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Hylomorphism and the Priority Principle Jeremy W. Skrzypek Saint Louis University ABSTRACT: According to Jeffrey Brower’s hylomorphic account of material substances, material substances are comprised of prime matter and substantial form, and material substances and accidental forms together comprise accidental unities. In a recent article, Andrew Bailey has argued that Brower's account has the counter-intuitive implication that no human person is ever the primary possessor, the primary thinker, of her own thoughts. In this paper, I consider various ways in which Brower might reply to this objection. I first consider several “invariant strategies”, solutions that do not require any significant alteration to Brower’s account. I argue that these strategies are unsuccessful. I then introduce two ways of modifying Brower's hylomorphic account of material substances so as to avoid Bailey’s objection. I argue that these “variant strategies” are successful, but they require that Brower significantly alter one or more of the main features of his account. KEYWORDS: ONTOLOGY, SUBSTANCE, HYLOMORPHISM, AQUINAS 0. Introduction In his 2010 article, “Aristotelian Endurantism,” and, more recently, in his 2014 book, Aquinas’s Ontology of the Material World, Jeffrey Brower presents and defends a novel hylomorphic ontology of material substances. On Brower’s model, material substances are comprised of prime matter and substantial form, and material substances and accidental forms together comprise accidental unities. Using this basic model, Brower goes on to give an illuminating analysis of substantial and accidental change, property-possession, and the ontology of human persons.1 In a recent article, however, Andrew Bailey has argued that Brower's model As will be clear from my presentation of his view in the next section, Brower’s hylomorphic ontology of material substances is presented in his 2010 article as an interpretation of Aristotle, and, in his 2014 book, as an interpretation of Aquinas. But since he is clearly interested in defending what he takes to be the ontology of material substances shared by Aristotle and Aquinas, and arguing for its superiority over other contemporary views (see, for example, 1



and its accompanying account of property-possession have the counterintuitive implication that, on a hylomorphic account of human persons, no human person is ever the primary possessor, the primary thinker, of her own thoughts (Bailey 2015). In this paper, I consider various ways in which Brower might reply to this objection. In the first section of the paper, I outline the relevant features of Brower’s account. In the second section, I present Bailey’s objection. In the third section, I consider several “invariant strategies” for responding to Bailey’s objection: solutions that do not require any significant alteration to Brower’s account. I argue that these strategies are unsuccessful. In the fourth section, I introduce two ways of modifying Brower's hylomorphic account of material substances so as to avoid Bailey’s objection. I argue that these “variant strategies” are successful, but they require that Brower significantly alter one or more of the main features of his account. In the fifth section, I develop these two strategies further, taking into account several complications that arise with the introduction of accidental unities. I then conclude by considering the various advantages and disadvantages of each of my proposed solutions to Bailey’s objection. 1. Brower’s Model According to Brower, Aristotle’s and Aquinas’s hylomorphic ontology of material substances, the sort of ontology that Brower himself ultimately wishes to defend, is built on a distinction between two sorts of composite wholes: material substances and accidental unities. The difference between these two sorts of composite wholes, on Brower’s interpretation, is as follows:



(Brower 2014, Ch. 7); (Brower 2010)), I also take Brower to be presenting his own preferred ontology of material substances in both works. And so, in what follows, I will regularly speak of Brower’s interpretation of Aristotle’s or Aquinas’s hylomorphic account of material substances as simply Brower’s model or Brower’s account. Whether Brower’s model is in fact an accurate representation of Aristotle’s or Aquinas’s views is not something that I will investigate here, though I will point to a few alternative interpretations of Aquinas when relevant.
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Aquinas thinks that the corporeal world is completely analyzable in terms of two different types of hylomorphic compound – what he calls material substances and accidental unities, respectively. These two types of compound are distinguished both by their matter and by their form – that is to say, both by the type of being that serves as their substratum and by the type that inheres in their matter…Aquinas thinks of all material substances as composed of prime matter and substantial form, whereas he thinks of all accidental unities as composed of substances and accidental forms. (Brower 2014, p. 9) This, then, is the most basic structure of Aquinas’s (and Aristotle’s) ontology of the material world, according to Brower: material substances are comprised of prime matter and substantial form, and material substances and accidental forms together comprise accidental unities. Brower goes on to explain that, in Aristotle’s and Aquinas’s ontology, material substances include things such as elements, minerals, plants, animals and human beings (Brower 2014, p. 206). Accidental unities, on the other hand, include artifacts, such as bronze statues, and so-called “kooky objects”, such as white-Socrates and seated-Socrates (Brower 2014, pp. 11-12).2 According to Brower, the relation that holds between any form and its “subject” in this sort of ontology is “inherence”; a form is said to “inhere” in its subject. And the relation that holds between the metaphysical parts of a material substance or accidental unity and the “hylomorphic compound” that they compose is “composition”. Importantly, these “relations” are not to be construed as further additions to the ontology. They are “built into the nature” of the entities being related (Brower 2014, p. 8-9). Moreover, according to Brower, the composition relation is not to be construed as one of identity. As he puts it, “hylomorphic compounds are distinct from both matter and form, taken either individually or jointly” (Brower 2014, p. 62).



