
Between Saying and Doing is a challenging work, one that often operates
at a high level of abstraction and is not readily situated with respect to
familiar debates concerning the relation between semantics and pragmatics.
But the effective use of the lecture format makes for an accessible exposition.
Whether or not one is convinced by each of the applications he presents,
Brandom succeeds in his goal of opening new frontiers for the pragmatic
analysis of concept-use.

Lionel Shapiro
University of Connecticut
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In this book, Kathrin Koslicki takes a decidedly mereological approach to
the study of material objects. While others have brought mereological
considerations into this area, the approach is usually more broadly
ontological and metaphysical; Koslicki is much more focused on the part/
whole relation as it applies in this domain, which gives her an interestingly
different slant. Indeed, Koslicki conceives the mereologist’s job as posterior
to a ‘scientifically informed, commonsense ontology’ (171), and she chides
other mereologists for building ontological commitments—specifically, to
unrestricted sums—into their mereologies. (As the page number attests, this
view of her project comes well into the book and as something of a surprise,
putting off obvious questions one expected to be addressed at some point—
such as to what extent common sense should be deferred in these
investigations.) While this makes the project somewhat more limited than
one might expect from the title and various claims made in the Introduction,
a distinctive overall view of material objects emerges, influenced by and
building upon ideas by Kit Fine, Plato, and especially, Aristotle. The central
features (as I take them) are these: (1) Composition is restricted—not every
collection of objects makes another object, and so, there are not arbitrary
sums. (2) Conversely, not every way of ‘cutting up’ an object renders it into
parts. (3) Composition occurs when objects are arranged in a structure to
instantiate a ‘kind’, where natural kinds are the paradigm, though not the
only, kind—but as with composition, not every structure delimits a kind
(though there is more discussion of when a kind is natural than of when we
have a kind). (4) The structure, or ‘form’ by which an object is arranged to
compose a complex object is itself part of the object. (5) This last point
provides a solution to the problem of coinciding objects—while the statue
and the clay (for instance) share all their material parts and so their spatio-
temporal location, they do not share all their parts: the ‘form’ or structure of
the statue is not part of the clay. These claims are all of interest to
philosophers working on material objects, even if they don’t have a special
interest in mereology. (3), in particular, presents a fairly obvious alternative
to nihilist and universalist stances on composition which have some
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currency, as well as to the positions of van Inwagen and Merricks, who
represent the most widely discussed restricted views (though unfortunately,
she doesn’t discuss their views at all, nor those of other defenders of
‘common sense’, such as Amie Thomasson and Eli Hirsch, though I expect
she finds these less ‘robustly realist’ than she would like).

In addition to presenting her positive picture from which I extract these
claims (mostly in chapter 7), the book contains interesting and sympathetic,
but critical, expositions of Plato and Aristotle’s mereological views (chapters
5 and 6), as well as the more recent work of Kit Fine (chapter 4), an
introduction to standard mereology (chapter 1) and critical discussions of
others who have tried to accommodate ordinary, commonsense objects into
an ontology of mereological sums (chapters 2 and 3). Koslicki defends
natural kinds (chapter 8), mostly drawing on familiar material from others,
and spends a good part of the chapter arguing (plausibly) that the
arguments for treating species as individuals do not support the rejection of
species as natural kinds, and concludes (chapter 9) with a discussion of
structures in different domains (mathematics, music, linguistics), urging the
common underlying idea of an entity which specifies variable spaces to be
occupied by other objects, generally of specific types, sometimes specifying
their number as well. While many of the arguments and much of the
material will be familiar to professionals working on the metaphysics—or
mereology—of material objects, the overall picture deserves attention, and
the detailed study of Plato and Aristotle is, to my mind, a welcome and
refreshing addition to the literature, especially in an era when so many seem
to think the history of philosophy begins with Frege. Koslicki also has a nice
knack for illustrating formal or abstract ideas with straightforward
examples, which can make the book useful and useable in upper-
undergraduate classes.

