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“A curious thing about the ontological problem is its simplicity. It can be put into three Anglo-Saxon monosyllables: 'What is there?' It can be answered; moreover, in a word ‘Everything’ and everyone will accept this answer as true.” 
……………………………………………………WVOQUINE                                                                                                                                                                                                                             
Abstract
Ontology is a theory concerning the kind of entities and specifically the kinds of abstract entities that are to be admitted in a language system. It is also a set of definitions in a formal language for terms describing the world. The ontology can be used as fundamental data for extracting relation among people by analyzing diverse web documents. The usability of ontology for semantic web has been increasing. The ontology is constructed as a network among related concepts and consists of classes and properties. In this paper I will focus ahead the Quine’s ontological relativity and its place in the meaning holism. Why ontological relativity is important for meaning holism?
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Introduction:
“Ontology is a systematic explanation of being”. Ontology refers to the theory of reality or the theory of being. It deals with the questions of appearance vs. reality: (A) What does it mean to exist? (B) How is my existence different from that of a book, or a grass? Is there even a difference? Different categories of ontology are there in philosophy like, Monism: ontology is the belief that there is only one reality or one sort of thing that is real.  Ex: Berkeley’s idealism (ideas are all we can know; everything is merely an idea). Dualism: there are two kinds of reality or two sorts of real things. Ex: Descartes mind-body dualism. Pluralism: ontology is the belief that despite our best efforts, common sense correctly tells us that reality is composed of many different kinds of real things. Nihilism: ontology is the view that nothing g is real, or that nothing deserves to real. 
Ontological relativism is a thesis about the nature of ontology being relative to language. The world is not presented to the reflective mind as a finished product. The mind has to form its picture from innumerable sensations, experiences, communications, memories, perceptions. Hence there are probably not two thinking people whose picture of the world coincides in every respect. When an idea in its main lines becomes the common property of large numbers of people, the movements of spirit that are called religious creeds, philosophic schools, and scientific systems arise ; they present the aspect of a chaos of opinions, of articles of faith, of convictions, that refuse to accept all efforts to separate them. It seems a complete impossibility to find a thread that will guide us along a definite path through these widely ramified doctrines that branch off perhaps to recombine at other points. Therefore this is a theory of relativity. 
Quine’s Ontological Relativity and the Nature of Concepts:
What is the content and significance of Quine’s claim that ontological is relative? How does it fit in with the other views which Quine holds? 
Quine favours the replacement of proper names by definite descriptions which in turn are eliminated in a Russellian manner. But we have also seen that inscrutability extends to ontology: proxy functions enable us to switch from one domain for our bound variables to another, i.e., from one ontology to another, leaving the theorems unchanged. Hence ontology is relative, and ontological relativity is just a particular case of inscrutability.
Ontological relativity is about the indeterminacy of reference. The only way to speak of the ‘ontology’ of an individual speaker or group of speakers is from the point of view of another language. We imagine that when we say ‘rabbit’ and look at a ‘rabbit’ we have achieved a successful ‘hook up’ between a linguistic item and a physical piece of the world. On Quine’s view, ‘the world’ and the ‘pieces’ that compose it is whatever our language says. 
In my example of a rabbit, I used the term ‘rabbit’ twice, once in quotes and once out of quotes. If I had picked the rabbit up in my hands and shaken it, I still would not have succeeded in fixing on the ‘thing’ independently of language.
What would the theory of neural templates say about this? Let’s assume that there is a neural template for the word ‘rabbit’. The very same physical structure, Quine would argue, would work just as well for ‘collection of rabbit parts’ provided that correlative adjustments were made in ‘interpreting’ the neural templates for the terms ‘is similar to’, ‘is part of’, ‘is identical with’. Neural templates only work in a structure where they are connected with other templates. They ‘interact with the world or experience as a whole’.
Significance of Quine’s Ontological Relativity:
Quine’s ontological relativity also involves translation manuals, but at a deeper level. In the ‘gavagai’ case, for example, where the native utters ‘gavagai’ and you are unsure whether to translate this as ‘rabbit’ or ‘rabbit part’ etc. we are envisaging a permutation of the logical apparatus for individuation and identity. So, for example, the sign ‘equals’ or the utterance ‘is the same’ which we use to express the observation, e.g. ‘That’s the same rabbit I saw a minute ago’, might, in a different translation manual, mean, ‘Similar’, as in, ‘That’s a similar momentary rabbit stage to the momentary rabbit stage I saw a minute ago.’ Whenever we identify the meaning of a sign, e.g. “‘hubshcub’ means ‘the same’” we are doing this relative to our own language. There is no way of comparing a language ‘to the world’; we can only map one language onto another. That’s Quine’s fundamental point. 
