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Abstract: The assumption that wholes have properties, specifically causally efficacious properties, which the sum of its parts seem to lack, lends support to the argument that wholes are something more than the sum of their parts. The properties of the whole are taken to be the result of the particular arrangement of the whole’s parts. The rearrangement of parts makes new properties emerge for a particular whole. This creates hierarchical ontological levels of properties in an object. My purpose in this paper will be to undermine the preceding lines of thought as valid support for wholes being “over and above” the sums of their parts. I begin by pointing out that the costs of a theory where arrangement entails new, unique and distinct properties for a whole carry two unattractive commitments: a reliance on a scientifically disproved version of early Emergentism and causal redundancy. I, then, present an alternative theory to explain the relationship between the properties of wholes and arrangement: my contention will be that the properties that we attribute to wholes are actually the manifestation of preexisting, but heretofore unmanifested, properties of parts, which manifest only when a specific part comes in contact with another specific part in a particular arrangement. I argue that the properties of a part are all we need to give a complete account for the properties of a whole.
The idea that the arrangement of parts plays an important role in the composition of an object, which then demands the attention of the extensional mereologist, has been given consideration in the literature
. These treatments have been used as counter examples to the coherency of an extensional mereology and the claim that the whole is “nothing over and above” the sum of its parts
. Examples like the rearrangement of letters in a sentence or flowers in a bouquet are said to constitute different wholes than the original sentence and bouquet; therefore a whole is something more, something distinct, than just the fusion of its parts. However, these lines of argument about arrangement have not dealt with another consequence of philosophical import, which is that, compositionally, arrangement seems to determine directly the properties for a whole. The determination of the whole’s properties could be used wrongly to strengthen the argument that wholes are more than the sum of their parts. Consider the following line of thought: 

Wholes appear to have properties singular to them. MacBride (2005) puts it like this, ‘mereological fusions, things that most everyone believes in… appear to be distinct from their members or parts [because] they enjoy properties their members or parts lack’ (my emphasis)
. These properties of the whole are the result of the particular arrangement of the whole’s proper parts
—properties that distinguish themselves from the properties of the proper parts by a difference in causal efficacy. Upon rearrangement of proper parts, new and different properties emerge for a particular whole: ergo, if there are distinct levels of differing properties in composition, then one could argue that wholes are distinct from the sum of their proper parts. 

In summation, here are the premises and conclusions in the claims made above, which I give in the following argument: 

(1) The particularity of arrangement in composition accounts for a whole. 

(2) There are differentiating ontological levels of properties in the composition of a whole resulting from arrangement. 

Therefore,

(3) Those levels make the properties of wholes distinct from those of their proper parts. 

Therefore, from (2) and (3),

(4) The properties of wholes are evidence for wholes being ‘over and above’ the sum of their parts. 

Now, while I do agree that (1) is an important premise that needs to be elaborated upon further than it already has in the literature, I disagree with (2) and by extension (3). If (2) and (3) are wrong, then they cannot be used in service of (4). Regardless, the above argument does not present a trivial problem to the extensional mereologist, who wants to claim that wholes are just the sum of their proper parts. The problem over believing that the properties of the whole are privileged seems to be a non-problem for some philosophers, who take this to be a given. The tacit assumption that the properties of wholes are “over and above” the properties of its proper parts is made even more perspicuous when Normore (2006) writes, ‘It is natural to wonder how the properties of the whole are related to the properties of the parts’, with which I would agree, but then, he continues with, ‘It seems clear that wholes do have properties had by none of their parts… It also seems very plausible to suppose that the properties of a whole are derivative upon the properties of its parts’
. I will refer to this unchallenged presumption as the Privileged Properties of Wholes theory (PPW). 

