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Aquinas and the Varieties of1

Dependence2

Michele Paolini Paoletti

I wish to prove in this article that Thomas Aquinas was a metaontologi-3

cal pluralist, i.e., that he held that there are many, non-equivalent and4

irreducible dependence relations in the universe. In this respect, I shall5

focus on Aquinas’ doctrine of the four causes and on the dependence6

relationships between matter and form in material substances. Subse-7

quently, I shall also reconstruct Aquinas’ doctrines by explicitly appealing8

to metaontological pluralism. I shall explore two routes towards Aquinas’9

metaontological pluralism: one based on cases of apparentmutual depen-10

dence and the other based on the asymmetry of natural priority. Finally,11

I shall provide two original interpretations of the doctrine of the four12

causes and of the dependence relationships between matter and form.13

Such interpretations will be based on the metaphysics of powers. In Sec-14

tion 1 I shall introduce metaontological pluralism and the two routes.15

In Section 2 I shall examine Aquinas’ doctrine of the four causes. In16

Section 3 I shall provide an interpretation of that doctrine based on pow-17

ers. In Section 4 I shall consider the dependence relationships between18

matter and form in material substances. In Section 5 I shall provide an19

interpretation of such relationships based on powers.20

This article has three purposes. First, I wish to show that Thomas Aquinas21

was a metaontological pluralist, i.e., that he held that there are many, non-22

equivalent and irreducible dependence relations. More precisely, I shall ex-23

amine two cases taken from Aquinas’ metaphysics: his doctrine of the four24

causes and the relationships between form and matter in material substances.25

From the study of such cases, two routes towards metaontological pluralism26

will emerge.27

Secondly and relatedly, I shall reconstruct these doctrines in light of my28

own version of metaontological pluralism, which is based on distinct and non-29

equivalent Respect-of-Dependence Relations (RD-relations). In this respect,30
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I shall single out the RD-relations that may contribute to accounting for31

Aquinas’ theses and the features of such relations.32

Thirdly and finally, within this framework, I shall motivate the priority33

of final causes over the other causes and I shall account for the dependence34

relations between matter and form by appealing to a powers metaphysics.35

This will (partly) set me apart from Aquinas’ own views.36

In Section 1 I shall introduce metaontological pluralism and the two routes.37

In Section 2 I shall consider Aquinas’ doctrine of the four causes, which is38

clearly indebted to Aristotle. I shall show how this doctrine fits better with39

metaontological pluralism than with metaontological monism. In Section 3 I40

shall provide an interpretation of Aquinas’ claim that final causes are prior to41

all the other causes. This interpretation rests on the acceptance of a powers42

metaphysics.43

In Section 4 I shall take into account the relationships between matter and44

form in material substances. Metaontological pluralism will emerge as the45

best option. Finally, in Section 5, the dependence relationships betweenmatter46

and form will be interpreted from the standpoint of a powers metaphysics.47

This interpretation will preserve the asymmetry of all such relations, i.e.,48

the fact that, if something depends upon something else through a given49

dependence relation, then the latter does not depend on the former through50

that very relation. As we shall see, preserving this asymmetry is important in51

order to account for the relative fundamentality/priority of some entities (i.e.,52

the dependees) over other entities (i.e., the dependent entities).53

I wish to thank three anonymous reviewers from dialectica, who greatly54

helped to improve this work through their comments.55

1. Metaontological Pluralism and Aquinas’ Routes.56

Metaontological pluralism is the doctrine according to which there are57

many, non-equivalent and irreducible dependence relations. Please note that58

I shall use “dependence” in a very broad sense in this context. “Dependence”59

will cover all those relations that are supposed to account for the apparent60

truth of claims with the following expressions: “in virtue of”, “makes it the61

case that”, “because of” and (obviously) “depends on”. Therefore and at least62

in principle, the following relations may be examples of dependence relations:63

determination, grounding, supervenience, modal existential dependence, and64

so on. I am well aware that there are two further, narrower uses of “depen-65

dence”, one pointing to modal existential dependence and the other to the66

Dialectica vol. 78, n° 2
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converse of grounding1. However, my use of “dependence” will be more67

inclusive. Additionally, I shall call “D-relations” the dependence relations68

metaontological pluralists have in mind.69

Metaontological pluralism has been recently defended by some authors2.70

However, its main rival, i.e., metaontological monism, still seems to be the71

received view. According to metaontological monism, there is only one (or72

only one irreducible) dependence relation. Call it “dependence*” from now73

onwards. Namely, dependence* is the only one (irreducible) dependence rela-74

tion accepted by metaontological monists. Dependence* may be identified75

with grounding, but it need not be3. Indeed, the contrast between metaonto-76

logical pluralism and metaontological monism does not primarily concern77

which dependence relations one may find in the universe. It primarily has to78

do with how many (irreducible) dependence relations one may find in the79

universe.80

D-relations and dependence* are supposed to share some features. They81

may hold between distinct sorts of relata, belonging to distinct ontological82

categories (e.g., facts, propositions, substances, properties, events, etc.). More-83

over, the dependent entities are taken to be explained by the dependee(s) - at84

least in some respects. If A depends on B (either by dependence* or by some85

D-relation), then B contributes to explaining A - at least in some respect.86

D-relations and dependence* need not be taken as external relations with87

respect to their relata. Namely, they need not be taken as genuine additions of88

being with respect to their relata. They may entirely derive from the existence89

and/or the essence of their relata - or at least some D-relations may have90

this feature. On the other hand, D-relations and dependence* need not be91

taken as constitutive of the essences of their relata or as ‘flowing from’ the92

essences of their relata. True: essential dependence is either constitutive of93

or ‘flows from’ the essence of at least one of its relata. And it may well be a94

legitimate D-relation - or the only dependence* relation in town. However,95

from the perspective of metaontological pluralists, nothing rules out that96

there can also be further D-relations that are not constitutive of and that97

do not ‘flow from’ the essences of their relata. And, from the perspective of98

1 See Tahko, Lowe (2020) and Schnieder (2020).
2 SeeWilson (2014), Koslicki (2015) and (2018), Bennett (2017) and Paolini Paoletti (2019), (2021a),
(2021b) and (2023), Rydéhn (2018), Calosi (2020) and McKenzie (2020) and (2022).

3 For an overview, see Bliss, Trogdon (2021). Another position in the neighborhood of metaonto-
logical pluralism is grounding pluralism, i.e., the thesis according to which there are different
grounding relations (see Richardson 2020).

doi: 10.48106/dial.v78.i2.03
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metaontological monists, nothing rules out dependence* may actually be99

identified with something different from essential dependence.100

D-relations and dependence* may well be irreflexive or non-irreflexive. A101

dependence relation is irreflexive if and only if, as a matter of metaphysical102

necessity, for any relatum A, it is never the case that A depends on A itself. If103

this is not the case, that relation is non-irreflexive. If there is only dependence*,104

then dependence*must be either irreflexive or non-irreflexive.On the contrary,105

if there are many D-relations, some of them may be irreflexive and others106

non-irreflexive.107

D-relations and dependence* may also be asymmetrical or merely non-108

symmetrical or symmetrical. A dependence relation is asymmetrical if and109

only if, as a matter of metaphysical necessity, for all relata A and B, if A110

depends on B4, then it is not the case that B depends on A. It is symmetrical if111

and only if, as a matter of metaphysical necessity, for all relata A and B, if A112

depends on B, then B depends on A. It is merely non-symmetrical if and only113

if it is not symmetrical and not asymmetrical. Dependence* must be either114

asymmetrical or merely non-symmetrical or symmetrical. On the contrary,115

distinct D-relations may behave in different ways in this respect.116

Finally, D-relations and dependence* may also be transitive or non-117

transitive. A dependence relation is transitive if and only if, as a matter of118

metaphysical necessity, for all relata A, B and C, if A depends on B and B119

depends on C, then A depends on C. It is non-transitive if and only if this is120

not the case. Dependence* must be either transitive or non-transitive. Some121

D-relations may well be transitive and others non-transitive.122

It is also possible to find out if a given dependence relation holds:123

- by necessity or only contingently between its relata: it holds by necessity if124

and only if, as a matter of metaphysical necessity, for all relata A and B, if A125

depends on B, then it is necessarily the case that, if A exists5, A depends on B;126

it holds only contingently if and only if, as a matter of metaphysical necessity,127

for all relata A and B, if A depends on B, then it is not necessarily the case128

that, if A exists, A depends on B;129

- permanently or non-permanently between its relata: it holds permanently130

if and only if, as a matter of metaphysical necessity, for all relata A and B, if A131

depends on B, then A depends on B at every time at which A exists; it holds132

non-permanently if and only if, as a matter of metaphysical necessity, for all133

4 Obviously, “B” is a placeholder that may also stand for a plurality of entities.
5 If A were an event, it would be better to claim that A occurs; if it were a fact, it would be better to
claim that A obtains; and so on.

Dialectica vol. 78, n° 2
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relata A and B, if A depends on B, then A depends on B at some time at which134

A exists but not at every time at which A exists;135

- specifically or generically between its relata: it holds specifically if and only136

if, as a matter of metaphysical necessity, for all relata A and B, if A depends137

on B, then A depends on that very entity B (or on those very entities, if B is138

a plurality); it holds generically if and only if, as a matter of metaphysical139

necessity, for any dependent entity A and for any given type of dependees140

(i.e., the Bs), A depends on some B or another, but on no specific B at all (see141

Table 1).142

143

If one embraces metaontological pluralism, one may hold that distinct D-144

relations may behave in different ways with respect to necessity, contingency,145

permanency, and so on. Namely, some of them may be necessary, permanent146

and specific; others may be contingent, non-permanent and specific, and so147

on. On the contrary, metaontological monists should decide if dependence*148

is necessary or just contingent, if it is permanent or non-permanent, if it is149

specific or generic.150

doi: 10.48106/dial.v78.i2.03
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In my own version of metaontological pluralism6, I have argued that D-151

relations are singled out by appealing to respects of dependence. Take a certain152

category of entities, e.g., Kimian events. One may single out all the aspects/re-153

spects that are somehow ‘crucial’ to those entities: e.g., their occurrence, their154

being the sort of things they are, their individuation, their being caused, and155

so on. In this way, one may hold that those entities depend on certain entities156

in a given respect (e.g., a Kimian event depends on the substance, property157

and time partaking in it for its individuation), on further entities in another158

respect (e.g., a Kimian event depends on another event for its occurrence),159

and so on.160

Respects of dependence correspond to distinct dependence relations (or RD-161

relations). For example, sortal-dependence, individuation-dependence, de-162

pendence for starting to exist, dependence for continuing to exist, constitution-163

dependence, power-conferral-dependence, and so on. Moreover, each RD-164

relation may be qualified in respect of its necessity or contingency, perma-165

nency or non-permanency, specificity or genericity. Thus, at least in principle,166

each RD-relation may actually give rise to six qualified RD-relations: e.g.,167

necessary, permanent and specific constitution-dependence; contingent, non-168

permanent and generic constitution-dependence; and so on7.169

In what follows, I aim at singling out the RD-relations that may be helpful170

for reconstructing some of Aquinas’ doctrines and the features they have.171

Relatedly, I shall single out their relata as well. Indeed, in what follows, I shall172

consider two cases in which Aquinas’ metaphysics seemingly requires the173

acceptance of metaontological pluralism: his doctrine of the four causes and174

the relationships between matter and form in material substances.175

I amnot the first philosopherwho claims that Aquinas’metaphysics appeals176

to many dependence relations8. And I could have considered other cases as177

6 See Paolini Paoletti (2019), (2021a), (2021b) and (2023).
7 In previous works, I ruled out that necessity may be combined with non-permanency.
8 See for example Brower (2014) and Rooney (2019). Brower (2022) argues that the theory of
the four causes entails the existence of multiple metaphysical determination relations. In her
reconstruction of Aquinas’ doctrine of powers, it seems to me that Frost (2022) needs to appeal
to metaontological pluralism as well. For example, Aquinas’ passive powers are individuated
by active powers and not vice versa, whereas passive powers require active powers for their
activation and vice versa (see Frost 2022: 140-157). Thus, it seems that, being non-reciprocal,
dependence for individuation should come apart from (reciprocal) dependence for activation.
Moreover, Frost (2022: 171-181) points out that, in Aquinas, distinct types of accidents correspond
to distinct ways of existing (possibly borne by the same actual entity), i.e., to distinct ways of
depending upon substances. Again, it seems that distinct ‘ways of depending’ are at stake.

