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Abstract
This study formulates the basic premises of materialism, which has largely lost its visibil-
ity despite being one of the fundamental philosophical approaches that have been effec-
tive in the development of modern scientific practice and the construction of philosophy 
of science, in an alternative way, and aims to develop a new materialist interpretation of it 
that is non-reductive, pluralistic and open to the use of more than one scientific discipline. 
This interpretation, expressed with the term relational materialism, first addresses matter 
with the concept of signifier and foregrounds the concept of beable as the general philo-
sophical category of matter. Secondly, it formulates the category of beable within the irre-
ducible integrity of the categories of relationality, nonstaticity, and finitude; and positions 
knownability in terms of its correspondence to these general onto-epistemological catego-
ries. Thirdly, it clarifies the conditions of existence and knownability of particular entities 
under general categories based on specially corresponding onto-epistemological categories 
(interactability, structurability, contextuality, transformability, scale-dependency, actuality, 
contingency). In this respect, this study offers a pluralistic philosophical framework within 
which different methodological positions and scientific disciplines can be formulated and 
criticized based on combinations of different particular categories under general catego-
ries. In the conclusion of this article, the meaning and potential of relational materialism 
for the development of scientific research programs are evaluated.
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1 � Introduction: Materialism Within the Scope of Philosophy of Science

This study was written with the aim of constructing a common philosophical framework 
on which natural sciences and social research can be based, and its primary problem is to 
define the category sets in which different scientific approaches can operate without being 
reduced to a single scientific discipline. In this context, it focuses on the last of the three 
basic philosophical approaches that have been effective in the construction process of mod-
ern science -rationalism, pragmatism, and materialism, interprets the problem of ontology 
from the materialist perspective, and defines the corresponding onto-epistemological cat-
egory sets in which various scientific methodologies can be constructed or criticized.

It would be appropriate to begin with the following question; where does materialism 
stand within the subject matter and various approaches of philosophy of science? The 
development of modern philosophy of science, taking into account the influence of the 
proto-empiricist and nominalist approaches that emerged in the late Middle Ages, draws its 
nourishment from three sources: (i) scientific practice that developed within anatomy, cos-
mology and mechanics; (ii) epistemological inquiry that addresses the nature and structure 
of knowledge and its truth, taking shape within logic and mathematics; (iii) ontological 
discussion that deals with the nature of existence and the possibility of knowing.1 Through-
out the history of modern scientific thought and practice, these three sources have been 
used to construct various philosophical positions and scientific research methods through 
the prioritization of one over the other—for example, the priority of the problem of epis-
temology over experimentation or ontology, etc.—or the synthesis of the arguments they 
contain with propositions in other areas of discussion—for example, empiricism, transcen-
dental philosophy of consciousness, mechanical materialism, pragmatic idealism, etc. The 
fact that these sources have developed in relation to each other has necessarily affected the 
argumentative structure of the approaches to philosophy of science that are based on them, 
and has made negation arguments and eclectic synthesis as much a part of philosophical 
systems.

The approaches to philosophy of science that emerged in this relational process can be 
listed as rationalism, materialism, and pragmatism, and their modern structures are placed 
in a wide framework from Descartes’ Meditationes de Prima Philosophia to Hobbes’ De 
Corpore, from practical applications that are effective in the current development pro-
cess of science to C. S. Pierce’s and W. James’ pragmatism. The point that needs to be 
emphasized here is that philosophy of science first emerged as philosophy of nature and 
philosophy of society, and that it has undergone different approaches and methodological 
separations in the historical process of scientific practice and has transformed into the con-
temporary discipline as we know today. As Rosenberg, (2005, p. 9) points out, philosophi-
cal materialism, which was influential in the early stages of this transformation process 
under the shadow of founding figures such as Newton and Darwin, lost its influence or 
turned into an undercurrent in the following process. While this transformation is charac-
terized, on the one hand, by the transformation of philosophical positions into scientific 
methodologies and research practices, on the other hand, it has also brought with it a ten-
dency to present an idea of science that is isolated from philosophy, based on the continui-
ties and principles of research practices themselves. This tendency cannot be completely 

1  It is possible to add to these headings the undercurrent of scepticism that has occasionally surfaced since 
ancient schools of philosophy.
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ignored, at least because it includes the aim of freeing scientific practice from the frame-
work of Cartesian dualism, German idealism, and reductionist physicalism, which are no 
longer sufficient to conduct it, and expressing it in its own experience and terms. While the 
first face of the problem brought about the integration of the general philosophical posi-
tion with particular scientific methodologies, the second face indicates a gap between the 
materialist sources of the philosophy of science and the emergence of which is attempted 
to be removed through epistemological construction. In other words, the impact of materi-
alism on the ontology debate lost its visibility. As a result, materialism is one of the found-
ing sources of modern science, and since its influence in many fields from early modern 
empiricism to the mechanistic worldview of the nineteenth century, realist framings in the 
scientific thought and the social researches of the twentieth century are undeniable; thus it 
is necessary to return it into the philosophy of science.

Since the return of materialism to the philosophy of science cannot be a simple rep-
etition of it or a wholesale rejection of scientific practices and methodological approaches 
developed throughout the twentieth and 21th century, developing an original perspective 
is very significant in terms of contributing to the solution of the problem. In this context, 
the path suggested by the authors of this study can be summarized as follows; (i) locating 
materialist approach within the fundamentals of philosophy of science, (ii) reconstructing 
the materialism as a pluralistic framework in which alternative methodologies can emerge 
instead of reducing it directly to a particular methodological approach, (iii) revising ancient 
and modern forms of materialism, and suggesting a new frame named relational material-
ism within the new materialist approach.

Starting from the first step, Schurz, (2014, p. 16) defines two different approaches that 
formulate the purpose and method of philosophy of science. The first of these is the norma-
tive approach that tries to determine what science should be, its rational structure and the 
way it grounds its hypotheses; while the second is the descriptive approach that focuses 
on what science is practically and how it works, explaining its historical development and 
current structure (Schurz, 2014, p. 16).2 These two approaches, which are generally used in 
the construction and criticism of scientific methodologies, are not comprehensive enough 
in terms of determining the general scope of philosophy of science. The discussion on 
“what science is” and “what it should be” can be completed with the question of under 
what conditions of existence science and different scientific disciplines are possible, that is, 
the ontological question. In this respect, the third fundamental approach of philosophy of 
science is the grounding problem that emerges around the question of being or the possible 
beings, and within this framework, the materialist approach, which primarily considers not 
knowledge itself but the ontological conditions of knowledge, is recalled into the philoso-
phy of science.

Secondly, although general philosophy of science and particular scientific methodolo-
gies cannot absolutely be separated from each other, it is not easy to find examples where 
the connection between these two is established with an absolutely non-reductionist man-
ner, both in terms of current scientific methodology discussions and the materialist move-
ments of the twentieth century. This may be because the centre of the philosophy of science 
discussion has shifted to the field of epistemology or because scientific or social practice 

2  For other propositions about the fundamental problems of philosophy of science and the approaches to 
these problems, see: Salmon, (1999, pp. 1–4), Loose, (2001, pp. 1–3), Waugh & Ariew, (2008, pp. 15–17), 
Johansson, (2016, p. 16). Although there are differences in terminology, the problem is generally addressed 
in the same way, and Schurz’s formulation provides clarity.
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is seen as more prioritized than philosophical construction.3 In this context, the solution 
that can be suggested is not to base a certain methodological preference on a certain phi-
losophy of science position, but to construct it in a way that will allow for the emergence 
of more than one methodological approach. In other words, similar to the fact that method-
ologies contain different research methods, approaches in philosophy of science also have 
to base more than one methodology. This means that within a particular stance of the phi-
losophy of science, there can be more than one methodological position in terms of prag-
matic orientations or even rational constructions; and this possibility cannot be based on 
the positions themselves, on the contrary, an ontological investigation can bring these areas 
together to the extent that existence itself provides the ground for this. This ontological 
investigation can be carried out within speculative idealism as well as within materialism, 
and the second path is preferred in this study.

Finally, ancient and modern materialist approaches are largely unsuitable for completing 
such a project. The reason for this -with the exception of some premises of the new mate-
rialist approach- is the difficulties in adapting ancient examples to the scientific research 
programs of the twenty-first century, especially due to their substantialist tendencies and 
modern examples due to their mechanistic presuppositions, dualist logics or teleologi-
cal subtexts. These difficulties will be briefly criticized in the following section. A sec-
ond problem is that the overlap between the general position of philosophy of science and 
the particular methodological position makes the relationship between modern materialist 
approaches and their general philosophical presentation unclear. In order to overcome this 
difficulty, it is seen that realist approaches have been developed in natural sciences and 
social research, and their interpretation within a materialist framework will facilitate the 
solution of the problem.

To sum up, this study calls materialism back to the field of modern philosophy of sci-
ence to which it belongs. In doing so, it first critically reviews the history of material-
ism and its definition of matter, then investigates the possibility of a materialist ontology 
and defines its general categories, and finally discusses the content of the subcategories 
to which the ontological and epistemological categories correspond. In general, all these 
categories positioned within the sets of axioms, concepts, and frames are mentioned with 
the term of relational materialism (RM).4 The general and specific categories that emerge 
within this framework allow both the construction and criticism of multiple methodologi-
cal positions and share a common materialist ground.

3  S. Hawking’s approach that prefers calculation to philosophy can be given as an example, see: Hawking 
& Penrose, (2010, p. 121). For the opposing view, see: Rovelli, (2018) and (2024), and Penrose, (2004, p. 
313).
4  This term was chosen for the purpose of abbreviation. As will be seen throughout the study, the general 
categories of RM are relationality, finitude, and nonstaticity. These categories cannot be reduced to each 
other and therefore should be mentioned together. On the other hand, since such a naming is not practical, it 
was deemed appropriate to use the name of the first category in the abbreviation.
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2 � Foundations and Historical Background of Materialism

The concepts of matter and materialist philosophies have a deep historical background, and 
there is a long and interwoven way of reformulating materialist essentials that pass through 
several basic moments and reach current new materialism discussions. The basic moments 
of materialist approaches are as follows:

(1)	 Ancient Indian and Greek materialisms constitute the basis of materialist thought in 
that they exclude spiritual and divine powers from being the explanatory elements of 
existential processes, generally affirm causality, materiality of body and desire, and 
partial randomness of events, and develop the idea of void. On the other hand, inter-
pretations of ancient materialism based on eternal, unchanging, and infinite substances 
are open to serious criticism.5

(2)	 The materialism of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, in which names such as 
Pomponazzi, Vives, Bruno, Bacon, Hobbes, Gassendi, and partly Descartes’ concep-
tion of corporeal substance, Spinoza, and Locke came to the fore, with their sensualist 
tendencies, their emphasis on immanence over transcendence, their ability to partially 
address the problem of consciousness on materialist grounds, and their passion for 
rediscovering the world through experience continue to influence contemporary materi-
alist approaches. On the other hand, the philosophical systems of materialist approaches 
that developed in these centuries were subject to criticism of some fundamental points 
that evolved from empiricism to rationalism, their tendency to develop a strict under-
standing of causality, and their mechanical worldviews.6

(3)	 The impact of eighteenth and nineteenth century materialism, which developed with the 
works of names such as La Mettrie, Diderot, d’Holbach, Büchner, Marx, and Engels, 
as well as with the discoveries in the natural sciences, is not completely undeniable 
even today in terms of the results of practical sciences, the materialist interpretation 
of human consciousness, and the development of the contradictory and therefore non-
static understanding of the world. On the other hand, they have been heavily criticized 
for the rigidity of their concept of substance, the systematization of materialism as 
a deterministic and holistic worldview, the reductionist interpretation of social and 
physical reality in dialectical or mechanical terms, and the understanding of universal 
laws as real entities.7

(4)	 The materialism of the twentieth and twenty-first centuries developed from very differ-
ent positions in terms of their historical origins, philosophical traditions, and political 
tendencies. On the one hand, there is the emergence of vitalist, encounter-based, and 
even religious materialist interpretations; on the other hand, there is the systematization 
and development of nineteenth century materialism within Marxist categories, even 
though there are new forms of materialism that are based on the text, signs, desire, 
or ontology of difference. Moreover, based on the reinterpretation of new scientific 
discoveries within materialist philosophy, new forms of materialism emerge within 

5  For the series of example of the ancient materialism, see: Chattopadhyaya, (1992), Lange, (1925, pp. 
1-25), Lange, (1925, pp. 93-125).
6  For the history of the early modern and modern materialisms, see, Lange, (1925), Althusser, (1993), 
Pérez-Jara, Romero & Camprubí, (2022, pp. 29-37).
7  For the brief history of nineteenth century materialism, see: Pérez-Jara, Romero & Camprubí, (2022, pp. 
37-59), Melukhin, (1977, pp. 45-49).
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the context of philosophy and methodology of science, such as scientific materialism, 
critical realism, and eliminative materialism.

In order to position relational materialism within new materialist approaches, it is nec-
essary to briefly touch upon its relationship with ancient and dialectical materialism. First 
of all, ancient materialist traditions see atomic substances as the basic elements of exist-
ence, but RM does not accept the doctrine of immutable substance and bases its thought 
system on the idea that even the smallest entities are composed of a relation. Secondly, 
the concepts of modern materialism that developed from the seventeenth century to the 
mid-nineteenth century have mechanism-like a world design based on the understanding 
of strong causality and Newtonian concepts of time and space, and have especially ignored 
the linguistic dimension of the problem of consciousness. The materialist philosophy 
developed within the framework of RM focuses on contingency, emphasizes the possibil-
ity of layering and interaction against physicalist reductionist tendencies, and especially 
attaches importance to symbolic interaction and structures in the establishment of social 
relations. Finally, although RM adopts the concept of relationality that it emphasizes, it 
does not share the dualistic, progress-oriented, and holistic premises of dialectical materi-
alism. There are alternative branches of dialectical materialism, even ‘official’ and critical 
interpretations, in other words, there is no single, consistent dialectical materialism with all 
its concepts throughout the twentieth century.8 For this reason, it would be appropriate to 
focus on common concepts and criticisms put forward from the perspective of RM.

Firstly, dialectical materialism is a philosophical system developed against idealism 
and religious dogmatism and was basically created for the purpose of investigating social 
relations without contradicting modern natural science and within the notion of histori-
cal development.9 Later, these general philosophical principles and particular methodo-
logical position were expanded to present the general philosophical and methodological 
foundations of all sciences and also took on the problem of forming political practice.10 
The primary success of this system is that it was able to replace the ontology of mechani-
cal materialism, which requires fundamental substances, with a process ontology in which 
movement and disharmony are fundamental (Cornforth, 1953, p. 38). This kind of dynamic 

8  Its systematization was completed in years, and even the few attempts emerged, albeit feebly, to renew 
this approach regarding new scientific currents. For dialectical materialism that has become systematic—
even dogmatic or deterministic—see: Yakhot, (1965, pp. 77–123), Afanasiev, (1979, pp. 46–135), Lefe-
bvre, (2009, pp. 129–35). For partially critical presentations of dialectical materialism and attempts at its 
development, see: Bochenski (1963), Planty-Bonjour (1967), Bunge (1973, pp. 179–80), Melukhin, (1977), 
Lukács, (1980), Hörz et  al., (1980), Levant, (2014), Kosik, (2015). For alternative interpretations of his-
torical materialism by W. Benjamin and E. Bloch, see: Simay (2005), Moir (2019, pp. 50–58). For aleatory 
materialism, see: Althusser, (2006, pp. 192–93), Tosel et al. (2013), Tosiris, (2013).
9  This initial starting point has long been influential on dialectical materialism. For example, the reason 
why it strongly opposes the idea that the universe may have had a beginning (i.e., Big Bang) is that this idea 
is similar to religious dogmas or myths. For this reason, the concepts of eternity and infinity come to the 
fore in dialectical materialism’s understanding of the universe. See for arguments about eternity and infin-
ity: Planty-Bonjour, (1967, pp. 83–87), Afanasiev, (1979, pp. 10–11, 66). For the thesis that matter is eter-
nal in time and infinite in space, see: Yakhot, (1965, p. 58), Melukhin, (1977, p. 43). Also, for the determin-
ing position of the concepts of development, direction of development, and progress, see: Cornforth, (1953, 
p. 50), Kursanov, (1967, pp. 123, 145, 179).
10  For this reason, the construction of a political-philosophical system in which nature, society and thought 
are determined under the same laws has become the primary goal of dialectical materialism (see Krapivin, 
1985, p. 139). However, the basic framework of this system has been drawn so tightly and decisively that 
it has become almost impossible for new approaches, methodologies or philosophical criticism to emerge.
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definition of matter is the starting point of new materialism in principle, and it maintains 
its importance for alternative forms of materialism that may emerge in the future. On the 
other hand, the problematic aspect of dialectical materialism is that it establishes process 
ontology entirely on dualistic terms and therefore ignores non-dualistic natural or social 
interactions and cannot avoid the teleological and deterministic tendencies brought by 
dualism. In this context, it can be said that dialectical dualities may be the constitutive 
element of some natural or social phenomena, but they cannot be accepted as the absolute 
structure of all events and relations as well as all change universally.11 A philosophical 
system in which dualities are accepted as absolute ultimately reduces all ontological pos-
sibility to logical construction, which means confining relational analysis to logical specu-
lation. Dialectical materialism conceives of matter as a general category of entities that 
are real, outside of mind and reflected in consciousness, and conceptualizes the material 
world as a single, interconnected whole (Yakhot, 1965, pp. 59–61; Kursanov, 1967, pp. 
90–91, 113, 118, 236; Afanasiev, 1979, p. 58). From the perspective of relational material-
ism, the reflection theory of consciousness is misleading, the material world is discrete and 
there is no whole except for symbolic constructions. Secondly, in relational materialism 
phenomena are not accepted as the epiphenomena of essences, and it seems possible to 
provide a relational definition of phenomena by recognizing their reality without reducing 
them to the fictional essences.12 Thirdly, interpreting evolution and social change in the 
same progressivist philosophical terms is unacceptable from the perspective of relational 
materialism; for example, themes such as the transformation of quantitative change into 
qualitative change or the war of opposites can neither absolutely ground biological evolu-
tion nor a gradualist conceptualization of social change universally.13 The three ‘laws’ of 
nature and history, expressed as the unity and struggle of opposites, the transformation of 
the quantitative into the qualitative, and the negation of the negation, are neither capable 
of encompassing all particular phenomena, nor are they capable of explaining the results 
of various sciences and the various appearances of social reality that have differentiated at 
micro and macro scales.14 These ‘laws’ do not actually correspond to any necessity, they 
have emerged within the metaphysics of development and progress and have features that 
pave the way for teleological interpretations or mechanistic dialectics.15 The scientific and 
philosophical materialism approaches that emerged against the dogmatic tendencies devel-
oped by dialectical materialism have formed a remarkable alternative in this respect.

