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                    Abstract
I argue in this paper that the debate over composition is factually empty; in other words, I argue that there’s no fact of the matter whether there are any composite objects like tables and rocks and cats. Moreover, at the end of the paper, I explain how my argument is suggestive of a much more general (and much more radical) conclusion, namely, that there’s no fact of the matter whether there are any material objects at all. Roughly speaking, the paper proceeds by arguing that (a) if there were a fact of the matter about whether composite objects exist, then it would be either a necessary fact or a contingent fact, and (b) both of these alternatives are implausible.
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	The word ‘tiny’ is being used here in an intentionally imprecise way; in particular, (S) is neutral on the question of whether the simples in question are unextended point-sized objects or tiny extended objects.


	(S)-style nihilism has been developed by, e.g., Rosen and Dorr (2002) and Sider (2013).


	Universalism has been endorsed by, e.g., Lewis (1991), Heller (1990), Hudson (2001), and Van Cleve (2008). This isn’t the only alternative to nihilism. There are also views that lie between the two extremes; e.g., van Inwagen (1990) and Merricks (2001) hold that the only composite objects are animals, so that there are cats but no tables, and common sense seems to say that there are tables and cats but no trout-turkeys (see, e.g., Markosian (1998), Elder (2011), and Korman (2015) for views that are compatible with common sense).


	In this paper, when I speak of things being necessary, unless I indicate otherwise, I will be speaking of metaphysical necessity. I will also make free use of the possible-worlds analysis of modal claims; thus, e.g., in my lingo, to say that A is necessary is to say that A is true in all possible worlds. (I don’t think non-actual worlds really exist—I think the possible-worlds apparatus is just a useful fiction—but I can’t defend this stance here.)


	Most people engaged in the composition debate are necessitarians, but Cameron (2007), Miller (2010), and Parsons (2013) are contingentists (about composition, not just tables).


	The views of Carnap, Putnam, Sidelle, and Rayo are all a bit different from the trivialist view defined in the text. Rayo would want to replace talk of the meanings of sentences with talk of the‘just is’-statements that we should accept; in particular, on Rayo’s view, the crucial ‘just-is’-statement (the one that, together with uncontroversial empirical truths, settles the table question) is this: For there to be a table just is for there to be some things arranged tablewise. Carnap, Putnam, and Sidelle, on the other hand, seem to endorse the view that (a) if the table question had a correct answer, then it would be settled by semantic facts (together with uncontroversial empirical facts), but (b) the table question doesn’t have a correct answer because the facts about ordinary English don’t succeed in settling the matter.


	Actually, Rayo’s version of trivialism—and this may be true of the views of some of the other trivialists mentioned in the text as well—isn’t so happily classified as a version of anti-metaphysicalism; for Rayo’s view is compatible with there being a substantive ontological question about whether there are table-like composite objects (it’s just that on his view, the existence of such things isn’t needed for the truth of the ordinary sentence ‘There are tables’). But for this very reason, Rayo’s sort of trivialism isn’t a threat to my argument. For as I pointed out above, I’m using ‘table’ in this paper to mean composite object that’s composed of simples arranged tablewise.


	Trivialist platonists like Rayo (2013) would claim that (*) does entail (**) because these sentences say the same thing. But I’m ignoring trivialist platonism here for reasons that are analogous to the reasons (given in Sect. 2) for which I’m ignoring trivialist tableism.


	It’s important to note that I haven’t claimed here that platonism and nominalism are possible. I’ve argued elsewhere (1998) for a non-factualist view of the abstract-object debate, i.e., for the claim that there’s no fact of the matter whether abstract objects exist. If this is true, then I think it’s necessarily true, and it follows from this that neither platonism nor nominalism is genuinely possible. But this is perfectly consistent with what I’ve said here; all I’ve said is that platonists have no way of arguing that nominalism isn’t genuinely possible. In contrast, I think that non-factualists do have a way of arguing for this claim.


	It’s worth noting that my argument strategy works even in cases where necessary existence is built into the definition of the given kind of object. For instance, if it’s built into the definition of ‘God’ that She exists necessarily, then if we applied my argument strategy to the case of God, then what it would show (if it was cogent) is that God is impossible. Even if there was an omnipotent, omniscient creator of the universe, there wouldn’t be a God because no creator exists necessarily. (Analogy: If a nonkey is a necessarily existing donkey, then nonkeys are not just non-existent but impossible.)


	Rosen claims that if P doesn’t lead to contradiction—even when it’s combined with all the truths about the natures of things—then P is possible. I more or less agree with this, but I would replace ‘truths about the natures of things’ with ‘truths about the rigid designators of English’ (and if there can be imprecise propositions, then I would also want to limit this to cases where P isn’t so imprecise that there’s no fact of the matter whether it’s true).


	For views of this kind, see Armstrong (1978), Lewis (1991), and Sider (2007).


	This sort of view is defended by Cameron (2014).


	For whatever it’s worth, I think that Sider (2013) and Rosen and Dorr (2002) give convincing responses to the arguments from perception and empirical science.