In section I of this paper, by fleshing out just what is the case being made in PPW, I will give a full treatment to the above claims. In section II, I go on to suggest that the main source for the claims in (2) and (3) comes from an early version of Emergentism that has become scientifically dated, as well as, how an appeal to emergence does not supply an unproblematic and decisive argument in support of the claims in PPW like its proponent would want or expect from emergence. In section III, I explain how PPW commits its proponent to objects with causally redundant properties, and to do so, I use my own version of Trenton Merricks’ Overdetermination Argument as support for my criticism. Finally, in section IV, I present an alternative theory against (2) and (3) in order to explain the properties of wholes from arrangement. I argue that the properties of a proper part are all we need to give a complete account of the properties of a whole, that in fact, they explain the properties of wholes. I hope to show that my theory is more attractive since it does not incur the costs of PPW—it obviates the need for postulating additional entities based on Emergentism and so, does not entail causal redundancy. I hope to make it clear that PPW posits an overpopulation of levels of being that no ontology needs countenance (especially no formal one). 

In this paper the balance sheet of my ontological debts contains the following antecedent conditions: I presume property realism
. I also presume a distinction between properties and parts
. In reading the paper I hope that it will become evident how I use properties as opposed to how I use parts and that their differences will be made apparent through my use of each. Nevertheless, I do realize that I cannot get away without at least a partial explanation of what I mean by claiming a distinction between the two. Therefore, I offer the following sketch: 

Parts are not reducible to their properties, and therefore, properties are not the constituents of parts. If properties were the constituents, then I would have some type of bundle theory for the composition of a whole forced upon me. With a bundle theory I would have to contend with what I consider would be a legitimate claim that wholes are more than the sum of their parts. I believe this to be the case since the bundle of properties that would constitute an object would need an extra property as a binding relation, which, as is well known, has garnered much discussion in the literature as a problem for any type of bundle theory—although I am not presupposing that to be a weakness in this discussion, since it only bears relevance on what I propose next if my intuitions are unsustainable. I submit that the extra property needed could not rightly be included as a part of the mereological sum: if it were a part of the sum, then the problem impugned to bundle theories and their binding relation as creating a vicious regress would be then relevant. However, I am not convinced that such a problem occurs in this instance because I do not think that the binding relation can be included in the sum. Hence, if a binding relation property for a whole cannot be included in the sum of the whole’s parts, then a whole would indeed have at least one property unique to it, which would distinguish the whole from the sum of its parts. The whole would be ‘over and above’ the sum of its parts. Therefore, if I countenance parts as properties I will have a different and serious problem than the one I want to address in this paper. 

Now, while I have put forth the preceding proviso as a presupposed commitment, so that, my arguments in the paper will be presented as if a difference between properties and parts holds, I do acknowledge what is trivially true in this case: from a purely mereological point of view anything, including a property, of course, can be a part. That said, a discussion of my last presumption is for another paper and I will not be arguing for it herein. 

I. Wholes seemingly establish three distinct ontological levels of properties: the properties of the individual proper parts, the sum of the properties of all the proper parts and the properties of the whole, with the last level presumably supervening on the preceding ones. The properties of the whole appear to be obviously different than the properties of the proper part or their sum, which would entail (by Leibniz’s Law) that the whole cannot be equated with the “mere” sum of its proper parts, that is, they make wholes something ‘over and above’ the whole’s sum. 

By common sense we would think that the roundness of a baseball and its ability to roll, or any other property of a baseball, could not be reduced to the spin properties of all the individual subatomic particles in a baseball. It is only in the particular arrangement of subatomic particles that compose a baseball that the properties of a baseball are exhibited in ways that those same particles alone or arranged together differently could not. With this peculiarity of arrangement comes the problem of the identity of a whole: if the exact same particles, and only those particles, in a baseball were rearranged, then we assign a different identity to those particles in their new arrangement—they are no longer a baseball, they are a cap. We have the exact same proper parts (subatomic particles) with the exact same properties (their given spin, and etc.) but there is assumed to be a level of newly emerged properties supervening on those of the proper parts and the Identity of Indiscernibles criterion will not allow us to say the baseball has the same identity as the cap if the two are qualitatively not the same. Leibniz’s law would be contradicted
. 

