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Aristotle’s chapter on growth is not among everyone’s favourites: it is
full of textual and grammatical uncertainties and elliptical arguments,
which have provoked a few unflattering remarks from its commentators,
ancient and modern.? Yet I think it deserves a closer look, because its
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The first short draft of this paper was given at the APA Central Division meeting in
Chicago, 2001. I am grateful to my commentator Mary Louise Gill, to the audience,
especially Cynthia Freeland, Victor Caston, and Paul Woodruff for helpful
discussion, and to Brad Inwood and Bob Sharples for their comments. Later version
benefited from comments by Richard Sorabji and Jim Hankinson. It was not until
this paper was finished and accepted for publication that I was able to read Alan
Code’s chapter in the recent volume of the Symposium Aristotelicum, so it was too
late for me to take a full account of it (but I am grateful to the author and Frans de
Haas for providing me with a copy in advance of publication). Special thanks are
owed to Sir John Boardman for his generous help with ‘skeletons’. 1 am responsible
for any errors. Translations are mine where not indicated otherwise.

E.g. Joachim, ad 20a10-2a33: ‘The first part (20a10-b34) contains a preliminary and
somewhat confused treatment of both topics (viz., the difference of growth from
coming-to-be and alteration and the way in which growth takes place — author)
Thus, the difference of aii&noig from yéveor and dA\doiwaig is considered, but not
adequately stated (20a10-27); and there is an obscure and unsatisfactory discussion
whether (and if so, in what sense) the matter out of which things grow is potentially
péyeBog (*20a27-b34).” Cf. CJ.F. Williams 1982, 103 (ad 320a8), and passim. Alexan-
der, according to Averroes, accused Aristotle of failing to state a solution to the
problem in the demonstrative form. (Averroes, On Aristotle’s De generatione et
corruptione: Middle Commentary and Epitome. Trans. S. Kurland. Cambridge, MA
1958, 34.)
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account of form and matter can provide some interesting links between
the general theory of change and the theory of substance in Aristotle’s
natural philosophy and metaphysics.

It is often thought that the concept of ‘form-substance’ in the Meta-
physics is a philosophical figure of speech, standing for what a less
rhetorically minded thinker of today would call an ‘essential property’.
The substantial status of form thus understood is due to its conceptual
or causal priority, but not to a ‘real’ priority in the ontological economy
of the Metaphysics.” For form, however indispensable as a cause and a
rational account of a thing’s being, exists only as a property of a real
individual thing. The concept of form originates in the analysis of change
in Physics 1, where matter stands for a continuant, and form for a
replaceable instance of a kind with respect to which change happens.
‘Form-substance’ is a hybrid concept, like ‘thing-property’. It is neither
sound nor necessary: its functions can be fulfilled no worse by the notion
of form as a causally relevant aspect of a thing.*

This interpretation of Aristotle’s ontology is quite credible. It offers a
satisfactory answer to the question of ‘what there is’, without running
into Platonic difficulties with postulating some supernumerary entities
only to reduplicate the set of real individuals. But there is one respect in
which this interpretation may find itself question-begging, and in which
the notion of form may still retain importance credited to it by a less
nominalistic reading of the Metaphysics Z. It has to do with what we
might call the diachronic dimension. The fact that Aristotle’s paradig-
matic substances in the natural domain are living beings has been widely
appreciated by modern scholars. But living beings are not static things;
rather they are dynamic entities which constantly exchange matter with
their environment, and are changing all the time in many ways. Any
individual living being, taken diachronically, is a succession of states
involved in many processes of change. What allows us to regard it as a
thing rather than a series of events is a certain ontological mechanism by
which it retains its ‘whatness’ throughout all changes. The idea of matter
as a continuant, even if it were a correct interpretation of Aristotle’s
theory of change, clearly would not do to explain persistence in this case.

3 For the defence of ‘conceptual priority’, see Gill 1993; for the defence of ‘causal
priority’, see Granger 1997, 111-58.

4 See in particular Granger 1997, Chapter 7, 133-58.
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In fact, Aristotle’s analysis of growth shows that he would rather identify
form — a persistent sensible structure and a functional principle of a
living being — as a real continuant in the metaphysically relevant sense.
This is the viewpoint I would like to suggest with the following analysis.

The genre of this paper is analytical rather than polemical. My pri-
mary goal is to provide a reading of the whole of Aristotle’s chapter that
would reconstruct its argument, assuming its coherence and agreement
with the main points of Aristotle’s natural philosophy. This task hasbeen
marked as outstanding in the existing commentaries on the text. I will
not undertake a decisive argument about the concept of substance in
Aristotle’s physics: this would not fit either the size or the format of the
paper. Still it should be possible to establish some points which taken
together can form an interesting and defensible view of form as sub-
stance. The philosophical position that thus emerges does not have to
disagree with the thesis of the priority of individuals with respect to
forms as universal principles and concepts. However, it will almost
certainly disagree with the view of sensible forms as properties ontologi-
cally dependent on the individuals in which they inhere. What it sug-
gests instead is the notion of natural form as a persistent sensible
structure carrying the functional principle and underlying the material
components and properties of an individual.®

Two parts can be distinguished in the argument of GCI5 that display
some differences in the focus of reasoning and are bridged by a charac-
teristic ‘fresh start’. In the first part, Aristotle compares growth with
other kinds of change (320a10-27), and examines the hypothesis accord-
ing to which an increase of volume happens by virtue of something that
is actually incorporeal but potentially a body (320a27-b34). The main
point of his argument is that the matter of growth cannot be separate
from things and their properties. I discuss this argument in sections
1and 2 of the paper. In the second part, after a ‘fresh start’, (320b34-21a2),
Aristotle fine-tunes the concepts to be used, formulates methodological
principles (321a2-b10), and outlines his solution of the problem of the
nature of growth which involves the form/matter analysis of the body
undergoing growth (321b10-22a34). This part is covered by sections 3, 4
and 5.

5 Cf. Frede 1985.
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1 The Manner of Change

Aristotle begins with the question whether growth is different from
other kinds of change only in category, or whether there is also difference
in the ‘manner’ of change. The kinds of change (he uses the term
petaPorn which subsumes both substantial and non-substantial change,
cf. Ph V 1) are distinguished by category — generation is in respect of
substance (168¢, ovoia), growth of magnitude (néyeBoc); alteration of an
affection (n&B0c). The category of change is the one to which its termini
belong.® The process which takes place between the termini must have
an adequate description, specific enough to capture the categoreal mode
of being of the termini. This description is to be captured by the notion
of ‘manner’ (tpénog) of change. The ‘manner’ in which, for instance,
locomotion happens always involves a change of place. But the ‘manner’
of qualitative alteration does not always involve a change of place, and
sometimes does not even involve a time interval between the two states.”
There must be a certain kinetic pattern that characterises growth as a
process of change.

For obviously that which is being altered does not necessarily change
place, nor that which comes to be; but that which grows and diminishes
in size [does so], yet by a manner different from that which is carried.
For that which is carried (pepopevov) changes a place as a whole, while
that which is growing as [some metal] being beaten. For it is while it
remains [stable] that its parts undergo the change of place, though
unlike those of a [rotating] sphere: for in this latter case, the parts
change to equal place while the whole remains, but the parts of the
growing thing always [change to] a larger place, and of a thing dimin-
ishing in size, to a smaller. (320a17-25).

That the terms of such a description those of locomotion should not
surprise us: the close relation between the mode of being and the
characteristic pattern of motion stated in basic terms in Aristotle’s system
has teleological grounds.®

6 Cf. Waterlow 1982, 105-6.
7 See a recent discussion in Heinaman 1998.

8 Cf. the argument for the priority of locomotion in Ph VIII 7, on growth, in particular,
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In Physics IV 4, growth (together with its opposite of diminution) is
consistently treated as one of the two kinds of movement with respect
to place (another one being the linear movement of translation).” The
difference between growth and linear movement is that in the latter case
a thing as a whole changes its location, while in the former case the
boundaries of a thing do change, but we cannot say that a thing goes
anywhere. In this sense it is like a piece of metal that is being beaten by
a smith.

Philoponus has pointed out that the analogy is not complete: while in
the case of beaten metal one can talk about increase in two dimensions,
with simultaneous diminution in the third one, in the case of growth
there is a steady increase in all the three dimensions.”’ At this point
Aristotle seems to be trying to work out a distinction between the kinetic
pattern of growth and those of other types of change with the help of the
two-dimensional concept of place. In locomotion, the two-dimensional
place of a moving thing does not change its shape nor size, but there is
a ‘global’ change of location by a whole thing which can be accounted
for by the complete replacement of a container which constitutes the
place of a moving thing. In the beaten metal example, as in the case of
growth, there is no complete replacement of container; instead there are
multiple partial changes, in the former case, due to a change in both
shape and size, in the latter case, due to a change in size only.

260a20-b6. Note also the wording of the distinction between things that have soul
and the ones that are soulless in de An II 2, where Aristotle speaks about the
movement of nourishment, as ‘decrease and growth’ (413a25: xivnaig | xat& tpoghv
xai gBioig xai adéners), adding that it is the movement in all directions that makes
all growing things appear to be living. Cf. also the role of kinetic pattern in the
hierarchy of beings in Cael I 12. None of this implies any sort of ‘reduction’ to
locomotion, which would be quite uncharacteristic of Aristotle, as S. Broadie rightly
points out (Waterlow 1982, 99). The idea rather seems to be that different ‘natural’
kinds of motion have distinct corresponding kinetic patterns.

9 PhIV4,211al4: tabmng 8¢ [scil. tig kiviioewng tig xatd ténov] 16 piv opd, 16 8t ad€noig
xai ghicw.

10 See Philoponus in GC 71, 26-31 Vitelli. Philoponus’ remark probably builds on
Aristotle’s own amendment to this illustration, a few lines below (320a24-5). Jim
Hankinson points out to me a possible connection between Philoponus’ remark and
Galen’s analogy between the process of growing and balloon-blowing in nat fac 17
(112,23-113,15), I 3 (164,1-5 Helmreich); for further discussion of this analogy, see
Kupreeva 2004a, 80.
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Aristotle goes on to compare locomotion caused by growth with axial
rotation, where there is no ‘global’ replacement of container either (the
‘socket” enclosing the rotating sphere remains the same). The two-di-
mensional surface of a sphere does not change in either size or shape,
and only its parts change their location relative to the inner surface of
the ‘socket’.

The process of growth does involve change in size; a growing thing
proceeds to occupy greater place.!! But comparison with rotation might
suggest some kind of regularity not present in the case of beaten metal:
growing thing retains its shape, and the change of growth equally affects
each of its perceptible points (this will become important in the sub-
sequent description of the process of growth).

2 Problems With Potential Magnitude

The main aporia of the first part of Aristotle’s discussion has to do with
the nature of the general kind with respect to which the change of growth
happens. Aristotle asks whether it is possible to think of a body and
magnitude as coming to be from something which is potentially a
magnitude and a body, but actually incorporeal and sizeless.”? The
concept of ‘potential magnitude’ is a systematic construction based on
the general principle of the theory of change, according to which any F
comes to be from something that is potentially F but actually not F.?
Substituting a general concept of ‘magnitude’ for ‘F'yone would have to
say that any magnitude comes to be from something that is potentially
a magnitude, but actually not a magnitude. Thus, a superficial reading
of the principle of change might render the notion of the matter of growth
paradoxical.

11 CJF. Williams, translating térog at 320a23-4 by ‘space’, aptly points out that the
Greek word, unlike its English equivalent, can be treated as a mass-term Nonethe-
less it is not clear to me that the context requires specifically three-dimensional place:
increase and decrease of surface could do as well.

12 320a29: nétepov éx Suvdper pév peyéBovg xai copatog, éviehexeig 8° dowpdrov xal
apeyéBoug yivesBau odpa xai uéyebog;

13 Cf. Ph17,189b30-90b1, Metaph Z 7, 1032b2-6.
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It would be possible to eliminate the difficulty simply by saying that
what comes to be each time is not a magnitude as such, but a particular
magnitude. This is Aristotle’s approach to the Parmenidean problem of
non-being in Physics 1 8. But this, by itself, will not yet constitute a solu-
tion to a specific problem of growth. There remains the task of a theoreti-
cal account for the emergence of the previously non-existent quantity of
a thing F. A full story has to be told about this quantity: where it was
before it became a quantity of F, how it became F, and of course, what ‘it’
means all along. The aim of Aristotle’s aporetic discussion of the concept
of ‘potential magnitude’ is to outline the principles of his theoretical ac-
count by ruling out the unacceptable approaches. It may be noticed that
in this part of the argument Aristotle takes ‘growth’ in the sense of the
‘increase of volume’, rather than a more specific ‘organic growth’.

It is interesting to note that in constructing the paradox, Aristotle
exploits a kind of reasoning similar to that used in Zeno’s argument
against plurality. To support the assumption of his reductio according to
which the postulated ‘many things’ all have size, Zeno argues that
sizeless things do not exist. If they did, a thing possessed of a magnitude
would be composed of sizeless elements.”® Zeno uses the paradox as an
intermediary step in his reductio; whereas Aristotle’s task is to expose the
roots of the paradox, and provide the non-paradoxical reading of the
principle.

The refutation is constructed as an elimination of the impossible cases
derived by method of division from the main assumption. Assume that
the matter of growth is a potential magnitude and body, but actually
without a magnitude and incorporeal (this is the main assumption).
Now, this description can be taken in two ways: (i) either with respect
to matter which is separate by itself, or (i) with respect to matter
inherent in another body."® This distinction ‘in itself’ / ‘with respect to
another’ plays an important role in Aristotle’s discussion of being in a

14 Cf,e.g., 191b13: hueic 8t kai abrol papev yiyveobar pév unbiv drhi éx ph Svtog, mix
pévror yiyvesDat éx puf dvrog, olov karé cupPefnids - (Exyap tig orephioeng, & éoti kad’
alro ph Gv, odk évurapygoviog yiyvetai T+ Bavpdletar 8¢ 1odto kai addvarov obte
doxel ylyvesOai 11, &x puf vrog) xTh.

15 DK 29 B2 (Simpl in Phys 139, 5 Diels); cf. McKirahan 1994, 1824.

16 320a31-4: xai tovtov Suyde evdexopévov Aéyewv, rotépag f atnoig ylyvetan, ndtepov
éx xeyopopévg adthc kad’ abdmv tiic YAng, i évuropyodong év &ilg odpaty;
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place.” In our case it is probably best understood as referring to the two
opposite mechanisms of growth/increase discussed in post-Eleatic
physics: combination (c¥yxpio1g) and dissolution (Sidxpioig).” (i) will
correspond to the mechanism of combination, (here the matter exists ‘on
its own’, dispersed, as it were, prior to being incorporated with other
matter), (ii) to the mechanism of ‘separation’ (here the matter of growth,
all of it, is sitting inside some body waiting to be released and take up
a greater volume — much like a gas under pressure). This interpretation
will explain a partial overlap between (i) and (ii) which would not be
expected if both options were taken in a purely logical way.

The difficult text that follows has given rise to several different
analyses. The difficulty has to do not so much with the state of the text
as with the extremely knotty syntax at 320a34-b3: xmpton‘] ;u‘-:v ¥ap ovoa
i obdéva xaee§51 T0mov n olov oTiyuf Tig n xevov Eoton kai cdpa odk
aicBntov- Todtev Bt 10 pév odx évdéxetat, o 8t dvayxaiov &v Tivi eivay,
where the iterated disjunctive 1 of the first clause does not match the
dichotomic pév ... 8¢ of the next clause. I give my own analysis and
append a summary of scholarly efforts at the end of the article. The
translation is:

For being separable, it will either (ia) occupy no place, unless (ib’) as
some point, or (ib”) will be void and imperceptible body. Of these the
one (ia) is not possible, and the other (ib) has to be in something.

