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Abstract and Keywords
This chapter takes up the question of how hylomorphists should conceive of the 
relations between a matter–form compound, its matter, and its form. It responds 
to the challenge issued to hylomorphists by the Grounding Problem, which asks 
what (if anything) explains the apparent differences between an object and its 
matter. Chapter 4 argues that hylomorphists should opt for a “robust” construal 
of form according to which forms do not simultaneously bear the same relation 
to a matter–form compound (essentially) and to the matter composing it 
(accidentally). Armed with this conception of forms, the differences between 
numerically distinct spatiotemporally coincident objects can then be explained 
by appeal to a non-modal conception of essence and a mereological approach to 
the relation between a matter–form compound, its matter, and its form.

Keywords:   matter–form compound, matter, form, Grounding Problem, coincident objects, pluralism, 
monism, robust construal of forms, non-modal conception of essence

4.1 Introductory Remarks
Hylomorphists regard concrete particular objects not only as compounds of 
matter and form but also as the bearers of properties. As noted earlier in 
connection with the first set of desiderata and decision points (see Section 1.6: 
“Property Possession”), one therefore wonders whether the relation of property 
possession, which holds between a concrete particular object and its properties, 
should be taken to be the same as or different from the hylomorphic relations 
which hold between a matter–form compound, its form, and its matter. Given the 
structure that is attributed to matter–form compounds by hylomorphists, there 
are at least three such hylomorphic relations: (i) the “compound–form 
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relation”—the relation between a matter–form compound and its form; (ii) the 
“matter–form relation”—the relation between the matter and the form 
composing a matter–form compound; and (iii) the “matter–compound” relation 
(i.e., “material constitution”)—the relation between the matter composing a 
matter–form compound and the compound it composes.

In this chapter, I take up the question of how hylomorphists should conceive of 
these hylomorphic relations which hold between a matter–form compound, its 
matter, and its form. I do so by considering how hylomorphists should respond to 
the challenge issued by the Grounding Problem (see the eighth desideratum and 
decision point discussed in Section 1.6). The Grounding Problem asks why an 
object and its matter (e.g., a statue and the clay that constitutes it) can 
apparently differ with respect to certain of their properties (e.g., the clay’s 
ability to survive being squashed, as compared to the statue’s inability to do so), 
even though they are otherwise so much alike. I argue that, in response to the 
Grounding Problem, hylomorphists should opt for a “robust” construal of form, 
according to which forms do not simultaneously bear the same relation both to 
the matter–form compound (essentially) and to the matter composing it 
(accidentally). Armed with a robust conception of forms, hylomorphists can solve 
the Grounding Problem by invoking independently motivated differences 
between numerically distinct spatiotemporally coincident objects. According to 
my own preferred version of robust hylomorphic pluralism, the differences 
between numerically distinct spatiotemporally coincident objects are to be 
explained by appeal to a non-modal conception of essence (Koslicki (2012b)), 
together with the mereological approach to  (p.105) the relation between a 
matter–form compound, its matter, and its form, developed in Koslicki (2008a).1

4.2 The Grounding Problem
Coincidence theorists, also known as “pluralists” or “multi-thingers,” hold that 
numerically distinct objects can occupy the very same region of space-time, 
while “monists” or “one-thingers” deny this claim. Why should we believe that 
numerically distinct objects can occupy the very same region of space-time? 
Consider, for example, a statue and the lump of clay that constitutes it. In a 
typical case, these objects differ, among other things, with respect to their 
temporal properties: one comes into or goes out of existence before or after the 
other. But we can certainly imagine a case in which the statue and the lump of 
clay that constitutes it come into and go out of existence at exactly the same 
time, as is the case, for example, in Allan Gibbard’s well-known scenario 
involving Lumpl and Goliath:

I make a clay statue of the infant Goliath in two pieces, one the part above 
the waist and the other the part below the waist. Once I finish the two 
halves, I stick them together, thereby bringing into existence 
simultaneously a new piece of clay [“Lumpl”] and a new statue [“Goliath”]. 
A day later I smash the statue, thereby bringing to an end both statue and 
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piece of clay. The statue and the piece of clay persisted during exactly the 
same period of time.

(Gibbard (1975), p. 191)

Even if the statue and the piece of clay imagined by Gibbard are indiscernible 
with respect to their temporal properties, they nevertheless appear to differ with 
respect to other properties. If indeed there are such properties with respect to 
which coincident objects differ, then Leibniz’s Law dictates that these objects 
are numerically distinct, even though they occupy the very same region of space- 
time.2

What are these properties with respect to which coincident objects appear to 
differ? Prominent examples of such properties which are apparently not shared 
by coincident objects include the following: de re modal properties (e.g., being 
essentially or accidentally statue-shaped); sortal or kind properties (e.g., being a 
statue or being a lump of clay); properties pertaining to their persistence 
conditions (e.g., being capable of being squashed or not being capable of being 
squashed); as well as evaluative or other types of properties (e.g., being 
innovative, valuable, well made, expressing a certain content,  (p.106) etc.)3. 
Perhaps some of these apparent differences can be explained in terms of others, 
so that some of these properties may turn out to be derivative (or more 
derivative than others), while others may turn out to be basic (or less derivative 
than others). Karen Bennett calls those properties with respect to which 
coincident objects can apparently differ “sortalish” properties; and she calls the 
remaining properties which are apparently shared by coincident objects “non- 
sortalish” properties (see Bennett (2004), p. 341).

Using Bennett’s distinction between sortalish and non-sortalish properties, we 
can thus state the Grounding Problem as follows: given that coincident objects 
appear to share all of their non-sortalish properties, what grounds the apparent 
differences between them with respect to their sortalish properties (Bennett 
(2004), pp. 341–2)? Although the Grounding Problem has been raised as an 
objection primarily against pluralists, monists as well must formulate some kind 
of response to the Grounding Problem. For if, as monists hold, each region of 
space-time is occupied by only a single object, then we wonder why it is the case 
that we nevertheless find ourselves attributing apparently contradictory 
properties to this single object.4

As Bennett points out (pp. 343–4), the distinction between sortalish and non- 
sortalish properties should not be confused with the distinction between 
intrinsic and extrinsic properties, since coincident objects share both intrinsic 
and extrinsic properties; and the sortalish properties with respect to which they 
appear to differ may also include both intrinsic and extrinsic properties, 
depending on one’s view concerning these properties. Thus, the Grounding 
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Problem does not ask how coincident objects which are intrinsically alike can 
apparently differ from each other in other non-intrinsic respects.

Bennett considers three types of responses to the Grounding Problem: (i) non- 
sortalish grounds—attempts to ground the sortalish differences between 
coincident objects somehow in their non-sortalish properties (e.g., by way of a 
supervenience principle of some sort); (ii) conceptualism/conventionalism— 

attempts to attribute the apparent sortalish differences between coincident 
objects in some way to our concepts or conventions; and (iii) primitivism—the 
position that objects have whatever sortalish properties they have primitively, 
and therefore nothing grounds the apparent sortalish differences between 
coincident objects. (Primitivism, in Bennett’s view, is not so much a solution to 
the Grounding Problem as it is a denial that there is a genuine question in the 
vicinity which requires an answer.)

