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ABSTRACT

This is a study of Alexander of Aphrodisias’ writings on visual perception. It focuses on the
way in which, for Alexander, the medium and eye are changed by the objects of visual
perception. The main claim is that, according to Alexander, the eye and medium are
changed in a genuine and physical way through their reception of light and colour. This
claim constitutes a rejection of certain recent interpretations of Alexander on vision, most
significantly Richard Sorabji’s. Sorabji has claimed that Alexander presents a non-physical,
‘spiritualist’ view of the way in which the eye and medium are changed by the objects of

perception.

The thesis highlights two significant ways in which Alexander’s view goes beyond mere
interpretation of Aristotle’s texts. The first is that, for Alexander, the mirror images
perceptible in the eye play a role in perception. This is an explicit divergence from
Aristotle’s view. The second is Alexander’s introduction of the concept of change by virtue
of relation to explain the way in which the eye and medium receive colour. The task of the
latter chapters is to explain Alexander’s concept of change by virtue of relation, which has
been understood, falsely, as equivalent to the concept of mere Cambridge change. Change
by virtue of relation ought to be understood, not in terms of the distinction between relative
and intrinsic properties, but rather in terms of Alexander’s distinction between receiving

forms as matter and receiving forms not as matter.

The thesis also presents Alexander’s solutions to the problem of simultaneous perception
and argues that these solutions do not involve the medium or the sense organs receiving the

forms of perceptible objects in a non-physical way.
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INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this thesis is to present Alexander of Aphrodisias’s interpretation and
development of Aristotle’s theory of visual perception. The focus, specifically, will be on
Alexander’s account of the changes in the eyes and in the transparent medium for
perception. These changes are brought about by the objects of perception and are that by
means of which perception of these objects occurs. Alexander claims that the changes in the
eye and medium are changes by virtue of relation. Interpreting this claim and analysing this
notion of change by virtue of relation will be one of the major tasks of the thesis. Change by
virtue of relation is a special kind of change distinct from alteration, the precise formulation
of which seems unique to Alexander. I argue that this special kind of Alexandrian change
ought to be understood as a genuine, physical change. The changes brought about by the
objects of visual perception in the eye and the medium are, on Alexander’s account, genuine,
physical changes in which the eye and medium take on colour. Alexander’s view is
distinctive and differs in many ways from contemporary interpretations of Aristotle on

visual perception.

It is unclear whether we ought to refer to the theory Alexander presents as an interpretation
of Aristotle or as Alexander’s own theory devised from the claims Aristotle makes about
visual perception. It is at the least a significantly developed version of Aristotle’s view. The
theory of visual perception Alexander presents goes beyond what we find in Aristotle’s text
in at least two significant ways. The first is the claim that the mirror images we are able to
perceive in the eyes of others play a crucial role in perception. On this point Alexander goes
not only beyond Aristotle’s claims but directly against them since Aristotle in de Sensu
denies that the images in the eye have any role to play in perception. However, we need not
view this so much as a major divergence from Aristotle’s theory but rather as what
Alexander would have seen as a minor correction. Nevertheless, that Alexander saw fit to
alter and develop Aristotle’s theory in this way says much about the way in which he read

that theory. The role played by the images in the eye on Alexander’s view form part of a
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body of evidence, which I will present over the course of the second and third chapters,
supporting the claim that Alexander understood those changes brought about in the
medium and the eye by the objects of visual perception as physical as opposed to so-called

‘spiritual” changes.

Discussion of Aristotle’s theory of perception has in recent years centred on the question of
whether the objects of perception bring about physical changes in the perceiver - changes
which bear either a constitutive or a causal relation to the exercise of the soul’s capacity to
perceive - or whether instead the only change brought about by the objects of perception is a
non-physical or ‘spiritual’ change, which may be specified only in perceptual or cognitive
terms. According to the latter interpretation, the only effect the object of perception has on
the perceiver is to cause that perceiver to perceive it. I ought to clarify, however, that my aim
in this thesis is not to make a contribution to the debate surrounding whether Aristotle
ought to be read as a ‘spiritualist’ or as a ‘literalist’ with regards to the taking on of
perceptible form. I use the debate more to frame my presentation of Alexander’s theory
since, as I will mention in chapter one and discuss in more detail in chapter five, it has been
claimed that Alexander holds that the changes brought about in the eye by the object of
perception are non-physical. One of my aims is to refute this claim. My current intention is
not to take a position in the spiritualist or literalist debate over the correct interpretation of
Aristotle. Nevertheless, given Alexander’s status as a faithful, perceptive and arguably the
greatest commentator on Aristotle, those involved in the debate may take my reading of

Alexander’s theory to count against the spiritualist interpretation of Aristotle’s view.

The second way in which the theory of visual perception Alexander presents goes beyond
the claims we find in Aristotle’s texts, is his use of the notion of change by virtue of relation.
This special kind of change plays a significant role in Alexander’s theory of visual
perception and forms a fascinating part of the way in which Alexander develops and makes
sense of Aristotle’s theory of perception. However, Alexander’s concept of change by virtue
of relation is the source of the most significant misunderstandings of Alexander’s view. The
misunderstandings centre on the interpretation of the concept of change by virtue of relation

itself and the related concept of receiving form ‘not as matter’. A key purpose of this thesis is
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to address these misunderstandings and to clearly present what Alexander means when he
claims that the medium is changed by virtue of relation and that form is received not as

matter.

Alexander derives the concept of change by virtue of relation, I will argue, from Aristotle’s
definition of light as “the presence of fire or something resembling fire in what is transparent’
(de Anima 418b14-15). Yet the concept itself does not seem to be in Aristotle’s texts, at least
not explicitly. These ways in which Alexander makes additional claims and devises new
concepts in order to present a full and coherent Aristotelian theory of perception are what

makes Alexander’s theory of perception so interesting.

I have not attempted in this thesis to assess the extent to which Alexander’s theory of
perception can be taken to be a faithful development of Aristotle’s view. I do not intend here
to defend Alexander’s theory as a plausible, if embellished, reading of Aristotle (although
my inclination is to take it as such). The task of deciding on issues such as to what extent
Alexander consciously diverges from Aristotle, whether his theory may be defended as a
plausible reading of Aristotle, where Alexander may or may not be mistaken in his reading
of Aristotle and the extent to which his theory has been influenced by post-Aristotelian
sources, is an important and interesting one but not one I have undertaken here. I have
chosen to interpret and present Alexander’s theory in its own right, not as a possible

interpretation of Aristotle’s.

The texts I have drawn on the most are Alexander’s commentary on de Sensu, which I refer
to as de Sensu Comm. in order to distinguish it from Aristotle’s de Sensu, and Alexander’s
treatise On the Soul. I refer to this treatise by the English title to distinguish it from Aristotle’s
treatise, which I will refer to as de Anima. Alexander’s commentary on Aristotle’s de Anima is
lost, but his own treatise is based very closely on the structure of Aristotle’s text.! I also refer

to Alexander’s commentary on Aristotle’s Metaphysics. Whilst 1 refer to the text of the

1 For comment on the relation between Alexander’s On the Soul and Aristotle’s de Anima see Victor
Caston, Alexander of Aphrodisias On the Soul. Part 1, (London: 2012), p.1-3; Bergeron and Dufour,
Alexandre d’Aphrodise: De I’dme (Paris : Librairie Philosophique J. Vrin, 2008), p.15-18.
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Quaestiones and the Mantissa, and occasionally use them for my suggestions of how
Alexander’s view can be understood and developed, I have not relied on these texts for my

interpretation since their authorship is uncertain.?

The thesis is structured as follows. I begin with a broad, introductory overview of
Alexander’s theory of perception. Chapter one introduces Aristotle’s notion, adopted by
Alexander, of visual perception via a medium. For Aristotle and Alexander it is not the case
that we see by means of corporeal effluences travelling from object to eye, nor do we see by
means of travelling rays of light, rather perception occurs by means of a medium. The
medium for visual perception is the air or water which stretches between the object of
perception and the perceiver. In this first chapter I discuss the role the medium plays in
Aristotle and Alexander’s account of visual perception and begin to discuss the way in
which it performs this role. For Alexander the medium serves as a messenger between the
object of perception and the eye, and it performs this function through undergoing a kind of
qualitative change, brought about by the object of perception. This change consists in the
receiving of colour. The medium, once it has received colour in this way, in turn changes the

eye of the perceiver.

In addition the first chapter presents an overview of what happens after the eye receives
colour as a result of being changed by the medium. For Alexander, perception does not
consist in the reception of colour by the eye. In fact, perception does not occur in the eye at
all. In order to be perceived, colour must be transmitted through transparent-filled passages
to the heart. It is also not the case, however, that perception consists in the reception of
colour by the heart according to Alexander. Whilst this reception of colour by the sense
organs is necessary for visual perception to occur, perception itself on Alexander’s view
consists in the exercise of the soul’s capacity for perceptual judgement, a capacity which is
situated in the heart. In the final section of the first chapter I outline Myles Burnyeat’s
spiritualist interpretation of the way in which, for Aristotle, the objects of perception change

the eye and medium. This interpretation serves to contrast with Alexander’s physical view

2 For a discussion of the status and possible authorship of these latter texts see, for example, R.
Sharples, ‘The School of Alexander?” in Richard Sorabji (ed.) Aristotle Transformed (London:
Duckworth, 1990).
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of the way in which the objects of perception change the eye and medium as I present this

view over the subsequent chapters.

From chapter two onwards, I begin to fill in the details of Alexander’s theory. For Alexander
and Aristotle the medium can only be changed by the object of perception, and so can only
serve its function, when it is illuminated. In the second chapter I discuss Alexander’s view of
light and illumination. Light, for Aristotle and Alexander, does not travel. Illumination is a
special sort of qualitative change in a transparent body. I present Alexander’s notion of
transparency and his claim that there are two kinds of transparent body: unlimited and
limited. Limited bodies are solid, opaque bodies with their own proper colour. Unlimited
transparent bodies are those without a fixed spatial boundary, in other words fluids or
liquids. These do not have a proper colour and it is these which are able to be illuminated
and changed by the coloured objects of perception. I discuss what it means for a subject to

have or not to have a proper colour in this sense in the second part of chapter two.

In this chapter I also present evidence that, for Alexander, the medium sometimes becomes
perceptibly coloured when changed by the objects of perception. This supports the claim
that for Alexander the change brought about in the medium is a physical change. The notion
of change by virtue of relation is also introduced in this chapter alongside the key feature of
this change: In cases of change by virtue of relation when the object to which the changed
subject is related in the relevant way is removed, the changed subject reverts back instantly
to its former pre-change state. On Alexander’s view the change in a transparent body when
it is illuminated or when, once illuminated, it is changed by the objects of perception, is a

change by virtue of relation.

In the third chapter, I move from a consideration of the changes undergone by the medium
to a consideration of the changes undergone by the eye. The eye, like the medium, receives
colour when it is changed, via the medium, by the object of perception. Unlike the medium,
however, the eye always becomes perceptibly coloured when it receives colour. This
provides further proof that the eye and medium are changed by colour in a physical way.

The focus of the chapter is on Alexander’s claim that the mirror image perceptible in the eye
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plays a role in perception. In this chapter I argue that this is Alexander’s view and

demonstrate that, in holding this view, Alexander diverges from Aristotle.

The eye is able to display a mirror image on account of the fact that the eye consists of water,
the density and smoothness of which give it this appearance-making ability. In most cases
the medium does not possess this ability and so the colour is not visible in the medium. To
perform its function, it is sufficient that the medium is able to transmit colour to the eye. It
need not take it on in such a way that the colour is visible. In the case of the eye, on the other
hand, according to Alexander it is necessary that colour is received in such a way that it is
displayed in the eye. Only if it is received in this way, can the colour be transmitted to the

heart and perceived.

The foundation of this aspect of Alexander’s account is his particular understanding of
mirror images. In the second part of the third chapter, I outline this view. For Alexander an
image does not appear in a mirror on account of a ray of light or an effluence from the object
of perception rebounding from the mirror’s surface. Rather, the mirror receives colour form
by virtue of relation. It undergoes the same kind of change as is undergone by the eye and
medium. On Alexander’s understanding of mirrors, when an image appears in a mirror, this
is because the mirror has received colour form. On Alexander’s view colour is not only

apparently in the mirror, it is really present in the mirror.

In the fourth chapter I present my account of Alexander’s notion of change by virtue of
relation. This kind of change has been referred to up to this point but not fully explained.
The account of change by virtue of relation completes the presentation of Alexander’s view
of the way in which the eye and medium are changed in visual perception. I begin by
arguing against a view on which change by virtue of relation is understood as mere
Cambridge change. This view has been suggested by Victor Caston and Robert Sharples. I
argue that we ought instead to understand the changes in the eye and medium as genuine
changes. Light and colour, as they are received by the eye and the medium, are not
relational properties and when light and colour are taken on by the eye and medium, these

undergo a genuine change. I then develop an account of what change by virtue of relation is
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for Alexander, through considering his claim that to be changed by virtue of relation is to

receive a form not as matter.

Alexander’s notion of receiving form not as matter, is related to Aristotle’s claim that “sense is
what has the power of receiving into itself the sensible forms of things without the matter’
(de Anima 11.12 424a17-21). Whereas Aristotle uses this notion of receiving form without
matter in his account of actual perception, Alexander uses the notion both in his account of
how form is grasped by the perceptual and intellectual capacities, and in his account of the
way in which form is received by the eye and medium. For Alexander, at least, these are
very different things. Nevertheless, for Alexander it is true of both the perceptual capacity

and the eye and medium that they do not receive form as matter.

Change by virtue of relation is just one class of change in which the form or property
received is received not as matter. However, in understanding this broader class of change —
changes in which form is received not as matter - we can better understand what it is for a
subject to be changed by virtue of relation. In order to grasp what it is to receive form not as
matter, I draw on Aristotle’s notion of a material cause. For a subject to receive a form not as
matter is for no part of the subject to stand to the form received as the material constituent of
a hylomorphic compound. There is no material cause, in this sense, of the fact that the
subject possesses the property. In cases of change by virtue of relation, then, no part of the
changed subject stands to the form received as the material constituent of a hylomorphic
compound. Instead, the subject possesses the property by virtue of relation to that which
causes it to have the property: the source of light in the case of illumination and the coloured
object in the case of the taking on of colour. This is an unfamiliar kind of change, even for
those who know Aristotle’s texts well. I suggest it is a distinctively Alexandrian kind of

change introduced to explain certain features of visual perception.

The final chapter contains an analysis of a passage from Alexander’s On the Soul. The
passage contains the claim that, in perception ‘the eye does not become black or white” (On
the Soul, 62, 4-5). This passage has been taken by Richard Sorabji as demonstrating that, on

Alexander’s view, the changes brought about by colours in the eye are non-physical. In
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order to defend my view that these changes are in fact genuine and physical I argue that
Sorabiji is mistaken in his reading of this passage. When Alexander claims that the eye does
not become black or white, he simply means that the eye, in receiving black and white, does
not do so as matter. The passage is thereby consistent with my reading of Alexander as

presented over the course of the thesis.

The passage forms part of Alexander’s discussion of the problem of simultaneous
perception. I outline this problem and then present Alexander’s two suggested solutions to
the problem, neither of which rest on the idea of the sense organs receiving form non-
physically or ‘spiritually’. In this way, I argue against Sorabji's claim that Alexander is led to
a spiritualist position regarding the changing of the eye and the medium, through a
consideration of the problem of simultaneous perception. The passage has presented readers
of Alexander with several problems. It has seemed to commentators such as Victor Caston,
Richard Sorabji, Bergeron and Dufour to present claims seemingly inconsistent with what
Alexander states elsewhere, or to contain sections which seem out of place. A strength of my
reading of this passage is that, on this reading, it is both internally coherent with no

extraneous sections, and it is consistent with claims made elsewhere.
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CHAPTER 1

Colour from the Object to the
Heart

The role of this first chapter is to present Alexander’s theory of perception in broad outline,
to show how, for Alexander, the object of visual perception, situated at a distance, comes to
be perceived. The focus of this chapter, as of the thesis as a whole, is on the role of the eye
and the medium for visual perception. The chapter introduces the concept of perception via
a medium and contrasts it with another way in which perception at a distance was
explained in antiquity: the effluence theories of the atomists. The key claim of this chapter is
that the transparent medium for perception, which extends from the object of perception to
the eye, serves as a messenger between these two bodies and performs this function through
receiving colour. Determining the specific sense in which the eye and medium receive
colour on Alexander’s view, will be the work of the rest of the thesis. I also present
Alexander’s more cursory claims as to what happens after colour reaches the eye and
discuss what, for him, constitutes actual perception. After presenting this outline, I discuss
the view of a contemporary commentator on Aristotle, Myles Burnyeat. His interpretation of
Aristotle’s theory of perception will serve as a contrast with Alexander’s, as I will present it

over this and subsequent chapters.

19



1.1 Object to Eye

The main focus of Alexander’s account of visual perception is on the role of the medium for
visual perception. The medium is a transparent body - in the case of human perception this
is most commonly air - which stretches from the object of perception to the eye of the
perceiver. It is this medium which enables the objects of perception to act on the perceiver

and so to be perceived.

On Aristotle and Alexander’s accounts a medium is essential for visual perception to occur.
It is not possible for an object to be perceived if the object is in direct contact with the sense
organ, but nor would it be possible for an object to be perceived if there were a void between
the object and perceiver. Since something must act on the perceiver and action requires

contact, a medium is required. Consider the following passage from Aristotle’s de AnimaIL.7,

The following makes the necessity of a medium clear. If what has colour is placed in
immediate contact with the eye, it cannot be seen. Colour sets in movement what is
transparent, e.g. the air, and that, extending continuously from the object to the organ,
sets the latter in movement. Democritus misrepresents the facts when he expresses the
opinion that if the interspace were empty one could distinctly see an ant on the vault
of the sky; that is an impossibility. Seeing is due to an affection or change of what has
the perceptive faculty, and it cannot be affected by the seen colour itself; it remains
that it must be affected by what comes between. Hence it is indispensable that there be
something in between — if there were nothing, so far from seeing with greater

distinctness, we should see nothing at all (de Anima I1.7 419a,11-21 trans. Smith).?

3 onuelov d¢ TovTOL PaveEdv- €V Y&Q TG BT TO éxov xowHa T avtnv TV Oy, ovk dpetar
AAAX TO HEV XoWUa Kvel TO dladavég, olov TOV aépa, DO TOVTOL dE oLVEXODS GVTOG KIVELTAL TO
aloBnTroov. ov Yoo KaAwg TtovTo Aéyel ANHOKQLTOS, OLOLLEVOS, €l YEVOLTO KeVOV TO HeTaly,
0paofat av akELPOS Kkal el HUEUNE &V T@ 0VEAVQ &l TOUTO YAQ AdUVATOV €0TLV. TTAOXOVTOGC YAQ
Tt 100 alofnToD yivetat tO 0gav: VT AVTOL HEV OUV TOD OQWUEVOL XQWHATOS AdUVATOV:
Aglmetal o) VMO oL petald, Wot dvaykaldv Tu eivat petall: kevoL O yevouévov ovx OtL
&x1Bws, AAA” BAwg ovOEv dpOToeTaL
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Here we find the claims that colour sets in movement the transparent medium, which in
turn sets in movement the eye. Colour is the object of visual perception (de Anima I11.7
418a26). * In de Anima Aristotle defines colour in terms of its ability to change the medium
between itself and the perceiver (de Anima 418a31-418b3; 419a9-11). For colour to be seen, it

must change the medium between itself and the eye.

The word Smith translates as “sets in movement’ in the above passage is kivel. As we shall
see, the kind of movement at issue in the context of colour changing the transparent medium
is not locomotion. The coloured object does not set the medium in motion as a cue moves a
snooker ball, but rather it causes the medium to take on a quality. The effect is less like the
cue’s effect on the ball and more like the effect a hot stove has on a pan of water, causing it
to become hot. As we shall see in the next chapter, however, the effect of colour on the
medium is not quite the same kind of change as is involved in this latter example. For now,
the key point is that the medium is not moved in the sense of locomotion. Kivnoic and
kvéw may be translated either as movement and set in motion respectively or as change.
Hereafter, I will refer to colour changing the transparent, as opposed to colour moving the

transparent, in order to indicate that this change is not to be understood as locomotion.

In the de Anima I1.7 passage above we find the claim that, ‘seeing is due to an affection or
change of what has the perceptive faculty, and it cannot be affected by the seen colour itself;
it remains that it must be affected by what comes between.” Since the organ of perception
cannot be acted on directly by the coloured object, it must be acted on by the medium. At

work here is a principle found in Aristotle’s Physics:

4 Aristotle states that the object of perception is colour ‘and a certain kind of object which can be
described in words but which has no single name’ (de Anima 418a27, trans. Smith). Later he elaborates,
stating that, ‘Not everything that is visible depends upon light for its visibility. This is only true of the
‘proper’ colour of things. Some objects of sight which in light are invisible, in darkness stimulate the
sense; that is, things that appear fiery or shining. This class of objects has no simple common name,
but instances of it are fungi, horns, heads, scales and eyes of fish. In none of these is what is seen their
own proper colour. Why we see these at all is another question’ (de Anima 419a1-6, trans. Smith). The
reason why such things are seen would require a different account to that Aristotle provides for the
perception of colours through an illuminated medium. Neither Aristotle nor Alexander provide such
an account.
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That which is the first mover of a thing — in the sense that it supplies not that for the
sake of which but the source of the motion — is always together with that which is
moved by it (by ‘together’ I mean that there is nothing between them) (Physics VIL.2,
243a32-34 trans. R.P. Hardie and R.K Gaye).®

The principle states that something cannot be moved or changed when the agent is
separated from the patient. They must be joined in some way. Applying this principle to

perception and its object, Aristotle writes:

In a way even the senses undergo alteration, since actual perception is a motion
(kitvnoic) through the body in the course of which the sense is affected in a certain
way... Since the alteration of that which undergoes alteration is caused by sensible
things, in every case of such alteration it is evident that the extremities of that which
causes and that which undergoes alteration are together. For the air is continuous with
the one and the body with the air. Again, the colour is continuous with the light and
the light with the sight. And the same is true of hearing and smelling; for the primary
mover in respect to the moved is the air...Thus there can be nothing between that
which undergoes and that which causes alteration (Physics VIL.2, 244b10-245al1 trans.
R.P. Hardie and R.K Gaye).®

In this passage we find the claim that the objects of perception (sensible things) cause
alteration, in a way, in the perceiver. (The qualification ‘in a way’ (1twc) will be significant in
later chapters. We shall see that, at least according to Alexander, it is not the case that the
objects of perception cause alteration in the perceiver in the ordinary sense). Given that

sense and sense-object are situated at a distance from each other when such a change occurs,

5 TO d¢ MEWTOV KLVOUV, HT] G TO 0L €vekev, AAA” 60ev 1) &oxT) TS KIVHTEWS, GHA TG KIVOUREVQ
€0l (Aéyw OE TO A, OTLOVOEV EOTLV AVTOV HETAED).

¢ &dAAolovvtal yaQ mwe kal ai aloOnoeig: 1) ya aiocOnoig 1) kat’ évégyelav kivnoig 0Tt dix Tov
oWOUATOG, TMACXOVONG Tt TS alobnoews... eimeg oV aAAowvtal 10 aAAowovuevov VIO T@V
alofntav, &v anaocl ye tovtolg Ppavegov OtL Apa €oti 0 €oxatov aAAoolv kal T0 mMEMTOV
AAAOLOUHEVOV: TG HEV YAQ TLVEXTC O A1 T O’ AEQL TO TWUA. TIAALY D& TO HEV XQWHA TQ PwTi, TO
o0& Ppwc TN dpel. TOV aVTOV d& TEOTOV Kal 1) dxon) Kal 1) 6oPENoIS: TEWTOV YAQ KIVOUV TIROG TO
KLVOULLEVOV O &1)Q... WOT 00deV €otat HeTal TOU AAAOLOVLEVOL Kal TOU &AAOLODVTOG.
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it may seem that the changes undergone by the organs of hearing, smell and vision provide
counter examples to the rule that change cannot occur when the agent is separated from the
patient. Aristotle here denies that these cases are in breach of the general rule through
referring to the role of the medium. Sense organ and sense object are in fact joined by the
medium. Here Aristotle describes the medium for visual perception simply as ‘light” but we
may read Aristotle’s reference to light as a reference to the illuminated transparent medium.
On Aristotle and Alexander’s view, the medium for visual perception must be illuminated
in order for perception to occur. I discuss Aristotle and Alexander’s notion of light in the
next chapter. The illuminated medium is continuous both with the coloured object and the
sense of sight, and so the object is able to act on the sense of sight indirectly, by means of

acting on the medium.

The idea of perception occurring by means of a medium continuous both with the object of
perception and with the eye does not originate with Aristotle. The view seems also to be in
Plato’s Timaeus. In the Timaeus Plato outlines a view on which the eye emits light which then
fuses with the light external to the eye, creating a continuous illuminated body. The objects
of perception, when they come into contact with this illuminated body, are then able to act

on it and in this way are able to be perceived. Here is the relevant passage from the Timaeus:

The eyes were the first of the organs to be fashioned by the gods, to conduct light. The
reason why they fastened them within the head is this. They contrived that such fire as
was not for burning but for providing a gentle light should become a body, proper to
each day. Now the pure fire inside us, cousin to that fire, they made to flow through
the eyes: so they made the eyes - the eye as a whole but its middle in particular —
close-textured, smooth, and dense, to enable them to keep out all the other, coarser
stuff, and let that kind of fire pass through pure by itself. Now whenever daylight
surrounds the visual stream, like makes contact with like and coalesces with it to make
up a single homogeneous body aligned with the direction of the eyes. This happens
wherever the internal fire strikes and presses against an external object it has
connected with. And because this body of fire has become uniform throughout and

thus uniformly affected, it transmits the motions of whatever it comes in contact with
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as well as of whatever comes in contact with it, to and through the whole body until
they reach the soul. This brings about the sensation we call “seeing.” At night,
however, the kindred fire has departed and so the visual stream is cut off. For now it
exits to encounter something unlike itself. No longer able to bond with the
surrounding air, which now has lost its fire, it undergoes changes and dies out. So it
not only stops seeing, but even begins to induce sleep (Plato, Timaeus, 45b2 —d7, trans.

Zeyl).

This passage describes a kind of light or pure fire emanating from the perceiver’s eyes to
create a visual stream. In the daytime, the visual stream coalesces with the daylight. When
the visual stream meets an object of perception, or an object of perception comes into contact
with the visual stream, the object produces some kind of change or motion which is
transmitted back through the visual stream to the perceiver. The function of the visual
stream, merged with the daylight to form one homogenous body, seems to have a parallel
function to Aristotle and Alexander’s transparent medium. There is, however, a crucial
difference between Plato’s account and Aristotle’s. For Aristotle the medium for visual
perception just is an illuminated transparent body such as the air in the day time. The

medium is not created through any kind of fiery emission from the eyes.”

Besides the medium, there are two other mechanisms introduced by ancient theorists of
visual perception to explain how we are able to perceive objects at a distance. I mention
these in order to situate Aristotle’s medium-dependent view amongst the other views of
perception available at the time. The first is the positing of the emission of something from
the eye, for example a ray of light which alights on the objects of perception and causes them

to be perceived.® The second is the positing of corporeal effluences, emitted from the object

7 For Aristotle’s criticism of Plato’s view see, de Sensu 437b11-23; 438a25-438b3. For Alexander’s
commentary on this criticism see his de Sensu Comm., 20,14-23, 4; 27,20-34, 21.

8 David Lindberg in his overview of ancient theories of vision notes that, “The theory of a visual
current coming from the eye has commonly been associated with the Pythagorean School, and in
particular with Alcmaeon of Croton’ (D. C. Lindberg, Theories of Vision from Al-Kindi to Kepler (The
University of Chicago Press, 1976), p. 3.) Plato’s theory, as outlined above involves a fiery emission
from the eyes. In addition, that a visual ray comes out from the eye is an assumption in Euclidean
optics, as I will explore in more detail in chapter 3.
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of perception, which enter the eye and cause the object to be perceived. Theories of vision
which explain vision by this latter mechanism are referred to as intromission theories.
Empedocles and Democritus were amongst those who held intromission theories of
perception. Some theorists utilise just one of these three mechanisms - emission,
intromission, and perception via a medium - in their explanations, whereas others used
them in combination.’ Plato, for example, seems to use at least two of these mechanisms in

his explanation: the fiery emission from the eye, and perception via a medium.°

On Aristotle and Alexander’s view, nothing travels out of the eye and nothing travels into
the eye. Rather, the object of perception changes the medium which in turn changes the eye,
but without light or a corporeal efflux moving. Aristotle describes the atomist view as

absurd (de Sensu 440a15-16). Alexander, in his commentary on de Sensu, writes:

[Aristotle] opposes an opinion presupposed by the ancients concerning seeing, that
seeing comes about in accordance with an efflux from the <bodies> seen. For they held
certain images responsible for seeing, <images> which flow continuously from the
<bodies> that are seen, being similar <to them> in shape and falling on the sight. Their
number included Leucippus and Democritus and their followers...But Empedocles
also says that seeing comes about in this way, as <Aristotle> mentioned a little earlier

[437b23-438a5] (Alexander, de Sensu Comm., 56,10-16, trans. Towey).!!

? See D. C. Lindberg, Theories of Vision from Al-Kindi to Kepler (The University of Chicago Press, 1976),
p-1-18 for a brief overview of these different kinds of ancient theories of vision.

WEmpedocles provides another example of a theorist using a combination of these mechanisms in his
explanation. Empedocles seems to posit both effluences from objects, and a fiery emission from the
eye. For a discussion of this view, and an excellent suggestion as to how a theory which explains
vision by both emission and intromission can be consistent, see A. A. Long, ‘Thinking and Sense-
Perception in Empedocles: Mysticism or Materialism’, The Classical Quarterly 16 (1966), 256-276.

11 doxel v 7} v 06Ea EokaTaPeBANUEVT) TTEQL TOV 0QAV UTIO TWV AQXALWY, WG dQa TOD 0PV KATX
TV ATO TV 0QWHEVWY ATIOQQOLAY YLVOUEVOL eldWAA YA Tiva OHOLOHOoQPA ATIO TWV OQWLEVWV
OLVEXWS ATIOQREOVTA KAl EUTmTOVTA T1) OPel ToD OQAV MTIWVTO. TOLTOL D¢ Noav ol Te TeQL
Agvkimmiov kat Anuékortov, ol kal €k TG TV A0QATWV Ol UIKQOTNTA Tapabéoews TNV TV
petald YowpATwV Ppaviaoiov émoiovv dAAx kai EumedokArng oUtw t0 6pav yiveoOat Aéyel, wg
TEO OALYOL EUVNLOVEVOEV.
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Alexander supports Aristotle’s position regarding the absurdity of the atomist view (and in
doing so asserts the superiority of Aristotle’s own view) through presenting a huge number

of criticisms of the atomist position. Here are a few of these criticisms:

If there is a continuous efflux from the <bodies> being seen how is it that <these
bodies> are not quickly consumed when there is so much bodily separating off coming
about from them? If other <bodies> are added to them in exchange firstly why does
this fail to come about in their case all the time, so that they remain equal? Also what is
the cause of their growing in a determinate way and diminishing back in a
determinate way? Secondly, how do they remain similar in shape? For the <bodies>
flowing from <them> are similar in shape <to them> (at any rate this is why <on this
view> sight apprehends colours.) But why is this true of the <bodies> being added <to
them>? Also, if the efflux from each <body that is seen> is continuous and corresponds
to all of <its> parts, how is it that the <bodies> being separated off will not impede
those that are travelling <towards the body that is seen> so that they may not be added
<to it>? Or <how is it that> those ones <will not impede> these so that they may not
travel <away>? And how, being fine, will they not be scattered when there are winds?
For we see even if there is an intervening wind (de Sensu Comm, 57, 1-11, trans.

Towey).12

The criticisms are aimed at a view on which we see by means of corporeal effluxes which are
peeled off from the objects of perception. Since they are fine corporeal bodies, Alexander
asks how they are not scattered by the wind. Since they are fine bodily parts of the object of

perception, Alexander asks how, when enough of these effluxes have peeled off the main

2 g1L el ouvexIg ATMO TV OQWUEVWY ATOQEOLX, TIWS OVK AVAAIOKETAL TAXEWS TOOAVTNG
OWHATIKNG ATIOKQLOEWS AT DTV YIVOUEVNGS; €l D€ AvTIMQOoKQiveTatl avTOlG AAAR, TTEQWTOV eV
O Tl TovTo OVK del Yivetal €’ avTV, Wote {oa [te] avta dapévely; Tic Te altia ToL WOLoHEVWS
abfeoBal kal mMAAWY wEOHévwe pelovoBal Emelta TS OHOLOOXTHOVA OLAHEVEL TA LEV YAQ
amogpéovta opowpoodPa (dx TODTO YOOV Kal XQWHATwV 1 oYl avtAapPavetatl) ta &
TIQOUKQLVOUEVA DLX TL TOLADTA €07TL KAl €L OUVEXNS 1] ATIOQEOLX AP’ EKACTOV KAL KATX TTAVTX TX
HOQL, TS OVK €UTIOdIOEL T ATOKQWVOHEVA TOIG (eQopévols, tva <ur> meookQLor), 1 ékelva
TovtoLg, tvar un Ppéontal; mwg O& Aemta GvTa oL oKedATONOETAL AVEUWY OVTWYV; OQWLLEV YAQ, KOV
avepog 1 petalv.
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body and been sent out, the object does not get smaller. He then shows various problems

with the view that new bodies replace the ones sent out.

On Aristotle and Alexander’s view, the objects of perception do not emit bodily effluences,
but rather they bring about a change in the transparent medium. There is nothing which
travels from object to eye, rather the medium, through being changed and in turn changing
the eye, allows the object of perception to be seen. Alexander describes the medium as

serving as a messenger for the object of perception and the eye.

The term used most frequently by Alexander when describing the function of the external

medium is ‘OiaxoveloOal’. Consider these two examples from his On the Soul:

Air, water, and any solid which does not have a colour of its own, are transparent, and
when they are changed in a certain way by colours, they are able to transmit
(duaxovetoOau) to sight so that there is awareness of [colours] (Alexander, On the Soul,

42,6-8 trans. Caston).

The medium through which there is awareness of perceptibles must also be in a
suitable condition for transmission (diaxoveioOat) to the perceptual organs (On the

Soul, 41,19-20, trans. Caston).!?

The latter claim is made in the context of discussing the conditions which must obtain for

objects of perception to be perceived.

In Caston’s commentary on On the Soul he notes that ‘the Greek diakonos and its cognates are
often used elsewhere simply to indicate a servant or the functions a servant performs taken
quite broadly... But diakonos can also refer to a specific kind of servant, a messenger (LS] cite
Aesch. PV 942 and Soph. Phil. 497). This sense predominates in Alexander’s works,

especially where the transmission of perceptible forms is concerned, often through an

13 For further examples of the use of the term ‘dOiakoveioBar’ in this context, see On the Soul, 52,20;
62,5; 62,12.
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external medium.”** Caston translates diakoneisthai as ‘to transmit’. Robert Sharples, in his
translations of the Quaestiones and the Mantissa translates diakoneisthai as ‘to serve as a
messenger for’, for example, in the following line from Quaestiones 1.2: ‘for as long as it is
possible for them [i.e. the objects of perception] to be seen through the movement which is
brought about in it [i.e. the transparent medium] by the colours that those things possess, it
serves as a messenger (Owaxxovettat) for those living creatures that are able to see, so that
they apprehend the colours through it" (Quaestiones 1.2, 6, 12-15 trans. Sharples). It is
important to note that the way in which the medium transmits the colour, or serves as a
messenger for it, is not by allowing colour to somehow move through it from object to eye. I

will now consider how the medium serves as a messenger on Alexander’s view.

The change brought about in the medium by the object of perception, on Alexander’s view,
is a receiving of colour. In what sense colour is received, is yet to be determined. Consider

the following two passages:

For the transparent in actuality, being moved in a way and disposed by the visibles,
transmits their form (10 €idoc avtV dddwaot) to the pupil, in the same way as it
took it, the pupil also being transparent (Alexander, de Sensu comm. 59, 10-12, trans.

Towey).?®

The perception and cognition of colours occurs because (i) what is actively transparent
— that is, what is illuminated — is first modified by the colour since colour is able to
change it, and then (ii) the eye is modified by this [sc. what is transparent], since the
eye itself is also transparent...For light, which has been tinged anew by each visible
thing along a straight line to the eyes aligned with it, relays the exclusive modification,
since it was itself modified due to them; and [the eyes] in turn are also able to receive a
reflected image (0éxecOat v éudaotv) themselves because they are both smooth

and transparent. So given that seeing occurs because the perceptual organ received the

14 Victor Caston, Alexander of Aphrodisias On the Soul. Part 1 (London: 2012), p. 146 n.362.

15 KIVOUHEVOV YAQ TG Kal dlatiBépevov 0 kat' évégyelav dadavig OTO TV dpATWV TO €1d0g
avTOV dAdDdWOL 1) KON, Opolws we EAafev, ovoTt) kat avTh) dapavel.
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colour (Tt déEaxcBat to xowua) and in some way becomes likened to it... (On the Soul

43,12-44,3, trans. Caston).16

In these passages the term ‘transparent in actuality’ or ‘actively transparent’ (t0 xat’
évépyelav dadavec) is used. This description of the illuminated medium is discussed in the
next chapter, but for now it may be understood simply as ‘illuminated transparent’ or
‘actually see-through’. In the passage from Alexander’s commentary on de Sensu, we have
the claim that the medium (referred to here as the ‘transparent in actuality’) transmits the
form of the object of perception to the pupil of the eye ‘in the same way as it took it (6poiwg
ws €AaPev), the pupil also being transparent.” From this passage we may infer that the way
in which the transparent medium serves as a messenger is through taking on the form of the
object of perception in such a way that it is able to transmit this form to the eye.!” There are
many ways in which the phrase “the form of the visible object’, taken out of context, could be
understood. Alexander, however, makes it clear that what is received by the medium and
the eye, is colour. The best way to make sense of the text is to take ‘form’ in this context to
refer to the form of a coloured object qua coloured. To receive the form of the coloured

object, in this sense, is then to receive colour.

In the passage from On the Soul, medium is said to be changed by the object of perception

and then to pass on this change to the eyes.!® The eyes are said to receive an image or

16 tq) Yo TO Kot EvéQyelav dadavéc, To0To O 0Tl TO MEPWTIOUEVOV, TQWTOV MACTKEW VTIO TOD
XOWHATOS (TOUTOL YAQ TO XQWHA KWNTKOV), TNV d¢ Otv OO ToUTOoV, OVoAV KAl avTV dxdavT,
TOUTE 1) TOV XQWHATwV alofnoic te kal kplowg yivetal..ad’ EKAOTOU YOQ TV O0QATWV
AvakeXQWOUEVOV TO P kat evOLVWELAV TeETAYHEVOV TALS KATA TODTO ovoals dpeatv. dadidwoty
0 ©dov mabog, wg an’ ékeivov Emabev avto, Aslaig te oboalg kKal duxdavéowy kat avtalg Kol
nieooétL duvapévalg déxeobal v Eudaoty. €nel 0¢ T déEaocOal TO xowua TO alodntrjoov Kal
opowONVAL aAvTQ TS TO 0QAV YiveTaL.

17 See also Quaestiones 1.2, 6,19-24 for a similar description of the effect of the coloured object on the
medium, and the effect of the medium on the eye.

18 In this passage Alexander uses the verb ‘mdoxewv’ to refer to the way in which the illuminated
transparent is changed by the coloured object. The verb maybe translated as to suffer or to be affected.
Caston translates it as ‘to be modified’. We will see in the next chapter, however that Alexander
claims elsewhere that the transparent is changed and receives colours ‘o0 maOnticwc’, not in a way
which involves it being affected. There need not be a contradiction here. Alexander is just using
nidoxewv and its derivatives in two different ways. In the passage here he is using it broadly to denote
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appearance (éudpaotv) and to receive colour and in some way become likened to it.”” I
discuss the nature of the change in the eye in chapter three, in particular the claim that the
eye receives an image or appearance. For now, I will just note that the change in the eye
consists in a receiving of colour. Through the messenger function of the transparent
medium, the eye receives colour. The medium performs this function through itself
receiving colour. In the passage from the de Sensu Commentary, this receiving of colour is
referred to as the receiving of the form of a coloured object and in the passage from On the
Soul Alexander refers to the medium as ‘tinged anew’ (&vakexowouévov) by coloured
objects. As I will show in the next chapter, on Alexander’s account, sometimes the medium
will be visibly tinged by coloured objects. Under ordinary circumstances, however, the
colour will not be seen in the medium itself. Victor Caston notes in his commentary on On
the Soul that Alexander uses the term tingeing (&vakexowouévov) here to indicate, ‘a general
phenomenon and that colour affects the transparent medium in this way not only when the
effect on the medium is itself visible but also in quite ordinary cases when it is not visible,
unlike the distal object.’? I discuss the sense in which the medium can be said to receive

colour, even in those cases in which the colour is not visible, in the next chapter.

The medium functions as a messenger, then, not by carrying or allowing through a
corporeal efflux, but rather through taking on colour in a way similar to, but as we shall see
not the same as, the way in which a subject receives a new quality when it undergoes
alteration. The specific way in which the medium takes on colour will be the topic of
subsequent chapters. I will leave the medium for now and next consider what happens,

according to Alexander, when colour is received by the eye.

any kind of change undergone. When, in a different context, Alexander claims that the transparent is
changed ‘o0 maBnrtikwd’, he is using the term in a specific way in light of the distinction between
genuine alterations and changes by virtue of relation, a distinction we will come to in the next
chapter.

19 ]t is clear from the context of this passage that the ‘perceptual organ’ referred to near the end of this
passage ought to be understood as the eye.

2 Victor Caston, Alexander of Aphrodisias On the Soul. Part 1, (London: 2012), p.160 (n. 385).
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1.2 Eye to Heart

For Alexander, the receiving of colour by the eye is not the end of the perceptual story.
Alexander is clear that the faculty of sensation is not located in the peripheral sense organs,
such as the eyes, but is located in the heart.?! Consider, for example, the following passage

from Alexander’s commentary on de Sensu:

It is reasonable that seeing comes about not because of effluxes from the visibles but in
this way by means of the <pupil> admitting (dexouévnc) the form of the <visible> seen
through the intermediate transparent and transmitting (dtxddovong) it as far as the
primary perceptive part (mowtov aioOntikov), because the intermediate passage

(mopov) is full of a body of this sort (de Sensu Comm., 59, 12-15, trans. Towey).22

The eye is said to receive the form of the coloured object and to transmit it to the primary
perceptive part. It does so by means of intermediate passages which, like the eyes and
medium, are filled with transparent material. The ‘primary perceptive part’ is elsewhere
described as the primary sense organ (mowtov aicOntrjowov) (On the Soul 60,6), ‘the primary

body which has the soul for perceiving (Caston trans.)” (t@ mowtw TV alcOnTknv Ppuxnv

21 Most contemporary commentators agree that, for Aristotle too, the primary faculty of sensation is in
the heart. See C.H. Kahn, ‘Sensation and Consciousness in Aristotle’s Psychology’, Archiv fiir
Geschichte der Philosophie 48 (1966), 43-81, for an excellent and influential discussion of the common
sense and faculty of sensation and of the status of the individual sense organs for Aristotle. Myles
Burnyeat, however, with his claim that the change in the transparent in the eye is identical to colour
perception, appears to hold the view that, in de Anima at least, the text on which he focuses, change in
the eye alone is sufficient for perception, so long as that eye is part of a whole living body. Irving
Block, in a series of papers, argues that Aristotle puts forwards two different views: in de Anima there
are individual sense faculties in the peripheral organs and in the Parva Naturalia there is a central
faculty of sensation located in the heart. He takes it that the Parva Naturalia view supersedes the de
Anima view (L. Block, “The Order of Aristotle’s Psychological Writings’, The American Journal of
Philology 82 (1961), 50-77; 1. Block, ‘Three German Commentators on the Individual Sense and the
Common Sense in Aristotle’s Psychology’, Phronesis 9 (1964), 58-63; 1. Block, ‘Aristotle on the
Common Sense: A reply to Kahn and Others’, Ancient Philosophy 8 (1988), 235-49).

2 kol o0Twe O TavTNG deXOEVNC OLX TOL dadpavoDg TOU HETAED <TO> €l0OC TOU OQWHEVOL Kal

HEXOL TOU MEWTOL aloBNTIKOL daddovong avtd TQ) TOV HETAED TIOQOV TOU TOLOUTOV TWHATOS
elva mATn), 1O 6pav YiveoBat eDAOYOV, Kal OTL 0V KATA TAG ATO TV OQATWV ATOQQOLAC.
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éxovtt owpatt) (On the Soul 39,18) and the ultimate sense organ (éoxatov alocOntrglov).? I
will refer to it from now on as ‘the ultimate sense organ’. This organ is, or is in the region of,

the heart (Alexander, On the Soul, 39,18-22; 97,4-6).

Alexander provides an argument for why the faculty of sensation cannot be located in the
eye. This argument draws on a passage from Aristotle’s de Anima II1.2. On Aristotle’s view, it
is the perceptual faculty, not the intellectual faculty, by which we judge that various objects
of perception are different. In this passage Aristotle observes that we perceptually
discriminate not only between objects of perception which fall under one sense, for example
black and white, but also between objects of perception which belong to different senses, for
example white and sweet or soft and bitter. He claims that for this to be possible both
perceptible qualities, for example sweet and white, must be present to a single, unified sense
faculty (de Anima 426b8-426b22). Alexander takes Aristotle’s claim that the distinct
perceptible qualities must be present to a single unified sense faculty and uses it to deny that

the faculty of sensation is located anywhere in the eye.

