Article Review of “Bringing Things to Life: Creative Entanglements in a World of Materials” by Tim Ingold (2010)
Ingold’s article begins by explaining the position that he will be arguing against, the “hylomorphic model” outlying his “ultimate aim” as to “overthrow the model itself”. The hylomorphic model is a model that’s origins are associated with the ancient Greek philosopher Aristotle, who claimed that to create anything you have to “bring together form (morphe) and matter (hyle)”. The primary point of the hylomorphic model that Ingold intends to challenge is the belief that focus should be given to the final outcome, and to replace it with an idea that is more focused on the flows and transformations of the things involved.
Ingold’s first point is insistence on the use of “thing” rather than “object” to describe material entities, with a clear distinction between the two. His second point is to establish what is meant in his use of the term “life” as the capacity for forms to arise and be held in place. His third point is to focus not on materiality itself, but on the idea of “the fluxes and flows of materials”. Ingold’s fourth point is to determine the “specific sense in which movement along these paths is creative”. His fifth and final point is to show that the pathways upon which “improvisatory practice unfolds” are not connections but are in fact “lines upon which things continuously come into being”.
Ingold then goes on to turn to the specific uses of “thing” and “object”. Starting with the environment, heavily making use of the work of psychologist James Gibson (1979) to raise questions about the nature of “things” and “objects”, supposing that objects are defined by their function, and are what is needed to make life liveable. 
Ingold’s next enquiry is into the boundaries typically applied to “objects”, using a tree as an example, specifically exploring how a tree can be part of several larger entities (such as a forest), and is made up of a number of far smaller entities (such as the leaves, the trunk, and the branches), along with other entities that are found in conjunction, such as lichen or insects. Ingold concludes from this that a tree is not a single bounded “object”, but instead a “thing”, which he defines as “a certain gathering together of the threads of life.”. 
Ingold proceeds to explain that the idea is loosely following the idea that is kept by the philosopher Martin Heidegger, who himself works to define the difference between “things” and “objects. Heidegger considers an object to be a single entity, defined by it’s “againstness” when compared to its surroundings. Things however, are “goings on”, or are several “goings on” coming together and being defined alongside each other. The biggest difference between the two is that the “object” is bounded, while the “thing” is not. Ingold goes on to name several more examples including a stone that is tripped on, and a house as examples of “things” rather than “objects” due to their ever-changing nature.
In the next section of the article, “Life and Agency”, Ingold starts by explaining and emphasizing that while at a glance the material world may appear to be in its final form, it is in fact still in part of the continual process of change that makes up all “things”, and that by inhabiting the world you are joining in on the process of change. He also talks with heavy reference to Gibson (1979) about the difference between “living in” and “inhabiting” a space, concluding that the difference is if the space is filled with interacting “things” rather than static “objects”. 
Ingold proceeds to explain Gibson’s thoughts on the relationship between “surfaces” of physical entities that can be viewed and interacted with, and the “volatile medium” that is found in between them. He also notes Gibson’s idea that when the material world is stripped down to the most basic form, it will show a single surface (the ground of the earth itself) and a single medium (the sky above). Ingold somewhat disagrees with Gibson’s final conclusion on this, eschewing the idea that the land and ground are truly separate in favour of following the idea that everything, even the ground and sky are part of an ever-intermingling network of “things” that has no real end. Ingold also concludes that the mixing of ground and sky, “surface” and “medium” are required for life to exist, and that the cycles of change that continues eternally with all things in a vast network, and Ingold says that through this cycle “things are brought to life”. 
Ingold continues to explain that his theory is a counter to “the problem of agency”, which is the problem that arises when trying to differentiate the agency of humans and “objects”. Ingold argues that the flows of “life” that he had previously discussed solve this problem by incorporating all “things” into the world itself, and holds the idea that separation is not something that is possible, and as such agency comes from the constant flow caused by this.
Ingold then moves on to “Materials and Materiality”, stating that materiality is a term that few agree on the definition of, but that the Hylomorphic model gives some answers to a definition, arguing that materiality has two sides, “brute materiality or the world’s ‘material character’; on the other, the form-bestowing agency of human beings”. Ingold then explains that the model itself also has some disagreement over what the nature of materiality is, but always holds that it is dependent on movement.
Ingold also puts forward the idea that “Modern society, of course, is averse to such chaos”, and that society tries to hold a very strict order, particularly to its built environment. He concludes however, that despite this they cannot avoid the weaving network of things that makes up the material world.
Ingold’s next topic is “improvisation and abduction”. He starts by talking about Klee (1961)’s idea of “form-giving”, and the tendency of literature on materiality to start from the outcome of a form and trace it backward. He then moves on to talk about the relationship between the theories of materialism and the hylomorphic model, and the idea of “art”, and how any work of art is by nature not an “object” but a “thing”. 
He then goes on to talk about improvising as a way of interacting with the flow of the world, going with the change in the material world as it unfolds as opposed to trying to work it out in reverse. 
Ingold then explains the “threads of life”, and how a thing is not one but a gathering of threads that are all interacting.
Ingold’s final topic is “network and meshwork”. Meshwork is a term that Ingold borrows from philosopher Henri Lefebvre, and describes the similarity between words on a page of writing, and how movements of entities are “registered in lived space”, before briefly touching on lines of flow and how they connect and interact into a web. He then goes on to explain the origin of the phrase “actor network” and use an extensive metaphor of a spider’s web to explain the idea.
This article is a somewhat effective explanation of all the influences on Ingold’s philosophical ideas on modern materialism, and why Ingold has made all the decisions that they have made in deciding the specifics of his philosophy of entanglements. 
The article makes very extensive use of metaphor, while this could be useful as a way to explain the theories to someone who is not managing to grasp it from just the writing, it is however, somewhat over-zealous in its use of metaphor. Several of the metaphors, particularly the spider’s web metaphor, are incredibly overcomplicated and over-extended, which causes the explanation to be made more convoluted instead of less, as the metaphor and analogy becomes too specific.
Overall, the article is a somewhat coherent explanation of the philosophical ideas of creative entanglements, new materialisms, and the hylomorphic model, but it is confused by the author’s overuse of overly long metaphors and analogies. The article also suffers from being too brief, almost too much information and too many ideas are brushed over in little depth outside of greatly extended metaphors.
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