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W  hy  I  A  m  Not  a  Str  ict  Moni  st  
Gonzalo  R  odr  ig  uez  -Perey  ra  †  ,  *

A  B  S  T  R  A  C  T 

In  The  Parmenidean  A  scent  ,  Michael  Del  la  R  occa  presents  a  fasc  inating  case  for  w  hat  he  cal  l  s  Strict
 Monism,  w  hich  i  s  the  thesi  s  that  there  are  no  di  stinctions.  In  thi  s  paper  I  shal  l  ex  plain  w  hy  I  do  not
 believe  in  Str  ict  Moni  sm.  I  shal  l  first  ex  plain  Str  ict  Moni  sm  in  detai  l,  and  then  I  shal  l  ex  plain  w  hy  it  i  s
 fal  se.  If  a  thesi  s  i  s  fal  se,  w  hatever  arg  uments  have  been  prov  ided  for  it  must  fai  l  in  one  way  or  another,
 and  so  I  shal  l  al  so  ex  plain  w  hy  and  how  the  arg  uments  prov  ided  for  Str  ict  Moni  sm  fai  l.  Final  ly,  I  shal  l
 comment  on  the  signi  ficance  of  my  conclusions  and  I  shal  l  point  out  ,  among  other  things,  that  we  do  not
 have  any  reason,  at  least  at  the  moment  ,  to  think  that  any  version  of  the  Pr  inc  iple  of  Su  ffic  ient  R  eason
 entai  l  s  Str  ict  Moni  sm.
 

1.  In  hi  s  impressive  book  ,  The  Parmenidean  A  scent  ,  Michael  Del  la  R  occa  presents  a  fasc  inat  ing
 case  for  w  hat  he  cal  l  s  Strict  Monism.  Str  ict  Moni  sm  says:
 

(SM):  There  are  no  di  stinctions  (  Del  la  R  occa  2020,  1). 1

I  do  not  believe  in  Str  ict  Moni  sm,  and  Del  la  R  occa  w  i  l  l  not  be  sur  pr  i  sed  about  thi  s.  Indeed  ,  he
 ex  pects  hi  s  readership  not  to  embrace  Str  ict  Moni  sm.  But  he  wants  hi  s  readers  to  take  hi  s  v  iew
 ser  iously  and  not  merely  di  smi  ss  it  or  di  sagree  w  ith  it—instead  ,  he  urges  hi  s  readers,  i  f  they
 di  sagree  w  ith  him,  to  show  him  w  here  he  goes  w  rong  (x  x  i–x  x  ii  ,  81).  Hi  s  v  iew  i  s  so  interest  ingly
 arg  ued  and  defended  that  it  cannot  but  be  taken  ser  iously,  and  it  i  s  quite  a  chal  lenge,  for  those
 w  ho  do  not  believe  in  Str  ict  Moni  sm,  to  show  w  here  Del  la  R  occa  goes  w  rong.  Thi  s  i  s  w  hat  I  shal  l
 attempt  to  do  in  thi  s  paper.
 

Del  la  R  occa’s  path  to  Str  ict  Moni  sm,  w  hat  he  cal  l  s  the  Parmenidean  A  scent  ,  can  be  sum-
 mar  i  sed  as  fol  low  s:  the  Pr  inc  iple  of  Su  ffic  ient  R  eason  entai  l  s  that  di  st  inct  ions  are  unintel  lig  i  ble,
 and  the  Pr  inc  iple  of  Su  ffic  ient  R  eason  requires  that  ever  y  thing  i  s  intel  lig  i  ble,  therefore,  g  iven  the
 Pr  inc  iple  of  Su  ffic  ient  R  eason,  there  are  no  di  st  inct  ions.  The  case  for  Str  ict  Moni  sm  depend  s,
 thus,  on  the  Pr  inc  iple  of  Su  ffic  ient  R  eason,  or  at  least  on  a  restr  icted  version  of  it  ,  as  we  shal  l  see.
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My  reject  ion  of  Str  ict  Moni  sm  does  not  depend  on  any  att  itude  about  the  Pr  inc  iple  of  Su  ffic  ient
 R  eason.  Indeed  ,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  Pr  inc  iple  of  Su  ffic  ient  R  eason,  or  any  version  of  it  ,  has
 not  yet  been  show  n  to  entai  l  Str  ict  Moni  sm,  and  thi  s  i  s  one  of  the  things  I  aim  to  arg  ue  for  in
 thi  s  paper.
 

The  str  ucture  of  the  paper  i  s  as  fol  low  s:  in  the  second  sect  ion  I  shal  l  ex  plain  Str  ict  Moni  sm
 in  more  detai  l  ,  and  in  the  third  sect  ion  I  shal  l  ex  plain  w  hy  Str  ict  Moni  sm  i  s  fal  se.  Now,  i  f  a  thesi  s
 i  s  fal  se,  w  hatever  arg  uments  have  been  prov  ided  for  it  must  fai  l  in  one  way  or  another,  and  so  in
 the  four  th  sect  ion  I  shal  l  ex  plain  w  hy  and  how  the  arg  uments  prov  ided  for  Str  ict  Moni  sm  fai  l  .
 Final  ly,  in  the  fi  fth  sect  ion  I  shal  l  comment  on  the  signi  ficance  of  my  conclusions  in  the  four  th
 sect  ion  and  I  shal  l  point  out  ,  among  other  things,  that  we  do  not  have  any  reason,  at  least  at  the
 moment  ,  to  think  that  any  version  of  the  Pr  inc  iple  of  Su  ffic  ient  R  eason  entai  l  s  Str  ict  Moni  sm.
 

2.  L  et  us  compare  Str  ict  Moni  sm  w  ith  t  wo  more  common  versions  of  Moni  sm,  Existence
 Monism  and  Priorit  y  Monism:
 

(E  M):  There  i  s  only  one  entit  y.
 

(PM):  There  i  s  only  one  f  undamental  entit  y.
 

Often  E  x  i  stence  Moni  sm  and  Pr  ior  ity  Moni  sm  are  for  mulated  as  theses  relat  ing  to  the  number  of
 concrete  ent  it  ies,  i  .e.,  E  x  i  stence  Moni  sm  i  s  taken  to  be  the  thesi  s  that  there  i  s  only  one  concrete
 ent  it  y,  and  Pr  ior  ity  Moni  sm  i  s  taken  to  be  the  thesi  s  that  there  i  s  only  one  f  undamental  concrete
 ent  it  y  (see  Schaffer  2018).  There  i  s  good  reason  for  thi  s  restr  ict  ion,  since  it  i  s  w  ith  respect  to
 concrete  objects  that  most  of  the  debate  bet  ween  moni  sts  and  plurali  sts  has  taken  place.  But
 g  iven  that  Str  ict  Moni  sm  i  s  a  thesi  s  w  ith  ma  x  imal  generalit  y,  and  therefore  does  not  admit
 even  the  di  st  inct  ion  bet  ween  the  concrete  and  the  abstract  ,  it  i  s  appropr  iate,  for  the  pur  poses
 of  compar  i  son  of  Str  ict  Moni  sm  w  ith  other  moni  st  ic  theses,  to  li  ft  the  restr  ict  ion  to  concrete
 objects  and  consider  ma  x  imal  ly  general  versions  of  E  x  i  stence  Moni  sm  and  Pr  ior  ity  Moni  sm.
 

But  how  does  Str  ict  Moni  sm  di  ffer  f  rom  E  x  i  stence  Moni  sm?  If  there  are  no  di  st  inct  ions,  then
 there  should  be  no  di  st  inct  ent  it  ies,  and  therefore  there  should  be  only  one  ent  it  y,  one  would  be
 tempted  to  arg  ue.  But  Del  la  R  occa  rejects  thi  s  inference.  For  him,  i  f  there  were  only  one  ent  it  y,
 there  would  st  i  l  l  be  di  st  inct  ions,  i  f  only  conceptual  di  st  inct  ions  bet  ween  numbers  (  Del  la  R  occa
2025,  370).  Does  thi  s  mean,  then,  that  Str  ict  Moni  sm  i  s  a  version  of  Ni  hi  li  sm,  the  doctr  ine
 that  there  i  s  nothing  at  al  l  ?  No,  for  Del  la  R  occa  think  s  that  non-being  i  s  not  purely  posit  ive,
 and  therefore  it  i  s  inherently  relat  ional—but  i  f  there  are  relat  ions,  there  are  di  st  inct  ions,  and
 therefore  non-being  i  s  incompat  i  ble  w  ith  Str  ict  Moni  sm  (81–82).  For  Del  la  R  occa  ,  then,  there
 i  s  just  being  ,  purely  undi  fferent  iated  being.  In  other  word  s,  there  i  s  being  ,  but  no  beings.
 

Now,  I  have  doubts  about  Del  la  R  occa’s  idea  that  absolute  or  pure  non-being  i  s  relat  ional  .
 For  relat  ions  link  relata  ,  and  those  relata  must  be  ent  it  ies,  i  .e.  beings.  R  elat  ions  and  relat  ionalit  y
 are  inherently  ont  ic.  A  bsolute  non-being  ,  pure  nothingness,  cannot  be  related  to  any  thing—i  f  it
 were,  it  would  be  a  relatum,  and  therefore  it  would  be  an  ent  it  y.  W  hat  i  s  not  cannot  be  related  ,
 and  therefore  absolute  non-being  cannot  be  a  relatum.  A  nother  way  of  seeing  thi  s  might  be  thi  s
 one:  w  hat  i  s  not  cannot  have  any  proper  t  ies  at  al  l  ,  but  w  hat  i  s  related  has  relat  ional  proper  t  ies,
 therefore  absolute  or  pure  non-being  cannot  be  a  relatum.
 

