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1. Introduction

This work is (ultimately) concerned with the conceptsriblogical categorandsystem

of categoriesOn what basis should ontological categories be taken to ‘catégdnze
what way or ways do categortderm a system? What categories of entities we should
recognize, and what precise form the system in which thegrabedded should take,
are, on the other hand, not questions | will be concerned with herasThase a work

in ‘metaontology’ or ‘metametaphysics’ than in ontology or metaphysimser?

The revival of metaphysics in recent decades has not in gdiemmala revival of the
theory of categories, although there are several notable exte#.g. Chisholm 1996,
Hoffman and Rosenkrantz 1994, Lowe 2006, Johansson 1989, Thomasson 1999, and
Grossmann 1983). On the other hand, categories in some form or othes,ba&sit types

of entities, are arguably an essential concern of metaphy§luss, even those
metaphysicians who do not put forward and articulate an expéiti#igory system can

still plausibly be expected to have an implicit and tacit one which could beeglém

their work, and which structures their metaphysical theories andlogidal

commitments.

Correspondingly, there has been relative inattention towards the wepepts of
ontological category and category systemerhaps the most extensive literature has
accumulated around the idea of ‘category mistake’ and the carfceategory’ involved

in it (see Magidor 2013 and the bibliography there). The ideaatégory mistake’ is
usually associated with Gilbert Ryle (see in particularlBi38/2009: 178-93), but can
be traced back to the work of Husserl (1921, Investigatioh My own understanding

of categories will be broadly speaking Aristotelian. In particulds means that, unlike

the Ryleans (or, for that matter, Fregeans or Kantians), | amteotsted in the category

11 will drop the qualification ‘ontological’ and jusalk of ‘categories’ unless the context requires
disambiguation.

2The guestions | am concerned with in this workutiilg do not have much to do with what has recently
been much discussed in works that come under thwsgaubrics (see in particular Chalmers et al. 2009
— namely, existence, quantification, and ontologaahmitment.

3 Westerhoff 2005 is perhaps the most extensive tdoeamtment. Most works, like the ones cited above,
that present a system of categories also includerabon categories and category systems in genera
The work of Peter Simons and David Woodruff Smébe( bibliography) should also be mentioned here.
4 Other conceptions of ‘category’ include the Kantiane and the Fregean one, neither of which | will
discuss (see Thomasson 2013).



schemes involved in natural language or cognition. Instead, categuwidswill
understand them are supposed to be very general classes of iertigesorld, and they
are supposed to mark basic distinctions that are mind- and languagernddet. If

language or cognition enters into this, they will do so only incidentally.

Moreover, the sorts of categories | will ultimately be coned with arefundamental
ones, or categories of fundamental or basic entities. The distindietween
‘fundamental’ and ‘non-fundamental’ entities should be familiar froecent
metaphysics. In using these terms, one usually has in mindlsndhef hierarchical or
‘stratified’ picture of reality, one on which some things fotme ground level — the
‘fundamental level’ — on which other things are (ultimately) ‘basedrom which they
are (ultimately) ‘derived’. (The most familiar example of th&evant sort of hierarchy,
and of all the complexities involved in such, is perhaps provided by #Hee afathe
relations between the mental and the physical.) The metaghysicicategory theorist’
need not be concerned with all the details of this hierarchy —veatwith all the details
of the ‘fundamental level’, which, on the most reasonable view, catgetgiven by
fundamental physics. What she should (on my view, at least) be nedogith are the
ontological categories involved and their relations to each ddiaérvhy confine one’s
attention to the categories of fundamental entities only, as pjopbsed to do? Are not
‘non-fundamental’ entities entities too? This is certainly &grable view (see 3.111
below). Nevertheless, if we can get along without ‘derivative'non-fundamental’
entities, | think we should; and | think we can, at least on onemnabke way of

understanding what is ‘fundamental’ and what ‘non-fundamental’.

Fundamentality is sometimes illustrated metaphorically usiegdea of creation (see
e.g. Barnes 2012: 876, Schaffer 2009: 351; the creation metaphor seernosignbby

from Kripke 1980: 153, although Kripke does not talk about ‘fundamentality’ there): the
‘fundamental level’ is constituted by those entities thaa#ir&od would need to create

in order to ‘fix’ or determine all the facts or truths about tleelev ‘Non-fundamental’
entities, if they exist at all, need not have been brought instegde separately, for their
existence follows with metaphysical necessity from wihattindamental level is like. In
fact, there would be no way for God to create the fundamental leié$ agthout at the
same time bringing into existence the non-fundamental entities. i$tperhaps one

reason why this theological metaphor is so striking: the relagbmeen the fundamental



and the non-fundamental is here taken to be so intimate that not evecoGdd
conceivably sever them from each other. Now, what | would propose tisthiha
fundamental or basic entities, the categories of which | witdyeerned with, are just
those that by their mere existence are together sufficeerfixt or metaphysically
necessitate all the worldly facts. On this view, then, ‘non-fundaatiemitities would, it
seems, be completely idle and redundant. Every truth about the world meaeive a
sufficient ontological account in terms of the existence of fundamental eotiliesThe
fundamental entities are, in other words, those that constitute th@eteand also non-

redundant set oftruthmakerdor all the truths about the worfd.

| recognize that this is not the only way to interpret theticneanetaphor and to conceive
of what it would be for God to create the ‘fundamental level'. Iti@dar, one could
also take the fundamental level to involve fundamdiaikthat cannot themselves be
grounded in the existence of entities (something like this veag ewis’s view of what
is fundamental; see Hall 2010). The set of fundamental entities whehdnot be the
complete and non-redundant set of truthmakers. In fact, there would behnsesum
this view: worldly truths would not be grounded in the mexistenceof fundamental
entities but also in something likkdw they arg(for a very interesting moderate version
of this view, see Dodd 2002). | am not completely unsympathetic tcafie lbdea here
(see 2.34 below for some considerations that could be taken to suppdtitatigh |
follow another course there). Nevertheless, | will adopt the stanglatidmaking

approach in this work.

Several necessary conditions can be given which a classificatishmeet in order to
count as categorial. What is most well-known and most often recagmszéhat a

categorial classification should be batkhaustiveand exclusive i.e., it should be a

> There are, however, at least two caveats aboutradundancy’ here. First, it may be that thererare
‘minimal truthmakers’, i.e. truthmakers for sometlr that have no parts or constituents which thémse
are truthmakers for that truth. If this turned tube the case, then either the ‘fundamental lexfel’
truthmakers would always be redundant because heveme would restrict it, while retaining
sufficiency, it would always have a further redtdn that was also sufficient; or, alternativelpeowould
have to arbitrarily exclude some ‘smaller’ truthraek from some point onwards, from the ‘fundamental
level'. Second, as | will discuss further in 3.1dglow, some entities that are ‘redundant’ in thattare
not needed toecessitatéruths may nevertheless have to be admitted (Isecdney are in fagtot
‘redundant’ in another sense of that term) wheséesial’ or ‘hyperintensional’ considerations aaken
into account.

¢ say ‘all the truth@bout the worltdand not ‘all the truths’ in order to allow forehe to be truths that
have no truthmakers, e.g. the logical truths.



partition of what is classified: everything should have a category, andngoshiould
have more than one. A scheme of ontological categories should, fattlodve a place

for everything (at least for every fundamental or basic entityg;is perhaps perfectly
obvious: it just is the purpose of a scheme of ontological categtwieclassify
‘everything’ or all entities (again, at the fundamental leteleast), and, as one writer
puts it, it is in general an essential feature of good classificatioagardmies that they
‘subsume all the entities they purport to subsume’ (Jansen 2008: 1&f)ofyaachemes
often try to guarantee exhaustiveness by proposing to divide diégmity some sort of
dichotomy (see e.g. Hoffman and Rosenkranz 1994: 14-16, Lowe 2006: 38-39, and
Chisholm 1992: 1-2). Secondly, categories should be mutually exclusiveimvisga
disjoint’. This condition is clearly met when categories are cordein the terms of the
Aristotelian tradition, as the ‘highest genera’ that have notlingpbmmon. But many
contemporary category schemes in fact include ‘higher’ and ‘lavaéegories (see e.g.
Hoffman and Rosenkranz 1994: 18, Chisholm 1992: 1), so that not all categogi
‘pairwise disjoint’ as somenclude others. Nevertheless, even in these systems all
categorieof thesamelevel of generalityare mutually exclusive; also, one may take the
division at only one of the levels to be the properly ‘categooak (so Lowe, for
example, takes the division of entities into universals and parscuia be

‘transcategorial’ and not ‘basic’ (2006: 21)).

Another necessary condition that is not explicitly mentioned so @ftdrat categories
should beessentiato their members (see at least Meixner 2004: 20). That is, nathmg
at least, change its category, nor could anything have been, cociiifa of another
category. The sense of essentiality involved in this formulation is, however, ethle.

I may note here that | believe it is in general advisahls¢a stronger concept of essence.
In particular, modal notions seem to be too coarse-grained toreagdrtain essential
connections between entities (essential connections or essefdtains will be much
discussed in this work). The need for a stronger notion of essence has beeredlbstrat
Kit Fine by means of the following example (see K. Fine 1994: 4-5): plausibly, Socrates
and {Socrates} (i.e. the singleton of Socrates) have a moagassaryconnection, i.e.
that necessarily, if either one of them exists then it isttrae Socrates is a member of
{Socrates}; but, on the other hand, it seems that they are not muassgntially
connected, in some important sense of ‘essentially’; for (sodi@mas and it is indeed

plausible) while it is somehow ‘part of the essence’ of {Sesjato be related (by the



membership relation) to Socrates, itriet ‘part of the essence’ of Socrates to be
conversely related to {Socrates}. The concept of essence thatiriroduces (or re-
introduces; Fine takes himself to be following a traditional approach to esteso)e
such problems is one based on the idea of ‘objectual’ or ‘real definition’ (ibid.). Jast as
linguistic definition says what an expression means, so a ‘réaitia’ gives the
essence or ‘what it is’ of an object (indeed, Fine belidvatsat linguistic definition is just

a special case of a ‘real’ one: it gives the essence of a measénipics: 13). Following
such a notion of essence, then, we can say that the category oftydetetmines an

important part of its essence or ‘what it is’, or forms a part of its ‘real tdefihi

The idea of ‘ontological category’ as thus constrained forms ttiegbaund to this work.
In the first of the two central chapters | will look at the itleat ontology is concerned
with certain (putatively) ‘formal’ notions; | will attempt tdacify what ‘formal’ is
supposed to mean in this context. This idea in fact suggests an émsveesfirst question
| put at the beginning: what ontological categories categobieare certain ‘formal’
features of entities. The ‘formal’ features of entities thablogy studies are frequently
taken to be certain relations, the so-called ‘formal ontologicak.oflee second central
chapter connects such ‘formal ontological relations’ more closély ategories and
categorial distinctions. The chapter looks — through the example of otieulzat
category system, the Ontological Square — at two different wawhich relations can
assume a central role in a category system; on both wayel#i®mns are taken to
determine or ‘generate’ (a part of) the category system.



2. Ontological form

In this chapter, | will introduce the ideas of ‘ontological form’ anfarinal ontological
relation’. | will first examine one widespread view of the distion between the ‘formal’
and ‘material’ in ontology that has also been applied to the analdggiurction in logic.
I will then focus on what have been called ‘formal’ or ‘formaladogical relations’ and
try, in particular, to extract a criterion for such relations from the titeza

2.1 Formal ontology and formal logic

Metaphysics or ontology is supposed to be a highly general, evemogtegeneral, sort
of investigation into being or reality, and ontological categogesiespondingly, are
supposed to be very general, or the most general, classes o eStitiiar so good; but
if one tries to derive from this a characterization of theextbpatter of ontology, or of
the theory of categories, | don’t think one will get anything vemfulsas a result.
Generality admits of degrees and is thus often vague. Absolute lggnsrperhaps a
different matter. But to characterize ontology merely aswastigation of the absolutely
general features of reality seems to be in tension withd#eeof ontological categories;
for ontological categories, even if they are a very generdemaite yet not absolutely
general, for their role is precisely to mark fundamedislinctions(see however the
section below on topic-neutrality). Generality is without doubt a cheniatic of the
subject-matter of ontology; ontology does study something ‘univeasdl'wide-spread’
in reality. But the subject-matter of ontology is not, | think, tituted by its generality.
One could take there to be a different sort of distinction at therbptistinction not
between what is and what is not ‘general’, but one betwiemal and ‘material:

ontology the suggestion would g formal ontology

One talks of ‘formal ontology’ in, roughly, at least two wagepending on what
‘formality’ is supposed to be (these ways of understanding ‘foromblogy’ are
nevertheless by no means incompatible). Perhaps most commonly téotayal *
ontology’ refers to a theory of entities (e.g. the theory otiestas parts and wholes, or
mereology) which igormulated in a certain wayhamely ‘formally’ and axiomatically,

using the resources of logic or mathematics (see e.g. HofwadiEl, Sect. 4.3,



Cocchiarella 2007). Here ‘formality’ means the ‘formalityf dormal’, artificial
languages or of ‘formal systems’. In another sense, one tafksriofal ontology’ as a
theory, or as the discipline that aims at a theafrgertain (‘formal’) aspects or ‘moments’
of entities whether formulated ‘informally’ or ‘formally{Husserl 1913a, 1913b, 1921,
Ingarden 1964; see B. Smith 1978: footnote 11). What ‘formal’ aspectsitiésare
supposed to be is certainly less obvious than what ‘formal’ theoriéenguages are
supposed to be. Nevertheless, it is the former, admittedly more olsenis® of ‘formal

ontology’ that | primarily have in mind.

The ‘formal’ aspects of entities studied by formal ontologyloa collectively referred to
asontological form’ But what are these aspects? What belongs to ontological fosm? T
anticipate, | take ontological form to be at bottom a matter iicerelations between
entities or structures formed by these. | will taldkarinal ontological relationgas used

in Lowe 2006, Chapter 3; also in e.g. Smith and Grenon 2004, Schwarz and Smith 2008,
and Varzi 2010). Indeed, | suppose the question of ‘ontological form’ cardeckd’ to

the question of ‘formal ontological relations’. To determine whatrig to ‘ontological

form’, or what the formal ‘aspects’ of entities are, is to debee what relations between
entities are ‘formal ontological’. This will be one of my comem the last part of this

chapter.

The idea of formal ontology, as the name suggests, is modelledtaf tbemal logic.
Indeed, for Husserl — who originated the term — formal ontologg wtself part of
formal logic (Bell 1990: 94). For some more recent formal ontologistdusserlian
inspiration (e.g. B. Smith), as well as some of Husserl's stu@emtsingarden), though,
formal ontology is a discipline distinct and independent from Iofnis is how | will
understand formal ontology here. A certain analogy between the disciplines negsrthel

remains.

”The term ‘ontological form’ appears at least inJELowe (2006: 47—49, 2011: 105-6), David Woodruff
Smith (2002, 2004: passim.), Barry Smith (1981,30and Jan Westerhoff (2005: 228-29), although
none of these authors uses the term very systaatigtithese authors also use the term mostly as a
countable, instead of an uncountable or colledévm as | do here: they talk mostly of ‘ontologdica
forms’ of entities, states of affairs etc. In siackense, the term ‘ontological form’ seems to reférer to
particularstructuresof some kind, or in effect to tteategoriesof entities (see, though, 3.2. below)



In what way is formal ontology (insofar as it is not just ontoltiggt uses ‘formal’
methods) supposed to be a discipline analogous to formal logic? Welljsaioamal
logic? Why is it ‘formal’? These are themselves controvergiaktions. Catarina Dutilh
Novaes (2011), for example, distinguishes two groups of ways in whichdogld be
said to be ‘formal’: ‘formality’ of logic could mean that ioghas to do witlforms in
some sense, or it could mean that it has to donwvigs Insofar as formal logic is taken
to be concerned with ‘forms’, what makes it ‘formal’ is thadamehowabstracts from
‘matter’ or ‘content’ (Dutilh Novaes 2011: 306). Formal as pertaining to rules, on the
other hand, is a matter @ws or norms and strict adherence to théts opposite is not
‘material’ or ‘contentual’, butihformal (ibid.: 321). Now, whichever of these is closer
to the truth about logic, it is at least clear that it ishi@ tormer sort of way that the
‘formality’ of formal logic is to be understood if formal ontologs(l understand it here)
Is to be modelled on it. Faris precisely théormal-materialand not théormal-informal
—contrast that is relevant here.

If formal ontology is taken to abstract ‘forms’ from ‘mattdré question of course arises
as to what the ‘form’-‘matter’ —distinction is supposed to amounintdhis case.
Somehow, the relevant subject-matter — ‘being’ in ontology, languagéharght’
(perhaps) in logic — is supposed to divide into two parts, the ‘forpaat and the
‘material’ part. But where does the line of demarcation go? Vehdisiinctive of ‘form’
and what distinctive of ‘matter’ here? Given that ‘form’ is elgrwhat remains once
matter is removed’ (Dutilh Novaes 2011: 306), the different options herbesurveyed
by examining the different possible relevant senses of ‘matt@titiih Novaes again
gives a useful inventory here. We are of course interestednitrese senses which are
relevant to ontology. According to Dutilh Novaes, ‘matter’ (in gattr, of an argument)
has been used in at least the following senses in logic: it easused (1) of terms with
an independent signification; (2) of the things referred to; (3) @fsfiecific subject-
matter in each case; (4) of intentional content; and (5) ohimgan general (ibid.: 306).
It is obvious that (2) is relevant from our point of view. So is ¢t 8). Dutilh Novaes
takes (2) to be associated in logic with a corresponding senswrofality’ as
‘indifference to particulars’i.e. as perfect variability in the entities referred to (it8086,
310-14). (3), again, is associated with a view of the ‘formal’ as vshapic-neutral
(ibid.: 306). Interestingly, Dutilh Novaes claims that this sens#oamal’ is the one
involved in the idea of ‘formal ontology’ (ibid.: 315-16). Although | do not thimbid-
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neutrality (as applicability to all subject-matters or ‘domairstually exhausts the
senses of ‘formal’ in ‘formal ontology’ (however, | admit that teenainder — which
involves ‘formal’ or ‘formal ontological relations’ in particular s-rather obscure), this
is basically correct at least as a historical point. Thetltitdormal ontology is concerned
with the topic-neutral ontological concepts has indeed been highheimial. In the next
section, | will further examine the idea of topic-neutralitp dmsis for distinguishing the
‘formal’ from the ‘material’ in ontology. In fact, | will alsdaake ‘indifference to
particulars’ as a species of topic-neutrality, for it isadiga cognate idea, and has been

so treated by other authors.

2.2 Topic-neutrality

Topic-neutrality applicability to all subject-matter, would indeed seem to progide
promising way to understand the characteristic ‘formality’oofrfal logic, and perhaps
that of formal ontology as well, and thus perhaps to give us ai@nit®r demarcating
both logical and ontological form from their respective ‘mattddat how, precisely, is
‘topic’ or ‘subject-matter’ to be understood here?

It seems there are at least two ways to understand thibee vague expressions in this
context. ‘Topic’ and ‘subject-matter’ could be taken to redesihgleentities— ‘topic-
neutrality’ would then mean applicability tany entities whatevefthis is, in effect,
‘indifference to particulars’); or, alternatively, the express could be understood,
perhaps more naturally from the point of view of ordinary usage, ¢o t@fsomething

like domainsof entities (like the ‘subject-matter’ of psychology, physics etc.).

