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Abstract

According to grounding necessitarianism if some facts ground another fact, then
the obtaining of the former necessitates the latter. Proponents of grounding con-
tingentism argue against this claim, stating that it is possible for the former facts
to obtain without necessitating the latter. In this article I discuss a recent argument
from restricted accidental generalisations provided by contingentists that advances
such possibility. I argue that grounding necessitarianism can be defended against
it. To achieve this aim, I postulate a relationship between grounding and essence by
introducing a notion of individual essences understood as a set of essential proper-
ties that individuate its bearer. According to a proposed view grounding holds in
virtue of identities of its relata, which are in turn determined by their respective
individual essences. From there I claim that if grounding holds in virtue of the indi-
vidual essences of its relata, then it is possible to resist the objection from restricted
accidental generalisations and maintain a view that grounds necessitates what is
grounded.
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1 Introduction

Grounding necessitarianism is a view according to which a ground necessitates what
is grounded (Audi, 2012; Correia, 2005; Dasgupta, 2014a, b; deRosset, 2013a; Fine,
2012). Grounding contingentism, on the other hand, is a denial of grounding neces-
sitarianism (Chudnoff, manuscript; Dancy, 2004; deRosset, 2013b; Leuenberger,
2014; Skiles, 2015; Schnieder, 2016). According to this view, it is possible for
grounds to obtain without necessitating what is grounded. Grounding contingentism
has been recently advanced by argument from so-called “restricted accidental gen-
eralisations” (Carnino, 2015; Chudnoff, manuscript; Skiles, 2015; McDaniel, 2017).
In this article, I provide a way of defending grounding necessitarianism against the
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argument from restricted accidental generalisations. A view that I propose appeals
to the notion of essence and its relation to grounding. However, my approach is
novel in its introduction of individual essence, which has to be distinguished from
the notions of nature or generic/kind essence. I then argue that grounding holds
(with necessity) in virtue of the individual essences of its both relata. If that is cor-
rect, then grounding necessitarianism can be defended against the argument from
restricted accidental generalisations. However, a successful defence against the argu-
ment from restricted accidental generalisations does not protect grounding necessi-
tarianism from other issues. Thus, the aim of this paper is modest. I focus merely on
that how a proponent of grounding necessitarianism could convincingly respond to
the argument from restricted accidental generalisations.

Before I start let me make some preliminary assumptions:

For the purpose of the analysis I follow a quite common understanding of
grounding (which remains neutral regarding the debate between grounding neces-
sitarianism and contingentism) according to which grounding is a relation (not
a sentential operator') that holds between facts (Leuenberger, 2014; Rosen, 2010;
Skiles, 2015; Trogdon, 2013a) which are conceived as true structured propositions
(King, 2007, 2009; Soames, 2010).2 Additionally, I assume that grounding is plural
on the left side and singular on the right side. I use a standard schema for grounding
relationships:

Grounding: [®] grounds [f]

I use square brackets to form names for facts. Fact [®@] is a plurality of facts that
ground a single derivative fact [f].

Lastly, full grounding is the main topic and focus of this article. I have decided to
set aside partial grounding, as contingentism is trivially true about partial grounding
(Skiles, 2015: 721). If [®] fully grounds [f], then [®] is a necessary and sufficient
condition for [f]. However, if [®] only partially grounds [f], then [®] is a neces-
sary but insufficient condition for [f]. Thus, partial grounding provides a premise
for cases in which all facts mentioned in [®] obtain but not [f]. Thus, if grounding
necessitarianism is true at all, it holds only for full grounding.

The plan of my article is as follows: In section two, I reconstruct the argu-
ment from restricted accidental generalisations. Next, in section three I character-
ise grounding necessitarianism and its relation to essence. Here I also introduce a
notion of individual essence and investigate its relationship to grounding. The link
between grounding and individual essence is used in section four to tackle the argu-
ment from restricted accidental generalisations. In section five I provide responses
to some possible objections to my proposal. I conclude in section six.

! There is a wide discussion about whether grounding is a relation or sentential operator. For a gen-
eral overview, see Correia (2013); Raven (2015); and Trogdon (2013b). It is important to note that my
defence of necessitarianism is applicable for a relational understanding of grounding. At this point I
remain agnostic whether it applies to the alternative conceptions of grounding.

2 That said, arguments provided in this article might be reconstructed within alternative theories of facts,
at least as long as such theories would postulate that facts are individuated by their constituents. It will
become clear in section three of this article why such a requirement is important.
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2 Argument from Restricted Accidental Generalisations

In arguing against grounding necessitarianism, contingentists rely on the follow-
ing common and intuitive understanding of grounding necessitarianism:

Grounding necessitarianism: If [®] grounds [f], and if [®] obtains, then [D]
necessitates [f] (Rosen, 2010; Trogdon, 2013a; Leuenberger, 2014; Skiles,
2015).

