Ontological Dependence:
An Opintonated Survey
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1. Introduction

The purpose of thts essay is to provide an opinionated survey of
some recent develupments i the lirerature on onrological depend-

y taken to be a relation
whose relata are entities. The following cases are often cited in the
hterature as putative candidates of pairs of ennties which exhibit
relation of ontulugical dependence of some sort:

ence. Ontological ﬁ_o?ﬁi ence 15 typicall

1 Smiles ontolegically depend on mouths that are smiling:
iy Sets antelogically depend on thewr members,

i} Events or states of aftfairs {eg :m::::m or heat) ontologically
depend on thetr participants An g, electrons or molecules).

(iv) Chemical substances (e.g,, water) ontologically depend on thei
molecufar/atomic constituents (e, F.O-molecules).

(v) Tropes (eg, the redness of a particular tomato) vntologically
depend on their ‘bearers’” (e, the tomato).

(vi) Amstotehan universals (e.g, redness) ontologically depend on

their bearers’ {e.g, objects that are red).

Holes (eg, the holes in a piece of Emunentaler cheese) onto-

logically depend on their ‘hosts” (e, the plece of Emmenialer
cheese). ‘

(vii} Boundaries (e.g, the boundary around a football field) onto-
logically depend on their *hosts” (e.g;, the football field).

£ For other useful survevs, see also Correla 2008 and Lowe 2005.
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Inall of these cases, if in fact they do constitute examples of pairs of
entities related by an ontological dependence relation of some sort,
the dependence relation in question may plausibly be taken to be
aRsymimerric,

One can define any number of telations which may or may not merit
the ttle, ‘ontological dependence’. As we will see in what follows,
some of the most popular definitions are formulated in modal terms;
others 1n non-modal (e.g, explanatory or essentialist) terms; some
(viz., the existential construals of ontological dependence) emnphasise
requircments that must be met in order for an entity to exist; others
(viz., the essentialist construals of ontological dependence) focus on
requirements that must be met in order for an entity to be the very
catity that it is at each time at which ir exists; some are rigid, in the
sense that they involve a relation between particular entities; others
are generic, in the sense that they involve only a relation between an
entity and some entities or other, which bear certain cliaracteristies.

With this plethora of defined dependence concepts, one wonders
how o evaluate the explanatory usefulness of one such technical no-
tion as compared to another. One possible way to measure success in
this area is by considering how well a pardeular noton does in classi-
tying putative cases of ontological dependence, such as those men-
tioned above. But this explanatory goal of dassifying particular cases
correctly does not yield an uncontroversial measure of success. For
different philosophers, depending on their particelar views concern-
ing specific cases, will disagree over which putatve cases in fact con-
stitute good examples of pairs of entities exhibiting a relation of on-
tological dependence of some sort and fn which direction the de-
pendence relation in question runs. For example, some trope theo-
rists (who view particular objects as bundles of wopes) will disagree
with other trope theorists (who do not view particular objects as
bundles of tropes) over the status of (v according to some trope
theorists, the ‘bearers’ of tropes in fact depend ontologically on the
tropes that compose the bundle in a mauner analogous to (i), viz,
the way in which sets ontologically depend on their members, while
other trope theorists may find that (v} correctly describes a genuine
case of ontological dependence. Morcover, these plilosophers may
or may not find it necessary to be committed to Anstotelian univer-
sals in additton to their cotumitment to tropes, which will of course
aflect the question of whether {vi), in their view, presents us with a
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genume case of ontological dependence. Thus, {1j-(vitt) cannot be
taken to represent judgments that are written in stone: they are mere-
ly intended as lustrations of putitive cases of ontolopical depend-
ence which are popular in the literature; but all of these must be re-
mm,nmoa as negotiable, depending on what other metaphysical com-
mitments are carried by those who endorse or refect any of (i)-(viif)
as genutne cases of untological dependence. J

It is quite common for those who define relations of ontological de-
pendence to employ these notions as markers of ontological funda-
mentality, especially in the formulation of wrdependence criteria of
substancehood, Le., criteria that wark those entities as substances on
which entities belonging to other categories depend ontologically and
which do not themselves ontologically depend on other entitles, ac-
cording to some preferred notion of ontological dependence, Those
who find rthis connection between ontological ndependence and sub-
stancehood congenial can thereby avail themselves of a second pos-
sible measure of success by which to evaluate a particular proposed
definiion of ontological dependence, viz., how well the relation in
question does in distinguishing between the substances and the non-
subsrances. This second possible measure of success also does not
vield an uncontroversial way of evaluating the explanatory usefulness
of 2 purdeular definition of ontological dependence, since different
philosophers will rake different positions on the question of which
taxononne categories of cntiges (if any) should be classified as the
substances and on the question of whedher ontological fundamentali-
ty or substancehood 15 in fact propedy viewed as connected with on-
tological independence in the way proposed by particular independ-
ence criteria for substancehood 2

A third potential measure of success which, 11 my own view, is quite
atrractive 15 how well the account in question accommodates the pos-
sibility that reasonable philusophers wha agree on questions of exist-
ence might nevertheless carry on a substantive disagreement in on-
wlogy over questions of Jundameneality. Thus, two philosophers
mighr for example agree that both pacticulars and universals exise, but
disagree over which category of entities should be classified as oceu-
pying the ontologically fundamental role of substances. One of these

[ discuss the connection berween ontological mdependence and sub-
stancehood further in Noshicks forthcoming.
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philosophers might hold the position that the substances are particu-
lars, perhaps precisely hecause, in this phifosopliers view, universals
in some way ontologically depend on particulars; while the other phi-
losopher might hold the position that universals should be dassified
as ontologically more fundamental than purticulars, perhaps precisely
because, according to this second philosopher, particulars in some
way ontologically depend on universals. If it were stmply a matter of
definttion that the substances are particulars for example, then the
thesis that the substances are particulars would be classified as trivial
and the opposing thesis, that the substances are universals, would be
classified as contradictory. But, ideally, a particular account of onto-
logical dependence should be sulficiently neutral to make room for
the possibility that disagreements in ontology over questions of fun-
damentality, such as the dispute just oudined, might be substantive,
L.e, neither eivially answerable nor based on a contadiction. Since it
is a contested matter whether pacticular disputes in ontology are of
the kind just desceibed, this third potential measure of success once
again does not yield an wncontoversial desideratum with respect to
which a particular account of ontological dependence can be evaluat-

ed.

Finally, I want to express my scepticism concerning appeals to so-
called ‘intuitions” as potential data by which the explanatory useful-
ness of a particular account of ontological dependence may be evalu-
ated. It 5 of coutse a contested question among philosophers what
exactly might be meant by ‘“nmition’, when some role is assigned to
these epistemic states as potential data with respect to which a given
theory may allegedly be evaluated. Often, so-called “intuitions” are
divided into those that are ‘pre-theoretic’” or ‘pre-phulosophical” and
those that already carry with them some degree of theoretical com-
mitment. Consider for example case (vii), the relation berween holes
and their ‘host’, e.g, the holes in a particular piece of Emmentaler
cheese and the prece of FEmmentaler cheese in which they reside. If
by ‘ntuttion’ we have in mind the first kind (ie, so-cailed pre-
theoretic” or ‘pre-philosophical intuidons’) | then T am not sure that it
1s possible to have an ‘intuition” of this kind ro the effect that holes
ontologically depend on their ‘host’. For how could one be in a post-
tion to judge that holes are in fact ontologically dependent on their
‘hosts”, unless one is already 1n possession of some conception of
what sorts of entities holes are and of what is meant by ‘ontological

ONTOLOGICAL DEPENDENCE 35

dependence’ in this connection. But such a conception, if we have
one at all, cannot very well be characrerised as ‘pre-philosophical’ or
‘pre-theorenc’. If, on the other hand, by ‘muidon’, we mean an epis-
temic state that is already informed by philusophical theorising, then
T n‘_c:.n lilkely that the ‘nruition’ in question is somehow wrapped
up with the three explanatory goals [ have identified in this section as
potential measures of success against which a particular account of
ontological dependence may be evaluated. Or, if in addition to the
three explunatory goals T have identified there are additional ones that
[ have missed, then these should be made explicit as well. Once this
has been done, their plausibility can be subjected to scrutmy; but, at
that point, it seems that we have left appeals to ‘intuition” behind and
have entered into the business of explicit theorising:

