APUCTOTEAEBCKOE
HACAEAUE

KAK KOHCTUTYUPYIOLLNN
SDAEMEHT
EBPOITEMCKON
PALIMOHAABHOCTHA

\ \

{

a ',}r

J

AR =
.‘ ke
'\ N



NMHCTUTYT ®NJIOCOPUUN PAH

LIEHTP AHTUYHOW U CPEJHEBEKOBOM ®UIOCOD®UN 1 HAYKH
[ ]

MHCTUTYT BCEOBILEN UICTOPUM PAH
LEHTP UHTEJUIEKTY AJILHOI UICTOPUH
LEHTP TEHIEPHOI NICTOPUH

I'YMAHUTAPHBIE HAYKU
B NCCIIEAOBAHUAX U ITEPEBOJIAX

VII

AKBIMAOH

2017



RAS INSTITUTE OF PHILOSOPHY
CENTRE FOR ANCIENT AND MEDIEVAL PHILOSOPHY AND SCIENCE

RAS INSTITUTE OF WORLD HISTORY
CENTRE FOR INTELLECTUAL HISTORY
CENTRE FOR GENDER HISTORY

THE LEGACIES OF ARISTOTLE
AS CONSTITUTIVE ELEMENT
OF EUROPEAN RATIONALITY

PROCEEDINGS OF THE MOSCOW INTERNATIONAL
CONFERENCE ON ARISTOTLE

RAS INSTITUTE OF PHILOSOPHY,
OCTOBER 17-19, 2016

Edited by Valery V. Petroff

AKBWMAOH



NHCTUTYT ®HUJIIOCODPHUN PAH
LEHTP AHTUYHOI 1 CPEAHEBEKOBO ®MJIOCO®UN U HAYKHI

[
MHCTUTYT BCEOBILEN NCTOPUU PAH

LEHTP UHTEJIJIEKTY AJIbHOM UICTOPUU
LEHTP 'EHJIEPHOM UCTOPHUU

APUCTOTEJIEBCKOE HACJIETUE
KAK KOHCTUTYHUPYIOIINN SJIEMEHT
EBPOIIEMCKOHU PAITMOHAJIBHOCTHA

MATEPUAJIbI MOCKOBCKOI MEXIYHAPOJIHOM
KOH®EPEHIINU 10 APUCTOTEJIIO

UHCTUTYT ®UJIOCODPUN PAH,
17-19 OKTABPA 2016 1.

[Tox o6mieit penakimueit B.B. [Terposa

AKBMAOH



YIK 1/19
BBK 87.3
A8l

Konghepenyus opeanuszosana u nposedena npu no0oeprucKe
Poccuiickoeo nayunoeo ¢ponoa (PH®). Ilpoexm Ne 15—18-30005
«Hacnedue Apucmomens Kax KOHCMUMYUPYIOWULL 21eMeHm
€6pONeticKoll PAyYUOHANLHOCIU 8 UCIOPUYECKOLU NepCneKmuee
°
H30anue noocomosnerno npu noooepaicke
Poccuiickozo nayunozo ¢ponoa (PH®). Ilpoexm Ne 15—-18-30005
«Hacneoue Apucmomens kak KOHCMUmMyupyowui 31emeHm
€6PONENCKO PAYUOHANLHOCIU 8 UCIOPUYECKOU NepCnekmuee

Peyenzenmoi
Jokrop punocodpckux Hayk A.J1. Jobpoxomos
Unen-koppecnonnent PAH, noxrop ucropuueckux Hayk J1./1. Penuna
Joxrop dunocopckux Hayk B.K. Illoxun

ApHUCTOTENIEBCKOE HACTIeINE KaK KOHCTUTYUPYIOUTUH 3JIEMEHT
€BpOINENCKON palnoHaNbHOCTU. Matepuranbl MOCKOBCKOM
MEXIyHapoIHOH KoH(pepeHmy o Apucrorento. MHcTUTYT hrmocodun
PAH, 17-19 oxtsa6ps 2016 r. / [Tox o6m1. pen. B.B. Ilerposa.

M.: AkBunion, 2017. — 708 c. + xii, ¢ wut. (I'ymMmaHuTapHBIE HAYKH
B uccnegopanusax u nepesoaax [T. VII]: uzn. ¢ 2010 r.)

Kuwnra npexcrasister coboit cOopHUK MateprnaaoB MOCKOBCKOH MeXIyHapORHOH
KOH(EPEeHIIMN «APHCTOTEIIEBCKOE HACIIENNe KaK KOHCTUTYHUPYIOIIHUI JIEMEHT eBpOIeH-
CKOH panmoHaibHOCTWY», nporenmeii B Uucruryre gunocopun PAH 17-19 okrsa6pst
2016 r. B rox npazaaoBanus 2400-netnero robunest Apucrorensa. B xaure codpans! pa-
6OTBI OTEUECTBEHHBIX M 3apYOEKHBIX y4YEHbIX, HCCIeaoBaTeNlel ApUCTOTeNs U CrielHa-
JUCTOB B CMEXHBIX OOJACTSAX 3HAHMS, PACCMATPUBAIONIMX MHOTOOOpa3HBIE aCHEKTHI
y4aeHus camoro (puiIocoda, a Takke 0COOEHHOCTH YCBOCHUS €r0 YUCHHUSI B TOCIEIYIOMICH
Tpamuimy. JlaeTcst aHaan3 TeopHi U Mei caMoro ApHCTOTENsI, pacCCMaTPUBAETCsl OTHO-
LIEHHE eT0 B3MJIIO0B K IPEIIECTBYIONMM ydeHHsIM. B psme myOnmkanuii ucciemyercs
peuenuust ¥ TpaHchopMalMs apHCTOTENM3MA B MOCIENYIOIEH HHTEIUIEKTYalbHOH, (Qu-
70co()CKOM, HAyYHON TpaIULMAX: 3aIaHOSBPONESHCKOM JTATHHCKOH, BU3aHTHICKOM, pe-
HECCaHCHOW, HOBOBpeMeHHOM. OCcoOBIi pa3/ien1 KHUI'M COCTaBUIN PabOTHI, HCCIEIYIOIIE
BIIMSIHUE apUCTOTENIM3Ma Ha €CTECTBEHHbIe HAyKH. B cocTaBe aBTOpoB — yueHble U3
Poccun, MOCTCOBETCKHX TOCYAApPCTB, JATBHETO 3apyOexkKbsI.

Hayunoe uzoanue
ISBN 978-5-906578-29-7

© Kosuiexktus aBropos, 2017
© B.B. Iletpos, obas penakius, coctaBienue, 2017
© UznarenncTtBo « AKBHIIOH», 2017

Penpoodyyuposanue (6ocnpouseedenue) 0anno20 uzoanus a0ouiM cnocobom
03 NUCLMEHHO20 CO2NAWEHUs ¢ u30amenemM 3anpeuaemcsi.