According to such view, if [®] grounds [f] and [®] obtains, then [f] is meta-
physically entailed by [®]. Usually, contingentists deny grounding necessitarian-
ism by showing possible scenarios according to which [®] obtains but does not
entail [f]. Below I would like to focus on a specific kind of such a scenario that
invokes the notion of restricted accidental generalisations. Such scenarios were
recently suggested by Alexander Skiles (2015) and Chudnoff (manuscript). In
what follows I will rely on Skiles’s characterisation of the argument because it is
at once more general and more detailed than its alternatives.

Skiles’s argument against grounding necessitarianism relies on a special kind
of a general fact called restricted accidental generalization. For Skiles, a general
fact is a fact that has the simplest logical form: [Vx®], where “®” is an open
formula in which x occurs unbound; for example, [Vx(x is white swan)] (Skiles,
2015: 729). These facts are general because they involve a universal quantifier
and thus, in principle, are applicable to the more than one entity. We could label
such facts as unrestricted general facts. However, among general facts there are
also restricted general facts, which are focused on some particular domain of xs,
but not all of them. The simplest logical form of such a fact is [Vx(Fx— Gx)].
For example, [Vx(x is swan in Switzerland — x is white)]. Skiles observes that
some restricted general facts [Vx(Fx— Gx)] are restricted accidental generalisa-
tions. According to Skiles, a restricted accidental generalisation is a restricted
general fact iff it obtains in the actual world, Wa. but fails to obtain in another
possible world, w, Here, world w, is assumed to have the same laws of nature as
we. Skiles argues that if restricted accidental generalisations are grounded, they
provide the strongest argument against grounding necessitarianism. The argument
runs as follows:

Suppose that the following restricted accidental generalisation is true:

(1) [Vx(xisaswan in Switzerland — x is white)].

Let’s call this fact [p].

Skiles then assumes an obvious natural principle that specifies what grounds
every restricted accidental generalisation:

(2) Restricted accidental generalisations are fully grounded in their instances.

For the sake of the argument, assume that there are the only three swans in
Switzerland: a,, a,, and a;. Given this assumption, plausible grounds for (1) are
the following:

(3) [a, is a white swan in Switzerland], [a, is a white swan in Switzerland], [a; is a
white swan in Switzerland].
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Each of these facts could be called [a,], [a,], [a;], respectively. This represents
a plurality of facts that grounds a single derivative fact [p]. Yet, in order to sim-
plify my later investigations, I will use [Q] as a name for a single conjunctive
fact according to which [a; & a, & as]. Using these simplifications, we can state
that:
(4) [Q] grounds [p].
Contingentists claim that even though (4) is an example of grounding, it is
not a case of metaphysical necessitation. After all, there is a possible world, w,,
obeying the same laws of nature as the actual world wg does, in which a black
swan was smuggled into Switzerland from Poland. Call such a swan a, and call
the fact that a, is a black swan in Switzerland [a,]. Next, assume that a, ... a,
are all the swans in Switzerland. Then, we receive, distinct from [Q], conjunctive
fact [Q*], according to which:
(5) [a, is a white swan in Switzerland & a, is a white swan in Switzerland & a5 is a
white swan in Switzerland & a, is a black swan in Switzerland].

Following this, Skiles argues that even though [Q] obtains at w,, [Q] does not
entail [p] at w, because there is an additional swan, a,, that makes fact [p] absent
at w,. That is, it is not the case in w, that all swans in Switzerland are white. As a
result, grounding necessitarianism is false.

3 Grounding Necessitarianism and Essences

I argue that grounding necessitarianism can be defended against the argument pre-
sented above. To support this claim, I appeal to a view that grounding holds in virtue
of the essences of its relata. Many philosophers have argued that there is a close con-
nection between the notions of grounding and of essence (Dasgupta, 2014b; Fine,
2012, 2015; Rosen, 2010; Trogdon, 2013a). The most general idea lying behind such
connection might be expressed as follows:

Ground-essence link: If [®@] grounds [p], then [®] grounds [p] in virtue of the
essence of [®], [p], or both.?

It is important to note that even though ground-essence link imposes a necessary
condition on grounding, it is not sufficient for it. This partially explains the irreduc-
ibility of grounding to essence. By accepting the ground-essence link, 1 intend to
preserve the integrity of both by not reducing either of them. Indeed, I am of the
opinion (following Fine, 2012) that we need both concepts to do metaphysics. This
entails that essence is also irreducible to any other metaphysical concept.*

3 At this point I do not want to prejudge whether essences of both relata (essence of grounding base or
essence of derivative fact) are sufficient for establishing grounds for grounding itself. I will come back to
this issue in a moment.

