Logic & Metaphysics Allan Gibbard -Contingent Identity Notes

Introduction

» Gibbard is going to argue that, under certain conditidissplausible to claim
that a statue — (s) — is identical to the piece of €lég) — from which it is made.
I this is so, then Gibbard will show that this idenigycontingent

* To define “contingent identity”, Gibbard introduces the falam

s = ¢ &9 (s exists and c exists ang €), which translates as:
“the statue is identical to the clay, and it’'s possthigt both statue and clay
should exist and yet the statue not be identical tol#yé.c

» Gibbard sees (but doesn't immediately specify) many ddgas to the claim that
not all true identities are necessary. To substantibis claim he’ll need to
develop theories about:

1. Concrete things, and ...
2. Proper names.

« Gibbard agrees that Kripke has shéwhat most purported examples of
contingent identity fail because they depend on incorecbunts of necessity
and reference. Prior to Kripke it was thought that atlessary truths could be
known a priori, so a manifestly a posteriori identity lsugs “Hesperus =
Phosphorus” was taken to be only contingently true.

» Kripke removed the concept of necessity away from apisikegical concerns and
simply asked whether a truth might have been falgetla world been different.
If it might, it's a contingent truth, otherwise a essary one. You can't show a
truth to be contingent by showing it to be known a paster

* According to Russell and “cluster theorists”, names their references from
people’s beliefs. So, on these accounts, “Hesperus”’egoonds to (a
preponderance of) people’s beliefs about Hesperus. Becaeigfs babout
Hesperus and Phosphorus are such that, in some possitds,vdifferent things
answer to “Hesperus” and to “Phosphorus”, the identicpigingent.

* Gibbard doesn’t repeat Kripke'’s attacks on these theofoper names. Even if
these attacks succeed, there may remain some contidgaities (though not
“Hesperus = Phosphorus”). However, he does now givexam@e (“Goliath =
Lumpl”) of a contingent identity. His claim is thatipke has transformed but not
eliminated the subject of contingent identity.

! le. in arguing for contingent identity, Gibbard is goiagrgue against Kripke’s view that identities
arenecessary; ie. true in all possible worlds. In the standard exantpleted later in this paper,
Hesperus is identical to Phosphorus in all possible worlddich both exist. We need to remind
ourselves of the three dichotomies:

Necessary Contingent Metaphysics
A priori A posteriori Epistemology
Analytic Synthetic Semantics

2 Gibbard is writing in 1975, soon after Kripke publishedattecleNaming and Necessity. Rather
irritatingly, page references are to the articl&mantics of Natural Language, rather than to Kripke’s

book.
% This is true (of beliefs) even under Kripke’s accounhafessity, though not under his account of

naming.
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Section | (The Identity of Statues)

» Gibbard now returns to his statue. How might a statuieldxgical with its clay?
Gibbard takes identity to temeless andsdtrict (the latter meaning “all properties
in common”). One such property is that the identicals rstast and stop existing
at the same time as one another.

« So, Gibbard needpersistence criteria* for statues and for pieces of clay. He
distinguishes between piecesd portions Pieces are contiguous and cease to
exist when scattered (broken up) or merged with other qidd®ey are made up
of portions, which continue to exist when scatteredggregated.

« A piece is also dump, which is defined by the “sticking relatioh’Pieces are
distinguished from portions of liquid and powder, and frormpseof solid objects,
none of which involve being stuck together.

* How should we define the persistence criteria of agfegibbard’s first attempt
is as follows:

1. A piece of clay comes into existence when all pait3 (the portion of which
it consists) stick to one another and to no other clay.

2. This piece of clay ceases to exists when parts otecoff it or become stuck
to other pieces.

* Gibbard acknowledges that this is too strict a definitgona allows mitigants:

1. Loss due to wear.
2. Accretion of clay dust.

* Note also that:

1. Gibbard doesn't think these issues are tricky, provided aamgshis gradual
and ...
2. He only seems to consider the claythe piecé
« So, Gibbard imagines a piece of clay as characterisedfinycgion, P: T > C,
where T are instants of time and C are portiordayf, satisfying 4 conditions:
a) The domain of the function is a contiguous intervaimoét
b) The value of the function at time t is the portBf). All the parts of this
portion are stuck together and not stuck to any particletagfthat aren’'t part
of this portion.

c) Any change irP(t) with respect to time is at most slow.

d) P isn't embedded in some “larger” function (ie. one witharger domatfh a
longer-lasting portion).