In the philosophy of logic, these two ways correspond, moragytiethe two approaches
to topic-neutrality John MacFarlane (2009, Sect. 4) distinguishesafmeach takes
topic-neutrality as ‘indifference to the particular identibésbjects’ (oc. cit). Examples
of topic-neutral and thus supposedly logical expressions in this secisee the
predicates ‘is a thin§'and ‘is identical with’. These predicates, as MacFarlang &hys

not distinguish betweeanytwo particular objects’l¢c. cit,; original italics); that is, one

& If you think ‘thing’ sounds too much like the namiea particular category here, replace it in yoimdn
with ‘entity’, ‘'something’, ‘item’, or whatever yothink is the absolutely universal predicate, vtita
universal class as its extension
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cannot make any distinctions between entities on the basis of th&maiy two entities
or pairs of entities: the predicates ‘is a thing’ anddenitical with’ will apply to them
with perfect ‘symmetry’ — the way they are true or fadééhe one, they are true or false
of the othet. Thus these predicates are clearly different from a prediikat ‘is a dog’
which does make a distinction, between dogs and non-dogs, among entities.
MacFarlane notes, one can give a precise mathematical formulationittethisf topic-
neutrality, in terms ofnvariance under arbitrary permutations of objects in a domain
(see Tarski 1986; see also MacFarlane 2009, Sect. 5).

It bears noting that ‘topic-neutrality’ in this first sensesio@ mean that a ‘topic-neutral’
predicate would be ‘applicable’ to absolutely everything in theestret it would have
to betrue of absolutely everything. While the predicate ‘is a thing’ is ob\iotrsie of
absolutely everything, the predicate ‘is identical with’, on theohand, is obviously not
so. ‘Is identical with’ is nevertheless permutation invariant. Them two basic
possibilities as to truth in the application of this predicatdeEit applies to one single
entity and it is true of it; or it applies to two distinct entities and it iefafghem. In the
first case, every permutation, as a one-one mapping, retainsuthe for it merely
switches the one identical entity to which it applies. In the secase] every permutation
(again because it is a one-one mapping) merely exchanges tlemtities for another
pair of entities (it need, of course, merely exchange the twiesrfor each other) and
so the predicate is still false of its arguments. We camalte here that (binary) relations
or relational predicates that are ‘topic-neutral’ in thistfisense are one and all

symmetrical?

Another approach to the topic-neutrality of logic MacFarlanatioes is through what
hecalls just ‘universal applicability’ (MacFarlane 2009, Sectbd),which could perhaps
more precisely be calleapplication to reasoning in any disciplin@n this approach, the
expressions of arithmetic and set-theory — like ‘is a number’, or even ‘is’pantk‘is

a member of’, which on the previous approach are topic-specifiaqubedhey make

distinctions among entities — turn out to be topic-neutral, becaugeatheplausibly

o1 limit myself to predicates here because theynamst relevant to what | am doing here, and diségar
the ‘topic-neutrality’ of e.g. quantifiers and cautives

101n fact, there are only four binary relations (adividuals) invariant under all permutations: the
‘universal’ relation, the ‘empty’ relation, identjtand difference (Tarski 1986: 150).
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relevantto any discipline or to discourse about any domain (anything whatanebe
counted or gathered into set&) cit.)

Now, without bothering about whether these ideas could actually prowdshurtion to
the problem of the demarcation of fornhagdjic, let us look at their significance for the
analogous problem in formahtology There is no doubt that ‘topic-neutrality’ in some
sense has been thought to be of importance to the characterizafitwmalf ontology.
Husserl already said of the concepts of formal ontology that they are ‘indepefntiee
specificity of all material of knowledge’ and that every other ephmust be subsumable
under them (Husserl 1913b: 244). Several contemporary formal ontolagsits, invoke
topic-neutrality, now often under that very name (see e.g. MulligdrSanith 1986: 118,
Varzi 2010, Correia and Keller 2004). But how, again, should ‘topic’ etanblerstood?

‘Material of knowledge’, which is Husserl's equivalent of ‘topio’ the passage cited
above, is certainly not any less ambiguous a term. So which carfagpic-neutrality
would have been more relevant to Husserl’s idea of formal ontology? A glimpse at some
of the items listed as ‘formal objectual categories’ by airthe same place (ea@pject
stateof affairs, relation) (Husserl 1913b: 244) would seem to confirm (with the apparent
exception of object) that it is not the first sort of topic-neityrahat is involved — at
least if we interpret ‘category’ as meaning some sortrod kir type of entity, as we are
obviously wont to do. But probably we shouldn’t in fact take the word in sisemnse
here. These ‘categories’ would then perhaps rather be ‘independbetsygecificity of

all material of knowledge’ in the sense that anything whatsoever will be —statieaof
affairs, obviously — buthe subject obr involved ina state of affairs; and similarly,
anything at all will, plausibly, beelatedor at leastelatableto something. Whether this
interpretation makes the topic-neutrality involved of the first sl@pends then on
whether relations, states of affairs etc. are themselveasesriticluded in the range of
‘anything’, and on whether the ‘categories’ will then apply inféedeént way to those

entities that are e.g. relations and the other entities that merelyirstahations.

Barry Smith, on the other hand, would seem to interpret Husseyasaing a view of
formal ontology that rather follows something like the second comdeppic-neutrality
(according to which ‘topic’ means something like ‘subject-mattather than simply

‘entity’). He says the structures of Husserl’s formal ontolagg domairindependent’
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(2005: 156; my italics), that they are realized by objects linmaterial spheres or
domains of reality(1998: 19; my italics). Now, in fact, the distinction betweea tivo
concepts of topic-neutrality would seem to be somewhat obscured when brought into the
Husserlian context, because, for Hussenmtjty (or ‘object’) anddomain(or ‘region of
objects’) in a senseoincide Formal ontology studies the ‘form of region in general’ —
the ‘form’ that is common to all the different ‘materialgrens, likephysical nature—,

but this, again, is equivalent to the ‘formal essence of objechergk to which ‘belong’

the ‘formal categories’ (like relation or state of affaifHusserl 1913a: 21). ‘Object in
general’, we might saynvolvesthe ‘form’ of a whole ‘region’. While Husserl does call
relations, states of affairs etc. ‘objects’, yet he also thihkg must be seen as mere
‘modifications’ (Abwandlungen of what he calls the ‘primary object’
(Urgegenstandlichkeit for example, in the region of physical nature, the material
‘things are the primary objects in relation to which everything @isthat region (the
material properties, relations etc.) is merely ‘derivati@c. cit.). Thus, it seems, if the
‘primary object’ is the only proper ‘object’ or entity — which doaot seem too
hazardous an inference to draw from the way Husserl’s talletadions, states of affairs,
and the rest — then topic-neutrality as applicability to alliestivould seem to coincide
with topic-neutrality as applicability to all domains or material ‘regions

Among contemporary writers, some make clear that a ‘topic-neatmratept in formal
ontology is one ‘under which can fall objects of any kind’, e.g. obgext, existence, and
identity (Correia and Keller 2004: 276), or that in formal ontology oakd for ‘relations
that are topic-neutral ariedke absolutely all possible objects as argunigiarzi 2010:

6; my italics). Sometimes, again, something more like the secondept of topic-
neutrality seems to be involved in the characterization of theatavniological. Simons
(2009: 144, 147), for example, uses the term ‘domain-neutral’ insteaspaf-fieutral’,
and some of his examples of relations of this kind (e.g. causagda)mty do not seem
to take absolutely anything as their possible arguments. D. Wh,Sagain, gives as an
example of a formal ontological distinction Descartes’ one of anbstand attribute; this
distinction, Smith says, was supposed to applhabhy Substantive or material domain of
entities’ (D. W. Smith 2004: 256, italics in the original). Butwasmight add, it on the
other hand cannot apply to everythinghin these domains, but its purpose, of course, is

precisely to distinguish between the substances and the attributes proper.to the
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Which approach to topic-neutrality holds more promise in providing ariontdor
demarcating ‘ontological form'? While | am not sure — unlike, perhapme of the
writers cited above — that topic-neutrality in any sense shoellithken as the guiding
idea in formal ontology, the second concept certainly seems toetter suited to the
task. The reason is that | believe fundamental categorial distisghould be included
in the subject-matter of formal ontoldgy|t is obvious that the first concept of topic-
neutrality, designed as it precisely is to exclude notionsviibald make any sort of
distinction among entities, cannot exhaustively characterize thectubatter of a
discipline that aims, among other things, at classifying eatiby studying their
fundamental differences. On the other hand, the second concept evarkelges those
notions that are restricted to certain well-defined ‘regionsspheres’ of being, e.g. the
physical or the mental. Plausibly, many at least of thditipaal categorial notions —
like universality, particularity, or substantiality — would theredount as topic-neutral,
because they are at least supposed to be applicable in the categoof entities from
any material domain whatever. | would nevertheless not put too mughtwai even this
second sort of topic-neutrality as a characteristic of ontabfpem. In addition to being
somewhat vague, the idea of ‘region’ or well-defined non-arbitratgnal domain will
do no work if it turns out that there is only one such ‘region’. In tctye are concerned
with ‘fundamental’ entities and their categories here, it woulat@ugh if only one
‘region’ would turn out to be fundamental. And at any rate, if some henare
dependent on others (as e.g. the mental on almost any view is sonegeweht on the
physical) it will at least be unclear whether the notionsiegiple to one will be applicable

to another because the latter is dependent on the first.

While | would thus say that neither concept of topic-neutralitykisiyt to provide a
satisfactory general way to distinguish ontological form froratter’, both concepts may
still find a place in the explication of at least some asp#abstological form. The first
concept of topic-neutrality can be taken to demarsateethingmportant, even if what
it demarcates is — in the caseonitologicalform at least, if not perhaps in thatodical
form — notall that should be demarcatddentity anddifference for example, can be
considered important formal ontological notions (see e.g. Lowe 2006:,48€9)if they

11 Note that the ontological concepts characterizethbyfirst sort of topic-neutrality are not excldde
from formal ontology by endorsing the second onoe; flausibly, concepts which are topic-neutral
according to the first are topic-neutral accordimghe second as well (but not vice versa).
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are very far from exhausting what belongs to ontological form. The secongtdnoe
may at least provide something of an informal guide to traakawvgn formal ontological

notions though the ‘topics’ or ‘subject-matters’ of the different scietfces.

2.3 Characterizing formal ontological relations

If the subject-matter of formal ontology, then, is not simply cantstit by the topic-
neutral (in any sense) ontological notions, we will have to look &lsevfor a
characterization. In this section, | will concentrate formal or formal ontological
relationsand their characteristic features. Such relations anecegatpart of ontological
form; arguably, together with categories at least, they exhaust it.

Although formal or formal ontological relations have indeed been frequentl
characterized as topic- or domain-neutral (see e.g. Mulliganmartt $986: 118, Varzi
2010: 6), other ideas have been involved as well. | will look into threensotilosely
associated with formal ontological relations. The idea of foromhblogical relations

characterized in terms of these will fully accommodate ‘categ@i@ions’ as well.

2.31 Informal characterizations

The terms ‘formal relation’ and ‘formal ontological relati@me used rather ‘informally’.

No extended systematic treatment of this type of relation] Hrataware of, exists; what

one mostly finds are lists and accounts of such relations in thextamta particular
ontological system (e.g. B. Smith 2005, Sect. 19; Lowe 2006, Chap. 3), or inventories of
candidate ones (Simons 2010, 2012). Yet the idea that there are 'sdai@ins that
ontology must take into account is much more common than the termalforrtiormal
ontological relation’. Universal realism, as is commonly recaghimust give an account

of ‘exemplification’ or ‘instantiation’, and one that respects the ualufeatures of this
relation (see e.g. Vallicella 2000 for an overview of these iystrepe theory, another

mainstay of modern ontology, must similarly give an analyste@trucial relations of

12 The ‘plausible self-applicability’ of ‘formal ontogical relations’ discussed below (2.32) can akso b
taken to be a sign of something that is at leaist @ktopic-neutrality.
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resemblance and ‘compresence’ (see e.g. Maurin 2002, Sects. 5.3, 6.8,i61Kely
that every adequate ontology or system of categoriedbwitequired to give in such a
way, not simply a list of ‘what there is’, but also a lisdaan account of the formal
ontological relations between entities — an account of ‘how beiegsaarLowe puts it
(2006: 48). Indeed, in the next chapter | will explore the idea thalogital categories
could be somehow defined in terms of such relations.

Can one give a general, ‘neutral’ characterization of formal ogital relations, not tied
to any particular ontology? Before any real explication tenapted (in the next three
sections), we may point at a general (extending farther than merely to forwlaboe!
relations) intuitive difference there seems to obtain betwednircaelations, or, in
general, predicates, concepts dtientity, part-ofand object are intuitively 'empty’,
'schematic’ and 'contentless’ notions, whidere, parent-oinddogare not so, but seem
to have ‘qualitative content’, in a way in which the previous three ddrhet.difference
could, not unfittingly, indeed be called one between ‘formal’ and ‘naditerotions.
Kevin Mulligan (1998) has talked of a similarly intuitive differerimetweerithin’ and
‘thick’ concepts? One might think that such intuitively ‘formal’ or ‘thin’ notions are
simply the topic-neutral ones (the three examples | just gateardg seem to be topic-
neutral, in either of the senses distinguished above). But accoodiiglligan, at least,
‘thinness’ does not coincide with topic-neutrality (he seems taaensnly the first sort
of topic-neutrality, though) (1998: 347-48). At any rate, ‘thinness’ and-togitrality
seem to be conceptually independent.

So what examples can we find of such relations? Mulligan (1998: 34&3 the
following list: identity, resemblance, greater than/lesser than/same as, distance,
dependence, entailment, justification, exemplificatide also gives the following as
relations of which it is ‘hard to tell whether they are ‘thior ‘thick’: occupation,
location, parthoodibid.: 341). Here we can ignojestification and entailment, for even

if they are ‘thin’ or ‘formal’ relations, they are not ontologimnes — they are not
relations between entities in general, but only between propositionsthar
‘truthbearing’ entities. We may compare Mulligan’'s list wigbme lists of formal

13 One finds in Ryle (1960: 118) a somewhat similatidction between ‘full-blooded’ and ‘meatless’
concepts. The latter are according to him the aonckthe formal logician, and the only examples he
gives are paradigm logical constants (‘not’ andrigg).
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ontological relations given by other authors. Lowe gives the follawidgntity,
instantiation, characterization, exemplification, constitution, composition, depemdenc
(2006: 34); Barry Smith tentatively lists the following ‘formedst: identity, parthood,
instantiation, inherence, exemplification, existential dependence, is-aadutiki
temporal precedence, participation (in an occurrent), is-an-agent-of (-aormt),
realizes (a function}2005: 168); the following relations, again, can be gleaned from
Simons (2012: 134-37):exemplification, dependence, part-whole, occupation,

determination, numerical differencAs can be seen, there is quite a bit of overlap.

Let us look at some of these relatiolaentity (or difference is found in all four lists. If
identity is a relation at all, it is certainly a ‘thin’, ‘fmal’ one. Lowe even takes identity
to be something of a paradigm of a formal ontological relation,calét for the rest,
because of its clear status as a ‘metaphysically sagesondition’ of entities (he also
points to its ‘lack of content’ as a ‘reflection’ of its forntg)i(Lowe 2006: 48—49). Again,
mereological farthood, composition and ‘predicative’ relations ekemplification,
instantiation, characterizationare included in all (although Mulligan hesitates with
parthood). So ardependenceelations. Spatiotemporaditance, occupation, locatipn
and comparative relationgrgater than, less than, same as, resemblanceur more
sporadically. One reason for the fact that resemblance is not folwoge’s and Smith’s
lists is certainly that Lowe and Smith, unlike Mulligan and Simame both universal
realists and thus have no obvious need for the relation in their onta8gresns perhaps
does not include resemblance or similarity because he thinksmése ‘auxiliary’, non-
ontological notion (see Simons 2012: 135)). Mulligan’s hesitation with awginti
parthood, occupation, and location as ‘thin’ seems to be due to thedfittdse relations
are not easily taken asternal, i.e. as supervening on or following from their relata.
Internality is Mulligan’s preferred way to account for the ‘thissieof relations (I will

consider internality in 2.33 below).

Several so-called ‘formal relations’ are sometimes thought nwelagions’ at all, or to
be at most something like ‘pseudo-relations’, not relations propedgkspmy. Peter
Strawson, for example, spoke of the predicative connection (‘asedimik]), tellingly,

as a ‘non-relational tie’ (Strawson 2002: 167). ‘Exemplification’ and the like aiadic
‘relations’ are often taken to consist in something like the egipdin of a function to

arguments and for that reason not to be proper ‘relations’ (sd®ag1982). The classic
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example of a ‘pseudo-relation’ is identity. Perhaps most famoustigéfistein said that
[i]t is self-evident that identity is not a relation betweeneats’ (TLP 5.5301). We will
later see more examples of, and also some reasons for, sflaticdesm’ with respect

to ‘formal relations’.

It is also a peculiarity of several ‘formal relations’ thhey seem to relate ‘formal
relations’ themselves as well. Identity is the obvious exanaftier. all, we can e.g. count
‘formal relations’. Another, according to Mulligan, dependenceAs Mulligan says,
‘[e]very internal relation involves dependence but dependence i§ aseinternal
relation’ (as are, according to Mulligan, the rest of his ‘tieiations’) (1998: 345) — in
other words, dependence walpply to itself as wellThis brings us in fact to the first

candidate criterion of ‘formal relations’ in ontology.

2.32 Self-applicability and ‘regress-proneness’

There is a well-known fact about exemplificafibnExemplification is supposed to
‘connect’ or ‘tie together’ a subject-entity and a propertgeweral entities and a relation;
once it has done so, the entity will have the property or theadexdities will stand in
the relation, and the corresponding predications will be true; indeeentities and the
properties and relations are supposed to be connected together and tlaigmedace
supposed to be true onfyit has done so. But, to all appearances at least, exemjidifica
Is itself another relation in need of ‘connecting’ or ‘tytogether’. A moment’s reflection
will reveal that, unless one can find some reason to think treina¢ stage no more

‘connecting’ is needed, it will go ced infinitum.

What does this fact tell us about exemplification? Firstednss to tell us that if
exemplification cannot perform its explanatory role (of explainihg, or rather how, a
thing has a property or some things stand in a relation) without liseiyjaxemplified,

it will be impossible for it to perform it; second, it shows hattit is in general not
implausible for exemplification to apply to itself. Call thesfifeature of exemplification

141 will use the term ‘exemplification’ of the contient ‘tie’ connecting universals and particularsalih
is discussed by the classics of analytic ontoldigg, David Armstrong (e.g. 1989, 1997) or Gustav
Bergmann (see e.g. his 1967). This is also oftdadccanstantiation’, but | reserve this term for a
different, non-contingent connection discussedleyd=. J. Lowe.
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the regress appears to revealf-connectionand the secondelf-applicability Both
features make a relatioegress-prongone that tends to generate a regress, but only the
first at most will guarantee that the ensuing regreswisi@us one. Self-connection is a
stronger feature, and entails self-applicability: in order to odtritself to itself, a relation
must apply to itself, but it need not, and usually does not, applglicassself-connecting.
That s, it need not apply to itsatfvirtue of itself(or in virtue of the same sort of relation,

or relation from the same ‘family’), as exemplification ddesleed, if one takes there to
be a relation of (relational) exemplification, that will be the only self-camgeeelation

one is likely to have any need for.