Bennett takes the first style of response to be hopeless: given that coincident 
objects share all the same non-sortalish properties, it is difficult to see how the 
apparent sortalish differences between them could be grounded in their non- 
sortalish properties, regardless of the various attempts to the contrary to 
concoct suitable supervenience principles.5 The second style of response is also 
unattractive, in Bennett’s view, due to  (p.107) the questionable commitments it 
incurs: proponents of the second style of response must either hold that our 
concepts or conventions possess near-magical creative powers which they do 
not, in fact, seem to possess; or they must allow that objects can exist with no 
sortalish properties whatsoever prior to the imposition of such properties by 
means of our conceptual or conventional activities.6 Since Bennett takes both of 
these positions to be highly implausible, she urges pluralists not to opt for the 
second style of response to the Grounding Problem. The third option, viz., 
primitivism, is the best hope for pluralists, according to Bennett, though this 
response also comes with substantial costs. The apparent unattractiveness of 
primitivism can be alleviated, so Bennett argues, if pluralists take on board the 
following plenitude principle: “ … every region of space-time that contains an 
object at all contains a distinct object for every possible way of distributing 
‘essential’ and ‘accidental’ over the non-sortalish properties actually instantiated 
there” (Bennett (2004), p. 354).7 Bennett argues that, given this plenitude 
principle, the question of why any particular sortalish profile is instantiated in a 
given region of space-time can be answered by pointing to the fact that every 
possible such sortalish profile is instantiated in the same region of space-time.

4.3 Sidelle’s Challenge to Hylomorphists
Alan Sidelle has recently posed an interesting challenge to hylomorphists 
(Sidelle (2014)): depending on how these theorists conceive of the form present 
in a matter–form compound, hylomorphism either offers no solution to the 
Grounding Problem; or, if it does respond to the Grounding Problem at all, it 
does so in a way that is not proprietary to hylomorphism, and hence can be 
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adopted by non-hylomorphic approaches to the metaphysics of concrete 
particular objects as well. Either way, so Sidelle reasons, hylomorphism fails to 
add anything distinctive to the dialectical situation pluralists face when 
attempting to explain what grounds the apparent differences between 
numerically distinct spatiotemporally coincident objects.

To arrive at the first horn of the dilemma (viz., that according to certain 
conceptions of form, hylomorphism provides no solution to the Grounding 
Problem), Sidelle supposes, for the sake of the argument, that form is construed 
by hylomorphists as something along the lines of the organization or 
arrangement that is exhibited by an object’s material parts. Given this 
supposition, so Sidelle reasons, it is difficult to see why the matter composing a 
hylomorphic compound does not also exhibit the very same form as the 
hylomorphic compound itself. After all, while the matter in question composes 
the hylomorphic compound, both are organized and arranged in the very same 
manner, for as long as the entities in question are spatiotemporally coincident. 
At the same time, it is thought to be essential to the hylomorphic compound that 
its  (p.108) material parts are organized or arranged in the way that is dictated 
by the form in question, but only accidental to the matter composing the 
hylomorphic compound that these material parts are organized or arranged in 
this way. But now, so Sidelle argues, we can see that no progress at all has been 
made toward a distinctively hylomorphic solution to the Grounding Problem, 
given the conception of form currently under consideration. For the natural next 
question we want to pose is how it can be that the very same form belongs to a 
hylomorphic compound essentially, while it belongs to the matter composing it 
accidentally; and this question presents us with just another instance of the 
Grounding Problem. We have therefore apparently landed right back where we 
started and the appeal to form seems not to have contributed anything at all to 
providing a solution to the Grounding Problem.

The second horn of the dilemma (viz., that under a different hypothesis, 
hylomorphism fails to provide a distinctive solution to the Grounding Problem) 
requires a conception of form that is robust enough to block the problematic 
move just outlined. According to this more robust conception, it is taken as a 
brute fact that the form which is essentially present in a hylomorphic compound 
does not also accidentally belong in the same way to the matter composing it. 
(This second response, thus, is a version of what we referred to earlier as 
“primitivism.”) To illustrate, this approach assumes that no further explanation 
can be given as to why a statue, say, has a statue form present in it, while the 
clay constituting the statue does not: statues, according to this conception, by 
their very nature have statue forms present in them; and, since lumps of clay are 
not statues, lumps of clay by their very nature do not have statue forms present 
in them.
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While the account currently under consideration does not fall prey to the 
previously raised difficulty, it does, in Sidelle’s view, suffer from a different sort 
of weakness. For since the central thesis of hylomorphism (viz., that concrete 
particular objects are, in some sense, compounds of matter and form) seems to 
play no role in generating this second response to the Grounding Problem, the 
same style of response is also available to theorists who do not share the 
hylomorphic outlook. Instead of appealing to a brute formal difference between 
numerically distinct spatiotemporally coincident objects, these theorists can 
point to a brute difference of some other sort (e.g., a brute sortal difference, a 
brute difference with respect to persistence conditions, or what have you). 
Insofar as the second response provides a solution to the Grounding Problem, 
then, Sidelle considers it not to be proprietary to hylomorphism.

In addition, however, since the second response appeals to a brute difference 
between numerically distinct spatiotemporally coincident objects, Sidelle is 
skeptical as to whether it even yields a genuine solution to the Grounding 
Problem at all. For the question at issue was, after all, to say what grounds the 
differences between numerically distinct spatiotemporally coincident objects, 
and merely to point to the brute fact that there are such differences without 
explaining how these differences arise strikes Sidelle as not so much a solution 
to the Grounding Problem as “a denial that the basic differences between the 
objects need to be grounded” (Sidelle (2014), p. 402). In any  (p.109) case, so 
Sidelle concludes, hylomorphists are guilty of false advertising when they claim 
that their approach to the metaphysics of concrete particular objects is superior 
to others in that it yields a distinctive solution to the Grounding Problem which 
is not also available to those who do not endorse the basic hylomorphic premise.

4.4 Towards a Hylomorphic Solution to the Grounding Problem
In what follows, I argue for a robust hylomorphic pluralist response to Sidelle’s 
challenge. This approach rejects the non-robust construal of form problematized 
in the first horn of the dilemma Sidelle poses for hylomorphists, according to 
which forms lack the robustness necessary to prevent them from simultaneously 
bearing the same relation both to the matter–form compound (essentially) and 
the matter composing it (accidentally). Instead, I argue, hylomorphists should 
embrace the robust construal of form problematized in the second horn of his 
dilemma. Hylomorphists who adopt a robust construal of form can respond to 
the remainder of Sidelle’s challenge as follows. First, hylomorphists need not 
accept the responsibility of having to provide a distinctively hylomorphic solution 
to the Grounding Problem; rather, their response to the Grounding Problem may 
turn on features which can be utilized by hylomorphists and non-hylomorphists 
alike. (In that case, as Sidelle correctly notes, hylomorphists should of course 
not falsely advertise that their solution to the Grounding Problem is distinctively 
hylomorphic, when in fact it turns on features which generalize to other non- 
hylomorphic accounts as well.) In addition, I argue for a version of robust 
hylomorphic pluralism which invokes independently motivated essential 
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differences between coincident objects. When conjoined with a non-modal 
conception of essence, this response to the Grounding Problem outlines a 
strategy for explaining the derivative modal differences between coincident 
objects in terms of essential differences between them that are taken as basic by 
the account in question.8

4.4.1 The Scenario

Let’s return once more to Gibbard’s Lumpl and Goliath scenario cited earlier. 
Gibbard asks us to imagine a case in which a clay statue (“Goliath”) is fashioned 
by sticking  (p.110) together two pieces of clay, the part above the waist and 
the part below the waist; once the two pieces of clay are stuck together, a new 
piece of clay (“Lumpl”) comes into existence and the statue, Goliath, thereby 
simultaneously comes into existence as well. A day later, Goliath is smashed to 
pieces, thereby destroying Lumpl as well.9

Following a hylomorphic analysis of concrete particular objects, Goliath is a 
matter–form compound consisting of some matter, m, and a form, f. As noted in 
Chapter 3 (see Section 3.2), Goliath’s form, f, could be construed either as a 
universal or general entity or as a particular or individual entity, depending on 
whether we characterize forms in accordance with the universal forms 
hypothesis or the individual forms hypothesis. I will, in what follows, refer to 
Goliath as “O” (short for “object”) and use “+” to stand for the relation of 
hylomorphic composition by means of which m and f together give rise to O. We 
can then state the hylomorphic claim that Goliath is a compound of some matter, 
m, and a form, f, as follows:10

Presumably, hylomorphists will find it attractive to say that Lumpl, in Gibbard’s 
story, is just (numerically identical to) m, i.e., Goliath’s matter.