» Having defined what he means bypigce, Gibbard now moves on to defining
persistence criteria for clagatues.

* For statues, he’s dealing with tokens and not types. Tatoes from the same
mould are different statues. A particular statue requireth itsshape and the
piece of clay to define it. The persistence criteria otisa are combined from

* That is, what is it that makes a thing the same thingtowe, and what defines when it comes into
existence and goes out of existence.

® “Being part of the same lump” or “being stuck togette® equivalence relations (being reflexive,
transitive and symmetrical) and divide portions into egj@nce classes, namely pieces or lumps).

® Presumably for the sake of simplicity or clarity.

" We need to be clear on what this function is. Asatfanction, it must be defined and single-valued
throughout its domain; that is, there must be precisetwatueP(t) for each t in the domain. Hence,
the function doesn't try to define whigarticles form part of the portion, but only at each instant of
time which portion makes up the piece.

8 Largerranges (“bigger pieces”) are excluded by (b).
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those for pieces and shapes. Gibbard defines the pecsisiéshape similarly to
that of piece, ie. a shape starts when it's made argisfgeuntil it changes, and
allows the same caveat of “slow change” by wear,edicer or slight bending for
the same shape to perSist

* Very importantly, Gibbard claims that he doesn't need thas-up to be
naturalistic (ie. to approximate to what we normallyaméy statues and pieces)
but can be purely stipulati?® However, he does make one important claim;
namely, that pieces and statues are objects, with thed loggic of objects, and
which can be designated by proper names.

« So are the piece of clay and the statue identittalThe usual answer is “no”,
because they differ in their properties. Basically, ¢hdgferences are usually
temporal — the piece comes into existence before tdieies into which it is
shaped.

* However, by sticking two perfectly-formed half-statuegetther in an instant, and
then subsequently smashing the statue in an instancejette gnd the statue
persist over exactly the same interval of time. In sftisation, Gibbard thinks that
piece and statue are identical.

» His reasons for the above claim are that:

1. Piece and statue started and ended their existence aarti@etsne as one
another.

2. They shared the same properties.

3. They took part in the same events.

» If the statue is in some sense something over and a@bpieee of clay of a certain
shapé?, what is it3?

° One wonders whether this is subject to sorites oip‘8hTheseus” effects. Additionally, it seems to
me that statues can be subject to very serious damagellaredasti their identity — the Venus de Milo
has remained the same statue despite losing its aynevilg very strict identity criteria, Gibbard
seems to have trivialised the whole question.

1% This is a very important to dispute. However, it's importantote is that Gibbard is trying to find
oneexample of contingent identity, and if he can do this pebved his point that contingent identity
exists. To do this, he can use idiosyncratic definitisnghat instead of talking about statues and
pieces of clay, he's talking abatitatues andilieces of Klay. If &tatue is only contingently identical

to itsMiece of Klay, then he has proved his point. This would axily&ssuming the case for identity

is sound) if such idiosyncratic definitions were incoheg inconsistent with one another. We may
have lots to quibble about if the argument is about statudpieces of clay, but less if it is about
>tatues andllieces of Klay. However, we may still consider thatdliestion of contingent identity

really rests on his definition of identitif he's talking about Jdentity, then we may lose eger

1 Note that this identity has parallels in the philogophmind.

12 e, “that very piece of clay”.

13 Well, is there indeed! The question is, what makes a statatie, rather than some randomly
formed lump of clay? This can be brought into clearer fbgusonsidering a stone-age flint axe. When
is a chipped flint an axether than a chipped flint (say, one knocked aboutivealed). One is