Self-connection is in fact not the only type of explanatory (and twisus) self-
application, only the best known one. Another is involved in the resemblegeess
argument attributed to Russell (or to Guido Kiing) (Russell 1940: 346—-47, 106719
68-9, Campbell 1990: 34-7), in which a regress of resemblances of reseentalations
(as particular relational entities or tropes) is used to d@ueniversal realism (at least
with respect to resemblance relations). The viciousness Hghess seems to arise from
taking the ‘content’ of resemblance relations (their beingmbtnce relations) to be
given ‘from the outside’ by their mutual resemblances, the ‘conténwhich is again
given in the same way. This leads to the relations never receiwmdgserminate nature
and thus to their being unable to perform their explanatory role (mhiexg the
resemblance of entities). Another example of explanatory pplieation seems to be
pointed out by Simons (2010: 206-7): if causing itself were causedh(wehat least not
immediately absurd, even if motivation for the idea may be hard to find), there veould b
an infinite regress of intermediary ‘causings’, so that thusaaconnection between the
original cause and effect would never be achieved. Indeed, Simorhiadesargue that

causation is a ‘formal tie’ (loc. cit.).

As already said, not all self-applicable relations apply agbom explaining their own
‘operation’. Spatiotemporal relations, for example, could be taken tg tpiplemselves:
e.g. a location relation could itself be located; a temporal peacedrelation could
temporally precede something (or at least it does not seemdiaelyg absurd to think
s0). There is no doubt that such a view will lead to problems (Whecgsply would a
location relation be located? Would temporal precedence be betweepretedes and

what follows?). The point is, though, that among these problems arecatiypanot
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included unachievable explanatory tasks, as in the two exampldsaygging relations
from the previous paragraph. Unless location, for example, is takancasnecting
relation (perhaps it could be made to do the work of exemplification, for exantele,
seems to be no way to take it as somehow applying to itselftue of itself (at least, |
can think of no other such explanatory role for it). A regredsiody seems to ensue —
‘higher-order’ location relations will apparently be themseleeated — but the location
facts of different ‘orders’ will be independent from each ptheleast in the sense that
location facts lower in the hierarchy will not obtain in virtuetlodse higher up: for
example, if location relation L1 is located (by L2) in |, this aiggust in virtue of
whatever it is that connects L2 with L1 and [; the location of 2gurther location
relation L3) does not enter into it. Other examples of conceivably self-agpbfiations
include parthood (the parthood relation could be a part, e.qg., if relatopards of states
of affairs and parthood ‘facts’ are themselves states afgffand dependence (this latter
was already mentioned in the previous section and something moleewsaid about it
in the next one). Resemblance, too, can on an alternative view beddideeimarmlessly’
self-applying: resemblance tropes could be taken to resemibieotsar, but not so that
they would receive their ‘nature’ from these resemblancespséimblances could be
taken to supervene on the prior ‘natures’ of the resembling ifEmese would still be a
regress but it would apparently be a non-vicious one (see CampbelBY9801his view

of resemblance).

As the examples above show, formal ontological relations seém eftenprima facie
plausibly self-applicable. Now, | sayrima facie plausibly’, because the ensuing
regresses, at the very least (there are other reasoredlaasmve have seen), certainly
tend to provide a reason to in the end reject self-application. oYieiaf ontological
relations seem at first blush to be ontologically construable im sweay that they can
be conceived to participate, as entities, in the types of ontologtoatture they
themselves constitute. Thus it is at least not immediatelyrélteuask e.g. about the
spatiotemporal or causal status of formal ontological relations ineluding
spatiotemporal or causal relations themselves. By contrast ssifedpplicability does
not seem to be at all plausible in the case of ‘materiadticgls: to take motherhood to
be a mother or a child or a collision to collide with something wouldoafrse be
straightforwardly absurd. These relations are not ‘formdlliglenging, so to say, to the

groundwork of reality. Simons talks of ‘metaphysical bedrock’sags it is a sign that
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we are close to this ‘bedrock’ when ‘the same questions keep aalsing the basics as
we use the basics to explain’ (Simons 2012: 138). Such questioningofeeaisrse to
regresses, even if not necessarily to vicious ones (loc. amynS’ point cannot be taken
to be that these relations actually do generate regresssesaot seem to think that the
guestions are really legitimate when asked about the ‘basicghirles the relations
should be understood as internal, which (for him) means they should not eoeths
to be entities of any kind (loc. cit.). A ‘basic’, ‘formal’ rétan should, then, not be
understood as something which can belong to its own range of applica&trofsthe
other hand, Lowe 2006: 51; Lowe thinks that one can take ‘formal ontolodeiabme’

to relate ‘formal ontological relations’ despite their being ‘natites’). Yet it remains
true, thatif we were to take relations like exemplification or resemblandee entities,
guestions about their own exemplifications or resemblances would be (at leasaion cert
ontological construals) legitimate, even obligatory (as, arguaiblythe case of
exemplification at least), and we would meet with infinite reges. One could call this,
alluding to Simons, the ‘bedrock effect’: when a relation tends to apjitiself, when the

‘effect’ is manifested, it is (probably) a ‘basic’, formal ontologicaatiein.

The ‘self-applicability’ criterion certainly has its limitsor example, arggreaterthan’

or ‘less than’plausibly ‘self-applying’? That is, can they be ontologicalystrued as
entities that have a ‘magnitude’? | don’t think this question hasaa elnswer. What it
means that a relation ‘can plausibly’ (at least at firstiliee applied to itself (or to a
relation of the same sort) is also not very clear. Nevedbglendency to generate infinite
regresses when taken with ontological seriousness is, as i&nvo&h, an important
feature of ‘predicative’ relations and, as is perhaps lesskwnelln, of several other sorts
of relations as well, and this feature would seem to be due toabieness’ and ‘bedrock’
nature of the relations. But whether this feature is in anyoeastitutive of the supposed
‘formality’ of ‘formal relations’ | take to be doubtful.

‘Regress-proneness’ of relations motivates attempts to andilgee asinternal or as
lacking ontological statugve have seen that Simons does just this), so that no vicious
regresses arise (e.g. Lowe 2006: 111, B. Smith 2005: 168). Interamntityack of
ontological status seem to be often confused — and understandably stdeffioal
relations can easily be eliminated (see Mulligan 1998: 349-50), sib tnay seem that

lack of ontological status simply follows from internality — Buwill treat of them
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independently in what follows. Indeed, mere internality does notdjeff all regresses
as such, only of vicious ones, as we will see. This is due ta¢hedinted out in the last
section: that internality involves dependence and dependenceastaeklation, even if

an internal one.

2.33 Internality

The term ‘internal’ has been used of relations in more thasemse (for example, in his
classic treatment of the ‘theory of internal relations’CAEwing (1934: 117-42) lists no
fewer than ten different senses of ‘internal relation’). Héwe term will be applied
exclusively to those relations thaipervene on or follow necessarily from the existence
of their relatd®. The opposite of ‘internal’ is, of course, ‘external’. Correspondingly,
those relations are ‘external’ which do not obtain merely in vofuke existence of their
relata, but — from a truthmaking point of view which | adopt here require the

existence of something additional to them.

‘Formal’ relations are commonly taken to be internal (e.g.@®06: 46, 167, Simons
2012: 137-38). They are also said to ‘come for free’ and not to ‘add agythbeing’
(Smith & Grenon 2004: 287). Indeed these two views usually go togétines.Simons

says that in fact ‘[ijnternal relations are badly named’, becdheee’are no such things’
(2012: 1383°. But strictly speaking, internality as such simply means that once you have
the relata, you have the relation obtaining between them. Thenetatn very well still

be an entity of its own — only, it will be such that its relata (togetherjlependenbn

itand it is itself dependent on its relata (as in Mullig@88). Now, of course, what reason
one might have for taking there to be such supervenient, dependennegdlatitities is a
different question (one possible reason is given below).

15 One of the first clear formulations of this sensérernal relation’ is to be found in Moore 1919.
More recent examples are to be found in e.g. Angti(1997: 87) and Campbell (1990: 110-13). The
present sense of ‘internal relation’ could alsddien to be a restriction of a more general sefisaese
relations are also often called ‘internal’ whiclpstvene on the (intrinsic) properties, both esaéatid
accidental, of entities (see e.g. Armstrong 19B3:L&wis 1986: 62). The ‘internal relations’, iretkense
I have in mind, would then be those relations whsgphervene on thessentialintrinsic) properties of
their relata (I take it here, in effect, that thare no non-existent entities).

16 1t seems that a ‘no addition to being’ claim coalso be interpreted, not as a claim to the effeat t
something does not exist, but rather as a claitnstivaething is what David Armstrong calls an
‘ontological free lunch’ (e.g. 1997: 12—13). Ifalation is taken as such a 'free lunch’, then it ba said
to exist, but not as something ‘extra’, not assinict entity.
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The concept of dependence oramitological dependencealls for a short introduction,
particularly as it figures repeatedly in this work. | will take ontoldgiegendence to be

a relation between entities; thus, | will not e.g. take truthsiépend’ (in the relevant
sense) on their truthmakers or on other truths. The basic, nhingtian of ontological
(existential) dependence can nonetheless be glossed with some rseresditationx
depends on y if and only if X necessitates y — i.e. if and ogliyén that x exists, y must
also exist.Depending on the type of dependence, what replacebere¢ can refer
specifically to a particular entityspecificor rigid dependence) or just generically to an
entity of some specified typgé€nericdependence). Thus e.g. a (non-empty) set, because
of its extensional identity conditions, rigidly depends on its merbexsso-called
Aristotelian universal, on the other hand, depends only genericalhjhahexemplifies

it: it must havesomeexemplifier or other (of a certain sort), but which individual gntit

or entities exemplify it is not determined. Dependence can alswhel| or it can go in

just one direction ne-waydependence). There are many other distinctions to be drawn
between kinds of dependence, but these will be enough for our purpdisesredtment
(see Correia 2008, Tahko and Lowe 2015.)

Let us reformulate the characterizations given earlientefmal relations so as to make
the connection with ontological dependence stand out clearer.dRé®as internal tox

andy if and only if the existence of andy (together) necessitates the obtaining of the
relationR between thef. It is to be noted that what is necessitated herabigining),

not existence— at least not explicitly. Thus it may seem that one cannogligtave

here a case of ontological dependence. But, in fact, one can take timngbtd R
betweenx andy to be explained by or grounded in, or take the corresponding truth to be
made trueby, the existence of an entity. Mulligan in his (1998), for exXentpkes that
entity to be in each case a relational trope — i.e. a pantjcwa-repeatable relational

entity. In such a case one will then have an ontological dependemeechetandy

17 Unless, of course, the members of a set can bexizbeet, and one can make sense of nonexistent
entities. Even then there would still be dependgonky it would not be existential. The hyperintemsl
concept of essence | briefly described in the thimtion can be used to define an existentially nradut
concept of dependence (see K. Fine 1995b).

18 Here internality is formulated aslative tosomething, but usually one just calls relationsrimal
simpliciter. What one then means, in effect, is that theioglas internal to whatever it is true of. Most
examples at least of internal relations are inddedysinternal. The relations | will discuss are also
dyadic; | will ignore relations of higher adicitiut what | say can easily be generalized, | supptose
cover such relations as well.
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togetherand the truthmaker. On the other hand, we can also see heravagatns so
easy to slip to some sort of reductivism or eliminitavism weipect to internal relations.
For if the existence ofandy directly necessitates the obtaining of the relaRdretween
them, why take there to be such a mediating relational entityteltakes truthmaking
itself to be necessitation, one has indeed probably little retasbelieve in internal
relational entities. But it is in fact controversial whethathitmaking is necessitation or
something stronger (see e.g. MacBride 2014). Now, if one takésniking to be, for
example, an explanatomy virtue of—relation (as e.g. Gonzalo Rodriguez-Pereyra does
in 2002: 32-35), then the internally related entikesdy perhaps do not themselves
make true the relational predication (even if they necesst)ateecause they are not
themselves relevant enough to it; thus truthmaking may in factreeguelational entity
even in cases of internal relational predication (cf. RodriguezyRereven if Socrates is
essentially human, ‘what the proposition that Socrates is human sebegue in virtue
of is that Socrates is human, not just Socrates himself’ (2006:5E2231so 3.111 below).

Internal relations seem to be an antidote to vicious regressasde, as already pointed
out, plausibly, only those regresses are vicious which ariseesilh of an attempt to
ground or explain something, and the obtaining of internal relationegocdnnection’
of an internal relational entity to its subjects) need not be graundeything additional
to the related entities themselves; thus the exemplificatgness, for example, can be
blocked by making exemplification into a trope internally conredig ontological
dependence to the entities it ‘connects’ (the property oraalatid its subject($p) On
the other hand, if dependence relations themselves are taken to be entitiegtal timg
rest of internal relations, then regresses in general are néellaihe exemplification
trope and its relata, for example, will necessitate theendst of a dependence trope
between them, and this along with its relata another one, and so orertalalg have
here a reason not to take internal relations, or at least 0btladim, to be entities, because
such a regress of relational entities is at the very leastonomical’, even if it does not

seem to be viciods

19 A solution like this to the exemplification regrésgproposed by Luc Schneid@013: 427-31), and
Anna-Sofia Maurin (2012: 802-3), for example. Ots®&an, of course, take the exemplified property o
relation itself to be such a trope instead.

20 That infinite regresses in which each stage follénem the previous one are not vicious seems at lea
to be the common opinion. For example, the truginess, which is of this sort, is usually thoughb&
benign (e.g. in Armstrong 1997: 119).
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Is internality a universal characteristic of formal ontologreddtions? It would not seem

to be, although many candidate formal ontological relations are impdmesibly internal
(e.g. identity, dependence, and, in certain cases, resemblaocejotfevery ‘formal
ontological’ relation is plausibly internal. An example of a diedormal’, but plausibly
‘external’ relation isexemplification(even if it is not ‘purely’ external, see below).
Moreover, not every internal (ontological) relation is plausiblyrtfalr ontological’. For
example,color-similarity (between e.g. color tropes, or entities that have their color

essentially), while it may have a ‘formal’ ‘core’, is at least plytinaterial’.

There is another important connection between ontological dependencertaid sorts
of internal relations that must be pointed out here. Even if we thk@tinternal relations
to be ontologically dependent relational entities (or grounded in ,sociglogical

dependence is still in many cases intimately involved in thenigligy of a relation. There

seem to be many relations the obtaining of which is in eachheagssitated not merely
by the existence of both of the related entitagether but already by the existence of
one or the otheon its own This means, in effect, that there is necessitation, i.e.
ontological dependence, between the relata themselves, for thenreknot obtain if
both of its relata do not exist. Ontological dependence (the rigidtygis itself an
example of such a relation, but there seem to be other exaasplesll. The relation of
‘inherence’ or'characterization’ between a ‘non-transferable’ trope and its subject, for
example, is necessitated by the existence of the trope andbjeetsogether, but the
existence of the subject, moreover, is necessitated by thereaf the trope (see Lowe
2006: 37); thus ‘characterization’ is associated with a relatiomigid ‘one-way’

dependence, between the trope and its subject, in that order.

Ingvar Johansson has called those internal relations that aotedesd in such a way with
rigid mutual dependencstrongly internal’ (Johansson 2014: 233; see also Clementz

2014¥. He leaves open the possibility that one could also count in rela@ssosiated

21 |n an earlier work, Johansson calls these samgamasimply ‘internal’, other internal relationis the
usual terminology) being referred to as ‘groundddtrons’ (Johansson 1989, Chapter 8). Karen Bénnet
too, discusses a very similar sounding varianhefibternality of relations which she calls
‘superinternality’ ‘A superinternal relation is one such that the msid nature of onlpneof the relata

— or, better, one side of the relation — guarante@®nly that the relation holds, but also thatdkiger
relatum(a) exists and has the intrinsic natur@é@sd (Bennett 2011: 32).
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with mere ‘one-waytependence (2014: 235); on the other hand, the dependence he talks
of is always rigid. It is easy to understand why this isrepobtaining of a relation
between the particular entitiesandy can be necessitated on the basis of generic
dependence alone, for, althoughmay generically depend on tgpe (by requiring
somethingof that type) of whicly is a token and vice versa, there will not, it seems,
thereby be any necessary connection in wkiahdy themselvearetogetherinvolved.

Thus, although the thingjlone may indeed necessitate the obtaining of a relation between
itself andsomethingelse on which it generically depends (i.e. it is necedaty if x

exists, there is & such thatxRy), this sort of necessitation will not make the relation
‘internal’, at least not in the sense in which the term has beehhese and in which it is

generally used.

In a sense, though, such relations are not purely ‘external’ efthrethere is indeed
necessitation between relata and relation, even if it is rogtssgation of any particular
relational connection between specific entities. The exermglifin connection
mentioned above, for example, is often taken to be governed by whafisct mutual
generic dependence (‘Principle of Instantiation’; see e.g., thomg 1978: 9): particulars
must exemplify some universal or other, and universals mustdmepdiied by at least
some particulars. Yet the particular combinations of universalgarigtulars are not
thereby fixed. What is fixed is merely, so to say, the combiizt'space’ in which
particulars and universals must be ‘located’: a particulart ii@ssomewhere’ in the
‘space’ of combinatorial possibilities constituted by the universahd a universal,
similarly, ‘somewhere’ in the ‘space’ constituted by theipalars (Wittgenstein would
seem to be describing ‘generic dependence’ through such a metaphgassage from
the Tractatus: ‘A speck in the visual field, though it need not demeist have some
colour: it is, so to speak, surrounded by colour-space’ (2.0131; PearsieSsIi
translation)). Although a relation like exemplification behavesiimagortantly different
way from a relation like characterization, so that the lditérnot the former can be
considered fully ‘internal’ in the sense of ‘necessitated byttistence of its relata’, what

is common to both is that thayolve ontological dependence

Relations associated with or involving dependence, whether rigid or merehcgane,
| believe, relevant to the issue of fundamental ontological caésgdn the next chapter,

I will in fact look at how ontological categories could even beneef or ‘captured’ in
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terms of such relations. But it may seem that to attempintkerstand fundamental
ontological categories through basic ontological relations isamessved. For relations
like characterization and exemplification would seem to be theaselmply definable
in terms of categories and dependence relations (and, in thefcasgeneric’ relation
like exemplification, perhaps an additional external ‘connectigation to actually form
specific connections; see the end of 2.34 below). Dependence relatrmhsth@
‘connection’ relation) as such do not seem to be sufficient for diesitang categories.
Similarly, it seems to be the view of Johansson that rigitted) dependence simply is
the ‘strongly internal’ relation: helefinesthe ‘strong internality’ of a relation as the
mutual rigid dependence of its relata (2014: 233) (he seems teepared to give up
mutuality here, though, as already indicated). In his (1989) Johan$smagprovingly
to Ewing’'s (1934) definition of a corresponding notion of ‘internal relatievhich
includes a reference to a relatiRin addition to necessitation, but goes on to suggest that
the additional ‘relational term’ be eliminated from it (1989: 117).