In what follows, we offer a brief historical overview of contemporary materialist frame-
works, specifically scientific materialism and new materialism, elucidating their core 

11  As formulated by Cornforth, (1953, p. 62–63), the ontological proposition of dialectical materialism 
is that existence is based on fundamental oppositions. These dualities also determine the entire structure 
of the epistemological system of dialectical materialism. Kursanov (1967, p. 139) lists these dualities as 
essence and appearance, content and form, the logical and the historical, the finite and the infinite, etc. 
Bunge’s, (1981, pp. 41 ff.) criticism on this issue is that dualities based on opposing elements cannot be 
considered ontologically universal and are quite primitive in terms of the logic of scientific research. For 
Max Born’s critique of dialectical materialism, see: Freire & Lehner, (2010).
12  See for the example of essentialist interpretations: Yakhot, (1965, pp. 175–76), Kursanov (1967, p. 206–
207), and Afanasiev (1979, p. 151).
13  See main thesis of dialectical materialism on this topic: Afanasiev, (1979, pp. 101–5, 115–16), Planty-
Bonjour, (1967, pp. 102–3), Bochenski, (1963, pp. 86–87).
14  For the three laws of dialectical materialism, see: Yakhot, (1965, pp. 77–123), Planty-Bonjour, (1967, 
pp. 103–42), Krapivin, (1985, pp. 160–90).
15  For series of deterministic interpretations, see: Lefebvre, (2009, pp. 129–35), Afanasiev, (1979, pp. 46, 
135).
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premises to establish a foundation for situating our philosophical stance, termed relational 
materialism, within the context of these evolving currents in materialism.

Scientific materialism is an approach developed to reach a realistic description of scien-
tific practice in opposition to the rationalist, neo-empiricist, and logical-atomist approaches 
that formed at the beginning of the twentieth century. Its origins can be found in part in 
R.W. Sellars’ critical realist approach, but it is particularly situated within the debates 
on the philosophy of science that emerged after the second half of the 1960s. Within the 
framework of the scientific materialism approach, Bunge, (1981, pp. 3–5, 18) based his 
thesis that existing entities have a dynamic nature and positioned his understanding of 
materialism on their capacity to affect other objects. Bunge’s, (1981, pp. 22–25) definition 
of matter does not directly refer to specific substances, posits this concept as a formal cat-
egory encompassing all possible matters, and considers the relational emergence of muta-
bility and properties as among the founding elements of this approach. Bunge’s significant 
contribution was to the emergence problem and systems. He formulates all material objects 
as systems and listed the elements of the systems as composition, environment, structure, 
and mechanism (Bunge, 1981, pp. 24–25). On the other hand, Bunge, (1979, pp. 249–50) 
accepts systems as substances and considers the appearance of their properties under the 
concept of emergence. Bunge’s scientific materialism is likely to be subject to criticism 
because of its need on the concepts of substance and consistency, its failure to develop a 
clear criticism of the concept of causality, and its systematism.16 Second, it is appropriate 
to briefly mention Bueno’s approach. Similar to Bunge, Bueno, (1990) freed the concept 
of material from its substantialist reductions and developed a multidimensional definition 
that points to both determined matter and the formal category of matter.17 As Bueno et al., 
(1991, p. 51) put it, the pluralistic definition of matter constitutes an alternative to the con-
ceptions of materialism that refer to Hegelian dualism, monism, and harmonistic holism. 
Bueno et al., (1991, pp. 51–52) oppose the establishment of the relationship between logic 
and matter in absolutely rational terms and argue that physical reality is complex, histori-
cal and psychological reality is dialectical, and the reality of abstract concepts is subject to 
circular logic. Although the power of Bueno’s, (1972, pp. 361–89) materialism comes from 
the concept of a kind of contingent articulation brought about by the concept of symploké, 
its aspect that is open to criticism is that the most detailed applications of this concept have 
been realized within a stratified ontology similar to Hartmann. In addition, although it is 
theoretically and practically possible and meaningful to distinguish between physical and 
cultural objects, it is more accurate to consider this distinction as ontic rather than onto-
logical stratification.

The 1970s was a period in which, on the one hand, the concept of material was gradu-
ally erased from natural sciences conducted in the West and, on the other hand, a search 
for non-reductionist forms of materialism continued.18 After the diminishment of the 
Althusser School, a new generation of thinkers began to develop a type of non-dialectical 
materialism, as Cheah, (2008) mentioned. In addition to such conceptual efforts, the foun-
dations of new philosophical and theoretical studies, especially those on social reality, have 
been laid. The main ones of these new trends were revealed by Derrida and Deleuze and 

16  For examples of casual and systematists arguments, see: Bunge, (1981, pp. 31-39) Romero, (2022, p. 
82).
17  Also see, Bueno et al., (1991, p. 51). They assert that materiality has three genres: del mundo físico exte-
rior, la vida interior etológica, psicológica e histórica, los objetos abstractos.
18  For non-reductionist materialism and compositional materialism see: Moser & Trout, (1995, pp. 7–9).
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have had undeniably great effects up to the present day. Derrida, (1981, p. 64) first criti-
cized the widespread use of the concept of matter by attributing certain values (thing, real-
ity, existence, etc.) to it, thus determining the concept under these values and consequently 
confining it to a logocentric framework. Secondly, Derrida, (1981, p. 64) suggests that a 
materialist definition of the concept of matter should be made in a way that takes on the 
meanings of transcendental “radical alterity” and “absolute exterior or radical heterogene-
ity” and that the problem of the transcendental signified should thus be eliminated. On the 
other hand, it is seen that Deleuze and Guattari developed a concept of materiality based 
on indeterminacy and immanence (Cheah, 2008, pp. 154–55). Deleuze and Guattari’s, 
(2005, p. 43) interpretation of the concept of matter is as follows: “[U]nformed, unorgan-
ized, nonstratified, or destratified body and all its flows: subatomic and submolecular par-
ticles, pure intensities, prevital and prephysical free singularities.” Derrida, Deleuze and 
Guattari’s anti-substantialist definition of material refers to a possibility that is not deter-
mined in effect and form, and open to all creative articulations.

Finally, it is necessary to briefly mention the definitions of matter and ontological prop-
ositions that emerged after Deleuze and were influenced by his work. First, although the 
new materialist approach is divided into different sub-currents, it fundamentally starts from 
a definition of materiality that is pluralistic, inherently different, and cannot be predicated 
on entities limited to purely ‘physical’ objects. The basic propositions of this approach are 
based on the emphasis on transversality, where reality is not accepted as a given hierar-
chy, interactions, and intra-actions, an expanded category of agency, the prominence of 
encounter and coincidence instead of causality, and the criticism of the anti-realist tenden-
cies brought about by the lingual turn in philosophy (DeLanda, 2012, pp. 45–47; Braidotti, 
2012, p. 2; Barad, 2012, p. 54; Meillassoux, 2012, p. 81; Dolphijn & van der Tuin, 2012, 
pp. 96–97; Moir, 2019, pp. 140–41). In particular, the idea of nonstatic matter has an influ-
ential role in the new materialist approach. While this idea, on the one hand, gives rise to 
the idea that matter cannot be framed by linguistic representations, on the other hand, it 
leaves the idea of matter indicating ‘passive’ objectivity, and brings it to be evaluated as a 
mode of existence with capacity of agency. This idea has occasionally become visible as a 
certain undercurrent, both in the history of materialism and in some antirealist approaches.

3 � Basics of Relational Materialism (RM)

Relational materialism (RM) is a philosophical approach located in new materialism that 
recognizes the multiplicity of existence and the plural ways of understanding them, places 
its understanding of reality on a material basis, and defines onto-epistemological catego-
ries with regard to the relation-based, nonstatic, and finite nature of entities. This study 
aims to construct a specific scientific perspective and branch within the new materialist 
approach under the concept of relational materialism. The purpose of this study is to intro-
duce the scattered ontological propositions of scientific materialism, new realism, and 
new materialism into a certain system, making them applicable to the natural sciences as 
well as social research. Second, this article aims to present materiality and the possibility 
of understanding it in a series of categorial sets that cannot be reduced to each other but 
can be articulated, thus grounding the diversity of alternative ways of interpreting real-
ity. Finally, by recognizing the irreducible pluralism of both the general and sub-branches 
of natural sciences and approaches of social research and the legitimacy of their meth-
odological differences, this article constructs a certain onto-epistemological set to think the 
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common categories of reality and knowledge emerging in these fields. In the final analysis, 
the composition of onto-epistemological categories is presented, and it is aimed that these 
categories being interrelated systematically to provide a general philosophical perspective 
in terms of existence and scientific activities.

3.1 � Localization of RM

When the concept of new materialism is taken in its broadest sense, it refers to the frame-
work of materialism-based approaches developed in the twentieth century and constitutes 
an alternative to mechanical and dialectical materialism approaches, as well as forms 
of linguistic idealism and lingual determinism. This framework has a broad, sometimes 
uncompromising, scope including new scientific and philosophical materialisms (or what 
can be called emergent and discontinuous materialisms), studies on cultural materialism, 
and works that have gained momentum since the 1990s and whose most important exam-
ples are in the fields of critical discourse and ideology analysis, feminist materialism, queer 
materialism, and materialist ecology.19 Generally speaking, these approaches oppose a 
substantialist and essentialist understanding of science, culture, and politics, avoid physi-
cal reductionism and purely linguistic constructivism and formalism, develop difference-
affirming pluralistic ontologies, and challenge the claims of scientific certainty and univer-
sality from probabilistic and particularistic perspectives. There are two main modes of new 
materialist approaches that are interconnected; the first of these designs a general material-
ist philosophy, while the second develops the new materialist approach in practice in the 
fields of politics, culture and social criticism. In the final analysis, it can be said that new 
materialism is the prelude to third-wave materialism, which has various branches and is 
still in the formative stage.

The relational materialist position attempted to be constructed in this article has been 
developed within the framework indicated above, has been particularly influenced by new 
scientific materialism and new realism as well as debates on aleatory materialism, and aims 
to provide meaningful starting points for a general materialist philosophy. The relational 
materialist approach is differentiated in this frame with its emphasis on the principles of 
relationality, finitude, and nonstaticity, which are ontologically irreducible to each other, 
the construction of particularities of becoming and its preference to evaluate natural and 
social reality primarily in terms of relations, even if different scales, structures, and events 
are involved. Second, relational materialism defines matter as a signifier, and based on this, 
posits the general modes of Beable and knownable as the reference elements of the new 
materialist philosophy. Third, the relational materialist approach evaluates the plurality of 
different materialist approaches, ways of knowing, and scientific research programs within 
the fundamental existential possibilities and evaluates reframeability as the constitutive 
element of all its categories. In this regard, the main arguments for relational materialism 
can be formulated as follows:

19  For example, see: Harris, (1979, pp. xi-xii), Mukerji, (1983, pp. 22–29), Barad, (2007), Schleifer, (2009, 
pp. 1–6), Goldgaber, (2021, pp. 16–23), Bryant, Srnicek, and Harman (2011, pp. 5–18), Howie, (2010, pp. 
3–9), Meißner, (2016, pp. 46–50), Fox and Alldred (2017, pp. 23–28), Althusser (2017, p.114), Kissmann 
and van Loon, (2019, pp. 4, 16-17), Pérez-Jara, Romero & Camprubí (2022, pp. 63–69), Dolphijn, (2024), 
Lorenz-Meyer et al., (2024).
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(1)	 Being-material corresponds to real existence beyond being a construction dependent on 
mental processes; material beings are signifiers, signifying the relations, interactions, 
articulations, potentialities, capacities, actual states, etc., to other entities.

(2)	 Every entity that can exist and be known is material.
(3)	 Beable and being know(n)able depend on material existence in a relational, finite, and 

nonstatic manner.
(4)	 Existents constitute the coexistence of differentiated and discrete multitudes that can-

not be reduced to a single form or example, and their capacity of becoming makes 
particular existences is possible in various types.

(5)	 The contingency and differentiation of existence underlie the point that our knowledge 
of existing and possible entities emerges within the framework of a multitude of prac-
tices, orientations, and methodologies, and cannot be reduced to a single ‘true’ form 
covering all aspects.

(6)	 Although it is possible to establish relationships between all beings materially, not 
all beings are related to each other at every moment and situation; thus, becoming is 
discontinuous. Hereby, becoming realized in particular forms -corresponding with 
know(n)ability, those particularities can be categorized as interactivity, structurability, 
contextuality, eventuality, transformability, scale-dependency, contingency etc.

(7)	 Because of the point that there is no totality of the world, neither existence nor knowl-
edge can be reducible to only things, systems, or events. Therefore, becoming and 
know(n)ability are combinations of modes of particularities. In this regard, a compre-
hensive description of reality in totality is impossible; therefore, all explanations and 
descriptions of reality are partial, compositional, and context-bounded.

On the other hand, the philosophical categories and their contents presented in this arti-
cle are not simply summarized from the arguments of the new materialist approaches, but 
critically evaluate the philosophy of science and social theory in a variety of dimensions. 
In principle, the relational materialist approach rejects pure mathematical and layered 
ontologies, infinity and continuity-based ontologies, purely structure/system or event-based 
onto-epistemologies, vitalist and spiritualist tendencies, and evaluates the possibility of 
measurement and commensuration with some critical remarks. In this context, this article 
constructs the basic ontological and epistemological categories of relational materialism; 
presents a specific map of the categories of becoming and knowledge of particular forms of 
existence; and discusses the meaning of the series of propositions in question in terms of 
scientific practice. The categories and their contents presented in this article do not claim 
to be complete and finalized but seek to initiate contributions within new materialism.

3.2 � Relational‑Materialist Perspective of Materiality

One of the basic theses of relational materialism is that matter is formed of relations, and 
this provides a positive definition of the concept of matter rather than a substantialist or 
determinist one. The relationality of matter is related to the characterization of all matters 
that can exist as finite and nonstatic relations. As will be seen in the other sections of the 
article, these categories are the founding elements of the Beable category. If we remain 
within this limited framework, the concept of material refers only to the possibility of its 
existence and its irreducible plurality. On the other hand, to define matter as a category 
that is not dependent on human perception but includes it, there is a need for a concept 
that qualifies materiality and presents its existence to us. Theoretically, this concept refers 
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to both phenomena and structures related to phenomena or events, and the capacity to be 
knownable of the elements of entities that remain outside of a particular perception. There 
are two quite outdated ways of presenting such a concept of matter: oscillating between 
Ernst Mach’s positivism and dialectical materialism. First, matter can be defined as that 
which presents us with sensations, and second, matter can be defined as the reality of 
things that exist beyond our thoughts (Bueno, 1990). The strengths of these two definitions, 
empiricist and realist, are that they include the category of interaction and interactive pos-
sibilities that may not be shown by a specific interaction, while their weaknesses are that 
they still maintain constitutive ties with human cognition and sensation. However, materi-
ality cannot be defined only by criteria such as human sensation or independence from the 
human mind; on the contrary, it can be defined in terms of the effects of existence on itself 
and also in terms of a very small part of it, namely, humans. For this reason, the definition 
given below primarily focuses on the possibility of interaction without giving any priority 
to human sensation; on the other hand, by removing interactions of mind from being a sim-
ple reflection of matter or a mere construction, it refers to its own specificity through the 
same terms. Thus, it corresponds to a necessary first step towards a conception of matter 
that is neither completely phenomenal nor substantialist, but knownable, applicable, and 
irreducible.

