Philosophy 433 S. M. Cohen
Aristotle

An Inconsistency in Metaphysics Zeta?

In Book VIl (Zeta) of theMetaphysicsAristotle seems to be committed to the followthgee
propositions, which apparently form an inconsisteat:

1. No universal is a substance.

2. Form is universal.

3. Form is substance.

Evidence (drawn mainly from Book VII, but with supportinggsages from elsewhere):
1. Nouniversal isa substance:

VII.13, 103$8-9: “For it would seem impossible for anything keo of universally to be
substance.”

VII.16, 104E3-5: “It is clear, then, that nothing said univéiyses a substance, and that no
substance is composed of substances.”

VII.16, 104®23: “... even being and one are not substance, siotténg else common is
substance either.”

VIIL1, 104222 (in a summary of Zeta): “Further, neither thévarsal nor the genus is
substance.”

VII.10, 103%28: “Now, man or horse or anything else that aggliethis way to particulars, but
universally, is not a substance ...."

X.2, 105316-18: “If then no universal can be a substanc@aaseen said in our discussion of
substance and being, and if being itself cannat dabstance in the sense of a one apart from the
many (for it is common to the many), but is onlgradicate, clearly the one also cannot be a
substance.”

XI1.2, 106%21: “A further difficulty is raised by the fact thall knowledge is of universals and of
the ‘such’, but substance does not belong to usaley but is rather a ‘this’ and separable, so that
if there is knowledge about the first principlds tfjuestion arises, how are we to suppose the
first principle to be substance?”

XI1.10, 108A1-2: “But if the principles are universal eitheetbubstances composed of them are
universal too, or non-substance will be prior tosgance; the universal is not a substance, and
the element or principle is universal, and the elethor principle is prior to the things of which it
is the principle or element.”
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2. Formisuniversal:

VIIL.11, 103629: “What sorts of parts are parts of the form, ahat sorts are parts of the
combined thing, not of the form? If this is notarlewe cannot define anything; for definition is
of the universal and of the form.”

VII.15, 104@6-7: “... whenever anyone who looks for a formuldegining a particular, he
ought to realize that the definition can in verge®e undermined, since particulars cannot be
defined.”

VII.8, 10345-8: “And the whole—this sort of form in this flegimd bones—is Callias or
Socrates; and they differ because of matter, ghmeie matter is different, but they are the same
in form, since the form is indivisible.”

VII.13, 103$11-12 (cf. alsdDe Part. An.64426-7): “ ... the universal is common—for what is
called universal is what naturally belongs to mbisn one thing.”

XI11.8, 1084°5: “ ... the universal and [i.e.] the form is prior.”..

3. Form issubstance:
VII.7, 10321-2: “By ‘form’ | mean a thing’s essence and prignaubstance.”

VII.8, 103317: “It is evident, then, that what is called salnste as form does not come to be,
but the compound substance, which is called substasofar as it is substance as form, does
come to be.”

VII.11, 10375: “It is also clear that the soul is the primampstance, the body is matter, and
man or animal is composed of the two as universal.”

VIIL.11, 103A29: * For <the primary> substance is the form pnégethe thing, and the
compound substance is spoken of as composed @irtheand the matter.”

VII.11, 103P2-4: “By ‘primary substance’ | mean the substarz ts so called not because x is
iny and y is the subject of x by being the mattfex.”

VI1.10, 103%15-21: “Now, an animal’s soul—the substance of whansouled—is the
substance corresponding to the account; it isdhma ind essence of the right sort of body. ...
Hence the parts of the soul, either all or somiem, are prior to the compound animal, and the
same is true in the case of the particular. The/laodl its parts are posterior to this substance
<i.e., the soul>, and its parts are the matterwtiech the compound, but not this substance, is
divided.”

VII.17, 104P7: “Hence we search for the cause on account afiwthie matter is something, i.e.,
for the form; and this cause is the substance.”

VIII.8, 105(2: “Obviously, therefore, substance or [i.e.] fagractuality.”
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De Part. An64424-5: “Since the ultimate species are substancesingividuals which do not
differ in species are found in them (e.g. Socra@esiscus), we must either describe the universal
attributes first or else say the same thing mamggiover ...”

Responses

a. The inconsistency is fundamental and canno¢®aved (Lesher [1971], Sykes [1975]).
b. Ambiguity inform: particular vs. general (Sellars [1957], Harted{4], Hartman [1977], Frede
[1978], Irwin [1988], Witt [1989]).

1) No universal is a substance.
2) General forms are universals.
3) Particular forms are substances.

c. Ambiguity insubstancé?Lacey [1965]): substance-as-thing vs. substaseessence
(=substance of).

1) No universal is a substance (=thing).
2) Forms are universals.
3) Forms are substances (=essences, i.e., sulstabéngs).
d. Ambiguity inuniversal
i)  Woods [1967]: universakétholoy vs. spoken of universallk&tholou legomengn

1) No universal spoken of universally is a sulsta
2) Forms are universals (but are not spoken ofarsally).
3) Forms are substances.

i)  Modrak [1979]: universajsvs. substance-types.

1) No universalis a substance.
2) Forms are universals (=substance-types).
3) Forms are substances.
e. Vagueness ianiversal(Albritton [1957])
1) Nothing universal in relation to species is substance of any of the species.
2) Form is universal in relation to individualsaépecies.
f.  Ambiguity ineidos form vs. species (Loux [1979]).

1) Nothing universal in relation tois the substance af
2) Eidos(form) is universal in relation to the parcelswditter it is predicated of.
3) Eidos(species) is the substance of its concrete indalichembers.

g. Two kinds of predicationzzing vs.HAzzing (Code [1986]).

1) Nothing universal in relation tois the substance af
2) Form is universal with respect to matter (matierzesform).
3) Form is (the) substance (of itself, i.e., of substance that itzes).

Copyright © 2008, S. Marc Cohen 3 Revised 1/3/08



Bibliography

Albritton, R. G. [1957] “Forms of particular substas in Aristotle’dMetaphysics. Journal of
Philosophy54, 699-708.

Code, A. D. [1986] “Aristotle: essence and accideRhilosophical Grounds of Rationality:
Intentions, Categories, End&randy and Warner, eds. (Oxford) 411-439.

Frede, M. [1978] “Individuals in Aristotle.” FredEssays in Ancient Philosopliylinneapolis) 49-
71.

Harter, E. D. [1975] “Aristotle on primaiyusia” Archiv fuir Geschichte der Philosopls&, 1-20.
Hartman, E. [19775ubstance, Body and So(rinceton).

Irwin, T. [1988]Aristotle’s First Principles (Oxford) 248-2609.

Lacey, A. R. [1965] Ousiaand form in Aristotle.’Phronesisl0, 54-69.

Lesher, J. H. [1971] “Substance, form and univesailemma.Phronesisl6, 169-178.

Loux, M. J. [1979] “Form, species and predicatidvihd 88, 1-23.

Modrak, D. K. [1979] “Forms, types and tokenddurnal of the History of Philosophyr, 371-81.
Sellars, W. S. [1957] “Substance and form in Atistd Journal of Philosoph¥4, 688-99.
Sykes, R. D. [1975] “Form in AristotlePhilosophy50, 311-31.

Witt, C. [1989]Substance and Essence in Aristoflthaca).

Woods, M. J. [1967] “Problems Metaphysicwii 13.” Aristotle J. Moravcsik, ed. (Garden City)
214-38.

Copyright © 2008, S. Marc Cohen 4 Revised 1/3/08