The phrase ‘kooky objects’ comes from Matthews (1982). For other accounts of accidental unities as composed of material substances and accidental forms, see, for example: Lewis (1982), Cohen (2008; 2013), Loux (2006; 2014), Brown (2005, pp. 53, 64), Oderberg (2007, pp. 167-170), Pasnau (2010, p. 642; 2011, pp. 101-102; 2012, p. 501). The Matthews, Lewis, Cohen, and Loux articles concern Aristotle’s views; the Brown, Oderberg and Pasnau selections concern Aquinas’s. 2



3



In Aquinas’s ontology (and, arguably, in Aristotle’s as well), prime matter serves as the ultimate substratum for substantial form. Prime matter is, in itself, featureless, infinitely divisible, and non-particulate. As a result, according to Brower, prime matter is best understood as a sort of “gunky stuff” as opposed to a “bare particular” (Brower 2014, pp. 33-35, 113-129). In this ontology, substantial forms are those forms that inhere in prime matter, and accidental forms are those forms that inhere in material substances. On Brower’s view, both substantial forms and accidental forms are simple (which is to say that they do not have any parts) (Brower 2014, p. 131), and particular (which is to say that they are not numerically identical across instances) (Brower 2014, p. 22). With a few important exceptions,3 on Brower’s interpretation, accidental forms and substantial forms are properties.4 And since they are particulars, forms are best construed as “property-tropes” (Brower 2014, p. 22). The difference between accidental and substantial forms, according to Brower, is not so much in their intrinsic nature (they are both property-tropes), but in their “location”, that is, in their relation to material substances. As Brower explains, the distinction between substantial and accidental forms is one that should be understood as relative to substances. That is to say, it is a distinction having to do with the different ways in which these two types of forms or properties are possessed by them. Thus, accidental forms are possessed by substances via inherence (since they are properties inhering directly in substances), whereas substantial forms are possessed by substances via constituency (since they are



3



The important exceptions are the substantial forms of human persons and those of immaterial substances. Though the substantial forms of human persons and immaterial substances play the same role in their hylomorphic compounds that essential property-tropes play in other material substances, Brower recognizes that for Aquinas, the rational soul of a human being or an immaterial substance cannot be a mere property-trope (see, for example: Brower (2014, pp. 251-252, 258)). In what follows, however, I will continue to speak of the substantial forms of human persons in Brower’s model as if they are mere property-tropes, since this greatly simplifies the discussion. But I also want to acknowledge that this is not exactly Brower’s view. I think that this move is permissible since, as should be clear from my presentation of the argument below, Bailey’s objection does not rely on any particular conception of substantial form. 4 For other accounts of substantial form according to which the substantial form of a composite substance is a property or set of properties, see, for example: Stump and Kretzmann (1988), Cross (1998), Rea (2014). For arguments to the effect that a substantial form cannot be a property or set of properties, see, for example: Pasnau (2011, pp. 551-552), Oderberg (2011).
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properties inhering directly in their prime matter). (Brower 2014, pp. 111-112; see also Brower 2010, p. 897) One major consequence of the basic structure of Brower’s model of Aristotle’s and Aquinas’s ontology of material substances is that whenever some material substance has some accidental form inhering in it, there are actually two overlapping, but non-identical, hylomorphic compounds present: an accidental unity and its “parent” substance. In such cases, Brower explains that the two hylomorphic compounds are numerically the same material object (since they share the same matter), but they are not numerically identical (since they neither share all of the same metaphysical parts, nor the same persistence conditions). Thus, Brower’s own preferred ontology of material substances features a relationship of Numerical Sameness Without Identity between members of its two kinds of composite wholes (Brower 2014, p. 93-94; see also Brower 2010, pp. 898-900). This last feature of Brower’s account also gives rise to a detailed and sophisticated analysis of property-possession. According to Brower, the intimate relationship that accidental unities have to their parent substances introduces two distinct ways in which an accidental form or accidental property can be possessed by a hylomorphic compound. First, a hylomorphic compound can have an accidental form or accidental property as one of its constituents; accidental unities possess accidental forms in this way. Second, a hylomorphic compound can have an accidental form or accidental property inhering in it; substances possess accidental forms in this way. Both of these ways of possessing an accidental form are legitimate modes of property possession. However, according to Brower, possession via constituency is the “primary” mode of possession. And so, despite the fact that both material substances and accidental unities can be said to possess an accidental form or accidental property, it is the accidental unity that is the primary possessor of that property. As Brower explains, 5