He writes,

The soul and the visual capacity are not in the eye... For, <if it were>, the same would
be true of the other sense-organs also. But if this were the case there would not be any
joint perception coming about, since different parts of the soul would be in different
<places> and ordered in different directions, and we would not be able to judge that
the things which we perceive with the different sense-organs are different from each
other, since we would not possess one thing which apprehends them, as he said in On
the Soul. For that which perceives things also judges their differentiations. For just as, if
one person were hearing and another person seeing, the person seeing would be

unable to judge the <perceptibles> of the person hearing, so too in our case the

2 See On the Soul 63,15; de Sensu comm. 168,3 and Quaest. 3.9 97,5-7.
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capacities would have been detached from each other (de Sensu comm., 36, 9-19, trans.

Towey).?

Alexander argues that if there were distinct perceptive capacities for taste, touch, vision,
sound and smell, each of which is located in their respective sense organs, it would not be
possible to judge that the things which we perceive with the different sense-organs are
different from each other. This is because the parts of the soul would be separate from each
other. The situation, Alexander claims, would be analogous to one person seeing white, for
example, and another tasting sweet, insofar as there is no common faculty to which the two
objects of perception are presented. In such a case no one of these people would be able to
perceptually judge the difference between sweet and white since they would only be
presented with one of these qualities. He reiterates Aristotle’s claim that for a perceiver to
judge that white is different from sweet, both white and sweet must be presented to a single,
unified sense faculty. Granting the claim that we do perceive that white is different from
sweet, Alexander infers that there are not distinct perceptive capacities for taste, touch,
vision, sound and smell, each of which is located in their respective sense organs. The soul

and visual capacity, then, are not in the eye.?

Regarding the nature of the passages (the poroi) which run from the eye and the other
peripheral sense organs to the heart, Alexander presents only a vague picture. In Aristotle’s
de Sensu, the poroi are referred to in the context of the following claim: it may be observed
that war-injuries which lead to a severing of the passages connected with the eye, result in
the cessation of visual perception for the persons who sustain those injuries. Aristotle
attributes this to the fact that the pupil is somehow cut off from the perceptive soul and

takes this observation as evidence for his claim that the perceptive soul is not located on the

2 un éotwv 1) Puxn kat 1 00Tk dUVAUS €V TQ O0POAAUQ... NV YO av kal &Ml TV dAAwv
aloBnneiwv opolwe: obTwe d& oVk av NV ouvaioOnoic T Yvopévr, dAAov pogilov g YPuxnc €v
AAw Ovtog kal & &AAOL Tetaypévoy, ovd'av &duvvapeba 0Tl E€tegar T v aioBavoueba
GAAAwV Toig dxdPopols aioOntniolg keivewy, un €xovreg &v 10 AvVTIAQUPBAVOUEVOV VTV, WG
eimev &v toic Ilegl Puxnc tob yaQ alobavopévov Tvav T Kal Tag ddoAac KQively avt@v.
WoTEQ YA, el dAAoc pEV 1jkovev, aAAog dE Ewpa, oUX OOV Te TV KOLVEWV TOV 0QWVTA TA TOU
AKOVOVTOG, OVTWG O& Kal €’ UV ATNOTNHEVAL &V oAV &l OUVAHELS RAANAWV.

25 See also On the Soul 60,19-61,2.
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surface of the eye (de Sensu 438b 8-16). In Aristotle’s text, the nature and location of the
passages referred to is unclear and a subject of debate amongst interpreters.? Robert
Sharples notes that in Alexander’s commentary on this piece of text, no explicit reference is
made to the location of the passages either and his repetition of Aristotle’s claim that
perception does not occur on the extreme part or surface of the eye may seem to suggest the
interpretive option that the transparent filled passages are located within the eye and not
between the eye and the heart. Sharples explores this suggestion but ultimately rejects it in
light of the fact that the claim that perception does not occur on the surface of the eye is
made immediately after Alexander’s rejection of the claim that the perceptive capacity is
located in the eye at all. We may infer then that the transparent-filled passages extend to the

heart, where the primary perceptive capacity is located.?”

Other than the fact that they are filled with transparent material and somehow connect the
eyes and heart, Alexander gives little information as to the precise location and nature of the
passages (poroi). The way in which they function is also unclear, beyond the fact that they
somehow carry the perceptible forms from the peripheral sense organs to the heart. For the
most part, Alexander uses different language to describe the function of the external
medium and to describe the function of the internal passages. Whereas ‘duakoveioOal is the
verb most frequently used to describe the function of the external medium, Alexander most
frequently uses “0xddwov’ and ‘duddoois’ to refer to the function of the eye and internal

passages.”® This could suggest that, despite both being transparent, they function in a

2% See for example G.E.R. Lloyd, ‘The Empirical Basis of the Physiology of the Parva Naturalia’, in
G.ER. Lloyd and G.E.L. Owen (eds.). Aristotle on Mind and the Senses, (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1978), 215-39 at 219-20. Lloyd argues that the passages are structures behind the eye,
possibly identical with the optic nerve. Ross argues that the passages are not nerves at all but
openings at W.D. Ross, Aristotle: Parva Naturalia (Oxford: Clarendon press, 1955), 192-3. See also C.H.
Kahn, ‘Sensation and Consciousness in Aristotle’s Psychology’, Archiv fiir Geschichte der Philosophie 48
(1966), 43-81.

27 R. Sharples, ‘Alexander of Aphrodisias on the Nature and Location of Vision’, in Ricardo Salles (ed.)
Metaphysics, Soul, and Ethics in Ancient Thought (Oxford: OUP, 2005) 354-355.

3B ‘Adidwory’ and ‘duadooic’ are used to describe the function of the sense organs and internal
passages at: On the Soul 39, 20; 41, 5; 64,8; de Sensu Comm. 59,13-15 Quaest. 3.9 97, 5; 97,12. Very
occasionally Alexander uses forms of dwxkoveioBat to describe this function (On the Soul, 39,19;
59,14), but for the most part he reserves this term to describe the function of the external medium.
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different way. Little more can be said, however, without entering the realm of speculation.
Regarding the change brought about by the objects of perception in the external medium,
Alexander provides us with sufficient information to construct a detailed picture as to the
nature of these changes. Regarding the part of the perceptual process which takes place
behind the eye, by contrast, we are given very little information. Alexander, seemingly, was
much more interested in the former. Robert Sharples notes that, ‘the possibility remains that
Alexander may not himself have had a very clear conception of exactly how [the poroi]

function’.?

1.3 The Heart and the Perceptive Capacity

Alexander also does not present a clear view of what happens when the perceptible forms
reach the heart. Once the colour of the perceptible object is taken on by the eye, it is
somehow transmitted via the passages to the heart. It is then received by the heart, but
Alexander does not give us any information as to the nature of this reception. For example,
we are not told whether the heart becomes perceptibly coloured or whether it undergoes
ordinary alteration when it receives the colour. Alexander does, however, make one striking
claim regarding the reception of perceptible forms by the heart, which I will now discuss.
The claim is that the receiving of perceptible forms by the heart is necessary for but does not

constitute perception.

The claim is striking since it demonstrates a divergence between Alexander and several
prominent contemporary commentators on Aristotle’s text. These prominent contemporary
commentators, in different ways, attribute to Aristotle the position that the reception of
colour by the bodily sense organ constitutes perception, either wholly or in part. The early
proponents of a functionalist interpretation of Aristotle on perception, for example, held the

view that perception is a psychological state constituted or realised in bodily matter.*® On

2 Ibid. p. 357.

%Martha C. Nussbaum and Hilary Putnam, ‘Changing Aristotle’s Mind’ in Essays on Aristotle’s de
Anima, M.C. Nussbaum and A.O. Rorty eds. (Oxford: OUP, 1992), pp. 27-56.
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this view the transition to the state of perceptual awareness (i.e. actual perception), is
constituted by a physical change in the sense organ which stands to this awareness as matter
to form. Thus they take perception to require a dual explanation, parallel to those given for
anger in de Anima 403a29-403b3. Anger is both a desire for retaliation (this is the form of
anger), and a boiling of blood around the heart, (this is the matter of anger). Perception, on
this interpretation, is both the psychological awareness of colour and a physiological change
in the sense organ. Richard Sorabji, whilst rejecting the functionalist interpretation, agrees
with Nussbaum and Putnam that perception for Aristotle involves a physiological process
which stands to the cognitive awareness of the object perceived, the ‘intentional” aspect of
perception, as matter to form.3! For Sorabji too, the physical taking on of colour by the sense

organ is constitutive of perception.

Myles Burnyeat, whilst taking a view of Aristotle’s text opposed to that of Sorabji and the
functionalist interpreters, also views the change in the sense organs as constitutive of
perception. Burnyeat, in contrast to Sorabji and the functionalists, claims that we ought not
to view the bodily changes in the sense-organs as distinct from perception considered as a
cognitive event. He claims that it is incorrect to attempt to apply the Cartesian division of
mind and body to Aristotle’s text. 32 Instead he claims that ‘the physical material of which
Aristotelian sense-organs are made does not need to undergo any ordinary physical change
to become aware of a colour or a smell. One might say that the physical material of animal
bodies in Aristotle's world is already pregnant with consciousness, needing only to be
awakened to red or warmth.”® For Burnyeat, perceptual awareness and the change in the
body of the perceiver do not stand to each other as form to matter, rather the change in the
sense organ is identical to perceptual awareness. The change in the sense organ just is the

colour appearing to the eye of the subject who perceives it and this is identical to the

31 See R. Sorabji, ‘Intentionality and Physiological Processes: Aristotle’s Theory of Sense-Perception’,
in Nussbaum and Rorty (eds.), Essays, 195-225 and ‘Aristotle on Sensory Processes and Intentionality:
A Reply to Myles Burnyeat’, in D. Perler (ed.), Intentionality, 49-61.

32 See MLF. Burnyeat, ‘Aquinas on “Spiritual Change” in Perception’, in D. Perler (ed.), Intentionality,
146-149, 152.

% Burnyeat, M.F., ‘Is an Aristotelian Philosophy of Mind Still Credible? (A Draft)’, in Nussbaum and
Rorty (eds.), Essays, p. 19.
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perceiving of the colour. I discuss Burnyeat’s view further below, but the essential point for
now is that, for Burnyeat, as for Sorabji and the functionalists, the change in the sense organ

is constitutive of the transition to perceptual awareness.

On Alexander’s view the change undergone by the sense organ is not constitutive of
perception. Neither changes in the peripheral sense organs, such as the eyes, nor changes in
the ultimate sense organ, the heart, constitute perception. Perception occurs by means of the
changes in the sense organs, but is itself an activity of soul which Alexander treats as distinct
from such bodily changes. Alexander classifies the activity of soul which constitutes
perception as a sort of perceptual judgement (krisis).** The heart houses the perceptual
capacity and the exercise of the perceptual capacity depends on changes in the heart, but

these changes do not constitute the exercise of the perceptual capacity.

On Alexander’s view, the ultimate sense organ is changed in some way by the sensible
objects. It is said to ‘receive the affections’ (t&x m&On dexouevov) produced by the sensible
objects.®> In referring to the affections, ta pathe, Alexander simply means the properties
which are gained by the organ as a result of its being changed by the objects of perception.
The organ is home to the perceptive capacity and the exercise of this capacity is the judging
of the affections held by the organ. Alexander identifies perception with this perceptual
judgement, the exercise of the perceptive capacity, not with the receiving of the affections by
the sense organ. Alexander writes, “‘when the sense organ is affected in each of its parts, it

[the perceptive capacity] perceives the affection through being the capacity and limit of each

3 Alexander claims that perception is kptolwg, which Towey translates as ‘judgement’. It would be
wrong to infer from Alexander’s use of the term kpioig that the exercise of the perceptive faculty
involves the kind of judgement which requires input from the intellectual faculty. Rather we should
conceive of this kploig as a purely perceptual judgement involving the perceptual capacity alone. In
his translation of Aristotle’s text, Smith uses the verb ‘discriminate’ to translate forms of koivewv in a
perceptual context. I will continue to follow the translators of Alexander in using ‘judge’ and ‘to
judge’ to translate koiolc and Kkivetv, but it may be useful to bear this alternative translation in mind.

% For example, On the Soul 64,5.
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part’ (On the Soul, 63, 21-23).3° He writes that, “perception, even if it seems to come about by

means of an affection, is nevertheless itself a judgement’ (de Sensu comm., 167,21-22).37

Despite the fact that the perceptive capacity is located in a sense organ and perception
occurs by means of the body, perception strictly speaking is identified with the exercise of
the capacity for perceptive judgement alone and so seems to be an activity of soul alone.
There is much of interest to consider here. However, a detailed consideration of the
relationship of body to soul for Alexander is beyond the scope of this thesis. The details of
the bodily processes involved in perception beyond the peripheral sense organs are left
vague by Alexander and there are unanswered questions as to how Alexander conceives of
the relationship between these bodily processes and perception itself. Since my focus is on
the way in which coloured objects of perception affect the eye and medium, I will leave

these issues aside.

1.4 A Spiritualist Interpretation

So far we have a picture of a theory of vision on which the coloured object changes the
medium, which in turn changes the eye. This change is then somehow passed on to the
heart, where the perceptive capacity is located. According to Alexander, the change in the
medium and the eye consists in a receiving of colour. To say, however, that the eye and
medium receive colour can mean several different things, and interpreters of the
corresponding claims found in Aristotle’s texts have taken this claim in several different
ways. In subsequent chapters I will outline the specific sense in which the eye and the
medium can be said to receive colours on Alexander’s view. In chapters 2 and 3 I will argue

that, on Alexander’s view, the receiving of colour is a physical event. In chapters 2 and 4 I

% 1q ka®' Exaotov pégog ToL ailobntnelov mdoyxovtog aiocBdveoBal Tov mAbovg dux TO elvau
dUvauic te xal mépag éxdotov See also n.12 above: It cannot be inferred from Alexander’s use of
naoxovtoc here, that on Alexander’s view the ultimate sense organ is affected in the sense of
undergoing alteration. Alexander sometimes uses forms of the verb ma&oxetwv in a broad sense to
denote any kind of change.

7 1) aloOnoig, el kal dokel Ot T&dBovg Tvog yiveoBal, A" avt ye kololg otiv.
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discuss the particular kind of physical change of which the receiving of colour is an instance.
I specify the sense in which I use the term “physical” below. For now, in the final part of this
chapter, I will outline an interpretation of Aristotle’s view, which, I will argue, serves to
contrast with Alexander’s version of Aristotle’s view. This is Myles Burnyeat’s “spiritualist’

interpretation of Aristotle’s theory of perception.

Stephen Everson gives a succinct account of the question at the heart of the debate between

contemporary spiritualist and literalist interpreters of Aristotle. He writes,

What one wants to know is whether the sensible objects bring about changes which
can be specified only in perceptual or cognitive terms (so that it might be just the
change precisely of coming to perceive the object) or whether they also produce
changes which are describable in physical terms (so that perceiving something would
either be or would involve some change which is specifiable using descriptions which

can also be satisfied by inanimate substances).

The debate is between those who hold that, for Aristotle, the objects of perception bring
about physical changes in the perceiver and environment, and those who hold that, for
Aristotle, the objects of perception do not cause physical changes and instead only bring
about perceptual awareness of themselves. Those who hold that the objects of perception
cause physical changes (and this is the view I will be attributing to Alexander), believe these
changes either to constitute the perceiver's coming to perceive, standing to perceptual
awareness as matter to form, or to play some part in a physiological process which results in
the perceiver’s coming to perceive. The key contemporary figures in this debate are Myles
Burnyeat, who holds the spiritualist interpretation, and Richard Sorabji, who takes the view
that, for Aristotle, objects of perception bring about physical changes in the perceiver.
Sorabji’s position is termed the literalist position, on account of the fact that according to this

interpretation the physical change which takes place in visual perception is a literal

38 S. Everson, Aristotle on Perception, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1997), 56.
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colouration of the sense organ, i.e. the sense organ comes to be perceptibly coloured. On this

interpretation, when a perceiver perceives a red object his or her eye turns red.*

A ‘spiritual change’ is a change which can be specified only in perceptual or cognitive terms.
An example of a spiritual change would be the transition from having no perceptual
awareness of an object to having perceptual awareness of that object. Opposed to this sort of
change are physical changes, which in Everson’s words are ‘changes specifiable using
descriptions which can also be satisfied by inanimate substances’. Sarah Broadie notes that
‘it is not easy to give a non-question-begging sense of "physical" in this context, but at least it
implies "publicly observable." An act of perceptual awareness is not, as such, physical in that
sense.’® We have here then two characteristics of a physical change: they are publically
observable, i.e. potentially apparent to persons other than the perceiver, and they are
changes which may be undergone by animate and inanimate substances alike. In the context
of a discussion of an Aristotelian theory of perception, we may take it that physical changes,
as opposed to spiritual changes, are not acts of perception but are rather themselves objects
of perception. This is the sense in which I will use the term physical for the remainder of this

thesis.#

% For Burnyeat’s position see, M. F. Burnyeat, ‘Is an Aristotelian Philosophy of Mind Still Credible?
(A Draft)’, in Nussbaum and Rorty (eds.), Essays, 15-26; M.F. Burnyeat, ‘How Much Happens when
Aristotle Sees Red and Hears Middle C? Remarks on De anima 2.7-8’, in Nussbaum and Rorty (eds.),
Essays, 421-34; M.F. Burnyeat, ‘Aquinas on “Spiritual Change” in Perception’, in D. Perler (ed.),
Intentionality, 129-53; ML.F. Burnyeat, ‘De Anima II 5, Phronesis 47 (2002), 28-90. For Sorabji’s position
see, R. Sorabji, ‘Intentionality and Physiological Processes: Aristotle’s Theory of Sense-Perception’, in
Nussbaum and Rorty (eds.), Essays, 195-225 and ‘Aristotle on Sensory Processes and Intentionality: A
Reply to Myles Burnyeat’, in D. Perler (ed.), Intentionality, 49-61. For alternative spiritualist and
literalist interpretations see S. Everson, Aristotle on Perception, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1997), who
gives a literalist interpretation, and T.K. Johansen, Aristotle on the Sense-Organs (Cambridge, 1998),
who has a spiritualist interpretation. For a helpful overview of the spiritualist-literalist debate, see
Victor Caston, ‘The Spirit and the Letter: Aristotle on Perception’, in Ricardo Salles (ed.) Metaphysics,
Soul, and Ethics in Ancient Thought (Oxford: OUP, 2005), 245-263.

4 S. Broadie, ‘Aristotle’s Perceptual Realism’, in J.Ellis (ed.), Ancient Minds = Southern Journal of
Philosophy, Supp. Vol. 31 (1992), 141.

411t ought to be noted that Myles Burnyeat objects to this distinction between perceptual changes such
as the transition to seeing, and physical changes in the context of Aristotle’s theory. He objects on the
grounds that for Aristotle those events which we would conceive of as mental or exclusively
psychological post-Descartes, for Aristotle fell within the realm of his physics (M.F. Burnyeat,
‘Aquinas on “Spiritual Change” in Perception’, in D. Perler (ed.), Intentionality, 146-149, 152.) On
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The focus of my thesis is not the contemporary spiritualist-literalist debate, although it forms
a key part of the back-drop to my presentation of Alexander’s interpretation of Aristotle. I
present an interpretation of Alexander, on which the eye and medium undergo a physical
change when they receive colour. This sets my interpretation apart from that of certain
recent interpreters of Alexander. The spiritualist position has been attributed to Alexander
with regards to his theory of vision, most notably by Richard Sorabji. (To avoid confusion, it
is worth clarifying that Sorabji gives a literalist interpretation of Aristotle and a spiritualist
interpretation of Alexander. Sorabji's view is that Alexander does not faithfully present
Aristotle’s theory in this regard.) Sorabji argues that Alexander, along with the
commentators Themistius and Philoponus, ‘sought to give Aristotle’s account of sensory
processes a less material interpretation’.*> He claims that Alexander denies that the eye is
literally coloured and that Alexander, at least in de Anima, ‘understands the reception of
form non-physiologically.”* I will argue that Alexander’s view, across his texts, is that the
reception of colour by the sense organs is physical and not spiritual. In the final chapter,
chapter 5, I specifically consider the grounds on which Sorabji attributes the spiritualist
position to Alexander and argue that the passages Sorabji uses to support his reading can
instead be read in line with my interpretation. I now present the most significant

contemporary example of a spiritualist interpretation of Aristotle, Myles Burnyeat’s. This

Burnyeat’s view the transition to perceptual awareness, even considered apart from any physiological
process, is itself a physical change and to treat the class of psychological events as wholly distinct
from the class of physical events is to misrepresent Aristotle’s view. Nevertheless, the narrower use of
‘physical’ employed by Broadie and Everson which excludes conscious perceptual or cognitive
activity is useful in this context, and I will continue to use it.

# Richard Sorabji, ‘From Aristotle to Brentano: the development of the concept of intentionality’, in
Aristotle and the Later Tradition, Oxford Studies in Ancient Philosophy supp vol. 1991, p. 227.

4 Ibid. p.235. Sorabji restricts his claim that Alexander holds a spiritualist view of the changing of the
transparent to Alexander’s On the Soul. Whilst Sorabji understands Alexander’s solution to the
problem of simultaneous perception of contrary properties to involve a denial of literal colouration,
he claims that, ‘in other works Alexander does not apply the contraries problem to the organ, and is
consequently free to take a more ambivalent, or even favourable, attitude towards the view that
colours show in the eye [i.e. that the eye takes on colours in a literal, physiological way]. So the
dematerialisation evident in this one text [i.e. de Anima] is not quite steadily maintained” (Sorabji,
Aristotle to Brentano, p.230). On my interpretation Alexander is consistent across his texts.
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will serve as a contrast to my interpretation of Alexander’s version of Aristotle’s theory, as I

present it over the next few chapters.

On Burnyeat’s interpretation of Aristotle, coloured objects change the perceiver only insofar
as the colour appears to the eye of the perceiver. Colour’s appearing to the eye of the
perceiver is an event identical to the perceiving of that colour. Burnyeat claims that for
Aristotle, ‘the alteration of the eye by a sensible quality is (i) a quasi-alteration only and (ii)
identical with the perceiving of the sensible quality in question.”* He claims that this ‘quasi-
alteration’, the appearing of colour to the perceiver, is not accompanied by any physical

changes.®

Burnyeat uses the term ‘quasi-alteration” to distinguish the kind of change a perceiver
undergoes in perception from genuine alteration. In cases of genuine alteration a subject
loses a quality such as cold and gains another quality from the same range, such as hot or
warm.“ The genuinely altered subject becomes F, for example hot, having previously been
not-F. According to Burnyeat, the change brought about by the coloured object in Aristotle’s
theory of perception is colour’s appearing to the perceiver at the eye and through the
medium, nothing more. When colour appears, the eye and medium retain all the same
qualities as before colour appeared in them and through them. Crucially, they retain their
colourlessness. They are not, then, genuinely altered. Colour appearing to the perceiver
through the medium is a ‘quasi-alteration” only and no colouration of the illuminated
transparent in the eye or medium occurs. Summarising his position in a later paper,
Burnyeat writes, ‘suppose Aristotle sees a red object. The effect of the red colour is a 'quasi-
alteration' in which neither the medium (obviously) nor the eye (pace Sorabji) turns red, but

red appears to Aristotle through the medium at his eye.”+”

# M.F. Burnyeat, "How Much Happens when Aristotle Sees Red and Hears Middle C? Remarks on De
anima 2.7-8', in Nussbaum and Rorty (eds.), Essays, 429.

4 On the use of the term ‘physical’ in relation to Burnyeat see n.41 above.
4 For Aristotle on alteration, see On Generation and Corruption, 1.7 324a 5-14; Physics, V.2, 226b 1-8.

# M.F. Burnyeat, ‘De Anima Il 5, Phronesis 47 (2002), 75.
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Burnyeat’s view attributes significant weight to a passage in de Anima II1.2. In this passage
Aristotle takes the principle that the actuality or activity (energeia) of that which moves or
changes is one and the same as the actuality or activity of that which is moved or changed,
and applies it to sense and the perceptible object.*® The general principle is stated in Physics

Book I11.3:

Motion (1] xivnoiwg) is in the moveable (t@w wxwvnt). It is the fulfilment of this
potentiality by the action of that which has the power of causing motion; and the
actuality (évépyew) of that which has the power of causing motion is not other than
the actuality of the movable; for it must be the fulfilment of both. A thing is capable of
causing motion because it can do this (T d0vacOau), it is a mover because it actually
does it (Tq €veQyetv). But it is on the movable that it is capable of acting. Hence there is
a single actuality (évéoyewnx) of both alike, just as one to two and two to one are the
same interval, and the steep ascent and the steep descent are one — for these are one
and the same, although their definitions are not one. So it is with the mover and the

moved (Physics 111.3 13-20, trans. R.P. Hardie and R.K Gaye).

An example Aristotle employs frequently is that of the builder building. A builder is a

mover or agent of change, specifically a person with the capacity to build. When he or she

4 The appropriate translation of energeia and its partner dunamis is a subject of much debate (see, for
example, Aryeh Kosman, The Activity of Being: An Essay on Aristotle’s Ontology (Harvard University
Press, 2013); Stephen Makin (ed.), Aristotle: Metaphysics Theta: Translated with an Introduction and
Commentary (Oxford University Press, 2006); Jonathan Beere, Doing and Being, An Interpretation of
Aristotle’s Metaphysics Theta (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009); Michael Frede, ‘Aristotle’s
Notion of Potentiality in Metaphysics 0" in T. Scaltsas, David Charles & Mary Louise Gill (eds.),
Unity, Identity, and Explanation in Aristotle’s Metaphysics (Oxford University Press, 1994), 173-193.) In
the translations of Aristotle given below both ‘activity’ and ‘actuality’ are used to translate energeia,
whilst some translate dunamis as ‘potentiality’, some as “power’ and others as ‘capacity’. For the
purposes of this thesis, there is no need to take a position on this. There is little role in Alexander’s
text for the subtleties of Aristotle’s dunamis-energeia distinction. In fact considering the prominence
Aristotle assigns to this distinction, Alexander uses the terms remarkably little. I will therefore, when
quoting Aristotle, use whichever translation of dunamis and energeia is given by the translator of the
text quoted. Sometimes this will be actuality and potentiality, and sometimes this will be activity and
capacity. Whilst Aristotle’s use of the terms is extremely nuanced, it is sufficient for the purposes of
this thesis to understand dunamis and energeia as a power or capacity and the exercise of this power or

capacity.
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exercises this capacity there is actual building, that is, bricks being put on top of one another
in such a way that will eventually lead to a house. A pile of bricks is that which undergoes
the change, the moveable. They have a capacity to be built. The exercise of this capacity is
their being-built, that is, their being placed on top of one another in such a way that will
eventually lead to a house. Whilst we may give different accounts of the exercise of the
builder’s capacity (i.e. building) and the exercise of the capacity of the bricks (i.e. being-
built), these are in fact one and the same activity: bricks being placed on top of each other in

a way that will lead to a house.

In de Anima 111.2 Aristotle applies this principle to sense and the object of sense. He claims
that the exercise of the capacity to perceive is one and the same as the exercise of the

capacity belonging to the object of perception. He writes,

The activity of the sensible object and that of the sense is one and the same activity,
and yet the distinction between their being remains. Take as illustration actual sound
and actual hearing: a man may have hearing and yet not be hearing, and that which
has sound is not always sounding. But when that which can hear is actively hearing
and that which can sound is sounding, then the actual hearing and the actual sound
come about at the same time (these one might call respectively hearkening and

sounding) (de Anima, 425b26-426a2, trans. Smith).

It is unclear however, how we are supposed to understand the exercise of the capacity
belonging to the object of perception (the “activity of the sensible object’ in the translation
above). In the case of colour and visual perception, Burnyeat reads the II.2 passage in light
of de Anima I1.7. In de Anima I1.7 Aristotle defines colour in terms of its ability to change the

transparent medium between itself and the perceiver:

Every colour has in it the power to set in movement what is actually transparent; that

power constitutes its very nature (de Anima 418a31-418b2, trans. Smith).*

# 1oV 0& YQWHA KIVITIKOV £0TL TOD KT  évéQyelav dadavoig, Kal tovt Eotiv avtol 1) puois.
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Its being colour at all means precisely its having in it the power to set in movement

what is actually transparent (de Anima 419a10-11, trans. Smith).>

In the next chapter I will discuss what is meant by ‘actually transparent’, but for current
purposes the phrase may be understood as equivalent to ‘the medium for visual perception’.
Colour, the object of visual perception, has the capacity to change the medium for visual
perception. As discussed, by means of this, the eye is also changed. The exercise of colour’s
capacity, understood in this way, is the changing of the eye and medium. Burnyeat reads the
II1.2 passage, with its claim that the activity of the object of perception is one and the same as
the activity of sense, in light of the II.7 claim that colour changes the eye and medium. He
takes it then that the changing of eye and medium, referred to in IL7, is one and the same
event as actual perception. He does not take it that the changing of the eye and medium is a
physical precursor to actual perception. In fact his view is that there are no physical
processes in the sense organs or medium by means of which visual perception occurs. The
way in which colour changes the eye and medium, on Burnyeat’s view, is that it causes

colour to appear at the eye and through the medium and nothing more.

But there are other ways of understanding the exercise of the capacity belonging to the
object of perception, and so other ways of taking the claim that this exercise is an activity
that is one and the same as the activity of actual perception. Everson, for example, claims
that there is a distinction to be made between what it is to be a colour and what it is to be a
proper object of sight. He claims that the above passage applies only to the coloured objects,
considered as objects of sight. The exercise of the coloured object’s capacity to be perceived,
is actually being perceived. This is identical to the exercise of the perceiver’s capacity to
perceive. The exercise of colour’s capacity qua colour, on the other hand, is the changing of

the transparent medium and in turn the eye, which Everson denies is identical with actual

50 TOUTO YO TV AVTQ TO XQWHATL ELvAL, TO KIVNTIKG elval Tob kat' évégyelav dixdporvoug.
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perception. He claims that “we should regard the passage from DA IIl.2 as incautiously

expressed rather than as the statement of official doctrine.”>!

On Burnyeat’s view, then, the only change brought about in the eye and medium by a
coloured object, is that colour appears to the perceiver at the eye and through the medium.
There is no literal colouration of the eye and no genuine alteration of the eye or medium
occurs. We shall soon see that there is agreement between Alexander and Burnyeat over the
claim that coloured objects do not cause genuine alteration in the eye and medium. Their
positive stories, however, diverge significantly. Whereas, for Burnyeat, the only change in
the eye and medium is a spiritual change, the appearing of colour to the perceiver, I will
argue that for Alexander the change is physical. It is a physical colouration of the eye by
means of the medium. However, for Alexander, it is nevertheless not a genuine alteration,
i.e. it is not a case in which a subject which is not F, becomes F, in the ordinary way.
Alexander’s particular notion of a kind of physical change which is not an alteration will be

introduced in the next chapter.

In this chapter I have presented an outline of Alexander’s theory of visual perception, from
the changing of the medium by the object of perception, to the changing of the heart and the
exercise of the perceptual capacity. I have begun a discussion of the role played by the eye
and medium in this theory of visual perception, and established that the change undergone
by the eye and medium consists in a receiving of colour. Having presented the spiritualist
interpretation of the claim that the eye receives colour, in the next chapter I will begin to
outline my interpretation of Alexander’s view, on which the eye receives colour in a physical
sense. In addition, in the next chapter I will provide more detail as to the nature of the
medium for visual perception. The medium, in order to play its role and be changed by the
object of visual perception, must be both transparent and illuminated. It is not possible to
see through an opaque body or through dark air. In the next chapter I will explore

Alexander’s view of light and transparency.

51 S. Everson, Aristotle on Perception, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1997), 113.
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CHAPTER 2

Light and Colour

A coloured object is perceived, on Aristotle and Alexander’s view, by means of its changing
the transparent medium between itself and the eye of the perceiver. This medium, in order
to be changed by the object and perform its function of transmitting colour to the eye, must

be illuminated. In Aristotle’s words,

Without the help of light colour remains invisible. Its being colour at all means
precisely its having in it the power to set in movement what is actually transparent,

and the actuality of what is transparent is just light (de Anima 419a9-11, trans. Smith).>2

In this chapter I will be exploring Alexander’s view of the nature of this change brought
about by colour in the illuminated transparent, and the nature of the necessary prerequisite
for this change: light. I will first discuss Alexander’s interpretation of three claims Aristotle
makes about light before turning to the question of the way in which the transparent, once

illuminated, is changed by colour.

This chapter introduces a key component of Alexander’s version of Aristotle’s view, the
notion of change by virtue of relation. Alexander’s use of the concept of this special kind of
change to explain how visual perception comes about is the most novel and, for me, the

most interesting part of Alexander’s development of Aristotle’s view of visual perception.

%2 o0y dpatal &dvev PpwTdC TOUTO YOO NV AVTQ TO XOWHATL Elval, TO KIVNTIKQ@ €lval tov kot
évégyetav diadpavovg: M 0 évreAéxeta oL dapavois PG €0TLv.
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2.1 Light, ‘Presence” and Change by Virtue of Relation

A central tenet of Aristotle’s own view of light is that light does not travel. Criticising

Empedocles, he writes,

Empedocles (and with him all others who used the same forms of expression) was
wrong in speaking of light as ‘travelling’ or being at a given moment between the
Earth and its envelope, its movement being unobservable by us; that view is contrary
both to the clear evidence of argument and to the observed facts; if the distance
traversed were short, the movement might have been unobservable, but where the
distance is from extreme east to extreme west, the strain upon our powers of belief is

too great (de Anima 11.7 418b21-26, trans. Smith).>

Rather than something that moves, Aristotle instead describes light as a sort of “presence’

(magovolia). In de Anima, he gives the following account of light:

Light is neither fire nor any kind whatsoever of body nor an efflux from any kind of
body (if it were, it would again itself be a kind of body) - it is the presence of fire or
something resembling fire in what is transparent. It is certainly not a body, for two
bodies cannot be present in the same place. The opposite of light is darkness; darkness
is the absence from what is transparent of the corresponding positive state (é£ewcq)
above characterised; clearly therefore, light is just the presence of that (de Anima

418b13-20).>

% kal ovk 000ws EpmedokAng, ovd’ el Tig dAAog obtwe elpnkev, wg Ppegopévov to0 PwTog kal
YLYVOLEVOL TIOTE PETAED TNG YNG Kal TOD TEQLEXOVTOG, TJHAGS O& AavOBAavovTog: ToDTo YA&Q €0TL Kal
TIQA TNV TOD AOYOU EVAQYELAV KL TAQX T PALVOHEVA: €V HIKQQE HEV Yo daotuatt AdBot &v,
AT AVaToANG O €M duoHAC TO AavBdvery péya Alov O altnua.

5 ¢tL oUte MOE 0VO” BAWS cHA 0VY” ATIOQEOT] CWHATOG 0VDEVACS (&in YO &V OCWHA TL KAl oUTwg),
AAAQ TTVLEOG 1) TOLOVTOL TLVOG TTAQOLTI €V TQ dadPavel oUTE YXQ dVO CWHATA KHA DLVATOV €V TQ
avt@ etvat, dokel Te TO G évavtiov eival T@ okdtelr £0TL O& TO OKOTOS OTEQNOLS THC TOLXUTIG
éEewc &k dladavoig, wote dAoV OTL Kal 1] TOUTOL TEOLO Lot TO PG E0TLV.
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Light is, for Aristotle, ‘the presence of fire or something resembling fire in what is
transparent’” and darkness is the absence of fire or something resembling fire in what is

transparent. But the meaning of these claims is unclear.

By ‘fire or something resembling fire’, Aristotle means anything that we would refer to as a
source of light, for example the sun or a flame.*® I will go into more detail as to what
Aristotle and Alexander mean by ‘transparent’ below, but in this context Aristotle is
referring to potentially see-through bodies such as air and water in his use of the phrase
‘what is transparent’. Aristotle is clear that light is not fire, but claims that light is the

presence of fire in the transparent body. What could this mean?

Immediately before this passage Aristotle writes that light ‘exists whenever the potentially
transparent is excited to actuality by the influence of fire or something resembling “the
uppermost body”; for fire too contains something which is one and the same with the
substance in question [i.e. the uppermost body]" (de Anima I1.7 418b11-13, trans. Smith).> It
seems that the fire (or the fiery substance fire contains), when present in a transparent body,
brings about a change in this transparent body. It causes the transparent body to become

illuminated, or ‘actually transparent’. We shall see that to describe a body as ‘actually

5 Richard Sorabji provides more detail on how we ought to understand these sources of light. He
writes, ‘But besides ordinary fires, there are many things that are firelike. The fifth element that
makes up the celestial bodies will also serve to create light throughout the celestial region (On the Soul
2.7,419all-13). Fire itself is of different kinds. The fires familiar to us on the earth are a kind of extreme
or boiling of the transparent smokelike exhalation, which constitutes the sphere of much purer fire
beneath the moon (On Generation and Corruption 2.3,330b29; Meteorology 1.3 and 4, 340b23; 341b21-2).
Our fires are treated as something that is not transparent and cannot contain light at de Sensu 438b5.
But elemental fire, which is most fully concentrated in the sphere of purer fire above, is merely like
these fires (On Generation and Corruption 2.3, 330b24) and we do see through it to the celestial bodies
beyond. Sometimes it erupts into flames at various places (Meteorology 1.3 and 4). And when Aristotle
wants to avoid the celestial bodies possessing self-destructive qualities like heat, he suggests an
awkward theory that they too ignite the lower atmosphere by friction and transmit heat (Meteorology
1.3, 341a12-36), and even light, (On the Heavens 2.7,289a20), to us by that method. Whichever of
Aristotle’s theories we pursue, there seem to be plenty of sources of light in the universe (‘Aristotle on
Colour, Light and Imperceptibles’, Bulletin of The Institute of Classical Studies 47 (2004), 132).

5% 10 d&¢ WS OlOV XOWHA €0TL TOL dadpavovg, dtav i) évieAexela dadaveg VO TLEOG T) TOLOVTOL

0loV TO &vw oOHo: Kal YXQ ToUTE Tt UTTAQXEL €V Kal tavtov. See n. 55 above for discussion of fire
and sources of light.
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transparent’, implies that the body is illuminated. Aristotle, then, seems to describe light
both as the presence of fire in the transparent body and the state of the transparent body

which is brought about by fire.

However, the description of light as the presence of fire in the transparent seems to preclude
our understanding light as caused by fire or the fiery substance in an ordinary way.
Consider this example of ordinary causation: fire on a stove causes water to become hot. The
fire alters the water and imparts its heat. But we would not define the property heat, as it
exists in the water, as the presence of the fire on the stove. Rather the fire and the water
share the property heat. Whilst the heat of the fire caused there to be heat in the water, once
the water is hot, the water has the property hot (at least for a while) independently of the
presence of the fire. The fire can be put out and the water retains its heat. The presence of the
fire is causally necessary, but certainly not an essential part of what it is for the water to be
heated. In the case of light, on the other hand, Aristotle claims both that the state of
illumination is brought about (the potentially transparent is excited to actuality) as a result
of fire’s influence, and that the state of illumination is the presence of the fire. It does not
seem that fire alters the transparent in an ordinary way. Aristotle’s claims are mysterious. It
is far from clear how we ought to make sense of them.” I will now present Alexander’s

innovative reading and development of these claims.

To explain what light is and how it comes about Alexander introduces a new concept, the

concept of change by virtue of relation. This notion will be central to the remainder of my

% One recent interpretation of these claims is put forward by Mark Kalderon in his Form without
Matter: Empedocles and Aristotle on Colour Perception, (Oxford: OUP, 2015), 43-46. He begins with the
suggestion that we understand fire as an intrinsically active thing, ‘a dynamic kind’. He suggests that
Aristotle’s view of illumination is grounded in the premise that ‘the being and continued existence of
fire depends upon its activity’, that the ‘being of fire depends upon its distinctive activity, that a fire
would cease to be should it cease to burn’ (p. 44). For fire to be present in the transparent, then, is for
fire to be active in the transparent. Light, on Kalderon’s interpretation, is this activity of the fiery
substance. He writes, ‘Suppose that Heraclitean metaphysics is right to the extent that for fire, at least,
to be is to burn. Putting this together with Aristotle’s denial that the fiery substance is a body, we
arrive at a conception of the fiery substance as an incorporeal activity. The presence of the fiery
substance in a potentially transparent medium, be it air or water, just is the occurrence of this
incorporeal activity, a kind of rarefied burning that instantaneously pervades the medium insofar as
itis a unity’ (p. 44).

50



thesis. For Alexander, when a source of light such as a fire or the sun is present, the
potentially transparent body — the dark air or the water — undergoes a change by virtue of
relation to the source of light. It becomes actually transparent or illuminated. I suggest that
Alexander’s notion of change by virtue of relation is his way of making sense of Aristotle’s
claim that light is the presence of a source of light (fire or something resembling fire) in the
transparent. In order to examine further how Alexander arrives at the notion of change by

virtue of relation, I now turn to his commentary on Aristotle’s de Sensu chapter 6.

In chapter 6 Aristotle raises the question of whether light reaches a halfway point between
its source and the organ of perception prior to reaching the organ of perception. In other
words he asks whether light takes time to propagate, i.e. whether it travels or affects the
transparent body part by part. He refers to Empedocles” view, which answers this question

affirmatively:

Empedocles, for example, says that the light from the sun arrives first in the
intervening space before it comes to the eye, or reaches the Earth. This might plausibly
seem to be the case. For whatever is moved, is moved from one place to another; hence
there must be a corresponding interval of time also in which it is moved from the one
place to the other. But any given time is divisible; so we should assume a time when
the sun’s rays were not as yet seen, but were still travelling in the middle space

(Aristotle, de Sensu 446a25-446b3, trans. ].1. Beare).

Here Aristotle sets down the premise that if something moves, in the sense of travelling or
locomotion, it takes time to move from one place to the other. As we have seen Aristotle
denies that light takes time to propagate and so rejects the view that light moves or travels.
Having denied that light moves and takes time to propagate, Aristotle’s next step is to
explain how instantaneous propagation of light over a certain area is possible. He does this
through contrasting motion, in the sense of locomotion, with qualitative change or
alteration. Whilst in the case of locomotion an object must take time to travel from A to B, in

the case of alteration the change can take place over a certain area all at once:
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And in general, even in qualitative change the case is different from what it is in local
movement. Local movements, of course, arrive first at a point midway before reaching
their goal... But we cannot go on to assert this in like manner of things which undergo
qualitative change. For this kind of change may possibly take place in a thing all at
once, without one half of it being changed before the other; e.g. it is possible that water
should be frozen simultaneously in every part. But still, for all that, if the body which
is heated or frozen is extensive, each part of it successively is affected by the part
contiguous, while the part first changed in quality is so changed by the cause itself
which originates the change, and thus the change throughout the whole need not take
place simultaneously and all at once (Aristotle, de Sensu 446b28-447a6, trans. ].L

Beare).>®

There are broadly two ways in which the discussion of alteration here may be understood.
Either it could be the case that Aristotle discusses alteration here because the transition from
dark to light is itself an alteration or, alternatively, he could be discussing alteration to
compare and contrast this kind of change with the distinct kind of change undergone by the
transparent body when it is illuminated. Alexander takes the latter view. Alexander claims
in his commentary on de Sensu, that Aristotle mentions alteration here in order to provide an
example of a kind of change which can occur throughout a body at the same time, thereby
showing that it is possible for a body to change all at once as opposed to part by part.
Alexander denies, however, that Aristotle understands illumination to be a case of
alteration. Illumination is a different kind of change which is also able to occur throughout a
body all at once.” As we shall see, Alexander’s denial that a body undergoes alteration when
it is illuminated is central to his view. In support of Alexander’s claim that Aristotle does not
mean to class illumination as a type of alteration, is the fact that Aristotle observes in the

above passage that in cases of alteration, such as heating and freezing, if the area over which

% 6Awg d& 0VdE Opolwg €mi te dAAowoews €xel kal Ppoac: al pev yap Gopat eVAGYwWS €ig TO
petalb mowtov aducvovviatl...,, 6oa O AAAowovtal OUkETL Opoiwe: Evdéxetal Yoo abpoov
aAAoovoBat, kat pr) To fjHUov mEATEQOV, olov TO VOWQ apa mav mryvuoBal oV unv aAA” av 1
TOAD T0 O€QUALVOUEVOV T] TUTYVOHEVOV, TO EXOHEVOV DTO TOD €XOUEVOL TTATXEL TO O& MEWTOV VT
avToL ToL AAAOLODVTOC peTafdAAeL kal avaykn dua dAAoovoBat kat ABgoov.

%2 Alexander, de Sensu comm. 133, 13-22.
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the change takes place is very large, the change does not in fact take place all at once.
[Nlumination, on the other hand, does take place over vast areas, ‘from extreme East to

extreme West,” and still, according to Aristotle, the change occurs all at once.

If we accept, with Alexander, that illumination is not an alteration, this prompts two further
interpretive questions. Firstly, there is the question of what distinguishes the kind of change
to which illumination belongs from an alteration, and secondly the question of what kind of
change illumination is an instance of, if not alteration. I will briefly mention one way in
which these questions have been answered, before moving on to Alexander’s view which
opposes the notion of alteration with the notion of change by virtue of relation. G.R.T Ross,
who shares Alexander’s view that the transparent body does not undergo alteration when it
is illuminated according to Aristotle, answers these questions by drawing on Aristotle’s
claim that light is an actuality (energeia) and his claim that light is a state (hexis).®® I discuss
Aristotle’s claim that light is an actuality, specifically the actuality of a transparent body
insofar as it is transparent, below. Ross draws a connection between these three claims - i.e.
the claim that light is an actuality, the claim that it is a state and the denial that for a body to
be illuminated is for it to undergo alteration — and a much discussed claim concerning

potentiality and actuality made at the end of de Anima IL.5.