Dialectica vol. 78, n° 2
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well: the relationships between substances and their accidents; those between178

the essences of created beings and their act of being (actus essendi); those179

between God and creatures; the relationships between what is in potency180

and what is in act9. However, the two cases I shall examine provide the least181

contentious examples of metaontological pluralism. Moreover, I hope that I182

shall be able to articulate the complex D-relations at stake in these cases and183

all of their features.184

As we shall see, two routes towards metaontological pluralism will emerge.185

Route 1 is the following. According to Aquinas, dependence/causal10 relations186

are asymmetrical. However, it may well be the case that A depends on B and187

that B depends on A. The only way to reconcile these two claims is that,188

whenever A depends on B, A depends on B in a given respect, through a189

certain dependence relation D1. Namely, A D1-depends on B. However, it is190

not the case that B D1-depends on A. Indeed, whenever B depends in turn on191

A, B depends on A in another respect, through another dependence relation192

D2. Namely, B D2-depends on A. However, it is not the case that A D2-depends193

on B. Thus, D1 and D2 are distinct and asymmetrical dependence relations.194

But suppose that we stick to metaontological monism and we hold that195

there is only one dependence* relation in place here. Suppose that we also196

accept that dependence* is merely non-symmetrical. Route 2 proves that - in197

addition to dependence* - there must be another dependence relation and198

that such a relation is asymmetrical. Indeed, Route 2 invokes the asymmetry199

of natural priority - or priority, in short. If A is prior to B, then in no way can200

it be the case that B is prior to A. Thus, priority is asymmetrical. Thus, there201

must be at least two distinct dependence relations: merely non-symmetrical202

dependence* and asymmetrical priority - or some asymmetrical dependence203

relation backing priority.204

9 On these metaphysical issues, see for example Davies (1993),Wippel (2000), Kenny (2002), Stump
(2003), McInerny (2004), Shields, Pasnau (2016).

10 In Aquinas’ and Aristotle’s metaphysics, causal relations are typically considered dependence
relations. See Cohoe (2013) for a discussion and for references to Aquinas’ works.

doi: 10.48106/dial.v78.i2.03
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Aquinas’ doctrine of priority is rather complex11. There are distinct ways of205

interpreting priority. One crucial way of interpreting priority is the following:206

A is prior to B if and only if A is separable from B. Namely, A’s existence207

does not require B’s existence. More strongly, A is independent of B. Call208

this “priority-1”12. But Aquinas also holds that A is prior to B if and only if209

A is more perfect than B. Call this way of interpreting priority “priority-2”13.210

Finally, he states that A is prior to B if and only if B originates from A (so211

that B depends on A) and it is not the case that A originates from B (so that A212

does not depend on B). For nothing can originate from itself (either directly213

or by transitivity). Call this way of interpreting priority “priority-3”. Priority-3214

typically holds between God and all the creatures14.215

Priority-1, priority-2 and priority-3 need not be equivalent. Something (e.g.,216

a substance) may be prior-2 to something else (e.g., its necessary accidents),217

without being prior-1 to the latter (e.g., the substance and its necessary ac-218

cidents are not separable). But, at any rate, at least priority-2 and priority-3219

are asymmetrical. Or they are backed by some asymmetrical dependence220

relation. Moreover, when it comes to paradigmatic examples of priority-1 (e.g.,221

substances and non-necessary accidents), priority-1 is asymmetrical as well.222

Or it is backed by some asymmetrical (in)dependence relation.223

It is now time to fill these schemas and depict Aquinas’ metaontological224

pluralism.225

2. The Four Causes.226

Following in the footsteps of Aristotle15, Aquinas holds that an exhaustive227

explanation of the existence/occurrence of something must appeal to four228

11 I followMcAdamErb (1999) in singling out different sorts of priority. McAdamErb also considers
two additional types of priority: priority quoad nos (in opposition to priority in nature) and priority
qua being nearer to a principle. However, I shall not discuss these types of priority. Indeed, priority
quoad nos is merely epistemic, whereas we are only interested here in priority in nature, i.e., in
the universe. And priority qua being nearer to a principle can either be assimilated (at least in
this context) to priority as possessing higher perfection (priority-2) (if being nearer to a principle
entails being more perfect, as it seems to do) or to priority as being the origin of (priority-3) (if
what is nearer to its principle is also nearer to its origin). Finally, I shall not consider here priority
in time. For priority in time, by itself, has little to do with dependence. However, in Section 2, we
shall take into account the priority of material and efficient causes in generation.

12 See for example In Phys., 8, 14, 5 and In Metaph., 5, 13, 15-17.
13 See for example Contra Gent., III, 82, 6, De virt., 4, 3, co. and De ver., 9, 3, ad 6.
14 See for example Contra Gent., II, 16 and Quodlibet., V, 10, 1, co..
15 On Aristotle’s doctrine, see his Physics, II, 2, hisMetaphysics, IX, 8 and hisOn the Parts of Animals,

I, 1. For a clear and exhaustive presentation, see Shields (2014).

Dialectica vol. 78, n° 2
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distinct types of causes - at least as far as material entities and changes are229

concerned16.230

Suppose that we wish to explain the existence of a certain human being:231

Socrates. First, there is his material cause. The material cause of something232

is that out of which that thing exists/occurs. In this case, it is what under-233

lies Socrates’ coming into existence. It is the portion of matter out of which234

Socrates comes into existence. Thus, the material cause of something had235

the pure potentiality of becoming that thing, but also other things. Indeed,236

Socrates’ portion of matter had the pure potentiality of becoming the por-237

tion of matter constituting a certain human being (i.e., Socrates). But it also238

had the potentiality of becoming the portion of matter constituting another239

human being (e.g., Plato) or something else. Thus, it is what had some pure240

potentiality of becoming in some relevant way17.241

The formal cause of something is what actualizes - through its action18 - the242

relevant portion of matter. In this case, Socrates’ form (i.e., Socrates’ humanity243

or, equivalently, the form of humanity in Socrates19) is what actualizes the po-244

tentiality of Socrates’ portion of matter of becoming the portion of matter that245

constitutes a human being (i.e., Socrates). Indeed, the formal cause of some-246

thing is taken to structure some relevant portion of matter and thereby make247

some relevant predicable true of it. Socrates’ humanity structures Socrates’248

portion of matter, thus making it true that Socrates is a human being20. As249

we shall see, there are both substantial and accidental forms. The former,250

through their actions, engender the existence of substances (e.g., Socrates).251

The latter, through their actions, engender the existence of accidents (e.g.,252

16 It goes without saying that immaterial entities (such as God and the angels) and their changes
need not have material causes. And that uncreated entities - such as God - do not have efficient
causes. By “entities”, I mean everything that exists, either by having existence or by being identical
with existence itself (as it happens with God).

17 For the presentation of Aquinas’ doctrine of the four causes, see Shields, Pasnau (2016). One
crucial text for this doctrine is Aquinas’ De principiis naturae (see Bobick 1998 for a translation
and commentary). In the footsteps of Shields and Pasnau, I shall mostly follow this latter text
(though other crucial texts are In Phys., 2, 5-6 and In Metaph., 5, 2). Further references on matter
and form will be provided in Section 4. In this Section, I shall mostly add references on efficient
and final causes.

18 I use “action” here in order to convey the idea that forms actualize potentialities in matter. This
does not entail that forms are agents. For the only agents are substances.

19 By “Socrates’ humanity”, I do not point to Socrates’ essence. For Socrates’ essence also includes
matter.

20 On form and formal causes, see Bobick (1998) and the other references to Aquinas’ works in
Section 4. See also Wippel (2000).

doi: 10.48106/dial.v78.i2.03
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Socrates’ being a philosopher). With respect to accidents, what plays the role253

of matter is the substance itself. But I shall avoid this complication here and I254

shall only consider substantial forms.255

In the case of substantial forms, formal causes also provide diachronic iden-256

tity criteria through replacements of portions of matter. Socrates’ humanity257

makes it the case that Socrates still is the same substance when the portions258

of matter that constitute him get replaced. Additionally, formal causes also259

endow matter and material parts with specific powers21 and they ground the260

degrees of perfection of the relevant substances22.261

Then come efficient causes. The efficient cause of something is what initi-262

ates the relevant movement/change resulting in that thing. It is the agent of263

change23. Or, more precisely (at least for Aristotle), it is a temporally extended264

activity of the agent that temporally overlaps its effect24. In our example,265

Socrates’ parents together are the efficient cause leading to the existence of266

Socrates. Socrates’ parents, through their union, are responsible for a change267

that leads to the existence of Socrates. But, in the end, God (or God’s creation)268

is the efficient cause of the existence of any creature. The efficient cause of269

something always exercises a certain power, i.e., the power of endowing some270

relevant portion of matter with some relevant form25.271

21 This is an issue many contemporary Neo-Aristotelian metaphysicians typically stress. See for
example Marmodoro (2014), Koons (2022) and Simpson (2022).