I follow Verdenius and Waszink in retaining the second 1 of the MSS
bracketed by Joachim. The difficulty of this reading has to do, in part,
with the fact that the logical dichotomy at 320b2 sounds unnatural,

17 Probably also a result of school refinements of the Eleatic dialectical arguments. Cf.
Ph IV 3,210a25. Also in Plato, Prm 138a.

18 Aristotle invokes this distinction in several different discussions in GC. See | 6,
322b7; 8, 325a31-32 (in the description of Leucippus’ theory of generation and
growth); 325b30 (where yevéoeig are opposed to Swakpioeg); 10, 329a3. As often in
his doxography, Aristotle’s target here is not a particular historical school of
thought, but rather the type of thinking common to several (possibly otherwise very
different) schools. In this case he criticizes the view that a magnitude (exemplified
by that of a solid body) can come to be by aggregation of some sub-structural units
which have independent existence on their own. On these grounds, in GC 1 8, he
treats on a par the theories of Empedocles, Plato and Leucippus.
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because it cuts the previous sentence not at its grammatical ‘joint’, i.e.,
the third #, but at the second 1, which introduces the phrase grammati-
cally subordinate to (ia). Nonetheless, I believe this to be the division
intended by Aristotle in the argument that follows, which says that (ia)
is impossible tout court,’” while both options under (ib), matter as some
kind of a ‘point’, or matter as ‘void’, presuppose some kind of ‘being in’.
I follow Joachim's suggestion that ‘imperceptible body’ glosses ‘void’,
but take both concepts in a weak sense in which they are used by
Aristotle in the previous chapter, where air is given as an example of an
imperceptible body (GC I 4, 319b18-19).

The way the following argument is introduced (at lines 320b3-5)
suggests both the refutation of (ia) and the proof of (ib). According to it,
that which comes to be from this assumed matter will be ‘somewhere’,
so this matter must also be somewhere: either by itself or accidentally.?
If A comes to be from B, and A is a ‘place-occupier’, then B is also a
‘place-occupier’, either by itself, or accidentally. To understand this
claim, we have to supply some meaning for ‘A comes to be from B"#
believe that the sense Aristotle has in mind here is that of the matter of
composition, i.e., not only that of the source, ‘from where A comes’, but
also ‘of what A is composed’.22 ‘A comes to be from B’ will refer, on this
reading, to the process of combination, by which a log comes to be from
the sawdust, or, per impossibile, something that occupies place comes to
be from an aggregation of non-place-occupiers (cf. GC I 2, 316a30-b5).
The possibility (ib) is where separate matter does occupy place, either
without being extended (as a mathematical entity, such as point), or qua

19 I take 320b3-5: cel ydp mov Eatar 1o niyvépevov ¢E adtod), dbote kakeivo, fi ko’ abtd f
kard oupPefnxdc, with Joachim and C.J.F. Williams, as explaining the 16 pév obx
evbéyetar. According to Philoponus (77, 8-23 Vitelli), Alexander ventured a shrewd
but stylistically certainly far-fetched interpretation of the passage, trying to construe
the odx évdéyetar at b3 with the following & tvi elvan, and referring tobtov to the
two horns of the initial dilemma.

20 See previous note.

21 The list of meanings is to be found in Metaph A 5, 1023a25; but it does not exhaust
all the meanings found in the Aristotelian works. Cf. Bonitz s.v. éx.

22 A different sense, which does not involve ‘composition’, is considered by Aristotle
under the rubric (ii), as we shall see shortly.
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void and imperceptible body (in the sense already mentioned).” Aris-
totle’s verdict seems to be that both (ib") and (ib”) properly belong under
the rubric (ii), by virtue of the way in which matter is construed in both
cases.

Having made this assumption, Aristotle proceeds next to rule out the
possibility (ii) that the matter of growth might be a pure potentiality
inherent in another body, but in a way still ‘separate’ from it, without
being its part or aspect.* In the transition from (i) to (ii), the concepts of
‘inherence’ and ‘separation’ have been retained, although the meaning
seems to have been somewhat modified. In both cases we are talking
about separation, but in (i) it is a separation of one thing from another;
in (ii), it is a separation of a potentiality inherent in a thing from other
properties and aspects of this thing; something like a causal dissociation
between the aspects of the same thing.

Aristotle indicates the ‘inherence’ with the expression év tivi givan,
familiar from Physics IV 3, where we find a list of eight different mean-
ings.? Its intended meaning in our argument corresponds to the ‘focal’
meaning of the Physics list: ‘as in a vessel’ is another way of saying ‘in a
place’. It serves the purpose of pointing out that the matter of growth
cannot be construed as merely contained in a growing body, without
sharing in any of its properties.”

Aristotle says that many impossible things will follow from these
assumptions. Thus, in the case of evaporation, it will follow that air
comes to be from water not because water undergoes a change, but
because the matter of air is contained in the water as in a vessel, i.e.,

23 For the interpretations of imperceptible body by the commentators, see Appendix 1,
PP- 147-52 below.

24 This is the meaning of the description in the antecedent of the conditional clause
KexwpLopEvov obtag iate ph éxeivov kad’ aiito A kata cupPePnrog Tt eivar (320b5-6),
as is correctly understood by Philoponus.

25 PhIV 3,210a14-24
26 PhIV 3,210a24: navrov 8t xuprdratov 10 g €v ayyelp koi SAwg év téna.

27 K. Algra’s suggestion that this expression in Physics IV might go back to Zeno’s
‘paradox of place’ (on which see p. 114 below) is relevant to our text, too (Algra 1994,
50 and n 61). Cf. also Mansfeld 1990b, 259-61.
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without being causally dependent on any property of the water. And
then,? there is nothing to prevent there being infinite matters of increase,
and so there is nothing to prevent them from being actualised.

The argument is parallel to the argument against the theories of
generation ascribed to Empedocles and Democritus in Cael IIl 7, where
Aristotle criticises the treatment of generation as a re-combination of
actual constituents, in the course of which things come to be by scpara-
tion (éxkpioig) from each other.” Simplicius in his commentary adds
Anaxagoras to the group, and identifies him as a specific target of
Aristotle’s third objection (305b20-6),” which is parallel to our argument,
namely that the process of generation by ékxpio1g must come to a stop,
unless it is assumed that a finite body can contain the infinity of finite
magnitudes. For, on the assumption that evaporation is €xkpiou, i.e.,
happens without any transformation of water, when some air is ex-
tracted, some water remains. Thus, every stage in the process of decom-
position will have to result in two components: a container and a mass
of released air. Since there are no constraints on the matter of air con-
tained within the remaining water qua potential magnitude, there is no
reason to assume that we’ll ever come to a stage where the residue of
water does not contain any matter of that kind. So, if the process is
allowed to go on indefinitely, this will involve an impossible result of an
infinite’s being contained within the finite. If the process does come to a
stop, then the principle of ékxpioig is not universally applicable. For if
there is a stage in the process at which air (by assumption ‘latently’
present in water) ceases to come to be from water, there must be some

28 Itake yap at 320b10 to pick up cvpPhoetar noAld kai adovarta, the whole clause Aéyo
8’ ... thv YAnv avtod as explicative of the second apodosis of the preceding sentence
(xexwpropévov obtwg dote ... v elvar). Cf. Cael I 7, where the ‘merely apparent’
character of change is first stated as an implausible conclusion on its own (see next
note), and then granted for the sake of argument (305b6) and shown impossible on
other grounds.

29 Cael T 7, 305b2: ot piv obv nept "EpmeSoxdéo xai Anudxpitov AavBévovety adtol
abtolg 0¥ yéveowv € dAANAwY nolobvieg dAMG patvopévnv Yévesiv: évomapyov Yap
écaotov éxxpiveofai paciy, donep €€ dyyelov thg Yevéoews obong aAr’ odx Ex Twvog
BAng, 005¢ yiyveaBar perafdiiovrog.

30 in Cael 632, 2-11.13-16; 635, 4-29 Heiberg
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reason for this cessation, and this will probably involve a stronger causal
link between air and water than the one that is provided by the concept
of matter as ‘potential body’.”

In GC I 5, Aristotle takes up the same argument, assuming that the
process of change is real and so does not terminate while the stuffs are
present.” Since by assumption, as he interprets it, water is not supposed
to contribute any of its own stuff in the evaporation, but only release
some of its content, it will follow that it will always persist, and will
always have some matter ready for the process of separation. Hence, it
will contain an infinite amount of ‘matters’ of air, which can all be
actualised (they can all be actualised, presumably, because the process
does not have to stop).” This will follow if the matter of growth is posited
as separate from the growing thing.

We may notice that the logic of regress here is very similar to that of
Zeno's ‘paradox of place’, which Aristotle reports in Physics IV 3, 210b22
(= DK 29A24): “if there is a place it will be in something’.* With this
reductio Aristotle wants to say that the theories of change in recent
cosmologies do not solve the problems raised by the Eleatic critique.
What is needed in order to solve these problems is not just a plausible
description of the mechanism of change, but a different, analytical
concept of a thing which is a subject of change — of the kind he himself
gives in Physics 1 7.

This is not a place to discuss whether Aristotle does justice to the
theories he attacks. He is interested in spelling out the implications of a

31 The condition of éxxpioi; was that any, however small, amount of water will
decompose into some air and some water; therefore as long as any water remains
the process does not come to a halt. If no water remains, that means that the process
was not that of €xxpiotg after all. Thanks to Jim Hankinson for querying this point.

32 In GCI15 no attribution of the criticised theories is made, but the coincidence of the
two main objections, as well as the references to the xevév at the beginning and in
the summary of the argument, (otherwise never explicitly discussed), suggest that
we are dealing with the restatement of the same argument. (cf. Cae! 111 7, 305b8-20).

33 So my reading of the passage is close to that of Zabarella and Joachim, who treat
Gneipor Yot as quantitatively infinite. The suggestion of Averroes, revived by
Verdenius and Waszink, that &reipot $Aa1 means ‘indefinite in quality’ rather than
‘in quantity’, by no means implausible, arguably makes a stronger and a far more
specific claim, which still implies, a fortiori, quantitative infinity.

34 9 8¢ ZAvov frdpel, Stuel 6 10R0G €oti Ty, Ev TIvi Eotou, Adewv ob xakendv kTA.
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certain way of thinking which he presents as being in a stark contrast
with his own theory of change.®

Aristotle says in conclusion: ‘It is better then to make matter insepa-
rable in every case, so that it should be one and the same in number, but
not one in account’ (320b12-14). The scope of this argument and its
conclusion is broader than is needed for the case of growth.* It shows
that the matter of change cannot be construed as a separate (causally
dissociated) property of a thing that undergoes change. But of course,
what is true of a more general case has to be true of a more special case
of growth.

Aristotle says that the view according to which the matter of a body
would be ‘either a point or a line’ is not acceptable either. The more exact
target of this remark has been a matter of debate,” but it is clear that
Aristotle’s objection is intended to be against the derivation of corporeal
magnitude from something that lacks such magnitude. Although points
and lines, unlike the void, are not fictitious posits within a body, they
still cannot qualify as the matter of growth. Matter, rather, is that of
which these are limits, but it can in no way exist without an affection
(méBoc) or structure (popen).®

35 For a considerably less sanguine appraisal of this feature of Aristotle’s method in
the discussion of the topic, see, e.g., Cherniss 1935, 119-20. Cf. C.C.W. Taylor’s note
on this passage in Taylor 1999, 85 n 78. For the attribution of this explanation of
growth to the atomists, see GC I 8, 325a36-b4, and Joachim’s note ad loc. Cf.
Andersen 1978, esp. at 43.

36 This is perhaps acknowledged by the remark immediately following the refutation
(320b11: 118’ 008’ ot paiverar Nyvéuevog émp ¢E ¥8atog, olov EEibv bropevévrog).

37 Alexander ap Philop 81, 22-31 Vitelli, suggested that ‘lines’ stand for the ‘planes’ of
Plato’s Timaeus; a suggestion was critidized by Philoponus as insufficiently
grounded by the text (which says ‘lines’, not ‘planes’). In a parallel way in our own
time, Joachim has suggested Pythagoreans and Plato’s Timaeus as Aristotle’s targets,
and was criticized by Verdenius and Waszink who have collected interesting
evidence with which to argue that Aristotle might be thinking of Pythagoreans and
Speusippus rather than Plato.

38 Aristotle in several places criticises the attempts to raise the analytical derivation of
solid bodies from their geometrical constituents to the rank of a cosmological theory.
Examples of arguments are Metaph B 2, 997b34-a19; M 2, 1076a38; 1077a31; 8,
1083b13, 1085a31-b4. Cael I 1, 299a2-300al19. Ph VI 1, 231al7-b1B. The closest
discussion to our passage is the proof of infinite divisibility in GC I2, 316a25-b16,
where Aristotle gives a number of reasons why a body cannot be made up by sizeless
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Aristotle concludes the discussion with the following methodological
statement:

(i) For in the unqualified sense one thing comes to be from another, as
ithas been defined elsewhere, and by something that exists in actuality
and is the same either (a) in genus, or (b) in species (like fire by fire, and
man by man), or (c) by the actuality (for the hard is not generated by
the hard). (ii) But if something is a matter of a corporeal substance, that
is to say of a body which is already of some definite kind (for there is
no “common” body), it is also the matter of the affection and magni-
tude, separable conceptually (ASyg), but not separable spatially (tonw),
since the affections, too, are not separable. (320b17-25).

In (i), Aristotle gives a classification of efficient causes which operate in
the coming to be broadly construed (including not just the coming to be
of substances, but also of properties). The common feature of all three
types of causal mechanism is that each presupposes a transfer of a
property from the actual causal agent to the object of generation.” This
feature of coming to be cannot be adequately captured by ‘mathematical’
models of matter. (ii) says that the matter of a growing thing, i.e., the
subject of quantitative change, must share in qualitative characteristics
that are relevant to a given mechanism of causation. This is a general and
preliminary statement: Aristotle has not yet described the causal mecha-
nism of growth; but an implication seems to be that the matter of growth

points. The reference at 320b16 to ‘the same causes’ (Sia t1ag avtag aitiag) was found
difficult by commentators (see Joachim ad loc). Philoponus takes it to mean that the
causes valid in the case of the oTiypai are valid in the same way in case of the ypappai;
in other words, as pertaining to ypappai only. This may be correct, particularly if
we assume that Aristotle here refers to the abovementioned argument in GC 12,
where the causes effective in case of the otiypai are related in detail.

39 ‘Property’ has to be broadly understood as well: in generation of natural substances
(b) this can refer to the whole set of essential properties of a species (the complexity
of the set will depend on the species: it will be less complex for fire, but more
complex for human being), in other cases it can be an opposite quality (as in case
[a]), or a property completely devoid of any structural similarity with the cause as
a result of multiple transformations in the corresponding process of change (as in
[c]). For the interpretation of this passage, see Appendix 2, pp. 152-4 below.
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in the growing thing has to be the same as the matter of a thing qua
sensible substance.®

The gist of Aristotle’s objection to the models of growth he criticises
is that in all of them the effect of increase is ascribed by him to a factor
ontologically separate from the matter of the growing thing. This has to
be the case in a universe made up of ultimately non-mixable, separate
entities, be they the atoms of Democritus or the ‘roots’” of Empedocles,
or analogous entities in other systems. An attempt to account for growth
or generation in such a universe will lead to paradoxes. In order to get
rid of the paradoxes, a different analysis of matter is needed, whereby
the matter of growth will form a real unity with a sensible substance,
being separable from it only ‘in the account’. Having this established,
Aristotle makes a fresh start.

3  The Process of Growth: Methodological Postulates

There are several conditions, or specific principles, which our thinking
about growth should respect. Two of them are introduced at the begin-
ning of the chapter as accepted facts: it does appear, says Aristotle, that
in growth, any given part is undergoing growth, and in decrease any
given part becomes smaller; there also has to be some ‘addition’ or some
‘subtraction’."!

