vague lietitn, then it must sometimes
be a vague matter whether composition takes planetoAnd that is impossible.
(Lewis 1986, 212)

'8 For discussion critical of Unrestricted Compositiee Elder (2008), van Inwagen (1990), Koslicki
(2003, 2008). For discussion supporting Unrestii@emposition see Lewis (1986), Rea (1998), Van
Cleve (1986), Varzi (2005).
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A systematic formulation of Lewis’s argument fromgueness is presented by Sider
(2001). What follows is an analysis of Sider’s prgstion of the argument.

Sider first premise is as follows:

P1: If not every class has a fusion, then theret ipeis pair of cases connected by
a continuous series such that in one, compositiocnrg, but in the other,
composition does not occur. (Sider 2001, 123)

The notion of continuous series is complex, bueBsdgeneral claim is that, if
composition is restricted, then there is at least case in which composition does not
occur. Restricted composition is not the claim thate is never fusion, rather it is the
claim that not every class has a fusion. Thuggimposition is restricted, then there is at
least one case where composition occurs and oeendaere composition does not occur.
Sider discusses a couple of objections, whosdutemas should be noted. The
first is that, a nihilist will not grant this pres@. For my discussion of the argument from
vagueness, | will not address nihilism, since usiitglism to reject the argument from
vagueness only helps the deflationist. The sectietbon is that there exists a pair of
cases not connected by a continuous series, beit &s not need this to be the case. As
Sider writes, “Pl only requires thabmepair of cases differing over composition be
connected by a continuous series, if compositiorsgicted” (Sider 2001, 123). Aside
from these objections, | can think of no other ozet® deny Sider the first premise.
Premise two of the argument from vagueness cosgimith this notion of

continuous series:

P2: In no continuous series is there a sharp dutrefhether composition occurs.
(Sider 2001, 124)

Here Sider is claiming that a continuous seriesyraartificial construct, can be
considered to have so many members that the mamiadnich composition does not

occur is indistinguishable from the member in whidmposition does occur. The result
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is that, in a continuous series, a change in coitiposnust occur gradually. Sider argues
that, “there would seem to be something ‘metaplalsi@arbitrary’ about a sharp cut-off
in a continuous series of cases of compositiond€62001, 124).

The third and final premise of the argument froagweness is as follows:

P3: In any case of composition, either compositiefinitely occurs, or
composition definitely does not occur. (Sider 20045)

In defense of P3, Sider argues that ‘case’ is tormkerstood as a class that is defined in
terms of its members. Thus, a case of compositi@ndlass that has “precisely
determined membership” (Sider 2001, 125). Sidéyiag to avoid any objection from
semantic indeterminacy which Lewis spends much @igdressing in his version of the
argument. Sider summarizes the view by writing,éfighis no vagueness ‘in the world’;
all vagueness is due to semantic indecision” (2061, 125).

While this may be the case, Sider chooses togttien the argument by arguing
for the impossibility of semantic vagueness usinmerical sentences. Sider writes,
“Lewis’s assumptions about vagueness can thengteced by weaker assumptions that
concern only logical vocabulary” (Sider 2001, 12%hat Sider has in mind is that
syntactic logical notions are not vague. Sider dlsissin areductioto defend the third
premise. In short, if the third premise is not tlase, then there would be at least one
logical sentence that is vague. Since, Sider ardogisal sentences cannot be vague, P3
must be the case. While | have no issues with llimdhat logical operators are not
vague, more should be said about syntactic vasabler example, predicate logic
contains predicates which may or may not be vague.

Sider choose “numerical sentences” to isolatelibeussion of predicate
vagueness. He choose to discuss a sentence matlaignaabout a finite number of

concrete objects. The idea is that in a finite dioone could express the number of
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concrete objects determinately using predicatecldgisuch a case, the logical sentence
would contain only one predicate, namely, ‘is aarete object’. To establish the
conditions under which this predicate obtains, Sagues that this would be done by
constructing a determinate list of abstract objeantsl claiming that an object not in the
list is concrete. Thus, to instantiate the pre@iciata concrete object’ is to satisfy the
condition that the object is not included in thet bf abstract objects.

One might think that Sider is just pushing thelgpea further down the line. That
is, being a concrete object will be determinatey @ginhe objects of the list of abstract
objects are determinate. In response, Sider cldtims concreteness predicate, ‘C’,
presumably has precise application conditions sineas defined by a list of predicates
for fundamental ontological kinds that do not adofiborderline cases” (Sider 2001,
127).

What | take Sider to be claiming is that, the ctinds for the predicate are
precisely defined. Vagueness, if it is to be fourahnot come from the specifications
involved in defining the predicate. However, | agwth Sider that this is the only place
vagueness can be located. Thus, P3 must be theNmatsze that this results in a
conclusion contradictory to P2. In P2, composiiioa continuous series was claimed to
occur gradually, yet, in P3 the claim is that cosipon in a continuous series cannot be
gradual. Together, P2 and P3 negate the consegl#m conditional in P1. Therefore,
the antecedent, that composition is restricted t toeidalse. Thus, the argument from
vagueness concludes that composition must be uictedt

If composition is unrestricted, then every admissaba plurality of material
objects results in the admission of a collectiomug; when Sider’s nihilist admits simples

arranged tablewise, the nihilist is committed toexreological collection. Now, the
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nihilist will not accept Unrestricted Compositiorhis was addressed in the discussion of
P1. However, Sider’s argument relies on the onistegising the same definition of
‘table’, and for Lewis that definition would be terms of a mereological collection.
Lewis’s understanding of mereological collectioaéis Unrestricted Composition.

Thus, the nihilist must either accept Unrestricfammposition and agree with Lewis on
the definition of ‘table’, or the nihilist can detynrestricted Composition and use a
different definition of ‘table’.

If van Inwagen accepts Lewis’s definition of ‘tablinen by admitting simples
arranged tablewise, van Inwagen is committed te#igtence of tables. If van Inwagen
denies Unrestricted Composition, and if plural difemation is ontologically innocent,
then van Inwagen can admit simples arranged tabéeand deny the existence of tables.
However, if van Inwagen denies Unrestricted Contpmsithen Lewis and van Inwagen
will not have the same definition of ‘table’. Irtleér case, the deflationist argument from

equivocation goes through.