Identity, then, helps make a case for the distinctness of the properties of a whole from those of its proper parts: if the properties of the proper parts stay the same while the properties of the whole change, then wholes must have properties differentiating from those of the proper parts over which they then supervene. The argument can be expressed in the following way:

‘Yesterday there was a pile of electronic parts on my desk. I identified the sum of those proper parts as the whole I call Yesterday’s Electrical Parts (YEP). In terms of YEP as a whole, you could say YEP composed a heap. Now, say that today a computer technician takes all of YEP and puts its proper parts together (differently than YEP) to make me a laptop. The electronic parts have changed from the whole, which was a heap, to a whole, which is a laptop. I identify it as My Laptop (ML)
. The changed relation between the proper parts, which is the different arrangement of the proper parts, allows for a “new” whole, ML, which turns out to have vastly different properties than YEP. In fact, the different arrangement of proper parts that now compose ML make a “new” whole that has “new” causal powers: I can surf the Internet, write a paper, listen to music, and etc. The arrangement of proper parts in YEP did not have these particular properties. If the proper parts in the first arrangement could not make a whole with these particular properties, then these “new” causal powers must not come from those same proper parts when the proper parts are each considered distinct from their whole, or when the proper parts are considered together but not in their current arrangement. YEP is not ML: they have different properties and therefore have different identities. Again, the “new” causal powers of ML are the product of the arrangement of the proper parts. That leads me to the conclusion that ML, a differently arranged “new” whole, has properties that cannot be reduced to the properties of the proper parts. According to what the relation of proper parts happens to be (in this case arrangement) there will be different identities and different wholes, therefore, a whole is over and above the sum of its proper parts’.

II. Implicit in PPW is that with arrangement you get saddled with some concept of emergence
. McLaughlin (2008) notes that the early Emergentists believed that the arrangement of an object’s constituents
 caused certain structures, especially chemical compounds, to have ‘configurational forces’ that the proper parts did not exhibit when distinct. These ‘configurational forces’ presumably supervened on the properties of proper parts since only as a particular structural whole, from a particular arrangement of proper parts, were such properties able to be substantiated. According to the arrangement of proper parts a whole had different properties, more specifically, “new” causal powers that individual or different arrangements of proper parts did not
. Emergentists bifurcated the properties of proper parts from the properties of the whole. Martin (1997) explains this bifurcation best, he says:  

When a whole is considered as over and above all of its [proper parts] with all of their interrelations and interreactions and [properties] for these, that is to consider “over and aboveness” of the whole as a causal factor apart from anything concerning the causal operativenesses of any or even all of the [proper parts]
.

The traditional (British) Emergentists, from J. S. Mill to C. D. Broad, thought that ‘configurational forces’ were best exemplified in the special sciences, which were set apart from physics, and that the paradigmatic example was to be found in chemistry and the particular structures that occurred in chemical bonding. It was due to the way certain molecules formed that gave us different chemical elements and agents. From our current knowledge of quantum mechanics we now know that chemical compounds do not have ‘configurational forces’ based on the arrangement of their proper parts. McLaughlin seals the coffin on emergent ‘configurational forces’ by saying:

Quantum mechanical explanations of chemical bonding in terms of the electro-magnetic force, and the advances this led to in molecular biology and genetics render the doctrines of configurational chemical and vital forces enormously implausible… Chemical bonding can be explained by properties of electrons, and there are no fundamental chemical forces
.

This admission on the part of McLaughlin suggests a very important point. Pace PPW, the causal efficacy of wholes can be explained in terms of the behavior of their proper parts. When the quantum level is reached, it becomes evident that the properties of those proper parts are doing the work for the whole. At the quantum level it is the properties of the subatomic particles that determine everything that is needed for the whole, furthermore, and by extension, they can determine the whole itself as the whole’s basic constituents. What happens at the quantum level with and between the objects that are the proper parts of a whole is what gives a composite object identity. 

PPW relies on a hangover of early Emergentist views that still has cache even now in contemporary debates over Emergentism
. Now Emergentism has become exceedingly more complex with several theories on the table, which have a greater understanding of science and how it may be used in service to emergence in both physics and the other sciences
. However, the historically early views of Emergentism are still influential in current philosophical theories that claim there are hierarchical levels of entities
. The philosopher, who claims the emergence of properties from a particular arrangement of proper parts, is committing herself to the idea that a property that did not exist previously now exists due to an arrangement of proper parts. Arrangement “creates” new entities. The world is more populated with entities than first thought. However, why are these new properties distinct from the properties of the proper parts when once the proper parts are rearranged those emergent properties cease to exist? Or are they distinct properties? 

