SYNTH ESIS

oooooooooooooooooooo




This page intentionally left blank



SYNTHESIS

Journal for Philosophy

Ancient Philosophy in Dialogue

Edited by

Erminia Di Iulio & Francesco Aronadio

December 2023



Editors in-chief
Francesco Aronadio
Francesco Fronterotta

Editorial Board
Enrico Berti
Annalisa Coliva
Paolo Crivelli
Erminia Di Iulio
Matteo Favaretti Camposampiero
Franco Ferrari
Gabriele Galluzzo
Laura Anna Macor
Jenny Pelletier
Federico Maria Petrucci
Alice Ragni
Nicholas D. Smith
Ernest Sosa
Achille Varzi

Giovanni Ventimiglia

Editorial Assistant

Marco Picciafuochi



List of contributions

Epistemology of Testimony in Early Greek Thought
by Erminia Di Iulio (Universita di Roma “Tor Vergata’)...........ccnenirevecunennns 7

Socrates and the Epistemology of Testimony
by Nicholas D. Smith (Lewis & CLATR COlLEGe) ........crvveureerererrerrirrerseeeeenreiriiresseseeennenns 37

Intentionality and Referentiality in Plato’s Conceptual Apparatus
by Francesco Aronadio (Universita di Roma “Tor Vergata”) .............cceeecuncnnce 61

Plato and Raz on Rule of Law

by Susan Sauvé Meyer (The University of Pennsylvania) ...........cccrevcerseenennes 91

Peripatetic Grounding

by Maddalena Bonelli (Universitd di Bergamo) ... 1

Il Commento al primo libro della Metafisica di Alessandro di Afrodisia come
fonte del trattato II 4 [12] delle Enneadi

by Livia Blundo (Universita di Roma “La Sapienza’) ............inineincinennes 131

Tradere/Tradire Gamma 1-2: spunti per una nuova interpretazione
dell'ontologia in epoca moderna
by Alice Ragni (UNiversitat MUNSLET) ....c..occvcecrereereceecrmerenerineesseciecssersseessecssecssnssenesanes 161






Maddalena Bonelli
(Universita di Bergamo)

Peripatetic Grounding

Abstract: Aristotelian ontology is often a source of inspiration for modern and
contemporary ontologies. Recently, it has been used as a starting point by some
exponents of the so-called ‘metaphysical grounding’, one of the most famous
contemporary ontological theories. The aim of this article is to show that the
version of Aristotelian ontology used by these philosophers is the one developed
by Alexander of Aphrodisias, a famous Aristotelian who lived in the 2nd-3rd
centuries AD.

Keywords: Aristotle; Alexander of Aphrodisias; Beings; Ontological Dependence;
Grounding

Introduction

Aristotelian ontology is often a source of inspiration for modern and
contemporary ontologies. Recently, it has been used as a starting point by some
exponents of the so-called ‘metaphysical grounding’, one of the most famous
contemporary ontological theories'. The aim of this article is to show that the
version of Aristotelian ontology used by these philosophers is the one developed
by Alexander of Aphrodisias, a famous Aristotelian who lived in the 2nd-3rd
centuries AD. In fact, much more than is believed (and known), modern and
contemporary philosophy presents interpretations of Aristotelian thought that
owe much to the elaboration and transmission of Alexander’s Aristotelianism.
Alexander of Aphrodisias, a still underestimated author, exerted a great
influence on the transmission of Aristotelianism, often anticipating solutions

proposed by contemporary philosophers without acknowledging it.

! Enquiries into so-called ‘metaphysical grounding’ seek to investigate the structure of reality in
terms of the concept of non-causal priority. In controversy with Quine’s position (1953), which
limited the study of metaphysics to ‘what there is’, metaphysical grounding, rather than considering
what there is, privileges how what there is is, investigating relationships of dependence (Schaffer
2009). For a comprehensive analysis of metaphysical grounding see Bliss /Trogdon (2014).
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SYNTHESIS

The Science of Being qua Being

Aristotle’s Metaphysics presents a relatively unified version of the so-called
‘ontology™. According to this version, ‘the science of being qua being’ deals with
primary causes and principles of all beings; now, since ‘being’ covers many
senses, all, however, in relation to the substance (the being in a priority sense,
which all the others depend on), building the theory of substance means doing
the theory of the whole being and, correspondingly, looking for the principles
and primary causes of beings means looking for the principles and primary
causes of substances (Metaphysics Gamma and Zeta).

This has been a brief description of Aristotle’s ‘ontological project’. In the
rest of this article, I will try to investigate two concepts that have given rise to
very significant developments in contemporary ontology:

o the concept of being;
o the concept of ontological dependence.

1. The Concept of Being

Some proponents of so-called ‘metaphysical grounding’, such as Shaffer
(2009), an eminent supporter of the grounding theory in a neo-Aristotelian key,
recognise the existence not only of individual physical entities, but also of
mathematical entities, fictive entities, universals, etc.’, and recognises the
Aristotelian authorship of this theory*. This is undeniable, but I think that the

2 An advocate of a strong unity of Aristotelian metaphysics is for example Reale (19945); more cautious
Donini (1995: 16). On the great limits of this unification see Barnes (1995: 66-69).

