PH251 Metaphysics   Week 10

Neo-Aristotelian theories of Substance 2

1. Introduction
(i) Last week, we discussed one way in which philosophers have attempted to draw on Aristotelian ideas in an attempt to better understand the notion of substance, and to address certain puzzles and problems from within contemporary discussions of substance.
(ii) This week, we will discuss a different way that Aristotelian ideas about substance have been drawn on. These ideas derive not from the Categories, but from the Physics and the Metaphysics.
(iii) Lecture plan – revisit a recently discussed problem about the notion of substance – outline ‘hylomorphism’ – show how this approach opens up a distinctive way of addressing this problem – look at the details of a contemporary version of a view of this kind, and the purported solution to this problem that this account offers (and a solution to another problem as well) – end with some notes of scepticism about whether this account can be right, and the suggestion of a different neo-Aristotelian image.

2. The Special Composition Question Revisited
(i) Some objects are complexes, and appear to be composed of parts. What conditions must be satisfied in order for a collection of non-overlapping objects to compose a further object? 
(ii) (SCQ) For all xs, the xs compose a y iff … (?)
(iii) There are two extreme or radical answers to this question; ‘unrestricted composition’ (or ‘universal composition’) and ‘nihilism’. Each has its own explanatory virtues, but comes with significant costs.
(iv) Unrestricted composition
(UC) For any collection of xs, there is a unique object, y, composed of the xs.
The explanatory benefits of adopting UC are: (i) It is the ‘only view left standing’ (see Van Cleve (2008); (ii) elegance and simplicity; (iii) accommodates the intuition that reality is determinate (no vagueness in the world); (iv) claims to provide a solution to paradox of material constitution.
The explanatory costs associated with UC: (i)-(iv) are unpersuasive. The fundamental problem is that there are ‘too many objects’ (the Eiffel Tower and my left hand)
(v) Nihilism
(N) Unless the xs are single, there is never a unique y composed of the xs
(i) The explanatory benefits of nihilism are: (i) the only view left standing; (ii) elegance and simplicity; (iii) accommodates the intuition that reality is determinate and only language vague; (iv) claims to provide a solution to the paradox of material constitution.
The explanatory costs associated with N: (i)- (iv) are unpersuasive. The fundamental problem is that there are not enough objects (you and me, for example).
(vi) A non-radical position would be one according to which there were more objects than there are for N but fewer than for UC.
(vii) A Restricted Composition approach would be more consistent with commonsense ontology. But it is difficult to formulate a principled explanation of restriction.

3. Hylomorphism
3.1 Hylomorphism: the basics
(i) The discussion of substance in the Categories involved two ontological categories; ‘primary substance’ (human beings, trees and cats) and ‘secondary substance’ such as species (human being) and genus (animal).
(ii) In the Physics and the Metaphysics, Aristotle suggests that primary substances are themselves complex or structured. The things, which in the Categories he took to be concrete basic entities, are now conceived of as things that have further ontological ingredients.
(iii) These ingredients are called ‘matter’ and ‘form’. Ordinary objects are compounds of matter and form. The matter of an object is what it is made of. The form of an object is its ‘shape’ or its ‘configuration’.
(iv) Hylomorphism is the view, about some or other entity, that it is a compound of matter and form. ‘Hyle’ (matter) and ‘morph’ (shape or form). Aristotle’s hylomorphism about concrete particulars is just one manifestation of his hylomorphic approach to a range of entities (for example, definitions). (See Scaltsas, Charles and Gill (eds.) (1994) for an outstanding collection of essays on Aristotle’s account of substance in the Metaphysics. See Wiggins (1995) for scepticism about the attractions of hylomorphism over the Categories treatment.)