22 Again, see Bobick (1998), Wippel (2000) and other references to Aquinas’ works in Section 4.
23 See for example Sum. Th., I, 36, 3, co., Contra Gent., II, 28, In Phys., 2, 5-6 and De Princ., 3-4.
24 See Shields (2014) and Shields, Pasnau (2016).
25 See Shields, Pasnau (2016). Aquinas distinguishes between two types of efficient causes, i.e.,

causae fiendi and causae essendi (e.g., see Sum. Th., I, 104, 1, Contra Gent., III, 65 and 67 and De
Pot., 5, 1). The former are responsible for the beginning of something. The latter are responsible
for its existence/being. Therefore, there may be causae fiendi that are responsible for changes
even without being responsible for the being of their effects, i.e., even without being causae
essendi. And there may be causae fiendi (e.g., God) that are responsible for changes while also
being responsible for the being of their effects, i.e., by also being causae essendi. If there are
causae essendi that (i) are efficient causes and that (ii) are responsible for the continued existence
of something (iii) without also being responsible for the latter beginning to exist, then such
causae essendi are troublesome for this characterization of efficient causes. With respect to these
causes, I would not use the label “efficient causes” - or I would not use it directly. Namely, I would
either hold that these are efficient causes of their effects only indirectly, i.e., by producing further
changes that result in the former effects continuing to exist. Or that they are something upon
which the relevant effects only depend for their continued existence - without being efficient
causes of the latter.

Dialectica vol. 78, n° 2
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Finally, there are final causes. The final cause of something is what for272

the sake of which something exists/occurs26. For example, the final cause of273

Socrates presumably is the exercise of his rational powers (which results in274

the manifestation of such powers27) - together with the rational exercise of his275

appetitive and vegetative powers. Final causes are needed in order to explain276

regularities in functioning and in order to account for specific activities of277

systems. They do not require rational deliberation - at least when it comes to278

non-rational beings.279

In sum, if we wish to explain the existence/occurrence of something mate-280

rial, we need to single out its material cause (i.e., that out of which that thing281

exists/occurs), its formal cause (i.e., what actualizes the material cause), its282

efficient cause (i.e., what initiates the relevant movement/change) and its283

final cause (i.e., what for the sake of which that thing exists/occurs).284

From the standpoint of metaontological pluralism, we may interpret the285

four causes by appealing to distinct D-relations: (material) constitution-286

dependence, sortal-dependence, starting-to-exist-dependence and teleological287

dependence (see Table 2).288

26 See for example Contra Gent., III, 2, De ver., 21, 2, co. and 22, 2, co., In Phys., 2, 5-6 and De Princ.,
3-4.

27 Therefore, even if the exercise and the manifestation of a power were distinct entities, I would
rule out that the former may occur without the latter, i.e., that powers may get exercised even
without reaching their manifestations.

doi: 10.48106/dial.v78.i2.03
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289

Take a certain material substance, e.g., Socrates. First of all, Socrates de-290

pends for his (material28) constitution on Socrates’ portion of matter. And291

he necessarily and permanently depends on it. Namely, at every time and292

in every possible world in which Socrates exists, it is the case that Socrates293

depends (for his material constitution) on Socrates’ portion of matter29. Yet,294

such a dependence only seems to be generic. Namely, Socrates depends for295

his (material) constitution on some portion of matter or another that turns296

out to play the role of Socrates’ portion of matter. Yet, he depends on no spe-297

cific portion of matter that always and necessarily plays that role30. In sum,298

28 Indeed, Socrates’ substantial form is taken to be another, non-material constituent of Socrates.
29 True: as we shall see, human beings may also exist without matter. But, in those circumstances

(i.e., when they have disembodied existence), according to Aquinas, only their forms exist.
30 Actually, as we shall see, the very portion of matter out of which Socrates comes into existence

is taken to individuate Socrates. Yet, Socrates may replace through time the portions of matter
that constitute him. How can we reconcile these facts? We may hold that Socrates necessarily,
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Socrates necessarily, permanently and generically depends for his (material)299

constitution on Socrates’ portion of matter.300

Secondly, Socrates sortal-depends (i.e., depends for his being a certain sort301

of thing31) on Socrates’ form, i.e., on his humanity. And he necessarily and302

permanently depends on it: whenever and inwhatever possible world Socrates303

exists, it is the case that Socrates sortal-depends on his humanity. For it seems304

that at no time and in no possible world can Socrates stop being human. By305

“Socrates’ humanity”, we point here to the generic form of humanity. This306

form then gets individuated by the specific portion of matter that constitutes307

Socrates at the very beginning of his existence32. At any rate, Socrates specifi-308

cally sortal-depends on Socrates’ humanity. It can sortal-depend on no other309

form. Otherwise, he would not be Socrates (and a human being) anymore.310

Thus, Socrates necessarily, permanently and specifically sortal-depends on311

Socrates’ humanity. Obviously, as far as accidents are concerned, the relevant312

forms on which accidents necessarily, permanently and specifically sortal-313

depend are accidental forms.314

In both cases, forms are also principles of intelligibility: the entity that315

sortal-depends on a given form can be known only by appealing to that form.316

For example, it is only by appealing to the form of humanity that we can know317

Socrates, e.g., that we can know that he is a human being, that he can bear318

certain accidents (compatible with his being a human being) and not others319

(incompatible with his being a human being), and so on.320

Thirdly, Socrates depends for his starting to exist on his parents. We shall321

now briefly depart from Aquinas. Indeed, in contemporary analytic meta-322

physics, many philosophers would embrace the idea that Socrates could have323

had other parents (or, more precisely, other origins) from the parents/origins324

he actually had. Namely, many philosophers would reject origin essentialism325

permanently and specifically depends for his individuation on a certain portion of matter, i.e.,
that out of which he comes into existence. However, he necessarily, permanently and generically
depends for his material constitution on Socrates’ portion of matter, i.e., on some portion of matter
or another that plays the role of being the portion of matter that constitutes Socrates.

31 In previous works, I have used “identity-dependence” as a label that includes both sortal-
dependence and dependence for individuation. Namely, I have claimed that A identity-depends
on B insofar as A depends on B for its being a certain sort of thing and/or the very thing of its
sort A is. In Aquinas’ metaphysics, however, it is better to maintain that Socrates depends for its
individuation not on Socrates’ form (at least not directly, as we shall see in Section 4), but on the
specific piece of matter out of which Socrates starts to exist.

32 See notes 30, 31 and the references on matter to Aquinas’ works in Section 4.
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and the thesis of the necessity of origins33. But Aquinas clearly accepted the326

necessity of origins thesis: Socrates could not have had other parents/origins327

from the ones he actually had34.328

Thus, we have two options. We may either depart from Aquinas’ own views329

by rejecting the necessity of origins, or we may accept the necessity of origins330

and provide a more faithful reconstruction of Aquinas’ doctrines. I shall331

explore both options.332

If we go for the first option (i.e., rejecting the necessity of origins thesis),333

we should distinguish between two interpretations of the claim that Socrates334

depends for his starting to exist on his parents. First, if by “Socrates’ parents”335

wemean some pair of entities or another that play the role of Socrates’ parents,336

then it seems that Socrates necessarily, permanently but generically depends337

on them for his starting to exist. Namely, whenever and in whatever possible338

world Socrates exists, it is the case that he depends for his starting to exist339

on some pair of entities or another that play the role of Socrates’ parents -340

though such entities may vary.341

But, if by “Socrates’ parents” we mean the very entities that actually played342

the role of Socrates’ parents, then it seems that Socrates contingently, non-343

permanently but specifically depends on them for his starting to exist. Namely,344

Socrates could have had other parents. But Socrates depends for his starting to345

exist (contingently and non-permanently) on those very actual parents he had.346

At any rate, when it comes to God, it seems that every creature necessarily,347

permanently and specifically depends for his starting to exist on God himself35.348

On the other hand, if we go for the second option (i.e., accepting the ne-349

cessity of origins thesis), Socrates necessarily, permanently and specifically350

depends on his actual parents for his starting to exist36.351

33 This thesis was defended by Kripke (1980). See Robertson Ishii, Atkins (2020).
34 See for exampleQuod., III, 11, andV, 5, 1. It is not clear to me if Aquinas would have also held that

such origins are essential to Socrates. Maybe, if Socrates’ form gets individuated by the first piece
of matter that made up Socrates - as we shall see - and if this piece of matter gets individuated by
the pieces of matter that made up Socrates’ origins (e.g., the sperm cell and the egg cell of his
parents), then Socrates’ origins are also essential to Socrates (see for example Quod., VII, 4, 3).

35 And also for his conservation, or continued existence. Indeed, Aquinas holds that conservation is
a form of efficient causation (see De Pot., 3, 7, co. and Rota 2012). In this case, we may integrate
our account of efficient causation by also appealing to dependence for continuing to exist. See
also note 25.

36 Moreover, if one also embraces the essentiality of origins, one should also add that Socrates
necessarily, permanently and specifically depends on his actual parents for his individuation.
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Fourthly, Socrates teleologically depends (i.e., depends for his having a352

certain end) on Socrates’ end, e.g., the proper exercise of his rational powers353

- together with the rational exercise of his appetitive and vegetative powers.354

It seems that Socrates necessarily, permanently and specifically depends on355

such an end. Namely, at no time and in no possible world can he have any356

other end. And Socrates’ end is a specific one - it is not some end or another.357

Presumably, Aquinas would not have accepted that Socrates (as a human358

being) could have existed with other ends from the ones he actually has37.359

Teleological dependence will be further clarified in Section 3 and it will be360

replaced with other RD-relations.361

Thus, to summarize, if we go for the first option (i.e., rejecting the necessity362

of origins thesis), then Socrates:363

(1) necessarily, permanently and generically depends for his (material)364

constitution on Socrates’ portion of matter;365

(2) necessarily, permanently and specifically sortal-depends on Socrates’366

humanity (i.e., his form);367

(3) necessarily, permanently and generically depends for his starting to368

exist on Socrates’ parents (i.e., on some pair of entities or another that369

play the role of Socrates’ parents);370

(4) contingently, non-permanently and specifically depends for his starting371

to exist on Socrates’ actual parents;372

(5) necessarily, permanently and specifically teleologically depends on373

Socrates’ end38.374

If we go for the second option (i.e., accepting the necessity of origins thesis),375

then we should accept (1), (2) and (5). But we should replace (3) and (4) with:376

37 For the sake of simplicity, I assume in the example that Socrates has only one end. But teleological
dependence may also concern multiple ends.