In this article, the concept of materiality is defined with the term signifier at the most 
formal level that will cover various forms of existence in a way that does not include a 
definite logical modality reference, and is different from dualist and idealist approaches 
that only consider phenomenal reality. Materiality is a relationship that can show itself in 
quite different forms, relations, or scales. The most general and concrete quality that can 
be attributed to it is that it is a signifier, which is not necessarily signified in a determina-
tion.20 This proposition does not philosophically eradicate the creative potential and onto-
logical plurality of matter. On the contrary, it refers to a fundamental element that can be 
embodied and be known. This term refers to the capacity of existing entities to indicate 
themselves, the relations they are in, other entities, structures, etc., as well as the mind’s 
own internal processes and states. In this respect, materiality holds meaning as the source 
and basis of fundamental qualities, such as producing a mark, turning into an effect within 
a relationship, creating/forming a repercussion, being able to be demonstrated or detected, 
and the capacity to falsify conceptualizations in practice. This definition suggests a much 
more positive definition of matter and also includes the idea that a matter, as a signifier 
founded on relationality, cannot be a thing-in-itself in the absolute sense.

Second, positioning the concept in this way posits that if entities do not signify, a pro-
jection of the world (i.e., matter signifying matter) is not possible, as well as the cognitive 
processes establishing correspondence between semiological relations. Thus, the concept 
of materiality includes the capacity of mental processes to signify both themselves and 
signified entities outside of themselves and the possibility of these being both systematic 
significations and signifying systematic significations. In the same sense, it explains the 
knowledge of materiality not based on phenomenal reception but on the signification of 
entities and thus grants great contingent freedom within the concept of matter to relation-
ships that can be considered under categories such as the mind-independent existence of 

20  This means that there is no absolute determination between the matter and the signified expression, that 
is, being is not determined, therefore, concepts do not express certainty and do not guarantee that we know 
reality with certainty. In this case, knowledge has an indexical and contextual form that follows the signi-
fiers and is probabilistic -which thesis will be elaborated in the following sections.
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entities, mental projections of entities, and intellectual operations independent of entities 
that the mind can perform by focusing on the signifiers of entities. In this context, if the 
relational structure of the concept of material is taken into consideration, any transcendent 
self, essence, or identity category and reductionist approaches that absolutize pure indi-
viduality or pure structural relations are excluded from the scope of matter. This use of the 
concept is positioned outside of dualism and transcendentalist approaches that foresee the 
distinction between mind and matter and provides the opportunity to address the symbolic 
possibilities of mental processes without directly reducing them to a physicalist ground.

3.3 � Relational‑Materialist Perspective on Ontology

In a situation where existence is completely denied, it is not possible to speak of Being sci-
entifically. On the other hand, whether existence is posited as an experience or a postulate, 
it makes it possible to ask questions about the existence, whatness, and purpose of Being, 
at least theoretically. Within this possibility, thinking about Being, determining the basic 
categories and ‘purpose’ of Being or analysing the ‘logic’ of its self-disclosure are the sub-
jects of a broad intellectual framework extending from theology to metaphysics.

In this regard, the first moment of the question of Being as posited in general terms is 
whether it is material, the second moment is its structure, and the third is its categories. 
To handle such questions, Being is evaluated as hierarchical, polycategorial, or flat terms 
by various interpretations of the problem of ontology asserted in the history of philoso-
phy.21 These interpretation can be justified in various ways, as the history of philosophy 
indicates, but not all, provides a comprehensive explanation of the problem of the experi-
ence of Being within existence, that is, how to develop universal categories of Being. As 
Hartmann, (1956, pp. 14–15) points out, categories of existence are not a priori principles. 
In other words, no subject can speak directly about Being; in this respect, every word that 
is said to be about Being is an extension of the investigation of existence and therefore the 
result of a mediation. In this respect, speaking about Being requires that existence be expe-
rienced and investigated within the framework of a specific purpose and that it be traversed 
by the aim of establishing the generality of Being.

In this context, the nature of Being and how it is possible to investigate Being are inter-
related philosophical problems that must be addressed. Hypothetically, Being can be con-
sidered either as the horizon of panexistence encompassing everything that exists, or as 
the concept of everything that exists, or as the category encompassing the possibility of 
realization of everything that can exist and the conceptual expression of this category. In 

21  The ontological foundation accepted in this study is flat and polycategorial, and in this respect, it has a 
common premise with Harman’s, (2017, p. 54) object-oriented-ontology approach. This approach should 
also be distinguished from Husserl’s flat ontology because Husserl reduces existing things to the way they 
are presented to us, while Harman’s flat ontology develops a different approach by rejecting a predeter-
mined hierarchy between different types of existing things. See: DeLanda & Harman (2017, pp. 85–86) 
on the subject. Secondly, the flat ontology used in this article is opposed to the stratified ontology of Hart-
mann, (1956, pp. 45–52), Lukács, (1980, p. 21), Polanyi (2009, pp. 50–55), Bhaskar, (2008, p. 19) and 
Sayer (2000, pp. 12–13), and the substance-attribute approach of Aristotle. For various examples of poly-
categorial ontology, see Lowe, (2006), Paul, (2013). Similarly, Badiou’s mathematical ontology is outside 
the scope of our study. Quantity is not an ontological category, and although quantification systems are 
convenient for the construction and practical use of ontological categories, their possibilities are generally 
equivalent to the possibilities of language. For this reason, no specific value is attributed to mathematics in 
this study in terms of ontology.
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the first case, the possible success of reaching the concept of Being depends on the asser-
tion that everything that exists contains a complete copy of Being. Thus, one will be able to 
have a comprehensive knowledge of Being while examining existing things. In the second 
case, the construction of Being as a concept depends on the formulation of a concept that 
encompasses all the features of all existing things, or at least on a tautology that states 
that everything that exists simply exists. It would be more appropriate to consider the third 
case after examining the first two. In the first case, either Being is present in everything 
that exists like a kind of spermata or telos, or Being is the basis of everything that exists. 
In both cases, the relationship between Being and beings is established as an essential or 
substantial relationship.22 However, in the first option, it is not possible to ground the exist-
ence of qualitative differences among beings and, therefore, the plurality and materiality of 
entities as particularities, and it is also not possible to ground the possibility of conduct-
ing research in a universe where there are no qualitative differences. In the second option, 
Being is either considered as a principled basis for all things but as an entity separate from 
them, in which case it is debatable whether we need the concept of Being.23 In this inter-
pretation of Being, Being can be defined as another being on which beings depend; in 
this case, its relationship with beings does not go beyond the limits of a simple existential 
relationship.24

In the second case, the term Being corresponds to a concept, and in this respect, the 
construction of Being is expected to emerge as a result of gnoseological practice. In the 
first option, the construction of the concept of Being depends on the abstract accumula-
tion of all the qualities of all existing things. Thus, Being is intended to be constructed as 
a single quality-determining concept that characterizes all qualities; however, the qualifica-
tion of all qualities is contrary to the nature of the concept of quality, except for one point. 
This point is the existential situation that corresponds to the second option of the second 
situation. Since this is a common and necessary condition for all qualities to emerge, the 
concept of Being cannot go beyond a symbolic tautology that tells us that everything that 
exists exists.25

Finally, it is appropriate to consider a third case. In the third case, Being corresponds to 
both a possibility and concept representing this possibility. In this respect, the proposition 

22  For essentialist ontology and its criticism, see: Hartmann, (1956, pp. 6-10; 2019, pp. 75–83).
23  For example, Quine, (1969, p. 100) accepts this criticism and prefers to refer to everything that exists 
with the concept of exists in his system of thought instead of an ontological proposition based on a distinc-
tion between the concepts of Being and existence. In Badiou’s, (2005, pp. 23-28; 2009, pp. 299–300) strati-
fied ontology, the existential basis is expressed with the concepts of inconsistent multiplicities/multiplicity. 
Although using the concept in the way Badiou uses it enables an effective critique of creation-based prefix 
and hierarchical ontologies and a creative reconsideration of the history of political thought and current 
political movements, it is far from producing functional subcategories about the basic categories of existing 
things in terms of Being.
24  Heidegger, (1967, p. 68) denies the thesis of the determination of Being as an existing thing when he 
defines Being as transcendental (and its epistemic context as transcendental knowledge) above the particu-
lar determinations of all existing things: “Sein und Seinsstruktur liegen über jedes Seiende und jede mögli-
che seiende Bestimmtheit eines Seienden hinaus. Sein ist das transcendens schlechthin. Die Transzendenz 
des Seins des Daseins ist eine ausgezeichnete, sofern in ihr die Möglichkeit und Notwendigkeit der radi-
kalsten Individuation liegt. Jede Erschließung von Sein als des transcendens ist transzendentale Erkenntnis. 
Phänomenologische Wahrheit (Erschlossenheit von Sein) ist veritas transcendentalis”. Also see: Heidegger, 
(1999, pp. 1–3).
25  See for an example: Sartre, (2003, p. 22): “Being is. Being is in itself. Being is what it is. These are the 
three characteristics which the preliminary examination of the phenomenon of being allows us to assign to 
the being of phenomena.”.
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centred on the substantial truth of Being put forward in the first case and the qualitative-
conceptual construction of Being put forward in the second case are denied by the proposi-
tion in the third case. If this proposition is to be explained, (i) Being is not any substantial 
basis and therefore does not have any truth, and (ii) Being is not the universal concept of all 
the qualities of everything that exists. To define the concept of Being, a third proposition 
must be added to these two propositions, which the concept of Being encompasses entities 
according to a single quality and is divided into subcategories according to this quality; 
in this respect, Being is a concept that qualifies entities in terms of their existence.26 In 
this case, the fulcrum of the third proposition is that Being corresponds to the possibili-
ties of realization.27 Therefore, common qualification of existing entities in terms of exist-
ence expands the formal framework of this qualification to the possibilities of existence, at 
least categorially. For this reason, Being is neither truth nor a concept that indicates truth. 
There is no truth of Being because the absolute limit of the possibilities of realization is 
unknown, so it is not possible to establish a substantial hierarchy from one’s perspective, 
and it is not possible to qualify all the possible qualities of existing and possible entities 
from a single perspective.

In this context, the most reasonable argument that can be put forward based on the third 
proposition, and that can ground the possibility of ontology, is that Being is the possibil-
ity of the emergence of existential states/qualities and, to this extent, can be conceptual-
ized. To the extent that the argument about the quintessence of Being is presented in this 
way, ontology can be defined as a field of research that deals with the principles, catego-
ries, and forms of the emergence of existential qualities. In other words, ontology is a field 
that investigates the existence of Being that does not have truth within the framework of 
the possibilities of the emergence of the qualities of existing entities and leaves a question 
such as the purpose of Being outside the scope of research. Second, ontological research 
does not have to be based on propositions such as the ‘logic’ of Being or existence. In this 
respect, ontology is not interested in the nature, function, or meaning of real things; it only 
investigates their possibilities of existence, and it presupposes that these possibilities may 
be illogical, complex, or contradictory.

The conceptual basis for conducting such an ontological investigation requires a frame-
work that refers to beable. The concept of “beable” was introduced by J. S. Bell in the 
series of his articles (). Bell developed this concept as an alternative ontological orientation 
to the scientific methodology that is confined to the Copenhagen interpretation of quan-
tum mechanics in particular and to the purely instrumentalist framework in general. In this 
manner, this concept refers to real relations that preceding the existence of observational 
values instead of the theoretical approach that is based directly on observables and their 
measurements (Bell, 1989a, p. 41; 1975, p. 11).28 Bell formulates the concept as follows 
(1989b, p. 174):

26  For the alternative approach developed by Meinong regarding the comprehensiveness of such a concept 
of Being, see: Swanson, (2011, pp. 8–11). Meinong argues that not everything can be evaluated under the 
concept of Being, and that objects that may not exist are outside the category of Being.
27  Russell, (2010a, 2010b, p. 92) argues that saying something exists and saying it is possible mean the 
same thing. If this proposition is generalized, a thing in its state of existence also corresponds to the realiza-
tion of all or some of its possibilities of existence. In this respect, the examination of existence brings with 
it the examination of the possibilities of existence, and it may be possible to construct an ontology that cat-
egorizes the basic forms of possibility.
28  For the history of the development of this concept and the specific and general uses, see: Laudisa, 
(2024).
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In particular we will exclude the notion of ‘observable’ in favour of that of ‘beable’. 
The beables of the theory are those elements which might correspond to elements 
of reality, to things which exist. Their existence does not depend on ‘observation’. 
Indeed observation and observers must be made out of beables. I use the term ‘bea-
ble’ rather than some more committed term like ‘being’ or ‘beer’ to recall the essen-
tially tentative nature of any physical theory. Such a theory is at best a candidate for 
the description of nature. Terms like ‘being’, ‘beer’, ‘existent’, etc., would seem to 
me lacking in humility. In fact ‘beable’ is short for ‘maybe-able’.

At this point, we accept the category of beable as the main object of relational mate-
rialist ontology by referring to the possibility of existence, the differentiated qualities of 
beings, and the possibility of entities that can exist.

3.4 � Relational‑Materialist Perspective on Epistemology and Methodology

The main subject of epistemological research is the possibility of knowing and the truth 
of knowledge. If we leave aside the various sceptical approaches that have developed from 
ancient times to the present, the basic basis of epistemology -although it is the subject of 
different approaches and interpretations- is that knowing is possible -to a certain degree 
and quality- and that knowledge has a certain truth value. In this context, epistemological 
approaches that accept the possibility of knowledge make propositions regarding the struc-
ture of knowing, its limits, and criteria of truth. In this case, the practice of epistemological 
examination can be evaluated as a contingent activity on the conditions of existence of the 
structure of knowledge, the production of knowledge, its truth, different forms of knowl-
edge, and the areas of use of knowledge.

When the concept is examined in general, epistemology corresponds to the conditions 
of existence of knowledge. In this respect, knowledge also has an existence that is equiva-
lent to ontological categories, that is, the correspondence with them, as will be examined 
below. This broad definition of epistemology is not directly reducible to human cognition 
or scientific research. In this respect, the most general category of epistemology refers to 
interactions that occur in the limited and nonstatic relations of entities with each other. 
This is because the ontological knowledge framework is not limited to cognitive activi-
ties of human beings. At this level, the categories of epistemology are completely inherent 
in ontology; in other words, they are embedded in ontology, and as such, they cannot be 
considered the natural basis of any truth value or logical propositions about particular pos-
sibilities. In the final analysis, the more possibilities of the relationship that Beable has, 
the more possibilities of knowledge it has.29 If we rethink this possibility as an element 
of imagination, while existence offers at least a certain number and form of relations at a 
certain moment, the general possibility of knowing is equivalent to the possible combina-
tions of beings to exist, as it also includes relations that have not yet existed. As a result, 
the immanence of natural epistemology to ontology means that the general possibility of 
existence is also equivalent to the general possibility of epistemology. Therefore, similar 
to the presentation of the category of Beable in this study, the main object of relational 
materialist epistemology is expressed in the category of knownable. This category is the 
epistemological equivalent of the Beable category.

29  To compare, see: Rovelli, (2023, p. 273). While Rovelli defines existence as a network built on interac-
tions, he also points out that it is also an information network between physical systems.
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However, when the possibility of knowledge is characterized solely on the basis of the 
absolute possibility of Being, its particular determinations are quite uncertain. While par-
ticular forms of existence are expressed by general ontological modes, their concrete quali-
ties emerge through specific realizations. These realizations are, on the one hand, particular 
examples that follow from certain forms of existence and constitute ontological subcatego-
ries and, on the other hand, existential situations that correspond to specific possibilities of 
the framework of knowledge. In this respect, knowledge is a relational, finite, and nonstatic 
part of the particular existence of entities.

At this point, it is necessary to mention a specific form of knowledge that is quite spe-
cific and marginal when the universe is taken into account, but is of central importance for 
the authors and readers of these lines within the framework of epistemology: knowledge-
related-to-humans. This concept refers to two types of phenomena: (i) sensations, imagina-
tions, and projections resulting from all interactions of humans as embodied beings and 
limited by the interactive capacity of their body; and (ii) data and reasoning organized 
around the needs of human societies and utilizing the interaction and processing possibili-
ties of various artifacts. In general terms, the epistemological possibilities of Beable are not 
limited by direct or indirect human knowledge, but direct and indirect human knowledge 
derives its constitutive foundations from the epistemological possibility of Beable. The first 
of these foundations is the principle of the knownability of knowing, and the second is the 
designability of the truth-value of knowledge. The knownability of knowing depends on 
the ontological basis of knowledge. To the extent that knowledge emerges as a result of 
an existential interaction, it is open to various kinds of interactions as a signifier, such as 
observation, and therefore, knownable.30 If knowledge had emerged in a non-relational, 
non-finite, or nonstatic way, it would have been necessary to locate it as not being a part of 
Beable, and since it is uncertain whether it can interact with Beable, it would probably not 
be knowable for us to acquire such knowledge. Second, the truth-value of the knowledge 
is projectable. This principle is based on the assumption that certain knowledge emerges 
in a relational, finite, and nonstatic manner, and it asserts that a general projection about 
the truth-value of knowledge can be put forward by examining how these principles mani-
fest themselves in a particular instance of knowledge. In other words, if knowledge can be 
known on the basis of certain categories of Beable, the relationship between knowing and 
knowledge can be characterized in terms of truth by examining the conditional importance 
of these categories in the emergence of a particular instance of knowledge.