2. Existential Dependence
2.0 Ontologiea! Dependence in Aristorle’s Categaries’

Ontological dependence is often construed exsstentially. For example,
when Arstotle famously says in the Cutegorvey that all the other entities
depend in some way on the primary substances, lie is standdardly read
as putting forward an existential claim. Thus, the fullowing crucial
passage from the Casgories is commonly teanslated as mnvolving an
existential construal of ontological dependence:

Thus all the other things are either said of the primazy sub-
stances as subjects or in them as subjects. So if the primary
substances did nor exvi7 it would be unpossible for any of the
other things to exirt. (Categories, chapter 5, 2b3—6, my italics)*

Bur where the FEnglish transiation has ‘exist’, the Greek stmply has
the verb ‘winud (‘to bbe’), which can sometimes be rendered in an exis-
teneal sense, but aced not be so rendered. Thus, using the more new-
tral terminology of ‘being” rather than ‘existence’, we may read Aris-
totle as putting forward the following counterfactual dependence
clatm: “If the primary substances were not Jor: did not have being], it
would be impossible for any of the other things to e jor: to have be-
).’ :

* For more discussion on ontelogical dependence in Adistotle, see also

Corkum 2013,
* Translution by | L Ackdll (¢f, Barnes 1984).
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Notice that Aristotle in the passage guoted above speaks of two dif-
ferent ways in which entitics miay depend ontologically on the prima-
ry substances: (i) either by being said of the pritnary substances as
mw:u_mn%m or (i by being in them as subjects. He understands the tech-
nical relation, ‘bemng in a subject’, in the following way: what is in
something (a) not as a part and (b) cannot e separately from what it
is in (Catepories, chaprer 2, 1a24-25}, (Again, the occurrence of ‘to be’
{‘einul’} here is standardly wanslated as ‘exist” .. and cannot e sep-
atately from what it is in’; but the same point as above applies here as
éa_C.H interpret Aristotle’s two dependence relations, viz., being said
of a subject and being in a subject, as corresponding to two different
forms of predication: essential predication, as when we say ol some-
thing (e.g, Socrates) that it s a member of a certain taxonomic cate-
goty, ie, a species (e.g, human being) or a genus {(e.g, animal); and
accidental predication, as when we say of something (e.g., Socrates)
that it bears a certain accidental feature {e.g, paleness),

Neither the dependence relation which cotresponds to the relation,
beirg in a subject (viz., as indicated by accidental predication), nor the
dependence relation which corresponds to the relation, being said of
a subject (viz., as indicated by essential predication), should be read in
an exclusively existential way?® If the parcticular instance of paleness
that currently inhetes in Socrates is construed as a non-repeatable
entity, then it is certainly true that it would be impossible for this in-
dividual instance of paleness to exist unless Socrates existed as well
And, given an Arstotelian conception of universals, it would similarly
be impossible for universals in any category to exist unless individuals
in the category of substance existed as well. For in order for the uni-
versal, colour, to exist for example, individual instances of colour
must exist; and in order for individual instances of colour to exist,
individual substances in which these individual colour-mstances can
inhere must exist.

At the same time, as has often been observed, if we construe onto-
logical dependence in Aristotle’s Curegories in a purely existential fash-

3 Adstotle’s dependence claim in the Caegorres, when read in an exclusively
existential way, gives nse to the following definttion: x existentially depends
on v« If v did not exist, then it would be impossible for x to exist’. A
non-existential reading of ontological dependence in Adistotle 1s also de-
fended in Corkum 2008, 2013 and Peramatzis 2008.
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ion, then the entities he identifies there as primary substances (e,
dividual organisins, such as human beings or horses) would lack the
distinetive wspmietic ontological independence Aristotle seems to

want o attribute o them. For, In order for a substantial individual,
such as Socrates, to exist, some suhsrantial and non-substantial indi-
viduals and universals must exist as well which can be predicated of
Socrates either accidentally or essentially. Even though Socrates can
exist without the particular colour-instances that are predicated of
him accidentally ar any particular time, some colour-instances or oth-
er must be present m him at any dme at which he exists. And the ex-
istence of some colour-instances or other in turn necessilates the ex-
istence of some more general non-substaniial universals as well, such
as paleness and colour, to which these individual colour-instances
essentally belong, Finally, if the more general substantal categories
of which Socrates 15 essentially a member {e.g, the species, human
being, or the genus, animal) did not exist, it would be impossible for
Socrates to exist as well.

Therefore, if the noton of vnwlogical dependence at work in Aris-
totle’s Cuggories were interpreted in a purely existential manner, then
individual substances, such as Socrates, would come out as roughly
on a par with tespect (o their degree of ontological independence
with nos-substantal universals, such as colour. But Aristotle clearly
thinks that individuals in the category of substance are ontologically
mdependent in a way in which other types of entities are not and that

entities of other types are ontologically dependent on the primary
substances 1n 2 way m which they are not also ontologically depend-
ent on other types of entities. We shouldd thus conclude that an exchu-
sively existential construal of Asistode’s dependence thesis in the Cur-
ggonies does not provide the most charitable reading of what Adstotle
has in mind there when he claims that all the other entities in some
way ontologically depend on the primary substances.67

“ Cotkum 2008, 2013 for example wnterprets Arstotle’s conception of

ontological dependence i the following way: other entities are ontologically
dependeat on the primary substances because they inhent their ontological
status from the prmary substances to which they are etther accidentally or
esscatially related, while the primary substances do not in tarn inhent their
onfological status from other entities. How plausible this proposal is of
course depends on how we are to understand the key notion of mhertting
one’s ontological sttus from something; as 1t stands, this notion is not elab-
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2.2 Modal Existential Dependence
2.2.1 Rigid Exastential Necessary Dependence

A straightforward modal/existential notion of ontological depend-
ence is for example that defined by E. . Lowe under the heading,
‘Rigid Fxistential Necessary Dependence’

RIGID EXISTENTIAL NECESSARY DEPENDENCE (ND1)

a is rigidly existentially necessarily dependent on y ey

Necessarily, x exists only if y exists.

In Section 1, the following explanatory goals were identified against
which a particular definition of ontological dependence may be eval-

orated in Corkum 2008 o a sufficient degree to get a good handle on it. For
further discussion, see Corkum 2013, Perumatzis 2008 Interprets Aristotle’s
conception of ontological prority (the flip-side of ontological dependence)
as the ountologicul correlate of definitional prosty. The uotion on which
Peramatzis focuses is thus perbaps more tailored to the views Aristotle es-
pouses in his later work {e.g, the Meruplyiny), where form seems to take on
the status of primary substance, than to those we find in the Curgorie,
where certain kinds of particular objects (e.g., orpanisms and artifacts) oc-
cupy the role of primary substances: for purticalars, for Anstotle, cannot be
defined, but only perceived.

© In contrast, Husser], in the Logical Investigations, seally does seem to
have in mind existential dependence when he speaks for example of a col-
our-moment that is part of a particular more inclusive whole as being
founded upon an extension-moment that is parct of the same whole, and
vice versa. A moment, he says, s a non-indepeadent object in the sense that
it requires something in addition to itself to exist (s more nclusive whole of
wlhich the moment is 2 part) in otder for it 1o exist. And a moment is found-
ed upon another moment, if the first moment cannot exist unless i is part
of a more comprehensive unity which connects it with the second moment.
Both Husserl’s conception of nop-independent object and his conception
of foundation thus seem to appesl to a notion of existential dependence.
For discussion, see for example Correia 2004 and the references found
therem. :

B See also Simons” notion of “Weak Dependence’ (e, Simons 1998, 236),
For Lowe’s most up-to-date views concerning ontological dependence, see
Lowe 20006, 2005 (ast revised in 20093, 2008, 2012, 2013, For discussions of
ontological dependence in his eatlier work, see Lowe 1994, 1998, Also rele-
vant are his views concerning criteria of idenuty; see for example Lowe
1989, 1997, 2009.
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uated. (1) Does it achieve a particular desired classification of para-
digmartic cases of ontological dependence? (1) Ts it useful from the
point of view of furmulating an independence criterion of sub-
stanceitoodr And (i) does it allow for substantive non-existential dis-
agreements in ontulogy over questions of fundamentality? When
evaluated against these explanatory goals, a stralghtforwardly mod-
al/existential construal of ontological dependence along the lines of
(ND1) turns out not to be satsfactory. Such a construal of ontolog:-
cal dependence, among other things, gives rise to the tollowing well-
kuown diffienlties, in particular with respect to desiderata 1) and (if).

