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Abstract

Theorising about digital technology is core to the IS discipline. This paper presents an interpretation of
technology using hylomorphism, the theory that material objects comprise both matter and form. A
contemporary understanding of hylomorphism argues that the form of an object is dynamic structure,
which may be actualised in the process of interacting with other objects. This paper arose out of a critical
realist study on the use of technology in the classroom by senior secondary students in New Zealand.
The role of theory in critical realism is outlined, and then the findings that stimulated this paper are
presented. A brief history of hylomorphism is discussed before moving to the contemporary revival of
Aristotelian theories. Some implications of this theory on IS research are presented, including an outline
of emergence and methodological considerations.
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1 INTRODUCTION

It has been 18 years since Orlikowski and Iacono (2001, p. 121) observed that “... the field of information
systems (IS), which is premised on the centrality of information technology in everyday life, has not
deeply engaged with its core subject matter — the information technology (IT) artifact”. While there have
been calls for pragmatic and practical analysis of the specific over the general (Alter 2015), it has been
argued that inadequate theorising of the IT artifact has led to difficulty in developing deeper, sustainable
theories around the IS constructs, and thus distinguishing our research space (Grover and Lyytinen
2015, p. 283). Recent work shows that there is still interest in the “... difficult ontological questions that
arise about [digital objects’] structure, mode of being, and other basic properties” (Faulkner and Runde
20109, p. 2).

2 CRITICAL REALISM AND THEORY

This short paper presents a reflection on technology that arose through a critical realist study that
explored information technology (IT) in the everyday life of secondary school students in New Zealand.

The philosophical basis and methodological considerations of critical realism generally (Bhaskar 1975,
1993, 2005) and in relation to information systems (Williams and Wynn 2018; Wynn and Williams
2012) are well discussed in the literature. At the core of Bhaskar’s critical realism lies the question, “what
does science as a social practice tell us what the world must be like” (Bhaskar 1975, p. xv). A primary
objective of research in critical realism is to “develop explanations for the way things act and how they
are capable of doing so” (Wynn and Williams 2012, p. 795), rather than aiming to make predictions, or
understanding the social or cultural meaning of an event.

The role of theory in critical realism is also different from other paradigms. In Humean empiricism
theories present hypotheses of relations between observable events, and the validity of the theory is
assessed against the data; theories are highly general, express regular relationships that are found to
exist in the world, and contribute predictive and explanatory knowledge of the world. In Kantian
idealism theories are constructions of imagined relations between phenomena, which cannot be true or
false, but can be more or less useful.

In critical realism research theory and data are intrinsically related because, from the foundational pillar
of ontological realism, while reality is independent of our knowledge of theory and concepts, we cannot
understand reality without using our knowledge. From epistemological relativism, our knowledge of
reality is contingent, but is not simple or arbitrarys; it is fallible, but not equally fallible. The goal of any
investigation is a descriptive or explanatory account which provides a plausible model based on
judgmental rationality between competing theories. In an open system an event may not be replicable,
existing theories may not reflect reality accurately, and some theories may be more correct than others.
Our theories and concepts are constantly being developed, and they are developed in relation to the
events we experience when we use them to understand reality.

Theories are useful frameworks of interpretation in the abductive and retroductive phases of the critical
realist methodological model of explanation (Wynn and Williams 2012). Theory “...privileges seeing,
and thus one function of theory is to help individuals see and interpret phenomena and events.... Social
theories are thus heuristic devices to interpret and make sense of social life.” (Kellner 1995, pp. 24-5).
A critical realist researcher may tend to spend a great deal of time considering how philosophical and
social theories can illuminate the data, in order to gain insight into the generative mechanism which “if
it were to exist and act in the postulated way would account for the phenomenon in question” (Bhaskar
1975, p. 12). Philosophical theories can illuminate intentionality and the conditions of human activity.
Social theories can reconstruct social structures such as power, social positions and social conventions.

The study examined how senior secondary students used technology in the New Zealand classroom.
Four secondary schools in medium- to high-income areas of New Zealand participated in this qualitative
study. In the 11 classes that participated, each under two to four weeks of observation, almost every
student had access to digital devices, and almost every student used digital devices in their learning.
This paper focuses on two of the key findings from the data. It was observed that each student had
slightly different technology, and each student was working with slightly different information. It was
acknowledged that students who are in the same class and who are doing the same thing can have very
different learning experiences (Nuthall 2007). The findings are:

e If students had to complete action P, eg, an analysis using one of the statistical software
programmes available, they could use any of multiple combinations of hardware (A, D or J) and
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software (B, E or K) and information (C, F or L); this can be written as ABC or DEF or JKL - P;
and

e With a combination of hardware (A) and software (B) and information (C) the students could
achieve a plurality of effects, as they could both write their essay (P - a cognitive action) and
share it with their teachers (Q - an instrumental action); this can be written as ABC = P and /

or Q.

