Z.13: Substances and Universals

Summary of Zeta so far

Let us now take stock of what we seem to have é&hso far about substances in
MetaphysicsZ (with some additional ideas about essences Aést.andTopics.

e The substance of a hylomorphic compound is a sotigtdorm.

» Each substantial form corresponds to (i.e., isstated one-to-one with) a
species.

* A substantial form is an essence.
* An essence is what is denoted by the definiensdeffiaition.
e Only universals are definable.

From these, it follows that:

* Substantial forms are universals that can be sharetifferent specimens of
the same species

The Conflict with Z.13

7.13 seems to undercut this interpretation entioglyrguing thatiniver sals are not
substances:

It would seem impossible for anything spoken of fpedicated|égeta)]
universally to be substance (1038b9).

It is evident that nothing that belongs univers@lga substance (1038b35).

This leaves us with a fundamental tension in Atiste conception of substance, since
he seems to be committed to each of the followhmnge propositions:

i. Substance is form.
ii. Form is universal.
iii. No universal is a substance.

The depth of this tension is evident from the nundfgassages in which these points
are made, which are listed below.
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Evidence of the Inconsistency
I. Substanceisform:

By ‘form’ | mean a thing’s essence and primarystabce. (Z.7, 1032b1-2)

It is evident, then, that what is called substaasé&rm does not come to be, but the
compound substance, which is called substanceanasfit is substance as form, does
come to be. (Z.8, 1033b17)

It is also clear that the soul is the primary sabsg, the body is matter, and man or
animal is composed of the two as universal. (Z1DB7/5)

For <the primary> substance is the form presettierthing, and the compound
substance is spoken of as composed of the fornthenehatter(Z.11, 1037a29)

By ‘primary substance’ | mean the substanceithst called not because x isiny and y
is the subject of x by being the matter of x. (£.1037b2-4)

Now, an animal’s soul—the substance of whah&oaled—is the substance
corresponding to the account; it is the form argkeese of the right sort of body. ...
Hence the parts of the soul, either all or somiaem, are prior to the compound animal,
and the same is true in the case of the particlite.body and its parts are posterior to
this substance <i.e., the soul>, and its partsherenatter into which the compound, but
not this substance, is divided. (Z.10, 1035b15-21)

Hence we search for the cause on account of wheeatter is something, i.e., for the
form; and this cause is the substance. (Z.17, 1041b

Obviously, therefore, substance or [i.e.] fornagsuality. (H.8, 1050b2)

Since the ultimate species are substances, divdnals which do not differ in species
are found in them (e.g. Socrates, Coriscus), wd gitier describe the universal
attributes first or else say the same thing mamegsiover ....[De Part. An.644a24-5)

iil. Formisuniversal:

What sorts of parts are parts of the form, and wbést are parts of the combined thing,
not of the form? If this is not clear, we canndfirke anything; for definition is of the
universal and of the form. (Z.11, 1G&®)

... whenever anyone who looks for a formula isrdafi a particular, he ought to realize
that the definition can in very case be undermisete particulars cannot be defined.
(2.15, 104@6-7)

And the whole—this sort of form in this flesh dmghes—is Callias or Socrates; and they

differ because of matter, since their matter ifedént, but they are the same in form,
since the form is indivisible. (Z.8, 1083-8)
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... the universal is common—for what is called @msal is what naturally belongs to
more than one thing. (Z.13, 1038L-12; cf. alsde Part. An.644a26-7)

... the universal and [i.e.] the form is prior .M.8, 10845)

iii. Nouniversal isa substance:

For it would seem impossible for anything spokenmif/ersally to be substance. (Z.13,
103&8-9)

It is clear, then, that nothing said univers#dla substance, and that no substance is
composed of substances. (Z.16, 14Btb)

... even being and one are not substance, sinbégatlse common is substance either.
(Z.16, 104®23)

Further, neither the universal nor the genusistnce. (H.1, 10422)

Now, man or horse or anything else that appligbis way to particulars, but universally,
is not a substance .... (Z.10, 1028)

If then no universal can be a substance, asdwxs $aid in our discussion of substance
and being, and if being itself cannot be a substamthe 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. (1.2, 1083%-18)

A further difficulty is raised by the fact thdt knowledge is of universals and of the
‘such’, but substance does not belong to univerbalsis rather a ‘this’ and separable, so
that if there is knowledge about the first prineglthe question arises, how are we to
suppose the first principle to be substance? (K0B121)

But if the principles are universal either théstances composed of them are universal
too, or non-substance will be prior to substange;universal is not a substance, and the
element or principle is universal, and the elenwerrinciple is prior to the things of
which it is the principle or element. (M.10, 1@G872)

Responses to the apparent inconsistency
Interpreters of Aristotle can be divided into thgreups:

A. Those who think that the inconsistency is undabie.

B. Those who think that forms (or essences) arecpdar (in the sense that
different members of the same species have difféoems or essences.