30  In this context, Kant’s concept of the thing-in-itself and its variations contradict the principle of knowa-
bility in terms of a flat ontology. Since the existence of things depends on their being related and since the 
ability to know things occurs within the framework of relations, arguing that things are “implicit” (e.g., 
Harman, 2017, p. 38) bears the traces of an anthropocentric rather than an ontological approach to the prac-
tice of knowing. Knowability is a product of interactions, and drawing the horizon of interaction by abso-
lutizing human-based interaction means reducing the boundaries of ontology to an epistemological position 
regarding human knowledge. This kind of reduction is not accepted as a fundamental basis in this study. In 
addition, in this context, the distinction made by the object-oriented ontology approach between real and 
sensuous objects and real and sensuous properties (Harman, 2017, p. 9) is excluded from this study because 
sensibility itself is a particular relation and is considered a small element of general ontology within the 
framework of relationality.
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4 � General Onto‑Epistemology of RM: Relationality, Finitude, 
Nonstaticity

Ontological investigation is the research on Beable and is carried out at two basic levels 
of abstraction. The first of these levels is called as the General Ontology, and the second is 
called as the Special Ontology. The General Ontology accepts the formulation of ontologi-
cal modes as a field of research, and these modes express the principles of Beable that are 
valid for all beings, and the Special Ontology specifies the various categories of particular 
beings.

The General Ontology comprises three primary modes of Beable as (i) relationality, 
(ii) finitude, and (iii) nonstaticity.31 In this framework, all beings, their states of being, 
existential qualities, and the epistemological projections based on them have a relational, 
finite, and nonstatic nature. However, these three modes do not have the ability to present 
a consistent statement about Beable without relying on each other. To elaborate on this 
last proposition, beings exist relationally; if relationality disappears, they cannot be finite, 
because they are limited by relations. Similarly, nonstatic entities are necessarily relational, 
and their actuality depends on their relationality; if there is no relation, there will be no 
action. Moreover, the action itself is finite because it is limited by relations. In this case, 
something infinite, static, or unrelated cannot exist and will remain outside the scope of 
the ontology. In other words, what remains static has fallen from the account of existence, 
which loses its relationality has fallen from existence; infinity is a category predicated with 
nothingness, and the infinite entities do not exist, so they can be mentioned as non-Beable. 
Perhaps, in such a case, the investigation of unrelated, static, and infinite entities should be 
left to apousology, not ontology.

These three modes have their own specific definitions, subcategories, and forms. These 
definitions, categories, and forms also correspond to the general definitions, categories, 
and forms of epistemology, and at some points, gain specific characteristics in the field 
of epistemology. In this context, it is appropriate to first investigate the modes of General 
Ontology and their epistemological meanings.

First, general ontological and epistemological modes are discussed in this subsection. 
General ontology presents the basic categories of Beable and, therefore, of becoming. 
General epistemology presents the basic categories of Beable in terms of being knownable 
and, therefore, knowing of in terms of mode of existence. As demonstrated in the analysis 
below, general ontological and epistemological categories exhibit close correspondence. 
In this respect, it would be appropriate to call the common categories that fall within the 
scope of both disciplines as onto-epistemological categories. Onto-epistemological catego-
ries constitute the general categories of Beable and knowing as a mode of existence. Each 
category corresponds to the basic principles necessary for defining various modes of exist-
ence in terms of Beable and for producing their knowledge. In this respect, each category is 
both defined in terms of Beable and knownable within themselves and derives its validity 
from the fact that it presents integrity with each other.

31  In a presentation he made in 1924, Russell defined the world as an entity consisting of relational and 
qualitatively diverse events (Russell [1924] 2010a, 2010b, p. 148). When considered together with White-
head’s work, this definition can be considered as one of the first, albeit incomplete, formulation attempts 
of the three categories we propose. Compare with Bueno et al., (1991, p. 51). They assert that the topic of 
general ontology is matter in general, and they defined it within the categories of plurality, exteriority and 
codetermination.
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4.1 � Relationality

If we begin with relationality as the first element of the General Ontology of RM, the prin-
ciple of relationality suggests that entities can exist only as bundles of relations.32 In this 
respect, the principle of relationality suggests that the basic condition for being an exist-
ing entity or having the capacity to become is that the entity is in relation to other entities 
as one of the basic categories of Beable. In this case, the qualities/properties of entities 
emerge as various kinds of results of the relationships they establish, entities that lose their 
relationality lose their qualities to the extent of the relationality they lose, and entities that 
lose all relationality -in other words, all their qualities- necessarily lose their qualities of 
existence and cease to be an example of Beable. Rovelli concisely expressed this relational 
nature as follows:

Objects are characterized by their forms of interaction. If there was an object that did 
not interact, did not affect anything, did not create any change, did not emit light, did 
not attract, did not repel, was not touched, did not smell, it would be as if it did not 
exist.33 (Rovelli, 2022a, p. 68)

The principle of ontological relationality is one of the founding principles of RM epis-
temology. Since relationality gives entities their basic qualities and since entities find their 
place in the field of existence through interaction and disappear to the extent that they lose 
this, the production of knowledge about them also requires relations.34 In this context, the 
relations of entities with each other include processes such as the researcher’s involvement 
in the field of interaction; the establishment of experimental mechanisms; the analysis and 
interpretation of data; the determination of relationships; the establishment of relation/
interaction mechanisms; the re-association of the obtained data; and the formation of con-
cepts, theories, and conventions on them. In this respect, it is not ontologically possible for 
something that is not in a relationship to exist, and it is not epistemologically possible to 
produce knowledge about it. In this context, it can be said that every interaction is a rela-
tion, and every relation can be conceptualized/signified/represented, even its scale, content, 
accuracy, precision, and meaning are separate topics of discussion.35 Therefore, the most 

32  This argument also posits that entities are not “bundles of properties” as Bunge criticised, (1977, p. 2) 
but relations. However, this concept should not be understood as everything is always related to everything 
else. As Bueno, (1990) states with reference to the concept of symploké, relations are discontinuous and 
gain meaning in the plurality of existence. This issue will be detailed in the sections on particularities of 
becoming. See, Donati, (2011, p. 18) for the interpretation of relations according to perspective of relational 
sociology.
33  Translated by authors.
34  Bunge, (1977, p. 16) posits this argument in such a formulation that: “Every system, except the universe, 
interacts with other systems in certain respects and is isolated from other systems in other respects. Totally 
isolated things would be unknowable.” In our position, it is quite uncertain that universe can be mentioned 
as ‘the system’. Also totally isolated entities are not only unknowable, but actually not beable.
35  On the other hand, relations, conditions that make relations possible or are made possible by rela-
tions, and structures consisting of bundles of events and relations are not always easily conceptualizable. 
Although simple relations can be expressed with simple concepts and complex relations can be expressed 
by articulating more than one concept, not all the bases of each structure can be analysed in every case. The 
reason for this is that a quality that emerges from a relationship between two entities does not necessarily 
exist with respect to a third object (Rovelli, 2022a, p. 71). In this case, it may not be possible to find and 
express a competent structurality that reveals all qualifying relations in an open system. If a structure con-
sists entirely of parts of the same type and the qualities of the parts that constitute the whole can be deter-
mined (or calculated), there may be various exceptions to this situation.
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general thesis that can be put forward is that knowledge, and therefore knownable, emerges 
relationally on the basis of Beable and, in particular, it is contingent on relations.

4.2 � Finitude

The second principle of the General Ontology of RM is finitude. Existents are finite, and 
their finitude coexists with both the relations they are included in and that constitute them 
and with their nonstaticity. In this respect, finitude is the fundamental quality of existence 
in terms of existence, and therefore, one of the fundamental ontological features of Beable. 
The particularities of entities are possible only if they are finite, and therefore, relations 
based on particularity can be formed in the manner of discreteness.36 Finitude, as the finite-
ness of certain qualities and relations, opens the door to possibilities such as the differenti-
ation of becoming, having certain boundaries, being fragmented, being negated, and being 
transformed. Second, finitude can mean that forms of existence can have structural limits, 
and that movement, forces, bonds, and interactions are possible within certain scales. In 
this respect, interactions are finite in effect, and because they are finite, entities can differ-
entiate from each other, acquire certain properties, can be abstracted, and quantified within 
epistemological operations.

When the mode of finitude is considered in the field of epistemology, it acquires remark-
able subrealizations, especially in terms of the development of forms of knowledge. First, 
the point that beings are finite, that is, that they exist in the form of finite qualities, interac-
tions, relations, structures, events, or appearances, makes their differences the subject of 
knowledge. In other words, the finiteness of relations/processes/structures both structures 
and limits their knowability and makes conceptualization possible. Second, knowing itself 
as a form of relationship as well as knowledge is finite, dependent on situations, and has 
limited validity within the framework of relations. In this respect, if we must formulate a 
general proposition, knowability emerges in a finite and contingent form.

4.3 � Nonstaticity

The third principle of the General Ontology of RM is nonstaticity.37 In formulating the 
proposition that there is nothing in the real world that is inert, Whitehead, (1978, p. 310) 
brought to the fore the idea that nonstaticity is of central importance, both to the philoso-
phy of process and to the actuality of particular entities.38 Although not exactly in this 
form, the proposition of nonstaticity is a very deep-rooted idea whose roots can be traced 
back to Heraclitus, as well as ancient atomist schools of philosophy. This idea has various 
reflections in nineteenth and twentieth century scientific thought and philosophy, especially 
within the framework of the Hegelian interpretation of Heraclitus’ philosophy and its mate-
rialist reconsiderations.39 In this context, the category of nonstaticity has been addressed in 

36  For an opposing view, see: Badiou, (2009, p. 308).
37  This category also can be evaluated as changeability as Bunge, (1977, pp. 215–16) argued but we assert 
that nonstaticity is a more comprehensive concept than changeability. In this regard the problem of change-
ability is mentioned under the particular category of transformability in this article and elaborated in the 
Sect. 4.5.
38  For an interpretation of this proposition within the framework of ontology, see: Hartmann, (1956, p. 28).
39  See: Sartre (2003, p. 2) and Hassen, (2022, pp. 80–84). Newtonian physics suggests the opposite. (Has-
sen, 2022, p. 80) argues that inertia were spontaneous properties of matter in Newtonian physics. For an 



The Architecture of Relational Materialism: A Categorial…

terms of its particular realizations of experimental, philosophical, and logical planes, and a 
voluminous literature has emerged about it, extending from natural sciences to research on 
social relations.

Nonstaticity is both the principle of establishing the internal structure of entities and 
the factors of relations and change between them. The principle of nonstaticity suggests 
that existence is not dependent on an absolute constant and is actual in various forms and 
modes. In this respect, absolute staticity would mean non-relationship, non-effect, or inter-
action, and necessitate the form of a universe in which there is no change. Such a universe 
is possible only in a state of nothingness. The second proposition of the principle of non-
staticity suggests that a certain instance of action is necessarily the continuation of another 
instance of action and the precursor of another instance of action; that is, that action or 
change occurs relationally and has the possibility of sequentiality. In this respect, action is 
a manifestation of the contingent correlation of finite interactions. However, the principle 
of nonstaticity does not exclude the view that there are and can be differences in degrees of 
actuality. Differences in degrees of actuality indicate that some of the relationally existing 
entities can affect others in a way that leads to relative stasis, but there is a possibility that 
this effect will encounter opposing resistance. In this case, an interaction leading to stasis 
can produce actualizing effects and can be evaluated as a part of dynamic relations.

Nonstaticity is a fundamental epistemological problem. When argued from the point of 
everyday common sense, the staticity of things is seen as a necessity for knowing them or 
imagining them better. However, this proposition points to an appearance-based situation 
that is only applicable to certain macroscales. On the contrary, nonstaticity also requires 
interactions and practices at essentially all scales, and thus a relationship of knowledge can 
be established. In this framework, the subject of the relationship of knowing is the particu-
lar irregularities and partial regularities of becoming, the transformation of entities into 
each other, and the patterns of change. In this respect, the presupposition of nonstaticity 
provides the main reasons for knowing in terms of perceiving peculiarities and images of 
entities in change, examining the mode and structure of change, and investigating ways to 
manipulate change to instrumentalize and organize its object. It is not possible to conceptu-
alize in a static universe, or there is no concept other than a single and given notion in this 
kind of existence.

5 � Onto‑Epistemological Particularities of RM

In the previous section, the modes on which general ontological and epistemological prop-
ositions of RM are based were presented. In this framework, it is clear that the modes are 
not considered as separate ontological and epistemological modes in terms of their ground-
ing of Beable and also knowable, but as onto-epistemological modes, and that they will be 
meaningful when they point out the most general correspondence between the two fields. 
Therefore, the categories of general ontology also correspond to the general categories 
of the practice of knowing as existential acts and of knowledge. In this respect, knowing 
is an activity that establishes relations and presents a finite cognitive design. Similarly, 

opposing view that posits immutability as a fundamental ontological principle in biological research, see: 
Monod (1970, p. 29).

Footnote 39 (continued)
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knowledge has a relational structure, is finite, and is the result of practice; therefore, knowl-
edge can be transformed into practice (social praxis, sociological reflection, technology-
building, communicative action, etc.). The subject of knowing becomes knownable in the 
categories of general onto-epistemology in a similar manner. For this reason, the point that 
entities can be known and become subjects of the practice of knowing depends on their 
emergence in a relational, nonstatic, and finite manner.

General onto-epistemology formulates the basic categories of Beable and knownable, 
but it does not have the foresight to make definitive propositions about the formal struc-
ture of all the particular examples of becoming and all the particular relations that occur 
between them, all the particular forms of finitude, and the particular actuality patterns. The 
reason for this situation is that existences constitute a multitude that cannot be reduced to a 
single form and that they have a limited but not fully predictable capacity to produce new 
forms of relations within themselves. In this respect, the discovery of particular forms is 
a fundamental research topic of ongoing scientific activity as well as categorizing them 
within general formulations or law-like generalizations.

Although onto-epistemological propositions reveal the basic categories of knownabil-
ity, knowing and being known do not mean the same in practice. The fact that existence is 
open to knowing does not mean that the methods and epistemic bases necessary to know it 
are always and everywhere available with the same competence and clarity. In this respect, 
the general categories of knownability always get clarity and content within the specific 
categories of the practice of knowing, particularly the scientific practice that defines its 
own object and elaborates on its method. Considering the multitude of forms of existence, 
since the existence of a single special ontology and a single special epistemology would be 
contradictory to the multitude of the objects of research, it would be more meaningful to 
call these sub-disciplines as special ontologies and special epistemologies.

In this case, recognition of various combinations and articulation possibilities of sub-
categories is needed for the theory of the conditions of the emergence of new disciplines 
and scientific methodologies. Consequently, the construction of general categories of spe-
cific ontologies and epistemologies -even if it does not yet yield sufficient results- offers a 
remarkable starting point for understanding both particular forms of existence and ways of 
knowing them and for developing specific philosophies of science. Second, specific ontolo-
gies and epistemologies do not exist as categories that are completely unrelated to each 
other. Their particular existence presents reality in the categorial combinations that they 
establish with both their objects and other specific ontologies and epistemologies.

5.1 � Interactability: Locality, Manifestation, Agency, Negation

The category of interactability is one of the fundamental categories of existence, synony-
mous with know(n)ability, because it cannot be known whether something completely 
closed to interaction exists.40 Interactions, whether strong or weak, reveal the characteris-
tics of the interacting sides, change them, or lead new interactions to emerge. For this rea-
son, interactability corresponds to both a basic category and the interaction processes that 
must occur for the qualities of entities to be known. This category consists of ontological 

40  For the application of this category to the definition of the concept of object, see: DeLanda & Harman, 
(2017, p. 76). In this application, DeLanda states that interactions are decisive in the emergence of objects 
and their preservation of a certain identity, and that the disappearance of the interaction between the com-
ponents of the object means the disappearance of the object.
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(effects) and the corresponding epistemological (phenomena) units. In this category, 
there is a long list of concrete interactions and phenomena, the exact number of which is 
unknown. To give a few examples, it is possible to talk about a series of particular situ-
ations such as action, reaction, and traceability of interactions. On the other hand, there 
are subcategories that characterize various modes of interaction in the interactability cat-
egory. These categories can be listed at least in terms of locality, manifestation, agency, 
and negation.

The first element that categorially characterizes interaction possibilities is locality.41 To 
the extent that the category of interactivity is defined within the framework of the modes of 
relationality and finitude, the relational limit of the interactions is always local. The locali-
zation in question is both a form of relationship that has emerged as a result of direct inter-
actions and a realization of the limits of the possibility of direct interactions. In this regard, 
direct interactions are local and, in the same sense, constitute locality, and the framework 
of direct interaction possibilities corresponds to the framework of locality. Therefore, these 
three elements can be evaluated as different faces with the same type of relation. Second, 
indirect interactions are not necessarily local in nature. Indirect interactions can occur 
within local interaction frameworks under certain circumstances, in which case they can 
either acquire certain regularities in the local framework or be completely independent of 
the local framework if they do not construct another locality network. If we consider the 
scale of social reality, mass communication devices, policies of central authority, forms 
of politics based on representation, inter-regional organizations, and global interactions 
construct certain mediation relations. Interactions that occur within such relationships may 
transcend, articulate, or regulate local frameworks. In this respect, the local effects and 
meanings of indirect interactions may have complex relations with local frames.