Lowe, too, recognizes the possible redundancy involved in having botlomsléikie
characterization and instantiation, and dependence relations in onetsyaabsystem,
although he does not seem to recognize the possibility of defiverfgst sort of relations

in terms of dependence relations and the categories (2006: 37). He dibaskntthiough,
that either sort of relation should be eliminated or analyzedeawative’, although he
does give a certain priority to characterization and instamiatowe believes that
dependence relations are alwaysristituted by certain other formal ontological
relations obtaining between the entities — for example, the dbagation relation
mentioned earlier ‘constitutes’ the rigid dependence of the tropenade’ on the
substance it characterizes (2006: 37). There are no ‘brute’ dependencies.)ldowe
seems to think, then, that dependence connectioesalanedn terms of other relations
— this is what the rather odd use of the formal ontological relation of ‘constitinere
seems to mean. In other words, one must ask: what does the ontological dependence of a
mode on a substance (for exammesist if? Lowe’s answer seems to be that it consists

in the mode’s characterizing the substance.

But why does Lowe not ground the dependence directly on the relatesehemselves,
and say that it consists in the mode’s being the very mode it is and the subsiamge

that very substance? After all, dependencies are necessiiatbe lexistence of the
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dependent entities. It seems to me that Lowe sees expresseddistinction between
(what Johansson calls) ‘weakly’ and ‘strongly internal’ relatiandifference that is
deeper than simply the difference in what necessitates waih(whether the relation
is necessitated by either of the relata on its own, or ontlgdyelata together). And it is
only 'weakly internal’ relations, Lowe seems to think, that au/tnothing ‘over and

above’ the related entities.

Francois Clementz (2014) says something similar about theotgod internal relation.
He characterizes the distinction between ‘weakly’ and ‘stroimgérnal’ relations — in
Clementz’'s words ‘grounded essential’ and ‘essential but ungrouratetirectly
constitutive’ relations, respectively (ibid.: 209) — in terms of whas ontological
priority in the relational situation, the relata or the relatidnd(. 211). According to
Clementz, when there is a ‘directly constitutive’ relation obt@glietween some entities,
the relation itself (or possibly the relational complex or fantgffect, helps to constitute
the identity of its relata (and it is for this reason thardhata necessitate both the relation
and each other) (ibid.: 211, 220). Now, although Lowe would probably have no truck
with the idea that a relation, or even a relational complex, isamgitallly prior to its
relata, neither is he, it seems, ready to say that whea itherrelation associated with
ontological dependence obtaining between some entities, the relatigmydy
supervenient or ‘grounded’ on its relata (see Lowe 2006: 46—47). Despitiewithat
formal ontological relations are not ‘entities’, Lowe hesgadtesay that characterization
and instantiation are ‘nothing in themselves’ (as is the caseppeses, with a relation
like being taller tha; for instantiation and characterization mark, as he sagal ‘r
connections’ between entities; unlike the relata oftéifler than—relation, the relata of
instantiation and characterization are ‘made for each otherhasane cannot, he thinks,
‘simply’ say that these relations are ‘no addition of being’.(lat). What, then, is
Lowe’s view on the status of relations like characterization argfantiation?
Unfortunately, he does not elaborate. Nevertheless, perhaps one inggrcet these
remarks is as pointing to a view on which ontological dependenads &e explained
by relations that are somehdpart of the naturesof the related entities. This would
perhaps constitute a compromise of sorts between ‘grounded dggensiad

‘ungrounded essentiality’ of relations. | will return to this in the next chapter.
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2.34 Lack of ontological status

We come now to the final feature we will discuss that has Hemight to characterize
‘formal ontological’ relations. It grows largely out of the pays one, for, from the
truthmaking point of view here adopted, elimination of entities ispaabée only when
their truthmaking tasks can be taken over by others. With intestalons this is of
course easily done (at least given certain assumptions about akinigim Just by the
definition of ‘internal relation’, the relataandy themselves will together make true (or
necessitate, at any rate) every internal relational truth d@bemt. The case of external

relations is, on the other hand, at least much less straightforward.

That ‘formal ontological’ relations lack an ontological statug, ey are not themselves
entities of any kind, is the view of e.g. Simons (2010: 206-7, 2012: 137-38),(R060&
46-47, 206), and B. Smith (2005: 168). These authors motivate such a view.gith
the need to avoid regresses (Simons 2010: 206-7; B. Smith 2005: 168), \aidethcy
of the relevant relata as truthmakers (Simons 2012: 138; seecal®02006: 205-7), or
even with formal ontological relations’ being ‘metaphysicalcessary conditions’

which thus, supposedly, cannot themselves be part of the world (Lowe 2006: 49).

(It should perhaps be emphasized here that there is nothing wrtmghei sort of
reduction of relations in question here. It is of course well-knowndhatcannot in
general reduce polyadic to monadic logic. But leaving out sonagiaies from one’s
ontology does not require not admitting predicates corresponding toréhatsens in, so
to say, one’s ‘ideology’. It is not relational talk that is bereguced — not polyadic
predicates—, but only relations aentities Polyadic logic is still the logic of formal
ontological relational talk, never mind how predications of formal ontcébgelations

aremade true

Is it necessary to deprive formal ontological relations of ontoébgtatus in order to
avoid regresses? As argued in the previous section, to avoid vicgresges, it seems
one need only ‘anchor’ the relations in their relata by ontologiependence (they will
then perhaps do no work, however, and thus might as well be eliminatedj.oBet
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wishes to avoid even ‘benign’, non-explanatory regresses, it seemsughalso get rid
of distinct entities corresponding to these relations.

What concerns the adequacy of the relata of formal ontolaogilzdions as truthmakers
for formal relational truths, this seems of course to depend on howralerstands
truthmaking (as pointed out in the last section), as well as on whether formalgtebl
relations are all internal. Now, one can of course try to digpeith all ‘external’ formal
relations by adopting an appropriate sort of ontology (as Lowe, forp&adoes); but if
one wants to give an at least reasonably geaedhheutral account of ontological form,
as | am trying to do here, one needs a stronger reason for exclediaegal’, non-
supervenient relations from it than merely the fact that tlaeeeindeed possible
ontologies in which all formal ontological relations are superveni®ut are there any
good ‘metaontological’ reasons why e.g. Armstrong’s statdfairs ontology, with its
‘external’ exemplification tie, should be taken off the table?

It may appear, though, that one could take there to be, in certas, @truthmaker for
an external relational truth that is indeed in some sense notdodesibove’ the related
entities themselves. Armstrong — who at least sometimes took& tbhebe a non-
supervenient exemplification connection between particulars and ursversahas
proposed that the ‘fundamental nexus’ of exemplification ‘is nothinghmubringing
together of particulars and universals in states of afféirsétrong 1989: 109-10). Such
‘bringing together’ seems to be an example of what Armstrailg monmereological
composition’ (ibid.: 93, 1997: 118); in particular, the ‘state of affaiis’ a
‘nonmereological’ whole because its existence does not supervéhe mere existence
of its parts (universals and particulars). What, then, does grounddimposition’ or
‘bringing together’ of the parts of a 'state of affairs’ and thhus latter’s existence?
Nothing, it seems, if not the existence of the state of aftsietf, for not only does the
state of affairs exist if and only if its parts are ‘brougigether’ or connected by
exemplification, but to talk about the existence of a statdfafs@and the connection
between its parts is to talk ‘about the same thing’ (1989: 110). State of affaisddk i
‘more perspicuous’ (loc. cit.), so that it seems all we rd&lye here is the existence of
the state of affairs (elsewhere Armstrong explicitlysstémat ‘states of affairs come first’,

talk of exemplification being just ‘convenient’ (1997: 118)).
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The crucial ‘nonmereological’ feature of states of aff@ésrdound in theirexistence-
conditions ‘Mereological’ wholes or ‘'sums’ are taken by Armstrongxest ‘universally’
— i.e. every set of entities is taken to compose a mereolagicde or sum. On the other
hand, it is clear that not every set of entities can be taken to form a steteref 8bme
entities cannot form a state of affairs to begin with, eg.garticulars; other entities are
capable of composing a state of affairs, but do not actually dasérBstrong, in effect,
takes states of affairs to differ from mereological sumsniother way as well: in their
identity-conditions(see e.g. Armstrong 1997: 121-22). For example, from an ordinary
asymmetrical relation and two particulars, we can form twierdifit states of affairs, e.g.
the state of affairs thatis to the left ot, or thatb is to the left ofa; in other words, it
seems that what the constituents of a state of affairsaretisufficient to determine
which state of affairs it is. This is not the case with mlegical wholes (at least on the

way Armstrong understands them, that is); their identity-conditions are extahs

But can we really account both (1) for the difference betwearesentities combining
into a state of affairs and their not so combining, and (2) for tferelifce between states
of affairs with the same constituents but different ‘modes of caation’, without
invoking any entities additional to what is combined (as Armstreams to think)? Now,

in fact, it is not inevitable that we will need to address @ndy be that, in the final
analysis, all external, non-symmetrical relations are essemngalificted to certain types

of terms in a certain order, as is the case with exemgtiibn: the universdt and the
particulara, for example, can combine (be related by exemplificatioonlg one way;
thus the identity of a monadic state of affairs can be taken wetemined by its
constituents alone. Russell once called ‘complexes’ like the mostadec of affairs, in
which the order of the constituents cannot be changed without producing samethi
impossible heterogeneoysand ‘complexes’ in which the order can be changed (like the
‘complex’ formed bya andb when one is to the left of the othdrdmogeneoysand
proposed, in effect, to analyze all homogeneous complexes into heterogenepus one
(Russell 1992: 123, 88). If something like this can be done, we needonyt about
different ‘modes of combination’ (see MacBride 2012 for an overvievHerbert
Hochberg’s attempts to revive Russell’s idea).

On the other hand, (1) is inescapable, and here there seems torlmis m@blem,

especially if one adheres to the truthmaker principle (ass&komg does, and as we do
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here). Particulars and universals, it is supposed, are not ‘as ‘suehmhally’ or by their
natures, combined into definite states of affdins true that it could perhaps be supposed
that universals and particulars can, by their nature, only forntypeeof complexes to
begin with, those in which particulars and a universal are relateekemplification
(states of affairs); moreover, if there can be no variation in order among theusansti
to determine what the constituents are will certainly bécset for determiningvhat
their characteristic complex is. Nevertheless, it will noedeinethat it is: what can be
taken to follow from the existence of the constituents is at eqps$siblestate of affairs.
Thus amactualstate of affairs cannot be just its constituents. It isgats the particular(s)
and the universal as ‘brought together’. But what does this mean? dbds ‘being
brought together’ consist in? Now, perhaps one could simply takbetdadrute fact with
no further analysis (this sort of move is made, for example, irkddan 1998, in the
context of discussing ‘nonuniversalist’ mereological composition): ahahd F are
‘brought together’ is a primitive, unexplainable matter. But if @kes this road, it seems
that the truthmaker principle will go by the board. For theéhebe truths — namely, ones
about the composition of states of affairs — that have no truthmakertringer-
together’ exists. If one, on the other hand, takes states of aff@esentities distinct from
and additional to their constituents, then one abandons the idea tesitodtaffairs are

nothing ‘over and above’ particulars and universals.

It seems, then, that formal ontological relations cannot alwatgkba to lack ontological
status. Perhaps ontological form should indeed ideally constituteyntieeelideology’
of the theory of categories, and thus have no ontological commitmeitssoo¥n (one
could, for example, appeal to the need to avoid infinite regressasihdtruthmaking
approach puts considerable restrictions on what can be takenmtefz ‘ideology’ and

| hesitate to say that we would never need to enrich our ‘ontolg@iy additional
truthmakers for formal ontological connections. However, | belbeacan make do with
a single kind of ‘neutral’ tie or ‘connector’ for all exterfamal ontological connections.
For the way entitiesan be connected is, | believe, always given by their natures; for
every collection of entities, there is at most one way they cbeldontingently or
‘externally’?2 connected: in virtue of their ‘categorial’ natures, universals artitpiars,

22 ‘Contingently’ or ‘externally’, because it is trtleat, if there are sets and mereological sumsetiser
for every collection of entities at least these tlifferent ways of being ‘combined’; but it is pkible
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for example, can only combine into states of aff&iaw, if this is the case, then the only
difference that needs to be grounded is that between constituertityacombining into
a complex and their not so combining. And to this one suftbkiled of entity is enough;
one does not need an array of different relational entities. On like lvand, all truly
‘internal’ relations can, | take it, happily be taken not to berdisentities, and can thus
be excluded from ‘ontology’, and taken as ‘ideology’ — as purely eamattthow beings

are’, in Lowe’s words.

*kk

It seems we will have to conclude on the basis of the precefigtgssion that no
sufficiently clear and unitary concept of a ‘formal’ or ‘fornmadtological relation’ is to
be found in the writings of the ontologists who use these terms.i¥mot to say,
however, that the idea of ‘ontological form’ would be worthless. Thesesaveral
important and, | believe, connected issues that it brings tog@#edigm instances of
‘ontological form’ are relations like identity and exemplification. Even ig difficult to
find a criterion that would distinguish such relations from the ‘mateones,
paradigmatic cases like identity and exemplification cestalolhave in common several
interesting and important features. They are ubiquitous, if not al@yic-neutral,
connected with this, there is at least a temptation to take aeésgelf-applying’, which
Is again connected with what is probably the most well-known feateseemplification,
tendency to generate an infinite regress; they are also eksenhair relata (at least
‘generically’, as exemplification plausibly is), a feature whsadpports the idea that they
are not distinct items in the ontology (although this idea is prollienmathe case of
‘generic’ essentiality, at least if we adopt a truthmaking @gghr to ontological
commitment); again, these features are connected with themaogists are ready to
give these relations as determining the fundamental ‘how théyfasntities (Lowe
2006: 48), the ‘syntax’ of being as opposed to its ‘vocabulary’ (seedbler@014: 220),
or the fundamental ‘ideology’ as opposed to ‘ontology’ (in the Quineare stha is). |

think we can also conclude, then, that formal ontologists are at deastring at

that the relevant sets or mereological sums egist¢ssarily, given merely the existence of their
constituents.
2 For what would be suitable, see e.g. Schneider 20ti3Vlaurin 2012.
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something important with their talk of ‘formal’ aspects of eestior of ‘formal
ontological relations’.

3. Categories and formal ontological relations

In this chapter my objective is to explore how ontological forngoasisting of formal
ontological relations, bears on the drawing of categorial distimetil will try to show
that ontological categories could be characterized through fornmbgital relations or

‘structures’.

3.1 The Ontological Square and Two Types of Cate§gstem

In this section, | will look at Aristotle’s so-called OntolagliSquare (OS) as an example
of a category system in which something like formal ontologielations are given a
central role. | will present two interpretations of the OS. Imlodthem, the relations are
taken to ‘define’ or ‘generate’ at least some of the categori®©S, but in different ways.
Category systems as instanced by Aristotle’s OS accotditige second interpretation
(given in 3.112) will then be my primary concern in the rest ottrapter. | will briefly
discuss Lowe’s version of OS as an example of this sortte§oey system in 3.12.,
before trying to answer some objections to the general idea inviolvedf ‘relational

accounts’ of category distinctions in 3.2.

3.11 Aristotle’s Ontological Square

The idea that category distinctions can somehow be made by meanslation or ‘tie’

in which entities stand can apparently be traced back to Aristottee second chapter
of the Categories(= Cat.) (1a20), Aristotle appears to use two relatioassaid of(or
predicatior) andis present inlinherencg, to distinguish between four types of things.
The category system that results has been calledrit@ogical Squar€OS) by Ignacio
Angelelli (1967): the four categories it consists of can be arcaimge the corners of a

square, with the relational connections between the categories sides (see the figure
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in Angelelli 1967: 12). Aristotle’s OS has recently been pickedwmaodified by Lowe
(2006), who also emphasizes the importance of the relational connections véithin it.

Despite appearances,said ofor predicationis not here a relation involving linguistic
items. What is supposed to be predicatedas(the species or kind), not ‘man’ (the word
or name) (see Ackrill 2002: 75ls said ofor predicationis, then, supposed to be the
relation that obtains between a kind and what is of that kind (hotggh that, for
Aristotle, not only the individuals but the subkinds as well are nest of the species
and genera in a hierarchy of kinds, §&. 3a37—-3b5.)s present irorinherence again,
seems to be explained by Aristotle in terms of some sort ofagital dependence. What
Is present in something is ‘incapable of existence apart fiof@at. 1a22—23). It is not
clear how precisely the dependence of what is present in shautdiéestood. Dependent
status does not seem to be a peculiarity of what is ‘present in’ for Agjsudtht is ‘said

of’ seems to be dependent as well (Eat 2b5-6).

To be precise, rather than using tBesaid ofand present in—relations as polyadic
properties or predicates to distinguish between the four typesityPenristotle uses
instead something likeelational propertie&®, and only one per relation (the converses
are never alluded tois said of a subjecndis present in a subjecthese then generate
four categories in the following way (the order is that ofsfutle’s exposition irCat,,

Chap. 2; this order will be used in what follows unless otherwise stated):

1. said of a subject, not present in a subject
2. not said of a subject, present in a subject
3. said of a subject, present in a subject

4. not said of a subject, not present in a subject

24 Aristotle’s famous ten categories (introducedCit., Chap. 3) will be ignored here. All of them are
subsumed by the OS, under substances and accitlergtke no apologies for using the term ‘category
of the four types of entity distinguished@at., Chapter 2, but it must be borne in mind that iisot the
word Aristotle uses of them.

= Aristotle, as is well known, seems to lack the nradmncept of aelation; the so-called category of
‘relations’ is actually one afelatives(pros ti), of entities that are essentially ‘reéetito’ other entities,
like slaveor equal(Cat., Chap. 7).

26 |t should be noted that there is no basis for @kither the ‘relations’ or the ‘relational propest
discussed here to be themselves entities for Aléstdhey are probably best takensas generiformal
relations that are nothing ontologically in addititm the entities they ‘connect’.
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The notion of ‘subject’ is never explained, but it is said grahary substanceare the
ultimate ‘subjects’ for everything els€4t. 2a35). Primary substances themselves are
those things that do not bear either of the relational properties thabthave their
negations (type 4). Things of type 1 are called by Arisgst@ndary substancézal3—
18); we can also talk abouhiversal substance®r substantial universa)s Things of
types 2 and 3 are not given a special designation by Aristd@lategories but tradition
knows them aaccidentsthings of type 2 arparticular or individual accidentsthose of

type 3universal accidentéor accidental universa)s

Although primary substances are tliemate‘subjects’ in the OS, the general notion of
‘subject’ does not seem to coincide with that of ‘primary substaftzeexample, while
the subject in which a universal accident is present in is @asdes what it is said of is
apparently an accidéit although this accident (a particular one) is itself present in
another subject, which is a primary substance — and so the prexdicatinection of the
universal accident does ultimately ‘lead’ to an ultimate ‘subjee it seems that a
universal accident cannot be immediately connected through predictcept to
another accident (because the definition of an accident is not predafadblsubstance
(Cat. 2a27-34), i.e. an accidental universal never giveskthd of a substance).
Inherence, by contrast, would seem to admit both universal (sechpraharyparticular
(primary) substances as ‘subjects’ (thus there are two inhecenoections emanating
from a universal accident in Angelelli’s figure (1967: 12); AcKgiD02: 74—75), though,
thinks that universal accidents do not themselves inhere in anythiogpteperhaps
derivatively). Nevertheless, primary substances are cleaplyosed to have a privileged
place in the OS. In particular, Aristotle says that ‘if [pniynsubstances] did not exist, it
would be impossible for anything else to exist.” (2b5—-6). What this (& least the
translation) seems to attribute to primary substances is swtr@ sxistential priority or
independence; although this is not said explicitly, one wonders whpothtewould be
of only stating the dependence of other things on primary substanoeafypsubstance
again depended on them. In fact, though, it is not obvious that the indepeaditibuted
to primary substances in the passage is existential instea®noé other kind of

27 Whether this is actually so is not clear, see Agltjel967: 14; as Angelelli also notes, ‘the distion
[between universals and particulars among acciflentsquired by the system’, yet it is not clearipde
by Aristotle (Angelelli 1967: 15). | will at any tmassume that it is made.
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ontological independence (see e.g. Corkum 2008: 72-76 for reasons a&gjaimgt
primary substances to be existentially independent; see also Koslicki 2013: 35-37).