Suppose that Aristotle’s elaim n the Casggorie is correct and every-
thing 1n some way ontologically depends on the primary substances,
while the primary substances do not ia the same way ontologically
depend on the other entities. As pointed out for example in Lowe
1994, among the apparent trouble cases which asise for (ND1) are the
fellowing. Suppose that a substance can exist only if certain of its
constituents exssty then, by (ND1), such a substance will furn our to
depend vatolugically on these constituents.®® The same will be true

7 Simony’ notion of ‘Strong Dependence’ or ‘Strong Rigid Dependence’

simply rules out this particular group of apparent counterexamples by add-
ng a clause wlhich requites v not to be a proper part of x (cf. Simons 1987,
303; Simons 1998, 236). This exclusion of proper parts from 1 definition of
ontulogical dependence raises difficult issees, especially when the notion of
otological dependence in question is used in the formulation of an inde-
pendence criterion of substancehood; 1 will not address these issucs here,
but see for example Toner 2010 and Koslick: forthcoming for discussion.

" Tris difficulr 1o find uncontroversial examples which would fllustrate wl v
1t might be plausible to think that an alleged substance candidate can exist
only if certamn of its coustituents exist. I, for one, would argue that organ-
isms for example provide us with a case in pomnt. For, according to the mer-
eological version of Iylomorphism I defend in Koslicki 2008, a particular
organism, such as Socrates, is analysed as a compouad of matter and forrm;
moreover, Socrates’ form and matrer, on this view, are regarded as being
literally avd sticdy speaking proper parts of Socrates, Given the Srong cor-
relation between form and essence, such a view quite naturally gives rise to
the consequence that Socrates can exist only if his form exists. But of
course nearly all the assumptions used in generating this example are highly
controversial and can be {and are) rejected by other philosophers who do
ot subsenbe to this partcalar version of hylomorphism. Perhaps, 1t is suf-
ficient for our pugposes to keep in mind that even a philosepher ke Si-
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if, in sotne cases, a substance can exist only if it originated from a
certain entity. For example, a human being might be thought 1o be
related in this way to the particular sperm and egg or to the particular
zygote {rom which he or she developed. Moreover, suppose there are
objects which exist necessarily (eg, the number 8); then again, by
(ND1), everything will ontologically depend on them. E::E.. suUppose
there are ?ﬁ.wnﬁmana propertes wlhich are necessarily had by their
‘bearers’ {e.g., Socrates” humanity) or four-dimensional mDr:.FJ which
are necessatily coesistent with the substances with which they are
alfiliated (e.g., Socrates’ life); then again, by (NDI), substances will
turn out to be ontologically dependent on these entities. Cases such
as these suggest that modal/existential dependence is too coarse-
grained to yield an adequate notion of ontological dependence.

2.2.2 Generic Fxistential Necessary Uﬁé:&mﬂnm

Not all cases of existential dependence are cases in which an entity
can be said to be rigidly eststendally dependent on another eatity. In
some cases, an entity may only require for its existence that some ent-
ties o7 ofber, which bear certain characteristics, exist as well. To capture
these sorts of cases, Lowe defines the notion of ‘Generic Existential
Necessary Dependence’!

GENERIC EXISTENTIAL NECESSARY DEPENDENCE AZUNV
o is generically existentially necessarily dependent on Fs ¢
Necessarily, x exists only if some Ffs exist,

To illustrate: those who subscribe to an Aristotelian (as opposed to a
Platonist) conception of universals will presumably take (ND132), but
not (ND1), to be appropriate for a characterisation of the relation
between universals and the pardeulars that instantiate them. Por it is
part of the Aristotelian conception that universals can only exist if
pardculars instantiating them exist as well. But the existendal depend-
ence in question would have to be generic and not rigid, since the

mons, who is sympathetic to a modal/existential construal of oatological
dependence, feels the need to add an exclusion clause for proper parts in his
formulation of Strong Dependence’, since he allows for the possibiliey that
alleged substance candidates can ontologically depend on their owa proper
patts in the sense of (nd1).

# See also Simons’ notion of ‘Generic Dependence’ {¢f. Simons 1987,
297).
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Aristorelan conception certainly does not commit one to thinking
that a umiversal, e.g., redness, can exist only if some specific red ob-
ject, ez, a par :C:..x tomata, exists as well, only thar the existence of
some red objects or other is required for the existence of the univer-
sal, redness.

(ND2), however, ts overly coarse-grained for much the same reasons
as (ND1) is: exsstenually generalised versions of all of the same coun-
terexamples that were seen to arise for (NDIY can be generuied for
(=D2) as well. Suppose for mstance that a putative substance candi-
date such as Socrates turns out to be rigidly existentially necessarily
dependent, in the sense of (N131), on certain of his constituents, his
origlns, the number 8, certain necessary properties, or necessarily co-
existent fuur- L::EZ::;__ entities. Then, by (N1H2), Socrates will also
turn out to be gencrically existentially necessarily dependent on some
constituents or oiher, vome entities from which he originated or other,
soie necessary existents {e.g, munbers) or other, some nccessary prop-
erties or other, as well as sowe necessanly coextensive four-
dimensional entities or other. And even if we leave aside explasatory
goal (1) {viz., the formulaton of a plausible criterion of substance-
hood), 7 ud also leads to undestrable consequences with respect to
(1) {viz., the adequate chassification of paradigmarc cases of ontologi-
cal dependence). For, according o (ND2), a universal (e.g., redness)
for example turns out to be genericully existentially necessarly de-
pendent not only on its Instances {viz., the partucular red objects), but
also oo numbers, wiangles, sets and everything else thar can plausibly
be taken to exist necessarily. Thus, while the notion of ﬁ_nﬁm:ao:na
defuned 1n (NDZ) may o achieve some explanatory goals (e.g, it may be
of help in characterising the Hn?ac:mr_w between an Aristotelian uni-
versal and the partcalars that instandate it), it certainly cannot single-
handedly sadsfy all that we expect from a notion of ontological de-
nendence.

2.3 Other Formy of Fixistentiul Dependdene
2.3.1 Necessary vs. Essential Existential Dependence

A perststent problem which besets all modal/existential construals of
ontological dependence, as noted above, is that they appear to be too
coarse-grained to yield the correct results in cases involving necessari-
ly existing entides. For example, as 1t stands, all of the mod-
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al/existential construals of ontological dependence considered so far
seem to mus-classify the relatonship between a putative substance
candidate, such as Socrates, and the number 8 or numbers in general
For example, according to (ND1), Socrates would be classified as sig-
idly existenually necessarily dependent on the number 8, since neces-
sarily Socrates exists only 1f the mumber 8 exists, given our assump-
tion that the number § exists necessacrily. Sinularly, (ND2} classifies
Socrates as generically existentially necessauly dependent on numbers
in general, since necessarly Socrates esists only if some number or
other exists, piven our assumption that numbers in general exist nec-
essarily. Moreover, we also noted that, M:&ﬁ%n:&m:ﬁq of the question
of whether a particular criterion succeeds in classifying the substanc-
es correctly, (NID2) also yields the unattractive resule that the universal,
redness, for example mrns out to be dependent on necessarily exist-
ing entities, such as numbers, triangles and sets.’2

One possible solution to these problems (endossed by both E. T
Lowe and IKit Fine) is to adopt a swsr-modal conception of essence,
which contrasts with the more mainstream wode/ conception of es-
sence in the following way. " An essential truth, according to a modal
conception of essence, is just a modal wuth of a certain kind (viz.,

12 Whether Anstotle’s counterfactual dependence claim in the Careor
when interpreted existentiafly (Ff the primary substances did not exist, it
would be mmpossible for the other eatities to exast as well’), also mis-
classifies these cases depends on how one deals with counterfactuals with
impossible antecedents, such as “If the nuwnber 8§ did not exist, it would be
impossible for Socrates to exist as well’ or “If nunbers in general did not
exist, it would be impossilble for Socrates to exist as well’. Certainly, if coun-
terfactuals with impossible antecedents are treated as trovially true, then this
counterfactual/ existental construal of ontological dependence will yield the
same counferintuitive results as (NI and (NDZ) with respect to cases 1n-
volving necessasily existing enfities.