In an open system critical realism accepts that at all stages of explanation there are a multiplicity of
causes and a plurality of effects, and key to explanation is using theory to understand the data. The data
appeared to suggest that learning with technology could be effectively black boxed — given an
educational task the student could select from a range of hardware, software and information and
produce an acceptable result. The technologies were not fixed and were easily substituted, so a material
lens to examine the technology became less salient. A functional lens was also insufficient to account for
these findings, as a student could, with exactly the same technology and information, be performing a
plurality of functions.

To find a causal mechanism that could account for both a multiplicity of causes and a plurality of effects,
Aristotle's hylomorphism was considered. Hylomorphism presents the view that material objects are
comprised of both matter and form. Using a modern version of form as dynamic structure provided a
rational explanation for the findings, and the students’ experiences with technology.

3 AN ACCOUNT OF OBJECTS
3.1 A brief introduction to hylomorphism

Hylomorphism is a theory attributed to Aristotle that material objects comprise both matter and form.
During the medieval period hylomorphism was the dominant view of material objects, but with the rise
of science in the early modern period this view was rejected in favour of empirically adequate,
scientifically-informed, reductionist accounts. Hylomorphism was seen as hopelessly outdated
(Skrzypek 2016).

Recently there has been a revival of interest in Aristotelian theories, including hylomorphism, in
contemporary metaphysics. An early proponent of structural hylomorphism is Koslicki who wrote
(2008, pp. 172—4):

I propose that we once more follow Plato and Aristotle in assuming that the world is best described
by taking ordinary material objects to ... consist of the two components of structure or form, on
the one hand, and content or matter, on the other.

Koslicki equated form with structure, and the next section will discuss structural hylomorphism and
dynamic structural hylomorphism.

3.2 Form as structure and dynamic structure

There is a common, but incorrect, assumption that form is equivalent to shape: that a table is a table
because it is shaped like a table (Harman 2011, p. 36). Nor is form equivalent to its category of objects
(atable is a table because it can be grouped with tables), its essential properties (a table is a table because
it is table-like), or its physical relations between material parts (a table has four legs) (Roudaut 2018).

The first step in modern hylomorphism is that form can be identified as the structure of an object. A
common example of a material object is a water molecule. That molecule consists of three components:
one oxygen atom and two hydrogen atoms. Yet these components must be arranged in a certain way in
order for them to compose the water molecule. Atoms that exist millions of kilometres apart do not
compose a water molecule. It is at least necessary that these atoms be structured in some definite way.

A less common example is a melody. In order for notes to compose a melody they must be structured in
a specific way: one specific note of a defined duration is followed other notes. If the same notes are
played in a different order it is not the melody. Thus, a melody is also a structured entity (Paolini Paoletti
2018).

Structure is a basic ontological principle: it concerns what things are. It is also a basic explanatory
principle: it concerns what things can do (Jaworski 2016). Most assumptions of form are static
conceptualisations, but this understanding conceptualises form as dynamic structure. An example is a
fountain: “the configuration of a fountain... is intrinsically unstable, and it can retain its shape only by
endlessly renewing the material which constitutes it; that is, by organising and imposing structure on
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the unremitting flow of its own substance...” (Miller (1978) in Jaworski 2016, p. 43). Structures are not
merely static spatial relations, they are instead dynamic patterns of environmental interaction. This also
means that an object has the ability to impose its structures on incoming matter and energy in its
interactions with the wider world (Jaworski 2016; Roudaut 2018).

There are limits as to when structure can be actualised. The ability that an object has to impose its
structure on another object is only manifested in specific circumstances, and only if the second object
has the power to be affected. When the objects are conjoined in the right circumstances then the powers
to structure and to be structured may be actualised. Using examples of water: water can only exercise its
power to structure to dissolve things in conjunction with things that have the power to be dissolved in
water; a fountain can only exercise its power to structure things like water that have the power to be
structured in a fountain. These examples show that even something as simple as water has multiple
structural powers; these may not be known before they are actualised, and not all of these powers will
be actualised, let alone at the same time.

A modern definition of form is (Roudaut 2018, p. 14),

Form refers to the internal principle of coherence in things, accounting for their unity, but also
for their identity through time (an object A is identical with an object B if and only if they share
the same numerical form). The distinction between integral and metaphysical parts allows the
object to change according to its material parts without having its identity altered.

