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Near the beginning of his treatise De anima (2.10-25), Alexander of Aphrodisias
contends that one who investigates the soul should first appreciate ‘the extraordinary
magnificence of nature (10 tfig Ocews aunyavov te Kol meprrtov)’. According to him,
Aristotle teaches both in the last part of Meteorologica (390b15-22) and in De anima 403a27-
b9 that the investigation should start from the structure of the body and its organs so that it
will no more be incredible that the soul, which has the principles of change, is something that
belongs to the body, which is constructed so magnificently. Against Simmias' anxiety in
Plato's Phaedo (91C8-D2), Alexander insists on the compatibility of the soul's being ‘more
divine and greater (than the body)’ and a kind of naturalistic investigation of the soul which
starts from the body. Thus, the naturalistic investigation of the soul is represented by
Alexander as a typically Aristotelian way of inquiry.

The later commentators blamed, however, for his alleged deviation from Aristotle,
and the modern scholarship has been discussing his faithfulness to the Aristotelian theory of
soul. The aim of this paper does not consist in judging whether or not Alexander's theory of
soul is Aristotelian; rather, I shall reveal what is at issue when we disagree on that matter,
and, specifically, the ideas to which we are forced to commit when we say his theory of soul

1s Aristotelian or not.

According to Alexander, the natural body which has soul is the substance, the parts
of which, i.e. the form and the matter, are also substances; and the soul is the form of that
natural substance. This is indubitably Aristotelian (cf. An. 412a6-21). But Alexander comes
to deviate from Aristotle, according to the critics, when he explicates the relationship

between the soul and body in terms of the following global theory of natural substances.
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T1 Alexander, An. 8.5-13

Consequently, if there is to be a compound natural body, over and above the simple
bodies, then it must have several simple bodies as its underlying subjects, where the
number is one corresponding to the difference between the forms in them. This is the
reason why things of this sort are compound bodies. The [body], then, which has many
differing forms conjoined with matter as its underlying subjects, has a nature and form

that is of necessity more complex and more advanced, since each nature in the bodies

underlying it makes a contribution [cuvteAovonc ti] to the form that stands over them all

and is common to them. For this sort of form is in a way a form of forms and a kind of

culmination of culminations. (tr. Caston)

Here Alexander gives explanation to the fact that some forms of the natural substances are
‘more complex and more advanced (mowihdtEPIV T€ KOl TEAEIOTEPOV) : the forms in the

underlying bodies ‘contribute’ to that form.

T2 Alexander, An. 10.24-11.5

So it makes sense that the difference in forms that supervene on differences in the
proximate matter follows from them. For not all matter can receive the same
culmination. So in things at the ground level, which do not yet have a body underlying

them, the form is simpler too; whereas in things in which a compound body with

distinctive parts useful for different activities underlies them, the form is conjoined with

many powers, since it is a form and culmination of a complex and organic body. For just

this reason, then, the soul is a form of this sort of body. The soul that has a simpler
organic body is simpler, while the soul comprising many powers is more advanced and

its underlying body, of which this particular sort of soul is a form, is more complex and

more organic [opyovik@dtepov]. (tr. Caston)

When the form of a natural body is the soul, the contribution to the soul's complexity occurs
in virtue of the body's being complex and dpyavikdv, i.e. the fact that the body has

‘distinctive parts useful for different activities’ (sc. anomoeomerous parts). We find in these
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texts, T1 and T2, a kind of systematized bottom-up explanation for the forms of the natural
bodies in general, which we do not find in Aristotle.

Moreover, Alexander adds a physical description to this bottom-up explanation, the
description which is criticized as a definite deviation from the authentic Aristotelian theory of

the soul.

T3 Alexander, Mant. 104.21-34

The soul, being actuality, [extends] throughout the whole body, for every part of what
has soul has soul. And soul is actuality not in the way that shape is [the actuality] of
things that have been shaped, nor as position and arrangement [is the actuality] of things
that have been put together, nor as some disposition and being affected, nor as mixture or
blending (for pleasure and pain are being affected or disposition, but soul is none of
these). Certainly these come to be present [mapayivetar] in the body, for it is through

these that [there exist] the organs which soul uses; but [soul] itself is some capacity and

substance which supervenes on these [dVvapic Tic koi ovoio i tovtolg ywvouévnl. The

body and its blending are the cause of the soul's coming-to-be in the first place. This is

clear from the difference between living creatures in respect of their parts. For it is not
the souls that fashion their shapes, but rather the different souls follow [éankorovOncav]
on the constitution of these being of a certain sort, and change with [cuoppetapdiiovcv]
them. For the actuality and that of which it is the actuality are related reciprocally
[Eottl...aAAMA®V]. And that difference in soul follows [€netat] on a certain sort of
blending in the body is shown also by wild animals, which have an [even] more different
sort of soul deriving from the blending in their body being of a certain sort. (tr. Sharples,

my italics)

Alexander gives here the physical description to the fact that the body's accidental features
(shape, position, mixture etc.) contribute to the differences of the soul while the soul itself is
the form as a substance: the soul is a capacity which supervenes on
(yiyveoOar...éni/émyiyvecOar) the accidental features (cf. An. 24.4-5, 22-23; 25.2-4; 26.26-7,

29-30). As Caston rightly resumes, the soul is a ‘distinct new power that arises necessarily
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from the ‘tuning’ of material bodies, without being reducible to it’ (Caston 1997:349, his
italics).