38 Aristotle and Aquinas hold that one and the same entity may happen to play different formal
roles, i.e., that it can be the formal cause, but also the final cause, and so on, of something else. For
example, fire is the formal, material, efficient and final cause of its own continued existence (see
De Princ., 4 and Bobick 1998). However, when we consider the situation at a more fine-grained
level, distinct entities are actually in place: the form of fire, its matter, fire itself as an agent and
the end of fire (i.e., its perpetuating its own existence). Please also note that, when it comes to
accidents, their formal causes are the relevant accidental forms, their material causes are the
substances in which they inhere (and on which they also individuation-depend), their efficient
causes are the substances (and activities) that produce them and their final causes are the ends
they subserve.
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3. Socrates necessarily, permanently and specifically depends for his start-377

ing to exist on Socrates’ actual parents.378

If we wish to interpret these theses from the standpoint of metaontological379

monism, some troubles may arise, as we shall see. First, however, let me intro-380

duce Route 1 to metaontological pluralism. According to Aquinas, Socrates’381

form somehow depends on Socrates’ matter. Socrates’ form needs somematter382

or another in order to start to exist and continue to exist, but also in order to383

get individuated (qua individual form). But Socrates’ matter in turn depends384

on Socrates’ form. Indeed, Socrates’ matter gets actualized by Socrates’ form39.385

I shall examine in greater detail the dependence relationships between form386

and matter in Section 4.387

In a similar vein, Socrates’ end somehow depends on Socrates’ efficient388

cause. A different example might help here40. Health (i.e., a certain end)389

depends for its being realized on a certain activity (e.g., jogging), that turns390

out to be an efficient cause. But efficient causes depend in turn on ends.391

Indeed, a certain activity (e.g., jogging) is directed towards realizing - and it is392

performed for the sake of realizing - a certain end (e.g., health).393

However, Aquinas maintains that causal/dependence relations are asym-394

metrical. If A depends on B, then it is not the case that B depends in turn on395

A.396

The only way to reconcile these data (i.e., the apparent mutual dependence397

of formal and material causes and of final and efficient causes and the asym-398

metry of causal/dependence relations) is to hold that distinct asymmetrical399

dependence relations (D-relations) are at stake. Namely, with respect to a given400

D-relation D1 (or to given relations D1, D2, …), Socrates’ form D1-depends (or401

D1-, D2-, …depends) on Socrates’ matter. With respect to another D-relation402

D3 (or to other relations D3, D4, …) Socrates’ matter D3-depends (or D3-, D4-,403

…depends) on Socrates’ form. However, it is not the case that Socrates’ form404

D3-depends (or D3-, D4-, …depends) on Socrates’ matter. And it is not the case405

that Socrates’ matter D1-depends (or D1-, D2-, …depends) on Socrates’ form.406

For all the relations invoked are asymmetrical. And something analogous is407

supposed to happen with final and efficient causes.408

Let me now turn to metaontological monists. Monists can only appeal to409

dependence* when depicting the four causes and when accounting for the410

39 See for example De Princ., 4 and De ente et essentia, 5.
40 See De Princ., 4, Bobick (1998) and Shields, Pasnau (2016), who use this example.
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apparent mutual dependence of formal and material causes and of final and411

efficient causes.412

In a nutshell, they need to claim that: Socrates depends* on Socrates’ form,413

Socrates’ matter, Socrates’ parents and Socrates’ end. And that Socrates’ form414

depends* on Socrates’ matter. But it is also the case that Socrates’ matter415

depends* on Socrates’ form. And that Socrates’ efficient cause depends* on416

Socrates’ end. But it is also the case that Socrates’ end depends* on Socrates*417

efficient cause. Thus, dependence* is not asymmetrical. It is merely non-418

symmetrical.419

This solution has many drawbacks. First, not all the dependees have the420

same ‘weight’, so to say. As we shall see, final causes are more important than421

other sorts of causes. Yet, if we only claim that Socrates depends* on Socrates’422

form, Socrates’ matter, Socrates’ parents and Socrates’ end, the difference in423

‘weight’ is far from being manifest.424

Secondly and more importantly, this solution is too coarse-grained. It is not425

Socrates as such that depends* on his matter, but a certain aspect of Socrates,426

i.e., Socrates’ material constitution. It is not Socrates as such that depends* on427

his form, but a certain aspect of Socrates’, i.e., Socrates’ essentially belonging428

to a certain sort of entities (i.e., human beings). And so on.429

In this case, we may wish to introduce more fine-grained relata for depen-430

dence* relations, such as: Socrates’ material constitution; Socrates’ essentially431

belonging to a certain sort of entities; Socrates’ starting to exist; Socrates’432

having some end. But such relata would be rather exotic and contentious433

entities - to say the least.434

Alternatively, we may wish to go for deflationism. Namely, we may wish to435

hold that “Socrates depends* on his form” and similar claims do not require436

the existence of specific and exotic relata in order to be true. Nor do they437

require that dependence* relations hold between such relata. Fine. But what438

would make such claims true? What would such claims correctly describe439

in the universe? It cannot be replied that they correctly describe Socrates,440

i.e., a certain substance. This is not specific enough. Such claims correctly441

describe certain facts about Socrates, certain features had by Socrates, and442

they make sense of the latter. In sum, on the one hand, we cannot dismiss443

our ontological commitment to specific facts and features correctly described444

by dependence claims. However, on the other hand, from the standpoint445
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of metaontological monists, such a commitment may result in admitting of446

exotic and contentious entities41.447

Another problem for metaontological monists is the following. If depen-448

dence* is merely non-symmetrical and it is also transitive, then it turns out to449

be non-irreflexive. Namely, if Socrates’ form depends* on Socrates’ matter and450

Socrates’ matter depends* on Socrates’ form, then, by transitivity, Socrates’451

form depends* on Socrates’ form. Thus, if we wish to hold that dependence*452

is merely non-symmetrical, we must either give up on its irreflexivity, or on453

its transitivity.454

Finally, metaontological monists are unable to explain why one and the455

same dependence* relation holds by necessity in certain cases and only con-456

tingently in others, why it holds specifically in certain cases and generically457

in others, and so on.458

But suppose that metaontological monists wish to swallow these results and459

that theywish to retain a dependence* relation that ismerely non-symmetrical,460

41 Even without talking of dependence or grounding, Pasnau (2018) defends one radically deflation-
ary interpretation of Aquinas. According to it, only God and created substances subsist and exist
per se, i.e., in Aquinas’ own words, really and truly exist (Quodl., IX, 2, 2). Every other ‘entity’
(including forms, matter, accidents, and so on) is only part of Aquinas’ ideology. However, the
ideology that appeals to the latter ‘entities’ is the one that best accounts for the modal features of
substances, i.e., that they can/cannot/must be or act in certain ways. This view is obviously at
odds with my project. I cannot criticize here Pasnau’s approach. But let me note a few things.
First, it is not necessary to eliminate entities that are not substances from one’s ontology in order
to account for the fact that only substances subsist/exist per se. Indeed, one may hold that the
former entities (though existing) are less fundamental than substances and dependent upon
the latter. Incidentally, this move does not result in admitting different ways of being/existing.
True: this goes against the literal interpretation of Aquinas’ claim that only substances ‘truly’
exist. However, there may be good reasons for accepting the existence of further entities besides
substances. Indeed, secondly, such entities play some relevant explanatory roles in Aquinas’
ontology and theology - even if the only ‘true’ efficient causes are substances. Moreover, thirdly,
the existence of such entities may be the best explanation for two important pieces of data: that
the ideology that includes such ‘entities’ is the one to be preferred over competing ideologies; that
such an ideology is the one that best accounts for the modal features of substances. And, fourthly,
with respect to the modal features of substances, here is an interesting dilemma: such features
are either part of ideology or they are part of ontology (i.e., they exist). If the modal features of
substances are part of ideology, it is not clear why they should be explained. And it is not clear
why they should and can be explained by further parts of ideology, i.e., forms, accidents, and so
on. If the modal features of substances are part of ontology, then they are clearly distinct from
substances - or at best they are identical with substances only in part. Thus, they are additional
pieces of ontology. Subsequently, such features could either be identified with forms, accidents
and so on, or they could only be explained by appealing to something else (e.g., forms, accidents,
and so on). But the relevant ‘something else’ must exist. Otherwise, how could something that
doesn’t exist explain something that exists (i.e., the modal features themselves)?
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transitive and non-irreflexive - or merely non-symmetrical, irreflexive and461

non-transitive. Then comes Route 2 towards metaontological pluralism.462

Indeed, even if Socrates’ form depends on Socrates’ matter and the other463

way round, Aquinas holds that Socrates’ form is prior to Socrates’ matter. In a464

similar vein, even if Socrates’ end depends on Socrates’ efficient cause and465

the other way round, he holds that Socrates’ end is prior to Socrates’ efficient466

cause. More precisely, it seems that forms and final causes are prior-2 to (i.e.,467

more perfect than) matter and efficient causes. Moreover, when it comes to468

God and angels, forms and final causes are also prior-1 to (i.e., separable469

from and independent of) matter and efficient causes (with respect to efficient470

causes, only God is independent of them). Finally, as we shall see, with respect471

to created beings, final causes are somehow prior-3 to the actions of all the472

other causes, i.e., i.e., they are the origins of the actions of all the other causes.473

Priority is an asymmetrical dependence relation. Namely, if A is prior to474

B, then it is not the case that B is prior to A. Thus, metaontological monists475

should accept that there must be at least two distinct dependence relations:476

merely non-symmetrical dependence* and asymmetrical priority.477

Butmetaontologicalmonistsmay deny that priority is a dependence relation478

at all. Indeed, there may be cases in which A is prior to B even if there is479

no dependence link between A and B, i.e., even if B does not (directly or480

indirectly, by transitivity) depend on A. Fine. But priority is always backed by481

some dependence relation or another. Namely, it is always the case that there482

is some dependence (or independence) fact (or some set of dependence or483

independence facts) that makes it the case that A is prior to B - even if A and484

B are not connected by dependence relations (maybe because they partake in485

distinct dependence chains in which they occupy distinct positions or maybe486

because A is independent and B, while dependent, does not depend on A).487

Consider now the mutual dependence* between Socrates’ form and Socrates’488

matter. What dependence relation would back the asymmetrical priority of489

Socrates’ form over Socrates’ matter? Not dependence*. For it is both the case490

that Socrates’ form depends* on Socrates’ matter and that Socrates’ matter491

depends* on Socrates’ form. Thus, dependence* cannot back the asymmetrical492

priority of Socrates’ form over Socrates’ matter. Sticking to dependence*,493

Socrates’ matter would have the same ‘right’ to be prior to Socrates’ form.494

Thus, we need another dependence relation distinct from dependence*, which495

is asymmetrical or which helps to establish the asymmetry of priority.496

3. The Four Causes: A Powerful Interpretation.497
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Aquinas holds that final causes are prior to all the other causes42. For final498

causes make it the case that the other causes are effective. We can make sense499

of this idea by appealing to metadependence facts.500

Consider the fact thatAD1-depends onB, that CD2-depends onD, and so on.501

These are dependence facts. Metadependence facts are dependence facts that502

obtain between further dependence facts. For example, it is ametadependence503

fact that: the fact that A D1-depends on B depends on/is posterior to the fact504

that C D2-depends on D.505

Thus, Aquinas seems to claim (following our terminology) that there are cer-506

tain metadependence facts about causal dependence facts. And such metade-507

pendence facts have teleological dependence facts as their dependees.508

For example:509

(6) that Socrates depends on Socrates’ form depends on the fact that510

Socrates depends on Socrates’ end;511

(7) that Socrates depends on Socrates’ matter depends on the fact that512

Socrates depends on Socrates’ end;513

(8) that Socrates depends on Socrates’ efficient cause depends on the fact514

that Socrates depends on Socrates’ end.515

These metadependence facts may be reinterpreted within my pluralist frame-516

work by appealing to the D-relations we explored above. At any rate, the517

intuition seems to be that Socrates’ form (i.e., his humanity), which actualizes518