In de Anima I1.5 Aristotle claims that the transition from potentiality to actuality in the sense
of hexis, for example the transition undergone by a potential knower from the state of
ignorance to the state of possessing knowledge, is not an alteration, or at least is not
alteration in the ordinary sense. Aristotle claims in IL5 that the person who, ‘starting with
the power to know learns or acquires knowledge through the agency of one who actually
knows and has the power of teaching either (a) ought not to be said 'to be acted upon' at all
(ovd¢ maoyxewv) or (b) we must recognize two senses of alteration (dvo TEOTOULG elvar
aAAowwoewg), viz. (i) the substitution of one quality for another, the first being the contrary

of the second, or (ii) the development of an existent quality from potentiality in the direction

60 Ross, G.R.T., Aristotle de Sensu and de Memoria: Text and Translation with Introduction and Commentary
(Cambridge: CUP, 1906), p. 211-214. Aristotle refers to light as a state at, for example, de Anima IIL.5
430al5 (*...a sort of positive state like light’).
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of fixity or nature (émt taxg €€eig kal Vv povow) (de Anima IL5, 417b12-16, trans. Smith).o!
Aristotle claims here that the transition from potentially being in a certain state to actually
being in that state, in cases where the subject’s possessing the state constitutes a kind of
perfection or fulfilment of its nature (as is the case with human beings and the having of
knowledge), either should not be classed as an alteration at all or else we need to distinguish

between two senses of alteration.

The first of these senses of alteration is simply the substitution of one quality for a contrary
quality, such as a something cold becoming hot. This is ordinary alteration. The second is
the fulfilment of a potential in the direction of the perfection of the subject. Ross takes the
grounds for Aristotle’s denial that the transition of a body from dark to light is an alteration
to be the fact that that light is an energeia. He claims that as an energeia it does not come about
by alteration, at least not in the ordinary sense, since, ‘the change from dunamis to energeia in
the proper sense is not mere alteration from one quality to its opposite, but is a movement
Emi tog €€e1g kat TNV Ppuvowy.”? So for Ross the relevant distinction we ought to bring to bear
when considering Aristotle’s account of light is that between ordinary alteration and the

transition to energeia.

Whilst Alexander follows Aristotle in describing light as the actuality of the transparent
body, qua transparent (again, more on this below) and even the culmination (teAeidtng) of
the transparent body qua transparent, these are not the grounds on which he distinguishes

the transition from dark to light from a case of alteration.®® The relevant distinction for

61 o O’ €k duvapel Ovtog pavOavov kal Aappavov Emotunv OO oL évteAexeia OVTOog kal
dWATKAALKOD TTOoL 0VOE MATXEW Patéov, [WwoTeg elontay] 1) dVo tedémovS eival AAAoLWTEwWS, TV
Te €M TAG OTEQNTIKAC DlatO€0 el HeTaBOANV Kal TV Emi Tog €EelC kal TV pUOLV.

62 Ross, G.R.T., Aristotle de Sensu and de Memoria: Text and Translation with Introduction and Commentary
(Cambridge: CUP, 1906), p. 211. Ross also draws on Physics VII, chapter 3 to make this point, in which
it is claimed that ‘states (hexeis), whether of the body or of the soul, are not alterations” (dAAx pnv
oL at €€elg oVO” al ToL owuatog 000" atl g Puxns dAAowwoelg) (246a10-11, trans. R.P. Hardie and
R.K. Gaye). In this chapter of the Physics Aristotle also makes a general claim that when a subject is
perfected, or achieves its culmination, this is not an alteration.

6 ‘For light is activity and culmination of transparent [material] insofar as it is such (¢ott Yoo pag
gvépyela Katl TeAel0TnNg ToL dlapavovg kabo toovtov) (On the Soul, 43, 7-8, trans. Caston).
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Alexander is not between an alteration and the attainment of energeia, but rather between
alteration and change by virtue of relation. Consider the following passage in which the

term ‘movement’ covers both locomotion and alteration:

For the air and the transparent is illuminated not by means of a movement (ktvrjoewc),
but immediately (aOpoov) from being potentially transparent it becomes actually
transparent and illuminated, becoming that which possesses it from that which had
not possessed it, not because it takes it and is moved. For it is by the relation and the
presence (oxéoel yao kat magovoia) of that which illuminates to that which is by
nature illuminated that light is generated, as has been stated in the treatise On the Soul.
For this is what is described there as the “presence of fire or that which naturally
illuminates is in the transparent’, the presence which he indicated by the expression,
‘is in” (évetvau). For that which is on the right of something comes to be on the right
not by means of a movement or a coming to be but rather not being on the right
before, it comes to be on the right all together by virtue of some kind of relation to it of
that which it is on the right of. So too that which is potentially transparent comes to be
actually such, changing all together by virtue of some kind of relation to it of that
which naturally illuminates. For everything which can come to be actually transparent
and illuminated because of such a relation with that which illuminates, is illuminated
all together, not beginning first from the <part> near that which illuminates and
proceeding by means of transmission and movement in time to the parts that are
farther away, as was the case with sound and smell (Alexander, de Sensu Comm., 132,2-

132,16, trans. Towey).*

6 00 yaQ dx kKWNoews 0 ane kat 10 dadavés dwtiletal, dAA dbpoov ék duvdapel dadavovg
évegyela dxdpaveg yivetar kal medpwtiopévov, €xov €£ ovk €XOVTog YIVOUEVOV, OV Ol TO
Aaupavey te kal kwveloBatl oxéoel Yoo kal magovoia T o0 Pwtiloviog mEOg TO TEDUKOG
dwtlleoOatl 10 e, ws év toic ITegtl Puyxmc elonTat. TOUTO YAQ €0TL TO eloNHéVOV EKEL TO ‘Tagovoia
TVEOG 1) ToL PpwTiletv medukdtog év dadavel, 1)V magovoiav dux ToD Evetval EdNAWOEV. WS YaQ TO
0efLdv Tvog oL dl KIvoews DeELOV YiveTal ovdE dx Yevéoews, dAAA T1) TOL TEOg O de&LoV EoTL
molx oxé0eL MEOS AVTO ABROwS oUk OV TEdTEQOV delov yivetar defldv, obtw kat O duvdpel
dadaveg évepyela yivetat toovTov dBodws petaPaArov i) tob Pwtiletv medhukdTog AVTO TEOG
avTo oxéoel mowd. AV yoaQ 6cov dvvatat DO TS TolVTNG OXEoews oL wTllovTog EveQyein
vevéoOar duaxdpavis kal TepwTopévov AdBo0ws dwrtiletal, ovk Apfdpuevov TEWTOV ATO TOD
nAnolov 1@ GwrtiCovtt kal kata dkdooy kal kivnowv &v xedvw &l ot TogRWTéow HéEN dLelov,
WG eixev émi Tov POPoL Kal T OOUNG.
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Taking the beginning of the passage, in which Alexander denies that illumination occurs by
means of movement and claims instead that the air immediately from being potentially
transparent becomes actually transparent and illuminated, one may think that Alexander is
drawing a distinction between a movement (kinesis) and an actuality (energeia) as Ross
suggests. Quickly, however, he shifts his focus to the fact that illumination comes about by
virtue of relation between the illuminated body and the source of illumination. He then
draws comparisons not between illumination and other transitions to actualities, but rather
between illumination and the gaining of relational properties such as ‘being to the right of’.
Just as something comes to be to the right of something else not by means of movement but
by virtue of relation to a distinct object, so too the transparent comes to be illuminated by

virtue of relation to a source of light.

The term Alexander uses for ‘relation’ is skhesis. It is clear that Alexander is using skhesis in
the sense of relation from the way in which he uses it with two terms. He writes of the
skhesis of the air, to the source of illumination. It is also clear from the comparisons he uses
between the state of illumination and the having of relational properties such as ‘being to
the right of something’. I say more about these comparisons in chapter 4. When skhesis is
used by Alexander in the context of discussing light, air and the source of illumination it
ought to be read as ‘relation’, and so it is translated by both Caston and Towey. Skhesis,
however, also means state or condition and is specifically used for temporary or passing
states or conditions. Skhesis can be used in opposition to hexis, where hexis means a stable or
settled condition of something and skhesis a temporary condition. As we shall see,
understanding skhesis as a relation, with shades of the meaning ‘temporary condition’ (as

most relations are), fits well with Alexander’s usage of the term.

In addition to the fact that changes by virtue of relation occur all at once and not part by part
(which is arguably also true of some cases of alteration), there is a key feature of changes by
virtue of relation which distinguish them from alterations. When the object to which the
changed subject is related ceases to stand in the relevant relation to the subject, the subject

immediately loses the property or state it had gained. In a case of alteration, when a subject
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is altered, for example when water is heated and changed from cold to hot, the new property
is not immediately lost when the agent of the change, in this case the source of heat, is
removed. When I remove my pan of water from the stove, it does not immediately revert
back to being cold. By contrast, if a room is illuminated by a lamp and then that lamp is
removed or turned off, the light immediately vanishes from the room and the air becomes
dark. Similarly, if my computer has the property ‘being to the right of my cup of tea” and
then the cup of tea is removed, the computer immediately loses the property of being to the

right of the cup of tea.

Alexander frequently emphasises this feature of change by virtue of relation, the fact that the
property gained through the change is immediately lost when the object to which the
changed subject is related is removed. For example, consider the following passage from his

commentary on de Sensu:

That light depends on a relation (év oxéoel t0 ¢pwc) but not on an alteration is clear
from the fact that, whereas things which are altered have not ceased from the affection
that is generated in them by that which alters <them> immediately on its departure (for
when that which heats departs, that which is heated by it does not immediately cease
from the heat that is generated in it by <that which heats>), things that are such by
virtue of their relation to something cease to be in relation to that thing in conjunction
with its departure. For the father has ceased being a father when the son has died, and
when that which is on the left has departed, that which is on the right is on the right no
longer. The same is true of light. For it departs all together in conjunction with the
departure of that which naturally illuminates (Alexander, de Sensu Comm. 134, 11-19,

trans. Towey).

65 ‘OtL 0¢ €v ox€oel 10 P, AAA" 0UKk €V dAAowoEL dNAOV ATIO TOL T HEV aAAoovpeva ovk VOV
T 10 dAAooDV ameABetv memavobat tob éyyevopévouv mabovg €v avtoic LT avTOL (0L YXQ TOU
Oeopaivovtog dmeABdVTOC €0OUG Kol TO BeQuatvopevov DT avToL TNG éyyevopévng v éxetvou
OeopdtnToc AT MAvETAL), T O& KATA TNV TEOG TL OX£0LV OVTa TolXDTA, ATEABOVTOG TOV TEOG O
1 oxéolc, ovpmaveobatl kal TadT TOL €Tt elval €V Ti) TEOC €KEIVO OXETEL VIOV YA amofavdvtog
TEMAVTAL KAl O TATNE MATIQ WV, KAl T0D AQLoTEQOL ATeEABOVTOS O deflog oUkéTL deELdg EoTLv.
oUtw 0¢ &xeL kal T GG ovvaTépxetatl yag abpoov 1@ Pwtiletv tePukott. (cf. also On the Soul
42,20-43,4, On the Soul 45,3-5, Mantissa 143, 4-19.)
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This is how Alexander takes Aristotle’s claim that light is the presence of a source of light in
the transparent. The state of illumination in the transparent body is caused by the source of
illumination. However, it is not caused in the ordinary way and the transparent body does
not undergo alteration. The light in the transparent is the presence of the source of light in
the sense that it is never independent of this source. The transparent body does not have the
property ‘illuminated” independently of the presence of the source of light. When this source
is removed, the light in the air goes with it. However, one may think this is a weak reading
of Aristotle’s claim ‘light is the presence of fire or something resembling fire’. The ‘is’, on
Alexander’s view, is not the is of identity. I suggest that light can only be said to be the
presence of fire or the source of light on Alexander’s view in the sense that we can say life is
the beating of the heart. These things are not identical, but if the heart ceases to beat, life is
extinguished. I discuss Alexander’s concept of change by virtue of relation in more detail in

chapter four.
2.2 Light as Accidentally the Colour of the Transparent

I now turn to Alexander’s take on another of Aristotle’s descriptions of light. In de Sensu
Aristotle claims that light is the colour of the transparent accidentally (éoti xowpa tov
drapavoug kata cvuPePnrog).® Alexander develops this claim into a distinction between a
subject’s being coloured accidentally, which is the case if the colour is acquired by virtue of

relation, and something’s possessing its own proper colour.

Before turning to this distinction between having a colour accidentally and having a proper
colour, the description of light as a colour needs some comment. Aristotle and Alexander do
distinguish between coloured objects in the sense of the objects of visual perception and the
illuminated bodies through which we see these coloured objects. Nevertheless, light is also

conceived of by Aristotle and Alexander as a kind of colour, albeit colour in a broad sense.

66 Aristotle, de Sensu, 439a18-19.
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Aristotle and Alexander use colour in a narrow sense to refer to the object of visual
perception which has the power to change the illuminated transparent. Aristotle gives both
a functional and a material definition of colour in this narrow sense. The functional
definition is found in de Anima: ‘every colour has in it the power to set in movement what is
actually transparent; that power constitutes its very nature’ (418a31-418b3, trans. Smith). As I
have mentioned, and will explore in the next section, the actually transparent is the
illuminated transparent. Colour then is given a functional definition in terms of its ability to
change an illuminated transparent body. Illuminated bodies and coloured bodies are not
equated here, rather the one is defined in terms of its ability to act on the other. In de Sensu
Aristotle provides a material definition of colour in the narrow sense: ‘the limit of the
transparent in determinately bounded body’ (de Sensu 439b11, trans. J.1. Beare). I will explore
the meaning of this latter claim shortly, where it will be seen that the definition excludes

light. Unless stated otherwise, when I use the term “colour’, I use it in this narrow sense.

The term colour, however, is also used by Aristotle and Alexander in another broader sense,
a sense which covers both light and ordinary colours. Alexander in places makes the
unqualified claim that light is a colour (de Sensu Comm. 43,12-17, On the Soul 44,16) and
elsewhere qualifies it, taking account of the fact that elsewhere the term colour is used and
defined in the narrower sense (de Sensu Comm. 42,26-27; 52, 1-3; 52,9; On the Soul 42,7-8;
45,1).¢7

To understand why light is sometimes classed as a colour in this broader sense, we ought to
consider the fact that there is strong evidence that the ancient Greeks conceived of the
different colour hues in terms of degrees of luminosity or brightness. Aristotle understood
the different colours to be produced by certain ratios of leukon and melan. These two terms in
this context are often translated as white and black, but can also be translated as light and

dark.®® The state of illumination could be understood as the colour of the transparent insofar

67 See also Quaest. 1.2, 6, 16-17; 1.21, 35, 14-15; Mant. 144, 5-6; 144, 16; 150, 2.

6 For discussion of the ancient concept of colour variation understood in terms of degrees of
luminosity, see, for example, Mark Kalderon, Form without Matter: Empedocles and Aristotle on Colour
Perception, (Oxford: OUP, 2015), chapters 5 and 6, and H. Osborne, ‘Colour Concepts of the Ancient
Greeks’, British Journal of Aesthetics 8 (1968), 269-283.
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as light is bright and in this sense a chromatic quality. It is, however, a colour of a special
sort. Alexander says of light that it is “visible in the highest degree and pre-eminently, since
it is through light that the perception of the other colours is generated” (de Sensu Comm. 43
13-15). Whereas bright, coloured objects such as snow or a painted statue are themselves
seen, an illuminated body enables this sort of coloured object to be seen. On this point it
should also be noted that, for Aristotle and Alexander, both light and colours, such as the
red, blue and green found in opaque perceptible objects, have the same material basis. They
both are properties of transparent bodies, but transparent in a different and, again, broader
sense to the way in which I have used it so far. Before discussing the distinction between the
proper and accidental having of colours, I will first outline Alexander’s view of

transparency.

So far I have been using the term transparent to refer to see-through bodies such as air and
water. This is how Aristotle uses the term in de Anima.®® But there is a broader sense of
transparent used by Aristotle in his de Sensu and picked up by Alexander. In his de Sensu

Aristotle says the following about the transparent:

What we call transparent is not something peculiar to air, or water, or any other of the
bodies usually called transparent, but is a common nature and power, capable of no
separate existence of its own, but residing in these, and subsisting likewise in all other

bodies in a greater or less degree (de Sensu, 439a20-25, trans. ].I. Beare).”

Transparency (diaphanes), in the technical sense introduced in de Sensu, is not only a property
of see-through substances such as air, water and glass. It is also a property of opaque,

coloured objects. Transparency is that which makes certain bodies “see-through” but only

8 ‘Now there clearly is something which is transparent, and by 'transparent’ I mean what is visible,
and yet not visible in itself, but rather owing its visibility to the colour of something else; of this
character are air, water, and many solid bodies’ de Anima, 418b3-5, trans. Smith. The ‘many solid
bodies’ Aristotle refers to here are glass, see-through stones, and other see-through solids.

70 0 d¢ Aéyopev dladaveég ovk EoTwv DOV Aégog 1] Vdatog ovd dAAov TV oUtw Agyouévwyv

OWHATWV, AAAG TiG 0Tl KOWVT] PLOLS Kal dUVAaULS, T) XwELoTr) LEV oUk E0TLy, év TovTolg O €oTt, kal
TOlC AAAOLS OCUAOTLY EVUTIAQXEL TOLS HEV HAAAOV TOLG O )TTOV.
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bodies of a certain kind. These bodies are ‘a6giotoc’, or without a determinate boundary,
for example air or water. In a different sort of body, bodies which have a determinate
boundary, the property of transparency does not make them see-through but rather is that

which makes them coloured.”

Aristotle describes transparency as ‘a common nature and power’ (kowr PUOIG Kal
dvvapuic) present in all bodies to some degree or other. Alexander explains this power as
analogous to capacities to partake of ‘heat or cold, moisture or dryness, and rarity or density
to a greater or lesser degree’ (de Sensu Comm. 44,23-24, trans. Towey). Alexander notes that,
as with these capacities, transparency is a capacity or power which is not separable from the
body to which it belongs (44,25). Transparency is a property not a substance. There is no
transparency apart from the body to which it belongs. Just as there is a capacity which
allows something to receive hot and cold, to be heated and cooled, transparency is the
power or capacity to receive colour in the broad sense of the term, that is, it receives

ordinary colours and light (44,22). Alexander writes,

For all <qualities> which are by nature generated and exist in something else there is
something underlying which possesses a suitability for being given a form in respect
of <those qualities>, and it is their matter. (For some matter underlies heavy and light,
large and small, hot and cold, and the other <qualities> that are analogous to these.) In
the same way <there is something underlying> colours too, and the opposition in
respect of them. (For colours are included in the <qualities> which by nature are
generated in something else.) And this is the transparency in bodies. Bodies, insofar as
they are transparent, both possess and admit colour (Alexander, de Sensu Comm. 44,25 -

45,5, trans. Towey).”?

71 See Aristotle, de Sensu, 439a18-33.

2 g YO0Q Ao TOlG &V dAAw mePukoot yiveoOal te kat eivat €0t Tt DTokeipevov EmitndelotnTa
&€xov mEOoc TO kAt avtod eidomoeiobat kai VAN éotiv avtwV (kat yao Bagel kal kovdw Kal HeydAw
Kal pKo@ kol Oeoue kat Puxow kai 1ol dAAowg toig dvaAoyov tovtolg €xovowv VAN Tig
vmdkeLtat), oVTw O KAl TOIG XOWHAOL KAl T KATX TAaDTH EVAVTIWOEL (KAl YXQ TadTa TV €V
dAAoig yiveoOau meduroTtwv), kat éotv adtn 1) €V T0lG oUaot dPAavelr. Kal T oouata, kao
EoTLdlxdPavn), Kal TO XoWHa ExeL Te Kal déxeTaL
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Transparency, then, is that which underlies, or the capacity to possess and receive, colour. It
is not just or even primarily, however, the capacity to receive colour in the ordinary sense of
colour belonging to an opaque coloured object. It is also the capacity to receive light.
Whether a body receives light or colour (in the ordinary sense), depends on what sort of
body it is, whether it is a limited or determinately bounded body, or whether it is an

unlimited body without a determinate boundary.

This distinction between limited and unlimited bodies is found in Aristotle (de Sensu 439a18-
33), but is developed and assumes greater importance in Alexander.” The term used by
Aristotle and Alexander to refer to unlimited bodies such as air and water is dogiotog,
which Beare and Towey translate as ‘indeterminate’. Forms of the verb 6piCw are also used
to mark the distinction between limited and unlimited transparency.” OpiCw ought to be
understood in this context as ‘to limit’, ‘provide a boundary’ or ‘make determinate’.
Adpiotog bodies are those without an intrinsic limit or boundary. In this sense, they are not

determinate.

It is not clear from Aristotle’s text what the nature of the limit or boundary he refers to is,
but Alexander is clear that we ought to understand the boundary as a fixed spatial
boundary. Limited bodies would then be solid bodies, those with a fixed spatial boundary,
whereas unlimited bodies would be fluid bodies, those for which their boundary is not
determined intrinsically but instead is determined by other bodies. In his commentary on de

Sensu, Alexander writes the following:

73 Bergeron and Dufour comment on this development by Alexander of the concept of the unlimited
transparent which exists only in bare outline in Aristotle's texts. M. Bergeron and R. Dufour,
Alexandre d’Aphrodise: De I’dme (Paris : Librairie Philosophique J. Vrin, 2008). Commenting on 44,5 :
‘Premiere mention du diaphane <<indéfini>>. Il s’agit de corps qui n’ont pas de limites définies,
comme l'air et 'eau. Ces expressions qui deviennent tres techniques chez Alexandre sont a peine
esquissées par les traités que I’'on connait d’Aristote.”

7+ Aristotle also once uses the phrase Tt eival €éoxatov (439a26) when referring to the limited

transparent, meaning by this that the body he is referring to has an extremity, i.e. is limited or
bounded.
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<The> indeterminate transparent is that which is fluid and does not possess a limit
proper <to itself>; by this he [Aristotle] distinguishes the solid body from <the fluid>...
This is how he shows the differentiation between light and colour, and between the
transparent <bodies> in which these <are present>. For light is in the transparent
<body> which is indeterminate and does not possess an end proper <to itself>. For just
as bodies of this sort, in so far as they are bodies, do not possess a boundary proper <to
themselves> but are always being defined and bounded by another <body>, so too
they do not possess a colour proper to themselves. This is because the colour of the
body is its boundary, in so far as <the body> is transparent and able to admit colour
and visible, whereas <indeterminate bodies> do not possess the boundary proper <to

themselves> (de Sensu Comm. 48,17-49,5, trans. Towey).”>

It is clear from this passage that Alexander is understanding the limit of a body in this
context, as a fixed spatial limit. Colour (being used now in the narrow sense) is that which is
found in solid bodies, those bodies with their own boundary. Light is found in fluid bodies,
those bodies which are only limited by other solid bodies. For example, a body of water may
be limited by the jug it is in or a body of air may be limited by the walls of a room.
Alexander claims that such bodies, bodies without their own boundary, do not possess a

colour proper to themselves.

Alexander’s explanation, an explanation not found in Aristotle’s texts, for why unlimited
transparent bodies such as air or water do not have their own proper colour is based on
Aristotle’s claim that “‘we may define colour as the limit of the transparent in determinately
bounded body’ (de Sensu 439b11-12, trans. J.I. Beare).”® Aristotle stresses that colour is the

limit of the transparent and is careful to distinguish between the limit of the transparent and

75 A6GQLOTOV HEV Yo dtadaveg To Uyov kal U €Xov oikelov 6oV, @ AVTOALQEITAL TO OTEQEOV
ooua... TNV dxdopav d¢ GwTOg Te Kal XQWHATOS Kal TV &v olg tavta dixdavav delkvuol dr
TOUTWV. TO HEV YAQ PWS €V T doploTw dxdavel Kal olkelov ovK €XOVTL TEAOG. WS YoQ OUK €XEL TA
TolavTa oOHATA, KaBod ocwopata, oikelov Tt mépag, dAA” el OO dAAov Opiletal kal TeQaTOLTAL,
oUtwg 0VdE XoWHA OlKEIOV E€XEL TQ) TO HEV XQWHA TEQAC Kol TOUTO &lval TOD OWHATOS, Kabo
dapavég e Kal XOWHATOG DEKTIKOV Kal 60atdv, TavTa O& Ut £XeLv olkelov mMEQaAg.

76 OTE XQWHO AV €N TO TOL dadpavovg Ev oUATL WOLOHEVE TEQAG.
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the limit of a body, qua spatially extended body (de Sensu 439a31-33). Whilst these two limits
occur at the same place (in opaque solid objects at least), they are not the same. Colour is not
the surface or limit of the body qua spatially extended body, although it occurs here, it is
rather the limit of the body qua transparent. Alexander infers from the claim that colour is
the limit or boundary of the transparent body qua transparent, that non-solids, transparent
bodies without a fixed spatial limit or boundary, cannot possess colour.” In this there is the
assumption that the limit of a body qua transparent and the surface of a solid body cannot
come apart. To not possess a fixed limit qua spatially extended body is to not possess a limit

qua transparent and therefore not to possess a proper colour.”

There is a problem with Alexander’s claim that unlimited transparent bodies are to be
understood as fluid bodies and limited transparent bodies are to be understood as solid
bodies since this ought to entail that all solid bodies are opaque with their own proper
colour and all fluid bodies are light-receiving and therefore see-through. And yet Alexander
acknowledges that there can be solid, see-through bodies, for example transparent stones (de
Sensu comm. 26,27-27,1). It also seems that there are fluid bodies which are opaque with their
own proper colour, for example, milk. However, I will set this problem aside and turn to

Alexander’s distinction between the proper and accidental having of colours.

Alexander connects Aristotle’s claim that light is ‘accidentally (kata cvuPefnkoc) the
colour of the transparent’ (de Sensu 439al8), with the claim that the transparent does not
undergo alteration when it is illuminated. Another way Alexander expresses the claim that a
subject does not undergo alteration, is to say that it is not affected. It receives a property but
U1 maOntikag, i.e. not in a way which involves its being affected. When a subject undergoes
change by virtue of relation, so Alexander claims, it receives a property un maOntucawe. In
the passage below Alexander understands the claim that light is accidentally the colour of
the transparent, in terms of his claim that the transparent, in receiving light, is not altered or

affected but rather undergoes change by virtue of relation. The mark of a change by virtue of

77 Specifically, they cannot possess a colour of their own, or ‘proper colour’.

78 See also Quaest. 1.2 5,11-15.
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relation as opposed to an alteration, as noted above, is that the subject does not remain in the

changed state after the object to which it bears a relation is removed. Alexander writes,

[Aristotle] reminds us of what was said about light in On the Soul, namely ‘that it is
accidentally <the> colour of the transparent’. For it was shown in that work that light
is <the> actuality of the transparent, qua transparent, and as it were <the> colour of the
transparent, not without qualification but accidentally, because the transparent does
not take on light in a way that involves its being affected (ur) maOntikwc). Rather it is
illuminated at some times but not at others depending upon the sort of relation to it of
that which illuminates by nature. For this reason light is not a colour that is proper
(oikelov) to <the transparent> in the way that <the colours of> the other <bodies>,
those that are coloured, are proper <to them>. For in them their colour remains,
because it is proper to them, but this is not the case with light (Alexander, de Sensu

Comm. 42,23-43,4, trans. Towey).”

The distinction is between colours proper to the transparent, i.e. the colours of opaque solid
objects, and colour (in a broad sense) accidental to the transparent such as light.® It is the
unlimited transparent bodies which acquire colour in this latter way and such bodies do not
have their own proper colours. In chapter four, I will be further exploring change by virtue
of relation and hence exploring what it is to receive a colour accidentally without being
altered or affected. For now, I will examine what Alexander means by proper colour, to get

more of a sense of what change by virtue of relation is not.

The following passages are revealing as to what Alexander means by ‘proper colour’. In

these passages Alexander introduces another way to draw the distinction between the way

7 Ymopvioket NUag twv &v toig Ileot Puxne elonpévwv mepl dpwtdg, OtL €0TL XQWHA TOU
dxpavoie katax ovuPePnros. €deixOn yao v ékelvolg OtL 1O GG EoTv EvieAéxewx TOU
dadpavoig, 1 dadavée, kal DOTeQ XoWHa TOD dapavovg, ovx ANMAQS, aAAd katd ovpPepnkoc,
OTL un madnTKwe dvadéxetal O daxdPavic 10 WS, AAAX Kot oX€oLv TV OGS AUTO TOLXV TOU
dwtilCety TedPukdTog TMOTE HEV TEPWTIOTAL TOTE 0 0V. OO0 OUK OlKEIOV AVTOD XOWHA TO PG
WOOTEQ TWV AAAWV TAV KEXQWOHEVWV: €V EKELVOLS HEV YAQ HEVEL TO XQWHA WC OlKEIOV OV, Emi O&
00 GwTOg 0VUY 0UTWG.

80 See also Alexander, de Sensu Comm. 43, 20-23; On the Soul 44, 3-4, 46, 7-9.
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in which light is in unlimited transparent bodies and the way in which colour is in solid
bodies. He describes unlimited transparent bodies as illuminated ‘from outside’ (¢€w) or by
something external to them (076 Tivog éktoc). This is another way of making the claim that
they are illuminated by virtue of relation. The contrary to this is to be coloured ‘inside’
(¢vtog) or to have the colour ‘inside, co-mingled and compresent’ (évtdg kat pepypévov

kat ovvov £xet). Here are the passages:

[Air and water] are coloured outside because they are illuminated and coloured by
something from outside, not possessing <a colour> proper <to themselves>. (For he
describes the <bodies> which possess colour from themselves and <possess> one
proper <to themselves> as coloured inside because they possess as something proper
<to themselves> and within themselves their colour and that which is responsible for

their colour) (de Sensu Comm. 50, 4-7, trans. Towey).5!

Transparent [material] without a definite shape... is coloured by something external
[to it]... Hence, it is illuminated when they are present, but when they leave, the light
departs together with them. The transparency in solids, in contrast, has the colour
inside, co-mingled and compresent. Hence, it is not present in it at one time and not
another, as happens with light in transparent [materials] without a definite shape (On

the Soul 44, 23-45, 7, trans. Caston).82

For an object to have its own proper colour, is for it to have the colour “inside’. Of course this
does not mean ‘inside” as opposed to on the surface. We get a sense of what is meant by
having the colour ‘inside’, from the additional claim that the objects contain within

themselves that which is responsible for their colour, and the claim that the colour is co-

81 EEw 0 elme Tavta XpwHatiCeoOat, 6t VIO Tvog EEwbev PwTiletal Te Kol XQWVVvuTaL OlKELOV
oVk &xovta <xowHa> (ta yag €€ adtwv Kal oikelov €xovia XQwHa Evtog kexowobal Aéyel, dott
otkelov éxet kal é€v alTolg TO XQWHA Kotk TO alTlov TOU XQWHATOG).

82 10 HEV 0DV A0QLOTOV dpaVES... DTIO TIVOG EKTOC OVTOG XQWMHATICETAL...0L0 KAl TAQOVIWY EV
avTOV MePTIoTAL, ATEABOVTWVY dE oLVATéQXETAL KAl TO PQC. 1] O¢ €V TOlG 0TeREDils dadaveln
EVTOG Kal HeUtYpéVoV Kal ouvov EXeL TO XOWHA. OO oV ToTé HEV TdoeoTV avTh), mote O oV, wg
ToiG dopioTolg draxdavéoty TO Pac.
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mingled with the solid body. That which is responsible for the colour of a solid object is part
of the material composition of that object. In this sense, the colour is intrinsic to the body,
just as the hardness or softness would be intrinsic to the body, as these properties also

depend on its material constitution and are not determined ‘from outside’.

This reading of ‘coloured inside’ is confirmed by the passage in which Alexander gives his
commentary on Aristotle’s explanation of the differentiation of colours in bodies. Alexander
explains that the hue of a particular coloured object is dependent on its material
constitution, specifically the proportion of different elements which compose it. The most
important element in this regard is the bright and fiery nature (de Sensu Comm. 52,16) or that
which ‘by nature illuminates” (53,11-12). This fiery element is described as ‘that by which the
transparent is naturally coloured” (de Sensu Comm. 52,15, trans. Towey) and ‘that which
provides and is responsible for the colour” (52,18). Those bodies which possess the greatest
proportion of this fiery element are white, bodies which possess none or very little of this
fiery element are black. The intermediate colours are created by different proportions of the

fiery element on a scale from white to black.*®

According to Alexander, it is this same bright and fiery nature which is responsible for light
in the unlimited transparent and ordinary colour in solid bodies. Without a source of light, a
fire or fire-like body, the indefinite transparent is dark. Analogously, without this fiery
element within it, a solid body is the colour black. The difference between these cases
however, is that, whereas in the case of the unlimited transparent a fire-like body is present
and illuminates it by virtue of relation, in the case of solid bodies the fiery element is mixed
in with the other elements which compose the body. In this sense the colour, or what is
responsible for the colour, is ‘inside” the coloured object and that which is responsible for

light in the unlimited transparent is outside. This is what it means to say that solid bodies

8 This supports a popular theory, mentioned above (n. 68), that the ancient Greeks understood
different colours in terms of relative brightness as opposed to different hues. Richard Sorabji, for
example, writes ‘Aristotle’s words melan and leukon are inevitably translated as black and white, but
hue was not sharply distinguished by the Greeks from brightness and darkness’ (‘Aristotle on Colour,
Light and Imperceptibles” Bulletin of The Institute of Classical Studies 47 (2004), 130). For more on this
see H. Osborne, ‘Colour concepts of the ancient Greeks’, The British Journal of Aesthetics 8 (1968), 269-
83.
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have a proper (oiketov) colour and unlimited transparent bodies do not.®* Again, I will

return to these issues in chapter four.

In this section, I have introduced the broader technical meaning of transparency found in the
de Sensu and Alexander’s commentary: transparency as the power to receive colour and
light. For the remainder of the thesis, however, I will use transparency in the narrower sense

where to be transparent is to be actually or potentially see-through.

2.3 Light as the Actuality of the Transparent, qua Transparent

The final description of light I will discuss is the definition of light as “the actuality of what is
transparent qua transparent’ (Aristotle, de Anima 418b10-11). I will begin by discussing what
Aristotle means by transparent in this context. Aristotle writes that transparency is to be
understood as ‘what is visible, and yet not visible in itself, but rather owing its visibility to
the colour of something else” (de Anima 418b3-5, trans. Smith). This definition is different
from the definition found in de Sensu, on which transparency is a capacity found in all
bodies to receive colours. Aristotle makes it clear that the de Anima definition covers only
the property belonging to see-through bodies such as air, water and certain solids such as
glass. In de Sensu Aristotle is concerned with the nature of light and colour, and uses the
broader notion of transparency in order to explain this. In de Anima, he is concerned with
vision and the medium for visual perception, and discusses transparency only insofar as the

property enables perception to occur through a body such as air or water.

On the de Anima definition of transparency, to be transparent is to be visible but to owe this
visibility to the colour of something else. But what does it mean in this context for the
transparent body, the air or water for example, to owe its visibility to something else? One
suggestion which receives support amongst contemporary commentators is that to define
light in this way is to define it in terms of its role in allowing perceptible objects to be seen.
Richard Sorabji describes it as Aristotle’s ‘functional’ definition of light and writes that

‘[light] is defined by reference to its function...as the state in which the transparent is

8 On this point see also On the Soul 45, 17-20.
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actually, not just potentially seeable through. That commonsensical idea is all that is meant
by the sonorous phrase ‘actualization of the transparent”.®® Mark Kalderon expresses a
similar idea, suggesting that ‘the sense in which [light] is visible at all depends upon and
derives from the visibility of things that appear in it and through it.* To define light as the
actuality of the transparent, in this sense of transparent, is to say that to be illuminated is to
be actually visible but to owe this visibility to the colour of something else. Kalderon and
Sorabji understand this visibility as the ability of the transparent to make it that other things
appear to a perceiver. Things can be seen through it, or, put in terms which fit better with

the Aristotelian picture of visual perception, things appear through it to a perceiver.

Alexander seems to take the same view. On light as the actuality of the transparent,

Alexander writes the following:

Now illuminated things, as I said, are actively (kat" évépyelav) transparent. For when
something can actively appear through (diaphanesthai) them, they are actively

transparent (diaphane) in the fundamental sense (On the Soul 43, 4-6, trans. Caston).®’

The first thing to note is Caston’s translation of kat” energeian as ‘actively’. I have so far been
referring to the ‘actually’ transparent as opposed to the ‘actively’ transparent. As mentioned
in a note to the previous chapter (Chapter 1, n. 48), for the purposes of this study a position
need not be taken on whether or when energeia ought to be translated as actuality and
whether or when it ought to be translated as activity. I stated in this note that, given the fact
that the subtleties of Aristotle’s dunamis-energeia distinction play little role in Alexander’s
account of visual perception, it is sufficient to understand dunamis as a power or capacity

and energeia as the exercise of this power or capacity. We need not take a position on

8 R. Sorabyji, “Aristotle on Colour, Light and Imperceptibles” Bulletin of The Institute of Classical Studies
47 (2004), 131-132.

8 Form without Matter: Empedocles and Aristotle on Colour Perception, (Oxford: OUP, 2015), p.41.

8 Eotv obv kat évéQyewnv, @womeQ &imov, dwdavi) ta mePwrtiopéva. Ote yag dvvatat
dadatveoBal T kat’ Evégyelav O avtwy, ToTe €0l KLOIWS TE KAl Kat évéQyelav dapavr).
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whether it is best to class the capacity as a capacity to be or to do, or whether it is best to

class the exercise as an actuality or an activity.

When it comes to the claim light is the energeia of the transparent, the translations I am
primarily drawing on (Hamlyn and Smith for Aristotle, Caston and Towey for Alexander),
all use “activity” or “actively’ to translate energeia and kat’ energeian. 1 prefer actuality and
actually in this context since what is described by the transparent kat’ energeian on Sorabji
and Kalderon’s reading of Aristotle and on Alexander’s view is a temporary state of the
transparent body in which coloured objects may appear through it to a perceiver. The role of
the transparent medium is to an extent a passive, enabling role. The coloured objects act on
the illuminated medium and by means of it they are able to be seen. To be transparent kat’
energeian, is not necessarily to actively do anything, but to have the ability to be acted on by
coloured objects and to enable them to be seen. I feel this notion of an enabling temporary
state is captured better by ‘actuality” than “activity’. However, whilst I prefer actuality for
these reasons, I am not claiming that it is necessarily inappropriate to describe the state of
illumination as an activity. I do not intend here to make substantive claims about the
metaphysical status of the state of illumination. For the remainder of this section, when
quoting the text, I will give the translation of energeia the translators provide, but for

consistency will place ‘actuality” or ‘actually” in brackets afterwards.

Returning to Alexander’s view, in the above passage he states that transparent bodies are
actually transparent ‘when something can actively [actually] appear through them’. Like
Kalderon and Sorabji, he links actual transparency (diaphanes) to the ability for things to
appear through (diaphanesthai) the transparent body. Alexander draws a distinction between
transparency in the broad sense of the capacity in a body to receive colour (or light), and
things which are ‘transparent in the highest degree’ (udAwotd éoti te xal kaAeltal
dixdpavég) or ‘peculiarly transparent’ (idiwg d¢ diadavn). He refers here to unlimited
transparent bodies. Something qualifies as transparent in this special sense because ‘it
receives...light and is responsible for other things” appearing’ (On the Soul 44, 23-25, trans.

Caston).® These claims are also made in his commentary on de Sensu. Alexander writes,

8 TouTéoTL TO g déxeoOaL kal T@ Tolg AAAOLS alTiov ToL Gatveobal eivat.
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Bodies whose colour is light are peculiarly transparent. For bodies which admit light
(phaos or phos), through which all visible bodies are seen, I generally described as
transparent for both reasons, because they admit light (phos), i.e. phaos, and because
they are responsible for the fact that all other bodies come to light (phainesthai) and
are seen. For colours are seen through this (i.e. the transparent body) and cause
movement in this..We call the body through which colours appear (phainetai)

peculiarly transparent (diaphanes) (de Sensu comm. 45, 9-21).%°

In this passage, we see Alexander employing the term transparent both in the sense of that
which receives colour or light and in the sense of that which enables other bodies to appear
through it and be seen. Alexander interprets Aristotle as claiming that light is the actuality
of the transparent in the latter sense. A transparent body without light, such as dark air or
water, is potentially but not actually transparent. Dark air does not allow the colours to
appear through it, and so the perceiver cannot see in darkness. Dark air, however, as
opposed to an opaque screen, has the potential to allow colours to appear through it. All it
requires is to be brought to actuality through illumination, the taking on of light. When
illuminated, a transparent body such as air is actually transparent. It actually allows colours
to appear through it. Frequently Aristotle refers to light simply in this capacity, as that
which is necessary in order for a coloured object to be seen (see de Anima I11.7 418b3-4, 419a7-

8, I11.3 429a4-5, de Sensu 6, 447a12).

So far I have discussed Alexander’s understanding, as I see it, of three claims made by
Aristotle concerning light: that it is the presence of fire or something resembling fire in what
is transparent, that it is accidentally the colour of the transparent and that it is the actuality
of the transparent qua transparent. The first two of these claims concern what light is and the
last claim concerns its function. In the final part of this chapter, I will discuss what happens,

according to Alexander, when coloured objects change the illuminated transparent.

8 OV O1) TODTO XOWHA, TALTA iws dadavn. Ta yag dexopeva o paog 1)tot pwg, dU' 00 mAvVTA T
opwueva opatat, tavta Aéyetal ovvrOwg dadavi kata dudw, 0Tl Te T Pag déxetal, 6 ol
ddog, kat dLoTL Tolg AAAOLS TtaoY altior TarbTor ToL PaiveoOal e kat 6paocdaL T yaQ XowHoata d
TOUTOL OQATAL KAL TOUTOL KIVNTIKA...0L 0V d1 Tavta Gaivetal, TovTo d¢ dlws KaAovpev dadavic.
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2.4 The Changing of the Illuminated Transparent

In the previous chapter, I noted that for Alexander the medium serves as a messenger,
transmitting colour from the object of perception to the eye. For colour to be seen, it must
change the medium between itself and the eye. This change consists in the receiving of
colour, not as the receiving of a corporeal efflux, but rather as the receiving of form. We are
now in a position to examine in what way the illuminated transparent medium is changed

by colours and in what sense it receives colour.

Alexander claims that coloured objects produce the same kind of change in the illuminated
transparent as a source of light produces in the potentially transparent, and the kind of
change a source of light produces in the potentially transparent is a change by virtue of

relation. Alexander writes,

The movements (ktvrjoelc) from the colours come about in that which is transparent in
actuality in the same way as light comes about in the transparent (de Sensu Comm., 135

18-19, trans. Towey).”

That which is transparent does not admit (0éxeoOat) any colour in itself in a way that
involves it being affected, because it does not admit even light in this way at all. When
light is removed from the transparent it ceases in conjunction with that which

naturally illuminates (de Sensu Comm., 19, 5-7, trans. Towey).”!

This point is made too in the Quaestiones:

% ol yag Ao TV XQWHATWV KIVNOELS &V T dxdavel T@ kat’ évégyelav Opolwg yivovtal, we to
PG &v T dixdpavet.

o T UNdEV XEWHA TO dadavig mMadnTIkGwe &v avt® 0éxecOal, 6tL undé TV AQXNV TO PO Kal yaQ
£Kelvo €K <oTav> ToL dadpavoig CLUTIAVETL TG PwTiCery TePUKOTL
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By being receptive of and a messenger for the colour of other things, it [the unlimited
transparent medium] does not take on any of these in a way that involves it being
affected. Rather, it is moved by them according to the presence and sort of relation to
this [the unlimited transparent medium] of the bodies which possess their own proper
colour...So for as long as it [the unlimited transparent medium] is illuminated, it
receives the qualities and differentiations of other colours too, just as [it does] the light,
and acts as a messenger (dtdkovov) for the visual senses (Quaestiones 1.2, 6, 9-21 trans.

Sharples).”

The illuminated transparent is changed by the coloured object and yet it is not altered or
affected, and when that which causes the change is removed, the changed subject
immediately reverts back to its pre-change state. (I examine the notion of change by virtue of
relation in more detail in chapter 4, and in that chapter will show the sense in which

something may be said to be changed and yet not to be altered or affected.)

It may be remembered from the previous chapter that Burnyeat too denies that the change
undergone by the illuminated transparent when acted on by colours is a case of genuine
alteration. But Alexander’s change by virtue of relation is very different from the spiritual
kind of change Burnyeat understands Aristotle’s view to involve. This is evident from the
fact that the kind of change undergone by the transparent on Alexander’s view sometimes

results in the transparent medium becoming perceptibly coloured.

In certain cases on Alexander’s view, when the transparent medium is acted on by
particularly bright and vivid colours, these colours are visible in the medium. Consider the

following passage from On the Soul,

For colour is what is capable of producing change in that which is actively transparent.

Air, water, and any solid which does not have a colour of its own, are transparent, and

%2 1 O AAAOTOIWV XQWHATWV YiveoOal deKTIKOV Te Kal DAKOVOV 0DdEV HEV aVTWV TN TIKAG
avaAappavet, KvoUpevov ' U abT@V KATA TV TaQovoiay Te KAt ot ox£oLv meog TavTa TV
EXOVTWV XQWHOA OKEIOV OWHATWY ...£0T &V 00V 1] TEPWTIOUEVOV KAl TAS TWV AAAWY XQWHATWV
TIOLOTNTAG TE Kal dadooag Opoiwe dexdOpevoy, we Kal TO Gwg, dAKOVoV YIveTal Talc OQATIKAILS
aloOnoeouwv.
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when they are changed in a certain way (ktvoUpeva 8¢ mwg) by colours, they are able
to transmit to sight so that there is awareness of [colours]. They become actively
transparent whenever they are illuminated, for colours can produce change (kivntucd)
in them if they are in this condition. For it is clear that light and transparent [materials]
that have been illuminated are changed in a certain way by colours, from the fact that
in many cases when colours are seen through the light, one sees the [transparent
material] come to be the same colour and carry the colour along with it. For it itself
appears golden from the presence of gold, purplish from murex dye, and greenish
from foliage. Often one can see facing walls or the ground to be this sort of colour, as
though they were tinged with the colour of these things, or even people, if they
happen to be standing nearby, because what is illuminated relays this particular type
of colour from one set of things to the other by being modified. For the colour comes to
be present in (ytvetat év) what is illuminated and in light in the same way that light
comes to be present in what is transparent, though what is transparent does not
receive (dexouévov) light or light colour in virtue of an effluence or in the way matter
[receives something]. In fact, when the things that produce these [effects] have gone
away, the colour immediately leaves the light as well (in the case where the things that
tinge it go away) and light leaves the transparent (in the case where what illuminates
is not present). The sort of change that arises from both sources occurs in what receives
them in virtue of a presence and a particular sort of relation, much as [the reflections]

in mirrors come to be present in them (On the Soul, 42,19 - 43,4, trans. Caston).”