3.2 What is matter?
(i) Matter is what something is made of. Take the case of the statue being formed from the lump of clay. First there is a lump of clay and then the sculptor gets to work and shapes it into a statue. This is the kind of activity that Aristotle uses to introduce matter and form.
(ii) Aristotle emphasizes two ideas about the lump of clay, which seem to be important to its status as matter
(a) The lump of clay is the subject that takes on or receives the form (of the statue)
(b) Before shaping, the lump of clay had a power or potentiality to be a statue (malleable, keeps shape, etc.) and this potentiality is actualized (brought to fulfillment) by the reception of form which takes place in sculpting
(iii) Matter is: (a) the subject for form reception and (b) potentially ‘en-formed’.
(iv) What is it that has these properties? This is a difficult question in Aristotle scholarship. (Aristotle is happy to talk about matter in different ways).
(a) Matter as articulated parts (e.g. head, legs, and torso of a human being).
(b) Matter as ‘homoemereous (like-parted) parts’ or ‘homoemereous stuff’ (flesh, blood, bone)
(v) In either case, Aristotle appears to think that the distinction between matter and form can also be drawn with respect to each of these things. 
(vi) In places, Aristotle also talks of a basic notion of matter called ‘prime matter’ which lacks any determinate features at all.

3.3 What is form? 
(i) In a basic sense, form is shape or configuration. But the notion of form is misunderstood if it is taken to mean just physical shape or configuration.
(ii) The form of a thing is how the matter of that thing is structured, arranged or organized. The form of a substance is a substantial form. It is how the matter of the substance is organized or arranged. (Think of a plant going through a blender. At the end the sticky gunk is the matter without the form. It lacks the organization and arrangement of a plant.) 
(The form of a non-substance is how the matter of the non-substance is arranged)
(iii) The substantial form of a thing is the essence or nature of that thing.
(iv) Essence: what it is to be that thing. (e.g. the essence of a cat is what it is to be a cat and this is to be a four-legged animal with such and such capacities and such and such genetic properties..)
(v) Nature: The principle of activity and development of that thing; What it is inside a thing that explains the distinctive patterns of change for things of that kind (growth and maturation).

3.4 Compounds
(i) Ordinary objects are complexes or compounds of matter and form. What is it for form and matter to exist in a compound, to be ‘united together’ in such a way that an ordinary concrete object exists? 
(ii) Aristotle uses different vocabulary to describe the unity of matter and form in compounds.
(iii) Form inheres in matter. So ‘inherence’ is a relation such that when it obtains between the two things so related, then there exists a compound of those things.
(iv) But Aristotle’s other way of characterizing the unity appears to be in terms of his vocabulary of capacity or potentiality and its exercise.
(v) ‘Matter is receptive of form’ (matter is capable of receiving form). ‘Form actualizes the potentiality of matter’.

4. Hylomorphism and the Special Composition Question
(i) Hylomorphism has enjoyed a resurgence in contemporary ontology. (See work by Fine, Koslicki, Lowe, Rea, and Marmadoro listed in bibliography).
(ii) It is a research programme. Those who pursue it think that the distinction between matter and form is helpful in doing ontology. But there is a great deal of variation across those pursuing this broad strategy. 
(iii) Hylomorphism may allow us to reconceive certain ontological problems and suggest conditions for a solution.
(iv) Our situation with respect to SCQ: radical solutions look implausible. But there is no principled foundation for restricting composition.
(1) The xs are the matter of the object they compose. 
(2) What explains the unity of a concrete material object is structure or form.
(v) Under what conditions do the xs compose something? To answer this question, we need to look to the conditions under which matter can come into a compound or a unity with form. Broadly, the xs compose an object when there is a form of some relevant kind (whether substantial or non-substantial) that unifies, or can unify them.
Can we say anything about further about this?