Further, this scenario involves the following three hylomorphic relations: the 
compound–form relation Goliath bears to its form, f; the matter–form relation 
Lumpl bears to Goliath’s form, f; and the matter–compound relation Lumpl bears 
to Goliath. Given the close connection between form and essence (see Section 

3.4.2), hylomorphists will want to say that Goliath’s form in some way figures in 
its essence:11

(2)  f figures in O’s essence.

In contrast, it is plausible to hold that Goliath’s form, f, does not figure in 
Lumpl’s essence, since Lumpl appears to be related to f only accidentally:

(3)  f does not figure in m’s essence.
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 (p.111) After all, even though Lumpl and Goliath, in Gibbard’s scenario, come 
into and go out of existence at the same time, Lumpl nevertheless could have 

existed in a scenario in which Goliath does not exist and in which Lumpl is not 
coincident with any other statue. In such a scenario, Lumpl would have existed 
without being related to Goliath’s form, f, or to Goliath. Lumpl, therefore, is only 
accidentally related to Goliath’s form, f, and f does not figure in Lumpl’s 
essence.

At this point, an apparent sortalish difference between Lumpl and Goliath has 
emerged, as is brought out in (2) and (3): while both Lumpl and Goliath stand in 
some relation to the very same entity, viz., Goliath’s form, f, this form figures 
only in Goliath’s essence but not in Lumpl’s. The Grounding Problem, in its 
current incarnation, now asks what (if anything) explains this apparent sortalish 
difference between Lumpl and Goliath:

(4)  Sortalish Difference: In virtue of what is it the case that f 
figures in O’s essence, but not in m’s essence?

Different hylomorphists will produce different answers to (4), depending in part 
on how they approach the following questions:

(5)  Compound–Form Relation: How is a matter–form compound 
related to its form?
(6)  Matter–Form Relation: How is the matter composing a matter– 

form compound related to the compound’s form?
(7)  Matter–Compound Relation: How is the matter composing a 
matter–form compound related to the compound?
(8)  Form: What sort of entity is the form composing a matter–form 
compound?
(9)  Matter: What sort of entity is the matter composing a matter– 

form compound?

4.4.2 Hylomorphic Monism

Hylomorphic monists hold that matter–form compounds and their matter are 
numerically identical or numerically the same concrete particular object: that is, 
in their view, the matter–compound relation, at issue in (7), is numerical identity 
or numerical sameness.12 From the perspective of the monist, therefore, the 
region of space-time occupied by Lumpl and Goliath, despite appearances to the 
contrary, is in fact occupied by only a single concrete particular object. As noted 
earlier, even though monists deny that Gibbard’s case involving Lumpl and 
Goliath presents us with a genuine case of coincidence, these theorists 
nevertheless still face an explanatory task of their own: for monists as well must 
in some way account for our practice, as illustrated in (2) and (3), of attributing 
apparently contradictory properties to Lumpl and Goliath, despite  (p.112) the 
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fact that, in their view, the region of space-time in question is occupied by only a 
single concrete particular object.

The universalist powers approach defended in Marmodoro (2013), for example, 
presents us with a version of hylomorphic monism. According to this approach, 
the pre-existing material ingredients (e.g., the bricks and mortar) from which a 
hylomorphic compound (e.g., a house) is made cease to exist as a result of the 
process which produces a new hylomorphic compound. Thus, there is no 
separate entity or collection of entities (viz., the matter or plurality of material 
parts composing a newly created hylomorphic compound) which is numerically 
distinct but spatiotemporally coincident with the newly created hylomorphic 
compound.

Marmodoro’s approach has the benefit of escaping the ontological commitments 
incurred by pluralists, but only at the cost of diverging dramatically from the 
persistence conditions we ordinarily attribute to the pre-existing entities which 
go into the making of a newly created hylomorphic compound. Thus, no brick, 
for example, can, strictly speaking, survive the building of a house, even when 
(as we would ordinarily put it) all that apparently happens to the brick, say, is 
that it comes to be surrounded by other bricks and connected to them with 
mortar. In such a case, the brick ceases to exist once it becomes “absorbed” into 
the newly created house, though many of the characteristics which previously 
inhered in the brick prior to its destruction continue to “live on” in the newly 
created house.13

4.4.3 Non-Robust Hylomorphic Pluralism

Hylomorphic pluralists deny that a matter–form compound and its matter are 
numerically identical or numerically the same concrete particular object: that is, 
in their view, numerical identity or numerical sameness are not live options for 
the matter–compound relation at issue in (7). The Grounding Problem challenges 
these theorists to explain how Lumpl and Goliath, despite the fact that they are 
otherwise so much alike, can nevertheless differ with respect to their sortalish 
profile, as illustrated in (2) and (3). Non-robust hylomorphists construe forms in 
the non-robust way problematized by the first horn of Sidelle’s dilemma. Given 
this combination of views, as will become clear shortly, non-robust hylomorphic 
pluralists make it unnecessarily difficult for themselves to formulate a response 
to the Grounding Problem.

Suppose, for example, that forms are construed in the following non-robust 
manner: for Goliath to “have” a certain form is simply for Goliath’s material 
parts to be arranged in a certain way. Of course, if all it takes for an entity to 
“have” a certain form is for its material parts to be arranged in a certain way, 
then nothing will prevent Lumpl from  (p.113) also “having” Goliath’s form, f, 
simply by virtue of being spatiotemporally coincident with Goliath. After all, 
spatiotemporally coincident objects are composed of the same material parts 
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and their material parts are arranged in the same way. Thus, given this non- 
robust construal of form, both Lumpl and Goliath count as standing in the very 
same relation to Goliath’s form, merely by virtue of being spatiotemporally 
coincident.

But now we may ask the question posed in (4): why is it that Goliath’s form, f, 
figures in Goliath’s essence, but not in Lumpl’s? In general, hylomorphic 
pluralists would be expected to appeal to a formal difference between Lumpl and 
Goliath in order to explain their apparent sortalish differences. In this case, 
however, the relevant apparent sortalish difference between Lumpl and Goliath 
precisely concerns their relation to Goliath’s form, f. Since non-robust 
hylomorphic pluralists hold that Lumpl and Goliath both “have” Goliath’s form, f, 
in virtue of having the same material parts arranged in the same way, it becomes 
utterly mysterious how an appeal to Goliath’s form, f, could possibly help to 
explain why Goliath and Lumpl are nevertheless apparently differently related to 
Goliath’s form, f, as brought out in (2) and (3).

