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But the current belief is that one thing increases and
comes to light from Hades, while another thing
diminishes and perishes from the light into Hades. For
they trust eyes rather than mind, though these are not
competent to judge even things that are seen. But I use
mind to expound thus. For there is life in the things of the
other world, as well as in those of this. If there be life,
there cannot be death, unless all the things die with it. For
whither will death take place? Nor can what is not come
into being. For whence will it come? But all things
increase and diminish to the greatest possible maximum
or the least possible minimum. Whenever 1 speak of
“becoming” or “perishing” I am merely using popular
expressions; what I really mean is “mingling” and
“separating”. The facts are these. “Becoming” and
“perishing” are the same thing; “mixture” and
“separation” are the same thing; “increase” and
“diminution” are the same thing; “becoming”, “mixture”
are the same thing; “perishing”, “separation” are the
same thing, and so is the relation of the individual to all
things, and that of all things to the individual. Yet nothing
of all things is the same. For in regard to these things
custom is opposed to nature. (Trans. Jones, slightly
modified)
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INTRODUCTION - PART I

GALEN’S THEORY OF MIXTURE

1.1 Galen’s adoption of the model of a mixture of primary elements as the
theoretical basis for medical investigation: An “archaic” or a modern and up-
to-date choice? Introductive overview and general setting of the thesis

objective.

As Mario Vegetti has argued, in the time of Galen of Pergamum, the
physician-cum-philosopher of the Roman Empire, the medical techné and
society seem at least in Galen’s eyes to undergo a moral and epistemological
crisis. On the one hand, Galen portrays doctors of his age as only inspired by
hunger for money and power and as slavishly and supinely subjected to their
well-off clients’ desires: while leading themselves astray, they tend to neglect
the study of Hippocratic medicine and abstain from pursuing any training in
logic or indeed any philosophical search for truth and, as a consequence, sink
into the most profound ignorance. On the other hand, this crisis is also
exacerbated by the fact that over time the medical fechné had split into several
rival sects or haireseis:' on the one hand, the Empiricists who constitute, as well

as the Methodists later on, a relatively small group endowed with a compact and

LR INTS LRI

! As Von Staden notes, classical meanings of the term hairesis—*taking”, “choice”, “course of
action”, “election”, “decision”—all continued to survive throughout the various stages of the
Greek culture. But Aairesis also served to designate “any group of people perceived to have a
clear doctrinal identity”; cf. Von Staden 1982 p. 76.
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coherent doctrinal apparatus, and on the other hand, the Rationalists or
Dogmatists who, on the contrary, encompass very diverse theoretical positions
ranging from the original Herophilean school to the more recent medical
doctrines of Asclepiades of Bithynia and the Pneumatists.>

Each of these medical sects is provided with a different and peculiar set of
reference models and therapeutic methodologies through which to interpret both
the hygienic and pathological dynamics of the living organism and to elaborate
efficient healing strategies. If we want to capture the intellectual atmosphere
prevailing in the medical schools of Galen’s age, more precisely, Galen’s own
position in this context, we will have to briefly focus our attention on these
schools and their conceptual underpinnings.

The Empirical school of medicine originally derives from a schism in the
Alexandrian medical group founded by Herophilus of Chalcedon, a schism
initiated by the physician Philinus of Cos (in the middle of the 3rd century BCE).
In their support for medical tendencies going right back to the Hippocratic
treatise “On Ancient Medicine”, these physicians rose up against the principles
of Rationalist medicine (to which Herophilus’ school belonged), according to
which medical science had to be grounded on strong explanatory theoretical
models aimed at unfolding the “hidden causes” determining the physiological
functioning as well as the healthy and pathological conditions of human nature.
The Empiricist sect survived a long time, being also very active at the time of
Galen, who analysed their medical system in three of his most relevant works
belonging to the genre of hairesis-literature:® De sectis, De experientia medica,
and the Subfiguratio empirica®. What lies at the core of the Empiricist medical
system 1is the rejection of any training in logical disciplines as well as the
disparagement of any theoretical assumptions concerning the subject matter of

medicine, on the basis of the fact that theory, in its very nature, is based on non-

2 Vegetti 1995 pp. 67-73 with references. The first part of this introductive overview, containing
a reconstruction of medical scenarios of Galen’s time and Galen’s criticisms of the medical
haireseis, fundamentally follows the vivid historical sketch provided by Vegetti 1995. In the
second part of the overview, however, I focus on my main objective and set up some criticisms
of Vegetti’s views.
3 On the origins of the hairesis-literature, cf. von Staden 1982, esp. pp. 77-81.
4 De sectis ad eos, qui introducuntur ed. G, Helmreich, Scripta minora, 111, Leipzig 1893 De
experientia medica ed R. Walzer, Oxford 1944 (an edition with English translation of the Arabic
translation of this work), Subfiguratio empirica ed. K. Deichgraber, Die griechische
Empirikerschule, Berlin 1965.
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observable facts and entities of which we cannot have any knowledge.’ On the
contrary, instead they settle their medical methodology on sheer empirical
observation (peira) of external phenomena and, more precisely, on two
important principles: 1) autopsia, i.e. repeated autoptical observations both of a
patient’s particular pathological picture and of the results achieved by applying
a particular healing technique; and ii) kistoria, i.e. the written records of other
doctors’ (among whom were also the Hippocratic authors) repeated autoptical
observations,® which permit them to formulate so-called theorems.” By building
on repeated observations accumulated over a sufficiently long timespan, these
theorems could furnish adequate indications concerning clinico-pathological

data and diagnostic and therapeutic policies.®

5 As Frede notes, it is understandable that in repudiating any kind of assumption of
nonobservable facts, Empiricists relied on a form of scepticism; and, in fact, Empiricist
scepticism has traditionally been associated with Pyrrhonean scepticism, as indeed later
Empiricists quite explicitly drew on Pyrrhonism. However, Frede tends to identify a difference
between early Empiricists’ extreme scepticism and Pyrrhonism (if by Pyrrhonism we mean the
systematization of Pyrrho’s theories as operated by Aenesidemus in the 1% century BCE). The
main gist of Frede’s observations is that, if the Pyrrhonists left open the question of whether
nonobservable facts could be known by reason, the early Empiricists completely denied the
ability of reason to understand the hidden causes of phenomena and even the external phenomena
themselves (differently from later Empiricists, who indeed began to attribute some importance
to the use of reason in the acquisition of medical knowledge which, as a consequence, allowed
them to formulate, if not proper theoretical aetiological models built on invisible inner causes,
then at least reasonable conjectures on phenomena), cf. Frede 1987b pp. 248-249 and pp. 256
ff. It also has to be noted that their disavowal of invisible causes of phenomena turns out to have
repercussions on the entire medical system. In fact, Empiricists do not regard either the study of
physiology or anatomical investigations to be truly reliable for the understanding of a certain
pathological and clinical picture and for the establishment of therapeutic treatments (De sectis p.
10 Helmreich; henceforth H.). For although it may be useful in order to discern the right position
of our organs throughout our body, in their opinion the study of human anatomy cannot reach a
primary causative level (De exp. med. XXVI p. 141 Walzer) as there is no inferential link
between the anatomical-physiological level (which, in anatomy of Alexandrian origin, relies in
turn on alleged invisible structures) and disease and its treatment (De sectis p. 10 H.). Therefore,
according to the Empirical school, neither anatomy nor physiology could be seen as a deciding
factor in relation to issues of pathological actiology; on this cf. Vegetti 1995 p. 73.
¢ De emp. subfig. 111 p. 49 Deichgriber
" De sectis pp. 3—4 H.
8 One objection that Empiricists found themselves having to deal with is how they could face an
as-yet-unexperienced pathological case. In such a circumstance, they advocate the so-called
“transition from the similar to the similar” (which was a later theoretical addition and was
formulated in the form of the epilogismés by Menodotus in the 2™ century CE, cf. De emp.
subfig. XII p. 88 Deichgraber), that is, either the application of the same remedy to another as-
yet-unidentified but similar pathology, or of a remedy habitually applied to a particular bodily
part to another similar part, or also the transition from a particular healing technique to another
similar technique in treating the same disease (cf. De sectis 3—4 H., De emp. subfig. 111 p. 49
Deichgriber), cf. Frede 1987b p. 251 and Vegetti 1995 p. 75. On the Empiricist method cf.
Deichgréber 1930 pp. 291-305; von Staden 1982 p. 82; Frede 1987b pp. 243-260; Vegetti 1995
pp. 73-76.
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As for the Methodists,” this medical school arose as a reaction against both
Empiricists and Rationalists, and Galen himself informs us that the theoretical
foundations of the Methodical sect stemmed from the dogmatic teachings of
Asclepiades of Bithynia (1% century BCE) who, as is well-known, conceived of
the matter as constituted by invisible onkoi'® — where the same conviction was
also shared by his followers, such as Themison of Laodicea (1 century BCE)
and then the imperial physician Thessalus (1% century CE)!'. The Methodists
have in common with Rationalists the notion of “indication” (endeixis), but in
contrast to Rationalists (and also to Empiricists), the Methodists left open the
question of the correspondence between pathological facts and underlying
unobservable causes; therefore, in their view endeixis has to be interpreted as an
obvious and self-evident connection between a certain disease and its medical

treatment. '2

For the same reason, like the Empiricists, they disdain the study of
anatomical evidence and physiology'? and instead base their medical system on

a far more simplistic reduction of all pathological states to three manifest

° For an account of the Methodical school of medicine, cf. Frede 1987c pp. 261-278; Vegetti
1995 pp. 81-82; cf. also Tecusan 2004.
19 De nat. fac. p. 133.11 ff. H., De const. art. med. CMG V 1.3 p. 72.16 ff. Fortuna.
"' De simpl. med. (temp. ac) fac. K. 1X 783.
12 Cf. De sectis p. 12.14ff.; 13.13; 17.5ff. H.; De meth. med. K. X 351.7; Med. K. XIV 677.12;
Ps.-Galen, De opt. secta K. 1 125.2ff.; 164.1 ff. As Frede points out, the notion of indication is
not of Methodist origin but stems from Hellenistic epistemology; it was initially used to
distinguish between different kinds of suggestive signs. For example, something A is a
suggestive sign of B if we know by experience that B is the case if A is the case. Therefore, for
example, the presence of smoke is a suggestive sign of the presence of fire. In the case of a proper
indication, instead, A is an indicative sign of B, if we know, not by experience, but by reason
that B is the case if A is the case. For example, as Frede reports, an Atomist should consider
motion an indicative sign of the presence of void. But no one of these examples of indication
could match what Methodists really meant by endeixis. For they, as well as Empiricists, deny
any connection between a manifest pathological state and unobservable and hidden causes (thus,
the second type of endeixis) but, in contrast to the Empiricists, they claim that the right treatment
for certain pathologies has to be found not on the basis of the past experience (that is, the first
kind of endeixis) but on the basis of an immediate and obvious connection between a certain
disease and its treatment that does not entail any chain of reasoning; cf. Frede 1987¢ pp. 263—
265. To show this, Frede also gives a clarifying example from Sextus Empiricus, who in his
work PH 1238 says: “As [...] the sceptic is guided by thirst towards drink, by hunger towards
food, and thus with the rest, in a similar fashion the methodical doctor is guided by the affections
towards what is fitting for them, by constriction to dilation, just as somebody tries to escape from
condensation due to intensified cold by getting to a warm spot”. On Sextus’ association between
Methodists and Sceptics cf. Frede’s analysis in Frede 1987c pp. 276-278. As Frede points out
by appealing to a position originally held by Edelstein, Methodists actually allowed for the
possibility of theoretical belief and, for this reason, their position can be assimilated with a brand
of late Academic Scepticism more than Pyrrhonean Scepticism. On the concept of endeixis in
Galen’s medicine, cf. Van der Eijk 2008 pp. 292-295.
13 De meth. med. K. X 9.10; 107.11f.; 319.17; 349.16A; 928.5ff.; Frede 1987c p. 270 and Vegetti
1995 p. 82.
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“generalities”:'* sténosis (costiveness), rhiisis (relaxation), and a mixed

pathological state resulting from both. Therefore, if a pathology arises due to an
excessive costiveness, the remedy will be the contrary process, i.e. relaxation,
and if it is due to an excessive relaxation, the remedy will be the contrary action,
i.e. costiveness, and if the pathology is mixed, the physician will use both healing
strategies. !’

The vivid diversity of the medical scene by Galen’s time was enriched by
the presence of the “hairesis” of the so-called Rationalists or Dogmatists.'® In
the late 3rd century BCE, Philinus was succeeded as leader of the Empiricist
school by Serapion of Alexandria, who wrote a treatise in two books, the Ad
sectas (or Against the Haireseis), the title referring to a number of rival medical
schools, such as the Praxagoreans, Herophileans, Erasistrateans, etc., all of
which were defined by later Empiricists as “Rationalists” or “Dogmatists,” and
which afterwards also included Asclepiades of Bithynia, the Pneumatic school,
etc.!”. The rise of diverse medical orientations that led to the establishment of

different medical haireseis took place in a particular historical moment that

14 For the concept of “generality”, i.e. commune or koinotés cf. Frede 1987¢ pp. 266-270.
15 De sectis p. 12 H., cf. Vegetti 1995 p. 81 and cf. also Von Staden 1982 pp. 83-85. As Frede
remarks, these were also the assumptions on which Asclepiades’ physiology was based (he in
fact seems to have explained many illnesses as being due to the contraction and relaxation of
invisible pores), but the difference to the Methodists lies in the fact that the Methodists consider
it an open question whether the manifest states of contractions and relaxations present a
correspondence with the states of the invisible structures underlying the phenomena; cf. Frede
1987c p. 272.
16 Who are respectively designated as logikoi because of their constant appeal to logos as opposed
to peira and dogmatikoi, because they trust in the reliability of theories, i.e. dogmata; cf. Vegetti
1995 p. 76. As Von Staden quite aptly points out, in the case of the so-called Rationalists the
terms “hairesis” or “secta” can be very deceptive. In fact, in Galen’s De sectis he singles out
three major haireseis (or sectae): Empiricists, Methodists, and Rationalists/Dogmatists. Now,
although this threefold division has become canonical over time and has influenced medical
historiography up to our own age, it can be misleading because, while Empiricists and
Methodists were two compact medical groups, under the label “Rationalists”, by contrast, one
finds very different and independent medical haireseis; cf. Von Staden 1982 p. 77 and pp. 81—
82.
17 Von Staden 1982 p. 78. In the proem of his De medicina, another work belonging to the
hairesis-literature (Von Staden 1982 p. 80), Celsus (1% century BCE—-1* century CE) uses the
Latin term rationalis (his translation of the Greek logistikos) to designate the Rationalists or
Dogmatists who, in contrast to the Empiricists, were convinced of the fact that medical fechné
required a knowledge of ‘hidden causes’ relating to the physiological functioning of the human
body and its pathological states, and that such knowledge could only be achieved through a
process of reasoning. Cf. Celsus De med. proem. 13. As Longrigg perceptively notes, Celsus
uses the term “rationalis” stricto sensu, whereas the correspondent English term “rational” may
also be applied lato sensu “to embrace more widely those general attempts, ultimately derived
from philosophy, to account for phenomena in terms of purely natural causes without recourse
to any supernatural agency”; cf. Longrigg 1993 p. 4.
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determined a profound breakthrough in the history of medicine. For in the first
half of the 3rd century BCE, Greek rational medicine was transplanted into
Egypt and into Ptolemaic Alexandria, where two distinguished Greek physicians
practiced and taught medicine, namely Herophilus of Chalcedon and the slightly
younger Erasistratus of Ceos, who performed dissections on human corpses and,
in all probability, even vivisections of condemned criminals, and who also made
extraordinary physiological and anatomical discoveries'® that were
progressively systematized by a strong theoretical apparatus.

In fact, the Alexandrian anatomists, but also the later Rationalist schools,
have in common a commitment to various forms of theoretical medicine and,
more precisely, a search, beyond the realm of the sheer observability, for
invisible causative principles to which to attribute all external phenomena.'
According to them, reason can in fact proceed from the visible (and therefore
from the anatomical external evidence) to the invisible (i.e. to the non-
observable causative structures) and back again from the invisible to the visible,
in order to attain, on the one hand, a view of the innermost level of
pathophysiological causes and, on the other, to infer from them general theories
relating to the therapeutic treatment of a disease.?® The logical tool that is at the
basis of the rationalist method is the so-called analogismos, which, as opposed
to the empirical epilogismds, consists in making inferences from the visible to

the invisible and vice versa.?!

18 Von Staden 1992 pp. 223-241 and cf. also Longrigg 1993 p. 177 ff. Brunschwig and Lloyd
2000 pp. 415-418.
19 De emp. subfig. VII p. 63 Deichgriber.
20 De sectis p. 4f. H.; De exp. med. XXIV pp. 132-133.
2l De exp. med. XXIII pp. 131-132 Walzer and cf. Vegetti 1995 p. 76-77. As Vegetti reports,
two Galenic examples could clarify what exactly the analogismos is. When it comes to
explaining what insomnia is, Rationalists or Dogmatists will not adduce as causes observable
elements, such as fatigue or daily regimen, but will bring the explanandum back to a
nonobservable explanans: that is, for example, the dynamis of an unobservable element, such as
pneuma (De exp. med. XXV pp. 138—139; XXVII p. 145 Walzer). Or else, they will explain the
pathology by recourse, as in Erasistratus’ case, to the anatomical evidence of veins, nerves, and
arteries and, beyond the visible structures, to the invisible triplokia (triplet of nerve, vein, and
artery), a structure that is visible only by the logos; or, in the case of Asclepiades of Bithynia’s
theories, the cause of disease will be attributed to the interweaving of onkoi and poroi (cf. De
exp. med. XXVII p. 145 Walzer), cf. Vegetti 1995 p. 77.
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Galen engages in a series of critiques against all of these medical sects
(Empiricists,?> Methodists,> and Rationalists/Dogmatists), carving out per
differentiam a peculiar personal position within this variegated medical
framework. It is against Rationalist medicine and its hidden pathophysiological
causes in particular that he makes his more cogent and insistent criticism, and
we will look more closely at this as we go along, as Galen himself follows in the
footsteps of the ancient Greek rational and Rationalist medical tradition that he,

however, harmoniously fuses with a more empirical approach.?*

22 In the first place, he criticizes the Empiricists for two main substantive reasons. For on the one
hand, Galen points out that experience without theoretical schemes becomes completely
uncontrollable (De exp. med. 111 pp. 88—89; VII p. 94; VI pp. 92-93 Walzer and cf. Vegetti 1995
pp. 75-77.). On the other hand, Galen realizes that, since the Empiricists disavow the importance
of a general theoretical structure grounded on dogmatic and nonobservable entities, they fail to
recognize the real and inner causes of the various pathologies afflicting the human body. Hence,
for fear of failure in medical treatment, they always resort exclusively to the written records of
all the doctor’s past experiences, which, however, only incidentally and by way of chance proved
to be successful: thus they end up going back over the same healing strategies and, in so doing,
commit to fallacy of therapeutic ultra-conservatism, instead of theoretically interpreting and
deciphering all the external pathological data that have to be only confirmed by the peira (De
plac. Hipp. et Plat. CMG V 4.1.2 p. 578 De Lacy); cf. Vegetti 1995 p. 77.

2 In the second place, Galen attacks the entire Methodical medical system by besieging it from
all sides (ethical, social, and doctrinal). First of all, he views the imperial physician Thessalus
(who re-founded Methodical medicine in Rome at the time of the emperor Nero) as the
personification of all the vice and wickedness upsetting contemporary society as well as the
medical fechné. For Galen depicts him as the anti-physician par excellence: by continuously
practising the art of flattering his rich Roman clients and making his way as a shameless social
climber, he corrupts the professional and ethical status of the physician. Moreover, Galen’s
critical remarks also concern more specifically doctrinal aspects of Methodical medicine. First
of all, Galen reprimands the Methodists for the absence of a finalistic and providential design of
nature, an aspect they inherit from the materialism of Asclepiades. Second, Galen points out how
the Methodical sect can be regarded as inferior to both Dogmatists and Empiricists, as the
Methodists disown both the combination of logos and peira; cf. De meth. med. K. X p. 29. More
particularly, Galen lambasts the Methodists above all for finding the rationalist recourse to
nonobservable principles useless. From this derives their marked refusal to inquire into the
concealed causes of the disease starting from an analysis of the outer evidence and an
investigation of the specific nature of the patient which, however, also takes into account the
external conditions (climate and seasons or the nature of places)—in other words all the factors
that distinguished ancient Greek rational medicine from its very beginnings. On the contrary,
they hinge their medical art, as we have seen, upon such a reductive pathological actiology and
therapeutic method that they boasted that the art of medicine could be taught in only six months,
and sarcastically claimed that, contrarily to what “Hippocrates” said, “life is long, and art is
short” (De sectis p. 15.6; 24.22 H.; De meth. med. K. X 5.2; De praecogn. CMG V 8.1 p. 68
Nutton). In fact, as Galen reports, Thessalus provocatively but wittingly broke with both the
Hippocratic traditional doctrines and the teachings of established medical authorities. Thessalus
declared that he had overcome them all en bloc; but according to Galen, “he had better compete
with workers of his own kind: cooks, dyers, woolmen, shoemakers and tailors” (Thessalus
himself was in fact the son of a wool weaver) —cf. De meth. med. K. X 19; on Galen’s criticism
of the Methodical sect cf. Vegetti 1995 pp. 69-70.

24 For peira and logos, in this hierarchical order, constitute the essential outline of Galen’s
medical system insofar as in his view the art of medicine has been discovered and developed
thanks to logos in union with experience (De exp. med. 1 p. 85 Walzer). For, to begin with,
without the further validation given by sense-perception and experience, one may be compelled
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For, while he is highly indebted to Alexandrian medicine’s breakthrough
achievements in the fields of anatomy and physiology, Galen chastises these
Rationalist physicians essentially because of the fact that in their attempt to grasp
the invisible structures regulating the entire functioning of human nature, they
halt prematurely without reaching the very first causative level, i.e. the primary
elements or stoicheia, that is, hot/cold and dry/wet, which, in Galen’s view,
“Hippocrates” himself identified as the first basic constituents of both human
nature and the entire cosmos. That is, the Rationalist physicians deal with the
medical techné “regardless of the knowledge of the stoicheia of the

homoeomerous parts,”?

and, as a consequence, prove to be only half-
rationalists, paradoxically ending up approximating the Empiricist method. For
neither Herophilus and Erasistratus relied on the primary elements as
explanatory causes of physiopathology: while Erasistratus theorized the
triplokia, the triple web of nerve, artery, and vein, as the last invisible structure
graspable only by logos, Herophilus, according to Galen, kept himself within the
bounds of anatomical evidence.?

In contrast to the abovementioned Dogmatists (but also to Empiricists and
Methodists, of course), what instead lies at the heart of Galen’s physiopathology,

t,28

together with pneuma?’ and innate heat,?® is the model of mixture or xpdoig of

either to sceptically suspend one’s own judgement or to aprioristically choose one of the possible
theses, which, considered individually and without a further verification by direct observation,
may give the impression of being sound (De exp. med. XXIV p. 135 Walzer). Moreover, in the
Empirical medical method, insofar as it is grounded on cumulative aufdpsia and its written
record, historia (which would find its original repertoire in the Hippocratic Epidemics) vouches
for the diachronic, progressive, and gradual advancement of medical techné, whereas the truth
provided by logos is all-encompassing, instantaneous, and beyond time (De exp. med. X p. 101
Walzer). However, although Galen is profoundly convinced of the fact that peira and logos will
always prove to be incomplete without each other and only by working together will achieve
best results in medicine, his preference goes undoubtedly to the logical therapeutic method
which, contrary to the empirical approach, allows for an aetiological understanding of rare,
unknown, and as-yet-unexperienced pathologies (De loc. aff: K. VIII 142). On the relation
between theory and experience in Galen’s medicine, cf. Vegetti 1995 pp. 82—84.
% De meth. med. K. X 421.
26 Vegetti 1994 pp. 1702-1704; Vegetti 1995 pp. 79-80. Cf. also more recently Leith 2015a (on
the rejection by Herophilus and Erasistratus of the elementary level of the stoicheia) and Leith
2015b (on Erasistratus’ triplokia).
27 Galen’s pneuma is a vaporous substance formed in part by the vaporization of the arterial
blood and in part by the inspired air (cf. De resp. usu pp. 120-2 Furley-Wilkie) and is conceived
of as the principal instrument of animals’ sense-perception and voluntary motion as well as the
primary instrument of the soul (cf. De plac. Hipp. et Plat. CMG V 4.1.2 p. 446.11-14 De Lacy);
cf. Debru 2008 pp. 271-272.
28 Running counter to Erasistratus and other physicians, such as Praxagoras and Asclepiades
(who believed in the acquired form of heat), Galen posited the existence of innate heat and, as a
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the primary stoicheia, that is, hot/cold and dry/wet, seen as the building blocks
of the nature of the human body and of the cosmos at large, and as the hidden
first causes of physio-pathological facts.

On the one hand, in fact, the constitution of the human body and of its
parts, its physical features and its so-called “natural” faculties or dynameis (as
opposed to the “psychic” faculties, which take care of the area of sense-
perception and voluntary motion), which are responsible for generation, growth,
and nutrition in living things, depend on the basic composition of tissues,
ultimately deriving in turn from the primary elements and their mixtures.?’ On
the other hand, one of the types of disease that Galen theorizes is thought to be
attributable to a bad mixture or dyskrasia of the uniform parts of the body; Galen
in fact distinguishes eight different types of dyskrasiai, on the basis of which
physician should elaborate a particular healing strategy,*® and he also classifies
mixture (together with formation or diaplasis, position or thesis, power or
dynamis) among the criteria for obtaining indications for a particular disease and
its treatment.?! Moreover, Galen’s pharmacology also depends on the notion of
a mixture of primary qualities, insofar as each physical object, and therefore also
food and drugs, are possessed of a certain mixture in potentiality (a definition of
Aristotelian origin), which releases its own powers or dynameis (which in turn
depend on the elementary qualities, e.g. hot/cold and dry/wet) when it comes in

contact with the mixture of the patient.>?

follower of the theories of Hippocrates and Aristotle, assigned to it, concurrently with the
mixture of primary elements, a pivotal role in physiology: in fact, it has a prominent role in
digestion, in the distribution of food to the various parts of the body, and in the generation of
humours and growth. For children grow because of it and while the infant has most innate heat,
in the elderly innate heat withers away, and when it is finally extinguished, death takes place; cf.
Durling 1988 p. 210 (who in his paper reconstructed the possible content of a lost treatise by
Galen on innate heat) with references. Innate heat is defined by Galen as well-mixed “in both
substance, as it exists primarily in blood and pneuma, and in quality, as it is a well-mixed mixture
of heat and cold” (cf. De plac. Hipp. et Plat. V 4.1.2 p. 524, 19-22 de Lacy); cf. Durling 1988
p. 210; cf. also Debru 2008 p. 273.
29 Debru 2008 pp. 266-267.
30 De meth. med. K. X 121-122.
31 Van der Eijk 2008 pp. 295-296. As Van der Eijk points out, Galen identifies three different
types of diseases: “diseased consisting in physiological ‘imbalances’ (dyskrasiai) affecting the
homoeomerous parts of the body, diseases afflicting the organic parts and disease that consist in
a breakdown of the body’s overall coherence”; cf. Van der Eijk 2008 p. 295. On Galen’s
fundamental therapeutic principles, cf. Van der Eijk 2008 pp. 288-297.
32 De temp. pp. 98.23-99.13 H. For the basic principles of Galen’s pharmacology cf. Vogt 2008
pp- 304-310, esp. 307-309.
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But what are the sources, historical and conceptual, of such a vital theory
which, as I have just hinted, turns out to be fundamental for Galen’s entire
medical system and which makes the core of Galen’s medical system so
dissonant in comparison with all the other possible alternatives at his disposal,
including those we have just sketched? To put it simply: why kpdocig?

As Vegetti observes, in contrast to the aforementioned medical alternative
systems (Empiricists, Methodists, Rationalists/Dogmatists), Galen certainly lays
out the foundation of a dogmatic medical doctrine, but in contrast to the other
Dogmatists, he falls back on an “archaic” explanatory model of both physiology
and pathological aetiology of the human body, on he bases his theory of the eight
morbid diatheseis: the Hippocratic (and, as Vegetti purports, “pre-Aristotelian”)
model of the mixture of hot/cold and dry/wet. According to Vegetti, this
“archaic” recovery of the Hippocratic theory of mixture would allow Galen, on
the one hand, to pursue one of the main objectives of his medical system, that is,
the re-foundation of a degraded and impoverished medicine, such as that of the
Methodists, on the basis of the old and illustrious Hippocratic tradition and, on
the other hand, to get further and go beyond the causative level reached by the
contemporary Rationalists, in order to gain a much deeper insight into human
nature and its biological and pathophysiological workings.>*

Now, it seems to me that Vegetti’s claim concerning Galen’s archaism is
correct (excluding the definition of Galen’s mixture as “pre-Aristotelian”, as I
will explain later on), but it is not the end of the story. To begin with, it is
certainly an indisputable fact that in the formulation of his theory of the mixture
of hot, cold, dry, and wet as constitutive factors of the nature of the human body
(and of the entire physical world at large), and as opposites upon whose
symmetry (in the sense of equilibrium or due proportion)y—that is, eukrasia (i.e.
good mixture as opposed to eight dyskrasiai or bad-mixtures)—the health and
well-being of the human organism depend, Galen draws on a very old and
longstanding medical and philosophical tradition, as we will see in detail later.>*
As is well-known, this tradition goes back to the speculations of Alcmaeon of

Croton and the early pluralists, among whom Empedocles is at the forefront, as

33 Vegetti 1995 p. 80.
34 On this cf. infia p. 137 fT.
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well as to the repercussions of these medical and philosophical tendencies in the
early medical writings of the Hippocratic Collection.*®> For by marvellously
combining influxes coming from pre-Socratic Elementen-und-Mischungslehre
with the awareness of the presence of humoral bodily fluids of the
Volksmedizin,® it is precisely the early Hippocratic medical writings that gave
life to a synchronically multiform and versatile model of kpdoig (or more
precisely, kpfioic, in Ionic dialect), a term which explicitly means “balanced
mixture,” principally intended both as 1) a procedure through which to mix
different ingredients endowed with strong dynamies, with the aim of obtaining a
uniform and mild compound and ii) a state resulting from the mixture of basic
bodily constituents of various kinds (humours, dynamies, qualities), which mix
and in their mixing reach a balanced state. Thus, the Hippocratic concept works
as explanatory model of both the nature of the human body (and its relation to
the external physical environment or macrocosm) and its healthy and
pathological states.?’

On the other hand, however, in his definition of Galen’s mixture as solely
an “archaic” (even “pre-Aristotelian”) explanatory model, Vegetti overlooks two
all-important aspects which instead would allow us to see Galen’s choice, on the
contrary, as extremely up-to-date and perfectly in line with the thought of his
time: a modern and up-to-date choice.

In the first place, one must not forget that before Galen’s time the
Dogmatic tradition of Pneumatic medicine had already adopted a model of
mixture as theoretical basis for physiopathology. The Pneumatic school arose at
the time of the emperor Claudius (1% century BCE—-1* century CE), was founded
by the physician Athenaeus of Attalia and was still active in Galen’s time. Its
main distinguishing feature was its peculiar fusion of doctrines coming from
Stoic  natural philosophy and medical principles issuing from
Dogmatic/Rationalist medicine.’® The Pneumatists developed a complex

medical system organized by Athenaeus in five different areas: physiology,

35 Cf. Harig 1974 pp. 38-41; Longrigg 1993 pp. 52-53 and pp. 89-91; Jouanna 2002 pp. 38—
43,
36 Cf. esp. Harig 1974 p. 41.
37 Festugiére 1948 pp. 37-38; Jouanna 1996 pp. 294-295 and infi-a pp. 254 ff.
38 Wellmann 1895 p. 7.
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dietetics, the so-called materia medica (pharmacology), pathology, and
therapy.>® More precisely, as we will see, Athenaeus himself and his followers,
based their medicine, and especially their physio-pathological doctrines on
causes, such as pneuma, and hot/cold, dry/wet and their mixture, developed a
system of nine mixtures (one eukrasia and eight dyskrasiai) on which, at least
according to the philologist Max Wellmann, Galen’s theory of mixture seems to
entirely rely.*® We will scale down the weight of Wellmann’s statement by
bringing to light analogies and disanalogies between the Pneumatic formulation
and Galen’s own,*! but for now we can certainly infer that, although it was not
adopted by the other abovementioned medical schools, the model of the mixture
of hot/cold and dry/wet and the scheme of mixtures resulting from different
elementary combinations do not have to be exclusively viewed as “archaic”. For
although originally developed by the early medical tradition, the model of
kpdoic, seen as the theoretical basis of an understanding of the nature of the
human body, underwent a momentous revival in Galen’s time in both the field
of medicine, thanks to the Pneumatists, and in the field of the philosophy of
nature, thanks to the Stoic/Peripatetic controversy—which at that time animated
a vivid debate concerning modality and the inner justification of the theory of
mixture within the respective philosophical systems.

This in fact is the second reason why we can say that at Galen’s time the
topic of mixture underwent a substantial renaissance, which is witnessed by a
contemporary philosophical text, the De mixtione by the Peripatetic Alexander
of Aphrodisias (2"4-3rd century CE).*> On the one hand, the Stoic school, from
the time of its founder, Zeno, worked out a model of mixture, the so-called total
mixture (OAmv o' dSAwv Kkpdoig), involving the four corporeal primary elements
(fire, air, water, and earth) completely coextensive with one another (the so-
called process of dvtumapéktaocic). This theory was afterwards adopted by the
third leader of the school, Chrysippus, to explain the motion of the pneuma
(thought of as a mixture of fire and air and essentially conceived both as the

physical principle responsible for the psychic functions of the soul and as the

3 Wellmann 1895 p. 131.
40 Wellmann 1895 p. 144-146 esp. n. 5, p. 145.
41 Cf, infra pp. 210 fF.
4 See infra pp. 63 ff.
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corporeal divine principle permeating matter) through passive matter.* Against
this theory, which, as we will see, was the fulcrum of the entire Stoic
philosophical system, in Galen’s time, the Peripatetic school, which propounded
a very different model of mixture, reacted very strongly**. In fact, over time the
Peripatetic philosophers had been working on and re-working the Aristotelian
model of the mixture of primary elements (fire, air, water, and earth)*’, an
explanatory model which in turn benefitted from all previous speculations on
this issue, Pre-Socratic and early medical alike; the results of this continuous
operation of exegesis on Aristotle’s account are distinctly visible in the
philosophical outputs of Alexander of Aphrodisias, where not only has the
process of mixture been interpreted somehow differently from the original
Aristotelian account®S, but the inner justification of the theory too seems to
undergo a remarkable rethinking. If on the one hand the mixture of primary
elements still explains, as Aristotle’s model does, the generation of the so-called
“homoeomerous” bodies (inorganic and organic materials, such as nerves,
sinews, flesh, cartilage, bones, and so on), on the other hand, the soul itself is
seen by Alexander as the eidos which follows upon (epigignomenon) the mixture
according to a certain proportion of the elementary bodies (cf. De anima 25.2).%

From this brief overview of Galen’s contemporary medical and the
philosophical fields of enquiry, we can certainly see that dealing with mixtures
in the 2™ century CE was not at all out-of-date, as one could infer from Vegetti’s
words, but on the contrary was perfectly in keeping with the times—there is even
evidence of a thriving literature on the topic, within both the philosophical and
the medical fields, which is testified, on the one hand, by Alexander of
Aphrodias’ treatise Peri kraseos kai auxéseos and, on the other hand, by Galen
himself, who wrote a medical treatise Peri kraseon or De temperamentis in
which he makes reference to “those who have left writings (hupomnémata) about

mixtures” which we can infer is a referrence to medical writings on mixtures.*3

43 For an account of the Stoic theory of total mixture from Zeno to Chrysippus, see infra pp. 49
ff.
4 On the main lines of criticism against the Stoic theory of total mixture, cf. pp. 63 ff.
4 For the main sources of Aristotelian account cf. pp. 63 ff.
46 On the peripatetic interpretation of Aristotle’s theory of mixture cf. pp. 63 fT.
47 See infra pp. 75 ff.
“ De temp. p. 82.11-12 H. Cf. Van der Eijk 2015a pp. 677-678.
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In the present work, we will try to identify the historical and theoretical
sources on which Galen relies in developing his model of the mixture of the
primary elements. More specifically, we will aim at bringing to light how
Galen’s model of mixture bears, in Galen’s own peculiar Dogmatic-but-
undogmatic way, striking resemblances to the Peripatetic model of mixture, both
in the description of the concrete process of mixture and in the inner
justifications that the theory proves to have within the entirety of Galen’s
medical and philosophical system. We will also examine to what extent, by
contrast, it distances itself from the defining traits of the Stoic total mixture.
What will emerge from this picture will be a philosophically sound model of
mixture which shows a clear internal logic and comes under the sway of the
Peripatetic natural philosophy of the 2" century CE, while in no way renouncing
the “archaic” Hippocratic background that had already conceived mixture as
theoretical basis both for understanding the human body’s physio-pathology and
for the theory of health and disease. In so doing, we will also assess the
contribution of Pneumatic medicine, which, although it has a substantially
different starting point to Galen’s medical and philosophical system (such as, for
instance, the theory of the primary elements), will also play a role in the
definition of Galen’s scheme of mixtures.