The second category that characterizes interaction possibilities is manifestation. Interac-
tions constitute a specific type of expression to the extent that they exhibit nonstatic and 
finite qualities. This kind of expression can be evaluated as a part, result, or mark of the 
interactions as well as a manifestational extension of them. In this respect, interactions 
manifest themselves in the form of phenomena, qualities, or changes.42 In other words, 
interactions manifest by revealing various qualities on the sides of the interactions, leading 
to the emergence of new relationships and phenomena beyond the sides, or by revealing 
changes in existing structural relationships and/or processes. In this respect, the manifes-
tation category also corresponds to the capacity for interactions, leading to new interac-
tions. The differences and similarities between the manifestations of interactions refer to 
certain content about both the nature and boundaries of those interactions and the nature 
of the new interactions (observation, signification, intervention, measurement, etc.) into 
which the results of those interactions are involved. Another significant point of this issue 
is related to the indirect manifestation of unobservable entities.43 Certain types of rela-
tionships and entities that cannot be directly observed become observable and knowable 
within the mediation of other relationships or interactions. In such cases, knowledge of 

41  For the thesis of (and literature about) “material forces act locally”, see: Fox & Alldred, (2017, pp. 
26–27).
42  In his ontological thesis that being is expression, Deleuze introduces the concepts of involvement and 
explication within the category of expression, in addition to the concepts of manifestation and signification 
(Widder, 2012, pp. 24–25). In this article, manifestation will be treated as a separate category of particular-
ity and will not be generalized.
43  For the problem of unobservables and manifestation, see: Connell, (2000, pp. 10–13).
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the existence of unobservable entities depends on their indirect manifestations on other 
entities, and in some cases, uncertain signs of manifestations refer to the complex rela-
tional structure of a signified entity. Finally, it should not be overlooked that manifestations 
are real examples of existence; for this reason, very different forms of manifestation can 
emerge as a part and mode of interaction. Thus, understanding the ontological grounds 
of manifestations also means understanding their interactional conditions and investigating 
their interaction capacity. Moreover, regularities of the manifestations are also the basis for 
the possibility of scientific abstraction of manifestation forms, as well as interpretation of 
interactions.

Another basic subcategory of the interactability category is the possibility of agency. 
The agency problem becomes especially important at some scales of physical and social 
reality, where self-propelled beings and purposeful actions are involved. In this respect, 
the agent category becomes clear by qualifying interactivity under the categories of non-
staticity and relationality.44 The participation of a particular agent in the physical and/or 
social system, the opportunity to have reproductive or transformative effects within this 
system, or the structuring of the agent’s mode of influence within the system defines the 
agency problem in terms of these two categories. Thus, an agent can engage in active or 
passive, individual or collective, affirmative or negating, relatively autonomous, or depend-
ent interactions within the structure/context/system and can take the initiative to intervene. 
This position is made possible by information-producing interactions, coincidences, struc-
tural features of a system, potentialities, and actual interactions. In these and similar cases, 
the emergence of an agency-based relationship corresponds to a particular possibility of 
interaction.

The most striking embodiment of the agency problem is the question of whether the 
observer investigating a particular physical system affects that system, that is, whether the 
observation has an effect on what is observed. This problem is strictly an onto-epistemolog-
ical one, and it cannot be claimed that it has been solved convincingly in all its dimensions. 
When the problem is considered contextually, the existence of the observer is a nonstatic 
element of a particular system, and the degree of effectiveness of its contextual relations 
varies contingently. In short, observation without interaction is not possible.45 Similarly, 
non-interactive manifestations are not possible. In this respect, an observer is essentially 
an agent. The basic interaction category of the observer/agency position is the possibility 
of creating symbolic continuities and discontinuities in a given context, the realization of 
which may differ within the framework of scale. First, both the existence of the observer/
agency and the observation can indicate transitive/intransitive/both transitive and intransi-
tive object quality in terms of context. For example, while the existence of the observer is 
contextually transitive, the observation itself may be intransitive due to differences in scale, 

44  Although all entities can be thought of as potential agents, it is debatable whether the category of agent 
can be universalized to characterize actually all existing entities. For this reason, the tendency of new mate-
rialism to universalize the agent category should be evaluated with caution. From the perspective of rela-
tional materialism, it can be argued that the category of nonstaticity encompasses this problem in general 
terms.
45  For a specific determination of this thesis, see; Rovelli, (1996, p. 1655): “I reject any such fundamental 
distinctions as system/observer, quantum/classical system, physical system/ consciousness. I assume that 
the world can be decomposed (possibly in a large number of ways) into a collection of systems, each of 
which can be equivalently considered as an observing system or as an observed system. A system (observ-
ing system) may have information about another system (observed system). Information is exchanged via 
physical interactions.”.
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or vice versa. Moreover, while transitivity affects the existence of the observer, it may not 
have a decisive effect on the observation and vice versa. In the final analysis, it is not uni-
versally given that the interaction called observation will make a decisive change on which 
side of the interaction. In the final analysis, the existence of observer/agency and observa-
tion can reveal contextual continuity and discontinuity. Some of these hold reality in the 
relationships of observation objects, some of them become reality at the scale where the 
observation data are located, and some can occur in the observation process itself. When 
these symbolic continuities and actual discontinuities are considered under the problem 
of scale, if it is accepted that elements of more than one scale can form common contexts, 
alternative situations may arise in which the entity observed is affected by the observation, 
or the observer is affected by the observation (or both).46

Finally, the principle of negation47 is characterized by the possibility of entities losing 
their existence. Negation is ultimately a form of interaction, and at the end of the negation 
relationship, one or all interacting elements lose their existence. In this respect, the type of 
negational interaction makes it possible to eliminate the particular existence of entities as 
a possibility; in other words, it refers to the particular finitude of entities as a possibility.48

Negational interactions occur under two basic categories of existence. The first is rela-
tionality and the second is nonstaticity. The relational nature of existence allows for situ-
ations in which some of the relations between entities, the parties to the relation, certain 
qualities of the parties, or the appearances formed in the parties observing (interacting 
with) this relation disappear. When these defined situations are examined in general, the 
negational type of interaction occurs in three basic types: (i) the absorption of a matter, a 
relation, or structure into another matter, relation, or structure; (ii) the emergence of situa-
tions in which elements between different properties/relations/structures integrate and form 
a new property/relation/structure; and (iii) the loss of existence of all parties to the interac-
tion of properties/relations/structures. In some situations, it can also be mentioned that a 
certain entity does not completely lose its existence, but its certain qualities disappear or 
gain new qualities.

46  The idea that there may be transitivity between cognitive processes and physical processes seems to 
contradict the basic premises of realism. As stated by Braver, (2007, p. 15), Chakravartty, (2007, p. 4) 
and Sayer, (2010, p. 4), the distinction between mind and world is a fundamental realist proposition and 
suggests that the world is not cognitively constructed but has an independent existence of its own. This 
proposition is true on the broadest scale in terms of relational materialism, provided that we accept that 
cognitive practices are also material entities—that is, provided that we do not accept the Cartesian dual-
ity of substance. On the other hand, the problem of the scale of cognitive practices (regardless of sensory, 
experimental or symbolic/formal) as material interactions is also decisive in terms of elaborating this thesis. 
When viewed from an absolute perspective, the constitution of the world does not have a cognitive origin, 
knowing is contingent and not a necessary element of existence. However, when viewed from a particular 
perspective, knowing, as an interaction that takes place on a material basis, is at the same ontological level 
as other material relations. Therefore, cognitive interaction can affect, or be influenced by, physical pro-
cesses at certain scales, and this occurs within a specific context. When considered within the flat ontology, 
this situation should be considered a standard physical interaction and therefore there is no categorial hier-
archy between the two elements of the interaction. Secondly, it is possible to establish a symbolic/linguistic 
or simulative world based on the material created as a result of cognitive processes. Even if it has no direct 
reference to reality, it cannot be said that this world is less real than the other world -because it still interacts 
and produces real and practical effects.
47  Although the term negation is one of the basic elements of logic, it is used here in its existential sense.
48  Concretely, examples from different scales can be given to this category, such as the existence of sym-
metrical particles (Hooft, 1997, p. 28), examples of counter-movements, the construction of antagonistic 
political movements, and counter-cultures.
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In all the forms of negational interactions indicated above, certain epistemological posi-
tions emerge. The copulation of entities into negational interactions constitutes the funda-
mental basis for the production of knowledge regarding their condition of finiteness. The 
disappearance of a certain form of existence within its relationship and dynamic interaction 
with another, the fact that some of its qualities and appearances can no longer be observed, 
or the negative relationship causing new qualities and/or appearances to emerge are pre-
conditions for obtaining knowledge about the qualities of this relationship. The point that 
the interaction between entities sometimes emerges as a negative relationship provides the 
basis for the idea that there are differences between the elements in question. If a nega-
tive relationship does not exist, it would be impossible to find a convincing answer as to 
whether the elements constituting the universe are different aspects of a single substance or 
part of the plurality of different relations and structures.

In summary, interactivity as an onto-epistemological category provides a generally 
accepted basis for knownability. The openness of entities, situations, and relationships to 
interactions creates an opportunity to study them through experimentation, observation, 
statistics, and various methods of field research. While certain subfields of the natural sci-
ences, where interactions are repeated or can be artificially recreated, develop based on 
a specific use of this feature, and some social science disciplines, where interactions are 
uniform or can be observed repeatedly, develop another dimension of this feature. On the 
other hand, situations where interactions are unrepeatable and/or occur only once, even 
depending on the presence of the observer, constitute the basis for the construction of 
newly developing methodological approaches in social sciences that mention the possibil-
ity of singularity.

5.2 � Structurability: Regularity, Articulability, Intrinsicality, Stratification

The category of structurability corresponds to a special form of becoming, and points to 
the possibility of regularities formed between existing entities beyond non-recurring inter-
actions.49 Structures consist of regular relationships, interaction frameworks, repeating 
networks of events, ongoing oppositions or relative balances, relational regularities that 
reveal uniform and/or discrete events that have no causal relationship between them, and 
reference points or systems that have gained relative continuity.50 Furthermore, these types 

49  For a comprehensive definition of the concept of structure, see (Hörz et al., 1980, p. 47): “[T]he totality 
of the essential and inessential, general and particular, necessary and contingent relations among the ele-
ments of a system during a certain period of time”. This is a realistic definition and indicates the existence 
of structures on their own. On the other hand, the concept of structure also has an alternative definition that 
refers to scientific abstraction processes. This second definition also recognizes the existence of some real 
regularities, but specifies that their structurality-based definition is a construction. For definitions of this 
second type, see: Martin, (2009, pp. 18–19), Lévi-Strauss (1963, pp. 279–80). For critical realist interpreta-
tion of regularities, see: Sayer, (2010, p. 82–84). For networks, resources, and conventions-based definition 
of social structures see, Crossley, (2011, p. 140–41).
50  See: Whitehead, (1978, p. 61). Whitehead asserts that the relative continuity of things cannot be directly 
reduced to their actuality, on the contrary, it is related to the potential relations that lie behind things. The 
basis of this thesis is the discovery of electromagnetic waves, which are not physical objects but cause 
events to occur. Also see: Bhaskar, (2008, p. 15). Bhaskar suggests that the object of knowledge is not 
events but structures within this framework. However, the fact that structures are taken as absolute units, 
their independence from events and their transformation into a substance as a thing-in-itself paves the way 
for the emergence of the position that Heisenberg, (1958b, pp. 82–91) criticized by calling it “dogmatic 
realism”. The relational materialist approach, on the other hand, suggests that no unit of inquiry can exist 
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of structural features can emerge as either coupled substructures or isolated systems. Not 
all forms of relationships of Beable constitute structural regularities, but this category cor-
responds, at least in particular, to one of the possibilities of existence.51 This category con-
sists of ontological units (structures) and corresponding epistemological units (systems). 
Within this framework, it is possible to discuss at least four basic subcategories in which 
the structurability category is characterized: regularity, articulability, intrinsicality, and 
stratification.

First, the existence of structural relations depends on the existence of certain regulari-
ties. The point that matters, events, or processes exhibit internal regularities points to a 
specific form of relationality that establishes the structurability category. A decisive char-
acteristic at this point is that structures can hold elements that oppose each other and may 
even negate each other during unstructured interactions. The fulcrum that distinguishes 
structures from simple interactions is that they can hold opposing elements together and 
create a certain degree of regularity. These regularities emerge in the form of a relatively 
stable articulation between the elements of the structures, or in the form of this articulation 
revealing the structural elements. In this respect, structures are relational and finite modes 
of existence. The effects of structures consist of the regular relations they contain and are 
limited within the framework of these relations. Another feature of structures is that they 
can interact with other entities and articulate with other structures while maintaining their 
integrity. If articulation relations are considered, the composition of structures may emerge 
in a variety of ways. This problem, which is the subject of mereological research, struc-
tures are basically divided into three typologies: (i) the relational sum of the parts, (ii) 
the parts forming non-hierarchical and discontinuous networks, or (ii) a stratified totality 
that is superior to the parts. Considering that these three typologies are general typologies 
of structurality, the relationships corresponding to certain ties, the realization of articula-
tions between the units, the relative continuity and regularity of these articulations, and the 
formation of integrity and relationships (direct and/or indirect, socially horizontal, and/or 
hierarchical) between the elements are considered as structuralization processes.

Second, regardless of how different mode structures are formed, they can have intrin-
sic properties in terms of the elements they contain and their relationship with the par-
ticular nexus of events. These features indicate that structures, events, and processes that 
occur within structures gain specific characteristics within their internal relationships. This 
characterization is nonstatic and finite and manifests itself in several different frames: the 
events that occur and come to end within the structures partially or completely show the 
characteristics of structural characterization, the transformations that form the processes 
are regulated by the structure, and external interventions that interact with the elements/
relations of structures contain signifiers or information about these intrinsic properties 
unless the structural regularities of the events that occur are eliminated.

51  For the thesis that structures are the fundamental attributes of matter, and that structureless things have 
no properties and cannot show their existence, see: Melukhin, (1977, p. 62). We do not agree with the idea 
of the universal validity of this thesis.

outside of relations and that there is no kind of prior substance to exist, thus, structures or systems cannot 
provide an absolute preferential point of departure in sciences.

Footnote 50 (continued)



	 O. E. Derin, B. Baytaş 

Finally, relationships that exhibit regularities can be structurally related to certain strata 
or layers.52 Systematic, structural, or semantic differences in strata may arise between 
modes of existence in terms of dimensional or spatio-temporal regularities. These strata 
differences may arise through the folding of the same structure onto itself and the associa-
tion, assembly, or overlapping of different structures. In this respect, the stratification cate-
gory includes the following: (i) intra-structural interaction of different strata, (ii) contextual 
integrity of different strata, (iii) local interaction of different strata, (v) actual and potential 
appearances of strata, and (iv) non-interaction of different strata.

The structures do not always have to be homogeneous or uniform. In this context, it is 
clear that there are significant differences between natural and social structures in terms of 
their origin, form, and content.53 If these differences are brought into the basic principle of 
distinction, it appears that there are three basic forms of structurability that have been char-
acterized. These forms can be listed as follows: (i) physical structures, (ii) symbolic struc-
tures, and (iii) complex structures, as a combination of physical and symbolic relations.

The first category, physical structures, which also refers to chemistry and biology, con-
sists of articulated physical elements and/or reveal physical elements and events through 
articulation. Symbolic structures are unities that have emerged as the articulation of vari-
ous forms of linguistics and image use, and have gained semantic essence and appearances. 
The constituent elements of these structures are the relationships that refer to the semantic 
layer of symbols, not their physical structure. Third, complex structures can be consid-
ered the integrity of physical and symbolic relationships. Such social structures emerge 
through multiple categorial articulations, such as the social order of production, practices, 
and values; social constructions of space and temporality; and the construction of cogni-
tive categories, language, identity, and meaning. In this sense, not all human actions can 
be explained with reference to social structures, but neglecting the complex possibility of 
structuralization will lead some aspects of social existence to remain dark.

In terms of scientific research, the crucial point of the problem of structures and struc-
tural effects is the question of whether the structures are observable. In general, structures 
are not observable entities, and we can detect them based on the relationships they estab-
lish and describe them in terms of the particular results or manifestations they produce. On 
the other hand, it is sufficient to dissolve the structural relationship to ensure their exist-
ence, and the particular determinations of the observed entities will be different under 
structural influences and outside the structure. In this respect, knowledge of structures is 
interactive and contextual knowledge about the elements and relationships of structure and 
is based on the examination of events that occur in relation to the structure. In general, 
examining a complex set of relationships that are not clear enough with the proposition that 
they show structural integrity constitutes a starting point for the sciences, even if the result 
is the opposite. In this regard, structural relations can be imagined as systems of practices, 
actions, events, or stratified entities according to the research object and analysis unit, and 
a two-level analysis can be performed. The basis for the applicability of this research prin-
ciple is that phenomena have the possibility of showing structural integrity, and this pos-
sibility is therefore part of the secondary categories as an ontological possibility.