4 Recently, there have been attempts to reduce both grounding and essence to a generalized identity
(Correia & Skiles, 2019). I do not follow this approach.
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By appealing to essences, one can explain at least three important features usu-
ally associated with grounding. Firstly, one can provide explanatory power for
grounding explanations. In the most general perspective, to describe the essence of
entity e implies providing an explanation of what being entity e entails. Therefore,
if grounding holds in virtue of the essences of its relata, it involves the explana-
tory power of an essentialist description of its relata. Secondly, one can appeal to
essences in order to explain by virtue of what a given instance of grounding relation
holds.” If one agrees with the premises that all grounding relations are grounded and
that these grounds are further grounded, then grounds for initial grounding relations
are ultimately not established: they are “infinitely deferred, never achieved” (Schaf-
fer, 2010: 62). Given that essences are fundamental, i.e., ungrounded, (this is a com-
mon assumption about essences), one can maintain that essences provide ultimate
grounds for grounding and, thus, stop the regress concerning grounds for grounding
identified by Schaffer.® Thirdly, and most importantly, the ground-essence link can
provide a metaphysical explanation of the fact that grounding holds with necessity
(Carnino, 2015; Trogdon, 2013a). The reason is straightforward: essences are neces-
sary elements of being (even though, as Fine (1994) has shown, essence is irreduc-
ible to necessity), so it follows that if grounding holds in virtue of the essences of
its relata, then grounding holds with necessity. In what follows I will focus solely on
the third issue.

As I have indicated already, I am not the first to claim that the necessary status of
grounding can be defended through appeal to essences. However, what is new about
my approach is my argument that grounding relations hold in virtue of the individ-
ual essences of their relata. The main motivation for my view is that it explains the
necessary status of grounding solely in virtue of identity conditions of its relata (i.e.,
facts). As a result, my approach can be successful without an appeal to natures or
generic (kind) essences of entities involved in the relata of grounding (e.g., essence
of humanity, nature of Socrates) and relations between such essences.’ Thus, if my
argument succeeds, it provides a new way of answering the objection from restricted
accidental generalisations that can avoid issues associated with the standard essen-
tialist explanations of grounding based on the notion of generic essence.

Before I explain my view, the notion of individual essence needs to be defined.
According to the most common understanding, individual essence is a collection
of essential properties that are necessary (if individual o has individual essence ¥,

3 Tt is worth noting that appeal to essences is not the only means of providing grounds for grounding. For
some alternative approaches see: (Dixon, 2016; Rabin & Rabern, 2016).

% One might argue against Schaffer’s remark and claim that infinite regress concerning grounds for
grounding does not contradict the well-foundedness of grounding (Bennett, 2011; Rabin & Rabern,
2016). Even if that is the case, I maintain that it is best to avoid infinite regresses in our explanations.
For this reason, I distinguish weak well-foundedness and strong well-foundedness. Grounding might be
weakly well-founded, even in case of an infinite regress of its grounds, but in such case, it cannot be
strongly well-founded. Appealing to essences, however, can stop the regress entirely and make grounding
strongly well-founded. Therefore, there is a strategic reason to postulate essences as grounds for ground-
ing.

7 For such alternative account of grounding necessitarianism see: (O’Conaill, 2018; Rosen, 2010; Trog-
don, 2013a).
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then o has ¥ in every possible world where o exists) and unshareable (a given indi-
vidual essence W can be possessed only by individual o with respect to all possi-
ble worlds) (Plantinga, 1979; Mackie, 2006; Roca-Royes, 2011). Necessity makes
them essences, and unshareability makes them individual. From these two features,
it follows that individual essence provides necessary criteria of the individuation of
its possessor.® In other words, two individuals necessarily cannot possess the same
individual essence. Individual essence explains what it is to be a given individual
rather than another one; thus, an individual essence cannot be shared among distinct
entities. Therefore, individual essences obey the Principle of Identity of Indiscerni-
bles (PII) (Adams, 1979; Hawley, 2009; Rodriguez-Pereyra, 2014):

PII,;: For every x and y, x and y are identical if they possess the same indi-
vidual essence.

From here the notion of individual essence can be applied to grounding. Firstly,
since I have assumed that grounding holds between facts, and given that we accept
the ground-essence link, we can infer that if grounding holds, it holds in virtue of
the individual essences of the facts that it connects.” Here I assume that facts have
essential properties and individual essences composed from these properties. I see
no reason not to extend the notion of individual essence and to apply it to other
ontological categories besides individuals, such as properties, propositions, states of
affairs, or facts. Given that these entities have some properties (which seems to be
trivially true), it seems natural for some among these properties to be essential and
others to be accidental. Moreover, it is also natural to investigate what individuates
these kinds of entities. If there are distinct properties, propositions, states of affairs,
or facts, there must be something that explains why they are distinct; i.e., there has
to be some principle of individuation that explains their distinctness. In what fol-
lows, I propose to take individual essences, understood as collections of essential
properties, to be such individuators. However, note that if among the above-men-
tioned ontological categories only facts have individual essences, my argument
would still work.