Valery PETROFF

ARISTOTLE’S TEACHING ON GROWTH
AND GROWING AND THE PROBLEM OF
IDENTITY OF A HUMAN BODY"

Aristotle’s teaching on growth and growth, as it was formulated in his On

Generation and Perishing, is original and self-sufficient. In this essay, however,
we are going to explore the fate of this doctrine in the posterior tradition, namely
its use in the discussions about the bodily identity of the individual. As we will
argue, Aristotle’s reasoning was adopted and transformed both by pagan com-
mentators and by Christian theologians. We are going to outline the development
of the relevant views on the €180¢ or corporeal form of the growing body.
The problem of the identity of a living human being was raised already by
Epicharmus (c. 540 — c. 450 BC) who wondered whether a man who inevitably
changes from minute to minute still stays the same or whether he constantly be-
comes a different person'. Plato who speaks on the bodily changes in his Sympo-
siunT, mentions Epicharmus and, perhaps, borrows from him. Epicharmus’ par-
adox was developed by the Sophists into the so called “Growing argument”
according to which a growing being always becomes something else.

ARISTOTLE

Aristotle did not study specifically the problem of identity and identifica-
tion, but in his various writings discusses a number of issues that somehow relate
to it’. His On Generation and Perishing I, 5 is devoted to “growth” (ITepi

* The study is sponsored by the Russian Science Foundation under the Project
(# 15-18-30005) “The Legacy of Aristotle as a constituting element of European
rationality in historical perspective” (Institute of World History of the Russian Academy
of Science).

! Epicharmus. Fr. 170, 7-18 (Kaibel).

2 Plato. Symp. 207d—208b.

3Cf. Lloyd A.C. Aristotle’s Principle of Individuation. P. 519-529; Furth M.
Transtemporal Stability in Aristotelian Substances. P. 624-46; Petroff V. Aristotelevskaja
tradicija o tekuchesti... P. 82-92; Idem. Elementy aristotelevskoj doktriny o roste i
rastushhem...P. 117-130.
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ovéfosng)’. Aristotle begins by asking “in what growth (oénoic) differs from
the coming-to-be and alteration (yevécewg kol dAloidoewc)» (320a 8). He be-
gins with the growth in its metrical aspect, meaning by it the quantitative change
(320 a 14-15). “Growth is an increase... of the magnitude which is there al-
ready” (Tod &vundpyovtog peyeéboug énidooig) (320b 30-34).

According to Aristotle, if speak of growth, three basic characteristics must
be preserved: (i) any and every part of the growing magnitude is made bigger. If
flesh grows, every particle of the flesh gets bigger, (ii) by the accession of some-
thing, and (iii) in such a way that the growing thing is preserved and persists”
(321a 17-22)°.

Aristotle puts stress on biological issues. What is relevant to our investiga-
tion here is his view that while the matter of the body is fluid and receives addi-
tions and subtractions, it is the form (gidoc) of the body that preserves its identi-
ty, varying only in quantity (321b 22-28).

Besides, and this is important, Aristotle states that such bodily &idoc is a
kind of power immersed in the matter. He compares it with elastic duct (awvAdg)
which imposes form on the water flowing through it. Depending on the amount
of water the duct can expand and contract, but retains the distinctive features of
its visual shape, thus providing the identity of that body of which it is a form
(322a 28-31).

Further Aristotle apparently implies the drying of the body with aging. If
the €ldog of an organic body weakens over time (a continuous flow of water
through it, as it were, dilutes its strength and formative ability). Although &idog
keeps recognizability, it decreases in size’.

ALEXANDER OF APHRODISIAS

Unfortunately, Alexander’s commentary on GC has been lost. However,
Alexander’s arguments are available from his other works, as well as from
Philoponus’ commentary on GC, which sometimes is a paraphrase of Alexan-
der’s discussion’.

Alexander reformulates Aristotle’s arguments in the last chapter of his On
Mixture and Growth. He renders it in a more technical language, making the
opposition between £id0¢ and matter sharper:

4 Arist. GC 1, 5, 320a 8 — 322a 33. In presenting the teachings of Aristotle on
growth, I rely on work: Rashed M., “Introduction”. P. xi-clxxxvi.

> Ibid. GC 321a 17-22.

%Ibid. GC 322a 31-33.

"See Kupreeva |. Alexander of Aphrodisias on Mixture and Growth // Oxford
Studies in Ancient Philosophy. 2004. Ne 27. P. 297-334.
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“When we say that the flesh is continuously flowing..., we say that
the flesh is undergoing all this in relation to the matter. On the other
hand, when we say that the flesh remains (névew) the same, we take
it in relation to its £idog and speak this about the £idoc... Although
something from the substratum (OmoPefAnuévng) matter is taken
away, and something is added, there is the €id0¢ that does not change
in itself (uévov v avt®). Eidoc prevents flesh from complete disap-
pearance in a series of changes™.

So, Alexander says that the flesh is fluid in relation to matter, but it remains
the same as applied to the idoc (6o Tod £idovc) and according to the €id0g (ko
10 £150¢). In the alterations of the matter that the living body undergoes, the “€idog
of the flesh” remains unchanged. Thus it is the essence of the flesh.

Continuing to explain the mechanism of nutrition and growth of the body,
as well as the stability of the characteristic features of the growing body, Alex-
ander illustrates this in the following way. If Aristotle spoke of the elastic duct
(owAédc) and matter, comparing the duct with wine, and the matter with water’;
Alexander transforms the “duct” into a “hose”, and calls the liquid that flows
through it “wine” (oivoc), then “water” (68wp), then simply a “liquid” (bypov).

As a hose (0 coAv), through which the fluid flows, preserves the same
shape (oyfjua), while shrinking or expanding according to the amount of the
fluid flowing through it, so the matter flows through a living being, and depend-
ing on its quantity the €idog can decrease or increase, always keeping its shape
(i.e. identity)".

What increases is not a substratum (the water) because water has no identi-
ty. On the contrary, the form is stable, keeps its identity and allows expansion
and contraction (i.e., it may be increasing). Similarly, Alexander continues, what
increases in a living being is its £id0g'".

JOHN PHILOPONUS

In his commentary on Aristotle’s GC, John Philoponus (c. 490 — c. 570)
expresses the same Aristotelian doctrine in terms of later philosophical tradition,
saying that

8 Alexander. De mixtione 235, 21-33.

? Arist. GC 322a 28-33.

10 Alexander. De mixt. 237, 28 — 238, 10.

" Petroff V. Aristotel” i Aleksandr Afrodisijskij o roste i rastushhem P. 394-402.
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“...each of enmattered things (£xactov TdV EVOA®V TTpaypdToV) is

spoken in two ways: either in relation to the matter (kotd v DAnv)

or in relation to the idog (iortd T €1d0c)”'?.