% XOWHA €0TL TO KIVNTIKOV TOL Kat évépyelav diadavoug. éotl d¢ dadavi Hév 6 te AN kai to
VOWE Kal 60 TV OTEQEWV OlKelw OV KEXONTAL XQWUATL, KIVOUHEVA O€ TS VO TWV XQWHATWY
dlakovetoBat ) Oel dUvatal mMEOg TV AvTANPv avt@wv. tavta d& Kat Evépyewav yivetat
dadavt), 0tav 1) TeEPWTIOUEVA. OVTWGS YOQ EXOVTWV DTV KIVITIKAX T XQWHATA. OTL YaQ TO PG
Kal & mePTIOpEVA TV dadavav DTO TOV XOWHATWY KIVElTal Twe, dMNAOV €k ToD TOAAOIG TV
XOWHATWY TV dLX TOD GwTOg OQWHEVWY OHOX000V OQAV YIVOLEVOV aVTO kal cuvavad£Qov avTQ
TO XQWHA. ATO YOQ XQUOOU XQUOOEWES Kal avTO Patvetal kKal &ATO AAOVEYOUS TTOEPUEOEES, KAl
ATO TV XAWEOV Towdec. MOAAAKIS d¢ E0Tv IDEIV KAl TOUG KATAVTIKQU TO(XOUS TOU TOLOVTOU
XOWHATOS Kal TO €dadoc OTEQ XQWVVUHEVA TQ EKEVWV XOWHATL Kal €l TIVEG D& MAQECTWTES
TOXOlEY, WG TOL TMEPWTIOUEVOL TQ TACXEWV ATU aUT@WV dxdOOVTOS Kal €ml TadTo TO TOLOVOE
XowHa. Yivetal O TO XoWHA €V Te MEPWTIOUEVQ Te Kal PwTl 00TWS WG Kal 10 Pag v T diadpavel,
oUTE KATA AMOQQOLAV Twva, oUTe ¢ VANG 1) 100 dxpavoig dexopévov o Gag 1) To0 Pwtdg TO
xowua (ATeABOVTWVY YOOV TV TADTA EUTIOLOVVTWV eVOVE OLVATIEQXETAL TO HEV XQWHA €K TOD
dwtde, el Ta xpwvvoivTa avTo améAbol, O 0¢ Pwg €k oL dadavovg, el 1O GwTilov avTO Un
nagein), dAN €ott Tic M A’ ApPotéowv KIVNOlG €V TOIC DeXOMEVOLS aDTAX YLVOUEVT KATX
oL olay Te KAl ol ox€oty, wg yivetat Kol €V Tolg KATOTITEOLS Ta £V aUTOIG OQWHEVA.
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In the second half of this passage we again find the claim that colour comes to be in the
illuminated transparent in the same way that light comes to be in the potentially
transparent. The final line makes explicit that the change produced in the transparent and
the illuminated transparent by the source of light and the coloured object respectively (‘“from
both sources’), occurs by virtue of ‘a presence and a particular sort of relation’.** As such,
neither effect remains when the source of the change is removed. Alexander then draws a
comparison between these changes and reflections coming to be present in mirrors. This
comparison is revealing and will be discussed in the next chapter. In this passage we also
find the claim that the potentially transparent does not receive light and the illuminated
transparent does not receive colour ‘as matter’ (wg 0Anc), a phrase translated by Caston as
‘in the way matter receives something’. This phrase is crucial for the understanding of

change by virtue of relation and I discuss it in detail in chapter four.

In this passage, Alexander claims that ‘in many cases when colours are seen through the
light, one sees the [transparent material] come to be the same colour and carry the colour
along with it". He cites cases of air becoming golden from the presence of gold, purplish
from murex dye, and greenish from foliage. These bright colours tinge the air, making the
transparent medium perceptibly coloured. This idea of the medium becoming perceptibly
coloured in some way had a significant place in ancient and late ancient theories of

perception. Rudolph Siegel discusses a view attributed to Democritus that corporeal

% The meaning of this final line is worth spelling out as, in my view, and in the view of Caston, it has
been interpreted wrongly by Frederic Schroeder in his ‘The Analogy of the Active Intellect to Light in
the “De Anima” of Alexander of Aphrodisias’, Hermes 59 (1981), 215-25. The relevant section is found
at 217-218. Schroeder takes ‘both sources’ (am’ audotépowv) in the final sentence to refer to the
coloured object and the illuminated transparent in the case of the change brought about by colours,
and the source of light and the potentially transparent in the case of illumination, as opposed to
referring just to the coloured object and the source of light respectively. There is no reason here to
take Alexander, as Schroeder does, to be referring to the transparent itself as a source of change as
opposed to simply that which undergoes change. On this point Victor Caston writes, “Alexander has
been treating the two cases [colour and light] in tandem from 42,19 on and is using ‘both’ here to refer
back directly to the ‘things that produce these effects’ (t&v tavTa éumoovviwv, 42,22) a few lines
before, which are explicitly identified as the colour (42,23) and the light (43,1)" (Caston, V., Alexander
of Aphrodisias On the Soul. Part 1, (London: 2012), p. 156 n. 376.)
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emanations from visible objects form a kind of imprint in the air which would be the
immediate object of perception. Siegel puts forward the interesting suggestion that, “this
strange idea of imprints in the air may have had its origin in the observation of reflections in
countries near sea or desert. Occasional occurrence of so called fata morgana is the pictorial
appearance in the air due to some reflection.””® Victor Caston notes that Galen also discusses
the phenomenon of tree foliage colouring the air and brightly coloured objects causing
facing objects to become coloured, and suggests that Alexander in the above passage is
drawing on Galen or possibly a common source, since these phenomena are not mentioned

in Aristotle’s texts.%

Some may question whether the change which in certain cases results in a perceptible
tinging of the transparent medium, ought to be understood as the same change which in
these cases brings about perception of the coloured objects. Is it the case, on Alexander’s
view, that the change in the medium by means of which perception of coloured objects
occurs is, in certain cases, a perceptible change? Alternatively, is the change by which colour
appears in the medium distinct from the changing of the transparent medium by means of

which perception occurs?

It is clear, however, that the changes are not distinct but rather the change in the medium by
means of which perception occurs is sometimes itself perceptible. Alexander’s discussion of
the perceptible tingeing of the transparent medium occurs in the context of a wider
discussion of perception and the changing of the medium by coloured objects. Alexander
introduces the visible phenomenon as evidence for the general claim that perception occurs

by means of colours changing the illuminated transparent. Alexander supports his claim

% Rudolph E. Siegel, ‘Theories of vision and colour perception of Empedocles and Democritus; some
similarities to the modern approach’ in Bulletin of the History of Medicine 33 (1959), 146.

% Victor Caston, Alexander of Aphrodisias On the Soul. Part 1, (London: 2012), p.154 (n. 374). Caston
refers to Galen, On the Doctrines of Hippocrates and Plato, 7.7.1-2, 470.5-11, which reads ‘“The organ of
sight, for example, since it had to discriminate colours, was made luminous, for only such bodies are
by nature capable of being altered by colours. The surrounding air shows this: when it is especially
clear, then it is altered by colours. Thus when a person reclines under a tree in such air as that, you
can see the colour of the tree enveloping him. And often when bright air touches the colour of a wall,
it receives the colour and transmits it to another body, especially when the wall is blue or yellow or
some other bright hue.” (trans., De Lacy).
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that colour changes the transparent medium, and perception occurs by means of this, with
the observation that in certain cases one can see this very change. He clearly does mean us to
understand tingeing as a change of the same kind as the more common, non-visible change
brought about in the transparent medium by a coloured object, through which we see that

coloured object.

Alexander also mentions a second phenomenon in support of his claim that colour changes
the transparent medium: the fact that the objects facing brightly coloured objects, for
example a white wall facing a green plant, can in certain cases be seen to be tinged with
these colours. Alexander explains the phenomenon with the claim that ‘what is illuminated
relays this particular type of colour from one set of things to the other by being modified’. In
such cases, as in most cases of colour changing the medium, we do not perceive the colour in
the medium. We can perceive, however, the result of the change in the medium: the facing
wall becomes coloured. The change in the medium, whilst in this case not itself perceptible,

has brought about a perceptible result.

Whilst it is the case that to undergo change by virtue of relation, is not to undergo alteration,
the former kind of change is clearly very different from the spiritual kind of change
Burnyeat understands Aristotle’s view to involve. Burnyeat’s spiritual change, brought
about by the object of perception, constitutes the act of perception but could not be itself an
object of perception. On the other hand Alexander’s change by virtue of relation is in certain
cases perceptible, as when the medium becomes coloured, or it brings about perceptible
results, such as the colour on the wall facing the green, gold or purple objects. The latter
example shows also that change by virtue of relation can bring about results in inanimate
objects. There is also the fact that not only is the changing of the illuminated medium by the
objects of perception a change by virtue of relation, but the illumination of the transparent is

too.

[Nlumination is both a perceptible change and one that occurs in an inanimate body. All this
shows that Alexander’s change by virtue of relation is a physical change in a sense that

Burnyeat’s spiritual change is not. For Burnyeat the change in the eye and the medium is just
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colour appearing to the perceiver at the eye and through the medium and nothing more.
This change constitutes perception. Alexander’s changes by virtue of relation are, in
Everson’s words, ‘changes specifiable using descriptions which can also be satisfied by

inanimate substances’, and are also themselves perceptible in certain cases.”

The illuminated transparent, then, undergoes change by virtue of relation to the coloured
objects of perception. It receives colour, not in being altered, but by virtue of relation. In
order to demonstrate the physical nature of this change, I have so far discussed those special
cases in which the change in illuminated transparent is visible and colour can be seen in the
medium. In the majority of cases, however, colour is not visible in the medium when the
medium is changed by the coloured objects of perception. This raises the following question:
If colour is not visible in the medium, in what sense can the medium be said to have

received colour?

I suggest that in those cases in which the medium is changed by the coloured object but the
colour is not manifest in the medium, the medium may still be said to receive colour on
account of its transmission function. The transparent medium is able to take on the form of
the coloured object in such a way that it is able to transmit it to a body in which the colour
will be manifest, whilst not being manifest in the medium itself. In the next chapter, we shall
see that one of the kinds of body which receives colour and so becomes visibly coloured, is
the eye of the perceiver. Another kind is inanimate bodies which act as mirrors. These kinds
of bodies — eyes and mirrors — possess the strong form of the ability to receive colour, an
ability which means that when they receive colour that colour is manifest. The medium in
ordinary circumstances, I suggest, may be understood as possessing a weaker form of this
ability. It receives colour to the extent that it is able to pass the colour on, but not to the
extent that the colour may be seen in the medium. I will say more about these weak and
strong abilities to receive colour in the following chapter. In that chapter, I explore
Alexander’s view that whether a body has the weak or strong ability depends on the kind of

material it consists in.

97 S. Everson, Aristotle on Perception, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1997), 56.
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In this chapter I have examined Alexander’s view of light and have begun an investigation
into the way in which coloured objects change the illuminated transparent. I have
introduced the crucial notion of change by virtue of relation, to be examined more fully in
the fourth chapter. I have also drawn attention to the physical nature of the changes brought
about in the transparent medium by colour. These changes, in certain circumstances, not
only bring about perception but are themselves perceptible. In other circumstances colour
cannot be seen in the medium but the change in the medium brings about a further
perceptible change in an appropriate object. In the next chapter, I will be considering
Alexander’s view of the change which comes about in the eye in perception. I will argue that
the change in the eye for Alexander is also a physical change and, unlike the change in the
medium, is always perceptible. The medium receives and transmits colour to the eye, or

other appropriate body, and in the eye or other body the colour may be seen.
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CHAPTER 3

Mirroring and the Images in
the Eye

This chapter explores a feature of Alexander’s theory of perception which constitutes a
significant departure from Aristotle’s stated position. For Alexander, and not for Aristotle,
the mirror image in the eye plays a crucial role in a perceiver’s coming to see. In addition to
arguing for this claim, I will also present Alexander’s theory of mirroring which explains
how he could take the images in the eye to play the role he assigns to them. For Alexander
the images in the eye are manifestations of the change brought about by the medium, which
has itself been changed by the objects of perception. The mirror images perceptible in the

eyes are, for Alexander, manifestations of the change by means of which perception occurs.

3.1 The Appearance-Making Eye

On Aristotle and Alexander’s view, the transparency of the medium and of the material
which composes the eye is essential for visual perception to occur. In de Sensu Aristotle
claims that it is necessary for the eye to be filled with transparent material since the
perceptive capacity is not located on the surface of the eye (Aristotle, de Sensu 438b 8-16). As
we saw in the first chapter, on Alexander’s view the perceptive capacity is not located in the
eye at all, but in the heart. So not only is it the case that the eye must be filled with
transparent material, but the passages between the eye and the heart must be filled with
transparent material as well (Alexander, de Sensu Comm., 59, 12-15). The fact that the eye

and the passages contain transparent material means that the colour received from the
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illuminated external medium may be relayed to the heart where it is perceived. Whilst, as
was also mentioned in the first chapter, the mechanism of transmission between the surface
of the eye and the heart may be different from the mechanism of transmission between the
object of perception and the eye, and whilst it is unclear from Alexander’s texts what the
mechanism of transmission from eye to heart is, it is at least clear that both transmissions
require the transparency of the body doing the transmitting. This is because it is transparent
bodies, specifically unlimited transparent bodies, which are able to take on colour in the way

required to pass it on. It is only transparent bodies through which colours appear.

Alexander writes in On the Soul,

The perception and cognition (aicOnoic te kal kiowg) of colours occurs because (i)
what is actively transparent — that is, what is illuminated - is first modified by the
colour (m&oyewv OO TOL XPWHATOG), since colour is able to change it (tovtov Y& TO
Xowpa kivntikov), and then (ii) the eye is modified by this [sc. what is transparent],

since the eye itself is also transparent (On the Soul, 43, 12-15, trans. Caston).”

In this passage the eye is said to be modified by the transparent medium ’since the eye itself
is also transparent’. The transparency of the eye is required, since coloured bodies (in this
case the external medium which has been itself changed by the coloured object), are able to
change transparent bodies and the eye must be changed in this way by the external medium
in order for the perceiver to perceive. (Just to reiterate, I am using the term ‘transparency’

here, and will continue to use it, to mean “unlimited transparency’.)

It is not only, however, transparent bodies such as the eye, or bodies of water, which can be
changed by the presence of colour in the transparent medium in this way. In the previous
chapter, we discussed Alexander’s example of a wall or the ground being tinged by brightly
coloured nearby objects. He even said nearby people could be affected in this way (On the

Soul, 42,19-43,4). In addition, in this same passage, Alexander draws comparisons between

% 1@ Yoo TO kKt EvéQyetav dadavéc, Tovto O €Tl T0 MePWTIOUEVOV, TTEWTOV TTAOXELY UTTO TOD
XOWHATOS (TOVTOL YAQ TO XOWHA KLVNTIKOV), THV 0& Sty UTIO TOVTOL, ovoav kal avthv diadoavi,
TOUT 1) TWV XQWHATWV aloOnoic te Kal kplowg yivetaL
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the way in which light comes to be in the potentially transparent and colour comes to be in
the illuminated transparent and the way in which images come to be present in mirrors.
Mirrors are another kind of body which are changed by the presence of colour in a
transparent medium. These bodies — mirrors, people, walls - are not transparent and yet it
seems that, on Alexander’s view, they can receive colour in the same temporary way as the

transparent medium or the eye.

As we shall see, it is not just transparent bodies which, for Alexander, receive colour by
virtue of relation, but also dense, smooth bodies. These dense, smooth bodies have the
ability to be changed by virtue of relation and to receive colour whether they are opaque or
transparent. The ability to receive colour and the ability to transmit colour are, however,
different. Transparent bodies do both. They receive and pass on the colour, causing the
colour to appear through them. Opaque, smooth bodies, such as mirrors, on the other hand
do not pass on the colour but rather would, if positioned between the perceiver and the
object, block direct perception of the object. Mirrors allow us to perceive images of the
object, if we are situated at the correct angle, but do not allow us to see through to the image

itself in the way a pane of glass would.

Both Alexander and Aristotle claim that the eye is not only transparent, but it is also smooth,
and so receives colour in the way a mirror does. This is why small images are perceptible in
the eyes of others. But here is a rare occasion on which Alexander diverges knowingly from
Aristotle’s text. For Aristotle the image in the eye occurs because the eye happens to be
smooth, but this image plays no role in the perception of the viewer to whom the eye
belongs (de Sensu 438a5-17). For Alexander, on the other hand, the image in the eye is

necessary for perception.

The image in the eye is discussed by Aristotle in the context of rejecting a claim he attributes
to Democritus. The claim is that the act of seeing is constituted by the presence of the mirror
images perceptible in eyes. According to this claim we see the objects which produce these
images on account of there being these images in our eyes. The presence of the images in our

eyes is sufficient for visual perception.
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One argument Aristotle gives against this view is as follows:

But it is strange that it never occurred to him [Democritus] to wonder why the eye is
the only thing which sees, and why none of the other things in which images appeared

do so (de sensu 438a10-12)*

If it is sufficient for sight that the image comes to be in the eye, then there needs to be an
explanation for why it is not the case that anything in which an image appears, for example

a calm body of water or a mirror, perceives the object which produced the image.

Alexander too rejects the view that the image in the eye is sufficient for perception. As we
saw in the first chapter, for Alexander perception does not take place in the eye but in the
heart. Even when the form reaches the heart by means of the passages, for Alexander, the
change in the heart does not constitute perception. Perception, it may be remembered, is
rather identified with the exercise of the perceptive capacity. This exercise of the perceptive
capacity is a perceptual judgement which is not identical with the receiving of affections by
the heart. Alexander could explain why mirrors and other inanimate objects do not see

when they take on an image by the fact that such objects possess no perceptive capacity.

However, while, like Aristotle, Alexander rejects the view that the taking on of an image by
the eye is sufficient for perception, unlike Aristotle, he does not claim that the taking on of
an image by the eye plays no role in perception. On Aristotle’s view, the fact that a mirrored
image is observable in the eye is irrelevant to the fact the perceiver is able to see. For

Alexander it is not.

That Aristotle takes the mirrored image in the eye to play no role in perception is evident
from the explanation he provides for why the eye is composed of water rather than air.

Water has a mirroring ability that air lacks and yet Aristotle claims that the eye’s power of

? dtomov O¢ kal O U émeABety avt@ admognoat dax Tt 6 dOPOAALOS 6p& HOVoV, TV O AAAWY
oVdEV €V oig éudaivetat Ta eidwAa.
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vision does not rest on its being water - the substance able to produce mirror images - but
rather on its being transparent, a property shared by air and water (de Sensu 438a13-15). The
fact that the eye is composed of water not air, and therefore has a mirroring ability, does not,

according to Aristotle, affect the eye’s ability to see.

Given that, according to Aristotle, the necessary requirement for visual perception is
transparency, and that this is a quality possessed both by water and by air, an explanation is
needed for why the eye is composed of the former not the latter. This is the explanation

Aristotle gives, and it is nothing to do with the mirroring ability of water:

True, then, the visual organ proper is composed of water, yet vision appertains to it
not because it is water, but because it is transparent- a property common alike to water
and to air. But water is more easily confined (¢e0dpUAaxTOC) and more easily condensed

than air (evtAnTOTEQOV) (Aristotle, de sensu 438a12-16, trans. J.1. Beare).1%

The reason the eye is composed of water, as opposed to air, for Aristotle is that on account of
water’s density, it is easily kept within the eyeball, whereas air would perhaps have leaked
out. The images in the eye, then, for Aristotle, occur on account of the fact that the eye is
composed of water, and yet these images and the mirroring ability of water are irrelevant to

the perceiver’s ability to see.

It is evident from Alexander’s commentary on these passages that he takes a different view.
He understands the images in the eye and the mirroring ability of water to play a
fundamental role in perception. Here is his commentary on Aristotle’s view of why the eye

is composed of water:

Next [Aristotle] adds the explanation why, given that what we see with is obliged to
be transparent, and given that air is transparent to no lesser degree the water, the eye

consists of water. For he says: because water is more easily confined than air and more

100 to pev ovv TNV 0Py eiva Vdatog aANOEg pév, ov pévtol oupBaivel TO 6QAV 1) LIWE AAA” 1)
drxdavéc: 6 kai Emi Tob €Qog KOLVOV €0TLV. AAA” eDPLAAKTOTEQOV Kol eDTUATTOTEQOV TO VOWQE TOD
A&époc.
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able to be preserved in whatever it is shut up in (for air easily leaks out and is hard to
shut up because it leaks out easily), <the eye> would consist of water, and <this is also
true> because water is more preservative of its place than air and has greater
consistency (ovveotdvat)... For water possesses consistency (cvotaowv) to a greater
degree, since air is unstable. Also air, because of its fine nature, is merely transparent
but water is both transparent and appearance-making (éudpavéc). And so it is
sufficient if that through which we see is transparent, but that with which we see must
be appearance-making and such as to be able to admit (0éxeoOat) and preserve
(o@Cewv) the forms of the <bodies> seen (tax Twv Opwpévwv eidn). Alternatively the
appearance contributes nothing to seeing but the transparency is sufficient, as he

[Aristotle] said (Alexander, de Sensu Comm. 26, 13-26, trans. Towey).10!

In addition to faithfully presenting the reason provided by Aristotle for why the eye is made
of water, Alexander gives his own reason: the fact that the eye is appearance-making. This
property also is possessed by water on account of its density. Air is said not to be
appearance-making on account of its fine nature (Aemtdtnta); it is not sufficiently dense to
receive a mirrored image. ‘Appearance-making’ is Towey’s translation of emphanes, the
adjective associated with the noun emphasis, which means image or appearance, and in this
context means mirrored image. The implication is that the mirroring ability of water is vital

to the function of the organ of sight.

Significantly, in the above passage Alexander is explicit about the fact that not only is the
claim that the organ of sight is composed of water on account of the fact that it must be
appearance-making not in Aristotle’s text, but it goes against Aristotle’s claim that the image

perceptible in the eye contributes nothing to seeing. This is evident from the last line of the

101 ¢£1)g O¢ mEooTtiBnot kal v altiov dU 1v, 0deidovtog dixPavovg eival TOVTOL @ OQWHEV, OVTOG
0 dapavoig ovk EAaTTOV TOL AéQOg T ToL DdaTog, E0TLy VOATOG O OPOAAUAS. AéyeL YaQ: dLx TO
eVPLAAKTOTEQOV elvart TO VOWE TOD &éog kat dvvaoBat paAdov ocdleaBatl év @ av amoAndon (o
YO &1)Q EVAATIVELOTOG TE Kol DLOATIOANTITOS T dlxTtveloBat Padiwg) eln v €€ Vdatog, Kol dux
TO PUAAKTIKWOTEQOV ELVAL TOV TOTIOU TO VOWE TOV A£Q0S KAl HAAAOV CUVECTAVAL...OVOTATLY YXQ
HAAAOV €XeL, €VQLTIOTOC YAQ O ANQ. Kal 0TV O pEV AT dxdpavig HOVoV dix Aemttdtnta, o dE
VOWE Kol dxdpaves Kal EUPavEg. dL o0 pev 00V OQWHEV AQKEL TOUTO daPaveg etvatl, @ dE OPWHEY,
TOUTO Kl EUPavEG Kal TolovToV oiov déxeoDal dvvaoOal te kal oley TX TV 0QWUEVWY 10N 1)
o0dEV 1) Eudaoic TEOG TO 6V ovvTeAel, AAA” tkavt) 1] dlapdvelr, wg eimev.
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above passage: ‘alternatively the appearance contributes nothing to seeing but the
transparency is sufficient, as he [Aristotle] said’. This being a commentary on Aristotle’s text,
Alexander presents his own view as a possible alternative to Aristotle’s stated view on this

point. But it is clear from other of Alexander’s texts that this is the view he stands by.

Consider the following passage from On the Soul:

light, which has been tinged anew (dvaxexowouévov) by each visible thing along a
straight line to the eyes aligned with it, relays the exclusive modification, since it was
itself modified due to them; and [the eyes] in turn are also able to receive a reflected
image (éupaotv) themselves because they are both smooth (Aelaic) and
transparent...The interior of the eye is composed of water, for the following reason. Of
the transparent [materials] that lack a definite shape, water straight off can retain
(otéyewv) the modification (m&Oog) produced in it by colour, because of its density
(maxvnTa) and consistency (ocvotaow); for air is not like this (Alexander, On the Soul,

43,19-44,9, trans. Caston).12

There are two relevant claims here. First is the claim that, on account of the fact that the eyes
are smooth, they are able to receive a reflected image. Second, we have Alexander’s reason
that the eyes are made from water as opposed to air: ‘water straight off can retain (otéyetv)
the modification (tdBoc) produced in it by colour, because of its density (maxvtnta) and

consistency (ocvotaotv).’

According to Caston, these claims, the claim concerning the images in the eye and the later
claim concerning water’s ability to retain the modification produced in it by colour, are
unrelated and Alexander here does not stray beyond Aristotle’s stated theory. This does not
seem to be right. Commenting on the first claim, the claim that the eyes are able to receive an

image on account of the fact that the eyes are smooth, Caston writes, ‘the reflection one sees

102 Gy’ EKAOTOL YAQ TV 0QATAWYV AVAKEXQWOIUEVOV TO GG KAt eVOLWOLAV TETAYUEVOV TALS KATX
TOoUTO oVoaLS Oeoty. DdWOwWOoLV To dLov mabog, we an’ ékelvwv Emabev avtd, Asiaig e ovoalg
kat dixdavéoy kal avtais Kol mEooétL duvapévalg déxeobat v Epdpaoty...£E VdATOC YOO 1)
KON, €mel TOUTO TWV A0QLOTWYV dladavv 1O Kat oTéyery oiov te 10 TABo¢ TO VIO TOL XQWUATOG
YWOLEVOV €V alTQ Dl TaxVLTNTA TE KAl OVOTAOLV.
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in another’s eyes might seem irrelevant here... but it is explicitly part of the dialectical
context for the parallel passage at de Sensu Comm 25, 21-6, which criticises Democritus for in
some way identifying sight with the reflection of an object in the eye.”'® Caston explains
Alexander’s mention of the images in the eye here through reference to the discussion in
Alexander’s de Sensu commentary and specifically the claim made there, that the reflection
in the eye does not constitute seeing. On Caston’s reading Alexander mentions the images

here simply as a reminder that they not to be identified with perception.

Regarding the second claim - the claim that the eyes are made from water rather than air
since water can retain the modification produced in it by colour on account of its density
and consistency - Caston understands the reference to density and consistency to do no
more than endorse Aristotle’s claim that the eye is made of water because, on account of its
density, it may be retained within the eye ball. He does not explain, however, how we may
read Alexander’s claim that water ‘can retain the modification produced in it by colour’, as

simply reducible to the claim that water does not escape from the eye.

There is a better way to take this passage in light of Alexander’s discussion in his
commentary on de Sensu. In mentioning the density and consistency of water and its ability
to retain the modification, Alexander does not refer to the reason provided by Aristotle for
why the eye is composed of water. Instead he refers to his own. He states here that the
density of water explains, not the fact that the water can be kept within the eye (whilst
Alexander agrees with this, he does not mention it here), but rather the fact that water itself
can keep in the modification or affection (m&0oc) produced in it by the coloured object. In
the previous chapters I explained that the modification or affection produced in the eye by
the coloured object is to be understood as the taking on of colour. The claim is then, that on
account of its density, water can hold onto, in some sense, the change consisting in the
taking on of colour. As we shall see, this retention of the change produced by the coloured

object manifests as an image in the eye.

103 Victor Caston, Alexander of Aphrodisias On the Soul. Part 1, (London: 2012), p.160 (1n.386).
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Alexander’s explanation then, for why the eye is composed of water rather than air, is that
the eye is able to retain the modification produced in it by colour. This ability, differently
expressed, is the ability to receive a mirrored image. The implication is that this ability, and
the images found in the eye as a result of its exercise, are necessary for perception. The eye is
the organ for visual perception and, as with most Aristotelian explanations for why an
organic entity is as it is, the function it performs explains its material composition. On
Alexander’s view, it is necessary that the eye is composed of water rather than air since, in
order to perform its function, it must be both transparent and appearance-making. That this
is his view explains why, at the beginning of the above passage Alexander notes that the
eyes are ‘able to receive a reflected image (éudpaowv) themselves because they are both
smooth (Aeiaxic) and transparent.” Alexander’s reference to the fact that the eye is smooth
and able to receive images, is not a reference to Aristotle’s rejection of the position he
attributes to Democritus, but instead a key part of Alexander’s explanation of how vision

occurs.

I will briefly address an objection to this reading, and in doing so will say something about
the material conditions for the appearance of mirror images for Alexander and Aristotle. My
reading of the passage from On the Soul requires that we take the eye’s ability to retain the
modification produced in it by colour as the ability to receive mirrored images. So when
Alexander states that the eye is made of water on account of water’s ability to retain the
modification, he refers to the fact that water possesses the ability to receive a mirrored
image, as mentioned at the start of the passage. However, it may be noted that the earlier
claim, the claim explicitly concerned with the mirrored image, refers to the fact that the eye
is smooth, whereas the later claim, which refers to the eye’s ability to retain the modification
produced by the coloured object, refers to the fact that water, which makes up the eye, is
dense. This may suggest that two distinct properties are responsible for the ability to receive
a mirrored image and the ability to retain the modification respectively, from which we

could infer that the abilities are themselves distinct.

In response we may note that whereas smoothness is frequently cited as necessary for the

receiving of images, Alexander also claims that a smooth body can only hold a mirrored
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image if it is sufficiently dense. For example in his commentary on de Sensu, he explains that
the reason air is not appearance-making is on account of its fine nature (AemtotnrTor)

(Alexander, de Sensu Comm., 26, 22-23).

In listing both smoothness and density as requirements for the possession of the ability to
receive a mirrored image, Alexander does no more than follow Aristotle. Consider the

following passages from Aristotle’s Meteorology book III:

Sight is reflected from all smooth surfaces, such as are air and water among others. Air
must be condensed (ocvviotapevog), if it is to act as a mirror...But things are best
reflected from water, and even in process of formation it is a better mirror than air

(Meteorology 373a35-373b16, trans. E. W. Webster).1*

The mock sun appears when the air is very uniform, and of the same density
throughout. This is why it is white: the uniform character of the mirror gives the
reflection in it a single colour, while the fact that the sight is reflected in a body and is
thrown on the sun all together by the mist, which is dense (mvkvoc) and watery though
not yet quite water, causes the sun's true colour to appear just as it does when the
reflection is from the dense (mvxvotnc), smooth (Aetog) surface of copper. So the sun's
colour being white, the mock sun is white too (Meteorology 377b15-24, trans. E. W.
Webster).105

Both Alexander and Aristotle observe that the reflected image appears in things which are
both smooth and dense. However, whereas Alexander in the passages we have considered,

draws a clear distinction between water which receives mirrored images and air which does

104 Grvak AwHEVT) HEV 0DV 1) OIS A0 MAVTwV Palvetat Twv Agiwv TovTwv O E0Tiv kKal ang kat
VOwQ. ylyvetat de amod eV aéQog, OTav TUXT OUVIOTAHREVOG. ..ATIO O DOATOG HAALOTA AVaKkA&TAL,
Kal amo agxopévov yiyveobat HaAAov EtLn) &’ aépog.

105 6 0¢ maErjAtog, 6tav OtL HAALOTA OUAAOS 1] O AT Kol TTLKVOG OpolwS: OO PatveTat Aevkdc. 1) pév
YO0 OHAAOTNG TOD €VOTTEOUL TIOLEL X0V Hiav TS Eudacews: 10" avarkAaols aboodag e dewe,
Ol TO A TMQOOTUTITELY TTQOG TOV TALOV ATO TTUKVTG 0VOTG TN AXAVOG, kat 00w eV 00oMG VOWQ
€yyve 0’ Bdartog, [dwx] TO VTdoXOV TQ NAlW Eudaiveodal xowHa TtoLeEL, WOTEQ ATO XAAKOL Agiov
KAWUEVNVY dx TV TTLKVOTITA. WOT Tl TO XQWUa TOL 1Alov Aevkdv, kail 6 anAlog paivetat
AgUKOC.
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not on account of the fact that it is not sufficiently dense, Aristotle claims in these
Meteorology passages that air, when sufficiently condensed and on its way to becoming
water, can also receive mirrored images to a certain extent. Dry air, however, is not
sufficiently dense and so cannot receive mirrored images at all. In order for a body to be
appearance-making, then, for Alexander, just as for Aristotle, it must be both smooth and of

a certain density.

The fact that in the passage from On the Soul, the ability to receive an image is attributed to
water’s smoothness, and the ability to retain the modification produced by the coloured
object is attributed to water’s density, then, does not entail that each ability is grounded in a
single distinct property of water. Rather, we may take it that the ability to retain the
modification produced by the coloured object is one and the same as the ability to receive a
mirror image, and that this ability is grounded in both the smoothness and the density of

water.

Bergeron and Dufour, in their notes to Alexander’s On the Soul, share my view that water’s
ability to keep in the modification produced by the coloured object, an ability it possesses on
account of its density, is the same ability as the ability to receive a mirror image. They take
Alexander’s claim - that the eye is made of water since, on account of its density and
consistency, it can retain the modification produced in it by colour - and gloss it as the claim
that the eye is made of water since, on account of its density and consistency, it can retain an

image. As a result, they claim that this passage finds no parallel in Aristotle’s text.1%

I will end this section by considering a passage from the Mantissa. The authorship of the
Mantissa is uncertain.!” However, if this passage is considered authentic or written by

someone from Alexander’s school with a good understanding of his teacher’s work, it

106 Bergeron, M. and R. Dufour, Alexandre d’Aphrodise: De I’dme (Paris : Librairie Philosophique J. Vrin,
2008), p. 283 (commenting on 43,12-44,9): On peut se demander d’oui Alexandre tient I'idée que I'ceil
se compose d’eau parce que cet élément possede la densité et la consistance requise afin de conserver
une image. Il n'y a aucun paralléle chez Aristote.

107 For discussion of the status of the Mantissa, Quaestiones and other collections of short texts
attributed to Alexander, see Robert W. Sharples, “The School of Alexander?” in Richard Sorabji (ed.)
Aristotle Transformed, (London: Duckworth, 1990).
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further supports my view that the ability to receive images and the ability to retain the
modification produced by colour is one and the same ability. The passage below states very
clearly that water is able to receive images on account of its smoothness and its density. In
addition it explains the presence of the images in the eye in terms of water’s ability to “hold’
(otéyewv) the image. The same term is used by Alexander in On the Soul when he describes
the eye’s ability to (on Caston’s translation) ‘retain’ (otéyetv) the modification produced in it

by colour on account of its density. Here is the passage,

The colour does not appear (éudaivetrar) as being in the air, but it is in the pupil,
because some transparent things are just transparent, while others, in addition to being
transparent, are also reflective (¢udavn), through their smoothness (Aewdtnta) and
density (muivétnta) being able to hold and collect together (&OgoiCewv) the reflection
(épdpaowv). So the things which are just transparent do not preserve (ocwCet) in
themselves what is seen in such a way that it appears (¢pudpaivecOar) in them (and like
this are as many of transparent things as are rare (Aemtd), [such] as air), but as many
as share in a certain density (mukvotntog) and solidity (otegootnToG), these display in
themselves (dadelikvuowv) and preserve (owCet) the image and shadow from what is
seen. And like this among transparent things are mirrors and glass and transparent
stones and, indeed, water; for it is more solid (otegewtegov) and dense (TaxVTeQOV)
than air and more able to hold (otéyetv) and collect together (&OpoiCewv) the images
and shadows from the things that are seen (Mantissa, §15 142,21-31, trans. R. W.
Sharples).1%8

In this passage, the presence of a mirror image is understood as the mirroring subject

‘holding and collecting’ together the image and “preserving’ in itself what is seen in such a

108 T0 d¢ XQWHA €V HEV TQ A€QL OUK EpdaiveTal Ov, €v d¢ T koQ1), OTL TV dAPAVAV TA HEV EOTL
dadavt) pévov, T d¢ mMEOg T@ eivat dadavn Kal EUPavt] €0y, dx AeOTNTA KAL TUKVOTN TR
otéyewv kat abgollewv v éudaocty duvdapeva. ta eV oOv dadaviy Hoévov ovy oUTws €V avTOolG
owlel TO OpwHeEVOV, WoTe kal éudailvecBoal &v avtoic (Toxvta d€ Eoty, oo AeTTA TV daPavay,
W 0 anE), 6oa d& MUKVOTNTOG TLVOS KAl OTEQROTNTOG HETEXEL TADTA dAdelkVLOLV EV AVTOIG kal
oCeL TV ATO TOD OQWUEVOD ELKOVA KAL OKLAV. TOLXDTA €0TL TV AAPAVOV TA TE KATOTTOA KAL al
beAol kal al dapaveic AtBot kal 01 kat T0 HOWE. OTEREWTEQOV YAQ KAl TorxUTEQOV TOUTO TOL AéQ0g
Kkat HaAAov otéyetv Te Kol dBollelv TG ATO TWV OQWHEVWY EIKOVAC TE KAl OKLXG OUVALLEVOV.
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way that it appears in it. It is easy to understand this holding and preserving the image or
what is seen as the same as the holding of the modification produced by colour. It is easy
since, as seen in previous chapters, the modification produced by colour consists in the
subject being changed by the object of perception, the change consisting in the receiving of
the colour of that object. The receiving of colour in this way may naturally be expressed, it

seems, as a receiving of an image or what is seen.!”

I have presented evidence that, for Alexander, the eye’s ability to retain the modification
produced by a coloured object is the same ability as the ability to receive a mirror image.
This modification occurs in the transparent medium as a result of being changed by the
coloured object of perception, and the transparent medium in turn changes the eye, causing
it too to be modified. It is by means of this modification of the eye and medium that
perception comes about. In identifying this modification, as it occurs in the eye, with the
receiving of a mirror image, I claim that the images seen in the eye are, for Alexander, the
perceptible result of that changing of the eye and medium by means of which perception

occurs.

In the passages by Alexander considered so far in this chapter, a distinction has been made
between the respective capabilities of air and water. Air, in the majority of circumstances, is
not sufficiently dense to retain (otéyewv) the modification brought about by the coloured
objects of perception. Water on the other hand is. What this difference amounts to is that,
when the air is changed by coloured objects, it receives colour but not in such a way that this
colour is manifest. In most cases colour is not seen in the medium between object and
perceiver. In the eye on the other hand, since it is composed of water, the colour received on
account of the eye’s being changed by the perceptible object is visible. It is visible in the form

of the tiny images we are able to perceive in the eyes of others.

19 There are, however, some differences between the Mantissa’s discussion of images and the
changing of the eye by coloured objects and the texts attributed to Alexander with confidence. We
find the claims that the eye not only holds images but collects them together (&OgoiCewv), and that it
not only holds and collects images but also their shadows. These claims are not found in Alexander’s
On the Soul, or in his commentary on de Sensu. The claim that the eye collects images together could
suggest some kind of fusion, possibly by a follower of Alexander’s, combining Alexander’s doctrine
with elements of an atomist view on which effluences, invisible when taken singly, are collected
together in the eye and rebuilt to form an image.
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In the next section, I will be considering Alexander’s theory of mirroring, which enables the
images in the eye to play the role he claims they do. In the final section, I will attempt to
answer the question of why Alexander believes the appearance-making ability of the eye to

be necessary for perception to occur.

3.2 Explaining Images: Alexander on Mirroring

In simple terms, modern optical science understands reflected images as coming about on
account of rays of light being reflected from a smooth surface. Ancient theorists working in
the field of geometrical optics (or catoptrics - the study of reflection) employed an
assumption similar insofar as it involves a ray coming into contact with a smooth surface
and changing direction, in a way analogous to a tennis ball being thrown against a wall and
bouncing off in a different direction. The most influential figure in the field of ancient
geometrical optics was Euclid. Euclidean optics employs the simplifying assumption that we
see through the emission of rays of light from the eyes. This assumption was adopted by
several of those working subsequently in optics and catoptrics, who were interested not so

much in the psychology of vision, but more in its mathematical principles.

The use of Euclidean principles can be found even in Aristotle, whose own view - that vision
comes about through the changing of the transparent by a coloured object — is incompatible
with the Euclidean assumption that vision comes about through the emission of light from
the eyes. Nevertheless, in the Meteorology, Aristotle adopts the Euclidean assumption in his
explanation of certain weather phenomena.!!? Aristotle clearly is not endorsing the view that
vision occurs through the emission of light from the eyes. However, in this text, which is
concerned with weather phenomena and not with psychology and perception, he appears to

have adopted the Euclidean assumption for convenience. It enables him to discuss reflection

110 “We must accept from the theory of optics the fact that the sight is reflected from air and any object
with a smooth surface just as it is from water’ (0tt pHév ovv 1] OPIc AvakAdatal, WomeQ kal ad’
Bdatog, oUtw Kal ATO &€QOS KAl MAVIWV TWV EXOVIWV TV ermPdvelav Aeiav, €k TV megl TV
AP detcvupévawv det Aappdvery v miotwy). (Aristotle, Meteorology, 372a29-32, trans. Webster)
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and the weather phenomenon arising as a result by drawing on existing optical theory,
without having to begin from a restructuring of the foundations of this theory to fit his own

view of how perception occurs.

Aristotle’s adoption of the Euclidean assumption is evident in the passage from the

Meteorology quoted below which contains the phrase “sight (0U1c) is reflected”:

Sight is reflected from all smooth surfaces (&dvakAwpévn pev ovv 1) OPIg o mMavTwy
datvetal twv Aelwv), such as are air and water among others. Air must be condensed
if it is to act as a mirror, though it often gives a reflection even uncondensed when the
sight is weak. Such was the case of a man whose sight was faint and indistinct. He
always saw an image in front of him and facing him as he walked. This was because
his sight was reflected back to him. Its morbid condition made it so weak and delicate
that the air close by acted as a mirror, just as distant and condensed air normally does,

and his sight could not push it back (Meteorology 373a35-373b9 trans. Webster).

This passage clearly employs an emission view of perception, on which we see through light
or a visual ray emanating from our eyes and coming to meet an object. In the example, the
ray emitted from the eyes of the weak-sighted man is not strong enough to penetrate
through the air, so the ray is bent back and falls on him rather than objects in front of him.
This causes him to see an image of himself in front of him. In the case of the person with
normal vision, their sight, whilst able to penetrate through uncondensed air, is bent back by

distant and condensed air and other bodies which may serve as a mirror.

All those explanations of mirror images which rely on the idea of something — be it a ray or
an effluence - changing direction at the place on the reflective body where the reflected
image appears, | will term ‘rebound explanations.” On such theories the image in the mirror
is explained in terms of the ability of the body in which the image appears to turn around or
throw back a light ray or effluence. On such theories the light ray or effluence rebounds
from the smooth surface. As we shall see, Alexander does not hold a rebound explanation of

the images which appear in mirrors.
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In this broad group ‘rebound explanations’, I include not only those explanations of

reflected images built on emission theories, in which vision is explained through positing

rays of light emitted from the eyes, but also certain explanations built on intromission

theories. So long as the reflected image is explained through the effluences bouncing off the

mirror and then entering the eye, the explanations will belong to this group, since this is also

a case in which something is turned around or thrown back from a smooth surface.

Consider, for example, this passage from Lucretius’ de Rerum Natura which explains

reflected images in terms of effluences:

Lastly those images
Which to our eyes in mirrors do appear,
In water, or in any shining surface,
Must be, since furnished with like look of things,

Fashioned from images of things sent out.

There are, then, tenuous effigies of forms,

Like unto them, which no one can divine
When taken singly, which do yet give back,
When by continued and recurrent discharge
Expelled, a picture from the mirrors' plane.

Nor otherwise, it seems, can they be kept

So well conserved that thus be given back

Figures so like each object.

(Lucretius, de Rerum Natura 4.98-109, trans. W. E. Leonard)

According to Ivars Avotins, this passage contains a view of mirroring on which the

effluences, ‘when hitting a shiny surface, are bounced back by it undeformed’.!" If this

1 Jvars Avotins, ‘Alexander of Aphrodisias on Vision in the Atomists,” Classical Quarterly, 30 (1980),

452.
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interpretation is correct, then Lucretius’ explanation of reflected images falls into the
category of rebound explanations. The effluences are sent out by the objects of perception,

rebound from the smooth surface of the mirror and then enter the eyes of the perceiver.

An interesting alternative atomist view of mirrors is presented in Mantissa §11, which is
entitled ‘Against those who say that seeing comes about through the entry of images’
(Mantissa, 134,28-29, trans. Sharples). ‘Images’ here does not refer to the mirror image or
emphasis we have been concerned with so far, rather it translates eidéla which refers to the
corporeal effluences which on atomist theory are sent out by the objects of perception. One
of the objections put forward by the author of the Mantissa against such atomist theories

concerns how such theories deal with the phenomenon of mirror images:

How, if what is in the mirror is an image (¢idwAov), do so many images (eldwA)
again stream off from it, and why are the images (¢(dwAa) in mirrors denser, so that so
much streaming off comes from them? Why do these remain and not move? Why,
since they do remain, do they not also remain even for a short time when the person
who sees them has gone away? Why are the images (eidwAa) not on the surface of the

mirrors but in their depth? (Mantissa, 135, 27-32, trans. Sharples).