With respect to the notion of individual essence of facts, we might wonder: what
does it take for a fact to have an individual essence at all?

As mentioned earlier, to define the individual essence of an entity e is to
explain what it is to be e rather than any entity distinct from e, e*; that is, what
is the unique individuator of e. Applying this observation to the domain of facts,
we can claim that individual essence ¥ of any fact f should explain what it takes
to be f rather than any other fact distinct from f. Thus, the individual essence of a
given fact f is its principle of individuation. Recall that a key assumption in this

8 In that respect, the introduced notion of individual essence might seem very similar to the notion of
constitutive essence provided by Fine (1994, 1995a, b). However, for this article, I utilize the concept of
individual essence and will not discuss the similarities and differences between both notions.

° The idea that grounding holds in virtue of essences of facts has been already recognized in a recent
literature on grounding (Carnino, 2015); however, such a view has not been fully analysed and developed
yet.
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article is that facts can be identified with true structured propositions. It is widely
recognized (assuming that propositions are structured) that propositions are indi-
viduated by their constituents. Analogically, we could use such an observation in
defining individual essences of facts:

Individual essence of fact: Necessarily, for any fact f, for f to have individual
essence YV is to possess a collection of its constituents.

For example, the individual essence of a fact [Mary is a teacher] consists of an
individual Mary and a property being a teacher. However, one might argue that
two facts could differ even though they have the same constitutive elements. The
argument runs as follows: Suppose that in possible world w; Mary is a teacher
of John, and such a fact is called [f}]. However, in possible world w,, it is the
case that John is a teacher of Mary, and such a fact is called [f,]. Now, given the
individual essence of fact principle, one might argue that since both [f}] and [f}]
have the same constituents, they therefore have the same individual essences and
(given the PII}) are identical. This would be absurd since we have a strong intui-
tion that [f;] and [f,] are distinct facts.

My response: I cannot deny PII; as it does seem to be a plausible principle
(as long as one accepts the notion of individual essences at all). Therefore, the
attention must be focused on the characterisation of individual essence of fact. It
would seem that exact constituents alone are not sufficient to individuate facts.
One would have to make a stronger claim and say that the individual essence
of a given fact f consists of having certain constituents ordered in a particular
way. Applying this to the introduced example, it can be argued that the indi-
vidual essences of [f;] and [f,] differ because they involve a specific order con-
cerning individuals and properties instantiated by these individuals. For exam-
ple, the individual essence of [f;] consists of having Mary, John and the property
being a teacher exemplified by Mary as its constituents. In turn, the individual
essence of [f,] consists of having Mary, John and the property of being a teacher
instead exemplified by John as its constituents. These two individual essences dif-
fer because there is an ontological difference depending on who exemplifies the
property of being a teacher. As a result, the individual essence of facts should be
reformulated with a claim that:

Individual essence of fact*: Necessarily, for any fact f, for f to have individual
essence ¥
is to possess a collection of its constituents ordered in some particular way.

As a result, facts cannot change their internal structure without losing their iden-
tity conditions. This will be crucial in my argument against contingentism. Before
providing it however, let me explicate a last preliminary issue: what it means for
grounding to hold in virtue of the individual essences of facts.

Accepting that facts have individual essences enables a modified version of the
ground-essence link:

Ground-individual essence link: If [®@] grounds [f], then [®] grounds [f] in vir-
tue of the individual essence of [®] and the individual essence of [f].
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My proposed account differs in at least two ways from the Finean conception of
the relationship between grounding and essence. According to Fine (2012: 74-76),
grounding relation is explained as holding in virtue of the nature of a derivative fact
only. For instance, suppose that [Socrates is a human being] fully grounds [Socrates
is rational]. According to the Finean view, this grounding relationship holds in vir-
tue of a general essentialist truth that indicates an explanatory link between being
human and being rational. A proponent of the Finean account could argue that
[Socrates is a human being] grounds [Socrates is rational] because it lies in a nature
of being rational that something can exemplify this property if and only if it exem-
plifies a property of being human.

In contrast, I claim that each grounding relation holds in virtue of the individual
essence of grounding base (strictly speaking, the individual essence of each fact is
included in the plurality of facts that constitute a grounding base; for simplicity I
assume that grounding base is singular) as well as the individual essence of deriva-
tive fact. A further difference between our accounts is that I postulate individual
essences rather than natures of facts (or natures of entities involved in facts). As [
indicated earlier, individual essences provide identity conditions for facts; that is,
they explain what it takes to be this particular fact rather than that particular fact.
Thus, the concept of individual essence is much thinner than the original concept
of nature proposed by Fine. Individual essences explain why grounding holds, not
in virtue of some deep explanatory connections that hold between relata of ground-
ing (or entities included in the relata), but merely in virtue of identities of the relata
which are in turn determined by individual essences. Moreover, identities of both
relata are relevant for answering the question of why a given grounding relation
holds. On this view, any change in the identities of any relata of a particular ground-
ing relation would entail a change of grounding relation itself. This claim is equiva-
lent to a view that grounding relation is an infernal relation whose identity is deter-
mined by identities of its relata.'”