tempted to say that it's an axe if the person who madeeitdedt as an axe, or even if the person who
found it in the river never did anything with it otltean put it in his spare axe cave, but who intended
to use it as an axe had he not unfortunately got eatarsagre-tooth before he could do so. Or
consider a Mars bar. This comes into existence adine time as its lump of goo and lasts just as long
as | restrain myself from taking the first bite.ride, it's a perfect match for Gibbard’s statue. But, say
a malformed bar drops out of the machine through a pédoria the tube that has the Mars bar-
forming nozzle on the end. This is only a Mars bardétide it is and take a bite. Hence, one can argue
that there’s more to statues, flint axes and Marsthatghe stuff that makes them up and the events
they undergo — in particular, ideas in peoples’ minds. We neifiend the discussion beyond artefacts
to natural kinds. Is a sheep more than its stuff andtewrespective of anyone ascribing sheepiness to
it? No doubt this is a highly contentious issue. Whattwe result of this debate, Gibbard can be
accused of skating over the issues.
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» Gibbard now claims that the (presumed) identity of tatus and the piece of clay
is contingent. He names his statue Goliath and his piecly Lumpl, and plugs
these names (admitting that it's a bit oddname a lump of clay) into the
“contingent identity” formula at the start of this papex:

Goliath = Lump1 & (Goliath exists and Lumpl exists and Golatbhump1l)

* So, how could this identity be contingent? Well, he coaldehsqueezeGoliath
(quickly) into a ball before it dried. Then Goliath wa no longer exist, according
to his strict definition of existence, but Lump1l stillmd. For Goliath = Lumpl
we need identity over the lifetime of both, but herewaildn’t have it. This is
the whole point — the identity is contingent, becauseetlare possible worlds in
which Goliath# Lumpl (though, in the actual world, Goliath = Lumpl beeaus
Gibbard didn’'t squeeze it).

Section Il (Contingent ldentities)

» This “contingency” consequence of the identity of GoliafhLumpl is very
important in the light of Kripke’s accounts of identityow are we, therefore, to
justify Goliath = Lumpl? It seems initially plausiblgiven that Goliath and
Lumpl share all the same properties and events (as sienlast Section§>*°

« According to Gibbard, a statue is a temporal seghh@ifta piece of clay. This
gives a systematic account of the relation betweatuess and the clay of which
they are made. As a special cis&ibbard claims, we may have identitgtween
the statue and its clay.

4 The problem seems rather that the persistenceiarite Goliath are too strict. For persistence of
persons, say, we'd need very much more liberal alloeg@far deformation. It seems clear to me that if
| drop a statue and it breaks into 1,000 pieces, it rethie same statue (just as | remain the same
person if I'm run over by a bus). It's just a broken stalfuthe statue is then repaired, it is still the
same statue.
15 The problem may be due to equivocation between synchandidiachronic identity. For two things
to be identical at the same instant, they need afl pneperties in common. For something to be the
same thing across time, it can change its propertiggadically provided we have a story of
continuous change (this is — paradoxes apart — the message'8htp of Theseus”). Gibbard is trying
to compare two time-slices of things, where part wap@ltheir properties change. His claim is that in
the real world we have Goliath = Lumpl, whereas in theiplesworld we don't. Looking across the
two worlds, Lumpl. = Lumply, by Gibbard's definition of the persistence of lumps. Howeve
Goliathya. # Goliathyy, by his definition of the persistence of statues. Baetcan deny this inequality,
using sensible persistence criteria for statues. Theigués— could we utterly destroy the statue
without destroying the lump. | think not. If he’d mouldedli@th into a perfect sphere, and someone
had asked “where’s Goliath”, we'd have pointed to that sfahere.
16 But, now a different issue arises. If | break Goliathalf, Lump1 is destroyed (according to
Gibbard). So, if | allow the persistence criteriadtatues to be more liberal than Gibbard does, then
it's Goliath that persists, and we still have a cdsmntingent identity. It seems to be using persistence
as part of the definition of a thing that causes thblpno (tendentiously so-called).
Y This is the important issue. We have already importedtitaefinition of a thing its continuity
conditions (Gibbard does this in a strict but vague waAd don’t usually do this (especially across
possible worlds — though this is, of course, part of Gillbgoint). There are usually two independent
guestions about identity:

1. How does a thing remain the same over time?

2. How do we identify the same thing across possible worlds.
According to Kripke, as we will see, (2)gspulated (by having the same origin) nditscovered.
18 This, it seems to me, is where he goes wrong — #teesis always identical with its piece of clay at
a point in time, however its shape changes — at leiassth common-sense use of “identical”. But, to
account for maintained identity over time, we needltwadentity to persist despite change. Hence,
we can’t compare two things across possible worlds antheg are not-identical because their

theo@theotodman.com Page 4 of 12



Logic & Metaphysics Allan Gibbard -Contingent Identity Notes

Concrete Things

* Now, as promised at the start of the paper, Gibbard getsdrto giving an
account of physical (concrete) things. He considers wieatundamental physical
entities_areahat will provide a systematic physical account ofutsatand pieces of
clay. He cites two possibilities:

1. Point-instants (where Goliath = Lumpl iff they have same set of point-
instants).

2. Particles (where a concrete thing might be a fundiiom instants in time to
sets of particl€s).

» Either way, concrete things can be given a place in gcsmnsive view of the
world.

The plan for the Rest of the Paper

* The aim of the rest of Gibbard’s paper is to:
1. Provide a theory for why Goliath = Lumpl, with concrétags being either
sets of point-instants or slowly changing sets of pagtic
2. Develop a theory of proper names.
3. Develop a theory of modal and dispositional propertiesdoicrete things.
4. Account for concrete things as sets of point-instafypéndix).
* We will only be looking at the first two of these aims.

Section Il (Proper Names)

* So, how do proper names like “Goliath” and “Lumpl” work? ghsequence of
Kripke’s account is that Goliath Lumpl; Gibbard hopes to give an account of
proper names at least as plausible as Kripke’s.

* According to Kripke, proper names are used to talk of bothahand possible
worlds, and are rigid designator§hat is, if they denote anything at all in a
possible world, they denote the same thing as they demtite actual world.

* Gibbard now considers the actual worldj\Mn which Goliath isn’t squeezed,
and a possible world (Y in which it is. Then the consequence of Gibbard’s
argument is that:

I. InW,, Goliath = Lump1, while ...

i. InW! Goliath# Lump1.
However, if “Goliath” is a rigid designator, this iscantradiction. This is because
a rigid designator denotes the same thing in all possibt&syaand since both
Goliath and Lump1 exist in Wthey must denote the same thing in {¢iven that
they denote the same thing inhVHence (ii) must be false if “Goliath” is a rigid
designator.

* So, is“Goliath” a rigid designator? Well, “Goliath” is &gid designator iff it
refers to the same thing in every world in which ierefto anything.

properties differ, otherwise we could never explain diamieridentity within the actual world. Gibbard
tries to contain the problem by his “gradual changen&itti caveats, but fails to see that identity
persists despite rapid radical change provided we have aruiytistory to tell.

9 Note that the range of the function is seftparticles, not particles (otherwise we wouldn’téav
function). This seems, incidentally, hopeless as aruatad a concrete thing such as a statue, or even
a lump, as there’s no account of shape or integrity.
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* In the actual world (\3), there is (according to Gibbard) a singiéng which is
both a statue and a lump of clay, and which Gibbard brok@é/Ithere are two
things (again according to Gibbard): Goliath, which is sge@dzinto a ball (and
allegedly squeezed out of existence) and Lumpl (which renma@sstence after
it's squeezed. Which of these two things is the sanmg tini W* as the one thing
in Wyp?

« Gibbard can't make sense of this questiohie thinks we need to designate “qua
X" the things we’re trying to identify across possible rids, where “X” is
“statue” or “lump of clay” in this case.

* That is, he thinks it makes sense to ask about the “ssahae’sin different
worlds, but not the “same thing”.

» So, Gibbard thinks that proper names refer to things of aieéind and that we
can define persistence criteria for these Kihtfs

* On rare occasions, a thing will be of two different kinelsch of which will have
different persistence criteria, and the thing will hawe fproper names, one for
each kind.

* In this case, the identity between the two things §antingent. It's truly an
identity, because in Yhe two names designate the same thing, which ceases to
exist at the same time under both criteria; but,ctiatingent because, in ‘Whe
things designated by the two names cease to exist atediffemes (Goliath is a
temporal segment of Lump1l).

» Consequently, a name isn’t (for Gibbard) a rigid design@onot) all by itself
It's only X-rigid, where “X” is asortal®®, representing the kind of thing it is.

» Statues are special cases, because there are two kiKdwithf respect to which
they can be X-rigid.