Two thoughts of Alexander seen above are surely Aristotelian: the soul is some
ovvouug (power/capacity) for the variety of activities, and the soul has some close connection
with the body, whereas the physical description of the soul and body along with the global
bottom-up systematization of the natural world is post-Aristotelian. We find the similar
physical description both in the fragments of the antecedent Aristotelian philosophers and in
the works of Galen (cf. Moraux 2001: 356-57 n.172), and when Alexander stresses the
difference between soul's being bodily mixture itself and soul's being a capacity which
supervenes on it (e.g. An. 25.2-9), he is clearly trying to distinguish the latter, which he
regards as the authentic Aristotelian theory, from the former, which some of his antecedents
regard as the Aristotelian theory (e.g. Galenus Quod an. mor. 36.21-37.24 Miiller,
Dicaearchus fr. 11 Wehrli = Nemesius De nat. hom. 2, 17.5-9 Morani). The modern critics
point out, however, that Alexander made mistake when he explains the body-soul
relationship by giving it the physical description.

Thus according to Moraux, both Alexander cannot answer the question ‘how, given
that the soul is emitted from the body, i.e. that it is a result of the mixture which gives birth to
the body, the soul plays the role of the formal, efficient, and final cause for the body?’

(Moraux 1942:34) !; and therefore Alexander's theory of the soul deviates from Aristotle.

! Cf. Moraux 1942:33-34 La causalité du mélange corporel est bien mise en lumiére dans la critique
qu'Alexandre fait de la théorie de I'ame—harmonie: «Il ne faut pas croire qu'en disant que I'dme est la
forme née lors du mélange et de la composition déterminée des corps qui lui servent de sujets, on veut
dire qu'elle dire qu'elle est une harmonie; ce n'est pas tel mélange déterminé des corps, comme ce
serait le cas pour une harmonie, mais elle est la force engendrée lors de telle combination déterminée
(1) €mti To1ddE Kpaoel dSvvaug yevvouévn).» Dans un mélange de produits pharmaceutiques, la vertu
curative que possede le mélange est autre chose que la proportion de ce mélange; 1'ame n'est donc pas
la proportion (Adyoc) du mélange, mais elle est la force out la forme issue d'un mélange fait dans des
proportions déterminées (kotd TOV To10vOE AdYoV). Aristote avait déja critiqué la théorie de 1'ame—
harmonie, sans indiquer quels en étaient les partisans; nous savons que plusieurs de disciples
immédiats d'Aristote (surtout Aristoxéne et Dicéarque) défendaient la théorie de 1'ame—harmonie. La
mise au point d'Alexandre était donc nécessaire. Cela n'implique pas qu'elle soit orthodoxe au point de
vue aristotélicien. Plusieurs commentateurs du de Anima d'Aristote renvoient a la critique alexandriste
de I'ame—harmonie, comme si elle était parfaitement aristotélicienne; et pourtant, le Stagirite ne
souligne-t-il pas a maintes reprises que 1'ame joue pour le corps le role de cause formelle, motrice et
finale? C'est a cause d'elle que les tissus et le corps tout entier sont ce qu'ils sont. Comment ['dme, si
elle est issue du corps, porra-t-elle encore jouer ce rle causal qu'Aristote lui attribue? Les
commentateurs qui acceptent les interprétations de 'Exégéte n'en soufflent mot. Cette opposition entre
les doctrines du Commentateur et celles du Maitre s'installera au coeur méme de I'alexandrisme sous
forme d'une véritable contradiction, quand Alexandre admettra—et comment pourrait-il faire
autrement?—que 1'ame est principe des différentes opérations vitales du composé vivant: la matiére se
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Although Caston seems to answer the question by showing the soul for Alexander is ‘a
distinct new power’ (Caston 1997:350), Moraux would not be contented with this answer,
because Moraux's point does not rest on whether or not the soul is reducible to the mixture of
material body, but on the Alexander's insistence that the soul fo/lows the bodily mixture, the
idea which Caston admits (cf. ‘distinct new power that arises necessarily from the ‘tuning’ of
material bodies, without being reducible to it” (Caston 1997:349 with additional italics)).
Hence Moraux states that ‘if the soul results from the mixture, the soul is constituted
mechanically by the reactions of the ingredients’, because ‘the physico—chemical forces
determine the connections and the interactions of the melangeables, and the form of the
mixture is nothing but the almost accidental coronation of that mechanical process’, which is
distinguished from the substantial soul that ‘is the cause that determines the organic
evolution of the being wherein the soul keeps potentially residing’ (Moraux 1942:43, my
italics).