Perhaps  w  hat  Del  la  R  occa  has  in  mind  i  s  that  non-being  i  s  conceptual  ly  relat  ional  in  the  sense
 that  the  concept  of  non-being  includes  the  denial  of  any  character  i  st  ic  s  or  features,  including
 relat  ionalit  y.  Perhaps.  But  thi  s  would  make  the  concept  of  non-being  ,  not  non-being  itsel  f  ,
 relat  ional  .  A  nd  i  f  there  were  just  non-being  ,  nothingness,  there  would  not  then  even  be  the
 concept  of  non-being.  Thus,  I  do  not  see  w  hy  non-being  ,  nothingness  itsel  f  ,  i  s  inherently
 relat  ional  ,  and  consequently  I  do  not  see  w  hy  Str  ict  Moni  sm  does  not  entai  l  a  di  sjunct  ion:
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either  there  i  s  undi  fferent  iated  being  or  there  i  sn’t  any  thing  at  al  l  .  But  I  shal  l  not  insi  st  on  thi  s
 and  I  shal  l  accept  as  a  consequence  of  Str  ict  Moni  sm  that  there  i  s  being  ,  just  being  ,  pure  and
 undi  fferent  iated  being.
 

Thus  understood  ,  plac  ing  Str  ict  Moni  sm  alongside  E  x  i  stence  Moni  sm  and  Pr  ior  ity  Moni  sm
 makes  apparent  a  di  fference  bet  ween  them:  w  hi  le  E  x  i  stence  Moni  sm  and  Pr  ior  ity  Moni  sm
 are  numer  ical  claims,  asser  t  ing  ,  respect  ively,  the  ex  i  stence  of  only  one  ent  it  y  and  only  one
 f  undamental  ent  it  y,  Str  ict  Moni  sm  does  not  asser  t  the  ex  i  stence  of  any  ent  it  y,  not  even  one,
 but  i  s  committed  simply  to  undi  fferent  iated  being.  That  i  s,  w  hi  le  E  x  i  stence  Moni  sm  and
 Pr  ior  ity  Moni  sm  feature  a  count  noun  in  their  for  mulat  ion,  the  for  mulat  ion  of  the  commitments
 of  Str  ict  Moni  sm  requires  only  a  mass  noun  (78).  That’s  w  hy  Del  la  R  occa  suggests  at  one  point
 that  Str  ict  Moni  sm  might  be  cal  led  ‘  being-i  sm’  rather  than  ‘moni  sm’  (240).
 

Since  moni  sm  i  s  general  ly  thought  to  be  a  fami  ly  of  theor  ies  character  i  sed  by  the  number  of
 ent  it  ies  of  a  cer  tain  k  ind  they  recogni  se,  namely  one,  there  i  s  a  sense  in  w  hich  Str  ict  Moni  sm  i  s
 not  a  k  ind  of  moni  sm,  for  its  tr  uth  implies  that  there  i  s  not  even  one  ent  it  y  of  any  k  ind  .  Thus,
 w  hen  Del  la  R  occa  says  that  Str  ict  Moni  sm  i  s  perhaps  stronger  than  E  x  i  stence  Moni  sm  and
 cer  tainly  stronger  than  Pr  ior  ity  Moni  sm  (21),  he  must  be  understood  as  meaning  that  Str  ict
 Moni  sm  i  s  more  radical  than  the  t  wo  counter  par  t  theor  ies,  not  that  it  log  ical  ly  entai  l  s  them
 w  ithout  being  entai  led  by  them.  Now,  by  deny  ing  any  and  al  l  di  st  inct  ions,  Str  ict  Moni  sm  i  s
 incompat  i  ble  w  ith  any  k  ind  of  plurali  sm,  since  i  f  there  are  no  di  st  inct  ions,  there  i  s  no  pluralit  y
 of  any  k  ind  ,  and  so  Del  la  R  occa  i  s  r  ight  that  in  thi  s  sense  Str  ict  Moni  sm  i  s  a  k  ind  of  moni  sm.
 

But  i  f  there  i  s  only  undi  fferent  iated  being  ,  how  can  there  be  thought  ,  meaning  ,  intent  ionalit  y  ?
 A  l  l  such  phenomena  seem  to  presuppose  the  di  st  inct  ion  bet  ween  subject  and  object  ,  and
 therefore  they  seem  incompat  i  ble  w  ith  Str  ict  Moni  sm.  But  Del  la  R  occa  arg  ues,  in  a  simi  lar  way  to
 the  way  in  w  hich  he  arg  ues  that  there  are  no  beings  but  only  undi  fferent  iated  being  ,  that  there  are
 no  act  ions  but  only  undi  fferent  iated  act  ion  (110),  there  are  no  di  st  inct  states  of  know  ledge  but
 only  undi  fferent  iated  know  ledge  (142),  there  are  no  di  st  inct  meanings  but  only  undi  fferent  iated
 meaning  (170),  and  there  are  no  di  st  inct  tr  uths  but  only  undi  fferent  iated  tr  uth  (180).  But  ,  of
 course,  (undi  fferent  iated)  being  ,  act  ion,  know  ledge,  meaning  and  tr  uth  cannot  be  di  fferent  f  rom
 each  other,  since  in  that  case  there  would  be  di  st  inct  ions.  Str  ict  Moni  sm  entai  l  s  that  being  i  s
 act  ion,  w  hich  i  s  know  ledge,  w  hich  i  s  meaning  ,  w  hich  i  s  tr  uth  (181).
 

How  does  Del  la  R  occa  arg  ue  for  Str  ict  Moni  sm?  I  shal  l  go  into  the  detai  l  s  of  hi  s  arg  ument  that
 there  are  no  di  st  inct  ions  in  being  in  Sect  ion  4.  But  al  l  hi  s  arg  uments  fol  low  the  same  patter  n,  the
 most  impor  tant  par  t  of  w  hich  i  s  the  assumpt  ion  of  some  version  of  the  Pr  inc  iple  of  Su  ffic  ient
 R  eason.  For  instance,  w  hen  arg  uing  for  the  fact  that  there  i  s  no  di  fferent  iated  substance  or
 being  ,  he  assumes  that  substance  or  being  has  an  ex  planat  ion;  w  hen  arg  uing  that  there  i  s  no
 di  fferent  iated  act  ion,  he  assumes  that  act  ion  has  an  ex  planat  ion;  and  the  same  i  s  tr  ue  w  hen  he
 arg  ues  that  there  i  s  no  di  fferent  iated  know  ledge  and  meaning.  Del  la  R  occa’s  just  i  ficat  ion  for
 assuming  the  relevant  versions  of  the  Pr  inc  iple  of  Su  ffic  ient  R  eason  i  s  that  ,  in  the  phi  losophy  of
 substance,  act  ion,  know  ledge,  and  meaning  ,  there  i  s  a  w  idespread  acceptance  of  an  ex  planator  y
 demand  concer  ning  their  subject  matters.  In  ever  y  case,  after  assuming  a  version  of  the  Pr  inc  iple
 of  Su  ffic  ient  R  eason  concer  ning  the  subject  matter  in  quest  ion,  Del  la  R  occa  goes  on  to  arg  ue
 that  the  respect  ive  ex  planator  y  demand  cannot  be  sat  isfied  .  2 But  thi  s  strateg  y,  however,  has  an
 obv  ious  limit  :  it  cannot  be  applied  in  those  areas  w  here  there  i  s  no  w  idespread  agreement  to  the
 ex  planator  y  demand  encapsulated  by  a  version  of  the  Pr  inc  iple  of  Su  ffic  ient  R  eason.  A  nd  thi  s
 i  s  w  hy  in  the  case  of  tr  uth  Del  la  R  occa’s  arg  ument  i  s  indirect  :  he  arg  ues  that  ,  since  there  i  s  no
 di  fferent  iated  meaning  ,  there  i  s  no  di  fferent  iated  tr  uth  (178–81).  Indeed  ,  as  Del  la  R  occa  notes,
 there  i  s  a  substant  ial  number  of  phi  losophers  of  tr  uth,  var  iously  know  n  as  deflat  ionists,  w  ho  do
 not  acknow  ledge  any  ex  planator  y  pressure  w  ith  respect  to  their  subject  matter  (176).
 

There  i  s  another  limitat  ion  to  Del  la  R  occa’s  dialect  ical  strateg  y,  and  thi  s  becomes  clear  w  hen
 the  phenomenon  of  di  fferent  iat  ion  i  s  indubitable,  and  therefore  it  must  be  accepted  .  For  in
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thi  s  case  the  ex  planator  y  demand  must  be  accepted  only  i  f  it  does  not  lead  to  reject  ing  the
 phenomenon  of  di  fferent  iat  ion  itsel  f  ,  since  being  indubitable,  di  fferent  iat  ion  cannot  be  denied
 or  rejected  in  thi  s  case.  In  general  ,  w  hen  the  phenomenon  to  be  ex  plained  i  s  indubitable,  we  are
 faced  w  ith  t  wo  opt  ions:  either  we  take  the  phenomenon  as  ex  plainable  or,  i  f  an  ex  planat  ion  i  s
 proven  to  be  impossi  ble,  we  accept  it  as  unex  plainable,  basic,  pr  imit  ive.  The  opt  ion  of  reject  ing
 the  phenomenon  because  of  being  unex  plainable  i  s  avai  lable  only  w  hen  there  i  s  more  reason  to
 accept  the  ex  planator  y  demand  than  there  i  s  to  accept  the  phenomenon  (in  the  nex  t  sect  ion  we
 shal  l  see  an  ex  ample  of  indubitable  di  st  inct  ions  or  di  fferent  iat  ion).
 