The author assumes that on the atomist theory, the mirror images come about through the
eiddla emitted from the objects of perception sticking to the mirror and then, once a mirror
image is formed, this image sends out its own eiddla, as an ordinary object of perception
would, so that it itself can be perceived. Such a theory is problematic as the author observes.
That atomists did conceive of mirror images in this way is contested by Avotins.!'? But if an
atomist theorist had understood mirror images in this way, in terms of stationary eidéla on
the surface of the mirror, such a view would not fall into my category of ‘rebound
explanations” but would belong to another group of explanations I will term ‘presence
explanations’. Such explanations explain the appearance of images in mirrors, not in terms

of something rebounding from the surface of the mirror, but instead in terms of something

112 [bid., 452-453.
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being present in or on the surface of the mirror. I will argue that Alexander holds a presence
view of mirror images, which could perhaps partially explain why he, or if not him the
author of the Mantissa influenced by him, interpreted the atomist view in the way presented

in the passage above.

The difference between presence and rebound explanations can be seen in the difference in
language Alexander uses when discussing his own theory and the rebound theories of
others. As we have already seen, when Alexander discusses the image seen in a mirror he
uses the term éudaois. "Eudpaocts, which may be translated simply as ‘image’, refers to that
which is seen in the mirror. When discussing rebound views of reflection, on the other hand,
as we will see below, the term davaxAaois is used. The verb ‘kAdw’” means ‘to break’ or in
geometry ‘to deflect’ and dvaxiaois, whilst used as a general term to refer to reflected
images or the process of reflection, carries the meaning ‘a bending back’."® Like the English
term ‘reflection’, dvakAaotig, while it can refer to the reflected image, i.e. the appearance in
the mirror, also refers to the process of reflection, in most cases understood as the bending
back of light from a smooth surface. On rebound explanations of reflection, we see an image
in a mirror on account of a process, the rebounding of something from the mirror. On
presence explanations, we see an image in the mirror because there is something in or on the

mirror that we are seeing.

Compared to Aristotle, Alexander presents a much more developed theory of how reflected
images arise. The only point in Aristotle’s texts which expresses his own view of reflection is
a small comment in de Anima I11.12, in which he gives a brief, non-Euclidean explanation of

reflection:

In the case of reflection it is better, instead of saying that the sight issues from the eye
and is reflected, to say that the air, so long as it remains one, is affected by the shape
and colour. On a smooth surface the air possesses unity; hence it is that it in turn sets

the sight in motion (Aristotle, de Anima, 435a5-9, trans. Smith)

113 LS] Online, p. 956.
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This passage seems to provide no evidence that Aristotle believes anything is taken on by
the mirror and so no evidence that, like Alexander, Aristotle has a presence explanation of
reflected images. Instead Aristotle’s view seems to be that the mirror changes the pathway
along which the coloured object changes the transparent. With a mirror in the way, the
coloured object changes the air between itself and the mirror, and then, since the air is not
dispersed, the air between the mirror and the perceiver of the reflected image is also

changed.

I will now outline Alexander’s view of mirror images. Alexander claims that a mirror image
(épdpaoic) ‘is an affection which comes about by virtue of reflection in things, like the eye,
that are smooth and which possesses certain constitution, so as to be able to preserve what
appears when it is generated through the transparent medium’ (de Sensu Comm., 25,11-13,

trans. Towey)."* He then writes, being more specific this time, the following;:

[Aristotle] uses the word reflection (dvaxkAaoewc) as a more common alternative to
appearance (¢udpdaoewc), since it is used in everyday speech to refer to <reflections.>
For in fact these things do not come about by virtue of reflection (kat” &dvaxkAaow), as
seems <to be the case> to the mathematicians, but because of the messenger service of
the transparent (1] ToL daxpavovg duakovia), which, being affected in some way by
the <body> being seen, transmits (dixddwotv) the affection which it undergoes to
things that are smooth (Aetowc) and able to keep it in (otéyewv) and preserve it
(o@Cewv), whenever these are placed in a straight line to the <body> being seen, and
being affected in turn from these things as if a from a starting point, it transmits the
affection to the things from which it took the affection in the first place (de Sensu

Comm. 25, 18-26, trans. Towey).!1>

114 1) yao Epudaoctc mabog Tl €0TL katd AvaKAaowv yYvopevov €v Toic Aelolg te kal ovotaotv tva
éxovotv, wg dvvacBoat olety O EUPALVOLLEVOV Ol TOU peTa&L dadavois YIvOevoy, OToldV 0Tt
Kail 0 0pOaAusS.

115 1coLvOTEQOV OE XONTAL TG TNG AVAKAATEWS £TL TG EUPATEWS OVOHATL WG KaBwUANUEVQ €Tl
TOUTWV- €7el OTL YE OV Kot avakAaowv tavta Yivetal, wg doKel TOIG ATIO TV HaBnUdTwV, AAAX 1)
oL dxPparvoug dlakovia, 0 Tdoxov Tws V7O TOL OEWHEVOL dLADddwOoLY 6 Tdoxel Tabog Toig Aelolg
Te kal OTéyev avta Kol oqlev duvapévols, 8tav €’ ev0elag 1) TavTo TOL OQWLEVOL KElLLEVA, ATIO
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In the previous section, I argued that the reference in Alexander’s On the Soul to ‘water’s
ability to retain (otéyerwv) the modification produced in it by colour’, is also a reference to
water’s ability to receive a reflected image. The receiving of a reflected image consists in the
retention of the modification produced by colour. In other words receiving a reflected image
consists in a receiving of colour as a result of being acted on by the transparent medium
(which has been itself acted on by the object of perception), and in addition holding onto or
keeping in this change. In the passage directly above, Alexander describes the eye and other
appearance-making bodies as possessing the ability to “preserve (oqCetv) what appears
when it is generated through the transparent medium” and the ability to ‘keep [the affection]
in (otéyewv) and preserve it (cCewv)’, “affection” being Towey’s translation of m&Ooc, which
Caston translates as ‘modification’. A little later in the de Sensu Commentary Alexander writes
‘that with which we see must be appearance-making and such as to be able to admit
(0éxeoOar) and preserve (owCewv) the forms of the <bodies> seen (t&x Twv OQwHévwV eldN).

(de Sensu Comm. 26, 23-25, trans. Towey).

For Alexander, then, a mirror image appears in a body as a result of a coloured object,
positioned in a straight line from the mirroring body, changing the transparent medium,
which passes on this change to the mirroring body. The change consists in the receiving of
colour. The mirroring body too then receives colour. For a body merely to receive colour,

however, is not sufficient for a mirror image to be displayed in that body. In most cases the

TOVTWV MAAWY TTAOXOV WG AT AQXNG Tvog TO TAOog daddwov €Tl TadTa &P’V TNV AQXNV
EmaOev.

It is also worth noting that the passage concludes with the phrase ‘<Aristotle> has stated this when he
described how we see in On the Soul’ (de Sensu Comm. 25, 26). I noted earlier that there is no evidence
in Aristotle’s texts to suggest he shared Alexander’s account of mirror images. I noted that the brief
passage in de Anima in which Aristotle puts forward his own explanation of reflection, seems to
suggest that Aristotle’s view is that the mirror changes the pathway along which the coloured object
changes the transparent but without the mirror itself taking on the colour. Alexander cannot mean
then that “Aristotle has stated this precise view of reflection” when he claims that ‘Aristotle has stated
this when he described how we see in On the Soul’. I suggest instead that we understand Alexander as
referring to Aristotle’s more general claim that reflection is not to be explained by positing something
which is emitted from the eye and then is reflected by a mirror, but rather, like vision, it is explained
by the fact that the transparent medium is changed by the object of perception (Aristotle, de Anima,
435a5-9).
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transparent medium receives colour, and yet no mirror image is seen in the medium. In
order for a body to be “appearance-making’, it must keep in (otéyetv) and preserve (o@CeLv)

the colour it receives.

But this raises the question, what does keeping in and preserving mean in this context? The
qualities of a body required in order to possess the ability to keep in and preserve colour in
this way are smoothness and density. Air in most cases, as we have seen, is not sufficiently
dense to possess this ability but water is. What the ability to keep in and preserve colour
cannot mean is the ability discussed in the previous chapter for a body to possess its own
proper colour. As discussed in the previous chapter, if a body possesses its own proper
colour, as opposed to possessing a colour accidentally and by virtue of relation, its colour
does not disappear when the body’s relationship to other objects changes. As discussed in
the previous chapter, the distinguishing feature of bodies which possess their own proper
colour as opposed to those which do not, for Alexander, is the fact that the former bodies are
limited, possessing their own fixed spatial boundary. Air and water, not possessing their
own fixed spatial boundary but rather falling into the class of unlimited transparent bodies,
do not possess their own proper colour. Instead they are coloured by virtue of relation, with

the result that when that to which they are related departs, they lose their colour.

Whilst it is true of both air and water that they do not possess a proper colour, the
possession or non-possession of the ability to retain and preserve colour in the sense under
discussion is an ability which water possesses and which in most circumstances air does not.
A body’s ability to retain and preserve colour, cannot then be understood as the same ability
as the ability to possess its own proper colour since water has the former ability and lacks
the latter. What is more, the qualities required for the possession of the respective abilities
are different. For Alexander, whether a body possesses its own proper colour or possesses
colour by virtue of relation depends on whether the body is limited or unlimited. By
contrast, the ability to retain and preserve colour in the sense under discussion depends on
completely different qualities. It depends on whether the body is sufficiently dense and

smooth. Certain unlimited bodies, such as air, do not possess this ability, whereas certain
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unlimited bodies, such as water, do. Certain limited bodies, such as the rough surface of a

tree trunk, do not possess this ability, whereas certain limited bodies such as mirrors, do.

Before answering positively the question of what does it mean to keep in and preserve a
colour in the context, I will briefly mention one more way in which this should not be
understood. The language of keeping in and preserving a sensible quality, when this
language is applied to a sense organ such as the eye, could suggest to some readers that we
ought to be thinking about the mechanisms by which a perceiver is able to remember and
imagine as a result of their sensory experiences. However, it is important to keep the kind of
keeping in and preserving under discussion distinct from the kind of preserving of sensible
qualities involved in phantasia and memory. When discussing the latter preservative ability,
Alexander makes it clear that it is possessed only by ensouled matter, whereas the ability to
keep in and preserve matter under discussion is possessed also by inanimate objects such as
mirrors and smooth walls.""® Crucially, and I will come to this shortly, the possession of the
ability to keep in and preserve colour under discussion does not entail that the colour
remains in the body after the object which produces the change is removed. This is not the
sense in which the colour is retained. By contrast, to possess the ability to preserve a sensible
quality in the way required for phantasia and memory, is precisely to continue to have the

sensible quality available after the sensory stimulus has been removed.!"”

I think it is helpful to understand the sense in which mirrors, water and other appearance-
making bodies keep in and preserve colour through contrast with the way in which air does
not. When air receives colour, in most circumstances, the colour cannot be seen in the air. In
the previous chapter I claimed that the air may be said to receive colour, despite colour not

being perceptible in the air, on account of its transmission function. Air is able to take on

116 See On the Soul, 62,22-63,5 : “what is more if a body with a psychic power is changed in this way, it
seems to preserve a trace of the change produced by the sensible object, by means of the imagination,
even though the sensible object is departed and no longer present. In any case, those who look at an
extremely bright object have in their eye a residue of the change produced by these objects, even if
these are no longer present. For the change produced by sensible objects is not the same in inanimate
bodies and animate bodies.’

117 See n. 109 above: ‘Still if a body with a psychic power is changed in this way, it seems to preserve a
trace of the change produced by the sensible object, by means of the imagination, even though the
sensible object is departed and no longer present.’
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colour in such a way that it is able to transmit it to a body in which the colour will be
manifest, whilst not being manifest in itself. I described air as possessing a weak ability to
receive colour, meaning that it receives colour to the extent that it is able to pass the colour
on, but not to the extent that the colour may be seen in it. In his commentary on de Sensu
Alexander writes that the water which constitutes the eye is, compared to air, able to
‘receive to a greater degree the forms of the visibles (wg paAAov tx €idn Twv Opatwv
OéxeoOau)’ (de Sensu Comm. 36, 2-3, trans. Towey). Water and mirrors possess a strong ability
to receive colour, meaning that when that colour is received, it is manifest. It is manifest in
the form of a mirror image. Whether a transparent body has a weak or strong ability to
receive colour depends on the material constitution of that body. Smooth and dense bodies

have the strong ability, transparent but rare bodies have only the weak ability.

From the fact that density and smoothness give a body the ability to keep in and preserve
colour, with the result that the colour is visible in that body, whereas a rare body receives
colour but only to the extent that it can pass it on, we get a good sense of what it means to
keep in and preserve a colour in this context. The water keeps in or retains (otéyewv) and
preserves (o@Cewv) the colour, in the sense that it does not merely pass it on. When the
transparent medium receives colour, it acquires the ability to transmit colour to another
body such as the eye or a mirror. The water in the eye, by contrast, both transmits the colour
through the passages to the heart, but it also retains it, in the sense that it displays it. The
mirror does not have the ability to transmit colour in this way, but does retain it in this same

sense. The contrast is between keeping or holding something, and merely passing it on.

On this interpretation, the sense in which water retains colour and air does not, is to an
extent metaphorical. The language suggests the colour moves through the air without the air
being able to grasp hold of it, whereas when the eye or mirror receives this colour, it is able
to hold it, display it and keep it from escaping. Since, for Alexander colour does not move,
this can only be a metaphor. What really happens is the coloured object changes the
transparent medium, with the medium receiving colour. Since the medium is not sufficiently
dense to possess the colour in such a way so as to display the colour, all it can do is in turn

affect the eye or mirror, causing these to receive colour. When the eye or mirror receives
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colour, due to the material constitution of these bodies, the colour can be seen in the eye and
mirror. These latter bodies, however, literally retain the colour no more than the air does. In
the case of air, mirrors and water, they have the colour for as long as the object of perception

is present and the colour disappears as soon as the object of perception is removed.

The previous chapter dealt with the medium, and the changing of the medium by virtue of
relation to the coloured object. It is worth noting that when the medium in turn changes the
eye or mirror, these receive colour in the same way as the medium received colour.!® When
discussing change by virtue of relation, Alexander focuses on the medium and states that
bodies changed in this way are those without a fixed spatial boundary and with no colour of
their own. The eye is composed of water, which, like air is an unlimited transparent body,
but smooth walls and mirrors may receive colour too and these are solid bodies with fixed
spatial boundaries. However, it is evident that these bodies behave in the same way as the
air, insofar as the instant the object of perception is removed from the vicinity, an image of
that object can no longer be perceived in the mirror and when the plant is removed from its
position facing the wall, the wall is no longer tinged with green. In fact, Alexander compares
the way in which light and colour are in the transparent medium, with the way in which

images come to be present in mirrors.!?

If it were not the case that mirrors took on colour in the same way as the transparent
medium, the same charge could be levelled against Alexander as he, or the author of the
Mantissa, levels against the atomists. The mirror would receive colour, but the theory would
struggle to explain why the image does not remain in the mirror after the object which

produces the image is removed. It must be the case that the medium acquires colour by

118 See de Sensu comm. 59, 10-12: ‘For the transparent in actuality, being moved in a way and disposed
by the visibles, transmits their form to the pupil, in the same way as it took it, the pupil also being
transparent.’

19 “In fact, when the things that produce these [effects] have gone away, the colour immediately
leaves the light as well (in the case where the things that tinge it go away) and light leaves the
transparent (in the case where what illuminates is not present). The sort of change that arises from
both sources occurs in what receives them in virtue of a presence and a particular sort of relation,
much as [the reflections] in mirrors come to be present in them’ (On the Soul, 42,22 - 43,4, trans.
Caston).
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virtue of relation, and in turn changes the eye, mirror or whichever other body is able to
receive colour. When the medium changes the eye, mirror or other appearance-making
body, it must cause it to take on colour in the same way that it, the medium, has colour, with
the result that the eye or mirror is unaffected. The colour disappears from these bodies as
soon as the object of perception is removed and the colour disappears from the medium. I
will be considering in more detail the way in which the medium, the eye and mirrors

possess colour in the following chapter.

Returning to the passage from Alexander’s commentary on de Sensu, I will now say
something about the fact that whilst Alexander begins with the claim that a mirror image
(Eudaoic) is an affection which comes about by virtue of reflection (kata avarxAaow) in

things, he then corrects himself with the following statement:

[Aristotle] uses the word reflection (dvakAaocews) as a more common alternative to
appearance (¢udpdaoewc), since it is used in everyday speech to refer to <reflections.>
For in fact these things do not come about by virtue of reflection (kat” &vaxkAaow), as

seems <to be the case> to the mathematicians (de Sensu Comm. 25, 18-21, trans. Towey).

I mentioned above that éudaoig, which may be translated simply as ‘image’, refers simply
to that which is seen in the mirror. AvakAaoig, on the other hand, means ‘a bending back’
and refers to the process of reflection, in most cases understood as the bending back of light
from a smooth surface. Alexander and Aristotle do not understand the images in mirrors to
arise in this way. Alexander justifies Aristotle’s use of the term and his own initial claim that
the éudaoic is an affection which comes about kata avakAaowv, by stating that the term is
used in everyday speech to refer to reflections and so need not be taken in a theoretically
laden way. He claims that Aristotle uses the term ‘dvaxkAaoig” at de Sensu 438a7 in a non-
technical sense, since in fact the images in mirrors do not come about through the bending
back of light. The ‘mathematicians’ Alexander refers to are those adopters of Euclidean

geometrical optics.
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On Alexander’s “presence explanation” of mirror images, we see colour in the mirror because
the mirror has received colour through being changed by the transparent medium, which
has been itself changed by the object of perception. In Alexander’s words, images in the
mirror come about ‘because of the messenger service of the transparent (1) Tov dixpavovg
dwaxkovia), which, being affected in some way by the <body> being seen, transmits
(Ouxdtdwowv) the affection which it undergoes to things that are smooth (Aetoic) and able to
keep it in (otéyewv) and preserve it (c@Cerv), whenever these are placed in a straight line to
the <body> being seen’ (de Sensu Comm. 25, 21-24, trans. Towey). Note that the way in which
mirror images are produced in eyes and other mirroring bodies, is by the same mechanism
that colour is transmitted through the transparent medium in order for us to perceive it. The
colour is taken on by the eye and mirror, and so is really in the eye or mirror (albeit in a
temporary way, on account of its being taken on by virtue of relation). Since it is really in the
eye or mirror, the colour in the mirror is perceived in the same way as any coloured body is
perceived: it changes the transparent between itself and the perceiver. Take the case of a
mirror image in someone’s eye. There are two people, and one of these people — person B - is
seeing the image in the eye of the other, person A. The image in the eye of person A is
perceived by person B, who is standing in an appropriate relation to person A. Person B
perceives the image by means of the image in person A’s eye changing the transparent
medium between itself and the eye of person B. In Alexander’s words, the transparent
medium is affected in turn by the mirror images “as if from a starting point’ (de Sensu Comm.

25, 25).

3.3 The Role of the Images in Perception

According to Alexander ‘it is sufficient if that through which we see is transparent, but that
with which we see must be appearance-making and such as to be able to admit and preserve
the forms of the <bodies> seen’ (de Sensu Comm. 26, 22-25 trans. Towey).”*® So far in this
chapter, I have shown that for Alexander the images in the eye are necessary for perception,

and presented his explanation of what these images are and how they come about. In this

120 31" 00 pev o0V OQWHEV aQkel TOVTO dadaveg eivat, @ d¢ 0QWHEV, TOUTO Kol EUPaves kal
TolovToV olov déxeoBat dvvaoOal te Kat oley T TV OQWHEVWYV €ldM).
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section, I will address the question of why the images in the eye are necessary for perception.
Alexander does not explicitly state a reason for this and it is not obvious why the images
would be necessary. The external medium between the eye and the object of perception is
transparent, as is the interior of the eye and the passages which run between the eye and the
heart. It is unclear why the transparency of these parts is not sufficient for perception to
occur. As we have seen, perception occurs when the form of the object of perception is
transmitted to the heart via the individual sense organs. Since, in the case of visual
perception, what is required for the transmission of form is the transparency of a body, it is
unclear why the eye must be appearance-making as well. Why could it not be the case that
the external medium passes the colour to the eye, which in turn transmits it via the internal
passages to the heart, without the colour being displayed in the eye? Whilst Alexander does
not provide a clear answer to this, we may speculate as to the kind of thoughts which lead

him to posit the necessity of the appearance-making ability of the eye.

It is useful first to consider a particular feature of Alexander’s account of sound and hearing.
According to both Aristotle and Alexander, sound is produced when two solid objects of a
certain sort strike against each other and against the air. Sound is only produced when the
air is not dispersed by the blow but remains a continuous mass. Aristotle writes, “That is
why it must be struck with a sudden sharp blow, if it is to sound — the movement of the
whip must outrun the dispersion of the air, just as one might get in a stroke at a heap or
whirl of sand as it was travelling rapidly past’ (de Anima 11.8, 419b18-25, trans. Smith). The
ear contains air and the movement produced in the external air by the sounding objects

affects the air within the ear. Aristotle writes,

The organ of hearing is physically united with air, and because it is in air, the air
inside is moved concurrently with the air outside...Air in itself is, owing to its
friability, quite soundless; only when its dissipation is prevented is its movement
sound. The air in the ear is built into a chamber just to prevent this dissipating
movement, in order that the animal may accurately apprehend all varieties of the

movements of the air outside (de Anima I1.8, 20a3-11, trans. Smith)
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In order for the movement in the air produced by one object hitting against another to
constitute a sound, the air which is moved must not be dispersed. In the medium between
the sounding objects and the ear, this is achieved through the speed and force with which
one object hits the other. Within the ear the air is enclosed and so cannot be dispersed,
which, Aristotle claims, allows the movements produced by the sounding objects to be

accurately perceived.

Alexander, in his treatise On the Soul, stresses the function played by the enclosed air in the
ear.’?! He claims that the force of the movement from the sounding external air causes the air
within the ear to receive a figure. I understand the term ‘figures’ (oxnuata) to refer to
auditory appearances. Alexander, like Aristotle, states that the enclosed air enables these
figures or auditory appearances to be received precisely (dioiBawg). Once received by the
ear, the figures are relayed to the primary sense organ by means of passages extending from
the ears to the heart where they are perceived. Alexander adds that, in this way, the trapped
air within the ears is responsible for the perception and discrimination of sound by the
perceptive soul (aitiog yivetar 1 év éxelvaw aloOnuxkn Puxn g aviAnpewc te kal

Kkoloews TV PodPwv).

I suggest that we understand the appearance-making ability of the eye as performing a

parallel function to the enclosing of the air within the ear. The free external air, when struck

121 See On the Soul 50,11-18. Here is the passage in full :

0 EVaTEANUIEVOS TE Kal (g POV AQLOTOTEATG €YKATWKODOUNUEVOS TOIC WOV ATQ KIVOUUEVOG
UTIO TOL €metotovtog EEwbev Kal VIO TG MANYNG EOXNUATIOUEVOL TIwS A€Q0g, ABQUTTOC HéVWY
dwx t0 mavtoBev megéxeobatl, kat dx TOUTO AKQPAWS OEXOLEVOS T TOU KLVOUVTOG aUTOV
OXNUATA, TQATIEUTIWV TAVTA HEXQL TOV TOWTOL atoONTkoD ddt TV &’ aToD HEXOL TV OTWV
dLATELVOVTWV TORWV, alTlog yivetal T €v ékelvw aloOntikt) Yuxi) s AvTIANPedC Te kal kQloewg
TV POPwv.

Bergeron and Dufour translate this passage as follows: ‘L’audition se produit de la maniere suivante :
il y a de I'air qui est retenu et, comme le dit Aristote, qui est <<prisonnier>> des oreilles. Lorsqu’il est
mis en mouvement par l'air qui s'introduit du dehors et qui le choc lui donne en quelque maniere une
figure, cet air demeure ferme, parce qu’il est entouré de toutes parts, et il recoit alors avec précision
les figures de ce qui le meut. Il transmet ces figures jusqu’au premier corps sensitif au moyen de
conduits qui s’étendent de ce corps jusqu’aux oreilles. De cette maniere, 1’air qui est prisonnier des
oreilles devient cause de la perception et de la discrimination des sons pour I’dme sensitive qui réside
dans le premier corps sensitif.’
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by colliding objects, is able to transmit the form to the ear. Only enclosed air, however, has
the ability to receive the movement transmitted to it from the external air in such a way that
the sound constituted by this movement is accurately received. If the ear were damaged, so
that the air within the ear is not fully enclosed, then when the movement were transmitted
to the ear from the external air, the figure received would be distorted on account of the fact
that some of the air within the ear would disperse. The figure that would then be
transmitted through the passages to the heart would not be the sound as produced by the
sounding objects. If a perceiver’s ears were so damaged that no air was enclosed at all, then
the perceiver would be completely deaf. The implication of Aristotle and Alexander’s
treatment of the trapped air within the ear seems to be that free air is able to transmit sound

but it is not able to capture it in the way required for that sound to be perceived.

In a parallel way, the transparent medium is able to receive colour in such a way that it is
able to transmit it, but it is not able to keep it in and preserve it in such a way that the colour
is displayed. Just as the sound needed to be captured in order to then be transmitted
through the passages to the heart and perceived, so too the colour must be preserved by an
appearance-making body to then be transmitted to the heart and perceived. In addition to
being transmitted to the heart, the colour in the eye also changes the external transparent so

that it may be seen in the eye by other perceivers.

In this and the previous chapter I have argued that, for Alexander, perception comes about
by means of the object of perception changing the transparent medium and the eye. This
change consists in a physical receiving of colour, which is occasionally perceptible in the
medium and always perceptible in the eye. The colour received by the eye takes the form of
mirror images. In the previous chapter I introduced Alexander’s claim that the change
undergone by the medium and eye is not an alteration but is rather a change by virtue of

relation. The next chapter will be dedicated to exploring in detail what this means.
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CHAPTER 4

Change by Virtue of Relation
and Receiving Form ovx wg¢
VAN

Over the course of the previous three chapters I have discussed Alexander’s theory of visual
perception, with an emphasis on the changes in the eye and the medium by means of which
perception occurs. I have argued that these are physical changes, which involve the
receiving of light and colour by the eye and medium. These changes are sometimes
perceptible in the medium and are always perceptible in the eye. However, the changes
undergone by the eye and the medium are a special kind of change distinct from ordinary
alteration. This special kind of change Alexander refers to as change by virtue of relation. In
order to understand Alexander’s account, we must grasp what is meant by change by virtue

of relation.

The purpose of this chapter is to explore Alexander’s claims regarding change by virtue of
relation and to put forward an account of how we ought, and how we ought not, to
understand this special and unfamiliar kind of change. I find Alexander’s notion of change
by virtue of relation and his use of it in his explanation of visual perception the most
interesting feature of his account. Alexander, in the extant texts, offers no clear explanation

of what he means by his claim that the transparent body is illuminated and receives colour,
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not through alteration, but rather by virtue of relation. However, in this chapter I will
demonstrate that we may arrive at an understanding of this notion through considering the
related claim that the transparent body receives light and colour ‘not as matter’. I will put
forward a view of how we ought to understand the notion of change not as matter and
argue that change not as matter is a broader class of change to which change by virtue of

relation belongs.

4.1 Change by Virtue of Relation and Mere Cambridge Change

In this first section, I will address an important way in which I believe Alexander’s concept
of change by virtue of relation has been misunderstood. Several contemporary scholars of
Alexander have understood change by virtue of relation as close to or equivalent to the
contemporary notion of mere Cambridge change. Victor Caston and Robert Sharples have
both, in footnotes, briefly explained Alexander’s notion of change by virtue of relation in this
way. In a note to his translation of Alexander’s On the Soul, Caston writes that the state of
illumination and the taking on of colour by the illuminated transparent ‘come about solely
in virtue of the relation of the medium to the illuminant or colour and so are at best “mere
Cambridge changes” much like something’s coming to be to the right of something as a

result of the other thing’s being moved’.'?2 Sharples similarly notes,

‘The treatment of light as a relation is Alexander’s standard doctrine, used to explain
the allegedly instantaneous nature of illumination and vision. Illuminating and
ceasing to be illuminated depend on the presence or absence of the light source just as
being or not being on the right may depend on the movement of the person on the left.
In other words, becoming illuminated is what philosophers would now call a
Cambridge change, and this can be used to explain the instantaneous nature of

illumination and vision.’123

122 Victor Caston, Alexander of Aphrodisias On the Soul. Part 1, (London: 2012), p.156 (n.376).

123 Robert Sharples, ‘Alexander of Aphrodisias on the Nature and Location of Vision’, in Ricardo
Salles (ed.) Metaphysics, Soul, and Ethics in Ancient Thought (Oxford: OUP, 2005), p.346 (1n.6).
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The term Cambridge change was applied initially to a particular linguistic understanding of
change on which something could be said to change if and only if there is a predicate which
is not true of it at t1 but is true of it at t2 (or if there is a predicate which is true of it at t1 and
is not true of it at t2).1* The problem with this as an account of change was that its extension
seemed to many to be too broad. On this account an object can be changed merely by its
being seen or known, or by another object coming to bear a particular relation it. It is
possible that the predicate ‘is seen by Emily” could be not true of the book at t1 but true of it
at t2, when I shift my gaze from the computer to the book. The book, in this example,
undergoes a Cambridge change, but many would object that just because I am looking at it
does not mean the book is genuinely changed. Similarly “is to the left of the coffee cup’ could
be true of the book at t1 and not at t2 as a result of the coffee cup being moved while the
book remains in the same place. As a result of the worry that these types of Cambridge
change were not genuine changes, the term mere Cambridge change came into use. A subject
undergoes mere Cambridge change when it is changed in the sense that a predicate that was
not previously true comes to be true of it or vice versa but where the subject undergoes no

intrinsic change.

What constitutes an intrinsic change is a contentious philosophical issue, and so the scope of
mere Cambridge change is not well defined. However, there is a certain kind of change
which seems obviously to fall into the category of mere Cambridge change. This kind of
change comes about when a subject gains a relational property, such as ‘being to the right of
x’, solely as a result of a change in the subject’s relation to something else. Such relational
properties, when they belong to a subject, consist in that subject’s relation to something else.
For a subject to have such a property is just for that subject to bear a relation to another
object. This fact is reflected in grammatical rules concerning the predicates which attribute
such properties to a subject: ‘“is larger than’ or ‘is to the right of’ are necessarily two-place
predicates. To attribute such a property to a subject, both the subject and the object to which

it is related must be mentioned. The statement, ‘the cup is to the right of’ makes no sense.

124 The term Cambridge change is thought to originate with P.T. Geach in his God and the Soul
(London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1969), 71-2.
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The statement must be completed through stating what it is the cup is to the right of. It
follows from this that it is not possible to observe that a subject has such a property through
observing the subject in isolation. If I see just the cup and none of its surroundings, I cannot
observe that it has the property “to the right of x’, where x is a particular object. I can only
observe that the subject has this kind of property through observing the subject and that to

which it is related.

This notion of a property consisting in a relation in this way seems present in Aristotle and
Alexander’s texts. This notion of relational properties - properties which consist in a relation
in the sense outlined above — is arguably the idea expressed in Aristotle’s second definition

of relatives in the Categories:

Those things are relatives for which being is the same as being somehow related to

something (Categories, 7, 8a31-2, trans. J.L. Ackrill).?>

Consider also this passage from the Quaestiones, which draws heavily on chapter seven of

Aristotle’s Categories:

Things that are relative to something are those whose [very] being is the same as being
in a certain state in relation to something...What is similar, qua [being] similar, and
equal, qua [being] equal, does possess its being in its relation to the things in relation to
which it is spoken of, and does not indicate anything other than the relation to the

things in relation to which it is spoken of (Quaestiones, 2.9 54, 23-29, trans. Sharples).!2¢

Aristotle, and there is evidence to suggest Alexander too, shared with many contemporary
metaphysicians the view that the gain or loss of such properties alone, properties which

consist in a relation in this way, does not constitute a genuine change in the subject. The gain

125 oL Tt TEAG TL OIG TO elvatl TAVTOV €0TL TG TMQEOG T WS EXELV.

126 0OG TLYAQ €07TLV 016 TO elvat TADTOV E0TL TQ) TEOG T WG EXELV...TO HEV YaQ OpoLov Kabo
Suotov, kal o loov ko8B0 toov év ) MEog & Aéyetatl oxéoel TO eiva €xeL kKal oVdEV dAAO TtaQa THV
1EOg 6 Aéyetat oxéowv dnAot.
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and loss of such properties is a change in the subject’s relation to other things, but this does

not mean that the subject itself is necessarily changed. Aristotle writes in the Physics:

Nor is there motion in respect of relation; for it may happen that when one correlative
changes (petapfdAAovtog), the other, although this itself does not change, may be true
or not true, so that in these cases the motion (xitvnowg) is accidental (xata

ovuPePnkoc) (Physics, 225b11-13, trans. R.P. Hardie and R.K. Gaye).'”

By correlatives Aristotle refers to, for example, the larger and the smaller or the subject on
the right and the subject on the left. When just one of these correlatives changes, for
example, if the previously larger object were to shrink, the smaller may cease to be the

smaller without undergoing any intrinsic change.

This idea that something may gain a property and nevertheless be unchanged is introduced

by Plato in the Theaetetus:

Within the space of a year, I (a full-grown man) without having been either increased
or diminished, am now bigger than you (who are only a boy) and, later on, smaller —
though I have lost nothing and it is only you who have grown. For this means that I
am, at a later stage, what I was not before and that too without having become — for
without becoming it is not possible to have become, and without suffering any loss in

size I could never become less. (Plato, Theaetetus 155b6-c4, trans. Levett)'2

Regarding Alexander on this point, we have the following passage from Simplicius. In this
passage Simplicius gives Alexander’s view of Aristotle’s second definition of change

(‘change is the actualisation of what is changeable qua changeable’” (Aristotle, Physics I11.2

127000¢ O1) TOL TEOG T EvdéxeTal Yoo Batégov petafpdAlovtog <dANnBeveoOal kal pr>
&AnOevecOat Oategov undev petaPaAAov, wote kata ovuPePnNKoc 1 kivnoig avTwy.

128 g€ TNAWKOVOE OV, prTe av&nBévta prte tovvavtiov mabdvia, £V EVIavTE 00D TOL VEOL VOV
pev pellw eivat, VoTeEov d€ EAATTW, UNOEV TOL €U0V OYKOL adageBévtoc dAAX 0oL avEnBévTog.
it yop d1) botegov O mMEOTEQOV OVK 1), OV YEVOUEVOS: AVEL YaQ TOL YiyveoOal yevéoOal
advvatov, undév d¢ AmoAADS TOL dYKOUL OUK AVTIOTE £YLYVOUNV EAATTWV.
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202a7-8)). According to Simplicius, Alexander claims it is superior to the first definition (the
tirst being, ‘change is the actualisation of the potential, as such’ (Physics III1.1 201a10-11))
because it excludes the gaining of a relational property from the class of change in a way
that the first definition did not. The implication is that the loss or gain of a relational

property should not be classed as a change.

‘And it seems’, says Alexander, ‘that he now says more clearly what change is than
when he said that it was the actualisation of the potential qua potential. For, indeed,
while the potential is in all the categories, not all the actualisation of the potential qua
potential is change. At any rate relations are potential insofar as potentiality becomes
actuality, as for example the potentially double becomes actual and there is no
necessity for it to be changed, but it does so through that of which it is double being
set beside it" (Simplicius, in Phys. 436,26-32).12°

The claim here, as reported by Simplicius, is that if a subject actualises its potential to
possess a relational property, for example its potential to be on the right or to be double
something else through a smaller object being placed to its left, the subject is not really
changed. Illumination and the taking on of colour are sometimes described by Alexander as
changes mwg, changes ‘in a way’, for example: ‘it is clear that light and transparent
[materials] that have been illuminated are changed in a certain way (mwg) by colours...” (On
the Soul, 42,11-12, trans. Caston). Caston suggests that this use of mwc indicates that these
changes are mere Cambridge changes, i.e. not genuine changes.'*® The use of mwg, however,
does not imply that the receiving of colour and light by the transparent do not qualify as
genuine changes. Instead, I suggest that it serves to remind the reader that the changes
under discussion here are not ordinary changes. They are changes of a different sort to
ordinary alteration but they are nevertheless genuine changes. There are also examples in

the text of Alexander using kinesis without the qualification mwg to describe the gaining of

129 “kat dokel, prnoiv AAEEavdQog, oadéoategov VOV Aéyewy Tl moté éotv 1] Kivnolg 1ep Ote EAeyev
avTV EVTeAEXELrV TOD dLVATOD 1) DUVATOV. KAL YAQ TO UEV DUVAUEL EV TACALS €0TL TALG
Katnyogialg: oL maoa d¢ 1) ToL duVATOD 1) dDLVATOV EVIEAEXELX KIVNTIG €0TL T YOUV TQOG TL
duvapel pév 0Tt ka0 duvdayplel évegyeia yiveTal olov DMAGTLOV duVApLeL OV EveQyela yivetal,
Kal oK AvAYK™N avTo kveloOat, AAAX T@ o0 dimAdodv éott magatiBeobat avt@.”

130 Victor Caston, Alexander of Aphrodisias On the Soul. Part 1, (London: 2012), p.156 (n.376).
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colour or light by the transparent. For example: ‘If colour is visible in light, then it is also
able to change it. For, as has been shown in the inquiries into how we see, the perception
and cognition of colours occurs because what is actively transparent — that is, what is
illuminated — is first modified by the colour, since colour is able to change it, and then the
eye is modified by this [sc. what is transparent], since the eye itself is also transparent’ (On

the Soul, 43, 11-16, trans. Caston).

When Caston and Sharples claim that illumination and the taking on of colour by the
illuminated transparent are mere Cambridge changes, they attribute to him the view that
the transparent body, when illuminated or coloured, changes only insofar as its relation to
another object (the source of light and the opaque coloured object respectively) changes.
This makes light and colour, when the latter is in the illuminated transparent, relational
properties akin to ‘being to the right of’ and “being larger than’. On this interpretation

they are properties which consist in a relation.

One need not look far to discover why this view has been attributed to Alexander. The claim
itself that these changes — the illumination and colouration of the transparent — are not
alterations but instead are changes by virtue of relation may suggest that we are dealing
with a distinction between the gaining of an intrinsic property and the gaining of a relational
property. Indeed, Alexander draws explicit comparisons between illumination and the
taking on of colour by the illuminated transparent and changes which do in fact consist in

the gain or loss of a relational property. Consider these passages:

That light depends on a relation but not on alteration is clear from the fact that,
whereas things which are altered have not ceased from the affection that is generated
in them by that which alters <them> immediately upon its departure (for when that
which heats departs that which is heated by it does not immediately cease from the
heat that is generated in it by <that which heats>), things that are such by virtue of
their relation to something cease to be in the relation to that thing in conjunction with
its departure. For the father has ceased being a father when the son has died, and

when that which is on the left has departed that which is on the right is on the right no

115



longer. The same is true of light. For it departs all together in conjunction with the
departure of that which naturally illuminates (Alexander, de Sensu Comm. 134, 11-19

trans. Towey).13!

For it is by the relation and the presence of that which illuminates to that which is by
nature illuminated that light <is generated>...For that which is on the right of
something comes to be on the right not by means of a movement or a coming to be but
rather not being on the right before it comes to be on the right all together by virtue of
some kind of relation to it of that which it is on the right of (Alexander, de Sensu Comm.

132,5-12, trans. Towey).!3

In these passages coming to be to the right of something and ceasing to be to the right of
something are given as examples of change by virtue of relation. Alexander places coming to
be to the right and ceasing to be to the right in the same category of change as illumination
and the gaining of colour by the illuminated transparent. Coming and ceasing to be to the
right of something is a paradigmatic example of a gain and loss of a relational property.
Since we are familiar with changes which consist in the gain and loss of a relational property
and Alexander has provided an example of such a change in order to illustrate his notion of
change by virtue of relation, it is extremely tempting to infer that we ought to understand

change by virtue of relation in terms of the gain and loss of relational properties.

There is, however, an alternative way in which to take the fact that Alexander classes
illumination and the receiving of colour by the illuminated transparent as the same kind of

change as a subject coming to be to the right of something else. Instead of taking the salient

1310t 0¢ ev oxéoel 10 Pwg, AAA ovK €v dAAowwTeL, dDNAOV ATO TOL Tt pEV dAAOLOVpEVA OVK DOV
T 1O AAAOLOLV ameABelv memabobat Tov €yyevopévov maboug v avtolg VT avToL (0L YAQ TOD
Oeopaivovtog aneABdvTog e0OVS katl 1O Oeguatvopevov DT avTOL TG €yyevopévng UTT ékelvou
OeoudTNTOC AVTQ TAVETAL), TX OE KATX TNV TROC TL OXETLV OVIA ToLADTA, aTteABOVTOG TOD TIEOg O
1 oxéots, ovpumaveoOat kal TavTa ToL £TL elval év T mEOG &kelvo oxéoel LIOL Yo ArodavovTog
TETAVTAL KAL O TTATNQ TATNQE WV, KAL TOL AQLOTEQOL &TteABOVTOG O de&LOG OVKETL DEELOC EaTLy.
oUtw d¢ €xeL kal TO P ovvamégyeTaL Yo abdov 1@ Ppwrtilety mepukoTL.
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0efLdV TIvog 0V D KIvrjoewg DeELOV YiveToal o0dE Dl YevETews, AAAX TT) TOL T1RO¢ O defLoV 0Tt
TIOLX Ox€0EL TTROG ALTO ABEOWS 0VK OV TTEOTEQOV deELOV YiveTal 0eELoV.
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feature of the latter example to be the fact that it involves the gaining of a relational
property, and therefore inferring that this is what characterises change by virtue of relation,
it is possible to find another feature which unifies the group and in terms of which change
by virtue of relation ought to be defined. I will argue that in order to understand change by
virtue of relation, the latter route must be taken. I discuss the alternative feature which
unifies the group, and in terms of which I suggest Alexander understands change by virtue
of relation, below. First I will argue that light and colour when taken on by the illuminated
transparent should not be understood as relational properties and therefore that change by
virtue of relation should not be understood as mere Cambridge change, where this is

understood as the mere gaining of a relational property.

4.2 Change by Virtue of Relation as Genuine Change

If we consider Alexander’s view of light and colours in the medium and eye, as I have
presented it over the previous chapters, it becomes evident that these cannot be understood
as properties which consist in a relation and that, therefore, change by virtue of relation
ought not to be understood as mere Cambridge change in the sense outlined above. Let us

first consider colour, as it is taken on by the transparent medium and the eye.

Colour, when taken on by the transparent medium, is in certain cases perceptible in the
medium. This was noted in chapter two. When taken on by the eye, which on account of its
smoothness and density is able to keep in and preserve the colour, it is always perceptible.
The mechanism through which colour appears in the eye through the medium is the same as
that through which colour appears in a mirror. On a certain understanding of mirror images,
the colour in the mirror is understood as the mere appearance of colour. On such a view, the
mirror could be understood as gaining a relational property which grounds its colour
appearance. On Alexander’s view of mirroring, the colour in the mirror (and so also in the

eye) cannot be taken in this way.

Take the atomist view of mirror images where the mirror appears coloured on account of

effluences emitted from the objects of perception, rebounding from the mirror and entering
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the eye of the perceiver. The colour is seen at the point where the effluences rebound from
the mirror’s surface. However, when the effluence reaches the eye and so is seen, it has come
from the mirror but it is no longer in the mirror. It is also not the case that the effluence
peeled off from the mirror as it peeled off from the object of perception with which it is
qualitatively identical. The mirror merely changed the course of the effluence’s travel. The
colour as seen in the mirror, then, is only apparently in the mirror. On this view the
property which grounds the mirror’s red appearance could be analysed as a relational
property. Just as the property ‘being to the right of’ consists in the subject’s spatial relation
to another object, a mirror’s ‘being such as to appear red” for example, could on this account
be understood to consist in the mirror’s relation to both a red object and a perceiver. It is so
situated that the effluence from the red object bounces off the mirror’s surface and enters the
eye of the perceiver, with the result that the mirror itself appears red. On this account to say
that the mirror ‘is red’ is to say that the mirror bears a certain relation to a red object and a
perceiver. In addition the mirror appears red, but if we wanted to say the mirror has really
and not just apparently gained a property when it comes to appear red, this property gained

could be understood as a relational one.

On Alexander’s view the mirror or eye appears coloured, not because the mirror or eye
possesses a certain relational property, but because the mirror or eye is coloured, i.e. it
possesses colour form. The colour is taken on by the mirror or eye, and on account of its
density and smoothness, is displayed there. Just as colour is not a mere appearance when it
inheres in the object of perception, it is not mere appearance when found in the mirror or
eye. A colour in a mirror or eye is in fact an instance of the same property as is found in the

opaque solid object which, via the medium, produced the colour in the mirror or eye.

Since for Alexander the colour taken on by the eye is perceptible (and in some cases is
perceptible in the medium), and since this colour is not mere appearance but is in fact a
colour property in the same sense as the colour properties which inhere in solid, opaque
coloured objects, it cannot be a relational property. Just as colour which inheres in a solid,
opaque object is not a relational property, neither is colour as received by transparent bodies

Or Mmirrors.
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For a subject to really possess, and not merely to apparently possess, a colour is not to
possess a relational property. The following considerations make this clear. To start with, as
noted above, it is not possible to know or observe that a subject possesses a relational
property without knowing or observing that to which it is related. One cannot know that
something is to the right, without knowing what it is to the right of. It is, however, possible
to know or observe that a mirror appears red (and on Alexander’s view the mirror appears
red because it is red) without knowing or observing the opaque, solid object which is the
cause of this appearance. On a certain theory of reflection, this claim may be contentious,
since some may claim that to see a mirror image is to see the object the image is of directly,
but on Alexander’s theory of mirroring, this is not the case. For Alexander a mirror image
appears on account of colour being taken on by the mirror. This colour then moves the
transparent medium ‘as if from a starting point’ (Alexander, de Sensu Comm. 25, 24), just like
the colour of the original object did. When the perceiver sees the image in the mirror, it is as

a result of the colour in the mirror changing the transparent between itself and a perceiver.