Thus form persists, even when the materiality changes.

Structure manifests differently in conjunction with different objects. Bowling and pétanque are both
played with balls, but a bowling ball will roll on a hard surface while a boule will sink in soft sand. The
surfaces and the balls have form and matter, structure and content, and together they cause the outcome.
However, while the surfaces and the balls interact, they do not form a complex entity. Whether a
relationship between objects results in a complex, structured, emergent object will be discussed in the
section on emergence.

4 APPLICATION TO IS RESEARCH

This paper does not position form as a stand-alone and complete explanation. Its aim is to open up
debate, while staying mindful to patterns of difference and possibilities (Scott and Orlikowski 2013). In
hylomorphism ordinary material objects consist of form and matter. Consideration of form is only one
way to understand the causality of process-in-product that constitutes the emergent whole, and it is not
complete on its own.

This understanding reconceptualises objects as having dynamic force. The dynamic force of objects, like
affordances, can be both positive and negative. A person can express their agency through actions, but
the technology can shape those actions: it can enable, resist or deflect actions. This is not through the
agency of the technology, but because the technology, as an object, has the causal power to structure and
regulate actions.

While this is not an orthodox position in information systems there are perspectives that come to a
similar result through different means. Markus and Silver’s (2008) spirit of technology through adaptive
structuration theory, Markus and Silver’s (2013) functional affordances, and Pentland and Feldman’s
(2008) grammar through actor network theory all posit a dynamic force in the technology. Outside
information systems affordances (Gibson 2014) and object oriented ontology (Harman 2018) recognise
structuring forces in objects (and non-objects). In critical realism causation is not a property of things
but of the continuing activity of things; the reality of a thing is ascribed by its causal criterion, its ability
to do (Bhaskar 1975, 2005). This paper notes that explanation types are limited in the scope of what is
actually explained, but argues that considering different types of explanation can provide
complementary and holistic understanding of complex information systems phenomena (Hovorka et al.
2008).

4.1 Emergence

Hylomorphism is able to contribute explanation at the level of simple, external relations between
objects, as well as at the level of complex emergent entities, in which case an understanding of emergence
is entailed. This is particularly relevant given the argument that an information systems artifact is an
emergent entity comprising a technology artifact, an information artifact and a social artifact (Lee et al.
2015).
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In critical realism emergence is a process that entails both stratification and change, and has its own
dynamism (Bhaskar 1993, 2005). An object is a structured, emergent object if (Lawson 2012):

e it arises out of the relational organising of lower level components; and
e itis dependent on the lower level for its existence; but
e it has causal powers of its own, and these are irreducible to those operating on the lower level.

In open social systems there are multiple recursive, social, and semiotic processes, and emergence is the
outcome of multiple and changing mechanisms, agencies and circumstances. The information systems
artifact is an emergent, structured, supervenient, processual totality, and form is essential to this
process. This organisation is always a novel phenomenon, given the multiplicity of causes and the
plurality of effects. The process is not teleologically driven; it is formed from the interaction of the
component parts.

Once the structured object comes into existence it is essentially and continuously engaged in configuring
materials, which are precisely those components that compose it. The structures may be decentred,
asymmetrical, and even have internal contradiction. They will be subject to the entropy of the real world,
they will emerge and disemerge; the higher-order level will decay, demise or disjoint.

The information system, then, is conjuncturally determined. The extent of the explanation between the
components and in reference to the totality is not pre-determined, and may always be changing. This
conceptualisation of emergence evokes a roiling, tumultuous, almost inexorable event, but in the
classrooms of the study these were quiet, easy events that happened tens, even hundreds of times in
every lesson every day.

4.2 Form and matter

This understanding of form overcomes an issue associated with sociomateriality, that if the social and
the technological are entangled, then how does the information systems field distinguish itself from
organizational or management research (Sarker et al. 2013, p. 14)? The strong ontological stance of
critical realism refuses to conflate subjects, objects and relations (Al-Amoudi et al. 2017), and
hylomorphism requires ontological distinction between the technology artifact and the social artifact.
This distinction does not require separation into discrete tangible units, nor an autonomy that precludes
co-constitution and intra-connection (Gunnarsson 2015). Similarly, if the technology artifact is merely
an instrumental tool then there is no mutual interaction (as in a socio-technical lens), and use is a
reductionist, unidirectional action. This paper argues that the technological artefact is neither
instrumental nor entangled with the social, it is an object in its own right that has structural, dynamic
form.