* Gibbard summarises a proper name denotes a thing i ®hd “invokes” a
sortal with certain persistence criteria. It themates the samsort of thing in
every world in which it denotes at all.

* Gibbard feels that he’s left with two questions:-

1. How does a name acquire its reference in the aciudd®
2. What makes a thing in another world the same X-thing?

What makes a thing in another world the same X-thing?

» Taking the pa question first, it's the origiof the statue that makes it the statue it
is — that individuates it — whatever subsequently hapeeis t

« By way of further explanation, Wbranches from \Wwhen Goliath is squeezed.
“Goliath” picks out the same statue in both worlds éose Goliath in Whas
exactly the same history before the branch as Goimt\p), and “Lumpl” picks

2'Why is it a problem. Lets suppose the squeezing takes ataime t in W1. Then, before t, both are
picked out, and after t only the lump is (if you accepib@rd’s continuity criteria). It's only if we
accept Gibbard’s “things as time-slices” approach thatave problems.

1 S0, on Gibbard’s account it's not meaningful to sayahatince turns into a frog and remains the
prince (nor Heliogabalus into a swine, nor Nebuchadmrenfo an ox, and remain the same person;
though the prince changing into a pauper is OK). Nor carsweertain apparently meaningful
counterfactuals, such as what if x had been a Y — thisrefkind X# Y.

22 Also, does this commit Gibbard to the existenceatfiral kinds (and, is this a problem)?

% This is a term that Strawson borrowed from Lockdenote garticularising property — a particular
type of thing (like cat or table), instantiations ofigthcan becounted (unlike mass properties, which
apply tostuff rather thanndividuals).
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out the same lump; but, in yVGoliath = Lumpl whereas in \WGoliath #
Lumpl.

* In general, the referenceof X in W (a possible world which branches fromy W
after X comes into existence) is that thing which hasstéime history as X before
the branch from Wand which satisfies the persistence critératisfied by X in
Wo.

* Gibbard therefore thinks that the reference of a narié depends on:-

a) Thereference in the actual world (which determines tieginning of the thing
denoted in W), and ...

b) The persistence criteria invoked (which enables us thoose between the
various things initially selected by (a)).

» Gibbard is inclined to deny that there’s any referenceotwrete entities X in
possible worlds W which either (1) don’t branch frorg &Y (2) which branch too
early (ie. before X begin%)

How does a name acquire its reference in the actual world?

* Gibbard now returns to the first of his two questions (h@wame gets its
reference in the actual world). He is impressed by Kripleecount, which he
considers consistent with his own.

» According to Kripke, there’s a causal chain from the tliagoted to the speaker,
the strongest link being the initial one between thegthind the person who first
perceived and named it.

» Gibbard thinks that persistence criteria play an impontale in naming a thing,
in that they define in what respect the thing ostensinatyed is named (say, as a
statue or a lump).

* This disambiguates the situation, in that there mightmany things pointed to
that might be denoted by the name (egordion of clay which, unlike theiece of
clay, would survive the destruction of the piece of Qay

* On Gibbard’s theory, it's clear why Goliath = Lump1 isytogent, and also why
Hesperus = Phosphorus is necessary.

* The latter is the case because both Hesperus and Phasgrerdenoted qua-
planets in worlds (where they refer at all) that bhaafter Venus begins to exist.
Hence, “Hesperus = Phosphorus” is a necessary ideiln¢itguse it holds in any
possible world in which Hesperus and Phosphorus®éxist

» Gibbard summarises his theory of proper names (on thengsien that Goliath =
Lumpl):-

1. The reference of a thing in the actual world is determimeg@art by the
persistence criteria which determine the thing named.

2. The name is passed on by a tradition whose origin theseference.

3. This name can also be used to refer to objects in possirlds that branch
from the actual world after the thing named begins td.exis

4 Gibbard introduces “the set C” of persistence crifdia this doesn’t seem to be important.

% I've no idea why he’s troubled by the non-branching @¢t). As for (2), it denies us the possibility
of the counterfactual “if Goliath hadn’t been sculptedvatild have remained a lump of clay”.

% e, we might be naming the clay qua-portion, rather thampiece. So, the situation isn’t quite as
complex as Quine’s “gavagai” situation; though even irb&iti’'s example, the portion isn’t identical
to the piece, since it starts differently.