All these aspects, both those that are “archaic” and those that are more
recent and up-to-date, which also constitute the historical and theoretical sources
of Galen’s model of mixture, will be highlighted in the present work: this
systematic investigation of Galen’s sources for his theory of mixture will provide
students of Galen’s medicine and philosophy with a much deeper insight into the
issue and also represents the major novelty of this research, as the scholarship of
the past expressed very conflicting views on this very point—as we will see in

our Forschungsstand.
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1.2 Primary sources

As is well-known, in Galen’s corpus the concept of mixture is a
multifaceted yet central notion, linked to all the focal points of Galen’s medical
and philosophical research: his theory of the primary ototyeio and the generation
of homoeomerous bodies, the problem of elemental constitution of a living body
and the harmony of the elements, the body—soul relation, his considerations on
pharmacology and therapeutics. In the present study I focus on the physical
aspects of the issue of the mixture of the primary elements, and this defines the
main primary sources of my study. Galen expounds his theory of primary
elements and their mixture from an ancient physical perspective in three
fundamental works: 1) On elements according to Hippocrates (De elementis ex
Hippocratis sententia. CMG V 1.2 De Lacy) ii) the Commentary on
Hippocrates’ Nature of Man (In Hipp. Nat. Hom. comment. 11 CMG V 9.1
Mewaldt), especially in his book I iii) the three books of On mixtures (De

temperamentis 111 Helmreich), especially in his book I.

These three texts are closely related both chronologically and in terms of
content. On elements and On mixtures are thought by Ilberg to have been
composed early on during his second sojourn in Rome.*’ According to De Lacy,
Galen composed On the elements long before he wrote his Commentary on
Hippocrates’ Nature of Man,*° although the latter also belongs to Galen’s second

stay in Rome®!

Both De elementis and the Commentary on Hippocrates’ Nature of Man

(book 1) are fundamentally based on an exegesis of the first of the three sections

4 Cf. Ilberg 1892 p. 513. Cf. De Lacy 1996 p. 42 for the passages where Galen indicates that De
temperamentis closely followed De elementis; cf. also Tassinari pp. 7-9. As De Lacy remarks in
De ord. libror. suor. pp. 85.22-26 Miiller, Galen mentions the sequence De elementis, De
temperamentis, De simplicium medicamentorum (temperamentis et) facultatibus and De
compositione medicamentorum;, cf. De Lacy 1996 p. 42.

S0 Cf. De Lacy 1996 pp. 42-43 (cf. In Hipp. Nat. Hom. comment. CMG V 9.1 3.4-19 Mewaldt).
SUCt. De libr. propr. pp. 113.13-18 Miiller; cf. Jouanna 2012a pp. 317-18.
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of the Hippocratic treatise De natura hominis (Ch. 1-8),°% although they
approach the issue in two rather different ways. The first is principally conceived
for a well-trained reader and presupposes a good knowledge of the Hippocratic
text, whereas the second is instead a line-by-line commentary on the Hippocratic
treatise with lemmata and textual discussions, and is intended for a wider
audience.>® The Hippocratic treatise De natura hominis (end of the 5th century
BCE) was held in the highest esteem by Galen and although today the treatise is
attributed to Polybus, Hippocrates’ student,>* Galen considered the first eight
chapters to be authentically Hippocratic, where according to him the great
physician set out his theory of primary elements>°. These two closely intertwined
works are fundamental to the understanding of Galen’s theory of the mixture of
the primary elements, because by elucidating his system of primary elements, in
some passages — which we will quote throughout the dissertation — Galen also
describes how the elements combine and mix. The third work used as primary
source here is On mixtures where Galen treats the process of mixture of the
primary elements as a datum on which to build further developments, both on an
epistemological level (insofar as he would consider the process of mixture as a
given on which to build other parts of his theory) and on an ontological level
(since the merely physical process of mixture is the basis for understanding other
processes). In this work, he passes on to describe, within a historical framework,
his system of nine mixtures — eight bad mixtures and one good mixture (Book
I), its application to physiology (Book II), and to pharmacology (Book III). Like
the aforementioned works, On mixtures is also fundamental for our purposes,
especially Book I. In this book, Galen on the one hand deals with physical
aspects and offers us a glimpse into his theory of mixture; while on the other
hand he passes on to describe his system of nine mixtures in the form of a
polemic with his old and more recent predecessors. Throughout the present
work, I will also make use of textual loci taken from the whole Galenic corpus

in order to underpin my arguments.

32 Cf. Jouanna 2002 pp. 19-37 and also Jouanna 2012a pp. 314-315.
33 Jouanna 2012a and cf. In Hipp. Nat. Hom. comment. CMG V 9.1 p. 3.4-19 Mewaldt. Cf. also
Manetti and Roselli 1994 pp. 1554—-1557.
54 Cf. Jouanna 2002 pp. 55-61.
35 Cf. Jouanna 2012a.
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1.3 Forschungsstand concerning Galen’s theory of mixture of the primary

elements.

In 1974 Georg Harig published the book Bestimmung der Intensitdt im
medizinischen System Galens. Ein Beitrag zur theoretischen Pharmakologie,
Nosologie und Therapie in der Galenischen Medizin. Although dedicated to
pharmacology, physio-pathology, and the therapeutic aspects of Galen’s
medicine, Harig presents a chapter, entitled “Die philosophisch-medizinischen
Voraussetzungen fiir die Intensitdtsbestimmung in der Galenischen Medizin”,
where he deals with the philosophical and medical origins of Galen’s doctrine
of elements, humours, and mixture. Harig reconstructs the roots of both the four-
element theory (from Empedocles to Aristotle’s formulation in De generatione
et corruptione) and the four-humour theory of the Hippocratic De natura
hominis (which combine some features of the Empedoclean quadripartite
Elementenlehre, with the awareness of the presence of the many different bodily
humours of the Volksmedizin).*® On the one hand, in his De elementis and
Commentary on De natura hominis Galen refers to Hippocrates (i.e. the
Hippocratic author of De natura hominis) as the first to consider the hot, the
cold, the dry, and the wet as the initial building blocks of the entire cosmos.’’
On the other hand, as Harig rightly remarks, Galen connects this Hippocratic
statement to Aristotle’s elemental system of De generatione et corruptione
insofar as he associates primary elements with primary qualities: the element is
the body where the quality is present to the extreme degree (although, in contrast
to later scholarship, Harig does not enquire into the differing ontological status
of primary elements and primary qualities, treating them as entirely
“gleichbedeutend” or equivalent).>® Harig does not dwell on the precise relation
between elements, qualities, and humours,* but goes on to state that the body is
conceived by Galen as made up of a mixture of four Primdrqualitaten bzw.

Elemente (which for him are equivalent); this mixture can be simple (hot, cold,

%6 Harig 1974 pp. 38—44.
57 Harig 1974 pp. 45-46 with references.
58 Harig 1974 pp. 4647 with references.
5 Harig 1974 pp. 48 with references.
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dry, and wet mixtures) composite (hot and dry, hot and wet, cold and dry, cold
and wet) or well-mixed (the good mixture, in which none of the qualities
prevails).®® This mixture, as the Hippocratic physicians had pointed out, can be
influenced by external and internal factors such as gender, age, location and
climate, and customs: when the mixture is in equilibrium the individual is
healthy, whereas when this internal balance is disrupted the body suffers and
diseases and pains arise within it.°!

In contrast to Harig, whose account of Galen’s elemental mixture was
instrumental for treating the medical aspects connected to his theory of mixture,
Paul Moraux devoted his work on Galen to philosophical topics and hence also
to Galen’s elementary physics. In 1984 the second volume of his magisterial
work, entitled Der Aristotelismus bei den Griechen von Andronikos bis
Alexander von Aphrodisias was published, dedicated to the Aristotelianism in
the 1% and 2" centuries CE. The fifth part of the second book of this volume
deals, among others, with Galen’s theories of the primary elements and mixture:
two specific brief sections represent the starting point of our research.

First of all, Moraux underlines that Galen’s Elementenlehre displays
syncretistic tendencies, as he equally attributes it to Hippocrates, Plato, Aristotle,
the Stoics.%? Thus, in Moraux’s view, Galen himself does not regard his theory
of elements as exclusively derived from Aristotle but as an achievement

63 As Moraux notes,

generally reached over time by natural philosophy.
according to Galen the element is “the smallest part of that of which it is an
element” (cf. De elem. sec. Hipp. p. 56.3 De Lacy), as “they are parts which are
primary and simplest by nature and which are no longer capable of being
resolved into other parts” (De elem. sec. Hipp. p. 58.2-3 De Lacy and cf. De
plac. Hipp. et Plat. p. 490.12-13 De Lacy).®* Moreover, Galen distinguishes
between the primary elements and the principles (archai). According to him, in

fact, the primary elements (fire, air, water, and earth) are generated by the

0 Harig 1974 pp. 49-50 with references.
6! Harig 1974 pp. 50-51 with references.
52 Moraux 1984 pp. 299f.; cf. also p. 300 n. 195 for the references.
3 Moraux 1984 p. 300.
% According to Moraux, this definition shows links with Nemesius of Emesa’s definition of
element: “T0 oTo1ETOV TO KOGUIKOV EGTIV PEPOG ELAYLOTOV TOD GLYKPILOTOG THV COUATOV’
(De nat. hom. p. 150 Morani); cf. Moraux 1984 p. 301 n. 205.
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predominance of the corresponding pairs of four primary qualities (hot/cold and
dry/wet) in an underlying substratum, with matter and qualities as the two archai
constituting the primary elements.®> These primary elements, that is, fire, air,
water, and earth, can also be designated using the names of the four qualities,
that is the hot, the cold, the dry, and the wet. For, as Galen claims, hot, cold, dry,
and wet can be said trichos, i.e. in three ways: a) as a quality; b) as an unmixed
body, i.e. the pure element which can be known by abstraction, that is fire, air,
water, and earth, where the primary qualities (hot, cold, dry, and wet) are present
to the extreme degree; and c) as a mixed body (i.e. a body where the quality is
prevalent)®®. Moraux provides us with a very general summary of Galen’s views
and does not analyse or compare them with contemporary parallels such as the
Stoic and the Peripatetic accounts.

The same is true of Moraux’s account of Galen’s theory of mixture. On
the whole, Moraux offers some relevant points for consideration. In the first
place, he points out that Galen’s theory of mixture draws on the Aristotelian
theory but is also affected by Stoic theories of mixture although he does not
explain what exactly Galen has in common with the Stoic and the Peripatetic
accounts.®” Secondly, he also notes that Galen recognizes a difference between
Aristotelians and Stoics a propos the theory of mixture: according to the
Aristotelians, the qualities are involved in the process of mixture, whereas
according to the Stoics the bodies mix, while the qualities are present in a
mixture intact. However, Moraux only sketches this distinction and does not
delve deeper into Galen’s own peculiar position within what we will see is a
great Stoic/Peripatetic controversy®®. For, according to Moraux, it is essential to
underline that in Galen’s view there is a difference between real mixture and a
mere juxtaposition of constituents. In the second case, the ingredients retain their

original composition unchanged. Thus, stones, bricks, or planks remain perfectly

intact as they were before the construction of the house. By contrast, in the real

85 De elem. sec. Hipp. CMG V 1.2 p. 114.16-25; p. 126.1-11 De Lacy; cf. also in Hipp. Nat.
Hom. comment. CMG V 9.1 pp. 17.28-18.15 Mewaldt; cf. Moraux 1984 p. 302 witn n. 207.
Moraux observes that this distinction is surely pregalenic and that Alexander and Eudemus had
already dealt with this topic; cf. Simpl. in Phys. 10.8-24.
8 De elem. sec. Hipp. CMG V 1.2 pp. 114.24-116.5 De Lacy.
7 Moraux 1981a pp. 89-91.
% Moraux 1984 pp. 303-304 cf. infia pp. 86 ff.
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mixture, exemplified by Galen through the image of the tetrapharmakon the
final product acquires new qualitative determinations in comparison to the
original ingredients of the mixture.® For this reason, for example, during the
many intervening qualitative changes the passage from the non-perceptive to the
perceptive can take place (dOvaton yap €v moAraig taig peto&d petoforaic to
téog péhay avdic yevécOar Aevkdv koi 10 Témg Aevkov avdig péhay kol To Vv
avoicOntov avdic aicOntikov):’? a new form has arisen from the many changes
that have occurred. As Moraux observes, it is with this in mind that later in his
Quod animi mores Galen reinterprets Aristotle’s definition of soul as the form
of the body and holds that the capacities of the soul follow the bodily mixtures
of the four primary elements.”! As Moraux stresses, Galen’s view of the soul
seems to rely on contemporary Peripatetic ideas and, more precisely, shows
close similarities with his younger contemporary Alexander of Aphrodisias’
doctrines on the soul.”? Galen’s theory of the soul and its relationship with the
Peripatetic thought of his age have been discussed by previous scholarship’?,
whereas what is still lacking is a more detailed study concerning Galen’s
elementary physics of the mechanism of mixture. In this regard, although
Moraux’s account seems to be on the right track on several points, it proves to
be insufficient as a rather superficial picture emerges insofar as Galen’s model
of mixture takes the shape of an indistinguishable pastiche of syncretistically
Stoic—Peripatetic origins without even mentioning or acknowledging his
medical, or more precisely, Hippocratic background.

We should go beyond Moraux’s account and highlight therefore those
studies that have over time made important contributions to our knowledge of
Galen’s theory of mixture and its relation with earlier and more recent reference

models taken from natural philosophy and medicine.

% De elem. sec. Hipp. CMG V 1.2 p. 70.18 De Lacy. Cf. Moraux 1981a p. 91 and Moraux 1984
p. 304-305. On the example of the tetrapharmakon cf. more infra pp. 100 ff.
0 De elem. sec. Hipp. CMG V 1.2 p. 72.20-22 De Lacy ; cf. Moraux 1984 p. 304.
"I Moraux 1984 pp. 304-305 cf. Quod an. mor. K. IV 774.7-15.
72 Cf. Moraux 1981a pp. 91-92 and Moraux 1984 pp. 304-305.
3 On the correspondences between Galen’s and Alexander’s theories on the soul in antiquity cf.
Michael Ephesius /n Parv. Nat. 134.24-30 Wendland; and in modern scientific literature cf.
Donini 1974, Todd 1977, Moraux 1981a and 1984 pp. 304-305, and, more recently, Tieleman
1996b, Cordonier 2007, Caston 1997 pp. 347-354 and 2012 pp. 9-12.
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Important points regarding Galen’s account of mixture were raised in a
1991 article by Rosa Maria Moreno Rodriguez, which has two scholarly merits.
The first is that it draws a distinction between the Hippocratic and the Galenic
accounts of mixture. Moreno Rodriguez shows that in contrast to the Hippocratic
treatise De natura hominis, Galen did not define the krasis as the mixture of the
four humours but as the mixture of the four primary elemental qualities.”* While
Galen does make use of the four humours of the Hippocratic De natura hominis
in his physio-pathological theories, Moreno Rodriguez stresses that the
Hippocratic four-humour doctrine is just one of the factors playing a role in
Galen’s physio-pathology together with pneuma, innate heat, and the krasis of
the four primary qualities.”> Moreno Rodriguez explains the relation between
humours and elemental qualities in the course of formation and maintenance of
the homoeomerous parts. Whereas on the one hand the four humours present in
the menstrual blood are responsible for the formation of the simple parts of the
embryo during the phase of embryogenesis, on the other hand the primary
qualities enter the body and nourish the homoeomerous parts through the process
of digestion of food and drink, which gives rise to the four humours in the
body.”® According to Moreno Rodriguez, the homoeomerous part assumes a
privileged position insofar as it is to be considered the elemental unity (unidad
estequiologica) of an organic body. For the mixture of primary qualities
determines the proper function (ergon) and properties (hardness, smell, taste and
colour) of the homoeomerous parts and constitutes the substance of the
anhomoeomerous parts (whose accidental properties are position, greatness,
structure, and shape) that in turn constitute the bases of the structure of the whole
organism.”” Moreno Rodriguez’s contribution is extremely important insofar as
it sheds light on the articulation elements—humours—homoeomerous parts. Yet
its major shortcomings lie, on the one hand, in the fact that it does not take into
consideration Galen’s complex contemporary philosophical background (in
brief: which primary elements constitute the basis of the elemental unity, the

Stoic or the Peripatetic?) and, on the other, in the fact that it does not take account

74 Moreno Rodriguez 1991 pp. 92-93.
5 Moreno Rodriguez 1991 p. 93.
76 Moreno Rodriguez 1991 pp. 96-100.
7 Moreno Rodriguez 1991 pp. 100-102.
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of the intimate philosophical significance of this straightforward
physical/physiological articulation elements—humours—homoeomerous parts.”®
In Der Begriff der Physis bei Galen vor dem Hintergrund seiner
Vorgdnger of 2001, Franjo Kovaci¢ deals with important philosophical aspects
of Galen’s conception of nature (in connection with his embryology, physiology,
soul doctrines, and teleology). Kovaci¢ also outlines the basics of Galen physics
and, after an overview of the Platonic, Aristotelian, and Stoic conceptions of
“nature”,”® points out that according to Galen nature is primarily defined as “the
whole substance and the mixture out of the primary elements, hot, cold, dry and
wet” (De temp. p. 104.1-3 H.: “pOow o' 6tav ginm, v OAnv ovciav te Koi
KpAowV AEym TNV €K TOV TPOTOV oTolysimv, Bepprod Kol youypod Koi Enpod kai
vypod”’). To make this concept clearer, he enquires into Galen’s elementary
physics and observes that it is modelled on Aristotle’s since, as in De
generatione et corruptione, the elemental change is due to an exchange of the
qualities within the underlying substratum.®’ Out of the elemental mixture the
homoeomerous parts arise, the perceptible elements or aicOnta ototrysia. They
are formed by the proximate (syneché) elements, the four humours of the
Hippocratic tradition, which are placed in a so-called Zwischenstufe between
primary elements and homoeomerous parts (although Kovaci¢ does not develop,
as Moreno Rodriguez does, the abovementioned physical-physiological
articulation and, more importantly, does not clarify the reason why the
homoeomerous parts would maintain a qualitative composition).®! More
importantly, he points out that, analogously to Aristotle, Galen conceives of a
physical body as a hylomorphic compound of matter and form but, in contrast to
Aristotle, in Galen’s view the form or internal structure of the composite
coincides with the mixture, i.e. the particular ratio, between the primary

elements.%?

8 Vegetti 1994 bridges this gap and underscores that it is adopted because Galen wants to

develop a non-reductionist solidist view of the body which, in contrast to the Alexandrian

anatomists, relies on the simplest and ultimate stoicheia, cf. more infra pp. 127 ff.

7% Kovacié¢ 2001 pp. 92-95 with references.

80 Kovaci¢ 2001 p. 97 with references.

81 Kovaci¢ 2001 pp. 98-99 with references.

82 Kovaci¢ 2001 p. 104 and cf. Quod animi mor. IV K. p. 773. Although Kova&i¢ does not stress

this, we should point out that the mixture is form and essence (that is, substance in the primary
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Along the same lines, in an essay published in 2008 R. J. Hankinson
tackles the topic of Galen’s primary elements and their mixture. Like Moraux,
Hankinson raises some important points: the definition of primary element, the
difference between principles and archai (for which Hankinson refers to
Aristotle, cf. De gen. et corr. 329a27-33), and Galen’s awareness of the
difference between the Aristotelians and the Stoics as regards the efficient cause
of the mechanism of mixture and his preference for the former position (cf. De
elem. sec. Hipp. pp. 136.23—-138.14 De Lacy and De propr. plac. p. 116.5-19
Nutton; cf. De nat. fac. p. 104.2-20 H.). To these points, Hankinson adds some
further observations regarding the relation between primary qualities, primary
elements and humours. First of all, he points out that, like Aristotle (cf. De gen.
et corr. 330a30-331a6), Galen sets each primary element in correspondence
with a couple of primary qualities (water is cold and moist, air moist and hot,
fire hot and dry, earth dry and cold; cf. De elem. sec. Hipp. p. 112.24-116.5 De
Lacy; cf. in Hipp. Nat. Hom. comment. p. 49.26-29 Mewaldt; cf. De plac. Hipp.
et Plat. p. 502.23—5 De Lacy).®® Second, every humour is associated with a
couple of primary qualities, as in Hippocrates De natura hominis: yellow bile is
hot and dry, black bile dry and cold, blood moist and hot, phlegm moist and cold
(Caus. Morb. VII 21-2).3* Third, although the humours are coupled with two
primary qualities each and are assimilated to the primary elements (cf. De plac.
Hipp. et Plat. p. 502.22ff. De Lacy), humours and primary elements are different,
since in contrast with the primary elements the humours do not contain the
primary qualities to the extreme degree (cf. De temp. 1.16—-17 H.).*> Moreover,
like Moreno Rodriguez, Hankinson argues that according to Galen the humours
play a pivotal role in the formation and nourishment of the homoeomerous parts,
as the maternal menstrual blood (which also contains an admixture of the two
biles and phlegm) generates the homoeomerous parts; and in Hankinson's view

in this Galen follows Aristotle (De gen. an. 737b8-739b33).%¢ According to

sense, in the sense of Metaph. VII 11) and, therefore, nature qua essence (in the sense of Metaph.
V 4 1015a).
83 Hankinson 2008a pp. 210-217.
8 This account is different from other passages where Galen associates each humour with a
couple of primary qualities except the blood, which, as he declares in this passage, originated in
a balanced mixture of the primary elements (and corresponding qualities), cf. infrap. 111 n. 271
8 Hankinson 2008a p. 219.
8 Hankinson 2008a p. 218.
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Hankinson, this menstrual blood (which, in Galen’s opinion, is a mixture of
blood, phlegm, and the two biles, each of which is associated with a couple of
primary qualities) is responsible for “the ability to be the matter for structures
quite different in qualitative type”, that is, the homoeomerous parts, which are
defined as hot, cold, dry, and wet.

In parallel with the studies of Kovaci¢ and Hankinson, Philip Van der Eijk
has examined the physiological side of the question and has provided us with an
investigation that links physics and physiology. Here we will mention two
contributions by Van der Eijk: a) a 2010 essay entitled “Von der Natur des
Menschen. Menschenbild und Naturwissenschaft im antiken und
frithchristlichen Denken” and b) an article of 2014 entitled “Galen on the nature
of human beings”. Focussing on the passages mainly taken from De
temperamentis and De foetuum formatione, these two contributions show that in
Galen’s account of human nature there is a marked tendency to recourse to two
antithetic explanatory strategies, one top-down and the other bottom-up. On the
one hand, as Van der Eijk underlines, Galen identifies a unifying formative
principle—a shaping capacity residing in the embryo—which shapes the parts
of the animal in accordance with the soul traits and which is thought of as of a
higher and even divine origin (cf. De temp. pp. 35.17-37.1, 79.6-80.24
Helmreich; De foet. Form. 6). On the other hand, Van der Eijk notices that Galen
displays also a more materialistic tendency and explains physical structures and
physio-pathological processes at work within the human beings in terms of
primary qualities, with their mixtures defined as “states of the body and parts of
the body, constituted by the proportion between the four elementary qualities
hot, cold, dry and wet”. In this Galen would follow Aristotle insofar as he speaks
of a mixture of hot, cold, dry and wet and not of humours.

As we have seen, these contributions recently given by Kovacié,
Hankinson, and Van der Eijk throw light on the Aristotelian background of
Galen’s physics. More recent studies have changed the perspective a little as they
look into the relations between Galen and his contemporary Stoic and Peripatetic

elementary physics.

In the first case, two scholars, Christopher Gill and Véronique Boudon-

Millot, have reconsidered the Stoic background of Galen’s theory of mixture. In
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his most recent study, ‘“Naturalistic Psychology in Galen and Stoicism” (2010),
Gill in fact underlines that Galen shared a so called “high-naturalistic” approach
to reality with the Stoics, conceived as an animated material continuum
teleologically oriented. According to Gill, in this high-naturalistic framework the
Stoic idea of total mixture or 61' SAwv kpdoig fits into Galen’s schema very well.
Like the Stoics, Galen was a continuist and held a theory of primary elements
capable of mutual intertransmutation, which would have been better embodied
by the Stoic notion of total mixture or interpenetration than the Aristotelian
equivalent, Gill claims, insofar as the Stoic and the Galenic accounts created a
link between the total interpenetration and the idea that living things have
inherent vitality and the capacity for more complex functions.®” In her essay “La
notion de mélange dans le pensée médicale de Galien: mixis ou crasis?” (2011),
Boudon-Millot discusses philological and philosophical issues concerning the
theory and terminology of mixture. In this section, we will focus on Boudon-
Millot’s remarks on philosophical themes related to Galen’s theory of mixture,
leaving terminological observations for the next section. First of all, analogously
to Moreno Rodriguez, Boudon-Millot affirms that Galenic medicine is not based
on humoralism and that Galen’s kpdo1ig is not, or is very rarely, a mixture of
humours. Instead it is a mixture of primary qualities®® that is performed by God
or Nature:*® in Galen, kpdicic is a special term that indicates the proportion
between opposite forces (hot/cold, dry/wet) in living bodies,”® where the primary
qualities are not confused with one another but are conserved.’! Furthermore,
Boudon-Millot analyses a passage from Alexander of Aphrodisias’ De mixtione
(De mixt. 216, 14 Bruns = SVF II 473), where Alexander describes the
Chrysippean classification of mixtures. Boudon-Millot draws a comparison
between Galen’s conception of kpdoig and Chrysippus’ total mixture arguing
that Galen’s account of kp@icig may have been influenced by the Stoic theory of
mixture. Boudon-Millot claims that the Galenic and the Stoic kpdoig correspond

to a certain mixture where the ingredients (bodies with corporeal qualities in the

87 Gill 2010, pp. 6477, esp. 76-77. The idea is also present in vestigial form in Gill 2007, p.
93 and 99-100.
88 Boudon-Millot 2011 p. 262.
% Boudon-Millot 2011 p. 268.
%0 Boudon-Millot 2011 p. 265 cf. De temp. p. 1 H.
°! Boudon-Millot 2011 p. 274
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case of the Stoics and qualities alone, according to Galen) fuse together without

qualitative mingling insofar as they are preserved intact in the mixture.®?

Other recent contributions have stressed a close relation between Galen
and Peripatetic elementary physics. Three contributions in particular are of
interest: a) Valérie Cordonier, “Matiére, qualités, mélange. La physique
¢lémentaire d’Aristote chez Galien et Alexander d’Aphrodise”; b) Inna
Kupreeva, “Galen’s Theory of Elements”; c) Jocelyn Groisard, “Galien et
I’alternative médicale”, a chapter of the book Mixis, devoted to the problem of

mixture from Aristotle to Simplicius.

In her 2007 article, Cordonier analyses the evolution of Aristotle’s doctrine
of mixture in Galen and Alexander of Aphrodisias. She first remarks that Galen
relies on the Aristotelian elementary physics of De generatione et corruptione
and thought of hot, cold, dry, and wet as primary qualities undergoing a so-called
alteration or alloiosis according to the whole substance, allowing for both
mixture and substantial generation.93 Now, according to Cordonier, this
conflation can be explained by assuming, not an oversimplification of the
Aristotlelian qualitativist physics of De gen. et corr., but the influence of Stoic
corporealist physics on Galen. For the founder of the school, Zeno, describes the
elemental change or fropé as a mixture that takes place through a change
(metabolé) of the elements into one another happening when a body completely
interpenetrates another (cf. SVF 1 102). Although Cordonier does not consider
Alexander’s criticism of Stoic corporealist physics in his De mixtione in detail,
she postulates the same Stoic influence in Alexander’s commentary on
Aristotle’s De sensu Ch. 3 (cf. In De sens. 63.20—65.3), where Alexander
distinguishes between a juxtaposition of the constituents (parathesis) and mixis,
which gives rise to the intermediate colours and which is described as a total (6t
OAwv) mixture where the constituents “are changed through and through” (6A®v
o' dhwv tpemopévav). As Cordonier remarks (although she does not take into
account the crucial difference between the two physical systems): “Cette

influence cryptée du Portique serait anodine si elle si limitait a une nouveauté

°2 Boudon-Millot 2012 pp. 276-277.
93 Cordonier 2007 pp. 90-93 with references.
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terminologique, mais son impact s’exerce aussi sur la présentation qu’ Alexandre
fait du mélange aristotélicien, en affirmant en toutes lettres que 1’interaction des
qualités réciproquement actives et passives y permet que soit ‘générée une
nouvelle forme, unique, issue des deux ingrédients’ (In De sens. 64.17-25). 1l
est des glissements lexicaux dont I’incidence sur ’évolution des idées est
décisive: la facon dont Alexandre traduit ici la transformation qualitative des
¢léments en termes de génération d’une forme prise en son sens substantiel
marque bien I’aboutissement et le dépassement des réflexions galénique et
stoicienne qui, comme je 1’ai montré, valorisent a I’extréme la fonction

‘générative’ du mélange et de I’altération opérée par lui”.>*

In her 2014 article Inna Kupreeva brings out Galen’s profound polemics
against the Atomists/Corpuscularists and the Pneumatists, and argues that
Galen’s derivation of the primary elements differs considerably from Aristotle’s
in De generatione et corruptione 11 1-4 and De Caelo 1II-1V (which are based
on physical and cosmological arguments concerning the qualitative composition
of the simple bodies or their natural motions). According to Kupreeva, in his
new derivation of the primary elements (which, as we will see, does not exclude
the Aristotelian background of De gen. et corr.), Galen displays an innovative
technique taken from Aristotelian logic. By making recourse to the distinction,
drawn by Aristotle in his Categories, between “being said of a subject”
(synonymous predication) and “being said in a subject” (inherence), Galen
distinguishes between the hot, the cold, the dry, and the wet qua qualities from
the hot, the cold, the dry, and the wet, which by way of inherence can refer to
bodies that have these qualities within them either to the extreme degree (i.e. the
primary element) or “by prevalence” (the homoeomerous bodies). This new
derivation leads to Kupreeva’s second point, which more clearly reveals the
close connection between Galen’s elementary physics and Alexander’s. For
differently from Aristotle, who spoke of elemental qualities as stoicheia, Galen
adopts a hylomorphic analysis of the primary elements that approaches

Alexander’s position insofar as he draws a clear difference between element and

%4 Cordonier 2007 pp. 96-98.
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quality and defines the stoicheia as qualified bodies in which the primary

qualities are present to the extreme degree.”’

While Kupreeva unfolds the later Peripatetic background of Galen’s theory
of elements, Groisard tackles Galen’s theory of mixture of the primary elements.
His recent research sets the stage for novel (although still partial) achievements
in Galen’s elementary physics and theory of mixture. In the first place, Groisard
recognizes the syncretistic formulation of Galen’s theory of mixture: Galen
attributes a Peripatetic theory to Hippocrates by using the Stoic terminology of
the total mixture.”® For he adopts the common part from the Stoic and the
Peripatetic Mischungslehren (attributing it to his predecessor Hippocrates), thus
giving rise to a diachronic philosophical consensus and avoiding taking a
position in their dispute on: i.e. whether it is the qualities or the bodies that
activate the process of mixture (we will see, at any rate, that Galen does not
remain neutral towards this Stoic/Peripatetic debate and instead, in his own
characteristic way, takes an active position that is perfectly in line with his own

epistemological convictions).”’

In fact, as Groisard maintains, the Aristotelian position (the qualitativist
option) is chosen solely because it is more certain than the Stoic one (although
Groisard does not take into account that, throughout his work, Galen refuses and
even ridicules the fulcrum and inner justification of the Stoic theory, i.e. the
bodily interpenetration, as we will see) and it is for this reason that Galen exhibits
amodel of mixture which presents strict resemblances with the Peripatetic model
exemplified by Alexander’s De mixtione: both texts in fact describe the mixture

as a progressive division of particles ending in a final unification.”®

Finally, Groisard makes some observations concerning the reversibility of
the ingredients that have been mixed. Now, since Galen adopts the image of the

tetrapharmakon, (which, as will become clear, in some Stoic sources is used to

95 Kupreeva 2014 pp. 153-196.
% Groisard 2016 pp. 176-178 comments on De nat. fac. K. 11 5.4-17 (= De nat. fac. p. 104.2-15
H.)
7 Groisard 2016 pp. 181182 comments on De meth. med. K. X 16,12-17,2 = SVF 11 411.
%8 Groisard 2016 pp. 182-183 comments on De elem. sec. Hipp. CMG V 1.2 pp. 136.22-138.14
De Lacy and De mixt. 231.12 ff. Bruns.
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exemplify a fusion where the constituents are all dissolved without being mixed
through and through, as in the total mixture) from this Groisard infers that when
it comes to the topic of the reversibility of the elemental constituents, Galen, as
it were, suddenly switches from the Aristotelian to the Stoic Mischungslehre
(and therefore, incoherently, from a qualitativist to a corporealist physics) and
no longer distinguishes between mixture and fusion, because he thinks that the
ingredients are simply destroyed within the mixture, while they give rise to

something else, a new property out of themselves.”

These were the last relevant contributions that come out of Galen’s
elementary physics and, therefore, the starting points of our research, which
closely follows Groisard’s approach, although it expands the research field and
develops a peculiar position that distances the present work from Groisard’s. For
although, as we will see further below, we acknowledge Groisard’s identification
of the similarities between Galen’s and Alexander’s models of mixture as a
progressive division of corpuscles due to a qualitative interaction, therefore
pursuing an innovative and perfectly up-to-date trend, we cannot do this without
stressing some all-important critical points. First of all, Groisard does not
consider the question of Galen’s Hippocratic heritage, i.e. i) how the four-
humour Hippocratic theory dovetails with the Galenic model of mixture; and ii)
what impact the mainly Hippocratic idea of a symmetry of bodily constituents
has on the Galenic account of mixture. Second, Groisard seems to interpret the
Galenic sources so as to reconstruct a somewhat incoherent binary model of
mixture, where the first phase (the progressive division) is in accord with
Peripatetic physics, while the second phase (the reversibility, or better, the lack
of reversibility) is in line with Stoic fusion. By contrast, we will show that by
taking our primary sources into consideration along with a larger sample of
evidence from the Galenic writings, every aspect of Galen’s theory of mixture
(constituents, progressive division, qualitative change, ontological status of the
constituents in the mixture, generation of a tertium quid, and reversibility of the
constituents) can be more coherently embedded into a revisited and rethought

Aristotelian physics. Finally, Groisard does not place Galen’s theory of mixture

9 Groisard 2016 pp. 191-192 comments on De caus. cont. CMG Suppl. Or. II p. 56.14-19
Lyons. Cf. also Groisard 2016 pp. 194-195.
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into a wider medical and philosophical framework. If on the one hand he neglects
the nexuses (and the debate that has arisen) between Galen and contemporary
Pneumatic medicine (which had already developed an idea of good mixture or
eukrasia and a complex system of mixtures), on the other hand he does not relate,
as we will, Galen’s theory of mixture with his own profoundly teleological

world-view regarding both the single individual and the entire cosmos.
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INTRODUCTION — PART II

GALEN’S TERMINOLOGY OF MIXTURE

2.1 Status quaestionis

As we have seen, this thesis is composed of two parts: the first enquires
into Galen’s theory of mixture, while the second focuses on Galen’s terminology
of mixtures. The only specific study on Galen’s terminology of mixtures so far
is the 2011 article, by Véronique Boudon-Millot, ‘La notion de mélange dans la
pensée médicale de Galien: Mixis ou Crasis?’. As Boudon-Millot remarks,
throughout his corpus, Galen makes use of two nouns to render the idea of
mixture, kpaolg and pigc, but because of the particularly high number of
occurrences of the terms within Galen’s work (1519 for kpdoig and 345 for
ui€ic), she restricts her own study to some meaningful examples of the use of
each term.!%

As Boudon-Millot observes, from De temperamentis 1 1 (where Galen
deals with the linguistic usage of the term) we can infer that he defines kpdoig
as a “rapport de force entre les quatre qualités ou I'une d’elles (ou bien deux
d’entre elles dans les temperaments dits composés) est appelée a dominer les
autres”.'°! As a matter of fact, Boudon-Millot declares, kpdoic is constantly
utilized to indicate the mixture of qualities (hot, cold, dry, and wet) brought
about by God or nature in living bodies; and it preserves the meaning, already
attested in Homeric Greek, of “mélanger pour tempérer”.'°2 Moreover, Boudon-

Millot is convinced that the Stoic terminology and notion of total mixture (St

100 Boudon-Millot 2011 p. 262 and p. 266
101 Boudon-Millot 2011 p. 265, comments on De temp. 11 (=p. 1.1 H.)
102 Boudon-Millot 2011 pp. 266-267.
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oAwv kpaoig) deeply influenced Galen’s usage of the term and notion of
kpdog. 13

With regard to the term pifig, in commenting on some examples of
Galen’s usage, Boudon-Millot affirms that his notion of pnigig does not refer to
the mixture in living beings but has the more narrow designation of a mixture of
inanimate substances (fire, air, water, and earth).!%* This type of mixture is the
only kind that can be brought about by human beings and coincides with a
juxtaposition of constituents or mapddeoic. | However, this type of mixture does
not remain a pure juxtaposition: the substances end up fusing together (here
Boudon-Millot points to a correspondence between the Galenic usage of pi&ig
and the Stoic c¥yyvoic!?), and for this reason Galen privileges the term piéic in
pharmacological applications: by means of the piéic of various ingredients, it is
possible to produce a new substance, a medicament.'?” Moreover, Galen’s use
of the term pi&ig remains connected with the meanings of peiyvop conveying
the image of the sexual union,'® but indicates in a more technical manner the
mixture of two substance (the male and female seeds), bringing about the

generation of a new being. %

2.2 Methodology

Boudon-Millot’s study, although it stands alone, has evident limitations.
First of all, she does not accurately examine Galen’s terminology in relation to
the original meaning, reconstructed through an etymological investigation, of
kpdolg and piglc. Second, she establishes a terminological and conceptual
correspondence between Galen’s use of kpdoiwg and pi&ic and the Stoic,

specifically Chrysippean, classification of mixtures without taking the

103 Boudon-Millot 2012 pp. 276-277.

104 Boudon-Millot 2011 p. 268.

195 Boudon-Millot 2011 pp. 268269, comments on De temp. 19 (= p. 32.51f. H.)

16 Boudon-Millot 2011 p. 276-277.

197 Boudon-Millot 2011 pp. 270-272.

198 Boudon-Millot 2011 pp. 272-273, comments on in Hipp. Nat. Hom. comment. CMG V 9.1

p. 170.8ff. Mewaldt.