The terminology is remarkable because 0 &vvlov belongs to vocabulary of
Alexander and Plotinus; Aristotle himself does not discuss opposition “in rela-
tion to the matter” / “in relation to the £i50¢” openly.

Like his predecessors Philoponus says that

“It remains, therefore, for the &idog to be the thing which grows (10
gldog givon 10 adEdpevov), since this is the only thing which remains...
not without the matter (10 pdvov Hropévov 00 ywpig HANG), for this is
impossible, but always being kept the same in relation to matter (mepi
v UAnv) which comes to be larger and smaller and different at differ-
ent times, some flowing away and some being assimilated”">.

Here he clarifies:

But when we say that the £ido¢ is that which grows (10 ad&opsvov),
do not think that the £idog itself undergoes change (uetofolrv) in re-
spect of its eternal and substantial definition (katd TOV 006D Kol
4idov Adyov), for in its own definition €idog is incorporeal and
sizeless (doopatov 1 idim Adye o £ldog koi duéyedec), but in re-
spect of quantity (kotd 10 moc6v); for it is this which also signifies
growth. Eidog is said to change in respect of quantity in that it comes
to be in more or less matter (7@ &v mAglovt 7 €v EAGTTOVL DTOKEWEV®D
yivecBar). This is the way in which a hand or a face appearsto grow
(paiverar av&odpevov), not because the form of the face or the hand

has changed (100 €i8ovg petafériovroc)™.

Thus, according to Philoponus, the enmattered £idoc is unchanged, but
turns out to be in a substratum that differs in quantity. It forms this substratum,
which appears larger or smaller, but retains its geometric shape and proportions.

Then Philoponus adds that if both the matter and the &idoc do not stay nu-
merically the same, their combination (Socrates) would surely not be the same
either (ovy 6 aTOG MV del ko’ apOudv). By referring to Socrates Philoponus in-
troduces in his discussion an echo of a related discussion about the preservation of
the identity of the changing living body. According to Philoponus, the €idoc con-
sidered with respect to growth is what defines the being of the living body, and is

2 Philoponus. in GC 103, 26-27. Cf. Arist. GC 321b 19-22, a Taxxe Alexander. De
mixt. 235, 21-33.

13 Philoponus. in GC 104, 20-23.

" |bid. 104, 24-31.
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the essence of this body'’. Here Philoponus makes an important differentiation,
distinguishing the substantial €i5og from the £idoc in the sense of the figure and
shape. It is not matter but the £i50g that stays numerically the same, be it “the sub-
stantial form (as the form of Socrates) or the form in the sense of shape and figure
(10 e 0VOIDFEG Kol TO KorTdL TO GyTjpe Kod T poperv)'®.”

Here the substratum (Omokeipevov) is a synonym for matter. Paradoxically,
the substratum, which by etymology should be something stable, in this aproach
represents fluidity, although further Philoponus says that some “lumps” of it
retain their identity throughout the life of the individual.

Philoponus continues by providing three examples, consistently comparing
the €ido¢

— with a sack (6 60Aaxoc) into which things (to éupoaiAidpeva) were
thrown'’;

— with a hose made of skin (6 cwAnv deppdrtivog) through which the fluid
flows'®,

o with a shadow (okud) cast by a solid body on the surface of a flowing
river .

Each of the examples has its own flaw. The sack completely contains the
objects thrown in it, but it cannot really be called their shape. The hose does af-
fect the shape of the fluid flowing through it, but does not contain it.

Finally, the shadow on the surface of the river does not physically interact
with the stream. Here the body that cast a shadow over the river represents a true
being or separated £idoc, while its “shadow” presents a sensible shape (geometric
€160c); and “the stream or river” is the matter which is flowing through the hose.
If we remember that human being was also compared to a stream or river, the
analogy is complete.

The Neoplatonic understanding of the relationship between the incorporeal
and the body presupposed a stronger connection. Porphyry, although he believed
that the incorporeal is present in bodies not hypostatically, like water or air in a
wineskin (dokog), suggested the existence of some disembodied disposition
(81a0é0e1 mord) and addiction (mpoomadeiog) in relation to bodies”. Nemesius of

" 1bid. 105, 2-9.

" Ibid. 105, 15-18.

" bid. 105, 18-21.

" 1bid. 105, 21-26.

" 1bid. 106, 11-17.

2% porphyry. Sent. 27: «The actual presence (bmootaoic) of body constitutes no im-
pediment at all to that which is incorporeal in itself from being where it wishes and as it
wills... It is therefore by reason of a definite disposition (diabécel mod) that it is to be
found where it is (Suderran)»; Ibid. 28: «No body can enclose and embrace [the incorpo-
real] in the way that a sack might contain some liquid or air (©g dokog VPOV TU fj
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Emesa described this as a connection “according to a relation” (katd oyéow). In
any case, equally Plato, Porphyry and Nemesius considered this attitude as an
emotional attachment.

On the contrary, in Philoponus the connection is completely speculative
and ghostly. The shadow does not form any water over which it is stretched; and
the shaded part of the flowing water can not affect the body that throws its shad-
ow on it. The image of the £idog “stretching” (dpaniodcdar) over the substratum
also most likely implies the imagery of a shadow cast over something not con-
nected to it.

Finally, Philoponus implies that in his discussion he deals with quantitative
and not qualitative change. He illustrates this with the case of a statue (0
avopiac) whose limbs had been replaced piece by piece with the limbs of differ-
ent shape, so that

“...in time the whole (6Aov) statue comes to be numerically different

(0 hov €& GAlov), not only in respect of its matter, the bronze, but al-

so in respect of its individual shape and figure (katd tO oyfjuo 10

drtopov ko v poperv)™2'.

On the contrary, substitution of the matter in the body resembles a continu-
ity of a stream, in which there are no pieces and gaps:

“...the whole river itself as a whole (6log dg 6Aog) is continuous

with itself (a0tog Eovtd cuveyng Vmapyet). The parts of the water

succeed each other continuously (katd ovvéyewnv) and without a

break (adwxonwmc) fill up again the place of that which has flowed

away, leaving no gap (S1ékeupa) between them™?.

Remarkably, the example with a statue was introduced by Aristotle in his
“Physics”. But there it was used in the opposite context, namely, within the
framework of reasoning not about quantitative growth but about the generation
of being, the examples of which Aristotle saw in the remaking of a statue and the
change in the matter, which resulted in a qualitative change®.

nvedpa)... An what loses [the incorporeal] is not the body when it is shattered and de-
stroyed, but when it [the incorporeal] has turned itself away from its attachment
(npoomnabeiag) [to the body]». Cf. Plato, Phaedo 81c, e.