Further, this understanding of form does not only apply to the technological artefact: information is also
an ontological object, and also has form and matter. With a dynamic understanding of structural form
the relationship between the technology artefact and the information artefact can be examined without
resorting to entanglement with the social. Given that most of the photographs now being taken are to be
viewed by machines for machine learning and facial recognition purposes and not by humans, how the
technology interacts with the information is increasingly salient.

4.3 Methodological implications

An explanation based on matter focuses on actual (not potential) causes which can be determined a
priori, and can be used to present normative knowledge claims about how the student should be using
the technology to take full advantage of its material properties. This provides a single position towards
which we should direct our actions. An explanation based on form focuses on its potential, its telenomic
push, which is observed a posteriori through research. It focuses on what the technology actually does,
and how its interaction with the social and the information can explain the phenomenon. While this is
part of the methodological method of explanation of critical realism, it may also be part of the push to
the edge, to develop bold theorising about information, IT and the social domain, and the relations
between them (Grover and Lyytinen 2015; Williams and Wynn 2018). This is the starting position from
which the possibilities of action arise, and from where we can ask how can information systems improve
our lives.

5 CONCLUSION

This paper offers a concept of the IT artifact that is unorthodox in information systems, but technology
is now a part of our lives in ways which were unorthodox merely ten years ago. In our world we no longer

177



Australasian Conference on Information Systems Bennett, Toland, Howell, & Tate
2019, Perth Western Australia Revisiting hylomorphism

know when or how technology is structuring our lives: what surveillance system is structuring how we
travel through an airport or a smart city, how are our Facebook feeds or Google searches structuring our
understanding of the world. Observing the students interact with technology in the classroom presented
a microcosm of how the students interact with technology, and how technology interacts with students.
While the students selected technology, used it in multiple ways for a plurality of outcomes, and then set
it aside, the technology also structured the actions that the students could perform. This
conceptualisation of form as dynamic structure is a lens to explore the interaction between the social,
the technological, and information.

This revindication of form (with emergence) is proposed as an alternative to reductive materialism with
deflationary accounts of objects and persons where things are a collection of parts, or sociomaterial
accounts where there is no difference between the social and the technical. It is an alternative where
form structures matter, and can account for capacities and powers.

6 REFERENCES

Al-Amoudi, I., Edwards, T., O’'Mahoney, H., and O’Mahoney, J. 2017. “Introduction: De/humanization
and Critical Realism,” Journal of Critical Realism (16:4), Taylor & Francis, pp. 349—352.
(https://doi.org/10.1080/14767430.2017.1348713).

Alter, S. 2015. “The Concept of ‘IT Artifact’ Has Outlived Its Usefulness and Should Be Retired Now,”
Information Systems Journal (25:1), pp. 47—60. (https://doi.org/10.1111/isj.12048).

Bhaskar, R. R. 1975. A Realist Theory of Science, London: Routledge.
Bhaskar, R. R. 1993. Dialectic: The Pulse of Freedom, London: Verso.

Bhaskar, R. R. 2005. The Possibility of Naturalism: A Philosphical Critique of the Contemporary
Human Sciences, (34 ed.), London: Routledge.

Faulkner, P., and Runde, J. 2019. “Theorizing the Digital Object,” MIS Quarterly (43:4), p. 1-XX.
(https://doi.org/10.25300/MISQ/2019/13136).

Gibson, J. J. 2014. “The Theory of Affordances,” in The People, Place, and Space Reader, J. Gieseking,
W. Mangold, C. Katz, S. Low, and S. Saegert (eds.), Taylor & Francis.

Grover, V., and Lyytinen, K. 2015. “New State of Play in Information Systems Research: The Push to the
Edges,” MIS Quarterly (39:2), pp. 271—296.

Gunnarsson, L. 2015. “Why We Keep Separating the ‘inseparable’: Dialecticizing Intersectionality,”
European Journal of Women'’s Studies (24:2), pp- 1-14.
(https://doi.org/10.1177/1350506815577114).

Harman, G. 2011. “On the Undermining of Objects: Grant, Bruno, and Radical Philosophy,” in The
Speculative Turn, L. Bryant, N. Srnicek, and G. Harman (eds.), Melbourne: re.press.

Harman, G. 2018. Object-Oriented Ontology: A New Theory of Everything, London: Pelican.

Hovorka, D. S., Germonprez, M., and Larsen, K. R. 2008. “Explanation in Information Systems,”
Information  Systems Journal (18:1), pp. 23—43. (https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-
2575.2007.00271.X).

Jaworski, W. 2016. “Hylomorphism: Emergent Properties without Emergentism,” in Biology and
Subjectivity: Philosophical Contributions to Non-Reductive Neuroscience (Vol. 2), M. Garcia-
Valdecasas, J. I. Murillo, and N. F. Barrett (eds.), Cham: Springer. (https://doi.org/10.1007/978-
3-319-30502-8).