This set of conditions seems to be open to the following difficulty:
growth has to happen either by means of something incorporeal or a
body. Both possibilities are logical dead ends: if the ‘addition’ made is
incorporeal, this will lead us to postulating a separate void, as has been

40 Aristotle uses this principle in the argument for the unity of nutritive and generative
powers of a living body in GA IV 2, 740b35:  yép avth oty $An fi adtdveran kai ¢
g ouvictatan o npdnov, Bote xai i rowdoa Sovapg Tadtd 1@ & apyiic xtA. The
principle of unity of the matter of growth and constitutive matter invoked here is
the object of the proof we have just considered. For some problems involved in this
proof, see de Haas 1997, 138-47.

41 GC15, 321a2-5: paiveron 81 100 adfavopévov dtodv pépog nuERoBon, dpoiwg 8t xai
&v 1@ ¢Biverv Ehattov yeyovévay, En 8¢ npooidvrog Tivog abEdvesBat xoi dmidviog
gBivewv. Note that ¢aiverar constructs with the infinitive, which conveys reference
to belief, either common or expert, rather than something self-evident. I am grateful
to Jim Hankinson for this observation.
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shown in the course of the discussion of ‘potential magnitude’. If it is
corporeal, then it appears that two bodies will be occupying the same
place simultaneously.”

Aristotle indicates that it will not do to try to solve this dilemma by
re-describing growth as an instance of a complete transformation,
whereby one body just turns into another without a residue. Growth is
not like evaporation, for it is a non-substantial change sui generis, while
evaporation is an instance of a substantial change. The crucial point of
difference is that in the case of evaporation, which is an instance of
coming-to-be rather than accidental change, there is no thing that can be
said to have increased as a result of the process of change. Air does
occupy a greater volume than an equal mass of water, but it has not
existed prior to the process of change, so it cannot be said to have gained
volume. In the same way, the water ceases to exist, so it cannot be said
to have diminished in the proper sense — it is just extinguished.

There is one interesting possibility of rescuing the continuant for the
case of simple generation, to which Aristotle gives brief consideration
here. It might be, he suggests, that what persists in the case of generation,
and thus can be taken to be the subject of change, is ‘body’ taken without
further qualifications. After all, both air and water are of bodily nature,
so why could not this nature itself play the part of the continuant?
Suppose,

there is something common to both a thing coming to be and the one
that passes away, such as body. For water has not grown, and neither
has air, but rather the former has perished and the latter has come to
be. But the body, if anything, has grown. (321a15-17)

The fact that Aristotle discusses this suggestion is noteworthy. The idea
that body qua body can play the role of the continuant in different kinds
of transformations was found attractive by a number of Aristotelian

42 321a5-7: u.vu.y'xmov & A} doopdre adEavesdar f omuun Ei pév odv aomua‘up, Eatan
xmplorov xevév — &Sbvatov 8¢ peyéBoug VAnv elvan xmplo‘mv, tonep Elp‘n‘t(ll
npbrepov- el 8& odpatt, S0 év 1§ adtd odpata téng Eotat, 16 1€ adEavopevov kai o
adEov, o BE kol todro aSOvarov. This dilemma has the structure of a doxographical
topos; as such it was used by later commentators and doxographers. Cf. Alexander
Mixt XVI, 234,23 Bruns; Philop 90, 8 Vitelli. For the place of this division in the
tradition concerning the nature of the soul, see references and analysis in Mansfeld
1990a, 3065-85.
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commentators in Late Antiquity and the Middle Ages.” It is therefore
particularly interesting that Aristotle here explicitly rejects it, at least for
the case of growth. The ground for this rejection is that the notion of
‘unqualified body’ does not satisfy the methodological conditions of the
account of growth.

A sound account of growth has to preserve some characteristic facts
about growing things,* namely:

(i) any given part (0Ti0dbv popiov) of a growing magnitude must
become bigger in size;

(ii) growth happens when some addition is being made (viz. to a
growing thing);

(iii) a growing thing must be preserved and persist through the
process of growth.

Condition (ii), the necessity of external input, can be regarded as a
consequence of the argument against ‘potential magnitude’. The reasons
for (iii), the postulate of a continuant, have just been discussed. Simple
generation, construed as the process which has an unqualified body as
its continuant, does not satisfy these two conditions. First, it happens
without any external addition, and secondly, there is no subject that
persists in the process from the beginning to the end (321a17-29).°

Condition (i) deserves a little more consideration. It is introduced
without an explicitly stated argument, as a commonly recognised fact.
And yet we have relatively little evidence as to its precise content and
source in Aristotle’s thinking.

Two points in the preliminary discussion might be of relevance here.
In the discussion of the ‘manner’ of growth, Aristotle’s selection of types
of motion for comparison might suggest that he was thinking about the
kinetic pattern which involves a proportionate increase of bodily mass,
equal in all directions. But in that discussion nothing is said about how
the mechanism of such increase works on the level of bodily structure.

43 Cf. B, pp. 149-52 below.
44 321a17-18: 8¢l yap cwlewv 1@ Adyg & drdpyovia 1 adEavopéve xai gbivovie

45 Whether Aristotle here implies that an unqualified body is a continuant in the case
of substantial generation, cannot, I think, be established on the basis of this passage.
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The expression ‘any part’ (0T100v popiov) is quite vague, too. But one
page down, Aristotle reformulates the thesis using a more precise ex-
pression ‘perceptible point’ (cnpeiov aicbntév, 321b14). This must imply
that he thinks of the proportionate increase of volume throughout the
whole of a bodily structure, in such a way that no part could be left out
of the process. By way of analogy, we could say that the material
structure of a growing thing should be isotropic in respect of growth.*

We have seen, further, that the conclusion of the aporia of potential
magnitude was that the matter of a sensible substance is not separable
from its accidents, such as affection and magnitude. One particular
consequence of this claim was that material components of a sensible
substance cannot remain unaffected by the processes of change.

The same idea of a special character of motion imparted to a living
body by the faculty of growth recurs in de Anima II 4, where Aristotle
makes a well-known polemical remark against Empedocles’ view of
growth. According to Aristotle, Empedocles thought that growth of
different parts of a body is directed by the natural tendencies of the
dominant elements.”” This passage is more often quoted because of its
conclusion, where Aristotle says that there must be something to hold
together fire and earth, lest a plant be torn apart.*® But the standpoint
from which Aristotle criticises Empedocles seems to be the same as the
one expounded in de Anima II 2, where the omnidirectionality of the
movement of growth is regarded as one of the signs of life.”’ The context

46 Joachim’s note ad 321b14: ‘Every perceptible particle: for a body does not consist of
points’ seems to suggest a polemical overtone against the proponents of the idea
that a body does consist of points. Whether the isotropy condition itself was a part
of any of the doctrines of ‘geometrical’ genesis, is difficult to say, but the question
seems well worth looking into. Cf. also interesting reference material on the ‘geo-
metrical’ genesis collected by Verdenius and Waszink, ad loc.

47 415b30: "EpnedoxAiic 8’ od kakdc eipnxe tobto, tpootiBeig My atifnow ovuPaively
101G QuTOlg Kdte pév supprlovuévolg Sid 10 Ty Yiv obtw pépealar katd gdowy, dve
&t 81a 10 nhp woaivTwc.

48 416a6-9: npdg 8¢ 100101 Ti 10 cLVEXOV Eig Tavavtio gepdpeva 10 TP xai TH Yiv;
Swaonacticetar yap, el pn 1 Eotan 0 xwAdoOV.

49 413a26: 816 xai 1& pudpeva ndvra doxel Lfiv- patvetar yap év abroig Exovia Shvauy
xad Gpxiv Towebty, 8t’ fig abEnoiv te xat ¢Bicv AapPavovot xuti Tobg Evavtiong
témovg- 00 yap Gve pev abletal, kétw 8’ off, AL’ dpoiwg én’ pew xal ndvtose xai
tpégetat xai £fi 814 téhovg, Ewg av SOvran AapBavewv tpogrv.
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of the remark (the difference between the ensouled and soulless), as well
as the contrast with the upward and downward movements, indicates
that Aristotle probably has Empedocles in mind. The alternative to
Empedocles proposed by Aristotle involves not only the notion of the
teleological dependence of the geometry of natural place, but also the
idea of a special kinetic pattern characterising natural motion within this
geometry.®

An important part of the methodological procemium (320b34-1b10)
is the question of the nature of the continuant (321a29-32). What is the
subject of growth: is it a growing thing, i.e., the one that was there before
the process has started, or the part that has been added, i.e., the nourish-
ment? It is fairly obvious that it is the growing thing that continues. If
someone’s shin is growing, then the shin gets bigger, but not that ‘by’
which it grows, i.e., nourishment. But the shin, as it grows, incorporates
some of the nourishment. How can we draw a line between the two?
Probably the shin grows because it does preserve its substance (oboia),
says Aristotle, whereas the nourishment does not (321a34).

The criterion by which to judge whether the substance has been
preserved is the persistence of its core functions. In the case of organic
growth, when nourishment is converted into the matter of the organs, it
is not the food, but the organs that are said to grow, because they retain
all their functions, while those of the food are destroyed. In the same way
when water is poured into wine, it is said that wine, not water, increases
in volume, because the mixture retains the functions of the wine, not of
the water.” Thus, the moving cause of growth is within a growing thing
because its functions are preserved.

Aristotle cites alteration (&AAoiwoig) as an illustration of the same
principie. If flesh remains flesh and ‘what it is’, and there comes about

50 The Greek Aristotelian commentators understand this passage from de An II 4 the
way I suggest. Alexander of Aphrodisias, De Anima, 9, 1-4 Bruns: & pév ve [scil.
anhd) mog xai anAfig xiviceng dpyiv Exet, tobtov St Exactov év adtd kai tod
tpépecBor Thv dpxiv Exer xad tiic éni ndoag tag Sagtdcers kata v adénew xiviicews.
Cf. Themistius, In An, 44, 13-18 Heinze.

51 321b1: notel yéip 6 10D oivov Epyov dAA’ o 10 10D H8arog 10 svolov piypa. Aristotle
here has in mind not an extreme case of a thought experiment, when a drip of wine
is dissolved in ten thousand pitchers of water (GC I 10, 328a27), but more likely a
usual way of serving wine mixed with water: no one would doubt that the mixture
being served is wine, because it has wine’s inebriating powers.
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an affection or property (r&8og) which was not there before, flesh gets
altered. As for that by which it is altered (10 ® A doiwton), it sometimes
does not get affected, and sometimes does. The principle of alteration in
this case, as in the case of growth, is within an altered thing, says
Aristotle:

That which exercises the alteration (6 aAAowdv) and the principle of
movement is in that which grows and that which is altered (for that
which moves is in these). Even though occasionally both the incoming
[nourishment] and the body that consumes it get bigger, as when the
incoming [nourishment] has become breath (nvedbua), — still precisely
in being so affected it is destroyed, and that which moves (0 x1vobv) is
not in it. (321b6-10).

This analysis of alteration presents an exegetical problem that was
perceived already by the ancient commentators.”

The notion that the moving cause of alteration is within the subject of
alteration, apparently squares ill with Aristotle’s restriction on self-mo-
tion. As opposed to the cases of growth and animal locomotion, altera-
tion, by and large, is not regarded by Aristotle even as a potential
exception to the general rule.® As Philoponus reasonably points out,
when we get warmed by fire or chilled by snow, we attribute the efficient
causes of these changes to fire and snow, respectively. It is not exactly
clear what should correspond to the role of active power in case of
alteration, or what kind of self-induced alterations Aristotle might have
in mind. The only example Aristotle actually gives at this point has to
do with growth rather than alteration: even though nourishment turns

52 Cf. Philoponus in GC 98, 19-21 Vitelli.

53 Philoponus considers it to be a standard view that in the cases of alteration and
generation, the principle of movement and the efficient cause are external, while in
the cases of locomotion and growth they are internal; and writes up an explanation
of this fact (99, 6-100, 24 Vitelli). Cf. Furley 1994 (=1978), 10 and n 8.

54 96, 31-7 Vitelli: pdyetan 5t 1 Adye xai | tév npaypdiov évapyera. OepparvipeBa yap
Dd nupde kai yuxdueBa brd x16vog, xai oddeig Gv aioBhoer ypdpevos d moinTikdy Thg
Bépunc 7} tig yoEewg altiov év 1§ cdpatt Hudv 1§ dAAowovpéve elval Aékete, xai odx
v 1 mopl xai T xdvi- xai O knpde 8 dAhorodtar éx xKOPov Pépe opaipa yivdpevog,
xai navii didov g 7| dAdowwtudy Sbvapig odk &v 1® xkMpd éotwv, AAL’ év P
SianAdoov.
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into the internal breath and in this way increases its volume, thus causing
the increase of the bodily bulk, it is still the body, not the nourishment,
that is the seat of the moving cause for this increase.

Alexander, trying to salvage the standard analysis, suggests that 10
aAorodv kai ) apxn kvijoewg must be understood not as referring to the
efficient cause in the strong sense, but to the cause of ‘being altered’,
which in a certain way is the cause for the agent to bring about the
alteration.” This interpretation may seem strained, because according to
it, to 6) AAloiwton will correspond to the active cause of alteration, while
10 aAAoodv xai N apyh xwvficewg will designate not the efficient, but
formal cause conducive to change. Alexander may have in mind Aris-
totle’s distinction between the active and passive principle of motion and
change;® but an even closer source of this suggestion is likely the
interpretation of Aristotle’s theory of agency in later Peripatetic tradi-
tion, attested for Andronicus, who describes the internal nature of a thing
in this way:

| 8t gdoig kai npodiatiBepévn SratiBest 10 Lroxkeipevov Evdobev xabd’
éxactov Kivhioenc e180c, bg kal & 'Av8povikoe EAeye. kb yap Oepuaiviton
1o rupdg 10 Bdwp, AN’ ) &v 10 V8at gooig npdn Bepui) vopévn, ottwg
Oepuaiver fj cuvleppaiver 10 droxeipevov.

Nature, while being itself predisposed, disposes the substrate from
within, in accordance with each kind of change, as Andronicus also
said. For although it is by fire that water is heated, however, the nature
in the water first becomes hot, and then heats or co-heats the substrate.
(450, 16-20 Diels)

55 ap Philop 98, 1-6 Vitelli: npdg todto toivuv évictapeviéc onow & *AréEavdpog, Sti od
nepl o) motntkod aitiov éotiv adtd O Adyoc. ObBE yap 10D dAAorodv thv dpymv xai
whv Sdvapiv pnow elvon év 1§ dhlotoupéve, i Tod dAhorobeBa, Htig tpémov Tiva
aitia yiverar 1§ roodvn 109 GAhoodv: ob yip dAhowol té rowdvea, el pi péva @
&ovta My Sdvapy 10d dAroodebot.

56 Ph VI 4, 255b28-30: én pév 1oivov o0dev tovtev adtd xivel eavtd, dfilov: dAdd
xwhcens dpymv Exet, ob 10d Kvelv 0088 tod notelv, GAA& 100 rdoyewv. Metaph © 1,
1046a11-5: 7y pev yap 10D nabeiv éoti Sovapg, f) &v a1 1@ ndoyovrt apxh petaPoldic
nafntuig vn &Aov i fi o f) 8 EExg dnaBeiag The éni 10 xeipov xai pBopic g vn’
&M i fi 600 vn’ dpyiic petaPAnTucic. Aristotle’s examples of passive powers are
dispositional properties: the oily substances burn well, and the soft are fragile. For
discussions, see Furley 1978; Gill 1994, 17-24, Cohen 1996, 1524.
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This theory according to which the nature of a thing undergoing change
is an immanent cause of change may go back to the Hellenistic Peripa-
tos.”