The lesson to draw from this characterization of Gibbard’s scenario is not that 
hylomorphic pluralists in general are unable to formulate a solution to the 
Grounding Problem; but rather that hylomorphic pluralists should reject the 
assumptions on which the non-robust construal of form and the compound–form 
relation are based. Where non-robust hylomorphic pluralists go wrong is that 
their construal suggests a reductive analysis of what it means for a compound to 
be related to its form in terms of conditions that are so minimal that the matter 
composing the compound meets these conditions as well, merely by virtue of 
being spatiotemporally coincident with the compound. With these impoverished 
resources at their disposal, it is no wonder, then, that non-robust hylomorphic 
pluralists have trouble explaining the apparent sortalish differences between 
coincident objects by appeal to their formal differences. As we will see in what 
follows, robust hylomorphic pluralists not only reject the minimal conditions 
proposed by their non-robust counterparts; they also reject the very idea that it 
is necessary at all for hylomorphists to give a reductive analysis of a compound’s 
relation to its form.14

4.4.4 Robust Hylomorphic Pluralism: A Compositional Approach

I endorse the following robust pluralist hylomorphic response to the Grounding 
Problem which incorporates views I have developed elsewhere (see especially 
Koslicki (2008a, 2012b)): (i) numerically distinct spatiotemporally coincident 
objects are  (p.114) formally distinct, i.e., they have distinct essences; (ii) these 
basic essential differences between numerically distinct spatiotemporally 
coincident objects, when conjoined with a non-modal conception of essence, can 
be used to explain their derivative modal differences; and (iii) the considerations 
on which (i) and (ii) are based are independently motivated, i.e., based on 
reasons not directly related to our desire to formulate a hylomorphic response to 
the Grounding Problem. A response to the Grounding Problem which exhibits 
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these three features still counts as a version of primitivism, since it takes as 
basic essential differences between numerically distinct spatiotemporally 
coincident objects. However, since the main features of this account are 
independently motivated and earn their keep by doing explanatory work, the 
robust hylomorphic pluralism I propose does not simply deny that the apparent 
sortalish differences between numerically distinct spatiotemporally coincident 
objects need to be grounded; rather, it outlines a strategy for explaining the 
derivative modal differences between numerically distinct spatiotemporally 
coincident objects in terms of their basic essential differences.

In the remainder of Section 4.4.4, I focus on the first component of my response 
to the Grounding Problem and argue that we have independently motivated 
reasons for thinking that coincident objects have distinct essences. In Section 

4.5, I turn to the second component of my strategy and discuss how an 
independently motivated non-modal conception of essence can be used to 
explain the derivative modal differences between coincident objects. Although 
other theorists may disagree with the details of my account, (i)–(iii) are in 
principle transferable to other hylomorphic or non-hylomorphic versions of 
robust pluralism as well. Hence, the overall strategy I am proposing does not, 
and is not intended to, yield a distinctively hylomorphic solution to the 
Grounding Problem.

4.4.4.1 Robust Mereological Hylomorphic Pluralism: the Basics

To begin with, let’s review the basic hylomorphic characterization of Gibbard’s 
Lumpl and Goliath scenario (see Section 4.4.1: (1)–(3)). Goliath is a compound of 
some matter, m, and some form, f; Lumpl is Goliath’s matter; Goliath’s form, f, 
figures in Goliath’s essence, but does not figure in Lumpl’s essence. Next, given 
pluralism, Lumpl and Goliath, by Leibniz’s Law, are numerically distinct, since 
they are not indiscernible with respect to all of their properties. Given robust 
hylomorphic pluralism, Goliath’s relation to its form, f, is not analyzed 
reductively in terms of conditions that are so minimal that Lumpl, merely by 
virtue of being spatiotemporally coincident with Goliath, meets these conditions 
as well and therefore counts as standing in the very same relation to f as 
Goliath. More generally, robust hylomorphic pluralists reject the very idea that a 
reductive analysis of a matter–form compound’s relation to its form can be 
given, or needs to be given.

In addition, I supplement this basic characterization of robust hylomorphic 
pluralism with the following further positions. Firstly, following the hylomorphic 
conception of matter defended in Chapter 2, I take the material parts of matter– 

form compounds  (p.115) themselves to be matter–form compounds, as long as 
these material parts are also structured wholes. Secondly, given the individual 
forms hypothesis I endorsed in Chapter 3, I construe forms as particular or 
individual entities that are by their very nature not repeatable or sharable 
among multiple distinct entities by being wholly present in each of them at a 

https://oxford.universitypressscholarship.com/view/10.1093/oso/9780198823803.001.0001/oso-9780198823803-chapter-5#oso-9780198823803-chapter-5-div2-24
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single time. Thirdly, according to the thoroughly mereological conception of 
composition I developed in Koslicki (2008a), both the matter and the form 
composing a matter–form compound are literally and strictly speaking proper 
parts of the compound, according to a single relation of proper parthood.15,16

In response to the questions posed in (5)–(9), this combination of views gives 
rise to the following position, to which I will refer in what follows as 
“(RMHP)” (short for “Robust Mereological Hylomorphic Pluralism”):

(5’)  Compound–Form Relation: f is a proper part of O; and f 
figures in O’s essence.
(6’)  Matter–Form Relation: m satisfies constraints dictated by f.
(7’)  Matter–Compound Relation: m is a proper part of O.
(8’)  Form: f is a robust particular which does not simultaneously 
bear the same relation to O (essentially) and to m (accidentally).
(9’)  Matter: m is a matter–form compound (assuming m is a 
structured whole); m and O are both concrete particular objects and 
hence belong to the same ontological category.17

 (p.116) 4.4.4.2 Essential Differences between Coincident Objects

As stated in (5’) and (7’), the compound–form relation and the matter–compound 
relation overlap, in that both the matter and the form, in my view, are proper 
parts of the matter–form compound they compose. However, as brought out in 
(5’), the compound–form relation also includes a further dimension, in addition 
to the mereological relationship between a matter–form compound and its form. 
This further dimension concerns the close connection between form and 
essence: the form, according to my thoroughly mereological conception of 
composition, is a proper part of the matter–form compound; but, in addition to 
that, the form also figures in the compound’s essence, either by exhausting (i.e., 
being identical to) its essence or by being included in its essence. (More on the 
connection between form and essence shortly.)

Contrary to what is assumed by non-robust hylomorphic pluralists, the matter– 

form relation, at issue in (6’), is not the same relation as the compound–form 
relation. Rather, the relation borne by the material components composing a 
whole to the form associated with the matter–form compound in question is that 
of satisfying the constraints specified by the form. As I have emphasized in 
previous work, among the primary responsibilities of the form within a matter– 

form compound is to specify a range of structural requirements which must be 
satisfied by the material parts composing a matter–form compound. We may 
think of the form associated with a matter–form compound, on the one hand, as 
an entity which provides “slots” to be filled by objects of a certain kind, i.e., a 
sort of “recipe” for how to build wholes of that kind. An object’s material 
components or matter, on the other hand, may be visualized as what fills the 
“slots” specified by the object’s form: the compound’s material components are 
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thus, so to speak, the “ingredients” that are called for in the “recipe”; they are 
the objects which, in a successful case of composition, satisfy the conditions 
dictated by the object’s form. These structural constraints specified by the 
object’s form usually result in requirements concerning the type, configuration, 
and sometimes even the number of material components from which wholes of 
the kind in question must be composed. In addition to these structural 
constraints, however, the form also sets other constraints governing the object’s 
material components: in general, the form is that explanatory principle within a 
matter–form compound which accounts for the compound’s structure, identity, 
and unity.18

 (p.117) Given that, as stated in (5’), forms are proper parts of the matter–form 
compounds with which they are associated, the logical properties of parthood 
and composition, in my view, legislate that matter–form compounds cannot be 
taken to be numerically identical to their individual forms: contrary to the 
composition-as-identity model, I hold that wholes are numerically distinct from 
their proper parts, individually or collectively.19 The present approach, 
therefore, allows us to take a stand against identity theorists who hold that the 
compound–form relation at issue in (5) is numerical identity.20