2! Philoponus. in GC 106, 18-23.

> |bid. 106, 28-31.

2 Arist. Physica I, 7, 190b 5-9: «Things which come to be (yiyvopeve), come to
be... by change of shape, as a statue (to pév petacynuatiost, olov avdpiéc), by addition,
as things which grow (té. 8& Tpocéoet, olov To avtavopeva);. .. by [qualitative] alteration
as things which ‘turn’ in respect of their material substance (& 8’ éALowboeL, olov Té
TPEMOUEVOL KOATO TV DATV)».

331



HACHEAUE APUCTOTEJIA B [I-XVI BEKAX

Alexander of Aphrodisias supports this view in his “On the Soul” :

“For shape (oyfjie) functions as a part by conferring on the statue a
qualitative (gig to mo16v) rather than a quantitative (gig 10 mocov) per-
fection, and as a part moreover that cannot continue to function in
separation from its material counterpart, [the bronze]**”.

For our reasoning, it is important that Alexander unambiguously associates
the “shape” (oyfino) with the qualitative form, but not, as Philoponus believes,
with the quantitative form. Remarkably, the Christian theologian Methodius of
Olympus (died c. 311) in his polemics with Origen developed the same line,
considering the sensually perceptible shape of the body to be a qualitative form,
Tolv popenv (see below).

In contrast to Aristotle, who suggests that the €idog eventually loses its
strength and ability to impose a form on the matter, Philoponus thinks that it is
the matter which becomes weary and fatigue:

“It must not be thought that the whole of the matter as a whole (6Anv
k00’ 6Anv) replaces itself over time... so that there is no <bit of> body
in us when we have grown old <which was part> of the matter that was
in us at the time of our original framing (10D €& apyiig €k Tiig TPAOTNG
coum&emg vmokeévov €v Npav). For if that were so, it would be pos-
sible for animals to be immortal, their matter always being at its peak
(tfg VAng dxpalovong). As it is, however, the matter is not able to
keep its form throughout its whole extent (5t 6Aov), since it becomes
weary (kauverv) with time, the parts that have been fitted together (tdv
ocuvappocsBévimv) being incapable of preserving throughout the har-
mony and correct mixture (appoviav kol cOyKpoctv) as a result of their
being affected by the contrary powers™?.

Philoponus now speaks about the peak of the matter, as earlier he spoke
about the peak of the flesh: they are synonymous for him.

In addition to the continuity of the material change, Philoponus rejects the
idea of his predecessors concerning the complete changeability of the matter in
the living body and insists on the presence of some “lumps” of matter that are
resistant to erosion and dissipation. This is illustrated by the example of scars:

24 Alexander. De anima 18, 17-23 (Fotinis). Cf. V. Caston’s translation: “For the
shape of the statue is a part, though not in a way that contributes something to its size — it
contributes to its character instead — and not as something that can persist in separation
from the matter.”

%3 Philoponus. in GC 107, 3-10.
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“...not all the matter is dissipated (StapopeicOar) but the more solid
parts (10 otepemtepa) of it particularly remain always numerically
the same (10 ot kKor” apdpov). This is why we also see the scars of
wounds (€k tpavpdtov ovAdg) which may chance to have been re-
ceived in youth, remain in flesh and bones until death. So for this
reason too the £130¢ also must remain numerically the same”*.

It is plausible, that the example with the scars belonged to Alexander’s
commentary, since it is also used by Origen (see below).

SIMPLICIUS

The tradition of reasoning about growth and growing continued to exist in
the Neoplatonic tradition, which absorbed both Aristotelian and Stoic elements.
A contemporary of Philoponus, Simplicius (c. 490 — c. 560) writes in a commen-
tary on Aristotle’s “Categories’:

“Although the matter continuously flows (pén cuvey®dg), and some-
one would agree with this, and the bodies undergo additions and sub-
tractions to infinity, but similarly there is something that obviously
remains (10 pévov), whether (1) the second substratum (10 devtepov
vmokeipevov), as it is called by some, (2) or individually defined (to
idiwg modv), as others say, (3) or the substance related to the species
(1) xaé 10 €160 ovoia), (4) or individual and composite substance (1)
dropog kai ovvletog ovoia), or (5) something like that, which pre-
serves stability through the changes and remains recognizable
(yvopiletor) from beginning to end. We are speaking about the visi-
ble things and not of the things invisible that produce disputes™’.

It is noteworthy that Simplicius mentions the Stoic concept idiwg ooV,
which had been most actively used in the debates between the Stoics and the
Platonists in regard to individual identity and its preservation through changes. It
can be concluded from Simplicius’ list that idiomg mowdv, T devTEPOV
vmokeipevov, and ovvOetog ovcia are identical.

In the final section of his commentary on Aristotle’s “Categories”,
Simplicius again refers to the same substratum, accompanying it with an interest-
ing illustration. He applies the concept of growth to numerically different entities
which have different substratum. These entities are only “homonymous” but
possess the same “gido¢”. Simplicius writes:

26 |bid. 107, 10-14.
2" 9mplicius. in Categ.140, 25-31.
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“It must be thought that an object remaining the same in relation to
figure (Lopof) and quality (modtntt) can grow by acquiring only dif-
ference in size, for example, the idog of Alexander [the Great] was

in the ring frame and belonged to the colossus of Alexander, shaped

(oynuotioBévty) on Mount Athos®®. Therefore, they say that a certain

individually defined (6 idimg mo1dc) remains (Sopéverv) the same

from infancy to old age under changing quantity (tod mwocod
auePopévon), retaining the eidoc. Conversely, if the magnitude re-
mains the same, nothing prevents a change in quality (uetafdAiewv

Kot owotnta), such as fermented wine has changed its quality, but

stays the same in quantity (1@ moc®)™.

Obviously, “individually defined” is understood by Simplicius with
recognizability and uniqueness of the characteristic features of the image, but not
with identity in substance or substratum.

As can be seen, Simplicius, while making allusion to the discussion on
growth and growing, associates the “individually defined ” with recognizable and
unique features of shape, but not with the identity in matter (bmoxeipevov) which
underlies the €150¢.

ORIGEN

Many concepts developed in the field of classical philosophy, were later
borrowed and transformed by early Christian theologians who adapted them to
their own needs. The same happened to the reasoning concerning the identity of
the individual body. The question of how the living body can preserve its iden-

8 According to Vitruvius, a Macedonian architect Dinocrates created a plan to
shape Mount Athos into the figure of the statue of Alexander the Great. Cf. Vitruvius. De
architectura II, Proem. 2, 3 -3, 1.

¥ grrplicius. in Categ. 430, 4.