C. Those who deny that forms (or essences) areplartin this sense, but
think that the inconsistency can still be avoided.
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There are many further subdivisions. Group B isd#igt between (i) those who think
that individual essences of members of the samaespdiffer only numerically, and
(if) those who think that such essences differ itatately as well. Group C
interpreters are so diverse that they will be tigeparately.

Group A

The inconsistency is fundamental and cannot ealved (Lesher [1971], Sykes
[1975]).

Group B

Ambiguity inform: particular vs. general (Sellars [1957], Harte97%], Hartman
[1977], Frede [1978], Irwin [1988], Witt [1989]).

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

Group C

a. Ambiguity insubstancélLacey [1965], Wedin [2000]): substance-as-thisg v
substance-as-essence (=substance of).

1) No universal is a substance (=thing).
2) Forms are universals.
3) Forms are substances (=essences, i.e., subsiaiténgs).

b. Ambiguity inuniversal
1) Woods [1967]: universak@tholoy vs. spoken of universallk&tholou
legomenoh

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

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

1) No universglis a substance.
2) Forms are universals (=substance-types).
3) Forms are substances.

c. Vagueness ianiversal(Albritton [1957])
1) Nothing universal in relation to species is shibstance of any of the

species.
2) Form is universal in relation to individualsatpecies.
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d. Ambiguity ineidos form vs. species (Loux [1979, 1991]).

1) Nothing universal in relation tois the substance af

2) Eidos(form) is universal in relation to the parcelswdtter it is
predicated of.

3) Eidos(species) is the substance of its concrete indalichembers.

e. Two kinds of predicatiomzzing vs.HAzzing (Code [1986]).

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

My response

My own response, which belongs to Group C, combiteas from Code, Loux,
Modrak, and Wedin. A brief version can be founcCwhen [forthcoming].

Two Requirements on Substances
According to Z.1 (1028a11-15), a substance mustobie:

a. a ‘this’ tode t)
b. a‘whatitis’ i estin

(a) argues against universals (since a universalgach’, and not a ‘this’). (b)
argues against particulars (since to know sometiitg knowwhat it is and
knowledge is of the universal).

So what is needed seems to be something thattigeenai universal nor a particular.
But how could there be such a thing? The answerfisd something that is in a
sense a universal (so it can b estin) and in a sense not a universal (so it can be a
tode t).

Two Kinds of Universals
For Aristotle there are two ways of being predidate@ssentially and accidentally:
A universalg is predicated essentially of many things.
A universalp is predicated accidentally of many things.
Some universals are both univegsahd universal E.g., red is a universalsince

it is predicated accidentally of the many red tlingut also a universalsince it is
predicated essentially of the many shades andidwhV bits of red.
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Species and genera of substance, on the other Wwanttl seem to be universals
but not universals(they are predicated essentially of their specsnbat not
predicated accidentally of anything at all).

The solution | favor proposes that a substantiahfis universal but not
universat. As a universal) it is ati esting as something that rsot a universa, it is
atode ti

Particularsvs. Individuals

A particular (kath’ hekastopis what is not universal in any sense. That is, a
particular is something that is neither universair universa.

An individual (tode tj is what is not a universal

So every particular is an individual, but not evewgividual is a particular. This is
what a substantial form is—ade tithat is not a particular, and is therefore a
universal but not a universal

Form predication vs. Species predication

Form is predicated of matter; species are predicaté¢heir specimens. Now
consider the flesh-and-bones that constitutes&3alind the following two
predications.

a. Socrates is a man.
b. These flesh-and-bones are a man.

(a) is a species predication. The speoi@siis a universalthat is essentially
predicated of the individual man, Callias.

(b) is a form predication. The substantial famanis a universal that is
accidentally predicated of these flesh-and-boneg-eties that constitute the man,
Callias.

To make this move, we must draw these two distimsti
A particular substancevs. its matter

Callias is not identical to the clump of matterttbanstitutes him. This seems
right. For the former is member of the specreand the latter is not. Nor do
they have exactly the same spatio-temporal catleematter that Callias is
made of will survive Callias’s death, although @adlwill not.