Kellner, D. 1995. Media Culture: Cultural Studies, Identity and Politics between the Modern and the
Postmodern, London: Routledge.

Koslicki, K. 2008. The Structure of Objects, Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Lawson, T. 2012. “Ontology and the Study of Social Reality: Emergence, Organisation, Community,
Power, Social Relations, Corporations, Artefacts and Money,” Cambridge Journal of Economics
(36:2), pp. 345—385. (https://doi.org/10.1093/cje/beros0).

Lee, A. S., Thomas, M., and Baskerville, R. L. 2015. “Going back to Basics in Design Science: From the
Information Technology Artifact to the Information Systems Artifact,” Information Systems
Journal (25:1), pp. 5—21. (https://doi.org/10.1111/isj.12054).

Markus, M. L., and Silver, M. S. 2008. “A Foundation for the Study of IT Effects: A New Look at
DeSanctis and Poole’s Concepts of Structural Features and Spirit,” Journal of the Association for

178



Australasian Conference on Information Systems Bennett, Toland, Howell, & Tate
2019, Perth Western Australia Revisiting hylomorphism

Information Systems (9:10/11), pp. 609—632.

Orlikowski, W. J., and Iacono, C. S. 2001. “Desperately Seeking the ‘IT” in IT Research - a Call to
Theorizing the IT Artifact,” Information Systems Research (12:2), pp. 121-134.
(https://doi.org/10.1287/isre.12.2.121.9700).

Paolini Paoletti, M. 2018. “Structures as Relations,” Synthese, Springer Netherlands.
(https://doi.org/10.1007/s11229-018-01918-8).

Pentland, B. T., and Feldman, M. S. 2008. “Designing Routines: On the Folly of Designing Artifacts,
While Hoping for Patterns of Action,” Information and Organization (18:4), Elsevier Ltd, pp. 235—
250. (https://doi.org/10.1016/j.infoandorg.2008.08.001).

Roudaut, S. 2018. “A Dynamic Version of Hylomorphism,” Axiomathes (28:1), Springer Netherlands,
pp- 13—36. (https://doi.org/10.1007/s10516-017-9326-6).

Sarker, S., Chatterjee, S., and Xiao, X. 2013. “How ‘sociotechnical’ is Our IS Research? An Assessment
and Possible Ways Forward,” ICIS 2013 Proceedings, pp. 1-24.

Scott, S. V, and Orlikowski, W. J. 2013. “Sociomateriality - Taking the Wrong Turning? A Response to
Mutch,” Information and Organization (23:2), pp. 77—80.
(https://doi.org/10.1016/j.infoandorg.2013.02.003).

Silver, M. S., and Markus, M. L. 2013. “Conceptualizing the SocioTechnical (ST) Artifact,” Systems,
Signs & Actions (7:1), pp. 82—89. (https://doi.org/10.1002/fut.21781).

Skrzypek, J. W. 2016. “Dynamic Structure or Enduring Activity? Thomas Aquinas and Contemporary
Neo-Aristotelians on Substantial Form,” St Louis University.

Williams, C. K., and Wynn, D. E. 2018. “A Critical Realist Script for Creative Theorising in Information
Systems,” European Journal of Information Systems (27:3), Taylor & Francis, pp. 315—325.
(https://doi.org/10.1080/0960085X.2018.1435231).

Wynn, D. E., and Williams, C. K. 2012. “Principles for Conducting Critical Realist Case Study Research
in Information Systems,” MIS Quarterly (36:3), pp. 787—810.

Acknowledgements

The authors would like to thank Suprateek Sarker and the 2019 Qualitative Writing Workshop at the
University of Auckland for their comments on the earlier version of this paper.

Copyright © 2019 Bennett, Toland, Howell & Tate. This is an open-access article distributed under the
terms of the Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial 3.0 Australia License, which permits non-
commercial use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the original author and ACIS
are credited.

179


http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/3.0/au/

	Revisiting hylomorphism: What can it contribute to our understanding of information systems?
	Recommended Citation

	Revisiting hylomorphism: What can it contribute to our understanding of information systems?
	1 INTRODUCTION
	2 CRITICAL REALISM AND THEORY
	3 AN ACCOUNT OF OBJECTS
	3.1 A brief introduction to hylomorphism
	3.2 Form as structure and dynamic structure

	4 APPLICATION TO IS RESEARCH
	4.1 Emergence
	4.2 Form and matter
	4.3 Methodological implications

	5 CONCLUSION
	6 REFERENCES