subjects are characterized, primarily or in the first instance, by the forms (or properties) that they possess as proper parts or constituents—or better, as immediate proper parts or constituents… In addition to such primary property characterization, however, the doctrine of numerical sameness without identity enables us to say that subjects are also characterized in a secondary or derivative sense by the constituent properties of things with which they are numerically the same but not identical. The intuitive idea here is that numerical sameness is such an intimate relation that, by virtue of coming to bear it to something else, a compound can take on or inherit certain characteristics of that other thing. Thus, even if it is true that only statues or spheres can be characterized by statuehood or sphericity primarily or simpliciter, since only they possess the relevant properties as immediate proper parts or constituents, nonetheless when a lump of bronze comes to share the same matter as a statue or sphere (which it can do merely by having statuehood or sphericity come to inhere in it), it will thereby come to be characterized by the relevant property derivatively. (Brower 2014, pp. 94-95; see also Brower 2010, pp. 892, 900-901) Putting all of these points together, we can summarize the relevant features of Brower’s hylomorphic ontology of material substances as follows: (1) A material substance is composed of prime matter and a substantial form. (2) An accidental unity is composed of a material substance and an accidental form. (3) Prime matter serves as the substratum for substantial form and is, in itself, a sort of “gunky stuff”. (4) Accidental forms and substantial forms are property-tropes, and are distinguished from one another by their differing relations to material substances. (5) The relationship between an accidental unity and its parent substance is one of Numerical Sameness Without Identity. (6) An accidental form is possessed primarily, or in the first instance, by the accidental unity of which it is a part, and only secondarily or derivatively by the material substance in which it inheres.
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Brower’s model can also be represented diagrammatically, as in the figure below:5



2. The Priority Principle In his 2015 article of the same name, Andrew Bailey introduces and puts to work an intuitively-plausible psychological principle that he calls “The Priority Principle” (Bailey 2015). According to Bailey’s Priority Principle, “We human persons have mental properties (like hoping for rain) in the primary and nonderivative sense. We think our thoughts in the primary and nonderivative sense” (Bailey 2015, p. 165). As Bailey explains, any view that says that we human persons have mental properties or think our thoughts in a secondary, derivative sense violates this principle. And any such view ought to be rejected on these grounds. In his article, Bailey gives two reasons to think that the Priority Principle is true and, hence, ought not to be violated. First, the principle is said to have strong intuitive support. Here Bailey enlists the help of Roderick Chisholm. Says Chisholm, There is no reason whatever for supposing that I hope for rain only in virtue of the fact that some other thing hopes for rain – some stand-in that, strictly and 5



This diagram, and those that follow, are based on the several diagrams that Brower offers throughout his book (see especially the diagram on p. 12). Here I have added an additional accidental form and a resulting additional accidental unity, so as to parallel the diagrams of the variant models included below.
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philosophically, is not identical with me but happens to be doing duty for me at this particular moment…If there are thus two things that now hope for rain, the one doing it on its own and the other such that its hoping is done for it by the thing that now happens to constitute it, then I am the former thing and not the latter thing. (Chisholm 1976, quoted in Bailey 2015, p. 165) The main argument that Bailey gives in support of the Priority Principle, however, is this: If I, a human person, am merely a secondary or derivative thinker of my thoughts, then it follows that some other thing is the primary, non-derivative thinker of those thoughts. As a result, if I, a human person, am merely a secondary or derivative thinker of my thoughts, then there are actually two things (and maybe more) that can be said to think each of my thoughts: me, the derivative thinker, and that other thing that thinks my thoughts in the non-derivative sense. But surely that is too many thinkers! According to Bailey, then, any view that violates the Priority Principle has a problem of too many thinkers (Bailey 2015, pp. 166-167). Later in the paper, Bailey includes Brower’s hylomorphic account of material substances in his survey of contemporary views of human persons that violate the Priority Principle and are thus susceptible to the problem of too many thinkers just discussed (Bailey 2015, pp. 170-171).6 Based on Bailey’s formulation of the Priority Principle, and my description of Brower’s model above, it is easy to see why Brower would be targeted by this objection. As claim 6 of those that were used to characterize Brower’s view above indicates, according to Brower, any accidental form is possessed primarily, or in the first instance, by the accidental unity of which it is a part, and only secondarily or derivatively by the material substance in which it inheres. Now, human persons are material substances. And their thoughts are accidental forms: that a human person is thinking a certain thought is one of his or her accidental properties. And so, on Brower’s Other views of human persons that Bailey targets include the “Thinking Parts” view, Union Dualism, and Constitutionalism. It should be noted here that the target of Bailey’s critique is the earlier version of Brower’s view found in (Brower 2010). The account Brower gives in his more recent book has the very same structure, however. In many ways, the version in (Brower 2014) is a better version of the same account. And, as will be made clear in what follows, the more recent version is still susceptible to the same critique. 6
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account, when a particular material substance, say Socrates, possesses a certain accidental property, say, for instance, that Socrates thinks (or hopes) that it will rain, the material substance, Socrates, possesses that accidental property in the derivative sense, which is to say that Socrates thinks (or hopes) that it will rain in the derivative sense. In this case, Socrates thinks (or hopes) that it will rain by virtue of being a constituent of the accidental unity ‘hoping-that-it-will-rainSocrates’, which possesses the relevant thought, and so thinks that thought, in the primary sense. On Brower’s model, then, it is indeed true that a human person thinkers his or her thoughts in a secondary, derivative sense. Moreover, it is also true that there are two thinkers for every one of the human person’s thoughts. For every thought that a human person has, the material substance with which he or she is identical thinks that thought, but so does the accidental unity of which he or she is a part. In this way, Brower’s model does appear to straightforwardly violate Bailey’s Priority Principle, and to inherit a problem of two many thinkers. The fact that Brower’s model has these implications, Bailey concludes, is sufficient reason to reject it. To make the problem as clear as possible, I offer the following reformulation of Bailey’s Priority Objection to Brower’s hylomorphic account of material substances: 1. On Brower’s account, all material substances possess their accidents via inherence, and all accidental unities possess their accidents via constituency. 2. On Brower’s account, to possess a property via constituency is to possess that property in the strict, primary sense, and to possess a property via inherence is to possess that property in a secondary, derivative sense. 3. Hence, on Brower’s account, all material substances possess their accidents merely in the secondary, derivative sense, and the accidental unities that possess those accidents possess them in the strict, primary sense. 4. Thoughts are accidents. 9