[I.X — Predicate Equivocation Maintained

My aim in this chapter, has been to show that#fationist argument from
equivocation is successful for a reason other thamontological innocence of plural
guantification. Sider's main thesis against théatiehist is that the ontologists can agree
on the definition of 'table’ and yet still disag@etheir existence. Sider systematically
presents and argues against three candidate dwfmitor each definition, Sider
attempts to show that either the ontologists dchawe that definition in mind or the

definition is correct and the ontologists agreeton
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The three definitions of 'table’ are a resulthaf three interpretations of
‘collection’ that occur in the definiens. A necegs@ndition for being a candidate
interpretation of 'collection’ is that the inter@atgon corresponds with David Lewis's
views on the matter, namely, his mereological viedordingly, the first candidate
meaning is one in which the principle of Compositas Identity makes 'collection’
superfluous.

In section IV, | addressed the Composition astitiethesis states that a
mereological collection is nothing over and abdseparts.The collection is, in a way,
identical to its parts. Thus, Composition as Idgns required for Lewis's claim that
mereology is ontologically innocent. The idea iattlgiven a commitment to some
things, it is no further commitment to grant a nedogical collection of those things. The
result is that, if van Inwagen asserts the propslThere exist simples arranged
tablewise’, then the proposition 'There existslkction of simples arranged tablewise'
carries no further ontological commitment. Thug pinoblem for Sider is that, if
Composition as Identity is granted, then theredisumbstantive ontological debate.

However, in section V, | provide alternative argntation for why we should not
accept ontologically innocent mereology. That isoked at Byeong-UK Yi's argument
against Lewis's defense of Composition as Identitpnclude that Lewis's argument for
Composition as Identity is problematic; thus, tbenposition relation is not ontologically
innocent in the way that identity is. This helpdesis case, since Composition as ldentity
is a thesis which supports and is sufficient fa deflationist conclusion. Thus, in
denying the ontological innocence of the compositeation, | support Sider's goal of

denying the deflationist conclusion for the firandidate definition.
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The second candidate definition, addressed inoge¥d, is set-theoretic. That is,
'table’ is to be defined as a set-theoretic coleadf members arranged tablewise. There
is not much to say in regards to this candidatendiein, since neither ontologist has a
set-theoretic definition in mind. Both ontologist® acutely aware of the distinction
between parthood and set membership and are ntbatiog the two notions. This
candidate definition was discussed for completersess to show that it is not a live
option for the deflationist.

In section VII, | discuss Lewis's mereologicalamri Unrestricted Composition.
Whereas, the Composition as ldentity principle aionsupport the ontological innocence
of mereology, Unrestricted Composition aims to jmevan account of when a collection
should be posited. Given Unrestricted Compositidmenever there are some things,
there is always a collection of those things. Thirsestricted Composition, if granted,
would require the nihilist to be committed to aleotion if committed to simples
arranged tablewise.

While Unrestricted Composition may seem probleadtie consequences of
restricting composition are even more so. In sadiiq | look at Sider's version of the
argument from vagueness which seeks to prove gmpasitioncannotbe restricted.

The basic strategy of the argument is to grantiotstl composition and show that doing
so entails contradictory propositions. Thus comimsicannot be restricted.

| have argued against the Composition as Ideptityciple, concluding that a
commitment to a mereological collection is not atotogically innocent commitment.
Further, | have argued for Unrestricted Composijttbos, a commitment to some things
entails a commitment to a mereological collectibthose things. The deflationist aims

to show that the ontological debate about the excs of tables is not substantive. The
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reason, the deflationist claims, is because thelogists are equivocating on the
definition of 'table’.

van Inwagen will grant the existence of simples@ged tablewise; thus, | take
van Inwagen to be committed to a mereological cti@ of simples arranged tablewise.
Further, this is not an ontologically innocent cotnnent. Therefore, if 'table’ is defined
as a collection of simples arrange tablewise, tl@ninwagen is committed to the
existence of tables. Consequently, if van Inwagames the existence of 'tables’, he must
have a different definition of 'table' than Lewksther the debate is not substantive or the
ontologists are equivocating on the definitiontable'. Thus, the deflationist argument

from equivocation remains.
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CHAPTER THREE: QUANTIFIER VARIANCE AND

META-META-ONTOLOGICAL DEBATES

[ll.I = Introductory Remarks

Thus far, | have addressed Sider's response tteflaionist that claims there is
an equivocation on the meaning of 'table’. | hageied that Sider was not able to block
the deflationist argument for a number of reas&os.it seems that | have at least allowed
for the deflationist position to be maintained. Thaing the case, it is an interesting
guestion as to whether or not the deflationist paogapplies not only to ontological
debates, but also to meta-ontological debates.

An analysis of this question will be at the metatanontological level. It is this
analysis which I would like to pursue in this chapiThe meta-meta-ontological analysis
will focus on the meta-ontological debate betwerleiSand Hirsch. | will look at an
article by Gerald Marsh (2010) in which he claitnattEli Hirsch's deflationist program
either favors Marsh's meta-meta-ontological posijtar it is self undermining.

Before pursuing the meta-meta-ontological analysiged to finish my
discussion of Sider's debate with the deflationikave yet to discuss Sider's views on
quantifier variance which is the deflationist pragr defended by HirscH.Thus, the

strategy for this chapter is to first narrow theatission by getting clear on Sider's view

" For representative examples see Hirsch (2002,,20G72009)
56



of the deflationist program. This will motivate ttesscussion of quantifier variance in
which | will look at Sider's presentation of qudieti variance and his response to it.
Once Sider's response is presented | will lodHiegch's defense of the view. In
this way, | will complete my investigation into $its response to the deflationist and
provide context for my analysis of Marsh's discossi will investigate Marsh's article
before offering my own critical analysis and prasenwhat | think to be a fundamental

problem for debates of this nature, but first | trfrssh my discussion of Sider.