27 presumably this is true by the transitivity of idenfibhich Locke’s account of identity fails) — ie.
“Hesperus = Venus” and “Venus = Phosphorus”, so “HesperimspRorus”.
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4. For this identification to give uniqueness, we need weoditions to be
satisfied by the thing to be identified in the possibleladvor
a) It shares the same persistence criteria as the tlaimgah in the actual
world.
b) It has early existence exactly like the name’s beartdre actual world.

Section IV (Possible Objections)

* Gibbard now considers arguments in favour of Kripkbe&ory that might be seen
to count against his own.

* Firstly, since Gibbard claims that identity across possimrids makes no sense
in the absence of a sortal, then neither does rigidjkeson.

* Kripke denies this, in that he thinks qualms about rigid desiga are unfounded,
but Gibbard thinks he tacitly acknowledges the qua-sonalata

» For example, “Nixon” is a rigid designator becausdasignates the sanmaan
(not justthing) in all possible worlds in which Nixon exiéfs

* So, “Nixon” is a rigid designator only with respect to thartal man. Kripke
hasn’t shown that Nixon couldn’t have been a diffieestity from what he in fact
was. But, we think only in terms of the same pef$on

» Kripke thinks we might also have qualms about cross-worldtifttion if we
are confused about what possible worlds dteey are notike distant planets in
which people look likeother people on our planet, so that we have to see erheth
this person was the same one or just resembled him.ev&w correctly
understood, possible worlds are “counterfactual situationsVhich we_stipulate
identity rather than discovér

« How does this apply to Gibbard’s clay statue? hHh# has stipulated that Lumpl
is brought into existence as Goliath (since both stiathe same time, etc.), but
Goliath is squeezed into a ball. This situation is fstipulated and, according to
Gibbard, there are two things stipulated — the statuett@dump of clay. So,
Gibbard asks, which of these two thingghe_one thinghat in the real world he
made and brok&?

» Gibbard thinks Kripke has a problem with the transworld idieatibn of tables if
they are viewed as collections of other particularoléoules) rather than
gualities. If something odd happens to the molecules obla,tave might have
difficulty deciding if it’s the same table (even thouglis a table). However, his
guotations from Kripke are too opaque and discontextualisechtoage.

* What Gibbard does say about this situation is that it bdsearing on the case Iin
point. Even if the molecules in Lumpl are clearly ideedi there are still two
things in W — Goliath, which is destroyed by squeezing, and Lumpl, which
survives the squeeze, and the question of identifying oneeeé tivith the one
thing, Goliath, that was broken inWemains. Hence, there remains a genuine
problem of transworld identificatidh

8 Note: Scott Sturgeon’s comment that Kripke ought to‘abgll possible worlds” rather thaiirt‘all
possible worlds”, because a world, Nixon might bealled “Fluffy” and yet still be Nixon.

%9 Gibbard says something confusing about our everitaiyions being neither here nor there — what
we need is aystem, or something like that.

%0 This question arises because, for Gibbard, in®dliath = Lump1 whereas in \WGoliath#z Lump1.
31 s this a problem for Kripke, Gibbard or both?
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Section V (Leibniz's Law)

* Gibbard now comes to what he considers the most promwmigection to his
account of the reference of proper names and the consdqasis of contingent
identity. This is the failure of Leibniz’s law. He thinke has an answer to this
problem, but only at a considerable cost, as we will deealso has an answer to
the cost, but we won't see that as it’s too technical.

* Leibniz’'s law states that in the case of identity, x =y, x anshgre all their
properties and relations to other things.

* This is the inspiration behind the objection that arif@sn the following
argument:

1. O(Lumpl exists> Lumpl = Lumpl¥?

2. Goliath = Lumpl (contingently, ex hypothesi, imW
Therefore, by substitutivity of identicals, ...

3. O (Lumpl exists> Goliath = Lumpl)

* However, (3) is false according to Gibbard, as he takesdémntity “Goliath =
Lumpl” to be contingent (true in yut false in W).