Donini, who refines Moraux's interpretation, identifies the reason why the un-
Aristotelian ‘mechanical’ or ‘physico—chemical” explanation of the soul invades into
Alexander's theory of the soul. According to Donini, although (1) Alexander is familiar with
the distinction between the cause of the generation of the homoeomerous and anomoemorous
parts which is stated in Aristotle's Meteologica 390b2-14, and understands that whereas in the
former case the cause is ‘the hot, the cold, and the mixed movements’ (Meteor. 390b8-9), in
the latter the cause is ‘the nature or some other cause [sc. human being, horse, etc.]’ (ibid. 14)
(Donini 1971:80-81), nevertheless, (2) since Alexander, based on text of the last part of
Aristotle's criticism against the harmonia—theory in 408a24-62, thinks Aristotle admits that
there is a ‘one mixture of all the bodily parts’ (Philop. /n An. 152.5-6) (Donini 1971:89-92),
(3) Alexander dares to walk the ‘physical-chemical (fisico—chimica)’ way to the effect that
the soul is generated from ‘one mixture of all the bodily parts’, with full conscience that this
way is different from, and contrary to the ‘biological’ way suggested by Aristotle in

Meteorologica 390b2-14 (Donini 1971:82). Thus Donini writes: ‘although this second,

donne a elle-méme un principe vital, elle s'actualise ell-méme: rien n'est plus illogique, plus
inconcevable du point de vue aristotélicien.

2 €18’ €otiv Etepov 1) yoym THG piEeme, Ti 81 moTe Gpol TO capki slvan dvorpsiton Kod 1O Toig dALoIG
popioig tod {pov; (Philop. In An. 151.7-9). cf. Donini 1971:89.

Hicks reads ‘ci 8’ éotiv &tepov 1) yoy tfig piEeme, Ti 81 mote Gua 1 copid slvan dvoupeitat Koi Td
T01¢ GAAOIC popiotg Tod {mov;’ so that the subject of the sentence is 1 yoyr. Smith's Oxford
Translation follows this reading.
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chemical-physical way which Alexander actually proceeds is definitely not the way of
Aristotle, in de Anima of Aristotle there is at least one text which can suggest, or justify, the
construction of Alexander [of the second, chemical-physical way]’ (ibid.). In short, Donini
reveals the possibility that Alexander's ‘physical-chemical’ (or ‘mechanical’) way of
generating the soul, which Moraux thinks is introduced by Alexander because of Alexander's
‘not being true metaphysician’ (Moraux 1942:48), is in fact the way whose inspiration comes
from Aristotle.

The point of these criticisms against Alexander's theory of the soul by the
outstanding scholars is whether the soul which follows (§necBav/émakorovbeiv) from the
soul's mixture can be said as a substance (ovcin). Caston answers yes, and rightly points out
that Moraux's premise of the contrast between ‘mechanical (or physico—chemical)’ and the
‘organic (or biological)’, the premise which grounds Moraux's interpretation that Alexander
falls into his un-Aristotelian theory to the effect that the ‘mechanical’ process (the mixture of
the body) generates the substantial soul which can only be generated in the ‘organic’ process,
in fact is not shared by Alexander (Caston 1997:349 n.97). In the following, I shall show
Alexander's ground for not positing the mechanical-organic dichotomy, and the fundamental
difference between Alexander and Moraux (and Donini) in terms of the view of the soul and

body.

Without doubt, Alexander contrasts his theory of the soul with some antecedent
Aristotelians. We should see another contrast, however, with the Platonists in order to
understand fully the implication of his insistence that the soul is a power that supervenes on

the bodily mixture.

T4 Alexander, An. 23.24-24.4

The view that these particular activities [évépyetat] belong to the soul because it uses the
body as an organ [Tpocypopévng ®g opydve T® copartt] is simply not true. For this case
is like that of other powers and dispositions. No power or disposition engages in activity
by using that of which it is a disposition. Rather, it is the other way around: the things

that possess the powers and dispositions engage in activity [évepyel] in virtue of [katd]
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these powers and dispositions. For heaviness is not carried downwards by making use of
earth, of which it is a power. Rather, earth is carried downwards in virtue of heaviness,
which is its power and form, its culmination and completion. The same holds for the soul
as well, because [€med] it is likewise a power and form and completion of the body that

has it, since [ydap] it comes into being from a certain mixture and blend of the primary

bodies, as has been shown. (tr. Caston slightly modified)

Here, Alexander criticizes the a interpretation of Aristotle to the effect that (1) the activities
such as feeling of pleasure, learning, and recollection belong to the soul which (2) uses the
body as its instrument; and, for this criticism, Alexander presents his theory that the soul
comes from the bodily mixture. The idea that the soul rather than human being is the subject
of the human activities comes from Plato's First Alcibiades 129E-130C, and Aristotle
suggests his disagreement in his De anima: ‘It is doubtless better to avoid saying that the sou/
pities or learns or thinks, and rather to say that it is the human being who does this with his
soul (tov avBpwmov 1] yuyi))’ (408b13-15 tr. Smith, slightly modified).

