Theoretical

• A (roughly) Quinean approach:

➢ look at your best biological theory, and extract its ontological commitments.

• An ontological spectrum from monism to pluralism

• Focus on "overlap pluralism" 

Metaphysical

• What kind of thing is a biological individual?

➢ Substance? Process? Should we care?

• A natural connection: from existence to identity ➢ "No entity without identity" (Quine 1969) ➢ The case of pluralism

• The "individuation problem": what, in x's profile (with x ∈ BI), might serve as a principle of individuation for this very entity?

Metaphysical

• What kind of thing is a biological individual?

➢ Substance? Process? Should we care?

• A natural connection: from existence to identity x B = "has a life" P = "has a physiology" E = "has evolutionary dispositions" …

x's (unique) property profile

• H1: For any x such that x ∈ BI, x's principle of individuation is located/grounded in {B, E, P}. (= sortalism) H2: For some x such that x ∈ BI, x's principle of individuation is located/grounded in C = \{B, E, P}, where C contains any property (distinct from B, E and P) that is true of x.

B = "has a life" P = "has a physiology" E = "has evolutionary dispositions" Two hypotheses

• H1: For any x such that x ∈ BI, x's principle of individuation is located/grounded in {B, E, P}. (= sortalism)

• H2: For some x such that x ∈ BI, x's principle of individuation is located/grounded in C = \{B, E, P}, where C contains any property (distinct from B, E and P) that is true of x. (i) Epistemic: to individuate some x = to single out x as a distinct object of perception/thought/reference.

➢ A fallible process.

(ii) Metaphysical: "what individuates an object, in this sense, is whatever it is that makes it the single object that it is---whatever it is that makes it one object, distinct from others, and the very object that it is" (p.76)

➢ Keep track of x throughout space and time.

• Metaphysical individuation is a precondition to any ontological inquiry:

➢For any given individual object, one should be able to provide a sufficient (and necessary) criterion of individuation for this object.

Individuation

• Two senses of "individuation (Lowe 2003):

(i) Epistemic: to individuate some x = to single out x as a distinct object of perception/thought/reference.

➢ A fallible process.

(ii) Metaphysical: "what individuates an object, in this sense, is whatever it is that makes it the single object that it is---whatever it is that makes it one object, distinct from others, and the very object that it is" (p.76)

➢ Open vs narrow individuation.

• Metaphysical individuation is a precondition to any ontological inquiry:

➢For any given individual object, one should be able to provide a sufficient (and necessary) criterion of individuation for this object.

Individuation

• Two senses of "individuation (Lowe 2003):

(i) Epistemic: to individuate some x = to single out x as a distinct object of perception/thought/reference.

➢ A fallible process.

(ii) Metaphysical: "what individuates an object, in this sense, is whatever it is that makes it the single object that it is---whatever it is that makes it one object, distinct from others, and the very object that it is" (p.76)

➢ Open vs. narrow individuation.

• Metaphysical individuation is a precondition to any ontological inquiry:

➢For any given individual object, one should be able to provide a sufficient (and necessary) criterion of individuation for this object.

Individuation

• Two methods:

1) The principle of identity of indiscernibles (unique property profile): H1 entails Argument 1

(x)(y)((Φx ↔ Φy) → (x = y))
• Argument 1: For any x ∈ BI, there is a K such that:

(i) Kx

(ii) K is a substantial property a. There are changes that x cannot survive ➢ Objection: bare particulars b. These changes are grounded in the principle of individuation associated with K.

➢ Objection: nominalism (iii) K belongs to {B, E, P} ❖Too coarse-grained: "material object" ❖Too fine-grained: species ("squirrel", "Tiger", etc.)
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H1 entails Argument 1

• Argument 1: For any x ∈ BI, there is a K such that:

(i) Kx

(ii) K is a substantial property a. There are changes that x cannot survive ➢ Objection: bare particulars b. These changes are grounded in the principle of individuation associated with K.

➢ Objection: nominalism (iii) K belongs to {B, E, P} ❖Too coarse-grained: "material object" ❖Too fine-grained: species ("squirrel", "Tiger", etc.)

H1 entails Argument 1

• Argument 1: For any x ∈ BI, there is a K such that:

(i) Kx i. From x t R O y t+1 , it follows that x t is identical to y t+1 ii. From x t R EI y t+1 , it follows that x t is not identical to y t+1

PI EI

➢ Is x t identical to y t+1 ?

Interpretation 5. Both P and E refer to substantial properties 31 x t y t+1 i. From x t R PI y t+1 , it follows that x t is identical to y t+1 ii. From x t R EI y t+1 , it follows that x t is not identical to y t+1

PI EI

Interpretation 5. Both P and E refer to substantial properties 32 x t y t+1 i. From x t R PI y t+1 , it follows that x t is identical to y t+1 ii. From x t R EI y t+1 , it follows that x t is not identical to y t+1

PI EI

Interpretation 5. Both P and E refer to substantial properties

• In defence of strong pluralism: the coincidence thesis (J. Wilson 1999)

➢The statue and the clay: different persistence/modal conditions.

• The supervenience test i. Do physiological properties supervene on evolutionary properties? No.

ii. Do evolutionary properties supervene on physiological property? No.

• Wilson's proposal: a 3-place, not a 2 place, relation ➢PI(x, y) = x composes/constitutes a physiological individual y.

