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IN DEFENCE OF SPATIALLY RELATED UNIVERSALS

Cody S. Gilmore

Abstract: Immanent universals, being wholly present wheréley are instantiated, are
capable both dbi-location (one entity’s being wholly present in two placé®ae time)
and ofco-location(two entities’ being wholly present in the samagal at one time). As
a result, they can become involved in some bizaitaations, situations whose
contradictory appearance cannot be dispelled by @nyhe relativising techniques
familiar to metaphysicians as solutions to the fobof change. Douglas Ehring takes
this to be a fatal problem for immanent universdist | do not. Although the old
relativising techniques don'’t solve the problenprépose a new one that does. | spend
half the paper defending the proposed solutionrsgaibjections, and in the course of
this task | have occasion to touch upon such topgdackward time travel and the
distinction between universals and particulardose by putting forward — merely as an
option — a new way to draw the distinction in qigst

l. I ntroduction
To say that universals airamanenis to say that they exisi their instances, where this is taken
to mean that each universal is wholly present el éacation at which it is instantiated. Consider,
for examplecharge —1 which is a property of electrons. Construed agrananent universal,
this property is a multiply located entity, onettban be found, in its entirety, wherever an
electron can be found.

As a way of making this notion of immanence a lorenprecise, | shall henceforth adopt
the following stipulation: in order for universats count as immanent, not only must they share
the spatialocationsof the objects that instantiate them, but theytralso stand in the same
spatialrelationsas the relevant objects, and they must do allisiri a hon-derivative wayTo
see the force of this last requirement, supposia dlgatcharge —1is an immanent universal.
Then, when this property has a spatial locatios nivt that the property has the location merely
in anextendedr derivativesense, e.g., in the sense of being instantiateddayticular that has
the location; rather, it's that the property has libcationin its own right non-derivatively.

Similar remarks apply to the way in which immaneniversals stand in spatial relations.



So understood, immanent universals face a prolbemrecently uncovered by Douglas
Ehring [2002]. In this paper, | propose a solutionthat problem (Section Il) and defend the

proposed solution against several objections (SedH).

. The Problem and the Proposed Solution
The problem in question takes the form of the feillg argument:

The Argument from Local External RelatioAssume that universals have spatial relations non
derivatively and that their spatial relations mattotise of their instantiating objects (without
deriving from the latter or from the spatial reteus of the locations of these objects). Suppode tha
objecta located at is two feet from objeat and objecb located at ’is not two feet fronc.
UniversalV is instantiated once lyand by nothing else at that time. Univendak instantiated
by a atL. It follows thatU atL is two feet fronmV. U is also instantiated HyatL; soU atL’is
not two feet fronV. SinceU atL is identical toJ atL’, U is two feet fronV andU is not two feet
from V. But that is contradictory.

[Ehring 2002: 17]

Formulated in this way, the problem of Local ExtdrRelations for immanent universals is no
worse than its well known analogue, the problemeahporary Intrinsic Properties for persisting
objects, also known as the problem of change. d@tterlproblem runs roughly as follows.
Consider some object, O, and suppose that it clsahgearticular, suppose that O goes from
being bent at timeto being straight (hence not being bent) at s@tex time t*. If the object

that is bent is numerically the same as the olfexttis straight, then we seem forced to conclude
that one and the same thing, O, bigtAndis notbent, which is contradictory. One familiar
solution here is to regatiting bennhot as a one-placed property but as a two-plaglation that

holds between an object and a tifrhis allows us to replace the contradictory cosicln that O

! One might raise the following objection to Ehrisgiay of framing the problem: the problem is nait th
U bothis andis nottwo feet from V. (If Uis two feet from V, then it's just false to say thats not two
feet from V.) Rather, the problem is thastands in two incompatible relations to W is two feet from V,
and U is also five feet from V, where no two thirngs be both two feet and five feet from each othAer
far as | can tell, however, nothing that | shall Bathis paper depends upon which formulationhef t
problem we adopt. Hence | shall follow Ehring’srfardation.

“ There are a number of variants of this solutia tho not, in my view, need separate discussioe. her
Among these are (i) the view that replaces thérnisitt property obeing bensimpliciter with a series of
relational, time-indexed properties sucthamg-bent-atstbeing-bent-at-t* etc., and (ii) the view that
gives this sort of relativising or time-indexingatment not to properties suchbesng benbut to the
instantiation relation that ties properties to thestances. See [Teller 2001; Lewis 2002] forftiierange
of familiar solutions and [MacBride 2001] for somefamiliar ones.



both does and does not have the propeetpg bentvith the consistent conclusion that O bears
thebeing-bent-atelation to one time, t, and fails to bear bigéng-bent-atelation to the different
time, t*.