	There’s a similar argument in Schaffer (2003), but it’s not an argument for gunk either; it is, rather, an attack on the idea that there’s a good argument for mereological simples.


	Why should we think that there’s a single right way to choose our primitives, i.e., that there aren’t multiple equally good ways, as there seem to be in mathematics? And why should we think that if T1 has different primitives from T2, then it says something different about the nature of reality? This seems to assume that reality is layered, or structured, in a way that corresponds to the ways in which we define our terms; but it might not be.


	Of course, in order to articulate and argue for non-factualism, we do need to use mereological terms; but that’s true of nihilism as well. I take it that Sider’s point is that when nihilists go to provide a positive description of reality (as opposed to when they go to articulate and argue for nihilism), they don’t need to make ineliminable use of mereological terms; and this is what I’m saying is true of non-factualists as well as nihilists.


	Actually, if we assume premise (ii), then non-factualists seem to be better off than nihilists in this regard; for in addition to not needing to make ineliminable use of terms like ‘part’, non-factualists also don’t need to make ineliminable use of terms like ‘object’.


	As I pointed out in note 4, I don’t actually believe in Lewisian worlds; I think they’re just useful fictions for thinking about possibility; but I can’t get into this issue here.


	You might respond as follows: “Whether there are type-T facts depends on whether there are compositional facts of a certain kind—in particular, on whether some simples compose a table; facts like this are similar in certain ways to causal facts; thus, since we’re not very worried by causal facts being invisible, maybe we shouldn’t be very worried by compositional facts being invisible either.” But this stance is problematic. It suggests a picture in which there are two different kinds of facts—facts about composition and facts about the existence of composite objects—analogous to causation, where there are facts about causal processes and facts about causal effects. But this is the wrong picture of composition. Unlike causation, composition isn’t a process; it’s not something that happens. So there aren’t two different kinds of facts here. If some simples compose a table, then there’s no more to the fact that they compose a table than there is to the fact that there exists a table that’s composed of them. (Also, even if there were two different facts here, it wouldn’t be analogous to causation because both facts would be invisible.)


	Strictly speaking, what contingentists are committed to are pairs of worlds such that (a) both contain simples arranged tablewise and (b) one contains tables and the other doesn’t. But this is just an artifact of the way I’ve set things up. If someone objected here on the grounds that contingentists aren’t really committed to pairs of worlds of the kind described in the text, then I could just redo my argument so that it was about tables of a very specific kind—e.g., 4-legged coffee tables that obey the laws of quantum mechanics. I could get so specific about the kind of composite object I focused on that contingentists would be committed to pairs of worlds of the kind described in the text—i.e., pairs of worlds that are identical at the micro-level but different with respect to what composite objects exist.


	Contingentists might try to reduce the feeling of weirdness here by saying that facts about the existence of tables supervene on micro-physical facts together with the laws of metaphysics. But I don’t think this view succeeds in making type-T facts seem less weird. To see why, notice that if the appeal to metaphysical laws is going to do anything here, then contingentists will have to endorse a non-Humean view of these laws; in other words, they’ll have to say that there are metaphysical forces, or some such thing. E.g., they might say that in universalist worlds, there’s a metaphysical force that makes composite objects come into being whenever some simples come into being. Given this, contingentists can say that the existence of composite objects supervenes on (and is grounded in) micro-physical facts together with facts about the metaphysical forces. But it’s hard to see what these forces could be. They couldn’t just consist in metaphysical necessitation because that would be inconsistent with contingentism. It seems that these forces would have to be oomphy in some sense but not causally oomphy (because composition isn’t a process). This seems very odd, and so the appeal to metaphysical laws doesn’t seem to alleviate the weirdness of type-T facts. It just seems to replace one mystery with another.


	There are many philosophers who can be read as trying to explain why colocation is non-weird. See, e.g., Saenz (2015) for a recent and interesting attempt to do this. And see Cameron (2014) for an attempt to explain away the weirdness of many-one colocation.


	These aren’t the only features of type-T facts that would be weird. For instance, it seems that type-T facts would be brute facts, and given that they would also be macro-level physical facts, this seems very weird. But bruteness is obviously deeply related to Non-supervenience, so I’m not listing it here as a separate source of weirdness.


	Another problem with the worry I’m addressing here is that it mistakenly assumes that facts about composition are distinct from facts about the existence of composite objects; for more on this, see note 20.


	If this argument is correct, then it works for all extended physical objects; i.e., it can be used to show that for any extended physical object O, there’s no fact of the matter whether O has proper parts and, hence, no fact of the matter whether O is a simple.


	There are actually two different versions of smallism—one that takes the fundamental objects to be unextended point-sized simples, and one that takes them to be extended. On the latter view, it’s actually a misnomer to call the fundamental objects “simples”; for if smallists of this kind accept the arguments of this paper, then they’ll say that there’s no fact of the matter whether these objects have proper parts and hence no fact of the matter whether they’re simples. So strictly speaking, I shouldn’t use ‘simples’ when talking about smallists; I should use ‘small fundamental objects’, or something like that; but I won’t bother with this complication here.
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