.1l — Sider's Target Deflationist

Sider's taxonomy for the ontological deflatiorpssitions includes the following
four positions: equivocation, indeterminacy, obwpness, and skepticism (2009, 386). |
will not address the adequacy of this taxonomy | lstiould mention that although these
labels are conventional, Sider's motivations aresistent with other¥ The deflationist
position maintains that something is wrong with, égample, the ontological debate
about composite material objects. When the uniVistsesserts 'There exist tables' and
the nihilist asserts 'There do not exist tablegtheasserts a true proposition. Since the
propositions are contradictory, the deflationistidades that they are both true because
of some underlying mistake in the argument.

My concern will not be with the claim that truthlue of the propositions cannot
be determined (indeterminacy), nor am | concernigd tive view that upon conceptual

reflection the truth values are obvious (obviousheRather, | am concerned with the

18 philosphers typically choose a label for what tteke to be central to the debate. For exampleetKar
Bennett preferglismissivismand writes, "Neither 'skepticism' nor ‘deflationisre appropriate asgeneric
label" (2009, 39); Cian Dorr usesnciliatory semantic§2005, 237); Matti Eklund usestological
pluralism (2009, 130); John Hawthorne useperficialism(2009, 215); and Matthew McGrath uses
conciliatory metaontolog{2008, 482)
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deflationist claim that the ontologists are equatity on a key component of the
propositions. Sider focuses on equivocation, baitrtd that his arguments carry over to
the other forms (2009, 387). Further, Sider prosidenominalist formulation to satisfy
nominalist considerations. The additional deflabpositions and nominalist
formulations will not be my concern. | will remanutral on these claims and focus on
Sider's responses to the deflationist concerndd egtiivocation.

The main idea behind the deflationist argumennfemuivocation is that the
ontologists are equivocating on crucial termshiafirst two chapters, | addressed the
deflationist argument from equivocation that clatimes term that is equivocated on is the
predicate 'is a table'. This is not the only telat the ontologists can equivocate on. To
give a full account of the deflationist argumerminfr equivocation, | must also address the
possibility that the ontologists are equivocatimgtioe existential quantifier 'there exist'.

Thus, the deflationist | have in mind for this ptex is claiming that the
ontologists agree on the meaning of 'table' anddnelitions required to be a 'table’, but
they disagree on the meaning of 'there exist'.eéthevocation is claimed to be on the
quantifier. This position has come to be knowmjaantifier variance”® Quantifier
variance is the other half of the deflationist angunt from equivocation; therefore, to
have a full understanding of this deflationist arngunt will require an investigation into
equivocation of quantifiers.

With such basic propositions in question, | femtfident that an investigation
into predicate and quantifier equivocation willhéficient to exhaust the possibilities of

equivocation. However, | will not argue for thisr@@and will simply grant Sider the

19 For this view see especially Hirsch (2002, 200it, 2009).
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claim that, "they [ontologists] must mean somettdifterent by the predicate 'table’ or
by the quantifier 'there exist' (or by both)" (Si@809, 387).

This inclusive disjunction has been the focus gfwork. Sider's strategy (2009)
is to respond to the deflationist position by dagyboth disjuncts. Sider moves quickly
in his response to the first disjunct, predicateiearation, and focuses most of his time
on the second disjunct, quantifier variance. As tiint, Sider cannot be successful,
because the disjunct is false just in case bojhrdits are false. | have shown that
equivocation on the predicate is not false; thus disjunction will be true regardless of
the outcome for quantifier variance. Neverthelesannot offer a holistic analysis of the
argument from equivocation without discussing bdifjuncts. To pursue my meta-level
discussion, | will need to have thoroughly addrddseth predicate equivocation and
guantifier variance.

As a final remark on this disjunction, | want wdaess what Sider considers to be
sufficient motivation for focusing his efforts onantifier variance. Sider writes the

following:

Here is a further reason not to blame 'table'Heralleged equivocation: PVI and
DKL also disagree over sentences not containitdetaConsider a world in
which there exist exactly two material simples tizft world, DKL would accept,
while PVI would reject:

AxIyAz(x #y & x # z &y # z) (2009, 390)

Sider concludes that in this sentence, equivocatinonly occur on the quantifiers. The
implications of this claim will figure prominentiy my response to Sider, but I include

the argument here as a final motivation for Sidetlewing conclusion:

The deflationist must claim that the participamt®ntological debates mean
different things by the quantifiers. And so, théatenist must accept that
quantifierscan mean different things, that there are multipledidate meanings
for quantifiers. (2009, 391)
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Ultimately, Sider will reject quantifier variandeut his argument is complex and will

require a thorough investigation.

.11 — Quantifier Variance

Sider begins his discussion of quantifier variabg@éarrowing the meaning of
guantifier variance to avoid some of the triviggithat a reader might presuppose. To
that end, Sider points out that, since languagemwentional, 'there exist' could have
come to mean any number of things. This, howesearpt what the proponent of
guantifier variance has in mind. In his defensquantifier variance, Eli Hirsch writes,
"Nothing is being said here to imply the idealigw that what exists in the world
depends on our linguistic or conceptual decisiga802, 53).

There is another triviality that Sider wants t@iay namely, the idea that
guantifier variance is simply a label for domaistreetion. | find myself considering this
as an option at times as well. A proponent of domestriction would argue that each
ontologists makes a true assertion given the crafidemain for their claim. That is, the
universalist would be correct because the choi@oofain includes tables. The nihilist
would also be correct, because they would limiirthemain of quantification so that it
does not include tables.

