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Appendix:  Wilson’s Account of the Direction of Priority Between Nonfundamentals
As I pointed out in §7.2.2, Wilson owes us a story about what if anything fixes the direction of priority between nonfundamental things—that is, about what if anything settles which nonfundamentalia are more fundamental than which others.  She denies that the obtaining of various small ‘g’ grounding relations—proto-determination relations—by itself suffices to do this, and recognizes that a specification of what is absolutely fundamental will not by itself suffice either.  She also denies that those two components together settle the direction of priority in any general way, as per her insistence on the possibility of genuine priority-flipping between instances of the same small ‘g’ grounding relation (see her treatment of bidirectional monism in §6.1 of my main article).  
Yet she does think that the two together settle the direction of priority of an instance of a small ‘g’ grounding relation that holds between nonfundamentalia.  She says things like, “the two components of Fundamentality First jointly enter into determining metaphysical structure” (ms 15) and “the direction of priority (if there is one) associated with an instance of a metaphysical relation capable of serving as a metaphysical dependence relation is, either directly or indirectly, a function of what is antecedently primitively specified as fundamental” (15).  
Wilson uses an example to show how this is supposed to work.  I will present this as though it is an argument, because it will be handy to be able to talk about particular stages and premises, but really what it is supposed to be is a statement of how facts about what is fundamental, conjoined with facts about small ‘g’ grounding, themselves ground priority relations between nonfundamentals.  Here it is (§2.2.1.2, ms 16): [footnoteRef:1]  [1:  Here is the passage, with insertions to mark my reconstruction of the argument, and with entailment language emphasized:  
[premise 2] The holding of the parthood relation between the atoms [the ffs] and A does not require the holding of the parthood relation between the atoms and B; in fact, the holding of the parthood relation between the atoms and A is compatible with B’s not existing at all… [premise 3] By way of contrast, the holding of the parthood relation between the atoms and B does require the holding of the parthood relation between the atoms and A.  [premise 4] The holding of the parthood relation between the atoms and B is thus posterior to the holding of the parthood relation between the atoms and A, and [conclusion] so the holding of the small-g relations between A and the fundamenta, and B and the fundamenta, associates a specific direction of priority with the parthood relation between A and B—namely, as running from part A to whole B” (16, emphases mine).] 

1) Suppose that the ffs are fundamental, that the ffs fully compose A, and that A partially composes B (i.e., A is a proper part of) B.  (supposition)
2) It is possible for the ffs to compose A without composing B. (supposition) 
3) It is not possible for the ffs to compose B without composing A.  (from 1? or a further supposition?)
4) The fact that the ffs compose A is itself more fundamental than the fact that the ffs compose B.  (From 2 and 3)  
——————— 
Therefore A is more fundamental than B.  (From 4)
Do note that these premises should be read as claims about named particulars rather than implicitly quantified general claims using variables.  Remember, Wilson thinks the direction of priority is (at best) fixed instance-by-instance rather than relation-by-relation.
	Premise 1 is just a stipulation about a case.  I’m also happy to grant premise 2, because the possibility it states certainly seems to be left open by the stipulations in 1; the ffs could compose A in a world where no other proper parts of B exist.  Finally, I’m also willing to grant the move from 4 to the conclusion.  What I want to challenge are the source of premise 3, and the move from 3 to 4.