Immediately after Alexander’s suggestion, Philoponus’ commentary
contains a discussion of an anonymous alternative suggestion that in
some cases the active principle of alteration still might be in a thing that
is being altered. Thus, some medicinal drugs have the power of heating
(or cooling), which they can only exercise when they are inside the
animal bodies, but not otherwise. So it seems that animate bodies do
have an active internal principle of alteration.® The reply to this stated
by Philoponus is that the animate body in question does not contain the
principle of change within itself, but can trigger the heating (or cooling)
power of medicines: the medicine needs to enter an animal body in
order to have its curative power activated by the elements of this body.
But once it has been activated it works as an agent, and so the Aristote-
lian principle according to which the agent and the patient must be
distinct is preserved.” The question of a direct source of this discussion
is most tantalising.® A similar theory of avti@éppavaig is developed by

57 Cf. 440, 12-7; for discussion see Gottschalk 1987, 1112-3; ¢f. Moraux 1973, 113-6.

58 The discussion is presented as a reaction to Alexander’s proposal of ‘passive
powers”: ‘So in this way Alexander maintains that the phrase “the origin of change”
should not be understood as a reference to the efficient cause. But in some cases of
alteraton it is possible to find the origin of change, the efficient cause as it were,
existing in a thing that is being altered — as in the case, for example, of the alterations
which take place in connection with the bodies of animals owing to drugs not
actually in possession of observable coldness or heat, but potentially warming or
cooling. All things of this sort, pepper, pellitory, hemlock and the like, when applied
to inanimate bodies evince no power and do not alter them, but when they approach
the bodies of animals, these they do alter by being changed in turn by the nature
and life that is in the body, and when they are changed give proof of their own
power. So in all such cases the origin of change is plausibly said to exist in the body
that is altered’ (98, 6-18 Vitelli, trans. C.J.F. Williams).

59 ‘But perhaps this <solution> too may be rejected by someone. For it is not true, in
the cases of alteration we have been considering, that the origin of change is in the
thing that is altered. Rather, the power that is in the drugs is brought into actuality
by our bodies, and once it is brought into actuality it eventually reacts in this way
on our bodies and alters them'’ (98, 21-6 Vitelli, trans. C.J.F. Williams).

60 On the use of medical doctrines by Philoponus and other philosophers of Alexan-
drian school, see Todd 1977, Todd 1984.
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Galen.® It is worth pointing out that in Galen we find both the idea that
the medicines that have their curative power only potentially, but not
actually, are brought to action by the animal organism;** and that the role
of the animal organism consists in only initiating the small-scale action
which ‘triggers’ the activity of the power inherent in a medicine.® The
triggering mechanism in many cases is physical: in order to have the
latent medicinal powers actualised, the drugs may have to be ground,
slightly warmed up, moistened, etc. — these functions are performed by
the animal organism. The ‘reply’ in Philoponus rewrites both ideas in a
Peripatetic key: rejecting the suggestion of self-motion and analysing the
‘triggering” movement as distinct from the ‘triggered’ one.

In the case of growth, the contribution of the ‘immanent’ factor of a
thing undergoing change to the process of alteration is more substantial,
in that here the qualities of the newly growing structure must be fully
defined by the nature of the continuant; nonetheless, the efficient causal
role of external input must not be played down. In order to see whether
and how this works, we shall now have to turn to Aristotle’s analysis of
the elements and mechanism of the process of growth.

4  Solution Outlined: Form and Matter in
the Process of Growth

The account, we remember, must take care of the three main principles
— omnidirectionality; input; continuant, — while observing the meth-
odological restrictions according to which ‘neither the body should be
void, nor should two magnitudes be in one place, nor should there be
growth by the incorporeal’ (321b15-16). Aristotle’s approach to the solu-
tion involves two points, based, respectively, on two important distinc-
tions. The first point is that the non-uniform parts of a living body grow
in the growing of their uniform parts.* The distinction between uniform

61 Temp I 1-2, 89, 15-95, 25 Helmreich; cf. simpl medic temp X3, 400-3 K.
62 Temp I 1, 89, 15-90, 21 Helmreich
63 Temp I 1, 94, 3-95, 25 Helmreich

64 321b16-19: ¥v pév Gt ta dvoporopepti adEdvetar 16 ta dporopepfi avEdavesdar (chyker-
TOL Yap €K TOVTWV EKOGTOV).
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and non-uniform is standard in Aristotle’s natural philosophy. In PA Tl
1, 646a13-25, he distinguishes three types of natural composition: ele-
mental, based on the elemental powers; homoeomerous, or uniform; and
anomoiomerous, or non-uniform. The uniform parts are the ones where
a part is isomorphic with the whole,® such as flesh, bone, and blood in
living bodies; gold, bronze, stone in the inanimate. Any particle of gold
still counts as gold; and so does any particle of flesh. The non-uniform
parts are functionally different from each other and from the whole that
they make up. Therefore they cannot be isomorphic with their wholes. In
aliving body these are all the organs which have structure: beaks, paws,
claws, necks, etc. Aristotle calls them épyavixa, i.e., ‘instrumental’. In the
inanimate world these are artifacts: levers, knives, wheels, pumps, etc.
Aristotle’s first point is that growth is a type of change whose proper
subject is to be sought on the level of the uniform parts of the body. This
is the level of composition mediating between the elemental and the
instrumental. The elemental level is the level at which the primordial
elemental qualities interact, tempering and moderating each other. Ele-
mental composition is common to all parts and organs of a body, and
does not define any structure in particular. The ‘free’ subsistence of the
elements in sublunary world would be a constant process of transforma-
tion. Within the natural bodies, this process is bound and slowed down
by the overriding structures, but it is still there. This is why Aristotle says
that it is better to say that the first level of composition is made up by
‘powers’.® The non-uniform level of composition is ‘instrumental’: non-

65 Note the use of the term cuvavupa to describe the relation between the wholes and
parts of the homoiomers in PA 119, 655b6, cf. GC 11, 314a20; cf. opdvopea in PATI 2,
647b17 (on this usage, cf. Bonitz’s remarks, Index 514a25-b18). On the use of the
terms in the biological treatises, see Peck’s introductory note in GA, xlviii-ix; on the
role of homoiomers in Aristotle’s system, see Kullmann 1982.

66 PAII 1, 646a14-21: #r1 8t Pédtiov Towg éx 1dv Suvapeav Aéyewv, xal tovtav ovx é§
anacdv, GAL’ donep év Etéporg elpntan xail npdtepov: DYpOV Yap kai Enpdv xai OBepudv
xai yuxpdv VAN 1@dv cuvBétev copdtay éotiv ktA. The reference must be to the GC Il
4 where the primordial qualities are defined. We may compare this description of
the elements with the manner of presence of the simple bodies in Plato’s brodoxf
(Ti 47e-51b).
The precise status of the elemental level within the hylomorphic constitution of
a living organism has been the subject of a lively discussion for about a decade. For
a conceptual analysis of the function of elements in the hylomorphic constitution,
see Gill 1989; Bogen 1994; Fine 1994; Freudenthal 1995; King 2001. For a useful
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uniform parts, or organs, may have as their components organs distinct
in their functions from themselves and from each other. Uniform parts
are in between the elements and the non-uniform parts: in contrast with
the elements, they do have specific bodily composition; in contrast with
the non-uniform parts, they are not themselves composed of functionally
distinct parts, and for this reason they should be more suitable than the
non-uniform parts for satisfying the isotropy condition.

The second distinction that Aristotle draws is between the form and
matter of the uniform parts of a body. In the ‘instrumental’ parts, such
as a hand, it is easy to see the difference between form and matter, the
structure and the ‘stuff’. In the uniform parts, such as flesh, this differ-
ence is less ostensible. But it must be there, otherwise we would slip
down from the level of things to the level of unguided elemental proc-
esses. Furthermore, the different uniform parts still differ in their func-
tions, viz. forms.” So there must be a way of drawing this distinction
theoretically. Aristotle says that

flesh, and bone, and each of such parts is double, as also each of other
things which have form in matter. For both the matter and the form are
called flesh and bone. (321b19-21)%

This distinction between form and matter in the uniform parts is the
second point in Aristotle’s solution to the problem. Aristotle says that
the omnidirectionality of growth can be preserved only by form, but not
matter. He explains this with the following analogy:

For it should be understood as if someone were measuring water with
the same measure; for what comes to be is always different. In this way
the matter of flesh grows, so that it does not increase in each and every
part, but rather something flows out, while something comes in; how-

analytical survey of the texts in the biological corpus dealing with relation between
the elements and the homeoemerous parts in the constitution of the living organ-
ismns, see Althoff 1992, 25-7.

67 Iowe this point to Jim Hankinson.

68 321b19-21: 611 odpE xai 66100V Kai Exactov TdV ToL00TWY popiwv Eoti Sittdv, donep
xai tdv EAAov 1@v év BAn elbog exdviwv- xai yap f YAn Aéyetar xai 16 eiog oapt xai
S6TobV.
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ever, [it does increase] to each and every part of the shape and form.
(321b25-28)

The commentators agree that water stands for matter and measuring
unit for form, but there is somewhat less clarity on the actual content of
the illustration. Which operation in water-measuring is parallel to the
process of growth? In Philoponus’ commentary there is a suggestion that
the analogy is not really intended to illustrate growth, but only to show
‘what persists and what flows’.” This way of looking at the passage has
proved so far most rewarding, philosophically.” As far as growth is
concerned, this analogy should be taken as clarifying the nature of the
problem and the general direction of the solution, without specifying yet
the exact nature of the mechanism of increase.”

69 321b24-5: 8¢l yap voijoar donep el Tig peTpoin 1 adtd pérpw V8wp - dei yap Ao xai
Ao 10 nvépevov. obto &' adbavera f) YAn the oapkds, xai oby dteobv mavti
npooyivetal, GAAd 1 piv rexpel, 10 8€ apocépyetal, Tob 8¢ oyfipatog xai 1ob eidovg
0T@olV HopiQ.

70 112,31-113,1 Vitelli: od rpdg thv ab&nowv 8¢ Ehafe 16 bndderypa, GAX Lnip 10D Selar
i pév éoti 10 pévov, ti 8E 10 péov.
71 One example of the metaphysical benefits of such reading is G.E.M. Anscombe’s

use of this passage in her analysis of the problem of individuation (Anscombe 1981,
64-5).

72 Modern comunentators attempted to interpret the simile as a direct illustration of
the metaphysical principle. According to Joachim, a ‘water-measure’ is a vessel
made of elastic material, which can extend and contract following the increase and
decrease of its contents, yet preserve its original shape. The ‘form’ of a hylomorphic
compound is taken to refer to the ‘combining formula’ (Adyog Thig pikews) of the
bodily mixture (Joachim, 130). del y&p dAAo xai &Alo td nivépevov and kol oby dteodv
TavTi xpooyivetal, GAAL 1O pév brexpel, 10 8¢ rpooépyetan refer, according to him,
respectively, to the flow of matter through the same form, and to the successive
filling and emptying of the water-measure. ‘The increase in every part of form’
means in this case the overall increase of the quantity of stuff which has this
combining formula (say, H,O). The meaning of ‘a part of form’ on this reading is ‘a
part of a whole insofar as it has this form’.

Verdenius and Waszink disagree with Joachim’s suggestion that the water
measure in question has a flexible size. According to them, the sameness of form is
paralleled by the sameness of the size of the bucket. They think, further, that both
expressions, aei y&p GAlo koi &Alo td yivopevov avd kai ody 0Twolv navii npooyive-
T, GAMG T0 pev Lrexepel, 10 & npooépyetay, refer to the fact that the parts of the flux,
of water in one case, and of matter in another, are being added in discrete units of
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In growth that takes place in the uniform parts, form and matter
must be related in the same way as they are in the proportionate growth
of the non-uniform parts. Although life-functions are less clearly visible
in flesh and bones, they are no less real than in hands and feet.”?
Aristotle says that in some sense every part of flesh grows, and in
some sense not: as regards the form, the addition is made to every
part, but not as regards the matter. However, the whole thing does
grow. The mechanism of growth involves the addition of nourishment.
The incoming nourishment has a sensible form made up by qualities
opposite to those making up the form of a growing thing, and then it
gets transformed into the form of this latter, as, e.g., when moist is
added to dry (or solid) and is transformed into solid.”* ‘Form’ is
illustrated here by an example of simple qualities (moist and dry)

the same size. The reason why matter does not grow equally in all parts is that its
parts are discrete, lacking physical continuity. The same amount of water can be
replenished by discrete units of the same volume. However, as regards the portions
themselves, even if they could be traced in the volume of a vessel into which they
are poured, they cannot be said to increase equally with every new influx (cf.
Verdenius, Waszink, 26-7).

Aristotle’s text, in my view, gives no dearindication either (a) that the measuring
unit refers to the unit of addition, or (b) that it is elastic, as Joachim suggests. (a) In
the first clause, the presence of dei, in the absence of any additional locative markers,
suggests that the yivopevov refers to the contents of a water measure referred to in
the previous clause. Thus a ‘temporal’ interpretation of &AAo xai &AAe is convincing.
The case is similar with 10 pév ... 10 8¢ of the second clause, where there are again
no locatives indicating any external application. The verb bnexpei also suggests that
the reference is to flux rather than ‘uneven’ distribution of water in the vessel. (b)
In Alexander’s analysis from which Joachim takes his cue elasticity is a property of
a living body, not of the reservoir of Aristotle’s example. Thus Philoponus (or his
source) seems to be right in that in this example Aristotle shows how a dynamic
entity can have a stable structure without showing how exactly the ‘extra’ influx
becomes a part of growing structure.

73 321b28-32: éni 1idv dvoporopepiv 8 todto pardov Sfidov, olov geipde, &t1 cvahoyov
nbEntar — h yap HAn Etépa odoa SHn paAAov 100 eibovg éviadfa fi éni oapxog kai
v dpotopepdv, S1d xai teBvedrog padhov v 86Eeiev elvan En oapk xal dotodv fi xeip
kai Bpayiov.

74 321b35-2a4. I agree with Verdenius and Waszink that at 322al the évavtiov of EJ is
a better reading than évavtiov printed by Joachim.
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which are actually at work in Aristotle’s physiological account of
growth, as will be seen shortly.”

The proposed solution is, then, this. A thing can be said to grow,
without violating the ‘persistence’ condition, despite the fact that it has
lost some of its material components, as long as these components have
been replaced by a larger quantity of new ones, which possess the same
qualitative structure, i.e., the same sensible form, as the old ones did. In
this form, the solution still begs at least two questions. First, it is open to
the ‘Theseus ship” paradox. If it is just the sensible qualities that are
decisive for the persistence of the subject of growth, then the patched
‘Theseus ship’ can still count as the original vessel.” The difficulty is
formulated by the later Aristotelian commentators not as a general
problem of identity, but rather as a problem of ontological status of
(sublunary) animals, with the help of the principles of replacement of
matter and persistence of form. If all the matter of an animal can be
replaced over and over again, why cannot this animal be immortal?”

Secondly, even if it is granted that sensible form so understood can
account for the persistence of the subject of growth, it has to be shown
that it can also satisfy the condition of omnidirectionality.

That Aristotle is most probably aware of both problems becomes clear
from his discussion of the mechanism of assimilation of nourishment. In
this discussion he indicates, by means of analogies, the constraints on
the mechanism of replacement, and sketches an idea of the underlying
dynamics of the process of physical expansion in the case of growth. His
solution is not designed to cover all kinds of aggregates, but only living
aggregates, i.e., the ones that have a natural monitoring system based on
the ‘modules’ of nutrition, growth and reproduction. All three ‘modules’
are designed to reproduce a thing’s qualitative structure. It is worth

75 elboc. Cf. C.J.F. Williams who translates it as ‘form’ but remarks that ‘in this context
“kind” would have been more natural’.

76 For a discussion of this thought-experiment with respect to the general problem of
defining substance, see Frede 1985.