Sider, however, wants to argue that it would beistake to, "think of the variety
of candidate meanings as resulting from differdmtices of alomainfor the quantifiers
to range over," and that "the quantifier variatgisandidate meanings must be in some
sensaunrestricted (Sider 2009, 393). | am highlighting this poirgdause | find domain
restriction intuitively compelling. This, howevaes,in conflict with Sider's following

argument:
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no speaker of any language can say truly that tiests a domain corresponding
to a 'larger' quantifier meaning, for the simplasen that in any language, the
sentence 'D is a domain containing everything;sorde domain contains an
object that is not contained in D' is a logicak&diood. (Sider 2009, 393)

Here Sider is expressing the faulty reasoningrzkthie nihilist's domain
restriction. That is, the claim that the nihiligti®position 'There do not exist tables' is
true because tables are not included in the doofagnantification. This is to say that
there is a larger domain that includes tables. Tdamain restriction is not a candidate
interpretation when Hirsch writes, "quantifier \@arce implies the expression ‘there exists
something' can be interpreted in a way that mdkeséntence true or in a way that
makes the sentence false" (2002, %1).

The conclusion to be drawn is that an existept@liantified sentence can be true
or false depending on the interpretation of thentjfiar and this interpretation is not a
matter of domain restriction. That there are midtipandidate meanings for quantifiers is
a point that Sider is willing to grant, what renia to determine "whether any of these
interpretations isnetaphysically distinguishedhether any of them uniquely matches
thestructureof the world, whether angarves nature at the jointsetter than the others"
(Sider 2009, 392). For Sider, thesea single best metaphysically distinguished quigntif
meaning and his defense is centered on his nofistreture and joint carvint.

Sider's discussion of structure begins with a vaditon of the concept. He writes,
"We ought to believe in an objective structuredality” (2009, 397). For Sider this is

because, among other reasons, structure is cémtradtaphysics and the sciences (2009,

20 ike Sider, my goal is to focus the discussiorabknowledging and setting aside the problem of what
counts as a domain. | want to focus on Sider'sdorehtality rather than problems with generalitywHo
and if quantification can be unrestricted is aif@sting problem in its own right, and | recommendte
interested readekbsolute Generality2006). Especially Fine's "Relatively Unrestrict@dantification”
(2006)

L Compare with David Lewis discussion of naturalgenies (1999, 13).
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401). Sider provides this motivation to convince thader of the need for structure, or an
analogous fundamental notion, in metaphysics. @naeted, Sider continues with the
application of this concept to the problem at hand.

Since structure is getting at fundamentality, Swféers ways of talking about
concepts, namely predicates, that are more fund@ftban others. In particular, Sider
focuses on Lewis's method of talking about striectddthough he mentions alternative
ways of making sense of structure, Sider will uittety apply the Lewisian
understanding to the deflationist argument fromiempation.

On Sider's interpretation, Lewis's method for egting structure, "presupposes
the existence of properties and relations, anfillitdamental locution is predicateover
these properties and relations: 'is natural™ (SEf®9, 402¥? This is worth getting clear
about since thisaturalness predicates the fundamental concept on which Sider basis
his response to the quantifier variantist.

The naturalness predicate can be monadis,fatural’, or two-places is more
natural thary' wherex andy are predicates or relations. The two-place préelicaptures
Lewis's claim that "it would be best to say that thistinction between natural properties
and others admits of degree" (Lewis 1986, 61). ldetie two-place naturalness

predicate is important since it provides a wayahparing properties, relations, etc. to

22 Since the predicate is said to be "over" certaiperties, | take the predicate to be a secondrorde
property. For a person unsympathetic to secondrdodéc, Sider's reasoning would not proceed.
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one another. As an example, Lewis writes, "The wsloas we now know, are inferior in
naturalness to such perfectly natural propertienass or charge" (1986, 6%).

With the notion of structure motivated and theunalhess predicate granted,
Sider only has one more step to make before respgnal the deflationist. Sider writes

the following:

We should extend the idea of structure beyond patel§, to expressions of other
grammatical categories, including logical expressilike quantifiers... Just as
with a predicate, once can ask of a logical expoasshether it carves the world
at the joints. (2009, 404).

Here, once again, Sider goes through a batterygoihaents to defend against the view
that someone might deny structure for logical esgians, even if they grant structure for
predicates. It is in these arguments that | have@ms, namely, against the
naturalness/structure notions applied to quansifiBut let me postpone my response
until | offer the conclusion of Sider's responséh® deflationist.

If we grant Sider the claim that the notion ofisture applies to quantifiers, then
we grant, using Sider's tergpantificational structureWhat this amounts to is that there
will be a meaning for the existential quantifieriethis more natural than any other. That
is, quantifiers will have candidate meanings, bet¢ will be one that, more than any

other, matches the objective structure of the world

23| am concerned that there is a tacit employmetheidea that fundamental irreducible notions are
already a part of reality. | do not see this deéshand | worry about circularity. Consider thddualing:
Sider writes, "The predicate for naturalness, fewls, is undefined; it is at the very foundatiorhaf
metaphysical system" (2009, 402); Lewis writes, iyiahilosophers are sceptical about the distinction
between natural and gruesome [unnatural] propefiesy think it illegitimate, unless it can somehbev
drawn in terms that do not presuppose it. It isdegible to do that, | think, because we pressupose
constantly” (Lewis 1986, 63).
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Sider's argument proceeds by first supposingttigameaning of a quantifier is a
second-order properfy.Thus, the meaning of the existential quantifiehis "property
had byP iff something ha®" (Sider 2009, 407). S®" has this meaning just in case the
propertyP is instantiated. Given this state of affairs, $ickencludes that the following is

the most natural meaning for the existential qdienti

being a property P such that something ha8eXistencé) (2009, 407; Sider's
emphasis)

Here | will designate this "most natural" meanisglae propert¥,, rather than using
the word 'existence' in bold type.

Returning to the deflationist, the argument frasmigocation states that the
ontologists mean something different by the predidable’ or the quantifier 'there exist’
or both. Here | am discussing Sider's responseetdeflationist that claims the
equivocation is on the quantifier 'there existighSider is responding to the quantifier
variantist.

The quantifier variantist is claiming that the wemisalist's quantifier has one
meaning Ey, while the nihilist has anotheEy. Sider's response is that, although it may
not fit their use perfectly, the ontologists ar¢hbemploying the same meaning of ‘there
exist', namelyEn,. That is, they are using the quantifier with thestmatural meaning.
Since Sider consider the quantifier the only sowfoequivocation, his final response to
the deflationist is as follows:

both PVI and DKL meaexistenceby 'there exists’, and the dispute is not merely
verbal; the thesis of Equivocation is false. (2008)).