Accept  ing  the  conclusion  of  Del  la  R  occa’s  arg  ument  ,  namely  accept  ing  Str  ict  Moni  sm,
 requires  engag  ing  in  the  Par  menidean  ascent  ,  the  movement  of  the  mind  by  w  hich  it  rejects
 and  abandons  al  l  di  st  inct  ions.  The  Par  menidean  ascent  consi  sts  in  captur  ing  realit  y  as  it  i  s,  or
 ‘seeing  the  world  ar  ight’,  namely  w  ithout  di  st  inct  ions.  Thi  s  seeing  i  s,  of  course,  not  di  st  inct  f  rom
 w  hat  it  sees.  R  ealit  y,  or  being  ,  i  s  know  ledge  according  to  Str  ict  Moni  sm.  Thus,  the  Par  menidean
 ascent  i  s  the  adopt  ion  of  a  k  ind  of  myst  ic  i  sm.  Now,  the  myst  ic  i  sm  in  Del  la  R  occa’  s  Par  menidean
 ascent  i  s  not  one  of  ex  per  ience  but  one  produced  by  reasoning  :  reason  reasons  itsel  f  out  of  itsel  f
 and  into  a  realm  that  must  be  arat  ional  ,  since  the  realm  of  reason  i  s  always  a  realm  of  reasons,
 and  w  hat  those  reasons  are  reasons  for,  and  therefore  it  i  s  a  realm  of  di  st  inct  ions.  A  s  R  ussel  l
 said  ,  refer  r  ing  to  the  myst  ic  i  sm  or  ig  inat  ing  in  Par  menides,  thi  s  k  ind  of  myst  ic  i  sm  might  be  cal  led
 ‘  log  ical  myst  ic  i  sm’  ( R  ussel  l  1959,  8).
 

If  Str  ict  Moni  sm  i  s  tr  ue,  and  there  i  s  only  being  but  no  beings,  and  being  i  s  know  ledge  but
 not  know  ledge  of  any  par  t  icular  tr  uth  or  tr  uths,  then  “I”  should  under  take  the  Par  menidean
 ascent  and  become  one  w  ith  the  world  and  see  the  world  ar  ight  ,  as  it  i  s,  w  ithout  di  st  inct  ions,
 through  a  seeing  that  i  s  itsel  f  the  world  (there  are  quotat  ion  mark  s  around  the  word  ‘I’  because,
 i  f  Str  ict  Moni  sm  i  s  tr  ue,  there  are  no  Is).  Now,  i  f  there  i  s  such  a  myst  ical  apprehension,  al  l  I  can
 say  i  s  that  I  am  unable  to  take  the  big  leap,  abandon  di  st  inct  ions  altogether,  become  one  w  ith
 the  world  and  see  the  world  ar  ight  ,  w  ithout  di  st  inct  ions.  I  cannot  do  it—I  don’t  even  know  how
 to  do  it.  That  i  s,  par  tly,  w  hy  I  am  not  a  str  ict  moni  st.  But  thi  s  fact  i  s  only  of  biographical  interest  ,
 i  f  of  any  interest  at  al  l  .  There  are  more  interest  ing  reasons  w  hy  I  am  not  a  str  ict  moni  st  ,  and  thi  s
 i  s  because  there  are  reasons  not  to  be  one.  To  these  reasons  I  now  tur  n. 

3.  Del  la  R  occa  i  s  aware  that  there  i  s  a  k  ind  of  arg  umentat  ive  incoherence  in  Str  ict  Moni  sm,
 or  at  least  in  the  way  he  arg  ues  for  Str  ict  Moni  sm  (219–25).  He  considers  four  ways  in  w  hich
 hi  s  arg  uments  are  sel  f  -under  mining.  First  ,  hi  s  arg  uments  are  sel  f  -under  mining  because  they
 appeal  to  a  relat  ional  or  di  fferent  ial  not  ion  of  metaphysical  ex  planat  ion,  but  those  arg  uments
 establi  sh,  in  Del  la  R  occa’s  v  iew,  Str  ict  Moni  sm,  a  thesi  s  that  i  s  equivalent  to  the  thesi  s  that
 there  are  no  relat  ions  and  di  st  inct  ions.  Second  ,  hi  s  arg  uments  lead  to  the  conclusion  that  Str  ict
 Moni  sm  cannot  be  stated  ,  since  stat  ing  Str  ict  Moni  sm  requires  putt  ing  it  into  some  k  ind  of
 proposit  ional  str  ucture,  but  there  i  s  no  str  ucture  i  f  Str  ict  Moni  sm  i  s  tr  ue.  Third  ,  hi  s  arg  uments
 for  m  par  t  of  a  di  st  inct  ively  phi  losophical  inquir  y  into  relat  ions  and  substance,  but  i  f  there  i  s  only
 undi  fferent  iated  being  there  i  s  nothing  di  st  inct  ively  phi  losophical  .  Four  th,  though  according  to
 Str  ict  Moni  sm  there  are  no  di  st  inct  ions,  and  no  negat  ion,  and  no  non-being  ,  such  not  ions  are
 used  w  hen  establi  shing  and  ar  t  iculat  ing  Str  ict  Moni  sm  (219–20).  3

How  does  Del  la  R  occa  react  to  thi  s  sel  f  -under  mining  ?  For  him,  it  i  s  a  feature,  not  a  bug
 (221).  Indeed  ,  Del  la  R  occa  find  s  joy  in  the  sel  f  -under  mining  character  of  hi  s  arg  uments,  as  the
 t  itle  of  hi  s  ninth  chapter,  “Paradox  and  the  Joy  of  Sel  f  -Under  mining  ,”  indicates.  4 He  proposes  a
 Wittgensteinian  strateg  y  to  deal  w  ith  thi  s  sel  f  -under  mining  :
 

I  grant  that  the  arg  uments  involved  in  var  ious  for  ms  of  the  Par  menidean  A  scent  are,  by  my
 ow  n  lights,  incoherent  or—to  use  a  Wittgensteinian  ter  m—nonsense.  Nonetheless,  these
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arg  uments  can  be  regarded  as  a  ladder  that  we  climb  up  and  then  throw  away  w  hen  we
 realize  that  they  are  nonsense.  A  nd  in  climbing  ,  in—as  I  might  say  —ascending  ,  we—as
 Wittgenstein  might  say  —see  the  world  ar  ight  in  the  sense  that  we  are,  final  ly,  f  ree  of  the  i  l  lusion
 of  di  stinctions,  espec  ial  ly  the  di  stinctions  that  we  appeal  to  in  car  r  y  ing  out  cer  tain  for  ms  of
 metaphysical  think  ing.  (220)

 

I  shal  l  come  back  to  the  Wittgensteinian  strateg  y  later.  For  the  moment  ,  I  want  to  point  out
 that  Del  la  R  occa  sees  the  sel  f  -under  mining  as  threatening  the  arg  uments  for  Str  ict  Moni  sm
 rather  than  Str  ict  Moni  sm  itsel  f. 5 Thi  s  i  s  clear  f  rom  the  quote  above,  w  here  he  says  that  it  i  s
 the  arg  uments  that  are  to  be  throw  n  away,  not  Str  ict  Moni  sm—on  the  contrar  y,  Str  ict  Moni  sm
 i  s  preser  ved  ,  since  it  per  mits  us  to  see  the  world  ar  ight.  6

But  there  are  reasons  to  think  that  Str  ict  Moni  sm  itsel  f  i  s  sel  f  -under  mining.  A  nd  ,  i  f  so,  there
 are  reasons  to  reject  Str  ict  Moni  sm  itsel  f  ,  not  just  the  arg  uments  for  it.
 

First  ,  Str  ict  Moni  sm  i  s  sel  f  -ref  ut  ing  in  the  sense  that  ,  i  f  tr  ue,  it  cannot  be  rat  ional  ly  believed
 or  accepted  .  For  i  f  Str  ict  Moni  sm  i  s  tr  ue,  there  are  no  di  st  inct  ions  and  therefore  no  di  st  inct
 concepts.  But  rat  ional  ly  believ  ing  a  thesi  s  requires  understanding  it  ,  and  Str  ict  Moni  sm  i  s
 an  ar  t  iculat  ion  of  the  di  st  inct  concepts  of  ex  i  stence,  negat  ion,  and  di  st  inct  ion.  Without  these
 di  st  inct  concepts  being  ar  t  iculated  in  the  prec  i  se  way  in  w  hich  Str  ict  Moni  sm  does,  there  i  s  no
 thesi  s  of  Str  ict  Moni  sm,  and  therefore  Str  ict  Moni  sm  i  s  nothing  to  be  understood  .  But  i  f  Str  ict
 Moni  sm  cannot  be  understood  i  f  it  i  s  tr  ue,  then  it  cannot  be  rat  ional  ly  believed  or  accepted  i  f  it
 i  s  tr  ue. 7

That  a  thesi  s  cannot  be  rat  ional  ly  believed  i  f  it  i  s  tr  ue  does  not  show  that  it  i  s  fal  se.  But  it  show  s
 that  the  thesi  s  cannot  be  rat  ional  ly  maintained  or  accepted  .  Thus,  the  only  rat  ional  att  itude
 toward  s  Str  ict  Moni  sm  i  s  nonacceptance,  i  .e.,  reject  ion.
 

Now,  that  Str  ict  Moni  sm  cannot  be  rat  ional  ly  believed  i  f  it  i  s  tr  ue  has  consequences  for  the
 arg  uments  w  hose  al  leged  conclusion  i  s  Str  ict  Moni  sm.  For  the  premi  ses  of  a  good  arg  ument
 must  prov  ide  good  reasons  for  believ  ing  its  conclusion.  But  Str  ict  Moni  sm,  i  f  tr  ue,  cannot  be
 rat  ional  ly  believed  ,  and  therefore  there  cannot  be  any  good  reasons  for  believ  ing  it.  Thus,  there
 must  be  a  fault  in  Del  la  R  occa’s  arg  uments  for  Str  ict  Moni  sm.
 