3 Shaffer (2009: 356-359) presents arguments that prove the existence of numbers (there are prime
numbers, so there are numbers), properties (there are properties that you and I have in common, so
there are properties), body parts (my body has appropriate parts (e.g., hands), so there are things
with appropriate parts), fictional characters (A.C. Doyle created Sherlock Holmes).

4 Shaffer is an advocate of a rediscovery of an Aristotelian approach in an anti-Quinean key (see
supra, n. 1). Indeed, Aristotle does not express himself so clearly, but it is reasonable to believe that
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ontological version used by grounding theory comes directly from Alexander of
Aphrodisias.

In fact, when Aristotle in Metaphysics’s Gamma 1003a33-34 states that:

To d¢ ov Aéyetatr pév mMoAAax@s, AAAX TEOG €v Kal Hiav TV @UOW Kal ovy
OUWVVOUWE.

The being is said in many senses, but with reference to one thing, one particular
nature, not homonymously.

it is unclear how to understand the meaning of the expression 10 6v, ‘the
being’. In particularly, interpreters have disagreed on the meaning of the formula
10 Ov, because of the ambiguity of the verb to be®.

Now, to my knowledge, Alexander of Aphrodisias was the first to give an
existential value to this formula, i.e. in the sense of ‘all that exists’. Indeed, in
Alexander’'s commentary on Aristotelian Metaphysics we can find three
fundamental passages that allow us to establish with certainty that he
interpreted the Aristotelian to ov as UmagELg, to be understood in an existential
sense.

The first passage is Alex., in Metaph. Gamma, 247, 18-20°:

KATX DLAPOQOV ¢ EMIVOLAV TO Te OV KAl TO €V KATITYOQODUEV, DX PEV TOD OV elTtety
TV Umag& v onuatvovteg avTov, dix d¢ TOL €V TOV ATIO TV AAAWV XWOLOUOV kal
TOV A0 TOL TAT|00UVG:

he was thinking of an existential dependence of numbers and universals on particulars (see infra,
notes 13 and 15). However, not all scholars agree with this interpretation. See infra, note 5.

> Some scholars, especially from the Anglo-Saxon area, have adopted the ‘existentialist’
interpretation of ‘to be’ without acknowledging that it was anticipated by Alexander of Aphrodisias.
Others, however, have denied that in this passage, and in Metaphysics Gamma in general, the sense
of ‘being’ is so restrictive. For a recent and incisive analysis of the meaning of ‘being’ in Metaphysics
Gamma and Epsilon, see Berti (2015: 15-24).

6 Ad Aristotle, Metaph. Gamma, 1003b22-25 & d1y 10 OV kai T v TaToV Kal pia Uois T dkoAovbetv
AAANAOIC OTIEQ AEXT) Kat aitiov, dAA’ o)X wg évi Adyw dnAovueva (‘Suppose it is true, then, that
that which is and that which is one are the same thing—i.e. one nature—in that each follows from

the other as origin and cause do, not as being indicated by one formula’ trans. Kirwan).
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we predicate ‘being’ and ‘one’ according to a different concept: saying ‘being’, we
mean its Unapfic, saying something is ‘one’, we mean its separation from other
things and from multiplicity.

The second passage is Alex. in Metaph. Delta, 371, 22-26. Here Alexander
comments Metaphysics Delta, 1017a22 following, where Aristotle says that

ka®’ ot d¢ elvat Aéyetat 6oameQ onuaivel ot oxfHATa THS KAt yoolag

all things which signify the figures of category are said to be in their own right.
Alexander says:

TV Y&Q oikelay DTAQEy €KAOTOL ONUALVEL TO OV OUWVUUOV- €l d¢ déKa al KATX T
AVOTATW YEVN dlaogal, dekax@s kal TO 6V Te Kal To elval onbnoetat. o pév yao
) 0ol CLVTATOOUEVOV Eival TV 0VO WO D&y onuaivel, 0 8¢ TQ MTOoOQ TV

WG OOV, KAL TG TOLQ) TIV WG TOLOD, KAl 7L TV AAAWV Yevv Opoiws.

‘the being, which is homonymous, means the Unapéic appropriate to each thing.
But if there are ten differences according to the ten supreme genera, ‘being’ and
‘to be’ also will be said in ten ways. Indeed, ‘to be’ united to the substance means
substantial Urap&ig, ‘to be’ united to the quantity, the Umap&ic of quantity, ‘to be’
united to the quality, the Umap&ic of quality, and equally in the case of other genera’.