In the next section | will address some of my conseegarding Sider's supporting

argumentation for this conclusion.

%4 Sider provides a nominalist formulation for thegmn “reluctant to reify quantifier meanings" (2009
408).
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1.1V — Quantifier Variance Maintained

Sider has recently written:

The more | think about these matters, the moreiosed | become that whether
quantifier variance is true, or whether insteaddhg a single, most natural,
guantifier meaning, is the crux of metaontologydés 2009, 565)

As | have discussed, Sider argues that therefectra most natural quantifier meaning.
Accordingly, Sider refers to himself as antological realist | will refer to the argument
in support of this view, the naturalness argumeéhis argument seeks to deny the
guantifier variantist conclusion that the ontoldgjisach assert true propositions given
what they mean by the quantifier 'there existsis flaturalness argument has come under
heavy criticism, especially from Eli Hirsch, whord&'s arguments can be seen as
directed toward®

Hirsch (2008) has offered cogent argumentatiomnag&ider's view that there is
a single best, most natural, meaning of the existequantifier. Before looking at
Hirsch's criticisms, | need to briefly address asumption that Sider makes in his

response to the deflationist. Sider states thengstson and its importance as follows:

These arguments against deflationism assume ta&tdice of reference
magnetism" is strong enough to outweigh a faildrexastenceto match the use
of 'there exists'... If the magnetic force is wethlen a defender of the thesis of
Equivocation might, | concede, justly claim thatIRvid DKL mean different
things by 'there exists'. (2009, 411)

Sider, following Lewis, thinks of the natural profies and relations as things which help
determine semantic content. That is, semantic @mdehacy can be avoided by appeal to
naturalness.

However, Sider, again following Lewis, argues thatiuralness is not quite all

there is to the story. Naturalness needsrence magneia addition. Roughly, reference

5 Hirsch defends quantifier variance in (2002b, 2@ID&)
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magnetism is the idea that the more natural a prpg the more attractive force it will
have for use. This allows that, even in cases gathpeting natural properties, one will
be the most natural, namely, the one with the ggehattractive/magnetic force. To
demonstrate, Sider uses the thought experimemhieatieal interpreter. The idea is that an
ideal interpreter would construct a translation garfor an unknown language by
looking at a number of key things. The first is haards are used. Sider writes, "Think
of this as determining a set of senten€essuch that the interpreter ought... to interpret
my words so that the memberslo€éome out true” (2009, 400).

This is analogous to a prominent feature of Hisgoantifier variance, his
linguistic principle of charitywhich states, "if we are trying to decide betwaeo
interpretations of a language, there is a presumpti favor of the one that succeeds
better in making people's assertions come out {tdesch 2008, 368). For both Sider
and Hirsch, a language should be interpreted satttlie sentences in those languages
come out true. However, Sider points out that tlvexdd be a case where, looking only
at use, an ideal interpreter would interpret auniiiviely false sentence as true.

To eliminate this possibility, Sider requires thraaddition to use, naturalness is
taken into consideration. Regarding the ideal priter interpreting his language, Sider

writes the following:

Other things being equal, the ideal interpretertrassign natural properties and
relations to my predicates. Natural properties r@tations are ‘reference magnets'.
(2009, 400)

The metaphor of magnetism is to help convey tba itiat, other things being equal, the
more natural a property is, the more appropriateas an assignment of a predicate.
Recall that to be more natural is to most closebemble the fundamental structure of the

world (carve nature at its joints). Thus, Sidepsse to the deflationist depends on this
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idea thatEn, Is more natural, is a stronger reference maghat, other candidate
meanings for the ontologists use of ‘there exigti'is not, then as in the quote above,
Sider must allow the possibility that the ontolagiare equivocating on the quantifier.

Sider argues that, if this is a problem, the deloah be setup in an atrtificial
languag€? In short, Sider claims that if the propeBy is not magnetic (natural)
enough, then the debate can be recast in a newdgagvhere it is. This new language is
what Sider callsDntologeseThis new language is constructed such that tistesnial
guantifier is defined as expressing the propExty Thus, in Ontologese, any debate that
employs the existential quantifier will involve tb&istential quantifier that expresses the
propertyEna. Sider concludes that the ontologists would dighgree if the ontologists
construct their argument in Ontologese; therefSiger concludes that the debate cannot
be the result of equivocating on the quantifier.

Hirsch's response to Sider will focus on this id@aguage, Ontologese, and its
motivations, namely, naturalness and reference gtemgn. What Sider does is use
naturalness and reference magnetism to identifgxistential quantifier that most
accurately carves nature at the joints. Sider gjritexistence is a logical joint in reality”
(2004, 646). So Sider is looking for the quantifieat captures the quantificational
structure of the world. This quantifidf, is thus said to have such magnetic force that
'there exists' must refer B,

Hirsch argues that what Sider has done is takemtological debate about
whether or not tables exist, and recast it as aoméblogical debate, in the language
Ontologese, about "reality's logical joints andmjifecational structure” (Hirsch 2068

521). Hirsch's criticism is that Sider has juststomcted another verbal debate, but at

% This is reminiscent of Cian Dorr's strategy udiifferent tribal languages (2005, 236).
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another meta-level. It is still a verbal debatst formulated in Ontologese, which can be
thought of as at the meta-meta-level. That is, dhirdaims that Sider made no progress
in moving to a higher level. What remains is aruangnt to show that the
metaontological debate is verbal, but a summa#isdch's thesis will be helpful. Hirsch

succinctly characterizes his criticism as follows:

the neo-ontological [metaontological] disputes alwhich sentences are true in
Ontologese, the language that is aligned to thédigaguantificational structure,
merely recapitulates the traditional ontologistsbal disputes about what exists.
(2008, 521)

Briefly, Hirsch argues that Sider's strategy furoducing Ontologese does not
avoid the problems it is trying to solve. Sideranslation instructions involve the same
notions of naturalness, fundamentality, and quiaatibnal structure. The individual
dissatisfied with these notions at the ontologieaél, will find no satisfying account at
the metaontological level.