One might object that according to the individual essences of fact* principle,
the individual essence of a given fact does not determine its relations to other facts,
including grounding, causal, or ontological dependence relations. This is so because
the individual essences of fact* focuses only on internal structure of facts. Thus, by
an appeal to the individual essence of fact* principle, one cannot successfully justify
the idea that grounding relations hold in virtue of individual essences of their relata.

In response to this objection, I contend that the individual essences of facts are
capable of determining patterns of metaphysical dependence relations between
facts. It seems intuitive to claim that if some facts [f;] and [f,] remain in meta-
physical dependence relations, then these relations are important for what these
facts essentially are. For example, part of what it takes to be a fact [Socrates is
conscious] is that it is grounded in some other, more fundamental fact(s) — for
example, in facts about Socrates’s brain (if we take physicalism to be true) — or
that its obtaining makes some ethical or law facts obtain. This however does not

10 For the discussion of the view that grounding is an internal relation see: Correia (2005); deRosset
(2013a); Leuenberger (2014); Bennett (2017).
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entail that individual essences explain the exact nature of these relationships
between facts. Instead, individual essences merely indicate that if a given fact
stays in some particular relations of metaphysical dependence to other facts, they
do so by virtue of their respective individual essences. Moreover, if any two facts
stay in different relations of metaphysical dependence to some other facts, it is a
reason to infer that two facts in question are distinct. In other words, for any facts
[f1] and [f3], if [f;] stays to other facts in different explanatory relations (including
grounding relations) than [f,] does, then necessarily [f;]#[f,]. But how can we
know that facts [f;] and [f,] stay in different grounding relations to other facts?
We cannot derive such knowledge from our knowledge of their respective indi-
vidual essences because this would entail that individual essences are explanatory
in the sense associated with Finean natures. But no matter the source of these
differences and our knowledge about them, if there are such differences between
facts, these differences entail the numerical distinctness of facts.

If we accept the view that identities of facts are determined by their respective
individual essences and if part of what it is to be a given fact is to be in such-and-
such relations of metaphysical dependence to other facts, then individual essence
of fact* should be further modified to cover relational aspects of facts. Thus, we
could propose the following modification:

Individual essence of fact**: Necessarily, for any fact f, for f to have indi-
vidual essence ¥

is to (a) possess a collection of its constituents ordered in some particular
way and (b) be in some particular relationships of metaphysical dependence
to other facts.

Equipped with such understanding of individual essences of facts, we can
reconsider ground-individual essence link. According to this principle, a given
grounding relation G holds between [®] and [f] in virtue of individual essences
of both relata. Most importantly, the ground-individual essence link principle
implies that any modification of individual essences of the relata of G would
undermine that grounding relation G holds for [®] and [f]. In cases where [D]
grounds [f] in virtue of individual essence W of [f] and individual essence I" of
[®], then one could modify the individual essence of [®]. E.g., [®] could be
modified by changing constitutive facts or by changing its relationships of meta-
physical dependence to other facts. In these cases, one would replace [@] with a
distinct plurality of facts [®@*]. However, modifying [®@] in such ways would not
entail that [@] does not necessitate [f] (as it is posited by contingentists). Instead,
it would indicate that some new plurality of facts [©®*] (where [®]#[D*])
grounds (or does not ground) [f]. However, if a derivative fact [f] is individu-
ated (partially) by its relation to a grounding base [®], and a grounding base [®]
is replaced by [@*], [f] would not obtain either since [f] would have changed its
individual essence, and it should be replaced with [f*] (where [f]#[f*]). As a
result, by changing the individual essence of [®@], one also changes the subject
from an initial grounding relation G wherein [®] grounds [f] to a distinct ground-
ing relation G* that might take the form of [@*] grounds [f*] or that [®*] does
not ground [f*].
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Now, let me apply these remarks to the discussion of the contingentist’s argument
from the restricted accidental generalisation against grounding necessitarianism.

4 Against the Argument from Restricted Accidental Generalisations

The argument from restricted accidental generalisations is problematic for the
grounding necessitarianist only if she accepts principle (2), according to which:

(2) Restricted accidental generalisations are fully grounded in their instances.

In defending her position, a proponent of grounding necessitarianism might
be tempted to deny this principle and claim that generalisations are grounded
in something other than their instances (e.g., in laws of nature or dispositions).
But such approach is undesirable because it disregards the strong intuition that
instances of generalisations play an important role in explaining generalisations.
Fortunately, a less revisionary approach is available. Instead of denying that
instances play an important role in explaining generalisations, I suggest modi-
fying principle (2) to the claim that instances provide only partial grounds for
generalisations. With this modification, I preserve an intuition about the impor-
tance of instances in explaining generalisations while also making room for addi-
tional grounds for generalisations that (when coupled with instances) might fully
ground them.