Since the colours inhere in the mirror in a different way to the way in which they inhere in
the coloured object, it is true that in a sense, on Alexander’s view, when a perceiver looks in
the mirror and sees the image, they see the coloured object. As I discussed in chapter 2, and
will return to below, the colours which compose the image belong to the mirror only
accidentally, while different instances of these same colours are proper to the object which
produced the image. It is still the case, however, that on Alexander’s view the perceiver only
sees the object in this sense indirectly, by means of seeing the object’s colours in the mirror.
The colour as it is present in the mirror - even if it is in a sense the object’s colour and not the
mirror’s — is still an instance of the colour property distinct from the particular instance of
the colour as it is present in the opaque, solid object. As stated above, it is possible to
observe the instance of the colour property in the mirror without observing the instance of

the colour property in the coloured object.

The degree of independence the colour in the mirror has from the colour in the opaque, solid

object is also reflected in the language which may be used to speak about it. It is not possible
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to meaningfully and non-elliptically say ‘the cup is on the right’. We must also provide the
answer to the question “the cup is on the right relative to what?” It is, however, meaningful
to say the mirror displays red or there is a red thing in the mirror. There is no need to
answer the question ‘the mirror displays red relative to what?” in order to create a
meaningful statement. We may be curious as to where the object is, which possesses the red
as its own proper colour and which has caused the mirror to take on the red accidentally,
but it is not necessary to add ‘the mirror displays the red of the lamp’ in order to make

meaningful the statement ‘the mirror displays red’.

Light in a transparent body, similarly, does not behave as a relational property. An
illuminated transparent body is observably different from a dark transparent body. The state
of illumination is itself observable. It may be remembered that Alexander and Aristotle treat
light as a colour in a broad sense, but a colour of a special sort. Rather than being seen itself,
as would be the case with ordinary colours, light is visible through allowing ordinary
coloured objects to be seen. A perceiver may observe this qualitative difference between
light and dark, being able to see objects through the transparent body in the former case and
not in the latter case, without observing the source of light to which the transparent body is
related. Again, whilst a perceiver may wonder what has produced this state of illumination,
they do not need to know this in order to perceive that the transparent is illuminated. The
statement, ‘the air is illuminated” is meaningful as a non-elliptical statement. Whilst it may
be of interest, there is no semantic need to add to this statement the phrase ‘by the light of the

sun’.

Another key way in which light and colour, as the latter appears in an illuminated
transparent body or mirror, differ from relational properties is that when a transparent
subject is illuminated, or when an illuminated transparent subject or mirror takes on colour,
the subject gains a new causal power. The causal power is gained not merely as a result or
consequence of taking on light or colour, rather to gain the causal power is part of what it is
to take on light and colour. We may recall from chapter two that when the transparent body
is illuminated it gains the causal power to enable other coloured objects to be seen. This was

one of the ways in which Alexander and Aristotle defined light. Similarly we may recall
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Aristotle’s functional definition of colour, which defined colour in terms of a causal power:
‘Its being colour at all means precisely its having in it the power to set in movement what is

actually transparent’ (de Anima 419a10-11, trans. Smith).!3

On Alexander’s view, when the mirror or eye takes on colour, it acquires the power to
change an illuminated transparent body. The medium transmits the colour to an
appearance-making body, such as the mirror or eye, and then the medium is again changed
by the colour in the mirror or eye “as if from a starting point” (Alexander, de Sensu Comm. 25,
24). The ability of the mirror or eye to change the transparent, when it has taken on colour, is
how the image is seen in the mirror or eye by an external perceiver. By contrast, for a subject
to gain a relational property such as ‘being to the right of’ or ‘being larger than’ is not to gain
a causal power, since all these properties consist in is a relation to another object. Any
relations a subject may bear to other objects are distinct from the causal powers it may

possess.

I conclude that when a transparent subject is illuminated, or when an illuminated
transparent subject or mirror takes on colour, the subject acquires a non-relational property.
[Nlumination and the taking on of colour are not mere Cambridge changes, but are rather
genuine physical changes. It is worth remembering at this point that, whilst I have argued
that the class of change by virtue of relation and the class of mere Cambridge change are not
co-extensive groups and that the former should not be understood as the latter, it is the case
that these groups overlap. A case in which a subject comes to be on the right of something
else, for example, is classed by Alexander as a change by virtue of relation, and yet this is
also a clear case of mere Cambridge change. My claim is that the feature which unifies the
group ‘changes by virtue of relation” (a feature to be discussed below) is distinct from the
feature which unifies the group ‘mere Cambridge changes’. Changes such as a subject
coming to be on the right of something else fall into both groups as they possess both
features. In fact I suspect all mere Cambridge changes would also qualify as a change by

virtue of relation.

133 oV 6pATAL AVEL PWTOG: TOUTO YOO TV AVTQ TO XQWHATL ELvAL, TO KIVNTIKG Elval ToD kot
évégyetav dadpavovg: 1 O évreAéxeta oL dapavois PG 0TLv.
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Those changes by virtue of relation which are not mere Cambridge changes (i.e. illumination
and the taking on of colour by a transparent body or mirror), are of course distinct from
alterations but they also have much in common with alterations. They are like alterations
insofar as they involve a qualitative change brought about by an agent with the causal
power to bring about this change. A hot object has the power to heat another object which
has the capacity to be heated. Once the subject with the power to be heated has been acted
on by the hot object, it too is hot. Similarly, a source of light such as a flame has the power to
illuminate another body which has the capacity to be illuminated. The only kind of body
which has such a capacity according to Aristotle and Alexander is a transparent body. Once
the transparent body has been acted on by the source of light, it becomes illuminated.
Similarly again, the mirror or the eye is coloured through being acted on, via the medium,
by the coloured object of perception which has the power to change the transparent

medium.

Light and colour, as found in a transparent body or mirror, do not consist in the relation
between the subject to which they belong and another object, rather they are caused by
something with the ability to bring about change. However, as discussed in chapter two,
unlike properties acquired through ordinary alteration, these properties do not remain in the
subject when the agent of change is removed. When the kettle is taken off the hot stove, for
example, the water within remains hot, at least for a while. In the case of change by virtue of
relation, by contrast, when the object to which the changed subject is related is removed, the

subject immediately reverts back to its pre-change state.

This feature holds for all cases of change by virtue of relation, both illumination and the
taking on of colours, and changes such as coming to be to the right of or coming to be larger
than. In the latter cases, those changes which are not only changes by virtue of relation but
are also mere Cambridge changes, it is possible to explain this feature through reference to
the fact that the property gained in the change consists in the subject’s relation to another
object. When the other object is removed, it no longer bears this relation to the object, so of

course the property is immediately lost. In the case of those changes by virtue of relation
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which are not also mere Cambridge changes — i.e. illumination and the taking on of colour
by the transparent — the properties acquired by the changed subject do not consist in the
subject’s relation to the object, so another explanation is needed for why the subject reverts
back to its pre-change state as soon as the object to which it is related is removed. In the next
section I will argue that such an explanation may be found by examining Alexander’s notion
of change not as matter. Having argued that change by virtue of relation ought not to be
understood as mere Cambridge change, it remains to be established how it should be
understood. I will argue that it is the fact that in change by virtue of relation properties are
received not as matter, which distinguishes all such changes from ordinary alteration. It is
also this way of receiving a property which is shared by all cases of change not as matter,

from illumination to coming to be on the right of, and which unifies the group.

4.3 ‘What is Transparent does not Receive Light, or Light
Colour, wg VAN’

In On the Soul Alexander claims not only that light is received by the transparent and colour
by the illuminated transparent by virtue of relation, he also claims they are received ‘not as

matter’. Consider the following passage:

For the colour comes to be present in what is illuminated and in light in the same way
the light comes to be present in what is transparent, so what is transparent does not
receive light or light colour in virtue of an effluence or in the way matter [receives
something] (oUte wg VANG 1) ToL daPpavovg dexopévov 10 Gws 1) TOL PWTOS TO
xowua). In fact, when the things that produce these [effects] have gone away, the
colour immediately leaves the light as well (in the case where the things that tinge it go
away) and light leaves the transparent (in the case where what illuminates is not

present). The sort of change that arises from both sources occurs in what receives them
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in virtue of a presence and a particular sort of relation, much as [the reflections] in

mirrors come to be present in them) (On the Soul, 42,19-43,4, trans. Caston).'>

Most of the claims contained in this passage are by now familiar: (i) the transparent does not
receive light and the illuminated transparent does not receive colour in virtue of an
effluence, i.e. light and colour are not corporeal effluxes somehow taken on by the
transparent body; (ii) the light and colour immediately leave the transparent body as soon as
the source of light and coloured object are removed; (iii) the changes are by virtue of a
presence, i.e. the presence of the source of light and a coloured object, and a relation to the
source of light and the coloured object.’® I have saved discussion of this fourth claim,
however, the claim that the transparent body does not receive light, and the illuminated
transparent body does not receive colour, ‘as matter’ until this point. By understanding
Alexander’s use of the phrase “to receive not as matter’, I suggest we are able to more fully
understand his category of changes by virtue of relation. In this section, I discuss this phrase

as used by Alexander.

Alexander’s claim that the transparent body does not receive light or colour as matter, is the
claim that the transparent body does not receive light or colour in the way that matter
receives something. In Caston’s notes to the text he glosses the claim as a dismissal, by
Alexander, ‘that the transparent takes on light or light takes on colour in the way that matter

takes on a form’.’* Before presenting my interpretation of what Alexander means by

134 yivetal d& 10 XoWHA €V TQ MeEPWTIOPEVQ TE kal Pt 00TWE WG KAl TO PAG €V TQ dxdPavel, ovTe
KT ATIOQEOLAV TV, 0UTE g VANG 1) TO dtaapavoig deXOEVOU TO GG T) TOU PwTOG TO XQWHA
(ameABOVTWV YOUV TV TalTA EUTOLOVVTWV EVOVE CLVATIEQXETAL TO PEV XQWHA €k TOU PwTOG, €l
T XOWVVLVTA avTto AméABoL, T0 0¢ e ék ToL dapavoug, el TO GpwTtilov avto un maein), AAA
E0TLTIC 1) ATV ARPOTEQWV KIVNOLIG €V TOIG DEXOHEVOLS AVTA YIVOUEVT] KATA TTXQOLTIAV TE KAl TIoLoV
oX£€0wv, g YiveTal kat €V Tolg kaTOmTOLS T €V avTols 0Qweva. See also, On the Soul 62,3-4; 62,12-
13.

135 [t may be recalled that in chapter two I suggested that Alexander introduces the notion of change
by virtue of relation in response to Aristotle’s claim that, ‘light is neither fire nor any kind whatsoever
of body nor an efflux from any kind of body (if it were, it would again itself be a kind of body) - it is
the presence of fire or something resembling fire in what is transparent’ (Aristotle, de Anima 418b13-
15).

136 Victor Caston, Alexander of Aphrodisias On the Soul. Part 1, (London: 2012), p.155 (n.375).

124



receiving light and colour not as matter in this context, in order to avoid misunderstandings I
will first discuss a very similar and much discussed phrase found in Aristotle. This is the
claim that: “sense is what has the power of receiving into itself the sensible forms of things

without the matter (dvev g UAng)’ .17

The first thing to note about Aristotle’s use of dvev ¢ UAng, compared to Alexander’s oUte
¢ VANG in the passage above, is the difference in context. In the passage above the phrase is
used in the context of discussing the receiving of light and colour by the transparent
medium. Alexander uses the phrase in the context of discussing changes by means of which
perception occurs, not perception itself. Aristotle’s phrase, by contrast, is used in the context
of describing what the perceptive capacity and perception itself is. Alexander also, however,
elsewhere uses the phrase ‘not as matter’ and the similar phrase xwoic ¢ UAng, which I
will translate as ‘separate from matter’, in a similar context. Setting aside for now the usage
I am primarily interested in, i.e. the usage in the context of describing the changing of the
transparent medium, I will first discuss the use of the phrases ‘not as matter’ and ‘separate

from matter” in the context of the discussion of perception itself.

Aristotle writes that sense (aloOnoic) is that with the power to receive form without matter.
The exercise of this power is actual perception. Actual perception, for Aristotle, consists at
least in part in receiving form without matter. Alexander too makes this claim, for the most
part using xwolg g VANG (‘separate from matter’) or not as matter as opposed to Aristotle’s
avev ¢ VAng (60, 3-6; 66,14-15; 78,6-8; 92,21-22).1% An exception to this is found in the

following passage in which Alexander echoes Aristotle’s precise phrase:

137 “Generally, about all perception, we can say that a sense is what has the power of receiving into
itself the sensible forms of things without the matter, in the way in which a piece of wax takes on the
impression of a signet-ring without the iron or gold; what produces the impression is a signet of
bronze or gold, but not qua bronze or gold’ (de Anima 11.12 424a17-21, trans. Smith).

KabdAov d¢ mept mdong aloOnoewcs det Aafetv 8t 1) pev aiocOnoic £0Tt O dekTIKOV TV alodnTv
€WV &vev Mg VANG, 0lov 0 K1EOS TOD dAKTUAIOL AVEL TOD TIOTQOL KAl TOD XQUOOU dEXETAL TO
onuelov, AapPavel d& TO XQUOOLV 1] TO XAAKOUV ONHELOV, AAA” OVX T) XQUOOG 1) XAAKOG.

138 Caston translates this phrase in the same way as Aristotle’s avev tf¢ UAng: without matter. I have
translated this phrase differently (‘separate from matter’) in order to differentiate between Aristotle’s
phrase and Alexander’s.
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‘Now just as actual sensation takes place by means of (dwx) the apprehension (ANewc)
of the forms of sensible objects without their matter (&vev tng 0Anc)...” (On the Soul,

83, 13-14, trans. Fotinis)

I ought to note that whilst I have been describing Alexander’s view of perception as
consisting in receiving form not as, without or separate from matter, it is unclear whether the
terms Alexander uses in the context of actual perception ought always to be translated as
‘receive.” In the above passage Alexander uses the term ‘Apewc.” Aristotle, when he claims
that sense receives form without matter, sometimes uses the term ‘1o dextikdV/, translated
by Smith as ‘the power to receive’. Aexticov and the associated verb d¢xouat unequivocally
concern receiving.' When Alexander uses the phrase ‘separate from matter’ (xwolc g
UAnG) in the context of actual perception, he sometimes, like Aristotle, uses dextikov, the
power to receive separate from matter (60, 3-6; 66, 14-15). Specifically Alexander uses the
phrase dextikOVv Te Kal kQITikOV, receiving and judging forms separate from matter. Once
Alexander writes that the forms separate from matter come to be in that which is capable of

perceiving (ywvopevov év 1@ aloOntke):

Actual perception is the form of the sensible object without matter (xwoig trg UANG)
coming to be in that which is capable of perceiving (On the Soul, 39,13-14, trans.

Caston).'40

Forms of déxouar are also used by Alexander when he uses the phrase ‘not as matter’ (ur
@c VAN) in the context of the reception of light and colour by the transparent. However,
when Alexander uses the phrase ‘not as matter’ in the context of actual perception
Alexander does not use déxouat, but another verb AapBavw (83, 13-23, 87,4-5). Aaupdvw

has both an active and passive meaning. It can mean to receive but it can also mean to take

139 L.S] Online, 382-383 (entry for 0¢xouat).

140 70 yap €ldog oL alobnTov xwoels g VANG yvopevov év @ alodntuc 1) kat’ évéQyeldv €0ty
aioOnoic.
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or grasp. In a cognitive or perceptual context it may be translated as to apprehend.#! In the
passage above ‘Anpewc’ is used with the phrase avev ¢ UAnc. Alexander also occasionally

uses Aaupavw with the phrase ‘separate from matter” (xwoig tnc VAng) (78, 6-8).

It may be remembered that, for Alexander, visual perception occurs by means of the
ultimate sense organ — the heart — receiving the affections transmitted from the eyes via the
transparent-filled passages. Strictly speaking, however, as discussed in chapter one,
perception consists in the exercise of the soul’s capacity for perceptual judgement. This
choice of AapPavw to describe the action involved in actual perception makes it unclear
whether Alexander refers to the receiving of the form by the heart or the judging (or
grasping or apprehending) of the form by the perceptual capacity. The phrase ‘dextiKov te
Kkal kQutikov’, which Alexander also uses to describe the action which constitutes actual
perception clearly means both: the form is received and judged. It is possible that Alexander
deliberately uses AapBavw, with its two possible meanings, so that it may be taken either to
refer to the receptive action of the sense organ or to the judging or grasping action of the
perceptive capacity. Alternatively, he could just have intended the latter, since for him

perception strictly speaking is the judging activity of the perceptive capacity.

Before returning to the main point of this section - the meaning of ‘not as matter” in the
context of the changing of the transparent medium and the eye - I will say one more thing
specifically about Alexander’s use of the phrase ‘separate from matter’ (xwoig tg VAnC).
This phrase, in addition to being used to describe the way in which that which is capable of
perceiving receives forms, is also used several times in Alexander’s discussion of intellect.
Alexander claims that the forms are thought, understood or grasped separate from matter

(see 86,29; 85,13-19; 91, 8).

Consider the passage from On the Soul, quoted at length below. In addition to providing an
example of this use of ‘separate from matter’ (xwolic tn¢ VAnC) in the context of intellectual

apprehension, the second half of the passage also includes Alexander’s explanation of what

141 LS] Online, 1026-1027 (entry for Aaufavw).

127



he means by ‘not as matter” (ur] wg 0An). I will discuss this explanation shortly. Here is the

tirst half of the passage:

Now just as actual sensation takes place by means of (dux) the apprehension (Afjpewcg)
of the forms of sensible objects without their matter (&vev g UAnc), so intellectual
activity (1] vonow) is the apprehension of forms without matter (xwoic VAnG). But it
differs from sense perception in that sensation, even though it does not grasp
(AapPavel) sensible form as matter [receives form] (ur] wg UAn), nevertheless
perceives them as existing in matter (wg dvtwv €v UAr)). The common sensibles that
are everywhere interwoven with our perception of proper sensibles are witnesses to
the fact that in sensation we perceive the object under its material conditions; for when
we see colour we apprehend along with it, and in the same sensory act, extension and
shape, motion and rest, and the like, and these added qualities are evidence that
colour exists in a subject. Intellect (6 vovc), however, not only grasps its forms in a
different way than matter [receives form], but has for its object forms that do not exist
in matter nor under any material conditions (oUte w¢ VAN & eldn AauPavet, ovte wg

&v VA1 ovta kat pe®@” 0VANG) (On the Soul, 83, 13-23, trans. Fotinis).!4?

In this passage Alexander draws a parallel between actual perception and intellectual
activity. Just as actual perception comes about through the apprehension of forms without
matter (&vev T UAng), so intellectual activity is the apprehension of form separate from
matter (xwolc UAng). Alexander then highlights the following difference. Whilst neither
sense nor intellect receive forms as matter, sense perceives forms as existing in the matter of
the object of perception whereas, for intellect, it does not grasp the form as existing in or with

the matter of the object of thought.

192 homep B¢ 1) aloONOIS 1] kAT EVEQyelav da TG TV €WV TV aloONT@V APews avev Tng VANG
yvivetar, obtwe d& kal 1] vonoigc ANPic twv edwv ott xweic VANG, tavtn e aicOntikng
avtAnPewe dixdégovoa, N 1 HEV aloOnolg, el kal pr wg VAN ta aloBnta eidn Aappaver, aAA’
oUTwG Ye ATV MOLELTAL TNV AVTIANPLY WG dvTwv €v DAT (T YA kowa aloBnta cvumenAeypéva
mM TV Wiy alodntov avtApel paotiour Tov ¢ EVOAWV avtwv Oviwv TV alobnow
avtidapBavecdar dpa Yoo xowudtwyv OPig aloBavopévn obv adte Kol Hey€0oug kal oXHAaTog
katl Kivjoewg 1) Neepiag aiobnow Aappdvet, & pagtvoa Tov el Tt bokeipevov elvat TO XoWHa),
0 0¢& vOoUG 0UTe WG VAN T €ld1 AapBavel, ovte wg év DA dvta kat ped®’ DAnG.
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I take it that the difference between intellectual and perceptual apprehension referred to
here, a difference expressed by the phrase ‘not in or with matter’, is, briefly stated, as
follows. On the one hand, we perceive perceptual forms, such as the colour of a particular
coloured object, along with qualities which belong to the particular hylomorphic compound
to which the form belongs. When we perceive red, for example, we do not perceive an
abstract redness but a redness belonging to an object, a redness with extension, shape and
which we perceive as moving or remaining still. On the other hand, to grasp an intellectual
form, is not to grasp the form as it exists in a concrete particular object, i.e. it is not to grasp
form in matter. Instead it is to grasp the universal, which belongs to multiple particular

objects.

Whatever precisely is intended by Alexander’s phrase ‘in or with matter’, it is clear that only
the perceptual faculty grasps forms in this way. The intellectual faculty does not. On the
other hand, when it comes to grasping forms ‘as matter’, neither the intellectual faculty nor
the perceptual faculty grasp forms in this way. ‘Separate from matter’ (xwoig tg UAng) is
used by Alexander in different parts of his texts to describe both the way in which the
perceptual faculty grasps form, and the way in which the intellectual faculty grasps form. I
now turn to the second half of the passage in which Alexander explains what he means by

the qualification ‘not as matter’.

This passage below contains the most detailed explanation of what Alexander means by the
phrase not as matter in the extant texts. However, the explanation occurs in the context of
describing the way in which the intellectual and perceptive faculties grasp intellectual and
perceptual form. Ultimately, the aim is to discover what it means to say that the eye and
medium receive light and colour not as matter. The faculties of the soul, and the transparent
body which constitutes the medium, are very different kinds of thing and one would expect
the way in which they receive or grasp form to be very different. Indeed, positively
described, the way in which the soul and the medium receive or grasp form will be very
different. To state that they receive form not as matter, however, is to make a negative claim

and it is a negative claim that is true both of the way in which the soul grasps form (or does
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not grasp form) and the way in which the medium receives light and colour (or does not
receive light and colour). There is no reason to think that Alexander is not using the phrase
in the same way in both contexts, to make the same negative claim. In fact, there is evidence
that he is using the phrase consistently across these contexts. In both contexts, as we shall
see, he contrasts a subject receiving form not as matter with a subject undergoing alteration.

Here is the second half of the passage:

To receive a form as matter, is the same thing as becoming the matter for that which is
received (¢0TL d¢ TO pEV WG VANV 100G TL Aapavery TO avtod <t@> VANV yiveoOat t@
AapPavouéve). This sort of reception is found amongst the affections which do not
come about by virtue of the soul (6 ¢t Twv MaBwv TV oL kAt YPLXNV YIVOUEVWV
ety €ot). For the things which are affected in a simple sense become the matter of
the affections (ta Yoo amAwg maoxovta VAat yivovtatl twv mabwv). That which is
heated, when it becomes itself hot, itself becomes the matter for this affection [i.e.
heat]. But this is not the case in perception or intellection. Although perception comes
about through certain bodily affections, perception itself is not affection but judgement
(o0 maoxew eotlv, aAAa kpivewv). The intellect does not take on forms, by becoming

matter (wg UAn) of the forms therefore... (On the Soul, 83, 23-84,7).143

143 For the first half of this passage (83, 13-23) quoted above, I used Fotinis’ translation. For the second
half quoted here (83, 23-84,9), I have provided my own translation, since Fotinis’ strays a little from
the text and is too infused with his own interpretation for my purposes. In translating this second
half, I consulted Fotinis’ English translation, but my translation is largely based on the French
translation by Bergeron and Dufour, which adheres to the text more closely (M. Bergeron and R.
Dufour, Alexandre d’Aphrodise: De I'dme (Paris : Librairie Philosophique J. Vrin, 2008).

Here is the second half of Fotinis’ translation, and the Greek text:

‘By ‘receiving a form as matter does’, I mean the case wherein the recipient becomes an actual
material principle with respect to that which is received. Observable instances of this sort of reception
are those wherein a subject is acted upon in a purely extrinsic way, and not in virtue of an intrinsic
principle of movement such as the soul. For subjects that are merely acted upon become the actual
matter of the effects which they undergo: thus a body that is heated becomes, when it is hot, the
matter [which supports] the quality “heat.” But neither the senses nor the intellect “receive their
forms” in the way just described. For although it is true that sensation comes about through the
instrumentality of affections which the body undergoes, the act of sensing itself is not one of being
acted upon, but of judging. And certainly, so far as the intellect is concerned, it does not become
matter with respect to its forms in order to receive them...’
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The first thing to note is that in this passage we find confirmation that to receive a form not
as matter, for Alexander, is for the subject which receives the form not to become matter for
that form. The claim is not that the subject receives form without also receiving matter, it is
rather that the subject does not come to stand as matter to that form. In order to understand
what it would mean for a subject not to become the matter for a form, it helps to consider
what it means for a subject to become the matter for a form. In the above passage Alexander
explains the meaning of the claim that sense receives forms not as matter, through explaining

what it is to receive a form as matter.

For a subject to receive a form as matter, is for that subject to undergo ordinary alteration. To
receive a form, in this context, is just to receive a quality, such as colour, and to receive a
form as matter is to do so in the ordinary way. Alexander gives the example of an object
being heated. If a fire heats a kettle full of water, the water becomes the matter for the form
‘heat’. I suggest we can determine what it means for a subject to become the matter for a
form or quality (and so what it means for a subject not to become the matter for a form or
quality) through considering Aristotle’s notion of a material cause and the role this plays in

ordinary alteration.

The material cause (aitia) is one of Aristotle’s four causes as introduced in Physics 11.3.
Aristotle introduces the four causes in the context of the claim that a person can have
knowledge of a thing only when they ‘have grasped the “why” of it (which is to grasp its
primary cause)’ (Aristotle, Physics, 194b18-19, trans. Hardie and Gaye). A point frequently
made in the literature is that the four causes are best understood not as causes in the modern

sense of the term (or at least, not all of them ought to be understood as causes in this way)

€0TL O TO HEv wg VANV eldde Tt Aappdvery 0 avto <t@> OANV yiveoOal t@ AapBavopéve, 6 émt
TV TAB@OV TOV 0V kAt PuXTV YIVOREVWY DV E0TL T YAQ AMAQS TACYXOVTA DAL YivovTat TV
naBv. 10 Yoo Oeguatvépevov 0oV YIvopevov avtd VAN t@ nabel yivetal, 6 oUte 1 aloBnoig
oUTe 0 VOUG €XOVOLV. KAl YAQ &L d& Tvawv Mab@v ocwpatik@v o aloBaveobat yivetat, aAA” adto
Ye 10 aloBdveoBal ov aoxewy éotiv, AAAX KQlvewy. oUTe 0DV WG VAT YIVOLEVOS O VOUS TV e0WV
oUtws avta Aaupdvet.
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but as types of explanation.'* The term aitia, whilst translated as ‘cause’, carries the
meaning ‘the thing responsible for” or ‘that which is to blame’.!*> Aristotle’s claim, stated
simply, is that one needs to know what makes a thing what it is, in order to have knowledge

of that thing.

Matter is one of the things responsible for making a thing what it is. Aristotle writes, ‘that
out of which a thing comes to be and which persists is called a cause, e.g. the bronze of the
statue, the silver of the bowl, and the genera of which the bronze and the silver are species’
(Physics, 194b24-26). Aristotle refers to this cause as a material cause in the following

passage:

‘As things are called causes in many ways, it follows that there are several causes of
the same thing (not merely accidentally), e.g. both the art of the sculptor and the
bronze are causes of the statue. These are causes of the statue qua statue, not in virtue
of anything else that it may be — only not in the same way, the one being the material
cause, the other the cause whence the motion comes (dAAx TO pév w¢ ¥An 10 & wg

00ev 1 xivnowg) (Physics, 195a4-8, trans. Hardie and Gaye)

The two causes referred to here are the efficient cause, i.e. that which produces the item
under consideration, and the material cause, i.e. that which makes the item what it is, as that
item’s constituent matter. That which produces the statue is, strictly speaking, the form of
the statue or the art of statue making, which is known by the sculptor and which informs his
sculpting activity. In one sense, it is the art of statue-making which makes the statue what it
is. In another sense, it is the bronze out of which the statue is composed which makes the
statue what it is. The bronze is that out of which the statue comes to be and is that which
functions as the material constituent in the resultant hylomorphic compound ‘bronze-

statue’.

144 See, for example, Gail Fine, ‘Forms as Causes: Plato and Aristotle’ in Mathematics and Metaphysics in
Aristotle, ed. Andreas Graeser, (Stuttgart: Haupt, 1987); Julius Moravcsik “What Makes Reality
Intelligible? Reflections on Aristotle’s Theory of Aitia’, in Aristotle’s Physics: A Collection of Essays, ed.
Lindsey Judson (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1991).

145 LS] Online, 44 (entry for aitia).
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These examples — the sculpting of the bronze statue or the silver bowl — are examples of
generation as opposed to mere alteration. The making of a statue or bowl is a case of
artificial substantial generation - a new substantial entity, for example the statue, comes to
be. Ordinary alteration, on the other hand, for the most part involves the gain or loss of a
non-essential quality by a pre-existing substance. The making of the statue is a case of
substantial generation (or at least an artificial analogue to cases of substantial generation),
whereas if the statue, once made, were to change its colour, this would be an example of
ordinary alteration. The notion of material cause can however be applied both to the matter
which stands to substantial form (as in these examples), but also to the matter which stands

to the non-essential qualities of a subject, for example the subject’s colour.

Alexander discusses the material cause in his commentary on chapter two of Aristotle’s
Metaphysics A (On Aristotle Metaphysics 5, 348,27-349,2). However, the most interesting
chapter of Alexander’s commentary on Metaphysics A with regards to determining the
meaning of ‘to receive form not as matter’ and ‘change by virtue of relation” is his
commentary on chapter 18. In chapter 18 of Aristotle’s text, Aristotle discusses the phrase
‘that in virtue of which’ (0 ka0’ 0). Aristotle writes that, ‘in general “that in virtue of which”
will be found in the same number of senses as ‘cause’ (10 aitiov)’ (Metaphysics A, 1022219-20,
trans. W.D. Ross). On one sense of ‘that in virtue of which’, that in virtue of which something
is the case is the matter of that thing. That in virtue of which something is the case, in this

sense, is the material cause of that thing. Consider the following passage:

‘That in virtue of which” has several meanings, (1) the form or substance of each thing,
e.g. that in virtue of which a man is good is the good itself, (2) the proximate subject in
which an attribute is naturally found, e.g. colour in a surface. “That in virtue of which’,
then, in the primary sense is the form, and in a secondary sense the matter of each
thing and the proximate substratum of each (Aristotle, Metaphysics A, 1022214-19, trans.
W.D. Ross).
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I am interested in the second meaning of ‘that in virtue of which’, the meaning which
corresponds to material cause. The example Aristotle gives of something in virtue of which
something is the case in this sense is highly relevant to our purposes. He gives the example
of a surface in which colours are naturally found. That in virtue of which an object has a
certain colour, in this sense of ‘that in virtue of which’, will be the object’s surface. The
surface is the matter or proximate subject of the colour. Aristotle uses the example of colour
in a surface again when, later in the chapter, he discusses what it is for something to be “in
virtue of itself’ (10 kaO@” avt0). He claims that a surface is white by virtue of itself. Since the
surface is reposible for its being white, in the sense that it functions as the material
constituent of its own whiteness, we may say that the surface is white by virtue of itself

(Aristotle, Metaphysics A, 1022230-32).

I now turn to Alexander’s commentary on chapter 18 of Metaphysics A, in which he discusses
further the notion of the matter as that by virtue of which something is the case, and
continues to use the example of colour in a surface. Commenting on the meaning of ‘that in

virtue of which’, Alexander writes:

‘[Aristotle] says that ‘that in virtue of which” means [2] the proximate subject in which
something naturally comes to be for [an attribute] is said to exist in virtue of its subject.
The body, for instance, is said to be coloured in virtue of its surface, because the
surface is the first recipient of colour...Aristotle says that in the proper and primary
sense, ‘that in virtue of which’ is the form, for each existent has its being in virtue of its
form, but secondarily too in virtue of its matter and proximate substrate (koo TV
VANV kal 10 mewtov Umokeipevov), which he called ‘the first recipient’ (rmo@wtov
dextikoVv); for colour is in the surface as in a proximate matter (wg Yo €v DA1 ot
) empavela 10 xowpa). For each of the things that exist, whether naturally or
through art, exists and is said ‘to be” not only in virtue of its form but in virtue of its
matter as well (kata v DAnV); thus the man is said to be a man not only in virtue of
his form but also in virtue of the matter that underlies his form (&AAax kai kata v
vmokelpévny avt VANV), and a statue is a statue not only in virtue of the form but

also in virtue of the bronze; and this is the case with every composite substance.
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Aristotle probably includes even the first recipient under [the term] “matter’, for he is
speaking of matter in a general sense [as] the proximate subject in which something
inheres as in a substrate. And the surface is the proximate subject in which colour
inheres, and [thus] surface would be analogous to matter, but colour to form’

(Alexander, On Aristotle Metaphysics 5, 414,36-415,12, trans. Dooley). 46

Later Alexander comments on Aristotle’s discussion of the meaning of ‘that in virtue of

itself’, again using the example of colour and surface:

‘Now that he has stated and shown that ‘that in virtue of which” is expressed in
various ways, Aristotle says that for this reason ‘that in virtue of itself’ must also be
expressed in various ways...He says that another meaning of ‘in virtue of itself is [3]
that a thing be, either in itself or in something that belongs to it, the first to receive [an
attribute], for the surface is coloured in virtue of itself because it is the first recipient of
colour, as Aristotle said when speaking about that in virtue of which; and what is “in

virtue of” in this way would be such in virtue of matter (xkai ein &v 10 oUtwe ka®” 6

kata v VANv)’ (Alexander, On Aristotle Metaphysics 5, 415,34-416,9, trans. Dooley).#”

Alexander describes the surface of a body as the matter of colour in the sense of ‘first
recipient’ (10 mowtov dekTKOV) or “proximate subject’. The proximate subject is anything in

which a form or property directly inheres. The bronze is the proximate subject of the statue,

o
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for example, and the body is the proximate subject of the soul. Alexander also, however,
uses the term “first recipient’. This is that which receives a form or property directly. Unlike
the bronze which constitutes the statue, the entire body to which the colour belongs does not
constitute the colour. (The inside of the coloured object is not coloured, although it may be
potentially coloured). The colour, rather, inheres only in the object’s surface. The body, on
account of its surface, may be said to receive colour, but only the surface is the ‘first
recipient’ of the colour in this sense. Alexander notes that the first recipient of a property
like colour, is understood by Aristotle here as standing to the property as matter and as
responsible for colour in the sense of material cause. The surface, qua first recipient or
proximate subject, is that by virtue of which a body is coloured. The surface, or the body to
which the surface belongs, can also said to be coloured by virtue of itself since it is, or has as a
part, the first recipient or proximate matter of colour. This first recipient or proximate matter

is responsible for the fact that the body is coloured, as material cause.

Returning to our question, this is what I suggest it is for a subject to receive a form as matter:
For a subject to receive a form as matter is for that subject, or part of that subject, to be
responsible as material cause for the fact that it comes to have that property. The subject or
part of the subject must be that by virtue of which it has the property, in the sense of
proximate subject or first recipient. In other words, the subject or part of the subject, once the
form is received, functions as a material constituent in a hylomorphic compound and is
thereby explanatory of the compound in this way. This is what happens in ordinary

alteration.

An example of ordinary alteration is the skin-colour of a person changing through exposure
to the sun. The person gains a darker skin colour by virtue of the sun, as efficient cause, and
by virtue of their surface (the surface of their skin), as material cause. The matter of the
person, specifically that part of their matter which constitutes the surface of their skin, is
explanatory of the fact that the person has the darker colour. The surface of the skin is that
which receives the new colour, standing to it as proximate subject, and it functions as the

material constituent of the hylomorphic compound “dark-skin’.
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It may be recalled that Alexander distinguishes between limited and unlimited transparent
bodies. This distinction was discussed in chapter two. Limited transparent bodies are
opaque, solid bodies which have their own proper colour. Unlimited bodies, such as air and
water, receive light and colour by virtue of relation and do not have their own proper
colour. Alexander describes light and colour, as found in the unlimited transparent, as
accidentally the colour of the transparent. It may also be remembered that Alexander
explains the fact that the one kind of body has its own proper colour, and the other does not,
by the fact that the one kind of body has its own fixed boundary (or surface) and the other
does not. Since “the colour of a body is its boundary’ (de Sensu Comm. 49,3), if a body does
not have its own boundary or surface, it does not have its own colour. We may now put
these claims in terms of material cause, or the material constituent of a hylomorphic

compound.

The surface or boundary of a body stands to that body’s colour as matter to form. It
functions as the material constituent of the hylomorphic compound composed of the surface

and the colour. Alexander writes, as quoted in chapter two, that Aristotle

‘describes the <bodies> which possess colour from themselves and <possess> one
proper <to themselves> as coloured inside because they possess as something proper
<to themselves> and within themselves their colour and that which is responsible for

their colour)” (de Sensu Comm. 50, 5-7, trans. Towey).

In chapter two, I explained what it is for an object to be coloured inside and to possess that
which is responsible for colour in terms of Aristotle and Alexander’s material explanation of
colour. For Alexander and Aristotle the colour of an object is determined by the proportion
of different elements which compose it. Those bodies which possess the greatest proportion
of the fiery element are white, bodies which possess none or very little of this fiery element
are black. Now we see that, specifically, what is responsible for the colour of an object is the
proportion of elements at the object’s surface and that the surface functions as the material
cause of the fact that it is coloured. Solid opaque objects receive their colour as matter, since

they possess a surface which is the material cause of its being coloured.
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We are now in a position to understand what it is to receive a colour or other form not as
matter. The transparent medium, a body of air or water, is unable to possess colour as matter,
since it does not have its own boundary. In other words it does not possess a surface as a
part of what it is in itself. It therefore cannot possess its own colour by virtue of itself, since
surfaces function as the material constituent of coloured objects. More generally, to receive a
form not as matter is for a subject to receive a form without the subject or any part of the
subject standing to the form as the material constituent of a hylomorphic compound. This is
the sense in which the subject does not become the matter for that form. No part of the

subject functions as the material cause of the fact that the subject possesses the form.

To clarify, it is not that corporeal subjects such as the medium or the mirror are not still in
some sense the first recipient of the colour they receive not as matter. It is also not that the
matter is irrelevant to the fact that the subject acquires the form. After all, the medium must
be transparent and the mirror must be smooth and dense. If they did not have these material
qualities they would not have the ability to receive the form. Rather, to claim that a subject
does not provide the material cause of the fact that it possesses a form, and that the subject is
not that by virtue of which it has the form in the sense of proximate subject, is to make the
narrow claim that no part of the subject stands to the form as the material constituent of a
hylomorphic compound. The matter still can be, and in the case of the receiving of colours
by the medium and mirrors is, causally responsible for the reception of form in some other

way.

We are now also in a position to understand the claims, introduced in chapter two, that the
medium is unaffected when it receives colour and light, and that it possesses these
accidentally. It is unaffected insofar as its own proper colour (or, more accurately, lack of
colour) remains unchanged. In other words, it does not undergo alteration or change as
matter. It possesses colour accidentally (kata cvuPepnrocg) in the sense that the colour
received by the medium does not stand to the matter of the medium as colour stands to

matter in a hylomorphic compound. In this sense the colour is an incidental quality of the
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subject, distinct from any element of the hylomorphic compound which constitutes the

subject.

It is not difficult to see why Alexander would use the term not as matter in this sense to
describe the way in which the perceptual and intellectual capacities grasp or receive form.
The perceptual and intellectual capacities of the soul do not stand to the forms they receive
as the material constituent of a hylomorphic compound. When these capacities grasp form,
they will not become the material cause of that form, as a corporeal subject which has
undergone alteration would become the material cause of its newly acquired form. As a
brief suggestion: If the perceptive capacity did somehow become the material cause of the
objects it perceives, then perhaps the result would be replicas of the objects perceived
coming to be in the soul, as opposed to awareness of the objects perceived. This is perhaps
the point Aristotle makes when he states that ‘it is not the stone which is present in the soul,

but its form” (de Anima, 431b29, trans. Smith).

In describing what it is to receive a form as matter, Alexander notes in the passage above that
this sort of reception is found amongst the affections which do not come about by virtue of
the soul. The grasping of form by the perceptual and intellectual capacities, on the other
hand, does come about by virtue of soul. The perceptive and intellectual capacities, do not
receive form as matter, rather they receive form as soul. Since my focus is on the way in
which the eye and the medium receive colour, and the way in which the eye and medium
receive colour is certainly not as soul, I will leave this discussion of the way in which the
perceptual capacity receives form here. I will just note that to receive or grasp form as soul in

this way, is to actually perceive.

4.4 Change by Virtue of Relation: the Conclusion

We may now turn to the meaning of change by virtue of relation and the positive way in
which the receiving of light and colour by the transparent body is described. When a quality
is taken on as matter, the subject, or part of the subject, is the material cause of the fact that

the subject possesses the quality. In this way the subject possesses the quality by virtue of

139



itself. When a subject takes on a quality not as matter, the subject does not possess the quality
by virtue of itself in this way. In the case of transparent bodies and mirrors, when they
acquire colour, and in the case of all other changes by virtue of relation, they possess the

quality by virtue of their relation to something else.

It may be recalled that Alexander describes the medium as changed by virtue of relation, but
also as illuminated ‘from outside” (¢£w) or by something external to it (06 Tivog éktog).48
By contrast Alexander describes objects with their own proper colour as coloured inside. In
the case of objects with their own proper colour, it is the material surface of the object which
is responsible for the colour in the sense of material cause. In the case of transparent bodies
and mirrors, it is the relation to the source of light or the coloured object which is that by

virtue of which they possess light and colour.

In a case of ordinary alteration, for example, the person’s skin becoming darker on account
of the sun, the efficient cause of the change is the sun and the material cause is the surface of
the skin. In the case of illumination or the taking on of colour by a transparent body, there is
also an efficient cause: the source of light in the case of illumination and the coloured object
in the case of the taking on of colour by the transparent body. There is, however, no material
cause since the light and colour are taken on not as matter. Instead of a material cause to
explain why the transparent body is illuminated or coloured, there is the relation to the
efficient cause, i.e. the relation to the source of light or the coloured object. The same is true
in the case of opaque but appearance-making bodies such as mirrors. A mirror may have its
own proper colour. It may, for example, be made of bronze and so appear the corresponding
colour. It can in addition, however, on account of its density and smoothness, take on
colours by virtue of relation. The particular colours in the mirror which compose the images
are in the mirror by virtue of relation to the coloured object situated at a distance from the
mirror. The matter of the mirror does not stand to these colours as the material constituent

of a hylomorphic compound.

148 de Sensu Comm. 50, 4; On the Soul 44, 25.
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That the transparent body or mirror is illuminated or coloured in this way explains the key
feature of change by virtue of relation: the fact that the light or colour disappears from the
transparent or mirror as soon as the source of light or coloured object is removed. The
matter of the transparent body or mirror does not stand to the form as the material
constituent of a hylomorphic compound and is not the cause of the fact that the body is
coloured in this way. The transparent body or mirror is not then coloured by virtue of itself
or any part of itself in this sense. Instead, it is by virtue of the relation between the
transparent body or mirror and the source of light or colour that the transparent body or
mirror is illuminated or coloured. Once this relation is broken, the light and colour

disappear from the transparent body or mirror.

The kind of change involved in illumination and the taking on of colour by a transparent
body or mirror is certainly a strange and unfamiliar kind of change for the modern reader of
Alexander to grasp. It involves a corporeal subject — the transparent body — acquiring a
physical, non-relational property, which, once acquired, cannot be given a material
explanation in terms of the arrangement or composition of the matter. However, I do not
think that its strangeness is sufficient justification for doubting that this is Alexander’s view.
It is after all difficult to avoid attributing to Aristotle notions of change with which modern
metaphysics is unfamiliar, especially on Alexander’s interpretation but also on
contemporary interpretations such as Myles Burnyeat’s, with his notion of spiritual change.
The way in which the perceptive capacity receives or grasps form, not as matter but rather
as soul, is one unfamiliar kind of change which in one way or another seems present in both
Aristotle and Alexander’s texts. For Alexander at least, the way in which the transparent

medium and eye receives light and colour is another.

After this discussion of change by virtue of relation in the context of transparent bodies and
mirrors, it may be useful to note once again that Alexander also classes changes such as
something coming to be on the right of something else, or something coming to be larger
than something else, as changes by virtue of relation. Whilst I have argued that some

changes by virtue of relation, like illumination and the taking on of colour, are genuine
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changes, others are in fact mere Cambridge changes. We may now see why these two very

different kinds of change are placed in the same group by Alexander.

To qualify as a change by virtue of relation, the changed subject must acquire a new
property but without the subject being the material cause of the having of the new property.
The property is instead possessed by the subject by virtue of relation to another object.
Changes such as coming to be to the right of something, and the gaining of other relational
properties, clearly meet this criteria. When the book comes to be to the right of the coffee
cup, through the coffee cup changing position, the book gains the new property “to the right
of the coffee cup’. The book is the subject of this new property. However, no part of the
matter of the book stands to the property ‘to the right of the coffee cup’ as the material
constituent of a hylomorphic compound. Instead, that by virtue of which the book is to the
right of the coffee cup is the relation between the book and the coffee cup. It is the relation
between the book and the coffee cup which explains and is responsible for the book’s being

to the right of the coffee cup.