Hirsch offers a formalization of Sider's arguméiotahere. Regarding choosing
what language to deem Ontologese, Hirsh arguesvtingtever language one is currently
using will, according to Sider's criteria, be theal language. That is, the language which
most closely corresponds to the quantificationaicstire of the world. Hirsch writes,
"Sider's explanations of quantification structurenply that the following two sentence-

schema are correct in all languages” (20@22). The first is as follows:

(1) A necessary and sufficient condition for anobogical languagé to be
aligned to the world's quantificational structusehat any sentence inof the
form "There exists such-and-such" is true iff gdrthe world's quantificational
structure consists in the fact that there existhsand-such. (20@8 522)

Here | take Hirsch to be claiming that an ontatagjianguage corresponds to the

world's quantificational structure if a disquotaiid biconditional for an existential claim
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obtains. That is, any given languagecorresponds to the world's quantificational
structure just in case"is true inL iff P—whereP' is an existential claim made lin

The following is the second sentence-schema thratk presents:

(2) There exists such-and-such iff part of the disrjuantificational structure
consists in the fact that there exists such-anti-q200&, 522)

Here Hirsch is highlighting the fact that Sidegguirement for the correct ontological
language requires an understanding of the worldistficational structure. Notice the
relation between (2) and the disquotational bictowial in (1).

Regarding (2), one might ask: How does one knawefworld's quantificational
structure consists in a certain ontological factl@s point, Sider concedes that his
arguments, "make an assumption about the truetlid@ontent determination: that this
theory wieghts naturalness heavily enough to owveecany mismatch there may be
betweerexistenceand the use of 'there exists' " (2009, 411).

So, once again, Sider appeals to naturalnesskdaaguages, but as Hirsch
notes, (1) and (2) together reveal that, regardi€sgat language is chosen, it can fulfill
the requirements to be the ideal language. Anydagg can fulfill (1) and (2) so long as

the speaker considers the language more naturabthars. Thus, Hirsch concludes:

(3) This ontological language (the one currentlinbaised), but no other
ontological language, is aligned to the world'srgifi@ational structure. (20G8
522)

The significance here is that in addition to amglaage being a candidate for being the
ideal language, once chosen, all others are predlfrdm being candidates. So, Hirsch
concludes:

The answer to Sider's question, "Which ontolodi@aguage is aligned to the
world's quantificational structure?" depends oncliHanguage one is speaking.
The question is purely verbal; it has no substantintent. (2008 522)
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Here | agree with Hirsch, and the criticisms segravoidable for Sider.

However, it should be noted that this is only appem for the person that will not grant
the Sider's notion of reference magnetism. Thssgsificant for Sider, however, because
Sider appeals to the ideal language to escapestbendence on reference magnetism. As
Hirsch's argument shows, Sider is not successfavanding the dependence.

Thus, Sider's response to the deflationist willefed on one's take on reference
magnetism and naturalness. The naturalness cormernmavoidable, even if Sider tries
to formulate the debate at a higher meta-level, isa@ntologese. While this conclusion
does not result in a rejection of Sider's respansbe deflationist, it does mark the point
of disagreement. What one decides regarding ther/&elvis idea of indefinable
fundamental naturalness will determine whetheratiSider's response to the deflationist

is successful.

1.V — Is Sider-Deflationist debate merely verbal?

Hirsch's criticisms of Sider followed Sider frohretmeta-ontological level to the
meta-meta-ontological level. There is a questiorcwhthink follows naturally from this
discussion: Is the meta-meta-ontological debatedet Sider and Hirsch merely verbal?
In a recent article, Gerald Marsh (2010) answersdyng that if Hirsch's criteria for
verbal debates is used, then yes. In this sedtiill, evaluate Marsh's argumentation and
highlight those areas that may be problematiclllaffier my critical remarks in the next
section.

Central to Marsh's discussion is the notion ofEtits interpretive charity and
Sider's naturalness considerations. However, Sidegl is to show that the ontological

debate about composite material objects is suldgtattirsch concludes that the debate
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is not substantive, but rather is merely verbalaWtam concerned with is whether or
not Marsh is correct when he claims that Hirsob&sons for claiming the debate is
verbal, make his own debate with Sider verbal.

Central to Marsh's discussion is Hirsch's inteipeecharity discussion. Hirsch
writes, "central to what | take to be the corraetwof linguistic interpretation is an
appeal to 'use,’ but it must be understood thabtiheway to understand that appeal is in
terms of what has been called the 'principle ofityia (2009, 240).

Regarding the principle of charity, Hirsch hasthcentral considerations:

Charity to Retractionlf the community retracts a set of sentencesitee
previously accepted, then considerations of chanitigt favor an interpretation
which makes the sentences false. (20388)

Charity to Understandingnmembers of the linguistic community generally
understand what they are talking about to the ¢&xéeleast that they do not make
a priori (conceptual) mistakes about seemingly omgacated judgments. (200638
370)

Charity to Perceptionany language contains sentences used to makeppeat
reports, and that these reports are generally ate(o a fair degree of
approximation). (2008 372)

Collectively these considerations serve as Hirgatitsrion for judging, in addition to
use, linguistic interpretation. | have already added Sider's interpretive program,
namely, that in addition to use, an ideal intemar@bust "assign natural properties and
relations to my predicates” (Sider 2009, 400).

Returning to the ontological debate about compasiterial objects, Hirsch
claims that the ontologists equivocate on the nmepof the quantifier, because we
should interpret the debate so that each ontolotadtes claims that are true. Since the
only location for interpretive charity is the quidier 'there exists', Hirsch concludes that

this is where the meaning changes for the ontdigigience, quantifier variance. Sider
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disagrees, and thinks that naturalness considasatiotail a single understanding of
'there exists' . That understanding is the onedates nature at the joints.