We noted in Chapter 3 (see Section 3.4.2) that various options are open to both 
universal and individual forms theorists when it comes to the development of a 
clarified understanding concerning the relation between form and essence. Both 
approaches are able to represent the possibility that the essence of a 
hylomorphic compound is identical to its form as well as the possibility that the 
essence of a hylomorphic compound is not exhausted by its form, e.g., on the 
grounds that the matter composing it also in some way figures into its essence, if 
only generically. If forms are particular or individual entities, then a compound’s 
individual essence is either exhausted by (i.e., is identical to) its individual form 
or it includes but is not exhausted by the compound’s individual form, e.g., on 
the grounds that the matter also in some way figures in its individual essence, if 
only generically. Alternatively, if forms are universal or general entities, then the 
essences under discussion are generic essences shared by all members of a 
certain kind. Still, this latter option is also compatible with both of the 
possibilities just mentioned: either kind essences are purely formal or, e.g., it is 
also part of the generic essence of a certain kind of hylomorphic compound, that 
it is suitably enmattered. Either way, forms and essences are intimately linked, 
since the essence of a matter–form compound is either exhausted by or includes 
its form.21

According to RMHP, Goliath’s form, f, is a proper part of Goliath. Even though 
Lumpl is coincident with an object, viz., Goliath, which has f as a proper part, f is 
not therefore also a proper part of Lumpl. Recall that robust hylomorphic 
pluralists reject the idea that they are under any obligation to give a reductive 
analysis of a compound’s  (p.118) relation to its form. Thus, the fact that Lumpl 
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occupies the very same region of space-time as an object, viz., Goliath, that has 
Goliath’s form, f, as a proper part, is not a reason for thinking that Lumpl must 
therefore also have f as a proper part. Although I have adduced general 
philosophical reasons in my previous work for thinking that a matter–form 
compound has its form as a proper part, these arguments are not offered in the 
spirit of giving a reductive analysis of the relation between a matter–form 
compound and its form. Rather, as a proponent of RMHP, I maintain that it is a 
basic fact about Lumpl and Goliath that they differ with respect to their formal 
parts.

Turning now to (8’), we can use the basic outlines of RMHP to bring us one step 
closer to the larger goal of arriving at a clarified understanding of what sorts of 
entities forms are. Given the robust construal of forms, we know that forms 
cannot be reductively analyzed in terms of a set of minimal conditions which are 
simultaneously met by the compound’s matter, merely in virtue of the fact that it 
materially composes the compound. These further constraints that are placed on 
our conception of forms by the robust construal are not specific enough to single 
out a particular choice among the range of ontological categories available to 
individual forms theorists. But they do narrow down our options to some extent 
by removing from our consideration approaches, according to which, forms are 
construed non-robustly.22 If we want to cut down the range of viable options 
available to individual forms theorists even further beyond their status as robust 
particulars, this choice must be made on independent grounds which go beyond 
the considerations raised here.

Next, as stated in (9’), Lumpl, i.e., Goliath’s matter, given the hylomorphic 
conception of matter advocated in Chapter 2, is itself to be construed as a 
matter–form compound, O*, consisting of some matter, m*, and a form, f*, 
assuming that Lumpl is also a structured whole:

(10)

Therefore, Lumpl, on this view, belongs to the very same ontological category as 
Goliath, i.e., both are concrete particular objects and both are analyzed as 
matter–form  (p.119) compounds, assuming that Lumpl and Goliath are both 
structured wholes. The same reasons which motivate us to hold that Goliath has 
its matter, i.e., Lumpl, and its form, f, as a proper part, apply to Lumpl as well; 
therefore, we construe Lumpl similarly as a hylomorphic compound which has 
both its matter, m*, and its form, f*, as proper parts.

Notice that it now follows, perhaps surprisingly, that Lumpl’s form, f*, is also a 
proper part of Goliath: for f* is a proper part of Lumpl; Lumpl is a proper part of 
Goliath; the proper parthood relation which relates Lumpl’s form, f*, to Lumpl is 
the very same proper parthood relation as that which relates Goliath’s matter, 
viz., Lumpl, to Goliath; and, finally, this single relation of proper parthood is 
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transitive. Since Lumpl’s form, f*, is a proper part of a proper part of Goliath 
(viz., Lumpl), f* is therefore also a proper part of Goliath. Nevertheless, we 
should not infer from the fact that Lumpl’s form, f*, is a proper part of Goliath 
that Lumpl’s form, f*, is therefore also Goliath’s form or that it must therefore 
also figure in Goliath’s essence. Rather, I take it to be a basic fact about Goliath 
that f, and not f*, is Goliath’s form and that f, and not f*, figures in Goliath’s 
essence; and correspondingly for Lumpl and its relations to f and f*, respectively. 
Just as robust hylomorphic pluralists reject the idea that a reductive analysis of a 
matter–form compound’s relation to its form can be given or needs to be given, 
so proponents of a non-modal conception of essence reject the idea that a 
reductive analysis can be given or needs to be given of facts about the essences 
of objects.

We can now return to the question, posed earlier in (4), concerning the 
particular sortalish difference between Lumpl’s and Goliath’s respective 
relationship to Goliath’s form, f: “In virtue of what is it the case that f figures in 
O’s essence, but not in m’s essence?”. Insofar as (4) issues a request for a 
reductive analysis of why Goliath and Lumpl have distinct essences, this 
question must be rejected as misguided. The best we can do is to respond to (4) 
by pointing out that it is a basic fact about Goliath that f (but not f*) figures in its 
essence, and a basic fact about Lumpl that f* (but not f) figures in its essence. In 
addition, general philosophical reasons can be adduced for preferring a 
thoroughly mereological conception of composition and a non-modal conception 
of essence over rival approaches. Beyond that, however, we must simply accept 
that all explanation comes to an end once we have reached facts about the 
essences of matter–form compounds that are taken as basic by the approach in 
question. While the basic essential differences between Lumpl and Goliath 
therefore cannot be further explained in terms of anything more basic, the fact 
that coincident objects have distinct essences, as we will see in the Section 4.5, 
can be used in conjunction with a non-modal conception of essence to explain 
why they differ with respect to their derivative modal profile.23

 (p.120) 4.5 Explanatory Work for Non-Modal Essences
As noted earlier (see Section 1.6: “Essence and Accident”; “The Grounding 
Problem”), pluralists can hope to make some headway toward formulating a 
response to the Grounding Problem if they combine their analysis of concrete 
particular objects with a non-modal conception of essence.24 According to such 
approaches to the essence/accident distinction, certain facts about the essences 
of concrete particular objects are taken as basic and other facts concerning their 
modal profile (viz., facts about what is necessary but non-essential to these 
objects) are regarded as, at least in part, derivable from these primitive facts 
about their essences. As a result, a hylomorphic analysis of concrete particular 
objects, when combined with a suitable approach to the essence/accident 
distinction, can hope to explain certain of the differences which obtain between 
numerically distinct spatiotemporally coincident objects, viz., differences with 
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respect to their modal profile, in terms of differences between their respective 
essences, together with whatever further considerations turn out to be relevant 
to the derivation of the non-essential but necessary features of hylomorphic 
compounds from facts about their essences.