Socrates’ matter, includes the realization of Socrates’ end (i.e., his properly519

exercising his rational powers, and so on). This governs in turn the action520

of the efficient cause that is responsible for Socrates’ existence. And it also521

governs the choice and actualization of the right portion of matter (and of522

the right kind of proximate matter, as we shall see)43.523

Recall now our pluralistic interpretation of the doctrine of the final causes.524

I shall first examine the option that rejects the necessity of origins, which is525

partly in contrast with Aquinas’ own views. According to this option, Socrates:526

(1) necessarily, permanently and generically depends for his (material)527

constitution on Socrates’ portion of matter;528

(2) necessarily, permanently and specifically sortal-depends on Socrates’529

humanity (i.e., his form);530

42 See for example Sum. Th., I, 5, 2, ad 1 and I-II, 1, 2, co., In Phys., 2, 5, In Metaph., 3, 4, 6, De Princ.,
4,

43 See De Princ., 4, Bobick (1998) and Shields, Pasnau (2016).
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(3) necessarily, permanently and generically depends for his starting to531

exist on Socrates’ parents (i.e., on some pair of entities or another that532

play the role of Socrates’ parents);533

(4) contingently, non-permanently and specifically depends for his starting534

to exist on Socrates’ actual parents;535

(5) necessarily, permanently and specifically teleologically depends on536

Socrates’ end.537

Along with other authors44, I have recently argued that final causes may be538

made sense of by appealing to powers45. More precisely, I have defended the539

idea that some substances possess teleological powers. And such powers have540

the ends of their bearers as their own manifestations. Teleological powers541

have three features. First, they are essential to their bearers: they are part of542

what their bearers most fundamentally and necessarily are. Secondly, they543

are basic: they do not get activated in virtue of the activation of any other544

power (or in virtue of the activation of any other power of their bearers46).545

Thirdly, when they get activated, they contribute to the possession and/or to546

the activation of further powers of their bearers and/or of further powers of547

the parts of their bearers.548

For example, if Socrates has the teleological power to live a rational life,549

then Socrates has the end of living a rational life, which is themanifestation of550

that power. Such a power is essential to Socrates (and presumably to all human551

beings). This seemingly implies that it must be included in the substantial552

form of Socrates. This power is also basic: it is not activated in virtue of any553

other power (or in virtue of any other power of Socrates). Finally, also or only554

by virtue of the activation of this power, Socrates turns out to possess and/or555

to activate further powers of himself (e.g., the power to do philosophy) and/or556

of its parts (e.g., of his brain).557

44 See for example Oderberg (2008), (2017), (2020), Jaworski (2016), Marmodoro (2017), Austin and
Marmodoro (2018), Austin (2020), Page (2021). Some of these authors actually talk of formal
causes. But given that formal and final causes often coincide, their accounts can be extended to
final causes as well.

45 See Paolini Paoletti (2021c) and (2021d).
46 Among other things, this addition helps to make sense of the ends of artifacts. Indeed, a dish-

washer has the end of washing dishes, so that it has the power to wash dishes. But it activates
this power in virtue of the powers of their users. Moreover, (also or only) by getting that power
activated, it also turns out to activate further powers of itself and/or of its parts (in this specific
case, the dishwasher and the dishwasher’s parts do not seem to possess new powers in virtue of
the activation of the dishwasher’s power to wash dishes).
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Strongly teleological powers are those that contribute to the activation of558

further powers of their bearers and/or of further powers of the parts of their559

bearers.Weakly teleological powers are those that contribute to the possession560

of further powers of their bearers and/or of further powers of the parts of561

their bearers.562

Aquinas does not accept essential powers47. Therefore, he would have re-563

jected teleological powers as well. In this respect, I shall depart from Aquinas’564

views. However, I shall show that such a departure is well justified. Indeed, it565

allows us to explain why and how final causes are prior to the other causes.566

And, as we shall see in Section 5, teleological powers will also help to clarify567

and motivate the dependence relations between matter and form.568

Assume that the end of Socrates is nothing but the manifestation of one of569

its teleological powers48 and that teleological powers have all the features I570

have briefly described. We may reinterpret (5) as follows:571

5. at least some of the other powers of Socrates and/or of Socrates’ parts572

necessarily, permanently and specifically depend for their possession573

and/or for their activation (also or only) on the activation of Socrates’574

teleological power to reach a certain end.575

In this way, we have dispensed with teleological dependence by appealing to576

two further D-relations that involve powers: dependence for possession and577

dependence for activation (see Table 3). We shall invoke these D-relations in578

other contexts as well. Therefore, such D-relations are not ad hoc.579

47 See for example De Spirit., 11.
48 Indeed - even if this is not clarified in (5) - Socrates may well have more than one end.
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580

Being essential to Socrates, teleological powers seem to be included in his581

substantial form - even if Aquinas rejects this view, as I have anticipated.582

Together with (2), this implies that583

(9) Socrates necessarily, permanently and specifically sortal-depends (also584

or only49) on Socrates’ power to reach a certain end (which is included585

in his form).586

Please note that (2) cannot reduce to (9). Indeed, Socrates’ form may include587

something else besides Socrates’ essential and teleological powers. Moreover,588

49 Socrates’ form may include further elements as well.
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the relevant sortal-dependence concerns the strongly teleological power of589

Socrates’ as a type, i.e., as a certain type of power directed towards a certain590

type of manifestation. It does not concern that power as a certain individ-591

ual/token power of its type.592

If sortal-dependence is transitive and if the power to reach a certain end593

sortal-depends on its own manifestation (i.e., the relevant end), this implies594

in turn that595

(10) Socrates necessarily, permanently and specifically sortal-depends (also596

or only50) on Socrates’ end51.597

With regard to efficient causation, we may hold that the efficient cause of598

Socrates exercises a certain power, i.e., the power to produce a substance that599

(also) has a certain teleological essential power. Therefore, the efficient cause600

of Socrates is responsible for Socrates’ possession of the relevant teleological601

essential power. In sum, within my framework, (3) and (4) respectively imply602

that603

(11) Socrates’ power to reach a certain end necessarily, permanently and604

generically depends for its possession (also or only) on Socrates’ effi-605

cient cause(s)/parents (i.e., on some entity/-ies that bring(s) about the606

existence of that power, thereby contributing to leading to Socrates’607

existence);608

50 Socrates’ form may include further elements as well.
51 In turn, Socrates’ endnecessarily, permanently and specifically individuation-depends on Socrates.

Thus, what happens is that Socrates sortal-depends on Socrates’ end, whereas Socrates’ end
individuation-depends on Socrates. However, a complication may arise if we replace sortal-
dependence and individuation-dependence with the relation of identity-dependence invoked
in note 30, i.e., A identity-depends on B insofar as A depends on B for its being a certain sort
of thing and/or the very thing of its sort A is. Indeed, Socrates identity-depends on his end. If
the end is specific (i.e., Socrates’ living a rational life), then the end seems to identity-depend
in turn (also) on Socrates. Thus, by transitivity, Socrates turns out to identity-depend also on
himself. To solve this problem, we may either invoke generic end-manifestations (i.e., living a
rational life) or we may distinguish between two layers of metaphysical constitution in particular
substances such as Socrates, as I suggested in Paolini Paoletti (2023). These layers are Socrates
qua bare particular and Socrates qua clothed particular. Socrates qua bare particular does not
individuation-depend on anything else. And it is the entity involved in Socrates’ living a rational
life. On the contrary, Socrates qua clothed particular (also) individuation-depends on Socrates
qua bare particular and on Socrates’ end. I cannot offer a full defense of this view here.
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(12) Socrates’ power to reach a certain end contingently, non-permanently609

and specifically depends for its possession (also or only) on Socrates’610

actual parents.611

(3) and (4) cannot reduce to (11) and (12). Again, Socrates’ form may include612

something else besides Socrates’ essential and teleological powers. Thus, bring-613

ing about the existence of the latter powers may not be sufficient in order to614

bring about Socrates’ form. Moreover, Socrates himself may require some-615

thing else in order to start to exist. Thus, (11) and (12) do not imply that (3)616

and (4).617

Finally, when it comes to (1) (i.e., the material constitution of Socrates),618

we may hold the following. Socrates’ body and his material parts (e.g., cells,619

organs, etc.) may turn out to possess at least some of their powers (also or620

only) thanks to the activation of Socrates’ essential teleological power(s). For621

example, it is by virtue of Socrates’ activating his power to survive (from the622

beginning of his life) that Socrates’ heart turns out to possess the power to623

pump blood.624

Additionally, Socrates’ body and his material parts may turn out to activate625

at least some of their powers (also or only) thanks to the activation of Socrates’626

essential teleological power(s). For example, it is by virtue of Socrates’ acti-627

vating his power to live a rational life that some powers of his neurons get628

activated.629

Therefore, within my framework, (1) implies that:630

(13) at least some powers of Socrates’ body and/or of its material parts631

necessarily, permanently52 and specifically depend for their possession632

(also or only) on the activation of Socrates’ power to reach a certain633

end;634

(14) at least some powers of Socrates’ body and/or of its material parts635

necessarily, permanently and specifically depend for their activation636

(also or only) on the activation of Socrates’ power to reach a certain637

end.638

(1) cannot reduce to the conjunction of (13) and (14). For the material consti-639

tution of Socrates may involve something more than the possession and/or640

52 The relevant dependence is permanent. For such powers continue to be possessed insofar as
Socrates continues to activate at least one of his essential teleological powers.
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the activation of some powers of his body and/or of the material parts of his641

body.642

But these ideas help to make sense of the priority of final causes. Recall:643

(6) that Socrates depends on Socrates’ form depends on the fact that644

Socrates depends on Socrates’ end.645

Within my framework, we may interpret (6) by appealing to:646

(9) Socrates necessarily, permanently and specifically sortal-depends (also647

or only) on Socrates’ power to reach a certain end (which is included in648

his form),649

and650

(10) Socrates necessarily, permanently and specifically sortal-depends (also651

or only) on Socrates’ end.652

Indeed, Socrates’ form also includes Socrates’ power to reach a certain end.653

Thus, (9) and (10) are implied by (2), which is nothing but my reading of654

the fact that Socrates depends on Socrates’ form. And the fact that Socrates655

depends on Socrates’ end is read as (5a).656

Therefore, we may read (6) as657

6. that (9) Socrates necessarily, permanently and specifically sortal-658

depends (also or only) on Socrates’ power to reach a certain end (which659

is included in his form) and that (10) Socrates necessarily, permanently660

and specifically sortal-depends (also or only) on Socrates’ end - both661

these facts taken together depend on (5a), i.e., on the fact that at662

least some of the other powers of Socrates and/or of Socrates’ parts663

necessarily, permanently and specifically depend for their possession664

and/or for their activation (also or only) on the activation of Socrates’665

teleological power to reach a certain end.666

Socrates’ power to reach a certain end is a teleological power of Socrates667

and it plays a certain role with respect to Socrates: this is expressed by (5a).668