Consider two linguistic communities that speakrpEnglish?’ In one
community, everyone agrees with Sider. This wilklse S-community which speak S-
English. In the other community, everyone agregis kirsch. This will be the H-
community which speak H-English. Now consider theoimunity and the H-
community disagreeing about the truth or falsityjoéntifier variance. That is, the truth
or falsity of the position that there are multipendidate meanings for quantifier
expressions that are equally natural and inferénaaequate®

Marsh (2010, 463) proceeds by introducing the tiehsa follows:
(S1) Quantifier variance is false.
(H1) Quantifier variance is true.
where (S1) is in S-English and (H1) is in H-English
In S-English, (S1) is true, but false in H-EngliSimilarly, (H1) is true in H-English, but
false in S-English. As in the case of the ontolabdebate, this meta-ontological debate
has the appearance of being genuine. By that, hrires it looks like Hirsch and Sider
disagree on whether or not quantifier varianceus br false. However, at the meta-
meta-ontological level with which | am working, tbebate is not substantive because
each will assert a true proposition when statetieér own language, or at least that is
what the deflationist would desire.
To proceed with the analysis, Marsh considerswags in which, in the spirit of

Hirsch's deflationism, (S1) and (H1) can be intetgd such that they both come out true.

2" Here | am following Hirsch's style of presentihg debate, see for example (2009, 65 ff.).
8 Compare with Sider's definition of quantifier \arce (200, 209) and (2009, 393).
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That is, how in H-English, one would interpret (2hd (H1) so that both are true. The
first interpretation is disquotational, and themw®tis conciliatory (2010, 463). The

disquotational interpretations are as follows:

(S1D) 'Quantifier Variance is false' is true in Bglish iff Quantifier Variance is
false.

(H1D) 'Quantifier Variance is true' is true in Hgfish iff Quantifier Variance is
true.

where S1D is stated in H-English and H1D is states-English.

Marsh’s strategy here, is to use the disquotatiometpretations to evaluate this meta-
ontological debate in the same way Hirsch evaludteantologists in the debate with
Sider?®

The problem with the disquotational interpretatimthat, S1D turns out to be
false in H-English, because the left and right sifithe biconditional would have
different truth-values for Hirsch. So the disquimtaal interpretation will not achieve the
goal of providing an interpretation of S1 and Htlsthat each come out true. So, Marsh
offers the second interpretation, namely, the d@tory interpretation.

The goal of the conciliatory interpretation, isa® such that both Hirsch and Sider
would agree that both are true. The conciliatotgripretations are constructed so that
Sider and Hirsch interpret the other using thegf@mred interpretive method (hence the
conciliatory label). Thus, for Sider, naturalnesaaerns will be the interpretive
requirement, and for Hirsch, charity.

Following Marsh, | will use the labels (S1C) amtlLC) for the conciliatory

interpretations. The interpretations are as foltows

29 Compare this discussion to my presentation (sedtip of Hirsch’s disquotational schema as a resgon
to Sider.
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(S1C) 'Quantifier Variance is false' is true ifcBglish iff if there are natural
properties, then it is not the case that thereraréiple existence-like
candidate Sider-interpretations for expressiorss 'titere exists' each of
which is adequate for describing the world (Mar8h@®, 464)°

(H1C) 'Quantifier Variance is true' is true in hglish iff there are multiple
existence-like candidate Hirsch-interpretationsefigpressions like 'there
exists' each of which is adequate for describimgwbrld. (Marsh 2010,
464).

where (S1C) is in H-English and (H1C) is in S-Eslli

The logical structure does the work here. In (S1@ right side of the
biconditional is a conditional where in H-Englisbth the antecedent and consequent are
false. Thus, the conditional comes out true. Furtte left side of the biconditional is
true in H-English. So, since both sides of the bdibonal have the same truth-value
(true), the biconditional (S1C) is true in H-Englisn (H1C), both sides of the
biconditional are false in S-English; thus, (H1Ges out true in S-English. So the
conciliatory interpretations are such that bothGpand (H1C) come out to be true in
their respective languages.

Since Hirsch's deflationist concerns are the refsgoint, Marsh's argument
concludes with an analysis of Hirsch's charity aderstions regarding the disquotational
and conciliatory interpretations. To summarize, fiaargues that charity to perception is
not applicable to the current discussion, chaatyriderstanding favors the conciliatory
interpretations, and charity to retraction can fagither disquotational or conciliatory

depending on evidence.

30| should note that Marsh uses"logical kind" whiehave used "natural properties.” Marsh uses Hissch
phrase logical kind, but since this is an intertien of Sider's viewpoint, | chose natural projsrt
Moreover, Sider chose natural properties becausgsl, &om whom Sider adopted the notion, wrote,&éTh
name [natural property] is borrowed from the faarilierm 'natural kind'; the contrast is meant tovith
unnatural, gerrymandered, gruesome properties” il @86, 60). Thus, the label 'natural propertg' ha
been thoughtfully selected and should be preserved.
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The retracting consideration is guiding the follogvclaim by Hirsch: "A
plausibly charitable interpretation must take actai the strong presumption that
reasonable people are expected to improve theamgcof their judgments in the face of
additional evidence" (2005, 74). Thus, in evalugtiirsch's considerations on the
different interpretations, Marsh is faced with ddesing whether evidence will favor the
disquotational or conciliatory translations.

In the absence of such evidence, Marsh settléseofollowing disjunction,
"Either there is some evidence such that charitgti@action renders Hirsch's
metaontological dispute with Sider genuine or themot" (2010, 466). From this, Marsh

concludes the following:

either Hirsch’s charity principles favor my conatbry interpretations, or they
weigh against Hirsch’s claim that certain objesteleontological disputes are
merely verbal.(2010, 464).

The dilemma is significant, and Marsh believes thaltimately shows that, "Hirsch's
metaontological dispute with Sider is, by his owghis, merely verbal” (2010, 468). On
this point, | disagree with Marsh, and | think titgbreviated argumentation he provides,

upon closer examination, will reveal some problems.