Objection 1:  Wilson ought not take modal premise 3 to follow from compositional premise 1.  
While premise 2 states that something is possible, premise 3 states that something is not:  the ffs cannot (partly) compose B without also composing A.  Where is this impossibility claim supposed to come from?  Wilson doesn’t explicitly say, but it sounds like she thinks it follows from premise 1.  However, she cannot say that.  The most obvious way to derive 3 from 1 requires an assumption that Wilson cannot make, and the problem will generalize to any other attempt to derive 3 from 1.
Here’s that most obvious way to derive 3 from 1.  Assume, as seems reasonable, that composition is factive in that necessarily, if the ffs partly compose something, the ffs exist.  Further assume that composition is necessarily unrestricted, so that if the ffs exist, they compose A.  These chain together nicely—if the ffs partly compose B, they exist, and if they exist, they compose A.  Impossibility fact secured: the ffs cannot compose B without also composing A.
But Wilson cannot avail herself of this derivation, because she cannot appeal to unrestricted composition in this way.  There are two reasons.
The first is that unrestricted composition is controversial.  Plenty of people deny it, and indeed will claim that the compositional facts in 1 do not entail the impossibility claim in 3.  They might say: let the ffs be some bricks that, in the actual world, fully compose the little pig’s chimney and partly compose his house.[footnoteRef:2]  Those bricks could partly compose the house without composing the chimney; little pig could tear down his chimney and add a back porch.  Now, clearly there are complications here that I can’t pursue; I’m gonna put the lid right back on this can of worms.  My point isn’t that unrestricted composition is false.  My point is merely that it is controversial, and that Wilson therefore cannot rely upon it without jeopardizing her own appeal to ecumenicality. [2:  Yes, I know that bricks aren’t fundamental.  It’s just a quick illustration.] 

The other reason that Wilson cannot appeal to unrestricted composition here is not that it is controversial, but rather that regardless of its truth-value or popularity, it is a fully general thesis about how composition works.  I therefore cannot see how it could be used to help settle the direction of priority of an instance of composition without settling the direction of priority of all instances.  Indeed, I don’t see how Wilson could appeal to any general thesis about the nature of composition here without undercutting the possibility of priority-flipping.  Yet I also don’t see how anything less than a general thesis about the nature of composition could possibly get us from the stipulated compositional facts in 1 to the impossibility claim in 3.  
The upshot is that Wilson cannot claim that 3 follows from 1 via unrestricted composition or any other such general thesis about how composition works.  She should therefore instead treat the impossibility fact in 3 simply as a further stipulation.  She should say that it is just part of the example that the ffs cannot compose B without also composing A.  
There’s nothing incoherent about this stipulation.  The problem is instead that we are no longer being given what we were promised.

Objection 2: taking 3 to be an additional stipulation constitutes a bit of a bait-n-switch 
Wilson said she was going to illustrate how a stipulation of what is fundamental, together with an instance of a determination relation like composition, could jointly settle which side of that instance of the relation is prior to the other.  That is not what is now on offer.  The current picture is one on which the relative fundamentality facts are settled by the facts about what is fundamental together with additional modal facts that have to be independently stipulated.  Indeed, now I wonder whether the compositional facts are doing any work here at all.  She starts off the discussion by calling attention to the differences in how A and B are “small-g generated by the fundamenta” (16), but that doesn’t seem to be doing any work at all in getting to 3.