52  There is no a priori hierarchy between these strata, and therefore the concept of stratification is a particu-
lar possibility, not a founding ontological mode.
53  For a discussion of the differences between natural structures and social structures, see: Bhaskar, (1998, 
pp. 41–42). Regarding the use of the concept of structure in social sciences, see: Giddens, (1986, pp. 
16–25), Callinicos, (2004, p. 38), Martin, (2009, p. 2–7).
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5.3 � Contextuality: Indexicality, Commensurability, Perspectivity

Generally speaking, it would be meaningless to talk about the idea of absolute unity or 
the totality of all forms of existence. In contrast, many examples of existence are realized 
in terms of fragmentability and lack of coherence. The fact that everyentity is not related 
to everyentity else at every moment and the complex structure of contingent relations that 
exist between particular entities has a special significance for the actuality and meaning of 
related entities. Therefore, the situations, qualities, and conditions of entities within a cer-
tain framework of existence are characterized in a relational and nonstatic way within their 
relationships, namely, contexts. Information, knowledge, and cognitive processes cannot be 
considered outside this framework. This category consists of ontological (information) and 
corresponding epistemological (perspective) units. In this manner, the term context refers 
to the conglomerate of a series of intertwined relations and elements, as well as a property 
of a physical system and historical pattern of formation of social reality.54 When this onto-
logical definition is translated into epistemological terms, an alternative way of defining 
context emerges that refers to information, as Dey argues (2001, p. 5), which is a type of 
information that can be used to describe the situation of an entity (person, place of object) 
in interaction.

This definition has two main implications. First, the existence of information is not 
independent of the context that embraces entities internally and externally. Second, each 
element participating in a context has an impact on the interactions in a certain context 
within different contingencies and scales. In the final analysis, this category implies that 
a non-relational interaction with an absolute reference point cannot exist within a given 
context, including agential interactions (observer-observed, researcher-subject, analyst-
participant, etc.). Within this framework, the contextuality category has at least three basic 
subcategories: indexicality, commensurability, and perspectivity.

To explain the first subcategory, contextuality has a fundamental hold, whether strong 
or weak, on information, regardless of whether it is natural or social.55 Contexts are effec-
tive on the situations, locations, qualities, interaction patterns, appearances, and meanings 
of entities; they create finite reference frames and information series in which specific qual-
ities emerge. In certain cases, these qualities cannot be moved into a different reference 
frame or given meaning without being changed. For example, information about the status 
of particular phenomena that occur in a certain physical system depends on the reference 
points to be taken within that system, and the meaningfulness of new phenomena that will 
emerge within a certain bundle of social relations depends on the indexical relationship 
they establish with other social elements. In this respect, the term indexicality suggests 
that the interactional aspects of elements in a certain physical or social system can be ref-
erenced within contexts. Therefore, the status of relations within a context can be indexed 
by considering the elements associated with them. As a result, indexicality is crucial for 
defining the qualities, states, and positions of entities and describing their actual situations.

54  Also see: Derrida, (1982, pp. 310–311), Dey, (2001, p. 5), Zimmermann et al., (2007), Plotnitsky et al., 
(2016, p. 100), Woszczek, (2020), Khrennikov, (2009, p. 49). Khrennikov, (2009, p. 49) provides the 
most inclusive definition of the term context as “any complex of conditions, e.g. physical or biological, or 
social.”.
55  For holistic and partial approaches to the problem of the relationship between context and the content of 
knowledge, see: Benoist, (2021, p. 114). Also, Bunge, (1977, p. 264) argues this problem partially under the 
concept of “frame-dependency”.
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Another contextuality subcategory is commensurability. Commensurability refers to the 
possibility of the existence of common grounds on which physical, social, or symbolic ele-
ments and systems can be compared. First, not all interactions of existing entities can be 
regarded as having a common ground immediately because there is no absolute reference 
point outside of Beable that can characterize anything that can exist, but this does not pre-
clude contexts in which the forms of becoming can be compared in their particular reali-
zations. In this case, the common ontological grounds, structural features, and particular 
relationship forms on which entities acquire existential qualities make it possible for them 
to be evaluated or translated on a common ground.56 Second, the existence of common 
grounds does not guarantee that comparison/common evaluation possibilities provide per-
fect consistency. This means that no commensuration can be guaranteed by a translation 
that includes all elements and relations, or by an interpretation that is precise.57 In this 
case, the scope of commensuration is always limited, and its possibility is characterized 
by the interactional context and its truth by relationality. Thus, while stronger and more 
comprehensive commensuration is possible in cases of contextual partnership, more partial 
commensuration opportunities arise when there are differences in the context, structure, or 
scale.

The last subcategory of contextuality is perspectivity. The category of perspectiv-
ity points to the plurality of aspects in a given context, the partiality of information that 
emerges in this context, and the intentional limits of the agent acting in a given context.58 
The principle of perspectivity suggests that it is not possible to have a single position that 
can give all the information/interaction of a particular context, and to predict that the parts 
that make up the context carry the possibility of a completely irreducible interaction/infor-
mation about other elements of the context. This possibility is realized in the form of an 
irreducible plurality of appearances in context. In this case, a particular context is divided 
into at least as many aspects as the elements that constitute it, their relationships and inter-
actions, and their actual and potential situations. The irreducible plurality of perspectives 
links the knowledge of a specific context to the interpretation of different perspectives, 
investigation of commensurability possibilities, and discovery of whether the transitions 
between perspectives carry structural regularities. In this case, perspectives create the pos-
sibility of interpreting, describing, and comparing relationships and positions. When the 
category of perspectivity is considered in relation to the agent problem, perspectives con-
stitute the agent’s horizon of intention and in this way, perspectives cognitively structure 
the possibility of action within a context.59 The point that different perspectives are possi-
ble in a given context, but the entire context cannot be described from a single perspective, 
reveals that the agent’s knowledge is referred to at least one perspective and can be aug-
mented by articulation of more than one, but it cannot be absolute either. In this case, in a 

56  For ontological, structural, pragmatic and sociological approaches to the commensurability problem, 
see: Pearce, (1987), Espeland and Stevens (1997). For multiple perspectives and the problem of commensu-
rability, see: Hacking, (1983, pp. 65–74), Giere, (2006, pp. 83–84).
57  For approaches that criticize the commensurability proposition, see: Kuhn. (1982), Oberheim & Hoynin-
gen-Huene, (1997).
58  For the uses of the concept of perspective and perspectivist debate in social science and philosophy 
(Pierce, Nietzsche, Mannheim, etc.), see: Smith, (2023). For a discussion of perspectivism in the natural 
sciences, see: Giere, (2006).
59  To compare, according to Deleuze (Widder, 2012, p. 41): “A perspective is therefore not a variation of 
truth according to the subject, but the condition in which the truth of a variation appears to the subject”. See 
also: Anderson, (1998).
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given context, agents stand on different perspectives; match more than one perspective; and 
transfer, compare, and integrate information produced from different perspectives through 
communication. In summary, perspectivity ontologically grounds the situation where dif-
ferent agents interacting within the same structure make different conceptualizations, but 
epistemologically underlines that these perspectives are contextually comparable and, in 
some cases, transmissible.

5.4 � Actuality: Eventuality and Non‑eventual Actuality

The term actuality can be understood in three manners intertwined with each other: Actual-
ity as dynamic relations have formed entities, be result of transformations between poten-
tiality and actual effects, observable actual states, or conditions of entities. This category 
consists of ontological (acts) and the corresponding epistemological (state) units. Since 
existence is relational in principle, one of the basic conditions for entities to exist is that 
they interact, lead change, move or resist within these relations, briefly, actions, and actual 
situations. Second, when entities become part of structural relations, the new relations they 
establish lead them to acquire new modes of actuality, and structural patterns are made 
dynamic by the forms of actuality. In this context, the internal structures of entities are 
not static; they do not exhibit substantial characteristics without the structural and actual 
integrity of different parts. Finally, the point at which entities have internal actuality is one 
of the qualities that reveals their finitude. In this frame, the category of actuality refers to 
events, situations, or possibilities in which entities show their effects in a nonstatic man-
ner, limited to certain moments and contexts. It would be a suitable introduction to pre-
sent the category in question under at least two subcategories: eventuality and non-eventual 
actuality.60

5.4.1 � Eventuality

First, concept of event refers to finite occasions and appearances that occur as a result of 
interactions.61 The particular existence of entities can occur in the form of events, struc-
tures, or simple relationships. In the final analysis, all three concepts refer to the point at 
which existence occurs through interactions, while the concept of structure refers to forms 
and scales of existence that exhibit relative regularity. On the other hand, the concept of 

60  Also compare with the alternative conceptualization of the critical realist approach. Sayer, (2000) make 
a clear distinction between the terms real, actual, and empirical. According to his approach, the term real 
corresponds to the capacities of objects, and actual means the actualization of these capacities or powers 
(Sayer, 2000, pp. 11–12).
61  Pre-modern interpretations of the concept of event (Plotinus, Suhrawardi, Ibn Arabi, etc.) based on sub-
stance metaphysics interpret events as aspects of a single substance, emanation, or as differences in appear-
ance of events that have a unity of meaning in the divine plane. Modern uses of this concept (Whitehead, 
Russell and Wittgenstein in their early periods, Deleuze, Nancy, Badiou, etc.), although diverse, accept 
event-ontology as the basis and suggest that events are the constitutive elements of the world, that exist-
ence is a process consisting of events -and the attachments developed to them—and that unities of event are 
structures. Rovelli, (2022b, pp. 78, 112) conceptualizes objects as events that show regularity for a limited 
period, and the universe as a collection of events that are not temporally ordered. In this respect, particles 
can also be considered as examples of existence that have a certain lifespan, are nonstatic, and finite. On 
this issue, see: Hooft, (1997, p. 33). On the other hand, there are alternative interpretations that approach 
the issue from the opposite direction and suggest that the event category is included in the object category, 
see: DeLanda & Harman (2017, p. 58).
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event refers to the discrete manner of existence and constitutes one of the particular pos-
sibilities of it.62 This subcategory includes discreteness, differentiation, multiplicity, and 
observability as subdeterminations of the actuality category.

The existence of events brings about the finiteness of entities that are composed of 
events in an event-dependent manner. Events are finite causes, relations, or signifiers of 
finite structures. In this respect, discreteness is one of the main determinants of eventual 
particularity. The concept of an event refers to the discrete state of existence, and the fact 
that existence can be composed of events means that the relationship and actuality that are 
effective in its occurrence can be realized in the form of discrete events. Events can occur 
in several ways. While it is possible to talk about sole and isolated events first, it is possible 
to think that some events interact with each other contingently or that recurring events are 
manifestations of structural relations.63

Another significant sub-determination of the eventuality category is multiplicity.64 The 
relationship between the multiplicity of events and the integrity of being constitutes one of 
the fundamental issues of classical philosophy. Within the framework of this discussion, 
it has been revealed that being is formed in a discrete manner (atomist view), events are 
the manifestation of certain structures, but there is no single structure that determines all 
events (realist view), and that events are different manifestations of a single absolute plan 
(Eleatic and fatalist views). From the perspective of the relational materialist approach, the 
first and second views have particular truth values, and the last view is unscientific. Within 
this framework, the relational materialist approach argues that being is not uniform, is 
shaped by relations, and therefore consists of both discrete events and structural relations. 
In this case, isolated events, entities, and structures constitute an irreducible plurality in the 
final analysis, which can be evaluated under the concept of the differentiation of being that 
means being non-mono-substantive and non-uniformal.65

The differentiation and finiteness of natural and social relations and entities have a deci-
sive effect on scientific studies conducted on them. First, research subjects consisting of 
finite and differentiated entities provide the opportunity for quantitative and qualitative 
symbolizations, that is, for the construction of the logic of identity and difference. In this 
framework, the ontological status of events based on differences constitutes a general basis 
for epistemological modes. The finiteness of particular phenomena can be characterized 

62  In this framework, it would be correct to suggest that the event category has two separate interpretations, 
one opening up to process ontology and the other to relational ontology. While the first of these approaches 
claims that existence is a continuous process of becoming consisting of events, the second accepts that 
existence may contain discontinuities. For a critical view on this subject, see: DeLanda & Harman, (2017, 
p. 89). Also, for the view that the concept of event cannot be used for natural phenomena and is only valid 
for historically local phenomena, see: Badiou, (2005, pp. 178–79). The foundations of this view refer to the 
distinction made between events and accidents as ideal and natural entities. For the ideality of events, see: 
Deleuze, (1990, pp. 53–63, 149).
63  The evaluation of different events as different manifestations of the same structures, that is, theoretical 
models developed on physical fields and social structures, have radically changed the way we understand 
reality, as Feynman pointed out (Feynman, Leighton, and Sands, 1977, Sect. 2-1). The basis of this lies in 
the unique relationship between eventuality and structures.
64  For discussion of the concepts of multitude and plurality in the context of ontology, see: Badiou, (2005, 
pp. 23–30), Nancy (2000, pp. 12–13). For materialism and the notion of multiplicity, see: Bueno, (1990). 
For the use of the concepts of multitude/plurality/plethos in the context of political philosophy, see: Aristo-
tle (1998, pp. 27), Thomas Aquinas (2007, pp. 84), Hardt and Negri (2004, pp. 99).
65  For views that take differentiation as both an ontological mode and one of the essential foundations of 
scientific practice, see: Russell (2010a, 2010b, p. 148), DeLanda & Harman, (2017, p. 89), Bhaskar, (2008, 
p. 19), Sayer, (2010, p. 4).
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by considering them based on events, which can be expressed with quantitative values.66 
The finiteness of a certain structure can be characterized by the limit of events that emerge 
under its influence. The nature of a given relationship can be determined by referring to the 
characteristics of the events that occur within it. Particular interactions can be understood 
by referring to discrete events that are extensions. Processes and transformations can be 
understood systematically, to the extent that they consist of finite events.

Finally, the events provide a certain degree of observability. In this respect, a category 
of actuality defined by events requires the existence of observable qualities. Observation 
is fundamentally an interaction,67 but the reason it is named separately from other interac-
tions is that it is a type of interaction that carries statement/information about the content of 
the interaction it signifies.68 For this reason, events have the characteristics of both a direct 
signifier and an indirect sign of the structure or relationship to which they belong within 
the observation relationship. In this respect, the observational nature of events means that 
their existential properties have some observables that can be defined in terms of interac-
tions. In other words, according to Connell, (2000, p. 17), observables are sensible traits 
or properties that determine the nature of the sensation. In this context, it is possible to 
distinguish between observables that can be directly sensed by people and those that can 
be detected indirectly, that is, by using devices or mediators.69 Thus, the interactive exist-
ence of observables becomes actual through observation and measurement (Dirac, 1958, 
p. 34; Rickles, 2008, p. 130), therefore they become the topic of theoretical prediction and 
interpretation because of the differentiation between the non-eventual state of entities and 
their observance (Dirac, 1958, p. 4). In the final analysis, the actual existence of events 
and their becoming the subject of epistemological distinctions depends on their qualities as 
signifiers.

5.4.2 � Non‑Eventual Actuality

This subcategory is structured to present the onto-epistemological expression of phenom-
ena that are actual in their effects, but non-eventual in their mode of existence.70 Second, 
it can be asserted that non-eventual actualities are not observable entities on their own, but 
they are formed in relations with eventual entities and manifest themselves through other 
signifiers. This subcategory includes potentiality, void/vacuity, and superposition as subre-
alizations of the actuality category.

The first topic in this context is potentiality. This category is based on the idea that there 
are potentialities corresponding to the possibilities of the existence of entities, as well as 

66  Here, the concept of quantity is not taken as an ontological quality of being, but a conventional element. 
Critically compare: Aristotle (2016, p. 85), Engels, (1987, pp. 356-61).
67  See for further details: Dirac, (1958, pp. 3–4), Kosso, (1989, pp. 34–35).
68  Although these two elements correspond to each other, they may be in a discrete relationship. This prop-
osition was basically formulated by Heisenberg, (1958a, pp. 54–55) and emphasizes the discrete changes of 
both events and their observation.
69  There are approaches that are based on this distinction, as well as approaches that evaluate both under 
the category of observation. This methodological discussion, including the relationship between observa-
tion and truth, is beyond the scope of this article. See: Chakravartty, (2007, p. 15), Connell, (2000, pp. 
14–15), Hacking, (1983, pp. 167–85), Kosso, (1998, pp. 19–23).
70  To compare: According to Deleuze, the virtual is real but not actual (Widder, 2012, pp. 38–39).



	 O. E. Derin, B. Baytaş 

their particular existence.71 In this case, the existential possibilities of entities, relations, 
or structures cannot be directly reducible to their eventual existence. On the other hand, as 
Agamben, (1999, p. 250) points out, this category remains partly obscure because, most 
of the time, the potential becomes visible only in actual situations and events.72 The cat-
egory of potentiality categorially establishes a relationship between the actual and possible 
in terms of both becoming/coming into being and not coming into being. The point that 
potentiality can be evaluated as the potential of being or not being (Agamben, 1999, p. 
255) indicates that the existential content of this concept can refer to a contingent correla-
tion. In the final analysis, potentiality is an inherent quality embedded in nonstaticity and 
does not characterize a non-existent situation. On the contrary, it is actual but not eventual 
in the sense that it is a certain form of relationality. When the relationship between even-
tuality and potentiality is considered, it can asserted that potentiality limits eventuality in 
terms of contingency.73

This relationship is worth elaborating on the idea that the actual has a certain limit, 
which gains meaning within the framework of the finitude, and allows the relations 
between the potential and the actual to gain value as a relationship of possibility. In this 
framework, the idea of possibility suggests that since entities are not static, the ways in 
which they are actualized can also be contingent but limited. Accordingly, the emergence 
of relations/structures/events is not infinitely possible, and their relationship with them is 
possible, as recognized by the potential. Moreover, in cases where potential does not offer 
a possibility, a negative possibility can be mentioned. In this respect, the examination of 
potential in the sciences also makes it possible to make inferences and models regarding 
possible actualities.