39Tt is worth mentioning that the notion that matter passing through a hose does not
take any qualities from it, too has been used in Christological disputes. Cf. Greg. Nazianz.
Ep. 101, 16, 2-5 (Gallay, SC 208): «If anyone says that Christ went through the Virgin as
through a hose (610 cwAfjvog dadpapeiv), and was not formed in her both in divine and
human manner... this one is godless too»; Epiphanius. Panarion 396, 9-12: «[Valentinus
and his followers believe that] the body of Christ, which descended from above, passed
through the Virgin Mary like water through a hose (1 cwAfjvoc), and nothing took away
from the virgin womb, and that He had a body from above, as beforey»; Joannes
Damascenus. Dialectica LVI, 10-12: «The Holy Virgin gave birth not to a simple man,
but to a true God, not naked [God], but the Incarnate one, who did not took the body from
heaven and did not slip through Her as through a hose (310 cwAfivog mapeAddvra)»; Idem.,
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tity from beginning to end, together with the problem of the succession and iden-
tity between this human mortal body and the body of resurrection was discussed
by Origen (184 / 185-253 / 254) in his early treatise On the Resurrection, written
in Alexandria. This work has not survived, but most of it is available in a para-
phrase by Methodius of Olympus, who in his own On the Resurrection criticizes
and quotes Origen at length®'. The Christian dogma demanded that the risen
body and even the flesh was identical with the earthly body. Apparently, Origen
accepted only the identity of the “body” but not the “flesh”, rejecting the “vul-
gar” interpretation of those who believed that the same bones, flesh and veins
would be resurrected®’. Origen seems to develop the Pauline statement “It is
sown a natural body; it is raised a spiritual body. There is a natural body, and
there is a spiritual body” (1Cor 15:44) into a physical theory. For this he uses
arguments from the reasoning about growth and growing developed in the Aris-
totelian tradition, combining it with the Stoic concept of the seminal logos
(Mdyog omeppoticdc), which he identifies with the substantial €idoc. In addition,
his approach to the problem — since he presupposes the existence of the ldog
separated from the body and the existence of the subtle body of the soul — bears
a clear imprint of Platonism.

At some point of his dissertation Origen silently turns to Alexander’s ar-
guments concerning the €150¢ of the growing living body. He develops a concept
of an individual “corporeal eidos” (£150¢ copaticov), which ensures the identity
of the earthly body to itself and to the risen body™*:

“By nature no body ever has the same material substratum (bAwov
vmokeipevov)... Thus the body has not inaptly been called a river. For
strictly speaking, the first substratum in our bodies is scarcely the same

Expositio fidei III, 12 (56), 12: «The Virgin gave birth not to a simple man, but to a true
God... who did not bring the body from heaven or passed through Her as through a hose
but adopted from Her the flesh consubstantial with us.

31 Methodius’ dialogue “Aglaophon, or On the Resurrection” came to us complete-
ly only in the Slavonic translation. The Greek text of the part of the dialogue (I, 20-II, 8
Bonwetsch) is available in Epiphanius of Cyprus’ “Panarion” (Heresy 64). A selection of
excerpts from the Greek text is also contained in Photius’ “Library” (codex 234). The
third book of Methodius’ treatise was entirely preserved only in the Slavonic translation.
For the complete work of Methodius see Bonwetsch’s edition in GCS 27.

32 Meth. De resur. I, 24; = Epiph. Panar. II, 64, 5-6. S. 426, 13—18.

33 The analysis of Origen’s doctrine of the bodily €idoc, see in Chadwick H. Origen,
Celsus, and the Resurrection of the Body. P. 83—102. H. Crouzel believed that Methodius
misunderstood Origen’s concept of the corporeal &idoc, cf. Crouzel H. Origen: The Life
and Thought of the First Great Theologian. P. 155-157. See also Henessey L.R. A Philo-
sophical Issue in Origen’s Eschatology: The Three Senses of Incorporeality. P. 273-280,
according to which Origen did not identify the corporeal €i5oc and the bodily appearance.
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for two days, even though, despite the fluidity of the nature of a body
(pevoth 1§ 1 @boig 100 cdparog), Paul’s body, say, or Peter’s, is al-
ways the same. (Sameness does not apply only to the soul, the nature
of which is neither in flux like our [body’s], nor ever susceptible of ad-
dition.) This is because the £i5o¢ which characterizes the body is the
same (10 £160¢ 10 YapokTPilov TO GdLe TEMTOV Eivar), just as the fea-
tures (tbmovg) which represent Peter’s or Paul’s corporeal quality
(mowdmta copatikniy) remain the same; according this quality such
characteristics as scars (ovAai) remain on the body from childhood, as
also such peculiarities as moles (pakoi), and any others besides.

This bodily €i6oc (td £160¢ 10 cmpatikév), according to which Pe-
ter and Paul receives form (eidomoieitan), encloses the soul once
more (nepuriBeton T Tf} Woyi)) at the resurrection, being changed
(uetapdArov) for the better one — but this does not happen at all to
the substratum built according the first [flesh] (o0 maviwg t6de TO
EKTETAYUEVOV TO KATA TNV TPATIV VITOKEIUEVOV).

For as the €idoc is < the same > from infancy until old age even
though the features (yapoxtilpeg) appear to undergo considerable
change, so we must suppose that, though its change for the better will
be very great, our present £id0¢ will be the same in the world to come.

For a soul which is in bodily places must have bodies befitting the
places. And just as, if we had to become water creatures and lived in
the sea, we would surely need gills and the other features of fish, so,
as we are to inherit the kingdom of heaven and live in places superior
to ours, we must have spiritual (mrvevparucoic) bodies, however, not
such that the former &idoc is destroyed, but that there is a change
(odTod M TpOTN) to a more glorious one, just as, at the Transfigura-
tion, the €idog of Jesus, Moses and Elijah did not become different
from what it had been’*.

Therefore, according to Origen only the substratum changes at the resur-
rection but the £ldo¢ remains the same:

“Therefore do not be offended if someone should say that the first
substratum (10 mp®dtov Vmokeipevov) will not be the same (tadToV)
then... In a similar way this will be maintained in the case of the holy
<body> by that [eid0oc] which previously gave form to the flesh™ —

3* Meth. De resur. I, 22; = Epiph. Panar. 64, 14, 2-9. S. 423, 11 — 424, 11.