Note  that  thi  s  i  s  not  the  same  as  the  Wittgensteinian  strateg  y  that  Del  la  R  occa  counsel  s.  That
 strateg  y  takes  the  arg  uments  to  establi  sh  their  conclusion,  Str  ict  Moni  sm.  Once  the  conclusion
 i  s  establi  shed  and  believed  ,  the  arg  uments  are  di  scarded  .  W  hat  I  am  say  ing  here  i  s  that  g  iven  that
 Str  ict  Moni  sm  cannot  be  rat  ional  ly  believed  i  f  tr  ue,  no  arg  ument  can  real  ly  establi  sh  it  ,  since  no
 premi  ses  can  be  good  reasons  for  believ  ing  it.  In  other  word  s,  the  arg  uments  for  Str  ict  Moni  sm
 do  not  al  low  us  to  climb  up  any  w  here  f  rom  w  hich  we  can  and  should  throw  them  away.  If  thi  s  i  s
 r  ight  ,  there  must  be  a  fault  in  those  arg  uments—and  ident  i  f  y  ing  it  i  s  the  aim  of  the  nex  t  sect  ion.
 

There  are  other  considerat  ions  that  show  that  Str  ict  Moni  sm  i  s  fal  se.  For,  g  iven  that  there
 appear  to  be  di  st  inct  ions,  the  thesi  s  that  there  are  no  di  st  inct  ions  entai  l  s  that  w  hat  appear  to
 be  di  st  inct  ions  are  real  ly  i  l  lusions  of  di  st  inct  ions.  But  the  ex  i  stence  of  i  l  lusions,  even  of  one
 i  l  lusion,  presupposes  a  di  st  inct  ion  bet  ween  realit  y  and  i  l  lusion.  So  g  iven  that  there  appear  to
 be  di  st  inct  ions,  there  i  s  at  least  one  real  di  st  inct  ion,  that  bet  ween  realit  y  and  i  l  lusion.  But  then
 Str  ict  Moni  sm  i  s  fal  se.
 

Note  that  the  point  i  s  not  that  the  claim  that  di  st  inct  ions  are  i  l  lusor  y  i  s  par  t  of  Str  ict  Moni  sm,
 and  therefore,  since  i  l  lusions  presuppose  di  st  inct  ions,  Str  ict  Moni  sm  i  s  fal  se  i  f  tr  ue.  That  point
 mi  scharacter  izes  Str  ict  Moni  sm.  Str  ict  Moni  sm  does  not  say  that  any  thing  i  s  i  l  lusor  y  —it  only
 says  that  there  are  no  di  st  inct  ions.  8 The  point  i  s  that  there  appear  to  be  di  st  inct  ions  (such
 appearances  are  mani  fest  to  my  consc  iousness:  r  ight  now,  as  I  w  r  ite  thi  s,  it  appears  to  me  as
 i  f  there  are  di  fferent  sound  s,  colours,  and  shapes)  and  i  f  Str  ict  Moni  sm  i  s  tr  ue,  such  appearances
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can  only  be  i  l  lusions,  and  i  f  they  are  i  l  lusions,  Str  ict  Moni  sm  i  s  fal  se.  Thus,  we  have  ground  s  to
 consider  Str  ict  Moni  sm  fal  se,  and  therefore  we  have  ground  s  to  reject  Str  ict  Moni  sm.
 

These  ground  s  show  the  fal  sit  y  of  Str  ict  Moni  sm  by  infer  r  ing  the  realit  y  of  di  st  inct  ions  f  rom
 the  appearance  of  di  st  inct  ions.  But  there  are  ground  s  that  show  the  fal  sit  y  of  Str  ict  Moni  sm  even
 more  directly,  w  ithout  hav  ing  to  infer  the  realit  y  of  di  st  inct  ions.  For  the  realit  y  of  di  st  inct  ions
 and  di  st  inct  beings  i  s  a  cer  taint  y  that  it  would  be  ir  rat  ional  to  deny  or  reject.  Thus,  it  i  s  a  datum
 of  consc  iousness  that  I  ex  i  st  and  that  I  am  di  st  inct  f  rom  my  thoughts;  it  i  s  al  so  a  datum  of
 consc  iousness  that  I  think  di  st  inct  thoughts;  it  i  s  al  so  a  datum  of  consc  iousness  that  I  understand
 di  st  inct  concepts,  and  it  i  s  a  datum  of  consc  iousness  that  there  are  di  st  inct  elements  in  my
 phenomenal  consc  iousness.  But  it  i  s  ir  rat  ional  to  deny  and  reject  ,  even  to  doubt  ,  the  realit  y  of
 w  hat  i  s  presented  to  my  consc  iousness  in  these  cases.  In  other  word  s,  it  i  s  cer  tain  that  these  data
 are  tr  ue  and  represent  realit  ies.  But  these  data  contradict  Str  ict  Moni  sm.  Therefore,  we  have
 ground  s  to  be  cer  tain  that  Str  ict  Moni  sm  i  s  fal  se.
 

But  aren’t  the  things  I  am  cal  ling  data  of  consc  iousness  intuitions?  A  fter  al  l  ,  somet  imes
 Descar  tes  cal  l  s  hi  s  apprehension  of  hi  s  ow  n  ex  i  stence  an  intuit  ion.  A  nd  ,  in  any  case,  in  so  far  as
 I  directly  apprehend  the  things  I  li  sted  in  the  prev  ious  paragraph,  cal  ling  them  intuit  ions  i  s  not
 inappropr  iate.  Now,  Del  la  R  occa  puts  for  ward  a  strong  case  against  the  method  of  intuit  ions.
 Doesn’t  hi  s  case  against  it  under  mine  my  appeal  to  intuit  ions  in  arg  uing  against  Str  ict  Moni  sm?
 No.  According  to  Del  la  R  occa  ,  intuit  ions  are  arbitrar  y  because  they  are  fal  li  ble  and  therefore
 “there  i  s  no  reason  that  we  should  attune  our  theor  ies  to  fal  li  ble  intuit  ions  rather  than  adopt
 some  other,  ex  tra-intuit  ive  star  t  ing  point”  (271).  But  thi  s  does  not  apply  to  the  data  that  I  am
 di  st  inct  f  rom  my  thoughts,  that  I  think  di  st  inct  thoughts,  that  I  understand  di  st  inct  concepts,
 and  that  there  are  di  st  inct  elements  in  my  phenomenal  consc  iousness.  These  are  not  fal  li  ble
 presentat  ions:  their  tr  uth  i  s  mani  fest  and  therefore  I  cannot  rat  ional  ly  doubt  them.  (In  other
 word  s,  I  am  rat  ional  ly  obliged  to  accept  those  intuit  ions.  But  then,  since  I  am  cer  tain  that  they
 contradict  Str  ict  Moni  sm,  I  am  rat  ional  ly  obliged  to  reject  Str  ict  Moni  sm).  9

So  there  are  t  wo  di  st  inct  but  related  t  y  pes  of  ground  s  to  conclude  that  Str  ict  Moni  sm  i  s  fal  se.
 Now,  there  cannot  be  any  good  reasons  to  believe  a  fal  se  thesi  s.  Thus,  we  are  ent  itled  to  infer
 that  there  must  be  a  fault  in  Del  la  R  occa’s  arg  uments  for  Str  ict  Moni  sm.
 

A  gain,  thi  s  i  s  not  the  same  as  the  Wittgensteinian  strateg  y  that  Del  la  R  occa  counsel  s.  That
 strateg  y  takes  the  arg  uments  to  establi  sh  their  conclusion,  Str  ict  Moni  sm.  Once  the  conclusion
 i  s  establi  shed  and  believed  ,  the  arg  uments  are  di  scarded  .  W  hat  I  am  say  ing  here  i  s  that  ,  g  iven  that
 there  are  conclusive  reasons  for  the  fal  sit  y  of  Str  ict  Moni  sm,  no  arg  ument  can  real  ly  establi  sh
 Str  ict  Moni  sm.  In  other  word  s,  the  arg  uments  for  Str  ict  Moni  sm  do  not  al  low  us  to  climb  up
 any  w  here  f  rom  w  hich  we  can  and  should  throw  them  away.  If  thi  s  i  s  r  ight  ,  there  must  be  a  fault
 in  those  arg  uments—and  ident  i  f  y  ing  it  i  s  the  aim  of  the  nex  t  sect  ion.
 

4.  In  di  fferent  chapters  of  the  book  Del  la  R  occa  g  ives  arg  uments  to  under  mine,  respect  ively,
 di  fferent  iated  concept  ions  of  substance,  act  ion,  know  ledge,  meaning  ,  and  tr  uth.  The  main
 arg  ument  i  s  the  one  on  substance  or  being  (Del  la  R  occa  uses  the  ter  ms  ‘substance’  and  ‘  being’
 interchangeably  [24]).  In  any  case,  thi  s  i  s  w  here  I  think  I  can  ident  i  f  y  a  fault  ,  and  since  ident  i  f  y  ing
 a  fault  in  thi  s  par  t  icular  arg  ument  i  s  su  ffic  ient  to  block  the  inference  to  Str  ict  Moni  sm,  thi  s  i  s
 the  arg  ument  I  shal  l  concentrate  upon.  Never  theless,  since  the  other  arg  uments  are  str  uctural  ly
 analogous  to  the  arg  ument  against  di  fferent  iated  being  ,  the  same  sor  t  of  fault  i  s  li  kely  to  be
 present  there  too.
 