7 Aristotle, Metaph. Delta, 1017a22-30: ka0’ a0tk d¢ elvar Aéyetat doameQ onuaivel T& oxfuata e
KQTNYoIAG: 000XWS YXQ AEyETAlL, TOTAUTHXWS TO EVOLL OTHALVEL ETIEL ODV TV KATIYOQOUUEVWY T
péV Ti éoTL onuaivel, T d¢ mMoldv, T d& TOoOV, T OE TIEOG TL, T D& TOLELV 1) TATXELV, T OE TOV, TX D€
TOTE, EKAOTEW TOVTWV TO €lVAL TAVTO onUaivelr oUOEV Y& dlapépel TO dvOowmog Vylaivwy €0Tiv 1) TO
avOowmog Vyaiver, 0VdE 10 AvOowmMog Padilwv EoTiv 1) Tépvev oL avOowmog Badilet 1) Téuvel,
opoiwg d¢ katl i twv &AAwv (‘All things which signify the figures of category are said to be in their
own right; for ‘to be’ signifies in the same number of ways as they are said. Since, therefore, among
things predicated some signify what a thing is, some a qualification, some a quantity, some a relative,
some doing or being affected, some where, some when, ‘to be’ signifies the same thing as each of
these. For, there is no difference between ‘a man is one that keeps-healthy’ and ‘a man keeps-
healthy’ or between ‘a man is one that walks, or cuts’ and ‘a man walks, or cuts’, and equally in the

other cases’ trans. Kirwan, slightly modified).
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It is clear that Alexander uses UmaéLc in the sense of ‘existence™. So, in the
first passage, Alexanders says that we predicate ‘being’ when we mean the
existence (Omap&ig) of one thing. In the second passage Alexander explains that
‘being’ means the Umapfig appropriate to each thing, according to the ten
supreme genera (namely, categories).

So, when I say ‘Socrates is’, I mean the substantial existence, when I say
‘white is’, I mean the existence of a quality, and so on for each category.

There is a further passage very important for us, in which Alexander says
(in Metaph. Delta, 371, 29-36)":

[...] dewtucov 8¢ oD 10 0Ty, O AV CLVTATONTAL, EKEIVIV oNpatvew v @UoLy,
naé0eto O PNdév onuatvery &AAo 10 dvOowmog yiaivwy éotiv 1) T0 dvOwmog
Uylaivel, TovtéoTi o 0Ty, O €mith Uyela ouvTétauctal, Undév aAAo 1) v g vyeiag
Umalv onuatver Opolwg kat émi tov PBadilwv TV s PBadicews, kal émi TOL
TEUVWV TNV THG TOUNG, KAl €Tl TAVTWY OH0IwGS. WS Y&Q eimev év @ ITepl éounveiac,
avTO pEV 0VDEV E0TL, TROOOUAVELDE OUVOEDTV TIVaL, )V AVEL TV OVYKELUEVWY OVX

olov te elval

[...] for the purpose of showing that ‘is’ means that nature it is united to, Aristotle
added that ‘a man is one that keeps-healthy’ (&vOowmog Oywaivwv éotiv) means
nothing but ‘a man keeps-healthy’ (dvOowmog Uywxivetr), namely that the ‘is’ which
is united with health means nothing but the existence of health (trv g Uyeiag

8 See Bonelli (2001: 89-95). That Alexander uses Umag&is in an existential sense seems clear to me
also from his use of vtdotaoic, a term reserved either to controversial entities such as Platonic ideas
(see for example in Metaph., 83, 31-33; 92, 19; 233, 21-24), or to numbers and geometric figures (for
example in Metaph., 199, 19-21; 230, 19-21; 230, 34-231, 1), or to universals (for example in Metaph.,
234, 33-34; in Top., 161, 27-30; 355, 12-16). In Bonelli op. cit., 94, notes 45 and 46, I point out that
Omapéls sometimes means ‘existence’ (ex. De Anima 90, 4; in Metaph. Gamma, 323, 7-10; 326, 5-9; in
Metaph. Delta, 410, 24-25), sometimes does not, when the term is used in logical works (ex. in Apr,
26, 16-18; 38, 3-5), But in these last cases we can invoke a technical usage. In the light of the passage
in Top., 301, 19-25 (see infra, 116-117), I would argue that Alexander identifies braofis (‘existence’) as
the general meaning of ‘being’, and vméotaois as the dependent mode of existence of certain beings
(Platonic Ideas, numbers, universals in general). Sirkel (2011: 301-302) explains that Alexander treats
universals as accidents and clearly shows (2011, p. 303) that he subordinates the existence of
universals to the existence of particulars (at least more than one) that instantiate it (cf. the definition
of katholou in De interpretatione 7).

9 Ad Aristotle, Metaph. Delta, 1017a22-30, see supra, note 7.
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vragéw) (...) and equally for other cases as well. Indeed, as Aristotle said in De
interpretatione, the ‘is’ in itself is nothing, but it means a combination that cannot
exist without the components.