35 Here F. Williams translate: 010 10d &idomotodvtoc mote v obpko, as “by Him
who gave form to the flesh.” I see no reason in reference to Christ in this technical reason-
ing and modify the translation. It is from the €i50g that the substratum or flesh receives its
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which is flesh no longer, but whatever was once characteristic in the
flesh (&yapaxtpilero &v tij oapki) the same will be characteristic in
the spiritual body (tolto yopakmpioOioeTon &v 1@ TVELHATIKED

Remarkably, Origen’s &1do¢ is separable from the substratum and, therefor,
the substantial one. However, it does not coincide with the soul. Origen rejects
the interpretation of the simple minds who believe that the same bones, flesh and
veins will rise:

«...the bodily form (10 copaticdV €160c)... being by nature mortal

(tf] ovoel Bvntov dv)... will itself be changed from a ‘body of

death’... and from < fleshly > become spiritual... It is also clear that

the first substratum will not be raised (10 mpdTOV VOKEiLEVOV OVK

avaotioeton)™ .

His views, set forth in the treatise “On the Resurrection”, Origen calls the
“physicalistic reasoning about the €idog and the first substratum of the body’*.
The process of preservation of the €idoc Origen illustrates with the example al-
ready familiar to us (but instead of Alexander’s “hose” he refers to a “wineskin”):

“You have surely seen an animal skin, or something else of the
sort, filled with water in such a way that, if it is emptied of a little of
its water and then filled with a little, it always shows the same 150c;
for the container’s contents must receive the shape (oynuotilecOar)
of the container. Well then, suppose the water is leaking out. If one
adds an amount of water equal to that which is spilled and does not
allow the skin to be entirely emptied of water, unless that occurs the
added water must look like the water which was there before, since
the container of the inflowing and the outflowing water is the same.

Now if one chooses to compare the body to this, he will not be put
to shame. For what is brought in by the food in place of the flesh
which has been eliminated will likewise be changed into the shape of
the €ido¢ which contains it (gi¢ 10 oyfipo Tod TEPLEYOVTOC E1dOVE
petoforovvrar). And the part of it that is dispersed to the eyes looks
like the eyes, the part that is dispersed to the face looks like the face,
and the part that is dispersed to the other members looks like them.
Thus everyone looks the same, though there is no flesh in them of the

form (gidomoreitan).

36 Meth. De resur. I, 23; = Epiph. Panar. 64, 15, 1-4. S. 424, 12-23.
37 Meth. De resur. I, 24; = Epiph. Panar. 64, 16, 5-6. S. 426, 13-18.
38 Meth. De resur. I, 24; = Epiph. Panar. 64, 16, 4. S. 426, 10-11.
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first substratum (t6v mpdtov vrokeévov), but that of the gidog ac-
cording to which what is brought in receives form (gidomolodvron &t
TPOGYLYVOUEVODL).

Now if we are not the same in body even for a few days but are
the same by the €50 in the body (1@ £ide1 ® &v 16 cdpart) — only
this remains from its generation — all the more, neither will we be
the same in the flesh then, but we shall be the same according the
g1d0¢ which now < and > always is preserved and remains in us. And
what is ‘skin’ there, is £i60c here, and what in that analogy is ‘water’,
is here the addition and subtraction [of the flesh].

Therefore, like now, although the body is not the same but its
specificity (yopaxtp) remains the same since it has the same form
(odTnv popoenv), so then, though the body will not be the same either,
its £1d0¢ grown (10 €160 aENO4V) into more glorious state, will be
manifest in no longer perishable, but in an impassible and spiritual
body as Jesus’ was at the Transfiguration when he ascended the
mountain with Peter, and as were the bodies of Moses and Elijah
who appeared to Him™.

The formula 10 €l80c adEnBEv here is an echo of Alexander’s arguments
about what exactly changes in size in the living growing body. Moreover, the
entire excerpt cited is a summary of Alexander’s reasoning concerning nutrition
and growth.

When £ido¢ gives form to the first matter, it thereby transforms it. It is no
accident, that the &idog is compared by Origen to a seminal logos of the Stoics,
which by its own forces changes the qualities of matter:

“For if we have understood the illustration (mapadeiypa) properly,

we must hold that when the seminal logos (cmeppaticog Aoyog) in

the grain of wheat has laid hold of the matter which surrounds it,

has permeated it entirely <and> has taken control of its &ldoc, it im-

parts its own powers to what was formerly earth, water, air and fire,

and by prevailing over their characteristics (moidtntag) transforms

them into the thing of which it is the creator. And thus the ear of

grain comes to maturity, vastly different from the original seed in

size, shape (oyfport) and complexity*”.

The two concepts — £i00¢ copaticdv and Adyog omeppoticdg — thus de-
scribe two aspects of one reality, postulating the principle of existence inherent
in each body, which at all stages of life imposes an individual imprint on the

39 Meth. De resur. I, 25; = Epiph. Panar. 64, 17, 6-10. S. 428, 4 — 429, 6.
0 Meth. De resur. I, 24; = Epiph. Panar. 64, 16, 7-9. S. 426, 19 — 427, 4.
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substratum, on ever changing matter, creating a structure out of the substratum.
Since this €1do¢ survives the death of the earthly body it must be imprinted on a
subtle pneumatic body which the soul never loses*'.

CRITICISM OF ORIGEN’S THEORY
BY METHODIUS OF OLYMPUS

Origen’s doctrine of the risen body and especially the doctrine of the bodi-
ly eldoc were strongly criticized by Methodius of Olympus (T 312). In general,
Methodius closely follows Alexander of Aphrodisias. Methodius argues that the
gidog of which Origen told was not the substantial but the qualitative form and
even an external shape of the body*’. Alexander argues:

“The £{do¢ and matter are parts of the body not in the sense [that they

can be separated from it], but they are like bronze and shape (nopen)

of a statue (toD avopiivtog)... For the figure (oyfjpe) of the statue is a

part, though not in a way that contributes something to its size (gig 10

nocOv) — it contributes to its quality (gig t© mowv) instead — and not

as something that can persist in separation from the matter’™.

Alexander, as a peripatetic, believes that the material form does not exist in
separation from the substratum and that the soul and body are linked as &ido¢ and
matter, like the shape (oyfjua) of the statue and the bronze from which it is
made. Methodius agrees with this:

“The £idog of the flesh will be destroyed first like the shape of a melt-
ing statue (t0 oyfjpo Tod avoplavtog) is destroyed before the whole is
disintegrated, because the quality cannot be separated from matter by
existence (kad’ vmooTacv)™*.

If Methodius could have known the illustration which Simplicius would
have suggested later, the illustration comparing Alexander the Great engraved in
a signet-ring and Alexander represented by a colossus, he would find it very ap-
propriate. For Methodius this is the qualitative eioc and as such it cannot guar-
antee the identity of the earthly and resurrected body.

Probably because of these counterarguments Origen, who understood the
bodily £idoc as a substantial one, strengthened his reasoning with a Stoic theory
of seminal logos. It seems that the concept of the idimg mo1dv could also offer
interesting solutions to the participants of our discussion.

! When Origen speaks about “body” he usually means only the earthly one.
* Meth., Deresur. 111, 3; = Photius, 299a, 37 —299b, 6.