The philosopher of PPW could claim that some type of supervenience makes the new properties distinct from those of the proper parts. However, even in current debates over emergence, it is not so clear as to how or if supervenience plays a part in emergent properties. The ambiguity stems from the fact that in most accounts of supervenience the supervening property is coincident with the base property, which makes it harder to pick out one rather than the other
. This means that the philosopher of PPW cannot get a distinctness for the “higher level” property so easily. It would take some work (which possibly could be of an empirical nature, since she would be dealing with physical objects subject to physics, chemistry, and etc.) to get properties for a whole distinct from the existent properties, and their interactions, of its proper parts. 

Consider, for instance, the much used example of a fragile glass. She could say that the property of fragility supervenes on the properties of the glass’ microstructure. Even then, it is not so easy to tease out the fragility from the microstructure. If the microstructure does not come prepackaged with fragility as one of its properties, then exactly how does the glass get the property of fragility
? But without the microstructure it is taken as a certainty that there is no fragility. The philosopher of PPW does not want to consider fragility as an emergent property from the microstructure, because she would want her emergent properties to be recognizably distinct from the properties of the microstructure. Therefore, she might not want to appeal to supervenience to get the job done. However, in this case, if the microstructure is the proper parts and their properties and the glass is the whole, then fragility would be a property of the glass qua whole. Again, the philosopher of PPW does not want to countenance fragility as a property of the glass qua whole—it is too much of a problem case for her theory—its distinctness is questionable; especially as to how she would be able to establish securely the distinctness between the property of fragility and the properties of the proper parts that make up the microstructure. 

But, I feel rather charitable, and so, I will allow the philosopher of PPW to use supervenience in service of her emergence. In fact, I do not even mind if she conflates the two. Because, in the end it makes no real difference—the hard question still remains: do we really need new properties, which allowably supervene on a lower level of properties, to explain wholes, if it is possible that the properties we already have can get the work done? 

III. What work is getting done from where? With the philosopher of PPW the work is getting done on two different levels of properties as the bearers of causal efficacy—the properties of the whole and the properties of the proper parts, which in turn leaves her open to a charge of causal redundancy. To say that an object is causally redundant is to say that an object causes just one single instance of an effect twice over, that is, the same work is getting done from two different entities or levels of entities from one and the same object. It does not mean that that one instance of a particular effect is caused by the conjunction of two different causes but that the same causality is being exercised twice over towards that particular effect. 

Prima facie, this does not seem to make sense. How are two causes exactly the same, or rather, how can a cause come from two sources if it is one and the same cause? How can we numerically distinguish what is identical? The philosopher of PPW will want to deny that the properties of the whole and the properties of the proper parts are causing the same instance of an effect, instead, since for her the whole and the sum of its parts are causally distinct, she will want the two levels to be employed in different work. Presumably, the properties of the proper parts are engaged in the work of creating the emergent properties of the whole and giving those supervening properties their causal efficacy. However, even if she employs the properties of the two levels, in supposedly two separate enterprises, she will still get a whole that is causally redundant: as I will show below, the levels cannot be engaged in separate enterprises when a whole causes an effect. 

If our philosopher is correct about her claim that each level is engaged in separate enterprises, then it will be only natural and fair to press her once again with the question: which level is doing what work? The above explanation comes too easy and at no real expense. But recall that she will be loathe to claim the property of fragility for the glass qua whole since it is not so clear how she would tease out as distinct the property of fragility from the microstructural properties of the proper parts; especially if we could claim something more ontologically simple like, (contra fragility being emergent from or supervening on the microstructure) fragility is a property of the proper parts that make up the microstructure, that is to say, fragility (neither emergent nor supervening) is had, or inheres, on the level of the proper parts. Assigning properties, and their interactions, to different levels is more difficult on closer inspection: some serious ontological work has to be done. 

The onus is on the philosopher of PPW to provide an explanation for not just how the properties of proper parts “create” new properties of the whole that are distinct from them but, also, how those new properties of the whole then stand on their own from and have causal relevance over the proper parts (because, despite their distinctness, the whole will have to have causal relevance over its proper parts). However, can she really claim that the causal efficacy of the whole, given to it by its proper parts, can then be turned back downward onto the proper parts? The claim that supervening properties have “downward causation” on their subvening bases is not uncontroversial in the literature and requires a substantial theory to make one’s case. 