It is clear that both the taking on of light and colour by transparent bodies and mirrors, and
mere Cambridge changes, belong together in Alexander’s category of change by virtue of
relation. Nevertheless, I do not think it unfair to accuse Alexander of misleading his readers
when he explains change by virtue of relation, and the way in which the transparent body
receives light and colour, through reference to the gaining of relational properties. In Plato
and Aristotle, and there is evidence that in Alexander too, a distinction is drawn between
genuine changes and changes which consist in the gaining of relational properties. This
distinction seems to be a version of the modern distinction between genuine change and
mere Cambridge change. It is all too easy to assume, since this distinction is recognised, and
since Alexander claims that illumination and the taking on of colour are changes like
something coming to be to the right of something else, that Alexander is claiming that
illumination and the taking on of colour are instances of mere Cambridge change. However,
as I have argued, in fact when Alexander makes this comparison between illumination and
the taking on of colour and cases in which a relational property is gained, he has in mind not

the distinction between genuine change and mere Cambridge change, but rather his

142



distinction between receiving a property as matter and receiving a property not as matter in
the sense outlined above. Whilst illumination and the taking on of colour by the transparent
are genuine changes, and coming to be to the right is a mere Cambridge change, both these
changes are changes in which a property is received by a subject not as matter but rather by

virtue of relation.

I will end this chapter by highlighting a possible interesting and significant explanatory
advantage of Alexander’s account. Interpretations of Aristotle’s theory of perception which
involve the medium or sense organ taking on colour in a physical way have been criticised
on the grounds that, if this were the case, then what would be perceived is the colour in the
sense organ or the medium, not the colour of the perceptible object. If the red book turns the
medium red, then all that could be seen is the red medium, not the red book. Thomas
Johansen puts forward a version of this criticism of ‘literalist’ interpretations of Aristotle.
His argument focuses on the change in the medium between the object of perception and the
eye. Johansen begins by noting that the role of a medium for visual perception should be to

allow us to see through to the object of perception, not to occlude it from view. He writes,

The presence of something transparent in between you and an object allows you to see
that object through it, for the transparent will not introduce anything else in between
you and the object so that you will see it rather than the object. Aristotle considers the
proper object of sight colour. So when you see the red flag it is the redness of the flag
that affects your sense of sight as such. Now it is clear that if what is in between you
and the red flag in your line of vision also has a colour then that will be the colour that

affects your sense of sight, rather than the redness of the flag.'

Johansen claims that if the illuminated transparent medium becomes coloured, then it will
be the colour of the medium which affects our sense of sight and we will see the colour of
the medium, not the colour of the perceptible object which caused the medium to become

coloured. He concludes that we cannot then see coloured objects by means of the literal

14 Johansen, T.K., Aristotle on the Sense-Organs (Cambridge, 1998), p.117.
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colouration of the medium. The literal colouration of the medium would in fact prevent us

from seeing coloured objects.

Along the same lines as Johansen’s criticism, someone could also make the following
objection to Alexander’s view. Since colour is taken on by the eye and transmitted to the
heart where it is grasped or judged by the perceptual capacity, someone could object that the
colour grasped or judged by the perceptual capacity is not the colour of the external
perceptible object but rather the colour of the perceiver’s sense organs. The external
perceptible object has caused the perceiver’s sense organs to take on colour and it is by
means of this colour that we see. The objection would run that, on Alexander’s account the
perceiver would not see the colour of the object but rather would see the colour as it is taken

on by the perceiver’s own sense organs.

I suggest that Alexander’s notion of change by virtue of relation provides a way of meeting
this objection. Consider the experience of viewing a coloured object in a mirror, for example
a red lamp. When I look in the mirror, I do not see the red of the mirror, since the mirror
itself is not responsible for the red colour as material cause, instead I grasp that the mirror is
red on account of a relationship between the mirror and the red lamp. In this way I
experience the lamp as red. When the eye or medium take on colour, the matter of the eye
and medium is not the material cause of the fact that they are coloured. The eye does not
have the colour as its own proper colour, or by virtue of itself, but rather has it by virtue of
relation to the perceptible object. As a result, when the perceptive capacity grasps this
colour, once it has been transmitted to the heart, there is a sense in which what it grasps is
not the colour of the sense organs, since these do not stand to the colours as the material
constituents of a hylomorphic compound. Instead, since the sense organs are coloured by
virtue of relation to an object of perception, this could provide the explanation for why the
perceiver grasps the red of the external object of perception when it grasps the red present in

his or her own sense organs.

This chapter completes my account of Alexander’s view of the changes in the eye and

medium brought about by the objects of perception. In the final chapter, I will further
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defend this account through discussing a passage from Alexander’s On the Soul. This
passage has been taken, contrary to my interpretation as I have presented it over these four
chapters, to show that Alexander understands the changes in the eye and medium as non-
physical. I will argue that the passage ought not to be read in this way, and instead may be

read in a way which is consistent with my reading of Alexander.
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CHAPTER 5

The Problem of Simultaneous
Perception

At the beginning of this thesis, I mentioned that Alexander has been read as holding a
‘spiritualist’ view of the way in which colour changes the transparent medium and the eye,
by which I mean that these changes have been understood as non-physical. In this chapter I
will address the text which provides the basis for this interpretation. This text consists in a

possible solution, presented by Alexander, to the problem of simultaneous perception.

On my reading of Alexander, as I have presented it over the previous four chapters, the
changes in the eye and medium are physical changes of a special sort. They are changes not
as matter but are instead by virtue of relation, in the sense outlined in the previous chapter.
They are also genuine physical changes. I will argue that the text which has been used to
support the claim that Alexander understands the changes in the eye and the medium to be
non-physical, can instead be read in a way consistent with Alexander’s view as I have
presented it. I will argue that taking the passage in a way that is consistent with
understanding the changes in the eye and the medium as physical changes in fact makes

better sense of the text.

5.1 “The sense of sight does not become white or black’: A Non-
Physical Solution to the Problem of Simultaneous Perception?

Richard Sorabji has claimed that Alexander provides a solution to the problem of

simultaneous perception which relies on the claim that the changes brought about in the eye
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and the medium by the objects of perception are non-physical. The starting point for the
problem was mentioned in the first chapter of this thesis, in relation to Alexander’s
argument against the claim that the perceptive capacity is located in the eye. On Aristotle
and Alexander’s view, we judge that the various objects of perception are different from
each other by means of the perceptual faculty. We judge both that objects of perception
which belong to different senses, for example white and sweet or soft and bitter, are
different from each other, and we also judge that objects of perception which belong to the
same sense are different from each other, for example white and black. In order for it be
possible that we judge the difference between the objects of sense in this way, multiple
perceptible qualities, for example white and sweet, or black and white, must be present,

simultaneously to a single, unified sense faculty (Aristotle, de Anima, 426b12-29).

However, there is a problem with the claim that multiple perceptible qualities must be
present to sense simultaneously. It seems to conflict with the principle that a single unified
subject cannot be the subject of contrary properties at the same time. This principle is found
in both Plato and Aristotle’s texts. For example, consider these passages from Aristotle’s

Metaphysics 0 and Plato’s Republic:

‘Everything of which we say that it can do something, is alike capable of contraries,
e.g. that of which we say that it can be healthy is the same as that which can be ill, and
has both potentialities at once; for one and the same potentiality is a potentiality for
health and illness, for rest and motion, for building and throwing down, for being
built and being thrown down. The capacity for contraries is present at the same time;
but contraries cannot be present at the same time, and the actualities also cannot be
present at the same time, e.g. health and illness” (Aristotle, Metaphysics 0, 1051a5-14,
trans. W.D. Ross).

‘It is obvious that the same thing will not be willing to do or undergo opposites in the
same part of itself in relation to the same thing at the same time. So, if we ever find this
happening in the soul, we’ll know we aren’t dealing with one thing but many’ (Plato,

Republic IV, 436b8-c1 trans. Grube).
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In the passage from the Metaphysics, Aristotle states that whilst something may be capable of
being in two contrary states, for example an animal is capable of both health and illness, it
cannot actually be in these contrary states at the same time, since it is not possible for
contraries to be simultaneously present in a subject. Plato, in discussing the parts of the soul,
offers the more nuanced version of this principle, stating that contraries may not be
simultaneously present in a subject in the same part and in relation to the same thing. The
purpose of the final qualification, that contraries may not be present ‘in relation to the same
thing’, is to account for the possibility that, for example, someone may be simultaneously
taller and shorter, but in relation to different people. It is not possible that they are taller and

shorter in relation to the same person.

On Aristotle and Alexander’s account of perception, the perceiver is changed by the objects
of perception. Distinct objects bring about distinct changes and contrary objects bring about
contrary changes. In the case of visual perception, a white object will change the medium
and the eye, causing them to take on white. A black object will change the medium and the
eye, causing them to take on black. On Alexander’s account, at least, these contrary
properties are then transmitted to the heart where they are judged by the perceptive
capacity. But since perception involves this taking on of properties, and, as Aristotle states, it
must be the case that contrary properties are perceived simultaneously by a unified subject,
a problem arises. It seems that perception must involve a single subject receiving contrary

properties simultaneously, and this, so the principle states, is impossible.

In On the Soul Alexander suggests two ways of solving this problem. I will argue that his
second suggestion, which I discuss in the final section of this chapter, is the one he takes
ultimately to provide a solution to the problem. The first, I will argue, is according to
Alexander ultimately insufficient. It is the first of Alexander’s suggested solutions to the
problem of simultaneous perception that has been used by scholars to support the view that
Alexander, at least here, understands the taking on of colour by the medium and the eye to
be a non-physical change. Here is the relevant passage, which I quote at length. The section

in italics will be my main focus:
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‘It seems impossible that something that is one in number could be changed, in one
undivided moment of time, with changes that are several, different and even contrary,
or be assimilated to several different things at the same time. But this situation would
result if sensation comes about in the way described earlier, and if from contrary
objects of sense, contrary changes come about. Thus there is a problem, not only with a
single sense being able to judge sensible objects which are different in respect of kind
(kat’ edoc) [e.g. white and sweet], but also, and foremost, in the case of sensible
objects which are objects of a single sense, such as in the case of colours, which are
apprehended by sight. How is it possible for sight to know the difference between
white and black, if sight must perceive these simultaneously and perception comes
about through assimilation to sensible objects, and yet it is impossible for the same
thing to be assimilated simultaneously to contraries? If sight were changed in this way, by
being affected (¢ maoxew), receiving (6éxeoOat) black and white, it would simultaneously
take up the contraries, which is impossible. But if another kind of change is produced in the
sense by sensible objects and if the sense organs (1a aioOnTnpia) did not receive (6éxetat) the
affections (T maOn) from sensible objects as matter (¢ UAn), there would not be the same
problem. For it is obvious that it is not as matter («0c UAn) that the eye receives (6éxetat) the
affections, for we see that the eye does not become black and white when it perceives these

colours (ov yivetat).

Not even the illuminated air, even though it acts as a messenger for sight in its
perception of colours through first being changed itself by colours, achieves this
through ifself becoming black or white. So for example nothing prevents, across the
same air, one person perceiving black and the other white. This happens when a black
object and a white object have been placed in front of the perceivers of the objects and
each of the two people looks not at the colour in front of them, but the colour in front
of the other. Even if the viewers are themselves black and white respectively and are

looking at each other, there is nothing to prevent the air between them from acting as a
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messenger for both of them at the same time since it is not changed by being affected,

nor by standing to them as matter” (Alexander, On the Soul, 61,19-62,13).1%°

Prior to this passage, Alexander has been discussing the problem of simultaneous
perception in terms of the perceiving of perceptible objects which belong to more than one
sense, such as white and sweet. Alexander then introduces what he takes to be the even
greater problem that contrary perceptible qualities, qualities belonging to a single sense, are
perceived simultaneously. Using sight as an example, he states the problem in terms of the
impossibility of receiving both black and white simultaneously. The solution Alexander
suggests is that if the kind of change undergone by sense, the sense organs and the medium,
did not involve receiving the perceptible qualities as matter, i.e. if the kind of change were
other than ordinary alteration, then the problem would not be the same. The implication is
that it is not impossible for a subject to receive contrary sensible qualities, so long as those
qualities are received mnot as matter. The principle that a single subject may not

simultaneously possess contrary qualities does not hold in such a case. Alexander then

15 Translations of On the Soul given in this chapter are based on the French translation by M. Bergeron
and R. Dufour. I have also consulted A. Fotinis’ English translation.

AAA TV adUVATOV DOKEL TO AUTO TL OV KAT AQLOUOV €V TQ aUTQ kal adARETQ XQOVW TAEIOUG Te
Kal dapegovoag, €Tt te Evavtiag Kvroelg kwvetobat kat &dpa mAgloow opotovobat. To0To O av
yvivolto, el oUtwg pév 1) aibnoig wg meoeipntal yivetar, at 8 Ano twv évavtiov alodntwv
Ywopeval KIVHOELS Evavtiat. Yivetal Te oUTwe o0 HOVOV ATI0QOV TO TV dxPeQOVTWY Kat' eldog
alontov plav etvar koutikt)v alobnow, aAA& xal TMOAD mEoTeQov Emi TV Mk aloOrjoet
UTIOKELUEVWV, 0LOV €V XQWUATY, WV 1] OPIG AVTIANTITIKY, TG 1) OPIg duvrjoetat TAS ToD AeUKOD T¢€
Kkal HéAavog yvwollewv diadodc, el ye del pev avtv dua avtwv moteloBal v avtiAnyuy, 1 O¢
avtiAnic dx TG mMEOG T aloONTA OUOWDOEWS, AdVVATOV dE Gpa TO avTO TOg Evavtiolg
opoovoBag 1) el HEV OUTWGS KLVOLTO, WS MACXELY TE Kal déxeoOat T0 AevkOV Kat TO pHEAav, dua &V
avadappavol ta évavtia, 6 éotv advvatov, el O &AAog O TEOTOC TG VTO TV alofnt@v
KWVNoews 1) aloOrjoet kat ovx we VAN twv aloOntwv to mabn déxetal tax aloOntiow, ovkét’ av
opoiwg dmogov eln. 0Tt Yoo ovX wg VAN déxetat ta maln 1) OPic évagyés. OpwHeV yop OTL OV
Yivetai ) oPig péAava kot Agvkr), 0tav ékelvwv atoOavntat

AAA” 000E O MePWTIOUEVOS ATQ, KALTOL DKOVOVEVOGC TT) OEL TTROS TNV AVTIANPLV TV XQWHATWY
Ot TOL aUTOG LT AVTWV MEWTOS KiveloDat kat HéAag avtog 1) Aevkog yiveoBo ToUTO TIoLEL. OVDEV
YOUV KWAVEL DL TOU avTOL TOV eV péAavog dvTdapPdvecBal Tov 0¢ AgvkoD, dtav Kelpévwy Tov
Te AgvkOD kal ToU pHéAavog €M eVOelag TV OQWVIWV AVTA HUT] TO KAT aUTOV EKATEQOS VTV
Kelpevov xowpa BAET, AAAX TO kata TOV €tegov. aAA’ ovd’ el pHéAag kal Agvkog AdAANAoug
00WEV, KeEKWALTAL O peTall Ane APPOTEQOLS avTOlC Apa dlarkoveloDat T pr) mafnTikwe undE wg
OAN yvopevog avtwv O avtV KveloBat.
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claims that it is in fact true that the eyes, at least, do not receive form as matter. He justifies
this claim with the observation that ‘we see that the eye does not become black and white

when it perceives these colours’.

Interpreters such as Sorabji have read Alexander’s claim that the eye does not receive
colours as matter, in light of this claim, found in the above passage, that ‘the eye does not
become black and white’. If taken in isolation, the simplest way to take Alexander’s claim
that we can see that the eye does not become coloured is as the claim that the eye does not
become black and white in the sense that black and white are not visible in the eye. Whilst
the claim that something is coloured may not be reducible to the claim that, under ordinary
conditions, something appears coloured to a perceiver, it entails it (with the notable
exception of the way in which the medium takes on colour for Alexander). '™ For a subject to
possess a colour is for that subject to appear coloured to a perceiver in the appropriate

circumstances.

It is reasonable, then, to infer from the claim that black and white are not visible in the eye,
that the eye is not coloured in a physical sense. If the claim that the eye does not become
black or white is understood to entail that the eye is not coloured in a physical sense, then,
since this claim was presented as evidence for the claim that the eye does not receive colours
as matter, it seems we ought to understand this latter claim also to mean that the eye is not
coloured in a physical sense. The solution to the problem of simultaneous perception, on
such a reading, relies on the assumption that whilst it is impossible for a single subject to
receive contrary properties simultaneously in a physical way, it is not impossible for a single

subject to receive contrary properties in a non-physical or ‘spiritual” way.

On the basis of the above passage Richard Sorabji claims that Alexander, along with the
commentators Themistius and Philoponus, ‘dephysiologized Aristotle's theory of the

reception of form without matter’. He continues: “Their motive was not to give the most

11 1n fact, given this, in cases where the medium acts as a messenger for colour, but cannot be seen to
be coloured, it is perhaps more accurate to say that the medium is not strictly speaking coloured, but
receives colour and is coloured only insofar as it is able to pass on colour to an appropriate body or
surface.
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straightforward reading of the text, but to rescue Aristotle from certain particular problems
in physics and logic. If literal coloration was transmitted to the eye, we might get different
colours colliding in the same place.”*>> Elsewhere he claimed that these three commentators
‘sought to give Aristotle’s account of sensory processes a less material interpretation’.!®
Specifically, Sorabji claims that Alexander “uses the contraries problem’, that is the problem
of the simultaneous perception of contraries, ‘to deny the colouration of the organ of
sight’.1% According to Sorabji, Alexander, at least in de Anima, “‘understands the reception of

form non-physiologically.”?

Victor Caston also comments on this passage. As a gloss on the passage, he writes: ‘Our
sense, [Alexander] reasons, must be affected by the perceptible in some other way, so that the
organ does not receive the perceptible qualities “as matter does”. And in fact the eye does
not literally turn white or black when one looks at these colours, as we readily observe. Nor
does the medium.’® Here Caston is discussing Alexander’s position in the context of a
broader discussion of scholastic thought on the problem of simultaneous perception. He
claims that this problem is that which leads those in the scholastic tradition ‘to posit
“spiritual” changes in cognition’.’” Caston makes the negative claim that, according to
Alexander, the eye does not become literally coloured, i.e. coloured in a physical way, but,
unlike Sorabji, he does not go as far as the positive claim that Alexander holds that the eye
undergoes a non-physical or spiritual change. Instead Caston states that Alexander’s

negative claim that sense changes ‘in some other way’ leaves it open as to what that way is. I

152 Richard Sorabji, ‘Intentionality and Physiological Processes: Aristotle's Theory of Sense-Perception’
in Martha C. Nussbaum and Amélie Oksenberg Rorty eds. Essays on Aristotle’s de Anima (Oxford :
OUP, 1995), p. 224

153 Richard Sorabji, ‘From Aristotle to Brentano: the development of the concept of intentionality’, in
Aristotle and the Later Tradition, Oxford Studies in Ancient Philosophy supp vol. 1991, p. 227

154 Tbid. p.229
155 Tbid. p.235.

15 Victor Caston, The Spirit and the Letter: Aristotle on Perception,’ in R. Salles (ed.), Metaphysics,
Soul, and Ethics in Ancient Thought: Themes from the Work of Richard Sorabji (Oxford: OUP, 2005), p. 258.

157 Ibid. p. 257
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take it he has in mind his own suggestion regarding a possible interpretation of Aristotle, on
which the eye undergoes a physical change but where this change is not a reception of

colour.158

Like Sorabji, however, Caston is clear that the solution to the problem of simultaneous
perception put forward in the above passage amounts to a denial that the eye receives
colours in a physical sense and so a denial that the eyes become perceptibly coloured. This
claim conflicts with Alexander’s view as I have presented it, on which the received colours
are visible as mirror images in the eye. In the following section, I will argue that Alexander’s
proposed solution ought not to be taken in the way Sorabji and Caston suggest. It may — and

indeed ought to - be read as a solution which still involves the physical reception of colour.

5.2 ‘The sense of sight does not become white or black’: A
Physical Solution

The first point to note against Sorabji and Caston’s interpretation is that it involves

attributing inconsistency to Alexander. As I argued in chapter three, Alexander does state

138 Victor Caston develops this interpretation in “The Spirit and the Letter: Aristotle on Perception’, in
Ricardo Salles (ed.) Metaphysics, Soul, and Ethics in Ancient Thought (Oxford: OUP, 2005), 245-320. On
Caston’s interpretation the eye, whilst it undergoes a physical change, does not become coloured.
Instead it takes on the ‘underlying proportions of the qualities perceived. He describes this
interpretation as ‘analogical’. If we take ‘F’ to denote the relevant colour property of the object, on
Caston’s view, the perceiver, in the act of perception, takes on another property G, through which the
eye becomes like F but does not come to be F. The property G in some way signifies F. He gives the
example of the way in which the scrawl of a signature signifies the approval of a document of the
person who made the scrawl without being identical to it. In developing his account, Caston draws
on Aristotle’s view of what colours are. Caston notes that ‘perceptible qualities are defined as
proportions of a specific pair of contrary qualities along the same range’ (p.314). A particular colour
such as crimson is a certain proportion of white and black. On Caston’s view the perceiver takes on
this proportion but the proportion is not exemplified in the same contrary properties as the
perceptible quality. In the case of crimson then, it is not exemplified in the amounts of white and
black. If it were, then the perceiver would literally become crimson. Rather, it is exemplified in some
other set of contrary qualities, meaning that whilst the sense organ does not literally become F (e.g.
crimson), it comes to instantiate G which is a certain proportion held by the perceptible object. G, as
held by the perceiver, signifies F and in this way is able to cause or constitute perception of F. Caston
writes, ‘it might be the case that in vision, for example, the proportion of white to black will be
embodied in the proportions of proper perceptibles like hot and cold, or qualities that are not proper
perceptibles, like runny or viscous’ (p. 314).
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that the eyes become perceptibly coloured. He also clearly states that, in certain
circumstances, the medium too becomes perceptibly coloured (On the Soul, 42,19 - 43,4). This
is incompatible with the claim either that the eye does not receive colours in a physical way,
or that the eye undergoes a physical change but does not receive colours. Sorabji
acknowledges this tension and in response restricts his claim that Alexander holds a
spiritualist view of the changing of the eye to Alexander’s On the Soul. Whilst Sorabji
understands Alexander’s solution to the problem of simultaneous perception of contrary
properties to involve a denial that the eye undergoes a physical colouration, he claims that,
‘in other works Alexander does not apply the contraries problem to the organ, and is
consequently free to take a more ambivalent, or even favourable, attitude towards the view
that colours show in the eye [i.e. that the eye takes on colours in a literal, physiological way].
So the dematerialisation evident in this one text [i.e. On the Soul] is not quite steadily
maintained.”® Even this restriction, however, I consider insufficient since I have argued that
there is evidence that the eye and medium take on colours in a physical sense in On the Soul
as well as in other texts. To be charitable to Alexander, we ought not to attribute such

inconsistency unless there is sufficient evidence that we must.

Caston too notes a tension. If we take the claim that the eye does not become coloured, as the
claim that the eye is not coloured in a physical way, we must take the parallel claim
concerning the medium in the same way. The claim that the medium does not become
perceptibly coloured, however, conflicts with claims Alexander makes elsewhere. In a note
to the passage from On the Soul in which Alexander discusses the phenomenon of the
perceptible tingeing of the medium by brightly coloured objects such as gold and murex dye
(42,11-19), Caston writes ‘the example is potentially significant, because tingeing might seem
to involve the medium’s literally taking on a colour, at least in the sense that it visibly comes
to be of that colour, even if this is not a change in its own proper (oikeion) colour. But
Alexander will later deny that in ordinary cases the medium undergoes literal alteration

when it relays colour or that the eye does either (63,3-7)".1° Caston is left in the difficult

159 Richard Sorabji, ‘From Aristotle to Brentano: the development of the concept of intentionality’, in
Aristotle and the Later Tradition, Oxford Studies in Ancient Philosophy supp vol. 1991, p. 230.

160 Victor Caston, Alexander of Aphrodisias On the Soul. Part 1, (London: 2012), p.153-154 (n.374).
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position of having to suggest that Alexander is not claiming in the earlier passage from On
the Soul that the medium literally takes on colour in certain cases, despite the fact that this
seems to be the clear meaning of the passage. Bergeron and Dufour note the same tension in
their commentary. But their attempt to resolve the tension seems compatible with my
reading. They suggest that in the earlier passage Alexander is just concerned with the
change brought about in the transparent medium, whereas in the later passage Alexander
wishes to emphasise the special nature of the change undergone by the transparent medium
when it receives colours.’®! To interpret the above passage in the way Sorabji and Caston
have, taking it to deny that the eye and the medium take on colour, or to deny that they take

on colour in a physical way, involves attributing inconsistency to Alexander.

The second point to note against Sorabji and Caston’s interpretation, arises from the passage
immediately following Alexander’s discussion of the eye and the medium. After claiming
that the eye does not become black or white, and that the medium too does not become

black or white, he introduces the example of mirrors:

It is also not the case that the colours appearing as reflected images (¢uparvopeva) in
mirrors or in water, makes such things [i.e. appearance-making things] themselves, of
the kind they [i.e. colours] themselves are. Indeed, in each of these cases, the change
which comes to be in the water and the mirror, the change produced by the sensible
object, ceases as soon as the sensible object is no longer present’ (On the Soul, 62,13-

62,16).162

After claiming that eyes and the medium do not become black and white when colours

are perceived, Alexander adds this third example. He claims that mirrors, water and

161 ‘Ce passage (62, 5-7) peut sembler en contradiction avec la doctrine exposée en 42, 11-19, ou
Alexandre soutient que le milieu adopte la couleur de l'objet. On peut cependant alléguer
qu’Alexandre voulait alors souligner que le milieu est, d'une certaine maniere, ma, alors qu’ici il
souhaite probablement montrer que le milieu n'est pas mii au sens strict, c’est-a-dire comme une
matiére patit d'une forme’ (Bergeron and Dufour, de [’dme, 308-309).

162 gUdE Tt €V TOIC KATOTITOLS O& 1) €V Tolg VOV épPatvOpeva XQWHATA TOLXDTA AUTO TOLEL
OTold €0TIV aUTA. CLUTAVETAL YOUV EKAOTOL TOVTWV 1] ATO TOD aloOntov kivnoig év avtolg
Yvouévn, Stav unéTL ) Tagov o alodnTov.
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other appearance-making bodies do not become coloured when an image appears in
them. When applied to mirrors, we see that the claim that “x does not become coloured’,
in this context cannot mean what Sorabji and Caston take it to mean. The colour of course
is visible in the mirror. For something not to become coloured in this sense, then, must
mean something other than that thing does not become visibly coloured and therefore

does not become coloured in a physical way.

The final point to note against Sorabji’s interpretation is that it disregards the way in which
the phrase to receive not as matter has been used by Alexander in the context of the eye and
the medium elsewhere. Sorabji takes it that to receive colour not as matter is to receive
colour in a non-physical way. However, when the phrase is applied to the eye and the
medium elsewhere, for example at On the Soul, 42,20-43,4, to receive colour as matter, i.e. to
undergo ordinary alteration, is opposed, not to receiving colour in a non-physical way, but
rather to receiving colour by virtue of relation. Alexander denies that the eye and the
medium undergo alteration when they receive light and colour, but the positive claim is not
that, instead, they undergo some kind of non-physical or spiritual change, but rather that
they undergo change by virtue of relation. Change by virtue of relation is not a spiritual
change but rather, as Alexander states in his commentary on de Sensu (132,5-12, 134, 11-19), it
is the same kind of change which a subject undergoes when it comes to be to the right of

another object.

It would be strange if elsewhere Alexander claimed that the eye and the medium received
colour not as matter but rather by virtue of relation, but here he claimed that the eye and
medium received colour not as matter but rather they undergo spiritual change. Again, this
would be to attribute a serious inconsistency to Alexander. What is more, there is evidence
that even here it is change by virtue of relation Alexander has in mind for the positive side
of the claim that the eye and medium receive colour not as matter. In the passage above,
when Alexander discusses his final example of something which does not become coloured
when it receives colours - the example of mirrors, water and other appearance-making

bodies - he states that, in each of these cases, the changed subject reverts back to its pre-
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change state as soon as the sensible object which produced this change is no longer present.

As we have seen, this is the key feature of change by virtue of relation

I suggest that we ought to read Alexander’s claim regarding the eye, medium and mirrors,
the claim that they receive colours not as matter, in same way as we read this elsewhere. The
eye, medium and mirrors do not undergo ordinary alteration when they receive colours but
rather they undergo change by virtue of relation. This is a special kind of physical change.
This reading involves taking the claim that ‘the eye does not become black and white’, not as
the claim that the eye does not become perceptibly coloured. The eye does become
perceptibly coloured. As we saw in chapter three, it receives mirror images of the objects
perceived. Instead, the claim that the eye receives colour not as matter and does not become
black and white may be understood as the claim that no part of the eye comes to stand to the

colour form received as the material constituent of a hylomorphic compound.

Alexander’s claim, however, is that ‘we see that the eye does not become black and white’.
On my interpretation the eye does visibly become black and white, so what is it that we see
or do not see? One suggestion is that we see that the image in the eye does not remain after
the black and white object is removed, and thereby see that the eye does not become black
and white in the sense of receiving the colours as matter. Another suggestion is that
Alexander could be using 6pwpev in a metaphorical sense, meaning by it we know or
discern, from Alexander’s previous discussion, that the eye does not become black and

white in this sense.

It would have been desirable for the contemporary reader of Alexander if, when Alexander
claimed that the eye does not receive form as matter and so does not become black or white,
he had at this point reiterated what it is for something to receive form not as matter and had
thereby clarified the particular sense in which the eye does not become black or white. As it
is, the passage, taken in isolation, is open to misinterpretation. I suggest, however, that
Alexander could have assumed familiarity with the concept of receiving form not as matter
and the fact that, in the case of the eye and the medium, the positive correlate of this claim is

that the eye and the medium receive form by virtue of relation.
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We may also provide some explanation for the fact that he does not set out his claim fully at
this point. This version of the claim is made in the context of discussing the problem of
simultaneous perception. Firstly, as I will argue in the next two sections of this chapter,
Alexander does not ultimately find the solution to the problem of simultaneous perception
in the claim that the sense organs receive form not as matter. It is his second suggested
solution, which does not rely on this claim, that he ultimately accepts. For this reason he
may have chosen not to discuss this first suggestion solution in as much detail as he
discusses the second. Secondly, the problem of the simultaneous perception of contraries
arises when we consider the impossibility of a single thing being altered through taking on
contrary properties at the same time. This first solution relies on the negative claim that, at
least where the peripheral organ and medium for sight is concerned, these do not undergo
an alteration. Alexander has already made this negative point with the claim that colour is
received by the eye and medium not as matter. There is no need for him to spell out, in
positive terms, the way in which the eye and medium do receive colour, especially as
ultimately he will not use this solution. Even if we take Alexander to have expressed himself
unclearly at this point, it is more charitable to attribute a lack of clarity to Alexander, than to

attribute to him the inconsistencies entailed by the alternative interpretation.

I do not think there are sufficient grounds to understand Alexander as claiming that the eye
and medium receive colours in a non-physical way in On the Soul. However, in order to
firmly establish this and to establish the validity of my own interpretation, there remains a
crucial point to be discussed. So far I have provided evidence that the text is best read, not as
claiming that the eye and medium do not receive colour in a physical sense, but rather
simply as claiming that they do not receive colour as matter, the implication being that they
instead receive colour by virtue of relation, which is a special sort of physical change.
However, this only works as an interpretation if the fact that the eyes and medium do not
receive colour as matter, but rather by virtue of relation, could provide a solution to the
problem of simultaneous perception. If it cannot, then this provides a strong motivation to

take the passage in the same way as Sorabji, since it seems that a solution to the problem
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could be grounded in the fact that the forms of perceptible objects are received by the

perceiver in a non-physical way.

In addition, for my interpretation to work, it needs to be the case that the notion of receiving
colour not as matter but by virtue of relation is able to provide a solution to a further problem
raised by Alexander, a problem already indicated in the passage quoted at length above. I
will quote the relevant part of the passage again. After Alexander claims that the medium

does not become black or white, he writes:

So for example nothing prevents, across the same air, one person perceiving black and
the other white. This happens when a black object and a white object have been placed
in front of the perceivers of the objects and each of the two people looks not at the
colour in front of them, but the colour in front of the other. Even if the viewers are
themselves black and white respectively and are looking at each other, there is nothing
to prevent the air between them from acting as a messenger for both of them at the
same time since it is not changed by being affected, nor by standing to them as matter

(On the Soul, 62, 8-13)

In this passage (On the Soul, 62, 8-13) Alexander outlines the following scenario, the
possibility of which he claims is explained by the fact that the medium does not become
black or white, i.e. the medium does not receive black and white as matter. There are two
perceivers and two objects, one black, one white. Person B is looking at the black object in
front of person A. Person A is looking at the white object in front of person B. The part of
the illuminated air labelled “x” in the diagram below, must receive both black and white
simultaneously if person B is to see the black object and person A is to see the white
object, since the medium which transmits colour from the black object to person B crosses
the medium which transmits colour from the white object to person A. The scenario looks

like this:
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O

Alexander then gives a simpler scenario, now describing the viewers as black and white
respectively. The air in between still acts as a medium for both viewers, taking on both black

and white at the same time:

In the above scenarios it must be the case that the contrary sensible properties — black and
white — are received simultaneously in the same part of the medium. It is impossible for
something to gain contrary properties simultaneously in the same part through alteration.
Therefore, it must be the case that the properties are received by the illuminated air in a
different way. Alexander uses these scenarios in order to refute certain other theories of

vision.!®* Therefore, he must be able to show how these scenarios are possible on his theory.

1650ne of the arguments Alexander puts forward against the view that we see by means of visual rays
utilises this scenario. He argues that a visual ray theory entails that the rays emitted by the eyes of
different perceivers (rays which take the shape of cones, with the apex in the eye and the base at the
object) would intersect with each other. After presenting a few different scenarios, Alexander writes:
‘In this way the cones would be divided by each other. If this comes about, the continuity of the
bodies which are sent out to the <body> being seen is necessarily broken up, and if this <continuity>
were divided it would no longer be possible to see. This same thing would necessarily come about
also if the people seeing were two people standing opposite each other, and there were something
visible placed in a straight line with each of the people seeing and they were not seeing the things in a
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In order to do this, he uses the notion of receiving not as matter. If my interpretation is
correct, it must be the case that it is possible for a single subject to receive contrary
properties not as matter, specifically to receive contrary properties by virtue of relation and

therefore to undergo a physical change, simultaneously and in the same part.

Before demonstrating this possibility, it is worth noting that I do not think it counts against
my interpretation that Alexander does not himself provide an explanation in On the Soul of
how it is possible for a single subject to receive contrary properties not as matter but by virtue
of relation (at least beyond the fact that, since the subject does not undergo alteration, there is
no obvious impossibility). As a solution to the problem of simultaneous perception, this first
suggestion — that the problem may be solved through the notion of receiving form not as
matter —is underdeveloped. It is underdeveloped understandably since, as I will argue in the
next section, Alexander ultimately does not take it that the fact that the perceiver receives
form not as matter provides the solution to the problem of simultaneous perception. Whilst it
could provide a solution, insofar as it is possible for a subject to receive contraries
simultaneously in this way (and whilst it does provide a solution to the question of how two
perceivers may see different colours across the same medium), it ultimately proves
insufficient as a solution to the problem of simultaneous perception. This could explain why
the suggestion is underdeveloped compared with his lengthy discussion of his second
suggested solution, which I discuss in the final section of this chapter. However, I will now
show that Alexander had the resources to provide a fuller explanation of how a solution

based around the receiving of form not as matter could work.

There is a passage in the Mantissa which presents the same scenario as above. The question
posed is, ‘how it is possible for those who see different or even opposite things, positioned
diagonally to one another, to see [them]” (Mantissa, 147,18-19, trans. Sharples). A difference
between this and the passage from On the Soul, a difference which provides a degree of

support for my interpretation, is that the author of this passage explicitly states that the

straight line with themselves but each of them <were seeing> the thing that had been placed in a
straight line with the other person. For in this case necessarily the cones would collide with each other
in the middle and be divided by each other or one would pass through the other. In this case two
bodies would again come to be in the same <place>’ (de Sensu Comm. 30, 9-18, trans. Towey).
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possibility of the scenario is due to the fact that the medium is changed not through
alteration but rather by virtue of relation. This is the way in which I have argued the passage
from On the Soul ought to be read. What is especially significant about this passage is that it
also goes some way towards explaining how it is possible for a single subject to receive

contraries by virtue of relation. Here is the passage:

Since seeing comes about in this way, not by an affection and alteration of what [is] in
between, but by a relation, the difficulty is also resolved which some people raise, how
it is possible for those who see different or even opposite things, positioned diagonally
to one another, to see [them]. For it will seem that the air in between...receives
opposite colours at the same time. This is solved by the fact that the air is not coloured
(un xowvvvoOat), but through the relation to it of what is seen the colour appears
(¢pdpatvecOar) in it in a straight line with what is seen. For nothing prevents the same
thing from not preserving the same relation to different things, just as nothing
prevents the same thing from being half of one thing and twice another (Mantissa,

147,16-25, trans. Sharples).1o4

The author of this passage explains why it is that the fact that the colour is in the transparent
by virtue of relation to the object of perception, means that the medium can take on contrary
colours at once. The explanation is that it is possible for a single thing to bear different or
even contrary relations to different things. For example, it is possible for a single thing to be
both double in relation to a smaller object, and half in relation to a larger object. To give
another example, a person may simultaneously come to be both to the right, in relation to

person A, and to the left, in relation to person B, by walking in between persons A and B.

164 oUTwg d& ToL AV YIvopévou, ol Kata mdBog kal dAAolwoty ToL petalV, AAAX kata oxéoty,
Avetal kal 1 Amogia, v ATOQOLOLV TIVES, TIWS OOV Te TOUG T dla£QoVTa 1) KAl EvavTtiat 6pwVTag
aAANAolg dlaydvia Kelpeva 0Qav. O yaQ Hetaly amno...&pa dofel ta Evaviia XQwpata
avadéxeoOat. tovTo O AVeTal T L) XewvvuoOal Tov aéoa, AAAX KAt OXEOLV TV TOD OQWEVOL
TEOG avTOV éudatveoBal ém’ evBelag TOL OQWIEVOL TO XQWHA. OVOEV YAQ KWAVEL TO aVTO TEOG
AAAo kai dAAo un v avTnv oxéov PuAdTTELY, WOTEQ ODV KAl TO AVTO 0VdEV KWAVEL TOD UEV
Tjlov etval, Tob d¢ dMALO10V.
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Whilst this goes some way to providing the explanation needed for how it is possible for a
single subject to receive contrary properties simultaneously by virtue of relation, more needs
to be said. Once again, the example used by the author of this passage involves relational
properties. The properties consist in the subject’s relation to that of which it is half or double.
Plato, in his formulation of the principle that a single subject cannot bear contrary
properties, made an exception for those properties borne in relation to different things. I
have argued, however, that the colours taken on by the transparent medium ought not to be
understood as relational properties. It is not the case that the black in the medium consists in
the relation between the medium and the black object of perception. Instead the black object

of perception is the cause of the black in the medium.

This may seem to be a problem. In cases of ordinary alteration, it is impossible for a single
subject to undergo contrary changes, even if the causes of these changes are distinct. For
example, something cannot be heated and cooled at the same time. It would either be heated
if the power of the heating thing were stronger, or it would be cooled if the power of the
cooling thing were stronger. If the power of the thing heating and the power of the thing
cooling were equally matched, no change would occur at all. The scenario would certainly
not lead to the impossible result that the subject is both hot and cold simultaneously. It is so
far unclear why the fact that the medium is black and white by virtue of relation to different

things, means that it is possible that it is black and white simultaneously.

I suggest the answer lies again in a consideration of the material cause. Taking again the
example of heating and cooling. It is not the case that it is impossible for a single subject to
be acted on by both a heating thing and a cooling thing simultaneously. Imagine a room
with both the radiator and the air conditioning on at the same time. What is impossible is
that, by this dual action, the subject is getting hotter and colder simultaneously. The
temperature of the room cannot be going both up and down. I suggest we can explain this
impossibility in terms of the material cause. If just the radiator is acting on the air in the
room, the air is heated. The efficient cause of this heating is the radiator, and the material
cause is the air itself. The air comes to stand to the form ‘hot” as the material constituent of a

hylomorphic compound. If just the air conditioner is acting on the air in the room, the air is
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cooled. The efficient cause of this cooling is the air conditioning unit, and the material cause
is the air itself. The air comes to stand to the form ‘cold” as the material constituent of a
hylomorphic compound. What is impossible is not for the radiator and the air conditioning
unit to act simultaneously, what is impossible is for the air to stand as a material constituent
to contrary forms simultaneously. Matter cannot simultaneously constitute two contrary
properties at once. This is not to say that matter cannot, in some other non-constitutive way,

receive contrary properties.

We may now see how it could be possible for something to possess contrary properties by
virtue of relation. The air is acted on simultaneously by both the black object and the white
object. The black and white objects are the efficient causes of the air’s taking on black and
white. However, once the colours are received by the air, no part of the air stands to the
forms black and white as the material constitutent of a hylomorphic compound. This would
be impossible. Instead that which is responsible for the contrary states — being black and
being white - are the continuing relations between the medium and the black object and the
medium and the white object. These relations are distinct so there is no impossibility in their
holding at the same time. As the author of the Mantissa writes in the passage above, ‘nothing

prevents the same thing from not preserving the same relation to different things.’

This then, I take it, is how it is possible for a single subject to simultaneously receive
contrary properties by virtue of relation. In demonstrating this possibility, I have defended
my interpretation of Alexander’s first suggested solution to the problem of simultaneous
perception. This solution to the problem of simultaneous perception, I have argued, is
compatible with the claim that the eye and medium take on colours in a physical way, by
virtue of relation. I have argued that the solution is not, as Sorabji takes it, that the eye and

medium, in receiving colour, undergo a non-physical change.

I will just mention, however, one possible objection which could be raised against my claim
that it is possible, within Alexander’s framework, for a single subject to simultaneously
receive contrary properties by virtue of relation. Someone may observe that whilst the

explanation provided above could make it seem theoretically possible that one thing could
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be black and white simultaneously within Alexander’s framework, it is impossible for us to
conceive of what this would be like. What would it be like to experience something that is
simultaneously black and white in the same part? The fact that we cannot conceive of this,
the objection goes, suggests there is something wrong with the argument for its possibility.
Either Alexander is wrong to assume that it is possible for a single subject to receive contrary

properties by virtue of relation, or my interpretation of Alexander is wrong.

There is a way to respond to this objection, but since it involves developing Alexander’s
view beyond what is stated in the text, and taking us away from his discussion of the
problem of simultaneous perception as it is presented in On the Soul, I include this response
in an appendix. The response involves the claim that whilst it could be possible, on an
Alexandrian view, for a subject to receive black and white simultaneously by virtue of
relation, it would not be possible for these two colours to be perceived simultaneously by a
single perceiver. The starting point for the response is a consideration of the following

scenario:

Two people, one dressed in white (person A), the other dressed in black (person B), are
standing in front of a mirror. Person A is standing in front and to the left of the mirror.

Person B is standing in front and to the right of the mirror.

Al

Given the angle at which person A is standing in relation to the mirror, she can see the
mirror and objects reflected in it, including person B, but she cannot see herself. Person B
can also can see the mirror and objects reflected in it, including person A, but cannot see
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himself. In fact person A sees person B in the same part of the mirror that person B sees
person A. Person A, when she looks in the part of the mirror labelled x sees the black image
of person B. Person B, when he looks in the exact same part of the mirror sees the white
image of person A. In this scenario, one part of the mirror is simultaneously both black and
white and yet no one perceiver perceives it simultaneously as white and black. This is all I
will say here regarding possible responses to the above objection. This response is

developed in more detail in the appendix.

In the following section, I present my argument for the claim that Alexander does not take
the fact that a subject may receive contrary forms simultaneously not as matter, to provide a
sufficient solution to the problem of simultaneous perception. Whilst it is possible, on
Alexander’s view, for a subject to receive contrary forms simultaneously in this way, for this
to provide a solution to the problem, it must be the case that the sense organs do not also
undergo alteration when they receive the perceptible forms. In the next section I will argue
that, on Alexander’s view, the sense organs do undergo some alteration when they are
changed by the object of perception and so the fact that they also undergo a change not as
matter does not provide a sufficient solution to the problem. I present Alexander’s second
suggested solution, the one which I will argue he does take to provide a satisfactory solution

to the problem, in the final section of this chapter.

5.3 Traces in the Eye and Alexander’s Rejection of the First
Solution

In On the Soul, Alexander presents two solutions to the problem of simultaneous perception.
The first — which rests on the fact that sense organs receive form not as matter — I presented
above, and the second I will present in the final section. The second solution provides a
complete solution to the problem and does not rely on the claim that the sense organs
receive form not as matter. It is unclear then what the status of the first solution is, since,

given the second solution, it is not required in order to solve the problem.

166



Bergeron and Dufour interpret the presence of the two solutions as Alexander offering a
range of arguments, leaving it to the reader to decide which they find convincing.'¢> I find
this unsatisfactory and will argue that Alexander in fact rejects the proposal that the notion
of receiving affections not as matter can provide a solution to the problem of simultaneous
perception and takes only his second proposal as a solution to the problem. This reading, I
will argue, makes better sense of the discussion as a whole. I will argue that on Alexander’s
view, whilst it is possible for a subject to receive two contrary properties simultaneously not
as matter, it is in fact not the case that the perceiver does receive the perceptible forms only in
this way. In fact, the perceiver also undergoes some change as matter, which means another

solution must be found.