Alexander does not, however, simply reject the Platonist view: he is criticizing the
Platonist interpretation of Aristotle. He needs to do this in order to evade a misinterpretation
which could be deduced from his own thesis that the soul is some kind of power which is the
source (apy1) of human activities. Philoponus attests that there are people who interpret a

passage from Aristotle's De anima 413b11-13° in the following way.

TS Philoponus, In An. 237.11-16
Those who want to make all soul immortal say that that which nourishes, that which

augments [10 pev Opentikov kol avéntucov] and the like are activities of soul which, they

say, Aristotle too says are inseparable, but the soul and the powers from which these
activities proceed [mpoépyovrati], these are separable. They claim, then, that he [sc.

Aristotle] says [in 413b11-13], that the soul is cause and source of these activities, the

3 At present we must confine ourselves to saying that soul is the source of these phenomena and is
characterized by them, viz. by the powers of self-nutrition, sensation, thinking, and movement. (tr.
Smith)

viv &’ €l tocobtov gipncbm povov, 8tL EoTiv 1 Woyn T@V EIPNUEVEOV TOVTOV ApyT Kol TOOTOIG
dplotal, Opentikd, aicOnTiK®, dStovonTik®, KIVICEL.
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nourishing, the perceiving [tfig Opentikiig Kai aicOnTikic] and the rest. (tr. Charlton with

additional italics)

As has been shown by Kupreeva (2012:125-26), people referred to here as ‘who want to
make all soul immortal’ are those who are referred to in the earlier part of the commentary as
some Platonists who ‘said that the whole soul is separable, both the rational and the non-
rational and the vegetative soul, such as Numenius, who was led astray by some of the
aphorisms of Plato, who says in the Phaedrus [at 245C5], “All soul is immortal’’ (Philop. In
An. 9.36-8). Thus, Numenius and the other Platonists find the justification for their own view
about the soul in Aristotle's wording €otiv 1) yoyn 1@V eipnuévav Tovtev dpyn at 413b11-12:
since the soul is a source of T0 Opentikdv, 10 aicOntiKdv and the other activities, which are in
need of the body, the soul itself, as the power from which these activities ‘proceed’, is

independent from the body. Alexander rejects this Platonist interpretation:

T6 Philoponus, In An. 237.16-23
But that Aristotle does not think this has been stated many times. Alexander interprets in
a more natural and true way [when he says] that the soul is source and cause of

nourishing, augmenting and perceiving [1o0 tpépecbai, Tod adéecOar, Tob aicOdvesOor],

which are in reality activities of soul. But that he [Aristotle] does not say the soul is the

source of that which nourishes and perceives [10D Openticod kai aicOnticod] he [sc.
Aristotle] has made clear by his adding ‘to0Otoig dprotar, Opentikd, aicOnTKd® Kol Toig
Ahowoig [the soul is defined by these, that which nourishes, that which perceives]’ and the
rest — [‘defined by these’] in place of ‘the soul is given its boundaries [tepiwpiotar] in

these, and has its being in these’. (tr. Charlton, modified with additional italics)

Here Alexander contends that ToOt®v in €oTiv 1) Yoy TdV elpnpévav Todtov apyn at
413b11-2 refers, strictly speaking, 10 tpépecfat, 10 ad&esbat, which are ‘in reality (1®
dvt)™* the activities, rather than 10 Openticov, 10 avéntikov, which are the powers that

constitute the soul. The point is that these powers, which are inseparable from the body,

* I disagree on the meaning of t¢ dvtt with Kupreeva who interprets it ‘to be concessive, meaning
‘indeed’” (Kupreeva 2012:127).
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themselves constitute the soul, rather than that they presuppose another power which is
separable soul. In order to evade the misunderstanding, or, in other words, against the
Platonist interpretation of Aristotle, Alexander have to insist that his idea that the soul is a
power does not imply the presupposition of the soul that has independence in the Platonic
way, i.e. independence in separability and antecedence in relation to the body.

Clearly, the Platonist interpretation of that passage of Aristotle's De anima is
motivated by their effort to import Platonic idea into the interpretation of Aristotle: Aristotle's
saying of the soul as the source of inseparable activities implies, according to those
Platonists, approval of Plato's idea that what uses the body is nothing but the soul which is
the ruler of the body and is the human being (Alc. I. 129E7-130A4°). On the other hand, the
fact that Alexander rejects that Platonist interpretation is not a matter of course, since one can
find in Aristotle the texts which can be used to support the idea of the soul as the user of the
body: in his Protrepticus Aristotle states that ‘the soul rules the body whereas the body is
ruled by the soul, and the soul uses the body whereas the body submit to the soul as its
instrument [bmoxeton g dpyavov]’ (Iambl. Protr. 71.23-4 Des Places, cf. E. E. 1241b22),
and even in De anima, though, as I said, in one place Aristotle says that it is more appropriate
to say that it is the human being who does this with his soul, we can find another line which
can justify the Platonist reading (407b25-6: €1 yap tnv pev €xvnv ypficbot toig opydvolg,
™V 0¢ yuymyv 1® ocopartt.). In T4, therefore, Alexander dares to detach himself from a
Platonist interpretation which is in itself a possible reading in terms of the interpretation of
Aristotlian view the soul. (Indeed, we know even modern interpretations sometimes read in a
similar vein. cf. Menn 2002.)