5. A human person is a material substance, not an accidental unity. In other words, I am a material substance, not an accidental unity. 6. As a result, on Brower’s account, for any one of my thoughts, I possess that thought merely in the secondary, derivative sense, whereas the accidental unity that has that thought as a proper part possesses that thought in the strict, primary sense. In other words, I am the thinker of my thoughts in the secondary, derivative sense, whereas various accidental unities are the thinkers of my thoughts in the strict, primary sense. 7. But surely I am the primary thinker of my thoughts! If there is anything that thinks my thoughts in the strict, primary sense, surely it is me! 8. Therefore, Brower’s hylomorphic account of material substances must be rejected. Now, no doubt many of Bailey’s claims here are controversial. But the Priority Principle, premise 7 of the argument, does seem intuitively plausible, and the multiplication of thinkers that its rejection introduces does seem intuitively problematic. And so, in the remainder of this paper, I would like to consider various ways in which Brower might respond to this objection. 3. Invariant Strategies There are at least two kinds of strategies that Brower could pursue in order to avoid the conclusion of Bailey’s argument. First, he could respond to Bailey’s Priority Objection by arguing that his account does not actually entail that a human person is merely a secondary or derivative thinker of her thoughts. Any strategy of this sort will be an “invariant strategy”, since it does not require any changes in the model. Second, Brower could admit that, as it is, his account does entail that a human person is merely a secondary or derivative thinker of her thoughts, but offer a modification of the account that allows it to avoid that counter-intuitive implication. Any strategy of this sort will be a “variant strategy”, since it does require some
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change in the model. In this section of the paper, I consider several invariant strategies. In the following section, I consider several variant strategies. I see at least two invariant strategies that are available to Brower. First, Brower could argue that, on his view, a human person is the primary thinker of her own thoughts because she and the primary thinker of her thoughts are numerically the same. For, recall that, on Brower’s view, a human person, qua material substance, is the same material object as the accidental unity that thinks that person’s thoughts in the primary sense, even if they are distinct hylomorphic compounds. In this way, Brower might reject premise 3 or premise 6 above, since, on the present strategy, it is false that a human person is merely a secondary or derivative thinker of her thoughts. However, the thrust of Bailey’s Priority Objection is that there ought not be anything at all that has a better claim to be the primary thinker of a human person’s thoughts than the human person herself. And, on Brower’s view, even if there is a sense in which a human person is the same material object as the accidental unity that thinks her thoughts in the primary sense, that accidental unity is still a distinct hylomorphic compound. And thus there is something that has a better claim to be the primary thinker of a human person’s thoughts than the human person herself, namely, the accidental unity that possesses that thought as a proper part. And so I do not think that this invariant strategy adequately addresses the underlying issue. A second way in which Brower might try to deny that, on his account, a human person is merely a secondary or derivative thinker of her thoughts would be to argue that, while the relevant accidental unity is the primary possessor of that property, it is not therefore the primary thinker of that thought. To see how this strategy might work, notice that in his formulation of the Priority Principle, Bailey assumes, without argument, that if some entity, x, is the primary
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possessor of some particular thought, y, then x must be the primary thinker of y. This is reflected in premise 6 of the argument above. But there might be good reasons to think that that assumption is false. There might be important differences between possessing a thought and thinking a thought. For example, consider the following. If we were to say that some x possesses some y, this would not seem to entail that x is doing anything. X’s possession of y would seem to be compatible with x’s not engaging in any activity at all. On the other hand, if we were to say that some x thinks some y, this would seem to entail that x is doing something, that x is active. The fact that x is thinking y would seem to entail that x is an agent of some sort. Taking note of this observation, let us return to the argument. According to Bailey’s Priority Objection, on Brower’s account, a human person is not the primary thinker of any of her thoughts. For any thought that she has, some accidental unity is the primary thinker of that thought. According to Bailey, this can be immediately inferred from the fact that, on Brower’s account, the accidental unity, not the human person, is the primary possessor of that thought. But, from what we have just seen, the fact that some x thinks some y seems to entail that x is active, that x is some sort of agent, whereas the fact that some x possesses some y appears not to have that entailment. And so it is at least open to Brower to deny that the accidental unity is the primary thinker of its thought by stipulating that only substances are agents, only substances are able to think thoughts. In that case, even though the human person, qua material substance, is not the primary possessor of any thought that she has, she would be the only hylomorphic compound that both possesses the thought and is of the right ontological category to think that thought. The human person would become, by default, the primary thinker of all of her thoughts. In this way, then, Brower might be able to resist Bailey’s conclusion by rejecting the implicit inference in premise 6.
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With that having been said, however, when describing his own views on property possession, Brower does explicitly say that, on his account, the accidental unity is the primary possessor of the relevant accident, and, moreover, that it is characterized by that accident in the primary sense. As a result, on his account, an accidental unity is of the right ontological category to possess and be characterized by an accident, even an accident that signifies action or agency. What, then, prevents it from acting? Notice that, in Brower’s model, the accidental unity has all of the same constituents as the underlying substance, plus one. And so if the substance can act, and the accidental unity includes everything that the substance includes and more, then it would seem to follow that the accidental unity could act as well. What could possibly prevent the accidental unity from acting? Perhaps, then, Brower would have to admit that the accidental unity is an agent in some sense. Could he, then, stipulate that, in such cases, the material substance is the primary agent, even if it is not the only agent? Granted, this would not eliminate the multiplicity of thinkers to which the Priority Objection gives rise, but it would allow Brower to say that a human person is, of the two thinkers of her thoughts, the primary thinker of those thoughts. And this would allow his account to avoid a significant component of Bailey’s objection. However, even here it is hard to see how the material substance, the human person, could be the primary agent with respect to some particular action when it is neither the primary possessor of that action nor that which is characterized by it in the primary sense. What would make it the primary agent? What would uniquely qualify it for that role? Now, perhaps these concerns can be answered. Perhaps a principled reason can be given for why the human person is either the only thinker or the primary thinker of her thoughts, despite the fact that she is not the only thing that possesses that thought. But notice that such a