199 Boudon-Millot 2011 pp. 273-273, comments on De sem. CMG V 3.1 p. 90.21 ff. De Lacy.
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fundamentals of Galen’s (Peripatetic) elementary physics or his Hippocratic
background into account. Finally, she does not identify the multiplicity of
meanings that, as we will see later on, kpdoig acquires in different contexts.

In this thesis, I will proceed in the following way. First of all, I will give
an overview of the meanings that the etymological and Ancient Greek lexicons
attribute to xpdoiwg and pi€ig in order to understand the situation from a
lexicographic standpoint. Second, since — as we will see later on — Ancient
(etymological and not) lexicons do not arrive at a univocal solution, I will
examine the original meaning of the roots of kpdcic and pi&ic by summarizing
the research of Elio Montanari, who addresses the issue in a 1979 monograph,
Kpdoig e uiig: un itinerario semantico e filosofico. Third, I will connect these
original meanings both with the terminologies of the theoretical models Galen
seems to reference (the Hippocratic, the Aristotelian and Peripatetic, and the
Stoic, regarding the ways in which their terminologies have already been
investigated by the secondary literature) and with Galen’s own usage of kpdoig
and pigig. Since it is not possible for a doctoral thesis to deal with all the
occurrences of kpdoig and pi&ig in Galen’s corpus, I limit myself to analysing

only the occurrences that occur in our primary sources (see above).

2.3 Research objectives

I will pursue four research objectives in this thesis:

a) The first is to bring to light Galen’s usage of the terms kpdocig and pi&ic,
words which (as we will see in the third chapter) can indicate either a process
of mixture or a state resulting from the process; by working on the basis of
the occurrences I found in my primary sources and by supporting my claims
through examples extracted from the entire Galenic corpus, I will investigate
which meanings each term acquires in Galen’s work relating to the mixture
of primary elements.

b) The second research goal is to understand if and in what way Galen uses the
terms kpdoig and pigig differently, and in what sense the difference between

kpdolg and pigig would dovetail with Galen’s theoretical model of the
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d)

mixture of primary elements, which, as I will demonstrate, strictly depends
on the contemporary Peripatetic model.

Moreover, in my terminological study of Galen’s notions of kpdcig and pi&ig,
I would like to understand the relation between Galen’s usage of the term
and the original meanings of these word-families (i.e. the basic set of
meanings of these two word-families, kepdvvopt and petyvopr) in the form
that they have been investigated in the secondary literature, especially by
Montanari.

Finally, I will also try to explain the relation between Galen’s own
terminology and those of other major theoretical models in which he was
interested (the Hippocratic, the Aristotelian/Peripatetic, the Stoic) in order to
understand how each influenced Galen and contributed to shaping his

scientific lexicon of mixture.
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Chapter I

Between Stoicism and the Peripatetic tradition. Galen’s theory of the mixture

of primary elements.

1 Galen’s theory of the mixture of primary elements against the background of

the Stoic/Peripatetic controversy.

A very useful text for starting an enquiry on Galen’s account of the mixture
of primary elements is the treatise De mixtione by the Peripatetic Alexander of

Aphrodisias, Galen’s (slightly younger) contemporary,''* insofar as this writing

9According to the traditional dates, Galen was born in 129 and died circa 199 (source: Suda);
cf. Fazzo 2002 n. 1. However, according to Nutton it would be possible to postpone his death to
the beginning of the 3rd century, on the basis of three main arguments: a) a passage preserved
by an Arabic mediaeval author, as-Sijistani, reporting Alexander’s critiques of Galen's
agnosticism; b) the chronology of Galen’s later writings that have to be placed in the Severan
period—Nutton argues that the impressive amount of tracts from this phase could not have been
completed by the traditional date of death; c) the authenticity of the work De theriaca ad
Pisonem, which recounts an accident that befell the son of Piso during a performance of the
Lusus Troiae dated to 204 CE; cf. Nutton 1995 pp. 30 ff.. Cf. also, more recently, Fazzo who
reports that some medieval Arabic sources state that Galen and Alexander met in Rome; Fazzo
2002 p. 111 n. 2. As for Alexander, we know that Alexander’s De fato is dedicated to the
emperors Septimius Severus and Caracalla (who reigned jointly between 197 and 211).
However, as Todd argues, since Geta was created Augustus in 209 but not mentioned by
Alexander in De fato, it seems feasible that Alexander was appointed as holder of the chair in
Peripatetic philosophy between 198 and 209 (although it is not known whether Alexander taught
in Athens or not; cf. Sharples 1987 p. 1177 and n. 3; on this cf. also Todd, who is instead inclined
to think that Alexander taught in Athens—1976 p. 1 n. 1); on this cf. Todd 1976 p. 1 n. 2.
Therefore, chronologically, such an encounter might have indeed happened (even before 198),
although there are two objective elements that might jeopardize such a claim. On the one hand
Galen never explicitly refers to Alexander of Aphrodisias, although he does mention an
Alexander of Damascus (On prognosis K. XIV 627.3—628.4) who is said to be holder of the
Peripatetic chair in Athens (/nquiries into Anatomy K. 11 218), cf. Todd 1976 p. 6 n. 29, and
whom an Arabic author, al Mubassir, mistakes for Alexander of Aphrodisias and calls
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gives us an interesting view of the contemporary debate concerning theories of
matter in Antiquity and provides us with a clear and historically framed picture
of models of mixture and related issues in Galen’s time. For this reason, it can
work as a valuable reference point from which to compare Galen’s own account
to others of his time, and to understand and elucidate this comparison as clearly
as possible.

In the opening chapter of his De mixtione, Alexander declares that theories
of mixture depend on theories of matter, and the latter can be subdivided into
atomistic and continuum theories.'!! In the case of atomistic theories, Alexander
attributes an account of mixture to Democritus and to some extent to Epicurus,
whose theories he briefly brings into focus!!'? and then explicitly criticizes.!!?
Alexander claims that this mixture is a mere appearance and sensory illusion; he
describes it as a mere juxtaposition of atoms placed next to one another (and in

fact in the case of Democritus, Alexander calls it kpdioig katd mapddeoty).

“Alexander of Aphrodisias of Damascus”; cf. Fazzo 2002 p. 116 n. 20. Cf. Todd 1976 pp. 4-11
and n. 29 for an account of Alexander of Damascus, with references. On the other hand, it is
incontrovertible that Alexander of Aphrodisias knew of Galen, but he quotes him among other
philosophers (such as Plato and Aristotle), and hence already as an auctoritas to which to appeal;
this suggests distance—also temporally; cf. Alex. In Top. 549.24 Wallies. What seems ultimately
more plausible in this regard is that as Galen and Alexander lived in the same period, and shared
and displayed the same Peripatetic tendencies in their writings, although Galen eclectically
combines the study of Peripatetic philosophy with many other philosophical inputs, as we will
shortly see. Moreover, in this regard it has to be noted that, as far as we can gather from Greek
and Arabic sources, they knew the same Peripatetic teachers, such as Aspasius (under one of
whose students, probably Eudemus of Pergamum, Galen studied; cf. Moraux 1984 p. 687 n. 1),
Herminus (contra Fazzo 2002 pp. 116—117), and Aristotle of Mytilen (cf. Todd 1976 p. 3 and
pp- 11-12, with references, cf. also Rescher and Marmura 1965 p. 1 and p. 12 n. 5, cf. Sharples
1987 pp. 1177-8 and n. 8 and 9 with references). For an updated and well-documented overview
of the extant Greek and the Arabic sources at our disposal, cf. Fazzo 2002. On the basis of her
reading of these sources Fazzo sceptically questions the orientation recently adopted by some
scholars to interpret the Greek sources through the polemic, in Fazzo’s view more legendary
than real, between Alexander of Aphrodisias and Galen, reported by some surviving mediaeval
Arabic sources; cf. Fazzo 2002 p. 111ff.
"' De mixt. 213.13 ff. Bruns. More precisely, Alexander distinguishes between those who say
that matter is unified (corresponding to the Stoic and the Peripatetic schools) and those who say
that it is divided and discrete (00 yap pdvov dmvéxOnoav mpog dAAAOVG Ttepl TOoDdE TOD
d0ypatog ol piov YAy vmokeichot mhot Tolg &V YeVEGEL GOUACLY AEYOVTEG TPOG TOVG €K
SIWPICUEVOV TE KO KEYOPIGUEVOV COUATOV TOODVTOG AOTHV).
12 De mixt. 214.16-215.8 Bruns.
3 De mixt. 215.8-216.1 Bruns.
114 As Todd 1976 p. 184 and Groisard 2013 p. 56 aptly observe, this “Democritean theory” (De
mixt. 214,18-28 Bruns = D.-K. 68A 64) reconstructed by Alexander seems to be a reference to
the first model of mixture, with its juxtaposition of constituents escaping the sense-perception,
rejected by Aristotle in De gen. et corr. 1 10 328a8—-16. However, as Todd notes ad loc., there is
no good evidence for attributing the theory of a kpdocic kotd mapdbecwv to Democritus. As
regards Epicurus, Alexander claims that the difference seems to be that according to Epicurus
the mixture does not occur through a simple juxtaposition of corpuscles but after a reduction of
46



However, while in this writing Alexander quotes and overtly attacks both
Democritean and Epicurean atomism, he actually dedicates much more attention
to two rival schools, the Stoics and his own Peripatetic school.!!?

On the one hand, as leading proponents of a continuum theory of matter,
the two schools are united in their rejection of any form of atomism and the
conviction that matter is entirely unified, continuously sub-divisible, and
underlying everything that comes to be. Furthermore, both their elemental
systems—albeit formulated differently—descend from and consist of the four
intertransmutable Aristotelian “elements” (fire, air, water, and earth, although in

the Aristotelian thinking they are more correctly labelled as “simple bodies™),!!

undergoing processes of mixture.

the latter to the elements producing them (De mixt. 214.28-215.8 Bruns = U290). This process
of reduction of the constituents to the elements is called by Alexander avoctoyginoig (De mixt.
215.20 Bruns).

115 Alexander’s De mixtione is characterized, like his other monographs, by a tripartite structure:
enunciation of the topic, a pars destruens that is a polemic section of criticism of other heterodox
philosophical accounts relating to a given issue, and finally a pars construens coinciding with
the exposition of Aristotle’s doctrine on a particular subject matter. Alexander’s De mixtione
fully respects this schema. For Alexander dedicates Chapters one and two to the exposition of
the topic of mixture and the debate concerning theories of matter in Antiquity, the Chapters three
to twelve to description and refutation of the Stoic account, and Chapters thirteen to fifteen to
the exegesis of Aristotle’s model. In addition, it presents a sort of polemic appendix against the
Stoic account of growth (Ch. 16). On the structure of De mixtione cf. Groisard 2013 pp. 17-20.

116 The origins of both the elemental systems, their association with the primary qualities, and
reciprocal relations are difficult to track down. In the fifth century, Empedocles, together with
the other Early Pluralists (Anaxagoras and the Atomists), exemplifies the growing conviction
that a single underlying substance, such as were water, air, fire, or some "indefinite" principle,
would not have been sufficient to explain the way in which natural objects and living beings can
come to be out of the combination of the elemental substances. In contrast to his contemporaries
(who proposed, respectively, the Everything-in-Everything theory and the atomistic solution),
Empedocles was convinced that everything is composed out of four material elements moved by
two opposing forces, Love and Strife, i.e. aggregation and separation (cf. D.-K. B 17, B 71 and
alibi). These elements, which Empedocles calls more precisely “roots” (rizomata), are identified
with fire, air, earth, and water. As regards the four primary qualities, as Lloyd points out (cf.
Lloyd 1964 p. 100), the first extant physical theory where hot, cold, dry, and wet are regarded as
the ultimate cosmic constituents is the Hippocratic De natura hominis. As Rashed underscores,
this Hippocratic treatise and De victu (where fire and water are associated with the four qualities)
are at the root of Aristotle’s qualitativism of De generatione et corruptione. For in this
Aristotelian treatise each primary element, coming from the quadripartite Empedoclean system,
is associated with two primary qualities (De gen. et corr. 330b3-5: fire is hot and cold, air is
moist and hot, water is cold and moist, earth is dry and cold); cf. Rashed 2005 pp. 24-26; cf. also
Vizgin 1980, Althoff 1992 p. 12-13 n. 8 and 9, cf. Longrigg 1993 pp. 220-226. Moreover, as
Rashed argues, on close inspection of the text of De gen. et corr., Aristotle seems to reveal that
he is also well acquainted with the theories of Philistion of Locris, the first to draw a connection
between the four Empedoclean primary elements and the four dynameis (cf. fr. 4 Wellmann); cf.
Rashed 2005 pp. 3548, whose activity seems to be posterior to the composition of De natura
hominis (420-400 BCE). For Philistion was active at the court of Dionysius II the Younger in
Syracuse (cf. Ps.-Plato’s Letters 11 314d = fr. 2 Wellmann); cf. Jouanna 2002 pp. 51 n. 4. In
Philistion’s system fire is hot, air cold, water moist, and earth dry; cf. fr. 4 Wellmann. Philistion’s
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However, as clearly emerges from the treatise, the Stoic and the Peripatetic
schools expressed conflicting views regarding both how these primary elements
mix with one another and which place this theory occupies within their
philosophical systems. In this respect, Alexander’s De mixtione and his ferocious
attack on the Stoic theory of total mixture are fundamental for reconstructing
both theories in the way in which they presented themselves to Galen’s eyes. But
it is also fundamental for clearly laying out the related debate which, though
germinated centuries before, flourished to the fullest in Galen’s and Alexander’s
time.

For our purposes, I shall briefly summarize, on the one hand, the Stoic,
and especially the Chrysippean, theory of total mixture together with the
critiques offered by its opponents—principally Alexander—and, on the other
hand, the Peripatetic account issuing from Aristotle. I will integrate pieces of
evidence that we can gather from Alexander’s De mixtione with other extant
sources in order to outline both the Stoic and the Peripatetic theories and place
them within their respective philosophical systems. Afterwards I will deal with
Galen’s theory of the mixture of primary elements more specifically, with a
threefold aim.

In the first place, I will illustrate the peculiar constitutive features of
Galen’s theory of the mixture of primary elements, which, although it is
formulated in very syncretistic terms and has to be understood within its
manifold medico-philosophical milieu, reveals a proper internal coherence.
Therefore, from this perspective my goal will be to unfold the main key issues
relating to the physical process of Galen’s mixture and in this sense I will try to
make clear: 1) what is the exact mechanism of mixture ii1) which ontological

status pertains to the constituents in the mixture and iii) in which relation they

Ur-qualitativism seems to have been a deciding factor also in the development of the Stoic
coupling between primary elements and primary qualities; and it was possibly through the
mediation of Diocles of Carystus (a physician very close to the Peripatetic school), that it was
adopted by the founder of the Stoic school; cf. Longrigg 1975 pp. 227-228. As well as Aristotle’s
primary elements, the Stoic ones are capable of mutual transformation, but between the two
systems there is a fundamental difference. While Aristotle’s primary elements turn into one
another because of an exchange of two of the qualities within the underlying substratum, the
Stoic elements transform into one another through a change in density and volume cf. Hahm
1985 pp. 42—43. This difference is very clearly spelled out by Galen in De nat. fac. pp. 106.4—
107.7 H. (= SVF 11 406); cf. Hahm 1985 p. 48 with n. 34.
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stand to each other while mixed, iv) what the final outcome of the mixture is,
and v) to what extent in Galen’s account the process of mixture is reversible.

In the second place, while dealing with Galen’s account I will pari passu
relate it to the above mentioned contemporary Stoic/Peripatetic controversy in
order to show in which terms and to what extent Galen, as well as his
predecessors and contemporaries, took an active part in this debate, preserving
his own ideals of anti-dogmatism and faithfully sticking to his own criteria of
truth and to his epistemological outlook.

Finally, my aim will be to bring to light some clues that can lead us to
establish a linkage between Galen and the contemporary Peripatetic account of
mixture as opposed to the Stoic model of mixture, although, as we have seen,
most recently it has been argued that there might be analogies between the

Galenic and the Stoic theory of total mixture!!’

. As we will shortly see, these
analogies seem to me to hold only up to a point, whereas, as it will be shown,
there are much more cogent reasons to think that the Peripatetic account together
with some due integrations from Galen’s Hippocratic background would better

fit into Galen’s own medical and philosophical system.

1.1 The Stoic theory of 61’6 wv kpdoig (total mixture) from Zeno to Chrysippus.

Textual evidence, aim and justification of the theory.

The Stoic idea of total mixture (6Awv ot' AV Kpacig), whose roots can be
traced back to the founder of the school, Zeno,!'® became over time one of the
linchpins of Stoic physics and metaphysics, especially with the third head of the
Stoic school, Chrysippus.

Here I will give an overview of the textual evidence that we have for Zeno
and Cleanthes, and then I will discuss the Chrysippean formulation in more

detail. In analysing the sources, my focus will be to explain i) the modality of

17 Cf. Intr. I pp. 291,
118 Regarding Zeno’s account of mixture, cf. Mansfeld 1982 and 1983. See SVF 1102 and 1 92.
Mansfeld explicitly rejects Todd’s view that Zeno did not formulate a theory of total mixture;
see Mansfeld 1983, p. 306 n. 1. Cf. Todd 1976 p. 30 n. 44. More recently, Collette-Duci¢ and
Delcomminette have reaffirmed the Zenonian origins of the Stoic theory (Collette-Duci¢ and
Delcomminette 2006 pp. 5—-6 with nn. 1, 2, and 3).
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the mixture, ii) the elements of both continuity and innovation of the
Chrysippean model in relation to the previous Stoic accounts, iii) the aim and
justification of the theory, and iv) critiques made against it in Antiquity, from
the earliest criticism offered by the Academic Arcesilaus to Alexander of
Aphrodisias (which also entails a comparison with the Peripatetic model of
mixture).

The textual evidence at our disposal for Zeno’s and Cleanthes’ accounts is
scant. As we can gather from the extant sources, Zeno’s notion of mixture
appears to be linked to the generation of the cosmos, that is, the generation of
the primary elements and living beings within it (SVF 1 102).

In the first section of SVF I 102, which is part of Arius Didymus fr. 38 and
reported in Stobaeus 1.17, a chapter entitled “On mixture and blending” (ITepi
niCemg xoi kpdoewg), we have—integrated into a doxographical report—a
verbatim (dwoppndnv) report of Zeno’s account of cosmogony. Zeno describes
the cosmogony at the beginning of a new cosmic cycle when the elements change
(the term used is tpomn) into one another: from fire comes to be water through
air, then a portion of this water turns into earth by condensation and another
portion into air through vaporization, and then a part of this latter changes into
fire again through a process of rarefaction. Afterwards he adds: “tnv o0& pi&w [p.
secl. von Arnim; p. <koi> Diels] kpdowv yiyveoBaut tfj ig GAAN o TGV oTOYYKEIOV
HeTAPOAT cdpoTOg dBAov S1' Hhov TIvVOC ETépov dtepyopévov”?. In this section
of the fragment two elements are worth stressing. The first is a rather problematic
connection between mixture and transformation of the elements into one
another; the second is the corporealistic view, which will also be maintained
afterwards as the main characteristic of this theory. For the bodies are said to go
through one another as wholes (copotoc 6iov 61 dhov TWOG £T€POL

JlEPYOUEVOD).

9 SVF I 102 (= Stob. Ecl. 1 17.3 152.19 Wachsmuth = Ar. Did. fr. 38) Zfvovae 8¢ obtog
dmopatvesOon Stapprdnv: TotodV 88 Sefoet elvar &v mep16de v 10D dAov Srakdounctv &k Thg
ovoiog, Otav €k moupog tpomn eig Véwp S Gépog yévmtal, TO pév TL Leictachor Kol YRV
cuvictachot, £k Tod Aowmod 68 1O pev dopévely BOmp, €k 8¢ Tod dtplopévon aépa yiyveshat,
Aemtuvopévov 8¢ 10D aépog tp E&dmtecBat, v 8¢ PiEw [W. secl. von Arnim; p. <koai> Diels]
kpdov yiyveoBar Tf] €ig AANAQ T@V ctoyeimv petafori] copatog dAov o' HA0L TVOG £TEPOV
diepyopévov.
50



The second piece of evidence at our disposal is the second part of SVF I
102, a cosmological report by Diogenes Laertius (VII 135-136 = SVF 1 102 p.
28.22-29 and VII 142 = SVF 1102 p. 28.29-29, 2 = SVF 11 581 p. 180.17-23).
In the first part of Diogenes’ account (VII 135-136) we find a description of the
cosmogony before the creation of the primary elements: at the beginning God
(or intellect, fate, or Zeus) was in himself (kaf' avtov) and changed the entire
substance into water through air. As the seed is embraced in the seminal fluid,
this too (the god), qua spermatikos logos, is left behind as such in the wet,
making the matter adapt to the generation of the things to come next; and so he
gives rise to the four elements first of all, namely fire, water, air, and earth.
Further in the text (VII 142), after describing the action of God on the qualityless
substance or prime matter, leading to the generation of the cosmos, Diogenes
Laertius outlines the Stoic elemental cycle, which seems to correspond closely
to Zeno’s quotation as we find it in Stobaeus, as the fire changes into VypOT™NG
(whereas in Stobaeus and in Diogenes’ previous passage—VII 135-136—we
have “water” Dowp) through air, then a thicker part of this water becomes earth
and another part becomes first air and then fire again, through a process of
rarefaction. Afterwards Diogenes adds that out of the mixture of these

120

elements'?® come to be plants, animals, and the other yévn (gita katd piwv &k

TOVTOV PLTA T€ Kol {Pa Kol T0 GAAa YEvT).

120 One of the most puzzling difficulties of Stoic physics is the coincidence between the different
phases of the cosmogony and the elemental change. For elemental change is also used (together
with the biological image of reproduction and birth and the body—soul relation, cf. Hahm 1977,
pp.- 57 ff.) to explain the origin of the cosmos (for Zeno’s, Cleanthes’, and Chrysippus’
cosmogonies, cf. the basic study by Hahm 1977 esp. pp. 57-82; for Stoic elemental change cf.
Hahm 1985; furthermore, some cosmogonal aspects and the divergences between Cleanthes and
Chrysippus are discussed by Salles 2009a, pp. 118—134, which is however mainly devoted to the
topic of the conflagration or the ending phase of the world-order). In Zeno’s cosmology, there is
a difference between the elemental change leading to the constitution of the world-order and the
real primary elements and it is important to stress this distinction in order to precisely determine
the constituents of Zeno’s mixture. Hahm has pointed out that the real elements come to be from
a pre-elemental stage of pure water, cf. Hahm 1977 p. 57, and indeed in Diogenes Laertius’
cosmological report (VII 135-136) it is said; “In the beginning he (sc. God) was by himself; he
transformed the whole of substance through air into water, and just as in animal generation the
seed has a moist vehicle, so in cosmic moisture God, who is the seminal reason of the universe,
remains behind in the moisture as such an agent, adapting matter to himself with a view to the
next stage of creation. Thereupon he created first of all the four elements, fire, water, air, earth
(elto. dmoyevviv mpdTov Td TécG0po. oTolyein mop, BDéwp, dépa, yijv)” (trans. Hicks). More
recently, Cooper has followed this suggestion and distinguished proto-elements of the
cosmogony from the real primary elements originating from the watery stage; cf. Cooper 2009
pp. 105-107. As Salles also notes, this watery stage is fundamental for Zeno’s theory of
elements; cf. Salles 2013 p. 11 (“Cause et Matiére dans la cosmologie Stoicienne”, paper
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Therefore, we see that the mixture of the four mutually transformable
(corporeal) elements going through one another as wholes is used to account for
the generation of compounded bodies. As Diogenes says afterwards in the same
report, Zeno would have described topics concerning the generation and
corruption of the cosmos (and presumably of the compounded bodies within it)
in his work On the whole or mepi oD dAov. It therefore seems reasonable to think
that Zeno expounded his theory of mixture in this work.

De facto, what we can glean from the texts at our disposal is very little.
We can safely say that Zeno formulated a theory of mixture and that the
constituents of the mixture are the four mutually transformable corporeal
elements, which go through one another in the process. These are two essential
features of the theory that will also be maintained afterwards: the corporealistic
perspective and the connection of mixture with the element theory.'?! Moreover,
it seems reasonable to think that the theory of mixture was treated in a specific
work, On the whole, concerning topics in generation and corruption of the
cosmos, and would have accounted for the generation of every animate and
inanimate being (elto katd PiEV £k T0OTOV LT TE KOd (G0 Kod T GAAG Yévn =

SVF 1 102 = Diog. Laert. VII 142).1%

delivered at the seminar “Causes et Principes de I’ Antiquité au Moyen Age” at the Centre Leon
Robin, Paris, 16th May). In the two accounts (Stobaeus and the second section of Diogenes’
report) describing Zeno’s theory of mixture, however, this distinction between proto-elements
and real elements is not so straightforward, but if Cooper is right in distinguishing two sets of
turning in the Zeno-Chrysippean cosmogony—(i) first set of turning: proto-fire-air-water and
(i1) second set of turning: from the proto-watery stage actual earth is produced, from the same
water the element water is produced, and through rarefaction actual air and fire are produced; cf.
Cooper 2009 pp. 106—107—and since the mixture in both reports is said to be taking place after
the proto-water stage, we can therefore say that in Zeno’s account the primary elements are at
work.

121 Collette-Duci¢ and Delcomminette 2006, p. 6.

122 The gap in the evidence has been bridged by Jaap Mansfeld, who tries to clarify some
obscurities and in the meantime give an overall interpretation of Zeno’s account of mixture. In
the first place, Mansfeld explains the connection between the mixture and mutual transformation
of the elements by postulating the influence of Aristotle’s theory of mixture on Zeno’s. Indeed
the questionable link between mixture and mutual transformation of the primary elements had
already been noted by von Arnim, who in his critical apparatus annotates yiyvesOat-petaoAfy
vix sana,; nam Kpao1g non potest fieri tij €ig GAnka petoforf). Contrary to von Arnim, Mansfeld
says that this textual problem can be solved on the assumption that here Zeno is influenced by
Aristotle. As Mansfeld aptly observes by making reference to De gen. et corr. 11 7-8, Aristotle’s
homoeomerous parts come to be from a mixture in which the primary elements have changed
into one another. As Mansfeld rightly points out, the coming to be of mixed compounds is a
“special case” of the reciprocal transformation of the elements, when the contraries meet one
another half-way; and in his view this would be the point of contact with Zeno’s account, where
the mixture is linked to reciprocal elemental transformation, with the only—albeit
considerable—difference being the corporealistic perspective; cf. Mansfeld 1983 pp. 307-308.
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Cleanthes’ account of mixture can be gathered from a rather obscure report
by Stobaeus Ecl. 1 17.3 p. 153.7 Wachsmuth (= SVF 1497 = Ar. Did. fr. 38)
which is part of his chapter On blending and mixture. In his meticulous analysis
of this passage, Hahm divides Stobaeus’ paraphrase into two sections. The first
section describes a pre-cosmic stage where a first mass of fire undergoes
variations leading to the constitution of the world-order (Siocooueiv).'>* The
second section seems to preserve vague traces of Cleanthes’ doctrine of mixture
and perhaps on the account of this it was added to Stobaeus’ chapter On blending
and mixture. Literally, Stobaeus reports the following statement: “for as all the
parts of a thing grow from the seeds at appointed times, so also the parts of the
whole, among which there are for example animals and plants, grow at the
appointed times; and as certain logoi of the parts, coming together into a seed,
are mixed and separate out again when the parts come to be, so all things come
from one and one is combined from all (kai Gomep TIvEG AOYOL TV PEPDV €lG
OTEPLA. GUVIOVTEC piyvuvtol kol avdig dtokpivoviarl Yvouévev tdv Hepév,
ovtmg & évog te mavto yiveoBor kol €k mavtov &v cuykpiveoBa,) the cycle
proceeding harmoniously on its course”. As Hahm points out, this section

describes an alternation between the one and the many: during the process of

A further confirmation that Zeno was influenced by Aristotle, in Mansfeld’s view, is the
connection between mixture and zoogony (cf. the abovementioned passage from Diog. Laert.
VII 142 = SVF I 102 where the mixture serves as explanatory basis of the generation of animals,
plants, and other genera: katd pi&w £k To0TOV PULTA TE Kol {Da Kol Ta dAda yévn); cf. Mansfeld
1983 p. 310. However, although Mansfeld’s interpretation of Zeno’s account may be one
position to take into account, it seems to be lacking more stable support of textual evidence; and
in any case, if really worked for Zeno, it seemingly did not prove to be appealing for the Stoics
yet to come, such as Chrysippus—as we will shortly see.

123 The first change begins in the middle with a process of sinking (cuvi{ewv), which as Hahm
points out, is often associated in Stoic texts with the formation of earth (SVF I 104; II 569). The
second change seems to correspond to a process of quenching of adjacent parts (gito. T £xopeva
amooBévvucBar 6t 6Aov). Then, as the testimonium reports, all has become wet (Tod 8¢ mavtog
éEuypavBévtog) and this image seems to refer to the second change, from earth to water.
Afterwards the extreme part of fire (which according to Hahm coincides with the part of fire
remaining after earth and water have been formed in the middle region) moves upwards and
starts structuring the cosmos (&pyeoBor dwaxocuelv 10 6Aov). In fact, Hahm confutes this
sequence (fire/earth/water/fire) and argues that it may be due to Stobaeus’ misunderstanding or
to the inaccuracy of his source. According to Hahm’s reconstruction, this sequence in fact
conflicts with the Stoic orthodox account according to which fire turns first into water through
air. This misunderstanding might be due to the fact that Cleanthes heavily reworked Zeno’s
account provided in On the whole, which takes up a single volume, in his On the natural science
of Zeno, given in in two books (SVF I 481), and in the doxographic abridgement there might
have arisen confusions; cf. Hahm 1977 pp. 240-248. Recently Salles has questioned Hahm’s
reconstruction (Salles 2013 pp. 12-14) and is inclined to restore the sequence
fire/earth/water/fire as originally Cleanthean and set in opposition to Zeno’s.
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generation of the world-order the cosmos in fact consists of the four elements,
giving rise to the parts of the whole, whereas in conflagration it consists of only
one element, which absorbs within itself the whole substance (fire, cf. SVF I 98;
11 596; 11 618; 11 626).'?* In this section it seems that it is the spermatikoi logoi
that are mixed and separated out when the parts (of the cosmos, including
animals and plants) come to be. By comparing this account with Zeno’s, we note
that two accounts of mixture are both related to the generation of the cosmos,
including animals and plants. However, whereas in Zeno the mixture is
connected with the elemental transformation and it seems to be a mixture of the
primary elements, in Cleanthes it is the spermatikoi logoi that come together and
mix, and once set apart give rise to the parts of the cosmos. This difference,
however, seems to be only a matter of technical detail, as it is god (who at the
conflagration stage is pure fire, encompassing within it the spermatikoi logoi)
who gives rise to the other elements and then to the multiplicity of the world by
acting on the substance or prime matter (Cf. SVF I 102 =11 580).'% In Cleanthes’
case too, therefore, the mixture is connected to the constitution of the world-
order and the generation of every existing thing in the cosmos.

In the case of Chrysippus we definitely have more evidence from which to

126

reconstruct his theory of total mixture ©°>. We know from two sources that

124 Hahm 1977 pp. 241-242.

125 Further, as Mansfeld notes, in Zeno’s there might also be a connection between mixture and
spermatikoi logoi. In Zeno’s theory of reproduction, in fact (SVF I 128), the male seed is defined
as pneuma in liquid form nvedpa ped' Vypod and as a fragment (dmdonacua) of the soul and is
said to be mixed with the parts of the soul according to the mixture of the logos of the forefathers
(dvBpomov 8¢ oméppa, 6 pedinow 6 Gvlpwmog ped' vLypod, cvykipvachor (Aéyovow) Toic Thg
yoyiig népeot katd prypov tod t@v mpoydévev Adyov). In order to explain Zeno’s description,
Mansfeld links this account of the male seed containing the seminal reason of the forefathers
with the theory of the spermatikoi logoi, that is, divine enmattered seeds that grow progressively
together with the cosmos providing it with their rational structures; cf. SVF I 102 and SVF II
1027. For the relation between the Stoic spermatikoi logoi and theory of reproduction in its
manifold context (with references to the Presocratics, Hippocratic medicine, Plato, and
Aristotle), cf. the accurate study by Hahm 1977, esp. pp. 60-75.

126 As we have no original extant Chrysippean treatise dealing with the subject, our sources fall
into two main types. The first group includes: doxographical reports (Stobaeus Eclogae 1.17.4
153.24 Wachsmuth = Ar. Did. Fr. 28 = SVF 11 471) and testimonies from biographical tradition
(Diogenes Laertius VII 151 = SVF II 479) or summaries of Greek philosophy in religious
writings (Hippolytus Philos. 21 571.23 DDG = SVF 11 469; Philo de conf. ling. 264.23 Wendland
=SVF 11 472). The second group includes philosophical sources which contain the reception and
criticism of the Stoic theory (Galen in Hipp. Nat. Hom. comment. CMG V 9.1 p. 19.4 Mewaldt
= SVF 11 463; Galen De elem. sec. Hipp. CMG V 1.2 p. 136.15 De Lacy= SVF 465; Plutarchus
De comm. not. 1077e, 1078b = SVF 11 465 and 1078¢ = SVF 1II 480; Alexander of Aphrodisias
De mixtione 219.16 Bruns = SVF 11 466; De mixtione 216.1 Bruns = SVF 11 470; De mixtione
216.14 Bruns; De mixtione 221.16 Bruns = SVF 11 474; 226.34 Bruns = SVF 11 475; De mixtione
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Chrysippus dealt with the topic of total mixture in the third book of his Physics
(SVF 1II 479) and in the first book of the Physical Enquiries (SVF 11 480). The
theory of total mixture seems to have been formulated before Chrysippus, as it
was criticized by the Academic sceptic Arcesilaus.'?’ Alexander, however,
attributes this theory directly to Chrysippus and for our purposes it is of
relevance to note that still in the 2" century CE, that is by Galen’s time, this was
still the mainstream theory (SVF 11 473)128,

First of all, differently from his predecessors Zeno and Cleanthes,
Chrysippus seems to have systematized the theory of mixture, as his theory has
been handed down to us embedded in a tripartite classification of mixtures. In
fact, in his De mixtione, Alexander attributes to Chrysippus the classification of
mixture, which apart from the total mixture includes tapdBecic or juxtaposition
by contact of the constituents, such as a heap of grains, and cOyyvoig or fusion,
which occurs through a joint destruction or cOueOapaoig of the constituents and
brings about a new superior quality, such as in the case of the production of
medicaments.'? This is the first element of innovation: the systematization of
the typology of mixtures, since in Zeno and in Cleanthes we do not find any
evidence of such a classification.