While it is not quite clear what Aristotle is actuallyitny to do in Chapter 2 of the
Categories— is he offering something like definitiofisor are the two relations perhaps
merely a convenient way to organize four independently given typésngs by their
characteristics? — | will assume that he is trying @ ghore than a merely accidental
characterization of the four types of things (or of three ahtreee below) in terms of
the two relations. But even if one understands the role of premhcatid inherence in
Aristotle’s four-fold classification of entities in this wayiuch seems still to be left open
for interpretationHow precisely are predication and inherence supposed to account for
the categorial distinctions within the OS? What | will do nextok at two different ways
of understanding the two relations and their role in Aristotlé3s The purpose of the
discussion, however, will not be to arrive at the correct intapoet of the OS in
Aristotle. Instead, | intend merely to explore the general adedefining categories in
terms of relations (in the context of the view of fundamentabeaites | adopted in the
Introduction), using Aristotle’s OS just as material. Consequehtiyl] not be overly

fussy about historical accuracy.

3.111 ‘Hierarchy of being’

As already pointed out, Aristotle does not seem to give an equad svathe four kinds
of entity; instead, he seems to give some sort of priorityitogoy substances. Thus an
interpretation which clearly gives such a status to primary aabss would seem to be
preferable. There is also the occurrence of the notion of ‘subgeet’canstituent in the
relational properties Aristotle uses to ‘generate’ the four tgbestities. Is this notion
nothing but an accidental feature of Aristotle’s formulation or $bimg more? Here'’s
an interpretation of Aristotle’s OS on which the notion of ‘subjeot’ father of a

‘primary’ or ‘ultimate subject’) is crucial; it is also ome which the priority of primary

2 Aristotle has his own notion of definition whickertainly, would not seem to apply here. Something i
‘defined’, in the strict Aristotelian sense, ontyterms of ‘genus’ and ‘difference’. Just as the te
categories are famously the ‘highest genera’, hod tan have no Aristotelian ‘definitions’, so fbar
types of entity in the OS probably cannot be takelne ‘definable’ in this sense.
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substances is clegporimary substances, as the ultimate ‘subjects’, are not themselves
defined in terms of either ‘ti€Aristotle, of course, seems to define primary substances
as those things that do not stand in either ‘tie’ to a subjectharisdtd@ define them, in a
sense, in terms of the ‘ties’; but perhaps this could be takeslyrte register the fact
that, in a sense, neither ‘tie’ or relational property charaetethe category of primary
substances); instead, all other entities (secondary substancessalnaret particular
accidents) essentially stand in one or both of the ties to a ‘Subjleich is either a
primary substance or, so to say, a ‘secondary subject’ — a walivegran accident —
which is again tied to another, ‘less secondary’ ‘subjecinfaltely, everything of course
has its ‘foundation’ in primary ‘subjects’ or substances); indedderdlties except
primary substances are, somehow, ‘beings’ only insofar as theganected by the ‘ties’
ultimately to primary substances (this interpretation somevaosely follows that in
Corkum 2008). It is a virtue of this interpretation that it is newtsatio whether primary
substancesould existwithout universals and accidents. The sort of asymmetrical
dependence it posits to obtain between primary substance and thiethescategories is
understood not in terms of existence; it is understood instead in ¢driostological

status’ (as Corkum does; see 2008: 76ff.) or in terms of ‘essence’ (as | willod) bel

How do the ‘ties’ work in ‘generating’ the categories on saclinterpretation? One way
of looking at it could be this: the ‘ties’ ‘operate on’ thetecedently given categoof
primary substances to ‘generate’ three derivative categdheshappens in stages in the
case of universal accidents: first ‘present in’ combines wiéh‘subject’ category of
primary substances to give particular accidents; then ‘saighkd’s particular accidents
(which are relatively ‘subjects’) and gives universal accidesitgilarly, we might
perhaps take there to be a whole hierarchy of secondary subsitegeries (Aristotle
explicitly says that species is ‘more truly substance’ tbanus Cat. 2b22), thus
suggesting that there are different grades of ‘secondadrarassg secondary substances)
generated by something like recursive application of ‘said ofjinméng with primary
substances. The idea here is that primary substance somehows’,etiteough
predication and inherence, into the nature of the rest of the catefoiti@®t vice versa,
and that this is why universals etc. are ‘beings’ only insagathey are tied to primary
substance, but primary substances are ‘beings’ independently. If eneetavgive an
account of just what e.g. a secondary substance (as such)gsrealidefinition’ (see K.

Fine 1994) — one would have to invoke primary substance and the predicatimmrela
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One can compare this with how it would be natural to think of thenessd a natural
number: the ‘real definition’ of number 2, for example, could be thattite successor

of 1; although number 1 is, of course, the number the successor of which is 2 — and this
is, moreover, a necessary truth — this fact should perhaps not beddefpart of its
essence’, to enter into the ‘real definition” of number 1 (this gans inspired by K.

Fine 1994: 14). Similarly, amfima specieqa ‘first-order’ secondary substance) is,
according to the present interpretation of the OS, by its ‘rémlitilen’ something that is

‘said of’ a primary substance — this is (part of) its essgu@or as arinfima species

on the other hand, it is here thought not to be part of the esseineal alefinition’ of a
primary substance that it has something said of it — even if, as is plausible atteo¢ c

be primary substances without secondary substances.

Questions are, without a doubt, raised concerning just how ‘real taefinis to be
understood. For one, what exactly is it for a thing to ‘enter #t@r to be ‘involved in’,
or to be a ‘part’ of — the essence of another thing? If somethiagpart’ of the essence
of something else, is it also a ‘part’ of the thing itselffe Arimary substances, for
example, supposed to be parts of secondary substances? Also, whaisgagered by
the ‘real definition’ of a thing, if not everything that is nesaay to a thing is supposed to
belong to its ‘essence’? How is the line between ‘essentialrardly necessary features
of a thing to be drawn? To answer only the first group of questiaies he primary
substance is, first of all, supposed here to be a ‘part’ of mmydary substance. What is
rather meant in saying thatis ‘part of the essence’ of is — as a terminology of
‘involvement’ (see K. Fine 1995b) would better suggest —itait it is to bey is, among
other things, to stand in some relation (to be specifiexl) @ course, the whole idea of
non-modal essence and ‘real definition’ that | am invoking herebeagquestioned. To

discuss this general issue here would, however, take us too far afield.

It is important to note that when | talk about the ‘real definitioh'accidents or of
universals, | do not mean the ‘real definition’ of specific accidentsiversals; | am not
talking about the essence of, e.g., the speciequathat very speciger of a particular
color qua that very colagrbut of the essence of the species or the cadmfar as it is of
that category(a secondary substance, or a particular accident). The focuss hafter

all, on the definition of categories. Michail Peramatzis (2011)gptesan interpretation

of the ontological priority of particular substances over ‘non{sumges’ in Aristotle to
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which the one | am suggesting here is rather similar (Peramatzis’'ssviather close to
Corkum’s (2008), as he acknowledges (2011: 243, footnote 11)). On his vievgu|aairti
substance, in general, or any particular substance whatsoeves mak-substance
attributes the general kinds of being that they are’ (2011: 24&@nTa&zis admits that
‘[t]his notion of ontological primacy is undeniably attenuated’ (lat.). It is not said
here that particular (i.e. primary) substances make theesntitat depend on them the
very entities that they are; the ontological priority in questioainbtbetween substances
and non-substances only insofar as these are of the ‘generdhfbey are. But surely,
even if this is so, it does not make the priority any less aeamnportant. Also, the
dependence may in fact actually reach deeper at ledst tase of particular accidents.
As Peramatzis recognizes (ibid.: 236-37), the particular accidénite OS could be
interpreted as ‘tropes’ individuated in terms of their subjedhi#f is the right way to
understand particular accidents, then it is not merely the ‘fortoategorial’ (my words,
not Peramatzis’s) nature of these entities ‘in general’ ilabe constituted through a
relational connection with primary substances, but their individuality as wet€s not
seem plausible, on the other hand, to take their ‘material’ niatine constituted in such
a way; Socrates may make the wisdom of Socthigsvery instance of wisdgrhut it
will not make itwisdom see however the following paragraph).

There is another instance of ‘deeper’ dependence that one migho taltain within the
OS, although this seems to be more controversial. For are not pisastances and
particular accidents (in part) made the very entities theypy having certain universals
‘said of’ them? Isn’t Socrates, for example, a man by havingpleeiesnan said of’
him? Now, the present interpretation of the OS in fact cannot adisitfor it would
make primary substances themselves essentially dependent. Iribeddaid of’ —
relation is associated only with the dependence of universals on particulars.d@methe
hand, if this is so, then the present view of the nature and rolereldtiens in Aristotle’s
OS would perhaps be congenial to those who insist that Aristotle datke'tessential
predication (i.e. what would correspond to the ‘said of’ —connectiong ta telational
matter to begin with. Some think that Aristotle replaced Fdatelational account of
predication with a ‘non-relational’ one, at least in the case of essentiatgiredi while
Plato thought that, e.g., Socrates’ being a man was a mattec@lt&s’ standing in a
relation (of ‘participation’) to the form Man, Aristotle (it isaid) rejected such an

explanation, and held that Socrates’ being a man is not a roati®o entities being
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related (see G. Fine 1983 for discussion; Fine has particutartyind Matthews and
Cohen’s (1968) interpretation of Aristotle).

But the present interpretation of the OS, while it does takd tHaito be a relation of
some kind, yet takes primary substances to be what they are indepgraf both
relations. Now, Matthews and Cohen present the following dilemmaefatianal
accounts of essential predication: either Socrates is whatihddpendently of having
man etc. predicated of him, and is thus a ‘bare individual’; or hehiat he is only in
relation to something else, and is thus a ‘mere relational ‘e(igtthews and Cohen
1968: 643-44). The first horn seems to be incompatible with Aristakssntialism
(with the view that Socrates could not have been, e.g., a dog or a turaiggdctind with
the very notion of substance as an ‘independent’ entity (G. Fine 1983: 22Ble38).
though, that ‘relationality’ is in these terms problematic ondynfithe point of view of
primary substance. It is unproblematic for secondary substances teldbed by
predication to primary substances in that the dilemma does mofarihem: there is no
pressure against taking secondary substances to be ‘relationabkgritti Aristotle does
take them to be ‘dependent’. Thus, if one adopts an interpretation on which the nature of
primary substances does not involve any relational connections, butahn thikirest of
the categories are defined as being related to primary subhstareenay admit that
primary and secondary substances are intimately connected thraditapon without
compromising the status of primary substances as independenseAtit@y rate, some
place must be found for secondary substances and the ‘said of’ —conrfectimistotle
does posit them. Matthews and Cohen’s criticism, if taken too isks pushing
secondary substances (and universal accidents) into the margineatubdy out of the
whole system: indeed, Matthews and Cohen go as far as to sathéhnatbeing the
secondary substance cat is a matter of there being individaa(X268: 632; quoted in
G. Fine 1983: 244).

Let us now return to the general issue of the ‘real definition’ of caggyon the present
view. From the difference in ‘essential involvement’ between pynaad secondary
substances that we have just discussed there would seem to #olthiffierence in
fundamentality secondary substances (and particular and universal accidents;etoo) a
after all, supposed to be ‘derived’ entities in a clear senseg whihary substances are

supposed to be ‘underived’. The sense of ‘fundamentality’ here, however, seamtto
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have nothing to do with the one | discussed in the Introduction. To sgenate that
particular accidents, for example, are taken to be ‘derived’ ettt and in that sense
‘non-fundamental’ — but that they nevertheless also seem to belong to the complete and
non-redundant set of truthmakers; for primary substances as such nobuigdem, in
Aristotle’s ontology, to necessitate accidental truths likeSloatates is pale. Again, one
could, as | will in fact do in the next section, take there tonbedifference in
‘fundamentality’ between particulars and universals (by takimeget to be reciprocal
essential involvement) while holding on to the view that substancescaittr@s are
necessarily of the kinds that they are, i.e. that Socrateslinexessitates the truth that

he is a man, and this redness the truth that it is a color, anth#tymarticulars suffice as

truthmakers.

Can one produce a compromise between these two notions of fundaryfehtaiitk we
could qualify the ‘non-redundancy’ condition for the truthmaking basis (or ehahgt
‘redundancy’ means in this context) so that, even if e.g. partscofatheir own do suffice
to necessitate all true kind-predications, universals would stildmeitted as well if
particulars essentially involved thétmParticulars too, we might think, are in fact
‘relational entities’, and their being the kind that they ardatiomal matter; Socrates ‘as
such’ might be taken to be an ‘incomplete’ entity, ‘essentialpted’ to the secondary
substancemanandanimal (cf. G. Fine 1983: 246); Socrates on his own would, then, not
qualify as a sufficient ground for the truth that he is a mahpagh this truthwould
follow necessarily from his existence, for this necessitatioaldvclearly just express
dependence of Socrates on something else, which something (secondycs)lmse
surely could not then leave out when giving the relevant ontologicaluatd/Vhy
‘externalize’ in such a way the essential kinds of particuaréiowever, a different
guestion — as is, in the present connection, whether such ‘extetioaliza actually
compatible with what Aristotle says so that it might be a#lduwn an interpretation of the
OS (see however G. Fine 1983). Nevertheless, this is in fact margrsubstances are
understood on the interpretation given in the next section. | am, then,qurépadmit
more entities in the truthmaking basis | talked of in the Intttdo than what mere
considerations of the necessitation of truths would allow. On the lodimel, | am not at

all ready toexcludetruthmakers from the fundamental level only because they are

2 As pointed out above in 2.33, the concept of tritkimg itself may, and indeed probably does, require
some modification from the initial intuitive accdun terms of necessitation.
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‘derived’ entities. If something is required to ‘fix’ (i.e. nedesg) some truths, then it
must, | believe, be part of the fundamental level. Thus particalddents must be
counted as fundamental even if primary substances do not essentrallye them.
However, one could very well establish some kind of hieraachgngthe entities of the
fundamental level and admit that in some sense ‘derived’ erlikéesaccidents are ‘less
fundamental’ or ‘basic*®

On the view under discussion, then, Aristotle’'s OS is a categmtersythat is
hierarchically ordered This hierarchy is hierarchy in ‘real definition’ or in ‘estal
involvement’ among the categori@$e role of the two relations in the system is to allow
for the ‘derivation’ of further categories (universals and accifléms an ‘underived’,
‘undefined’ category (primary substances). The order of ‘derivation’, beginnihghe
category (or categories) that is itself (or are themsghamderived’, establishes an order
of ‘fundamentality’, or of ‘derivedness’, among the categori€ge notion of
‘fundamentality’ here is largely independent of the one | usethanintroduction. A
category of entities required to necessitate truths could beedéor ‘underived’. | have
proposed above to combine these notions of ‘fundamentality’ into one in eidtieta
of necessitation nevertheless remains in leading position. Onhéehand, one could
also adopt the new notion e notion of ‘fundamentality’. Now, what the effect of this,
| believe, would be is that there would appear to be less ‘fundamemtities than on
my view but, on the other hand, that it also would be much more platsitalke there

to be ‘non-fundamental’ ones.

To illustrate this, take an author whom | believe to be one contempamaogate of an
approach to metaphysics in which one aims at constructing thiskincategory system,
Jonathan Schaffer (see his 2009). On Schaffer's ‘neo-Aristotetianteption of
metaphysics, the goal of the discipline is to find out what thiestsances’ or fundamental
entities and ‘grounding relations’ are, and what thierarchy of being(ordered by the

grounding relations according to ‘priority in nature’) that thggrierate’ is like (2009:

30 On the other hand, if one takes primary substaticbe existentially dependent, even if only
generically, on accidents, | think there is a dadge made that primary substances should therbalso
taken to essentially involve accidents (in thetegarial nature at least, that is). This is becdssspect
that all existential dependency connections shaatdally beexplainedin terms of essential
involvement. At any rate, necessary connectionsdsen distinct entities should probably not be taken
brute.
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351, 354). The ‘primary’ or fundamental entities are ‘all God would reeecktte’ (ibid.:
351), i.e. they determine in some way all of being (although theyotd@apparently,
necessitate all the facts; I'll come to this in a momey#);the grounding relatiof's
‘generate’ on the basis of the fundamental entities ‘an abundant sugienrst’ of further
entities that are ‘posterior’ to and ‘derivative’ from themdibi351, 354). Moreover,
Schaffer says explicitly that ‘categories just are whygys depend on substances’ (ibid.:
355), and that ‘[c]ategories are places in the dependence orddridg’356). According
to Schaffer, moreover, this view of categories can be ‘plausibipwied to Aristotle’
(ibid.: 355).

For Schaffer, to ask what is ‘fundamental’nigt, as it in effect is for me, to ask what
really exists — indeed, the very point of his 2009 is to arguaentbtphysicians should
not be concerned with existence questions (whether something extst),he thinks
can usually be answered with a trivides (see e.g. Schaffer 2009: 359), but with
‘fundamentality’ questions (whether something is ‘fundamental’)r Noes what is
‘fundamental’ for Schaffer even seem to coincide with whatgsired to necessitate the
worldly facts. For example, Schaffer seems to interpret @tless primary substance in
terms of his own notion of ‘fundamentality’ as the only ‘fundamengié of entity in
Aristotle’s system (ibid.: 351, 355-56). But, as | noted above, it is doub#ubne could
take Aristotle’s primary substances as entities that neatssll truths, including
accidental predicatiods Thus Schaffer's conception of ‘fundamentality’, and of
‘fundamental category’ in particular, differs from the one | have advocatedf&aten
take the ‘fundamental level’ to be much sparser than | can, for fundameitiakerged
not on his view necessitate all truths. But on the other hand, he adrhissontology

much more types of entity than | would ever be ready to admit.

How precisely should what is ‘underived’, the ‘root’ of the ‘hierardiybeing’, be
understood? What are the ‘fundamental’ entities here if theyhareghe ones that

necessitate all worldly truths? Perhaps some light can be shbd aea of ‘hierarchy

31 For Schaffer, these relations are apparently thersentities: any ‘alleged entity’, he says, thei a
‘substance’, or a ‘grounded’ entityr a grounding relatio2009: 354). Grounding relations are thus, it
seems, neither fundamental nor grounded entitibghais rather perplexing.