An analogous technique can be applied to the inidiesion of the problem of Local
External Relations (PLER) for immanent universklsting calls the technique thBistance as
Three-Placetproposal and states it thus: ‘Distance relatibage an additional place for spatial
location (and maybe a fourth place for times) [20G01." How does this help? Ehring explains:

Where [locationX includes the locations @fand E] and [location]Y includes the locations ob]
andc, U is two-feet-relative-tdecation X fromV, butU is not two-feet-relative-téocation Y
from V. There is no contradiction since there is a déffiee in one argument plate.

[Ibid. 2002: 21]

This shows that the initial version of PLER is normserious than the problem of Temporary
Intrinsic Properties.
Ehring notes, however, that there is a differemsiom of PLER that cannot be solved by

appeal to the Distance as Three-Placed proposal:

U andV are each instantiated twice at [tinhepnce each at the North and South Pole, perfectly
overlapping at each Pold.at the North Pole is north dfat the South Pole ard at the South
Pole is not north 0¥ at the North Pole. The apparent contradiction feehis:U is both north
and not north o¥/.

[Ibid. 2002: 21]

To resolve this contradiction with tl¥stance as Three-Placgaoposal, Ehring observes, we
would need to find a pair of distinct locations xdaY such that: Us north of V relative to X
whereas U isiot north of V relative to Y. But, he continues, tharst isn’t any remotely

plausible candidate for being such a pair:

If X is the North Pole alone, then since the Nd?the instantiation of U is not north of the North
Pole instantiation of V, it is false that U stamisth-of-at-the North Pole to V. The same point
applies if X and Y are the South Pole. We needrX (4) to include both the North Pole and the
South Pole. So suppose that X and Y are each ‘t@rthMnd South Pole.’ In that case, X and Y
include exactly the same locations, and the appamradiction is not dispelled. X and Y must
be different. But there are no plausible candidfdeslifferent values.

[Ibid. 2002: 21-22]

3 | have corrected some mislabeling in the origitfet my corrections conform to Ehring’s intent is
confirmed at [2002: 22], where Ehring writes, ‘Xindes the locations of a and ¢ and Y includes the
locations of b and c.” Thanks to an AJP refereec&dching this.



The lesson to be learned here is this. Immaneretsals are capable not onlyllocation (an
entity’s being wholly present in two places at siaene time) but also @b-location(two entities’
being wholly present in the same place at the sarm®); and as a result they can become
involved in situations whose contradictory appeageacannot be dispelled by any of the
relativising techniques (or straightforward analegthereof) that are familiar as solutions to the
traditional problem of change.
Rather than take this as a fatal problem for imen&moiniversals, however, | suggest that
we consider a new relativising technique — viz.:
The 2n ProposalApparently n-placed spatial relations that hattbag spatially located
entities are really 2n-placed, with n argument gdafor spatially located entities and an
additional n argument places for spatial locatioosupied by the relevant spatially
located entities. Thus, e.g., the apparently tvemgdl relation ‘x is north of y’ becomes
the four-placed relation ‘x, at its location, lis north of y, at its location,L; and the
apparently three-placed relation ‘x is between ¢ Zrbecomes the six-placed relation ‘x,
at its location |, is between y, at its location,land z, at its location,L*
First consider the 2n proposal as it applies tootiginal version of PLER. In that case, the
apparent contradiction was this: U is two from \dduis not two feet from V. Applying the 2n
proposal, we begin by noting that, as Ehring dbserthe case, there are two distinct locations

where U is wholly present (viz.,and L) and one location where V is wholly present (ddlly).