As for the total mixture (01" 6Awv kpdoic), according to the evidence at our
disposal, differently from juxtaposition and fusion, a mutual coextension (called
avtimapéxktactg or described by the correspondent verb dvtinapexteivm, cf. SVF

11 471, 11 472, 11 473 11 479)'%° of the ingredients takes place so that they are

213.2 Bruns = SVF 1II 481; Alexander of Aphrodisias Quaest. 11 12 57.9 Bruns = SVF 1I 476;
Alexander of Aphrodisias Mant. 139.30 Bruns = SVF II 477; Simplicius In Aristot. Phys. 530.9
Diels = SVF 11 467; Themistius Paraphr. In Aristot. Phys. IV 1 p. 256 Spengel = SVF I 468;
Plotinus Ennead. 11.7.1 p. 127 Miiller = SVF 11 478).
127 De comm. not. 1078b—c.
128 1t has to be noted that Alexander refers to a diversity of opinions within the Stoic school as
regards the theory of total mixture. Although Chrysippus’ theory would have had the best
reputation, according to Alexander, other later Stoics were influenced by Aristotle’s views on
the theory of mixture; Alexander explicitly makes mention of Sosigenes, a student of Antipater
(cf. De mixt. 216.4—13 Bruns); cf. Groisard 2013 pp. 58-60
129 Apart from SVF 11 473 (= De mixt. 216.14 ff. Bruns) also Arius Didymus (SFV 11 471 = Ar.
Did. Fr. 28) attributes this classification to Chrysippus; cf. also the unattributed classifications
present in SVF II 472 (Philo De conf. ling. 264.23 ff. Wendland) and An. Lond. XIV 16-23
Manetti. On Chrysippus’ terminology cf. ch. III pp. 213 ff.
130 As Todd explains, the verb dvtimapekteivo is used in ancient Greek texts to describe a process
of coextension and it is applied to the movement of the cavalry extending in line with a wall; or
more conceptually, it is said of a point extending and becoming equal to a line. The concept is
also applied in theological contexts, for example Greg. Naz. Or. 43 p. 852e, which refers to a
human évtmapéktacig towards God; cf. Todd p. 32 n. 53 for further references. Todd’s point is
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preserved in their own substance and qualities'®! and at the same time their
volumes completely and mutually coextend with one another: practically
speaking, the final result is that the two bodies will coexist in the same place'.

The peculiarity of this mechanism of mutual coextension of the ingredient
volumes is that it could also account for mixtures between bodies unequal in
bulk. For according to the Stoics, this process would allow a body small in bulk
to mix with another far greater. No matter how small a body is, through this
process its volume will come to be coextensive with the other and every part of
it will be present in the blend without increasing the overall volume.!** This
borderline case is well described by the paradox of the drop of wine mixing with
the entire sea. For if it is possible, as Chrysppus says, that “there is nothing to
prevent a single drop of wine blending with the sea”, then “in the blending the
drop will extend through the whole universe.”!** This Chrysippean paradox

explicitly breaches one of Aristotle’s requisites of mixture, i.e. equilibrium

to stress the coextension of a small entity with a greater one. However, although this is a
distinctive feature of the coextension, Long and Sedley point out that that is just one possibility
and that the mechanism could account also for the mixture of bodies relatively equal in bulk; cf.
Long and Sedley 1987 p. 293. Many sources in fact express this phenomenon by recourse to the
expression “body going through the body” (c®pa yopelv o0 copatog) (SVF 11 469, 11 468, 11
465), which points to the reciprocity of the process. However, Todd rejects this expression as
un-Stoic insofar as it is absent in the primary sources (what he refers to as primary sources, i.c.
fragments with verbatim quotations); cf. Todd 1976 p. 74. Most recently, as well as Long and
Sedley, Collette-Duci¢ and Delcomminette have reaffirmed the reciprocity of the process of
coextension on the basis of their reading of the texts, cf. Collette-Duci¢ and Delcomminette 2006
pp- 32-33. As Todd notes, in one case the process of coextension is associated with fusion (SVF
11 472), but it seems to be a misunderstanding of the theory: Todd 1976 p. 51 n. 128 and pp. 56—
57 and n. 143.
BUCf. De mixt. 216.26-28 Bruns; Todd 1976, p. 33. Moreover, in Stob. Ecl. 1.17.4 155.3
Wachsmuth (SVF II 471 part), the qualities of each of the constituents of total mixture are said
to ovvekeaivesBor, “to show forth together”. Cf. also Philo De conf. ling. 264.23 Wendland (=
SVF 1II 472). The example given by both is that of a sponge soaked in olive oil, by means of
which the original water and wine can be recovered from the mixture.
132 SVF 11 465, 11 466, 11468, 11475, 11476, 11477, 11 481.
133 As we can infer from Alexander’s criticism in De mixt. 219.9—14 Bruns, “if they deny that
bodies receive one another in this way, but say that insofar as they are full they go through one
another, one might first inquire why any given body does not contribute to an increase in the size
of a similar body in all dimensions; for by such a mutual composition quanta make their
compound greater than each of the components” (trans. Todd). However, as Collette-Duci¢ and
Delcomminette perceptively note, sometimes the mixture does produce an increase in the
volume, cf. the example of incense and of fire (De mixt. 220.16—18 Bruns). Cf. also Plotinus’
report according to which the Stoics uphold that in the majority of cases there is no increase in
volume (and therefore not in all cases), cf. SVF 11 478 and cf. Collette-Duci¢ and Delcomminette
2006 p. 52. This point is also made by Nolan 2006 pp. 169-170.
134 Two fragments explicitly attribute this paradox to Chrysppus: Plutarch de comm. not. 1078¢
(= SVF 1I 480) and Diogenes Laertius VII 151 (= SVF II 479); cf. also Alexander’s De mixt.
217.31-32 Bruns.
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between the constituents. In his De generatione et corruptione (1 10 328 a 23—
31), Aristotle gives the very same example as we find in Chrysippus, namely the
mixture of wine and water, but he clearly spells out that the mixture of a drop of
wine with a large amount of water is not a proper mixture, but only an increase
of the dominant body, because the drop of wine loses its €id0g and turns into the
whole water (o0 motel piv, GAA' adénotv tod Kpatodvtog: petafdAiet yop
0dtepov gic 10 Kpatodv, olov oTokaypdg otvov pvpiorg yoedow Hdotog od
piyvotar Aveton yop tO £160¢ Koi peTaPIALEL £iC TO Tdv HIWP).

Be it a polemic answer to Aristotle or not, as it has been argued,'*> this
Stoic paradox expresses in a nutshell the Chrysippean adjustment of the theory
of total mixture to the idea of interpenetration between pneuma and matter. For
by accounting for a mixture between bodies unequal in bulk, it would clearly
have been very suitable to explain how the rare, light, and tenuous pneuma can
totally pervade far greater portions of water and earth.'*¢ For according to Todd,
it is highly likely that Chrysippus first adopted the theory of total mixture in
order to illustrate the relation between pneuma and passive matter and more
precisely pneuma’s motion through matter. '3’

In Todd’s view, this theory is only an analogical and fictive example used
by Chrysippus in order to illustrate the relation between pneuma, which in turn
is a mixture of the active elements, fire and air, and passive matter, constituted

by the passive elements (water and earth cf. SVF II 418). For differently from

135 According to Pohlenz (1947 1I vol. p. 42), in this Chrysippean claim there is proof that the
Stoa knew Aristotle’s school-works. Replying to Pohlenz, Sandbach affirms that there is no room
for thinking that Chrysippus would have explicitly referred to Aristotle’s account of mixture in
De gen. et corr., as there is no evidence that the early Stoics were familiar with Aristotle’s
writings. As Sandbach says, the mixture of wine and water may have been just a common
example, as it was an “everyday event in Greece”, cf. Sandbach 1985 pp. 33—34. Cf. Sorabji
1988a pp. 80-81.
136 Cf. Sambursky 1959 p. 15; Long and Sedley 1987 p. 293.
137 Todd 1976 pp. 29-73. The connection between the theory of total mixture and the
interpenetration of pneuma and matter clearly appears in the following passage from De
mixtione, which also makes clear that the theory of total mixture is at the very core of the entire
Chrysippean philosophical system (De mixt. 224.32-225.9 Bruns): “Entering the argument at
this point one might reasonably challenge them with also claiming the existence of two universal
principles, matter and God, of which the latter is active, the former passive; and with saying that
God is mixed with matter and pervades the whole of it, in this way shaping and forming it and
creating the universe. For if God is on their view body—an intelligent and eternal pneuma—and
matter is body first there will again be body going through the body; then this pneuma will
certainly be either one of the four uncompounded bodies which they say are also elements, or a
compound of them (as of course they themselves say; for they certainly suppose that pneuma has
the substance of air and fire)” (transl. Todd).
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the physical systems of Zeno and Cleanthes, which were based on a designing

fire releasing the vital power of heat,!*

and probably following new medical
tendencies (such as those represented by the physician Praxagoras of Cos),'*’
Chrysippus put much more emphasis on the concept of pneuma, which he
conceived as a mixture of fire and air (SVF 11 841, 310, 442, 786 and cf. Galen
Quod animi mor. IV K. 784.7-12) and both as physical principle (insofar as it
was the main vehicle of the psychic functions and the sustaining cause of the
cosmos) and as metaphysical entity (since it coincides with the corporeal divine
principle permeating matter cf. SVF 11 1033, 1035, 1037, 1047).

But how can the pneuma mix with the matter so as to completely pervade
it? That is to say, how does this process of coextension or dvtimapéktacig work?
And if according to the Stoics two or more bodies coextend with each other so
as to interpenetrate, would that also mean that these bodies coexist in the same
place? And if so, how may this concretely occur?

Many scholars have endeavored to explain the coexistence of two bodies

in the same place through antiparektasis, proposing different solutions,'*’ but I

138 It must be underlined that Chrysippus was not the first Stoic to use the notion of pneuma. For
Zeno had already defined the soul as mvedpa &vBeppov (cf. SVF I 135 = Diog. Laert. VII 135).
In defining the soul as pneuma, Cleanthes followed Zeno (cf. SVF 1 521 and 525), but he seems
to have stressed the role of heat in the psychic functions of the soul; moreover, he is the first to
make use of the term mvedpa in order to define the world-soul (cf. SVF I 533; Verbeke 1987 p.
55); but in his cosmology it is also heat that is the cause of all the functions of the world-soul
and its sustaining cause; cf. LS 47 C (= Cic. De nat. deor. 11 23.5-28.30), the connection between
soul, heat, and the sustaining principle of the world is evident from this section: “therefore, every
living being, whether animal or vegetable, is alive on the account of the heat enclosed within it.
From this it must be understood that the element heat has within itself a vital power which
pervades the whole world. We shall recognize this more readily from a more detailed account of
this all-penetrating fieriness in its entirety. All parts of the world (I shall speak only of the
greatest) are supported and maintained by heat [...] therefore the world must be god, and all the
power of the world must be sustained by a divine element (deum esse mundum omnemque vim
mundi natura divina contineri)”); cf. also SVF 1 534. In assigning heat this primary role both in
the psychic and cosmic domain, Cleanthes might have followed Zeno (Cf. SVF I 120); however
he introduced the concept of fonos for the first time, which is assigned to fire, as it is defined as
a blow of fire (mAnyr mopog 6 t6vog €oti; cf. SVF I 563. Cleanthes’ idea of tonos seems to be
more closely related to the image of plucking the chords of a musical instrument in order to
produce harmony; SVF I 502 cf. 503 cf. Hahm 1977 esp. pp. 153-155).

139 Cf. Hahm for an account of the influence on Chrysippus of contemporary medical ideas
relating to pneuma as the main agent of psychic activities (with reference to Praxagoras, but also
to the Alexandrian medicine of Herophilus of Chalcedon and Erasistratus of Ceos), Hahm 1977
pp. 160 ff.

140 Sorabji (1988b pp. 50-51) suggests that the paradox of two bodies existing in the same place
can be explained by recourse to Stoic reductionism. According to the Stoic theory of the four
categories, it is possible to distinguish a) matter, b) qualified matter, c) disposed qualified matter,
and d) relatively disposed matter. On this cf. Menn 1999 (for an account of the gradual
development of the Stoic theory of the categories from Zeno through Chrysippus, see esp. pp.
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think the notion of total interpenetration between pneuma and passive matter can
be more easily envisioned if we describe the way in which pneuma moves
through matter. For although, as we have seen, Todd’s interpretation establishes
a firmer link between the process of avtimapéktacig and Chrysippus’ notion of
pneuma, it does not make clear sow the pneuma moves through matter and what
consequences pneuma’s motion through the matter has. Fortunately, further
studies have attempted to close this interpretative gap from two different
perspectives, which I will try to unify here, as they appear to be complementary.

The pneuma has fonos and moves through a tensile motion (tovikn
xivnoic) conceived as a force able to go through matter'#! and endowed with the
capacity of changing the density of matter.'*> Pneuma can in fact be regarded as
a factor responsible for the phenomena of contraction and expansion of matter

where it is the degree of density and the volume of a body that modifies.'** But

227 ff.). The four categories then, although they take different predicates, are not distinct, as they
are reduced to the very same body to which they belong. Now, according to the Stoics the
qualities are bodies, but on the basis of Stoic reductionism this it is equal to saying that the
qualities are a human body, variously disposed (p. 50). The same argument is offered in Sorabji
(1988a pp. 89-91). Menn replies to Sorabji that this interpretation is impossible for two reasons:
a) qualities are pneumata (SVF 11 389, Il 449); all qualities are causes and all causes are
pneumata (SVF 11 340). But bodies are not only pneuma, they also contain passive matter,
therefore they cannot coincide with the entire body of an individual, for example. b)
Consequently, as Menn notes, quality is a part of the qualified body: the qualities are of course
qualified bodies but qua part of a whole, the body of an individual, for example, which also
comprehends passive matter; f. Sextus Empiricus Adv. Math. X1 24 (virtue is part of the sage, as
a hand is = quality is a just a part of the qualified body), cf. Menn 1999 p. 222 n. 10. However,
although qualities are indeed a part of a qualified body, they are not additionally present in the
body, as if the individually qualified body were just the result that we obtain by adding the two
parts. In fact—at least from Chrysippus on—the pneuma, which gives matter its essential
qualitative determinations and the other properties, also provides—qua sustaining cause and in
its different degrees of hexis, physis, and psyche—tonos and unity through its tensile movement
inwards and outwards: it is the unifying principle of matter, the glue which holds together and
makes coherent a whole, which cannot be merely made up of parts, ¢/ SVF II 439, 11 441, I
442, 11 444, 11 449, 11 716, II 802 (where Philo gives the example of glue), Nem. De nat. hom.
70.6-71.4 Morani (“the tensile movement [...] moves inwards and outwards, the outwards
movement produces quantities and qualities, and the inward one unity and substance”). As
regards another possible solution of the paradox of two bodies, cf. the illuminating contribution
by White (1986), who proposes to distinguish a mass sense of quantity from a volume sense of
quantity. In the Stoic total mixture, as White argues, the mass would not be subject to variation,
but rather its volume (in my view to be read together with the account provided by Collette-
Duci¢ and Delcomminette, cf. below pp. 51-52). See also Lewis, who questionably stresses the
relation between davtimapéktactg and joint-destruction of the constituents by preserving the
reading of the manuscripts in Diog. Laért. VII 151 (= SVF 479): Lewis 1988 pp. 90-91; cf. also
Cooper 2009, p. 11.
141 Sambursky 1959, pp. 29-33.
142 As is clear from this passage from Ps.-Censorinus 76.1-5 Jahn (absent from von Arnim’s
collection): “FEa (sc. principia) Stoici credunt tenorem atque materiam; tenorem, qui rarescente
materia a medio tendat ad summum, eadem concrescente rursus a summo referatur ad medium”.
143 Hahm 1985 pp. 42 fT.
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the fonos of the pneuma does not change only the density of matter: it also works
as its sustaining cause as it holds matter together and provides it with unity and
qualitative determinations'#*. In this way, pneuma gives matter tension and
structure (in the different degrees of hexis, physis, and psyche, SVF 11 716, 11
634 and more clearly in II 458) and continuity therefore creates a sympathy
between the parts of the cosmos.

Therefore, this motion of pneuma through matter—which would lie at the
core of the process of total coextension or dvtumapéktaocic of pneuma with
passive matter—brings about a double effect.

On the one hand, the motion of pneuma through matter causes, as we have
seen, a change of density in matter. Accordingly, White proposes to distinguish
a “mass” sense of “quantity” from a “volume” sense of “quantity”. In the Stoic
total mixture, as White argues, the mass would not be subject to variations, but
rather its volume. Consequently, a body, while small in bulk, can have a different
degree of density and on the account of this its volume can undergo variations
and expand, so that it becomes equal to the volume of the other body with which
it mixes.'#’

On the other hand, pneuma’s motion through matter has a second
important consequence: as we have seen, it gives tension to matter and works
from within as its inner organizing and structuring principle. But how could we
imagine this transmission of tension? By making use of a Stoic example (SVF 11
425), Collette-Duci¢ and Delcomminette have compared this transmission of

tension that the antiparektasis produces to the circular undulations that can be

144 ¢f, Nemesius De nat. hom. 70.6—7.4 Morani = LS 47J, SVF 1I 451; cf. also SVF II 452, 11
441, 11 449. This double power of the tensile motion of pneuma is also very well explained in
SVF 1I 452, where it is said that the inwards motion is the cause of rarefaction and at the same
time of being, whereas the outwards motion is cause of solidification and at the same time of
qualitative determinations.

145 White 1986 p. 386. Moreover, as Sorabji observes, when two ingredients mix, their volumes
are not just added, as in the objection that Plutarchus and others raise (Plutarchus De comm. not.
1078a—b = SVF 1I 465, Sextus Pyrrh. Hyp. 111 60, III 96, Alex. Mant. 141.9-16, Philop. In Phys.
213b5-14), according to which if two ingredients mix and through the mutual coextension their
volumes become equal, but the process would bring about a doubling of volumes. The two
volumes are not added to each other because they are not separate from each other: they form a
whole. As Sorabji explains, “[i]f the Stoics say that the wine is spread through three litres and
the water is also spread through three litres, why does not that make a total of six litres? The
answer is that the wine is able to expand to three litres only because it is not separate from the
water. In order to obtain six litres, we should need the wine and water to be separate from each
other after their expansion, contrary to the whole idea of interpenetration”; cf. Sorabji 1988a p.
102.
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provoked by a stone that has been cast into a pool and which propagate on the
water’s surface. The wave extends itself through the total water surface and
propagates until it reaches uniformity in each of its points.*®

That is the second great innovation of Chrysippus’ theory of total mixture
(at least according to the evidence at our disposal): what we do not encounter
either in Zeno or in Cleanthes is the connection between the theory of total
mixture and pneuma as all-pervasive and animated principle penetrating and
giving cohesion to matter through a tensile movement. If Cleanthes introduced
the concept of tonos for the first time, relating it to the image of the fiery sun’s

rays plucking and harmonizing the cosmos,'¥’

it was Chrysippus who
strengthened the link between pneuma qua mixture of fire and air and tonos,
through which the interpenetration of pneuma and matter is possible.

Recently Collette-Duc¢i¢ and Delcomminette have tried to challenge
Todd’s interpretation given in his classical study on the theory of total mixture
(as we have already pointed out, in Todd’s view, the theory of total mixture
proved to be only a fictive example used by Chrysippus in order to clarify the
relation between pneuma and passive matter) and which in any case had not
encountered widespread approval.'*® Even thought it remains the main
justification of the theory of total mixture, these scholars have drawn attention
to the fact that this theory was not merely a “purely mental conception”!*’ that

after Chrysippus would have been integrated in a later classification of mixtures,

but would really have worked on different levels of application. !>

146 Cf. also Todd and Collette-Duci¢ and Delcomminette’s remarks, which also point to the
connection of the process of antiparektasis to the tensile movement of the pneuma; Todd 1976
pp- 36-38; Collette-Duci¢ and Delcomminette 2006 pp. 32-33.

147 Cf. the splendid image in SVF 1 502: “Gvtikpuc mAfiktpov tOv fAlov KaAel: &v yap Tdig
dvatohaic, Epeidmv Tag adydc, 0lov TARGGMmV TOV KOGHOV £i¢ THY £vapuoviov Topeiov dyst”. As
we see, Cleanthes defines the sun as mAfjktpov, and as we have previously seen (cf previous
footnote n. 133), fonos is defined as a blow (plege—by using the same root of mAfjktpov) of fire.
148 Cf. Sharples 1977 pp. 86-90; Sandbach 1978, pp. 362-263; Moraux 1981a pp. 641-646;
Mansfeld 1982 pp. 389-391; White 1986 p. 384-385; Long and Sedley 1987 p. 287 n. 1 and p.
293; Sorabji 1988a p. 84.

149 Todd 1976, pp. 71-73.

150 Tt seems relevant to underline that Todd’s interpretation of the theory of total mixture as a
simple analogical example tries to escape a great difficulty of this theory: the fact that according
to one of the two main Stoic definitions of the body, analogously to Aristotle (Phys. 204b20),
body is defined—by Apollodorus—as “three-fold extension together with resistance” (cf. SVF
Il 6 =45 E LS with SVF II 381 =45 F LS, cf. Long and Sedley’s comments ad. loc.). Hence
the difficulty: how is it possible for two bodies, understood as three-dimensional entities, to mix
without an increase in overall volume? In order to give coherence to his reasoning, Todd
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In the first place, the total mixture would explain not only the relation
between pneuma (constituted by the active elements fire and air) and passive
matter but also the relation between the purely active principle, God or reason,
and the purely passive principle or prime matter'>! whose primary effect is the
production of the primary elements and therefore of pneuma, which pervades the
qualified matter.'? Second, the scholars point to different usages of the theory
of total mixture in physics and physiology. On the one hand, the theory really
accounts for everyday mixtures, where already qualified bodies are involved,
such as mixtures of liquids (a mixture of wine and water or of honey and

vinegar)'*® or of solids (such as the total interpenetration of iron and fire).!>* On

elaborates two different and somewhat contradictory solutions. On the one hand, he denies that
the total mixture implies a theory of body, as it is a fictional example (Todd 1976 p. 83); on the
other hand, he says that for the everyday mixtures the standard definition of body as a three-
dimensional solid can be valid, whereas to explain pneuma’s motion through matter a more
general Stoic definition of body than that which is capable of acting or being acted upon is
required (cf. SVF I 90 = 45A LS and SVF I 85 = Diog. Laert. VII 134 with reference to the
bodily active and passive principles), as if it were a “corpsenergie”, which does not necessarily
entail bodily three-dimensionality (cf. id. p. 47 n. 113).

151 For the difference between prime matter and (already qualified) passive matter, cf. Gourinat
2009 p. 48 ff.; and the testimony by Diog. Laert. VII 150 (= SVF I 87 part): “The primary matter
they make the substratum of all things: So Chrysippus in the first book of his Physics, and Zeno.
By matter is meant that out of which anything whatsoever is produced. Both substance and matter
are terms used in a twofold sense according as they signify (1) universal or (2) particular
substance or matter. The former neither increases nor diminishes, while the matter of particular
things both increases and diminishes” (trans. Hicks).

152 That the two archai also interpenetrate each other can be inferred straightforwardly from this
passage in De mixtione 227.5—10 Bruns: “for their theory of blending does not rely on something
else, but their views on the soul depend on it, and their notorious Fate and their universal
Providence gain conviction in this way if indeed their theory of principles and God, as well as
the unification and sympathy of everything depend on it; for the God that pervades matter is all
of these things for them” (= SVF 11 475). However, it must be noted that the very elegant solution
proposed by Collette-Duci¢ and Delcomminette does not perfectly match the evidence, because
although they tend to separate god (a pure actively corporeal principle) from pneuma (an active
but already qualified body which is in turn generated by the interpenetration of god and prime
matter)—and conversely a purely passive principle, i.e. qualityless matter, from a relatively
passive principle, i.e. passive matter—, the first distinction is much more nuanced in our texts.
For example, in the abovementioned text we see a perfect equivalence between god (the first
principle) and pneuma: De mixt. 224.32-225.9: “Entering the argument at this point one might
reasonably challenge them with also claiming the existence of two universal principles, matter
and God, of which the latter is active, the former passive; and with saying that God is mixed with
matter and pervades the whole of it, in this way shaping and forming it and creating the universe.
For if God is on their view body—an intelligent and eternal pneuma—and matter is body first
there will again be body going through the body; then this pneuma will certainly be either one
of the four uncompounded bodies which they say are also elements, or a compound of them (as
of course they themselves say; for they certainly suppose that pneuma has the substance of air
and fire)” (trans. Todd).

153 Cf. Stobaeus I 17.4 155.4-5 Wachsmuth (= Ar. Did. fr. 28 = SVF I1 471).

154 Stobaeus I 17.4 154.16-17 Wachsmuth (= Ar. Did. fr. 28 = SVF 1l 471); De mixt. 218.1-2
Bruns (=SVF II 471); on this example and Alexander’s criticism, cf. Kupreeva 2004a pp. 305—
8.
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the other hand, it seems that the Stoics used the process of coextension for
physiological purposes too, and more precisely it would have answered for living

beings’ growth and nutrition. !>

1.2 Alexander’s criticism of the Stoic theory of total mixture. Alexander’s

account of mixture in his De mixtione, aim and justification of the theory.

The earliest criticism of the notion of total mixture can be traced back to
an attack made on the Stoic theory by Arcesilaus the head of the new
Academy. ' He claimed that if a small body could coextend with a much greater
one, then a leg could also be chopped off, thrown into the sea, and extend to the
extent that even Xerxes and the Greeks could fight a sea battle in it. Moreover,
not only was the Stoic theory attacked by an exponent of the Platonic school,
but, Galen reports, the corpuscolarist physician Asclepiades of Bithynia also
challenged the Stoic theory of total mixture in his work On elements, although
Galen does not dwell on the arguments that Asclepiades used against them. '’
However, according to the evidence that we have at our disposal, the Peripatetic
Alexander was the first to elaborate a much more serried critique of the Stoic

total mixture. In De mixtione, Alexander of Aphrodisias’ criticism against the

155 Cf. De mixt. 233.14-24 and 234.23-32 Bruns (= SVF II 735) cf. Collette-Duci¢ and
Delcomminette 2006 pp. 58-59. Cf. Mansfeld 1982 p. 392. As Alexander claims, the Stoics
would have found support for their view on total mixture by invoking the process growth of
animals through nourishment, which according to them would have worked analogously. For
according to them, if nutriment pervades the whole body as a body, then it necessarily follows
that body goes through body; cf. De mixt. 233.14-233, 24 Bruns. As Collette-Duci¢ and
Delcomminette note, the Stoics make mixture and growth equivalent to each other and therefore
they would not have respected Aristotle’s distinction (De gen. et corr. 110 327b13-14) according
to which if two bodies are unequal in bulk there cannot be mixture but only an increase of the
dominant ingredient, as the smaller would be dissolved completely into the greater. In the last
chapter of De mixtione, Alexander also attacks this application of interpenetration to growth, for
Alexander’s account of growth (as implying the persistence of form and, somehow, also of
matter), cf. Kupreeva 2004a pp. 314-329. An alternative is Todd’s position, who does not
consider this theory Stoic because of the fact that Alexander’s Chapter 16 is directed more
generally against those who “explain growth by bodily interpenetration” (although the whole
treatise De mixtione refers to bodily interpenetration, c®dpo S0 cdpoTog YwpPeiv, as a Stoic
theory); cf. Todd 1976, pp. 8—84.
136 Plutarch. De comm. not. 1078c—d. Cf. also Todd 1976 pp. 73-75.
157 De elem. sec. Hipp. CMG V 1.2 p. 136.23-26 De Lacy. Asclepiades’ activity in Rome dates
back to the age of Cicero and Crassus, cf. Nutton 2006a.
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Stoic total mixture concentrates upon two key features of the Stoic theory: the
preservation of the ingredients in the blend and their complete coextension.
First of all, as a good Aristotelian, Alexander cannot accept that the
constituents are preserved intact in the mixture: according to him the constituents
are preserved only in potentiality, while as long as they are mixed they give rise
in actuality to a tertium quid.'>® Second, Alexander seeks to undermine the
physical process of mutual coextension or antiparektasis of bodies by bringing
to light its difficulties and interpretative issues. More precisely, in his De
mixtione Alexander attempts to rule it out by claiming that it is utterly absurd to
say that a full body can contain within it another full body without an increase
in the overall volume, as in this case the two bodies would coexist in the same
place.’® As Collette-Duci¢ and Delcomminette show, in Alexander’s criticism
a reduction of body to place seems to have occurred. For in Alexander’s view,
the total mixture requires that a body receives within it another body, meaning
that this body is something that is capable of receiving something else: therefore,
it is a place. As the scholars note, this reduction of body to place would

completely distort the Stoic conception of place. In fact, for the Stoics place does

158 This aspect is well illustrated by Kupreeva 2004a pp. 305-8. More precisely, Alexander
questions the Stoic standard example of the “heated iron” (cf. Stob. Ecl 1 17.4 153.24
Wachsmuth = SVF 1I 471, Alexander’s De mixt. 471 222.35-223.5 and 227.17-228.4 Bruns,
Hierocles Elem. Eth. IV 3—10 Bastianini-Long, where the author reports the example to explain
how the soul pervades the body), which is used to make clear the presence “in actuality” of two
different bodies that interpenetrate one another. According to Kupreeva, Alexander makes two
main points to reject this Stoic example. The first draws attention to the fact that when the fire
totally pervades the iron, the permanence and coexistence of fire and iron is only a matter of
time; as the process of burning goes on, some of the heated iron does get destroyed and the fire
will lose its proper form; cf. De mixt. 222.35-223.6 Bruns. The next is that Alexander does not
conceive of the heat of fire as a corporeal entity which interpenetrates another corporeal entity;
rather, according to him the heat can be regarded as a quality which always needs a matter in
which to subsist; cf. 227.26-228.6. It is exactly this feature of the Stoic total mixture that strongly
clashes with the Peripatetic account; cf. Kupreeva 2004a p. 304 “The point of Alexander’s theory
of mutual replacement is to rule out the idea that propagation of physical qualities involves
corporeal agents other than the sensible substances in which these qualities reside. According to
Alexander, qualities and states have no separate existence outside the material individuals in
which they inhere. Therefore, a composite quality arising in a mixture as a result of the coming
together of several qualified individuals cannot be regarded as an immediate product of
ingredient qualities, as the Stoic picture suggests, so that both the old ingredient qualities and the
new resultant quality would now be present in a mixture. Rather, when a new (composite) quality
comes to be, the old qualities must in some sense cease to exist”.

139 Cf. De mixt. 218.17-218.24 Bruns “It is, indeed, a natural notion that what is full can no
longer receive anything is itself; for it is obvious that that which has space in it capable of
receiving another body cannot be full, and on account of this natural and common preconception
some think it reasonable that there be something receptive of bodies which we call place. For
how could someone who did not wish to talk nonsense think that anybody, full of itself and with
no empty interval in it, received in itself another similarly full body?”
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not really exist but, although is probably three-dimensional (SVF II 502), it
actually only subsists (SVF II 331 = LS 27D) since it can be defined as the
incorporeal extension that an existent body can and does occupy (cf. SVF II 503,
I1 505).'%° But where, then, does Alexander’s interpretation issue from? Todd
plausibly explains Alexander’s argument as principally stemming from
exegetical activity on Aristotle’s Physics and more precisely on the textual locus
in Physics IV 1 (Phys. 209a4—7), where Aristotle dismisses the view that place
is a body by saying that if so, two bodies would paradoxically coexist in the same
place. This Alexandrian argument will then be reused by many other later
commentators on Aristotle’s Physics, such as Themistius, Simplicius, and
Philoponus.'®! However, the argument does not seem to have been originally
elaborated by Alexander, as we also find it in Plutarch’s De communibus notitiis
adversus Stoicos (1077e), but according to Todd he may have also drawn on a
Peripatetic source. 6

In his De mixtione, Alexander sets his own account of mixture against the
Stoic model, and dedicates the final chapters of the work (XIII-XV) to the
explanation of Aristotle’s account of mixture, which—as Alexander himself
declares—due to the Philosopher’s syntomia or concision was not so well known
among philosophers at the time.!%® His exegetical activity mainly focusses on
the Chapter I 10 of Aristotle’s De generatione et corruptione. Alexander’s
exegesis expands all the key points of Aristotle’s account of mixture

(constituents, potentiality—actuality continuum, difference between mixture and

160 Collette-Duci¢ and Delcomminette 2006 pp. 52-53.
161 Todd 1976, pp. 75-81, esp. pp. 76-77.
162 Although his claim seems to be quite reasonable, as the paradox of the two bodies in the same
place was widely used by Aristotle and not only with reference to his theory of place (cf. Phys.
214b6, De gen. et corr. 321a5—6 criticism of the theory that growth occurs by body, De an.
418b13-18 dismissal of the view that light is a body, De caelo 305a19-20 rejection of the theory
that elements are generated by body), unfortunately Todd does not put forward a great deal of
argument in support of his statement. On the other hand, Pohlenz maintains that this passage has
to be considered Plutarch’s direct criticism (cf. Pohlenz 1939, pp. 29-30), whereas according to
Mansfeld it is more likely to attribute the argument to a Skeptic Academic source; cf. Mansfeld
1982 p. 391.
163 The sources at our disposal for reconstructing Alexander’s theory of mixture are a) De
mixtione Chapters 13—15; and b) Philoponus’ commentary on Aristotle’s De generatione et
corruptione (the only commentary in Greek extant on this Aristotelian treatise), as he amply
draws on a lost commentary on Generation and Corruption by Alexander—Philoponus cites it
explicitly 35 times; cf. Todd 1976, p. 251.

65



generation and corruption),'®* but what seems to be much more detailed and

original compared to Aristotle’s account in De generatione et corruptione 1 10

164 In the first place, Alexander discusses i) the constituents of mixture: already in Aristotle the
constituents involved in the process of mixture are said to be substances gua composite of form
and matter (De mixt. 228, 16—17 Bruns, Alexander makes explicit what Aristotle did not specify,
since he claims that only ywpiotd can be mixed—De gen. et corr. 1 10 327b27-29). It has to be
underlined that among the constituents of a mixture the liquids are the most mixable, insofar as
they are the most easily divisible (td e0opiota, cf. De gen. et corr. 328b3—4); the presence of
moisture in the ingredients is, in fact, a conditio sine qua non of the mixture; cf. Joachim 1922
p. 186 (comm. on De gen. et corr. 328a24). The same point is made by Alexander at De mixt.
230.34-231.1 Bruns. ii) He the deals with the preliminary requisite of mixture: interaction (the
other being contact), i.e. poiein and paskhein. As Alexander says, interaction “occurs among
bodies with the same underlying matter and a mutual contrariety” (De mixt. 229, 17-19 Bruns),
and he adds that “certainly the four bodies known as elements (sfoicheia) are of this sort: Earth
and Water, Air and Fire” (De mixt. 229.30-31 Bruns). As has been recently pointed out by the
scholarship (Todd 1976 pp. 232-233: Kupreeva 2003, pp. 307 ff.), it is possible to recognize two
tendencies in the Aristotelian tradition of the 2™ century CE. On a merely qualitative Aristotelian
account of the stoicheia, a hylomorphic theory has progressively gained ground. For whereas
according to Aristotle the term stoicheia was used to refer to the primary qualities (cf. De gen.
et corr. 330a30), as we see here in Alexander the term instead indicates what Aristotle calls more
appropriately “simple bodies”. On the other hand, in contrast to Aristotle (cf. De gen. et corr.
323b29-324a3), “since only those things which either involve a ‘contrariety’ or are
‘contraries’—and not any things selected at random—are such as to suffer action and to act,
agent and patient must be ‘like’ (i.e. identical) in kind and yet “unlike’ (i.e. contrary) in species.
(For it is a law of nature that body is affected by body, flavour by flavour, colour by colour, and
so in general what belongs to any kind by a member of the same kind-the reason being that
‘contraries’ are in every case within a single identical kind, and it is ‘contraries’ which
reciprocally act and suffer action) and in order to avoid Stoic inferences about the causal efficacy
of bodies Alexander relegates the causal agency to the incorporeal qualitative contrarieties
present in the underlying matter. Alexander’s new hylomorphic formula is made explicit in De
anima (7. 9-14 Bruns) “bodies act and are acted upon in accordance with incorporeals”; cf.
Kupreeva 2003 pp. 307-310. In the De mixtione it is specified by Alexander that constituents act
and are acted upon by the means of the contrary qualities “whenever the bodies that are unified
are of the kind that have qualities by which constituents can reciprocally interact [...] blending
also occurs” (¢ &xev mo10TNTOG, KOO' GG TA HIyVOpHEVO TOLETY TE Kol TAG)EW VT’ AAANA®VY £0TiV
016 1¢ [ ...], to1e Kol T00TOV Kpaolg yivetan, De mixt. 229.3—6 Bruns, cf. De gen. et corr. 334b8—
15). Like Aristotle, Alexander claims that reciprocal interaction occurs among opposites and also
their intermediaries. Not only is hot changed and acted on by cold (or vice versa), “but also the
points between each of the extremes” (10 peta&d ékatépov TV Gxpwv, De mixt. 229.22-24
Bruns, o0 yap povov 1o Beppov Ko Tod Yuypod kai To Yuxpov Vo tod Oeppod petafdiletal
T€ Kol TAoYEL, 0VOE TO VYPOV V1O T0D ENPod Kol 0 ENpov H1d 10D VYpoD, GAAL Kol Td pETAED
EKATEPOV TAOV GKpmV, Tt kaTd PIETY £0TL T® TPOG EKATEPOV TV EVaVTI®V TO PHeTa&D TOV Batépov
TV évavtiov cdlewv Aoyov), as happens in mixture. The mixture in fact implies a process of
reciprocal qualitative assimilation, a two-way qualitative change, as it is defined by Frede, where
the opposites find a common midpoint or peta&v; cf. Frede 2004 p. 301. Cf. Cooper 2004 p. 321
ff. De Haas 1999 p. 29. iii) This entails a distinction, which Alexander clarifies, between mixture
and coming-to-be and passing-away. For in the mixture none of the bodies exceeds another by
its contrariety so as to destroy it. If this were so, there would be corruption and at the same time
the generation of something else. In the mixture in fact there must be an equality of powers of
the constituents, isotés ton dynameon (De mixt. 230.14-34 Bruns). As Todd remarks, the
difference between mixture and generation and corruption drawn by Alexander is an expansion
of Aristotle’s remarks at De gen. et corr. 328a23-31 (cf. also the corresponding aporia in the
trilemma at the beginning of the Chapter 1 10 327a35-327b6, and later also De gen. et corr.
327b28-31). iv) Finally, Alexander describes the process of mixture by recourse to the
Aristotelian distinction between potentiality and actuality. As in Aristotle, the constituents are
said to be preserved in potentiality, while a new quality has arisen out of their mixture (De mixt.
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is the description of the mechanism of mixture. Alexander represents such a
process of mixing as a progressive division (or diairesis) of the constituents into
small parts, which during the division are juxtaposed as corpuscles and become

progressively smaller and smaller (De mixt. 231.12-231.21).'% As in Aristotle,

232.20-31 Bruns ; cf. De gen. et corr. 327b22-31). But which kind of potentiality are Aristotle
and Alexander referring to? This aspect was not analysed in depth by Aristotle, but was examined
by the commentators. As De Haas notes, it cannot be the first potentiality because the recovery
of the constituents does not coincide with a full generation. Nor can it be second potentiality
(namely first actuality), because the ingredients are not yet actualized. Recently De Haas has
suggested that it can be an in-between potentiality, a third kind of potentiality, a tempered first
actuality. Cf. De Haas 1999 p. 32. De Haas applies this notion of a third kind of potentiality to
Philoponus’ interpretation of Aristotle’s account of mixture, which seems to have been
influenced by Alexander’s commentary on De gen. et corr. In his commentary on De gen. et
corr., Philoponus (188.17-25) draws a comparison to the state of the ingredients in a mixture
and the state of a drunken geometer. The geometer is awake and she already knows geometry
(potentiality 2), but she is not able to completely actualize this knowledge (actuality 2) because
of her state of drunkenness (tempered actuality 2). In their reply to De Haas, Wood and Weisberg
point out that De Haas’ tempered second potentiality (of the state of the ingredients in the mixture
as distinct from the tempered second actuality of the drunken geometer) does not seem to match
Philoponus’ intentions. For according to Wood and Weisberg, Philoponus’ text is somewhat
cryptic and aims more at stressing the state of “abatement” of the potentiality rather than
pinpointing the exact position of this third potentiality in the potentiality—actuality continuum;
cf. Wood and Weisberg 2004, pp. 688—689.