* Gibbard points out that, taken as a law of the substityif identicals, Leibniz’s
law is just falsé®,

* Gibbard claims that Leibniz’'s Law applies to this canhtenly if a property is
attributed by:-

O (Lumpl exists> = Lumpl) .... (4)

« Gibbard thinks that whether @)attributes a property is just the point at issue,
since properties apply to things irrespective of the thay are designated (which
is what we're talking about here — Gibbard is maintainhrag if we replace the
blank by Lumpl we get a truth, but we get a falsehoodeif replace it by
Goliath).

» Gibbard thinks we'’re in the familiar territory of QuisepaperReference and
Modality®™. Quine claims that (a) modal expressions don't give ptiegeof
concrete things such as statues or pieces of clayrithat modal expressions
don’t apply to concrete things independently of the way #Hre identified.

* Gibbard unpacks this as follows. Lumpl is the same thing @stly but
necessary identity to Goliath isn’t a property that thiag has or lacks. This is
because it makes no sense to ask whether thatatsugh is necessarily identical
to Lumpl. Hence, Gibbard has an answer to the objecton freibniz’'s law
because modal contexts don't attribute properties diae$ato concrete things.

* However, this answer comes at a price that some naagider too high.
Quantificational contexts must attribute properties or relations to gt are
true or false of them irrespective of how those thingsdesignated. Hence, if
modal contexts don'’t attribute properties or relationgdncrete things, it's not

32t is necessarily the case that if Lump1 existsseié-identical.

% Intensional contexts are those in which the law of substitutivitidehticals fails (eg. Beliefs: “X
believes that Hesperus is Hesperus” is true of angratperson X, but “X believes that Hesperus is
Phosphorus” may be false of a rational but ignorant pgrepithat fail the test of existential
generalisation (ie. that the objects of beliefs mayex@it, not relevant here).

34 (4) presumably means “necessarily being identical wigmpp1 in any world in which Lump1
exists"?

% This seems to be little more than an argument frofmoaiti (or guilt by evil association, more
likely), since the position assigned to Quine appeabs tdentical to Gibbard'’s, without any
elaboration.
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possible to quantify in modal contexts where the variahtdade concrete things.
Some quantified formulae will turn out to be ill-formeemly on account of the
range of their quantifying variables.

* Gibbard gives examples:

¢ (Lumpl exists and Goliath Lumpl) .... (5)
is said to be well-formed, but ...
¢ (Lumpl exists and % Lumpl) .... (6)
is said to be ill-formed if x can include Golidth

* To understand this, Gibbard asks us to consider the stataadeand broke (but
could have squeezed into a ball, though didn’t). Then (Buésof that thing qua
statue, but not of it quaclay. Consequently, the free variable x doesn’t belong to
the context of (6) if it can take concrete things ambigwvalues.

* This gives power to the objection to contingent ideniithe will be unable (it is
said) to say many of the things we need to say in sceemtelaily life if we have
to restrict quantification in this way. Concrete thingdl have no modal
properties — indeed, there will be dere modality’’ at all for concrete things.

Remainder of Paper

» Gibbard spends the rest of the paper showing to his saiisfehat our tongues
are not tied in this way, and that we can say anythinghimgtl we want. He will
adapt devices proposed by Carnapieaning and Necessity. There is still a price
to pay, however, in that Carnap adopts a non-standardurstcad the way
predicates and variables behave in modal contexts (mimisway to Gibbard’s
non-standard account of proper names).

* On Carnap’s account, variables in modal contexts dieft range of values. So,
in the formula:-

¢ (Lumpl exists and % Lumpl)
X doesn’t range over concrete things, but over “individt@icepts”; so, over
statue-concepts, rather than statues. This is simil&rdge’s treatment of proper
names, which in modal contexts re@datiquely, not to (say) statues but to statue-
concepts.

* An individual-concept is a function from possible worlds to individuals, whic
respectively exist in each of these worlds.

3 (5) is OK because the sort of variable is fixed @t'statue) whereas in (6) it isn't.