32 This is not to say, however, that Schaffer woulttake there to be a close connection between
truthmaking and fundamentality (see 2009: 365, 3lfisfead, he seems merely to reject the assatiatio
of truthmaking withnecessitationSchaffer explicitly argues against the view tinathmaking is (or
entails) necessitation in his 2008.
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of being’ and the notion of ‘fundamentality’ involved in it if we conndatse with
Aristotle’s idea of the ‘focal meaning’ (using the term fr@wen 1960) of being (this
connection is made by Schaffer himself, see 2009: 355-56). Accoadthistidea, not
everything that ‘is’ ‘is’ in the same sense; some thingsn@ry substances) ‘are’ in the
‘absolute’ and primary sense, and everything else ‘is’ ménsbfar as it isn relationto
what ‘is’ in the primary sense. ‘Being’ is like ‘healthffb use a traditional example):
‘healthy’ is a ‘systematically ambiguous’ term that appiredifferent ways to animals,
to the food they eat, and to the urine they excrete; yet of thiésedi senses, the one in
which ‘healthy’ applies to animals is the central and primary @ore‘'healthy’ in the
other senses tefinedin terms of this (and some sort of causal relation); fodukealthy’
insofar as it promotes health in animals, and urine is ‘healthlyeing a sign of the health
of the animal that excreted it. In a similar way, ‘being’ cdagddaken to apply in different
ways to the different ‘beings’ in the OS, for example: e.g. @ddr accidents could be
taken to ‘be’ only insofar as they are present in what prignasi| i.e. primary substance
(see Berti 2001 for a good overview of the discussion on the ‘focahimg of ‘being’

in Aristotle.)

The idea of such ‘analogy of being’ (as it is also calledy meem rather perplexing.
What precisely can it mean to say that the ‘being’, or ‘ers#’, of accidents (for
example) is not of the same sort as, and is somehow ‘secondeglgtion to, the ‘being’

or ‘existence’ of primary substances? ‘Derivation’ of entitissperhaps easy to
understand; but here it is not merely the entities themselvearhaupposed to be
‘derived’ but, in a sense, their ‘being’ or ‘existence’ as wellt ®hat does this mean?
Now, it was, apparently, the purpose of Aristotle’s doctrine offtheal meaning’ of
‘being’ to allow him to say that the science of being has a unitary subject-mikteut
having to take being as a common genus (which would lead to seriousysp{dee e.g.
Shields 2015, Sect. 5, Cohen 2012, Sect. 3). How is this supposed to be achilethed? A
things that ‘are’ (insofar as they ‘are’) fall, of coursepittie purview of the science of
being. But, in a sense, it is only substance that forms itwatki subject-matter; for
Aristotle seems to think that an accident like Socrates’ pagerfor example, ‘is’ only
insofar as Socrates (a substaneepale and similarly, that the species man ‘is’ only
insofar as some substanees menand so on. To talk about paleness is, then, really only

to talk about pale substances. Substance is not only the ‘underivedbtrcategory, it
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is also the ‘focal’ category (see Schaffer 2009: 356): thatfisrms something like the
ultimate subject-matteall facts ‘focus’ on substances by being ultimately ‘aboutrthe

This would also give a very good reason for being maximally permissive (aseBabaf
about ontology. For if the being or existence of the species maexdmple, is, so to
say, simply Socrates’ (or someone else’s) being a man (i.another thing but rather
just ‘how’ Socrates or someone else is from a certain point of) viben it must be
obviously(it seems, in fact, analytically) true that the speciest®¥K it is indeed true that
someone is a man. That the fact of Socrates’ being a man dogeratps) require the
existence of a species to necessitate it is here irreletowever, the being of
‘derivative’ entities may also seem to be excessively atel here. The existence of
species etc. is supposed to be ‘improper’ or ‘qualified’; but doethigsimply mean
that they do not in fact exiproperly speaking The reason | have propounded this view
of the ‘being’ of ‘derived’ entities is, nevertheless, thaeiras to me to provide a very
suitable background for the conception of metaphysics as conceitfedviaat is
‘derived’ and what ‘underived’, when this is not understood as a conadérmwiat
entities provide the basis for the necessitation of all facts. fundamental’ entities are
here those that these facts are really 'about’.

Such a view of ‘fundamentality’, and of what the ‘fundamental’ aaieg are, |,
however, reject. It seems, on the other hand, to fit Aristotle’sv€@$ well. Primary
substances are supposed to be the only ‘independent’ entities. Thublesvatic if the
‘independence’ is interpreted in terms of necessitation: prisaipgtances do not seem
to necessitate all the facts. But at the very least ei$ feertainly seem to ‘center’ on
primary substances and to be ‘about’ them. Thus the essencéefaheér sorts of entity
is naturally taken to unilaterally involve primary substances, todreved’ from these.
What results is a hierarchy of being in which primary substmold the privileged
position of ‘primary’, ‘underived’ entities, the ultimateubjectsof facts. | will next turn
to another interpretation of Aristotle’s OS which is perhaps [gassible as an
interpretation, but which is more congenial to my view of fundamentaj@aés. It also

involves an interesting view of the role of relations in category systems.
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3.112 ‘Network of relations’

On another view, the notion of ‘subject’ plays no special role but, &sllX2002: 76)
puts it, ‘it is the notions of “said of” and “in” [...] which bear thveight of the distinctions
Aristotle is drawing’: ‘subject’ is ‘a mere label for wieaer has anything “said of” or
“in” it’ (loc. cit.). The ‘ties’, on this view, somehow do on their owth the work of
distinguishing the categories. An interpretation of Aristot®% along these lines could
go, roughly, as follows. The two ‘ties’ define each twalés which an entity can fill,
corresponding to the positions or ‘argument places’ in the ‘tiesivkhat inheres (1),
subject of inherence (SI), what is predicated (P), subject of ptaaic(SPJ>; the four
categories are distinguished in termswhiich of these roles the entities in them have or
do not haveA full assignment of ‘roles’ to the entities in the four gatges requires
more information than what we have in Aristotle’s text, but somgtlike the following
can be given (this assignment of roles largely follows Anljell®@67: 13 in which the

four categories are described in a similar way):

.~I, Sl, P, SP
. I, ~Sl, ~P, SP
.1, ~SI, P, SP
.~l, SI, ~P, SP

A W N P

(Note, again, that primary substances (type 4) are here takt&mtbin the 'ties’ in the
same way as entities in the rest of the categoriesigsriti all four categories are similarly
defined, guamembers of their category, by the ‘roles’ they have or do not hiameact,
though, this formulation of the idea is not quite satisfactory & iThis is because
nothing determines herghich subject of inherence category goes withich inhering

entity category, or which subject of predication category go#s wihich predicated

33 Remember that ‘subject’ here is nothing but a ‘Taffer a position in a relation); an independent
‘subject’ category is in no way involved.

3| am talking here, as in the previous section,cetalled ‘real definitions’ — that is, of the
‘definitions’ of thecategories themselvésr of entitiesguamembers of them), not of linguistic
expressions signifying them.
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entity category. But what we would like is, of course, for subsiamiversals (type 1),
for example, to be predicated of primary substances (type 49f patticular accidents
(type 2), and for particular accidents to inhere in primary substanog in substantial
universals. To achieve this, we will need to add to the above tbidzations by also
specifying what other rolethe entities with the correlative roldsave or do not have;
e.g., primary substance must not only be characterized as a siflgesdication, but as

a subject of predication for something that does not inhere in anytioingxample.

It is also to be noted that the categories in the OS canigtofie’s version only be
distinguished, as above, by specifying the roles entities &adéhe roles theylo not
have. Particulars (whether substantial or accidental) are stihgliished from the
universals ‘said of them by their filling the role of subjedtfspredication, for, on
Aristotle’s view, species too (e.gnan and rednes}y have something ‘said of them,
namely their genera (e.gnimal color). To distinguish particulars from universals, one
must, then, add the further characteristic that partical@sot predicatedeven if we
bring in all the other roles involved particulars still cannot béindjgished without
specifying the roles they lackin the purest realization of the view of category systems
discussed here, only the positions or ‘roles’ actually occupied ktyeerwould need to

be mentioned (Lowe’s version of the OS discussed later seems to be such a system

Why adhere to the present interpretation of Aristotle’s O$?elfOS is to be taken as a
system of fundamental categorigsimysense, it would seem natural to interpret the ‘said
of’ and ‘present in’ —relations as ontological connections (‘formal ontologetations’)
that must be invoked in giving an ontological account of two diffeistd sf predication:
essential predicatiofkind-predication), as in ‘Socrates is a man’ or ‘Rednessaaa’,
would be analyzed in terms of one thing being ‘said of’ anotimanpeing ‘said of’
Socrates, ocolor of redness), andccidental predicationas in ‘Socrates is wise’, in
terms of one thing being ‘present in’ another (wisdom being ‘pteseSocrates) (such
a connection between types of predication and the relations is madéy &gslicki
2013: 36). On the other hand, as | already noted in the previous sectesstanlthe
case of essential predication it is not obvious that such agmiaccount’ is actually
compatible with what Aristotle says. Primary substancesuggosed to be ‘independent’
in some way, and entities in the rest of the categoriesupposed to be ‘dependent’ on

primary substances. But can this asymmetry be respectedahtbegical analysis of
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essential predications about primary substances (i.e. of theig‘pest what they are’)

involves a connection of primary substances to something else?

But whether or not the present take on the OS works as an integoretAristotle, it
represents, | think, at least a viable general sort of apptoawtegory ontology (I will
nevertheless continue to use Aristotle’s OS as an example). @ethender discussion,
then, all categoriesre on the same level as regards the way they are defined or
distinguished: they all ‘essentially involve’ each other. Prinsaystance, for example,

is essentially characterized as a ‘subject of predication’sarlde category of secondary
substances, which bear the correlative role of ‘somethingstpatdicated’, is implicated

in its essenc® Thus there is, from this point of view, no hierarchy (the relatanson

the other hand induce their own hierarchical order; see the etidrg. But some may
suspect that there is a vicious circularity involved in such recgbr ‘essential
involvement’, especially as there is apparently supposed to benctst or
‘individuation’ of a number of items in terms of each other. It should be noted, however,
that the categories (or entitiggamembers of these categories) are here not supposed to
bedirectlydefined or ‘individuated’ in terms of each other. In the type gty system
discussed in the previous section, universals and accidents werky dieficted in terms

of primary substances. This was also possible, because thergaibgrimary substances
was itself not supposed to be defined in terms of anything eée, Hy contrast, one
category is defined in terms of another only insofar as both aetlglidefined in terms

of a single relationship which holds between tffem

How precisely should one understand this definition of several itenbsrnms of a
relationship? One way is perhaps through Kit Fine’s ideacollective essenter
‘nature’ (see K. Fine 1995a: 242-43, 249-50; 1995c: 65). Take Fine’s example of the
fictional characters Jeeves and Wooster: as Fine says,oh ia certain view of the
individuation of creatures of fiction, ‘essential to batbnsidered togethethat the one

is valet to the other’ (K. Fine 1995b: 282-83; italics mime)this way, one seems to

% As | already pointed out, in order for the categionplicated to come out right here — for it to b, i
this case for example, that siibstantialuniversals instead of that afcidentaluniversals — it must be
part of the essence of a category that the categitiythe correlative rolbas such and such other roles
as well

3% | sometimes speak loosely of relations betwesegories but what the relations strictly speaking hold
of are of coursé¢heentities in the categories
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avoid the circularity that would be involved if one said instead tiapdért of the nature
of Jeeves to be valet to Wooster, and part of the nature of Woostavdaleeves as a
valet. It is important to note, however, that, even if the ‘reahdien’ of items that
‘essentially involve’ each other — like Jeeves and Wooster, oratlegaries of the OS
— must be taken as ‘simultaneous’ or ‘collective’ (in order to avoid circularity), mgpthi
prevents us from taking the corresponding claims about the individual itesmselves
(e.g. that primary substances have secondary substancestbaioh oind that secondary
substances are said of primary substances) as logical consexjoketinég collective ‘real
definition’. The circularity is a problem only in essential trutret belong to the so-called
constitutiveessence, not in those that belong to nuemesequentiakssence (for this
distinction see Fine 1995c: 56-58, 1995hb: 276). We can then indeed say thas there i
reciprocal dependence and essential involvement between sualiasieously defined’
items and at the same time avoid vicious circularity, nameéigrmwe understand

‘essence’ ‘consequentially’ (Fine 1995c: 66).

Another potential way to conceive of the ‘definition’ of a number @i in terms of
certain relations between them, that | take to be closeleteto Fine’s idea of ‘collective
essence’, is one based on the ideastiutture, using as a model here the idea of
mathematical structure as it is used by structuralistearphilosophy of mathematics.
The structuralists’ core idea is that the nature of mathealatbjects — e.g. of sets or of
numbers — is wholly determined by their occupying (or being) cepi@sitions in certain
structures — e.g. in the natural number structure, in the case of natural numbers (see e.
Shapiro 1997, Chap. 3). How is this determination or ‘individuation’ to be wodef%
As @ystein Linnebo (2008: 68) notes, at least some structursdisis to hold that there
is in the realm of the mathematical what Linnebo callswards dependencethat
mathematical objects ontologically depend on the structure its@lhich they belong
(we met, in fact, a similar idea above in 2.33 when discussing thes \oé Francois
Clementz on internal relations). It would thus be the structure itself, agrasataehow
additional to what is structured, that determined the nature otléeant entities. But
what, in fact, is a ‘structure’? Both Stewart Shapiro (1997: pgsand Michael Resnik
(1997) also talk of ‘patterns’. A ‘pattern’ is characterized ®sik (1997: 202-3) as
something consisting of ‘positions’ standing in ‘various relationships'position’,
furthermore, ‘has no distinguishing features other than those ihhasue of being the

particular position it is in the pattern to which it belongs’ (in2d3). It seems to me that
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the structures or ‘patterns’ on which mathematical objectsup@osed to depend are to
be identified either with the structuring or ‘patterning’ ‘te@aships’ themselves, or with
some sort of ‘holistically’ conceived ‘complex’ of which the obgeot ‘positions’ are
‘parts’. The ‘upwards dependence’ claim in both of these guisesound to be
controversial, however. The idea that relata could depend foidbatity on the relation
holding of them has for example been questioned by Geoffrey Hellmlais criticism
of certain forms of structuralism (Hellman 2001). Linnebo paraphrisdsnan’s

criticism as follows:

This, | submit, is a vicious circularity: the structuralistaira that the
identity of the relata is grounded in that of the relation; butgraynding
of the identity of a relation presupposes that the relata Hesedg and
independently had their identities grounded. (Linnebo 2008: 70).

Now, certainly if one conceives of relations, for example, esafeordered pairs, or if
one pictures a relational ‘complex’ as something arising frenftimctional application’
of a many-place predicate to independently given terms, the idea tietation or a
‘complex’ could individuate its relata or constituents will apgeaget things the wrong
way around. But | at least am not convinced that such conceptionatainme — as, in
effect, ‘external’ — have no viable alternatives. Structuralistseems to me, should

view their structuring or patterning relations as, in some sense, ‘ihterna

Let us turn from mathematical structures to what one wouldazd#gorial structures’.
The OS, for example, would be best taken as a single structilivéwa relationships
(‘present in’ and ‘said of’, or inherence and predication) — as | nateve, the
categories are not sufficiently characterized by spegfynerely what direct relational
connections they have or do not have (even if this is in fact suffiwelistinguish them
from each other). In Aristotle’s version, in which there are ‘higivder’ universals
(genera and species) which are themselves ‘subjects’ of wimiebtlsing ‘is said’, there
is also in fact a whole family of both secondary substance anckraalvaccident
categories of different ‘orderf€. The structure would, then, perhaps be more complex
than what one at first thought. But a more important issue than méhatrticture would

37 How many there are is a question best left unarenvétor Aristotle, at any rate, there is always a
‘highest genus’ and a ‘lowest species’, and thelipegion orders formed by the genera and speciegdwvo
not seem to be ‘dense’ on his view. So we cansatg) that, for Aristotle at least, their numbefinste.
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be in the case of Aristotle’s OS (which would, thus, perhaps notibgbessquare’ after
all) is here the general question of what kind of a thing sucdtegorial structure’ should
be taken to be. Are we to imagine some complex relationship, takeneantity, on which
entities in the categories would depend? Or should the entitiekdreds ‘aspects’ of a
prior whole? Although | am in fact sympathetic to the idea ofesbmg like ‘category
structuralism’ (see 3.2. below), | am not sure how ‘categotraktsire’ should be
understood, especially if one is to have no ontological commitmemtytbiag called
‘categorial structures’ over and above the structured enthiemselves (the entities in

the categoriesy.

As | noted in the previous section as well, one must rememberliaatwe are concerned

with here is merely theategorial nature of entities. Even if the essence of thipgs
members of their categoriean be given in purely relational terms, this does not mean
that theirwholeessence or nature could be thus given. Adhering to a category system of
the present sort does not, then, mean giving up ‘objects’ with intnasice & la ‘Ontic
Structural Realism’; see Ladyman 2014, Sect. 4). On the other hand, it does mean giving
up (absolutely) independent entities. Insofar as the categorgnotntity is an
indispensable component in the latter’s ‘identity’, to that extentctitegorial’ relation

also ‘individuates’ its relata (even if this is not necessdaulyindividuation’). Another

thing that must be noted is that ‘categorial’ structures wouldbapso to say, purely
‘structural’. They could be said to be ‘formal’, too, at most indbese | attempted to
characterize in Chapter 2. Shapiro (1997: 100) characterizes naditednstructures as
‘freestanding’, as knowing no restrictions in what sorts of estitan instantiate them.
Some of the ‘formal ontological relations’ | mentioned in Chagtervould perhaps
constitute structures of such ‘freestanding’ nature; but ‘catdgozlations — the likes

of ‘said of’ and ‘present in” — certainly would not. For these are swgaptusbe relations
which induce a distinction of category between the entities of whiepy hold, so that

38 Not all forms of ‘structuralism’ are, however, olugically committed to structures. | think ‘categor
structuralism’ should not ontologically commit uther to ‘structuresbr to ‘categories’. For this reason,
if one looks to mathematical structuralism for iingfpon, one should perhaps focus on the ‘elimireiti
versions (see e.g. Shapiro 1997: 9). Categoriegldtes in ‘categorial structures’, should not be
conceived as ‘objects’, but asffices (to use Shapiro’s term, see e.g. 1997: 10): wheralk about
categories being related and so forth, we sholiel dairselves to be really talking in generalization
about the ‘offictolders, i.e. the entities in the categories (cf. Shafdie®7: 85). There is at least one
crucial difference, though: whereas eliminatbucturalism of numbers, for example, obviouslhket
no claims about the individuation of the entitipying the role’ of numbers, ‘eliminativ@ructuralism
of categories’, on the other hand, crucially womldke claims about how the identities of the ertitie
playing the ‘categorial roles’ depend on each other
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they never apply except to certain sorts of ent{aékough it would be misleading to put
the matter by saying that they require certain sorts dfenés their range of application,

as the sorts are not supposed to be determined independently tdtibag¢hemselves).