165 The point of departure of Alexander’s interpretation is De gen. et corr. 328a31-35, where
Aristotle declares that the constituents of a mixture act and are acted upon one another
reciprocally and “they combine more freely if small pieces of each of them are juxtaposed
(mapoatBépeva). For in that condition they change one another more easily and more quickly;
whereas this effect takes a long time when agent and patient are present in bulk”. In this regard,
Cooper rightly points out that the mixture is made possible through a juxtaposition of small bits
acting and being acted upon one another and therefore shifting, “so that they lose those qualities
which mark them off from one another and each gets in replacement a common new set of
qualities that constitute the nature of the new substance itself”; Cooper 2004 p. 322 (original
emphasis). In his De mixtione, Alexander returns afterwards to the dynamic of the process and
analyses it in greater detail: cf. De mixt. 233.2—14 Bruns: “Also it is known by perception that
the constituents first divide one another, and by their juxtaposition as corpuscles become
malleable and are unified and assimilated in form and likeness. For as long as each constituent
still remains with its own substance, their subsequent dissociation can also be recognized by their
difference in colour, for as moist, easily-divided, and dissimilar bodies their division of one
another starts from the pressure caused by the one overflowing on the other, and if they should
also happen to be unequally balanced the heavier moves downward in dividing, while the parts
of'the lighter body yield to the heavier one and readily cover their surface. The change in qualities
which unifies them in total similarity stops at the preceding change of place—a fact also known
by sight” (trans. Todd). Cf. also Philoponus In gen. et corr. 199, 10 ff. Vitelli: “Agiag 611 ovte
kata mapdfeov 1 pikig ovte T €ig pikpa dropéost, vov enotv 6t €l kol pn Eotv 1) Topabeotg
pige, ovvredel pévrot gic v pilwv 1N eig pikpa daipeoic kol mapdbeoic. (progressive division)
paov yap, enoi, TO HIKPOV VIO 10D HKPoD TeiceTan LOAAOV 1} TO péyo V1o 100 PEYAAov, T0 O
TOAD, PNoiv, V1O ToD ToALOD Ypovidtepov mhoyet (speed of interaction)”. As Kupreeva observes,
this kinetic mechanism of liquids might be compared to the original Platonic concept of
“avtmepiotoois”’, or mutual replacement, used by Aristotle to indicate the meteorological
process whereby cold and hot air separate by a mutual replacement and form homogeneous
masses. See Kupreeva 2004a pp. 302—303. According to Groisard, the key to understanding the
dynamics of mixture is to see a two-phase process where a progressive division of the ingredients
into smaller particles culminates in a final unification of the substratum. See Groisard 2013, cf.
comments ad loc. p. 106 n. 469. One of the points at issue is to what extent Alexander’s account
of mixture as a progressive division of bodies is innovative. As far as we know from Galen,
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the smallness of the particles is directly proportional to the ease of the qualitative
interaction: the smaller the particles, the more easily they interact with one
another. The process culminates in a final unification of the constituents, giving
rise to one body both in substrate and quality, a new unified body, % which is

defined, as in Aristotle, as homeomerous. ¢’

As in Aristotle, the process of mixture is reversible, as it is possible to
recover the constituents—although Aristotle does not explain how and
Alexander has to fill the gap in order also to more distinctly mark the difference
to the Stoic account. However, contrary to the Stoics, who according to
Alexander purport to really recover the original constituents of the blend,
Alexander claims that it is impossible to recover both identical and numerically
identical ingredients. The constituents can be recovered only in their own form,
and thus they will be only specifically, but not numerically identical.'*® For if
they were preserved intact numerically, as in the Stoic mixture, we would have
seen only a juxtaposition, and not a blending.'%° On the contrary, in order to be
recovered they need to pass from a state of potentiality to actuality, and through

this process of actualization they are somehow “created” (De mixt. 231, 32:

Theophrastus would have dealt with the topic of mixture, although Galen’s report is so concise
that it is not possible to extrapolate a clear picture of Theophrastus’ account— with reference to
Theophrastus Galen distinguishes a mixture leading to a uniform compound from a mere
juxtaposition of constituents (De simp. med. (temp. ac.) fac. K. XI 593.11-594.3). We can gather
some more evidence from a brief account by the Stoic Arius Didymus (1% BCE-1% CE), who
preserves a small fragment of a Peripatetic account of mixture: fr. 4 “ApioTotéAovg Kol TV o'
avtod. Ta pev oopoto eaci Opurtdopeva Koo pikpd popa mopatifecbor dAAnAolg, tovg o'
aowpdtovg Adyovg, €l Tvég glot Adyor, cvykpivachar”. As we see, the bodies are said to be
broken into small pieces and juxtaposed to one another and it is also said that incorporeal /ogoi
mix together (cvykpivacBat). Moraux upholds that this fragment by Arius describes a theory
composed of two different phases, juxtaposition and final mixture (cf. the opposition pév/6¢). As
he aptly remarks, Arius’ reference to logoi (which Moraux translates as Formen or
Eigenschafien) seems to be ascribable to a Stoic influence (cf. Cleanthes’ mixing logoi), but
according to him this terminology would correspond to the rather Aristotelian term poiotés,
which can be found in other sources of the Peripatetic account (such as Galen, as we will see).
However, Moraux ascribes this theory, which noticeably differs from Aristotle’s genuine
account of De gen. et corr. 1 10, not to an emergent Peripatetic doctrine (a solution to be
considered, given the resemblances with Alexander) but to a doxographical simplification and
distortion of Aristotle’s theory; cf. Moraux 1973 pp. 280-283.

166 De mixt. 231.12—16 Bruns. Cf. also De gen. et corr. 328b22.

197 De gen. et corr. 328a.10—13; De mixt. 231.30 with reference to milk.

168 Cf. Philop. In gen. et corr. 191.27-28 Vitelli “814 tvov Saxpitik@®v te Koi GAAOIOTIKOY
dpydvav OLdKANpov TTéAY TO oikeiov £100¢ dmoAaBeiv”.

19 De mixt. 231.25-27 Bruns.
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yvevvnoag tpoémov tva) from every part of the blend where they were present

only in potentiality.'”°

After having made Alexander’s account of the process of mixture and its
reversibility clear, which in turn stems from the interpretation of Aristotle’s
account, I will try to place this theory within the Aristotelian physical system in
order to understand its aim and justification and to throw into sharp relief the

difference between the Peripatetic and the Stoic systems.

As we have seen, in De mixtione as well as in De generatione et
corruptione 1 10, the product of mixture is defined as homoeomerous. However,
Alexander does not explicitly explain the connection between the notion of
mixture and Aristotle’s physical system, as his main goal seems to be that of
setting up a criticism of the Stoic account.!”! But what exactly is a
homoeomerous part, for Aristotle? In De generatione et corruptione 1 10,

Aristotle describes the result of the mixture as follows: “the result of the mixture

170 De mixt. 232.26-31 Bruns “with the bodies that have been blended the difference is that each
of the things in potentiality in the body produced from the blend is separated out, changing into
the actuality of which it was deprived because of the fact that they are reciprocally acted upon
to an equal extent” (trans. Todd; translation modified). For Alexander’s notion of potentiality cf.
supra n. 159. One of the three examples that Alexander gives in order to illustrate the separation
of constituents is that of a heated stone cast into milk, which is “a homoecomerous body
containing in potentiality both moist and solid” that “separates each of them from it, and in some
way creates them, making the one into cheese, the other into whey, not through separating a part
actually inherent in the milk but by creating each of them from every part” (De mixt. 231.30—
232.1 Bruns trans. Todd; slightly modified). Apart from the example i) (that of a heated stone
cast into milk, which re-creates the solid (cheese) and the liquid parts (whey) contained in the
milk), Alexander gives two additional examples of separation of constituents: ii) that of
fermentation in must, separating from the whole both air and wine; and iii) the Stoic example of
the sponge dipped into olive oil, which attracts wine from a mixture of wine and water. As
Kupreeva underscores, i) and ii) are not properly examples of reversibility but the causal
mechanism is the same as that in which he describes the reversibility of water and wine from the
mixture, cf. Kupreeva 2004a, p. 308 ff., who gives a clear description of the examples that
Alexander puts forward and brings out the inner the anti-Stoic polemic that underlies his account
of the recovery of the ingredients as only specifically identical.

17! For the refutation occupies the central and most extensive part of De mixtione and the anti-
Stoic polemic permeates the whole treatise, including the last chapter on growth. Groisard’s
explanation appears less convincing, according to which Alexander does not develop the
connection between homoeomerous parts and mixture in depth, instead opting for a much stricter
description of the theory as concretely applied only to the liquid mixable bodies, because of a
reaction against the broad range of applications that the Stoic account of total mixture had within
Stoic philosophy; cf. Groisard 2013 p. LVI. On the other hand, the lack of a biological
Hintergrund underpinning Alexander’s De mixtione can be explained as a distinctive feature of
Alexander’s overall philosophical project, where physics is subordinated to metaphysics and
Aristotle’s interest in empirical observation is played off in favour of his overriding concern with
an investigation of forms; Groisard 2013 pp. 42—66.
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(t0 pyBév) must be uniform in texture throughout—any part of such a compound
being the same as the whole, just as any part of water is water” (10 py0ev
opotopepes eival, koi domep 100 Bdatog 10 pépoc BOmp, obT® Kol TOD
kpadévtoc).!” In this passage the adjective dpotopepnic is used to indicate every
result of a mixture, whether inorganic or organic.!”® Although the terminology
is not always straightforwardly applied by the philosopher, it seems that, when
the adjective is used as noun, it indicates all the homogeneous bodies, both
inanimate and animate, but with a particular emphasis on biological—animal
and vegetal—tissues.'”*

Since the notion of a homoeomerous part embraces both the inanimate and

animate realms, we can see how Aristotle’s account of mixture can be applied to

172 De gen. et corr. 328a10-13 trans. Joachim.
173 Kullmann 1982 p. 215, and analogously Joachim 1922 p. 192.
174 Kullmann strictly distinguishes between a more general and a technical usage of the term
opotopepng. As an adjective, according to Kullmann, it is used in a more general sense with
reference to the equal repartition between sea and earth (cf. Top. 135a20ff.), or with reference
to a continuous body understood from a physical perspective (cf. Phys. 212b5); whereas as a
substantive, it would more technically indicate the homogeneous parts of living beings; cf.
Kullmann 1982 p. 209. However, as Kullmann also admits, Aristotle does not always use the
substantive with reference to a living beings’ tissues, as in Meteor. IV 388al3ff.; among
homoeomerous stuffs he also includes “metals”, such as bronze, gold, silver, tin, iron, stone (as
we will see, this usage will be followed by Galen), as does Joachim (1922 p. 188), who
distinguishes between animate (animal and vegetal) and inanimate (stones and metals)
homoeomerous parts. In the biological writings the term opotwopepng is defined in opposition
with the anhomoeomerous parts (dvopotopepng), indicating the organic unities of living beings,
which are distinguished by a proper inner function; cf. Kullmann 1982 pp. 209-210. On the other
hand, it is true that whereas Aristotle sometimes includes metals among the homoeomerous parts,
on other occasions he clearly draws a distinction between petaAlevopeva and homoeomerous
parts understood as biological tissues (cf. Meteor. IV 384b30ff. “8k uiv odv Hdarog kol yfig T
dpotopepf cOUOTO. GVVIGTOTOL, KoL &V QVTOIG Kol &v {DOIC, Kol TO HETAALEVOUEVE, 010V YPLGOG
kol dpyvpog kai 6o dAla towadta”). For an historical overview of the development of the
concept of homoeomerous parts from Aristotle to Bichat’s tissues, cf. Forrester 1994. Cf. also
Chalmers 2009, who also draws attention to a possible alternative account of the homoeomerous
parts in Meteorologica IV and De generatione et corruptione. For Chalmers argues that,
differently from De generatione et corruptione, in Meteorologica IV some homoeomerous parts,
such as metals and rocks, are discontinuous and have pores in their composition, the reason for
this being a less strict application of the definition, which entails the homogeneity of the
compound; cf. p. 21. Moreover, we have to note that in his account of mixture, Aristotle does
not draw a distinction between two types of homoeomerous stuff (we can call them “basic”, i.e.
that generated by a mixture of the four simple bodies, and “complex”, i.e. that generated by a
mixture of mixtures), as Fine remarks (cf. Fine 1995 pp. 301-302). If, in fact, we inspect his
account of mixture in De gen. et corr. (1 10, 11 7-8), Aristotle puts both kinds on equal footing:
bones, flesh (De gen. et corr. 334b30), a mixture of wine and water (De gen. et corr. 1 10
328a27), and an alloy of tin and copper (De gen. et corr. 328b8). Fine argues that in Aristotle’s
account of mixture the hylomorphic structure of the primary elements has to be put on the same
level as the hylomorphic structure of the mixture (the levelling version, which he opposes to the
ascent version, the view that the hylomorphic complexity of the mixture is higher than its
constituents). On Aristole’s definition of opotopepng cf. also Hoffe 2005 s.v.
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two different scientific domains, that is, to both the study of the formation of
compounds out of a mixture of primary elements (which would correspond to
our inorganic chemistry) and biological sciences.

On the one hand, Aristotle’s theory of mixture, as it is formulated in De
generatione et corruptione, together with the other Aristotelian “chemical
treatise” Meteorologica IV,!”* blazed new trails for the study of the process of
mixture of inanimate compounds, and in this sense is regarded by scholars as the
point of departure of both the ancient speculations on metals and their reception
by ancient Greek alchemists,!”® and also the constitution in modern times of what
we nowadays call “chemistry.”!”” However, it seems that Aristotle himself did
not develop this scientific field very widely, although it is true that he was able
to precisely grasp the main principle of chemistry (the transformation of the
substances into one another and the formation of compounds out of a process of
mixture) without making reference to modern measurement techniques. '’®

Second, and more importantly, the concept of the homoeomerous part was
broadly applied by Aristotle to his biological theories, insofar as the term
designates organic tissues understood as one of the levels of structure in a living

organism.'” In fact, although the main concern of De generatione et corruptione

175 Both treatises are linked in terms of content. In the first place in both the primary elements
are thought of as composed of two of the four contrary powers, hot/cold and dry/wet, with two
active (hot/cold) and two passive (dry/wet); cf. Meteor. IV 1 378b10-26 ; De gen. et corr. 11 3
330b3-5; and ibid. 11 2 329b24-26. Second, in both the treatises, all the natural composite bodies
are made of passive and active qualities, although in Meteorologica 1V it is clarified that the
passive qualities (dry/wet) work as material cause and the active qualities (hot/cold) work as
efficient cause; cf. Meteor. 378b10-26; also 384b24—-385al1. Differently from De gen. et corr.,
however, Meteorologica IV closely investigates the qualitative composition and “chemical”
behaviour of the homoeomerous parts, as compounds of either earth or water or of both.
However, although in De gen. et corr. Aristotle’s speculation on the homoeomerous parts does
not pervade the whole treatise, there we find a much sharper account of the connection between
Aristotle’s theory of mixture and the generation of the homoeomerous parts. On the link between
De generatione et corruptione. and Meteorologica 1V, cf. Frede 2004 p. 309 ff.
176 On this cf. Viano 1996, who investigates the influence of Aristotle’s account of mixture in
De gen. et corr. 1 10 on the ideas of ancient Greek alchemists, such as Zosimus, Stephanus, and
Olympiodorus (in whose writings Aristotle’s conceptions related to mixture can be found, such
as the difference between potentiality and actuality in the mixture or the active role of the
qualities in the process of mixture as efficient cause); cf. Viano 1996 pp. 189-213.
177 Bogaard 2012, Needham 2012.
178 Kullmann 1982 pp. 214-215.
7% In De part. an. 11 1 646a12-24, Aristotle’s describes the three syntheseis of living beings’
organisms: the first from elemental powers to simple compounds, the second from simple
compounds to homoeomerous parts (that is, organic tissues like flesh, bone, etc.), and the third
from homoeomerous to anhomoeomerous or organic parts (face, hand, etc.), cf. Lennox 2001
comments ad 646al12-24 pp. 180-181. In his De mixtione, Alexander follows Aristotle’s
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is that of giving a thorough account of the petrafolai of the substance
(substantial generation, alteration, growth, and diminution) and to provide a
clear description of the system of primary elements and their reciprocal
qualitative transformation, it can be also partly seen as a prolegomenon to
Aristotle’s biology.!®® For in Chapters I 7 and Il 8 of De generatione et
corruptione the process of mixture, which was described in more general terms
in I 10, is concretely applied to the generation of the homoeomerous parts out of
a mixture of the primary stoicheia. In these chapters, Aristotle’s biological
perspective comes out clearly, as the homoeomerous parts he speaks of are
clearly animal tissues, such as flesh, marrow, and bones, '8! where all of the
simple bodies, namely fire, air, water, and earth, are equally present (in different
proportions).'#? A homoeomerous compound in fact comes to be when the
primary elements merge together and give rise to an intermediate product, as hot
and cold reach a common midpoint (metaxu) by acting and being acted upon by
one another and, at the same time, dry and wet also reach a common midpoint
by acting and being acted upon by one another through the action of the
“immanent” tempered-hot, which, qua active quality, acts on them. '*

Two all-important and interrelated aspects concerning the nature of this
intermediate product, the homooemerous part, remain to be clarified: the
ontological status of the homoeomerous part and its hylomorphic analysis.
According to Aristotle (although the principle undergoes modification in the
tradition and in particular in Alexander), the parts of animals are not full-fledged

substances insofar as they are not i) separate and ii) do not form a unity.'®*

terminology: in the section dedicated to growth he differentiates between homoeomerous and
anhomoeomerous parts of the living beings’ structure; De mixt. 234.321f. Bruns.
180 On the link between De gen. et corr. and Aristotle’s biological works, cf. Rashed 2005 intr.
pp. 140-186
181 De gen. et corr. 334b24fT. “out of the elements there come-to-be flesh and bones and the like,
the hot becoming cold and the cold becoming hot when they have been brought to the ‘mean’.
For at the mean is neither hot nor cold”.
132 De gen. et corr. 334b30fT.
183 De gen. et corr. 334b8-16 and Joachim’s comments ad loc. in Joachim 1922 pp. 241-242.
Cf. also Joachim 1904 pp. 81-86. Cf. also Joachim 1922 comm. ad De gen. et corr. 329b24-26
in Joachim 1922 pp. 204-207.
184 Metaph. 1040b51ff. “Davepdv & 6Tt Kol TAV S0KkoVGHY £lval 0VGIBY o TAEIGTAL SUVANELS
giot, Ta 1€ popur 1@V {Pdov (000LV Yap keywpiopévov adtdv Eotiv: Htav 8¢ yopiebi, Kol tote
dvta o¢ HAn mhvto) kol i kol Thp kai dfp: 008V Yap adT@V Ev éoTiv, AAL' olov cwpdc, Tpiv §
we@0M) kal yévntoi 1t €5 avtdv Ev”. Cf. Rashed 2005 126-127. In contrast to Aristotle, however,
Alexander of Aphrodisias declares that parts of substances are themselves substances; cf. De an.
6.3—4 Bruns; cf. Caston 2012 comm. ad De an. 6.3—4 Bruns p. 82.
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However, although they cannot be substances in the fullest sense of the word,
the homoeomerous parts are possessed of a coarse and incipient matter—form
distinction. They are materially constituted by the primary stoicheia'®’ (fire, air,
water, and earth are in fact simple bodies, whose matter in turn cannot be
separable but is always bound up with a contrariety!%), whereas their form (in
the sense of internal structure and as opposed to matter), though rudimental and
primitive, %7 is the ratio or proportion (logos) of the primary elements within the
mixture'*®—even though it must be underlined, in the key textual loci dealing
with mixture (De gen. et corr. 1 10 and II 7-8), only at one point does Aristotle
clearly speak of logos as referring to the proportion of the elements in the
mixture: he is far more concerned with singling out a broader central region (or
meson) out of which come the homoeomerous parts.'®® Moreover, as Joachim
remarks: “the ‘formula expressing the essential nature’ of a opowopepég (like
bone) is the Adyog tii¢ piEewc of its constituents, i.e. the scheme of proportions
constituting the plan of the combination. This ‘combining formula’ (a)
adequately expresses the ‘form’ (and is therefore the scientific definition) of the

ouotopepéc; and (b) states the normal or perfect development of the opolopepéc,

185 In De gen. et corr., the primary stoicheia are understood qualitatively (cf. De gen. et corr. 11
3 330a30ff.) ““Emel 8¢ té€ttapa 10 oTotEln, T®V 68 TeTTdpv £ al ocvlevéelg, ta &' Evavtia ov
népuke cuvdvalecOar (Oeppov yop kai yoypdv elvar 10 avtd Ko wEA Enpov kol Vypov
advvatov), pavepov 0Tt téttapes Ecovial ai Tdv otolyeiov culedéeis, Bepprod kai Enpod, kai
Beppod Kol Vypo, kai T Yyuypod kol vypod, kai youypod kai Enpod”. Cf. also Frede 2004 p.
303. However, in De gen. et corr. 11 8 334b31-335a9 esp. 334b31-32, it is said that all the
intermediate bodies are made up of simple bodies, in patent contrast with De part. an. 11 1.
Rashed perceptively seeks to harmonize this account in De gen. et corr. 11 8 with the previously
quoted text from De part. an. 11 1 646a12-24 (where—as we have seen—the homoeomerous
parts are seen to be constituted by primary qualitative dynameis) although the question remains
controversial since De gen. et corr. 11 8 does not go much deeper into the question. As Rashed
remarks, Aristotle’s account might appear to disagree with De part. an. 11 1, but this
disagreement seems to him to be only apparent. For, as Rashed maintains, by means of nutrition
(the nutritional chain, from the omnivorous animal to the simple bodies, is described at De gen.
et corr. 11 8 33529 ff.), the primary qualities together with the simple bodies are supposed to
enter the living body, to be assimilated and thus found at the first level of composition of blooded
animals, i.e. the homoeomerous parts; cf. Rashed 2005 pp. 128-129.
186 Cf. De gen. et corr. 329a24-35; this matter, seen as the ultimate material substratum, has been
traditionally identified with so-called prime matter. The question of whether in Aristotle such a
concept exists is still hotly debated in the scholarship; for a good summary of the noteworthy
Aristotelian passages and the main positions taken by scholars, cf. Caston 2012 pp. 76-78.
187 Furth 1987 p. 43 n. 46.
188 Rashed 2005 p. 127.
139 De gen. et corr. 334b10-28. Solmsen attributes the reason for such a reluctance to Aristotle’s
polemic against Empedocles cf. Solmsen 1960 pp. 375-377 ; cf. amplius infra.
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its evo1g in the sense of 10 téAog Thig yevéoewg (cf. e.g. Met. 1015a10-11), i.e.
its good.”!?

However, Aristotle’s Adyog ti|g piEewc does not have the same importance
as the form of the entire living being. As Furth remarks, in Aristotle’s view a
living being’s form considered as a whole cannot be reduced to the mere mixture
of its basic constituents: there is a considerable difference between mixture and
form as internal (biological) structure marking off a distinct type of living being
and its distinctive activities (and if one fails to appreciate this, one falls into the
Empedoclean trap). For it is this inner principle of organization of living being
that, by being chronologically and logically prior and by being transmitted
through the process of reproduction, determines the precise and eternal
replication of the proportions of elements in the formation of the individual parts
of a new living being belonging to a certain species: this is the reason why a
human being begets a human being.'*!

Finally, there is a last point to be dealt with in our account of the
Aristotelian and Peripatetic models of mixture and this explicitly relates to the
evolution of Aristotle’s philosophical system brought about by the Peripatetic
tradition, especially by Alexander of Aphrodisias. This point concerns the
account of the soul and the “ensouling” of a body, and its connection to the
theory of the elemental mixture.

In De anima, the soul or psyché of all living beings is regarded as a form
insofar as it is the unifying organising principle (of we spoke earlier) which is
the source of the inner structure and the distinguishing activities that demarcate
different types of living beings, plants and animals'®? (it is defined as apyrn T®dv

Lowv De an. 412a7-8). However, as Moraux notes, although the form is

190 Joachim 1922 p. 235 comm. ad De gen. et corr. 333b16-20.
1 Furth 1987 and esp. pp. 42-46 for Aristotle’s criticism of the Empedoclean theory of mixture.
Cf. De part. an. 640a10-b4. Cf. also Tracy 1969 p. 169—170 with n. 26. In natural processes, in
fact, formal, efficient and final causes often coincide: Phys. 198a24ff: “Epyeton 6¢ ta Tpia €ig &v
noAdxic 1) (formal) 10 pév yop i éot kod ii) (final) 1 o0 &veka &v dot, iii) (efficient) 1o &'
60ev 1| kivnoig TpdTOV TH £idEL (Species) TavTod TovTol AvOpmmog Yap GvOpwTov YeEVvE .
192 As is well known, Aristotle defines the soul as “the form of a natural body which potentially
has life” (De an. 11 1 412a21), each type of body having a distinct form of its own (De an. 1 3
407b23-24), and, by zeroing in on the soul’s causal powers corresponding to the distinctive
energiai of living beings, also as “the first actuality (entelecheia) of a natural body possessed of
organs” (De an. 11 1 412b5-6). On Aristotle’s definition(s) of soul within the context of De
anima, cf. Menn 2002.
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transmissible from the living being (which already possesses it in act) to a new
living being, in order to guarantee the eternity of the species, the soul, insofar as
it is form, cannot be generated from an elemental mixture and cannot even be
said to be “generable” as the synolon is.'*?

Differently from Aristotle and by probably drawing on and responding to
the views of his predecessors, not in De mixtione but instead in De anima,
Alexander of Aphrodisias establishes a clear link between mixture and the
arising of soul in living things and defines the soul “as the power or the form
that supervenes (or follows) on the blend of bodies in a particular proportion” (1
Yap SOvapg kai 1O 100G TO EMYVOUEVOV TH KT TOV TOLOVEE LYoV KpAGEL TGV

) 194
5

copdtov yoyn cf. De an. 25.2—-5 Bruns comparing it to a healing power

which emerges from a blend of drugs (cf. De an. 24.23-25.2 Bruns).!”
Alexander arrives at this definition after having considered the nature of all the
natural bodies within the physical realm and their relation to one another. For he
declares that, when the simple bodies (fire, air, water, and earth, which are made
up of (prime) matter and form) mix with one another, out of this mixture arise
compounded bodies with simple bodies as their matter and their own distinctive
form (which although emerges from the underlying constituents no longer
coincide with them but is over and above them). When these latter compound
bodies in turn mix with one another and, therefore, serve as underlying matter,
more and more complex compound bodies are generated with a higher-order
distinctive form (NB: the compounded bodies to which Alexander refers are all
the other natural bodies in the scala naturae, ranging from inanimate

): 196

compounded bodies to living beings, such as plants and animals each level

193 Cf. Metaph. 1033b5-9, b16-18, esp. 1039b20-27, cf. also 1043b16-18, 1069b35-36; cf.
Moraux 1942 pp. 37-38.
194 Galen reports that the Aristotelian Andronicus of Rhodes (1° century BCE) affirmed that the
soul is “either a mixture or a dynamis that follows on the mixture” (Quod animi mor. K. IV p.
782). According to Caston (2012 p. 114), in his De Anima Alexander would have wanted to
defend the second alternative proposed by Andronicus while instead rejecting the simple
harmonia-theory of the soul that stringently identified the soul with the mixture and that,
centuries ago, had started gaining ground even among some members of Aristotle’s Lyceum. In
general, on pre-Alexandrian Aristotelian psychology, cf. Moraux 1942 pp. 1 ff. and Caston 1997
pp. 339-346.
195 A blend of drugs which Caston identifies with the tetrapharmakos. Cf. Caston 2012 p. 114
comm. ad De an. 24.23-25.2 Bruns, cf. amplius infra.pp. 100 ff.
19 De an. 1.1-11.1 Bruns. On Alexander’s concept of prime matter and his hylomorphic analysis
of simple and compounded bodies, cf. Caston 2012 pp. 5-6. Cf. also Moraux 1942 p. 30 ff. and
Accattino 1995 pp. 184-197.
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of complexity of the underlying bodies corresponds to an advancement and a
progressive enrichment of the complexity of the formal differences which, at
each level, from plants to human beings, are responsible for the behaviours and
activities that distinguish each type of living being (esp. De an. 9.1-11.1 Bruns).

To quote Alexander:

If there is to be a compound natural body, over and above the simple bodies (mapa
T0 OmAG ompata), then it must have several simples bodies as its underlying
subjects [...] The [body] then which has many differing forms conjoined with
matter as its underlying subject, has a nature and form that is of necessity more
complex and more advanced, since each nature in the bodies underlying it makes
a contribution to the form that stands over them all and is common to them
[EKAoTNG POoE®G TAV &V TOTG VIOKEEVOLS AT COUUGY GUVTEAOVOTG TL TPOG
170 émi ndov KooV 100 avtoic) For this sort of form is in a way a form of forms
and a kind of culmination of culminations (gidog Yép mmc €id@v yivetor 1O
towodtov €1d0¢ Kol TEAEOTNG TIC TeAclotTov]. (De an. 8.5-13 Bruns, trans.

Caston; additions in Caston’s original)

As Caston clearly explains:

Each new level of complexity therefore involves formal differences that cannot

be identified with or reduced to the levels underlying it as matter. The primary

causal explanation of behaviour distinctive of a certain level will thus always be

‘from the top’ in terms of the higher-level form that emerges, even if the lower

underlying levels determine which form emerges. And even there the role of form

is still paramount. Higher-level forms emerge only in compound bodies, where
the constituent materials are themselves bodies and so have form and matter of
his own; and it is these lower-level forms which contribute to something
(suntelousés ti) to the higher-level form that stands in common over them (zo epi
pasin koinon eidos). It is for this reason that Alexander describes the higher-level

form as ‘in a sense a form of forms and a culmination of culmination’.'®’

197 Caston 2012 pp. 11-12; emphasis added.
76



Hence, it is understandable now why the soul is defined by Alexander as
“as the power or the form that supervenes on the blend of bodies in a particular
proportion,” because, at each level of organization of the living being, the form
emerges from (epigignesthai) the mixture of all the underlying natural bodies
(ultimately deriving in turn from the mixture of the four simple bodies, 1 yap
véveotg avtig (sc. of the soul) €k g mo1dg HiEEDG TE KOl KPAGEWS TAV TPDOTOV
ocopdtov at De an. 24.3—4 Bruns): in this progressive hierarchy of forms the
distinctive lower-level forms of the material constituents are responsible for the

higher-level distinctive forms.'®

As we see from this overview of the Stoic and Peripatetic accounts of

mixture, therefore, the two accounts of mixture differ notably with regard to their

19 De an. 10.17-19 Bruns and cf. the very clear example of fire at 5.4-6 Bruns. For useful
comments, supported by references to Alexandrian texts, relating to the key role played by lower-
level forms in determining higher-level forms, cf. Caston 2012 pp. 86—-87 comm. ad 10.17-19
Bruns. As Caston argues, Alexander’s non-reductive naturalism can be labelled emergentism (in
avery similar way to that which in modern philosophy of mind is called emergentism as opposed
to epiphenomenalism: both admit the supervenience of mental facts from physical facts but only
the first allows for the downward causation of mental on physical; cf. Caston 1997 pp. 309-319
and pp. 353-354. The case of Alexander of Aphrodisias is analysed at pp. 347 ff. As Accattino
(although he is not inclined to speak of non-reductive naturalism; cf. Accattino 1995 pp. 199—
200) and more recently Caston have observed, the notion of the “supervenience” of form on
matter (which in Alexander’s quoted text is expressed by recourse to the Greek verb
epigignesthai) reaches back to Aristotle himself, who makes use of verbs such as gignesthai
epilepigignestai to express the case in which the form supervenes on or is engendered in the
arrangement of matter, as long as the synolon of which it is form exists: in this case, therefore,
the form “appears” in the synolon (Accattino uses the Italian “presentarsi”, which translates into
German as “aufireten”, adopted by Frede and Patzig to express the supervenience of form on
matter; cf. Accattino 1995 p. 198) without being subjected to generation/corruption; cf. Metaph.
1035a5 and 12, 1036a31-2 and 1036b6. However, it must be admitted that although the notion
of the supervenience of form on matter can be found scattered throughout Aristotle’s work, it
seems indeed that Alexander goes a big step further than Aristotle when he says that 7 yap
véveoig adTiic (sc. of the soul) ék tijg To1dg HiEedG T KOl KPATEMG TAV TPOT®V COUAT®V at De
an. 24.3-4, cf. also 26.22 (Accattino tries to brand it as an isolated statement, while it is instead,
as we have seen, the very core and the heart of Alexander’s argument; cf. Accattino 1995 p. 200).
Another interrelated issue concerns the priority and primacy of form over matter. Moraux
observes that the mixture of the constitutive elements is not only the conditio sine qua non of the
generation of the soul but also its innermost cause: therefore, rather than being a prior principle
of internal organization/structure of a living being, the soul gua form is not only posterior to the
mixture but is also its final “result”; Moraux 1942 p. 33. Sharples perceptively raises an objection
to Moraux’s view by pointing out i) that in Alexander’s De anima it is clearly stated that it is the
form of each thing which a priori determines its nature (De an. 7.4-8), and by reporting ii) a
passage taken from a report by Simplicius (/n Phys. 310.25-311.19) of Alexander’s account of
the generation of living beings where, as in Aristotle, the form plays the overriding role of
formal/efficient cause thought of as prior to and setting in motion the process leading to the
formation of a new living creature; cf. Sharples 1994 pp. 163—168. It seems to be reasonable, as
Sharples aptly underscores, to say that Alexander emphasizes just one aspect of Aristotle’s
theory; cf. Sharples 1994 pp. 163—164.
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theoretical frameworks and physical and metaphysical implications. In fact,
although both the Stoic and the Aristotelian accounts could accommodate more
common everyday processes of mixture, their substantial aims and justifications
are fundamentally different. For while the Stoic theory seems to be principally
used in order to explain divine pneuma’s pervasion through passive matter,
Aristotle’s theory of mixture applies to the formation of uniform compounds, be
they inanimate or, more importantly, biological homoeomerous stuff.'®’
Moreover, we register a decisive development of the theory of mixture within
the Peripatetic philosophical system of the 2"4-3rd century CE, insofar as
mixture of underlying natural bodies is used to explain the emergence of the

soul’s causal powers.