5. Koslicki (2008): ‘Mereological hylomorphism’
(i) In Kathrin Koslicki’s 2008 book The Structure of Objects, a hylomorphic approach is put to work to explain substance and a range of related notions.
(ii) Koslicki (2008) wants to argue that a neo-Aristotelian metaphysics, at the core of which is a particular conception of the notion of matter, form and their relations, can provide a solution to SCQ and to familiar problems about identity and constitution.
(iii) It is not the job of a metaphysician to provide an inventory of exactly what there is, or what forms there are. That is something to be accomplished by science and by commonsense. The job of the neo-Aristotelian metaphysician is to explain the notion of the structure of an object in such a way that we can see concrete objects as composites of form and matter.
(iv) Koslicki’s approach is an example of what she calls ‘mereological hylomorphism’. That is to say, we can understand matter-form compounds in terms of notions drawn from mereology (the systematic study of part-whole relations).

(1) ‘Proper parthood’
x is a proper part of y if and only if the following hold:
(i) If x is a part of y then y is not a part of x
(ii) If x is a part of y and y is a part of z then x is a part of z
(iii) If x is a part of y then there is a z, such that z is a part of y and z is not identical with y.

That is to say: x is a proper part of y where it is a part of y, but y is not part of it, where parthood is transitive, so x is a part of anything else that y is a part of, and also that if x is a proper part of y then it doesn’t exhaust the parts of y: there must be something distinct from x that is a part of y. (This last is what Koslicki calls the ‘weak supplementation principle’)

(2) NAT (Neo-Aristotelian Thesis)
The material and formal components which compose a mereologically complex object at time t are at t proper parts of the whole they compose at t.

Both form and matter are ingredients of concrete particulars. Though form and matter are both ingredients of compounds, form plays the role of unifying the parts of a substance. (“(O)bjects whose parts are held together by the presence of a single form will turn out to be one to a higher degree than objects whose unity results from some other source (i.e. through mere contact or through the sharing of a genus or relation” (Koslicki, 2008, p.134).  

But how does the essence or nature hold together the parts of a substance? How does form unify object parts? Koslicki (2008) considers and rejects a view that she takes to be Aristotle’s own proposal. For Aristotle, Koslicki, says:

The unity of a high-level whole or matter/form compound is, in this sense, borrowed from form: such objects inherit their status as highly unified objects from the forms which act as their principles of unity.” (Koslicki, (2008), p.159)

‘Hylomorphic compounds’ are ‘highly unified’. That is because their forms are, and the compound ‘borrows’ the form. But Koslicki (2008) says that this doesn’t work, because essences or what it is to be something or other, are not highly unified. The definition of man is ‘rational animal’ (a complex of genus and ‘differentia’). But then what would unify these? A different suggestion is offered:

(3) Restricted Composition
“Some objects, m1, …mn, compose an object O of kind K, at a time t just in case m1,…, mn, satisfy at t the constraints dictated by some formal components, f1…fn, associated with objects of kind K.” Koslicki, 2008, 

A form associated with an object of a certain kind will make certain kinds of requirements on the material entities that are putatively parts of such an object. For something to be a human being requires that there is a particular kind of order and arrangement of the material parts. When this order or structure obtains between the parts then there is a human being.

“For a whole to be unified is just for its material components to satisfy the structural constraints posed by the formal requirements associated with the kind to which it belongs. To illustrate, with respect to the kind, H2O molecule, a successful case of composition requires two hydrogen atoms and one oxygen atom to enter into the configuration of chemical bonding that is required to form a particular specimen of the kind in question.” (2012, unpublished, quoted in Marmadoro, 2013).

Objects satisfy the structural constraints that flow from form when they instantiate a relation that is ‘natural’ or ‘governed by natural law’. (See Koslicki (2008), ch.9, for more details).

Special Composition Question
Not all entities stand in these law-governed natural relations, relations that flow from the relevant substantial forms. But some do. So there is a rationale for a restricted composition relation.