According to (6a), in virtue of this fact, Socrates then necessarily, permanently669

and specifically sortal-depends on that power (by (9)) and on the relevant end670

(by (10)).671

A problem may now arise. It is constitutive of Socrates’ power to reach a672

certain end that that power is essential to Socrates, so that it is included in673
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Socrates’ substantial form. Therefore, it seems that the dependence relation674

expressed in (6a) actually goes in the opposite direction. Namely, it seems that675

it is by virtue of the fact that Socrates necessarily, permanently and specifically676

sortal-depends on the power to reach a certain end (which is included in his677

form) and on the relevant end that that power is a teleological power of678

Socrates.679

But this is not true. It is not by virtue of the former fact that the latter fact680

obtains. The sortal-dependence of Socrates on something else (i.e., the former681

fact) is something that is entirely determined by Socrates’ form. Socrates’682

form comes first53. And Socrates’ power to reach a certain end is included in683

Socrates’ form. Therefore, the sortal-dependence of Socrates on that power684

and on the relevant end is something that is entirely determined by Socrates’685

form. And, more precisely, by Socrates’ power to reach a certain end, which is686

included in that form.687

Let me now turn to688

(8) that Socrates depends on Socrates’ efficient cause depends on the fact689

that Socrates depends on Socrates’ end.690

In my perspective, (8) may be interpreted by either talking (generically) of691

Socrates’ parents or by talking of Socrates’ actual parents.692

In the first case, we should appeal to (11) and (5a), thus having:693

8. that (11) Socrates’ power to reach a certain end necessarily, permanently694

and generically depends for its possession (also or only) on Socrates’695

efficient cause(s)/parents (i.e., on some entity/-ies that bring(s) about696

the existence of that power, thereby contributing to leading to Socrates’697

existence) - this fact depends on (5a), i.e., on the fact that at least some698

of the other powers of Socrates and/or of Socrates’ parts necessarily,699

permanently and specifically depend for their possession and/or for700

their activation (also or only) on the activation of Socrates’ teleological701

power to reach a certain end.702

Again, (5a) claims that Socrates’ power to reach a certain end is a teleological703

power of Socrates and it plays a certain role with respect to Socrates. Accord-704

53 In other terms, it is not the case that Socrates’ form depends on Socrates’ sortal-depending on
something else or is constituted by Socrates’ sortal-depending on something else. On the contrary,
the sortal-dependence fact at stake is entirely dependent upon Socrates’ form itself: it is just by
virtue of Socrates’ form that the sortal-dependence fact at stake obtains.
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ing to (8a), it is (also or only) by virtue of this fact that Socrates’ power to705

reach a certain end necessarily, permanently and generically depends for its706

possession (also or only) on Socrates’ efficient cause(s) (i.e., Socrates’ parents).707

Indeed, Socrates starts to exist thanks to his efficient cause(s) (also or only)708

insofar as the latter is/are responsible for the possession of the relevant teleo-709

logical power by Socrates. Otherwise, Socrates would not start to exist. And710

the efficient cause is the efficient cause only insofar as it performs the latter711

task.712

Yet, if we talk of Socrates’ actual parents, we need to appeal to (12) and713

(5a), thus having:714

8. that (12) Socrates’ power to reach a certain end contingently, non-715

permanently and specifically depends for its possession (also or only) on716

Socrates’ actual parents - this fact depends on (5a), i.e., on the fact that717

at least some of the other powers of Socrates and/or of Socrates’ parts718

necessarily, permanently and specifically depend for their possession719

and/or for their activation (also or only) on the activation of Socrates’720

teleological power to reach a certain end.721

Mutatis mutandis, the reasoning is the same.722

Finally, we get to material causes. Recall723

(7) that Socrates depends on Socrates’ matter depends on the fact that724

Socrates depends on Socrates’ end.725

We can appeal here to (13), (14) and (5a), thus having:726

7. that (13) at least some powers of Socrates’ body and/or of its material727

parts necessarily, permanently and specifically depend for their posses-728

sion (also or only) on the activation of Socrates’ power to reach a certain729

end and that (14) at least some powers of Socrates’ body and/or of its730

material parts necessarily, permanently and specifically depend for their731

activation (also or only) on the activation of Socrates’ power to reach a732

certain end - both these facts taken together depend on (5a), i.e., on the733

fact that at least some of the other powers of Socrates and/or of Socrates’734

parts necessarily, permanently and specifically depend for their pos-735

session and/or for their activation (also or only) on the activation of736

Socrates’ teleological power to reach a certain end.737
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(5a) is the usual claim that Socrates’ power to reach a certain end is a teleo-738

logical power of Socrates and it plays a certain role with respect to Socrates.739

According to (7a), it is (also or only) by virtue of (5a) that (13) and (14) are the740

case. Indeed, were it not for the former power’s being a teleological power of741

Socrates, no further power of Socrates’ and/or of his parts would possession-742

depend and/or activation-depend (also or only) on the activation of the former743

power.744

If we wish to remain more faithful to Aquinas and embrace necessity of745

origins, (3) and (4) get replaced by746

3. Socrates necessarily, permanently and specifically depends for his start-747

ing to exist on Socrates’ actual parents.748

Subsequently, (11) and (12) get replaced by749

11. Socrates’ power to reach a certain end necessarily, permanently and750

specifically depends for its possession (also or only) on Socrates’ actual751

efficient cause(s)/parents (i.e., on this/these very entity/-ies that actu-752

ally bring(s) about the existence of that power, thereby contributing to753

leading to Socrates’ existence).754

Finally, (8a) and (8b) get replaced by755

8. that (11*) Socrates’ power to reach a certain end necessarily, perma-756

nently and specifically depends for its possession (also or only) on757

Socrates’ actual efficient cause(s)/parents (i.e., on this/these very en-758

tity/-ies that actually bring(s) about the existence of that power, thereby759

contributing to leading to Socrates’ existence) - this fact depends on760

(5a), i.e., on the fact that at least some of the other powers of Socrates761

and/or of Socrates’ parts necessarily, permanently and specifically de-762

pend for their possession and/or for their activation (also or only) on763

the activation of Socrates’ teleological power to reach a certain end.764

4. Matter and Form.765

Let me now recall some features of matter and form and add further dis-766

tinctions.767

Recall that the material cause of something is that out which that thing768

exists/occurs. Thus, it is what had some pure potentiality of becoming in some769

relevant way.770
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The matter constituting a material substance is what underlies some rele-771

vant change (first and foremost, the coming into existence of that substance)54.772

It is what in which some relevant predicable inheres (first and foremost, the773

species to which that substance belongs)55. And it is what had some pure po-774

tentiality of becoming in some relevant way (first and foremost, of becoming775

that material substance)56.776

It is possible to draw two distinctions here. First, there is prime matter.777

Prime matter possesses the pure potentiality of becoming anything, even if778

- qua prime matter - it is nothing specific at all. Moreover, prime matter is779

only characterized by spatial extension, i.e., it is extended in some portion of780

space or another or, more precisely, it has some value or another of all spatial781

dimensions. Primematter cannot exist in isolation from some form or another.782

In isolation, it exists only in abstraction. For nothing that is purely potential783

actually exists: whatever exists, is in act (in some respect or another)57.784

Secondly, there is proximate matter. Proximate matter already has some785

form or another. However, when some portion of proximatematter constitutes786

amaterial substance, the formpossessed by that portion or the forms possessed787

by its parts are somehow replaced by - or subsumed under - the form of the788

material substance at stake. Thus, when the cells that constitute Socrates’789

body turn out to constitute Socrates, their forms are replaced by - or subsumed790

under - the form of Socrates himself. In other terms, they only turn out to791

exist qua cells of Socrates. They do not have any independent form58.792

Moreover, prime matter should be also distinguished from signate mat-793

ter (materia signata). Signate matter is endowed with spatial, quantitative794

accidents. This allows for it to be divisible. Namely, by virtue of the spatial,795

quantitative accidents of signate matter, there can be distinct portions of sig-796

nate matter at distinct locations. In turn, as we shall see, this makes it the797

case that material substances constituted of those portions get individuated59.798

54 See for example In Phys., 1, 15, 7, Sum. Th., I, 92, 2, ad 2 and De Princ., 1-2.
55 See for example In Phys., 1, 15, 7, De Princ., 1-2 and De ente et essentia, 2.
56 See for example In Phys., 2, 11, 2, In Metaph., 8, 1, 7, Contra Gent., I, 17 and De ente et essentia, 2
57 On prime matter, see for example Contra Gent., II, 59 and 80, In Sent., II, 12, 1, 4, co., De Spirit., 1

and In Phys., 1, 13, 9.
58 On proximate matter, see Summa Th., III, 84, 2, co., and Contra Gent., II, 90.
59 On signate matter, see for example Contra Gent., I, 65, De ver., 2, 6, ad 1 and De ente et essentia, 2.

Actually, the debate over whethermateria signata ormateria non signata individuates material
substances is a long-running one. Possibly, Aquinas changed his mind on this issue. I take side
here with the position according to whichmateria signata is what individuates substances. See
Wippel (2000) and Brower (2012), as well as the references in Brower’s work.
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Turn to form. As we have seen, the form of something is what actualizes799

the relevant portion of matter60. For the formal cause of something is taken800

to structure some relevant portion of matter and thereby make some relevant801

predicable true of it61. Moreover, the form of something is the act of the802

relevant portion of matter. Namely, the form of Socrates is the act of the803

portion of matter that constitutes Socrates. Accordingly, the formof something804

is the principle of its typical operations. Socrates’ human form makes it the805

case that Socrates can exercise certain powers (i.e., those that are typical of806

human beings) and not others62.807

Also in this case, it is possible to draw two distinctions. First, there are808

substantial forms, that engender the existence of material substances such809

as Socrates. Substantial forms make it the case that each material substance810

belongs to its own species and genus. On the other hand, accidental forms,811

through their action, engender the existence of accidents (e.g., Socrates’ being812

a philosopher). Here I shall be only concerned with the substantial forms of813

material substances63.814

With respect to the latter, we can also distinguish between individual and815

specific substantial forms. Specific substantial forms are shared by all the816

members of a certain species (e.g., the specific substantial form of humanity817

is shared by all human beings). For they make it the case that all the relevant818

material substances they inform belong to their species. On the contrary,819

individual substantial forms can only belong to individual members of a820

species (e.g., Socrates’ individual substantial form only belongs to Socrates)64.821

However, individual material substances such as Socrates seemingly have822

only one substantial form. Subsequently, Socrates’ substantial form is both823

specific (i.e., Socrates’ humanity is shared with other human beings) and824

individual (i.e., Socrates’ individuality only belongs to Socrates).825

Equipped with these distinctions, we can consider the dependence rela-826

tionships between the piece of signate and proximate matter that constitutes827

60 See for example SummaTh., I, 75, 5, co. andDe Caelo, 2, 4, 5. Therefore, form is also the perfection
of something and it is more perfect than matter (see for example In Phys., 2, 11, 2).