➢EI(x, z) = x composes/constitutes an evolutionary individual z.

Interpretation 5. Both P and E refer to substantial properties

• In defence of strong pluralism: the coincidence thesis (J. Wilson 1999)

➢The statue and the clay: different persistence/modal conditions.

• The supervenience test i. Do physiological properties supervene on evolutionary properties? No.

ii. Do evolutionary properties supervene on physiological property? No.

• Wilson's proposal: a 3-place, not a 2 place, relation Interpretation 5. Both P and E refer to substantial properties

• In defence of strong pluralism: the coincidence thesis (J. Wilson 1999)

➢The statue and the clay: different persistence/modal conditions.

• The supervenience test i. Do physiological properties supervene on evolutionary properties? No.

ii. Do evolutionary properties supervene on physiological property? No.

• Wilson's proposal: a 3-place, not a 2 place, relation ➢PI(x, y) = x composes/constitutes a physiological individual y.

➢EI(x, z) = x composes/constitutes an evolutionary individual z.

Interpretation 5. Both P and E refer to substantial properties

• In defence of strong pluralism: the coincidence thesis (J. Wilson 1999)

➢The statue and the clay: different persistence/modal conditions.

• The supervenience test i. Do physiological properties supervene on evolutionary properties? No.

ii. Do evolutionary properties supervene on physiological property? No.

• Wilson's proposal: a 3-place, not a 2 place, relation Possible ways of fleshing out "promiscuous realism" 
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  What kinds of biological individuals are there? What kind of thing is a biological individual? ➢ Substance? Process? Should we care? • A natural connection: from existence to identity ➢ "No entity without identity" (Quine 1969) ➢ The case of pluralism • The "individuation problem": what, in x's profile (with x ∈ BI), might serve as a principle of individuation for this very entity?
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  ind /E ind /P ind = B/E/P is an individuating property Individuation • Two senses of "individuation (Lowe 2003):

••

  ❖Two issues: a) A classical dilemma b) An epistemological/practical problem 2) Look for x's individuating property: sortalism (D. Wiggins) ➢Substance sortal vs. phase sortals ➢Criterion of identity: If x and y are Ks, then x is identical to y iff xR K y.Individuation• Two methods:1) The principle of identity of indiscernibles (unique property profile):(x)(y)((Φx ↔ Φy) → (x = y))❖Two issues: a) A classical dilemma (M. Black 1952) b) An epistemological/practical problem 2) Look for x's individuating property: sortalism (D. Wiggins) ➢Substance sortal vs. phase sortals ➢Criterion of identity: If x and y are Ks, then x is identical to y iff xR K y. Individuation Two methods: 1) The principle of identity of indiscernibles (unique property profile): (x)(y)((Φx ↔ Φy) → (x = y)) ❖Two issues: a) A classical dilemma b) An epistemological/practical problem (D. Wiggins 2012) 2) Look for x's individuating property: sortalism (D. Wiggins) ➢Substance sortal vs. phase sortals ➢Criterion of identity: If x and y are Ks, then x is identical to y iff xR K y. Individuation Two methods: 1) The principle of identity of indiscernibles (unique property profile): (x)(y)((Φx ↔ Φy) → (x = y)) ❖Two issues: a) A classical dilemma b) An epistemological/practical problem 2) Look for x's individuating property: sortalism (D. Wiggins) ➢Substance sortal vs. phase sortals ➢Criterion of identity: If x and y are Ks, then x is identical to y iff xR K y.

(

  ii) K is a substantial property a. There are changes that x cannot survive ➢ Objection: bare particulars b. These changes are grounded in the principle of individuation associated with K. ➢ Objection: nominalism (iii) K belongs to {B, E, P} ❖Too coarse-grained: "material object" ❖Too fine-grained: species ("Squirrel", "Tiger", etc.) H1 H2 Legend: B ind /E ind /P ind = B/E/P is an individuating property H1 H2 Legend: B ind /E ind /P ind = B/E/P is an individuating property H1 H2 Legend: B ind /E ind /P ind = B/E/P is an individuating property Interpretation 5. Both P and E refer to substantial properties

  ➢PI(x, y) = x composes/constitutes a physiological individual y. ➢EI(x, z) = x composes/constitutes an evolutionary individual z.

  ➢P(x, y) = x composes/constitutes a physiological individual y. ➢E(x, z) = x composes/constitutes an evolutionary individual z. H1 H2 Legend: B ind /E ind /P ind = B/E/P is an individuating property ind /E ind /P ind = B/E/P is an individuating property H2: "promiscuous realism"

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

Dupré & Nicholson's (2018) arguments

• Criticisms of the substantialist account "The problem for substance ontology has always been that it is extraordinarily difficult to specify any such change-exempt descriptive properties that permanently characterize the essence of things. [...].

(i) First, […], a biological individual is never materially identical from one moment to the next.

(ii) Second, […], it undergoes massive morphological changes.

(iii) And, third, […], the symbiotic associations that compose and maintain it change considerably over its lifetime." (p.24)

• Dupré & Nicholson's argument "in support of" the process view:

➢ Analogy between a whirlpool and an organism.
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• Two (major) problems: • Dupré & Nicholson's analogy "in support of" the process view:

➢ Analogy between a whirlpool and an organism.

• Two (major) problems: Thanks for your attention.