1991 do not agree with Salles 2008, who sees in Chrysippus a formation of homoeomerous bodies
equivalent to Aristotle’s account. In the first place, Salles builds a Chrysippean theory of
homoeomerous parts by making reference to just one isolated testimony, as he clearly admits;
cf. Salles 2008 p. 15 n. 4. There is in fact only one source from which one can infer an account
of the generation of the homoeomerous parts from a Stoic mixture of primary elements and that
is Galen’s De causis contentivis CMG Suppl. Or. 11 1.1-2.4 pp. 52-54 Lyons, where Galen
mentions the Stoics as proponents of the theory that the bodies that Aristotle calls homoeomerous
are generated out of the elemental mixture. On closer inspection of the text, however, one notes
that although the Stoic theory of mixture is really connected to the formation of “homoeomerous
bodies”, (which however recalls Aristotle’s formulation) the focus lies, consistent with the Stoic
account, on the fact that the active elements (fire and air) work as cohesive cause of the passive
elements (earth and water), as has been shown. In second place, one has to note that in Galen’s
testimony the Stoic account is connected to the medical ideas of Athenaeus of Attalia, the
founder of the Pneumatist medical school, who, as Galen reports, was a student of Posidonius
(presumably of Apamea, the Stoic philosopher). According to Wellmann, although this medical
school draws abundantly on Stoic theories, which are applied to their physiological doctrines
(pneuma and its threefold degree of tension—hexis, physis, psyche—, hegemonikon seated in
the heart as ruling part of the soul, tonos, theory of the spermatikoi logoi, theory of perception),
in some respects it also was influenced by Aristotelian ideas, such as in the case of the theory of
reproduction (which corresponds to Aristotle’s account, where the male semen works as formal-
efficient cause and the female semen as material cause); cf. Wellmann 1895 pp. 131-158.
Therefore, Athenaeus’ usage of the concept of homoeomerous parts, which in his view are
permeated by pneuma (cf. De caus. content. CMG Suppl. Or. II 2.5 p. 54 Lyons), may also
depend on the influence of Peripatetic ideas and in this he may have followed a more eclectic
tendency, which makes its entrance in the middle Stoa with leaders such as Panaetius and
Posidonius—who combine Stoic conceptions with Plato’s and Aristotle’s theories; cf. Sellars
2006 pp. 8—11; cf. Edelstein 1936 p. 288. Finally, but more importantly, it is very hard to believe
that Chrysippus would have established a link between mixture and a corresponding equivalent
of Aristotle’s biological homoeomerous stuff if we think that in the entire De mixtione and in the
other pieces of evidence relating to the Chrysippean theory of total mixture there are no examples
at all where the theory of total mixture is applied to the generation of one of the biological levels
of living beings’ organic structure; hence it seems more appropriate and far safer to circumscribe
the main explanatory justification of this Stoic theory and limit it to the clarification of the
immanence of the two Stoic principles, logos and matter, as we did previously.
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1.3 Galen’s account of the mixture of primary elements

Galen's natural philosophy finds one of its major linchpins in the theory of
mixture. In Galen’s case, the concept of the mixture of primary elements is
fundamental for two main reasons. In the first place, the notion of mixture
theoretically underpins Galen’s physiology, therapeutics, and dietetics. On the
one hand, material substances that are used in the everyday regimen and for
therapeutic purposes, such as food, drink, and drugs, have a particular mixture
and of hot, cold, dry, and wet. On the other hand, as stated in De temperamentis,
the nature of a living being is a mixture of hot, cold, dry, and wet (De Temp. p.
104, 1-3 H.) and, therefore, its health and pathological states are conditioned by
the balance or the imbalance of the elemental qualities. That is clearly stated in
De temperamentis, where Galen claims that the right distribution of the primary
elements in the mixture is cause (aitia) of eukrasia, good mixture, and health
(the reference is to the spring De temp. 16.15-16 H.). Accordingly, medical
treatment consists in the interaction between the mixture of living bodies and
food, drink, or drugs, as these substances will replenish or reduce the quantity of
hotness, coldness, dryness, or moistness present in the living body so as to re-
establish the right proportion.?® However, it cannot be glossed over that mixture
is first of all and primarily a physical process, where the primary elements
(Galen’s fire, water, air, and earth, which are simple by nature, unmixed and
unblended, possessing a couple of primary qualities at the extreme degree)?"!
mix together and give rise to all the compound physical bodies, inanimate and
animate. As such, the concrete and physical process of mixture is an essential

basis for a good understanding of Galen’s physical system.

200 Van der Eijk 2008, Van der Eijk 2011, Van der Eijk 2014a.
201 De elem. sec. Hipp. CMG V 1.2. pp. 112.21-114.4 De Lacy.
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1.3.1 Syncretistic approach

But how does this process concretely occur? What does it bring about and
how does Galen’s account of mixture relate to a long-lasting medical
speculation, notably Hippocratic, on the concept of mixture and to its major
contemporary models, the Stoic and the Peripatetic? One of the first crucial
points to tackle in seeking to unravel Galen’s stunningly variegated and protean
background is his openly syncretistic approach. For in the texts where he
describes his theory of mixture, which he calls total (&t dAwv), he equally
attributes it to Hippocrates (and the reference is more precisely to the
Hippocratic writing De natura hominis), Aristotle, and the Stoics. Let us

consider the texts (T1-4).

T1 Galen De elementis ex Hipp. K. 1489.6—11 De Lacy 136.15-20 :

Kol pev oM kol Ommg ot GAmv Kepdvvuton TO KEPAVVOUEVA, TOTEPA TV
TOWTNTOV HOVOV, OC APloToTéAng VTEAAPEV, T Kol TOV COUOTIKGV 0VGIHY Ot
aAMA®V iove®V, 00K avaykaiov Exictactot Toig latpoic 60ev 0vd' Inmokpdtng
AmeENvoTd TL MEPL TOVTOV, GAL' MpKk€cHn pove T® O OAmv kekpdcoOar Ta

GTOLXELO.

Moreover, it is not necessary for physicians to understand how things are
mixed through and through, whether the mixtures are of qualities only, as
Aristotle supposed, or of corporeal substances that pass through each other; that
is why Hippocrates said nothing about these matters but was content with the

mere fact that the elements are mixed in their entirety. (Transl. De Lacy)

T2 Galen in Hipp. Nat. Hom. comment. K. XV 32.1-11 Mewaldt 18.27-19.7:

OtLyap ovy &v éotiy, ALY TAEL® TA cLVTIBEVTA TV | TOD AvBpdTOov PHOLV,
gmdeikvuov 0 Inmoxkpdtng, ov unv 6Tt Y& undév €0t TOV TETTAP®Y GTOLYEIDV

EIMKPIVEG €V T COUOTL. TNV ApynV YOp 00dE Aéyovoty ol Thg 60ENG TaTNG
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Nyepdveg todto. &v 0N TL Mapd TA TETTOPA, TO € OOTAOV GLYKEIPEVOV,
amopaivovtol, A¢ ye TNV TETPAPAPLOKOV SHVAULY 0DTE KNPOV 0UTE TiTTOV 0VTE
pntivy obte otéap, AAAG TL Tapd TodTa &V dAA0, O €& amaviov Kpabéviwv
Y€yovev, oVong TOAMY Kal avTic Thg 00ENG S1TTig EViol UEV YOp TAG TETTAPOC
TOLOTNTOG HOVAG KEPAVVVGHAL Ol OAmV GAANANLG AEYyouoty, Eviot d& <koi™> TOG
ovoiog dmepnvavto???, Tepuratnticol P&V THG TPOTEPOC SOENC TPOGTAVTES,

Y1miKol d¢ ThHg 0evTEPOC.

For Hippocrates showed that what constitutes the nature of man is not one
thing but many, not that none of the four exists in the body in its pure state. For
the leading proponents of this doctrine do not say that this is the principle. Rather
they hold that there is one thing over and above the four, and which is constituted
from them, just as the power of the tetrapharmakon is neither wax, pitch, resin,
nor fat, but something else over and above them, which is generated from the
mixture of all of them, although this latter doctrine comes in two forms. For
some people say that only the four qualities are mixed through-and-through with
one another, while others hold that also the substances themselves are (the
Peripatetics favour the former doctrine, the Stoics the latter). (Trans. Hankinson;

slightly modified)

T3 Galen De methodo medendi K. X 16.2-24:

7O yap Oeppov Kai TO youypov kai T ENpov Kai o Vypov Tarokpdng puev
TPMOTOG eionynoato, pet avtov &' ApiototéAng amédeiEev: Eroa &' MoM
napolafovteg 0Ok Eprhoveiknoav ol mepl 1OV Xpldoummov, GAL €k ToOTOV T
ocvumavto KekpdoBor Aéyovot, kol tadt &ic GAANA0 maoyew kol Opdv Kol
TEYVIKV Elvan THY @Vowy, &mavtd te to mepi uoenc Tnmokpdtovg ddyuorta
Tpooievtal, TANV TePL LKPod TIVOG £0TIV ADTOIC 1) dLopopd TPOG APLoTOTEAN (..)

dtapEpovTat 88 &V T(M TOG HEV TO1dTNTAG LOVAG TOV APLETOTEAT Ol AAAA®V 1évar

22De elementis sec. Hipp. CMG V 1.2 De Lacy p. 136.15-20. On the basis of a comparison with
the other analogous passages listed here, where Galen assigns to the Stoics the view that the
substances (together with the qualities) can also be mixed—cf. De meth. Med. K. X 16.24 “aAla
Kol Tag ovoiog avtas”; De nat. fac. p. 104, 12 H. “odtw kai 160G oboiag”—I conjecture a kai
which, because of the fact that it may have been as usual paleographically abbreviated, might
have been omitted at some point in the textual tradition.
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Kol KepdvvucsOat Tavty, To0g 6' Ao ThHG 6TOAG 0V TAVTAG LOVOS, GAAN KOl TOG

ovoiog avTdg VTOAUUPAVELY.

For Hippocrates was the first to propose the hot, the cold, the dry and the
moist, and after him Aristotle proved them. And the followers of Chrysippus,
when they accepted these things already to hand, were not embroiled in
contention. Rather, they say that all the things are compounded from these (four
elemental qualities), and that these things are affected by and act on each other,
and that nature is craftsman. And they approve all the other doctrines of
Hippocrates regarding nature, apart from one minor point which is a difference
between them and Aristotle [...]. However, they differ in this: Aristotle held that
the qualities alone go through one another and mix together completely, whereas
those from the Stoa suppose that not these qualities only but also the substances

themselves do this. (Trans. Johnston-Horsley; slightly modified)

T4 Galen De naturalibus facultatibus K. 11 5.8—17 Helmreich 104.6—15:

Kol pévror kol 10 kepdavvucBor ot GAMA®V avtag Olag O OAwv
Inmokpdrng amdviov [dv iouev] mpdtog Eyve: Kol Tog ApYdc ye ThV
dmodeitemv, @v Dotepov Aplototédng petexelpicato, mop' EKelve TPMOTEO
veypoppévag oty e0peiv. €1 8" domep TAG TOLOTNTAG OVT® Kol TS 0VGiG Ot
oAV KepdvvucsBot yp1y vouilewv, g Botepov dmepnvoto Zivev 6 Kittiedg, ovy

Nyoduot O&ilv €Tt mepl T0HTOV KOTA TOVOE TOV AdOYoV EmeEiévar.

Hippocrates was also the first to recognize that all these qualities undergo
an intimate mingling with one another; and at least the beginnings of the proofs
to which Aristotle later set his hand are to be found first in the writings of
Hippocrates. As to whether we are to suppose that the substances as well as their
qualities undergo this intimate mingling, as Zeno of Citium afterwards declared,
I do not think it necessary to go further into this question in the present treatise.

(Trans. Brock)
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As we see, in these four passages where Galen’s syncretistic approach is
glaringly visible, the formulation is analogous and presents only slight
variations: in Galen’s view, in fact, Hippocrates held that the primary elements
mix completely (&t SAwv kepdvvucsOar), and only afterwards did Aristotle and
Zeno, Chrysippus, or the the Stoics generally get hold of the theory—but there
is a difference between them. For the former was convinced that only the
qualities totally mix, whereas the latter thought that corporeal substances or
substances-cum-qualities also totally mix. In most cases Galen adds that it is not
necessary for a physician to understand whether the qualities or the substances-
cum-qualities mix. For Hippocrates was merely content with the fact that the

primary elements mix totally.

However, the theories that Galen mentions together are really different
from one another both in terms of modalities and purposes. First of all, Galen’s
Hippocrates of De natura hominis does not actually set up a theory of mixture
of the four elements at all; he rather speaks of a mixture of the four humours,
such as blood, yellow and black bile, and phlegm.?*® Second, as we saw,
although they both rely on a system of four elements that change into each other,
the Aristotelian and Stoic theories are different: the former is based on a
progressive division of constituents followed by a unification brought about by
a qualitative interaction, and the latter presupposes a coextension of two or more
bodies. Moreover, although both models account for the everyday processes of
mixture, their main aims and justifications are different. If Aristotle’s account
points to the generation of homeomerous stuff, biological or inorganic materials,
the Stoics from Chrysippus on used the total mixture to explain the complete

interpenetration of pneuma and matter.

203 In this writing the Hippocratic author describes a quadripartite system of humours:
blood, yellow and black bile, and phlegm. Each of these humours is assigned two primary
qualities: blood is hot and moist, yellow bile is dry and hot, black bile is dry and cold, and phlegm
is moist and cold. In this treatise the humoralistic perspective is overtly dominant and the
humours are conceived as building blocks of the nature of the human being. They are essential
for understanding the physiology and pathology of human beings their health and pathological
states depend respectively on a balanced and imbalanced mixture of the four humours. The
humoralism of the nature of the human being is clearly spelled out in Ch. 4 CMG I 1.3 pp.
172.13-174.10 Jouanna.
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The reason for this syncretistic conflation seems to me to be twofold. On
the one hand such an approach can be explained in terms of an argumentative
strategy and rhetorical use of the authorities. In fact it is typical of Galen’s
overall thought to offer purposely syncretistic interpretations and to build
shifting alliances in order to pursue his arguments, although he is perfectly aware
of the doctrinal discrepancies that exist between the authorities that he quotes
and he does this even at the cost of distorting the sources on which he draws.?**
For example, if on this occasion he teams up with these authorities, as well as
with Aristotle, on the other hand he criticizes them both ferociously and without
reservations for having posited the seat of the ruling part of the soul as being in
the heart rather than in the brain, as happens in De placitis Hippocratis et

Platonis*®.

However, this attitude and way of setting up theories cannot be reduced to
a mere matter of rhetoric insofar as Galen, who had an eclectic philosophical
education,?% is ultimately truly and profoundly convinced of the fundamental
unity of the major philosophical schools with regards to some central issues and,

thus, that their languages are translatable into one another.?” Therefore, in such

204 For Galen’s use of the authorities (apart from Hippocrates) cf. Donini 1974; Todd 1977 (on
Galen’s use of Aristotle’s authority and more specifically on the reverberations of Galen’s
medical ideas in later Peripatetic commentators); Lloyd 1988 (on Galen’s usage of authorities in
Quod animi mores); von Staden 1991 (on Galen’s use of the sources, in general and in particular
with regard to his acquaintance with Herophilus’ original writings and doxographical reports);
Vegetti 1999a, 1999b esp. p. 391 (where Vegetti explains the role of Galen’s use of the Stoics
as regards the total mixture); Tieleman 2003a pp. 39-46 (with reference to the Stoics and poetic
tradition); Lloyd 2008, esp. p. 40 ff.
205 See Tieleman 1996a pp. 38—60 (for an analysis of Galen’s refutation of Stoics and Peripatetics
regarding the seat of the soul in Books 1-3 of De Placitis Hippocratis et Platonis); see also
Vegetti 1999a pp. 333-357.
206 At Pergamum Galen studied under students of the Platonic Gaius and the Stoic Philopator,
and in Smyrna under another Platonist Albinus. He also studied Stoic Logic as a boy; cf.
Hankinson 1992 pp. 3505-3507 and Donini 1992. In Rome he met the Peripatetic Eudemus who,
according to Moraux, would coincide with the student of the Peripatetic Aspasius under whom
Galen studied in Pergamum; cf. Moraux 1984 p. 687 n. 1.
207 In this regard, cf. Manuli 1986; Manuli insightfully studied Galen’s lexicon and pointed out
Galen’s tendency to set up his arguments by making use of a non-homogeneous set of concepts
and notions bearing the hallmark of different philosophical systems, such as the Platonic, the
Peripatetic, and the Stoic. In this respect Galen would have mirrored syncretistic lexical
tendencies that were shared by all the major philosophical schools. However, as Manuli
underscores, Galen’s apparent multiplicity when it comes to philosophical and scientific
languages does not conflict with the idea of an essential conceptual homogeneity at all. In fact,
as Manuli shows, this continuous terminological exchange is possible only if the theories
expressed by the terminologies respect a more common criterion of truth and ultimately if they
are translatable into Hippocrates and Plato’s language, on whose agreement Galen’s medicine
strongly relies; cf. Manuli 1986 pp. 245-247.
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cases he tends to minimize the doctrinal differences and to fuse them together,

providing the best possible synthesis.??®

What, then, would be the point of putting all these diverse theories
of mixture together? This is explained well by Vegetti, who has already
highlighted the strategic role that this alliance between Hippocrates, Aristotle,
and the Stoics plays for the creation of a “friendly tradition” of continuum
theories, as were the Aristotelian and the Stoic. If in fact we want to assimilate
Galen’s position to one of the two main groups of ancient matter theorists, which,
as we saw, are so neatly sketched by Alexander in his De mixtione, we can say
that Galen was a committed continuist, on a par with Stoics and Peripatetics.
Therefore, he could take advantage of this alliance with the Stoics and
Peripatetics in order to achieve one of his main polemical objectives, the
rejection of older and more recent versions of atomism and corpuscularism, such
as that of Asclepiades of Bithynia, who claimed the existence of void and centred
his medical theories on the general assumption that the body was made up of
invisible particles (&ykot) and channels (n6por).2”

Furthermore, it has to be stressed that by appealing to Hippocrates’
authority Galen fudges and escapes more contemporary and pressing questions,

that is, those concerning the problem of the constituents of the mixture, which,

208 Hankinson 1992, on Galen’s tendency to provide synthetic medical and philosophical
theories. In contrast to Donini, who ultimately seems to label Galen’s philosophy as scarcely
original; cf. Donini 1992 esp. pp. 3502-3503, Hankinson tries instead to enhance Galen’s
unconventional and innovative philosophical outlook and the coherence which underlies Galen’s
thought: “All this [Galen’s theoretical syncretism] might give the impression that Galen was
simply a collector and hoarder of disparate views, an intellectual magpie. This is far from being
the case: Galen’s over-riding concern is for consistency and truth—and his syncretism, far from
being uncritical and indiscriminate, represents a conscious attempt to weld together out of the
disparate elements provided by the tradition a set of theories of unparalleled explanatory power
and accuracy” (p. 3508).

209 Vegetti 1999b p. 390 and p. 392. This is much clearer in a passage from De nat. fac. p. 120.7—
21 H., where Galen speaks of two haireseis that arise in medicine and philosophy: the one school,
which supposes that all substance subject to generation and decay, is continuous (héndmeng) and
undergoes alteration (alloioGisthai), the second, which assumes substance to be unchangeable, is
unalterable and divided into small particles. As Vegetti remarks, the first school would
correspond to the Aristotelian, Platonist, and Stoic, whereas the second one (associated with
further remarks concerning the lack of teleological explanation, cf. ibid. H. 121.23) would be a
reference to corpuscolarists of any lineage; cf. Vegetti 1999b p. 390 and pp. 391-392. As Vegetti
points out, this alliance is determinant for the creation of a “friendly tradition” of the continuum
school; cf. Vegetti 1999b p. 391. For Galen’s rejection of atomism cf. also Hankinson 2008a; cf.
more recently Kupreeva 2014 pp. 162—172; for an account of the medical system of Asclepiades
of Bithynia cf. Vallance 1993; Leith 2009.
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as we have seen, at that time profoundly stirred the major philosophical schools
and led exponents of the Platonic and Peripatetic schools and also corpuscularist
medicine to fight against Stoic corporealism. At first sight, to such questions
Galen simply replies that on the basis of Hippocrates’ doctrines, what he knows
for sure is that the primary elements mix, although he does not want to make any
pronouncement rearding how they mix, whether the mixture involves qualities,

as Aristotle upholds, or substances-cum-qualities, as the Stoics maintain.

1.3.2 Galen and the Stoic/Peripatetic controversy. Qualities or bodies?

However, an analysis of how Galen tackles this latter issue
regarding the constituents of the mixture may be relevant from other points of
view. In the first place, it suggests a philosophical reflection upon the causality
involved in the mechanism of mixture and the difference between the Peripatetic
and Stoic accounts. Second, and more importantly, we can see how Galen copes
with doctrinal divergences, namely in ways that are consistent with his general
anti-dogmatic outlook and in accordance with the principles of his own
epistemology.

It has been said that the aforementioned passages (T1-4), where
Galen explains the difference between the constituents of the mixture in the
Peripatetic and the Stoic schools, have to be considered as a piece of unreliable
doxography, as the basic categories of moidtng (or more precisely, moldv, in the
case of the Stoics) and ovoia differed considerably in the Stoic and the

Peripatetic traditions.?!” Actually, while it might be a piece of doxography,!!

210Todd 1976, p. 59. Contrary to Long and Sedley 1987 p. 172, who uses ousia as the first genus
following Plutarch’s usage in De comm. not. 1083d, Menn proposes to replace it with
hypokeimenon, as in Plot. VI.I 25.1-3 and Simpl. In Categ. 66.32—67.2 and 67.17—-19, where the
first genus is not ousia, but hypokeimenon. For the Stoics ousia means matter (SVF 1 87 and 111
317) and actually Calcidius (SVF 1 86) draws a difference between ousia (essentia, substantia)
and hyle (silva) and explains that the first is used stricto sensu only for qualityless matter. As
Sandbach 1985, p. 41, suggests, the term hypokeimenon does not refer to the material substratum,
but to “any external object”; cf. Menn 1999 p. 215 with n. 1. Therefore, if ousia differently from
hypokeimenon means matter, Galen’s association of ousia with poiotétes seems to aptly refer to
the qualified body, i.e. to the material substratum where the poiotétes comes to be.

211 Todd 1976, pp. 58-59.
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212 this does not mean that

and we know that Galen uses doxographic resources,
Galen’s report has to be rejected or its significance has to be minimized. After
all, the definition “substances-cum-qualities” that Galen attributes to the Stoics
and that we also find in Alexander’s De mixtione as describing the constituents
of mixture (De mixt. 216.26 Bruns) can refer to the Stoic acceptation of ovcia as
material substrate, whereas the quality identifies a second corporeal entity
imbuing matter and capable of affecting it causally. For according to the Stoics,
qualities are also bodies and therefore have causal efficacy.?!*> Moreover, a
further confirmation that in those cases Galen refers to the Stoic corporealistic
account can be seen in the fact that he alternates between the expression
“substances-cum-qualities” and the expression copoatikoi ovociot, that is,
corporeal substances, which are said to go through one another (t®v copatiK®v
0Vo1BV O GAMA®Y ioVoGV).

In the aforementioned passages (T1-4) comes up an interesting
problem regarding the notion of mixture, namely: how do the constituents
interact during the process of mixture? Is the interaction attributable to the Stoic
substances-cum-qualities or corporeal substances, where the qualities are a
second corporeal entity imbuing matter and capable of affecting it causally? Or
rather, are qualities alone understood more Aristotelico as conceptually distinct
from the body itself?

This distinction in fact entails a very different process of causation
in each case. For in Aristotle the qualities are in fact the formal-efficient cause

of the mechanism of mixture, since they first set in motion and carry out the

212 As Tieleman has shown (cf. Tieleman 2003a p. 61 ff.), Galen was well acquainted with the
Placita tradition, i.e. a doxographic tradition which examines texts such as Ps.-Plutarch Placita
philosophorum, Ps.-Galen Historia philosopha, and the cognate excerpts in Stobaeus Eclogae
Physicae, as well as Theodoret’s Graecarum affectionum curatio. These texts belong to a
tradition that can be traced back to Theophrastus Physical doctrines. For Diels’ reconstruction
of Aectius’ hypothesis, cf. Mansfeld and Runia 1997 Ch. 1; a clear schema of the stemma is
provided at p. 4. Cf. Van der Eijk 1999a for a clear description of the different “genres” of
historiography and doxography in ancient medical literature, esp. pp. 11-19; cf. also Runia 1999.
I am thankful to Prof. Tieleman for a discussion on this passage.

213 45A-D LS = SVF 1 90, SVF 1II 363, SVF I 518 part, SVF II 790 part, for the Stoics in fact
incorporeal entities, such as, saybles, void, place and time, lack causal efficacy, whereas only
bodies can act or be acted upon. For the Stoics the qualities are bodies, as according to Zeno a
cause is “that because of which”, while the effect (that of which it is the cause) is an accident
(symbebekos). The cause is the body, the effect is a predicate and the predicate for the Stoics is
a sayable, and therefore, incorporeal. For example, it is because of prudence that being prudent
occurs, because of soul that being alive occurs, because of temperance that being temperate
occurs; ¢f. LS A 55 = SVF 1 89 (for Chrysippus’ formulation cf. IT 336) with comments ad loc.
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process of mixture through a qualitative interaction.?!* On the other hand, in the
Stoic theory the question is slightly more complex if one does not want to
superimpose the Aristotelian schema on the Stoic theory of causation. As
Collette-Duci¢ and Delcomminette remark, it is always the active principle that
plays the role of the causal agent, when it is pure, as in the case of the active
principle or god or when it is present in the qualified bodies. However, since the
avtimapéktactg can be applied both when the constituents balance each other out
and when they do not, we have two different state of affairs. In the first case, we
can speak of two concomitant causes bringing about an effect (cuvaitia). In the
second case, for example the case of the well-known Chrysippean paradox of
the drop of wine that coextends itself with the entire sea, or the case of the
pneuma and passive matter, the first, which transfers its activity onto the other,
can be seen as the cuvektikov aitiov or cohesive cause, whereas the second only
favours and supports the process and, therefore, can only be seen as a cooperant
cause (cvvepyov oitiov).?!® The basic difference between the two processes of
causation, however, remains the fact that, in contrast to Aristotle, according to
the Stoics only bodies can act and be acted upon, which is the hallmark that they
(as the materialists of Plato’s Sophist) assign to true beings.?!'®

Although Galen gives us the impression of underestimating a
discrepancy between the Stoics and the Aristotle, he does mention an issue that
goes beyond the subject matter of mixture, reflecting instead a broader key

difference between the two schools, the Stoic and the Peripatetic.?!’

214 Cf. Mourelatos 1984.

215 For the Stoic theory of causation in general, cf. SVF 11351 = LS 55 I, with Long and Sedley’s
comments pp. 340-343; cf. also Sambursky 1959 pp. 48-56; cf. the collection of texts and
comments in Hankinson 1998a pp. 23ff. On the cohesive or sustaining cause, cf. Galen’s De
causis contentivis CMG Suppl. Or. 11 1.1-2.4 pp. 52-54 Lyons = LS 55 F with particular
reference to Athenaeus’ aetiology of disease. On Galen’s theory of causation (which stems from
a syncretistic conflation between Aristotle’s doctrine of the four causes plus an instrumental
cause and the original Stoic account plus the introduction—plausibly by Athenaeus—of the
concept of preceding cause), cf. Hankinson 1998b, and Hankinson 1994 esp. pp. 1764-1769. As
regards the Stoic theory of causation as applied to the Stoic account of mixture, see Collette-
Duci¢ and Delcomminette 2006 pp. 33-34. As Collette-Duci¢ and Delcomminette sharply note,
in the case of unequal bodies blending, the passive body (such as the passive matter which
undergoes the effects of the active pneuma) acts as cooperant cause qua active (in the sense that
the already qualified matter is not purely passive) and not qua passive, as Todd 1976 p. 43 claims.
216 Brunschwig 1988.

217 Apart from the polemics that have arisen with reference to the mechanism of mixture in the
post-Hellenistic age, Stoic radical corporealism gave rise to vehement criticisms carried out by
the Platonic, the Peripatetic, and the Epicurean schools, which ferociously attacked the Stoic
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Hence, if Galen had answered this question, i.e. whether it is
qualities that mix or corporeal substances-cum-qualities, he would have been
compelled to side with one of the two philosophical schools, and this would have
conflicted with his own reiterated declarations of philosophical independence,
especially with regards to ideas that he cannot be certain about.?!® In the
epistemological gradation of certitude that we find in On my own opinions, Galen
carefully distinguishes between what he does not know and about which no
judgement can be made, what he knows for certain (B¢faov), and what is simply
probable or convincing (mBavdv), to which he often appeals in order to avoid
the aphasia of radical Pyrrhonian Scepticism.?!” And in fact, Galen speaks of
this Stoic/Peripatetic controversy in several passages; he knows the difference
between the two theories of mixture and the arguments that were used against
the Stoic corporealists at the time, and, as we will shortly see, he seems to be
determined to enter the Stoic/Peripatetic controversy, as he critically engages
with the leading proponents of the two main contemporary models of mixture
by taking an active thought anti-dogmatic part in the debate.

First of all, Galen shows that he is aware of the arguments that
have been used against the Stoics. In a passage from De experientia medica (T5),
a treatise handed down not in Greek but in Arabic translation, Galen
distinguishes two different and alternative theories of matter, the atomistic and
another based on a complete interpenetration, which seems to be the only

possible alternative—albeit difficult to imagine. Galen then continues and says

claim that only bodies can have causal efficacy. For a reconstruction of the debate from the post-
Hellenistic age to Alexander of Aphrodisias, cf. Kupreeva 2003, pp. 304-315.

213 On Galen’s anti-dogmatic eclecticism cf. Frede 1987a p. 284; Donini 1992; Hankinson 1992.
29 De propr. plac. pp. 188.7-13 Boudon-Millot-Pietrobelli “mepi yap 8Ahov Soyudrov
ATOPAVOUEVOG UTADG, TV UEV, ¢ eldeiny v &v avtoic dAnbeiav, TdV 08, MG 0VOEV OTIG
£ideinv, &v oig &ptL StijAov, dypr 10D mbavod mpocépyopar, PéATIov pev eivon vouilov, einep
£YVOKeW 0VTO TEPL ATV, MG arnoeaivestat, kabdnep n' GAA@V, 00 pnVv avameibmv Epnavtov,
Momep Erepot, PePaiav Exey yvdoy, OV odk Eoyov amddeity BePaiav”. As Nutton notes, in this
work Galen’s way of presenting his personal beliefs follows a triple schema of knowledge. For
there are a) things that he knows to be certain, b) things that he considers plausible but as yet
unproven, and c) things which he cannot yet clear up in his mind, such as the nature of the soul
or the eternity of the world; cf. Nutton 1999 pp. 45-50. For Galen’s usage of mBovov cf. infra
pp. 79ff. For Galen’s refutation of Pyrrhonian Scepticism and sceptical ideas in the Empiricists,
cf. De Lacy 1991. For more in general on Galen’s epistemology, cf. Frede 1987a; Hankinson
2008b and 2009.
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that “[f]or that two bodies, or three and often four or five, should occupy the

same place is a condition difficult to imagine and to think of.”??°

TS De experientia medica X1X p. 122 Walzer:

As for the view that composite bodies are permeated the one by the other,
although nothing remains except this, yet it is something which one cannot easily
imagine, and I am far from thinking of it to say, to say nothing of understanding
it and knowing it. For that two bodies, or three and often four or five, should
occupy the same place is a condition difficult to imagine and to think of. (Trans.

Walzer)

Galen does not say whose theory he is attacking but we can glean
that it is set against the atomistic theory, and is therefore continuist; in addition,
Galen raises objections against the idea that two or more bodies cannot coexist
in the same place, in a similar vein to Alexander’s criticism of the Stoic total
interpenetration of bodies, as in both the cases coextension is ruled out by
making reference to the Aristotelian paradox of two (or more) bodies in the same
place.

But Galen takes an even stronger position against the Stoic theory
of total mixture, in a passage of De placitis Hippocratis et Platonis (T6) where

he tries to refute two theories of vision:

T6 Galen De plac. Hipp. et Plat. K. V 618.1-619.2 De Lacy 452.29-454.7:

Mdélota &' dv mesbein tig tovTo yiyvesOBor pobov dmwg edloydv oty
Opav MUAg. dpyn 0& Koi Todde Tod AOYov To1dde" TO PAemOUEVOV GO dVOTV
Odtepov' | TEUTOV TL TPOS MUAS AP’ E0VTOD GVV EKEIVE Kol TNV 1diav EvdeikvuTon
dyvootv, 1 €imep avtd undev mEUTEL, TEPIUEVEL TIVAL TTop' MUV APIKESOL
Sovauy aicOn Tk 9’ avtd. TOTEPOV 0DV TGV &ottv dAnOEsTEPOV OS' BV

ndAioto kphein® o1 Tod KT THYV KOPNV TPNUATOG OpDUEY, Odnep €l mepépeve

220 T am thankful to Prof. Garofalo for a translation from the Arabic and a discussion on the
passage.
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TPOG €0VTO TapoyevésBar Tva poipav §j dbvouy 1 €idwiov fj mototnTo TV
EKTOC VIOKEUEVOV GOUATOV, OVK av ToD PAemopévou 10 péyebog Eyvmrelpey,
olov 8povg &i Thyot peyicTov. TnAtkodToV Yip EIdMAOV Evémumtey <av> dr' ohTod
701G OQPOUALOTC UMDY NAiKOV €oTiv aTd, Omep TavTamacty dAoyov, Guo T@ Kol
Kotd piov pomny kopod mTpog EKACTOV TAV OPOVTMV, £l Kol pupiot THyotev Ovied,
AQIKveicOat. TO 8¢ OTTIKOV 0D 010V TE TOGAVTNV PUGLY EKTEWVOUEVOV AOUPAVELY
o¢ mepryeictol movti T® PAETOUEVE cOUOTI TODTO YOp OUOLOV €0TL TA TOV

ZTOIKOV OTOAAYUGD KEPUVVVUEV® T TAoT BoAdTTY).

A person would be most convinced that this happens when he has learned
the probable account of how we see. This account also begins in the following
way. A body that is seen does one of two things: either it sends something from
itself to us and thereby gives an indication of its peculiar character, or if it does
not itself send something, it waits for some sensory power to come to it from us.
Which of these alternative is the more correct may best be judged in the
following way. We see through the perforation at the pupil; if this perforation
waited for some portion or power or image or quality of the external bodies
underlying (our perception) to come to it, we would not discern the size of the
object seen, which might be, for example, a very large mountain. An image of
the size of the mountain would have come from the mountain and entered our
eyes, which is utterly absurd. It is also absurd that at one moment of time the
image should reach every viewer, even though they are countless. And the optic
pneuma cannot extend itself and acquire such a stream so as to envelop the whole
object being viewed; for this is comparable to the Stoic drop that mixes with the

whole sea. (Trans. De Lacy)

As we see in this passage, Galen explicitly rejects the Stoic
paradox of the drop of wine in the sea by classifying it as absurd. But which
aspect of the theory of total mixture is Galen referring to? In the passage it seems
that two theories are discussed. The first, according to which the object seen

which sends something to us, seems to correspond to the Epicurean theory of
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the eidola.??! The second, according to which a sensory power which comes
from us to the object seen, an optic pneuma extends itself (éktewvopevov) and
pours over (wepyeicOar) the object viewed.

It seems therefore that the pneuma indeed reaches the object seen
and it does this in virtue of an extension
(0l6v te TosaOTNV PUGIY éxtevopevov AapPdverv). But what might be the
connection between the Stoic total mixture and the pneuma that extends itself? |
think that, in Galen’s view, as the optic pneuma cannot extend itself and acquire
such a stream to pour over the object seen, in the same vein the Stoic drop of
wine cannot extend itself and mix with the entire sea, as the total mixture is also
seen as a process involving an extension that may or may not be mutual for the
constituents, the avtimopéktacic. Galen therefore seems to be painting the
process of coextension as absurd (&Aoyov), at least the Chrysippean version
according to which bodies unequal in bulk can equalize their volumes, as one
constituent completely coextends with the other, which is far greater.

On the other hand, on the Peripatetic front, we can instead uncover
some traces of Galen’s inclination to think that, as Aristotle held, it is qualities
that are responsible for the mechanism of mixture. For in contrast to the passages
already analysed, Galen’s presents his opinion in a less rigid manner where he
summarizes his own beliefs, that is, in De propriis placitis. In this text Galen

tackles the problem again, but he adds something more (T7):

T7 Galen De propr. plac. 188.21-189.17 Boudon-Pietrobelli:

OTL u&v €k Thic TV 6 otoyEinv Kpacews dmavta o mTop' HUiv couato
yiyverat, BePaiog yryvookey enui: Koi Tpocétt St OAmV adTdV KEPAVVULEVOV,
ovy, ¢ EumedokAfic Myeito, Katd GUikpo Hoplo Katafpovopuévay. gite 68 TV
COUOTIKAV 0VG1AHV OAmV 3 AAAAA®V iovo®V, €T TV TOOTHTOV LOVOV, OVT'
dvoykoiov givoi Qnul yvookew, obte dmopaivopol. mOavdTepov 88 eivat

vopilm, kotd Tag modtnrag yiyveshat tag KpAoELS.