We then note that since location L but not locatiors two feet from location |, U at L is two

* Equally effective variants of this proposal carob¢ained in either of the following ways:
(i) By adding onlyoneadditional argument place (rather thmadditional argument places) to any
apparently n-placed spatial relation, but resertitigiargument place for amdered n-tupleof
locations (rather than for a single location). Thuis two feet from y’ becomes ‘x is two feet
from y at the ordered pair <x’s location L, y’s &ion L*>".
(ii) By putting the additional argument place oag#s in thénstantiation relatiorrather than in
the spatial relations. Thus, roughly speakings‘two feet from y’ becomes ‘x and y instantiate-
at-<L, L*> the relatiorbeing two feet frorh
(My thanks to an AJP referee for prompting me tatiom (i).) Given the obviousness of the parallel
between my proposal and these variants, | shalinasshat the variants do not require separate sswo.



feet from V at I, whereas Wt L’ is not two feet from V at|. Thus we replace the
contradictory conclusion that U and V both do anchdt stand in the relation ‘x is two feet from
y’ with the consistent conclusion that U, L, V, dnd(in that order) stand in the relation ‘x, g L
is two feet fromy, at |, whereas U, L, V, and Ly, do not stand in this relation.

The 2n proposal can also be applied to Ehring’s @aslving the North and South
Poles. Ehring tells us that U and V are instanti@iece apiece at each Pole, and he challenges us
to find a way of blocking the inference from thissdription of the case to the contradictory
conclusion, ‘U is north of VV and U is not north\6f The 2n proposal allows us to meet this
challenge. With it, we can say: U, at its locatadrthe North Pole, is north of V, at its locatidn a
the South Pole, whereas U, at its location at thelSPole, is1ot north of V, at its location at the
North (or South) Pole. In other words, we can replide contradictory conclusion that

)] U both does and does not bear the ‘x is noftyi celation to V,
with the following, consistent conclusion:

(i) U, the North Pole, V, and South Pole (in tbader) stand in the relation ‘x a L

is north of y at | whereas U, the South Pole, V, and the North Faléhat
order) do not stand in the given relation.
I conclude that the 2n proposal constitutes arce¥e solution tdoth of Ehring’s versions of
PLER.

But now it is easy to see that this proposal carss an equally effective solution to
everyversion of PLER. Consider any apparently n-plaggatial relation R, and suppose that
some ordered n-tuple of spatially located entiipgear both tsucceednd tofail in standing in
R, where this apparent contradiction arises froenf#ict that at least one of the entities in
guestion is multiply located. (Call the entit®s . . .) In any such case there will be at least two

distinct ordered n-tuples tdcationsof these entities, <L . . L,> and <L* . .. L,*>, such that:

For simplicity, | shall follow Ehring [2002: 21] drpretend that no additional argument places agdeat
for times.



g atly, ... and gat L, do stand in R, whereasa& L,* . . . g at L,* do not stand in RBut if
so, then we can always replace the contradictanglasion that
@ the ordered n-tuple e . . > both does and does not instantiate the n-placed
relation R,
with the consistent conclusion that
(i) the ordered 2n-tuple <gl; . . . g, L> doesinstantiate the 2n-placed relation R
whereas thélistinctordered 2n-tuple <eL,* . . . g, L,*> doesnotinstantiate
the 2n-placed relation R.
This shows that the 2n proposal provides us witkféactive solution teveryversion of the

problem of Local External Relations.

1. Objectionsand Replies
First Objection The 2n proposal is purebd hocand therefore unacceptable.

Reply | have two things to say in response to thisaiige. First, the 2n proposal can
hardly be considered much mae hocthan the Distance as Three-Placed proposal. lather
proposal is worthy of the detailed attention thhtikg gives it, then surely the former proposal
should not simply be dismissed as smbhocto be credible.

Second, the 2n proposal is not nearhaad$iocas it (or the Distance as Three-Placed
view) might initially appear to be. For it turnstdhat this proposal can be independently
motivated.

The need for the 2n proposal, recall, stems frarfdlot that immanent universals are
capable of both bi-location and co-location. Idigiait may seem that immanent universals are
unique in this regard, hence that no one but adrif immanent universals would ever have any
need for the 2n proposal. A closer look, howeveows this to be far from obvious. Let me

explain.

® | assume throughout that some form of spatiapatistemporal substantivalism is true.



Suppose that material objects persist through tiotdoy having different temporal parts
existing at different times (not by ‘perduring’trather by being wholly present at each
moment of their careers (by ‘enduring’). Now &gbe a persisting point-particle located at the
North Pole and leb be a numerically distinct persisting point-padithcated at the South Pole.
Suppose also that backward time travel is posdiblgarticular, suppose that in the year 211
andb are sent back to the year 2003 (i.e., now), atkwtime they both coexist with ‘younger
versions’ of themselves. Thus it so happens tigat now there are ‘two versions’ afin
existence and ‘two versions’ bfin existence. Further, suppose that two collisimesoccurring
right now: at the North Pole, the older versiobdthe version that has returned from the future)
collides with the younger version af and at the South Pole, the older versioa obllides with
the younger version dif.