We can by now see where, according to Alexander, the misunderstanding of the
Platonist interpretation rests on: even if it is possible to regard the soul as the user of the
body—and Alexander's formula that the soul is a kind of power could be, in itself, seen as
approving that view—, it should not imply the indubitably un-Aristotelian idea to the effect
that the soul is independent in that it is separable from and antecedent to the body. Hence his
insistence that ‘the same holds for the soul as well [as other natural bodies in general],

because it is likewise a power and form and completion of the body that has it’ (24.1-3). And

> Timot’ obv 6 &vOpomoc; Ovk &xm Aéyewv. "Exeig u&v ovv, 81t ye 10 1® codpott xpdpevov. Noi. "H
ovV dAAo TL ypfTat aTd § yoyn; Ovk dAlo. Ovkobdv dpyovca; Nad.
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he grounds this by that problematic idea: ‘since the soul comes into being from a certain
mixture and blend of the primary bodies (1] yap yéveoig avThig €k TG Todg HiEemS Te Kol
KPAGEWDS TAV TPOTOV COUATOV [...] 24.3-4)). Thus the crucial point of his claim in T4 is that
the soul, which is the power and the substance, must be something dependent on the body,
and this is not a straightforward claim at all in terms of the interpretation of Aristotle.

We can pierce more fully the idea which Alexander resists from the following text.

T7 Alexander, Mant. 104.11-17
When we say that soul is of a natural body which potentially has life [cdpatog puoucod
ovvaper Lonyv £govtog], we are not then applying ‘dvvdypet [potentially]’ to the body in

the way that we are accustomed to apply it to things that do not yet have something but

are suitable to receive it [Emumdeinv tpoc 10 8é€acBa]. For it is not that this body first

exists without soul, and subsequently receives it, but “t0 dvvaper Lonv £xov [what

potentially has life]” is “t0 dvvapevov Cijv [what is able to live]’, that is ‘what possesses
organs for the activities in life [&xov dpyava mpdg tag Katd 0 Ly Evepyelag]’, and
[therefore] ‘duvapel {wnv &xov [potentially having life]’ is equivalent to ‘6pyavikév’. (tr.

Sharples, modified)

This is Alexander's interpretation both of Aristotle's formula at 412a27-8 (610 1) yoyn éotv

EVTELEXELD 1] TPADTN COUOTOC PLGKOD dvvauel Lony Eyovtog), especially the meaning of

duvapet there, and of Aristotle's immediately following paraphrase at a29-b1 (totodtov 6¢ O
&v 1 0pyavikov). T7 suggests the existence of the antecedent interpretation to the effect that
Aristotle's ‘Opyavikdv’ body is (1) the body which can be used by the soul as its instrument

[0pyovikév], and it is (2) the body which can have [dvvaper...&yov] life in that it is suitable
(dmmderog) to receive the soul without having it. According to this interpretation, the body

itself is grasped as an independent material which is prepared on its own to receive the soul,
just as the musical instrument which is constructed on its own and waits to be used by the

player®. Indeed, when Simplicius, in his commentary on De anima (52.22-35), accuses

® The similar analogy is used by the Neoplatonic interpretors.

E.g. Philopnus, In Phys. 191.11-25: ‘[E]ven according to Aristotle himself it is not from existing
outside of the mixtures that the forms supervene upon the mixtures. For it is not the case that the
mixture of the elements makes the irrational soul, or animals as a whole, when it does not do that in
the other forms either (I mean the form of flesh and that of bone and things like that). Rather they

10
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Alexander for his falling in the same thought as the soul-as—harmonia theory in spite of
Alexander's effort to detaching himself from that theory, Simplicius is appealing to the
Platonist interpretation of 412a29-b1 to the effect that ‘Aristotle added ‘instrumental’ to
‘body’ and confirms that the soul uses it and changes it” (52.32-3). According to this Platonist
reading, Aristotle distinguishes the form (£i50¢) and the suitability (mitndeidtng) in such a
way that whereas the form, which is the soul, is the subject which uses the 6pyavikév body,

the suitability is the result of the generation of this dpyavicdv body’. Thus, there were

supervene on the mixtures from outside of the entire creation, not having existed before. It is clear,
therefore, that there is indeed superveing out of absolute and utter non-being, meaning not as out of
the material cause. For it is not that some pre-underlying material cause, changed thus and so, made
the irrational soul. Rather the appropriate mixture merely makes the body ready to receive it. The
mixture is not the soul, however. For just as the person who sets us the strings of the lyre makes
them ready to receive the form of the tuning, and the strings are not themselves tunings, but the
tunings are added to the strings from without by the technician, so it is also in the case of the
mixture of animals' bodies. For the lives are added from without to the suitability of the mixture, by
the creation. For worse would not be cause the better and soulless of soul and lifeless of life. (tr.
Osborne)