43 Alexander. De anima 18, 17-23.

44 Meth. De resur. III, 6; = Photius, 300a, 17-26, p. 103.
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GREGORY OF NYSSA

Gregory of Nyssa (c. 335 — c¢. 395), who was a follower of Origen, seems
to repeat his arguments:

“For neither what is ours (10 fjuétepov) is altogether subject to flux
and change (év pvoet kai petafoAf]) — since surely that which had
by nature no stability (otdow) would be completely incomprehensi-
ble (&Anmtov) — but according to the more accurate statement some
of our constituent parts stay (t1 §otnie) while the rest goes through a
process of alteration (d1” dAlowwcemg mpoeiowv): for the body is on
the one hand altered (&AAowodton) by way of growth and diminution
like clothes (ipdria) that are changed during the succession of the life
periods, while the €i80c, on the other hand, remains in itself unaltered
(dpetdPintov) through every change, not separated from the marks
(onpeiov) once imposed upon it by nature, but appearing with its
own peculiar marks (idiwv yvopiopdrtov) in all the changes which
the body undergoes™*.

Elsewhere Gregory refers to the discussions about the nourishment of the

changing human body, a wineskin filled with liquid, and its €id0g:

“It is fitting... to consider the physiology (pvcioioyiov) of the
body... The nature of our body, taken by itself, possesses no life in
its own proper subsistence (bootdoet), but that it is by the influx of
a force (duvapemg) from without that it holds itself together (cuvéyet
govtiv) and continues in existence (év 1@ eivar péver), and by a
ceaseless motion that it draws to itself what it lacks, and repels what
is superfluous? When a wineskin (dokog) is full of some liquid, and
then the contents leak out at the bottom, it would not retain the shape
(oyxfjua) that depends on the bulk unless there entered in at the top
something else to fill up the vacuum; and thus a person, seeing the
circumference of this vessel (dyysiov) inflating to its full size, would
know that this circumference did not really belong to the object
which he sees, but that what was being poured in, by being in it, gave
shape (oynuatiCew) and roundness to the bulk. In the same way the
mere framework of our body (koatookevr id10v) possesses nothing
belonging to itself that is cognizable by us, to hold it together, but
remains in existence owing to a force that is introduced into it. Now
this power or force both is, and is called, nourishment (Tpo@n)...

45 Gregorius Nyssenus. De opificio hominis 225, 42-52.
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Those things by being within me became my blood and flesh, the
corresponding nutriment by its power of adaptation being changed
9946

into the form (£180¢) of my body’™*.

Surprisingly, Gregory’s reasoning is much more Aristotelian than that of
Origen. According to Gregory this is not the &idoc that defines the form of the
liquid, but it is the liquid (t0 eiopéov &v avtd yvopevov), which determines the
form of the bulk (oynuoatilewv 10 mepiéyov tov dykov). Most plausibly, here
Greegory follows Alexander of Aphrodisias (or Galen), who thought that the
changes in the bodily mixture affect the soul:

“The body and its blending (kpdicic) are the cause of the soul’s com-
ing-to-be (yevéoewc) in the first place. This is clear from the differ-
ence between living creatures in respect of their parts. For it is not
the souls that fashion their shapes (Stamidcoovot tag popedc), but
rather the different souls follow on the constitution of these being of
a certain sort (tfj To0T®V TO1) GLGTAcEt), and change with them. For
the actuality (évteAéyewr) and that of which it is the actuality are re-
lated reciprocally... Difference in soul follows on a certain sort of
blending in the body (tfj mowd kpdioet 10D cdpoToc)™’.

In the “On the Making of Man”, while speaking of the mechanism by
means of which the soul gathers the dispersed elements of its former earthly
body in the time of resurrection, Gregory combines “Platonic” and “Aristotelian”
views. He starts by emphasizing the importance of the bodily idog:

“Now that which clings (tpocvetar) to the God-like element of our

soul, is not that which is subject to flux by way of alteration and

change (d\\owdoet kai pebiotapevov) but this stable and unalterable

element (t0 povipdv te Kol @oaTOg EYOv) in our composition

(ouylcpiuart)”48.

But immediately Gregory explains that the bodily &idog itself is defined by
the somatic mixture:

“Since qualitative differences of somatic mixture (ol 7ol THig
Kkpaoemg mopariayal) transform varieties in the €idog (Tog kot TO
€160¢ dlopopag)... and because the €idog remains in the soul (tf] yoyi

46 Gregorius Nyssenus. Oratio catechetica magna 37, 42—60.

*7 Alexander. De anima libri mantissa 104, 28-34. Cp. Idem. De anima 24, 3-4:
“Soul itself comes into being as the result of a certain unique combination or blending of
the primary bodies” (Fotinis).

8 Gregorius Nyssenus. De opificio hominis 228, 5-8.
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mapapeivovtog) as the [impression] of the seal in the wax (ékporyeim
o@poayidog), it is necessary that the soul is not unable to recognize the
things, which had engraved their imprint (tomov) on the seal”™".

Gregory seems to imply that during the earthly life the changes in somatic
mixture transform (uetopopeodowv) the distinctive features of the &idog (o
Kotdl T £l00g dopopdic). After the death of the earthly body, the bodily &idog
remains beside the soul (perhaps, being imprinted on the soul’s subtle body) like
a seal (cppayic) beside the imprint (for what ékpoysiov stands here remains a
question”). In the resurrection, when the soul begins to gather the scattered ele-
ments of its former body to build a risen body, she refers to the marks (tomot)
once engraved by these elements on the bodily &idoc/ “the seal” (té
évamopo&apeva i) oepayidt Tov Tomov) in order to recognize what is hers. If this
is so, the ékparyeiov should denote those scattered material elements, which once
left their impression on the £ido¢ / the seal. The €idog then serves as a target pic-
ture by referring to which, the soul picks the pieces of the puzzle’'.

As our study shows, Aristotle’s theory of growth and growing holds a sig-
nificant place in the history of philosophical polemics regarding the identity of
the human living body. Each of the following authors — Alexander of
Aphrodisias, John Philoponus, Simplicius — had its own set of sources and con-
texts. Each theory had its own logic, its complexities and its inconsistencies. As
we saw, Philoponus introduced into Aristotelian tradition Neoplatonic influ-
ences, Simplicius referred to the Stoic concept of idiwg modv. Of particular in-
terest is the transfer of the questions under consideration to the field of theology,
since the theories of theologians are usually considered separately from the doc-
trines of philosophers. It was Origen who first applied Alexander’s arguments
concerning the preservation of the identity of a living body to the question of the
identity between the earthly body and the body of resurrection. As the analysis of
Origen’s reasoning shows, he combines the Aristotelian discourse about growth

*Ibid. 228, 8-15.