As I argued in Koslicki (2012b), to make headway in explaining how the 
necessary accidents inhering in a hylomorphic compound follow from its 
essence, it is likely that we find ourselves having to appeal not just to the 
essence of the hylomorphic compound in question, but also to facts about the 
essences of distinct but related entities. To illustrate, as Aristotle brings out in 
his biological treatises, there is no reason to expect that the necessary (but non- 
essential) features of camels, say, can be derived solely from facts about the 
essences of camels. Rather, when we inspect Aristotle’s reasoning in these texts, 
it becomes evident that he takes facts about the essences of various other types 
of entities (e.g., animals and living organisms in general, stomachs, deserts, or 
earthy material) also to be relevant to a proper explanation of why camels have 
the particular necessary (but non-essential) features they do. To illustrate, the 
fact that the palates of camels are hard and durable, so Aristotle reasons, is at 
least in part to be  (p.121) explained by reference to the fact that the palates of 
camels are made of earthy material. But the fact that things made of 
predominantly earthy material are hard and durable, for Aristotle, is itself 
directly traceable to facts about the essence of earth, one of the four elements 
which, in Aristotle’s view, materially compose the inhabitants of the sublunary 
sphere in different ratios. Thus, an account of why camels have the particular 
necessary (but non-essential) features they do (e.g., hard and durable palates) 
may also terminate in facts about the essences of other types of entities which 
are in some way implicated, in particular, in the activities, physiology, or habitat 
of camels.

Such an approach is compatible with both the individual forms hypothesis and 
the universal forms hypothesis, as long as the modal properties which are 
supposed to be explained by reference to basic facts about essences are general 
modal properties, i.e., modal properties which are shared by all (or at least 
typical) members of a kind. If, however, some of the modal properties at issue 
are peculiar to the matter–forms compound at hand, then kind essences, 
needless to say, will not do the trick. I argued in Section 3.4.3 that some such 
modal properties, viz., those concerning the cross-world identity and 
distinctness of concrete particular objects, are in fact peculiar to specific 
matter–form compounds and should be explained by appeal to facts about the 
numerical identity and distinctness of their individual forms. Thus, proponents of 
the individual forms hypothesis can help themselves to the following 
consideration in favor of their view: assuming that specific matter–form 
compounds have peculiar modal properties (i.e., modal properties that are 
unique to these matter–form compounds and not shared by other members of 
the same kind), individual forms offer a better prospect for allowing us to 
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ground these particular modal properties in the essences of matter–form 
compounds than do universal forms.

A response to the Grounding Problem which utilizes a non-modal conception of 
essence will not serve to explain all the differences which obtain between 
numerically distinct spatiotemporally coincident objects in terms of other more 
basic features; rather, it assumes that all such explanations must eventually 
bottom out once we have reached certain basic non-modal facts about essences. 
To illustrate, suppose, for example, that a specification of Socrates’ essence 
makes reference to the fact that Socrates is a living organism that is composed 
of a human soul and a suitable body, while no reference to a human soul is 
included in a specification of the essence of Socrates’ body. Then, the question of 
why a specification of Socrates’ essence includes a reference to a human soul, 
while a specification of the essence of Socrates’ body does not include a 
reference to a human soul, cannot be expected to receive an answer in more 
basic terms, since non-modal facts about the essences of matter–form 
compounds are assumed to be explanatorily basic according to the approach at 
issue. Given this difference between Socrates’ essence and the essence of 
Socrates’ body, however, certain of the other derivative modal differences 
between a hylomorphic compound and its matter can now be explained by 
appeal to their basic essential differences, e.g., why upon Socrates’ death his 
body slowly starts to deteriorate, whereas during Socrates’ lifetime his material 
parts interact and hang together in a sufficiently unified manner to allow  (p. 
122) Socrates to engage in various activities that are characteristic of human 
and non-human animals, e.g., perceiving, sleeping, dreaming, procreating, 
moving, etc.

The crucial piece of apparatus which is still missing from the robust pluralist 
response to the Grounding Problem just outlined is a proper treatment of the 
relation of “following from” which, according to a non-modal conception of 
essence, connects basic non-modal facts about the essences of hylomorphic 
compounds to their derived modal profile.25 As I discuss in Koslicki (2012b), 
both Aristotle and Kit Fine, in their conception of the relation between essence 
and modality, rely on such a distinction between what belongs to the essence 
proper of an object and what merely follows from the essence proper of an 
object. On both Fine’s and Aristotle’s conception, the de re necessary truths 
state the necessary (but non-essential) features which merely follow from, but 
are not included in, the essence proper of an object. In order for this type of 
approach to the relation between essence and necessity to be successful, we 
must be able to identify an appropriate consequence relation which generates 
the result that the de re necessary truths about objects follow from basic truths 
about their essences. For example, supposing that it is part of the essence of 
triangles that they have three angles and merely necessary but non-essential to 
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triangles that they have three sides, then we must be given some indication of 
how the second feature derives from the first.

The approach Fine defends in his pioneering work on essence and modality in 
the 1990s certainly has an advantage over the traditional modal conception of 
essence, in that it is set up to reflect the sensitivity of essential truths toward 
their grounds, viz., facts concerning the identity of those objects in virtue of 
which these claims are true. But in this work Fine assumes that the relevant 
consequence relation which connects propositions stating what is necessary but 
non-essential to objects to propositions stating what is essential to them is that 
of logical entailment.26 A triangle’s being three-sided, however, is not logically 
entailed by its being three-angled, unless additional premises are added which 
take the relationship in question for granted and hence make the derivation in 
question philosophically uninteresting (e.g., that every closed geometrical figure 
with three angles also has three sides and that triangles are closed geometrical 
figures).

Aristotle’s central idea, in contrast, is that the explanatory power of definitions 
(statements of the essence) derives from the causal power of essences.27 This 
approach has the potential to open the door to a philosophically satisfying 
account of the  (p.123) distinction between what belongs to an entity’s essence 
proper and what merely follows from its essence. The relevant consequence 
relation which characterizes this contrast, according to Aristotle, is that supplied 
by his technical concept of demonstration [apodeixis], as developed in the 

Posterior Analytics. Demonstration encompasses more than deductive 
entailment, in that the explanatory order of priority represented in a successful 
demonstration must mirror precisely the causal order of priority present in the 
phenomena in question. In particular, as essences are the causal bedrock of 
Aristotle’s metaphysics, so definitions, the linguistic counterparts of essences, 
are the explanatory bedrock of Aristotle’s theory of demonstration. Armed with a 
suitable analysis of causation, Aristotle’s central idea, viz., to trace the 
explanatory power of definitions to the causal power of essences, thus points the 
way toward a promising direction to pursue for those who are in search of an 
appropriate non-logical asymmetric explanatory connection between basic non- 
modal facts about the essences of objects and derivative facts about their modal 
profile.28

4.6 Conclusion
This chapter focused on the nature of the hylomorphic relations which obtain 
between a matter–form compound, its matter, and its form. In order to clarify the 
nature of these relations, I examined the question of how hylomorphists should 
respond to the challenge issued by the Grounding Problem (see the eighth 
desideratum and decision point discussed in Section 1.6). The Grounding 
Problem asks why an object and its matter (e.g., a statue and the clay that 
constitutes it) can apparently differ with respect to certain of their properties 
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(e.g., the clay’s ability to survive being squashed, as compared to the statue’s 
inability to do so), even though they are otherwise so much alike. I argued for 
the following robust pluralist response to the Grounding Problem.

According to a robust construal of forms, a matter–form compound’s relation to 
its form cannot be reductively analyzed in terms of conditions that are so 
minimal that they are met simultaneously by the compound itself (essentially) 
and by its matter (accidentally) merely by virtue of the fact that they are 
spatiotemporally coincident. In fact, robust hylomorphic pluralists reject the 
very idea that a reductive analysis of a compound’s relation to its form can be 
given or needs to be given. In combination with my independently motivated 
endorsement of the individual forms hypothesis (see Section 3.4.3), we thus 
arrive at a construal of forms as robust particulars. A form’s status as a robust 
particular does not single out a specific choice from among the range of 
ontological categories that are available to individual forms theorists (see 
Section 3.2.3); but the arguments I have presented here do serve to narrow 
down our options further to some extent, by removing from our consideration 
approaches which take forms to be non-robust particulars.