Second, the problem of void/vacuity constitutes the limiting state of actuality. The cat-
egory of void literally refers to the situation, framework, or areas where nothing exists. In 
this respect, the immediate content of the category of void is empty in terms of being; in 
other words, this category is contentless in this term. However, in reality, the absence of 
any objects in space does not necessarily mean that there are no interactions, coexistent 
situations, waves, or particles. Thus, what is interesting is that the determination of the 
content of this category in terms of becoming and the determination of the category itself 
in terms of Beable may have different meanings.74

The void is a part of Beable as a category of particularity whose relational effects can 
be observed; therefore, it cannot be posited as an anti-being. It can affect existing entities 
in terms of possibilities for structuration, change, interaction, and transformation, in which 
case, it gains ontological meaning as a particular subcategory of existence. This way of 
considering the category excludes the dualist and determinist relation between becoming 
and void and places voids in a set of possibilities suitable for flat ontology.

71  The term possibility is used here in the context of potentiality, and refers real possibilities rather than 
conceptual possibilities. See, Bunge, (1977, pp. 165–66).
72  But this observation does not validate the thesis that potentiality does not exist outside of actuality. For 
Aristotle’s polemic against the argument that potentiality does not exist in the absence of actuality, see: 
Aristotle, (2016, pp. 145–46). Bunge, (1977, p. 179) refers to Aristotle and argues that “potency precedes 
act”, and potentialities are realized in suitable conditions. For Hegel’s proposition and commentary on actu-
ality as possibility/potentiality, see: Burbidge, (2007, pp. 17–25).
73  Perhaps in this case it is possible to think that potentiality causally limits the possibility of non-existence 
and contingently limits the possibility of existence.
74  For the development of the concepts of nothingness, emptiness, void and vacuum in philosophy and 
physics, see: Seidel, (1970, pp. 53–74), Heisig, (2001), Weatherall, (2016).
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First, voids are limited by the existence of entities and are finite. This proposition is 
valid both ontologically and logically; in other words, while the void limits existence and 
is limited by it, the concept of vacuity is among the particularities that can qualify exist-
ence and its qualification is possible due to its comparison with other existential catego-
ries. In other words, there are no two voids that are identical, and it is necessary to con-
sider discrete voids in relation to their existence. In this case, every situation in which a 
void is mentioned ontologically corresponds to a local realization of existence. While it 
is not possible to speak of the local existence of sole nonexistents, a void has an existence 
shaped by local relations. Second, a void can come into contact with entities by creating 
a vacuum effect (or its analogous equivalents in social reality, such as cognitive, desire-
based, political subject-related, etc.), and even exists to the extent that it is part of relational 
situations and interactions in the full sense. For example, it can initiate certain interactions 
and become part of a particular relationship. Third, a void is not static because it always 
emerges in relation to entities. If there is no such relationship, then a void can be consid-
ered as a situation in which it is unknown whether it is static, and in that case, it does not 
exist. If it is characterized in relation to beings, it is nonstatic, and in this framework, it 
exists in such a way that it has the same particular effect as something that exists. In this 
manner, the problem of whether particular voids exist reaches a solution. The absence of 
sole nonexistence does not imply the absence of particular voids. Events that occur in rela-
tion to voids carry the effects of particular void situations in their origins of formation, and 
in this respect, they also particularize voids. In this case, voids categorially correspond to a 
particular possibility of existence, but to the extent that the elements of a void remain states 
of non-existence, they do not correspond to a particular existence. In other words, when it 
is not in an actual state, it is not possible to speak of the particular existence of a void; it 
does not have existential potential outside of relationality in itself. However, the point that 
voids enable the movement and transformation of other existents makes them a part of the 
existential potential in such cases. In the final analysis, while we can speak of an active 
existence of voids in the first type of examples, we can speak of its passive existence in the 
second type of examples.75

Finally, it would be appropriate to mention the category of superposition as a non-even-
tual actuality. The state of superposition is a term used to describe the existence of a certain 
structure, entity, or network of relations overlapping in more than one state in a form that 
has not yet been determined until it is observed.76 In this form, the term refers to possibili-
ties that have not yet interacted and have not become eventual, but are actual.77 The term 
superposition is used in its first sense within classical physics and then more significantly in 
quantum mechanics, and gains meaning within the ontological framework that disciplines 
refer to. On the other hand, it has gained secondary meaning in the field of social sciences, 
and this meaning, used at least analogously, refers to situations where social phenomena 
can coexist as indeterminate possibilities with multiple qualities before interacting. If we 

75  In this case, series of sciences can also include the void in their research methods as an existent by 
understanding it in its relationship with beings. It is possible to identify a series of examples of this, from 
quantum physics to psychoanalysis, from urban studies and sociology of space to the theory of the political 
agency.
76  For a detailed definition, see Dirac, (1958, pp. 13–14).
77  De Ronde, (2016) asserts in this frame that quantum physical reality does not necessarily corresponds 
to actuality. We prefer to revise his terminology and suggest that the reality indicated by superposition is 
actual but not eventual. After observation intervenes in the state of superposition, it becomes eventual as 
well as observable in a particular state.
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remain within this analogy, social identities, multiple intentions of agents, cognitive states 
and ideological positions, and subordinated as well as counter-subordinative positions of 
social actors can be thought of as being in a state of superposition in certain contexts.

5.5 � Transformability

The transformability category corresponds to one of the particular possibilities for the 
relationality of existence. Transformation is a contingent process in the sense that a cer-
tain relation becomes another relation, an act becomes an effect or effects, a certain entity 
becomes another entity, a certain structure becomes another structure, or these are realized 
through complex cross-transformations. This category comprises ontological (process) and 
corresponding epistemological (transition) units.78 Transformability is the subject of vari-
ous sciences under several categories such as energy, bond, structure, practices, value, and 
meaning changes. Generally, transformations can be formulated as the transformation of 
certain relations and situations into other relations and situations. The relationships and 
situations in question can be seen as things, structures, or concrete relationships at different 
scales. In this framework, the transformability category can be classified into three basic 
categories: the transformability of things, transformability of structures, and transformabil-
ity of relations. These categories correspond to general transformability situations.

The sub-determination set of the first of these categories is rich in terms of particular 
scales and examples. While changes in the physical and chemical substances of entities 
transform them into different entities, changes in their morphology, functions, or meanings 
offer a wide range of possibilities, especially in terms of examples of transformability that 
occur in social reality. Second, the transformability of structures is related to changes in the 
physical, functional, or semantic elements of structural relations, and structural transforma-
tion refers to both the change in the form and content of the systematic relations that hold 
the elements together and the change of the events that occur within the framework of the 
structures. Finally, there is transformability of relations with each other. To the extent that 
relations are established directly, the transformation of one relation into another depends 
on the change in the nature of the elements of the relation or the change in the conditions in 
which the relations and elements are located. If relations are established indirectly, then the 
change in the ordinary elements of the relation, the mediating element, and/or the condi-
tions constitutes the transformation of the relation.

Second, complex and special transformation forms can emerge and be referred to as (i) 
processual, (ii) structural, and (iii) practical transformations, and are categorized accord-
ing to the dominant mediation forms. All three forms include complex transformations 
that carry the qualities of both formation and decay. In processual transformations, events 
constitute the basic mediation elements. Processes consisting of analytical and/or synthetic 
transformations consist of a series of events. Events led to complex relations that resulted 
in the establishment, reformation, or elimination of relations, the construction or dissolu-
tion of structures, and exhibited partial or complete regularity in the process. In this con-
text, processual transformations occur in the form of the transformation of entities into 
other relations and structures or their dissolution, whereas events mediate the transforma-
tion of entities into each other. Structural transformations can be considered in two separate 

78  For the relation between events and process, see Bunge, (1977, p. 225). Bunge defines processes as com-
plex events composed of two or more events.
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states: the transformation of structures into each other, and/or transformations within struc-
tures. The transformation of structures into each other can occur because of the internal 
qualities of structures or external interactions with structures. In both cases, the effects that 
transform structures emerge in the form of events, relations, and processes, and they gain 
new appearances and qualities under structural effects, as Bunge, (2006, p. 14) argues as 
system associations. In this framework, the transformation of structures into each other 
occurs as a multivalent transformation of various elements into each other; elements within 
the structure acquire both structural qualities and qualities specific to transformation, and 
their second quality has a character that negates the structural relations they are in. Sec-
ond, transformations within structures may occur within various events, interactions, and 
processes, but their distinctive qualities are that these events and processes are organized 
within the framework of structural relations. Therefore, the transformation of events into 
relations, relations into events, and/or both into processes is related to the reproduction 
of the structure and is overdetermined by the structure. The reason for this relationship is 
that, when it comes to structural transformations, an effective structure is the mediator of 
transformations.

Third, if practical transformations are examined, the mediating element of such trans-
formations is the practice itself. In this special transformation form, which can be seen 
especially in the field of social reality, various forms of relations transform into each other 
depending on human practices such as labor, communication, political action, artistic per-
formance, and so on. In this framework, it is possible to talk about transformations between 
appearances, relations, and structures through the mediation of practices in the framework 
of politics, economics, and culture, in which the acts of individual activities and the organi-
zation of social practices constitute the basic mediating element of transformations in the 
social context.

After addressing the general patterns of the transformation problem in this manner, it 
would be appropriate to detail the particular modalities of transformation. If a pedagogi-
cal classification is necessary for the integrity of the subject, two types of transformation 
modalities can be mentioned. The first is regular transformation, whereas the second is 
irregular transformation. As Bunge, (1977, pp. 269–70) argues, while entities are chang-
ing, the change is not even in all aspects and at all moments. Thus, transformations can be 
uneven and combined processes comprising both regular and irregular elements.

The concept of regular transformations can be used for reversible, symmetric, and rela-
tively continuous transformations. Reversible transformations are repeatable in two direc-
tions and with all elements within a certain link of contingency. Reversible transforma-
tions are strictly tied to their operating conditions, such as the effects of energy or social 
practices, as well as the properties of the parts of the transformed entities. In this respect, 
reversible transformations are symmetric transformations; however, not every symmet-
ric transformation is reversible. Symmetric transformations are transformations in which 
consistency exists in terms of the relations, qualities, or values ​​of the elements during 
the transformation process. In the final analysis, in symmetric transformations, there are 
always some stable elements that are irreducible to transformed elements or structures. 
Finally, transformations can be relatively continuous. These are scale-dependent trans-
formations characterized by the absence of a qualitative change in the specific system in 
which the transformation takes place, as opposed to a transformation in the parameters in 
which the transformation is observed. In this case, the surface or bundle of relations on 
which the transformation takes place maintains its ontological continuity, as well as the 
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unit of transformation, but the change occurs ontically on it.79 In this case, relative conti-
nuity may emerge between changing and unchanging elements, depending on the scale at 
which the transformation takes place.

Second, other types of transformations can be grouped according to their irregular char-
acteristics. The categories in this subgroup are irreversibility, asymmetry, and discreteness. 
Irreversible transformations are unidirectional processes that cannot be repeated for all ele-
ments and relations. In this case, during the transformation, some of the initial elements 
must have negated or irreversibly transformed into other elements and have gone out of the 
frame of the relationship or structure. Second, asymmetric transformations form another 
sub-group. Irreversible transformations are also asymmetric transformations; however, not 
all asymmetric transformations are irreversible. In asymmetric transformations, some or 
all the elements that enter the transformation process either become completely different 
or are negated and lose their existence. Finally, the last subcategory of irregular transfor-
mations is discrete transformations.80 In such transformations, the transformation element 
itself does not have ontological unity with the surface or structure on which the transforma-
tion takes place; moreover, the change itself is not ontically continuous.

Transformations hold a very wide area of reality, from the maintenance of daily life 
to the organization of scientific activities. There are traces of the category of transform-
ability in many topics, from the formation of knowledge to action, from the interaction 
of micro entities to the shaping of galaxies, and from the construction of social institu-
tions to resistance practices. Moreover, the transformation possibilities constitute a fun-
damental reference point for scientific research. The boundaries, structures, regularities, 
irregularities, elements, categories, triggering mechanisms, results, and models of trans-
formations are among the subjects of scientific studies. In this respect, the detection and 
analysis of transformations in general, the development of a processual perspective for the 
production of knowledge of specific entities, and the development of scientific research 
programs that transform signifiers into knowledge systematics are based on the category of 
transformability.

5.6 � Scale‑Dependency: Domain, Irreducibility, Measurability

Scale-dependency as a concept indicates that there are relational boundaries of particular 
existences, and that these boundaries, regularized by certain scales, create conditions for 
existence to emerge in certain ways.81 One of the particular possibilities of existence is that 
certain characteristics of entities can emerge within certain boundaries. There is no fixed-
scale system that naturally arises, but the differentiation and multitude of entities exhibit a 
certain regularity in different bases of reality. This means that the qualities of a particular 
instance of existence either disappear completely or are observed differently, or the mean-
ing of the observation that points to the same qualities becomes completely different when 
it goes beyond the scale that constitutes their conditions of existence. If there are bounda-
ries within which entities exhibit a certain regularity without losing their own characteris-
tics, these boundaries correspond to the scales that characterize the conditions of existence 

79  For an alternative conception, see Bunge, (1977, pp. 239–44; 2006, pp. 293).
80  Also see, Bunge, (1977, 244).
81  See: DeLanda & Harman, (2017, p. 22). For multitude of existences and the problem of scale, see: 
Bueno, (1990). Also see Woods ,(2017) for an alternative conception of scale dependency as “scale vari-
ance” and “scale domains”, and critical review on the problem of scales in the new materialist philosophy.
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in general, and it becomes possible to construct scales for measurement within these 
boundaries. In this frame, the scale dependency category consists of ontological (base) and 
corresponding epistemological (admeasurement) units. The subcategories of this category 
are domain, irreducibility, and measurability.

First, the scale-dependency category indicates that entities exhibit certain qualities at 
finite scales. These scales can be emerged in various subcategories. For example, dimen-
sional scales (volume and surface), relational scales (fields), and cumulative scales consti-
tute such finiteness limits. The scales in question can generally be considered ontological 
domains, and are effective within the framework of general ontological modes. This means 
that the development of relations and interactions between entities (for example, structures 
and events) that give rise to entities can only be effective within certain domanial limits. 
No effect and no act can be effective without limits; its sphere of influence is limited and, 
therefore, finite. No relation has the power to continue its existence infinitely and its influ-
ence becomes real only within a finite domain of influence or affection.82 When one goes 
beyond a certain domain, relations, influences, or structures either completely lose their 
existence, in which case the scales are the limit of their finitude, or their influence loses its 
power to lead a real event, and thus loses its capacity to establish relations.

The fundamental distinction here is the distinction between the micro-scales and macro-
scales. The distinction between these two scales is not fixed, but it is possible to make a 
formal definition according to the relational situation between both elements within a mode 
of mediation. In this context, Dirac’s definition of micro and macro-scales in an interactive 
manner constitutes a good example. Dirac (1958, p. 3) suggested a base for an observa-
tion-based definition of the domain that, according to him, observations are acts that affect 
observed entities; therefore, if the effects of an observation are negligible, we can assume 
those are interactions with a macro-scale entity, and the contrary situation that when the 
effects of an observation are not negligible, it is about the micro-scale entity.83 Just as there 
are different scales for physical phenomena and structures, there are also various scales for 
various forms of social organizations, social relations or particular phenomena, and these 
scales constitute finitudes that condition the emergence of phenomena in a certain way. In 
the field of social sciences, the meaning of micro and macro-scales is determined in a way 
similar to the relationship indicated by Dirac, but with more variables taken into account. 
As Neumann, (2014, p. 71) points out, when it comes to social reality, the micro-scale cor-
responds to a level where face-to-face relations, small community formations, and direct 
interactions are common. When the term macro level is mentioned, events and processes 
that have more inclusive regularities in terms of time and space, structural qualities, and 
cover larger social units are meant (Neumann, 2014, p. 71).84

Another characteristic of this subcategory is that differences emerge between different 
scales that are irreducible to sub-scale interactions. One basic example of this situation is 
the emergence problem. According to this problem, some phenomena that emerge at the 
macro-scale cannot be directly reduced to structures and relations at the micro-scale, and 
in some particular examples, macro-scale relations can even overdetermine micro-scale 
relations. In this context, things are affected by structural boundaries at certain scales, are 

82  For example, the fact that the volume cannot be divided into infinitesimals and has a limit is an example 
of physical scales as Rovelli, (2023, p. 166) mentioned.
83  Also see: Cartwright, (1974).
84  For an alternative conceptualization see, Crossley (2011, pp. 181–82). Crossley defines the macro and 
micro scales of social realist in regard to corporate and non-corporate actors.
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organized, and some of their features are redefined relationally (English, 2017, pp. 8, 84).85 
In this respect, the boundaries where nexuses (relational entity communities) emerge are 
constituted in scales, and scales prevent such nexuses from emerging at other scales. In this 
case, the phenomena that emerge within a certain nexus cannot be reduced to their parts or 
structures at another scale, because of their scale-dependency.