B A non-modal conception of essence was held by Avistotle (cf. Poyerver

Apahitic) and also constitutes a central component of the neo-Aristotelian
approach to metaphysics defended over the last two decades by Kit Fine (see
for example Fine 1994, 19954, 1995, 1995¢). (The similarities and differ-
ences between Amstotle’s and Fine’s non modual conception of essence are
discussed m more detail in Koslicki 2012a) The rcEEu::m modal concep-
fon of essence is so widespread among contempotury metzphysicians that it
1s almost unnecessary (o give references; but for some representative exam-
ples, see Plantinga 1974, Forbes 1985, Mackic 2006,
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one that 15 both necessary and de 72, Le., about a certain object); and
an essential property is just 2 feature an object has necessasily, if it is
to exist. The essendal truths, according to this approach, are thus just
a subset of the necessary truths; and the essential propeces of oh-
jects are just a spectal _;:a of nec essary ?O?H: Quine for m;b:ﬁ@
has such a modal conception of essence in mind, when he argues that
the view he calls ‘Avistotelian essentzlism’ is incoherent, because it
requires quantification into intensional contexts {cf. Quine 1953).

But the view Quine calls ‘Aristotelian essentialisn’ is for a variety of
reasons not one Anstorle himself would have found congenial, since
he does not subscribe to a modal conception of essence. For Aristor-
le, thie essenual truths are not even included among the g 7 necessary
truths; and the essential features of an object are sinilarly nort includ-
ed among its de re necessary features. Rather, Aristotle conceives of
the de re necessary truths as being distinct and derivatve from the
essential truths; and he conceives of the 4o re necessary fearures of
objecrs, traditionally known as the ‘propria’ or ‘necessary accidents’,
as being disunct and dertvative from, the essential features of objects.
For example, tor Aristotle, while 1t is part of the essence of planerts
that they are heavenly bodies that are near, ir is merely a d2 r¢ neces-
sary f\_usﬁ non-essential) feature of planets that they do not twinkle;
the farter follows from, but is not strictly speaking part of the essence
ot planets. Thus, the definiton, whose job it is to state the essence or
what 1t is to be a planet, would have to include that planets are heav-
enly bodies that are near; but the definiden shoulkd not also nclude
that plunets do not twinkle, since this would wrongly represent a de-
sivative feature of planets (namely their not twinkling} as a basic or
non-derivative  feature of them (namely their nearness to the
eart v.f,wu

)

" See for example Arnstotle, Posterror Auuditir, A13 and B.16. Adstotle
thought of the planers and other heavenly bodies as being arranged and
moving in accordance with a series of fixed heavenly spheres, with the earth
lying ar the center. This arrangement, whicl i Aristotle’s view is eternal and
perfect, does not aliow for change with respect to the movement of the
heavenly hodies or their position relative to the earth.

BT realize that this tatk of something’s Leing part of an essence or some-
thing’s being included in a defimition (a statement of the essence) of some-
g is shscure and stunds m aeed of clucidation. A proper attempt at elu-
cidating whar might be meant by these phrases would take us 100 far afield
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Those who are attracted to such a non-modal conception of essence
now have the option of formulating stronger essentalist versions of
(ND1) and (ND2), as Hlustrated by Lowe’s (11D1) and {1iD2):

RIGID EXISTENTIAL ESSENTIAL DEPENDENCE (ED1)
x 1s fgadly existentally essentially dependent on y <7
It is part of the essence of » that & exists only if y exists.

GENERIC EXISTENTIAL ESSENTIAL DEPENDENCE (ED2)
x 15 generically existentially essentially dependent on Fs ¢up
itis part of the essence of x that « exists only if some Fs exist.

Presumably, given an appropriately constrained conception of es-
sence, (ED1) and (EDZ) are not open (o the same range of apparent
counterexamples as (NDE) and (ND2). To illustrate, even though it is a
de re necessary truth about Socrates that e exists only if the number
8 or numbers in general exist, it is not sunilarly plausible to think that
what it 15 10 be Socrates has anything to do with numbers, Hence,
with a suitably narrow concepton of essence in hand, we can resist
classifying the proposition that Socrates exists only if the number 8
exists or the proposition that Socrates exists only if npumbers in gen-
eral exist as an essential oruth about Socrates. In what follows, when 1
speak of “essence’, ‘essential features’, ‘essential truths’, etc., T have in
mind such a suitably constrained non-maodal conception of essence.

Unfortunately, even if we move {rom modal to non-modal formula-
ttons of exsstential dependence, there arve stll reasons o be dissatls-
fied with purely existential construals of ontological dependence
from the point of view of meeting the explanatory goals set out in
Section 1. Potential trouble-cases for non-modal existentdal construals
of ontological dependence incdude the fullowing: Socrates” humanity
{(which may be taken ta be, depending on one’s oudook, for example
a trope that essentially belongs to Socrates or a universal that is essen-

(but see Koslicki 2012a and 2012b, for some zelevant discussion). For Fine,
since he conceives of essences as propositions {or collections of proposi-
tions) and tzkes these propositions to have constituents, one can understand
the idea of something’s being part of the essence {or its being incladed in
the definition) of sometlung in terms of the notion of being a constituent
of a proposition. But, if one does not subsceibe to this conception, then the
question of what it would mean for something to be part of the essence {or
to be included in the definition) of something sull remamns ro be answered.
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tally wstantated by Socrates); Socrates” form {according to a neo-
Apstoteltan conception of unified whaoles as hylomaorphic com-
pounds); Socrates” essential proper parts (it he has any); or Socrates’
orgin (assuming Kripkes Essentiality of Origins thesis). If in at least
some of these cases it s plausible to think that it is part of the es-
sence of Socrates for example that he exists only if the entity m gues-
ton exists, then putative substance candidates, such as Socrates, will
again be classified as existentally dependent entities even according
to (KD1) and (1D2),.

There 13 of course a lot that could be said by the defender of a non-
modal extstenual concepron of untological dependence about each
of the ttems on this list of apparent wouble cases. For example, one
could deny rhat putatve substance candidates are hylomorphic com-
pounds; or that they are aumerically distinet from their forms; or that
they have essental proper parts; or that their origins are essential to
them; and so on. One rather popular suategy which, as [ argue in
Koshckr forthcoming, is to be avoided is simply to exclude by stipula-
tion some group of apparent counterexamples {e.g., universals) from
ones favourie definition of ontolugical dependence or from one’s
preferred mdependence criterion of substancehood. Those who en-
dorse tis strategy violate the third of our three desiderata identified
i Section 1 {viz,, to allow for meaningful non-existennal disapree-
ments in outology over questions of fundamentality), since questions
that should be considered to be extremely substantive {e.g., whether
the substances are umversals or particulars) are then classified as ei-
ther trivially answerable (because their answers follow straightfor-
wardly from a definiuon) or as based on a contradiction (if it is as-
sumed for example that the substances are by definition particulars).

2.3.2 Rigid and Permanent Existential Dependence

Fabrice Correia and Benjamin Schnieder have also put forward an
extstential construal of ontological dependence which 1s not purely
modal, since it makes use of the connective, ‘because’, on the tight-
hand side of the definivion. This connective, due to its explanatory
nature, 1s not assunied to be open 1o an analysis in exclusively modal
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terms. The following definition of TRigid Permanent Existential De-
pendence’ (RPED) comes from Schaoieder 2006;16

RIGID AND PERMANENT EXISTENTIAL DEPENDENCE Qﬁumwv

x pigidly and permanently extstentially depends upon 3 «sar

There is an F, such that necessarily for any time, 4 at which x exists,
exists at / because yis Fat ¢

Schnieder considers the following to be a paradigmatic case of
(RPED): a particular redness trope, in his view, is vpidly and peru-
nently existentially dependent on 2 particular tomato, say, in which it
inheres, since there is an F viz,, reduess, such that necessarily for any

time, £, at which the tomato’s redness trape exists, it exists at that time
because the tomato is red a¢ that time,

{(RPHD) strikes me as problematic for several reasons. To avoid the
apparent counterexamples considered above to which mod-
al/existential construals of o ological dependence fall prey, we have
to assume that the explanatory connective, ‘because’, sets some con-
straints on how F may be picked relative to the objects, x and v, under
consideration, Consider for example the following blatantly anhelpful
attempt at instantiating (RP1D): Socrates rigidly and permanently exis-
tentially depends on the number 8 just in case there is an F, .1, actu-
ally mumbering the planets, such that necessarily for any time, t, at
which Socrates exists, Socrates exists ar t because the number 8 acta-
ally numbers the planets at that time. Clearly, it should turn out not 1o
be the case that Socrates depends on the number 8 in this way. And it
does of course sound extremely odd to say that Socrates exists at any
time, t, because the number 8 actually nurubers the planets at that
time: for the fact that the number 8 acrually numbers the planets ac
any particular time strikes us as explanatorlly completely irrelevant to
the question of why Socrates exists at that time. But unless more is
satd about how to construe explanatory refevance and irrelevance in
this context, the oddness of ‘Socrates exists at t fecanre the sumber 8