 (p.124) In addition, my response to the Grounding Problem follows the 
thoroughly mereological conception of composition I developed in Koslicki 
(2008a), which holds that a matter–form compound has both its matter and its 
form literally and strictly speaking as proper parts, according to a single relation 
of proper parthood. Given the close connection between form and essence (see 
Section 3.4.2), a compound’s relation to its form includes a further dimension, 
which goes beyond their mereological connection: for the compound’s form also 
figures in the compound’s essence either by exhausting (i.e., being identical to) 
the compound’s essence or by being included in the compound’s essence, along 
with whatever else turns out to be essential to the compound in question. Given 
robust mereological hylomorphic pluralism, it is a basic fact about the essences 
of coincident objects that they differ with respect to their formal parts. When 
combined with a non-modal conception of essence, this approach leads to a 
promising strategy for how the derivative modal differences between coincident 
objects may be grounded in their basic essential differences.

One outstanding piece of the puzzle, which is still needed in order to complete 
the response I outlined in the foregoing remarks, is a proper treatment of the 
relevant asymmetric consequence relation which connects what is, strictly 
speaking, part of the essence proper of an entity and what is merely necessary 
(but not essential) to it. While this “following from” relation must be 
distinguished from logical entailment, a positive treatment of it (e.g., in terms of 
a suitable notion of causation) poses, as of yet, a still open research project for 
robust hylomorphic and non-hylomorphic pluralists who are sympathetic to a 
non-modal conception of essence.
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Notes:

(1) The contents of this chapter largely coincide with Koslicki (2018b).

(2) According to Leibniz’s Law, necessarily for all objects, x and y, if x and y are 
numerically identical (i.e., x = y), then x and y are qualitatively indiscernible 
(i.e., they have all the same properties and stand in all the same relations). 
Leibniz’s Law should be distinguished from the much more controversial 
converse principle, the Identity of Indiscernibles, according to which necessarily 
for all objects, x and y, if x and y are qualitatively indiscernible (i.e., have all the 
same properties and stand in all the same relations), then x and y are 
numerically identical (i.e., x = y). See Koslicki (2005) for further discussion of 
the cogency of Leibniz’s Law-style arguments in favor of the numerical 
distinctness of coincident objects.

(3) For illustrations along these lines, see, for example, Fine (2000).

(4) For additional discussion of the Grounding Problem, see, for example, 
deRosset (2011); Divers (2008); Fine (2008); Jago (2016b); Olson (2001); Sutton 
(2012); Zimmerman (1995).

(5) See, for example, Baker (2000); Rea (1997); Sider (1999b); Zimmerman 
(1995).

(6) See, for example, Sidelle (1989, 1992).

(7) See, for example, Yablo (1987, 1992), though Yablo’s motivation for endorsing 
the plenitude principle is not driven by the desire to provide a response to the 
Grounding Problem.

(8) I, myself, am guilty of Sidelle’s charge that hylomorphists engage in false 
advertising when they claim that their account generates a distinctively 

hylomorphic solution to the Grounding Problem. I argued in Koslicki (2008a) 
that a mere difference in formal parts between numerically distinct 
spatiotemporally coincident objects is sufficient to yield a distinctively 
hylomorphic solution to the Grounding Problem (Koslicki (2008a), pp. 181ff). I 
no longer hold this position. Instead, as I propose here, in addition to the 
independently motivated essential differences between coincident objects, I now 
believe that a non-modal conception of essence is also needed to formulate a 
credible response to the Grounding Problem. But hylomorphists and non- 
hylomorphists alike can help themselves to this strategy; hence, the resulting 
response to the Grounding Problem is not distinctively hylomorphic. As long as 
hylomorphists are careful not to engage in false advertising, however, they 
should not be concerned if the main features of their response to the Grounding 
Problem can be replicated by non-hylomorphists as well.
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(9) Although this particular case happens to involve artifacts, I assume that a 
case in which a concrete particular object and its matter are spatiotemporally 
coincident could, in principle, be constructed for living or non-living members of 
natural kinds as well. I thus intend my reasoning in what follows to be 
completely general and not to turn on any characteristics that might be specific 
to the case of artifacts.

(10) The representation in (1) is an oversimplification, since it ignores the 
possibility that O can persist through changes with respect to its matter over 
time. Thus, a more realistic representation of the claim that Goliath is a 
compound of some matter, m, and a form, f, would have to accommodate such 
possibilities as the following: Goliath exists at a time, t1, and at a distinct time, 
t2, and the matter, m1, which composes Goliath at t1 is distinct from the matter, 
m2, which composes Goliath at t2. For the sake of simplicity, I will in what 
follows continue to suppress the necessary relativization to time.

(11) The term, “figure,” is intentionally vague to allow for different ways of filling 
in the relation between form and essence. As noted in Section 3.4.2, proponents 
of the individual and universal forms hypothesis alike have the option of holding 
either that the essence of a matter–form compound is exhausted by (i.e., 
identical to) its form or that the essence of a matter–form compound includes 
but is not exhausted by its form, e.g., on the grounds that the matter composing 
the compound also in some way figures in its essence, if only generically. Either 
way a statement of the essence of a matter–form compound will include a 
reference to its form.

(12) See Rea (1998), for example, for an approach to the relation between a 
matter–form compound and its matter which distinguishes between numerical 
sameness and numerical identity.

(13) Versions of hylomorphic monism can also be found in Brower (2014); 
Jaworski (2016b); Oderberg (2007); Rea (1998); and Toner (2008). Hylomorphic 
monists often conceive of the relation between an object and its matter in terms 
of the distinction between what is actually present and what is merely 
potentially present in a given region of space-time (see also the distinction 
between actual and “virtual” parts discussed in connection with Oderberg’s and 
Brower’s approaches in Section 2.2.3 and Section 2.3.2, respectively).

(14) Sidelle quite clearly construes non-robust hylomorphic pluralism as a 
position which, in the course of attempting to generate a response to the 
Grounding Problem, also goes in for a reductive analysis of a compound’s 
relation to its form. For example, the title of Section 2 of Sidelle (2014) is “What 
is it for an object to have a form?” and the question reoccurs numerous times 
throughout Sidelle’s discussion. As Sidelle recognizes, robust hylomorphic 
pluralists, by contrast, reject the idea that they are obliged to give a reductive 
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account of a compound’s relation to its form, as part of their response to the 
Grounding Problem or for any other reason. In their view, after all, no further 
analysis in more basic terms can or needs to be given of a compound’s relation 
to its form.

(15) Very briefly, my argument in Koslicki (2008a), Chapter 7, goes as follows. In 
order to avoid a proliferation of primitive sui generis notions of parthood and 
composition, whose characteristics must be stipulatively imposed on them by 
means of distinct bodies of postulates (Armstrong (1978, 1986, 1989, 1991, 
1997); Fine (1999)), I assume a single notion of parthood, at least for the domain 
of concrete particular objects, which satisfies at least the following minimal 
formal characteristics: Asymmetry, Transitivity, and Weak Supplementation. (The 
Weak Supplementation Principle states that an object which has a proper part 
must have at least another proper part disjoint from the first.) By Leibniz’s Law, 
a whole is not identical to its proper parts, individually or collectively, since a 
whole and its proper parts are not indiscernible with respect to all of their 
properties. Next, it is plausible to think that a matter–form compound has its 
matter or material components as proper parts. Suppose now that it is possible 
for a whole (e.g., a statue) to be composed of just a single material component 
(e.g., a piece of clay). Then, by Weak Supplementation, the whole must have one 
or more additional proper parts besides its single material component. The best 
candidates for these additional proper parts within the whole are of course its 
form or formal components. I conclude that a whole therefore has both its 
matter or material components and its form or formal components as proper 
parts, strictly and literally speaking and according to a single relation of proper 
parthood.