77 Philoponus: &AL’ 008t v HAny vomm:eov SAnv xaf’ BAnv abmyv 1§ xpbve duel-
Beoﬂal xatd uepog Vnexpéovoav, dote undev elvan ompu &v fipilv mpacact 100 e@
apyfic éx rng np(m'ng crupﬂ:niea)g brokelpévov év Huiv. ei yap todto Av, Suvatov A kai
aBévarta elvor 1a {Pa, dei tiig YAng axpatodong (107, 3-7 Vitelli). The arguments that
follow in Philoponus’ commentary are attributed to Alexander in Ibn Rushd’s
Middle Commentary, 50, 15 ‘Alawi, discussion in Kupreeva 2004b, Eichner 2005.
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pointing out that Aristotle here is not so much interested in physiological
detail, the issues discussed in due course in the biological treatises, as in
the principal ontological mechanism at work (i.e., factors accounting for
identity, persistence, causal transmission, etc.). Hence the ‘inorganic’
examples of wine and fire:

’ 3 \ 1 iy ’ ) ’ n r I v R v ’ 17
tiobv raBov Lrd TovToL OEAB; T LixBEv, donep oive” el Tig émtyéor Vowp,
6 8¢ Svvarto oivov moielv 10 pixBév; xai domep 10 ndp aydpevov 10d
Kavo1ob, obteg év 1d avfavopéve kai 1@ 6vi évieAeyeia sapxi 10 Evov
adEnrikdv npocerBboviog duvdper capxdg énoincev éviehexeia odpxa.
oUxodv dpa Gviog: el yap xwpis, Yéveoig. ot uiv yap obtw nip torficar
éni 10 Undpyov embBévia Edda. &AL’ otitw pév adénoig, dtav 8t adtd T

Evho aobfi, yéveoic.

What kind of action does it undergo from that, by virtue of which it has
grown? s it, perhaps, mixed, as when someone mixes water into wine,
which in turn could make the admixed stuff into wine?

And as fire, when it has ignited the combustible, so in a thing which
is growing and which is actually flesh, the inherent [power] that
promotes growth (16 évov abv€ntkdv), when that which is potentially
flesh arrives, makes the actual flesh. That is, when it [the potential flesh]
is in contact (pa) [with the actual); for if it is separate, it is generation.
For in this way one can make fire by putting wood on top of the existing
fire; but in this case it is growth, whereas when the wood itself is set on
fire, it is generation (322a8-16).”

78 For a defence of the reading byp® fi oive see Rashed 2001, 341.

79 Joachim excises ndEffn in the first sentence and translates: ‘In what way, then, has
food been modified by the growing thing so as to be transformed into flesh?” He
argues that ‘the subject of naBdv at a8 is not td adEavéuevov, but 10 § abEdvera, ie.,
the food: for (i) it is more natural to suggest that the food is ‘mixed’ with the tissue
than vice versa; (ii) the whole problem concerns the food (cf. a4-5 Gropfioeie ...
adEdveran), and (iii) brd todtov (a8-9) ought to mean ‘by the agency of this, i.e., the
growing thing’, and not simply ‘by this’, i.e., ‘by the food’ as 10 & avEdverar’. I take
the subject to be td av§avopevov, as is suggested by the syntax of the phrase. (i) Since
the subject of discussion now is the material mechanism of growth, there is nothing
wrong in saying that a growing thing is mixed with the food. (ii) seems to me to be
too general a consideration to be decisive here. Making a growing thing into a
subject is not inconsistent with the general topic. (iii) seems to be at the root of
Joachim's decision: he thinks that because the cause of growth is internal, the
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Aristotle invokes ‘mixture’ here not in a specific sense of combination of
stuffs, but to illustrate a more likely physical mechanism by which the
incoming nourishment could acquire the relevant properties of the
growing tissue and become its functional part.

The example of fire should not be taken to have the same force as that
of mixture;* rather, it limits the force of mixture example in a specific
way, illustrating not the physical mechanism of adhesion, but the onto-
logical mechanism of transmission of qualitative structure. Mixing wine
with water is ontologically ambivalent, as it can stand not only for
growth but also for diminution (as it does at 322a31-2). Combustion in
this sense is unambiguous.”

Fire is a particularly good illustration of an ‘entity’ which possesses
only intensity, getting its extension and division into parts from a thing
itburns. The unity between the assimilated food (blood) and the growing
thing is preserved by something that by itself cannot be divided into
parts or added by parts of a similar kind. All the attempts to think of
such an entity as existing on its own have been firmly ruled out of court,
under any disguise, in the first part of Aristotle’s discussion.

Just as the increase of fire involves the increase of intensity, so biologi-
cal growth is the increase primarily not in bulk but in a special kind of
intensity, biological, which preserves the dynamic and functional unity
of a living thing as living. Aristotle does notsay this much in our passage,
but we can conjecture that it has to do with form. We shall now turm to

growing thing cannot be regarded as a ‘patient’. We have already discussed the
nature of agency in the tripartite scheme used by Aristotle. Food cannot be the first
efficient cause of change, but it can be the ‘last’ cause producing the immediate
action of increase, when it has been assimilated to a growing body. Cf. GC 17,
324a26-b3. (Joachim 1s followed by Mugler, Migliori, Williams, Verdenius and
Waszink are silent; Kuhl is on my side.) Note that Philop 117, 12 is mistakenly cited
by Joachim as a parallel: the subject of ni&nce is 10 Hdwp, not 16 nocdv 10d oivov as
Joachim assumes. Cf. the translation by C.J.F. Williams: ‘The water, when mixed
and turned by the power of the wine into its own substance, increases the quantity
of the wine and changes it into a larger mass’.

80 Cf. Rashed 2001, 319, who argues for a deletion of xai at 22a10, in part, on doctrinal
grounds.

81 But here Aristotle is anxious to point out the difference between the continued
burning and the newly-started process: the first corresponds to growth, the second
to generation. The limited character of ‘fire” analogy is pointed out in de An II 4,
416a14. Cf. also Williams 1982 ad loc.
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the analysis of the mechanism of growth as it is presented in the last part
of Aristotle’s chapter.

5 The Mechanism of Growth:
Bloody Ducts and Skeletons on the Walls Revisited

Aristotle points out that the quantity that comes to be in growth cannot
be ‘universal’, because there is no such thing, just as there is no animal
which is neither a man nor any other particular animal. We normally talk
rather about the coming to be of flesh, bone, hand — all taken as uniform
bodies — in a certain quantity.®” A certain quantity of flesh comes to be
when a certain quantity is added — not of flesh, but of something else
(for the process of growth involves the assimilation of a dissimilar food).

Aristotle draws a distinction between the process of nourishment,
which underlies subsistence, on the one hand, and growth, which un-
derlies proportionate increase, on the other. He says that insofar as the
added material is flesh potentially, the process is that of nourishment.
Insofar as it is ‘a certain quantity of that which is flesh potentially’, the
process will be that of growth. The distinction is not straightforwardly
clear: one would think that anything that is potentially flesh (dvvaper
oapt), must come in a certain quantity, so must also be potentially a
certain quantity of flesh (Svvayper noon oapt). It is best understood from
the viewpoint of the general theory of change as developed in Physics I
7, according to which noof) capf designates the acquired qualification
(e180) in the case of growth (c&pE without a modifier corresponds to the
case of simple generation, as Aristotle never fails to point out).

The final simile, which is supposed to illustrate the distinction, is
difficult both textually and conceptually. Aristotle says (in the text as
emended by Joachim):

And this form is, like a duct (ad0Adg), a certain power in matter. So that
if some matter arrives, which is potentially a duct and has potentially a
certain quantity, these ducts will be bigger. But if it cannot make
anything more, but as water being more and more admixed to wine

82 322a19: oapk 8¢ fi 6otobv A xeip kal rovTwv 1& Opotopepd. I agree with Verdenius and
Waszink that Joachim'’s insertion of i Bpoylwv after xeip is unnecessary.
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finally makes it watery and water, then it produces diminution of the
quantity. But the form persists. (322a29-33)%

Ancient commentators read &iAoc in all three occurrences.* The correct
reading is owed to Joachim’s emendation, prompted, as he points out,
by the translation of Vatablus (tibiz and tibiae) and by the word abAog
used by Philoponus on 321b10 (109, 29-32 Vit).® Other grounds for his
reading cited by Joachim include Aristotle’s use of the word abAdg ‘for
various kinds of “ducts” or “channels” in an animal’s body: cf. Bonitz,
Ind 122a26ff.”%, as well as the ‘water-measuring’ analogy at 321b24.”
Joachim’s correction is accepted by most commentators,® although fur-
ther explanations are usually avoided.” Common agreement seems to
be due to the fact that adAd¢ is most certainly a lectio difficilior.

It is possible that we do have indirect evidence for this reading from
the earlier tradition, before Philoponus. In Alexander’s discussion of

83 322a28-33: todto 8k 10 eldog [Gvev YAng], olov abAde, Sdvapic g év $An éotiv. éav &1
g nposip HAn, odoa Suvauer adlic, Exovoa kai 1o nocdv Suvdper, obror Esoviar
neilovg adhoi. édv 8t unxén moweiv Sovntan, GAA’ otov Bdwp oive el mAgiov
pyvopevov tédog bOapfi morel xai V8wp, téte phicy roaer Tod mocod- 1o 8’ eibog
péver. I follow Joachim’s text, also in excising [&vev $Ang), although not without a
minor reservation: I think it would not be impossible to take it provisionally as
adverbial, contrasting with é&v 8 i mpooin ¥An, at least until some more positive
evidence of interpolation turns up. As will be seen shortly, Aristotle does treat blood
as ‘matter’ of the flesh, so it is not altogether impossible to think of a runnel as a
‘form without matter’.

84 Philop 121, 25-122, 8 Vitelli. Alexander does not report any different readings, nor
does he question the received one (&bAog as well as &vvAog being a part of his own
active vocabulary). But his explanation of this passage recorded by Philoponus
shows that he wants to stave off the unlikely metaphysical connotations of the
expression at this point: #, g 6 *AAéEavBpdg gnot, 1d 10010 8t 10 €ldog &vev BAng,
ioov £ati 19 ‘N Tpoen, Stav Tpégn név, ui ablp 84, 10 elBog mpel dvev npoabrixmg
Yhuefig’ (122, 4-6 Vitelli).

85 In Philoponus’ discussion the word refers to a wax tube.

86 Cf. alson 117 below.

87 Or rather, perhaps, Alexander’s discussion of growth which Joachim takes to be
applying this analogy.

88 Migliori is one notable exception. See a review by Sharples 1979, at 214-5.

89 So Verdenius and Waszink, Kuhl, and Williams 1982.
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growth, both in his treatise De Mixtione and in the fragments of his
commentary quoted by Philoponus, we find an image of a pipe made of
elastic material, such as skin, in the explanation of omnidirectional
growth. A ‘pipe’ analogy is supposed to illustrate proportionate growth
in the non-uniform parts.

Each of them [viz. non-uniform parts| grows as a whole by this propor-
tion, while they preserve the body that they are in, and we must
understand that the case of bodies that grow through nutriment by the
agency of nature and the nutritive faculty is like conceiving wine
moving along a pipe which maintains the same shape, but because of
its elasticity and pliancy is compressed and maintains its shape in a
smaller volume when the liquid moving along it is less than its volume,
but when it is greater it expands in every direction and assumes a larger
volume. As with such a pipe the water is not what grows, as it does not
remain at all stable, but assumes varying volumes, but the shape
containing the liquid is what is stable and what assumes expansion and
contraction — so too must the process involved in natural growth be
understood: that while the matter to which the growing form belongs
must vary at different times on account of its continual evacuation, the
form, on the other hand, that persists in the flowing matter, analogously
to the shape of a pipe, diminishes when the matter decreases, but grows
when the absorption of matter increases, maintaining all along the
body’s proper shape. (237, 25-238, 10 Todd trans, lightly modified)

This explanation is found also in Philoponus’ commentary, where we
get more details concerning the analogy itself (the pipe is said to be
leathern, 6 coAilv deppérivog), and the physiological processes it is
supposed to illustrate.”® Philoponus most likely took this over from
Alexander’s commentary.” We do not know how Alexander arrived at
this image in his interpretation of Aristotle’s analogies. It is very likely
that he is not aware of the reading adAdg; otherwise this reading would
have surfaced in one of our sources. Still the possibility should not be

90 105,22-3;107, 28, 31;108, 13; 117, 26 Vitelli. Cf. also 105, 18-19: ilonep yap ei Godaxés
g €in, which is probably Philoponus’ gloss.

91 On relation between Philoponus” and Alexander’s commentaries, see Todd 1977,
Gannagé 1998, Kupreeva 2004b and 2005.



136 Inna Kupreeva

ruled out that his commentary builds on an earlier tradition which
reflects a correct reading: the words cwAfiv and abAog are often used as
synonyms in the medical tradition.”

Modern commentators differ in their interpretation of the whole
passage. Joachim thinks that tobto 10 €idog refers to the part of the soul
which is the efficient cause of growth, and makes it also the subject of
the last sentence.” He notes that on this reading, the parallel with water
and wine does not work very well, but does not consider the possibility
of a different construal.* Verdenius and Waszink argue, on the contrary,
that 10010 10 €180g has to refer to 10 npociév back at line 26. Unlike
Joachim, they think that Aristotle’s comparison with wine-mixing is

92 E.g., Galen,de plemtudine X (VI1 563, 6 K). 16 y&p éni 1f) 1@V 0TEpEDV S0UATOV EDTPOPig
vopilewv moté dvvashar xivnow drovortépav dnepyasBivar uh ynivoskoviwv éativ
avBpdnov ag 81’ Shov tav o‘tepeﬁw capdtov ai Suvaueig Sifxovoiy, all’ dorep
avhois | cwAfivag tvevpatt tég aprn plag xai 1a vebpa napucxeuaﬁovtmv Cf. de usu
part XVI (IV 320, 11 K): paivetai toivuv i) gva1g ad toig ueylc'rotg 1@V Gyyelwv Opoiag
101G Gywyolg TV u&nmv xpmuevn, k08’ Exaotov St Tdv ywpinv dv Sielépretal tadta
Toig mAnaiov &nacv olov dyétoug Tivag f cmknvg émnéunovoa Sapdpovg 1d peyédet
xatd ™y akiav te xai ypelav t@v Anyopévov, dravtag yodv éx Bpayvtdrtov Siacmpa-
To0g éndyovoa.

93 ‘The ‘form’ is the embodied yuyh abEntikh, the dvapig adEnrixh which is essen-
tially immersed in matter. cf. *21b25-28. As the animal grows old, this ‘power’ ...
becomes weaker, 1.e., unable to assimilate sufficient food to balance the waster of
the tissues (cf. *22a24). Anstotle compares this enfeeblement of the abEntixov to the
weakening of the wine, when more and more water is mixed with it. But the parallel
is not exact: for the ‘form’ of the tissue remains (a33), whereas the wine 1s ultimately
converted into water (a32).’ In this Joachim is followed most recently by King 2001,
160, n 125. C.J.F. Williams obelizes the whole passage in his translation and resigns
from the explanation.

94 ‘Aristotle’s meaning is clear: but the illustration (a31-2 GAA’ ... kai $8wp) is rather
loosely attached to the main sentence. What has to be illustrated is the decay of the
power embodied in the tissue: but what 1s expressed in the illustration is the action of
the water in weakening the wine.’

95 Verdenius, Waszink, 29: ‘Aristotle calls the food which causes the growth of the
flesh (1) 0 npoa1dv (a26) and (2) duvéper nooh 6dpE (a26-27). Similarly he says: éav
&1 1ig poain VAN, odoa Suviper adAde, Exovoa kal 10 nocov Suvaper (a29-30). Hence,
the ‘potential duct’ is conceived as a kind of food. Since the eidog is defined as
duvapic ig ev VAY, the conclusion 1s obvious that this ‘form’ denotes the acceding
matter. The words 10910 10 el8og refer to the preceding o npocidv, and the two
sentences are closely connected.’
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appropriate.” They also argue, on the basis of Aristotle’s general theory
of mixture, that the last clause 10 8’ e1dog péve refers to the power of food
to become flesh, and the power of water to become wine.”’