Alexander gives three examples in order to prove that the copula is nothing
but a sign of conjunction between the subject and the predicate. The three

examples are:

1) avBowmnog Vyaivwv éotiv = dvBowmog Lylalvel
‘¢otiv’ means nothing but the vnalic g vyeiag;

2) avBowmog PadiCwv éotiv = dvOowmog Padilet
‘¢otiv’ means the Uma&ic g Padicewg;

3) avBowmog TéUvwV 0TIV = AvOQWTOG TéVEL

‘¢otiv’ means the vna&ic ¢ Topng.

So, Alexander says that also in propositions such as ‘S is P’ (which is
equivalent to the proposition noun plus verb) we have the introduction of the
‘existence’ (Umapélc), because ‘is’ is a sign of conjunction, expressing the
existence of the property in the substance.

But what beings exist? Alexander in in Topics, 301, 19-25 claims that:

[...] mav 10 év vmapeL 6V Kol OV Kkat év €oTiv. 0UTw detkvvoLg &V GTL U KAADG TO Ti
ot amo TS LToks Yévog ToD Ovtog Tifevtal el yoo ti, dMAov OtL katl 6v- (...) GAA’
£KEIVOL VOLOB eTHOAVTES AVTOLS TO OV KATX CWHATWVY HOVWV AéyeoDat dagevyotev
av 10 NMOQNUEVOV: DX TOUTO YXQ TO TL YEVIKWTEQOV avLTOD QAo elval,

KT YOQOULEVOV OV KATX CWHATWY HOVOV AAAX KAl KATd ACWHATWV [...].

[...] everything that is in existence (¢v Umaoéel) is being and one. So, you could
prove that Stoics incorrectly place ‘the something’ (to i) as a genus of the being:
if, in fact, <there is> something (i), it is clear that it also exists (61t kai 6v) (...) But
those would escape the difficulty by stipulating for themselves that ‘being’ is said
only of bodies; because of that, in fact, they affirm that the ‘something’ (o i), which
is predicated not only of bodies, but also of incorporeals, is more general than the
being [...].
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The passage is extremely interesting because Alexander, as it often
happens, uses an Aristotelian thesis to reject an opposing theory, in this case,
that the something (to i) is the supreme genus. Here, invoking the Aristotelian
thesis of the reciprocal implication of the being and the one', Alexander argues
against Stoics, who place an even more general genus, ‘the something’, above
the being. The objection is that, since everything that exists, exists and is one
being, the ‘something’ will also exist, and there will be no place for beings that
are something without existence (Galluzzo 2012: 31). Alexander, therefore,
repeats the Aristotelian thesis according to which to ¢v is the most general
category of things, and criticizes the Stoics who, thanks to a stipulation, limit
the existence to bodies only, inventing another category (‘the something’) that
can encompass both bodies and incorporeals, such as time, space, and the like.
So, Alexander applies the category of to ov as ‘existence’ to bodies and

incorporeals. Consequently, all things exist. But how?

2. The Concept of Ontological Dependence

In Metaphysics Gamma Aristotle proposes a way of considering the being in
a unitary manner. In fact, in the already quoted passage 1003a33-34, Aristotle
claims that ‘the being (to 6v) is said in many senses, but with reference to one
thing, one particular nature, not homonymously’. In particular, ‘being’, says
Aristotle, has different meanings, one of which is primary and the others
derivative or dependent.

We will analyse how the dependence between beings can be understood in
‘Peripatetic’ terms. What we can already say is that

1) many and disparate things are called ‘beings’ (Aristotle) in the sense
of ‘existent’ (in the Alexander’s interpretation)";
2) they are subsumed in few categories'.

10 On the relationship between being and one see supra, 113-114 and note 6.
See supra, 113-116.
12 See supra, Aristotle, Metaph. Delta, 1017a22-30 (note 7) and Alexander in Metaph. 371, 22-26; 29-36.
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Another important aspect to consider is that. In Aristotle, there are primary,
independent, and fundamental beings and dependent beings. Fundamental
beings are the individual substances, while all the others are dependent on them,
including universals and mathematical entities. Indeed, in Categories 2b5-2b6b
Aristotle says that

[...] ur) ovo@V 0DV TV MEWTWV 0VOLDV ADVVATOV TV AAAWV TL elvat TAVTA Yo

T AAAa jToL KB DIoKEUEVWY TOUTWV Aéyetal T) £V DTTOKEEVALS aDTALG E0TEV.

[...] if the primary substances are not, it would be impossible for any of the other
things to be. For, all the other things are either said of the primary substances as
subjects or are in them as subjects.