Kol yOp Kat’ ovTov TOV APIoToTEANV TA €101 00K €K TV Kpdoewv dvta EEwbev Emyivetal Taig kKpAoES
W oV yap N T®V ototyeinv kpdoig motel TV dAoyov yoynv f| OAmg tog {mdg, OTdTE 0VOE TA AoTa
€10m, 10 Tiig oapKOg AEy® Kol TO ToD 66ToD Kal T TotdTa, GAL’EE0DEY €k TG OAng

onpovpyiog Emtyivetan Toig KpAGESTY OVK dVTa

TPOTEPOV. OTJAOV dNTTOL OTL Kai €k TOD Undaut] Undapudg dvtog Emtyivetal, ovy ag £ HAKoD AEym aiti
0V 0V Y0P TPOVTOKEIUEVOV TL DAKOV 0iTIOV OVT® TPATEY €moince TV GAoYoV Wuyny, 1 0& Kpaolc Emtt
Nndstov povov motel 10 odua gic 10 dé€acbat adTv, oV PéVTol 1| Kpaolc Wouyn E0TV. AOTEP Yap 6 TAS
10pdig Tijg Mopag KuTackevalmv émrndeiog avTag molel sig 10 KaTadiEucOon TO £160g Tiig appo
viog, Kol ovy ai yopooi appovio giciv, i’ EEwOev

Vo ToD TEYVITOV 1] dppovia Talg yopdaig EmrideTal, ovTmg Kol &nl THG TGV COUATOV TOV (DoV
Kpaoemg &xel-_ti) yop mndeldtnTi The kpdcewc EEmbev ai {mai mtifevtal VO THg dnuiovpyiog:

oV yap 1) 10 Yelpov Tod KpeitTovog €in v aitiov kKol Thg Wouytig To dwyvyov kai i Lwfic 10 dlmov.

Cf. also his In GC 169.4-27, In An. 51.13-52.1.

7 Simplicius, In An. 52.22-35: ‘So why, then, is the opinion that makes the soul a harmony plausible
to many? Because, as the form suddenly supervenes on the immediate matter as it gains a perfect
suitability, it appears to be the same thing as the suitability. In the same way the shape of the ship
seems to be in no way different from such and such a fitting together of the timbers. Also the majority
do not distinguish the soul that uses it as an istrument from the life that gives the instrument its form
as an instrument. For here even Alexander, the Aristotelian commentator, has made this mistake, and
holds that the soul does not use it as an instrument; for, he says, a unity does not arise from a user and
an instrument. For that reason he would not even allow it power to cause change, but makes it the
form of the changed as such. and in that way alone understands it as the actualisation of the body. But
Aristotle added ‘instrument’ to ‘body’ and confirms that the soul uses it and changes it, and in
that way he dissociates it from nature, since nature is the principle of undergoing change and of
passivity, while the soul originates change.’ (tr. Urmson)

818 i 0OV mhovy) Toic TOALOTG 1) Gppoviay THY yuymv T0epévn S0Ea; Emeldn Ti) TpoceyEl VAN Teleiay
anorafovon T EmTndeloTNTA AOPOMOG EMYIVOPEVOY TO £100G OG TAVTOV OV £Keivn QavTaleTon
(oVT® YOOV TO oYK THG VEDS 0VOEV TL dLaPEPEY JOKET TG TOV EOAMV TOWIGdE apuoviag), Kol

€MELON OV S10KPIVOLGTV 01 TOAAOL

TNV O OpYAVE YPOUEVTV TG TO dpyavov mg dpyavov gidomolovong {wiic: émov ye kol 6 ToD
Apiototéhovg EEnynig AlEEavdpog TodTo TEmovhe Kai d&loT U g Opyavem ypricOot Thv yoynv: Ui
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Platonist tradition of the interpretation of Aristotle's 412a29-bl to the effect that his
paraphrase of pucikod dvvapel {onv &xovtog by dpyavikév there implies his approval of a
kind of the relationship of the ‘unequal’ independence between the soul and body, so to
speak, such that the body is constructed on its own as a submitting instrument to be used by
the soul.

Alexander strongly rejects this line of interpretation of Aristotle in T7, insisting that
the opyavikcév must not imply any independence of the body; on the contrary, ‘the dpyovikov

body in which the soul is present gets what it is to be 0pyovikdv from the soul [td 6¢

dpyavik®d copatt, &v @ £6Tv 1} Yoy, O eivat dpyavikd mopd i youyic]” (4n. 15.4-5). The
ground for his insistence is, of course, what Aristotle says near the end of his Meteorologica
390b8-14: the cause of the anomoeomerous parts' generation must not be ‘the hot, the cold,
and the mixed movements’ (ibid. 8-9), the idea Donini designates as the ‘biological’
contrasted with the ‘physico-chemical’ idea (1971:80-82).