" Schuieder 2006, 412, (My statement of {&11:D) is slighty different from
Schueder’s ‘([Dep-7Y, but only in stylistic ways) Schnieder staies that he pre-
fers an ‘munocucus’ mterpretation of the yuantifier in “There is an F, 7,
which apparently ranges over properties, along the lines of Ravo and Yablo
2001 {Schnieder 2006, 416 n. 26). Corteia’s notion of ‘basing’ {Correta 2005,
06£f) and his definition of ‘simple dependence’ in terms of ‘basing’ is similar
to Schnieder’s ‘(Dep-7)’; see also Correia 2008,
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actually numbers the planets at  does not strike me as in any way
dhusninanng of the oddness we alr cady recognise in ‘Socrares’ exist-
ence at t zendy on the number 8 actually numbering the planets ar .
IF anything, it seems that the direction of flumination would have to
go the other way around: the fact that the number 8 actually numbers
the planets av a e t s explanatorily irrelevant to Socrates” existence
at t because Socrates’ existence at t does nor depend on the number 8
actually numbering the planets at ¢ and not the other way around. In
other words, it is not that two entities, facts, states of affairs, or what
have vou, stand in 2 dependence relation because an explanatory link
obtams between them; rather, a good explanatdon should reflect an
underlyving dependence refation between the relata in question, as for
example the job of a poud causal explanation is to capture an under-
lving causal dependence relation.t?

Suppose, on the other hand, that implicit guidelines are in place for
how Fin (RPED) s 1o be chosen relative to the entities, and 3. When
the entities in question are for example the tomato’s redness trope
and the tomato in which it inheres, then we may assume that it is
sotnchow determined that the esplanatorily relevant F in question
that must be exhibired by rhe tomato at each time ar which the toma-
to’s redness trope exists is redness {rather than, say, colour), i which

" Schuieder does provide some furiher elucidation concerning the kind of
explanatory connection that he rakes o be relevant o {rped). In his view, the
explisatory “hecause” in statements of vatologival dependence is to be con-
sirued . an objective conceprual way: “In general, statements involving
complex or elaborated concepts are explained with tecourse to more prim-
tive concepts (which may or may not enler huo an analysis of the complex
conceprs)’ (Schrieder 2006, 405). For example, for Schateder, the concept
denoted by the phrase, ‘the tomato’s redness’, 15 a complex or eliborated
concept which is to be explained with recourse 1o more primitive concepts,
e.g., those at play in the statement “The tomato s red’. But it does not seem
plausibile ro think that faces sbow ontological dependence in general can he

eaplained by what is or i3 not classified as primitive or complex relative 10 a
particular conceptual sysiem. In‘some cases, nothing important may hang on
whether one notion or another is taken as prizutive by a particular concep-
taal system {e.g, point versus line in some systemss of geomeltry). In other
cases, one coneept van be more complex than another, even though whar
the firsi stauds for is ontologically more fundamental than what the second
stands for {e.g, argaahly, the concepts, water and H2O-molecule, Mlustrate
this pussibiling).
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case the right-hand side of (RPED) reads as follows: there is an F.
redness, such that necessarily for any time, t, at which the romato’s
redness trope exists, it exists at £ because the tomato is red ar that
time. But now we ought to wonder whether (RPED) has really charac-
tetised the direction exhibited by the alleged explinatory conncction
in question correctly for the following reasons.

Only certain kinds of trope theorists would find this particular in-
stanice of (RPED) congenial. For, as noted in Section T, some trope
theorists (who take the bearers” of tropes to be mere bundles of
tropes) would presumably think that die ontological dependence be-
tween tropes and their “bearers’ runs in the opposite direction, ie.,
that the ‘bearers’ of tropes arc ontologically dependent on the topes
that make up the particular bundle in question, analogously to the
way in which non-empty sets are ontologically dependent on their
members. So we should ask ourselves whether (Ri11) in fact correct-
ly represents the commitments of those tope theorists who are sym-
pathetic to the idea that wopes ontologically depend on their “bear-
ets’, and not the other way around.

And it seems to me that (RPED) again fails to capure the explanatory
link in question correctly. For one thing, it 18 questionable whether
for the kind of trope-theorist we have in mind the existence of the
tomato’s redness trope at t is really a distinet fact or state of affairs
trom the tomato’s being red at t. But if we are dealing here with just a
single fact, then the irreflexivity of the explanatory ‘hecause’ has been
violated by this putative instance of (RPED), since now a single fact or
state of affairs is said 1o be expluined in a circular fashion in terins of
iself£™ On the other hand, if the cxistence of the tomatos redness
trope at ¢ does, for the trope-theorist at issue, constitute a distinct fact
from the tomato’s being red at t, thes it seems that such a philoso-
pher would want to explain the tomato’s being red at t in terms of
the existence of a redness trope that inleres in the tomato at t, and
not the other way around. Otherwise, one wonders what work the
trope theoist’s commitment to the existence of tropes is really doing
in the fiest place and whether we could not get by fust as well without

 But see Schnieder 2010 for 2 response to this kind of worry. Schnieder
argues there that ‘because’ is sensitive not oaly to the identity of the facts
atroduced by 1rs clauses, but also to the way in which these facts are pre-
sented.
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them. Esther way, (RPID), it seems, does not correctly capiure the
relevant trope-theorist’s conception of the relation between the to-
mato’s redness trope and the tomato in which it inheres.

24 Beiny vi. Fnistence

In additon 1o the more detailed objections to various specific exis-
tenrial construals of ontological dependence we have considered in
the foregoing sections, there are also more general reasons for want-
ing ro divorce ontological dependence from existential dependence
(whether modally analysed or not). Even though the putative cases of
wutologieal dependence listed in Section 1 all seem to involve existen-
tial dependence, [ agree with Fine (1995a) that existential construals
of ontological dependence do not guite et us to the heart of this
relation. Flne comments on existential accounts of ontological de-
pendence as follows:

The present exunples [viz., impossible objects and identity
properties] highlight a problem that besets any existential ac-
count of dependence, whether it be modal or essentalist in
form. For, it does not seem right to identfy the ‘%heing’ of an
object, its being what it s, with its existence. In one respect,
existence is too weak; for there s more to whar an object is
than its mere existence. In another respect, existence 1§ oo
strong; for what an object is, its awtzre, need not include exist-
ence as a part. (Fine 19954, 274, my isalics)

" The wwo examples Fine has in mind here (impossible objects and identi-
¥ properiics) are as follows. Consider round squares: 1f ir makes sense o
say that round squates have natures, ie., thar there is such a thing as whas it

1s be a round square, then the use of the verb, ‘to be’, here cannot be con-
strued 0 a primasily exisential way, since it 15 impossible for round squares
to exist. Secondly, consider the property of being identical to Socrates. Sup-
pose {as Fine does for the purposes of this example} thar this property ex-
1515 necessurily and sappose further thar the property of being 1dentical to
Sucrates ontologically depends on Socrates (ie., it 15 that very property be-
cause 1t s the identitv-property associaled with Socrates). It would agaia be
wrong 1o coustrue the relationship i question as existential dependence,
since by hypothesis) the identity-property exists necessarily while Socrares
exists only contingentdy, Thus, there are words in which the dentity-
property exists while Socrates does not: in order for the identity-property i
question to exist, it therefore cannot be required that Socrates exists as well;
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It 15 tempting to think that the relationship between smiles and
mmoiths for example is not exhausted by noting that the exsstence of
smiles requires the existence of mouths {pace the Cheshire cat). Ra-
ther, as we will explore in the next section, what gers us closer to the
core of this relution is the idea central to essentalist approaches to
ontological dependence that in saying what it is to be 2 smile we must
appeal to mouths and what these mouths can do; but in saying what
it is fo be a mouth, we need not in turn appeal to smiles and what
smiles can do. We would niot have exhausted the fall force of the rela-
tion of ontological dependence if we were to construe the use of the
verb, ‘to be’) in the context of this “what it is to be’ construction, in
an exclusively existential way. Nevertheless, it does seem plausible ro
think {in a wide range of cases at least) that cntological dependence
entails modal/esistential dependence, ie, that when an entity, x, on-
tologically depends on an entity, 3, it is also true that necessarly x ex-
ists only if y exists (see also Lowe 1998).% The converse, on the other
hand, does not always hold, as the wouble cases for the mod-
al/existential approach rehearsed above llustrate: 1t is not wue across
the board that f aecessanly x exists only if y exists, then x onlologe-
cally depends on y. I will now turn to the ditficult question of what
sort of alternative reading we should substitute n ann of an exis-
tential construal of ountological dependence. The main goal of the
current section was sunply to indicate that an exclusively existential
construzl of ontological Qrmunzgomro whether modal or non-modal,
does not adequately reflect all that is encompassed by this notion.

but rthe identity-property may nevertheless depend on Socrates with respect
to its betng what it 1s, its patare. | am aot eadorsing the details of either of
Fines two examples, which are of cousse quite controversial; my purpose
here is only to explain what e has 11 mind in the passage ated above, wilk
whose general point I wholeheartedly agree.