This puts us in the following situation. Sireés an enduring rather than a perduring
object, we cannot say that the younger versica(@fhich is located at the North Pole) and the
older version of (which is located at the South Pole) are numdyichstincttemporal partsof
a; rather, we must say that the younger versiomimarically one and the same thing as the older
version. Andmutatis mutandi$or b. So, right now, at the moment of the collisicagindb
coincide with each other at the North Pole, tebe very same particlesincide with each other
at the South Pole.

Here we have a case in which entities other thananent universals are bi-located and
co-located. As enduring time-travelleasandb are bi-located, each being wholly present at each
Pole. And as colliding point-particles, they ardl@cated, each spatially coinciding with the other
(twice over, as it happens). Thus it turns out thatcurrent case is precisely analogous to
Ehring’s own North Pole/South Pole case. If thgpByposal is needed as a way of handling the
latter case, it will also be needed as a way ofilwag the former. This shows that the 2n proposal
is not purelyad hoc it is not just the friend of immanent universadso needs the this proposal.

The proposal will also be needed by any philosoptfeiend or foe of immanent universals —



who accepts the possibility of collisions betweadwing, backward-time-travelling point-
particles. The First Objection, then, is unsucads@fFor more on the combination of endurance
and time travel, see [Keller and Nelson 2001: $Xfer 2001: 98-110].)

Second ObjectiahThe 2n proposal is incompatible with the view thgatial relations
between universals amdn-derivative the 2n proposal would make these relations déroma
spatial relations between tlaxationsof universals. To see this, begin by noting thttté 2n
proposal is correct, the apparently two-placediapaglation ‘universal U is two feet from
universal V' really has the following form: ‘univeall U, at its location (, is two feet from
universal V, at its location\. Now ask: Whats it for this relation to hold between a pair of
universals (U and V) and their respective locatiginsand L,)? The only plausible answer seems
to be this:

(A) It is for U to be instantiated af,LV to be instantiated at/l.and L, to be two

feet from Ly.
And if (A) is correct, it seems to follow that UdN are two feet from each othenly in the
derivative sensthat they are instantiatedlatationsthat are two feet from each other.
Generalizing, we get the result that whideationscan be spatially related in a fundamental way,
universalscan be spatially related only in a derivative wByt, as we stipulated in 81, in order
for universals to count as being genuirielynanentthey must be able to stand in spatial
relations non-derivatively. Thus it seems thatzhgroposal saves universals only by denying
their immanence.

Reply In responding to this objection, it will be usktw distinguish between two
versions of the 2n proposal — a restricted veraimhan unrestricted version. According to the

restricted 2n proposal, the most fundamental digtaalations holding between universals (and

® This objection is due to an AJP referee.



between material objects) are four-plaéedhereas the most fundamental distance relations
holding between locations are two-placédutatis mutandidor other spatial relations with
different -adicities.) The unrestricted 2n propobgl contrast, applies @l spatially located
entities, including locations themselves. (I seegason to deny that each spatial location is
located at —i.e., occupies — itself.) Accordinghte unrestricted 2n proposal, just as the most
fundamental distance relations holding betweeinersalsare four-placed relations (e.g., ‘X, at
L, is two feet fromy, at {), the most fundamental distance relations holdiatyveeriocations
are these very same four-placed relations (andhn agatatis mutandi$or other spatial relations
with different -adicities). Thus, the most fundartarvay in which locations L and L* can be
two feet from each other is for L, at its locatimamely, itself), to be two feet from L*, at its
location (itself).

Now, although it would be enough for me to show #ideast onef these versions
escapes the charge of rendering spatial relatietvgden universals derivative, | want to argue
thatboth can escape the charge. This is pretty obviousty of the unrestricted 2n proposal: it
allows us to say that universals stand in spagiations in exactly the same sense as locations
themselves do. Suppose that universal U at locatida two feet from universal V at location
Ly. According to the unrestricted 2n proposal, th tloes not derive fromyls being two feet
from Ly in some sense more basic than the sense in whishwd feet from V. The most basic
sense in which [.is two feet from L, according to the unrestricted 2n proposal, i thaat Ly
is two feet from l, at Ly, andit is exactly this senda which U is two feet from V.