In the literature we can find two accounts of what are the further grounds for
restricted accidental generalisations: one that appeals to the notion of restricted
totality fact'! and one that appeals to essences.'? Below I provide a variant of
the second strategy of answering the contingentist’s objection. This strategy
relies on my previous investigations concerning individual essences and their
relation to grounding in general. According to my proposal, restricted acciden-
tal generalisations are grounded in their instances (pace principle 2) and in the
individual essences of these instances as well as individual essence of a given
restricted accidental generalisation (which follows from the ground-individual
essence link principle). I return to my earlier example with swans in order to
explain further:

' Usually a restricted totality fact is conceived as having the logical form [Vx(Fx— (x=a V x=b V
...))], where a, b, etc. are the only things that are F' (Armstrong, 1997; Skiles, 2015: 733; McDaniel,
2017: 180-181). It is a totality fact because it states that there are only such-and-such individuals with
such-and-such properties. It is restricted because it ranges over a restricted domain of individuals and
properties (e.g., white swans in Switzerland). According to Gideon Rosen, restricted totality facts (cou-
pled with instances of restricted accidental generalisations) ground restricted accidental generalisations.
The idea is to interpret [Q] as a fact according to which [a; & a, & a3] coupled with a totality fact [t]
according to which facts [a,] & [a,] & [a;] are all the relevant facts about swans. According to this
view, a possibility of [Q*] is unproblematic, for if [Q*] is read as a conjunctive fact [a; & a, & a3 & a,4]
coupled with a respective totality fact [#*] according to which facts [a,] & [a,] & [a;] & [a,] are all the
relevant facts about swans, then at w, [Q*] cannot coexist with [Q]. Thus, a problematic scenario for a
necessitarianism disappears. However, the whole solution hinges on the notion of a restricted totality
fact, which is often claimed to be problematic. For a discussion see: (Carnino, 2015; Skiles, 2015).

12 Some variants of this strategy can be found in Rosen (2010) and O’Conaill (2018).
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First, consider the grounding base [Q]. According to it, a; is white and in
Switzerland & a, is white and in Switzerland & a5 is white and in Switzer-
land. In short: [a; & a, & a;]. Now, to be (partially) an individual essence ‘I‘Q
of [Q] is for [Q] it to contain swans a,, a,, a;. However, as it follows from
individual essence of fact** principle, ¥ also determines grounding rela-
tions in which [Q] might stay. More specifically, to be an individual essence
W, of [Q] is for [Q] to be such that in every possible world in which [Q]
obtains, it grounds [p]. There is no possible world in which [Q] obtains but
does not ground [p].

Analogical remarks hold for a derivative fact [p] according to which all swans in
Switzerland are white. To be (partially) an individual essence I', of [p] is for [p] to
be grounded in a conjunctive fact [Q], according to which a, is white and in Swit-
zerland & a, is white and in Switzerland & a5 is white and in Switzerland. That is,
for [p] to preserve its individual essence I' ) and be [p], is to be grounded in [Q] in
every possible world in which [p] obtains. '

With this in mind, reconsider possible world w, in which someone smuggled a
black swan from Poland to Switzerland. We will call this swan a,. In such possible
world, in addition to facts [a,], [a,] and [a,] there is fact [a,], according to which
a, is a black swan in Switzerland. All four facts grouped together give rise to new
conjunctive fact [Q*]. Now, since [Q] has different constituents than [Q*] it follows
that they are distinct. Moreover, a further difference between both facts lies in a fact
that [Q] stays in distinct grounding relations than [Q*] does. While [Q] grounds [p],
[O*] does not ground [p] because [Q*] contains the fact that there is black swan in
Switzerland. This fact is incompatible with the fact that all swans in Switzerland are
white.

At this point a contigentist might interrupt and claim that since [Q] obtains at w,
but does not ground [p] there due to [Q*] obtaining at w,, grounding necessitarian-
ism cannot be true.

In response, I claim that if [Q] does not ground [p] it cannot obtain at w, because
part of an individual essence ‘I‘Q is that [Q] grounds [p]. If [Q] does not ground [p]
at w,, it entails a change within a character of ¥, which in turn entails a change of
identity of [Q] as well. For this reason and contrary to the contingentist account, [
claim that [Q] cannot obtain at w,.