In Aristotelian jargon, ‘primary substances’ are the individual perceptible
objects, ‘things that are said of primary substances as subjects’ (i.e. that are
predicated) are universals, ‘things that are in primary substances as subjects’ are
the individual properties. We have seen that, in the interpretation of Alexander,
‘to be’ is to be understood in an existential sense. We will therefore speak of
independent existence of primary substances and dependent existence of
secondary substances and properties. Now, we have also seen that the
Aristotelian position has been interpreted by some contemporary
metaphysicians just as a theory according to which all things do exist®. Schaffer
(2009), for example, interprets the Aristotelian being in an existential sense',
but it should be specified that this theory is not exactly Aristotelian but certainly
attributable to Alexander. According to Shaffer, it is possible to consider as

13 Shaffer 2009, see supra, nn. 3 and 4.

4 Schaffer (2009: 352) refers to Metaphysics My, 1076a36-37; 1077b31-34. These passages are
fundamental for the ‘realist version’ of grounding theory: the first because Aristotle states that the
goal of his research is not whether mathematical entities are, but how they are (<0c0’ 1) Gpeoprmoig
Nuiv €otal o TeQL oL elvar dAAX Tepl Tov tEOToL); the second because he establishes that
mathematical objects are insofar as there are both separable and inseparable things (©ot’ émet
ATAGQG Aéyey AANDEG UM HOVOV T XWOLOTA elVAL AAAX KAl T 1] XWOLOTA (...) Kol Té padnpartucc e
otV AanA@g aAnBeg elmety, kai tolxvta ye ola Aéyovowv). On the first passage see Corkum (2008:
73); on the second see Schaffer (2009: 352).
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fundamental in the ‘Aristotelian’ ontology (and in that contemporary ontology
inspired by Aristotelianism, which he shares) the hierarchy of beings, that is, the
fundamentality or derivation of things that exist. And we have seen that, in
Aristotelian metaphysics there is the thesis according to which substances,
qualities, quantities, etc., ‘are’ in a different way. Aristotle and Alexander do not
specify the question further, but it is sure, as we will also see later, that we can
infer from their texts the distinction between the independent being (or
existence, in the Alexander’s interpretation) of individual substances and the
dependent being (or existence, always according to Alexander) of all the other
things (universal substances, properties, relationships, qualities, etc.). This is the
perspective that will be recovered and valued by some grounding theorists.
Shaffer, for example, states that the task of metaphysics is to say what grounds
what and the method consists in identifying precisely what is fundamental and
founding®. The advantage of the Aristotelian position is that it presents a
hierarchical and ordered ontology, able to focus on dependencies that arise in
the world.

An extremely interesting aspect highlighted by Schaffer' is that the great
traditional disputes (many of them of Aristotelian origin) can be treated not as
concerning the existence of entities but concerning their ‘fundamentality’.
Issues such as metaphysical realism vs idealism, realism of universals vs
nominalism, or the theory of substrate vs bundle for objects, do not question the
existence for example of a rock, a number, a universal or an object and his
properties. The question, if anything, will be to establish whether rocks,
numbers, universals exist independently of my mind or not, or whether or not
objects exist prior to their properties”.

5 According to Schaffer, the Aristotelian method consists of: ‘to deploy diagnostics for what is
fundamental, together with diagnostics for grounding’ (2009: 351).

16 Shaffer (2009: 362-365).

'7See on that Schaffer (2009: 362-365); F. Correia/B. Schnieder (2012: 1) and in general all the volume
they edited. It must be said, however, that the foundationalist approach (which authors such as
Schaffer take up, inheriting it to some extent from Aristotelianism) is not the only one defended by
grounding theorists. Indeed, some scholars deny that ground relations can or should be grounded
in independent entities. See on this Bliss /Trogdon (2014), paragraph 7: Grounding the facts about
what grounds what.
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This approach, as we will see, is ascribable to Aristotle’s reflections, but
once again mediated by Alexander’ exegesis.

2a. Peripatetic Grounding

According to the grounding theory, the ‘grounding’ is a primitive and

intuitive notion such:

x is fundamental =df nothing grounds x
x is derived =df something grounds x*.

The notion of grounding is useful in analysing metaphysical structural
concepts, like fundamental entities (characterized by priority, primarity,
independence and foundation) and derived entities (characterized by
posteriority, secondarity and dependence). As we have seen, in the perspective
of the grounding, the task of the ‘Aristotelian metaphysics’ consists just in saying
what grounds what, through a ‘diagnostic’ that identifies what is fundamental
and founding®. Now, we can find in Aristotle and in Alexander many passages
trying to identify basic and founding beings, (i.e., individual perceptible
substances), called, not by chance, primary substances. The characteristics
defining basic and founding beings are precisely the priority and the
independence.

In Metaphysics Gamma, 1003b5-9 Aristotle claims that:

TO OV Aéyetal MOAAAX@G eV AAA" &mary mEOG oy XNV [...] T pév yap 6tiovoial,
Ovta Aéyetat, T & 6t mAOn ovoiag, Ta O’ 6T 000G €l ovoiav 1) OoEaLT) oTEQNTELS

1) TTOLOTNTEG T) MOUTLKX T) YEVVITIKA 0VOIAGC T) TV TEOG TNV 000V AeYOoUévwy.