However, modulo “downward causation” for the moment (or any vertical causation whatsoever, whether up our down), there do seem to be clear-cut cases where she can assign causal efficacy to an object over its proper parts and therefore establish the whole’s causal distinction from that of its proper parts. Think of a baseball striking a window and shattering the glass. Surely the glass shatters from the baseball qua baseball-whole and not qua summed subatomic particles-proper parts. It is the properties of the baseball qua whole and not the properties, like spin or charge, on the quantum level of proper parts that cause the window to shatter. 

But this also is a little too easy of an explanation and not so convincing. Merricks (2003) agrees with me. He would say that the above scenario is overdetermined, and thus, causally redundant. He explains overdetermination as such:

Overdetermination is understood in the most literal, straightforward, and natural sense possible. An effect is overdetermined if the following are true: that effect is caused by an object; that object is causally irrelevant to whether some other—i.e. numerically distinct—object or objects cause that effect; and the other object or objects do indeed cause that effect.

What the above means, for the purposes of this paper, is that the proper parts of a whole can be decomposed into numerically distinct objects that are not the whole itself (since a whole cannot be its own proper part—proper parthood is irreflexive). The whole, then, does not cause the proper parts to have an effect, i.e. there is no “downward causation”, which makes the whole causally irrelevant over and above its proper parts, and (returning to the concern on “downward causation”) this is a result of the philosopher of PPW wanting the two levels to be causally distinct. However, the proper parts are just as causally efficacious as the whole. Therefore, whenever a whole causes an effect, the proper parts, now causally separated from the whole, have to be taken into consideration as causing the effect, as well. To put it another way, the ball that shatters the window does not cause its subatomic particles to shatter the window, the direction of the causation is horizontal—not horizontal and vertical; but if the ball shatters the window, then the subatomic particles, in virtue of being the ball by common sense, must also shatter the window. Hence, the shattering of the window is overdetermined. 

If I say that the ball is something over and above its subatomic particles then I commit myself to two things shattering the window—first the ball and then its subatomic particles. But this just does not sound right! Rather, it should be understood in the following manner: It is the sum of all the subatomic particles working in conjunction qua baseball that shatters the window. The philosopher of PPW cannot have it both ways: the properties of the proper parts cannot create for a whole its properties but then have the properties of the whole dictate and control the properties, and their interactions, of the proper parts when the power exercised by the whole is just the power from the proper parts. There is no two-way street. However, something causes the window to shatter, and if the ball cannot make its subatomic particles do it, then the subatomic particles must be doing it themselves, all together. So, the work must be getting done through the interaction of the properties of the proper parts—but that is exactly what gives us the properties of the whole. Correct. Which is just the point! The subatomic particles working all together is the ball shattering the window, tout court.

Merricks develops a schema, which he calls the Overdetermination Argument. The following is my own version, based off of Merricks’ schema, for why the properties of the ball, if thought of as distinct from those of its proper parts (as I shall argue), are causally inefficacious:

(5) Object O is causally distinct from its proper parts PP1… PPn.

Therefore, 

(6) Object O is causally irrelevant to whether its proper parts PP1… PPn, acting in concert, cause effect E. 

(7) PP1… PPn, acting in concert, cause effect E.

(8) E is not overdetermined. 

Therefore,

(9) O does not cause E. 

However, if we deny any distinction between the whole and its sum, then the argument can be restated in a way that obviates overdetermination by saying:

 (10) Object O is its proper parts PP1… PPn.

 (11) PP1… PPn, acting in concert, cause effect E.

 (12) E is not overdetermined.

Therefore,

 (13) O causes E.