The present way of conceiving of the definition of categories mg®ef relations is, then,
certainly of independent interest, even if it does not fit Atists OS very well. If the
interpretation in the previous section took the OS as a ‘hierafchging’, the present
one could be said to take it as, at bottonmedwork of relation's The categories are here
‘positions’ or ‘nodes’ in a structure of relations which applies to or structurestitiese
which we say are ‘members of’ or ‘in’ the categories. Asgaries are essential to their
‘members’, so the relations here must be essential to theesritigy relate. It follows
that all entities are somehow interdependent. | will discussdée involved here of
‘relational accounts’ of categories or category distinctiondhéurin the last section of
this chapter, along with certain objections that can be raised againsbite Beit, | will

say something about Lowe’s version of OS.

3.12 Lowe’s version of the Ontological Square

The most important recent defender of the OS as a realigiens of ontological
categories is undoubtedly E. J. Lowe (particularly in his 2006). We negp iatre into
all the details of Lowe’s version nor to his reasons for adheoiritg ¥What is important
for our purposes in Lowe’s version of the OS is the central rolevies m it to formal
ontological relations and the way he proposes to use them to ‘Catitereategory
distinctions within it. | will also look at Lowe’s claim that, some sense, substances

form the most ‘fundamental’ category.

Whereas the original OS in Aristotle is, as we saw, perhagisimterpreted as being
hierarchically organized with respect to how the categoriet arei ‘generated’ — as
having a category of primary substances that is independent fratresfiefrom which

the rest are derived in terms of these — Lowe’s version sézave no privileged
category in this sense. Instead, all the categories innt s@de equally determined in

terms of formal ontological relations. | will thus treat Loweersion of the OS as an
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example of a category system characterized in termsradtavork of relations’. On the
other hand, Lowe also seems to think that, in some sense, his sigstsrhave a ‘root’

category.

In the preface to his 2006, Lowe introduces the ‘four-category ontology’ or OS as

a system of ontology which recognizes two fundamental categorial
distinctions which cut across each other to generate four funddmenta
ontological categories, these distinctions being betweepattieular and
theuniversaland between thsubstantialand thenon-substantial(2006:

v; original italics)

Later in the book, Lowe says the following concerning the two ‘fundtaheategorial

distinctions’ (with some terminological differences):

[...] the best way, in my view, to capture the traditional distomcti
between particulars and universals is by appeal toink&ntiation
relation.Universals are entities that are instantiated — that is they have
instances — while particulars are the entities that instantiate .tfibrd.:

114; emphasis of the whole sentence mine)

Similarly, | consider that the traditional distinction betweaeibjectsand
predicables[i.e. substances and ‘non-substances’] is best captured by
reference to theharacterizationrelation. Subjects are entities that are
characterized, while predicables are the entities that charactehniezm

(loc. cit.; emphasis of the whole sentence again mine)

Hence, Lowe seems to adhere to the sort of view in which the two categorial idistinct
of the OS, which combine or ‘cut across each other’ to give thefdegories, are taken
to be determined (‘captured’, as he says) purely in terms of the positions in timsela
corresponding to the traditional predication and inherence ‘tieslled by Lowe
‘instantiation’ and ‘characterization’, respectivéf)Moreover, Lowe seems to prefer
the simple version of this view, on which one need only specify wh#igussentities
occupy to distinguish the categories so that one need not add araftbunghe positions
they do not occupy. But he recognizes that this is possible origre are no ‘higher-

order’ universals or ‘predicables’. Speaking in another chaptedissriminatingly about

% Ultimately, one should ‘capture’ the four categeras well, and not just the two combining catedoria
distinctions on their own, in terms of the relaBoAs we saw in 3.112, it is not enough just taaottthe
positions from the two relations and then deterntirgefour categories as combinations of these
positions. See however e.g. Lowe 2006: 117.
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‘objects’ and ‘properties’, Lowe suggests taking ‘objects’ topoeperty-bearers’, but,

in order to secure the ‘absoluteness’ of the ‘object’-‘prgpedistinction independently
of the question of ‘higher-order properties, also says that one add the explicit

requirement that ‘objects’ also not be capable of being themskebreg’ (2006: 70-72).

Yet Lowe is in fact skeptical of all ‘higher-order’ propertesd includes none in his
system (see e.qg. 2006: 42, 72, 79, 114).

Taking all categories to be distinguished — ‘simultaneouslyit agre — in terms of
positions in relations has, as we have seen, consequences foristdtas as to
fundamentality (in at least some sense of ‘fundamental’). Twegodes of which each
essentially involves the other are necessarily ‘on the sareé ie some sense. Now,
Lowe does indeed take all four categories to be ‘fundamentalf¢gsexample the first
of the above quotations). But what does Lowe take this ‘fundamentality’ of detegwor

amount to? To say that a category is ‘fundamental’ is, he thinks, to say

that the existence and identity conditions of entities belonginthab
category cannot be exhaustively specified in terms of ontalbgic
dependency relations between those entities and entities belonging to other
categories. (2006: 8)

‘Fundamentality’ of categories, as | have proposed to understanceigtisd precisely to
the existence conditions of entities. In effect, the ‘fundamemntéties are for me those
the existence of which does not ‘supervene’ or follow necegdsesih the existence of
other entities Ynless that is, they are involved in the essence of the entities which
necessitate their existence; see 3.111 above) and which also thesmsslessitate all the
worldly facts. Identity conditions, on the other hand, | have not taken teld&nt to
‘fundamentality’. Now, there is plausibly a sense of ‘fundamentattyvhich identity
conditions are relevant. But if Lowe’s four categories are salpposed to be
‘fundamental’, the sense in which they are so cannot be one which isvavéaving
identity conditions specifiable in terms of dependence on entitigthan categories; for
Lowe takes the identity conditions wlodesandkinds two of the four categoriety be
specifiable in terms of dependence (so-called ‘identity dependesteisymmetrical

relation of essential dependence) on entities of other categories (2006: 116-17).



56

Now Lowe does also say that the categorindividual substancess ‘in a certain sense
the most fundamental’ (adding: ‘even though in another sense all four categories
are equally “basic™) (2006: 21). This ‘fundamentality’ of individualbstances is
apparently understood in terms of identity dependence. Identity dependerates a
difference in ‘fundamentality’ between the entities it redatecause it is asymmetrical:
one of the entities related by identity dependence is alwdysrdinate in ontological
status to the other, because it depends for its identity, for itg tes very entity it is, on
the other, while the other does not depend in a similar way on ib{dee35). Now, it is
clear that Lowe succeeds in creating at least ‘local’ hierarchis system with this sort
of dependence. Modes are less ‘fundamental’ than individual substancesdstess
‘fundamental’ than property and relational universals. But | am n that Lowe
succeeds in creating a ‘global’ hierarchy in which individual substaalone would form
the ground-level. For it seems that to achieve this he would neestablish a
subordination of property and relational universals under modes and of kindsafsver
under substances as well; but while all universals are exatgntependent on
particulars, so are all particulars on universals. Moreover, evenhhbegexistential
dependence is rigid to one and generic to the other diréttiba stronger of these (rigid
dependence) is actually in the directiompiversalgibid.: 117), so that if this establishes
any hierarchy or subordination, it will be the wrong way arounds@frslacBride (2004a:
327) also notes this — in fact in the very article to which Lowe is replying isett®on
of Chapter 7 in his 2006 that | have just cited).

But whether or not Lowe succeeds in giving the individual substances sf¢tem a
privileged status, he at least shows that there is a way tigistsome sort of hierarchy
even among categories that are, in another sense, equally ‘fundamieietatity
dependence, in particular, establishes differences in ‘ontologatas’samong categories
while also allowing these to be all ‘non-supervenienélready recognized above that
those differences in ‘fundamentality’ which arise from hiergrich'real definition’ can

be taken as differencesmnongentities that are all ‘fundamental’ in a more important
sense. Lowe, in a similar way, shows that among entities thegtsahtially involve each
other there may still be difference in ‘fundamentality’, efymwith respect to

individuation (as e.g. between modes and substances in Lowe’s sylsteénaJso, it

40 owe in fact completely ignores generic existentieghendence when describing the ‘dependency
patterns’ among the categories at the end of Cha@ptéhis 2006 (2006: 117).
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seems, with respect to rigid existential dependence (as drette universals and
particulars in Lowe’s system, although this difference does not happsuit Lowe’s

Aristotelian purposes).

3.30bjections to relational accounts of category dettons

In this final section, | will look at some potential problems vaititl objections that could
be levelled against category systems like that of Lowe aedgdneral idea of
distinguishing categories purely through relations which is involvethém. Some
further development of that idea is also found in this section. Thasgdisn will mostly

have as a starting point the criticisms of the use of relatitoascounting for category
distinctions — especially the particular-universal —distinction — Eraser MacBride
(2004a, 2004b, 2005) has presented in several places (MacBride’s lingcafneris

heavily influenced by Frank Ramsey'’s classic paper ‘Universals’ (1925).)

In what follows, | will take it as given that all the rétmis used in distinguishing
categories are associated with mutual ontological dependéeedtld be taken to be
just a consequence of the essentiality of categories to thesim them when two

categories are supposed to be essentially distinguished indéan®lation), and also
that (when they are asymmetrical) they apply in such a hatyntothing ever occupies
both positions in them, i.e. that there are no ‘higher-order’ coiomscfthese conditions
are met by Lowe’s version of the OS, for example; we canlidvae ignore some of

MacBride’s objections thanks to these suppositions). Now, take assaftradiscussion

the following simple view of the distinction between particulars and universalsh vehi

presented (but not endorsed) by MacBride:

[...] particulars are entities that figure in the first argument positidheof
[exemplification] relation; universals are entities thaveen the second.
(MacBride 2005: 595-96; see also 2004a: 323)

Take the fact thabocrates exemplifies wisdofccording to the view under discussion,
then, Socrates is a particular because he occupies the ritshent position (the
‘exemplifier’ position) of the exemplification relation, and wisd@ma universal because

it occupies the second (the ‘what is exemplified’ position;tvanecisely ‘occupation of
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positions in a relation’ means is here left undetermined, but lcaitie back to this
guestion below). It should be clear that the exemplification relatiost here be taken as
asymmetrical. For otherwise it would sometimes happerateaémplifiedb andb also
exemplifieda, and hence that something was both a universal and a particular olitds w
be contrary to the ‘categoriality’ of the classes of universad of particulars (for
‘exclusivity’ as a necessary condition for the ‘categoriality’ a classification see

Introduction).

Now, it is above all just the putative asymmetry of the exdioglion relation that
MacBride finds problematic. He presents from this point of view (as it seemg tvae
types of objection: the first type does not question the asymmieaxemplification as
such, but raises doubts as to whether this asymmetry has angerisa; the second type
gueries the asymmetry itself, in particular whether theamnisreason to suppose that
facts have an asymmetrical structure at all. | will distlhsse objections in turn. | will at
the same time present other potential objections as well, nbutdtile to MacBride,

when the occasion arises.

The first sort of objection goes something like this (seeBride 2005: 597, 2004a: 324;
what follows is largely my own formulation, however). Grant finstt exemplification is
indeed asymmetrical. What we can say about exemplificatidrersdt least that it is a
relation (never mind here what ontological status it would have) that applieshtpaia
of entities that it applies to only in one ‘direction’ (or somethimghat effect; talk of
‘positions’ actually allows us to make the point without talking abdifiterent
‘directions’). This much follows, of course, just from the meanindasfmmetrical
relation’. Now, what we want is for this asymmetricahtin to ‘induce’ a distinction in
category among the entities to which it applies; moreoverdisimction should be the
one between universals and particulars, with each universal arai|zartieing assigned
to the right side of the divide. For this to be possible, each universal and parcist,
of course, occupy the right ‘position’ in the relation. But whatrar@rdo we actually
have for taking this to be the case? Why should not the exemipdifidact involving
Socrates and wisdom rather be twegdom exemplifies Socrak$o answer that it must
be Socrateswho exemplifiesvisdombecause Socrates is a particular and wisdom is a
universal sounds circular. We could perhaps gigiulate that exemplification is a

relation that applies in the right order. But surely the whole wmfedistinguishing
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particulars and universals through exemplification would then be pssnftae might
also ask whether we actually could just stipulate that thestects a relation; this depends
on what a ‘relation’ is here supposed to be). The notion of exempbficas such would,
at any rate, seem to have too little content to determine ywbition can be taken to be

occupied by which category of entity.

Is this last claim correct? Is it true that exemplifizatis so impoverished a notion that it
cannot confidently be taken to impose the right sort of order withis tamsisting of
universals and particulars? Impoverished or not as a whole, it weald at least that
that its putative asymmetry is indeed at most very supédrfiétar example,
exemplification is usually taken to be many-many: one thing can exgmpifiy things
and many things can exemplify one thing. This determines one featwigich both
exemplifiers and ‘exemplifieds’ will be indiscernible: theyllvboth be ‘one in many’,
‘common to’ several other things (thus the idea, mentioned by both fdac004a:
318) and Lowe (2006: 108), that particulars and universals are meradlbsis’ from,
or ‘invariants across’, facts or states of affairs). Again, tveb@mplifies and what is
exemplified are usually taken to depend on each other in exhetbatme way (namely
generically): what exemplifies requires merely sometbmgther to exemplify, and what
is exemplified merely something or other as an exemplifiet.ifBve fail in this way to
find any further content to the claim that exemplification igvasetricaf?, then it would
in fact seem to make no difference if we changeéxXxemplifiesb’ everywhere tob

exemplifiesa’.

But even if exemplification isndeed of meagre content, or does not in a sense involve
enough asymmetry, it does not of course follow that all categetaions or structures
would share the same defects. Take Lowe’s instantiation and wharaiton relations,

for example. The asymmetry of these relations would seem to deae content. In
particular, the dependencies that they ‘constitute’ (as Lowe ipudse in each case
themselves asymmetrical: instantiation ‘constitutes’ in eza$e a rigid existential
dependence of what instantiates on the instantiated but mere nor{gemeric)
dependence of what is instantiated on what instantiates; chaatber always

‘constitutes’ an identity dependence, which is asymmetrical, althibug) sometimes of

41 One further question is whether there is a diffeeeim how exemplifiers and ‘exemplifieds’ are
spatiotemporally located. See MacBride 2004a: 318-2
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what characterizes on what is characterized, and sometimdsabfsacharacterized on
what characterizes (see Lowe 2006: #AT)owe argues explicitly that this allows him
to meet an objection of MacBride’s in which it is claimed thatibes not have enough
resources to distinguish from each other, or ‘identify unambiguotisé/positions in the
relational structure of the OS — what seems to be a variang, andgss, of the objection
that has been under discussion (Lowe 2006: 115-16; the objection is prasented
MacBride 2004a).

The second type of objection MacBride presents goes further. Contimidihgthe
example of the exemplification relation, it can be noted, firgllpthat there seems in
fact to be no need to take exemplification to be asymmetrid@dm with. For what is
the point of exemplification if not simply to ‘bind together’ univessaihd particulars so
that they constitute a fact (2005: 598) (compare with the ideardudral connector’ |
proposed at the end of the last chapter)? But mere connection onthtodether’ is of
course symmetrical: if universals are connected with partigua are particulars with
universals. What independent reason could we then have for taking dabesve
‘structural asymmetry’, instead of taking them to consist oftiestthat are just
symmetrically ‘bound together? But if the structure of fastsymmetrical, then their
constituents cannot have different sorts of ‘position’ in them which wooldde a basis

for distinguishing their categories (loc. cit.)

Does this objection transfer in some form to Lowe’s instantiation or charatieni, for
example? Well, what is the point of these relations? Interdégtiigcannot be that of
connecting or ‘binding together’, not in exactly the same wayeast as with
exemplification; for Lowe takes the entities that instantiatiod characterization apply
to not to stand in need of any external connecting. In part from v Lsomewhat
tentatively (see below), concludes that instantiation and chazatien are ontologically
reducible to their relata. In fact, we light here upon theialuguestion whether a
relational account of a category distinction in general requieegethtion involved to be
an existent item additional to its relata. Indeed, immediafey presenting the objection

just mentioned, MacBride presents the followiRgrhaps universals and particulars are

42 Although it is not to the present point, | shouldntion here that | worry what the consequencethfor
relational approach to category distinctions arenva relation is associated like this with dependen
now in one, now in the other direction.
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not in need of the ‘assistance’ of an exemplification relatioallatperhaps they are
‘connected immediately’ (2005: 598). MacBride points at the factibateed no distinct
symbol to ‘depict’ an exemplification relation in a linguistipmesentation of the fact that
Socrates exemplifies wisdpall we need is ‘'some concatenation device’, e.g. a colon that
has no direction associated with it (loc. cit.) (When it comegdmelification, | believe
MacBride is definitely right that we do not need amgymmetricalrelation as an
additional entity; but, as | concluded above in 2.34, there is probably sigled for

something like a ‘connector’).

What MacBride seems to be saying here, is that if acelaia mere matter of ‘immediate
connection’ and not an additional entity, then the relation at laaabt be asymmetrical.
That as such would of course mean that it cannot be used to dedegarial distinction.
But even if it could be shown that mere ‘concatenations’ and inteetetions can
somehow be meaningfully said to be asymmetrical, the further mjemiuld perhaps
be raised that one cannot claim to be drawing a category distinctierms of a relation
in the first place unless the relation is taken as an addigoni&y; for surely theres then

no relation in terms of which to draw the distinctitn!

For someone like Lowe who denies that formal ontological relatimmsespond to
distinct entities in reality these objections certainly seepresent a challenge. But what
if we allow there to be such distinct entities (as | veryat@rely did at the end of 2.34
above, although | also suggested one could make do with one that wastsgal)?
Well, one could go further yet and question the very idea of lestingething as intrinsic
to a thing as its category to be determined by a relatiom.nAt the relations a thing
stands in something purely extrinsic that at most ‘follow’ fromthing’s intrinsic nature,
but which certainly themselves have no ‘influence’ of any kindt®riPerhaps we are
even presented with something like a dilemma here — one that woladdakby anyone
who wished to explain category distinctions relationally — whegambine this and an
objection from above: either the relation in terms of which we teaexplain a category
distinction is not ‘really’ a relation at all but what correspotuld in reality is merely
something intrinsicand so we do not really have a ‘relational account’; or it islyreal

relation, but for this very reason it cannot play a part in detemgsomething intrinsic

4 See MacBride 2004a: 323. MacBride himself seentkitd, though, that this objection is easily
answered by simply switching to talk ‘at the lewétruths’ (loc. cit.). I, however, am not so sure.
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like the category of an entity; so it follows that it is impblesto explain category
distinctions in terms of relations. | will primarily tackleghast objection in what follows,
for it is certainly the most general, and say something abeutest — the ones that

specifically concern asymmetry, or the lack thereof — only in passing.

The objection is clearly premised at least on the ideas that (1) the catégargntity is
something ‘intrinsic’ to it, and that (2) at least those relatibasare supposed to account
for category distinctions are always ‘extrinsic’. The ‘insic’/’extrinsic’ —distinction is
notoriously difficult to make clear (see Weatherson and Mar80aR), but | believe it
is here enough simply to agree on an uncontroversial (I hope)vetu#rsion: what is
intrinsic (to a thing) involves merely the thing itself (and its partgiat isextrinsic(to a
thing) involves something distinct (and disjoint) from the thing, some tihg, as well.