50 Cf. Philo. Quod deus sit immutabilis 43, 1 — 44, 1: govracio 5 ot TOnwOLK | &v
yoyii- v yop siofyaysv ékdotn T@V aicBicswv, domsp SakTOMOC TIC | CEPOAYiC
&vamella&oto TOV Olkelov yapoKTipa: KNp@d o0& ok 6 voig 10 €kpaysiov deEpuevos
Gicpag map' E0VTH PLAATTEL, UEXPIC GV 1) AVTITOAOG VIiLNG TOV TOTOV Agdvaca Anon, “And
imagination is an impression in the soul. After each of the outward senses has brought it in,
the imagination like a signet-ring or a seal imprints its own character. And the intellect, being
like a wax, having received the image (€kpaysiov), keeps it carefully in itself until forgetful-
ness, the enemy of memory, has smoothed off the imprint,” transl. by C.D. Yonge.

5! petroff V. Theoriae of the Return in John Scottus’ Eschatology. P. 527-579;
Idem. Eriugena on the Spiritual Body. P. 597-610; Idem. Origen i Didim Aleksandrijskij o
tonkom tele dushi. P. 37-50; Idem. Uchenie Origena o tele voskresenija. P. 577-632; Telo
i telesnost’ v eshatologii loanna Skotta. P. 633-756.
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and growing with the Stoic concept of seminal logos, assuming at the same time,
as Platonists do, that the bodily £{8oc can exist separately from the disintegrated
material substratum (the subtle body of the soul serves as the carrier of the &idog
in this case). Origen’s critic Methodius of Olympus who mostly thinks in Aristo-
telian terms, identified the bodily &idoc with the qualitative form, similar to the
shape of a statue. As we point out, Gregory of Nyssa too used disparate elements
of the theories in question, mechanically combining them. He reveals Alexan-
der’s or Galen’s influence, suggesting the dependence of the €180¢’s characteris-
tics on the qualities of the somatic mixture. Our review, if necessary brief, never-
theless demonstrates the existence of a powerful and heretofore untraced
tradition that applied the Aristotelian doctrine on growth and growing to the
problem of identity of an individual human being.
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ABSTRACTS

New World autochthon populations. One of the examples of such an interrogation
can be seen in an intensive philosophical and juridical work during the Conquista
in order to define what (and whom) did the conquistadors meet in the Americas
and what would be an adequate Spanish monarchs’ reaction. The most notorious
case of the discussion based on the Aristotle’s “Politics” interpreted in two quite
opposite ways is the Disputation in Valladolid between Bartolomé de Las Casas
and Juan Ginés de Sepulveda in 1550-1551: what kind of barbarians are American
Indians, are they natural slaves and can the “just war” be afflict to them. Another
example studied in the article refers to the Portuguese America. An Aristotelian
root will be shown on the base of the Portuguese authors’ frequent formula “no
faith, no law, no king” in the descriptions of the Brazilian Indians, that became
quite a fopos in the late 16™ — first quarter of the 17" centuries.

Keywords: Aristotle, Politics, New World, Indians, Las Casas, Sepulveda, Portu-
guese America, aldeamento.

Valery PETROFF

ARISTOTLE’S TEACHING ON GROWTH
AND GROWING AND THE PROBLEM OF IDENTITY
OF A HUMAN BODY

Aristotle has formulated his views on growth and growth in the On Genera-
tion and Perishing. This essay explores the fate of his doctrine in the posterior tra-
dition. As our study shows, Aristotle’s theory of growth and growing holds a sig-
nificant place in the history of philosophical polemics regarding the identity of the
human living body, being adopted and transformed both by pagan commentators
and by Christian theologians. In doing this, they developed his concept of the en-
mattered €idoc or corporeal form of the growing body. Each of the following au-
thors — Alexander of Aphrodisias, John Philoponus, Simplicius — had its own set
of sources and contexts. Each theory had its own logic, its complexities and its
inconsistencies. As we demonstrate, Philoponus introduced into Aristotelian tradi-
tion Neoplatonic influences, Simplicius referred to the Stoic concept of idimg
nowdv. Of particular interest is the transfer of the questions under consideration to
the field of theology. Origen was the first to apply Alexander’s arguments concern-
ing the preservation of the identity of a living body to the question of the identity
between the earthly body and the body of resurrection. As the analysis of Origen’s
reasoning shows, he combines the Aristotelian discourse about growth and grow-
ing with the Stoic concept of seminal logos, assuming at the same time, as Plato-
nists do, that the bodily £l8oc can exist separately from the disintegrated material
substratum (the subtle body of the soul serves as the carrier of the €idoc in this
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case). Origen’s critic Methodius of Olympus who mostly thinks in Aristotelian
terms, identified the bodily €idog with the qualitative form, similar to the shape of a
statue. As we point out, Gregory of Nyssa too used disparate elements of the theo-
ries in question, mechanically combining them. He also reveals Alexander’s or
Galen’s influence, suggesting the dependence of the €1d0c¢’s characteristics on the
qualities of the somatic mixture. Our review, if necessary brief, nevertheless dem-
onstrates the existence of a powerful and heretofore untraced tradition that applied
the Aristotelian doctrine on growth and growing to the problem of identity of an
individual human being.

Keywords: Aristotle, Alexander of Aphrodisias, John Philoponus, Simplicius,
Origen, Gregory of Nyssa, growth, identity, risen body, corporeal form.

Maya PETROVA

THE RECEPTION OF ARISTOTLE’S TEXTS
IN LATIN PLATONISM OF LATE ANTIQUITY

The article discusses the reception of Aristotle’s texts in Latin Platonism of
Late Antiquity by means of the analysis of Macrobius’ Commentary on the
‘Dream of Scipio’ (II, 14-16) and Saturnalia. It is shown, how Macrobius used
Aristotle’s texts while describing the views of the Platonists concerning the im-
mortality of the soul, which he borrowed from Aristotle when he deals with the
various theories of natural science. The article analyzes the textual and doctrinal
content and parallels between Aristotle and Macrobius; it shows how Macrobius
transforms Greek knowledge and discusses if he transmits and exposes it accu-
rately. The conclusion is drawn that Macrobius’ knowledge of Aristotle’s texts is
not a direct one.

Keywords: Greek knowledge, Aristotle, perception, the Latin tradition, influence,
text.

Alexander PIGALEV

THE ARISTOTELIAN BACKGROUND
OF THE “NOMINALIST REVOLUTION”
AND THE PHILOSOPHICAL FOUNDATIONS
OF EUROPEAN RATIONALITY

The purpose of the paper is to expose and to analyze both the Aristotelian
context of the rise of nominalism in the later Middle Ages and the peculiarities
of its influence on designing the philosophical foundations of European rational-
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