(16) One might think that my view is susceptible to a regress argument of the 
sort familiar from Aristotle’s discussion in Met. Z.17. I disagree and defend my 
reading of the relevant passage as well as my response to the regress argument 
in Koslicki (2006). The unity of matter–form compounds is taken up in more 
detail in Chapter 7.

(17) I am focused here on scenarios in which a whole is composed of a single 
material component. In a scenario in which a whole is composed of more than 
one material component, its matter in my view is a plurality of material 
components. In that case, each of these material components, assuming that it is 
a structured whole, is itself a concrete particular object that is analyzed 
hylomorphically as a compound of matter and form. As noted earlier, the more 
precise formulation of the hylomorphic conception of matter includes the 
following important proviso: the material parts of matter–form compounds are 
themselves matter–form compounds, unless or until we reach an empirically 
confirmed level in the compositional hierarchy at which the material parts of 
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matter–form compounds are not themselves structured wholes. The possibility 
envisaged in the proviso is discussed in more detail in Chapter 2.

(18) I discuss the structural constraints set by the form of a matter–form 
compound in Koslicki (2008a). For the form’s role in determining the numerical 
identity of matter–form compounds, see Section 3.4.3 in this work; and Koslicki 
(2018a). The unity of matter–form compounds will be taken up in Chapter 7. The 
three types of constraints I have just identified (i.e., constraints concerning the 
structure, identity, and unity of a matter–form compound) are not intended to 
constitute an exhaustive list of all possible types of constraints which can be 
placed on an object’s material components by the object’s form. One would 
expect, for example, that specific kinds of objects are governed by further formal 
constraints which do not generalize across the board. To illustrate, in the case of 
chemical kinds, for example, the material components composing a molecule, 
say, must be chemically bonded to one another by sharing electrons; but in the 
case of artifact kinds, the material components composing an ax, say, must be 
properly fastened to one another in a different way.

(19) For diverging perspectives concerning the composition-as-identity model, 
see, for example, Lewis (1991); Cotnoir and Baxter (2014).

(20) See, for example, Frede (1985, 1987a); Frede and Patzig (1988); Lowe 
(1999); Whiting (1984, 1986, 1991, 1992).

(21) Beyond that, additional commitments concerning the precise specification of 
the essence of a matter–form compound require delving more deeply into what it 
means to be an object of a specific kind. To illustrate, for the specific case of 
artifacts, say, to state exactly what goes into the specification of an artifact’s 
essence requires a commitment to a particular essentialist account of artifacts. 
But those who have proposed such accounts disagree with one another as to 
what exactly belongs to a proper specification of the essence of an artifact (e.g., 
its function, the particular creative intention guiding the artifact’s maker, the 
artifact’s original matter, the particular creative act in which the artifact’s maker 
successfully exercised his or her creative intention, etc.). In addition, in the case 
of artifacts, we must confront the more general question as to whether a 
coherent and plausible essentialist account is even possible or appropriate, 
given that artifacts seem to be in certain ways dependent on human minds, 
interests, practices, and so forth. For further discussion of the particular case of 
artifacts, see, for example, Baker (2007); Evnine (2016b); Thomasson (2003b); 
and Chapter 8 in this work.

(22) As noted earlier (Section 3.2.3), individual forms theorists have a range of 
options available to them, depending on whether they take individual forms to 
be objects, properties, relations, powers, states, functions, activities, processes, 
facts, actions, sui generis entities, or what have you. (In each case, the 
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ontological category in question is, in this case, construed as containing 
particulars as its members.) The robust construal of individual forms does not in 
itself favor one of these ontological categories over another; rather, it rules out 
certain conceptions of what the occupants of the relevant ontological category 
are like. The robust construal of forms requires that—regardless of what sorts of 
entities individual forms are—they cannot bear the very same relation both to 
the compound (essentially) and to the matter (accidentally). Thus, suppose, for 
example, that Socrates’ individual form is construed as a particularized property 
(e.g., a humanity trope) which essentially characterizes Socrates. Then, the 
robust construal requires that Socrates’ humanity trope does not also 
characterize Socrates’ matter, viz., his body, even accidentally, despite the fact 
that Socrates and Socrates’ body are spatiotemporally coincident for as long as 
Socrates is alive. Nevertheless, so the robust hylomorphic pluralist reasons, 
nothing that is human at all is human only accidentally. Therefore, even though 
Socrates’ body is spatiotemporally coincident with an object, viz., Socrates, 
which is characterized by Socrates’ humanity trope and is so essentially, 
Socrates’ body is not therefore also characterized by Socrates’ humanity trope, 
even accidentally.

(23) I said earlier that I will not lean on any special features concerning the 
specific example under discussion which arise from the fact that Lumpl and 
Goliath are artifacts, since I want to leave open the possibility that a similar case 
can, in principle, be constructed for living or non-living members of non- 
artifactual kinds as well. Given that Lumpl and Goliath are assumed to be 
artifacts, however, various options are available in this particular case which 
may not generalize to a case involving the members of natural kinds. For 
example, suppose that the expression, “statue,” singles out a genuine kind, but 
the expression, “piece of clay,” does not single out a genuine kind. Then, the 
plurality of material parts composing Goliath compose a matter–form compound 
which belongs to the kind, statue, but they fail to compose an additional matter– 

form, viz., the alleged piece of clay, Lumpl, which is spatiotemporally coincident 
but numerically distinct from the statue Goliath. The strategy just outlined 
allows for a monist response to the particular case at hand. I consider the 
special features of artifacts in greater detail in Chapter 8.

(24) As noted in Ch. 1 (see n. 25), I am thinking here of a conception of essence 
of the type encountered, for example, in the works of Aristotle (e.g., Posterior 
Analytics) and Kit Fine (see especially Fine (1994a, 1995a, 1995b, 1995c)). Other 
contemporary Aristotelians have gravitated toward a non-modal conception of 
essence as well; see, for example, Gorman (2005); Koslicki (2012a, 2012b, 
2013a, 2013b); Lowe (1994a, 1998, 2006, 2007, 2008, 2012a, 2013); Oderberg 
(2007, 2011); Tahko and Lowe (2015). The conception of essence and necessity 
advanced in Hale (2015) is similar to Fine’s, though strictly speaking the label, 
“non-modal,” does not apply to it, since Hale takes as basic certain modal truths, 
viz., the essential truths, from which other necessary truths are supposed to be 
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derivable. The contrasting modal conception of essence, which takes essence to 
be reducible to modality, dominated the metaphysical landscape for many 
decades starting in the 1970s; see, for example, Forbes (1985); Lewis (1986); 
Mackie (2009); and Plantinga (1974), for some representative examples.

(25) See also Hashemi (2017) for further discussion.

(26) See also Hale’s distinction between “direct” and “indirect” essential truths 
(see Hale (2015), p. 154). The direct essential truths are those propositions 
which are immediately, or directly, true in virtue of the nature of the entities 
under consideration, i.e., whose truth is guaranteed by the entity’s definition. 
The indirect essential truths, in Hale’s view, are those which logically follow from 
an entity’s definition.

(27) Our earlier discussion in Section 3.4.1 brought out how Aristotle divides up 
the causal responsibilities within a matter–form compound between its matter, 
which serves as the material cause of the hylomorphic compound, and its form, 
which serves as its formal, final, and efficient cause. See also Koslicki (2014) for 
further discussion of the causal priority Aristotle assigns to the form of a matter– 

form compound over the matter–form compound itself and its matter.

(28) This causal approach to essences is, for example, developed further in 
Peramatzis (2018).
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