1.Vl — Meta-Meta-Metaphysics

The claim Marsh is making is that, either Hirsatiarity considerations support
Marsh's conciliatory view or they undermine Hirsctlaim that certain ontological
debates are merely verbal. That is a strong cland,one that Hirsch may find
problematic. For one thing, it's not clear that 84és conciliatory view is stable. By

Sider's naturalness criteria, Marsh's conciliatoeyv is not correct. Marsh anticipates a
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response along these lines when he writes, "onbtrolgect that either 'Hirsch-
interpretation’ or 'Sider-interpretation’ is a meligible candidate meaning based on
naturalness concerns” (2010, 466).

Hirsch's disquotational sentence-schema comeslirsmesponse to Sider (Hirsch
2008, 522). By using the disquotational schema, Higgaves that Sider is unable to
avoid reliance on reference magnetism. Howeves,dbnclusion does not by itself make
Sider's response to the deflationist false. Fdrtthae the case, reference magnetism
must also be denied. So Sider's appeal to natssaheenains. Thus, it is a consideration
that must be addressed by Marsh for his final didjon to be accepted.

While | have my doubts about Sider's naturalnessteaint, the concern here is
whether or not those speaking S-English would fakerconciliatory view. In the case of
Marsh's conciliatory view, Sider would argue thaganterpretation is more natural than
the other. In Sider's language, one interpretataomes nature at the joints. By bringing
in Sider's naturalness considerations, we oncend@aie a case where we are deciding
between competing interpretations. Thus, Marshmirse no progress. My claim is that
Marsh has recapitulated the meta-level debate.dais is the same as Hirsch's claim
that Sider was merely recapitulating the traditl@rdologists debate (Hirsch 2088
521).

| believe that Hirsch is right to say that thesaiframe of reference for these
discussions. Commenting on Sider's attempt to eghansdeal language, Hirsch (inspired
by Kripke) writes, "it seems that in asking thisibérying to stand 'both inside and
outside language' at the same time" (Hirsch 20681). Accordingly, | take Marsh's

arguments to fair no better in this regard. Hisatleatory view meets Hirsch's charity
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considerations, but does not meet Sider's natgsloensiderations. Regarding his
conciliatory interpretations, Marsh writes, "ltuaclear whether considerations of
naturalness favour one interpretation over therbi910, 466). This would not be
unclear for Sider.

Marsh's argumentative strategy applies to his carclusion as much as to
Hirsch or Sider. Thus, while Marsh's work is a fglgontribution at the interface of the
metaontological views of Hirsch and Sider, it stdfthe same fate of being trapped by
this frame of reference problem. | am not immunthts frame of reference problem
either. There is a conclusion, however, that Ikldan be drawn. | take the meta-meta-
ontological discussion to be more than verbal | lwainclude this on pragmatic rather
than conceptual grounds. In doing so, | am follaywvhat | take to be a significant
contribution to the discussion by Sideér.

Sider believes that the deflationist thesis ofrdjifi@r variance is wrong. Yet, he
recognizes how fragile his position is. In an dftorintroduce Ontologese he found
himself qualifying it to such a degree that thej@ecbseemed futile. The perfect language
project, if successful, would be tremendously hdlpd get all of us (Hirsch, Sider,
Marsh, myself, and other metaontologists) out &f ftame of reference problem. At this
time, | have no argumentation that will solve thse; but at the end of his article, Sider
(2009) remains skepticat.In short, he states that his Ontologese projeitimot

convince those predisposed to be deflationist wdtildne same time recognizing that the

31 See his helpful discussion of a holistic appromcimetaontology (Sider 2009, 416-420).

%2 Sider writes, "There are, then, various alterratito ontological realism... And my argument for
ontological realism... is by no means conclusia909, 419).
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deflationist project will not convince those prambsed to be serious ontologists (Sider

2009, 416).

1I11.VIl — Conclusion

My aim in this chapter has been to locate Sidariget deflationist within the
broader deflationist agenda. Sider's target defiédt has in mind an equivocation on one
of the central terms in the ontological debate alsomposite material objects. In the first
two chapters, | addressed my concerns about Silairs that the equivocation cannot
be equivocation on a predicate. In this chaptircuised on the deflationist claim that the
equivocation is on the quantifier 'there exists'.

In doing so, | presented Sider's understandirguahtifier variance and his
response based on naturalness and reference nsagnletionclude that one's views on
naturalness will determine the success of Sidesganse. | remain skeptical about
Sider's appeal to naturalness. In addition to Sigeesentation of quantifier variance, |
looked at Hirsch's argumentation in support of ateshism.

Hirsch focuses on a disquotational schema wheragbider's criterion for an
ideal language, any language can fulfill Sidersiradness criterion so long as the
speaker feels it is the most natural. | evaluatesupport Hirsch's response to Sider, and
conclude that in the absence further argumentaBaer's naturalness argument is
unsuccessful. Hirsch's disquotational schema tgptdihis goal of trying to interpret
debating ontologists so that each comes out sagintgething true.

This principle of charity requirement could be lpismatic for Hirsch's program.
To that end, | look at an article by Marsh wherghesents a seemingly unavoidable

dilemma for Hirsch. According to Marsh, Hirsch'sagty principles either favor Marsh's
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conciliatory interpretation or they work againsts¢h's defense of the deflationist view
at the ontological level. The force of the dilemismighat Marsh's conciliatory view shows
that the debate between Hirsch and Sider is vefiais, according to Marsh, either
Hirsch accepts that conclusion, or he must rejectlaim that the ontological debate
about composite material objects is merely verbal.

In response, | argue that Marsh fails to fully ms$d Hirsch's deflationist strategy.
As a result, | deny Marsh's dilemma. To be chaletads Hirsch would, Marsh must take
into consideration Sider's naturalness argumentn&yrporating Sider's naturalness
argument, Marsh's discussion ends up being vdrbahclude that, these debates turn on
the language chosen to present the debates inréguks in my claim that there is a
frame of reference problem in these debates. Firathough Sider's naturalness
considerations may be a way of escaping the frdmeference problem, it's not at all
clear what Sider's naturalness considerations atouRor that reason, until further

cogent argumentation is presented, | do not acSigletr’'s response to the deflationist.
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