W  hat  i  s  Del  la  R  occa’s  arg  ument  against  di  fferent  iated  substance?  Hi  s  arg  ument  has  t  wo  par  ts,
 an  induct  ive  par  t  and  an  a  priori  par  t.  The  induct  ive  par  t  consi  sts  in  show  ing  that  the  most
 prominent  theor  ies  of  substance  have  fai  led  to  ex  plain  w  hat  makes  a  substance  a  substance,  and
 infer  r  ing  f  rom  there  that  probably  al  l  theor  ies  of  substance  are  a  fai  lure  (24–58).  A  l  l  I  have  to
 say  about  thi  s  par  t  of  the  arg  ument  i  s  that  ,  by  itsel  f  ,  it  doesn’t  have  the  force  to  establi  sh  Str  ict
 Moni  sm. 
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The  a  priori  par  t  consi  sts  of  an  arg  ument  designed  to  show  that  al  l  theor  ies  of  substance,
 at  least  al  l  theor  ies  of  substance  conceived  under  the  g  uidance  of  a  restr  icted  version  of  the
 Pr  inc  iple  of  Su  ffic  ient  R  eason,  must  fai  l  .  Del  la  R  occa’s  arg  ument  does  not  actual  ly  use  or  require
 the  f  ul  l  version  of  the  Pr  inc  iple  of  Su  ffic  ient  R  eason—al  l  it  need  s  i  s  a  restr  icted  version  of  it.  The
 version  of  the  Pr  inc  iple  of  Su  ffic  ient  R  eason  Del  la  R  occa  has  in  mind  i  s  restr  icted  to  relat  ions
 and  relat  ional  facts:  al  l  relat  ions  and  relat  ional  facts  are  ex  plainable  (61,  74).  10 Then,  according
 to  Del  la  R  occa  ,  the  substance-mak  ing  relat  ion  R  link  ing  S  to  T  (w  here  T  i  s  w  hatever  relatum
 a  substance  S  must  be  related  to  by  R  ,  w  hatever  relat  ion  R  might  be)  should  be  ex  plained  by  a
 relat  ion  of  par  t  ial  grounding  bet  ween  S  and  R  ,  R  ′  .  But  R  ′  i  s  a  relat  ion  .  .  .
 

So  we  ask  :  on  w  hat  i  s  R  ′  grounded  ?  Wel  l,  R  ′  i  s  a  relation  (of  par  tial  grounding  )  bet  ween  S  and
 R  and,  as  such,  it  depend  s  not  only  on  S  and  on  R  but  al  so  on  a  relation  of  par  tial  grounding
 bet  ween  S  and  R  ′  itsel  f.  (R ′  al  so  depend  s  on  a  relation  of  par  tial  grounding  bet  ween  R  ′  and
 R).  Cal  l  the  relation  of  par  tial  grounding  bet  ween  R  ′  and  S,  R  ′  ′  —i.e.  R  double  pr  ime.  Notice
 that  in  order  to  metaphysical  ly  ex  plain  R  and  thus  in  order  to  metaphysical  ly  ex  plain  R  ′  ,  it
 now  tur  ns  out  that  we  must  metaphysical  ly  ex  plain  R  ′  ′  ,  and  so  on  ad  infinitum.  Or  to  put  the
 point  epi  stemolog  ical  ly,  our  understanding  of  w  hat  makes  S  a  (di  fferentiated)  substance  i  s  not
 complete  unti  l  we  have  a  grasp  of  the  substance-mak  ing  relation,  R  .  But  we  cannot  be  said
 to  grasp  R  unti  l  we  grasp  the  relation,  R  ′  ,  of  par  tial  grounding  on  w  hich  R  depend  s.  A  nd  we
 cannot  be  said  to  grasp  R  ′  unti  l  we  grasp  a  f  urther  relation,  R  ′  ′  ,  of  par  tial  grounding  ,  and  so  on
 ad  infinitum.

 

A  s  my  presentation  of  it  already  indicates,  thi  s  regress  i  s  v  ic  ious.  The  initial  relation  R  depends
 on  a  f  urther  relation,  R  ′  ,  w  hich  in  tur  n  depends  on  a  f  urther  relation,  R  ′  ′  .  Before  one  can  ex  plain
 R  ,  one  must  first  ex  plain  R  ′  .  But  before  one  can  ex  plain  R  ′  ,  one  must  first  ex  plain  R  ′  ′  ,  and  so  on
 ad  infinitum.  One’s  ex  planation  of  R  can  thus  never  be  completed  and,  since  the ex  planator  y
 goal—essential  to  the  theor  y  of  substance—demand  s  that  we  account  for the  substance-

 mak  ing  relation,  our  ex  planator  y  goal  cannot  be  reached,  and  we  must  ,  as  Hume  would  say,
 inev  itably  be  di  ssati  sfied.  (64;  italic  s  in  the  or  ig  inal)

 

The  conclusion  Del  la  R  occa  der  ives  f  rom  thi  s  i  s  that  (di  fferent  iated)  substance  cannot  be  and
 cannot  be  thought.  But  does  thi  s  conclusion  fol  low  f  rom  the  arg  ument?
 

I  shal  l  concede  that  ,  g  iven  Del  la  R  occa’s  assumpt  ions,  it  fol  low  s  that  there  i  s  an  infinite
 regress  of  relat  ions,  and  that  any  relat  ion  at  any  point  in  the  regress  depend  s  on  the  relat  ion
 at  the  immediately  subsequent  point  in  the  regress.  But  thi  s  does  not  imply,  in  itsel  f  ,  that  such
 a  regress  i  s  metaphysical  ly  impossi  ble.  The  mere  fact  that  a  ser  ies  i  s  infinite  does  not  make  it
 metaphysical  ly  v  ic  ious.
 

Somet  imes  an  infinite  ser  ies  i  s  al  leged  to  be  v  ic  ious  because  it  offend  s  against  ontolog  ical
 economy.  But  it  i  s  not  clear  that  thi  s  i  s  so  in  the  present  case  and  ,  in  fact  ,  there  i  s  nothing  in
 Del  la  R  occa’s  tex  t  suggest  ing  that  thi  s  i  s  w  hat  he  has  in  mind  .  A  nd  even  i  f  each  member  of  the
 infinite  ser  ies  depend  s  on  the  nex  t  one,  as  I  have  conceded  to  Del  la  R  occa  ,  thi  s  does  not  in  itsel  f
 make  the  regress  metaphysical  ly  v  ic  ious  (cf.  R  odr  ig  uez  -Perey  ra  2002,  108–109).
 

In  prev  ious  work  Del  la  R  occa  arg  ued  that  an  infinite  ser  ies  of  relat  ions  ordered  in  ter  ms  of
 grounding  would  v  iolate  the  idea  that  relat  ions  are  grounded  .  He  says  of  the  v  iew  according  to
 w  hich  a  relat  ion  i  s  grounded  in  other  relat  ions  w  hich  are  grounded  in  other  relat  ions  and  so  on
 ad  infinitum  that  it  lead  s  to  say  ing  that  “ult  imately  there  i  s  no  thing  or  things  in  v  ir  tue  of  w  hich  x
 and  y  stand  in  thi  s  relat  ion”  ( Del  la  R  occa  2012,  148,  italic  s  in  the  or  ig  inal).  On  the  contrar  y:  to
 say  that  a  cer  tain  relat  ion  i  s  grounded  in  other  relat  ions  w  hich  are  grounded  in  other  relat  ions
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and  so  on  ad  infinitum  i  s  to  say  that  there  are  infinitely  many  things,  i  .e.  relat  ions,  on  w  hich  that
 relat  ion  i  s  grounded  .
 

Now,  Del  la  R  occa  i  s  clear  that  the  reason  w  hy  R  depend  s  on  R  ′   i  s  that  R  ′   i  s  par  t  of  the  nature
 or  essence  of  R  (62–63);  simi  larly,  the  reason  w  hy  R  ′   depend  s  on  R  ′  ′   must  be  that  R  ′  ′   i  s  par  t
 of  the  nature  or  essence  of  R  ′  ,  and  so  on.  Here  the  nature  or  essence  of  a  relat  ion  R  must  be
 understood  to  consi  st  of  those  things,  proper  t  ies,  or  w  hatever,  that  make  R  the  relat  ion  it  i  s—
 indeed  ,  in  so  far  as  he  grants  the  di  st  inct  ion  bet  ween  const  itut  ive  and  consequent  ial  essence,
 Del  la  R  occa  claims  that  R  ′   i  s  par  t  of  the  const  itut  ive  essence  of  R  (66).  But  thi  s  does  not  make
 any  di  fference.  The  fact  that  each  relat  ion  in  an  infinite  ser  ies  i  s  par  t  of  the  nature  or  essence  of
 the  prev  ious  relat  ion  does  not  make  that  ser  ies  metaphysical  ly  impossi  ble,  and  therefore  it  does
 not  make  the  first  member  of  that  ser  ies  metaphysical  ly  impossi  ble.  Indeed  ,  that  fact  does  not
 mean  that  the  ident  it  y  or  being  of  any  member  of  the  ser  ies  cannot  be  grounded  .  For  in  such
 a  ser  ies  ever  y  member  has  its  ident  it  y  or  being  immediately  grounded  in  the  nex  t  member  and
 ult  imately  grounded  in  al  l  of  the  subsequent  members.
 

Thus,  there  seems  to  be  no  metaphysical  reason  that  makes  the  regress  v  ic  ious.  Now,  in  The
 Parmenidean  A  scent  Del  la  R  occa  ident  i  fies  the  v  ic  iousness  in  an  epi  stemolog  ical  or  ex  planator  y
 aspect  of  the  regress.  For  him,  the  fact  that  ever  y  relat  ion  in  the  regress  depend  s  on  the  fol  low  ing
 one  means  that  we  cannot  grasp  or  understand  any  relat  ion  in  the  regress  unless  we  have  first
 understood  the  nex  t  one.  The  idea  i  s  that  understanding  any  indiv  idual  relat  ion  in  the  regress
 presupposes  hav  ing  first  understood  another  one—put  in  ter  ms  of  ex  planat  ion,  in  order  to
 ex  plain  any  relat  ion  in  the  regress,  one  must  first  have  ex  plained  the  fol  low  ing  relat  ion.  Such
 understanding  and  such  ex  planat  ion  are  never  complete,  since  they  always  presuppose  the
 understanding  or  ex  planat  ion  of  something  el  se.  Thus,  even  i  f  one  had  the  intel  lectual  capac  it  y  to
 grasp  an  infinite  number  of  relat  ions,  one  would  not  be  able  to  grasp  the  relat  ions  in  thi  s  regress,
 since  one  would  not  have  been  able  to  have  understood  any  of  them.  According  to  Del  la  R  occa  ,
 then,  the  ex  planator  y  goal  can  never  be  completed  :  we  can  never  understand  or  grasp  w  hat  the
 substance-mak  ing  relat  ion  i  s.  The  ult  imate  conclusion  Del  la  R  occa  draw  s  f  rom  thi  s  i  s  that  there
 are  no  substances,  no  beings,  but  only  being  or  substance  as  such,  that  i  s,  undi  fferent  iated  being
 or  substance. 