Finally, scale-dependency is an effective factor in the problem of measurability. Meas-
urement is a relationship of mediation,86 either in a qualitative or quantitative manner, with 
ontological and epistemological aspects that cannot be directly reduced to each other.87 
If we need to evaluate the issue in general terms, the most general thesis that can be put 
forward regarding the measurement problem is that the properties of entities, interactions, 
relations, and changes can be measured as long as they are on the same scale. This propo-
sition is also valid for social or physical phenomena on the same scale, and it means that 
certain kinds of phenomena can be measured, scaling can be constructed to enable meas-
urements, and compared based on a specific measurement. However, the fact that every-
thing can be measured within certain domains and provides information about the subject 
of measurement does not mean that these measurements are universally valid and com-
mensurable, accurate, precise, and meaningful. The information resulting from the meas-
urement to acquire a certain function and truth value, or to be meaningful, presupposes 
a certain consistency that is based on a common ground between the ontological nature 
of the measurement subject and the technical and epistemological elements of the meas-
urement process. In this framework, while the measurability of everything is possible in 
a constructivist sense that makes arbitrary measurements possible, the correspondence of 
concrete measurements with reality requires that the subject of measurement be embedded 
in the material relations of existence and that the measuring tools and concepts contain 
certain regularities compatible with the entities being measured.88 In this regard, there is 
a multilevel relationship between the general possibility of measurement and the meaning-
fulness of the measurement results. The basic elements of this relationship are the ontolog-
ical basis of the measurement subject, mediation of the measurement practice/procedure, 
and symbolic structure of the measurement systematics. First, the fact that certain quali-
ties, changes, or relations become observable at certain scales and produce effects that are 
subject to measurement limits the measurement.89 For example, variables such as volume, 
area, length, duration, mass, value, pleasure, identity, and productivity are not observable 

85  Also see: Polanyi, (2009, p. 55), DeLanda, (2011, pp. 1–6), Harman (2017, p. 30), DeLanda & Harman, 
(2017, p. 11), Atmanspacer (2016, pp. 139-40). For an example of the concept of emergence adapted to the 
philosophy of social science, see: Bhaskar, (1998, p. 42) and Sayer, (2000, p. 12). Also, Bunge, (2006, p. 
14) mentioned the problem of submergence that refers to the other face of the emergent events.
86  Although the measurement process can be examined under three categories as direct, indirect and sys-
tematic, the mediation of measurement elements cannot be omitted in all three forms. In this respect, the 
three categories suggested by Kyburg, (1984, p. 143) describe the relationship between measurements, not 
the measurement itself. On the other hand, mediation can be evaluated as inherent in different measurement 
theory approaches, for example, operational, representational, mapping or modelling-based mediations can 
be mentioned.
87  Bell, (1989a, p. 42) defines measurement as a dynamic interaction and distinguish its interactional and 
conceptional aspects.
88  For the materialist conceptualization of measurement, see: Berka, (1983, pp. 210–11).
89  For the realist view, its variants and opposing views centred on this level, see: Byerly & Lazara, (1973), 
Swoyer, (1987), Michell, (2004). In addition, the problem of whether the measurement is about the 
properties of certain entities or the properties of a certain class of entities can be the source of different 
approaches within the framework of the scale. Also see: Berka, (1983).
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or meaningfully measurable on every scale. Second, the problem can be characterized in 
terms of a certain correspondence and/or interaction between the elements of measure-
ment. Additionally, the translation of certain empirical regularities into the language of 
certain symbolic regularities poses another problem of mediation.90 Because measurement 
requires an interaction between the measurement process and the subject of measurement, 
the fact that this effect can be ignored or cannot be ignored at certain scales indicates a 
mediation that can shift the centre of measurement from the object being measured to the 
measurement process itself. Thirdly, measurement models, theories, concepts and sym-
bolic systems divide the subject of measurement into parts as the subject of measurement 
and organize the measurement process. Therefore, measurement systematics affect meas-
urement results under the category of epistemological scales as structures in which meas-
urements are described, represented, or directed.91 In the final analysis, measurements as 
contingent mediations provide information depending on ontological and epistemological 
scales, and the relationship between the general possibility of measurement and the mean-
ingfulness of measurement results are not be reducible to either purely material properties 
or purely social/linguistic constructions.

5.7 � Contingency

This category means that the possibility of existence occurring in a contingent mode, that 
there is no necessary connection between the parts of existence, and that the existing enti-
ties correspond to only a certain possibility to exist, not a predetermination. In this respect, 
the contingency of entities emerges within the possibility of discontinuity and coincidence 
of the connections between them as well as the conditions of becoming. The existential 
relations of entities are non-necessitative; that is, the properties of matters, the conse-
quences of relations, or the possibilities of structures corresponding to certain existential 
capacities without necessary consequences. In this framework, interactions between enti-
ties, interactions that form entities, or structural relationships can, in principle, produce 
multiple outcomes; however, these outcomes are not determined with absolute certainty. 
This means that relationality reveals itself as a correlation and the regularities between 
them do not have mechanical precision.

If we are to express it in the ontological plane, it is a general category that particular 
relations are non-necessitative. For this reason, the general term that indicates the corre-
lation status of various relationships is contingency. On the other hand, the dependence 
of the scale at which these relations, appearances, entities or structures, and regularities 
derived from them emerge and whether they can be observed in a particular way forms 
the degree of relevance of the correlation between them. Therefore, it is possible to find 
alternative epistemological counterparts or modalities on this ontological basis for rela-
tions with different degrees of relevance at different scales and under different observation 
and interaction possibilities. In this frame, the contingency category consists of ontological 
(relata) and the corresponding epistemological (probability) units.

90  For the operationalist view in which propositions at this level are central, see: Dinge, (1950), Chang 
(2017).
91  For conventionalist and representationalist measurement approaches based on this level, see: Michell, 
(1993), Tal, (2013).
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First, if we define the concept of contingency, this concept indicates that it is not nec-
essary for emerging beings to exist in the way they emerge, that their forms of existence 
depend on the conditions of existence, and that these conditions are not completely deter-
mined, but shape existence within the framework of various possibilities.92 The expression 
of this understanding of existence in terms of cognitive processes is the use of an episte-
mological position based on probability, instead of comprehension and inferences based 
on the relationship of necessity.93 The basis of this proposition is the nonstatic nature of 
entities; therefore, they do not have an absolute identity. Therefore, the visible and invisible 
interactions and structural relations they enter do not occur between entities that remain 
absolutely the same, but rather between entities that are variable and uncertain at a certain 
level.94 In this case, the occurrence of possible events is not dependent on a definite and 
single form. This does not mean that a completely disordered world and series of events 
constantly emerge, that everything is unrecognizably different at every moment; at least 
this cannot be a universal proposition. The decisive point here is that a contingent rela-
tionship occurs differently at the macro and micro-scales, and that the nonstatic properties 
of entities are observable and important at different levels for the observer/agent at these 
scales. In this case, as Reichenbach, (1978, p. 79) stated, there is a probabilistic relation-
ship even between events that appear causally regular, but since this relationship is given 
in the form of a distribution under the influence of too many observations, it appears to 
be a non-probabilistic regularity. In such cases, it would be appropriate to state that the 
relationships and interactions that appear as causal still have a conditional background and 
maintain their contingent nature. To reiterate clearly, in macro-level events and interactions 
where aggregate data are considered, contingent relations may be viewed as causal rela-
tions and may even gain reality in this way, but this does not eliminate their probabilistic 
regularity.

Second, the contingency category also grounds the free actions of agents and the pos-
sibility of changing the relations surrounding them.95 As discussed in the previous sec-
tions, especially under the agency subcategory, the actions of living beings have a certain 
framework of freedom. Within this framework, living beings, especially humans, can inter-
pret the situations they are in, the conditions of action, and their own capacities, and can 
make choices and improvisations to a certain extent, both individually and collectively.96 

92  Schedler (2007, pp. 54, 71–73) compiled the uses of the concept of contingency in different contexts and 
re-evaluated it under the categories of indeterminacy, conditionality and uncertainty. For broad and narrow 
definitions of the concept, see: Drekalović, (2014). For the development of the concept of contingency in 
the history of philosophy, see: Dorter, (1978), Vuillemin, (1996). For a relatively philosophical application 
of the concept to areas such as language, selfhood, and community, see: Rorty (1989).
93  For approaches that establish a connection between event, contingency and knowledge, see: Van der Hei-
den, (2014, pp. 222-24). In this context, transitions from the paradigm centred on necessity, universality 
and unifying ground to the paradigm of contingency, singularity and pluralizing events see: Van der Hei-
den, (2014, pp. 262–63) depend on the development of the idea of contingency and its acquisition of new 
particular application areas. In this context, it is possible to develop theoretical constructions based on the 
multiple possibilities of relations, interactions and conditions. In this article, the structure of particularities 
that enables different combinations is based on the application of the contingency category in this respect.
94  In this case, it is important to note that the same interactions under the same conditions are neither really 
the same nor will they produce the same results. For example, see, Feynman, (1985, p. 147). In this case, if 
some regularities are still observed, these are either probabilistically distributed regularities and/or are situ-
ations that depend on the interactions and concepts of an agent.
95  For the agent and free will problem, see: Whitehead, (1978, p. 284).
96  One of the situations in which contingency becomes evident in the micro social context is the improvisa-
tion of agents, see: Crossley, (2011, pp. 28, 130).
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Although agents are part of structural relations or physical systems and bounded by a kind 
of necessary-like relationship within them, they have the power to create relatively auton-
omous action areas, to resist, to make conscious mistakes, to lead change, and to create 
intellectual and imaginative differentiations. In this case, agents and practices within physi-
cal and/or social systems exist with certain contingencies, albeit at varying rates. Since this 
possibility is valid for both agents and institutional structures and organizations, contin-
gency is an important factor in issues such as the diversification of social relations, sustain-
ability of authority relations, and realization of social change. When uncertainties in phys-
ical systems are added to these situations, for example, natural disasters, accidents, and 
unexpected situations, the extent to which individual and social interaction is contingent 
in the face of unpredictability of effective events. In addition, the effects of these uncertain 
situations on the development of human knowledge are inevitable; on the one hand, idea-
tional constructions that foresee situations of certainty and determination, and on the other 
hand, probabilistic ways of thinking with possibilities point to two different tendencies that 
develop within contingency—and the rules and laws defined within these frameworks are 
not themselves exempt from contingency.97

6 � Conclusion

This article aims to locate relational materialism within the philosophy of science by evalu-
ating its position in the history of materialism in general and new materialist approaches 
in particular and present its main premises in line with general principles open to develop-
ment in the fields of natural and social sciences. In this regard, three basic modes, seven 
main categories of particularity, and twenty-four sub-categories of particularity that elabo-
rate on them are presented to define relational materialism.

First, in this study, the materiality category is defined by the concept of signifier. Mate-
rial entities exist as networks of signifiers in their differentiated, irreducible, and discrete 
multitudes. There is no unity, telos, or substance that could universally determine entities. 
However, for entities to exist, they must meet certain conditions of existence that form 
them. The most general of these conditions are relationality, finitude, and nonstaticity. 
These conditions constitute the general ontological foundation of the Beable category, and 
at the same time they constitute the basis of the category of knownable. In this framework, 
the category of Beable and the category of knownable embedded within it acquire their 
general onto-epistemological character in the three modes indicated.

Second, existing entities do not exist in a uniform state while meeting the conditions 
of the Beable category. They exist within particular features, regularities, and uncertain-
ties that distinguish them from one another. For this reason, entities acquire some of their 
characteristics as particularities, and the categories of these particularities also emerge as 
categories that enable us to signify them as particular entities. In this context, this article 
has proposed seven basic categories of particularity, which can be listed as follows: inter-
actability, structurability, contextuality, transformability, scale-dependency, actuality, con-
tingency. Particular categories correspond to both various possibilities to exist and being 

97  As an extension of this argument, it can be claimed that ‘laws’ and ‘law’-like scientific constructions 
are also contingent. First of all, the emergence of law-like states of continuity is not a necessary feature of 
Being. Such states are possible, can occur particularly and conditionally, in this respect they are contingent. 
See: Badiou, (2008, pp. vii-viii), Meillassoux, (2008, pp. 137–40).
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known, and function by being articulated and detailed with each other in terms of both 
existence and knowledge. Therefore, one of the basic theses of this article on particularities 
is that the plurality of forms of knowing, which corresponds to the plurality of existence, 
cannot be reduced to a single branch of science or methodology.98

Finally, there are two fundamental consequences of this proposition that should be 
emphasized: (i) there is no single form of knowing, and forms of knowing vary depending 
on the existential particularities of the categories of Beable; (ii) there is no single truth-
value of knowledge, and different truth-values can be projected for the same knowledge 
by taking different forms of knowing as reference. These two consequences also form the 
basis for the distinction between general epistemology, particular epistemological deter-
minations, and methodologies. While general epistemology is embedded in the possibility 
of Beable, particular epistemologies are shaped by the realization of existential categories. 
For this reason, if we consider knowing as a human activity on the social scale where it is 
constructed, a particular study will not have the power to comprise all epistemological pos-
sibilities within its own limited boundaries. In other words, to the extent that the form of 
knowing and the truth-value of knowledge emerge within relationality, a single study will 
be able to grasp the form of knowing, the subject of knowing, the motivation for knowing, 
and knowledge in a single, at best, several different ways, but will not be able to involve 
its epistemological possibility. Therefore, the investigation of a particular epistemological 
possibility framework, existence, cannot be completely covered by a single methodological 
perspective. Moreover, the human-based activity of knowing derives its motivation from 
human-based relations, and the desire or motivation to know is one of the relational ele-
ments of the search for knowledge and constitutes a human-based criterion in terms of the 
truth of knowledge as a convention. Therefore, a particular conventional framework cannot 
be completely comprehensive, as it cannot exhaust all existential possibilities.

This phenomenon constitutes the starting point for various scientific methodologies. It 
is not possible to find a definite methodological element embedded in the general onto-
epistemological categories. Different methodologies are part of a particular possibility of 
knowledge and are constructed specifically as systematic elements of knowledge. This is 
because the motivation to know is a relational element of knowing activity, and therefore, 
different purposes of knowing approach different types of knowledge with different criteria 
of truth. In this respect, the criteria of truth are the basis of methodological constructions 
depending on the purpose of knowing. To reiterate, since the more different purposes of 
knowing and criteria of truth there are, the more methodologies will emerge, it would be 
appropriate to speak not of a single and absolutely correct methodology but of multi-meth-
odologies shaped according to different purposes and criteria. For example, practical needs, 
searches for negation or falsification, political struggles, and logical or heuristic assertions 
for grounding may lead to the emergence of different methodologies. Specifically, just as 
a scientific methodology based solely on the categories of eventuality, contingency, and 
interactivity can be established, an alternative methodological approach can also be devel-
oped that prioritizes only the categories of structurability, contextuality, and scale-depend-
ency; and it is also possible to create other alternative compositions. In the final analysis, 
it is necessary to speak not of a single fixed epistemological order but of epistemological 
possibilities that make different forms of knowing possible. For this reason, the onto-epis-
temological propositions that we framed not only draw a research framework based on a 

98  For the idea of pluralist methodology and scientific pluralism, see critically: Bunge, (1973, p. 172), Kel-
lert et al., (2006).
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certain correspondence with ontological basis, but can also be used to construct various 
methodological positions challenging each other’s premises.

Scientific research programs define and develop their own specific research objec-
tives and methods to the extent that they are divided into disciplines and sub-disciplines 
in which particular types of relations, forms of finitude, and actualities are indicated. In 
this respect, they are both present in practice as a part of general ontology and epistemol-
ogy, and they construct various special ontologies and epistemologies to the extent that 
research objects differ. When these special ontologies and epistemologies are considered 
with reference to particular research objects and practices, they have a great multitude of 
opportunities to create combinations and elaborations. When viewed pragmatically, these 
combinations take the form of the application of certain onto-epistemological sub-catego-
ries, negation or inclusion of alternative methodologies, radical hypothetical assertions, or 
syntheses. However, the onto-epistemological categorization of these differentiations that 
occur within scientific practice is a theoretical problem, and a detailed logic of analysis 
based on the combination of various categories is needed. In principle, the solution to this 
problem can be achieved by creating operational onto-epistemological categories under 
particular categories and discussing and presenting the content of these categories in the 
broadest way. Furthermore, these categories can be divided into more detailed subcatego-
ries, and the main categories can be updated according to the emerging results. In this 
framework, onto-epistemological principles were discussed as categories of becoming that 
specify particularities, and some subcategory propositions that these categories contain. 
Since the problem of detailing subcategories is a result of scientific research practice and a 
problem that the philosophy of science can address depending on this result, only limited 
categorial constructions will be made in this study, and the practical and theoretical recon-
sideration and shaping of the problem will be left for future research.99 For this reason, it 
should not be overlooked that the categories presented in this article were created with the 
aim of guiding further studies without claiming to draw an ultimate framework.
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