If I am correct in the analysis of the context against a backdrop of which Alexander
posits his theory of the soul, two things may be pointed out: firstly, his formula of the soul as
the power which is generated from the bodily mixture is contrasted to the Platonist
interpretation of Aristotle to the effect that the soul has the antecedence to the body which is
constructed independently of the soul; secondly, Alexander sees no contradiction between the
opyavikov body's being always already ensouled and the soul's generation from the bodily
mixture.

As has been argued by Kupreeva (2004:851f.) the ground for this compatibility is
supplied by Alexander in the last chapter of his De mixtione, where he explicates Aristotelian
theory of the growth (abénoig). From his argument there, we can see his unitary
understanding of the so-called ‘mechanical (or physico—chemical)’ and ‘organic (or

biological)’ process.

yap yiveoOa €v 1 €k 0D ypopévov Kol Tod dpydvov. 60ev 00OE TO KIvNTIKOV

v adTii Soin, ToD KIVOLPEVOL (BC KIVOLHEVOD €180G

0TV TIOEREVOS Kal KATO TODTO LOVOV ODTIV BAKOVWOV EVIEAEYELOV COUOTOC, TOD APLGTOTELOVG KOl TO
opyavikod TpocBEvTog Kal Ag avTiig 0VoNg TG XPOREVINS Kol Ktvoveo)g dtafefatovpévou kal o1d
10070 Ti|g PUoEWS EEaPoDvTOog, OTL Ekelvn HEV ToD KveloBal kal maoyew apyn, KvnTikn 0& 1 yoyn.
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T8 Alexander, Mixt. 238.10-17
The absorption [rpdokpioig] of nutriment by bodies that are nourished surely occurs by a

process of alteration since the nutriment is assimilated [£€opotovpévnc] to the nurished

body, but it does not proceed in a way that the nutriment firstly becomes identical to the

nourished body and then is absorbed into the nourished body (for in that case there

occurs the generation of the flesh, not nutrition). Rather, when the ultimate nutriment
[€oydtn tpoen ], blood in red-blooded creatures, and its analogue in other things, by

passing through the vessels that reach to each part of the nourished body, is moved and

flows to each part, the ultimate nutriment is at the same time changed [petofdiietai] by
the power of each part and assimilated [€€opotodtan] to the nourished body. (Text:

Groisard 2013)

Here, Alexander insists on the simultaneousness of the absorption (npdckpioig) and the
assimilation (¢€opotodoBar) of the nutriment to the nourished body in the process of the
growth, in a process whereby ‘the shapes of the anomoeomerous parts [of the nourished
body] are preserved’ (237.22-3). Absorption of the nutriment is not ‘mechanical’ process
independent from the assimilation of it whereby the shape of the nourished body is preserved.
The ‘organic’ process in virtue of the formal cause forms the unity with the ‘mechanical’ or

‘physico—chemical’ process.

We now see that Moraux misrepresents Alexander's idea. Moraux accuses
Alexander of contending that the soul which follows the bodily mixture is substance, and of
ignoring the fact that ‘physico—chemical’ or ‘mechanical’ process such as the bodily mixture
cannot produce the substance. When Alexander states that the soul is the power which is
generated from the bodily mixture, however, he does not assume that some bodily material
which does not have soul, being constructed in a certain way, becomes the body which is
prepared to receive the soul. But without assuming so, we cannot accuse Alexander in
Moraux's fashion. Thus, we are forced to commit to the particular view on the bodily

material, the view which Alexander thinks should be evaded in order to stick to the ‘organic’
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view to the effect that the opyavikdv body cannot be explained without recourse to the soul as
a formal cause.

So, can we say Alexander's theory of the soul equipped with the physical
description is authentic Aristotelian position? Caston seems to go in that direction, though not
giving last word®. In the following, I shall point out one difficulty of seeing Aristotelian
orthodoxy in Alexander's system. The problem concerns the famous aporia concerning the
Aristotelian hylomorphic view of the soul and body. In a seminal article Ackrill identifies the
tension between Aristotle's homonymy principle and his hylomorphism. While in the case of
artificial things such as the axe with iron and wood as its matter, we can ‘pick up’ the matter
as itself, i.e. ‘refer to some material whose identity as that material does not depend on its
being so shaped or in-formed’ (Ackrill 1972-73:125), in the case of the natural substances
potentially having life such as the human beings, on the other hand, on account of Aristotle's
homonymy principle (4n. 412b10-17), the matter ‘is not capable of existing except as the
material of an animal, as matter so in-formed’, i.e. the ‘body we are told to pick out as the
material ‘constituent’ of the animal depends for its very identity on its being alive, in-formed
by psuche’ (Ackrill 1972-73:125-26). Hence we cannot identify the substratum of the change
in case of the living beings, in contrast to the case of the artificial things where we find the
independent substrata such as the bronze which can both become and not become spherical.