I would like first to clarify the phrase 10910 ... 16 €180 ... otov adAde,
starting with eidoc. At 322a20-4, Aristotle draws a distinction between
that which is uvaper odpf and that which is Suvaper ooty sdp€. The
incoming matter of growth is described at 322a29 as odoo duvdpet adrdg,
&ovoa kai 10 nocov duvaper. Obviously, the analysis of abAdg — what-
ever that means — is supposed to be parallel to the analysis of cap&:
Sdvvaper nooog adrog is parallel to Svuvdaper noon oapt. It is logical to
suppose that avAog should then correspond to cap§ taken without a
quantitative modifier (room)). Taking a cue from this parallel, we can
conjecture that the first sentence of our passage, 1070 8¢ 16 eidog [Gvev
BAng), olov abAbe, Sdvapic Tig év HAR éotiv (322a28-9), explains what 6éipg
is as the subject of growth: it is some form, such as duct, which is a certain
power in matter. The description of form, and more specifically, ‘duct’,
as a dvvayig can be understood in the light of Aristotle’s description of
the function of the uniform parts in the process of growth.” The follow-
ing sentence then should describe what happens when the incoming
matter is potentially a duct with a quantity. Aristotle says that in this

96 Verdenius, Waszink, 30: ‘We think the illustration to be correct and the subject of
the sentence to have the same function as the water it is compared to. Since the water
is added to wine, the subject must be 16 nposi6év. Accordingly, the term noiety does
not refer to the assimilating power of the growing thing, but to the producing power
of the matter which is added to it. The water which is added to the wine in a steadily
increasing amount at last produces a mixture which we are no longer justified in
calling wine; similarly, an excessive amount of food may cause illness and a
diminution of flesh.”

97 “Yet the water, which in this case, owing to its overwhelming amount, has not been
able to produce wine, does not lose its power to increase the quantity of wine. For
the constituents of a mixture remain potentially what they were before the mixing
took place (327b24-26 évepyeiq pév Eépov Sviag 0D yeydvotog €€ adtdv, Suvaper 8
#n éxatépov dnep fioav npiv pixbival). So the water retains its €idog (322a33), ie.,
remains Svvaper mocdg olvog, just as the food is always Suvéyper nooh 6épE.’

98 It may be noteworthy that in his discussion of the composition of living bodies in
PATI 1, Aristotle points it out as a difference between the uniform and non-uniform
parts that the former always instantiate one kind of power each, while each of the
non-uniform parts has several ‘powers’ in combination. See the discussion below,
142 and n 106.
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case ‘these ducts become bigger’. What ducts? Most probably the ones
that have been in the matter of a growing thing before the new arrival of
matter. So, ducts are within the matter of a growing thing, and the
incoming matter has to be a duct potentially. This agrees with the
suggestion that ‘this form” should be taken as referring to the function-
ally relevant qualitative structure of a growing thing, which a thing ‘by
which’ growth happens (food) must possess potentially.

The last sentence of the passage in question, éav 8¢ punxétn nowelv
Sovntar, aAL’ olov B8wp ofve del mAeiov pryvopevov téhog H8api motel kai
8wp, 161e pBicty norfoet 10D ToooD- 10 &’ eldog péver (322a31-3), should
deal with the case where the incoming matter is dvvaper oapE, without
a quantity which could produce growth ‘on top’ of nourishment. Ac-
cording to the reading which I have proposed, unkétt motelv dovnran
must refer to the difference between the two cases, described in terms of
a different capacity of the incoming matter. This is illustrated by the
example of water and wine. The sense of the analogy in this sentence is
difficult. Joachim's inclination to construe the predicate, on doctrinal
grounds, with dovapig adEntuch (grammatically and thematically absent
from the passage) is very understandable. But the grammatical intuition
of Verdenius and Waszink at this point (taking t6 tpoci6v as the subject,
nn 95-6 above) seems to be correct. Additionally, ¢ficwv morfoer 10d
nocov would be expected to be functionally parallel to the subject of
0Oapfi morel kai Vdwp, i.e., Ydwp. This need not mean a departure from
the doctrinal point about the immanent cause of growth. The verb notelv
does not have to refer only to the first efficient cause of change. In GC I
7 Aristotle discusses different types of moving and efficient causes,
distinguishing between the ‘first’ and the ‘last’ causes in the causal chain.
On this view, although the first principle of growth is within the growing
thing, some relevant power is in the food, too, and the food can be said
to ‘produce’ growth or nourishment, as long as the meaning of this has
been made clear. Aristotle does in fact cite ‘bread” as an example of the
last productive cause which undergoes an action while producing an
effect.” This usage is also in agreement with a non-theoretical way of
speaking: we can say that food ‘cannot produce growth’, as we say that

99 GCI17:324a34-b4: o0 yap piy &xer Thy adthy YAnv, notel arnabf Svta (olov A iatpixh,
adTh yap rooboa byicrav oddev ndoyxer Hrd Tod bnalouévov), 1o 8 citiov no10by xai
atd Tdoyel 1L A yap Oepuaiverar fj yoxetar i &AAo T ndoyer Gua towodv. Eatt S¢ Ny pév
tatpuan g apy, 16 8¢ ortiov 10 dg éoxatov Kai antduevov.
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food, or medicines, can no longer help under the circumstances, meaning
not any lack of inherent power in food or drugs, but rather their inade-
quacy in the situation in question.

10 &’ €ldog péver refers to the form which resides in the matter of a
growing thing.'® The food which does not have enough quantity to
produce growth, can produce diminution of the quantity; but the form
itself persists.

In order to explain this last point, it is necessary, finally, to deal with
the exact meaning of abAoc. I have assumed so far that the whole passage
explains the last point of Aristotle’s discussion of the difference between
growth and nourishment, which begins at 322a20.1 would like to suggest
taking the word a:bAdg as referring to the basic type of structure charac-
teristic of flesh as a uniform part of a living body. In this I merely follow
the idea of Joachim who says ad loc: “The duct, as that which limits and
measures the tissue, may be regarded as its “figure” or “form”.” But
Joachim seems to identify form with a non-uniform structure, whereas
my suggestion is to follow through the distinction between form and
matter in the uniform parts, and explore the possibility of taking the
‘duct’ to be the form of a uniform part.

That a blood vessel is an essential structural unit of flesh, appears to
be Aristotle’s standard view in the biological treatises. In PA I 5, having
shown that there has to be one central organ in the animal organism,
Aristotle goes on to explain why blood is dispersed from the central
organ all over the body. According to him, this is because blood is the
matter of the whole body, and, being liquid, it is in need of a vessel.™™
He explains the idea using the two ‘craft’ analogies:

The system of blood-vessels in the body may be compared to those
water-courses which are constructed in gardens: they start from one

100 In this I agree with Joachim, against Verdenius and Waszink.

101 668a4: w0d &' eig 10 nav S1a8ed60Bart 10 odpe g phéPag altiov 1o mavtdg elval T0d
odpateg BAny d alpa, 10l 8’ dvaipoigtd dvdhoyov, tadta 8’ év orePi xai1d dvdioyov
xetoBai. [ agree with L Diiring and P. Louis, against A.L. Peck, that there is no need
to seclude the passage 668a9-14: Zuviotapévav 3¢ 1@v popiov éx 10d aipatos, kobanep
einopev, e0AdYWCG 1) 1@V pAePav puorg Sid Ravtdg 10D cdpatog tégukev- Sel yap xai 16
alpa 16 ravtdg xal napd név elvay, elnep t@v popinv Exactov éx 10010V GUVESTNKEY.
On blood as matter of the body, cf. also PAII 4, 651al4.
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source, or spring, and branch off into numerous channels, and then into
still more, and so on progressively, so as to carry a supply to every part
of the garden. And again, when a house is being built, supplies of stones
are placed all alongside the lines of the foundations. These things are
done because (a) water is the material out of which the plants in the
garden grow, and (b) stones are the material out of which the founda-
tions are built. In the same way, Nature has provided for the irrigation
of the whole body with blood, because blood is the material out of
which it is all made. (668a14-22, trans. Peck)'™

Both analogies have a good pedigree in the Greek philosophical litera-
ture of the classical period. The imagery of irrigation is used for the
description of physiological functions in Plato’s Timaeus 77c¢5-79a4,
where the analogy of water-courses is put in the context of the purpose-
ful activity of the constructive cosmic powers.

Now when our superiors have planted all those natures to be food for
us who are of the weaker stock, they cut various channels through a
body as through a garden, that it might be watered as from a running
stream.'”

Plato uses the terminology of b3paywyia in order to describe the complex
mechanism of repletion in what he regards as a single system of vessels
serving the functions of respiration, nutrition and basic sensation, at the

102

103

668a14-22: £oike 8 onep év toig koI ai LOpaywyial kataokevdlovial and piag
apyxfic xai myhg elg moAAobg Oxetodg kol GAlovg el npdg to mavry peradidovan, kai
év 10i¢ oixodopiaig napd nacav thy 1dv Gepeliov Lroypaphv AiBo nopaBéfinvial,
S1d 10 1 pev anrevdpeva gphesBar éx 10D Bdatog, todg 8¢ Bepehiong éx tdv Aibwv
oixoSopeioBat, Tov adTov Tpdmov kal fi ¢ha1g 10 alpa Sid mavtdg dyétevke 10D adpatog,
éneldn navtdg YAn tépuke todto.

77¢5-8: tabto 8N 1 yévn TEvTa QUTEVGAVTES Ol KpEiTToug 101¢ fittooiv Uiy tpognv, o
cdpa adtd Npdv Srayétevoav tépvovreg olov év Kimolg dxetale, Tva tonep éx vépatog
émiévtog &pdotzo. On the link between respiration and nutrition: 78e5-79b4: ondtav
1ap elow xai Ew Tiig dvanvofig lovomg 10 tdp Evidg cuvnuuévov Erntat, Satpedpuevov
8¢ dei Sud tiig korhiag eioeABov 18 citia xai notd AaPn, tixer 31, xai xatd opikpd
Sripodv, 818 1dv EE6Bwv Anep mopederar Sudyov, olov éx kpAvng én’ dxetodg émi Tag
QAEPog avtholv adtd, pelv donep adhdvog Sk 100 cipatog & Tdv eAePdv norel
peopata. Note abrav, ‘aquaeduct’ (Cornford), which is here an analogy for the body
taken as a mass: this is not far from Aristotle’s imagery in the GC I 5 passage.
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same time.'* Aristotle’s debt to Plato’s locus is clear from the language
and cross-references, as well as from the emphasis on the teleological
import of the analogy common (although differently expressed) in both
authors.

Aristotle’s ‘watering’ analogy in this case has a more specific theoreti-
cal target than the one used by Plato. Its main point is to explain the status
of blood in terms of functional distinction between unstructured matter
and the principle of structure. To that end, this analogy is ‘backed up’,
as it were, by a parallel analogy of house-building, one of Aristotle’s
favourite paradigms used to illustrate a number of different theoretical
points. In our passage, its main point is that the blood-vessels of a living
body are like the lines of an architect’s plan on a construction site. They
provide the guidelines to the process of construction because they deter-
mine the structure of a building, in one case, and of a living being in the
other.

Moreover, this formal structure is not merely provisional; not like the
scaffolding or the ladder which can be thrown away once the goal of its
use has been achieved. It is something that makes a real part of a thing,
and whose destruction is only possible at a price of the destruction of a
thing itself. When a thing is present, in however diminished condition,
the system of blood vessels has to be present, too. Aristotle says that

<t>his becomes evident in cases of severe emaciation, when nothing is
to be seen but the blood-vessels: just as the leaves of vines and fig-trees
and similar plants, when they wither, leave behind nothing but veins.
The explanation of this is that the blood (or its counterpart) is, poten-
tially, the body (that is, flesh — or its counterpart). Thus, just as in the
irrigation system the biggest channels persist whereas the smallest ones
quickly get obliterated by the mud, though when the mud abates they
reappear; so in the body the largest blood-vessels persist, while the
smallest ones become flesh in actuality, though potentally they are
blood-vessels as much as ever before.'® (668a22-33, trans. Peck)

104 For the explanation of the theory of physiological functions, see Cornford 1937 ad
loc. On the dependence of the Timaeus physiology on the medical theories of the fifth
and fourth centuries, see Harris 1973, 117-21.

105 668a22-33: yivetai 8¢ katddnlov év toig paiiota xataAedentvopévolg - oudev yap &Alo
paiveton napd i pAéPag, kabdnep éni 1dv Gunekivev te kai cuxivev pOA ey kai 86
&M to1odta - kai yép tovtev adavopévov eréeg Aeinovtar pdvov. todtev 8’ aitov
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The description of flesh as ‘this form, a kind of power in matter, like a
duct’ is consistent with Aristotle’s account of organic tissues in the
biological corpus. Introducing the distinction between the uniform and
non-uniform parts in PA I 1, he says that every given uniform part can
have natural powers (i.e., physical qualities, such as hard/soft,
moist/dry, viscous/brittle) only ‘in part’, i.e., in each homoiomer there
will be present at most one part of each tangible contrariety.'® It is
reasonable to suppose that there must be some basic structure underly-
ing each of these ‘powers’. In the case of flesh, this structure involves a
system of blood-vessels.

Aristotle describes the internal organs of a living body as non-uniform
parts which are each composed of a single uniform tissue.'” All of them
have a common formative mechanism, which Aristotle consistently
likens to the process of sedimentation. All the viscera, except the heart,
are formed on the blood vessels, like the mud or silt deposited by
running streams:

They are all composed of the same matter, as they all have a sanguine-
ous character, and this is because they are situated upon the channels
of the blood-vessels and on the points of ramification. All these viscera
(excluding the heart) may be compared to the mud which a running

&1 10 alpa xai 10 dvdhoyov Tobte Suvape odpa xal odpt { 1 dvdhoyév éotiv-
xaBdnep odv év taig dyeteiaig ai pénotar 1dv taepov Siapévovoty, ai 8’ éAdyiotm
npdrar xai tayéng brd tig iAbog dpavilovrat, ndAwv 8’ éxkeinovang pavepai yivovias,
10V adtov 1pdnov xai 1&dv phePdv ai pév pénotai Srapévovaiv, ui §' Eldyxiotar yivoviat
adpreg évepyelq, Suvaper 8’ eloiv 008kv Rooov phéPec.

106 Non-uniform parts, on the other hand, can have the combinations of different
‘powers’ that include contraries. PA I 1, 646b20-27: 1& pév odv dpotopepfi xatd pépog
Sietlnge 1ag Suvaperg tag Towavtag (16 pév yap adtav éonr palaxdv 10 & oxdnpdv,
xai 10 pEv Hypdv 10 8¢ Enpdv, xai 10 pév yAioxpov 10 8¢ xpadpov), 1& 8’ dvoporopeph
kath noAAGg kal cvyxeévag dAAnAag - Etépa yip npdg 10 mécal Tff Epl xpioyLog
Sovauig xai npog 1 Aofeiv. dionep ¢E dotdv kai vebpov xal capkog xai t@v &Alav
1dv 10100T@V GUVEsTHKaGL T Opyavikd iV popiav, AL’ odx éxelva ék 100twv. From
the previous context it is clear that &)vayg here refers not to a single inherent quality
but in a special kind of qualitative structure where all parts are functionally
identical.