61 On forms that make species-predicables true of substances, see Sum. Th., I, 5, 5, co., De ente et
essentia, 1, In Phys., 2, 5, De Princ., 1.

62 See for example Sum. Th., III, 13, 1, co. and Contra Gent., II, 47.
63 On this distinction, see for example De Princ., 1 and Sum. Th., I, 77, 6, co.
64 See for example Sum. Th., I, 50, 2, co., Contra Gent., I, 65 and II, 50 and 75, and De anima, 2, ad 5.

See also Shields, Pasnau (2016).
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Socrates’ body and the substantial form of Socrates65. Socrates has only one828

substantial form, which is specific insofar as it makes it the case that Socrates829

is a human being, but also individual, insofar as it only belongs to Socrates.830

We assume the metaontological pluralist framework (see Table 4).831

832

The piece of signate and proximate matter that constitutes Socrates’ body:833

(15) necessarily, permanently but generically depends for its starting to exist834

on some (specific) substantial form or another, that makes it the case835

that it starts to exist as the piece of matter that constitutes the body of a836

certain material substance or another;837

(16) necessarily, permanently but generically depends for its continuing to838

exist on some (specific) substantial form or another, that makes it the839

case that it continues to exist as the piece of matter that constitutes the840

body of a certain material substance or another;841

65 Please note that not all material substances are constituted by proximate matter. Presumably,
fundamental physical particles are made of prime matter, which is directly informed by the
substantial forms of those particles.
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(17) necessarily, permanently but generically depends for its actualization842

on some (specific) substantial form or another, that makes it the case843

that some of the pure potentialities it has get(s) actualized66.844

By (15) and (16), it is claimed that the piece of matter that now constitutes845

Socrates’ body could have constituted another body. But that piece necessarily846

and permanently requires some specific substantial form or another in order847

to start to exist as the piece of matter that constitutes the body of a certain848

material substance or another. Indeed, pieces of matter cannot exist without849

being informed by some (specific) substantial form or another. Or, more850

precisely, they can only exist as the pieces of matter that constitute a certain851

body or another. And the fact that they constitute a certain body or another852

hinges on some (specific) substantial form or another.853

For what I understand, the relevant substantial form at stake here should854

be invoked in respect of its specificity, not in respect of its individuality. Indi-855

viduality comes after, as we shall see. Of course, some pieces of proximate856

matter may be more inclined to be informed by certain specific substantial857

forms (e.g., cells are more inclined to be informed by the specific substantial858

forms of organisms), whereas other pieces of proximate matter may be more859

inclined to be informed by others.860

By (17), (specific) substantial forms also actualize certain pure potentialities861

of pieces of matter, and not others. In Section 5 I shall provide an interpretation862

of this thesis.863

Let me now turn to Socrates’ substantial form, which is both specific and864

individual. This form:865

(18) necessarily, permanently and specifically depends for its starting to866

exist (as a certain individual form) on the specific piece of matter that867

constitutes Socrates’ body at the beginning of Socrates’ existence;868

(19) necessarily, permanently and specifically depends for its individuation869

(as a certain individual form) on the specific piece of matter that consti-870

tutes Socrates’ body at the beginning of Socrates’ existence67.871

Aquinas holds that at least some substantial forms (i.e., the souls of human872

beings) can exist without being endowed with any piece of matter at all68.873

66 On (15)-(16), see for example De Princ., 1 and Quodl., III, 1, 1, co. On (17), see note 56.
67 On the individuation of forms and substances by signate matter, see for example Summa Th., I,

75, 4, co., Contra Gent., II, 75, De Caelo, 1, 19, 4, De anima, 4, co. and De ente et essentia, 1 and 5.
68 See Sum. Th., I, 75-89 and De unitate intellectus contra Averroistas. See also Pasnau (2012).
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Therefore, such forms do not generically depend for their continued existence874

upon pieces of matter.875

However, if one rejects Aquinas’ views, the following seems to be the case:876

(20) Socrates’ substantial form necessarily, permanently but generically de-877

pends for its continued existence on some piece of matter or another878

that constitutes Socrates’ body.879

At any rate, Aquinas clearly accepts something akin to (20) with respect to880

the substantial forms of non-humanmaterial substances.881

It is important to examine (18) and (19). Qua individual substantial form of882

Socrates and of no other human being, Socrates’ substantial form necessarily883

and permanently starts to exist thanks to - and gets individuated by - a certain884

piece of matter. Of course, qua specific, the substantial form of humanity885

could start to exist thanks to - and get individuated by - some piece of matter886

or another. But Socrates is endowed with only one substantial form, which is887

both specific and individual. Therefore, qua individual, that form is necessarily888

and permanently tied to a certain piece of matter in some respects (i.e., for889

starting to exist and for getting individuated).890

However, by (20), Socrates’ substantial form requires no particular piece of891

matter for its continuing to exist. Indeed, the matter that constitutes Socrates’892

body at a certain time may be replaced with further matter over the course893

of Socrates’ existence. What is required is only that some piece of matter or894

another is there whenever and in whatever possible world Socrates’ form895

exists.896

If we try to interpret (14)-(20) from the standpoint of metaontological897

monism, some problems are in order. Such problems are similar to the ones898

discussed in Section 2. First, monists should admit of exotic and contentious899

fine-grained relata (e.g., the continued existence of Socrates’ form). Secondly,900

to avoid such entities, they cannot go for a deflationist solution. Thirdly, their901

dependence* relation must be either merely non-symmetrical and transitive,902

but not irreflexive, or merely non-symmetrical and irreflexive, but not transi-903

tive. Fourthly, it is not clear why one and the same relation holds specifically904

in some cases and generically in other cases. Fifthly and finally, form is prior905

to matter, according to Aquinas69. And such a priority requires at least one906

69 On the priority of forms over matter and on the relationships between form and matter, see In
Metaph., 9, 8, De principiis, Brower (2014) and Shields, Pasnau (2016).
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further asymmetrical dependence relation in addition to dependence* - which907

is merely non-symmetrical.908

In sum, Route 1 and Route 2 towards metaontological pluralism may be909

covered also in this case.910

But a problemarises. If we consider (16) and (20), pieces of matter and forms911

necessarily, permanently and generically depend on one another for their con-912

tinued existence. Therefore, it seems that necessary, permanent and generic913

dependence for continuing to exist is (at best) merely non-symmetrical.914

We may swallow this result. Namely, we may claim that, in our framework,915

mere non-symmetry is restricted to only one (qualified) D-relation (i.e., neces-916

sary, permanent and generic dependence for continuing to exist). By the way,917

there are further asymmetrical D-relations that ‘ground’ the priority of forms918

over pieces of matter. Alternatively, wemay embrace Aquinas’ views and point919

out that, at least in the case of Socrates, (20) is actually false, if we take into920

account possible worlds different from the natural world. Indeed, Aquinas921

holds that, in the afterlife, Socrates’ substantial formmay exist disembodied70.922

So far, so good. However, this solution cannot be generalized to all material923

substances: presumably, the substantial forms of flies will not be able to exist924

disembodied in the afterlife.925

Wemay try to look for another solution. I shall turn to it in the next Section.926

5. Matter and Form: A Powerful Interpretation.927

To interpret the dependence relationships between substantial forms and928

pieces of proximate and signate matter, I shall invoke two sets of powers.929

First, there are essential teleological powers, included in substantial forms.930

For example, Socrates’ power to live a rational life, but also Socrates’ power to931

nourish himself. Secondly, there are the iterated powers possessed by pieces932

of matter. Iterated powers are powers to acquire further powers. For example,933

a certain piece of matter possesses the iterated power to acquire the power934

to pump blood. When this iterated power gets activated, that piece of matter935

possesses the power to pump blood. Another piece of matter possesses the936

iterated power to acquire the power to move. When this iterated power gets937

activated, that piece of matter possesses the power to move. And so on.938

In the footsteps of Simpson (2022), we may speculate that prime matter939

only has iterated powers. This is why prime matter does not exist, if not in940

70 See Brower (2014).
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abstraction: nothing that actually exists only seems to be endowed with the941

powers to acquire further powers71.942

On the contrary, pieces of proximate and signate matter only have certain943

iterated powers, and not others. For example, the piece of proximate and944

signate matter that will constitute Socrates’ heart has the iterated power to945

acquire the power to pump blood. But it does not have the iterated power to946

acquire the power to open an electrical circuit. Moreover, pieces of proximate947

and signate matter already have certain non-iterated powers, depending on948

their pre-existing forms.949

What happens when Socrates starts to exist is that certain pieces of proxi-950

mate and signate matter get structured in a certain way, so as to constitute951

Socrates’ body72. By virtue of getting structured in that way, those pieces get952

(at least some of) their iterated powers activated. For example, a certain piece953

of matter, by virtue of getting structured in a certain way, gets its iterated954

power to acquire the power to pump blood activated. Therefore, that piece of955

matter turns out to possess the power to pump blood.956

Structures are connected with substantial forms. Namely, only the sub-957

stances that are already endowedwith certain substantial forms (e.g., Socrates’958

parents) can structure pieces of matter in some relevant ways, so as to ‘gen-959

erate’ further substances with the same substantial forms (e.g., Socrates). In960

sum, the activation of iterated powers is due to structuring. And structuring961

is due to substantial forms. See Table 5 for the RD-relations invoked in this962

Section.963

71 See also Simpson (2023). Simpson (2022: 54) actually suggests that parcels of matter lack intrinsic
causal powers, but they have the potentialities to bear them. To make sense of such potentialities,
I suggest that we should introduce iterated causal powers.