Alexander indubitably falls into this aporia, in contrast to Aristotle, where we find
modern scholars make effort to save from it. Shields, by explicitly rejecting Alexander's
interpretation in T7 on Aristotle's paraphrase at De anima 412a28-b1 (Shields 1993:10 n.20),
evades the identification of puoikod dvvapet (ony &yovtog with dOpyavikdv and proposes the
interpretation to the effect that the adjective opyavikdv limits puoikod dvvapel {onv &xovtog
(rather than explaining it), i.e. there are ‘non-organic’ natural bodies which have life in
potentiality. Thus, according to Shields, the homonymy principle, whereby there is no
dpyavikov body before there exists living beings, does not imply—as Ackrill thinks does—
that there is no body which has life in potentiality: we can identify the independent
substratum as the ‘non-organic’ body which has life in potentiality (Shields 1993:15). ‘Non-

organic bodies, like the clay of which bricks are compounded, constitute organic bodies,

¥ Caston seems to admit Alexander's ‘subtle departures’ from orthodoxy. Although he denies
Moraux's interpretation, he seems to admit the other possiblities of Alexander's ‘subtle departures’.
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which in turn serve as the proximate matter of individual souls. But the further relationship
between a particular organic body and an individual soul, as that between so many bricks and
the form of a certain house, is not given by the relationship between the grades of proximate
and non-proximate matter, and must be settled on independent grounds’ (ibid. 29-30, my
italics). Following this interpretation in terms of Aristotelian theory of the soul, Caston saves
Aristotle form Ackrill's aporia by assuming the ‘independently identifiable bodily changes’ in
the matter that pre-exists the animal's living body (Caston 1997:336 & n.61).

As I said, Shields refers to Alexander's T7 and rejects his interpretation on 412a28-
b1 since it is obviously vulnerable to the Ackrill's aporia. Alexander's ground for his

interpretation is stated in the following text.

T9 Alexander, Mant. 120.5-17

The form which comes to be by craft is in a subject, in virtue of the subject's being a
‘this-something [t00¢ T1]” and having a form; it is in this that the craftsman produces and
applies the form relating to the craft. But it is not possible also to say that the natural
form is in the matter in this way; for the matter is not in itself a ‘this-something’ or a
subject in actuality. If then the natural form is not in a subject, and the soul is a natural
form, neither will the soul be in a subject. For the soul does not come to be in body
without qualification, since it would [then] come to be in every body, and so also in the
simple [bodies], fire, air, water, earth; and this is impossible. Rather, what is its subject
and is its matter is the dpyavikov body, which cannot be dpyovikov before it possesses a
soul, nor, when it has lost the soul, is it 0pyavikdv any more. For no body without soul
[Gyuyov] is dpyavikov. So it is, for this reason, not possible to apprehend [haPeiv] [sc.
without reference to soul itself] what the soul is in. For it is [by] being along with [the
soul] that [the body that soul is in] is dpyavikév, as lead [is lead by being] along with

weight. (tr. Sharples, modified)

Here Alexander decisively denies that the natural substances have matter other than the
opyavikov body, which cannot be identified in itself. The reason for his insistence is his
conviction that the proximate matter for the soul (0pyavucov body) is not something which is

constructed independently of the soul, in other words, by the ‘physico—chemical’ process in

15



Ricerche di filosofia antica e medievale
25th March, 2020. Padova.

the more basic material. Thus he thinks that the effort to ‘apprehend’ the 6pyavikdv body in
itself makes a serious mistake from the first: it treats the natural substances as if their matter
did exist independently, i.e. as ‘this-something’—that is, as it were, as something constructed
by the raw material, e.g. the iron and the bricks—, and in turn was in-formed or structured by

the soul independently of the construction that the matter itself has.

Conclusion

Both of two lines of interpretations of Alexander's idea of the soul as the power
generated from the bodily mixture have different difficulties. On the one hand, (1) as for the
accusation against Alexander of being un-Aristotelian in that Alexander insists that the
‘physico—chemical’ process yields the substantial soul, it reflects the accuser's
misrepresentation of Alexander's theory. Alexander thinks that the process of the bodily
mixture is organized by the substantial soul. His view can be characterized as at once
bottom—up and teleological. On the other hand, (2) as for the tendency of seeing in Alexander
a systematization of an authentic Aristotelian theory, it ignores an unfavorable commitment
done by Alexander. By arranging the global explanation of the natural substances, he ends up
with revealing the difficulty that arises when the bottom—up physical description and the
teleological view of the world are connected. There may remain two ways: whether to, (3) by
regarding Alexander's theory authentic Aristotelian, admit that Aristotle is vulnerable to the
aporia pointed out by Ackrill, or to (4) see some substantial departure from Aristotle in
Alexander's global system, wherein his theory of the soul is placed and which may be

designated as a system of the teleological naturalism.
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