It is only when we countenance O and its properties as distinct from the sum of PP and their properties that we have a problem with overdetermination. If an E is overdetermined, then it is only because we have made the properties of O causally redundant by positing hierarchical levels of properties
. And in the end, the philosopher, who claims that there are properties of proper parts and additionally properties of wholes, has only the causal efficacy of the whole’s properties to help her if and only if the properties of the whole cannot be cashed out in the interaction of the properties of the proper parts.
IV. Again, proper parts have all the properties needed to account for the behavior of wholes. To be clear, no “new” properties need be accounted for since proper parts “carry” all properties necessary for wholes. One may want to object at this point, ‘if this were true, then why do the proper parts not manifest the properties we have in wholes when they are separated from a whole?’ The answer lies in the one aspect that the opposing philosopher gets right but misapplies: she is correct about the importance of arrangement for properties but, there is no need to posit new properties when the already existent properties can get the job done. 

The relation, such as arrangement, which proper parts have to one another allows for actual but hereto before unmanifested properties to become manifest in the particular composition of a whole. That is, proper parts have unmanifested properties that are actual, which only become manifest when they are in a certain relation to other properties from other proper parts
. More specifically, the causal efficacy that we attribute to wholes is actually the mutual manifestation from a property of one proper part and a property of another proper part in conjunction. Martin (1993) calls these properties ‘reciprocal disposition partners’ (modulo Martin’s use of the controversial “disposition”, we have “the mutual manifestation of reciprocal property partners”, which still gets us to where we want to go). So, when a property of a proper part comes in contact with its reciprocal property partner in another proper part, together they are able to mutually manifest any and all causality that we attribute to the whole
.

In the case of the properties of the proper parts, arrangement entails two types of manifestations: certain properties of a proper part and their combined causal efficacy for the whole. It is not that one proper part lacks a property that we see in a whole, but instead, the property of the proper part is not manifest (and will not manifest until it comes into relation with the right reciprocal property partner). This does not mean that an unmanifested property is not real. Whether they are manifest or not, all the properties of a proper part are there. 

When the proper parts are rearranged their properties will be in contact with different reciprocal property partners of other proper parts than in the previous arrangement and different mutual manifestations of the properties will then occur. It is due to the contact of the proper parts, which have certain reciprocal property partners, or lack of contact, that explains the whole. And since different partners allow for different manifestations we need not ascribe infinity of properties to one proper part
. 

All a proper part need have is certain properties that manifest with the right reciprocal property partners in order to get what we would describe as the typical manifestations of a certain whole. In that sense there should be no worry that we are just shifting the over-multiplication of properties from wholes down to the level of proper parts. Proper parts need not have unlimited properties—just contact with the right reciprocal property partners, which is all we need from proper parts. If proper parts have all the necessary properties to account for a whole, then there is no need to posit forever-increasing additional properties with each whole and modus tollens a philosophy of additional entities. 

So, in the case of YEP and ML, it is only natural that when the proper parts were rearranged from YEP to ML that ML would be able to do all the things a laptop can do—the proper parts of YEP already had the “right” properties for ML, they just were not manifest in YEP due to the lack of contact of proper parts in an arrangement that allowed their properties to be manifest in ML.

Further, the properties of a proper part get us the typical manifestations, which we would ascribe to a certain whole, according to the contact of a whole’s proper parts with those of another whole’s proper parts as well. Recall the baseball. The arrangement of its proper parts, with the right reciprocal property partners, mutually manifest 1) the structural properties of roundness and 2) the rolling of the baseball. While wholes maintain the integrity of their proper parts, they do not exist in a vacuum—they interact with other wholes. The interaction entails that the proper parts of the baseball must also come into contact with another whole’s proper parts that will have potential reciprocal property partners for the proper parts of the baseball. In other words, the properties of the proper parts are not exhausted solely within the arrangement’s manifestation of the properties of the proper parts, i.e. a whole is not a closed system of properties and their interactions. To explain further, the proper parts of the baseball have the right properties for it to roll, but its proper parts must come in contact with the right proper parts of another whole’s surface for it to roll. A baseball placed on a surface of gooey, sucking mud will not roll. The baseball’s proper parts are not in contact with the proper parts of a surface with the right reciprocal property partners, which would allow for the mutual manifestation of rolling—even though the properties of the baseball’s proper parts already include the properties for that to happen.