2 In order to preserve this eamilment from ontological dependence to
modal/existensial dependence, Fine's example invelving the property of
being identical to Socrates would have 1o be addressed in some fushion. For
the entailment from ontological dependence to modal/existential depend-
ence seems to fajl in this case.
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3. Essential Dependence
30 Essentead Identity Dependence

Lowe agrees that, among his defined notions, even (111} and {1iD32)
do not yer suffice 1o establish a genuwne contrast between those con-
crese partculur objects which, in his view, deserve the status of sub-
stances and all the other types of entties. To this end, he introduces a
further species of essenttal dependence, viz, ‘Hssental Identry De-
pendence’;

ESSENTIAL IDENTITY DEPENDENCE QWUMV
s is essentally identry dependent on y ¢y There 1s some function ¢
such that it 15 part of the essence of x that s = p{y).2!

As a paradigmatic nstunce of (11D3) Lowe cites for example the rela-
don berween a macried couple and the individual members of the
married couple, or the relation between a set and its members:® n
the first of these cases, according to Lowe, there is some function, ¢,
viz,, the ‘marriage function’, such that 1t is part of the essence of the
particular married couple in question that it is the result of applying
the ‘marriage function” w the two individual members of the married
couple; and, in the second, there is some functon, i, viz., the ‘set-
formanon” functon, such that 1t 18 part of the essence of Socrates’
singleton set that it is the result of applying the ‘sci-formation func-
o’ o Soceates, Thus, marsied couples and sets, according to Lowe,
are essentally identity dependent on their individual members. Since
1D3) eatadls (1LD1) and (1D2); sets and married couples are also rigid-
by existentially essentially dependent on thely members and, a fortiori,

1

S (E3) of course also has a modal counterpart, (ND3), according to which
% i necessanly identiry dependent on v iff there 13 some function ¢ such that
necessarily s = e(y). But simce (N3} 1s siill susceprible to the same sorts of
apparent counterexamples to modal formulations of vnrological depend-
ence as the relations considered ubove, I will m what follows leave (N13)
aside and focus instead on the essenttalist version of 1dentity dependence,
{1D3).

2 Sectly speaking, in order for {1133 to apply o these two examples, the
definiion of essental identity dependence would have to be modified m
moEE.wEm like the mczcéwsm way: ‘v is essentially identiy mnmn:uni on a
phovlity of entities, y, ...y, <y wmgn,m.w 15 a function ¢ such that it is pasct of
the essence of A that v = SC..,‘ :.h:. I what follows, 1 will simply assume
that this modified definition ss substtuted for (1:03), wherever appropriate.
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generically existentially essentally dependent on having some mem-
bers or other.

The first thing to note about (FD3) is that it does in fact take us be-
yond a purely existential construal of ontological dependence. (1D3)
does not set a condition involving an entity, ¥, which must be met in
order for an entity, x, to exist; rather, (1:123) sets a condition mvolving
an entity, y, that is required for 7 idenury, which presumably is nor to
be conflated with s existence. The substantive content of (RI>3)
concerns whether or not it is part of the essence of an entity that it is
the result of applying a certain function (whose existence we can pre-
sumably uncontroversially presuppose) to another entity or entities.
With (£D3), we have therefore moved beyond a purely existential
construal of ontological dependence and thus syuarely into the realm
of essential dependence.

10 have a good grasp of what it takes for the condition set by (BD3)
to be met or to fail to be met by a given entity would of course re-
quire that we know what Lowe means by ‘function’ in this context
and under what cifcumstances it is or is not part of the essence of an
entity to be the result of applying a certain function to another entity
or entities. Although Lowe is less explicit on these issues than we
might like him to be, he appeats fo be construing (BN3) with the no-
ton of a wiferion of identity n mind? In Lowe 1989, we are offered
the following general schema for a criterion of idenary, where ‘@
stands for a sortal term of some kind (e.g., ‘set’y and ‘R stands for a
relation in terms of which the critetion of identity In question is
tormulated (e.g, the relation of having the same members):

Ci A/%X.v ﬁ<.u.v Amﬂuvq\/ 9& — mv« = e %PQWV

Lowe takes an instance of (C1) to be given for example by the Axiom

1 The model advanced in Lowe 1989 and 1997 for how to think of criteria
of identity eakes tts inspiration from Frege’s remarks concerning lines and
directions in the Fosndations of Arithmetic: “The judgement “line 15 parallel to
line &7 ... can be taken as an identity. If we do this, we obtain the concept
of a direction, and say: “the direction of line o is identical with the direction
of hne £ (Frege 1953, §64). Frege here seems to be offering the following
crterion of identity for the directions of lines: if x is a line and y is a line,
ther the direction of x = the dircction of y just in case line x and line y are
parallel.
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same set just in case ¥ aticd v have the same members; or, as Lowe
would purig, i set a cermin set is is fixed by whish members the set

of Extensionality for sets: if x and y are sers, then x and v are the

in question has. For entities that exist in time, we are to construe (ChH
for present purposes as vielding a snudrusi criterion of identity or
what may aiso be called a “principle of individuation’, i.e., a criterion
that specifies what it takes for an entty to be the very entity that it is
af a ume, rather than a duclhronic criterion of identiry, i.e., a criterion
that specifies what it takes for an entity to persist orer time.

With this in mind, we may now approach (103} as follows: an entity,
%, is essentially idenuty dependent on an entity, ¥, when which entity x
s 15 fixed by A% relationship to 324 If a substance candidate, such as
Soceates, is 10 count as an ontologteally independent entity in the
sense of (1XD3), then it must be the case that which entity Socrates is is
not fixed by his relationship to any other entitics. For Lowe, this
means that no svnchronic eriterion of dentity or principle of indi-
viduation that appeals 1o namerically distince entities can be given at
all for substance candidates such as Socrates: that they are the very
entities they are at each time at which they exist is simply to be taken
as a non-dervative fact about these endties. Thus, if Socrates is in
fact to qualifv as a substance, then it must be the case that he does
not owe his individuation or synchronic identity, ie, his being the
very entity that he is at each time at which he exists, to his relaton-
ship ro any other entiry surerically distinet from himself2

24

* One complicaton in applying (CI) to (ed3) is that (CI; 15 formulated in
terms of sortal concepts, whereas {ed3) concerns individual endties. T will
assume, however, that we can apply (CI) to (ed3) in the following way: since
for example rhe identity of sets in general is fixed by appeal to their mem-
bers, the idestity of every individual ser is therefore fixed by appeal to its
parixcular members. For more discussion of Lowe’s views concersing the
relation between criteria of identity and principles of individuation, see
Lowe 2012, .

