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Structure and Purpose of
Metaphysics A 1

* The chapter divides reasonably cleanly into four sections,
excluding the end (1069b3-7), which we will treat with A 2, to
which it plainly belongs.

* The question of purpose is more complex, but, arguably, A 1
provides a template for the whole of Metaphysics A.




Structure

* 1069a18-19: The inquiry (Bewoia) is about substance (ovoix)
* 1069a19-30: Four (?) arguments for the priority of substance (ovoix)

 1069a30-36: Three types of substance: (i) perceptible and perishable; (ii)
perceptible and eternal; and (iii) imperceptible

* So, one might as well group them into one of two types: the perceptible




Structure
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1069a18-19: What is being sought?

 The opening sentence:

* ‘The inquiry is about substance [or, being; ovotia]; for the principles and causes of substances are being
sought’ (Met. A 1, 1069a18-19)
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Nested Principles?

* Two possibilities:

* The principles of beings qua beings (Ovta . . . 1) Ovta; cf. Met. I' 2, 1003b15-16) are the
same principles as the principles of substances (ovoiad).

. The pr1nc1ples of substances (ovola) are the principles of beings qua bemgs (ovra R
1g qua being (1O Ov 1] 8v), beca se substances are the prin
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1069a19-30: Four arguments for
the priority of substance (ovoia)

* 1069a19-21: An argument from the totality of
things

thout qualification



1069a19-30: Four (?) arguments for
the priority of substance (ovoia)

* 1069a19-21: An argument from the totality of
things




Approaching Privileged Ontology

* A flat ontology:
* accepts being as binary and non-scalar
* draws no MLI-categorial distinctions at the general level of being

* As an example: universal mereological aggregation coupled with identity by aggregation

* Basically Quinean in temperament: the first and last question of ontology for the flat ontologist is
refreshingly brief and direct: what exists?




Aristotelian in Temperament

« Privileged ontology offers the ontologist a far wider remit.

* If not the first, then the dominant question for the privileged ontologist is
neither brief nor immediately refreshing: which kinds of things are basic
relative to other kinds of things—because there are kinds of of things and of
some of them are basic relative to others—and wherein does their basicness
reside?



Two Approaches to Privilege

e Scalar Version: Some things exist more—or more fully
—than other things.

o e.g. The ens perfectissimum exists more—or more fully
—than some pond scum.




Priority

* Aristotle’s two most common way of speaking of priority is to appeal to twin notions of:

* existing unqualifiedly (or simply or absolutely; amAcwc—this is a word known mainly by
its contrasts: opposed to in some respect (kata tv; Top. 115b12); opposed to in relation to
something (1teog T, APr. 41a5)

« Cf. Met. Z11028a30-31: ". . . so that what is primarily and not <merely> in some

respect but rather unqualifiedly would be substance’ (. . . dote 10 TEWTWS OV KAl
0V TL OV AAN” OV ATAQG 1) ovo i & | :




Second Argument:
Being without Qualification

* At the same time, these are not, in a word, beings
without qualification, but are qualities and movements
<of beings>; otherwise even the not-pale and the not-
straight <would be beings without qualification>. We

do say, at any rate, that even these things are, that there
is the not-pale. (Met. A 1, 1069a21-24)




The Argument

(1) A being is primary if and only if it exists unqualifiedly.

(2) We can say that qualities and movements (and by extension other
categories and changes) exist unqualifiedly only if we can equally say
that not-pale and not-straight exist unqualifiedly.

surely cannot say that such things exist unqualifiedly.




Starting with (3)

* (3) We surely cannot say that such things [as not-pale and not-straight] exist
unqualifiedly.

 These might be privations, that is, lacks keyed to some positive trait, like being
blind.

 Or they might be flat negations, where, e.g. the not-pale could be anything at
all which is not pale, whether categorially suited to being pale or not (suited:




We do say. . .

* We do?
* This depends in part on how much freight “There are. . .” is made to carry:

* If it means, there is such a thing as the not-pale, then it seems an odd
and unsustainable suggestion

that some things




So, to (2)

(2) We can say that qualities and movements (and by extension other categories and changes) exist
unqualifiedly only if we can equally say that not-pale and not-straight exist unqualifiedly.

 The suggestion here is that just as designating something as not-¢ perforce constrains us to deny
the thing so designated as not spoken of unqualifiedly, so designating something as a quality or
a change implicates us in affirming that the thing so designated is not spoken of unqualifiedly:

* Necessarily, even change is a change of something.

e e s i s it o tine



Assessment

* Although the argument is too brief to be probative, it does not seem implicated in:

 Any confusion between existential and predictive uses of the verb fo be (cf. Bostock
on Met. Z 4 1030a17-27), or in complete and incomplete uses of the verb to be, if
those are meant to be different distinctions (cf. Brown, 1986)

 Any question-begging rejection of the thought that the not- exists in its own right.




Third Argument: Separation

» ‘Further, none of the others [scil. of the other
categories| is separate’ (Met. A 1, 1069a24; €t




The Argument

(1) A being is primary if and only if it is separate.




Separation

» Separation is a two-place predicate: if x is separate,
then there is some y from which x is separate.

» Separation is not only a two-place predicate, bu
one expressing priority in the form of an




Two Relevant Passages

* Cat. 5, 2b2-6: ‘Accordingly, other things are either said of primary substances as
subjects or in them as subjects. Hence, if the primary substances did not exist, it
would be impossible for any of the other things to exist.’

* WOTE TA AAAA TTAVTA NTOL KO VTTIOKEUEVOV TWV TTIRWTWYV OVOLWV AEYETALT €V
UTIOKELUEVALS AVTALG E0TLV. HUT) OVOWV OUV TV TRWTWYV OVOLWV AOUVATOV TWV
AAWV TL elvar

« Met. Z12018a31-36: ‘Primary is meant in several ways, but substance is primary in
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Three Forms of Asymmetry

e x is existentially prior to y iff (i) x and can exist without
y, but (i) y cannot exist without x

e x is prior in account to y iff (i) necessarily, an account of
y makes reference to the account of x; and (ii) it is not
the case that an account of x makes reference toan
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Difficulties for Consideration

* Existential priority is too course-grained: substances cannot exist without their having some
qualities or other, and so forth.

 So, we do not have the wanted asymmetry.

e Priority in account (in Aoy®) (so, e.g. Met. H 1, 1042a26-31): is more fine grained, but, to begin,
seems possibly derivable from categorialism but not a principle capable of generating or
undergirding categorialism.

~+ That said, it does seem to deliver the wanted asymmetry.