The being is said in many senses, but all with reference to one principle [...]. Some
are called ‘beings’ because they are substances; some because they are affections
of a substance; some because they are a route to a substance, or destructions, or
lacks, or qualities, or productive, or generative of a substance or of things called
[being] with reference to substance. (trans. Kirwan)

18 See on that Correia/Schnieder (2012: 10-13); Schaffer (2009: 373).
19 See supra, 119 and note 15.
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Aristotle claims that being is said in many senses, all in reference to a single
principle (&oxn). We know from Metaphysics Delta that the common character
of the different meanings of ‘principle’ is what is the first (to mowrtov), from
which a thing is, derives or is known?’. Adopting the Alexander’s position, we
consider the ‘is’ in an existential sense: in this way, the principle, in the case of
beings which exist, is the individual substance, which establishes (or ‘explains’)*
the existence or knowledge of all the other beings. If we privilege the ‘derivation’
of things which exist from the individual substance, accepting the existential
sense of ¢v and eivar, we will affirm that the individual substance exists in the
first sense, while accidents of substances (qualities, weights, actions, etc.) exist
in the secondary sense, because they depend on the substance for their
existence (meaning that they do not exist if the substance does not exist).

If, on the other hand, we privilege the knowledge of beings depending on
the substance, we could perhaps adopt the ‘definitional’ interpretation of v and
eivat according to which, in order to know and define a being (let’s say, the
white), we will have to provide a reference to the being on which it depends for
its definition (e.g., the white surface)®.

In any case, the passage in Gamma establishes the ontological priority of
individual substances and its founding role. In fact, in Metaphysics Zeta,
Aristotelian ‘ontology’ is explained with reference to a central question: Aristotle

affirms that when we ask: ‘what is being?’ (ti ©0 ov), in fact we ask: ‘what is

20 Arist., Metaphysics Delta, 1013a17-19: mao@v pév o0V KOOV TV dQX@V TO TR@TOV elvat 60ev 1)
£oTwv 1) Ylyvetai 1) yryvwoketon

21 On the ‘existential explanation’ in Aristotle see Sirkel R., Ontological Priority and Grounding in
Aristotle’s Categories, 20ss (for the exat reference and URL, see infra, References). See infra,
Conclusions.

220n this interpretation see Owen 1960.
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substance?’ (tig 1) ovoia)®. This question, in Alexander’ interpretation, should be
understood as: ‘what exists primarily?™.

So, individual substances ground universals: for example, the wisdom exists
(or is definable) only because there are wise substances. And the same for all
kinds of categories that are not substances; for example, numbers and
geometric figures, since they exist (or are definable) only because there are
substances which are countable or framed in geometric shapes. Indeed, the
relationship will also exist (or will be definable), because there are two
substances that are in a relationship: for example, paternity exists because x and
y are in a father-son relationship®.

In this way we can establish an asymmetry between the existence of
individual substance and the existence of accidents (individual and universal) of
the substance®. The dependence of categories from individual substances® and
the dependence of all categories from the category of the substance legitimate
an ordered structure of reality in which individual substances are basic entities,
which establish both the existence of other entities (universal, substantial, and
non-substantial) and their relationships®.

The asymmetry of the substance is still a much-debated issue today®. It is
normally analysed according to characteristics of priority identified by Aristotle
in the Categories and in Metaphysics: the individual substance, in fact, is first

3 Aristotele, Metaphysics Zeta, 1028b2-4: kai d1) xai T0 méAal te kad VOV Kai del (ntovpevov kai el
ATOQOVUEVOV, Ti TO BV, TOUTS €07TL TiG 1) ovOoia.

24 The beginning of Metaphysics Zeta (1028a10-15), in fact, establishes 1) the multiplicity of meanings
of ‘being’, corresponding to the categories, and 2) the priority of the meaning of ‘being’ relative to
substance.

% On the dependence of other beings on the individual substance see Arist., Cat. 2b5-2b6b, supra,
note 13.

%6 For a very articulate discussion of the Asymmetry Thesis, concerning individual substances on the
one hand and non-substances and universal substances on the other (especially with reference to
Categories), see Corkum (2008: 67-72).

2 The reduction of individual substances and their accidents to categories is an ‘ontological
reduction’ that is not eliminative: see Barnes (1995: 81-89).

28 Schaffer (2009: 354-356).

29 See for example Barnes (1995: 77-101), G. Fine (1984), Corkum (2008).
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(proton)*®, substrate (hypokeimenon)® and separable (choriston)®*’. According to
Alexander, all characteristics establishing the asymmetry of the substance must
be considered in terms of existence. The priority of the substance is to be
understood as an existential priority®. The same kind of priority is attributed to
the substance as a hypokeimenon®, and as a choriston®.

An even more debated question, especially by contemporary
metaphysicians®®, is the existential dependence of all existing beings from the
individual substances. Once again, the responsible for this interpretation is
Alexander of Aphrodisias. Alexander, commenting Aristotle’s passage seen above
(1003b5-9)*, accepts the Aristotelian theory of being as a moAAayxwg Aeyduevov,
and claims that (in Metaph., 242, 10-12):

[...] OV yap Aéyetan kvpiwe pev 1) ovola, Aéyetal dé ye dvta kal T T ovoiq
ouuPefnKoTa, & EoTL T EvvEéa YEvT.