Objection 3:  I don’t understand why premise 4 is supposed to follow from premises 2 and 3.  
	Now let’s evaluate the move to premise 4, which is a claim about which of two compositional facts is more fundamental than the other.  It’s supposed to follow from premises 2 and 3, each of which state modal facts.  So even before getting into the weeds, we can see that the move here is from a modal claim to a relative fundamentality claim.  I doubt I’m the only one whose spidey sense is tingling. 
Here is the inference in a bit more detail.  The conjunction of 2 and 3 says that it is possible for the ffs to compose A without composing B, but not possible for the ffs to compose B without composing A.  This is a claim about the necessitation relations, or lack thereof, between two compositional facts.  Letting ‘F1’ label the fact that the ffs compose A, and ‘F2’ label the fact that the ffs compose B, the conjunction of 2 and 3 can be rewritten as follows:  
(2&3) it’s possible for fact F1 to obtain without F2, but not vice versa.  
Or, equivalently,
(2&3) F2 asymmetrically necessitates F1.
And then premise 4 says:
(4) F1 is more fundamental than F2.  
There are two serious problems with this inference from 2&3 to 4.
First, there are well-known difficulties inferring determination from asymmetric necessitation that certainly appear to carry over to inferring relative fundamentality from asymmetric necessitation.  One comes from the literature on supervenience:  any arbitrary contingent fact asymmetrically necessitates every necessary fact, but I don’t really see that we should think that every contingent fact is more fundamental than every necessary fact.  Another comes from Kit Fine on Socrates and {Socrates} (1994), though I will skip spelling out exactly how to import it here (see my 2017, 56).  
	Second, even if those issues are dismissed, Wilson is inferring relative fundamentality from asymmetric necessitation in the other direction than people used to think they could.  The standard direction—the tempting though dodgy move—is from 
x asymmetrically necessitates y
to 
x is more fundamental than y.  
That move is what the worry about necessary facts was supposed to challenge:  any contingent fact asymmetrically necessitates any necessary fact, but it doesn’t seem like every contingent fact has to be more fundamental than every necessary fact.  Or consider the way that physicalism was standardly captured from the 1980s through the early 2000s, namely by an asymmetric necessitation claim or supervenience claim.  The physical facts P necessitate the mental facts M, but not vice versa; the mental facts M supervene on the physical facts P, and not vice versa.  People used to assume—incorrectly!—that these claims were a way of saying that the physical determines, and is thereby more fundamental than, the mental:  because P asymmetrically necessitates M, P is more fundamental than M.  But Wilson is saying that because F2 asymmetrically necessitates F1, F1 is more fundamental than F2.  

Offering Wilson an alternative 
All three of the above objections turn on Wilson’s use of the modal facts in premises 2 and 3; this is what makes her discussion puzzling and unconvincing.  So, what happens if we just expel the troublemakers?  That is, what happens if we drop the modal facts altogether, and instead spell out—as she says she wants to—how an instance of a small ‘g’ grounding relation between nonfundamentals gets a direction of priority from nothing but the compositional facts and a specification of what is fundamental?
What happens is that it starts to become real tempting to say that the ‘prior’ or more fundamental side of the small-‘g’ relation is the one that is in some sense closer to the specified fundamentals.  How is ‘closer’ to be measured?  Perhaps by the number of small-‘g’ grounding steps between it and the fundamentals.  Here’s how this would go in Wilson’s example: premise 1 entails that A is more directly grounded by the ffs than B is, that A is ‘closer to the bottom’, and thus more fundamental than B.  The idea here is to say that relative fundamentality relations between nonfundamentalia are given by[footnoteRef:3] their relative location in the small ‘g’ grounding structure plus what is for Wilson (not for me) something additional to that, namely a specification of what is absolutely fundamental. [3:  Or just are.] 

Readers will not be surprised to hear that I am selling my own handmade goods here (2017, chapter 6).  This is the strategy I pursued in 2017, chapter 6, except that for me what is fundamental is a component of the determination structure, not an extra set of facts.  
The first thing to say about this kind of account is that it is harder than it looks to get it up and running, and I point to that chapter as a travel guide.  (To give you a sense of the sort of questions that arise: what if there are no fundamentals and therefore the structure has no ‘bottom’?  Even if there is a bottom, is there a stable way to measure distance from it, or to count small-‘g’ grounding steps?  What about reckoning the relative distance from the bottom of entities on different determination chains?  And how does this talk of ‘determination structure’ interact with pluralism?)
But really the main thing to say about this kind of account is that it is definitely not Wilson’s approach in her paper.  My strategy does not invoke modal facts about the impossibility of certain determinative arrangements.  I would happily share it with her, though, if it were not for the pesky fact that it is simply not compatible with her insistence on the possibility of genuine priority-flipping, and thus not compatible with her preferred understanding of bidirectional monism.  (See §6.1 of the main text.)  The whole thrust of the position I am dangling in front of her is that the (for her, independent) specification of what is fundamental plus the small ‘g’ grounding facts fixes the direction of priority.  She denies that.
	I think Wilson should chuck the unnecessary insistence on the possibility of genuine priority-flipping.  I again invite her to explore the alternative road with me.