107 646b31: ta piv yap dvopolopepdi €x TtV Opoopepdv Evdéxetal ouvestdaval, xai éx
mhewdvav xai Evég, olov évia tiv onhdyyvev: molluopea yip toig oxfipacty, €&
OpO10pEPODG BVTA COPATOG M EINEIV ARAdDG.
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stream deposits; they are as it were the silt deposits left by the current
of blood in the blood-vessels.'® (647a35 trans .Peck, lightly modified)

When there is enough right nourishment, blood in the narrowest
vessels can convert into flesh. When the vessels are filled they still retain
their power of ‘ducts’, if only potentially. To explain this, Aristotle again
invokes the analogy of drowned and clogged channels in the irrigation
system: the furrows are still there although they are not clearly seen
under water and mud. It is for this reason, he says,

that as long as the flesh is in a sound condition, wherever it is cut, blood
will flow; and although no blood-vessels are visible, they must be there
(because we cannot have blood without blood-vessels) — just as the
irrigating channels are there right enough, but are not visible until they
are cleared of mud. (668a33 trans. Peck)'®

When the incoming food which is potentially flesh (i.e., blood) is not in
a right quantity to ensure growth, it can eventually ‘clear’ the vessels,
destroying the quantity of flesh. However the ‘form’, i.e., the vessel itself,
will still persist while the animal is alive. This can be seen in cases of
emaciation. This is what the last clause of GC 1 5 refers to.

The image of clogged blood-vessels is fairly persistent in the descrip-
tion of the structure of flesh.'” So is the ‘architectonic’ image of a
functional blueprint of a living body. We have seen above how the idea
of the architectonics of a living body embedded in the fluctuating irriga-
tion system is underscored by the ‘construction site’ analogy. In HA Il

108 647a35: éx tiig avtiig y&p UAng cuveotaowy- atpatud yap 1) poow ndaviov adtdv Sa
0 thv Béowv Exerv éni noporg phePixoic xoid Srodfiyeoty. xabdrep odv péoviog i8atog
A0, Tédo onddyva thg 81k 1dv eAePdv phoeng 10D afpatog olov mpoxeduata donv.

109 668a33: 810 xai cwlopévav Tdv copxdv kab’ oTiodv alpa Pel Srarpovpévov: xaitol
&vew pév ghefog odx Eotwv alpa, pAEBiov 8’ 0b8ev 8fikov, dorep 008’ év Toig dxetoig al
tdagpor npiv fi v Abv éEaipeBijivar.

110 HAII 4: ‘In little animals and those scantily supplied with blood, either from natural
and inherent causes or from a prevalence of fat in the body, thorough accuracy in
investigation is not equally attainable; for in the latter of these creatures the passages
get clogged, like waterchannels choked with slush (tGv pév yap oi mépor
ouvkeyvpévor xabdnep dxetol Tiveg brd toAlfig iAdog eioiv); and the others have a
few minute fibres to serve instead of veins. But in all cases the big vein is plainly
discernible, even in creatures of insignificant size’ (515a22-6, trans D’Arcy
Thompson).
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5, Aristotle draws a contrast between the vascular system and the system
of sinews with the help of a further ‘craft’ analogy:

For the veins have the shape of the entire body, as in a sketch; in such
a way that in very attenuated organisms the whole mass seems to be
full of small veins; for the same place, when they are thin, is small
blood-vessels, when they get thick, is flesh). Sinews, on the other hand,
are divided from each other being located on the joints and flexures of
the bones."" (trans. D’ Arcy Thompson, modified)

The same image is used again in the introduction of the non-uniform
partsin GA Il 6:

Beginning at the heart, the blood-vessels extend all over the body. They
may be compared to the sketches of [human or animal] figures drawn
on the walls of buildings. For the parts are situated around the blood-
vessels, because they are formed out of them."”

The word for ‘sketch’, kavafog, extremely rare in this spelling, gave
much trouble to students of the text. The only cue to the meaning that
Aristotle himself gives us, apart from the blood-vessels analogy, is the
indication that these xavofor were drawn on the walls. The lexicogra-
phers, on the other hand, say that the term refers to a sculptor’s device.
The point of the analogy is that the blood-vessels, running from the heart,
form as it were a blueprint of a living body. In the process of nourishment
these vessels can partly convert into flesh, and when nourishment is not
sufficient they can re-convert back to the basic structure. This basic
structure plays the role of form of a body in all its different transforma-

111 515a33-b5: oi piv yap eAéPeg, donep év Toig ypagopévorg kavdforg, 10 Tod cdpatog
Exovol oyfiua mavtog obtwg Wot’ &v 1oig oeddpa Aedentuopévolg ravia Tov Gykov
oaiveaBar nAnpn ehePiov (yivetar yap 6 adtdg témog Aentdv pev dviev pAéfia,
nayuvBéviov 8t adpkeg), 1& 8 vedpa Sieonaouéva nepi 1& apbpa kai 16 TdV doTRV
g6t KApyeELC.

112 743a1-4: éx 8¢ tiig kapdiog ai pAéPeg Sratetapévon xabdnep oi 1odg xavafovg ypapov-
1eg v Toig Toixow" T yap uépn mepl tadtag Eotiv, dte yivépeva éx todtwv. Peck’s
emendation diatétavtan seems unnecessary if we assume an omitted verb in the
first clause.

113 See Appendix 3, pp. 154-6 below.
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tions. It is particularly interesting to note that the same bodily texture
can now be flesh, and at another time a blood-vessel, or vessels."* The
border between the actual and the potential within a living tissue seems
to be open, although restrictedly so, the restrictions being laid down by
the specific form of the whole of a living thing. Thus, the analogy of
‘ducts’ used by Aristotle at the end of the growth chapter appears to
support the hylomorphic analysis of uniform parts as outlined by him
in the middle of his discussion.

A problem may arise for the suggested reading that has to do more
specifically with Aristotle’s views on the physiology of growth. It ap-
pears from GC I 5 that flesh grows because the ducts in matter become
bigger when suitable matter arrives in the right quantity. But the descrip-
tion of the mechanism of sedimentation in the biological treatises implies
that flesh is formed at the expense of the vessels, and vice versa: in the
process of growth of flesh the vessels in which flesh is formed as
sediment should get clogged and effectively ‘obliterated’ instead of
becoming bigger. As M.P. Duminil has pointed out, in the texts of the
Hippocratic corpus contemporary or near-contemporary with Aristotle,
we find a parallel view, according to which flesh grows at the expense
of the vessels."” Is this consistent with the idea stated in GC, namely that
the vessels become bigger?

I think there need not be an inconsistency between the two accounts,
if we draw a distinction between a more specific physiological account
found in the biological treatises, where flesh is contrasted with the
corresponding system of vessels, and the less specific one, in which flesh
is treated as a uniform part together with the corresponding vascular
system. The ground for such a distinction is provided by Aristotle’s
clarification of the analogies of sedimentation and house-building: the
deposits of blood are compared to the proximate matter of house-build-
ing, ready to be used in the construction: this function of blood as a
material out of which vessels are constructed is not cancelled by the fact

114 CF.also HA I 15, 519b32: Aentvvouévav pév odv 1év {dov deavilovral (scil. odpreg),
xal yivovior pAéBra xai Tveg: ebPooiq 8¢ nheiovi ypwpévav mpelh évri copxdv. Eicl
8t toig piv Exovot 1ac odprag moAic at pAéBec Eldrtoug Kol 1o alpa épuBpdtepov xal
& omAdyyva xai & kothia pikpd- 10ig 8¢ 1hc eAéPag Exovor peydhog xod 1o oipa
peAdviepov xai onAdyyva peydho kol kothic peyddn, ai 8¢ odpkeg EAdttovg.

115 Epid 11 1, 8 (V 80, 6 Littré), VI 4, 19 (V 312, 7 L), de diaeta salubri c 7 (VI 84, 1L),
discussion in Duminil 1983, 16-21.
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that the ‘fleshy’ part increases at the expense of the vascular part. Both
are constitutive of a single continuous activity of a living tissue."® If the
word a0 is taken as a description of this functionally inclusive struc-
ture of flesh, not in the exclusive sense of an empty vessel as opposed to
the mass of sediment,'” we can take the passage as describing the growth
of flesh in the uniform parts. This will preserve the consistency of
Aristotle’s position. The question of the precise physiological mecha-
nism of growth of vessels themselves is, on this reading, unanswered.
Moreover, no answer to this question is found in the rest of the extant
Aristotelian corpus. Many different answers supplied by followers and
commentators, from Erasistratus to Ibn-Rushd, show the absence of a
‘canonical’ doctrine on this issue.

LR R

The goal of this paper was to analyse the argument, explaining difficul-
ties and trying to track down the logic of the concepts ‘form’ and ‘matter’
in the account of growth. We have seen that the argument makes a
number of significant metaphysical claims. In the first part of his discus-
sion, Aristotle considers growth in its most general meaning of ‘in-
crease’, and shows that there are no separate powers of increase which
could produce an increase without any contribution of actually existing
things. The notion of matter of growth has to be very special. It cannot
be construed as ‘another thing’, or even a property of ‘another thing’,
triggering the emergence of a new quantity, as it were ‘extrinsically’. It

116 Note Aristotle’s remark in HA I 2, 511b14, that in a dead body vessels disappear;
discussion in Duminil 1983, 16-17.

117 The word ab)Adg, in the meaning of ‘tube’ or ‘channel’ (as opposed to ‘flute’) occurs
in the Aristotelian works ca. 30 times. It is used technically in several zoological
contexts, denoting the blowhole of the cetaceans and dolphins through which they
discharge water (HA 489b34; 524a10; 537b1; 589b2-19; PA 659b16; 697a17-24, Resp
476b16-28), the funnel of cephalopods (PA 679a2: xalodpevog avrdg; GA 720b32),
the branchial artery in fishes (Resp 478b8). He also uses this term to designate a tube
as a hypothetical device, in the explanation of vision (GA 780b19-81a9). I think the
use of this word in our passage is similar to this latter case: it does not illustrate the
idea by reference to any particular bodily part, but explains the principle. So the
word refers to an internal hollow structure within a non-uniform part of a living
body. Given the range of meanings of this term, such a use does not seem beyond
the norm.
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has to be one and the same with the matter of a growing thing itself, yet
separable in account.

In the second part of his discussion, Aristotle considers growth as a
specific process, with several distinct structural and phenomenological
characteristics (omnidirectionality, dependence on external input, con-
tinuance). Here Aristotle arrives at the notion of form as an internal
sensible structure of a living thing which is the proper recipient of
growth. I have tried to show that this concept is well entrenched both in
his theory of change and in his views on the structure of living matter
formulated in the biological treatises. Perhaps the most interesting con-
sequence of the suggested analysis is that the form of a uniform part is
not just a formula of an elemental combination, as is often assumed by
scholars, but also a sensible qualitative structure which has a specific
ontological status of its own. This lower-order form depends upon the
form of the whole living being, but possesses its own phenomenological
regularity which allows it to act as a continuant and contribute to the
functional unity of the whole thing in the process of growth. This concept
of form can, I think, give some additional support to a realist reading of
the argument in the Metaphysics Z according to which form is to be
regarded as substance par excellence.

Appendix 1: GC15, 320a34-b3

YOPIoTH pEV Yap odow A 00Séva kaBéEer Témov i olov otiyun Tig, A Kevov
goton xal odpua odk aiobntév: 1odtwv 8¢ 10 pev odx évdéxerar, 10 S
avayxaiov év Tivi eivat.

A. Text

Philoponus thought the second  to be a confusing insertion, and sug-
gested understanding its force as adversative (= &AAd). He also reported
the omission of f] in some of the manuscript readings. But Philoponus’
text obviously had | instead of xai (73, 5 Vitelli, not recorded by
Joachim), together with L, and F* (which has f| xai, f inserted by a
correcting hand), against the other MSS. So Philoponus treated both the
‘point’ and the ‘void’ as illustrating the first alternative (matter occupies
no place); and took the second alternative to be that of an imperceptible
body. He takes the ‘imperceptible body’ to refer to an unqualified body,
such as the three-dimensional (&rowov odpa, 0roidv 0Tt 10 Tp1XTi Sroo-
totév 73, 19 Vitelli, see discussion in de Haas 1997). Some of this material
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must go back to Alexander of Aphrodisias. In Averroes’ Middle Com-
mentary, clearly dependent on Alexander, the text is construed in the
same way. M. Migliori accepts Philoponus’ reading in his translation of
the text without an argument, which might be in place, given a highly
idiosyncratic character of Philoponus’ interpretation of the ‘impercepti-
ble body’.

Joachim bracketed the second fj following Philoponus and Averroes,
but took the sense of the sentence differently. According to him, ‘The
first alternative way (a) is that the matter “occupies no place”, and
Aristotle suggests “the point” as an illustration. ... The second alterna-
tive way (b) is that matter is a “void”.” (Joachim ad loc) Joachim explains
his emendation by doctrinal considerations: ‘though the point “pos-
sesses position” (Béowv Exer), it cannot be said to “occupy place” (térov
katexew), since nothing can “occupy place” except kivnrov cope’ (ibid.),
according to the doctrine expounded in Physics IV. C.J.F. Williams and
Ch. Mugler follow Joachim without discussion. I think Joachim'’s expla-
nation of o@po 0V aicBntov as epexegetic of kevév is correct, although I
take it in a weaker sense as in the preceding chapter (GC 14, 319b18-21),
rather than as in Physics IV 6, 213a27-8 cited by Joachim.

But I do not find convincing Joachim'’s reasons for bracketing the
second {j. Joachim thinks that ‘point’ illustrates a more general case of
‘matter not occupying place’. As Verdenius and Waszink rightly point
out, this ill agrees with the fact that Aristotle does discuss the case of
‘points’ at line 14. Their own suggestion is to retain the second fj but take
its meaning to be concessive within the first term of disjunction: ‘it either
does not occupy place (unless like a point), or it is void, etc.” This makes
fairly good general sense, but it remains not entirely clear where this
point belongs in Aristotle’s refutation. So I read the sentence as it stands
in the MSS,, taking fj in all cases as an iterated disjunction, but éotot as
a common predicate of both otiyun and kevév. The main ‘wedge’ of the
disjunction, corresponding to the division of pév ... 8¢ of the next clause,
will then be at the second occurrence of fi. This reading is consistent with
the fact that Aristotle discusses points and lines right after the discussion
of the void at 320b14 (the fact difficult to explain on any other hypothe-
sis). Cf. also the respective positions of ‘points’ and ‘nothing’ in a similar
division in the dilemma of divisibility in GC12: 316a25: &AAd punv i undev
toran odpa unde péyeboc, daipecic 8 Eotal, fi éx otiyudv éotan, xoi
Gpeyédn €€ dv clyxertay, fi 008Ev navidnaotv. Here the two impossible
assumptions to be refuted are that the residue of the infinite division
should be nothing at all, or ‘points” which do not have size. Each is
refuted in a separate argument, the refutation strategy resembling the
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one of ‘our’ argument. The main ‘wedge’ is, again, between the ‘nothing’
and the ‘points’.

B. Aristotelian commentators on ‘imperceptible body’
and ‘common body’

320b2. odpa odx aicBntov. This passage is discussed in Philoponus’
comumnentary twice, first in a summary exposition which looks like a
theoria for this section, secondly in the discussion of the lexis. In the theoria
(73, 18-74,4),"® ‘imperceptible body’ is taken to be an equivalent of
‘unqualified’ (dmolov) body which is equated with the ‘three-dimen-
sional’. ‘Imperceptible’ or ‘unqualified’ body is said to be always in a
place insofar as any body is in a place by virtue of being dimensioned,
or quantified; while being in a certain place, viz., one of the ‘natural
places’ is connected with qualities.

In the lexis, there are two different construals of the argument at
320b2-3. The first one refers obx évdexeton to the ‘point’ and ‘void’, and
&vdyxn év 16ne eivou to the imperceptible body, this latter being now
glossed as dvvaper odpo kai VAn aveideog (76, 29-30). The argument
according to which ‘a place-occupier must come to be from a place-oc-
cupier’ (320b3-5) is taken to show that imperceptible body must occupy
place (similarly to the way it is elaborated in the theoria). This construal
is criticised, because the latter argument provides a demonstration not
just for the imperceptible body, but for a quite general case of coming
to be. The second interpretation expounded by Alexander of Aph-
rodisias is said to be better. On it, the odx évdéxetar, the predicate of 10
név, covers all three sections of division above (points, void, and the
imperceptible body); while the necessity of being in place (and 10 3¢, its
subject) is said to pertain to the matter of growth in general. The imper-
ceptible body, on this second construal, is glossed as a ‘mathematical
body’, and the reason why it cannot be in place is that it exists only in
thought.'?