Diagram Picture of the Ontological Relativity:
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Here we are only making map from one language to another language. This can be called a network connection between language and language. 
Ontological relativity maintains that there is no absolute answer to the ontological question: Are the objects of theory T numbers, sets or bodies? In ontology there is no absolute sense in saying that all the object of a theory are numbers, or that they are sets, or bodies, or something else; this makes no sense unless relative to some background theory.
Tarski’s objection:
The above mentioned statements unquestionably support the claim that ontological relativity is a particular case of referential inscrutability. But here an objection which might be brought against Quine at this point is that the notion of truth is defined in part in terms of that of reference so that there is surely a risk that the relativity which affects ontology might also affect truth. 
          Let us consider the partial definitions of truth obtained by substitution into convention-T,
i. X is true in L if and only if p;
For example,
ii. ‘5 is a prime number’ is true in English, if and only if 5 is a prime number.
In this case the partial definition is ontologically neutral. It explicates, i. e., eliminates, the word ‘true’ without making use of the suspect notion of reference, unlike the following:
iii. ‘5 is a prime number’ is true in English if and only if the individual referred to be ‘5’ is a prime number.
In addition, the neutrality of the partial definitions extends to the general definition of truth that is the definition based on the concept of satisfaction. For the clauses of the recursive definitions of the key notion of satisfaction do not make use of the notion of reference any more than do the instances of convention-T. 
For example, consider the following clause of the recursive definition of satisfaction: 
iv. For all objects a, a satisfies ‘x is a prime number’ if and only if a is a prime number.
Tarski defines that truth as the satisfaction by all sequences of objects of a sentence; but this
definition is not sensitive to ontological differences between the domains of objects. It is not necessary that the various domains of objects which make a theory true should coincide; it suffices that they should be isomorphic. Truth transcends reference in the sense that it is unaffected when we change ontology. 
	For Quine, ontology is relative because every theory has to be interpreted against a background theory, and this in truth interpreted against another theory, and so on. But we now know that this does not affect truth.
Social Network Analysis and ontology:
The application domains of the ontology which is mandatory factor for semantic web has been increasing and the ontology has been more utilized in various fields such as social network analysis and management enterprise ontology for company production and management health-care administration, context-aware system, and protein ontology for formal description of protein data. Especially, the most related ontology to this research is family ontology family ontology. The family ontology is a general well-structured ontology and defines specific family relations people possess. However, the family ontology is focusing on conceptual family relations so that it is not widely useful. Ontology implies axioms or logics to infer new fact but the family ontology does not intend to. For example, the family ontology does not provide an axiom to infer grandfather from a fact father’s father. Moreover, for mapping the information extracted from web documents to the family ontology, an intermediate ontology or metadata is additionally necessary to reduce difference between them. For instance, a class ‘person’ is connected to another ‘person’ with ‘hasMother’ which can be defined as a type of ‘owl: Object Property.’ However, documents actually describe the relation content as follow: “Stanley Ann Dunham is mother of Barack Obama.” From the sentence, in order to give a connection property ‘has Mother’ between ‘Barack Obama’ and ‘Stanley Ann Dunham’ which are instances of a class ‘person’, a medium ontology or a class, is possible to be constructed to hierarchy, to have relations with other classes, and to possess logics. Also, it can be used to give relations among classes as a characteristic of the property. 
Conclusion
In ontology there is no absolute sense in saying that all the object of a theory are numbers, or that they are sets, or bodies, or something else; this makes no sense unless relative to some background theory. According to Quine, every theory has interpreted against a background theory hence ontology is relative. And this in truth interpreted against another theory, and so on. Quine at this point is that the notion of truth is defined in part in terms of that of reference so that there is surely a risk that the relativity which affects ontology might also affect truth. The ontology is constructed as a network among related concepts and consists of classes and properties. I conclude that there should be a network among related concepts hence we can get the proper meaning of the concept by making a holistic approach of meaning. And I hope that that would be a doubtless concept as well as free from any mistakes. And I can say that ontology is very much important for meaning holism because ontological analysis clarifies the structure of knowledge. And also ontology enables knowledge sharing.
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