221 On the Epicurean theory of eidola, cf. Long and Sedley 1987 pp. 76-78 and cf. the clear

description provided by Lucretius in De rer. nat. IV.722-822 = LS 15 D. I am very grateful to
Prof. D. Konstan for a number of clarifying discussions on this passage.
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I declare that I know for certain that all our bodies come from a mixing
together of the four elements, and besides through their complete mixture, not
as Empedocles believed, through being broken up into small particles. But
whether (this happens) because the corporeal substances go entirely through one
another or only the qualities, I neither consider it necessary to know, nor do I
make any definite pronouncement (about it). I think it more likely, however, that

the mixtures occur according to the qualities. (Trans. Nutton; slightly modified)

In this passage he initially says that it is not necessary to know whether the
mixture occurs when the corporeal substances go entirely through one another
or only the qualities, however, (0¢), he adds that he believes it is more likely
(mBavadtepov) that the qualities mix. But what degree of epistemological
certitude does the adjective mBovog have? Debru has studied the use and
application of the term mBovdg throughout Galen’s corpus and on the basis of

her studies she remarks that the adjective can have different meanings in Galen.

On the one hand, Debru shows that Galen’s mBavog can simply mean
“persuasive”, “convincing”, but ultimately false. In this regard, sometimes Galen
uses this term with reference to his adversaries’ opinions or theories, which he
commits himself to refuting and dismissing.??? On the other hand, it can also
refer to a likely but still provisional explanation that can turn out to be true or
false, a transitory stage in the search for truth (¢yyvg dAnOeiog) that needs to be
further proved by evidence and still lacks scientific proof (émiotnpovikn wicTic).
Furthermore, Debru adds that contrary to the “plausible which proves to be

false”, “the plausible which proves to be true” has degrees of plausibility. For in

these cases Galen uses comparatives and superlatives.??> Our movdtepov then

222 Debru 1991, pp. 35-37.

223 Debru 1991, esp. pp. 37-38. More recently, Chiaradonna has investigated Galen’s notion of
pithanon and, in contrast to Debru (whose research findings, however, he does not discuss, but
see above all the section “La confirmation du plausible vrai” pp. 37-38 with references), he does
not seem to attribute to it the same positive epistemological validity, as in his view, according to
Galen, it would solely indicate something that is merely “persuasive” and cannot be grasped by
Galen’s two main epistemological criteria of certainty, that is, reason and experience;
Chiaradonna 2014 pp. 72—73. On the possible sources (rhetorical, epistemological, medical) of
Galen’s usage of pithanon, cf. the detailed survey provided by Chiaradonna 2014 pp. 73 ff.
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seems to acquire a different status from what is simply mBovév. Hence, what in
Galen is defined as mBavov—or better, mBavdtepov—is therefore not to be
underestimated or despised, since, although it does not coincide with the
scientific demonstration, Galen appeals to it very often, as it gives him room for
manoeuvre between scepticism and dogmatism and it might turn out to be useful
for grasping his own opinions, albeit provisional, especially with reference to
popular and controversial topics, such as the relation to the process of causation

in the process of mixture?**.

This hint offered by Galen’s usage of mBavdtepov seems to be further
confirmed by a passage from De elementis (T8.1). This passage has been often
neglected by commentators and scholars, but here we find two important
elements worth underlining. First of all, Galen seems to take a position towards
the issue of the causality, although indirectly and somewhat allusively; and
second, he describes the process of mixture as a progressive division in strikingly

similar terms to Alexander’s abovementioned exegesis of Aristotle’s account.

T8 Galen De elementis sec. Hipp. K. 1489.13—490.15 De Lacy 136.22-138.14:

(T8.1) eiprioeton 8¢ Kav 101G TG Bepamevtikis peBdSoL mepl THG ypeiag
avTOV €Ml mAéov, €v O& T® ToPOVTL TOCOVTOV EIMElV AmOYPNCEL TPOS TOV
EveoTdTA AOYOV, OTL TOV V' AcKAnTadov Aeyopévov év 1® Ilepi otoygiov
BiAim Tpog Tovg OA0G | O dA®V KepavvhVTAG AAANAALG TAG OVGIOG 0OVOEV GyeTan
TOV KOTA TAG TO1OTNTOG Hovas kepdvvusBar Aeyovimv, (T8.2) dot' &l kai pn o'
GALO TL, O10 YOOV TO AGQAAEG aipeTEOV TO SOYHA KOl AEKTEOV, MG €V TG HiyvucOot
¢ HdatL TOV otvov, &l TOYOL, Kod katadpodeshor Péypt GUIKPOTATMV EKOTEPOVL
0 popo dpdv kol maoye avtoig gig GAANAa cvupPaivel kol petaddoval Tdv
TOLOTNTOV AAANAO1G ETOoLUOTEPOV, O0® TIEP AV €1 EAATT® KOoTaBPaLGOT], Kai S1d
TODTO KIVOUGLV €ml TAEIGTOV Ol pyvivTeg AAAAOLS T ToloDTa TNV €1 EAdyLoTOV
JaipestV ATV UNYOVOUEVOL. Ko LEV On Kol TO LOAAOV EvodaBat TOC ToldTnTog

aAMAoLg TV Eml mALoV AvapyBEvTov Te Kol XpovicavTwv OHOLOYET T® AOY®.

224 Cf. also Nutton 1999 pp. 45-50.
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YPOVOL Yap SETTOL TO GLIKPA LOPLa TV KEPAVVVUEVAV, TV' gig GAAN AL dpdor Kai

1601 teAémg Kol obtwg Ev dmepydonTat T0 OAOV Kai Opolov EaVT® ThvT.

(T8.1) And I shall speak at length of the use of mixtures in the books of
Therapeutic method; but now for this present one, and also it will be enough to
say that none of the things that Asclepiades says in his book On elements in
answer to those who mix substances with each other through and through will
touch those who say they (the substances) are mixed in the qualities only;
therefore, if for no other reason, at least for safety’s sake let us pronounce as our
choice the view that (T8.2) in the mixing of wine with water, for example, and
in the breaking up of the parts of each into smallest bits, it happens that each of
them acts on the other and is acted on by it (kataBpavecOar péypt opukpotdTmv
EKOTEPOL TA PLOPLa dpavV Kol Taoyew adToilg €ig GAANAa cvpPaivet), and that they
share their qualities with each other the more readily the smaller the bits into
which they have been broken (koi petadidovar T®V TOOTATOV GAANAOLC
grolpdtepov, 6cm mep Gv gig EAatTom katabpavcoi)); and for that reason those
who are mixing such things together agitate them as much as possible, thus
contriving that the division be to the smallest parts. Moreover, it is concordant
with the reasoning that the qualities of things that have been mixed more
thoroughly and for a long time are more closely united. The small parts of the
things being mixed need time to complete their interaction and thus make the

whole one and the same throughout. (Trans. De Lacy; slightly modified)

As we see, Galen explicitly says that “none of the things that Asclepiades
says in his book On elements in answer to those who mix substances with each
other through and through will touch those who say that they (the substances)
are mixed in the qualities only”. Galen does not say who Asclepiades’ polemical
target is nor does he use his standard formulation “corporeal substances” or
“substances-cum-qualities”; in this passage he only draws an opposition between
those who mix substances and those who mix qualities (t@®v Katd TAG TOIOTNTOC
uovag kepdvvooBor Aeyoviwov), which seems to be congruent with the other
passages that we have analysed previously, where Galen draws a distinction

between Aristotle and the Stoics. This time, however, Galen overtly declares that
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at least for safety’s sake this opinion has to be favoured because it lies on firmer
ground (Ao@OAEC): 610 YOOV TO AGPOAES aipeTéov TO dOYpHa kKol Aektéov. The
usage of the verbal adjectives in —teos, which expresses the idea of duty, strongly
emphasizes Galen’s choice (aipetéov/Aextéov). However, that is still a
somewhat indirect choice, as Galen is not saying roundly that the qualities mix,
as Aristotle held, but that arguments that are used against those who mix
substances cannot be used against those who mix qualities only, which in a rather
ingenious formulation is defined by Galen as a dogma that does not explicitly

belong to any dogma.

1.3.3 Galen’s kpdoic as a progressive division of bodies

We can in any case regard this as a good result, especially if we look at the
following description of the mixture of wine and water, that occupies the second
section of the passage (T8.2).

In this section Galen does not use Aristotle’s technical vocabulary—he
does not embed the process in the Aristotelian potentiality—actuality
continuum—but nonetheless if we compare Alexander’s text (T9) to Galen’s

(T8):

T9 Alexander of Aphrodisias De mixtione 231, 12—19 Bruns = Groisard 33.1—
13;

Kol TodT €oTiv 1] Kpdoig 1 yap O ToD TOElV Kol TACKEW TAOV
TOPOUKEWEVOV GAAMAOIS COUATOV O10 HETAPOANG Y0Pig POBOPAS OVTMV TIVOG
EVooig. Zuvepyel ¢ Toig Vypoig Tpog TV BTt petafoiny te kol kpdow Kol T
gvdwipetov. Stapodvta yap GAANAa TPO THG EVOCEMS Kol KOTO HKPQ
mapoTfEpeva AAANAOLG, Paov Kal OATTOV AvTiITdoyovTa VT AAAMA®V, ToXEMG EV
Tt yivetal o®dpo kol Katd tO DTOKEIPeVOV Kol Katd TV moldtnta, Evepyeiq puev
00OV OV T®V peptypévav, duvdpet 6& mav TL, TOGODTOV ATOAEUTOUEVOV TOD Kol
gvepyeig odlew T &v avT® pepypéva, 6cov old Tod MOLElV T€ Kol TAGYEW

agnpNTot 51d TG SLVALEMS AVTMV EKAGTOV.
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Mixture, then, can be defined as the unification through interaction of
bodies juxtaposed with one another by means of an alteration that excludes their
corruption. Contributing to the rapid alteration and mixture of moist bodies is
their easy divisibility; for they divide one another before being unified, and are
juxtaposed together as corpuscles (dtotpodvta yap GAANAA PO THS EVOCENMS Kol
Kato pukpa mopoatilfépeva aAANA0Lg), thus interacting more easily and more
quickly (pdov kol Oattov dvrimdoyovta v AAAA®V), and they rapidly become
one body both in substrate and quality (toyéwmc &v Tt yiveton odpo Koi Kot 0
VTOKEIpEVOV Kal KoTd TV Totdtnta)—a body not in actuality any of the bodies
that have been mixed, but in potentiality all of them, and as long as it is deprived
from preserving in actuality the bodies mixed in it, it is removed (from
preserving in actuality the bodies mixed) by the interaction caused by their

individual power (transl. Todd; slightly modified).

We have some noteworthy resemblances. In the first place in both the
accounts mixture is described as a progressive owaipeoic of the constituents
followed by a final unification brought about by a qualitative interaction (Galen
in fact says that the parts of the liquids break up into small parts (kataOpodecBor
péypt opukpotatov) and that each of them acts on the other and is acted upon by

(8pdv kai maoyew)>>

and through this fragmentation process they share their
qualities (petadiddévor @V ootV AAANA01G); this division ends in a final
unification which is described some lines below, where Galen says “The small
parts of the things being mixed need time to complete their interaction and thus
make the whole one and the same throughout (&v dmepydonton 10 dAov Kol
ouotov €avtd mavtn)”. On the other hand, as we see, Alexander says that the
constituents divide one another before being unified, and are juxtaposed together

as corpuscles: “Owapodvta yap dAANAa PO THG EvOOEMG KOl KOTH HIKPQ

225 The interaction between two objects or qualities is usually denoted by the two verbs moigiv
kai taoyewv. Here Galen replaces moielv with dpdv, which is generally used with reference to the
actions of persons. As De Lacy and Durling note, these two verbs had already been linked by
Plato (Phaedr. 270d4-5 and Tim. 33d1, both treatises that Galen knew very well). Furthermore,
the two verbs were used in combination by Plutarch in a critique of Epicurus’atomism (4dv. Col.
1110c); therefore, as the two scholar note, Galen had already a precedent for using these two
verbs to indicate the interaction of objects and qualities; cf. De Lacy 1996 p. 174 comm. ad De
elem. sec. Hipp. CMG V 1.2. p. 70.16 De Lacy.
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napatifépeva dAAA0S”. At the end of the process of division the constituents
become one both in substrate and quality, “&v T1 yiveton c®dpo Kol Katd TO
vmokeipevov kol katda v mowdtnta”’). Of course the Stoics also thought that
matter is continuously sub-divisible,??® but it has to be added that the Stoic
account of total mixture is assimilated to a progressive infinite division only
from Alexander onwards, possibly because for a Peripatetic the mixture does lie
in a division and is its characteristic feature.??” According to Collette-Dug¢ié¢ and
Delcomminette, in Stoic physics infinite division would only work upstream and

downstream in the process of mixture and does not coincide with the process

itself but only produces bodies able to undergo infinite division as a result.??®

226 Cf. Diog. Laert. VII 150 = SVF 1I 482 (part). According to Chrysippus, this division is infinite
and would not be ad infinitum, for there is no infinite body into which division is converted;
rather, this division is incessant (akatalektos). On the Stoic infinite division cf. Todd (1973 pp.
21-23), who is inclined to assimilate the Stoic notion of infinite divisibility to Aristotle’s
potential infinite; on this cf. also Long and Sedley 1987 vol. I p. 303. Contrarily, Drozdek (2002
p- 413 n. 29) notes that there is a difference between Aristotle’s conception of potential infinite
and Chrysippus’; Chrysippus’ notion of an actual infinity of parts is impossible because in his
view there are no ultimate parts (cf. SVF II 483) and not because it is possible only potentially,
as Aristotle taught. One could object to Drozdek, however, that it is exactly from this impasse
that Aristotle wants to extricate himself when, in his criticism of the Atomists, he propounds his
notion of infinite division, which is only potentially and not actually possible (cf. De gen. et corr.
316b19-21). On the contrary, more recently, Nolan 2006, has attributed a theory of physical
continuums (body, space and time) to the Stoics, based on the concept of gunk, and leans towards
interpreting the evidence as if the Stoics conceived physical body as actually divided into infinite
gunks (a concept whose core idea is that “all the parts of an x physical item can be further
subdivisible into parts”); cf. in detail Nolan 2006 pp. 162—172.

227 Collette-Dugi¢ and Delcomminette 2006 p. 49. In De mixtione Ch. 8 (De mixt. 221.25-222.25
Bruns) Alexander refutes the Stoic theory of mixture as associated with the infinite division of
bodies; cf. Todd’s comments ad loc. pp. 204-210. As Todd observes, there seems to be a
theoretical incongruence as the whole chapter neglects two Stoic claims: i) that the constituents
are preserved in the blend (De mixt. 216.3-31 Bruns); and ii) that mixture and juxtaposition of
constituents are not the same thing (De mixt. 220.3-221.7 Bruns). Now, since, as Todd suggests,
the chapter seems to be derived from Aristotle’s claim that only moist and easily divided bodies
can be blended (cf. De gen. et corr. 1 10 328a24, 328b17 and cf. De mixt. 221.26-27 Bruns) and
that in the blending they divide and initially juxtapose as corpuscles (De gen. et corr. 328a33—
b2 and cf. De mixt. 221.26-27 Bruns), and since this phase of division of bodies becomes one of
the main traits of the Peripatetic account, it is not unlikely that the association between total
mixture and the divisibility of constituents arose from some form of syncretism between the
Stoic and the Aristotelian accounts. After all, Alexander of Aphrodisias himself informs us of
such a doctrinal syncretism when he reports that “while some of his [Chrysippus’] successors
agree with Chrysippus, others who were later able to hear Aristotle’s theory actually express
many of his view on blending”. More precisely, he makes mention of the case of Sosigenes (De
mixt. 216.9—11 Bruns trans. Todd).

228 Collette-Dugi¢ and Delcomminette 2006 pp. 47-48. 1 do not agree with Nolan (2006), who
tries to explain total mixture through an infinite division of gunks (parts having parts within
themselves and so on without ever reaching the ultimate parts) for two reasons: a) textual
reasons, as Nolan theorizes the concept of Stoic gunk and then in an purely abstract way applies
it to the Stoic mixture without finding clear confirmation in the textual evidence at our disposal
concerning Stoic mixture (cf. pp. 172—177); b) theoretical reasons, as such a process of gunky
mixture, understood as a continuous and many-stage division into parts, where “all of the so-far
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Moreover, the other account of mixture as infinite division that we have in
Plotinus (SVF 1I 478), as demonstrated by Lacrosse, heavily depends on
Alexander’s reception of the Stoic theory.??° By contrast, in Galen’s account we
find two elements, which incontrovertibly point to the Peripatetic model: the
reaction due to the qualitative interaction and a two-phases process, where the
progressive division of bodies ends up in a final unification.

Furthermore, and more importantly, both the accounts, the Galenic and the
Peripatetic, very differently from the Stoic picture, show a strict link between
easy-divisibility of the constituents and facility and speed of interaction, as
Alexander—following Aristotle’**—also says, “contributing to the rapid
alteration and blending of moist bodies is their easy-divisibility”. Right after, it
is said that the particles, “interacting more easily and more quickly, rapidly
become one body both in substrate and quality” (pdov koi Odttov dvtimdoyovta
VT AAAMA®V, TayxEmG &V TL YiveTon oMU Kol Kot TO DTOKEIEVOV Kol KOTO TNV
nototnTa), whereas in Galen we have the sentence “ta popo dpav Kol oy
avtoig €ig GAANAa cvpPaivel kol petadddévol TAOV TOTHTOV GAARAOLG
Etodtepov, 6o mep v €ig EAdTTO KataBpavcbii”, i.e. “each of the—the
particles—acts on the other and is acted on by it, and they share their qualities
with each other the more readily the smaller the bits into which they have been
broken”, where the term é&towwdtepov means at the same time more

easily—pdov—and more rapidly—0dttov—. i.e. more readily.?*!

divided proper parts of the blend contain proper parts of both the blended substances” and which
(contrary to the Peripatetic account) never culminates in a final unification, would give rise to
an endless multiplication of the number of bodies within a mixture (cf. esp. p. 175), whereas in
the Stoic account of mixture the bodies are preserved and their number is not multiplied in the
mixture: a body although theoretically infinitely divisible is not—in actuality—composed of
infinitely many corpuscles. For the Stoics in fact clearly rejected that the infinitely divisible
contains an actual infinity of parts (as Nolan would suggest): Stobaeus I 142.2—-6 = SVF 1II 482
(LS 50A): “Chrysippus said that bodies are divided to the infinity, and likewise things
comparable to bodies, such as surface, line, place, void and time. But although these are divided
to infinity, a body does not consist of infinitely many bodies, and the same applies to surface,
line and place” (trans. Long and Sedley; emphasis mine); cf. also comments by Long and Sedley
ad loc., cf. Long and Sedley 1987 pp. 301-304. For Nolan’s arguments against Stoic potential
infinity cf. Nolan 2006 pp. 179-180.
229 Lacrosse 2007 pp. 53—66.
20 De gen. et corr. 328a33 “Koi pucpd 8& pikpoic mopatidéueva piyvotor udAlov: pdov yap xoi
Oarrov dAnio pebiotnoy”.
21 Given the strong similarities between Galen’s and Alexander’s accounts, we may indirectly
note Alexander does not seem to have originally formulated this model of mixture, if we assume
that they did not have contact with each other. However, this does not affect our main concern,
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1.3.4 Mixture, change and the ontological status of the primary elements in the
mixture (actuality or potentiality?). The example of the tetpagpdppaxog and the

generation of a tertium quid

As we have seen, one of the main differences between the Stoic and the
Peripatetic models of mixture concerns the ontological status of the primary
elements in the mixture. To briefly sum up the conclusions that we have hitherto
drawn, according to Aristotle’s theorization the primary elements are preserved
in the mixture only in potentiality, whereas they give rise in actuality to a tertium
quid, the homoeomerous body; on the other hand, in the Stoic total mixture,
instead, the active (air and fire, whose mixture in turn generates the pneuma) and
passive elements (water and earth, that is, inert matter) interpenetrate each other
and are compresent in a pervaded state.

Another further step towards a more thorough comprehension of Galen’s
account of mixture of primary elements will be to identify Galen’s own position
concerning the ontological status of the primary elements within the elemental
mixture. In order to better sketch its contours, we will begin by considering two
parallel passages (T10 and T11), respectively from Galen’s De elementis and his
Commentary on the Nature of Man, where the physician-cum-philosopher
glosses De natura hominis’ incipit on the basis of his own textual
interpretation?*? and vehemently admonishes those who refuse to believe that

fire, water, air, and earth are the primary elements of all living beings:

namely to show that such similarities may be explained by the common Peripatetic milieu on
which they both drew and relied.

22 De nat. hom. CMG 1 1.3 p. 164.3-7 Jouanna: "Octi¢ p&v oDV lo0ev GKoVEW AeyOVTOV Appl
g eVowg g avBpwrivng Tpocomtépm 1| doov avtig £ INTPIKNY AENKEL TOVTO HEV OVK
smdetog 8¢ 6 Adyog dovev: oBte Yap TO mhpmoy Hépa Aéyo OV dvOpomov eiva, obte ndp,
otte Bdwp, obte YRV, 0UT' GARO 0VSEV, O TL 1| PAVEPOV €GTLV EVEOV £V T® AVOPOT®* AAAL TOTGL
Boviopévoiot tadta Aéyetv mapinu”’. This passage is well known (as it is placed right at the
beginning of the treatise, when the Hippocratic author detaches medical science from
philosophical discourse and attacks elemental theorists) and the problematic nature of Galen’s
exegesis. For by propounding a particular philological reading of the text (based on the
translation of mapumnav as “wholly” and on the separation of £€vedv “to be present within” into &v
éov “the one thing”), Galen moulds the Hippocratic passage to fit his overall aim, i.e. that of
demonstrating that Hippocrates did not actually criticize those who posited fire, air, water and
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T10 Galen De elementis sec. Hipp. K. 1451.9 —453.6 De Lacy 96.1-23:

(1) @aivetar toivov 6 pév AptototéAng te kol Inmoxpdtng doavTmg
SrotedgicOan TOV Adyov, oi §' EEnynrai P Tapokolovdeiv: o yap S TodT lmev
0 Tnmokpdrng ovk mtndetov elvar TOV Adyov Toig eimbdctv dove mepi PHG10C
avOpomivng mpoowTép® T OKOGOV aOTENG &G INTPIKNV  AENKEL, OlOTL
KOTAYIYVOOKEL TOV AEPa Kol TOp kol DOmp Kol YTV otoyyeio Ti0suévav, aAN dr'
apync Gypt TEAOVG TOIC £V OTIODV aDTMV €imoDOY EVPICKETAL | LEPPOUEVOGS, ETElL
EKETVO Ye OeV®DG BAOYOV €0TLv, €1, OLOTL UNOEV TAV TETTAPMV EIMKPIVEG &V TA
chpatt goiverat, St 00T dmoOnoeton Thvto: (2) Kot yop TOV adTOV olpat
TPOTOV ATMIGTNGEL TIG €K KNPOD Kol PNTIVNG Kol TTTNG Kol 0T€0TO¢ GLYKeIahat
TNV TETPOPAPLOKOV KAAOVUEVY, OTL UNOEV ADTOY OAOKANPOV KOl TOVTEAES £V
avTl) mepleydpevov eaivetat. [...] pr toivov und', €nedn koi katd Td TV (Owv
oOUOTO TOV TETTAP®V OTOLEIMV 0VOEV EIAMKPIVEG OVOE TOVTEAEG £0TLV,
AMIGTAOUEY €K TOVT®V aDTA KeEKPAcOal | undE o0 TodTO TOV UEV KOGUOV €K TRV
TETTAPOV  Elval SLYXOPDUEY, dparpdueda 8 to {da TS £k ToVTMOV YEVEGE®G,
domep EEMBEV Tobev flikovta Kol oVK &v T@ KOGU® yeyovoTa. 1| Ogi&ai pé oot
KEAEVELG YTV €V 101G TOV {DOV cOUactY glAMKpIvi] Kol dpukTov adTog und' €v d

KOGU® TOLW TNV O1E0 OLVALEVOC;

(1) It appears, then, that Aristotle and Hippocrates have ordered their arguments
in the same way but that the commentators do not understand them. When
Hippocrates says that his discourse is of no use of those who make a habit of
listening (to discourses) about the nature of man that go ‘beyond what is relevant
to the art of medicine’, he does not say this because he is condemning those who
make fire, air, water, and earth the elements; on the contrary, from start to finish
we find him censuring those who say that some one of these is the element. For

it is frightfully illogical to reject them all because no one of the four is seen in

earth as the basic building blocks of living bodies, but just those who believed that only one of
them was the basic element. Jouanna’s translation differs from Galen’s interpretation; cf.
Jouanna’s comments ad loc. in Jouanna 2002 pp. 225-226 and pp. 229-230. Hankinson (2015
pp. 425 f.) defends Galen’s reading (cf. his translation “Whoever is in the habit of listening to
those who discuss the nature of man in terms further from those which pertain to medicine will
not find this discourse congenial to him. For I say that man is neither wholly air, nor fire, nor
water, nor earth, nor anything else which is not evidently the one thing in man, but rather leave
them to those who wish to say such things”).
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the body in its pure form; (2) by the same reasoning, I fancy a person will not
believe that the so-called tetrapharmakos is a compound of wax, resin, pitch, and
tallow, because none of these is found contained in it as a complete whole [...].
Then let us not refuse to believe that the bodies of animals are a mixture
composed of the four elements just because none of the four is either pure or
complete in them; and let us not for this reason grant that the cosmos is formed
from the four [elements] but exclude animals from generation out of these
[elements], as if they came from somewhere outside and were not generated in
the cosmos. Or do you ask me to show you earth pure and unmixed in the bodies
of animals, when you yourself cannot even show me such earth in the cosmos?

(Trans. De Lacy)

T11 Galen in Hipp. Nat. Hom. comment. K. XV 17.16—18.7 Mewaldt 11.22—
12.2:

(1) tovg yap €k mopoOg Kol yHig VOATOG T€ Kal AEPOC GAAAOIC KPaOEVT®V
Nyovpévoug Td oo’ UMV yeyovéval | poxnpdg v tig aSuncete kpivesOan
Dowp f| Tp 1| YAV | aé€pa dekvdey v MUiv 1], un dewkvoovtag, E&eléyyectan
@aockew. (2) dupotov yap TodTO TG KATA TNV “TETPAPApUAKOV’ duvapy a&lodv
fitor knpov 1 wwittav 1 otéap f| pntivny gilkpvi] deikvoey 1, ur Svvouévorlg
OelEa, U cvyympelv €k ToVTeV adTV cvykeichal: (3) v yap 1@ ‘kekpdoOar’

Pavar "t tétTapa’ T uNdEv eiktcpivac adTdv eivar dnhodtat.

(1) For one might wrongly think it incumbent upon those who suppose that
our bodies are generated from a mixture of fire and earth, water and air either to
show that water or fire or earth or air exist separated within us, or, if unable to
do so, to admit they have been refuted. (2) This is like thinking that, in the case
of power of the ‘tetrapharmakos’ you must either show it to be pure wax, or
pitch, or fat, or resin, or, if you are unable to show this, that you must concede
that it is not composed of these things. (3) For in saying that these things are
mixed, one makes it clear that no one of them exists in its pure state. (Trans.

Hankinson; slightly modified).
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As Kupreeva has shown, Galen’s implicit polemical target in the former
passage, which is taken from [ 5 De elementis (and, in filigree, also of the parallel
passage from Galen’s Commentary on Nature of Man) is the physician
Athenaeus of Attalia together with his followers, the Pneumatists.?**> For
Athenaeus of Attalia believed that the four elements of living bodies do not
coincide with the cosmic elements (fire, air, water, and earth), but merely with
the primary qualities (the hot, the cold, the dry, and the wet), only insofar as they

constitute the nature of living beings?**.

The main substantive reasons that
Athenaeus of Attalia seems to have given for rejecting the cosmic elements are,
first of all, that they cannot be manifestly discovered in living bodies by the
means of sense-perception and, second, that they fall outside the realm of the
medical art and, consequently, cannot be used in order to account for
physiological and pathological processes going on in living bodies.?**

By delving a little deeper into Galen’s defence of the explanatorily
validity of the cosmic elements within the domain of medical art, it is possible
to gather and bring to light some reflections relating to the ontological status of
the primary elements in Galen’s mixture in order to answer the following
questions: in which state are the primary elements in the mixture? Do they

remain as such in the mixture or do they undergo any change? And, if so, do they

get completely destroyed? Or are they preserved, and, if so, are they preserved

233 Cf. Kupreeva 2014 p. 178.
B4 Cf. Introd. 5. medic. K. IX XIV 698.5-12 = SVF 11 416, cf. Kupreeva 2014 pp. 172-178.
235 Cf. De elem sec. Hipp. CMG V 1.2 p. 104.6-11 De Lacy “Perhaps the followers of Athenaeus
will say that they themselves make no statement about these things because they are outside the
medical art; they are content to make hot, cold, dry and wet, which they can clearly point to even
in animals (kd&v oig {®oig Evapydg dei&ar dhvavtar), the elements both of bodies and of the
whole of medicine” (trans. De Lacy). As Kupreeva maintains, the first line of defense that Galen
sets up against Athenaeus and his followers is methodological, as Galen did not
methodologically approve of Athenaeus” conviction that the principles of the medical field (and
therefore the theory of elements too) should be kept separated from those of natural philosophy.
On the contrary, in Galen’s opinion the two domains are strictly connected to each other and,
more precisely, he clearly says that medicine is a handmaiden of the coming-to-be-and-passing-
away; cf. De elem. sec. Hipp. CMG V 1.2 pp. 92.26-94.2 De Lacy. The second line of defense
he sets up in favour of the cosmic elements, which he clearly distinguishes from the
homoeomerous part, is logical, as Kupreeva notes. By possibly drawing on the well-known
distinction made in Aristotle’s Categories between “being said of a subject” (synonymous
predication) and “being said in a subject” (inherence), differently from the Pneumatists, Galen
distinguishes between the hot, the cold, the dry, and the wet qua qualities from the hot, the cold,
the dry, and the wet, which by way of inherence can refer to the bodies that have these qualities
within them either to the extreme degree (i.e. the primary element) or “by prevalence” (the
homoeomerous bodies). Kupreeva 2014 pp. 181-194; cf. De elem. sec. Hipp. CMG V 1.2 pp.
114.13-116.5 De Lacy.
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in actuality or in potentiality, as, respectively, in the Stoic and in the Aristotelian-
Peripatetic account?

In order to start our enquiry, we can glean from the texts previously
quoted that Galen argues that it is absurd to believe that bodies of living beings
are not constituted by fire, air, water, and earth, only because we cannot clearly
point to and manifestly identify these in living bodies. For in the mixture the
primary elements have become indistinguishable from one another. As Galen
says, “no one of the four is seen in the body in its pure form” (cf. T10.1 “undev
TOV TETTAPOV EIMKPIVEG €V 1@ copatt gaivetarl”) and further down, “none of
the four is either pure or complete” in the body (cf. T10.2 “00d&v gilkpivEg
o0d¢ mavterég Eotv”): if the primary elements are mixed, this means that they
are not present in their pure form and have become indistinguishable in the
mixture and, therefore, do not appear as such in the living beings’ bodies (cf.
T11.3 “for in saying that these things are mixed, one makes it clear that no one
of them exists in its pure state (§v yap t@® ‘kKekpdoOoar” @dval *ta tétTopa’ T
undiv giMkpiveg avtdv etvon dnhodtar)”). The state of indistinctness of the
primary elements in the mixture is further clarified by the example of the
TeETpOQapuaKog, a drug made up of four different ingredients (according to LSJ,
tallow, wax, pitch, and resin): just as in the Tetpa@dppokxog, it is impossible to
clearly recognize the individual ingredients of which it is composed, as they have
become indistinguishable in the mixture; in the same way we cannot discern the
cosmic elements whose mixture constitutes every living body (cf. T10.2 “by the
same reasoning, | fancy a person will not believe that the so-called
tetrapharmakos is a compound of wax, resin, pitch, and tallow, because none of
these is found contained in it as a complete whole”). Plus, the mixture has given
rise to a power that no longer coincides with its basic constituents but is
something over and above them (cf. T11.2 “This is like thinking that, in the case
of power of the ‘tetrapharmakos’ you must either show it to be pure wax, or
pitch, or fat, or resin, or, if you are unable to show this, that you must concede
that it is not composed of these things™).2*¢ Mixture then coincides with a non-

pure state of the primary elements in the mixture: if something is mixed, it cannot

236 Terpagpdppakog -ov is properly a compound adjective: it can be used as neuter noun or as
adjective referring to the feminine substantive d0vayug; cf. Montanari 2000 s.v.
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be seen in its pure state and distinguished from others; if something is visible
and in its pure state, it cannot be mixed.?*” Galen complements his argument by
adding that saying that our bodies are composed of fire, air, water, and earth does
not entail charging the natural philosopher with also demonstrating that simple
bodies (fire, air, water, and earth) exist qua separated in the mixture (cf. T11.1
“For one might wrongly think it incumbent upon those who suppose that our
bodies are generated from a mixture of fire and earth, water and air either to
show (dewkvoev) that water or fire or earth or air exist separated within us, or, if
unable to do so, to admit they have been refuted (tovg yap €k mupOg Kol YTiG
1030T0G TE KOl AEPOG AAANAOLG KPABEVTMV 1)YOLIEVOLG TO OO’ LAY YEYOVEVAL
| poyOnpdds Gv T1g aéuwaoele kpivesOor HOmp 1 TP 1} YHV 1j A€pa detkviey &v NUiv
M, un dewkvoovtag, £eAéyyecbor @dokew)”). For according to Galen, it is
possible to think that the living bodies are made up of fire, air, water, and earth,
although they do not exist separated within us (kpivecOau [...] év quiv): if they
did, it would be possible to show and to detect them by sense-perception, but
they are things that do not noticeably present itself to our senses. What Galen
seems to be indicating in using the verb “kpivecBar” with reference to the

primary elements is the condition whereby the primary elements do not undergo

237 As Kupreeva stresses, this argument seems to have been popular in philosophical texts of
Galen's time; Proclus attributes it to the philosopher Numenius, cf. fr. 51 des Places = Proclus,
in Tim. 9. 4-5 Diehl: “Numenius who believes that everything is mixed and nothing is simple
(Novpviog pév obv mévra pepiyon oidpevog ovdey oietan givan dmhodv)”, trans. Kupreeva. As
Kupreeva observes, Proclus quotes Numenius in a section of his Commentary concerning the
text of Tim. 31b, where Timaeus describes the demiurgic activity of the Platonic God and says
that anything created has to be visible and tangible and, since fire is needed for the creation of
anything visible and earth for anything tangible, the Demiurge starts shaping the body of the
world out of fire and earth, which, however, need to be bound together by a mean; this mean, as
explained further below, is represented by the intermediate elements, air and water (cf. Tim. 32b).
According to Kupreeva, Numenius’ interpretation of the Platonic passages implies that no one
of the cosmic elements exists in its pure form and that all the existent bodies are mixed. Kupreeva
contends that Galen’s position in this regard is slightly different, as although Galen admits that
it is impossible to discover pure elements in the cosmos, the cosmic elements do exist “for
anyone who has intellect”: in fact, they can be only intellectually grasped. Cf. Kupreeva 2014
pp- 195-196. More precisely, cf. De elem. sec. Hipp. CMG V 1.2 p. 96.23-98.11 De Lacy, where
Galen upholds that there is no pure and unmixed earth (eiAucpwvij kol dpktov), neither in living
bodies nor in the cosmos itself, because any part of the earth (where the predominant quality is
the dry) immediately participates or shares (net€yw) in the other elements. The element pure and
unmixed can be in fact envisioned only through a mental act (fjv 1| kai oTotyelov émvoodpuey),
for the pure earth is dense, heavy, and dry and cold to the extreme degree (éoydtwg), and such
an element can be only imagined as it does not concretely exist in the universe. In the cosmos,
in fact, there are only earthy bodies (ye®deg odua), which in nature acquire different forms: an
earthy body could be not only a stone, but also a part of a living being such as for instance bones,
cartilage, or hair.
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any change and can be distinctly perceived and indicated in the living body.
Therefore, we can glean from Galen’s argument against Athenaeus and the
Pneumatists that he would reject that the constituents would exist as such and
qua separated in the mixture. What Galen seems instead to have in mind when
he says that no element is preserved as such in the mixture in its pure form and
that each of them became indistinguishable in the mixture is that a sort of change
has taken place in the mixture: a change which has brought about a new and
distinct outcome which cannot be identified with the basic constituents and
which is comparable to a new and different power arising from a blend of drugs.

For this reason, we will begin by exploring the basics of Galen’s theory of
change, and then see which place, among the changes, mixture occupies in the
Stoic and Peripatetic tradition. Finally, we will describe in which way Galen
conceived of mixture as change: this will lead us to respond to our initial
question regarding the ontological status of the elements. If in fact we want to
show that Galen’s model of mixture is philosophically consistent and sets itself
in line with an Aristotelian and, more importantly, a contemporary Peripatetic
framework, then we have to prove that its main features are all in accord with

the Aristotelian/Peripatetic equivalent.