But  the  conclusion  does  not  fol  low.  For  the  infinite  regress  of  relat  ions  does  not  entai  l  that
 in  order  to  grasp  or  understand  the  substance-mak  ing  relat  ion  we  need  to  grasp  or  understand
 infinitely  many  indiv  idual  relat  ions.  From  the  fact  that  there  i  s  an  infinite  regress  of  relat  ions  it
 fol  low  s  at  most  that  to  understand  the  not  ion  of  di  fferent  iated  substance  we  need  to  grasp  or
 understand  the  ‘mechanic  s’  of  the  regress,  i  .e.,  to  grasp  or  understand  w  hat  t  y  pes  of  relat  ions
 are  involved  in  the  regress,  the  grounding  and  dependence  relat  ions  obtaining  bet  ween  them,
 and  that  there  are  infinitely  many  relat  ions  ordered  in  such  a  way  that  each  one  depend  s  in
 the  relevant  sense  on  the  nex  t  one.  But  thi  s  i  s  per  fectly  possi  ble  to  do—indeed  we  grasp  these
 things  in  grasping  the  infinite  regress  of  relat  ions.  For  w  hen  we  understand  that  the  postulat  ion
 of  a  substance-mak  ing  relat  ion  lead  s  to  an  infinite  regress,  we  understand  that  it  i  s  grounded
 in  a  relat  ion  link  ing  it  to  its  ter  ms,  we  understand  that  grounding  entai  l  s  dependence,  and  we
 understand  that  ever  y  relat  ion  grounding  another  one  in  the  ser  ies  i  s  al  so  grounded  in  another
 relat  ion  in  the  ser  ies. 

But  i  f  R  ′   i  s  par  t  of  the  nature  of  R  ,  how  can  I  understand  R  i  f  I  do  not  understand  R  ′  ?  A  nd  how
 can  I  understand  R  ′   i  f  I  do  not  understand  R  ′  ′  ,  g  iven  that  it  i  s  par  t  of  the  nature  of  R  ′  ?  Doesn’t
 thi  s  mean  that  ,  g  iven  the  regress,  I  cannot  understand  R  ,  the  substance-mak  ing  relat  ion?  A  nd  i  f
 I  cannot  understand  the  substance-mak  ing  relat  ion,  doesn’t  it  fol  low  that  I  cannot  understand
 w  hat  makes  a  substance  a  substance?  No,  it  doesn’t.  First  ,  even  i  f  to  understand  R  I  need  to
 understand  R  ′  ,  and  to  understand  R  ′   I  need  to  understand  R  ′  ′  ,  and  so  on,  it  doesn’t  fol  low
 that  I  cannot  understand  R  ,  the  substance-mak  ing  relat  ion.  For  R  ′  ,  R  ′  ′  ,  and  al  l  the  subsequent
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relat  ions,  have  a  ver  y  thin  nature:  their  nature  i  s  ex  hausted  by  their  role,  namely  to  relate  a
 prev  ious  relat  ion  to  its  relata  .  So  I  do  understand  the  nature  of  R  ′  ,  R ′  ′  ,  and  ever  y  subsequent
 relat  ion.  That  know  ledge  i  s  par  t  of  w  hat  it  i  s  to  understand  the  mechanic  s  of  the  regress.
 Second  ly,  and  most  impor  tantly,  even  i  f  I  cannot  understand  the  nature  of  R  ′  ,  R ′  ′  ,  and  ever  y
 subsequent  relat  ion,  and  even  i  f  thi  s  means  that  I  cannot  understand  the  nature  of  R  ,  the
 substance-mak  ing  relat  ion,  it  doesn’t  fol  low  that  I  cannot  understand  w  hat  makes  a  substance  a
 substance.  For  not  ever  y  par  t  of  the  nature  of  the  substance-mak  ing  relat  ion  need  s  to  be  relevant
 to  its  substance-mak  ing  character.  In  par  t  icular,  relat  ion  R  ′   and  its  nature  need  not  be  relevant
 to  the  substance-mak  ing  character  of  R  .  In  effect  ,  w  hat  makes  R  the  substance-mak  ing  relat  ion
 has  nothing  to  do  w  ith  the  fact  that  relat  ion  R  ′   link  s  R  to  its  relata  ,  since,  g  iven  the  generalit  y  of
 the  regress,  ever  y  relat  ion  i  s  such  that  it  i  s  par  t  ial  ly  grounded  in  a  relat  ion  link  ing  it  to  its  relata  ,
 but  clearly  not  ever  y  relat  ion  i  s  a  substance-mak  ing  relat  ion.
 

Of  course,  that  we  can  grasp  the  mechanic  s  of  the  regress  does  not  mean  that  we  can
 understand  the  substance-mak  ing  relat  ion.  But  Del  la  R  occa’s  reason  for  concluding  that  we
 cannot  grasp  the  substance-mak  ing  relat  ion  i  s  the  ex  i  stence  of  the  regress  of  relat  ions,  for  he
 think  s  that  ,  g  iven  the  regress,  we  cannot  understand  the  substance-mak  ing  relat  ion  unless  we
 understand  or  grasp  the  infinitely  many  indiv  idual  relat  ions  in  the  regress.  But  ,  as  I  have  just
 arg  ued  ,  thi  s  does  not  fol  low,  even  grant  ing  the  ex  i  stence  of  the  regress:  w  hat  fol  low  s  i  s  at  most
 that  we  need  to  understand  the  ‘mechanic  s’  or  str  ucture  of  the  regress  and  ,  as  I  said  ,  thi  s  i  s
 per  fectly  possi  ble  to  do.  Thus,  Del  la  R  occa’s  arg  ument  does  not  establi  sh  the  unintel  lig  i  bi  lit  y
 of  the  substance-mak  ing  relat  ion.
 

I  have,  then,  ident  i  fied  the  problem  in  Del  la  R  occa’s  regress  arg  ument  ,  namely  that  the
 conclusion  does  not  fol  low,  and  I  have  ex  plained  w  hy  it  does  not  fol  low.  My  take  implies  that  the
 Brad  ley  ian  infinite  regress  of  relat  ions  w  ith  w  hich  Del  la  R  occa  i  s  concer  ned  i  s  not  ex  planator  i  ly
 v  ic  ious.  The  v  iew  that  Brad  ley  ian  infinite  regresses  of  relat  ions  are  not  ex  planator  i  ly  v  ic  ious
 i  s  not  new  :  there  have  been  others  advocat  ing  or  ex  pressing  sy  mpathy  w  ith  such  v  iew  s  (see,
 e.g.,  Or  i  lia  [2006]).  Now,  I  am  not  claiming  that  no  version  of  Brad  ley’s  regress  i  s  ex  planator  i  ly
 v  ic  ious.  The  ex  planator  y  v  ic  iousness  of  a  regress  depend  s  par  tly  on  w  hat  the  ex  planandum  i  s.
 Del  la  R  occa’s  ex  planandum  i  s  not  relatedness  in  general  ,  but  one  par  t  icular  relat  ion,  namely
 the  substance-mak  ing  relat  ion.  But  couldn’t  Del  la  R  occa  arg  ue  for  Str  ict  Moni  sm  by  target  ing
 the  Pr  inc  iple  of  Su  ffic  ient  R  eason  and  hi  s  Brad  ley  ian  regress  to  a  di  fferent  ex  planandum?  Some
 phi  losophers  seem  to  think  that  ,  w  hen  the  ex  planandum  i  s  relatedness  in  general  ,  that  i  s,  the
 general  fact  that  there  are  things  that  are  related  to  each  other,  the  regress  i  s  v  ic  ious:  “[Brad  ley’s
 regress]  show  s  that  i  f  we  attempt  to  ex  plain  w  hat  it  takes  for  one  thing  to  bear  a  relat  ion  to
 another  in  ter  ms  of  a  f  urther  relat  ion  then  we  w  i  l  l  never  achieve  ex  planator  y  closure”  (  MacBr  ide
2011,  172–73).  Thus,  it  might  be  thought  that  Del  la  R  occa  could  use  hi  s  Brad  ley  ian  regress  and
 a  version  of  the  Pr  inc  iple  of  Su  ffic  ient  R  eason  to  conclude  that  there  i  s  no  relatedness  in  general
 and  ,  therefore,  there  are  no  relat  ions  of  di  st  inct  ion.  But  the  mere  demand  that  relatedness  in
 general  must  have  an  ex  planat  ion  does  not  entai  l  ,  even  in  the  presence  of  a  Brad  ley  ian  regress,
 that  we  w  i  l  l  never  achieve  ex  planator  y  closure.  For  neither  the  regress  itsel  f  nor  the  Pr  inc  iple  of
 Su  ffic  ient  R  eason  entai  l  that  how  relat  ions  relate  i  s  to  be  ex  plained  in  ter  ms  of  f  urther  relat  ions.
 A  l  l  the  regress  entai  l  s  i  s  that  w  henever  a  relat  ion  relates,  that  relat  ing  i  s  grounded  by  other
 relat  ions  relat  ing  that  relat  ion  to  other  ent  it  ies,  but  thi  s  does  not  entai  l  any  thing  about  how
 relat  ions  relate.  A  nd  al  l  the  Pr  inc  iple  of  Su  ffic  ient  R  eason  entai  l  s  i  s  that  relatedness  in  general
 must  have  an  ex  planat  ion,  but  it  does  not  entai  l  w  hat  t  y  pe  of  ex  planat  ion  it  i  s.  Thus,  we  might
 understand  how  relat  ions  relate,  and  we  might  understand  that  w  hen  one  relat  ion  relates  t  wo
 things  that  relat  ion  i  s  related  to  each  thing  by  di  fferent  relat  ions,  w  ithout  thi  s  meaning  that  we
 ex  plain  how  relat  ions  relate  things  (“  w  hat  it  takes  for  one  thing  to  bear  a  relat  ion  to  another,”  in
 MacBr  ide’s  word  s)  in  terms  of  a  f  urther  relat  ion.
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Del  la  R  occa  al  so  arg  ues  that  the  problem  of  account  ing  for  the  substance-mak  ing  relat  ion
 lead  s  to  a  v  ic  ious  c  ircle.  L  et  us  ex  amine  thi  s  arg  ument.  Thi  s  i  s  w  hat  he  says:
 