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reason would also have to be one that could not also be used to privilege the accidental unity. And it is not clear to me what that principled reason could be. As a result, I do not think that this invariant strategy adequately solves Bailey’s objection either. 4. Variant Strategies The invariant strategies considered in the previous section, then, are, in my view, unlikely to be successful. Fortunately, there are also several variant strategies that Brower could pursue in order to avoid the conclusion of Bailey’s argument. In this section I introduce three such strategies: one that requires only a minimal change in the model, but ultimately will not work, and two that are much more promising, but require more significant changes in the model. One slight modification that Brower could make to his account in order to avoid the conclusion of Bailey’s Priority Objection would be to flip the priority claim made in premise 2 of the argument. For, perhaps the main issue with Brower’s account is not that it posits two possessors of every property, but, rather, that it has the wrong primary possessor. Bailey himself admits that a multitude of thinkers might be permissible as long as the human person ends up being the primary thinker (Bailey 2015, p. 167). And so Brower could avoid the objection as it is formulated above by stipulating that property possession via inherence is the primary mode of property possession, and that property possession via constituency is secondary or derivative. In this case, the human person, who possesses her thoughts via inherence would turn out to be the primary possessor of those thoughts, and the accidental unities, which possess those thoughts via constituency would turn out to be the secondary possessors of those thoughts. There is a problem with this solution, however. The problem is that Brower needs to say that property possession via constituency is the primary mode of property possession. This is because he needs to be able to say that a material substance possesses the property that is its
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substantial form “more intimately”, we might say, than it possesses the properties that are its accidents. It would, after all, be strange to say that a material substance possesses its accidental properties in the primary sense but its essential property in a derivative or secondary sense. And so it does not look like this strategy for responding to Bailey’s Priority Objection can work. Perhaps, then, a more significant revision to Brower’s account is required. In what follows, I would like to introduce two significant variant solutions to Bailey’s Priority Objection, two ways in which key features of Brower’s model could be adapted so as to avoid the counterintuitive claim that a human person is not the primary thinker of her own thoughts. Brower’s hylomorphic account of material substances is vulnerable to Bailey’s Priority Objection in part because it countenances two modes of property possession and two hylomorphic compounds that may be said to possess each property. Note that if there were instead only one mode of property possession, then that mode would, by default, be the primary mode of possession. Similarly, if there were only one hylomorphic compound that possesses each property, then that hylomorphic compound would, by default, be the primary possessor of that property. Accordingly, each of the following significant variant strategies that I would like to introduce involves two sorts of changes with respect to Brower’s original model. Each involves a variation in the metaphysical structure of material substances, the sort of parts a material substance can be said to have and the way in which those parts are arranged, and a variation in the principles of property possession, the ways in which entities may come to possess properties and the sorts of entities that can be said to thereby possess such properties. In terms of metaphysical structure, the first significant variant strategy reduces a material substance to nothing more than its substantial form. Prime matter is no longer considered to be a metaphysical constituent of any material substance. On this account, then, all material substances
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are identical to their individual substantial forms and thus have no metaphysical constituents of any kind. One contemporary proponent of a view of this sort is E.J. Lowe. In his 1998 article, “Form without Matter”, Lowe describes the view he has in mind, as follows: If we want to make sense of the distinction between matter and form – where by ‘matter’, now, we understand proximate matter – then we do well to identify an individual concrete thing with its own particular ‘substantial form’. This, then, will enable us to accept both Aristotle’s view of the Categories that individual concrete things are the primary substances and the view, sometimes attributed to Aristotle on the basis of what he says in the Metaphysics, that particular substantial forms are the primary substances. For, according to my suggestion, these two doctrines exactly coincide. (Lowe 1998, p. 222) And, even among scholars of Aquinas, such a view is not unprecedented. In his 2002 book, Thomas Aquinas on Human Nature, for instance, Robert Pasnau argues that, “Aquinas’s hylomorphism is reductive in the direction of form... in the sense that, loosely speaking, the matter of a substance is nothing over and above its form” (Pasnau 2002, p. 133). In terms of property possession, on the present model, all modes of property possession are reduced to possession via inherence. Possession via constituency is no longer a recognized mode of possession. Indeed, since, on the present model, material substances are metaphysically simple, in that they have no metaphysical parts, a separate mode of property possession that would allow material substances to possess properties via constituency is unnecessary. A material substance does not possess a substantial form. It is a substantial form. And it possesses each of its accidental forms via inherence. The first significant variant model can be represented diagrammatically as in the figure below:
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The key to this first strategy is its alternative conception of material substances. On the present model, material substances are identical to their substantial forms, to essential propertytropes, and are thus metaphysically simple. Material substances do not have any properties as constituents. This allows the model to reduce all modes of property possession to possession via inherence. Now, because possession via inherence is the only mode of property possession recognized by this model, possession via inherence is, by default, the primary mode of property possession. And so any hylomorphic compound that possesses an accidental form by inherence possesses that accidental form in the strict, primary sense. On the present model, material substances possess their accidental forms via inherence. And so material substances possess all of their accidental forms in the strict, primary sense. A human person is a material substance, and any particular thought that the human person has is one of her accidental forms. And so, on the present model, a human person possesses each of her thoughts, thinks each of her thoughts, in the strict, primary sense. In this way, the first significant variant strategy helps Brower to avoid Bailey’s Priority Objection by adapting the main claims present in the first and second premises of the argument. In terms of metaphysical structure, the second significant variant strategy expands a material substance to include more than just its prime matter and its substantial form. On the 17