[...] in fact ‘being’ in the proper sense is said the substance, but ‘beings’ are said
accidents of substance too, namely the nine genera.

Alexander adds that here Aristotle would be using ‘the first of the divisions
of the being operated in the Categories, thanks to which he distinguishes beings

30See for example Aristotle, Metaph. Delta, 1019a1-4.

31 See Aristotle, Cat. 2a11-19; Metaph. Delta, 1017b24.

32See Aristotle, Metaph. Delta, 1017b25.

3 Alexander in Metaph., 387, 8-10: t0 kat& TO elval TEWOTOV Kai katd TV UTagéiv gnow eivat to
MOV VTOKE(EVOV TolG dAAOLS, TolovTov d¢ TV ovoiav eivar («Aristotle says that what is first
respect to being, namely respect to existence (trjv Utapéiv), is the subject (Vmokeipevov) of all other
things, and substance is this kind of thing». I consider eivat existentially and kata v Oma&wv as
explanatory of kata to elvat.

3 See supra, previous note.

% Alex., in Metaph. 376, 7-9: pévov yao t@v Ovtwv xwolotov kai kad’ avto ov 1) ovoia («among the
things that exist, only substance is separated (xwowotov), namely exists by itself»). Here, too, I
consider v existentially, and take ka8’ avt0 dv as explanatory of xwoiotoév, the sense of which
would then be ‘existing in itself, independently’.

3 See for example K. Fine (1995); Schaffer (2009); Thanko /Lowe (2015).

37 See supra, 121.
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between substance and accidents™. The reference to Categories (although the
distinction mentioned by Alexander is not in the text)* is important because it
allows Alexander to introduce both the asymmetry between substance and
individual accidents and the ‘reduction’ of individual accidents to categories*.
Recognizing the existential priority of the individual and perceptible substance,
Alexander also recognizes the existential dependence of his accidents. In fact,
in his commentary to Metaphysics Delta about the Aristotelian eivat ka® avto,
we have seen that Alexander, in an extremely original way, states that even in
the case of propositions consisting of subject and predicate, the copula
expresses the vmapéic of the predicate. The theory of the role of trait-d’'union
of the copula is a well-known Aristotelian theory*, but Alexander’s originality
consists in giving it an existential meaning, which precisely expresses the
existential dependence of the propriety from the substance.

Conclusions

Alexander opted for an existential dependence of accidents from individual
substances*. Concerning universals (the Aristotelian genera and species),

3 Alex. in Metaph., 242, 15-17: xai €in &v ) w1 dgéoeL tav &v Katnyopiaug Tov dvtog yeyovulwv
HAAAOV X0wHEVOS, KaO' 1]V dlaiQel T GvTa €ic ovoiav kol cupPePnroTa.

% For this reason, perhaps one should not take the formula ¢v katyopiaig tob 6vtog as a reference
to the work Categories, but as a simple reference to the Aristotelian distinction of beings into
categories.

40 Alexander in fact tries, admittedly with some difficulty, to fit the examples of dependent existents
given by Aristotle in 1003b5-9 into categories, warning, however, that Aristotle does not attempt to
give an example for every category, since many of the examples he presents actually fall under the
same category (see in Metaph., 242, 12-15).

4 Alexander himself refers immediately afterwards to de int., 16b24-2 (see in Metaph. 371, 34-36). On
the difficulties with the copula theory see Barnes (2012: 154-159).

421t should not be concealed that Alexander, as an accurate commentator, also envisaged the other
type of dependency mentioned, the definitional one (see in Metaph. 241, 18-21243, 33-244, 6; Alex. in
Top., 301, 9-10. On these passages see Bonelli 2001: 113-118). However, the two explanations do not
seem to be considered by the commentator as really alternatives: there are in fact passages in which
Alexander seems to subordinate definitional dependence to existential dependence (see for example

Alex, in Metaph. 243, 27-8: oig d¢ oV kata ToUvoua HOVOV E0TL KOWVWVIX, GAA’ fjotnTal 1] katd To0To
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Alexander identifies their existence in many individual substances of which they
are predicated®, and the same holds for mathematical objects, whose existence
is found in perceptible objects*.

Many historians of philosophy and contemporary metaphysicians have
found very serious problems in the relationship between the asymmetry of
substance and the existential dependence. Indeed, to consider ontological
dependence in terms of existential dependence is to undermine either the
independence of individual substances or the dependence of universals. For if
we consider the dependence between A and B in the sense that A cannot exist
without a given B, we will have the unfortunate result that universals can exist
independently of individual substances: for example, generosity can exist
without Callias.

If, on the other hand, we consider the dependence between A and B in the
sense that A cannot exist without any B, we will solve the problem of universals
(indeed, generosity cannot exist without any generous individual), but we will
have the consequence that individual substances cannot exist independently of
universal accidents: Callias, for example, can exist without white, but not
without colour. In any case, existential dependence will be insufficient for the
theory of substance asymmetry*.