Koslicki’s attention to structure as such is, indeed, unusual. However, I
suspect she overstates the novelty of what she is doing. For instance, on the
first page of the introduction, she comments, ‘It is completely obvious to
those not in the grip of a philosophical theory that there is a vast and
important difference between a heap of disassembled motorcycle parts . . .
and the motorcycle in running condition . . .’ The suggestion is that some
non-negligible number of philosophers would acknowledge no such
difference. I, for one, know of no such philosophers. What I do know of
are philosophers who don’t think this difference is a difference between a
case of composition and a non-case, or between a case of objecthood and its
absence. But all such philosophers would allow a great difference between
the two as modes of transport. Perhaps she means that everyone else does
see a difference in objecthood—but then, one would hope for more, in the
course of the book, by way of argument against unrestricted composition—
or counting the collection of parts as an object. Koslicki often says there is
no argument for unrestricted composition—but the standard argument is
obvious and familiar: there is no non-arbitrary, metaphysically relevant
distinction to be drawn between cases of composition and supposed non-
cases. Since everyone who finds this argument forceful allows that there are
causal and explanatory differences between objects arranged in certain ways
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as opposed to others, pointing out these differences doesn’t, of itself, help us
see why they should carry this metaphysical weight. Further, there are other
philosophers who stand between Nihilism and Universalism—again, most
notably Merricks and van Inwagen—who clearly also think that objects that
do compose a further object differ from those that don’t in terms of
structure: they just have more specific views about what structures suffice
here (respectively, arrangements that constitute persons, or living beings).
Since Koslicki also doesn’t think just any old structure is object-making, the
difference seems to be in the details of the account and the arguments for
them, and one would have liked more about just which are the object-
making structures, and the theoretical motivation for differing from
Merricks or van Inwagen on this. For instance, the structure ‘baseball
team’ gets met by certain humans: do they compose a material object?
‘Baseball team’ is some sort of kind, subject to explanations and certain
inductions. If a team is not a material object, it’s got something to do with
kinds about which we haven’t heard enough, while if it is, we lose some of
the ‘scientifically informed commonsense’ which is supposed to motivate the
approach and constitute the main grounds for rejecting sums. These worries
aside, though, it is true that there is novelty, as noted above, in the way
Koslicki approaches the subject.

As also noted above, one of the more striking ideas in the book is that the
structures of complex objects should be seen as, themselves, parts. Koslicki
offers an interesting argument for this claim (179–81), based on the
mereological principle she calls WSP—the ‘Weak Supplementation Princi-
ple’—which says that if an object has a proper part, it has at least one other,
non-overlapping proper part. She says, correctly (but see below!), that this is
very intuitive. She then considers the famous example of a statue and the
lump of clay that constitutes it, giving the familiar (albeit controversial)
reasons for thinking they are non-identical. Given the obvious reasons for
treating the lump as part of the statue, the lump is then a proper part of the
statue, and by WSP, there must be at least one other part—and what could
this be but the structure or form? This argument seems to me to trade on
two ways of understanding ‘proper part’. As Koslicki defines it—perfectly
respectably—a proper part is a part that is not identical to the whole of
which it is part. But one may also define it—at least, in the realm of material
objects—as a part which takes up less than the full volume occupied by the
whole, or as a part such that there are other (disjoint) parts as well (as in van
Inwagen’s remark that Washington DC has improper parts other than
itself).1 I think the strong intuition in favour of WSP—especially to treat it,
as Koslicki does, as an axiom governing the part/whole relation—comes
from taking ‘proper part’ in the second way: so understood, it does indeed
look trivial. But if we read ‘proper part’ in the first way, where it applies to
statues and their lumps, the intuition fades—at least, mine does. The statue,
we feel, doesn’t have any extra parts—just different modal properties and
persistence conditions. If this is right, then we have a classic conflation: on

1Peter van Inwagen (1981), ‘The Doctrine of Arbitrary Undetached Parts’, Pacific Philosophical Quarterly
62/2: 132.
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Koslicki’s reading of ‘proper part’, she can have the premise that the lump is
a proper part of the statue, but not WSP, while on the alternative reading of
‘proper part’, WSP is clear, but the lump is no longer a proper part of the
statue (or, on the ‘has other parts’ reading, cannot be assumed to be so
without begging the question). Further, I am sceptical of whether treating
structures as parts can solve the grounding problem. As with so many
attempts to allow coinciding objects, the solution seems to just push back
the problem to how the differences appealed to in the solution are possible.
How does the statue have the structure as a part, while the lump does not?
After all, the (basic) material components of the lump are arranged in just
the way those of the statue are (indeed, for just the same reasons). It is hard
not to think the answer is roughly this: an object has the structure as a part
when it has it essentially. Indeed, when Koslicki explains how differences in
structure can explain modal differences (IX.5), it is assumed that the
structure itself is essential to the object (otherwise, the constraints imposed
by the structure ‘H2O’ tell us no more about de re modal properties than
those of the structure ‘round’). But this, of course, assumes a solution to the
problem, rather than providing it, and if it worked, it would be in virtue of
the essentiality of the structure, not of its parthood.

Notwithstanding my reservations, the core view here—that structure, in a
sense wider than that allowed by Merricks and van Inwagen, but narrower
than that admitted by universalists, is a necessary condition on composition
and objecthood, and that the features of the relevant sorts of structure are to
be modelled on natural kinds—is certainly under-represented in the
literature, and Koslicki has nicely reintroduced us to it, provided us with
a motivational history, and set the stage for its further elaboration and
critical discussion.

Alan Sidelle
University of Wisconsin–Madison
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