There is a passage in between Alexander’s first suggested solution and the second, the
purpose of which interpreters have struggled to understand. I will argue that this passage in
fact gives the reason why Alexander’s first suggestion will not work as a solution to the
problem of simultaneous perception, and so necessitates the move to the second. Here is the

passage:

What is more (£tu), if a body with a psychic power is changed in this way [i.e. not as
matter], it seems to preserve a trace of the change produced by the sensible object, by
means of the imagination, even though the sensible object is departed and no longer
present. In any case, those who look at an extremely bright object have in their eye (év
) O0el) a residue of the change produced by these objects, even if these are no longer
present. For the change produced by sensible objects is not the same in inanimate

bodies and animate bodies (On the Soul, 62,22-63,5).1%

1650On voit qu’Alexandre énumere ici des solutions variées et qui n’ont pas pour but de s’harmoniser
les unes aux autres. Il s’agit plutdt d’offrir un florilege d’arguments, dont I'un ou l'autre arrivera a
persuader le lecteur’ (M. Bergeron and R. Dufour, Alexandre d’Aphrodise: De I’dme (Paris : Librairie
Philosophique J. Vrin, 2008, p. 42.)

166 g1 DoKEL TO pETA PUXIKNG DUVAEWS OVTWS KvoUHEVOV 0LV TL kal arteABdvTog Tov aloOntoD
ixvog g an’ avtov kvroews dix NS Paviaciag kaltol unkétt 1ov aloBnTov mMaEdVToC. ot Youv
TV opddoa Asvkwv aloBavopevol éxovol Tva éykatadeippata €v T Opel g & avT@V
KIVOewS KalTtol unkét’ ékelvawv magoviwy. ob Y& 1) avth kivnolg &mo tov alodntov toig te
APvxoLs Kol Tolg EUPUXoLS OWHAOLY.
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There is a contrast being drawn here between animate bodies, which preserve a trace of the
change produced by the sensible object even when that object is no longer present, and
inanimate bodies, such as water and mirrors. In the case of these latter bodies, as we are
reminded a few lines above, ‘the change which comes to be in the water and the mirror, the
change produced by the sensible object, ceases as soon as the sensible object is no longer
present’ (On the Soul, 62,15-16). As we have seen, Alexander treats this as the key
behavioural feature of those bodies which receive affections not as matter and by virtue of

relation.

As established over the previous chapters, the medium and eyes are changed not as matter
and by virtue of relation by the objects of perception on account of their being transparent.
When a body is changed not as matter but rather by virtue of relation, the change only lasts
as long as the object which produces the change is present. In the passage above, however,
Alexander claims that ensouled bodies preserve a trace of the change produced by the
sensible object even when the object is no longer present. If the sense organs were changed
by virtue of relation alone, no trace would remain, since once the object of perception is
removed there would be nothing causally responsible for the continued presence of the
property in the sense organ. There would be nothing about the matter of the sense organ
which would explain the continued presence of the trace. I suggest that the fact that a trace
remains, shows that the sense organ does, in addition to being changed by virtue of relation,

undergo a change as matter.

I suggest we take Alexander’s claims here as follows: In ensouled bodies which possess the
faculty of imagination, it is the case that when the perceptible object changes the sense
organ, causing it to receive the form of the perceptible object not as matter, this change causes
a trace to be produced in the sense organ. The presence of the perceptible form, present by
virtue of relation, somehow, on account of the fact that the body possesses the faculty of

imagination, causes the sense organ to receive a trace of that form as matter. When the object
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of perception departs, the form in the sense organ, present by virtue of relation, departs with

it. The trace, however, remains. This trace is then available to the faculty of imagination.'®”

Regarding these traces and their relationship to changing of the sense organs in actual

perception, Alexander writes:

We shall better be able to discover what imagination actually is if we understand that
the vital movements which are set in motion by sensible objects produce a kind of
impression or delineation in the primary sense organ: that is, in the body to which the
sensory power of the soul belongs. This impression is a residue of the movement
generated by the sensible object; it is like an image of that object which is preserved,
and which remains even when the object itself is no longer present; and, being thus

retained, it is the cause of memory in us (On the Soul, 68, 4-10, trans. Fotinis).'*8

As a direct result of the changes produced in the sense organ by sensible objects, a kind of
impression is produced in the ultimate sense organ. This impression remains as a trace of
the form of the object of perception after the object of perception has departed and is no
longer seen. Since it remains after the object of perception has departed, we may infer that
the sense organ, to the extent that it retains the trace, undergoes a change as matter. The
change in the sense organ, the receiving of perceptible form by means of which perception
occurs, is a change not as matter. As a result of this change, however, the sense organ is also

changed as matter.

If, when acted on by the sensible object via the medium, the sense organ undergoes a change
not as matter but also undergoes a change as matter, Alexander’s first solution to the problem

of simultaneous perception will not work. Whilst it may be possible for a sense organ to

167 See On the Soul 68,4-70,14, for a discussion of these traces and their use by the faculty of the
imagination.

168 ( tolvuv €otiv 1) Pavtaocia, @de av yvwoloatpev: del voetv yiveoBat €v MUV ATO TV
EVEQYELWV TV TeQL Tt aloOnta olov TOMoV Tva kal avalwyeadnua év 1¢ mMEwTw atoOntnolw
(tovto O 0Tl TO oWUA, €V @ 1) aloONTKN TS PUXNS dVVAUIS €0TL), EYKATAAEUUA TL OV TG VIO
TOU aloOnToL YIVOHEVNS KIVIOEwS, O KAl UNKETL TOL aloO1ToL TapovTog UTtopével Te Kal owletat,
OV WOTEQ EKWV TIG AUTOV, O Kal TG UVHUNG NV owlopevoy altiov yivetat.
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receive black and white simultaneously and in the same part not as matter, it remains an
impossibility to receive them as matter. It would also, it seems, be impossible for a sense
organ to receive a trace of white and a trace of black simultaneously in the same part, if these
traces are received as matter. I take this passage then, positioned in between Alexander’s
first suggested solution and his second, to point to the reason why the first suggested
solution is in fact insufficient. Whilst it could provide the solution to the problem of
simultaneous perception if the only change in the sense organs brought about by the objects
of sense were changes not as matter, since this is not the case, we need to look for a new

solution.

This interpretation also makes sense of the fact that this passage concerning traces and the
imagination is included in Alexander’s discussion of the problem of simultaneous
perception at all. Since others do not take this passage as constituting an objection to the idea
that the problem of simultaneous perception could be solved through the notion of receiving
affections not as matter, it presents a problem. Bergeron and Dufour state that the connection
between the passage and the previous passages is unclear.!® Fotinis in his translation places
the entire passage in brackets, treating it as a digression. Ivo Bruns, in a note in the critical
apparatus, questions whether this passage should be here at all (62, 22). Bergeron and
Dufour claim Bruns’ doubt stems from the fact that the passage begins with ‘&1, which
suggests a new argument is about to begin, but then what follows does not seem to connect
with what has gone before. For this reason, Bergeron and Dufour take the ‘&€t with the
‘ocCewv T in the line below. They deny that the &ttintroduces an argument, and so, rather
than translating the passage as: ‘“what is more, if a body with a psychic power is changed in
this way, it seems to preserve a trace of the change produced by the sensible object...’,
instead their translation in English would read, ‘if a body with a psychic power is changed

in this way, it seems to preserve still a trace of the change produced by the sensible object...”

16La transition avec le passage précédent n’est pas évidente. I. Bruns trouve suspect le début de ce
texte (62.22), car on comprend mal comment le nouvel argument, introduit par le éti, se rattache a ce
qui précede” (M. Bergeron and R. Dufour, Alexandre d’Aphrodise: De I'dme (Paris : Librairie
Philosophique J. Vrin, 2008, p. 309).
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On my interpretation, the £t ought to be taken as introducing an argument, specifically an
argument designed to show that the suggested solution to the problem of simultaneous
perception does not work. However, the use of €t1 on this reading is odd. In the previous
passages we find the claim that if the affections were received not as matter, then the problem
of simultaneous perception would be solved. We also find the claim that the affections in
fact are received not as matter, at least by the eye and the medium. If the passage under
discussion plays the role I argue it does, it makes the point that despite the fact that the sense
objects cause the sense organs to receive form not as matter, ensouled bodies also preserve a
trace of the change, i.e. they also undergo some ordinary alteration. So we must, therefore,
look for another way in which simultaneous perception can be explained. We would expect
such a passage to be introduced by a word meaning ‘however’ or ‘nevertheless’, not étt
which suggests that the passage provides an additional argument for a claim previously

discussed, as opposed to providing a counterargument.

It is possible that the word ét1 was added by an early editor who missed the significance of
lines 62,22-63,5. Perhaps, like Bergeron and Dufour, the editor was unsure of the connection
of this passage with what had gone before, and rather than leave the text with what
appeared to him an abrupt change of subject, added &t to link it with what had gone before,
unknowingly distorting the meaning of the text. Bruns doubts whether any of lines 62,22-
63,5 should be found at this point in the text. I suggest these lines belong here, and just the

étL does not.

5.4 Alexander’s Solution to the Problem of Simultaneous

Perception

The second solution supplied by Alexander is found not only in On the Soul, but also in his
commentary on de Sensu and in the Quaestiones. The solution relies on a feature of
Alexander’s theory of perception outlined in the first chapter. This is the fact that whilst the

sense organs, both the peripheral sense organs and the ultimate sense organ, receive the
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perceptible forms as a result of being acted on by the objects of perception via the medium,
this reception of form by the sense organs is not that in which perception consists.
Perception is rather the exercise of the perceptual capacity for judgement, an activity of soul.
Consider this passage from Alexander’s commentary on de Sensu, found in the context of a

discussion of the problem of simultaneous perception:

Alternatively perception, even if it seems to come about by means of an affection, is
nevertheless itself a judgement. (That which is opposite in an affection is different
from that which is opposite in a judgement. For in an affection white is opposite to
black but in a judgement the judgement concerning the white body that it is white and
the judgement of the black body that it is black are not opposites. For these are true
together and it is impossible for opposite judgements to be true together. But what is
opposite to the judgement concerning the white body that it is white, is the judgement
concerning the white body that it is black. For this reason the latter judgements are
never present together in the judgement in accordance with perception, but the former
ones are. For they are not opposites). However when that body is affected in which is
housed the perceptive capacity of soul, and which it is habitual to call the ultimate
sense-organ, <it is affected> not in respect of the same part by both <opposites> but
rather it is generated in different parts by different opposites just as we see that the
opposites are at the same time clear both in the eyes and in mirrors (de Sensu Comm.,

167,21-168,5 trans. Towey).!70

This passage presents a solution to the problem of simultaneous perception. The problem
and the solution are split into two parts. On the one hand there is a solution regarding the

reception of form by the sense organs. On the other hand there is a solution regarding the

170 1) 1) aloBno1g, el kat dokel dx maBovg Tvog yiveoBat, AAA” a0t Ye kolowg éotiv (AAAO OE TO €v
naBeL Evavtiov kat AAAO TO €V KQloEL €V MABeL HEV YAQ TO AEVKOV TG HEAQVL, €V KQloEL OE OUX N
KQLOLG 1] TTEQL TOU AgukoD OTL AgukOV 0V’ 1) TOD PEAaVOG OTL péAav EvavTiar adtat pév Yoo dua
AANOeic- ddVvatov d¢ Tag évavtiog koloels dpa dAANOelS etval. AAA” €oTL Th) TteQl TOL AeUKOD
KkQloeL 6Tt AeLKOV EvavTiov 1] TteEl ToD AeUKOU OTL HéEAAY. DLO adTaL PEV OVDEMOTE CUVVTIAQXOVOLY
€V M) Kot TNV aloOnov kploet, Ekelval Oé- 0L yAQ elov Evavtiot), TAoX0VTOS HEVTOL TOU
owpatog v @ 1jde Puxn, 0 €00g éoti Aéyewv Eoxatov aloONTOLoV, 0V KATA TO aUTO poELOV VT
audotv, dAAX kata dAAA0 O dAAOL YiveTal, wg Yo 0QwHeV Kol €ml TV 0POaApwV kat émit Twv
KATOTITOWV Al Eudavopeva o évavtia.
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judging or grasping of form by the perceptual capacity. With regards to the problem as
applied to the judging of form by the perceptual capacity, Alexander notes that there is no
contradiction in judging that one thing is black and another is white.”” Regarding the
problem as applied to the sense organs, the solution is found in the fact that it is not the case
that the sense organ receives different forms in the same part, rather it receives them in
different parts. Just as different colours appear in different parts of the image in the eye,
when we perceive something visually, or different colours appear in different parts of a
mirror when it takes on an image, so the sense organ receives different sensible qualities in
different parts. In this passage Alexander is concerned with the ultimate sense organ, but as

we shall see, he treats the peripheral sense organs in the same way.

In his commentary on de Sensu Alexander suggests this as a solution but does not say
whether he accepts it or not. In the commentary he frequently lays out ideas and possible
developments of Aristotle’s theory, without explicitly stating his position. In his treatise On
the Soul, however, it is clear that this is the solution he accepts. In On the Soul we again find
the claim that ‘it is not true that if, in the case of affection, it is impossible for contraries to
coexist in the same thing, the case must be the same for judgement of these. A judgement of
contraries, when it judges the contraries, is not contradictory. What would be impossible is
the contraries coming to be simultaneously in the same thing’ (On the Soul, 64,11-14). The
solution follows, as it did in the commentary on de Sensu, that the perceptive capacity judges
that contrary sensible qualities are different, and is able to do so as it is not contradictory to
judge that one thing has one property and another thing has the contrary property. The
judgement occurs by means of the ultimate sense organ, in which the perceptive capacity
resides. Alexander writes that, since it is ‘not possible that contrary affections come to be in
the same place at the same time” (On the Soul, 64,6), it is ‘in different parts that the sense

organ simultaneously receives the affections of contrary sensibles” (On the Soul 64,4-5)".

The discussion in On the Soul also makes it clear that the same solution can be applied to the
peripheral sense organs. After the claim that the sense organ simultaneously receives the

affections of contrary sensibles in different parts, Alexander writes, ‘this sense organ is

171 See also, Quaestiones, 98,6-7.
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affected in different parts by contrary sensible objects, and as it is affected, so it transmits to
the ultimate sense organ, and this latter undergoes the affections in its parts in about the
same way’ (On the Soul, 64,6-9). Alexander claims that the sense organ is affected in different
parts, and then that the affection is transmitted to the ultimate sense organ. The first use of
the term ‘sense organ’ must then refer to a peripheral sense organ, which, like the ultimate

sense organ, is affected in different parts.

This, however, does not constitute a complete solution to the problem of simultaneous
perception. Alexander has made the point that the content of the perceptual judgements of
contrary qualities does not conflict: for example, whilst it is not possible for a unified entity
to become both white and black, it is possible to judge both that something is white and that
something else is black without contradiction. However, more explanation is needed as to
how a single entity may make multiple distinct judgements at the same time whilst retaining
its unity. To address this aspect of the problem, Alexander draws on and develops one of the
solutions to the problem of simultaneous perception suggested by Aristotle in de Anima.

Aristotle’s statement of this solution is as follows:

That which judges, therefore, is one and judges at one time in so far as it is indivisible,
but insofar as it is divisible it simultaneously uses the same point twice. In so far then
as it uses the boundary point twice it judges two separate things in a way separately;

in so far as it uses it as one it judges one thing and at one time (de Anima, 427a9-14)

This solution involves a comparison between sense and a point. A point is numerically
indivisible and yet it can be divided insofar as a point may form the limit of two lines. Point
x in the diagram below is an indivisible unit, but it is also more than one thing insofar as it
forms the limit of both line AB and line BC. It is one and yet it is also two insofar as it the

end point of AB, and the end point of BC.

A B C

Discussing the point solution Alexander writes,
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For by means of this he shows how, being one, [that which perceives] will perceive
several different things together. For in so far as it is itself taken and thought of in itself
as being an indivisible limit of all the sense-organs, it will be in actuality and by its
own nature an indivisible one, and this <will be> able to apprehend, and perceptive of,
all perceptibles. ‘But when it comes to be divisible in actuality’ (449al2), i.e. when it is
divided by the activities in respect of the sense-organ, it will be more than one. In this
way, in so far as it is one thing in respect of that which underlies, that which perceives
all the perceptibles and judges them will be the same thing, but in so far as it is
divided by the activities in respect of the sense-organs, coming to be many in a way;, it
will perceive several different things together. [Aristotle] has discussed this view in On
the Soul. It is taken as divisible because it is taken <as> a limit of several things. For
being a limit of all the sense-organs in the same way, when the activity in respect of
several sense organs comes about, it is taken as divided and as more than one. To the
extent that it comes to be a boundary of several things together, the same <limit> in the
activities in respect of several sense-organs, to this extent one thing would perceive
several things of different genera together. For the same thing is both one and many,
just like the centre in the circle. This, being one in respect of what underlies, comes to
be many in a way, when it is taken as a limit of the <lines> drawn from the

circumference to the centre (de Sensu Comm. 165,2-165,20, trans. Towey).!7?
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In this passage, the way in which that which perceives is both one and many, is expressed in
terms of Aristotle’s language of potentiality and actuality. The perceptive capacity - i.e. the
potential to perceive, described in the passage above as ‘that which is able to apprehend and
is perceptive of all perceptibles” and ‘that which underlies’ — is one, but when this capacity is
activated or in actuality, when the perceiver is actually perceiving multiple sensible

qualities, it is in a way many.

In the above passage Alexander focuses on the problem of perceiving sensible qualities of
different kinds, i.e. belonging to different individual senses. He writes not of contraries and
perceptibles belonging to the same sense, but rather simultaneous perception of ‘things of
different genera’, perceived through the activities of distinct sense organs. When the
perceptive capacity is activated it sees, hears, smells, touches and tastes all at the same time.
It becomes many insofar as its activities are many. Alexander’s explanation of how, even in
activity, that which perceives remains unified, is that it is a limit of all the individual sense
organs. He describes it as analogous to the point in the centre of a circle which forms the

limit of several lines which run from the circumference to the centre.

It is not clear either on Aristotle’s version of this solution, which draws an analogy between
sense and a point which divides a line, or on Alexander’s version as presented here, which
draws an analogy between sense and the point in the centre of a circle at which lines from
the circumference meet, how exactly it is supposed to solve our problem. A point is a good
example of how something can be one and many, but it remains unclear how the analogy
works and so how sense can be one and many in the same way. On this issue, a helpful
discussion is found in the Quaestiones. The author, after an initial statement of the analogy

between sense and a point at the centre of a circle, writes:
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But what it is possible to grasp that is like this in the case of sensation, so as to be one
and many simultaneously, in a similar way to the centre of the circle that is taken as
the terminus of the many straight lines, it is not easy to discover (Quaestiones 96, 28-31,

trans. Sharples)

The author then goes on to answer this question of what, precisely, is supposed to be
analogous to a point in sensation, and how. First the author argues that the sense-organ, the
body, cannot be analogous to a point. This negative claim is argued for using the principle
that it is not possible for different, let alone contrary, sensible properties to affect the same
part of the body (Quaestiones 96,31-97,2, trans. Sharples). As they cannot come to be in the
same place, they must come to be in different parts of the organ, and so the organ is not
analogous to a point. The author of the Quaestio concludes that it is the perceptive capacity

which is analogous to the point:

[The point is analogous to] the capacity of that body which we call the ultimate sense
organ, [the body] of which the capacity of sensation is the form; this capacity senses
and judges the things that come about in the body, of which it is the form and
capacity, according to the transmission from the sense-organs. For this capacity is
single and, as it were, the terminus of this body of which it is the capacity, since it is to
this that the changes are conveyed as their ultimate [destination]. [The capacity] being
incorporeal and indivisible and similar in every way, as being single, in a way
becomes many [capacities], since it senses similarly the changes in each part of the
body of which it is the capacity, whether the change comes about in it in some one part
or in several. For in the judgement of several [parts] the single [capacity] in a way
becomes several capacities, since it is taken as the proper terminus of each part.

(Quaestiones 97,9-19, trans. Sharples).1”
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A discussion of this complex solution to the problem of how a thing may be both one and
many is beyond the scope of this thesis, the focus of which is not the perceptive capacity but
rather the eye and medium. I will, however, pick out a few key points. The author describes
the perceptive capacity as the ‘terminus’ of this body of which it is the capacity. The idea
seems to be that the peripheral sense organs are affected by the sense objects and these
affections are then transmitted to the ultimate sense organ which houses the perceptive
capacity and which takes on the affections in different parts. At the end of this process the
affections are judged or sensed by the perceptive capacity. The perceptive capacity is both
singular and present throughout the ultimate sense organ. In conceiving of the capacity as
the limit of the body, one can begin to make sense of the analogy to the point at the centre of
a circle. In his statement of the second solution in On the Soul, Alexander uses similar
language, claiming that the perceptive capacity is able to perceive many things on account of
the fact that ‘when the sense organ is affected in each of its parts, it perceives the affection

through being the capacity and limit of each part’ (On the Soul, 63, 21-23).

This, then, is Alexander’s complete solution to the problem of simultaneous perception.
When a perceiver simultaneously perceives distinct perceptual qualities, whether they are
contrary properties falling under one individual sense such as black and white, or properties
belonging to distinct senses such as white and sweet, the sense organs, both the peripheral
organs and the ultimate sense organ, are affected in different parts. It is impossible for a
single unified entity to acquire, simultaneously, contrary properties. No unified entity, for
example, can be simultaneously both white and black. It is clearly not impossible, however,
for a body to be affected in different ways in different parts. The perceiver is able, in
exercising their perceptive capacity which resides in the ultimate sense organ, to
simultaneously judge these distinct or even contrary properties since there is no
contradiction in judging that one thing is white and another is black. The capacity remains
unified whilst it makes these distinct judgements, since there is a single unified capacity

inhering in all the parts of the ultimate sense organ and which serves as the limit of each

Kivnotg v avt® yévntal, av te Katd mAeiw. v Yo 1) TV TAEOVWV KQloel mToAAal mwg duvdelg
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part. It remains unified in an analogous way to that in which a point at the centre of a circle
remains one, despite forming the limit of multiple lines which extend from the

circumference of the circle to the centre point.

I have not attempted here to offer a full presentation and analysis of Alexander’s second
solution, but the following point is clear. This solution to the problem of simultaneous
perception, found not only in On the Soul where it is developed to a much greater extent
than his first solution, but also in other of Alexander’s texts, provides what Alexander takes
to be a satisfactory solution to the problem of simultaneous perception. Crucially, it does not
require that the sense organs take on colour in a non-physical way. Taking this into
consideration, alongside my claim that the first solution rests on the claim, not that colour is
received by the eye and the medium non-physically, but rather that it is received by virtue
of relation, I am able to conclude that the problem of simultaneous perception poses no
problem for a reading of Alexander on which the eye and medium take on colour in a

genuine, physical way.
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CONCLUSION

The purpose of this thesis was to present Alexander’s theory of visual perception, with an
emphasis on the way in which the transparent medium and the eye are changed by the
objects of perception. Over the course of the preceding chapters, it was argued that
Alexander takes the objects of perception and the source of illumination to change the
medium and eyes in a genuine, physical way. The changes which the eye and medium

undergo are not ‘spiritual’ changes, nor are they instances of mere Cambridge change.

Two novel and interesting features of Alexander’s account were also explored: Firstly, his
claim that the images in the eye play a role in perception, a claim which represents a
disagreement with Aristotle, and secondly his claim that the way in which the medium and
the eye receive colour is by virtue of relation. I hope to have developed a way of
understanding Alexander’s notion of change by virtue of relation which is both consistent
with the text and enables the concept to play the role Alexander requires of it. I will end

with a summary of Alexander’s view as I have presented it over the preceding chapters.

The coloured object of perception changes the transparent medium, causing it to receive
colour. The medium in turn changes the eye, causing it too to receive colour. Perception, for
Alexander, does not consist in this reception of colour, it is rather by means of this reception
of colour that perception occurs. The colour is transmitted by the eye through passages filled
with transparent material to the ultimate sense organ: the heart. The heart receives the
colour, but this reception also is not what constitutes perception. The heart is where the
perceptive capacity resides. It is the exercise of this capacity of the soul, which consists in the

grasping and perceptual judgement of the perceptual forms, which constitutes perception.
The receiving of colour by the eye and the medium is a physical change. Once received,
colour is occasionally visible in the medium and always visible in the eye. It is visible in the

eye on account of the fact that the eye is composed of water. Water differs from air in that it
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has the capacity, not only to take on colour, but to ‘keep in and preserve it’. To ‘keep in and
preserve’ in this sense is to receive colour in such a way that it may not only be passed on,
but it is also displayed. Alexander understands the images we may perceive in the eyes of
others, as colour, transmitted through the medium, and kept in and preserved in this way.
He takes these images to play a necessary role in visual perception. In order for colour to be
transmitted from the eye to heart, it must first be captured by the eye. It is not sufficient for
the eye to receive the colour in the same way as the medium does in those cases where the

colour is not apparent in the medium but is merely passed on.

Alexander understands the capacity of the eye to receive and preserve colour in this way, as
the same capacity as that which enables a mirror to take on an image. Alexander does not
explain mirror images through recourse to the idea of light or an effluence rebounding from
the object’s surface. For Alexander, when colour is seen in a mirror, there really is colour in
the mirror. The mirror is changed, via the medium, by the object of perception and takes on
colour. The kind of change undergone by the mirror, eye or medium, however, is not
alteration. In all these cases colour is acquired not as matter and by virtue of relation. This is the
same kind of change undergone by the transparent body — for example air or water — when

it is illuminated by a source of light.

The key behavioural feature of change by virtue of relation is the fact that the property
gained through the change is immediately lost when the object to which the changed subject
is related is removed. Examples of changes by virtue of relation include, not only
illumination and the taking on of colour by a transparent body, but also cases in which a
relational property is gained, for example a subject coming to be to the right of something.
We ought not to infer from this, however, that light or colour are to be understood as
relational properties. Instead, in order to understand Alexander’s concept of change by
virtue of relation, we must examine his claim that when a subject undergoes this kind of
change, the form or property received is received not as matter. I analysed this notion in
terms of Aristotle’s concept of material cause. To undergo ordinary alteration is to receive
form as matter. The subject becomes the matter or proximate subject for the form, in the sense

that it comes to be the material cause of the fact that it possesses that form. The subject or
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part of the subject comes to stand to the form acquired as the material constituent of a
hylomorphic compound. For a subject to receive a form not as matter is for the subject to
receive the form without being the material cause of the fact that it has that form. No part of
the subject stands to the form acquired as the material constituent of a hylomorphic

compound.

The illumination and taking on of colour by the transparent medium are cases in which a
property — light and colour respectively — is received not as matter. The transparent medium
is in fact not able to receive colour as matter, since, as Aristotle claims in the Metaphysics, the
proximate matter for, or material cause of, colour is the surface of the body in which it
inheres. Air and water are ‘unlimited’, they do not have their own fixed boundary or
surface, and as a result, unlike opaque solid objects, they cannot possess colours as matter.
Solid bodies, if they are smooth and dense, are also able to take on colours not as matter,
despite the fact that they are able to possess their own colour, but they may only do so via a
transparent medium. There are several ways in which a subject may receive form not as
matter. One example is the way in which the perceptive or intellectual capacities of the soul
grasp form. Changes in which a form or property is received not as matter form a broad class.
Change by virtue of relation, the way in which the medium, eye and mirrors receive colour,

is one kind of change in which the property is received not as matter.

As a concluding thought, I would like to note that I view Alexander’s theory, with its
concept of change by virtue of relation, as an impressive and innovative attempt to supply a
coherent and worked out Aristotelian theory of visual perception. I have suggested that the
concept of change by virtue of relation ought to be understood as derived from Aristotelian
metaphysics, specifically Aristotle’s hylomorphism and his notion of a material cause, and
developed in order to make sense of certain of Aristotle’s claims: the claim that colour
changes the medium and eye; the claim that light is the presence of fire in a transparent
body; the claim that when colour changes the transparent medium, or when the medium is
illuminated by a source of light, this change happens all at once. The concept is also
seemingly designed to make sense of certain observable phenomena, for example, the fact

that darkness falls and colour disappears the instant a source of light or colour is removed.
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The concept of change by virtue of relation also has a notable explanatory advantage within
an account of perception which requires that the perceiver take on the form of the object of
perception. It gives the Alexandrian a way to account for the fact that the perceiver, through
becoming coloured, is able to perceive the colour of the object, as opposed to its own colour
for which the object of perception is causally responsible. The perceiver does not possess the
colour by virtue of itself, in the sense that no part of the perceiver is the material cause of the
fact it has the colour. Despite the fact the colour is in the perceiver, it is not the perceiver’s
own colour. Instead the perceiver has the colour by virtue of its relation to the object of
perception and in this way the connection to the object of perception is retained. In these
ways, Alexander’s use of the concept of change by virtue of relation in his account of visual

perception represents a subtle and hugely clever development of Aristotle’s theory.
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APPENDIX

In chapter five, I raised a possible objection to my claim that, for Alexander, it is possible for
a subject to simultaneously take on contrary colours by virtue of relation. The objection was
founded on the fact that it is not possible for us to conceive of what it would be like to
experience something which is simultaneously both black and white. This impossibility
seems to threaten the claim that it is possible for a subject to simultaneously take on contrary
colours by virtue of relation, since when a colour is taken on by virtue of relation, for
example in a mirror or the eye, this colour is perceptible. My response to this objection,
contained in this appendix, involves a development of Alexander’s view beyond what is
stated in the text. I suggest, however, that it nevertheless remains consistent with the

Alexandrian framework.

I will begin my response to this objection by again outlining the scenario mentioned in
chapter five. Two people, one dressed in white (person A), the other dressed in black
(person B), are standing in front of a mirror. Person A is standing in front and to the left of

the mirror. Person B is standing in front and to the right of the mirror.

Fig. 1.
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Given the angle at which person A is standing in relation to the mirror, she can see the
mirror and objects reflected in it, including person B, but she cannot see herself. Person B
can also see the mirror and objects reflected in it, including person A, but cannot see himself.
Person A sees person B in the same part of the mirror that person B sees person A. Person A,
when she looks in the part of the mirror labelled x sees the black image of person B. Person
B, when he looks in the exact same part of the mirror sees the white image of person A. One

part of the mirror is simultaneously both black and white.

On Alexander’s understanding of mirror images, person A sees black on account of the fact
that the colour of B changes the transparent between person B and the mirror, and the
mirror takes on and displays the colour black. The black in the mirror then changes the
transparent between the mirror and person A, and the colour is perceived in the mirror by
person A. Person B sees white on account of the fact that the colour of A changes the
transparent between person A and the mirror and the mirror takes on and displays the
colour white. The white in the mirror then changes the transparent between the mirror and

person B and the colour is perceived in the mirror by person B.

Person A and person B see different colours in the same part of the mirror, but according to
Alexander’s view of mirroring this cannot be because the colour in the mirror is relativised
to the perceiver. It is not the case that the mirror simultaneously has the properties ‘black
relative to person A’ and ‘white relative to person B” and does not have the properties black
and white simpliciter. Given Alexander’s account of mirror images, the mirror is black by
virtue of relation to the black object (person B) and white by virtue of relation to the white
object (person A). This would be the case even if the black and white objects were inanimate

and there was no one currently in a position to perceive either image.

The mirror example, understood within an Alexandrian framework, illustrates that whilst it
is possible for a body, such as a mirror, to receive contrary colours simultaneously by virtue
of relation, it is not possible for one perceiver to simultaneously perceive both these colours.
The mirror is both black and white, but one perceiver perceives it only as black and the other

perceives it only as white. If this is the case then this explains why, whilst it could be
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possible on Alexander’s view for a single subject to possess contrary colours at once, we
cannot imagine what it would be like to perceive an object which is both black and white
simultaneously in the same part. A subject could possess contrary colours but one person
would not be able to see them both. However, for this to be a satisfactory explanation and
response to the above objection, some further explanation would need to be given for why it
is the case that a single subject may possess contrary colours but that a single perceiver will
never be able to perceive both. Such an explanation would go beyond anything in
Alexander’s texts, but I see nothing to prevent an explanation being available to Alexander if

he had wished to formulate one. I shall attempt such an Alexandrian explanation here.

In order to explain the fact that, despite the mirror having taken on both black and white,
only person A sees it as black and only person B sees it as white, Alexander would need to
make a claim regarding the activity of colours when they are taken on by virtue of relation.
The colour which is proper to an object, a colour which is taken on by that object as matter,
changes the transparent in straight lines in every direction. If the mirror had a red coloured
decoration in the centre of it, so that red was the proper colour of this part of the mirror,
then so long as I were in a position to see this part of the mirror, I would see that the part of
the mirror is red. This is because wherever I stand, so long as I am in the correct relation to
the mirror, the red of the mirror changes the transparent between itself and me. By contrast,
when a colour is taken on by a mirror by virtue of relation, it is not the case that a perceiver
can see that colour so long as they can see the mirror. In the example above, person A,
situated to the left of the mirror, sees black in the mirror. Were she to move directly in front
of the mirror, however, she would no longer see black, rather she would see the white of her
own clothes in the same place in the mirror. This is not to say that the colour black is no
longer in the mirror. Since person B is still standing in the same place, and the transparent
medium and mirror continue to be changed by the black colour of person B in the same way,
black is still in the mirror. It is just that when person A moves, she can no longer perceive

the black in the mirror.

To explain this phenomenon, it must be the case that when an object such as a mirror has a

colour by virtue of relation, it, qua possessing this particular colour, can only change the
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transparent in a single direction. If the principle is to explain the observable phenomenon,
this direction must be determined by the spatial relation between the mirror and the
perceptible object which caused it to take on the colour. Since it can only change the

transparent in one direction, it may only be seen by a perceiver from a specific position.

Consider the diagram below. If the mirror has a coloured image by virtue of relation to the
coloured books, the mirror, qua possessing this particular image, only changes the
transparent along the line between it and perceiver B in the diagram below. It therefore can
only be seen by perceiver B and not by perceiver A. The arrow on the left represents the line
along which the transparent medium is changed between the books and the mirror, the
arrow on the right represents the line along which the transparent medium is changed
between the image in the mirror and perceiver B. The line along which the transparent
medium is changed between the image in the mirror and perceiver B is determined by the
line along which the perceptible object changed the transparent in order to produce the
image in the mirror. If the mirror had its own proper colour, by contrast, for example if an
image were painted onto the surface of the mirror, it would be visible to anyone facing the

mirror and standing in any straight line in relation to the mirror.

Fig. 2.
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If this were the case, that colours taken on by virtue of relation only change the transparent
in a single direction (a direction determined by the spatial relation between the body or
surface in which the image appears and the perceptible object which caused it to take on the
colour), then we could explain why it is possible for two contrary colours to be
simultaneously taken on by a single subject by virtue of relation, but why it is impossible for
the two contrary colours to be perceived in the subject, for example the mirror, by a single

perceiver.

For a mirror to take on contrary colours simultaneously in the same place, it must be
changed by virtue of distinct relations to perceptible objects. It cannot become black and
white by virtue of relation to the same perceptible object, since it would not be possible for a
single perceptible object to have both black and white as its own proper colours in the same
place. The black object and the white object, by virtue of relation to which the mirror is both
black and white, cannot themselves be in the same place. Given that a) the colours in the
mirror only change the transparent in a single direction, and b) this direction is determined
by the spatial relation between the body or surface in which the image appears and the
perceptible object which caused it to take on the colour, and c) if a mirror takes on black and
white simultaneously in the same place, the perceptible objects which caused the colours to
be in the mirror must be themselves in different locations, i.e. the black object and the white
object must bear distinct spatial relations to the mirror, then it follows that the directions in
which the colours in the mirror change the transparent will themselves be distinct, i.e. the
black in the mirror will change the transparent along a different line to the white in the
mirror. It follows from this that no single perceiver will be able to see both colours at the
same time. They would be able to see one from one location, and the other from another, but

not both colours from the same position.

Returning to the example of the person in black to the right of a mirror and the person in
white to the left: the reason Person A, to the left of the mirror, cannot see herself in the
mirror but only sees person B, is that given the spatial relation between person A (white
object) and the mirror, the white colour, when it is taken on by the mirror, is only able to

change the transparent along the line between the mirror and person B. Person B (black
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object) then can see the white colour, but person A cannot. Person A, however, can see
person B, since given the spatial relation between person B and the mirror, the black colour
in the mirror is only able to change the transparent along the line between the mirror and
person A. Person A, therefore, sees the black image of person B, and person B sees the white

image of person A but neither can see themselves.

On a contemporary understanding of mirror images, this phenomenon that mirror images
may only be viewed from a particular direction is explained through reference to the angle
of incidence and the angle of reflection of light rays. The angle of incidence between the ray
travelling from object and the surface of the mirror, equals the angle of reflection between
the mirror’s surface and the ray which then causes the image to be perceived. Alexander,
since his theory does not involve travelling light rays, would need to explain this
phenomenon in a way compatible with his theory of mirror images. It seems possible that he
could explain these phenomena through reference to the difference in behaviour between
subjects with colours acquired by virtue of relation and subjects with colours which are
proper to the subject — the former changing the transparent in a single direction, the latter

changing the transparent in multiple directions - as suggested above.

It is not clear why, given Alexander’s account, the ability of colours taken on by virtue of
relation to change the transparent would be different to the ability of colours in opaque,
solid objects: the former only being able to change the transparent in one direction and the
latter being able to change the transparent in multiple directions. It is also unclear why the
single direction in which the colour taken on by virtue of relation is able to change the
transparent, would be determined by the spatial relation between this colour and the object
it exists by virtue of relation to. Alexander would need to assume this principle to hold,
however, in order to be able to explain why it is the case that mirror images can only be
viewed from a certain direction. I will now say a little more about how such an Alexandrian

principle could be formulated.

I begin with a passage from the Mantissa, which states that the transparent is changed by

coloured objects in cone-shaped segments. The visual field of a perceiver is determined by
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whatever is covered by the base of the cone shaped segment, the apex of which is at the eye

of the perceiver. Here is the passage:

‘[Sight] sees and judges size by the angle of the cone which is formed towards the
sight. For it sees the things that it sees by a cone which has the pupil as its vertex, and
as its base the line which defines what [part] of the perceived body is seen and what
not. But this cone comes about not by the pouring forth of rays [from the eye], but

from the thing that is seen’ (Mantissa 146, 16-21, trans. Sharples)

The suggestion is that the perception of size and distance of the objects seen somehow comes
about through the angle of the cone formed between the object and the perceiver. I will not
develop this point further, however, since my aim here is to explain the behaviour of mirror
images using an Alexandrian framework, it is not to determine how Alexander would

explain the perception of size and distance.

In order to simplify the discussion, I will move to two dimensions and speak not of cones
extending from surfaces but of triangles extending from a base formed by the line between
two points on an object’s surface. There is no indication in On the Soul or the commentary on
de Sensu that the eye or reflective surface itself has any causal influence on the way in which
the coloured object changes the transparent medium. Such a view would be difficult to make
sense of without going well beyond Alexander’s text. It is not the case, then, that a line
between two points on an object’s surface would change only that portion of the transparent
medium which forms a triangle between itself and an eye or reflective surface, and leave the
rest unchanged. Rather, I take it that for any two points on the surface of a coloured object,
the line between these points would change triangular segments of the transparent in every
direction in which the surface is exposed to the transparent body. A perceiver positioned at
the apex of one of these triangles, will see everything in between these two points and these
points will lie at the limit of their visual field. The diagram below illustrates the directions in
which the transparent medium would be changed by the colour between points x and y. The

perceiver represented by the eye in the diagram would view x and y through the triangular
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segment of the medium which falls between the two bold lines serving as a messenger for

the colour.

Fig. 3.

Images in mirrors are created when the mirrored surface intersects one of these triangles.
The mirrored surface must intersect the two lines which run from the base of the triangle
towards the apex. Any one part of the mirror will intersect triangles extending from multiple
objects, and different parts of the mirror will intersect different triangles extending from the
same objects as shown on the diagram below. In any one part of a mirror, then, there will be
multiple images, i.e. it will receive a multitude of colours by virtue of relation. It will receive
images of single objects displayed from different angles and images of distinct objects which

are situated at different angles in relation to it.

object1 | __]:::Zf::-—:‘_‘_‘_:’_::::_"-

object 2 - ;::’;':':':‘:’:':’:’: e

Fig.4.

191



This diagram shows three triangular segments of the transparent changed by each object.
Each segment of the transparent will serve as a messenger between the object and the mirror
where the colour transmitted will be displayed. On the surface of the mirror, between each
pair of lines extending from the outer limits of the object, is an image of the object. The
diagram shows those segments of the transparent which form three distinct images of each
object in different parts of the mirror. For every image of object one, there is also an image of
object two in exactly the same place. The above diagram, then, represents six distinct images

in the mirror. But in reality, the mirror would contain many more.

Let us now take just one of these triangles extending from each object and consider from
where the images produced by means of these two triangular segments would be able to be
perceived. (For simplicity, we are assuming that the image in the mirror is all the perceiver

can see, i.e. it takes up their entire field of vision).

Object 1

Object 2

Fig 5.

The black circle is the position from which this particular image of object two can be seen
and the grey circle is where this particular image of object one can be seen. A perceiver
standing where the black circle is, would perceive an image of the black object in the mirror.
A perceiver standing where the grey circle is, would perceive an image of the grey object in
the mirror. Of course the perceiver can move around, within certain limits, and still perceive

the same object but when they move they will see a different image of the object in a
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different part of the mirror, an image produced by means of a distinct segment of the

transparent medium.

If the triangle-forming lines extending from the object are conceived of as rays, and we hold
a rebound explanation of mirror images, this phenomenon, that particular images may only
be seen from particular positions, would be explained as follows. Any particular image is
produced by just one set of rays converging into a triangle from the reflected object. These
rays are reflected by the mirrored surface at a specific angle determined by laws of
reflection, and will enter the eyes of any perceiver who is standing in the appropriate
location. If a ray hits the mirror at 90 degrees, it will rebound back from the mirror at 90

degrees. If it hits the mirror at a 45 degree angle, it will rebound back at a 45 degree angle.

Alexander, however, does not conceive of these lines as rays. They rather mark the
boundary of a triangular section of the transparent changed by the coloured object, which
serves as a messenger for the colour, transmitting it to the appearance-making surface which
then takes on and displays the colour. For Alexander to explain the phenomenon that
different images can be seen from different angles in the same part of the mirror, he would

have to posit the following principle, as stated above:

Colours acquired by virtue of relation may only change the transparent in a single direction, a
direction determined by the spatial relation between the body or surface in which the image

appears and the perceptible object which caused the body or surface to take on the colour.

The diagrams below represent the difference between the way in which an object with its
own proper colour changes the transparent, and the way in which an object with a colour by
virtue of relation changes the transparent medium. The former object changes the
transparent medium to which its surface is exposed in cone shaped segments extending in
every direction. The latter object, qua possessing any one particular colour by virtue of

relation, only changes a single segment of the transparent.
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Change produced by mirror image

Change produced by cb/oured bbject

Figé6.

To account for the fact that the particular segment of the transparent changed by the mirror
image is determined by the position of the coloured object which produced that image,

something like the following rule would have to apply.

Take a line extending from p to g on the surface of a coloured object, this line (pg), having its
own proper colour, can change the transparent in several directions, with the result that it
may be seen from different positions or produce images in different locations. Each reflected
image of line pgq lies between two lines which converge from points p and 4. Lines run
between point p and the corresponding point on the image, and point g and the
corresponding point on the image, as shown in the diagram below. The image of the line pg
represented on the diagram (hereafter p'q’) is a particular image, produced by the object (pq)
changing the transparent between lines 2 and b (see diagram below - fig 7). Let us name the
line which runs between p and the corresponding point on any image ‘limit line 1" and the
line which runs between g and the corresponding point on any image ‘limit line 2’. Let us

call the angle at which limit line 1 meets pg ‘x’, and the angle at which limit line 2 meets pq

‘L7

y.

These angles between pq and the limit lines specify an area of the transparent changed by pg,
and it is change in this specific area which produces the image p’q’. For each distinct image,
the size of angles x and y will be different. Here is a rule which would determine which

single segment of the transparent is changed by an image. The term ‘image’ in this context
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refers exclusively to an image composed of colours received by a mirror by virtue of

relation. Again, for simplicity, an image is treated as a line between two points:

For any image (p'q'), the image will change that segment of the transparent between
those converging lines which extend from the points p! and q' (i.e. the outermost
points of the image), and which depart from the surface in which the image is
displayed at angles x and y. Angles x and y are the internal angles of the triangle
formed through the meeting of these converging lines. These angles x and y are
identical to the same internal angles of the triangle formed by a particular set of
converging lines which extend from the points p and g on the surface of the object
responsible for the production of the image. The particular set of converging lines, are
those which frame the section of the transparent which served as a messenger for the

production of the image (p'g").

If we take ‘M’ to refer to the mirror image, and ‘O’ to refer to the object which produced the

image, the rule may be stated more succinctly, as follows:

M has the power to change the section of the transparent which stands to it, as the changed section of

the transparent by means of which M is produced stands to O.

The addition of such a rule to Alexander’s theory would enable him to explain the fact that
images in mirrors may only be seen from a certain location, and that this location is

determined by the position of the object which produces the image.
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This suggested development of Alexander’s theory completes the response to the objection
presented in chapter five. The objection went that, given that it is impossible for us to
conceive of experiencing an object as black and white simultaneously, there must be
something wrong with the claim that a subject is able to take on contrary colours
simultaneously by virtue of relation. The response is that it could both be impossible for a
single perceiver to experience an object as black and white simultaneously and yet still be
possible for an object to take on black and white simultaneously by virtue of relation. And so
the fact that we cannot conceive of experiencing an object as black and white simultaneously
need not refute the claim that it is possible for something to possess black and white
simultaneously. The mirror, for example, could be both black and white and yet, if we
assume that these colours can only change the transparent in a single direction determined
by the spatial relation between the mirror and the coloured objects which produce the
colours in the mirror, and given that, on this assumption, the directions in which each colour
changes the transparent would have to be distinct, it would not possible for a single

perceiver to see the mirror as both black and white.
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