So what happens to the properties that were once manifested and are now “gone” because we rearranged the proper parts? To be manifest some of the properties of a proper part have to be in contact with the right reciprocal property partner. When certain properties are no longer in contact with their reciprocal property partner they no longer manifest themselves. That is not to say that the proper parts have lost those properties: those properties are still there. They have not “gone” anywhere. If new properties do not emerge into existence for wholes, then already existent properties do not cease to exist: it is more attractive to apply a law of conservation for properties in this case.  

Now, if proper parts have a limit to the properties they “carry”, there may be further non-mereological implications for how we should understand a proper part and a whole. Recall that YEP and ML are composed of the same proper parts, that is, there is a quantifiable amount of proper parts and that amount does not change just like the proper parts do not change. So specified, there are only so many configurations that those proper parts can be arranged in. The consequence is that there is a limit to how many properties those proper parts can or do manifest. Say we add more proper parts. On my theory, added proper parts could cause the manifestation of other properties and causality, much like when the proper parts of a whole come in contact with the proper parts of another whole. 

However, a question arises when the properties of a proper part are stipulated as limited. The question is whether the properties of a proper part, once all possible manifestations and interactions have occurred, will be only of certain kinds and will those kinds have a limit. It is at this point where I want to beg off. While less is usually considered better, and hence my reductionist account of properties, the question asked is not an innocent question on the parsimony of my theory. It requires a substantial ontological theory on ‘what is a property’, as opposed to ‘how does a property work’, which may well impact how one can or cannot talk about proper parts and wholes beyond an extensional mereology. For the purposes of this paper it is enough to give a reductionist account in order to block the philosopher, who claims that wholes are more than the sum of their parts, from using properties as a prop for her claim. 

Conclusion. The central fallacy in PPW is in thinking that wholes are the products of emergent properties, which I hoped to have shown has unattractive consequences and which also lead to the cost of causal redundancy. The actual case is that we are experiencing different manifestations from the inter-exchange of the properties of the proper parts—not new properties, but new manifestations from and of already existent properties. The upshot is that the explanatory power in positing that the properties of proper parts act with reciprocal property partners of other proper parts to mutually manifest any and all causal efficacy successfully gives us a working reductionist account for properties—and, by extension, we could argue, a reductionist account of wholes to their proper parts, that is, wholes are the sum of their proper parts, tout court.  

Additionally, I believe that we have shown that arrangement is very important for composition, which cannot be ignored by the extensional mereologist. Furthermore, arrangement deserves more creative attention in our understanding of the principles that inhere in composition—beyond examples of rearrangement used to counter extensional mereology like that of words in sentences or flowers in a bouquet.  Finally, while this paper goes some way in arguing that a whole is just the sum of its parts, it clearly makes the case that arrangement in composition and the properties of an object do not entail that a whole be “over and above” the sum of its parts.
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� see Hempel (1953: 110), Rescher (1955: 10) and Eberle (1970: §2.10). 


� The phrase “nothing over and above” is used quite frequently in claiming that the whole is just the sum of its parts. van Inwagen (2001: 99-100) has a problem with this phrase, especially with the way Lewis (1991) uses it, Inwagen says: ‘But what does “nothing over and above” mean? This slippery phrase has had a lot of employment in philosophy, but what it means is never explained by its employers. Sometimes it needs no explanation, for it sometimes has a straightforward mereological sense. (Think of the materialist who says “I am nothing over and above my body”; presumably he means that he has no part that is not a part of his body.) If Lewis is using “nothing over and above” in this straightforward mereological sense, then the quoted sentence means that a fusion has no parts other than its parts. But this, surely, is not what Lewis intended to convey by this sentence. It would be interesting to see an example of a thing that Lewis thinks is something over and above its parts; it would be interesting to see an example of something that had this feature according to some philosophical theory that Lewis rejected’. While I am employing the phrase in van Inwagen’s “straightforward mereological sense”, my contention in this paper is that there are philosophers who have a philosophical theory, which employs the feature of something “over and above”, that being, the properties of a whole as manifest in an object’s causal efficacy. I plan to lay out their theory in detail and reject it.   


� MacBride (2005: 125)


� I will be using the primitive “proper part” in the rest of the paper as I am following Varzi (2008), in that, I assume that composite objects require proper parts for identity criteria.