Is it possible to find in Alexander a position which avoids these problems?
The question of the existence and of the status of universals in Alexander is a

Kowwvia TS TOV TEAYUATWY Kowwving, tovtwv kat érotrun pia («It is things whose commonality
is not limited to the name, whose commonality of name depends on a commonality among the objects
themselves, that belong to one science», transl. Madigan).

43 0On this see Barnes (2003: 47).

4 Alex., in Metaph. 200, 37-38. On this see Barnes (2003: 47, n. 89).

4 See on that Corkum (2008: 72-73), who merely makes explicit objections already raised by Burnyeat
et al. (1979). For an overview of contemporary positions and an attempt to avoid the existential
interpretation of ‘being’ see R. Sirkel, Ontological Priority cit. Sirkel in my opinion presents a very
convincing solution to the problem in Aristotelian Categories. According to her, in fact, individual
substances and accidents of substances reciprocate in existence (indeed the one cannot exist
without the other) but the existence of the one explains the existence of the other, because primary
substance is the subject (hypokeimenon) of other beings. In fact, the way of existence of other beings
consists in ‘be said of (in the case of universals) or ‘being in’ (in the case of accidents) subjects (see
Sirkel op. cit., 27).
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controversial issue*. However, we have some indications of a solution of
ontological dependence. In in Top. 355, 12-14, Alexander says that:

émel T yévn olte kaB’ adtd éotv D@eoT@Td TOL 0UTE £0TL PIAX XwOIC UTtdoEews
vonuata, @ IMMoKéVTavEos, AAA’ €0ty 1) VMOOTACLS AVTOV €V TOUTOS WV

KATNYOQEITAL

Genera are neither items somehow subsisting by themselves nor are they bare
thoughts without existence, like a centaur. Rather, their subsistence (bndotaoic) is

in the items of which they are predicated. (trans. Barnes)*’

Alexander supports the thesis that the genus subsists only in the items of
which they are predicated. More interesting still is what Alexander states shortly
afterwards:

[...] amAQG pév ovv ovppOeipetal TovTo, @ CLUPBERNKEVY eival YEVEL TAVTWY TOV
U7T avTo POaévTwV: WG dE Yévos pOeipetal, el év TL udvov 1) Kat' AQLOUOV 1) KT
€ldog twv VT avtd odlotto. (in Top., 355, 18-21)

[...] @ genus corrupts tout court if all things under it are corrupted; but it corrupts
as a genus if one thing only is saved among those under it, either by number or by
kind*®.

4 0n that se Tweedale (1984); Barnes (2003: 47, n. 89); Sharples (2005); Sirkel (2011); Militello (2017:
112-115).

47 See also Alex. in Metaph. 180, 3-6: ékeivois Yo éAeyov tabta ovpPefnrévat T te &V kai o Ov. T
ndTeQOV Al doxal &v oikelg DmootaoeL eiot kat kad’ avTas we T Kad' ékaota TV dviwy, 1) oV, AAA’
@G & Yévn kai T kaBOAov kal kowa, olg év e katnyopelobat v kab’ ékaota 1o eivat (‘Do the
principles have a subsistence of their own and in their own right, like individual entities? Or is it not
rather that, like genera and universals and common items, their being lies in being predicated of
individuals?).

48 See also Simplicius in Cat., 85, 13-14: dAAX kowdv, @notv, ovdEv elval dvvatal Xweis &tépov,
&TOHOV D¢ E0TLV XWOIG KOWOD, olov JALog Kat oeAnjvr) kat kdopog (‘It is impossible, [Alexander] says,
for there to be anything common without the particular, but there are particulars without the
common, ex. the sun, the moon, the universe’). Simplicius seems to attribute to Alexander the thesis
that, although there is a sun, there is no corresponding universal, since there are not many suns of
which ‘sun’ can be predicated. On that see Sirkel (2011: 303) who reports and discusses the passage
of Simplicius.
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Alexander affirms that the genus corrupts either all things under it are
corrupted or if at least one thing under it (either species or particulars) survives.
First, this position avoids the problem of the separate existence of universals:
generosity, in fact, will perish if all generous individuals perish. But the genus
corrupts also if one thing under it survives. Alexander’s position leads to make a
distinction between the universal (which must be predicated of more
particulars) and the form or nature of particulars, that remains in them even if
the universal perishes or doesn’t exist (as in the case of the moon*). So, for
Alexander individuals are bearers of forms, and forms, according to the
commentator, are not identified with universals. In this way it must be just
concluded that every property of Callias, whether essential or accidental, does
not depend in any way on the existence of the universal.

In any case, the notion of contemporary grounding is strongly connected
to the existential dependence and this latter is unanimously characterized in
terms of priority. This characteristic is widely recognized as Aristotelian, but it
must also and above all be recognised as belonging to the great commentator
Alexander of Aphrodisias®.

49 See supra, previous note.
%0 Thanks to audience of ‘Ancient Philosophy in Dialogue’. Special thanks to Francesco Aronadio,
Erminia Di Iulio, Lorenzo Giovannetti.
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