A speciesvs. its corresponding specific form

The term ‘man’ in (a) refers to tlspecies (a universal); the same term in (b)
refers to théorm (atode ti i.e., a non-universgl.
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The relation between (a) and (b) is this: (b) & iglomorphic analysis of (a).
(b) is supposed to be explanatory of (a): what m#&kallias count as a member
of the human species is that the human form isigaeztl of the flesh-and-
bones that Callias is made of.

Categoriesstyle species predications are thus explainedardeeper
hylomorphic context oMetaphysics Z

Theinconsistency resolved

The inconsistency is thus removed by taking (ig) &n) to be talking about
different kinds of universals. (ii) asserts thanfias universal, and (iii) denies that
substance is universal

How does this resolution fit the text?

The major stumbling block for all Group C inter@@bns is the first argument in
Z.13, which purports to show that it is “impossibde anything predicated
universally to be a substance” (1038b9).

But notice that this argument does not concludé thié simple generalization that
no universal is a substance, but with the moreifigegiclaim thatno universal is
the substance of any of the things of which it isuniversally predicated.

For the details of this analysis, see Code [1968]a short version of the
analysis see the handout “AnalysisMdétaphysics.13, 1038b11-15,” on the
course web site.

This means that a univergas$ not the substance of any of its instancesgsinis
accidental to them, and the substance of a thingatebe accidental to it. E.g., the
form humanis not the substance of the flesh-and-bones taposes Callias, or of
any other packet of flesh-and-bones.

It also means that a species or a genus, whichiversally: predicated of all the
specimens that fall under it, cannot be the sulbstahany of them. E.g, the species
human beings not the substance of Callias, or of any othené&n being. This
seems odd, so we will have to return to it.

What about a substantial form that is universafiyedicated of the various clumps
of matter constituting the specimens of those gseand genera? Is it the substance
of anything? And if so, of what?

The answer here is twofold:
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A substantial form, e.ghuman is, in an extended sense, the substance of the
specimens of the species it is the form of. Bid itot a universal with respect to
those specimens, for it is not predicated of thRather, it is predicated
accidentally of the clumps of matter of which tleeg composed. So it is not the
substance of anything of which it is universallggicated.

What, then, is it predicated essentially of? Th#er all, is what it is the substance
of. The answer is given by the Z.6 thesis: eacimdbfe thing is identical to its
essence. So a substantial form (a definable thamgxcellenckis the essence of,

and the substance dafself. In an extended sense, it is the essence of gwmspns

of the species it defines. For when we ask the twha?” (ti esti) question about

one of those specimens, the form is the individioagle t) that our answer

ultimately appeals to. That is why it is the#m man, not thepecies man, that is

the substance of Callias. A form isaale ti ;and so it can be a substance. A species
is not atode ti—it is a universat—and so it is not a substance at all.

Concluding comments

Z.17 seems to support this interpretation. Foretl#aistotle tells us that “a
substance is a principlarchd and a causeatia)” (1041a9-10). It is substance that
we appeal to when we explain such predicationasfasCallias is a manor
Fallingwater is a house

Notice that the explanandum in these cases inva@\sxecies predication, in which
a speciesnjan housg is universally predicated of an individual (Callias,
Fallingwater). The explanation is couched in teaha hylomorphic analysis: we
must state “why these things, e.g., bricks andestpare a house” (1041a26).

In the explanation, the predicate is a substafarah (house that is universally
predicated of the matter (bricks and stones) thastitute the house:

What we seek is the cause, i.e., the form, by reafahich the matter is
some definite thing; and this is the substancé®ething (1041b6-9) and the
primary cause of its being (1041b27).

Man s universally predicated of Callias because the form or essefw®n is
present in (i.e., universaflypredicated of) the flesh and bones that constihge
body of Calliashouseis universally predicated of Fallingwater because the form
of house is present in (i.e., universgaljyredicated of) the materials of which
Fallingwater is made. In general, a species préditéinvolving a universa) is
explained in terms of an underlying form predicat{mvolving a universa).

A substantial form, as a primary definable, is eialy predicated of itself alone,
and is therefore, in a primary way, the substamdy af itself. But the substantial
form of a material compound, because it is preditgaccidentally) of the matter of
the compound, is the cause of the compound’s Hessentially) the kind of thing
that it is. The form is therefore, in a sense,dhigstance of the compound as well.
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