72 Obviously, when we talk of fundamental particles, the relevant pieces of matter should be of
prime matter.
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964

We can now interpret (17) as965

17. iterated powers of pieces of proximate and signate matter necessar-966

ily, permanently but generically depend for their activation on some967

(specific) substantial form or another.968

The relevant dependence is necessary and permanent: whenever and in what-969

ever possible world iterated powers get activated, they get activated thanks to970

substantial forms, that structure the relevant pieces of matter.971

Is the relevant dependence actually generic? Consider two pieces of proxi-972

mate matter: a human egg cell and a human sperm cell.When they unite, they973
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constitute a human body. And their iterated powers get activated. All of such974

iterated powers, however, can only get activated by the human substantial975

form. They cannot get activated by the canine substantial form.976

On the other hand, when we consider a certain piece of wood (i.e., another977

piece of proximate matter), some of its iterated powers can get activated by978

a table's substantial form, insofar as it becomes a table. But other iterated979

powers can get activated by a chair’s substantial form, insofar as it becomes a980

chair. Therefore, the piece of wood only generically depends for the activation981

of its iterated powers on some substantial form or another.982

If we now consider pieces of non-proximate matter, e.g., the atoms that983

constitute my heart, it seems that they could have constituted a canine heart984

as well. In this latter case, their iterated powers would have been activated985

by another substantial form. However, nothing guarantees that this happens986

with all the iterated powers of non-proximate matter.987

Finally, some iterated powers can only get activated by certain substantial988

forms, and not others. For example, the iterated power to acquire the power to989

perform some highly complex neural function (one that can only be performed990

by human brains) can only get activated by human substantial forms.991

In sum, (17a) is true for some pieces of proximatematter and some iterated992

powers. And for some iterated powers of some pieces of non-proximatematter.993

But when it comes to further pieces of proximate or non-proximate matter994

and/or to further iterated powers, the relevant dependence for activation is995

necessary, permanent and specific. We actually replace (17a) with two claims:996

17. some iterated powers of some pieces of proximate (and non-proximate)997

and signate matter necessarily, permanently but generically depend for998

their activation on some (specific) substantial form or another;999

17. some iterated powers of some pieces of proximate (and non-proximate)1000

and signate matter necessarily, permanently and specifically depend for1001

their activation on some (specific) substantial form.1002

It is also important to add that, in both cases, all the iterated powers of pieces1003

of matter can only get activated by substantial forms (or by accidental ones).1004

We can now turn to1005

(15) a piece of proximate and signate matter necessarily, permanently but1006

generically depends for its starting to exist on some (specific) substantial1007

form or another, that makes it the case that it starts to exist as the piece1008
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of matter that constitutes the body of a certain material substance or1009

another.1010

Pieces of proximate and signate matter exist before they get structured by the1011

relevant substantial forms and before they turn out to possess some relevant,1012

non-iterated powers. However, when they get structured by the relevant sub-1013

stantial forms and turn out to possess some relevant, non-iterated powers,1014

they change their nature, so to say. Indeed, a piece of proximate and signate1015

matter - when it gets structured by the substantial form of humanity - is not1016

just a piece of proximate and signate matter anymore. It turns out to be a1017

human body, i.e., it turns out to exist as a human body.1018

In other terms, pieces of matter cannot go on existing as pieces of matter1019

simpliciter. They can only exist as bodies of material substances. Consider1020

Socrates’ generation. Of course, a certain egg cell and a certain sperm cell exist1021

before they constitute Socrates’ body. But when they turn out to constitute1022

Socrates’ body, they are structured in a certain way and they lose their ‘old’1023

natures (i.e., those of an egg cell and of a sperm cell). On the contrary, a new1024

entity comes into existence, which has a ‘new’ nature: the body of a human1025

being.1026

The body of a human being starts to exist thanks to some structuring activity1027

on behalf of the substantial form of humanity. In virtue of that structuring1028

activity, the iterated powers possessed by the relevant pieces of matter get1029

activated. The activation of such iterated powers make the relevant pieces1030

of matter bodies of specific sorts (e.g., human bodies). This seems to happen1031

whenever and in whatever possible world human bodies turn out to exist.1032

Namely, whenever and in whatever possible world human bodies turn out to1033

exist, they start to exist thanks to the structuring activity of the substantial form1034

of humanity, which makes it the case that the iterated powers get activated.1035

Is the relevant dependence relation generic? It depends on the relevant1036

pieces of proximate (and non-proximate) matter and on the relevant iterated1037

powers, as we have already seen with (17a*) and (17b). Therefore, depending1038

on the case at hand, we have two readings of (15), i.e.,1039

15. a piece of proximate and signate matter necessarily, permanently but1040

generically depends for its starting to exist on some (specific) substan-1041

tial form or another, that activates at least some of its iterated powers1042

through its structuring activity and thereby makes it the case that it1043

doi: 10.48106/dial.v78.i2.03

https://doi.org/10.48106/dial.v78.i2.03
10.48106/dial.v78.i2.03


PR
OO
F

40 Michele Paolini Paoletti

starts to exist as the piece of matter that constitutes the body of a certain1044

material substance or another;1045

16. a piece of proximate and signate matter necessarily, permanently and1046

specifically depends for its starting to exist on some (specific) substantial1047

form, that activates at least some of its iterated powers through its1048

structuring activity and thereby makes it the case that it starts to exist1049

as the piece of matter that constitutes the body of a certain material1050

substance of a certain sort.1051

Finally, we get to:1052

(16) a piece of proximate and signate matter necessarily, permanently but1053

generically depends for its continuing to exist on some (specific) sub-1054

stantial form or another, that makes it the case that it continues to exist1055

as the piece of matter that constitutes the body of a certain material1056

substance or another.1057

Insofar as human bodies continue to exist, they need to be structured by the1058

relevant substantial forms. That structuring activity makes it the case that the1059

parts of a human body continue to work together, so that the relevant human1060

body continues to exist. And the relevant human body continues to exist1061

insofar as it possesses and/or exercises some non-iterated powers previously1062

acquired through the relevant substantial form in accord with (15a*) or (15b).1063

Call the latter powers “non-iterated* powers”. For example, Socrates’ body1064

continues to exist insofar as some part of its body possesses and/or exercises1065

some non-iterated* power, e.g., the power of pumping blood or the power of1066

performing some neural function.1067

Therefore, depending on the case at hand, we get two readings of (16), i.e.,1068

16. a piece of proximate and signate matter necessarily, permanently but1069

generically depends for its continuing to exist on some (specific) sub-1070

stantial form or another, that ‘grounds’ the continued possession and/or1071

activation of at least some of its non-iterated* powers through its struc-1072

turing activity and thereby makes it the case that that piece continues1073

to exist as the piece of matter that constitutes the body of a certain1074

material substance or another;1075

16. a piece of proximate and signate matter necessarily, permanently and1076

specifically depends for its continuing to exist on some (specific) sub-1077

stantial form, that ‘grounds’ the continued possession and/or activation1078
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of at least some of its non-iterated* powers through its structuring ac-1079

tivity and thereby makes it the case that that piece continues to exist1080

as the piece of matter that constitutes the body of a certain material1081

substance of a certain sort.1082

Moreover, the relevant structuring activity may be due to the exercise of the1083

essential teleological powers of the substance, following (13) and (14). At any1084

rate, the structuring and ‘grounding’ activity on behalf of substantial forms is1085

still to be characterized through dependence for activation or dependence for1086

possession of certain powers upon other powers. When the result is the con-1087

tinued possession of a non-iterated* power, there is dependence for possession.1088

Moreover, such a dependencemay get interpreted by appealing to dependence1089

for activation: a given non-iterated* power possession-depends on a given1090

substantial form insofar as the structuring activity of the latter activates/con-1091

tributes to activating some iterated power for the former non-iterated* power.1092

When the result is the continued activation of some non-iterated* power, what1093

gets activated is the non-iterated* power itself.1094

It goes without saying that (15a*), (15b), (16a*) and (16b) invoke distinct1095

D-relations when it comes to iterated and non-iterated* powers: necessary,1096

permanent and specific/generic activation-dependence for iterated powers1097

(on substantial forms); necessary, permanent and specific/generic possession-1098

and activation-dependence for non-iterated* powers (on substantial forms).1099

Let me now turn to substantial forms. Powers do not help with1100

(19) Socrates’ substantial form necessarily, permanently and specifically1101

depends for its individuation (as a certain individual form) on the spe-1102

cific piece of matter that constitutes Socrates’ body at the beginning of1103

Socrates’ existence.1104

Subsequently, they do not help with1105

(18) Socrates’ substantial form necessarily, permanently and specifically1106

depends for its starting to exist (as a certain individual form) on the1107

specific piece of matter that constitutes Socrates’ body at the beginning1108

of Socrates’ existence,1109

either.1110

However, we may point out that Socrates’ substantial form starts to exist1111

as that individual substantial form insofar as the specific form of humanity1112
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structures the specific piece of matter that constitutes Socrates’ body at the1113

beginning of Socrates’ existence, thereby activating at least some of its iterated1114

powers. Therefore, (18) is conditional upon (15a*) and (15b).1115

Things become more interesting when it comes to:1116

(20) Socrates’ substantial form necessarily, permanently but generically de-1117

pends for its continued existence on some piece of matter or another1118

that constitutes Socrates’ body.1119

Consider some of the essential teleological powers that are included in1120

Socrates’ substantial form, e.g., the power to nourish himself. It seems1121

that some of such powers need to be active whenever Socrates exists. If1122

Socrates ceased to nourish himself, Socrates would not exist anymore.1123

Subsequently, Socrates’ individual substantial form would cease to exist as1124

that individual form as well. In sum, the continued existence of Socrates’1125

individual substantial form hinges on the continued activation of some of the1126

essential teleological powers included in that form.1127

Such powers, when they get activated, ‘instrumentally’ need that further1128

non-iterated* powers of Socrates’ body and/or of its parts get activated. For1129

example, in order for Socrates’ power to nourish himself to get activated, that1130

power ‘instrumentally’ needs that some power possessed by Socrates’ stomach1131

gets activated. Namely, the former power reaches its end (also or only) through1132

activating the latter power. The former power needs the activation of the latter1133

power as an ‘instrument’, so to say.1134

It is not the case that Socrates’ power to nourish himself gets possessed/ac-1135

tivated in virtue of the activation of some further power possessed by Socrates’1136

stomach. When it comes to the relationships between these powers, it is the1137

other way round: in line with (13) and (14), the possession/activation of some1138

power possessed by Socrates’ stomach depends on the activation of Socrates’1139

power to nourish himself.1140

However, in order to reach its end, the activation of Socrates’ power to1141

nourish himself must ‘use’ the activation of the relevant power possessed by1142

Socrates’ stomach as an ‘instrument’. Therefore, the former ‘instrumentally’1143

depends on the latter.1144

This clarifies (20) as follows:1145

20. Socrates’ substantial form necessarily, permanently but generically de-1146

pends for its continued existence on some piece of matter or another1147

that constitutes Socrates’ body, insofar as the continued activation of1148
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some essential teleological powers included in the former is required1149

for the continued existence of Socrates’ substantial form and insofar as1150

the activation of such powers necessarily, permanently but generically1151

instrumentally-depends on the activation of some non-iterated* powers1152

possessed by Socrates’ body and/or by its parts73.1153

Of course, material parts may change. Thus, the relevant dependence is only1154

generic. But it is necessary and permanent. For Socrates’ power to nourish1155

himself ‘instrumentally’ needs - whenever it gets activated and in whatever1156

possible world it gets activated - that some powers possessed by Socrates’ body1157

and/or by its parts get activated as well74.*1158
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