present account, a material substance includes among its metaphysical constituents prime matter, substantial form and all of its accidental forms. Its substantial form inheres in its prime matter, and its accidental forms inhere in either its prime matter or its substantial form. One contemporary proponent of a view of this sort is Eleonore Stump. When describing Aquinas’s view of material substances or “supposits” (which also appears to be her own), she says, [t]he constituents of a whole thing are united in the whole they compose. In the case of individual substances, Aquinas speaks of this as a union in supposit. So in the case of a material substance, the accidental forms, the substantial form, and the matter of a thing are conjoined into one whole thing, and their conjunction is a union in supposit. (Stump 2003, p. 56) And, indeed, there are several passages in Aquinas’s own texts that would seem to commit him to such a view.7 In terms of property possession, on the present model, all modes of property possession are reduced to possession via constituency. Although substantial and accidental forms inhere in their subjects in this model, as they do in Brower’s model, property possession via inherence is no longer a recognized mode of property possession. As a result, the subjects in which substantial and accidental forms inhere can no longer be said to possess those properties. Only the material substance, which possesses its substantial form and all of its accidental forms via constituency can be said to possess those properties. The second variant model can be represented diagrammatically as well, as in the figure below:
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See, for example, Aquinas (1981, I, Q. 3, A. 3, Co.; 1981, III, Q. 2, A. 2, Co.; 1983, 2, Q. 2, A. 2, Co.; 1983, 2, Q. 2, A. 2, Ad. S.C.; 1995, B. 7, L. 5, 1379; 2015, A. 1, Co.; 2015, A. 3, Ad. 14). That these passages should be seen as supporting such a view would need some explanation. Unfortunately, I do not have the space to enter into this discussion here.
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The key to this second strategy is, once again, its alternative conception of material substances. On the present model, material substances include among their metaphysical parts their prime matter, substantial form, and all of their accidental forms. Thus, on the present model, material substances possess all of their forms, all of their properties, via constituency. A material substance possesses all of the same properties that it did in Brower’s model, but by a single mode of possession. This allows the model to reduce Brower’s two modes of property possession to possession via constituency. Now, because possession via constituency is the only mode of property possession recognized by this model, possession via constituency is, by default, the primary mode of property possession. And so any hylomorphic compound that possesses an accidental form by constituency possesses that accidental form in the strict, primary sense. On the present model, material substances possess their accidental forms via constituency. And so material substances possess all of their accidental forms in the strict, primary sense. A human person is a material substance, and any particular thought that the human person has is one of her accidental forms. And so, on the present model, a human person possesses each of her
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thoughts, thinks each of her thoughts, in the strict, primary sense. In this way, the second significant variant strategy helps Brower to avoid Bailey’s Priority Objection by adapting the main claims present in the first and second premises of the argument, much like the first strategy did. We now have the basic outlines of two variant strategies for responding to Bailey’s Priority Objection. But there are several complications that arise for each of these strategies with the introduction of accidental unities. And so, in the next section, I would like to briefly consider some of these complications. I will then conclude by outlining the main advantages and disadvantages of each of the two variant models. 5. Further Complications The first question we might ask of each of the two variant models is whether there is within them a place for accidental unities. No doubt each model would be simpler without accidental unities, since each would only recognize one kind of hylomorphic compound. A proponent of the first strategy could say that, while accidental forms do inhere in material substances, accidental forms and material substances do not thereby compose a distinct hylomorphic compound. And a proponent of the second strategy could say that prime matter, substantial form, and accidental form only compose a hylomorphic compound when all of the accidental forms of a material substance are taken together, and this is just the material substance itself. However, as Brower is keen to emphasize, accidental unities have utility. I do not have the space to consider them in any detail here, but in Brower’s ontology, accidental unities serve at least two important purposes. First, accidental unities provide an account of accidental change (Brower 2014, Ch. 4). According to this account, an accidental unity is what is generated or
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corrupted when a material substance undergoes various changes in its accidental properties. Second, accidental unities can help to provide an alternative solution to the problem of temporary intrinsics (Brower 2010; 2014, pp. 174-181). According to this solution, a material substance persists through time by virtue of maintaining the same metaphysical parts, and it changes through time by virtue of being a constituent of various accidental unities at different times. Abandoning accidental unities, then, does come at a cost. And so it would be worthwhile to consider whether each of the two significant variant strategies outlined above can make room for such entities. In terms of metaphysical structure, in the first variant model, accidental unities could be given a similar analysis as that given by Brower. An accidental unity would be composed of a material substance and an accidental form, as it is on Brower’s original model, and the relation that holds between an accidental form and its material substance would still be one of inherence. But, since, on the present model, material substances are identical to their substantial forms, both of the metaphysical constituents of an accidental unity would themselves be metaphysically simple. In terms of property possession, a proponent of the first strategy would have to once again recognize two modes of property possession: possession via inherence and possession via constituency. But in order to avoid Bailey’s Priority Objection, Brower’s priority claim would also have to be flipped. Property possession via inherence, the mode of possession by which a material substance possesses an accidental form, would have to be the primary mode of possession, and property possession via constituency, the mode of possession by which an accidental unity possesses an accidental form would have to be a secondary, derivative mode of possession. This has to be done in order to ensure that the material substance possesses all of its
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properties in the strict, primary sense, and the accidental unity possesses all of its properties in a secondary, derivative sense. The first significant variant model with accidental unities can be represented diagrammatically, as in the figure below:



Notice, however, that a proponent of this first strategy can flip the priority claim in Brower’s property possession principle while also avoiding the counter-intuitive result mentioned earlier. Recall that, if Brower were to flip his property possession principle, without changing anything else in his account, then it would follow that a material substance possesses its accidental properties in the primary sense but its essential property in a derivative or secondary sense. And this, I noted, is the wrong result. On the present account, however, inherence is the only way in which a material substance possesses any of its properties. (According to the first strategy, a material substance just is its substantial form, and so cannot be said to possess it.) And so there is no worry that flipping the priority claim in the property possession principle might make a material substance merely secondarily or derivatively a possessor of its essential property. On the present model, a material substance just is an essential property-trope. As a result, the first significant variant strategy is able to admit the existence of 22



material substances and accidental unities, recognize two modes of property possession, and still avoid Bailey’s Priority Objection without any immediate drawbacks. Barring any other serious concerns for the model, this makes the first strategy very promising indeed. In terms of metaphysical structure, in the second variant model, the metaphysical constituents of accidental unities can, in some sense, remain the same as they are in Brower’s model. An accidental unity will include among its metaphysical constituents prime matter, substantial form, and an accidental form. But since, on the present account, a material substance includes among its metaphysical constituents prime matter, substantial form, and all of its accidental forms, any accidental unity that is associated with that material substance will actually be included among its metaphysical constituents, not the other way around. An accidental unity will be the part of a material substance that includes its prime matter, substantial form, and one of its accidental forms, but excludes the remaining accidental forms of which the material substance is composed. In terms of property possession, a proponent of the second strategy can continue to maintain that possession via constituency is the only mode of property possession. On the present account, both material substances and accidental unities include among their metaphysical constituents both substantial forms and accidental forms. And so both material substances and accidental unities could be said to possess all of their properties via constituency. Moreover, since, on the present model, possession via constituency is, by default, the primary mode of property possession, it could also be said that both material substances and accidental unities possess all of their properties in the strict, primary sense. The second significant variant model with accidental unities can be represented diagrammatically as well, as in the figure below:
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Notice, however, that this account of property possession has some peculiar consequences. Because both material substances and accidental unities possess their properties via constituency, it will follow that, for any property possessed by a material substance, there are actually two hylomorphic compounds that can be said to possess that property. Indeed, both hylomorphic compounds can even be said to possess the very same property by the very same mode. And since possession via constituency is the primary mode of property possession on this model, it will also follow that there are two primary possessors of every property possessed by the material substance. The material substance and the accidental unity can both be said to possess the very same property in the strict, primary sense. This is certainly a peculiar result. However, in its favor, it should be said that this account of property possession does allow the model to avoid the central concern of Bailey’s Priority Objection. A human person, qua material substance, will indeed be a primary possessor, a primary thinker of her thoughts. She just might not be the only one. In order to avoid the result that, on the second variant model, there are two primary possessors of each property, a proponent of this strategy would need to give some principled 24