Paradoxes of Material Constitution
Mereological hylomorphism, with its view that both matter and form are proper parts of unified compound objects, suggests a distinctive approach to the problem of the statue and the piece of clay.
(i) The statue and the piece of clay are not identical because they do not have all of their parts in common (their formal constituents are different). (NB: We don’t have to deny that x and y are identical iff x and y have all the same parts)
(ii) Statue and piece of clay are materially coincident in sharing all of their material parts.
(iii) The Grounding Problem: What grounds the difference between materially identical things is the non-material, formal parts, of those objects.

7. Marmadoro (2013) “Aristotle’s Hylomorphism without Reconditioning”
(i) She makes two key negative claims (with respect to Koslicki (2008):

(1) The interpretation of Aristotle as a mereological hylomorphist is mistaken.
Consider what Aristotle says about the unity of a syllable ba, in the Metaphysics:

“The syllable, then, is something –not only its elements (the vowel and the consonant) but also something else; and the flesh is not only fire and earth or the hot and the cold, but also something else. Since then that something must be either an element or composed of elements, if it is an element the same argument will again apply; for flesh will consist of this and fire and earth and something still further, so that this process will go on to infinity.” (1041b11-22)

 “But it would seem that this (the unifier of the elements) is something, and not an element, and that it is the cause which makes this thing flesh and that a syllable… And this is the substance (essence) of each thing; for this is the primary cause of its being;; … which is not an element but a principle.” (1041b25-31)

Form cannot be an element (part). For if it was a part, then there would be a further question about what explained the unity of the collection of parts that included form. If it was explained in terms of something else, form would be superfluous. But form is what explains the unity of the parts.

(2) Koslicki’s reworked version of hylomorphism (as stated in Restricted Composition above) fails.
(i) The restricted composition account is an attempt to explain the unity of substance in terms of the notion of a relation of some kind obtaining between distinct objects (distinct parts).
“Are the leaves on a tree one? If not, why would the hydrogen and oxygen atoms in H2O be one? Rather, they are a bonded or connected plurality. But connectedness is not unity. Crucially, connectedness does not generate unity when it leaves unchanged the individualities of the connected items.” (2013, p.8)

Marmadoro (2013) makes a positive claim about what Aristotle’s hylomorphic account. Aristotle does not think that compound objects have parts, or constituents, in the specific sense that they have components that existed before the formation of the object and can survive its destruction. The parts of an object are necessarily parts of an object and cannot exist independently of it. Though we might track certain ‘parts’ when disconnected, these are the same objects that were present in the whole only homonymously (i.e. only in the sense that we call them the same and that it is convenient to call them the same).

(The parts of a substance) cannot exist if severed from the whole; for it is not a finger in any state that is the finger of a living thing, but the dead finger is a finger only homonymously. (Metaphysics, 1035b24-5)

Evidently even of the things that are thought to be substances, most are only potentialities—e.g. the parts of animals (for none of them exists separately; and when they are separated, then they too exist, all of them, merely as matter) … all the parts must exist only potentially, when they are one and continuous by nature. (1040b5-15)

(i) For ordinary objects to be mereological compounds presupposes that the objects which are their parts can be identified independently of the object.
(ii) But the objects which are parts of an object cannot be identified independently of their being parts of an object.
(iii) Therefore ordinary objects cannot be understood as mereological compounds. (See Scaltsas (1994) for similar ideas).

[bookmark: _GoBack]Marmadoro (2013) maintains that for Aristotle, the key is the idea of substantial form is that it effects a transformation of a plurality of distinct entities into a single object. Substantial form is what strips individuality and distinctness away from entities and makes them one. “The unification of elements is achieved through their re-identification in terms of the role allotted to them by the substantial form.” (2003, p.17) (See section II). 
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1


[ T———
Nes Ao st .

o e e e Gk s 0
e e e
it e . hc s e ot o e e P

e e e e

[r———
o e T e S
s s "
o
SR sy s
T
i
e epie o
e A A e

e e T
“m:*;;._g’,;':mu;:m‘mm:m -

i e R

e e



