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MLE seminar, 17 Feb 16, Kacper’s summary 
 
 
Magidor, Endurantism vs. perdurantism? A debate reconsidered 
 
Some mereology used. 
Unless otherwise noted, Magidor speaks of temporalized parthood. Abstract objects are 
excluded. 
z is a fusion at t of a set S iff (i) every member of S is a part of z at t (ii) every part of z 
overlaps at t some member of S. 
SSP: if x and y exist at t, and x is not a part of y at t, then x has some part at t that does not 
overlap y at t. 
WSP: if x is a proper part of y, then y has some part which does not overlap x. 
QS: if x has a proper part, then x has two disjoint parts. 
 
Strategy of the paper: Endurantists can mimic perdurantists’s responses to the major pro-
perdurantism arguments and vice versa. That’s because these arguments target 
liberalism/restrictivism which are independent of endurantism/perdurantism. 
 
Some definitions. 
x is an ITP of y at t iff (i) x exists at, but only at, t; (ii) x is part of y at t; (iii) x overlaps at t 
everything that is part of y at t 
Perdurantism: There are temporal parts. Endurantism ≔ ¬Perdurantism. 
Liberalism: for any set of occupied spacetime points, there is an object which occupies all 
of them and no other points. Restrictivism ≔ ¬Liberalism. 
Restrictive perdurantism. While there are temporal parts, there isn’t, e.g., an object located 
in the left corner of my desk. 
Liberal endurantism. While there are all these crazy objects, they aren’t parts of enduring 
objects. E.g., short desk isn’t part of desk. (Liberalism doesn’t follow from CEM.) 
But at t short desk is co-located with desk. Liberalism plus mutual parthood model of co-
location → perdurantism. Even without the mutual parthood model of co-location, if short 
desk and desk are composed of the same objects at t, then by SSP short desk is part of 
desk. 
Options for liberal endurantism: 
o SSP-free LE: deny SSP. 
o Duplicate particles LE: accept SSP but deny that desk and short desk share any of their 

parts at t. (Least plausible.) 
o Abstract-parts LE: Desk and short desk share their spatial parts but not all of their 

proper parts. 
 
For perdurantism. 
1. Anthropocentrism. Why cars but not incars? 
2. Vagueness. 

Sider’s argument: 
Indeterminacy in composition → count indeterminacy. 
¬(Count indeterminacy). 
So: determinate composition. 
Determinate composition → (nihilism ∨ universalism). 
¬(Nihilism). 
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So: Universalism. 
Universalism → Diachronic universalism. 
Diachronic universalism → Perdurantism. 

Magidor’s response: 
Diachronic universalism → perdurantism? 

• Magidor’s other paper: Sider’s formulation of diachronic universalism (see fn. 
30) is inadequate and the correct formulation blocks the argument from 
vagueness and is endurantism-friendly. (That’s the most promising response.) 

• Another response: Accept Sider’s version of diachronic universalism. 
o Sider proves that his version of diachronic universalism implies that for 

any O and t at which O exists, there is a z existing only at t such that z 
is the fusion of O’s singleton at t. By SSP, z is part of O at t. Endurantists 
need to claim that z isn’t part of O at t. They need to reject SSP. 

o But they also need to reject WSP. (Proof. Assume z isn’t part of O. Fuse 
O and z at t to get Oz. O is a proper part of Oz. So by WSP, Oz has a part 
which doesn’t overlap O. But that’s false. So z is part of O.) 

o QS may well stay. But it’s pretty weak. 
Indeterminacy in composition → count indeterminacy? 

• Sider’s concern: Take n objects and suppose it’s indeterminate whether they 
compose. Then it’s indeterminate whether there are n+1 objects. This doesn’t 
work in the infinite case. Perdurantism → infinitely many objects. But also LE 
→ infinitely many objects. 

• In liberal settings, indeterminacy in composition doesn’t imply count 
indeterminacy. E.g., suppose there are three spatial points. For a liberalist, there 
will be seven objects in total. But this is consistent with any parthood and fusion 
relations among the seven objects. So composition claims are independent of 
count claims. 

3. Recombination. 
Lewis’s argument. For any x and t, x could exist just at t. By recombination, there is a 
world w where all these possibilities are actual. Because w is locally like @, by Humean 
supervenience, @ contains lots of instantaneous stages. 
But this conclusion is consistent with LE: the stages need not be parts of objects. 

4. Temporary intrinsics. 
Two readings of Lewis’s argument: (i) intrinsicality, (ii) simpliciter properties. 
Endurantists cannot mimic perdurantist response to the intrinsicality worry but this 
version of Lewis’s argument is weak. 
• Endurantists can use intrinsicness at a time. Relativized properties are intrinsic at a 

time. 
• Being a person comes out extrinsic given perdurantism but intuitively is intrinsic. 
• Perdurantists cannot say that being square at t is an intrinsic matter because it also 

depends on the relevant ITP’s being located at t (which is a relational property). 
W.r.t. argument (ii), LE can accept that instantaneous objects have properties 
simpliciter. 

5. Coincidence. 
Statue and Lump: co-located yet distinct. Sider is right that the mutual parthood model 
of colocation collapses into perdurantism, given liberalism. But SSE-free LE and 
abstract-parts LE can mimic Sider’s response. 
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Stage theory: Statue = Lump. Our terms refer to instantaneous objects. Use temporal 
counterpart theory to explain the rest. There is a LE version of stage theory. 

 
For endurantism. 
1. Motion. 

• Superfast motion. Take O1 and O2 which are very far apart. Take O1’s ITP at t and 
O2’s ITP very shortly thereafter. Take their fusion F. Given the right values, F 
travels faster than light. 
Response: Laws of physics are restricted. But how? That’s the restriction problem. 

• Kripke-Armstrong disc. Possibly, there are two homogenous discs, one rotating, the 
other stationary. Whether a disc moves or not depends on how its spatial parts 
move. But for perdurantists, any way of carving up spacetime subregions 
corresponds to a disc’s part: so each disc is going to have moving parts and 
stationary parts. Problems: (i) What seems possible isn’t so (collapse). (ii) A disc can 
be both moving and stationary. 
Response: Restrict the relevant parts. Extra pressure: the restriction has to cut finer 
than local intrinsic properties. 

Magidor’s strategy: 
o Standard endurantism has no such problems because it denies liberalism. LE faces 

the superfast motion problem but not the rotating disc problem (because LE may 
deny that the gerrymandered objects are parts of continuants). 

o Perdurantism can just deny liberalism. 
o Can perdurantism mimic LE’s solution to the disc problem, i.e., that the moving 

bit aren’t parts of the stationary disc? Not easily. 
2. Permanent coincidence. 

Standard perdurantism says that in this case Statue = Lump. So they must offer a 
different explanation of their different properties. But instead they can mimic LE. 
• Mutual parthood perdurantism, rejecting the anti-symmetry of temporal 

parthood. 
• Abstract-parts perdurantism. 

 
Conclusion. 

§ Arguments in the literature concern orthogonal claims. 
§ They might be seen as good arguments concerning packages. Examples: 

Perdurantism comes with mereological harmony. LE requires some additional 
commitments (¬SSP or abstract parts). LE can solve the spinning disc problem. 