2 in Lowe’s view, the unavailebility of a criterion of individuation or syn-
chronic identity for substances is compatible with the avallability of a dia-
chronie criterzon of dennry for such entities, ‘Thus, for Lowe, composite
substances persist over fime just in case 4 certain eyquvalence relation holds
that 15 defined over their acrual or possible components (cf. Lowe 1989,
168}, But why the asymmetry between identity at a time and identity over
nme? Why 1s Socrates’ status as a substance not threatened by the fact that




54  KOSLICKI

Lowe’s conception of the ontological independence of substances is
?rvﬁbrzu; incompatible with the n.&rzapw:v of origins, which he
finds in any case implausible. For if it were patl of Socrates’ essence
tor example to have originated from a particular zygote, then it might
seem that a criterion of ndividuation ot synclironic identiry could be
found for a substance-candidate such as Socrates, viz., one which ap-
peals to Socrates” otigins.26 Moreover, Lowe’s conception of the on-
tological independence of substances also conflicts with a certain
natural interprefation of the neo-Aristotelian position according to
which unified wholes are compounds of matter and form. For if it
were part of the essence of a substance candidate, such as Socrates,
to be a compound of some particular matter and some particular
form, then it might appear again that Socrates could be individuated
by appeal to his form or matter. Since Lowe is sympathetic to the
neo-Asistolelian hylomorphic concepton of unified wholes as com-
pounds of matter and form, he cannot avoid the conflict just raised
by denying the premises that generate it. Instead, he adopts a differ
ent escape route, which ttself carries with it considerable costs: in
Lowe 1999, he argues that hylomorphic compounds should be idensi-
Jied with their form and therefore are not wmpoands of matter and
form at all. Finally, if a substance candidate, such as Socrates, can
have essential tropes {e.g., Socrates’ particular instance of humaniry),
then it will have to rurn out that even though it is part of the essence
of the tropes in question that they are the result of applying some

be persists over time due to a certain relationship that his proper parts at
one time bear to his proper parts at another, while his status as a substance
apparently would be jeopardised if something similar were true of lus identi-
ty at a time? Presumably, the answer to this question, for Lowe, is that dia-
chronic identity presupposes synchronic identity. For suppose that it is pos-
sible for Socrates (say) to have existed for only one instant: in that case, hss
existence at this instant would nevertheless have required that he is the very
entity that he is ar that instant; but his synchronic identity at thar instant
does not require that he persists over ume. If, on the other hand, Socrates
persists aver time, his diachronic identity does require that, at each time at
which he exists, he is at that time (ie., synchronically) identical to himself,

% Though it should be said that it s 2 controversial question even wnong
those who subscdbe to a modal conception of essence whether concrete
particular objects can in fact be individuated across wodds by means of their
otigins. See for example Forbes 1985, 1986, 1997, 2002; Mackie 2002, 2006;
and the references to be found therein,
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functon w thewr ‘bearer” (e.g;, the “abstraction” function), it is not sim-
tlarly part of the essence of the substance which is the ‘bearer’ of
these essential rropes that it is the result of applying some function
(c.g., the ‘construction” function) to its essential tropes, perhaps be-
cause substances are not taken to be bundies of ropes, on Lowe’s
conception® We will have the opportunity to consider a further po-
tential trouble-case for essentialist construals of ontological depend-
ence below, immediately after the introduction of the account fa-
voured by Kit Fine in the next section.

il U@ el

3.2 Counstitutive F:
Fine 19952 defimes the fullowing essentialist notion of ontological
dependence, which I will call ‘Constitutive Essential Dependence”

CONSTITUTIVE ESSENTIAL DEPENDENCE (ED4)
X Is constitutively essentally dependent on y <3¢

15 a constituent of &% essence (narrowly construed),

Smiles for example, on this account, ontologically depend on mouths
in the sense that mouths are constituents of the essences of smiles;
but the reverse 1s not the case, i.e., smiles are not also constiruents of
the essences of mouths.28

=

*In secnton 231, I brought up the following appurent counterexwnples to
(1) and (1D2): Socrates” humanity, conceived of either as (a) an essential
trope or as (1) a universal that s essentially mstansiated by Socrates; (¢} Soc-
rates’ form {according to a neo- Aristotelian conc eption of anified wholes as
Bylomorphic compounds); (d) Socrates” essential proper parts (if he has
any}; or {¢) Socrates’ origin {usswning the essentiality of ongins). As noted
here, Lowe has responses to (a), (<}, {d) and (e). () is not a problem for
(103, since the 1dennty of a particular cannot be parasitic on its being an
instance of a universal, even where the universal in question s essential o it,
since othier particulars may instantiate the same universal. With respect to
(d), Lowe would presumaldy silacy deny that a potential substance candi-
date such as Socrates has any essental proper parts which derermine his
synchronic ideatity, since 1 his view #o numerdeally distinet entity (including
proper partsy determines that a substance is the very thing that it 15 at any
e al which i exises.

* Fine’ account assumes that we may think of essences as propositions of
callectrons of propositons and that these propositions have coastituents.
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Fine’s approach o ontological dependence cructally relies on 2 dis-
tinction between essence, narrowly consttued (‘constitutive essence’,
and essence, more widely construed {consequential essence’). Unless
some  such  ‘natrow/wide’  distincdon  for  essences can  he
drawn, Fine’s account of ontological dependence threatens to be-
come vacuous, in the sense that everything will turn out to depend
ontologically on everything else. This result follows because, however
exactly we deaw the constitutive/consequential distinction, the con-
sequential essence of any entity, on Fine’s conception, is closed under
logical consequence and all the logical traths therefore end up in the
consequential essence of everything whatsoever. Since for example
the proposition that the number 2 is self-identical is a logical truth,
the number 2 will tuen up as a constitent in the consequential es-
sence of every object whatsoever. And because the number 2 here
was picked arbitrarily and every object is self-identical, every object
by the same reasoning turns up as a constituent in the consequential
essence of every other object. Thus, if an entity were to count as be-
ing ontologically dependent on all those objects which figure as con-
stituents in propositions that belong to its consequential essence,
then the notion of ontological dependence would have been trivial-
tsed and every object would turn out to be ontologically dependent
on every other object. 1t is thus important, at least for the purposes
ol defining the nodon of ontological dependence in terms of es-
sence, that the notion of essence, as it figures in (R4, is understood
in the appropriately narrow sense of ‘constitutive essence’.2?

® Given Fine’s non-modal conception of essence, the narrow notion of

constitutive essence may be taken as primitive and the wider notion of con-
sequential essence defined in teems of it through logical closure: the conse-
quentiat essence of an entity is that collection of propositions which con-
rans all the logical consequences of those propositions that are included in
the entty’s constitutive essence, Ontological depeadence can then be de-
fined in terms of the narsow notion of conslitutive essence. As I argue In
Koskick: 2012h, the other ditection {taking the wider notion of CORSEQUELL-
tial essence as primitive and denving the aarrower notion of consequential
esscnce from it through the so-called ‘generalising out’ procedure} is unsue-
cessful. For a more deniled discussion of Finc’s nczm:_:D..,.c\.\ncman:m;:.mw
distinction for essences, see Goeman 2003, 20006a, 2006b; Koslicki 2012a,
2012h. .
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Fine wssuimes that, for the purposes at hand, essences can be identi
hed with collections of propositions that are true in virtue of the
entity of the parncular object or objects whose essences they are.
such collections of propusitions that are crue in virtue of the identiry
of an object or objects, in Fine’s view, can also sinultanecously be
thought of as real definidons for the object or objects in question.
There s not, then, on this approach, much of a distinction between
essences and real definitdons.

Bur we may wish to proceed somewhat differently and leave room for
a less propositional comception of essences, such as that endorsed by
Aristotle for example. For Aristode, the essence of a kind of thing
tncludes at least its form. (Whether the essence of a kind of thing
also includes additonal components besides the form, eg., the mac
ter, is 4 controversial question which [ will not address here.} For ex-
ample, the essence of a living being, in Aristotle’s view, encompasses
at least 1ts soul, e, the form of the Living being. Bue, given Aristotle’s
assoctation of the soul with cerrain kinds of powers or capacities [dy-
aumeis], ez, the capacity for growth and sounshment, locomotion,
perception and thought, it would be strange o think of the soul of a
living being as a collection of propositicns. It is perhaps more natural
to take real definftions, which Arisrotle regards as linguistic entires
| of some sort, viz., formulae or statements of the essence, as
collections of propositions or perhaps as only 2 single proposition, if
there is only a single canonical way of stating the essence of a kind
of thing. The basic wlea underlying Fine’s essentialist approach to on-
wlogical dependence can then be reformulated in terms of real defi-
nitions as follows:

s

DEFINITIONAL ESSENTIAL DEPENDENCE (ED5)
18 ammE:.Q::z.c essentially dependent on § e3gr

Jis 2 constituent of a real definition of x»