Now, if [Q] is absent from w, and [Q*] does not ground [p] and it is part
of Fp that [p] is grounded in [Q] (as I indicated above), then in order to avoid
a consequence that [p] turns out to be fundamental (ungrounded) or primitive,
we must claim that [p] is absent from w, as well. Asa result, neither [Q] nor [p]
obtain at w,. This conclusion, contrary to what contingentists claim, does not
pose any problems for the initial claim that [Q] necessitates [p]. According to

13 When I say that it lies in the individual essence of [p] that [p] has such-and-such constituents and
that [p] is grounded in [Q], it does not entail that [Q] explains [p] in a Finean sense of explanation that
appeals to a notion of general essentialist explanation. My proposed account states merely that in order
for [p] to be [p] it has to preserve its constituents and it can preserve them only if it preserves its particu-
lar grounding relationship to [Q].
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necessitarianism, [Q] necessitates [p] only if both facts obtain.'* Now, if both
[Q] and [p] are absent from w,, it follows that what takes place at w, is com-
pletely irrelevant for a status of initial grounding relation holding between [Q]
and [p]. Thus, grounding necessitarianism can be defended against a contingen-
tist argument.

Taking this into account, it seems that the real issue is whether I can maintain a
claim that [Q] does not obtain at w,. A contingentist might deny this by observing
that if conjunctions (or conjunctive facts) are fully grounded in their conjuncts it
follows that [Q] can co-obtain with [Q*] at w,. But [Q] does not ground [p] in this
case because [Q*] precludes that [Q] grounds [p]. As a consequence, all three facts
obtain at w,, yet [Q] does not ground [p]. Thus, grounding necessitarianism is false.

I have two responses to this:

Firstly, even if it is true that [Q] can co-obtain with [Q*] at w,, [p] does not
obtain at w, for [Q*] precludes [p] obtaining there. In effect, the contingentist can-
not establish the desired consequence that both [Q] and [p] obtain at w,, yet [Q]
does not ground [p]. If there is no [p] at w,, there is no problem for necessitarian-
ism. But why claim that [p] is absent from w,? Well, if at w, there are four swans
in Switzerland and only three of them are white but a fourth one is black (which is
what [Q*] states), it trivially follows that not all swans in Switzerland are white at
w,. In other words, it is not the case that [p]. There is simply no such generalisa-
tion at w,.

Secondly, I argue that not only [p] is absent from w, but [Q] is absent as well.
While one could deny that conjunctions are grounded in their conjuncts this
would be a highly unorthodox move. Instead, I argue that all relevant facts about
swans — as well as generalisations themselves — should be read as world-indexed
facts."> According to my idea, there are no facts about swans simpliciter but each
particular fact about each swan should be interpreted as relativized to a possible
world in which it obtains. By applying this view to the presented argument, facts
about particular swans in Switzerland (in the actual world), instead of being [a,],
[a,] and [a;], should be read as [a, at wg], [a, at we], and [a; at wg]. These facts
are then distinguishable from their counterparts at w, (coupled with a fact about
black swan a,) that take a form of: [a, at w,], [a, at w,], [a; at w,] and [a, at w,].
These are two different pluralities of facts that give rise to two distinct conjunc-
tive facts [Q at wg] and [Q at w ] which are both world-indexed. Both of these
conjunctive facts have different constituents and they remain in different ground-
ing relations. Most importantly, since at w, there are no [a; at wg], [a, at wg] and
[a; at wg], but only their counterparts, it follows that at w, there are no [Q at wg]
either. Given this, I maintain a view that neither [p] nor [Q] (taken as [Q at wg])
obtain at w,.

14 This presuppose that grounding is factive. According to factivity thesis, if [®] grounds [f] both [®]
and [f] obtain. For more details on factivity of grounding see: (Fine, 2015; Raven, 2015; Rosen, 2010). It
seems that such presumption is unproblematic both for contingentists and necessitarianists.

15 That said, I would like to remain neutral on the issue of whether all facts as such should be taken as
world-indexed.
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5 Some Objections

For the remainder of this paper, I will address some possible objections to my
proposal.

First objection: Someone might argue that if essences are necessary elements
of being (which is a common assumption), then essences exist in every possi-
ble world, and equivalently, facts about essences obtain in every possible world.
Now, if such essences (or facts about them) would ground (necessitate) restricted
accidental generalisations, this would entail that restricted accidental generalisa-
tions obtain in every possible world in which essences obtain; that is, literarily in
every possible world. Such a consequence, however, seems to contradict the spirit
of restricted accidental generalisations as such, which are meant to be accidental
rather than necessary.

Reply: A possible solution to this argument is to claim that individual essences
are specific kinds of essences which, even though necessary, are not exemplified
in all possible worlds. For example, an individual essence of fact [Someone being
Sherlock Holmes] exists at all possible worlds, yet it does not obtain at all pos-
sible worlds, e.g. [Someone being Sherlock Holmes] does not obtain at the actual
world for it is not true about any actually existing human being. Another option
is to argue that individual essences ontologically depend on the existence of their
exemplifications. Thus, if there is no existing individual that is characterised by
a fact [Someone being Sherlock Holmes], then there is no individual essence of
[Someone being Sherlock Holmes] either; that is, there is no such fact as [Some-
one being Sherlock Holmes] at all, because this fact and its individual essence
ontologically depend on the existence of an individual that is part of such fact
and, a fortiori, of its individual essence. Regardless of which approach towards
individual essences we prefer, each is capable of providing an account of contin-
gency of restricted accidental generalisations within the essentialist framework.