In the light of this understanding of the distinction, it would séime easy to assent to
(1) and (2). But then the conclusion that there cannot be relatiomalrds®f category

distinctions would also not seem to be far away. Is there a way to avoid thi8 result

Let us begin by noting that it is possible (or so | have supposed boaiutdpis work) for
the nature of a thing ‘itself’ to involve another thing — this ig phe phenomenon of
ontological dependence (or, more specifically, of essential depe)defd this is
precisely what is supposed to be the case here: the entithes ¢ategories determined
by a relation are ontologically dependent across the categondé. But does not this
merely confront us with one horn of the above dilemma, the one on whrehcire be
no relational distinction because there is ‘really’ no relatiéo? are not facts of
ontological dependence, after all, fully grounded in the separate nattidentities’ of
the dependent items, so that there can at most be said to be raeéaigd’ internal
relation here, something comparable to a similarity betweenropes? But let us also
recall here a distinction | described above in 2.33, the one betwesakl{w and
‘strongly’ internal relations, and what | said there about itsiplessnport.| noted that
Lowe, for example, hesitates to classify his instantiationciagacterization — which
are relations associated with ontological dependence, i.e. ‘stramgiypal — alongside
the likes of similarity, and thus as not ‘really’ relations at all;atghe same time, Lowe
denies separate ontological status to all formal ontologicalae$a It seems, in other

words, that Lowe would prefer to have something both ways: trugoredattruly
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connecting things with each other, which are nevertheless ontdlpgioathing
additional to their relata.

To pass between the horns of the dilemma, and not merely to esmapmk horn to the
other, one needs, | believe, to show that something like the view thatdemnes to hint
at is possible. One needs to show that one can have ‘relational ataducategory
distinctions without compromising either the intrinsicness of whatiaecounting for
or the ‘relationality’ of the account. Can this be done? Perhapsjshern® suggestion.
Earlier | put it (following MacBride) that, when there isstational account of a category
distinction, the category of an entity is determined on the basgs'otcupying’ a certain
‘position’ in a certain relation. This is a thoroughly misleading way of puttiagnatter

if the relation is not to be construed as a distinct entity equipgbdpesitions’. There
is nevertheless another way in which we could seek clarificati@ntheugh the idea of
something equipped with ‘positions’ or ‘argument places’. While stasmdard to take
‘unsaturated’ items, items with ‘argument places’, to requrdlfeir ‘saturation’ items
that are themselves ‘saturated’ (having no ‘empty placdgyetseems to be nothing
incoherent in the idea of ‘reciprocal saturation’ — namely, indlka that ‘unsaturated’
items could fill each other’s ‘empty places’ (perhaps the awthitve Tractatus conceived
of his ‘names’ and ‘objects’ like this; see e.g. Linsky 1992: 265-6aG\W, Nf this is so,
then why not conceive of entities the categorial nature of which is definédmally in
something like the following (frankly metaphorical) terms: thétes themselvesave
certain ‘ontological valencies’ which determine what other estithey must ‘combine’
with in order to exist; and these ‘valencies’ are in effagfueent places’ of a categorial
relation, one in terms of which the categories of the matchiritjesrdare determined, as
‘built into’ the entities themselv¥sIn this way, perhaps, we could have something that
is ‘really’ a relation explain a category distinction withooimpromising the latter’s

intrinsicness.

Although | wouldn’t go as far as to claim that the above is how Loaddvpropose to

understand his instantiation and characterization relations, he doeatmeme ideas

4 'Unsaturatedness’ is perhaps in general to be statedt in terms of the ‘incorporation’ of a relation
into an entity. The point of ‘unsaturatedness’ ddu taken to be that some relatiomsstbe ‘built in’,
otherwise there will be an infinite regress. Fregiges that ‘the relation of subject to predicaaot a
third thing added to the twbut it belongs to the content of the predicate ciwhi$ what makes the
predicate unsaturatédquoted in Currie 1984: 333, my emphasis; alsoGarrie’s whole paper).
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that seem to be very close. In a passage in Chapter 3 of his 2006,t&l&s of the
‘ontological forms of entities’ (2006: 48). These are describduhasg to do with the
entities’ ‘place in the system of categories’ and as detengiithe ‘ways of combining’
of the entities; these ‘ways of combining’ are further iderdifigith the formal
ontological relations, like instantiation and characterization, anthasealso taken to be
‘no addition of being’ (loc. cit.). Lowe also presents a chemicdbggacomparing the

combination of entities to the combination of chemical elements (loéit.).

An entity can well have several relations ‘built into’ it. The foategories in the OS, for
example, are distinguished in terms of two relations, not just drecdtegorial nature
of entities in the four categories of Lowe’s system would pexiee represented on the
proposed view in something like the following way (1. = particulartsmog, 2. = mode,

3. = characterizing universal, 4. = substantial universal):

1. xis instantiated by which is characterized by
2.xis characterized bly which instantiatey
3. xinstantiatex which characterizeg

4. x characterized which is instantiated by

The incorporated relations should, by the way, be here vieweatkasal (see K. Fine
2000): although they are asymmetrical, they have no inherent direttie four types of
entity represented have themselves no direction, so that e.g. ther ‘nmages’ of the
representations — in which the relational predicates part ofgheaee replaced by their

converses — represent exactly the same entities. For example

x is characterized by which is instantiated by

is the same as 3 above.

% The passage, in fact, also seems to suggest tleatiéay has its ‘ontological form’ in virtue of its
category, rather than the other way around. FordLamites: ‘The ontological form of an entiiy

provided by its place in the system of categofi@sit is in virtue of a being’s categomyat it is suited or
unsuited to combine in various ways with other geiof the same or different categories’ (2006:M9;
emphasis). Does this throw into doubt my interpireteof Lowe’s system as one in which the categorie
are defined in terms of their relations? As we havgo here by mere hints that Lowe gives in défer
places, it is perhaps best to say that both vieeg@mpatible with what Lowe says.
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However, as | noted in 3.112 when discussing Aristotle’s version of O%eltt®nal
connections in which a category of OS directly stands do not ¢earacit sufficiently,
but we must, in effect, define it in terms of the whole retsdl structure of OS. Thus we

will need in fact to incorporate the whole relational structure into each:entity

1. x is instantiated by which is characterized by which instantiatez

which characterizes

2.Xis characterized bly which instantiatey which characterizeswhich
Is instantiated bw

3. x instantiatex which characterizeg which is instantiated by which is

characterized by

4. x characterized which is instantiated by which is characterized lwy

which instantiates/

I will, however, not try to develop the idea further here.

What happens on the proposed view to the asymmetry objections? Argoteyor
merely transformed? Our view makes entities into somethiegthie ‘links of a chain’
of Wittgenstein’s well-known metaphor (TLP 2.03). Now, MacBriderok that when a
fact is conceived as such a ‘chain’ — with its constituents ‘hanigiggther without
benefit of a mediator — then it has no ‘asymmetric organizatidacBride 2004a:
324). Indeed, do we not face the objection that ‘immediate connectionérabsis
asymmetry, even if we can, perhaps, insist that the reldseti is somehow retained
(and so can answer the charge that no relation is involved muiatc¢or anything)? But
what was the reason the asymmetry was required, again? heguaised so that the
relation could provide a basis for distinguishing between the ernbtiehich it applies
in the first place. But now the categories are no longer takebetaetermined
‘relationally’ in terms of an ordering imposed ‘from the outsitet rather in terms of
the entities’ ‘intrinsic’ combinatorial ‘powers’. Reverting now to the@en example of
the particular-universal —distinction and the exemplificationiceiathe elements to be

‘combined’ are no longea, x exemplifies yand b, but rathera exemplifies yand x
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exemplifies lfalthough to put it in this way is somewhat misleading — thdies to the
above linguistic representation of Lowe’s OS as well; the e¢sshould not be viewed

as partially saturatecbmplexeproduced from the previous three elements, but as simple
entities — just ag exemplifies ys supposed to be simple, even if it, superficially at least,
looks complex). Prima faci@, x exemplifies yandb can be combined in two different
ways — namely into eithex exemplifies lor intob exemplifies a— and this is precisely
why the question about asymmetry is raised. But when the singbéesénts involved
area exemplifies yandx exemplifies bt seems that there is only one way to form a
complex — namely, by letting each element fill the empty placthe other. But, of
course, it is here merely taken for granted that the element®tasuch that they could
alsobe represented asexemplifies andb exemplifies yrespectively, or such that they
would becorrectlyrepresented rather in this way. ‘Absorbing’ the relation into ttzael
decides once and for all these questions about asymmetry, but this is not an advantage of

any kind if the questions are controversial.

| take it that Lowe’s answer to MacBride’s objection conoeg the ‘content’ of the
asymmetry of his categorial relations is sufficient asafait goes (see above). On the
other hand, whether there really are such asymmetrical ‘depgngatterns’ etc. as
Lowe claims in reality is indeed a contentious metaphysical guestihat if the correct
ontology turned out to be one of states of affairs — of particutetsiniversals —, one
in which no such asymmetries in ontological dependence or any othier la@efound?
There would then seem to be no ground for taking the relation connpattingulars and
universals to be asymmetrical; so the simplest view, one withets arbitrariness
involved, would thus seem to be to take the relation to be symmédtrgaérhaps non-
symmetrical). But then there could be no account of the distinctiovebe universals
and particulars in terms of the relation connecting them. Doem#as that it may turn
out that there are categorial distinctions in the world which cabeotxplained
relationally? Well, it could be taken to mean that, but it could laéstaken to mean that
someprima faciecategory distinctions turn out, when correctly viewed (i.e. ftben
point of view of ‘ontological form’), to be empty of content. Thatwg, might as well
take the impossibility of a relational account here to show thatplars and universals
are not really categorially distinct. This view would even séeime in the spirit of the
Ramsey-MacBride —objections. The lesson to be learned from MatBulajection from

the possibility of no asymmetry would then be, not that categotinatisns cannot
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always be explained relationally, but: so much the worse for thigseosed category

distinctions that cannot.

| have not provided any arguments for tiexessityof relational accounts of category
distinctions; | have merely tried, in a rather small way, fert® theirpossibility But if
one were to argue in the above way, one would need to provide those arguments. Now, |
do not know whether there is really a case to be made here. Nebessth am at least
inclined to believe that category distinctions should not be takdoratg ‘(1 recognize
that this probably goes quite a bit against the received wisdom concerningyiegdedf
particulars and universals, for example, are to constitute géydisgnct categories, the
category of particulars must be, | think, more than merely différemt or non-identical
with the category of universals — that is, we should be ableytmeee than this about
them. Because of this, some kind of ‘structuralism’, in which thegoaies are to be
individuated in terms of a network of relations in which they are nadésally seems to
me like an attractive option. Of course, one also must not simply sufipatsthere can
be no non-relational differences between categories (although lconfeiss | at least
have no idea what these would be). But looking at how different candidalegycal
categories have been characterized, it is, | think, conspicuous hHewnsigely such
characterizations are based on relations. In addition to those thabémveepeatedly
used as examples in this work, spatiotemporal relations arexdompde, often invoked
(e.g. in the negative characterization of abstract entities as not locagace and time;
see e.g. Hoffman and Rosenkrantz 1994, Appendix 1), perhaps combined with
mereological ones (e.g. ‘continuants’ as having no temporal peais3ality provides
another example (e.g. events as relata of causation and as inddidaaerms of
causality; see Davidson 1969). An exception, of course, would be providdue by
characterization of the ‘root’ category in a ‘hierarchy of getgpe category system (as
described in 3.111 above). But even there, no two categories are evigudsiid non-
relationally; the ‘root’ category is the lone exception. (Cmeusd also remember the fact
that such ‘category structuralism’ would require there to beast generic dependence
between all entities; but this is not that heavy a requirenfiemé iare talking about

fundamental entities).

The major trouble, nevertheless, with the idea of ‘categorytatalism’ is that it is

obscure how the relevant ‘structures’ should in general be understoad. rioa
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enthusiastic about (even if not completely against) taking there dastoect relational
entities corresponding to categorial relations or ‘structures’, tardidea that the
categories of two entities could be determined by a distimict entity seems in fact
problematic anyway (for the same reason that the use bbredan general in accounting
for the category of an entity seemed problematic above). Anotagrtavconceive of
‘categorial structures’ would be as some sorts of ‘organic wh(feyou will) of which
entities would be ‘inseparable parts’. But this sounds like it woule vavy strong

metaphysical consequences.

Does the view of entities as ‘unsaturated’ | sketched above prawvialkernative to these?
On the view | sketched, entities are taken to be inherently ‘in@igipthey involve in
their very nature other entities; this ‘involvement’ is the gatil relation, associated
with ontological dependence, by another name. It seems, however,shagthin effect
collapses to the holistic ‘organic whole’ vigiFor if one takes substances, kinds, modes,
and properties (for example) all to be in themselves ‘inconiptetee way suggested,
does not one thereby implicitly give some sort of priority to tireex units formed by
these entities, perhaps even to the maximal complex that ishtble of reality? It may

be noted that Lowe at least would probably not welcome such a consequence (although |
am not claiming that Lowe would endorse the ‘incomplete entityv\i€irst of all, he
rejects views on which the ‘fundamental building blocks’ of realrey complexes like
states of affairs (see e.g. 2006: 108, 128); secondly, although he teerpress some
sympathy with monism, with taking reality as ‘one’ (2006: 191), | ddngbtvould be

ready to give any sort of priority to the ‘one world'.

Indeed, one seems to come dangerously close to taking substances, kitius restoto
be mere ’abstractions’ from a prior whole, whether this is urmlmisas the whole of
reality or as something like a state of affairs. But if tmia thought were fundamental
entities are in fact such ‘abstractions’ or ‘aspects’, we&seem to have in our hands is
a version of the *hierarchy of being’ view, now wdh four categories as derivative. In

effect, Schaffer advocates just this type of view on which th@enis prior to its parts or

46 Compare with Frege, with whom the ‘unsaturatedneksbncepts is associated with the view that the
judgment is prior to its ‘parts’; a judgment is momposed or ‘put together’ out of concepts anaatsj

as prior elements, but these are instead arrivdg@igh an analysis of the judgment as a priotyusee
Linsky 1992: 267—-68).



69

‘aspects’. He takes the fundamental entity to be the whole cosamswvhich a ‘that-
aspect’ and a ‘such-aspect’ (compare with the particulattedniversal, respectively,
of a state of affairs) can be ‘abstracted’ as derivative;fmotgamental entities (2009:
379). Note also that when categories are defined in terms of their mutuainglathile
it is certainly then true to say that thdg notdiffer from each other with respect to
fundamentality, it does not follow that they are all fundamentahey might all be non-

fundamental.

*kk

Without doubt, much more would need to be said about these issues bdiinite de
conclusions about ‘relational accounts’ of categories or of ‘cayesinucturalism’ could
be drawn. Also, substantive metaphysical issues cannot be completaigd, even if
the issues we are concerned with are ‘metaontological’. Asawethere are category
distinctions which seem to be resistant to a ‘relational acco@ntl. the reasons for
believing in these category distinctions may very well outweighethgsons for believing
that categories must have a thoroughly relational nature. Anotheastns issue that is
important in the present connection is the metaphysics of relafitiesidea that the
essence of categories is relational depends on the coherfetimeeidea of (‘strongly’)
internal relations. In fact, it seems that the metaphysiast@dnal and external relations
Is an issue foundational to all structuralism. But much work rentaibe done in this

area.

4. Concluding remarks

One of the major concerns of the metaphysician is, or should be, wehatast basic
types of entities — i.e. the categories — are. This work kptoed some issues
connected with ontological categories and category systems.SDieeciancerns the basis
for ontological categorization: what do ontological categariassify b Another way
to put this question is: what makes a categorizatiatiological | suggested that the
answer is to be found in taking ontology to be ‘formal ontology’: ontoddgiategories
categorize by ‘ontological form’. Another issue concerns relatibesveen the

categories. Categories form a system (and not just sifetagory one or a ‘taxonomy’),
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they have connections with each other. Relations, ‘formal’ or ‘foomtdlogical’ ones,
have also been central in formal ontology. | examined the idea, whmbk to be
plausible, that relations between categories are not only an imippaid of any category
system but actually constitutive (somehow) of the categoriemsilges. Non-
taxonomical relations between categories are, properly spea&latipns between the
entitiesin the categories. | took them to be certain kinds of ‘formal ontologtation’.
As | also took categories to be essential to the entitiesnm, tagart of their nature’, the
relations constitutive of the categories were taken also tmbstitutive of the entities
themselves. | supposed throughout that categories themselves aratigst difius, to
say that categories are ‘really defined’ or constitutechbyr¢lations they stand in is an
imperspicuous way of saying what is more perspicuously put bygatdi the entities
themselves in their categorial nature: e.g., an Aristoteliarcpkmt accidenfs suchis
(on one view) just something that is present in a primary substé#mserelational
connection constitutes the categorial nature of a particular atcite nature of a

particular accidenua particular accident (see 3.111).

Another theme that recurred was that of fundamentality. This caulse in the
Introduction | endorsed the view that there are only fundamentaliesntiand
consequently the view that ontological categories are categdriesdamental entities.
My view of fundamentality was one based, in the first placehendea of truthmaking
or on metaphysical necessitation. When ‘real definition’ wasdiited, this view was
somewhat modified. Nevertheless, | rejected distinct views of fuoadtality that are

wholly based on hyperintensional notions.

If this work makes any original contribution, | suppose it is tleaiof a specific sort of
(what | have called)category structuralisinl am not aware oéxactlysimilar (explicit)
suggestions in the literature (However, Lowe does, at least ontdrpretation given
above, come close to formulating this sort of view; Peter Simanalba emphasized the
importance of formal relations in category ontology, and of whatbéhind the
categories’ (Simons 2012: 131); it is the work of Lowe and Simon®tlmanally made
me think of categories from the point of their relations. Wester(295) is the only
author | know who does hold an explicitly ‘structuralist’ viewootological categories;
his structures, however, are structures angiates of affairon the basis of which the

categorized entities, their ‘constituents’, are defined — a rdiffierent idea). On the other
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hand, analogous views are prominent, for example, in the metaploysiceperties.
Shoemaker (1980) and, more recently, e.g. Bird (2007) have suggestedplesties are
wholly individuated by the causal roles that they play. Thametising more to properties
than their causally relevant relations to each other. My suggeabout categories is
similar: categories are nothing more than their (formal ontcdd)gelations to each other.
Of course, there are important disanalogies as well. For loere, &re no such things as
‘categories’ (on my view, at least), whereas ‘propertycstiralists’ at least tend to
assume that there are properties. Categories are alsaadsdiie entities in them; the
corresponding claim in the case of properties is, on the other hamh more
controversial. For these reasons, my suggestion is in fact a saggdsa‘partial’ (but
only ‘partial’) structuralism forall entities the natures of entitiéasofar as they are of
the categories they arg recognize that much more needs to be said about the import of
the ‘insofar as’ orqua operator used here) are wholly constituted by certain mutual
relations. It remains, however, to be seen whether a coherentcoidd actually be
developed out of this sketchy suggestion (as | pointed out, it mahalsosome rather

extensive general metaphysical consequences).
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