What about the restricted 2n proposal? Does it rspkéial relations between universals
derive from spatial relations between locationgf#rk not. To be sure, as advocates of the

restricted 2n proposal, we would have tiption of treating the former relations as being defined

" Of course, even if we say that st fundamentalistance relations between universals are foureplac
we can stilldefinetwo-placed distance relations for universals, mfthllowing manner: universal U is two
feet from universal \simpliciter=4 (i) there are locationsg.and Ly such that U at |.is two feet from V



in terms of, and hence as deriving from, the lattations. We would have the option of
adopting such definitions as the following:

Universal U, at its location|, is two feet from universal V, at its locatiog E4 U is

instantiated at |, V is instantiated at\L, and Ly is two feetsimpliciterfrom L.

But nothing wouldorce us to embrace these definitions: we would betivdake both families

of spatial relations (those between universalsthoge between locations) as primitives, hence as
equally basic. We would be able to say, for exantplks there are two equally fundamental and
equally genuine ways of being two feet apart: thiekeing two feet apasimpliciter (e.qg., ‘Ly is

two feet from L,’), and there is being two feet aparta relativised waye.g., ‘U at Ly is two feet
from V at L,’). So, if we were to adopt the restricted 2n pisgdpwe would not be forced to treat
spatial relations between universals as derivatigenclude, therefore, that regardless of which
version of the 2n proposal we adopt, we can résesBSecond Objection.

Third Objection® By freeing universals to be multiply located irmsp without risk of
contradiction, the 2n proposal (or at least theesinicted version of it) also frees material olgect
in just the same way. But surely it is absurd tptbat a material object (or any particular) can be
wholly present in two places at once: to say ttosi be to treat particulars as universals!

Reply The 2n proposal does not obviously entail thaeni objects can be multiply
located; what it does is to undermine @mgument for the impossibility of multiply located
material objects. Advocates of the 2n proposal merinae either to (i) accept the ban on multiply
located material objects as a brute axiom or (igazse sometherargument for the ban. One

might, for example, attempt to derive the ban from

at Ly and (i) for any pair of locations (L, L*), if Uazupies L and V occupies L*, then U at L is twotfee
from V at L*. Mutatis mutandidor other spatial relations.

8 This objection is due to an AJP referee.

® The argument it undermines is just a version dERLif material objects could be multiply located i
space, then a single material object could be tvathfeet fromandfive feet fron{or two feet from and not
two feet from) some other object, which is absurd.
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(@) the widely accepted principle that distincsgtime regions R and R* can both
exactly contain the whole of the very same matefigct O only if there is an
appropriate sort of causal relation holding betwiencontents of R and the
contents of R*,

together with

(b) the view that the relevant sorts of causal relaticem never hold between the
contents of distinct, instantaneous, simultanepasetime regions (i.e., between
the contents of distinct locations at a single Jifle

Taken together, (a) and (b) entail that, necegsdriR and R* are distinct, instantaneous,
simultaneous, spacetime regions (or place-timespdhien they do not contain the very same
material object. It should be clear, then, thahimgt about the 2n proposal commits us to the
possibility of multiply located material objects.

Even if wewereto accept this possibility, however, we would &é a long way from
being forced to treat material objects as immanentersals. There are at least two ways of
distinguishing between these categories of entitiaswould still remain open to us.

One approach is to draw the distinction in termmstfantiation. The simplest version of
this approach runs as follows: to be a universpissto be an entity that can be instantiated,
whereas to be a particular is just to be an etitdy cannot be instantiated. Whether or not some
version of this approach will ultimately prove te tenable is too large a question to decide here;
but the important point is merely that the approaatot obviously closed off to us. (For a recent

defence of the approach, see [Lowe 2002: 350].)

19 This principle will be rejected by anyone who gatseboth (a) and the possibility of enduring obgetbiat
travel backward in time and coexist with their yganselves. It will also be rejected anyone whaepts
both (a) and the possibility (discussed in [Johm&t®89: 382] and defended in [Dainton 1992]) of an
enduring object that survives fission as a bi-ledaibject wholly present in two places at once.
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A second way to distinguish universals from paltcs is to note that a universal can be
wholly present in distinct spacetime regions R Bgven if there is no causal relation holding
between the contents of these regjavtereas this does not seem to be the case ficuars.

| conclude that the Third Objection is no more gssful than the first two. The 2n
proposal therefore appears to provide a tenabletiadtive solution to the problem of Local

External Relations for immanent universHls.
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