Second objection: A contingentist might argue against the conception of world-
indexed facts by claiming that such conception of facts has the consequence that
one and the same restricted accidental generalisation cannot be grounded in
wholly disjointed sets of its instances. For example, it entails that there are no
distinct possible worlds that contain two wholly disjoint sets of white swans and
that contain the same accidental generalisation [All swans are white]. This, how-
ever, seems to be controversial because it follows from generality of restricted
accidental generalisations that they can be true at more than one possible world.

Reply: I agree that my view has such a consequence but I do not agree that
this is a reason for us to abandon it. Instead, I claim that generality of restricted
accidental generalisations has nothing to do with modality (that is, with a range
of possible worlds at which a given generalisation is true). Restricted accidental
generalisations are general in the sense that they are quantifications over many
individual objects. And of course, my view is consistent with that claim. The
indexical analysis of restricted accidental generalisations explicates not their gen-
erality but their accidentality. According to my view, generalisations are acciden-
tal in the sense that they are never true in more than one possible world. For
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example, if we suppose that [All cats in Poland are black] and claim that at possi-
ble world w, [All cats in Poland are black] also obtains, it is not the case that one
and the same generalisation obtains at two possible worlds, but rather that there
are two very similar yet numerically distinct world-indexed generalisations: [All
cats in Poland are black at wg], which obtains at wg, and [All cats in Poland are
black at w,], which obtains at w,.

Someone unconvinced by the above reply could claim that restricted accidental
generalisations are accidental in the sense that they obtain in some rather than
all possible worlds. This claim opens up the possibility that a given restricted
accidental generalisation could be grounded in disjointed sets of its instances at
distinct possible worlds.

In response, I deny that one and the same fact can obtain in more than one pos-
sible world because all world-indexed facts are worldbound. However, in order to
preserve an intuition that one and the same generalisation could obtain at more
than one possible world, I could adopt a counterpart theory for facts themselves
and claim that a given restricted accidental generalisation could obtain at distinct
possible world in virtue of having counterparts at relevant possible worlds that
obtain there. For example, a fact [All swans in Switzerland are white at w] could
obtain at w, in virtue of having at w, a counterpart, namely a fact [All swans
in Switzerland are white at w ] which obtains there. Due to space limitations, I
cannot offer details here. At this point it is sufficient to show that I can use some
theoretical tools which could make my view compatible with an intuition about
accidental nature of restricted accidental generalisations.

Third objection: One might argue that the cost of my approach towards identity
conditions of facts suggested by the individual essence of fact** principle cou-
pled with indexical analysis of facts is an overabundance of facts, for any change
in constituents, order, or their relationships to other facts or worlds gives rise to a
new fact.

Reply: I see no problem with such a plenitude of facts. It seems that as long as our
attention is restricted to individual essences of facts only, there is no non-arbitrary
principle that would restrict how many facts there are or could have been. This holds
as long as we do not postulate that despite individual essences facts also have some
general essences, such as kind properties, that would allow for facts to change at
least some of their constituents or relational features without losing identity condi-
tions provided by their respective general essences. Yet it is unclear to me what such
essences of facts would look like. For example, suppose that such a general essence
of fact were the property being derivative. Next, suppose that fact [All swans are
white] is an essentially derivative fact. It would entail that this fact could change
some of its features, but as long as it preserves its essence being a derivative fact, it
is one and the same fact. This would open up a possibility that [All swans are white]
could exist at different possible worlds. However, this is problematic for a proponent
of grounding necessitarianism because it allows for facts having different grounds at
distinct possible worlds. Thus, the conception of general essences of facts seems to
presuppose falsity of grounding necessitarianism. This, however, begs the question
(at least within the scope of the current discussion) because in order to make sense
of the objection towards plenitude of facts postulated by grounding necessitarianism
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we have to already presuppose the falsity of necessitarianism. This is a reason for
which a necessitarianist should be suspicious that facts have general essences.

6 Concluding Remarks

In this paper, I have argued that the contingentists’ recent argument from restricted
accidental generalisations against grounding necessitarianism is not successful in
undermining necessitarianism. In defending my position, I have appealed to the idea
that grounding holds in virtue of the essences of its relata. What was new about my
approach was my introduction of a specific kind of essences — individual essences
— that explain necessity of grounding. I have described what individual essences are,
how they can be related to facts, and how to understand a claim that grounding holds
in virtue of the individual essences of its relata. Following that, I argued that if some-
one accepts a view that facts are individuated by their respective individual essences,
then she has resources to resist the argument from restricted accidental generalisations.
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