The formulaton of (15135 in the fext contains ‘o real definition’, rather
than e real defiminion’, since I want 1o leave open for the fime being
whether an entily can have more than one real definition. This possibility
would obtain if two different propositions {or collections of propositions)
could be equally explanatory of the essential nature of the entity in question.
For further discussion of the notion of real definition, see Koslicki 2012,
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3.3 Diyewssion

I will end by mentioning 2 potential trouble case for the essentdalise
accounts of ontological dependence proposed by Lowe and Fine?!
(ED3), (FD4) and (K135} have the following odd conseguence. Assum-
ing that it is in fact the case, following the Axiom of Extensionality,
that sets are essentially dependent on their members, in the sense of
(FD3)-(EDS), then no non-empty set would be classified as an onto-
togically independent entity or substance, which is perhaps a welcome
result.’? But what about the empty ser? Irs sdendty cannot in any
meaningful sense be regarded as fised by the dentity of is members,
since it has none; nor, for the same reason, can its members appear as
constituents in its constitutive essence or real definition. Rather, it
seems that the identty of the empty set must simply be taken for
granted and that its essence must be regarded as simple and non-
relational, in the sense that no entities numerically distinet from itself
figure as constituents in its constitutive essence or real definition. In

t Whether Fine’s account runs into trouble with the essentiality of origins
and the status of hylomorphic compounds as putative substance candidates
depends crucially oo whether we find the stipulative exclusion of proper
parts in the formulation of un independence critesion of substacehood o
be admissible. (This strategy would of course also take care of case () from
note 27, viz., essential proper parts, in peneral) If the substances are just
those entides which are oniologically independent in the sense of (704} or
(EDS) from all other numerically distinct entities exveps for their proper purts,
then an entity would be able to quakify as a substance even if its proper parts
figure as constituents in its constitutive essence ot real definition, so long as
no other numerically distincr ensities besides its proper parts figure in its
constitutive essence or real definition. If for exumple the zygote from which
a human being originated at one point was a proper part of it and if the
form and matter of which a hylomosphic compound consists are propet
parts of it (as Fine holds), then (given the exclusion of proper parts) con-
crete particular objects could nevertheless qualify us substances even if 1t is
part of their esseace to have originated from whatever entity they actually
originated from and even if it is part of their essence to be a compound of
some particular matter and form. | lnvestigate these questions further in
Koshcki forthcoming. As far as case {13), essential tropes, are concerned, Fine
can avail himself of the same strategy that is open ro Lowe as well.

2 On the relation between the Axiom of Extensionulity and the claim that
sets have their members essennially, see for example van Cleve 1985 and
Forbes 1985,
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that case, however, it seems that, by (1133)-{1iD5), the empty set qual-
ifies as an onrologically independent entity or substance, even though
no other set does. I take i that dus would be an unfortunate conse-
quence for an essentialist account of ontological dependence, when
construed as yielding an independence eriterion of substancehood,
SHICE, gIven A Certain taxonomic category of entities, presumably ei-
ther all or none of the entities belonging to the category in question
should count as substances. Tt serikes me as steange to think that the
empty set alone deserves substance-status, while none of the other
sets do B

A smmilar difticalry arises when we consider the relation between the
number () and all the other natural numbers. 1 we think of the natu-
ral numbers as m some sense constructed rom the number 0, to-
gether with the successor relation, then it scems that which number
the number 1 is is fixed by its relation to the number 0, viz., by its
being the mmmediate successor of the number 0. The number 1, on
this conception, is therefore naturally taken as having the number 0
as 2 coustituent in its constitutive essence or real definiton. But we
cannot simitarly concerve of the number 0 as being constructed from
other natural numbers, together with the successor relation, since the
number {15 not the suceessor of any other natural number. Rather, n
analogy with the set-theoretic case, the identity of the number 0 must
be raken as fixed mdependently of its relagonship to the other naru-
ral numbers and its constitufive essence again appears to be similarly
simple and non-relational, in the sense thar what it is to be that very
number is not defmed 1n terms of its relation to any other natural
number. But 1t would be similarly puzzling 1f a criterion of sub-

¥ Perhaps the culprt here 1s the innocuous sounding sortal uniformity
priociple 1o which [ have just appealed, according to which substance status
i 1o be granted o entities not individually, but by sore. If we substitate
fundiwmnental’ for substance’, then the result just generated is perhaps less
bewihdening: (HD3)—(105), when constried as vielding a cdterion for funda-
mentality, classify the empty set as fundamental (or as more fundamental
than rhe other sers), while they classify the remaining sers as non-
fundarenral (or less fundanental than the empty set). Soll, metaphysical
realisis at least will wanr to leave some room for a distinction between what
15 taken as primitive by a purticulur theoty or conceprual system and what is
ontologically fundumental as a matter of fact. See also my earlier remark in
tesponse to Schnieder’s account in footnote 17 above.
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stancehood classiflied the number 0 alone, and no other natural num-
ber, as a substance. An essentinlis: account of ontological depend-
ence, along the lines of (£103)—(1:D5), ideally should have something
to say in response to these considerations.

4. Conclusion

Tri this essay, 1 have considered various prominent consiruals of on-
tological dependence in the literature: nodal vs. non-modal; existen-
tial vs. non-existential; as well as rigid vs. generic coustruals. And
while there is of course nothing wrong in principle with defining
whatever technical concept one wishes, the question atises, in the face
of this plethora of relations that go under the name of ‘ontological
dependence’, what explanatory tasks these notions are designed to
accomplish and how well they in fact meet the desiderata that are set
for them. T have identfied three potential measures of success by
means of which partcular aceounts of outological dependence may
be evaluated: (i) how well they do in classifying certain paradigmatic
cases of ontological dependence in a pardcular desired way; (i)
whether they allow for the formulation of a plausible independence
criterion of substuncehood; and (i) whether they make room for the
possibility of substantive non-existential disagreements in ontology
over questions of mz:a&do::_w:«.& Relative to these three goals, we
have seen that modal and existential construals of ontological de-
pendence are open to persussive counterexamples, while essentialist
accounts seem to perforn more promisingly. Sall, various questions
temain to be addressed by essentialist accounts as well: in particular,
{#) how to handle the essentiality of origins (if it is in fact part of the
essence of certain sorts of entities to have originated from whatever
they in fact originated from); (i) whether and how hylomorphic
compounds can be assigned substance status; and (i) how a distine-
tion may be drawn between what is taken as primitive by a particular
theory or conceptual system (e.g, the number 0 or the empty set) and

* These and similar cases are discussed in Lowe 2012; see also Schwartz-
kopff 2011, )
# The first two crdteria have played a more prominent role in this discas-
sion than the third, with the exception of my remarks at the end of Section
2.3.1 However, the importance of the thied criterion should not be underes-
timated; T make heavy use of it for example in evaluating competing inde-
pendence criteria of substancehood in Koslicki fortheoming,
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what 1s genuinely oniologically fundamental. Thus, as is to be ex-
pected, more work stll lies ahead for those who are sympathetic to
essentialist accounts of ontological dependence.
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Substance and Independence in Aristotle

Phil Corkum

[ndividual substances are the ground of Aristote’s ontology. Taking a
liberal approach o existence, Aristotle accepts among existents enti-
tles in such categories other than substance as quality, quantity and
relation; and, within each category, individuals and universals. As 1
will argue, individual substances are ontologically independent from
all these other enttics, while all other entities are ontologically de-
pendent on individual substances, The association of substance swith
independence has z long history and several contempaorary metaphy-
sictans have pursued the connection.! In this chapter, T wilt discass
the intersection of these notions of substance and ontologieal de-
pendence m Aristotle.

Ontological dependence plays a central role in Aristotle’s metaphysics
of properties, as well as in his philosophy of mathematics, philoso-
phy of mind and elsewhere. As 1 will note, he typically uses separa-
tion and prioricy terminology to refer to 2 notion of ontological de-
pendence: one thing is ontologically independent from a second just
in case the first is both separate from, and prior to, the second. To
give just a few examples of Aristode’s use of such terminology: in
additon to the claim that individual substances are outologically m-
dependent from universals and entities in categories other than sub-
stance, Artstotle also holds diat individual properties are inseparable
from that in which they are present;? he asserts that the active intel-
lect 1s separate from the bodv;’ he describes mathematicians as sepa-

' See, for example, Hoffoumn and Rosenkrantz 1991, Lowe 2005, Gorman

2006 and Schnieder 2006. For discussion, see Noslcki fortheoming,
? For discussion, see Corkum 2009,
¥ Por discussion, see Corkum 2010,