118 Analysed in detail in de Haas 1997, 138-47.

LR

119 77,14-15: GA) 08¢ 10 0V x aigbntov odpa, einep 10 00K aiobntov 6dpa 10 pabnpatixoy
Aéyopev - 10910 yip év émvoig pbévov éotiv.
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We cannot rule out the possibility that Alexander is the source of
Philoponus (and Ammonius) for both interpretations (pace de Haas 1997,
141 n 24). A version of the first interpretation is apparently adopted by
Averroes who does have some access to Alexander’s commentary.

With regard to the point and the existent void being the matter for the
body, it has been explained in the preceding. As to the imperceptible
body [being such matter], this body, insofar as it generates something
that has magnitude (min jihatin md minhu kawnu I-‘izidmi), must be in a
place, for everything, from which there comes to be something, must
be in a place, either per se (bi-ddtihi) or as an accident, the way we said
about the prime matter; for there is no difference in terms of necessity
between that from which a body comes to be in an unqualified sense
(‘ald l-itlagi) and that out of which a body grows, since the coming to
be is in respect of the whole, and growth is the coming to be in respect
of a part. (43, 18-44,6 ‘Alawi)

And it is best then for us to assume that the matter (midda) of the body
and of its growth is the prime matter (al-hayla al-61d), which, as we
said, is one in number and many in potentiality, not that the [prime]
matter (al-hayild) is a body which exists in actuality from body, and not
that it is again points and lines and planes, for these necessarily must
not be in a place, either per se or accidentally, whereas that from which
a magnitude comes to be must be in a place, as we said, either per se or
accidentally, but the [prime] matter (al-hay1il3) is that of which lines and
planes are terminations and limits, and therefore it is never found
separate from the accidents and forms, since the terminations cannot
be separated from that of which they are terminations. (45, 1-9 ‘Alaw{)

In Philoponus’ theoria, the three-dimensional as a candidate for the
matter of growth is not described as ‘formless matter’, but the logic of
the argument is similar to the first interpretation of the lexis, and to the
interpretation adopted by Averroes: ‘imperceptible body’ so understood
must be ‘in a place’ accidentally. With regard to the question of author-
ship it may be worth noting that Philoponus’ commentary follows
Ammonius’ lectures, and both Ammonius and Philoponus seem to have

had access to Alexander’s commentary;'*® while it has been argued that

120 Gannagé 1998, Kupreeva 2005
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Averroes does not know Philoponus’ commentary.' A more precise
source for the interpretation of ‘imperceptible body’ as ‘formless matter’
is not clear, but in several works of Alexander’s circle there is a distinc-
tion between ‘body qua body’ (stripped of all qualities, which sometimes
gets a Stoic definition ‘three-dimensional with resistance’) and ‘some
(qualified) body’.'”? On the possible link of this interpretation with
Aristotle’s Metaph Z 3, cf. de Haas, 143 n 30.

320b23. cdpatogd’ 710 1010081 - o@pa yap ko1vov 00dév éotiv, At this point
Alexander’s commentary seems to be overwritten by Philoponus (Am-
monius):

(i) Since, he says, the coming to be is of particular bodies, and of this
something (tob8e Tivag). (ii) For of the common, predicated of others,
there is neither coming to be in unqualified sense, nor subsistence
(brdoracic). (iii) For the universal subsists only in the creative rational
principles. (iv) And so the matter is of some body, but not of a common
body; for if it were of a common body, then it would not have been
subsistent as matter in actuality, since the common does not subsist in
actuality. (v) So, just as the universal body is inherent in the creative
rational principles, so too should one think of the universal matter; for
nothing can be universal in subsistence, neither body, not the matter of
body. (85, 9-17)

(i) and (ii) can be compared with Alexander de Anima 6, 13-20. (iii) is the
Neoplatonic realist assumption used throughout the commentary. (iv)
seems to be spelling out the idea that the matter which can be identified
as such in actuality (viz., proximate matter) is of some body, and so is
distinct in definition from the prime matter (which never exists in
actuality). (v) The conclusion, according to which both the universal
body and the universal (viz., prime) matter have their subsistence as
such only on the level of rational creative principles may be Ammonius’
appropriation, in a modified form, of Proclus’ thesis of the eternity of
matter. On Philoponus’ later rejection of this thesis in connection with

121 Eichner 2005
122 Cf. mantissa 3, 116, 18-37; 6, ; 7, 125, 139-19 Bruns.
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his own concept of prime matter as three-dimensional, see de Haas 1997,
1-45.

Appendix 2: Efficient causes, GC I 5, 320b17-21

yiyvetat piv odv i Etepov éE Etépou, tonep xal év aAhoig Sudpiotar,
xai 1o Tvog 8t évtehexeiq Gvtog (a) fi dpoyevodg (b) fi opoerdog (otov
TP VIO Tupdg i &vBpwmog b’ avBpdnov) (c) fi Ui’ éviedexsiog (oxAnpov
yap ody Urd oxAnpod yivetay). (translated under (i) on p. 116 above)

The trichotomy of the types of generation has caused many different
interpretations. Joachim suggested re-positioning the second bracketed
phrase (‘not hard by hard’) after opoyevodg.

Philoponus explains that vn’ évtedexeiog clarifies opoyevoie, because
‘efficient cause, whatever it is, always is in actuality’ (84, 8 Vitelli). On
this interpretation, being of the same genus is explained by being in
actuality, so that in fact there is no trichotomy, but the claim is rather that
any efficient cause is always of the same genus with its effect, by virtue
of its existence in actuality, and sameness in species is a special case of
the sameness of genus, when there is a structural similarity between
cause and effect. (Vitelli in the lemma prints opoe1dodg fi opoyevove,
without noting any discrepancies among his MSS with respect to the
order. In the text, 83,28, the order is reverse.)

Kuhl 1959, 41-2, has argued that the order opoeidodg f opoyevoig
(found in the MSS of family a, EMWL Arabic [following the nomencla-
ture of Rashed 2001]) suits Aristotle’s logic better than the reverse order
(found in family b, JPVFHN, and printed by Joachim), because he takes
‘fire by fire’ to illustrate the case o Opoedods (on the basis of Cael
276b5-6) and ‘man by man’ the case vno opoyevodg (on the basis of GA
746a29: yiveton 6t O ouvvddaoudg toig {@Pog xatd @voW pEv toig
opoyéveow). This argument is taken over by Rashed 2001, 341. I don't
think the GA passage provides a support needed for our case, as here
opoyevij is not contrasted with opoeldfi: on the contrary, from context it
seems clear that Aristotle means the animals of the same species, sub-
sequently making allowance for those ‘whose nature is near akin’; this
latter class would be covered by opoyevi is a strict logical sense; cf. ROT
translation: ‘copulation takes place naturally between animals of the
same kind’). The terms yevdg and €186¢ are used somewhat loosely in the
biological corpus.
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The following fragment of Theophrastus’ lost Physics (ap Simpl in
Phys 1236, 1-9 Diels = fr. 176 FHSG) may shed some additional light on
the classification:'®

Aanpei 8¢ 6 Bedppactog év tpite t@v puoikdv fi nepl oVpavoD Td yvopeva
ot  (a’) fj yap Lo dpoiov yivetal, gnoiv, dbg &vBpanog Hrd &vBpo-
nov ke Oeppdv Lrd Beppod, (b’) f Vrd vavtiov, bg dpdUEY TOLE KEPOUYVOLG
xal 1dg AoTpandg: UnO ydp yoxpomTog N To0T0V 100 TUPdG v 1)) GEPL
yéveoig aBpoilovog elg #v 10 év abdtoig Beppdv kai éxmupodviog. (¢’) A
tpitov bro évielexeiq Shwg Svtwg, dg xai 6 p@Awy - rd Yap éviekexeiq
obong tiig pacTiyog yivetat, ovte 8¢ dpolag E1t olite évavtiag 1@ nivopévo.
xai T@ Yo 100 NAlov 8¢, pnot, nivépeva Lo éviedexeiag yivetal. kai yop
abtdg obite Sporog otite évavtiog Toig yivopévorg v’ adtod.

Theophrastus, in the third (book) of the Physics, or On Heaven, divides
things that come to be as follows. “(a’) Either they are produced by
something which is similar,” he says, “as a man (is produced) by a man
and heat (is produced) by heat; (b’) or by the opposite, as we see with
thunderbolts and lightnings. For it is by cold that this fire is produced
in the air, when it gathers the heat in them into a single place and turns
it to fire. (¢’) Or, thirdly, (things are produced) by what is in actuality,
quite generally, as with a weal; for it is produced by the whip, which
is in actuality, but neither similar to what is produced nor opposite to
it. And the things that are produced by the sun”, he says, “are produced
by an actuality; for it itself is neither similar nor opposite to the things
that are produced by it.” (trans. Sharples)

Here we have the trichotomy of causes slightly different from Aristotle’s;
where Aristotle has ‘sameness in genus but not in species’, Theophrastus
supplies ‘contrariety’. But this seems to agree with GC I 6 (323b29-4a9,
especially 24a5-7: énei 8¢ 10 ndoyov kol 10 TO10DV T pév Yével TadTd Kol
dpowo 1@ &’ eider dvopora, torabta 8¢ tdvavtia, ktA.); so it is possible that
we are dealing here with a common school classification. Aristotle’s
examples in the first brackets seem to correspond to Theophrastus’
examples under (a’), with ‘fire’ replaced by ‘heat’. Theophrastus’ exam-
ple (b’) of contrary cause of the same genus is the production of the heat
by the agency of the cold in the formation of lightning: the mechanism

123 I am grateful to Bob Sharples for drawing my attention to this fragment.



154 Inna Kupreeva

of antiperistasis described by Aristotle in Mete IV and developed further
by Theophrastus (cf. Solmsen 1961, 136-7, 413-17; Steinmetz 1964, 123-6).
His example of (¢’) includes, on the one hand, the production of a weal
by a whip, and on the other the role of the sun as a remote efficient cause
in the processes of coming to be and perishing.

Aristotle’s ‘hardening’ in the second brackets illustrates his (c): the
resulting property displays no structural similarity with the causal
factor. But since hardening also involves the interaction of hot and cold
(antiperistasis), it could possibly also be an example of (b), thus serving
as a shorthand illustration of both (b) and (c).

Simplicius also reports Alexander’s criticism of this trichotomy based
on the same idea of actuality being common to all three types of coming
to be that we have seen in Philoponus’ commentary (see further Shar-
ples’ commentary in Sharples 1998, 1256 [Aristotle’s passage is not
discussed]).

Appendix 3: xavafog

The oldest evidence from literary sources, after Aristotle, comes from
Pollux, the lexicographer of the mid-second century AD, who gives an
explanation of the term in two different places:

7.164: nepi O O ol toVg mTmAivoug mAdtTovies TOv TNAOV mepBévieg
nA&rTouet, TovTo 10 EvAf@lov kavaPog xaAeital ... (Bethe)

10.189: 1 pév &M EdAov @ mepinAdrtovot Tov TNAOY oi xopomAdBor,
xavaPog keheltal- 60ev kai Ztpartig v 1fi Kivnoiq (1 p 716,20 Ko.) tov
Zavvupiova Sua thv ioxvotnta kavaPov xahel (Bethe)

The second passage contains a citation of Strattis, a poet of the New
Comedy, whose dates are considered to be ca. 409-375 BC. Both Hesych.
Lexic., K, No. 629, 1-2 and Photius, Lexic., K, 139, 15 may be drawing on
Pollux. Hesychius: xévofot, 1& E0Aa, nept & 10 npdrov ol TAdotat tov
xnpdv 18éactv. 80ev xal ot Aertol kai &oapkot x&vafor Aéyovtar. Photius:
0 npdtov EHAovV LRd 1@V TAaGTAY, TEpL O TOV TAOV T18évteg nAdocovay.
Stephanus, Thesaurus Linguae Graecae, s.v., cites as parallel Pliny the
Elder’s use of mpéniacpa, HN 35. 155. Jahn 1854 adds Tertullian, apol 12
(crucibus et stipitibus inponitis Christianos; quid simulacrum non prius argilla
deformat cruci et stipiti superstructa?) and ad natt 1, 12 (plasta lignum cruces
in primo statuit, quoniam ipsi quoque corpori nostro tacita et secreta linea cruces
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Figure 1. Prometheus is making the first man with the help of a xévafog ()

situs est. huic igitur exordio et uelut statumini argilla desuper intexta paulatim
membra complet et corpus struit et habitum quem placuit positae intus cruci
ingerit), and refers to the image of a x&vafog in Ficoroni, gemmae antiquae
litteratae, Taf IV, 5, where Prometheus is making a man using this
auxiliary structure (see Figure 1)."*

124 Reproduction courtesy of Duke Humphrey’s Library and Reprographic Services of
Bodleian Library. For a more comprehensive discussion of related iconography see
Gisler 1991; cf. Furtwingler 1900 III 241 and pl 21, 61=86(x) Gisler. Sir John Board-
man, to whom I am very grateful for his most helpful discussion of iconographical
material, tells me that the original of Ficoroni drawing is in Alnwick Castle in
Northumberland (catalogued in Knight 1921, No.188, P1. VI). The description of the
sculptor as Prometheus goes back at Jeast to Winckelmann 1760 who cites Horace
Od116,13-16.
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While the general meaning of the term and its relevance in the context
is clear, the exact reference made by Aristotle is not. It is hardly likely
that the reference in GA Il 6 is, as Platt suggests, ‘to drawings on the walls
of a lecture-room, showing the course of blood-vessels’.

Peck’s translation of the GA passage (‘skeleton models which are
traced on the walls of the buildings’), would need some further explana-
tion, given his rejection of ‘sketch” as a meaning for the term. Peck says
that in PA 11 9, Aristotle makes the same point as in the HA and GA
passages, without using the word: nepi 8¢ 1@ 66T% ai odpkeg nepine-
eOxaot, tpooetAnpupévar Aentoic kol ivideot Seopolc: Gv Evexev 0 1AV
00610V éon1 Yévog. omep yap ol mAdrttovieg ék TmAod Lwov ) tivog GAANg
LYplig CLOTACEWE VPLOTAOL TOV OTEPEDV T COUATWY, €10’ obt® TepiAdt-
TOVG1, 10V 00TOV Tpomov | PaLg dednotpmkev €k TV capkdv 10 {dov.
101¢ v odv aAAorg Yneativ 001a 10ig Sapkddest popioig kT (654b27-34).
Lippold, on the other hand, regards the absence of the term in this
description as an indication that Aristotle might not be using it for a
sculptor’s device (RE, s.v.), but this presupposes the degree of termino-
logical consistency which is hard to expect from Aristotle. But perhaps
the two meanings can be reconciled on the hypothesis that the term was
transferred from sculpture to painting to refer to rough sketches of
human bodies (Jahn 1854, 42-4, cf. D’ Arcy Thompson ad loc).

Later commentators seem to have lost the meaning entirely. [Phi-
loponus] in GA, 109, 27-33 Hayduck:

wévaPoc 8¢ éonv | Selapévn, fiv kivatépvav N ‘Pouainv olde yAdooo
xaAeiv. donep yap ol Laypdeor év 1ol toixoig {da raviodand ypdeovoy,
ot kol kavafovg xai Vdata, 10 pév §fibev éEepxduevov éx 100 pépovg
10D8€ 100 xavdPov, 10 88 EE GAlov. G oDV T8 ToAAd TadTa Yeypaupéva
¥8ata apyiv plav éxel v yeypappévov xévaPov, obtw, enoi, xal ol
QAEPeg naoar Ty xapdiov - ta yop Lépn, Hror al pAEPeg, repl Tadtag fitol
1a¢ kapdiag elaiy.
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