Thus,  as  we  saw,  R  i  s  grounded,  in  par  t  at  least  ,  in  S  and  R  ′  .  But  R  ′   i  s  grounded  in  (inter  alia)  its
 relata  ,  and  so  R  ′   i  s  grounded,  in  par  t  ,  in  S  and  R  .  Putting  these  t  wo  grounding  claims  together
 and  g  iven  the  transitiv  it  y  of  grounding  ,  we  reach  the  result  that  R  i  s  grounded  in  par  t  in  R
 itsel  f.  Thi  s  i  s  because  R  i  s  grounded,  in  par  t  ,  in  R  ′   w  hich  i  s  grounded  in  par  t  in  R  .  Thus,  R  i  s
 grounded,  in  par  t  ,  in  R  ,  and  so  we  have  a  c  ircle.  Thi  s  i  s  a  problem.  (67,  italic  s  in  the  or  ig  inal)

 

Obv  iously,  thi  s  arg  ument  cannot  be  di  sar  med  in  the  same  way  as  the  infinite  regress  arg  ument.
 Never  theless,  there  i  s  no  v  ic  ious  c  ircle  here,  and  thi  s  i  s  simply  because  there  i  s  no  c  ircle
 here. 11 L  et  us  say  that  there  i  s  a  c  ircle  w  hen  some  item  i  s  related  to  itsel  f  by  some  relat  ion,  and
 there  i  s  a  v  ic  ious  c  ircle  w  hen  a  cer  tain  item  i  s  supposed  to  be  related  to  itsel  f  by  an  ir  reflex  ive
 relat  ion.  L  et  us  assume  that  grounding  i  s  an  ir  reflex  ive  relat  ion.  Does  it  fol  low  that  R  i  s  grounded
 in  itsel  f  in  thi  s  case? 

No,  it  doesn’t.  To  see  thi  s  it  i  s  impor  tant  to  be  clear  that  for  there  to  be  a  c  ircle  there  must
 be  a  c  ircling  chain  of  items  related  by  the  same  relat  ion.  That  i  s,  a  c  ircling  chain  of  items  related
 by  di  fferent  relat  ions  i  s  not  thereby  a  c  ircle.  Consider  the  fol  low  ing  ex  ample:  belief  P  i  s  just  i  fied
 by  belief  Q  and  belief  Q  i  s  caused  by  belief  P.  In  so  far  as  these  are  the  only  relat  ions  link  ing  P
 and  Q,  there  i  s  no  c  ircle  in  thi  s  situat  ion,  for  in  that  case  neither  belief  i  s  just  i  fied  by  itsel  f  nor  i  s
 it  caused  by  itsel  f.  Simi  larly,  in  the  situat  ion  represented  in  Del  la  R  occa’s  arg  ument  there  i  s  no
 single  relat  ion  link  ing  R  and  R  ∗  in  both  direct  ions.  12 For  consider  that  situat  ion:  R  link  s  S  and  T,
 and  R  ∗  link  s  R  and  S.  The  relat  ion  ex  pressed  by  ‘_  link  s  _  to  something  el  se’  does  not  lead  f  rom
 R  to  R  through  R  ∗  ,  since  R  does  not  link  R  ∗  to  any  thing  el  se.  Thus,  no  reason  has  been  g  iven  to
 claim  that  R  i  s  its  ow  n  relatum.  Nor  has  any  reason  been  g  iven  to  claim  that  R  ∗  i  s  its  ow  n  relatum.
 For  the  relat  ion  ex  pressed  by  ‘_  link  s  _  to  something  el  se’  does  not  lead  f  rom  R  ∗  to  R  ∗  through
 R  ,  since  R  does  not  link  R  ∗  to  any  thing  el  se.  Thus,  we  are  not  ent  itled  to  conclude  that  there  i  s
 a  c  ircle,  let  alone  a  v  ic  ious  one,  in  thi  s  situat  ion.
 

Does  it  make  any  di  fference  i  f  we  take  the  fact  that  R  link  s  S  and  T,  rather  than  R  itsel  f  ,  to
 be  w  hat  i  s  grounded  in  R  ∗  ,  and  the  fact  that  R  ∗  link  s  R  and  S,  rather  than  R  ∗  itsel  f  ,  to  be  w  hat
 i  s  grounded  in  R  ?  It  doesn’t.  For  in  thi  s  case  R  appears  as  ground  but  not  as  grounded  ,  and  R  ∗
 appears  as  ground  but  not  as  grounded  .  Simi  larly,  the  t  wo  facts  R’s linking  S  and  T  ,  and  R  ∗  ’s
 linking  R  and  S,  appear  as  grounded  but  not  as  ground  .  That  i  s,  w  hat  we  have  in  thi  s  situat  ion  i  s
 that  R  ∗  i  s  a  ground  of  a  fact  involv  ing  R  and  R  i  s  a  ground  of  a  fact  involv  ing  R  ∗  .  But  thi  s  does
 not  entai  l  that  either  of  these  relat  ions  or  either  of  these  facts  i  s  a  ground  of  itsel  f.  So,  no  c  ircle
 of  grounding  ,  and  therefore  no  v  ic  ious  c  ircle  of  grounding  ,  results  f  rom  consider  ing  facts  about
 R  and  R  ∗  to  be  w  hat  i  s  grounded  .
 

Now,  it  may  be  thought  that  even  i  f  R  i  s  not  related  to  itsel  f  v  ia  R  ∗  and  R  ∗  i  s  not  related  to
 itsel  f  v  ia  R  ,  thi  s  does  not  real  ly  address  Del  la  R  occa’s  point.  For,  it  might  be  claimed  ,  although
 the  way  in  w  hich  R  ground  s  R  ∗  (as  a  relatum  ground  s  the  relat  ion  of  w  hich  it  i  s  a  relatum)  i  s
 not  the  way  in  w  hich  R  ∗  ground  s  R  (as  a  relat  ion  ground  s  the  relat  ion  it  link  s  to  its  relatum),
 these  are  both  ways  of  being  grounded  ,  and  therefore  there  i  s  a  general  relat  ion  of  grounding
 that  R  bears  to  R  ∗  and  that  R  ∗  bears  to  R  .  Since,  it  i  s  assumed  ,  thi  s  general  relat  ion  of  grounding
 i  s  transit  ive,  R  i  s  grounded  in  itsel  f  ,  and  so  i  s  R  ∗  ;  hence,  the  c  ircle.  There  i  s  indeed  some  tex  tual
 ev  idence  suggest  ing  that  thi  s  might  be  Del  la  R  occa’s  point  ,  since  he  says,  for  instance,  that
 

because  standing  in  a  relation  of  grounding  to  one  or  more  of  its  relata  i  s  bui  lt  into  the  nature
 of  any  relation,  it  fol  low  s  that  our  relation  R  depend  s  not  just  on  its  relata  ,  but  al  so  depend  s  on
 the  relation  of  grounding  that  it  stand  s  in  to  one  or  more  of  its  relata  .  (63)
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The  phrase  the  relation  of  g  rounding  that  it  stands  in  to  one  or  more  of  its  relata  may,  but  it  need  not  ,
 be  understood  to  refer  to  a  general  relat  ion  of  grounding  w  hich  admits  of  di  fferent  spec  i  fic  t  y  pes
 of  grounding  (it  may  al  so  be  understood  to  refer  to  the  par  t  icular  relat  ion  of  grounding  ,  R  ∗  ,  that
 link  s  R  to  its  relata).
 

But  there  i  s  no  reason  to  think  that  the  general  relat  ion  of  grounding  i  s  ir  reflex  ive.  Consider
 again  the  case  in  w  hich  P  just  i  fies  Q  and  Q  causes  P.  A  nd  suppose  they  are  both  t  y  pes  of
 grounding.  It  fol  low  s,  g  iven  the  transit  iv  it  y  of  grounding  ,  that  P  i  s  grounded  in  itsel  f  (and  so  i  s
 Q  too).  But  there  i  s  no  reason  to  think  that  thi  s  k  ind  of  grounding  i  s  ir  reflex  ive.  Simi  larly,  there
 i  s  no  reason  to  think  that  the  grounding  that  obtains  because  R  ground  s  R  ∗  in  one  way  and  R  ∗
 ground  s  R  in  another  way  i  s  ir  reflex  ive.
 

Therefore,  I  conclude,  it  has  not  been  show  n  that  account  ing  for  the  substance-mak  ing
 relat  ion  lead  s  to  a  v  ic  ious  c  ircle.
 