37“De re” means “concerning a thing”, as distinetrir “de dicto”, which means (approximately)
“concerning a proposition”. An example of belief de de/dicto from thdRoutledge Encyclopaedia of
Philosophy: “John believes his next-door neighbour is a Buddhist’s Thambiguous. John may not
know who his neighbour is but believes whoever lives desat is bound to be a Buddhist. This is a de
dicto belief and is not about a particular individual. ldoer, he may meet his neighbour at a party and
deduce from the conversation that he’'s a Buddhist, witkmmving that he is his neighbour. This is de
re belief, as it's about an individual. An example froomTGrane is the re dicto “Oedipus wanted to
marry his mother”, which Oedipus would deny, as againgdéhe “Oedipus wanted to marry
Jocasta”, which he would accept.

That said, I'm not too sure what Gibbard means wheselgs “there will be nde re modality at all for
concrete things”.
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APPENDIX — Questions (set by Guy Longworth)

Q1. What claim does Gibbard attempt to argue for in the papée?

* Gibbard’s claim is that Kripke, while having advanced the gquestf contingent
identity by disentangling it from epistemological coms hasn't shown that
there can't be such cases. Gibbard produces an exangt&ye).

« As a result, Kripke’s account of proper names as rigidigtators needs
supplementing. Gibbard thinks it doesn’t make sense to shyathame refers to
the same thing in all possible worlds, but only to the sArieing, where X is a
sortal which states the kind of thing it is and is definegtims of the persistence
criteria of that type of thing.

Q2. What is Gibbard’s argument for the claim that Lumpl and Goliath are
contingently identical? Does the conclusion seem plausible?

* Gibbard’s argument proceeds along the following lines.
1. Careful definition of lumps and statues involving peesise criteria.
2. Consideration of what would count as identity betweentwo.
3. Construction of a special case in which the two aretidal (Lumpl =
Goliath).
4. Consideration of a possible world in which the same (aecording to
Gibbard’s definitions) are not identical.
5. QED.
* Issues include:
1. Defining things as time-segments
2. Insufficient notice of radical change still allowingntmuance of identity.
3. Synchronic versus diachronic identity
4. ldentity of artefacts with their constituents, shapd avents irrespective of
ascription to them by people.

Q3. In order for Gibbard’s argument to run, he needs itto follow from the fact
that Goliath and Lumpl “run in step” in the actual world that they are actually
identical. How does Gibbard argue for this? (See Section)ll

* In both Sections | & Il he claims initial plausilbyibecause:

1. The piece and statue started and ended their existetiee sgme time as one
another.

2. They shared the same properties.

3. They took part in the same events.

He also asks - if the statue is in some sense sorgatkier and above a piece of

clay of a certain shape, what is it?

* In Section Il he tries to provide a systematic actairthe place in the physical
world of concrete things (such as lumps of clay and statdidis may be OK for
lumps, but it seems to miss out the role of artefastatentional objects, which is
what makes them what they are (ie. over and abowat Wiey are physically
constituted of).
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Q4. In section lll, Gibbard argues that if Kripke is right about the functioning of
proper names, Gibbard is wrong about contingent identity. Wha is his
argument?

* According to Kripke, proper names are used to talk of bothahand possible
worlds, and are rigid designator§hat is, if they denote anything at all in a
possible world, they denote the same thing as they demtite actual world.

* Gibbard now considers the actual worldoj\Mn which Goliath isn’t squeezed,
and a possible world (Y in which it is. Then the consequence of Gibbard’s
argument is that:

I. InW,, Goliath = Lump1, while ...

i. InW! Goliath# Lump1.
However, if “Goliath” is a rigid designator, this iscantradiction. This is because
a rigid designator denotes the same thing in all possibt&syaand since both
Goliath and Lump1 exist in Wthey must denote the same thing in {¢iven that
they denote the same thing inhVHence (ii) must be false if “Goliath” is a rigid
designator.

Q5. What account of the functioning of proper names does Gibld think is
compatible with his views on contingent identity?

» Gibbard summarises his theory of proper names (on thengsien that Goliath =
Lumpl) as follows:-
1. The reference of a thing in the actual world is determimeg@art by the
persistence criteria which determine the thing named.
2. The name is passed on by a tradition whose origin theseference.
3. This name can also be used to refer to objects in possilds that branch
from the actual world after the thing named begins td.exis
4. For this identification to give uniqueness, we need weoditions to be
satisfied by the thing to be identified in the possibleldvor
a) It shares the same persistence criteria as the tlimgah in the actual
world.
b) It has early existence exactly like the name’s beartdre actual world.
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