reason for saying that only one of the hylomorphic compounds actually possess its accidental form. One way in which this could be done would be to argue that property possession via constituency is “maximal”.8 To say that a mode of property possession is maximal is to say that no part of an object that possesses a property by that mode itself possesses that property. For example, in most cases, no part of a house is itself a house; only the whole house possesses the property of being a house. In a similar way, a proponent of the second variant model might stipulate that no part of a material substance, which possesses its properties via constituency, itself possesses any of those properties via constituency. Now, on the present model, a material substance does indeed possess its properties via constituency. And so, since any accidental unity associated with a material substance is a part of that substance, stipulating that possession via constituency is maximal would have the consequence that the accidental unity does not actually possess any of the properties that are among its constituents. Moreover, since possession via constituency is the only mode of property possession on this model, it would also follow that the accidental unity does not possess any properties at all. The material substance would be the only possessor, and therefore the primary possessor, of all of its properties. Now, much more would need to be said about this maximality condition and how it is to be applied if a proponent of the second variant model wishes to use it to avoid having multiple primary possessors of every property. But if this maximality solution could be made to work, then the second significant variant strategy might, in the end, be able to admit the existence of both material substances and accidental unities, without reducing a material substance to just its substantial form, and still avoid the conclusion of Bailey’s Priority Objection. Moreover, as I 8



For more on maximality and property possession, see, for example: Sider (2001; 2003). That thinking in particular is “maximal” in this sense has also been recently defended by Michael B. Burke (see, for example: Burke (1997, 2004a, 2004b), though Burke applies his maximality principle to puzzles concerning the relationship between a composite whole and its various physical parts, not its metaphysical parts. For a critique of the maximality principle, see: Sutton (2014). Notably, Andrew Bailey is himself a proponent of thinking maximalism (see his (2014)).
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mentioned above, even if a proponent of the second strategy were to admit the existence of multiple primary possessors of every thought, this would still avoid the central concern of Bailey’s objection. The second significant variant strategy, then, also looks rather promising. 6. Concluding Remarks The first significant variant strategy outlined above reduces a material substance to nothing more than its substantial form. Prime matter is no longer considered to be a metaphysical constituent of any material substance. On this account, then, all material substances are identical to their substantial forms and thus have no metaphysical constituents. Perhaps the most obvious concern for this strategy is that its account of material substances is no longer, in any clear sense, a hylomorphic account. Since the view identifies a material substance with its substantial form, it is no longer true to say that a material substance has both a formal and a material aspect. Moreover, by removing prime matter from the metaphysical structure of material substances, the first strategy also gives up any of the explanatory advantages that are gained by its inclusion. I do not have the space to consider them in detail here, but in Brower’s ontology, prime matter serves at least two important purposes. First, prime matter provides the foundation for substantial change (Brower 2014, Ch. 3). According to Brower, prime matter is what survives when a material substance loses its substantial form and thereby ceases to exist, and it is what gains a new substantial form when a new material substance takes its place. As a result, prime matter is the subject that underlies such changes. It is what changes. Without prime matter, every instance of substantial “change” would turn out to be an instance of complete annihilation and creation from nothing.
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Second, according to Brower, prime matter has an important role to play in the individuation of material substances.9 The story here is complicated, but, in rough sketch, since the substantial form for any particular species is what all members of that species share, prime matter is necessary to individuate particular members of that species. Without prime matter, the individuation of material substances that belong to the same species would either have to be a brute fact, or else explained by some other means. Abandoning prime matter, then, does come at a cost. But perhaps that cost is outweighed by the considerable advantages of the first significant variant strategy outlined above. The second significant variant strategy expands a material substance to include more than just its prime matter and its substantial form. On this account, a material substance includes among its metaphysical constituents prime matter, substantial form and all of its accidental forms. Perhaps the main concern for this strategy is that even if it reduces all modes of property possession to possession via constituency, it might still end up with too many thinkers. Unless it can make the maximality solution work, both a material substance and an accidental unity are going to be primary thinkers of any thought had by a human person. However, if the maximality solution can be made to work, then perhaps the second significant variant strategy has just as many advantages as the first, maybe even more. In summary, then, even taking into account their principal disadvantages, both of the significant variant strategies introduced in this paper appear to be promising solutions to Bailey’s Priority Objection on behalf of the hylomorphist. Whether these suggested variations do too much violence to Brower’s original model for him to make use of them, however, depends on how committed Brower is to the main features of his account. If he cannot accept either of these strategies, then Brower will have to pursue one of the invariant strategies introduced earlier on. 9



For Brower’s own account of how material substances are individuated, see Brower (2012).
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