� Normore (2006: 753)


� In this paper I will be loose with my use of the term “property” and will use it to designate universals and/or particulars and the qualitative and/or dispositional (for causal powers). That said, I leave it up to the reader to decide if there really are only universals, or only particulars, or only qualitative properties, or only dispositions/powers, or the existence of some versus all, or that a disposition and a qualitative property are one and the same categorical property, which is covariant, and etc. I see these issues as orthogonal to the discussion in the paper. 


� cf. Martin (1997: 195): ‘[properties are] things about or things had by [objects] that would not be these [objects] themselves or even be parts of them’ (emphasis is Martin’s). 


� This seems to be trivially true but it motivates one to make a leap from thinking that arrangement creates the properties of the hat, which were absent in the properties of the baseball, to thinking that the properties of the proper parts are incidental to arrangement in a whole.


� I owe this analogy, albeit, as a somewhat convoluted deviation, to van Inwagen (2006) and his discussion of a mereological sum of Tuesday’s Bricks and a sum of Brick House.  


� I am indebted to McLaughlin (2008: 19-59) and (1997: 25-43) for knowledge of Emergentism (especially British) and I will follow his history of Emergentist claims in my discussion of Emergence in the rest of the paper.  


� In what follows I will use the mereological term “proper parts” in place of “constituents”, since it is more relevant to the paper and admits of no misuse in replacing the word “constituents” with the term “proper parts”. 


� cf. Molnar (2003: 194-198) and his comments on J. S. Mill’s theory of the Composition of Causes.


� Martin (1997: 197). 


� McLaughlin (2008: 49).  


� see van Cleve (1990: 215-226) and McLaughlin’s discussion of van Cleve, McLaughlin (1997).


� Consider the highly contentious case of Schrödinger’s “quantum entanglements”, which has become the go to example in order to prove emergence, see Humphreys (1997:15).  


� cf. Kim (1999: 3-36) and Yablo (1992: 247). Yablo posits hierarchical levels of properties in the case of mental causation, but the analogy is still relevant: hierarchical levels of properties are hierarchical levels of properties no matter what context they happen to be discussed in. Regardless of context, I still disagree that there are such levels, as I go on to argue in my paper, since they are not needed to account for anything.  


� see Humphreys (1997: 7).


� The theory I propose against PPW is meant to answer this type of question.


� Merricks would not be happy with how I have reformulated and explained his Overdetermination Argument in service to the purpose of my paper. He has a problem with claiming that the properties of the whole just are the properties of its proper parts, because, as a mereological nihilist, for him there are no properties of the whole since there is no whole. And so, one cannot engage in any talk where “object O’s causing an effect E is analyzed as O’s proper parts PP participating in the appropriate way that causes E”, instead, he maintains that: ‘A baseball and its constituent atoms, all being objects, do the same kind of causal work. Thus an analysis of one’s causing in terms of the other’s causing is bound to be circular. And so any such analysis ought to be abandoned right from the start’. I disagree. Analysis just is the exhibiting of complex wholes as compounds and functions of more basic ones, that is, analysis is, in effect, “to give a reductionist account”. But, I suspect that what Merricks says hangs on the fact that if we claim that the causal work is done in the same way on a lower level as it is done on a higher level, then you are snared by circularity. However, if the whole functions in a certain way and in our analysis we posit that the whole is composed of more basic wholes, or proper parts, which perform the functioning in that certain way of that whole, then we circumvent any charge of circularity when we explain how the proper parts work together in a way the whole does not in order to get the functioning of the whole done. In that sense, contra mereological nihilistic concerns, it is totally reasonable to talk of the properties of the whole as being the sum of the properties of its proper parts and the causal work of the whole as being the causal work of the sum of its proper parts. Therefore, when the causal efficacy of the whole is understood as the causal efficacy of the sum of the proper parts, the charge of circularity does not apply.


� Subatomic particles and their interactions could serve as an example. We are only privy to their properties when they interact with other subatomic particles and our observational instruments. 


� All I am doing here is taking C. B. Martin’s theory of property interaction, adding arrangement, and applying it to parts and wholes in explaining their interaction with each other.


� see Martin (1993: 518).