5.  In  the  prev  ious  sect  ion  I  ident  i  fied  the  faults  in  Del  la  R  occa’  s  arg  uments  for  Str  ict  Moni  sm.
 Thi  s  i  s  impor  tant  for  three  di  fferent  reasons.  First  ,  in  Sect  ion  3  I  gave  arg  uments  show  ing  that
 Str  ict  Moni  sm  i  s  fal  se,  and  I  arg  ued  that  i  f  those  arg  uments  are  cor  rect  ,  there  must  be  some  fault
 in  Del  la  R  occa’s  arg  ument  for  Str  ict  Moni  sm.  Thus,  ident  i  f  y  ing  the  faults  in  the  arg  uments  for
 Str  ict  Moni  sm  cor  roborates  the  conclusion  that  Str  ict  Moni  sm  i  s  fal  se.
 

Second  ,  it  show  s  that  Del  la  R  occa’s  Wittgensteinian  response  to  the  sel  f  -under  mining  char-
 acter  of  the  arg  uments  for  Str  ict  Moni  sm  i  s  unnecessar  y.  The  arg  uments  for  Str  ict  Moni  sm  are
 not  sel  f  -under  mining.  A  sel  f  -under  mining  arg  ument  i  s  one  that  establi  shes  a  conclusion  that
 contradicts  some  of  the  premi  ses  of  the  arg  ument.  But  the  arg  uments  for  Str  ict  Moni  sm  fai  l  to
 establi  sh  their  conclusion.  If  my  assessment  i  s  cor  rect  ,  they  are  not  sel  f  -under  mining  arg  uments,
 but  inconclusive  ones.  Thus,  thi  s  i  s  w  here  I  think  the  case  for  Str  ict  Moni  sm  goes  w  rong.
 

Third  ,  no  version  of  Pr  inc  iple  of  Su  ffic  ient  R  eason,  w  hether  f  ul  l  or  restr  icted  ,  has  been  show  n
 to  entai  l  Str  ict  Moni  sm.  Thus,  for  al  l  we  know,  the  Pr  inc  iple  of  Su  ffic  ient  R  eason  i  s  compat  i  ble
 w  ith  a  world  of  pluralit  ies  and  di  st  inct  ions.  13

N  O  T  E  S  
1.  From  now  on,  w  hen  g  iv  ing  a  reference  to  Del  la  R  occa’  s  The  Parmenidean  A  scent  ,  I  shal  l  omit

 author  and  year  and  g  ive  only  the  page  reference.  
2.  A  lthough  Del  la  R  occa  does  not  offer  a  direct  arg  ument  for  the  Pr  inc  iple  of  Su  ffic  ient

 R  eason  in  hi  s  book  ,  he  offers  one  in  Del  la  R  occa  (2023). 
3.  To  be  ex  act  ,  w  hen  descr  i  bing  the  four  th  way  of  sel  f  -under  mining  ,  Del  la  R  occa  refers  only  to

 Par  menides,  but  he  clearly  implies  that  thi  s  applies  to  hi  s  ow  n  version  of  the  Par  menidean
 ascent. 

4.  Del  la  R  occa  claims  that  after  the  Par  menidean  A  scent  and  its  overcoming  of  metaphysical
 think  ing  we  are  f  ree  to  joke  and  play  (223).  But  jokes  and  play  presuppose  di  st  inct  ions.
 Jokes  are  not  effect  ive  unless  they  are  understood  ,  and  such  understanding  requires  di  s  -
 t  inct  ions.  A  nd  ,  i  f  not  r  ules,  at  least  cer  tain  patter  ns  of  act  iv  it  y  are  essent  ial  to  play  —but
 both  r  ules  and  patter  ns  of  act  iv  it  y  require  di  st  inct  ions.  

5.  Note  that  Del  la  R  occa’s  point  about  the  impossi  bi  lit  y  of  stat  ing  Str  ict  Moni  sm  might  have
 been  presented  as  a  reason  for  tak  ing  Str  ict  Moni  sm  itsel  f  as  sel  f  -under  mining.  But  he
 emphasi  ses  the  fact  that  hi  s  arg  uments  for  Str  ict  Moni  sm  imply  that  Str  ict  Moni  sm  cannot
 be  stated  ,  and  he  takes  the  arg  uments,  rather  than  the  thesi  s  itsel  f  ,  to  be  sel  f  -under  mining.  

6.  Del  la  R  occa  claims,  and  has  to  claim,  that  the  seeing  involved  in  seeing  the  world  ar  ight  i  s
 not  relat  ional  and  it  i  s  not  di  st  inct  f  rom  w  hat  i  s  seen  (224).  But  can  Del  la  R  occa  make  sense
 and  appeal  to  the  not  ion  of  seeing  the  world  aright  ?  On  the  one  hand  ,  thi  s  not  ion  seems  to
 presuppose  a  di  st  inct  ion  bet  ween  cor  rect  and  incor  rect  seeings.  On  the  other  hand  ,  g  iven
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that  the  seeing  and  the  seen  are  the  same,  and  there  i  s  nothing  el  se,  w  hat  sense  i  s  there  in
 cal  ling  such  a  seeing  ar  ight?  For  more  i  ssues  w  ith  Del  la  R  occa’s  appeal  to  the  not  ion  of
 seeing  the  world  ar  ight  ,  see  Moore  (2025,  348–49).  

7.  Couldn’t  Str  ict  Moni  sm  be  saved  f  rom  thi  s  k  ind  of  sel  f  -ref  utat  ion  by  ex  pressing  it  through
 the  thesi  s  that  Being  is,  w  hich  does  not  seem  to  ar  t  iculate  di  st  inct  concepts?  I  don’t  think
 so.  For  although  the  thesi  s  that  Being  is  i  s  a  consequence  of  Str  ict  Moni  sm,  it  i  s  not  even
 equivalent  to  it  ,  since  the  thesi  s  that  Being  is  i  s  compat  i  ble  w  ith  there  being  di  st  inct  ions.  

8.  Cf.  Moore:  “[Del  la  R  occa]  does  not  believe  that  any  thing  i  s  an  i  l  lusion:  there  i  s  only  being”
 ( Moore  2025,  344).  I  believe  Moore  i  s  r  ight  ,  because  I  take  him  to  be  speak  ing  about  Str  ict
 Moni  sm  rather  than,  str  ictly,  about  w  hat  Del  la  R  occa  believes.  But  the  asser  t  ion  might  not
 be  tr  ue  i  f  taken  literal  ly,  as  an  asser  t  ion  about  w  hat  Del  la  R  occa  believes:  “In  thi  s  way,
 my  overal  l  arg  uments—in  rely  ing  on  not  ions  that  I  come  to  see,  by  v  ir  tue  of  those  ver  y
 arg  uments,  as  illusor  y—are  sel  f  -under  mining”  (219,  my  italic  s).  

9.  Del  la  R  occa  i  s  aware  that  phi  losophers  li  ke  Descar  tes  have  taken  intuit  ions  to  be  infal  li  ble
 and  therefore  that  hi  s  cr  it  ic  i  sms  of  intuit  ions  may  not  apply  to  them  (80,  n.31).  However,
 there  i  s  no  attempt  in  Del  la  R  occa’s  book  to  under  mine  the  validit  y  of  appeal  s  to  infal  li  ble,
 rat  ional  ly  cer  tain  data  li  ke  the  ones  I  have  appealed  to.  Del  la  R  occa  does  under  mine  the
 validit  y  of  appeal  s  to  common  sense  and  commonsensical  belief  s—I  agree  w  ith  Del  la
 R  occa’s  cr  it  ic  i  sms  of  appeal  s  to  common  sense  and  commonsensical  belief  s  but  ,  need  less  to
 say,  the  infal  li  ble,  rat  ional  ly  cer  tain  data  I  have  appealed  to  are  not  commonsensical  belief  s
 or  based  on  common  sense.  

10.  That  Del  la  R  occa’s  arg  ument  does  not  require  the  f  ul  l  version  of  the  Pr  inc  iple  of  Su  ffic  ient
 R  eason  i  s  emphasi  sed  by  Casat  i  (2025,  327)  and  reaffir  med  by  Del  la  R  occa  (2025,  368).
 Thi  s  point  was  al  so  ex  plic  itly  made  in  a  prev  ious  deploy  ment  of  the  arg  ument  by  Del  la
R  occa  (2012,  157). 

11.  Del  la  R  occa  cor  rectly  notes  that  the  transit  iv  it  y  of  grounding  i  s  a  necessar  y  condit  ion  of  the
 c  ircle.  A  lthough  I  reject  the  transit  iv  it  y  of  grounding  ,  my  reject  ion  of  the  v  ic  ious  c  ircle  w  i  l  l
 not  depend  on  my  reject  ion  of  the  transit  iv  it  y  of  grounding  (for  my  arg  ument  against  the
 transit  iv  it  y  of  grounding  see  R  odr  ig  uez  -Perey  ra  [2015];  see  Schaffer  [2012]  for  a  di  fferent
 arg  ument  against  the  transit  iv  it  y  of  grounding  ).  

12.  I  have  replaced  R  ′  by  R  ∗  because,  as  w  i  l  l  soon  become  clear,  I  need  to  use  the  possessive
 apostrophe  w  ith  regard  s  to  both  R  and  R  ′  ,  w  hich  would  make  the  reading  ungainly.  Need  less
 to  say,  thi  s  has  no  phi  losophical  consequences.  

13.  Thank  s  to  José  Tomás  A  lvarado,  Mark  Bi  k  hard  ,  Sebast  ian  Br  iceño,  Fi  lippo  Casat  i  ,  Michael
 Del  la  R  occa  ,  Ghi  slain  Guigon,  Fraser  MacBr  ide,  A  nna  Mar  modoro,  Pedro  Merlussi  ,  Adr  ian
 Moore,  Sam  New  land  s,  Deniz  Sarac,  and  A  laddin  Yaqub  for  helpf  ul  comments  on  prev  ious
 versions  of  thi  s  paper.  
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