Right at the beginning of his De naturalibus facultatibus Galen
distinguishes two primary and simple types of motion (kivnoig): qualitative
change or alloiosis (the most general category which includes all kinds of
qualitative changes between opposites, especially the most basic ones between
hot/cold and dry/wet) and transference or phora, i.e. change of place. Moreover,
Galen adds two compounded qualities of motions, growth (auxésis) and wasting
(phthisis), which he describes as “when something becomes bigger from having
been smaller or smaller from having been bigger, but preserves its proper form”

and other two unspecified kinds of motions, generation and corruption.?3®

238 De nat. fac. p. 101.16-106.3 H. As Hankinson notes, Galen does not classify generation and
corruption as primary (as Aristotle did), but he does think that, as well as qualitative alteration,
they involve hot/cold and dry/wet —although perhaps not exclusively; see Hankinson 2014 pp.
957 ff. Generation/corruption and qualitative alteration are considerably different in Aristotle’s
thought as, according to Aristotle, alteration (alloidsis) is a qualitative change that does not imply
a modification in the substratum (as for example when someone healthy becomes sick or a non-
musician becomes a musician); cf. De gen. et corr. 1 4. Even though Galen here evidently relies
on Aristotle’s theory of change, he probably did not feel the need to embark on such metaphysical
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In his continuist physics of elements, Galen’s primary elements come to
be through the predominance of the four primary qualities in a common
underlying substratum, which is qualityless, eternal, ungenerated, and

incorruptible,?*’

substratum and qualities being distinguished rather as principles
(or archai) of the primary elements.?** Every element, which is simple by nature,
unmixed and unblended, is distinguished by two primary qualities: water is cold
and moist, air moist and hot, fire hot and dry, earth dry and cold, although the
display more of the first quality than the second.?*! These four qualities, hot,
cold, dry, and wet, which cannot exist separately from the bodies who display
the qualities at the extreme degree (the primary elements),?** are responsible for

the interaction between the elements themselves?* by completely altering the

subtleties for the sake of medicine and physiology and does not differentiate in a clear-cut
manner generation/corruption from qualitative alteration. Cf. De temp. p. 4.5-22 H.: “xoi yap on
Kol TRV yéveowv kol TNV dGAloimoty kol TV petafornv ¢k TV évavrtiov gig Ta évaviia
viyveeOar. tig yodv gindv, 6Tt 10 Aevkov NALomON Te Kkal petéfaiey, Eyéveto yap Bepudv, ovk
av €in katayéraotog; EminTel yap 6 Adyog ob v Kotd TO Oeppov kai to Wyouyxpov avtifeotv, dAAA
TNV KoTO TO XpdUo” LETOPIALEL YOP TO PEV AeVKOV €ig 10 pélav, domep ve Kol 10 puédav €ig 10
Aevkov, TO 88 Ogpuodv gig TO Yuypov, Homep ab Kai 1O Yyouypdv eig T Beppudv: oo 88 kai 1o pév
VYpOV €lg 10 ENpodv, 10 &' ad Enpov &ig O Vypdv. &l yap &1 edokor Ti¢ HAAo1BSOL TO oA TH
T8¢ VYOV Vmapyov eivar Tavdv Aevkov §i @ témg Enpov dv taviv eaivesOar pélav, ovk dv
Oywivew 86&gtev. gl 8¢ ye 1O VYPOV VOV ENpov @ain yeyovévarl f] 10 TpdTEPOV DTLAPYOV HEALY VDV
givar Aevkov § | &k Beppod yuyxpdv 1 & yuypod Beppov yeyovéval, coepovelv T v S6&siev O
T0100T0C Kol Aéyewy T £lkOTOL TO YOp HETAPGANOV, || HETOPEAAEL, TOVTY PETOXWPETV Se1 TPOC
toovavtiov” (For indeed generation, alteration and change come about from opposites to
opposites If, for example, one were to state that the white had undergone alteration and change,
and so become hot, would this not be ridiculous? For the argument requires an opposition of
colour, not one in terms of the hot and the cold. The white may change to the black, and indeed
the black to white and the hot may change to the cold, as also the cold to the hot. Similarly, too,
the wet may change to the dry, or, conversely, the dry to the wet. If someone were to state that
the body has undergone alteration in the sanse that what was once wet is now white, or in the
sense that what was once dry now appears black, this person would seem insane. If, however,
one were to say that once wet body has now become dry, or that the body that was previously
black is now white, or that it has become cold from (being) hot, or hot from being cold, such a
person would seem to be sensible and to say the appropriate things. For what is changing must,
in the respect in which it is changing, be moving towards the opposite)” (trans. Singer).
29 De elem. sec. Hipp. CMG V 1.2 p. 90.6-8 and p. 114.16-19 De Lacy.
240 In Hipp. Nat. Hom. comment. CMG V 9.1 p. 17.28-18.15 Mewaldt and De elem. CMG V 1.2
p. 126.7-12 De Lacy. Hankinson 2008a p. 214 points out that for the distinction between
elements and principles Galen is indebted to Aristotle (cf. De gen. et corr. 329a27-33).
241 Cf. De elem. sec. Hipp. CMG V 1.2 112.24-116.5 and cf. also In Hipp. Nat. Hom. Comm.
CMG V 9.1 p. 49.26-9 Mewaldt. Differently from the Stoics, who assign a quality to each
primary element, and similarly to Aristotle (De gen. et corr. 330a30331a6 and esp. 331al-6),
Galen attributes two qualities to each element, although he recognizes that the Stoics differ from
Aristotle in supposing that air is cold (while for Aristotle air is moist and hot, cf. De simpl. K.
IX p. 510); cf. Hankinson 2008a p. 215.
282 De elem. sec. Hipp. CMG V 1.2 p. 124.19-21 De Lacy.
3 De elem. sec. Hipp. CMG V 1.2 p. 100.22-23 De Lacy “4AAd koi T0C TO10TNTOG 00TdY, Kad'
g €ig GAANAa Spav Kol whoyev mépukey”. As we will see, in more functionalist contexts, instead
of the general poiotés Galen uses the more specific term dynamis (simple ones—hot/cold and
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underlying substance so as to cause two qualitative changes or alloidseis: 1) the
reciprocal transformation of the primary elements into one another (which from
an orthodox Aristotelian standpoint would correspond to substantial
generation/corruption) and ii) the generation of plants and animals: literally
Galen says that the qualities are the artisans of plants and animals?** (that is,
mixture).

The first kind of change, that is, the reciprocal transformation of the
primary elements into one another, needs a qualityless bodily substrate, i.e. that
which changes, and the elemental qualities, which bring about the change
through the exchange of qualities. In this way, by altering their internal
qualitative composition, the four qualities, subsisting in the material substrate,
give rise to four primary elements, which are the result of the conjunction of the
two principles, matter and qualities.**> Needless to say, this way of accounting
for the elemental transformation is quite far from the Stoic standard elemental
change, which Galen knew very well and which was due to processes of

contraction and expansion starting from a first primary element, fire, the element

dry/wet—or derivative, as we will see) which indicates a natural capacity co-ordinated to a
specific energeia or activity. Differently from the Stoics and Aristotle (who strictly distinguish
between active—hot and cold—and passive qualities—dry and wet—Aristotle: De gen. et corr.
IT 2 329b24-26 Mete. IV 1 378b12-26; Stoics: 47D—G LS), Galen considers them all active
although he declares that hot and cold are more so: De nat. fac. pp. 106.4-107.6 H.; cf.
Hankinson 2008a p. 217.

24 De elem. sec. Hipp. CMG V 1.2 p. 118.20-21 and ibid. p. 128.11-13 “odton yap povor v
vmokeéVNY ovoiav dAlowodcor Tig T €lg dAANAa peTafoAfig TdV ctoeiov giolv aition Kol
LTV Kol Lomv dnpovpyol (they alone by altering the underlying substance, cause the elements
to change into each other, and they are the artisans of plants and animals)” (trans. De Lacy). As
Kovaci¢ underscores, the definition of primary qualities as dnpuovpyoi finds a correspondent in
Aristotle; Mete. IV 384b26-28, 388a26 ff., 389a27 ff.; cf. Kovaci¢ 2001 p. 99 n. 39.

285 In Hipp. Nat. Hom. comment. CMG V 9.1 pp. 17.28-18.15 Mewaldt “However these (the hot,
the cold, the dry and the wet) are not yet elements of the nature of man (or anything else), but
rather its principles. This was confused already by the ancients, who did not arrive at the
distinction between principle and element because they were able to use the term ‘element’ for
principles as well. None the less, these two things are clearly distinct from each other, the one
being the smallest part of the whole, the other that into which this smallest part itself can be
divided conceptually. For one cannot split fire itself into two other bodies and show it to be a
mixture of them, just as one cannot with earth or water or air. But it is possible to conceive of the
substance of the changing thing as one thing and the change of it as another, since the body
which changes is not the same as the change which occurs in it. For what changes is the
substrate, while the change in it comes about as a result of the replacement of qualities: so when
the extreme of heat has come to be in it fire is produced, as too is air when it receives the extreme
of moisture. And in the same manner, earth comes to be when this substrate, which is without
any of the qualities as far as its own nature is concerned, receives into itself dryness without heat,
and so does water when it receives cold” (trans. Hankinson; emphasis mine).
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par excellence from which all the others would derive.?*¢ Galen’s description of
the reciprocal transformation of primary elements into one another is clearly
modelled on Aristotle’s treatment of elemental change in De generatione et
corruption, where matter is thought of as inseparable from and always bound up
with the contrary qualities of the two contrarieties (hot/cold and dry/wet; cf. De
gen. et corr. 111 329a24-26). When the contrary qualities completely overpower
their opposites within the underlying substratum, the primary elements transform
into one another: from fire to air, air to water, water to earth, and so on, cyclically
and from each one to every other one (De gen. et corr. 11 4). As Kupreeva rightly
emphasizes, this Galenic analysis closely parallels Aristotle’s analysis of change
in Physics 1.7-9 as based on three principles—form, matter, and
privation—although Galen endeavours to harmonize the Aristotelian doctrine
with the new ontological background provided by later Peripatetic speculation
upon the subject. If in fact Aristotle was more inclined to speak of elemental
qualities as stoicheia,**’, Galen, on the contrary, differentiates in a clear-cut
manner element from quality and defines the stoicheia as qualified bodies where

the corresponding qualities are present to the extreme degree,?*® and in this he

248 De nat. fac. pp. 106.4-107.7 H. (= SVF 11 406), SVF 11 413 (Chrysippus’ account) and I 102
(Zeno’s account) and cf. supra p. 41 n. 113. It seems important to point out that in his De
elementis (CMG V 1.2 pp. 87.10-89.22 De Lacy) Galen rejects Presocratic theories of change,
which are seen as elemental cycles due to contractions and expansions and as starting from just
one element (either water, or air, or earth and fire), and might be interesting to ask whether Galen
really wants to denigrate the ancient Presocratic theories of elemental change or whether this
rebuttal instead conceals an attack on new up-to-date theories of elemental change which, with
the due differences, were owed to processes of evaporations and rarefactions, such as those
formulated by the Stoics (whom he could not openly criticize, unless he wanted to renounce his
delicate system of anti-atomistic/corpuscolarist alliances). Of course, such a claim would need a
more detailed and separate study, but it is certainly notable that our physician-cum-philosopher
dismisses elemental change theories described in very analogous terms to those set up by the
Stoics.
247 De gen. et corr. 329b13 and 330a30.
28 CMG V 1.2 pp. 114.25-116.5 De Lacy “koi unv &i 10 0eppdv kol 1o yoypdv kol 1o Enpdv kol
T0 VYpOV EAEYETO TPLYDG, 1| O TOOT™NG | MG AuKTOV T} OG peptypévov odpa, eaivetar ' oo' 1
TO10TNG GTOXETOV OVTE TO KEKPUUEVOV GMLLOL KOl LEULYHEVOV, DTTOAEITETOL TOTVLY TO dKpaTOV TE
Kol BpkTov oM Kod GrAoDY Toig To1dTNG1 TO oTotYEIoV £ival. TéAY ob fikelg émi tdp kai dépa
ki B8wp Kal yiv, &v olg mpdTolg dxpa Oeppudtng Kol Yyoypdg Koi Enpdng Kai Vypdng Eoti
(And if we spoke of hot, cold, dry and wet in three ways, as quality or as unmixed body or as
mixed body, and if it is evident that neither the quality nor the mixed and blended body is an
element, then what is left is that the body that is unblended and unmixed and simple in its
qualities is the element. So you have again come to fire and air and water and earth, which as
primary bodies possess extreme heat, cold, dryness, and wetness” (trans. De Lacy).
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seems to continue the track pursued by his younger contemporary Alexander of
Aphrodisias.?*

The second, qualitative change—as we have seen—for which the elements
are responsible is the creation of animals and plants and of any other existent
being populating our world. Although with due differences, which we have
inquired into above, in the Stoic and in the Peripatetic traditions this function is
carried out by mixture and, in both cases, mixture is associated with the concept
of the change of primary elements. In the Aristotelian/Peripatetic tradition,
mixture was essentially regarded as a particular kind of qualitative change that
did not coincide with generation/corruption, alteration (in the orthodox
Aristotelian sense given in De gen. et corr. 14), or growth.>>* More precisely, it

has been defined as a fwo-way qualitative change,?*! where the opposites (whose

24 On this cf. Kupreeva 2014 pp. 192-194. For the new hylomorphic status attributed to the
stoicheia by Alexander of Aphrodisias cf. also supra n. 159. Besides, we can observe that,
analogously to Alexander (cf. De an. 7.9-14 Bruns and De mixt. p. 229, 3—6 Bruns) and
differently from Aristotle, Galen ascribes causal agency exclusively to the qualitative
contrarieties present in the substrate, as he points out by endorsing the same Peripatetic formula
that will be adopted by Alexander: the primary bodies act and are acted upon in accordance with
the qualities; cf. De elem. CMG V 1.2 p. 100.22-23 De Lacy “4Al0 Koi tag To10TNTag a0T®dV,
kaf' éc gic GAANAO. Spdv Kol Thoyew TEPUKEY”.

230 Cf. the next footnote.

231 Frede 2004 p. 301 and Cooper 2004 p. 321. Cf. also De Haas 1999 p. 29. The particular status
given to mixture in the Aristotelian account, which does not coincide with the other changes
analysed in depth by Aristotle (generation/corruption, alteration in the Aristotelian orthodox
sense, growth/diminution) is made explicit in the opening lines of Aristotle’s exposition of
mixture in De generatione et corruptione (1 10 327a30-327b10), which we will briefly bring
into focus. In this section, Aristotle deals with an initial trilemma against mixture and then
carefully distinguishes mixture from generation and corruption, growth and alteration. See De
gen. et corr. 327a34 ff. Some unnamed objectors held that mixture is impossible as i) either the
ingredients persist intact in the mixture, and therefore there cannot be mixture since the
constituents do not undergo any change or modification; or ii) one of the ingredients passes away
and, therefore this is not mixture either, as it no longer contains both the ingredients; or iii) both
the ingredients get destroyed in the mixture and, a fortiori, the corruption of both the constituents
cannot be mixture either. In order to cope with this trilemma, Aristotle shows how mixture is a
special case of change and outlines its differences in comparison with all the other mentioned
processes of change that he had treated previously. On the one hand, mixture differs from
generation and corruption, as in the latter case one thing completely changes into another, as
when fire burns wood and, therefore, there is yéveoig of fire and eBopd of wood. On the other
hand, mixture does not coincide with growth, as in that case one of the bodies would perish and
change into the predominant constituent: the food in fact does not mix with the body but is
assimilated by it; De gen. et corr. 327b13-14. Cf. also Joachim 1922 p. 179. The last two
examples show that mixture is a process different from case ii) of the trilemma (where one of
the constituents perishes), while the example given by Aristotle at 327b12, where he claims that
burning pieces of wood do not mix with each other would rule out case iii) (where both of the
constituents perish in the supposed process of mixture); cf. Frede 2004 p. 291 n. 6; cf. Joachim
1922 p. 178. Finally, according to Aristotle, mixture is not identical with alteration (dAAoiwcic)
either. If a body becomes white or if a lump of wax takes a particular shape this does not mean
that the body has mixed with white or that the lump of wax has mixed with shape: an alteration
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nature is preserved in potentiality while in actuality they give rise to a tertium
quid) destroy each other’s excesses and find a common midpoint (or
neta&v—the fertium quid) by reciprocally assimilating to each other.?>? In fact,
in contrast to elemental change, where one or two of the contrary qualities within
the contrarieties completely master and prevail over their opposites (determining
in this way the generation of one element and the destruction of the other), in
mixture the qualities meet half~way and, therefore, generate an intermediate
body, the homoeomerous part.

In the Stoic tradition, instead, together with c¥Oyyvoic (fusion), cvcTAGIG
(condensation—which, as we have seen, regulates Stoic elemental change), and
obuevolg (natural conjunction —of matter and pneuma), mixture or ot' dAwV
kpaoig falls under the changes or petafoiai of substance (cf. SVF II 471), but
in contrast to Aristotle’s account, its constituents (the active elements and the
passive elements interpenetrating one another) always remain distinguishable in
the mixture (cf. SVF II 472—Philo—and SVF II 473—Alexander) and are
compresent in a pervaded state (as we have seen, the bodily qualities of each of
the constituents of total mixture are said to cvvek@aivesOot, “to show forth
together”; cf. supra), while, in its continuous inwards and outwards motions and

by modifying the density of the matter, the pneuma (the mixture of fire and air)

and not a mixture has taken place, for the thing which is qualified and the quality which qualifies
it are both preserved (o08& 10 cdua koi T Agvkdv ovd' dAwg Té TaON Kol Tag EEeig 0ldv Te
piyvoebon toig mpdypocty © coldpeva yap opdtar); De gen. et corr. 327b13-14. Cf. " also
Joachim 1922 p. 179. These examples have the effect of dismissing case 1) as a mixture; cf. Frede
2004 p. 292 n. 7. It is important to note with De Haas that although Aristotle very attentively
differentiates between mixture and alteration, in the final statement of Chapter I 10 mixture is
defined as “the unification of mixables when “altered” (1] 8¢ pi&ig @V piKTO®V dALOIWOEVTOV
&voolg), that is to say, it is then the result of a particular kind of qualitative change; De Haas
1999 p. 29.

232 While in De generatione et corruptione 1 10 Aristotle illustrates in general terms the process
of interaction between the ingredients during the mechanism of mixture, later on in the same
treatise (II 7) he sharpens the focus and applies it to the production of homoeomerous parts. As
Aristotle declares, things, which share the same matter as the ingredients involved in the process
of mixture, reciprocate and act and are acted upon (“Td p&v odv AvticTpé@el, oV 1 0T DAN
€07, kol Tom Tk AAANA@V Kol manTka O’ GAAA®V”; De gen. et corr. 328a19-21), and when
there is a certain balance between their ‘powers of action’ (""Otav 8¢ T0ig dvvapeo iodln Tmg,
which we will examine later in this chapter), and none of the constituents can overpower the
other, then “each of them changes out of its own nature towards the dominant: yet neither
becomes the other, but both become an intermediate with properties common to both (tote
petaPdAlel pév ékdrepov €ig 10 kpotodv €k Tiig avTod Uoemg, o yivetar 8¢ Bdtepov, GALY
peta&d kai kowdv)”, cf. De gen. et corr. 328a29-31 (trans. Joachim).
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holds the matter together and provides it with unity and qualitative
determinations (cf. SVF 11 452).

Now, after having introduced Galen’s primary elements as qualitatively
alterable by the means of the interaction of their primary qualities, and after
having seen that this qualitative alteration gives rise to the reciprocal
transformation of the primary elements into one another, in order to pursue our
main objective, that is to demonstrate that Galen’s model of mixture shows stable
philosophical coherence, it is crucial to understand how the primary elements act
and behave in the case of Galen’s mixture.

Galen’s treatment of mixture as change also seems to closely resemble
Aristotle’s picture: as we see in the following texts (T12, T13, T14), the primary
qualities are thought of as extremes with latitude between them and, in the
process of mixture, they do not change into one another (as in the elemental
change) but into an intermediate stage or peta&d under the influence of their

reciprocal interaction.

T12 Galen In Hipp. Nat. Hom. comment. K. XV 52.15-18 Mewaldt 29.11-14:

TadTo YOp dicpag Exet Kod ApikToug TotdTNToG, 45 OV GAANAIS KEPOVVUIEVMV TA
netaél copota Thvto yivetol Kot EmkpdTeioy, o Kuping ovopaldueva eppo

Kol yoyxpa Koi Enpa Koi vypda.

For these [four elements] possess the qualities in their extreme and unmixed
form, from which, when they are mixed with one another, all the intermediate
bodies come to be which are called hot and cold and dry and moist not strictly

but in respect of predominance. (Trans. Hankinson)

T13 Galen In Hipp. Nat. Hom. comment. K. XV 55.3-11 Mewaldt 30.19-25:

Towwtn, enoiv, ov poévov 1 100 AvBpdmov EVGCIS €oTiv, GAAYL Kol TOV
AoV amdviov, €k Beppod oniovott Kol yoyxpod kol Enpod Koi Vypod
KEKPAUEVT TOV OTADV Kol Kpov. TO Yap &V T@ HETOEL TAVTO TNV KPACV €K

00TV EoyMKev. AdlovonTov ovv yiveton T Aéyew &k TdV petald TV Kpdotv
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yiveoBat TV v @ petald. tovTo &' ovk aicBdvovtor AEyovteg ol €k TV KTl
10 o®dpo Premopévev Hypdv Kol ENpdv Bepudv Te Kol yoyxpdv TV LGV UGV

oLYKeEIGO PACKOVTEG.

‘Such’, he says, is not only the nature of man, but also ‘of everything else’,
that is, one mixed from the simple and extreme hot and cold, dry and wet, since
all the intermediate things are mixed from these. Thus it becomes unthinkable to
say that the mixture of the intermediate things comes to be from the intermediate
things; but those who say that our nature is put together from the visible wet,
dry, hot and cold things in the body do not realize that this is what they are
saying. (Trans. Hankinson; slightly modified)

T14 Galen De temperamentis K. 1554.13-555.10 Helmreich 29.4-18:

obong yép Tvog axpdtov Koi dpiktov moldtrog, OepudTnTog TE KOl
YuypOTNTOG Kol ENPOTNTOC Kol VYpOTNTOG, Ooa TavTag £06E0To crhpaTo, Oepua
drovoTt kol yoypd Kol ENpa kol Vypd TeEAEmG Te Kol AKPPAS £0TL. TOTL HEV
oDV pot VOgL | T8 T®V Yryvouévav te kai ehsipopévev andvtov ototyeio, To §'
Ao copato té T TV (OOV Kol T0 TOV QUTAV Kol TO. TOV YOOV OTAVIOV,
olov yoAkod koi 6dnpov koi AMOwv xai EOAoV, &v 1@ petald THV TPAOTOV
gkelvav teTdyBat. 00dEV Yap avTAV 00T dxpmg Beprov obT dxpmg Yuypov ovT'
dpwg ENpov oVt dxpmg Vypdv €Ty, AAL' fjTol pHécoV AKPIPDG VTAPYEL TV
gvavtiov, Og undiv ndAlov etvon Oppodv ij yoypov §j Enpov §| Vypov, 1 Batépm
TV GKPOV TPOGKEYDPNKEY, OG LoV etvar Ogppdv §j yoypov §j poALov ENpov

7| OYpOV.

Since there is such a thing as an unmixed and unblended quality—heat,
coldness, dryness, and moisture—evidently the bodies that have received these
qualities will be hot, cold, dry or wet in the complete and precise sense. Now, I
want you to conceive these [bodies] as the elements of all things which are
subject to generation and decay, and the other bodies—those of animals, plants
and all inanimate things, such as bronze, iron, stone or wood—as having been

placed in between those primary ones. None of them is either hot, cold, dry or
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wet in the extreme sense; rather, it is either precisely in the middle of the
opposites, so that it is to no greater extent hot, cold, dry, or wet, or else it is closer
to one or other of the extremes, so that it is hot to a greater extent than it is cold,
or dry to a greater extent than it is wet. (Trans. Singer; slightly modified)

t,25 all the three texts clarify the

Although their contexts are differen
difference between primary elements that have within them primary qualities to
the extreme degree and elemental composites or mixed bodies. On the one hand,
we find the primary elements that possess extreme, simple, and unmixed primary
qualities (cf. T12 “radta yap dkpog Exet Kai dpiktoug mototntog” and T13 “tdv
amA®dv Kol dkpwv sc. motothteVv”’) in the complete and precise sense (cf. T14
“relémc Te Kol akpP®dc”). On the other hand, when the primary elements mix,
they give rise to the mixed bodies and these texts provide us with more evidence
so as to determine exactly how the contrary qualities behave during the
qualitative change implied by mixture. Analogouly to Aristotle’s account, the
contrary qualities in the contrarieties (évavtidoeic) are endowed with latitude,
going from extreme and simple hot to extreme and simple cold (and the same
holds for the other contrariety, dry/wet): when they mix (T12 “&¢ Gv dAAMAoug
Kepavvouévov”’), they come over each other (T14 cf. the use of the verb
mpooywpEm “approaching”, “coming/going over”). They can meet either right at
the centre of the opposite extremities (T14 “uécov axpipdg [ ...] t@v évavtiov’)
or closer to each of the extreme poles, in which case the mixed bodies can be
called “hot”, “cold”, “dry”, and “wet” by prevalence (kat' émikpdrteiav). These
bodies are called in the Aristotelian fashion in between or intermediate bodies
(T12 “1d petald oopoata’), because they are generated when the primary

elements, which are defined as the elements of all things subject to generation

and corruption (T14 “td t@®v yryvopévov te Kol @Beipopévov Amavtov

253 Both (T13), i.e. the commentary on De nat. hom. CMG 1 1.3. p. 172.2-5 Jouanna and (T14),
i.e. the commentary on De nat. hom. CMG I 1.3 p. 172.8-9 Jouanna, are inserted in a context of
criticism (based on the exegesis of the Hippocratic De nat. hom.) of some unnamed physicians
who deem the visible forms of hot, cold, dry, and wet contained in the homoeomerous parts to
be the primary elements of the nature of the human being (and therefore are charged with
mistaking already mixed bodies for primary elements) and that we can now safely identify as the
Pneumatists. (T15) is instead taken from De temperamentis 1 8, where Galen takes stock of the
previous arguments and draws a distinction between elements (where the primary qualities are
present to the extreme degree) and elemental composites (where the primary qualities are present
by predominance) before expounding his system of nine mixtures.
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otolyein”’; the use of these terms is an explicit a reference to On generation and
Corruption), meet between their opposites. They coincide with the bodies of
living and non-living things: that is, animals, plants and inanimate beings, such
as bronze, iron, stone or wood (T14 “and the other bodies—those of animals,
plants and all inanimate things, such as bronze, iron, stone or wood—as having
been placed in between those primary ones (td &' GAAo coOpata TA 1€ TOV COWOV
Kol T TV QUTAV Kol T TV YOOV ATAVTOV, 0lov YoAKoDd Kol 6137pov Kai
MOV Kai ELAWV, &V T@ HeTabDd TV TPpOTOV Ekelvav TETAYOIL)”).

But there is more: as in the Aristotelian/Peripatetic model of mixture, the
primary elements are instead preserved in potentiality, while they give rise in
actuality to a new product out of themselves. This is very clearly spelled out in

our next text:

T15 Galen De plac. Hipp. et Plat. K. V 676.5-14 De Lacy 502.14-21:

axpiéotepov <0&> paivetar Kol HEVTOL Kol XPNOIUDTEPOV 1aTPp® TTEPL ADTAOV O
Tnmokpdtng yeypap®s. £k HEV Yap TOV TEGCAP®V GTOLXEI®V PNOL YeEYyovEVOL TO
oAUO KOADY TOOTITOV A0 T®V SPUCTIKGY TOOTATOV aOTd, TO HEV ENpov, TO '
VYPOV Kol TO pev Oepudv, 10 6& Yoypov: ov unv kat' EKEIVA ye TOV TEPL TMOV
VOO UAT®V AGYOV €MOMGOTO. SLVALEL HEV VAP E0TLV €V TOIC CMOUACLY, EVEPYEIQ
8¢ odk Eottv, GALL TO &€ odT®V YeyovOTa S10 PECOV TV TPOPMV, GIlOL KOd

eAEypo Kol 1) EovOn kol pédaiva yoAn:

What Hippocrates wrote about these matters is seen to be more precise and
indeed more useful to a physician. He says that the body has been generated from
the four elements, naming them generally by their active qualities, the one dry,
the other moist; the one hot, the other cold. But he did not formulate his account
of diseases in terms of these qualities. For the qualities are in the body
potentially, not in actuality; in actuality are rather the things generated from the
qualities by means of nutriment: blood, phlegm, yellow and black bile. (Trans.

De Lacy)
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The passage is taken from the 8th Book of De Placitis Hippocratis et
Platonis where, after a brief summary of the contents of the first six books, Galen
proceeds to his theory of elements and underlines the points of contact between
Hippocrates’ De natura hominis and Plato’s Timaeus extensively quoting from
both works. In the present passage, in accordance with his systematic project of
updating Hippocratic medicine, Galen tries to convince the reader that although
Hippocrates thought of the human body as made up of the four elements (in
Galen’s view analogously to what Plato’s Timaeus had said), he formulated his
account in terms more suitable for a physician and named the elements by their
active qualities (the hot, the cold, the dry, and the wet). This—says Galen—does
not hold for the aetiology of disease developed in that treatise, which—Galen is
forced to admit—was instead clearly based on the four humours. Galen justifies
this discrepancy between a genuinely Hippocratic humoral pathological
aetiology and the Galenic image of Hippocrates as four-element-theorist by
resorting to the Aristotelian distinction between potentiality and actuality. As he
straightforwardly declares, Hippocrates already knew that the qualities are in the
body (which arises from the mixture of the four qualities) in potentiality, not in
actuality; in actuality we rather have the four humours generated from the
qualities by means of nutriment (S pécov t@dv tpoe®dv). This passage, then,
gives us further confirmation of what we have been pursuing so far and it
represents a key text as it unequivocally provides us with an adequate response
to the question concerning the ontological status of the constituents in the
mixture. The primary qualities are thus preserved in potentiality in the mixture
and, as we see, Galen does not go deeper into accounting for which kind of
potentiality he is referring to (as later commentators on Aristotle did): although
they are not conserved as such in the mixture, they are not destroyed altogether,
but nor do they remain intact and preserved in actuality.?>*

Finally, there is a last point to which we should call attention. In his De

generatione et corruptione 11 7 Aristotle speaks in passing of a ratio or

234 As we see, although analogously to the Aristotelian/Peripatetic account, Galen understands
mixture as a type of half-way qualitative change and the qualities as potentially preserved in the
mixture, in this text he speaks of the four humours of the Hippocratic tradition as a tertiary
product arising from the mixture of primary qualities which, indeed, does not sound as
Aristotelian. We will explore the issue in the next section of the present chapter.
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proportion that brings about the homoeomerous parts, explaining in this way the
great variety of homoeomerous stuff in the physical world, each homoeomerous
part corresponding to a specific proportion of the qualities within the mixture:
we saw that this A0yog of mixture (i.e. the proportion of the elements in the
mixture) has already been considered a rudimental and primitive form of the
homoeomerous part (not comparable, however, to the form of living things,
conceived as wholes, which is the explanatory cause of this proportional
relation). However, in Aristotle’s conception hot/cold and dry/wet give rise to
neta&d bodies or intermediate bodies, that is, bodies that are generated when the
opposites meet in a central and broad region. This is one thing; it is something
else to say what Galen had stated in the previous passages: i.e. that a single and
distinctive power arises out of the mixture and this power no longer coincides
with each of is basic constituents. It is over and above them: that is, it is different.
Moreover, as we saw at the beginning of this section, Galen sets forth the topic
of change within the elemental mixture by recourse to an example which de facto
falls outside of Aristotle’s discourse on mixture, and this is the image of the
tetrapharmakos and of the power that emerges from this four-fold drug, which
is indeed absent from Aristotle’s original account. In order to clarify this, we will

quote two additional texts belonging to two different contexts?*> (one of which

255 In the first case, Galen inserts this statement in a wider context where, commenting on a
Hippocratic passage (De nat. hom. CMG 1.3 pp. 164.8-166.11 Jouanna), he tries to demonstrate
that in his De natura hominis Hippocrates refuted only those who believed that human nature
was made up only of one element and not those who thought it was made up of all the four
elements. In the second case, in his De causis contentivis he enters into a polemic with the
Pneumatist Athenaeus of Attalia, who postulated three kinds of pathological causes (cohesive,
prior and external causes); cf. De caus. cont. CMG Suppl. Or. II 2.2-3 p. 54 Lyons: “Athenaeus’
three types are as follows: first that of the cohesive causes, then that of the prior causes while the
third type is comprised of the matter of the immediate cause. This latter term is applied to
externals whose function is to produce some change in the body, whatever this change may be.
If what is thus produced in the body belongs to the class of what causes disease, then, while it
has not yet actually given rise to a disease, it is known as a prior cause. Alterations are produced
in the natural spirit (i.e. pneuma) by these causes together with those that are external, leading
to moisture, dryness, heat or cold, and these are known as the cohesive causes of disease. For,
in Athenaeus’ view, the spirit (i.e. the pneuma) having penetrated the homoiomerous parts of the
body, changes them through its own change and assimilates them to itself” (trans. Lyons; original
italics). As is clarified further below, the cohesive cause is the pneuma whose qualitative
composition has been modified, sometimes directly by an external cause (such as for the example
the sun’s heat) and sometimes indirectly through the mediation of a prior or predisposing cause,
which Athenaeus and the Pneumatists locate in the body’s humours. More precisely, in the text
we cited Galen rejects Athenaeus’ view according to which once changed by an external or prior
cause the pneuma would in turn change the composition of the homoeomerous parts: in Galen’s
view, pneuma (in the Stoic view a mixture of fire and air) has to be completely mixed with the
other elements in order to give rise to the homoeomerous parts.
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has been previously cited; we will reproduce it again with the original

numeration for the sake of clarity):

T2 Galen in Hipp. Nat. Hom. comment. K. XV 32.1-11 Mewaldt 18.27-19.7:

ot yop ovy &v éotly, GALA TAEl® Td cuvtiBévia TV | Tod AvBpdmov PHOLV,
gmdeikvuov 0 Irmoxkpdtng, ov unv 6t Y& undév €0t TV TETTAP®Y GTOLYEIDV
EIMKPIVEG €V T COUOTL. TNV ApynV YOp 00dE Aéyovoty ol Thg 60ENG TaTNG
Nyepdveg todto. &v oM TL mopd TO TETTOPO, TO &€& AVTAV GLYKElPEVOV,
amopaivovtol, A¢ ye TNV TETPAPAPLOKOV SOV 0DTE KNPOV 0UTE TiTTOV 0VTE
pntivy odte otéap, AAAG TL Tapd TodTa &V dAA0, O &€ amaviov kpabéviwv
vY€yovev, ovomng TOAY Kal avTic TG 00ENG STThg EViol UEV YOp TAG TETTAPOC
TOLOTNTOG HOVAG KEPAVVVGHAL Ol OA®V AAANANLG AEYyouoty, Eviot d& <koi™> TOG
ovoiog amepnvavrto, Ilepimatnrtikol pev Thg mPotépag OO6ENG TPOCTAVTEC,

Y1miKol O¢ Thg 0evTéPOC.

For Hippocrates showed that what constitutes the nature of man is not one thing
but many, not that none of the four exists in the body in its pure state. But the
leading proponents of this doctrine do not say that this is the principle. Rather
they hold that there is one thing over and above the four, and which is constituted
from them, just as the power of the tetrapharmakon is neither wax, pitch, resin,
nor fat, but something else over and above them, which is generated from the
mixture of all of them, although this latter doctrine comes in two forms. For
some people say that only the four qualities are mixed through-and-through with
one another, while others hold that also the substances themselves are (the
Peripatetics favour the former doctrine, the Stoics the latter). (Trans. Hankinson;

slightly modified, italics mine).

T16 De causis contentivis CMG Suppl. Or. II 3.2-3 p. 56 Lyons:

For the spirit (i.e. the pneuma) does not preserve its original state at all when it
is blended with other bodies in the total intermingling of the four elements.

Rather from the four is produced a fifth substance, which is not identical with
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any one of its ingredients. An illustration of that point is the unguent known as
‘The Quadruple’ (i.e. the tetrapharmakos). When we make this we mix wax,
pitch, resin and tallow and as these are completely intermingled none of them
remains afterwards in its former state. Rather a fifth medicament is produced
which is not the same as any of those four, since in the process of intermingling
not one of them preserves and maintains its nature intact. (Trans. Lyons; italics

mine)

As Moraux has noted, Galen’s mixture is thought of as a type of qualitative
change giving rise to a different product which acquires new qualitative
determinations that no one of the primary elements possessed before.?>® As
Moraux rightly observes, he makes use of the example of the teTpagpdppoaxog
that we find in the Stoic Mischungslehre in order to illustrate what fusion
(oVyyvoic) is.3” What Morauxdoes not explain, however, is why Galen would
have adopted this very example referring to the Stoic fusion and whether this
example, taken from the Stoic doctrines, actually dovetails with an overall
account, which, as I wish to claim, has its conceptual counterpart in the
Aristotelian/Peripatetic model of mixture. Is he lacking of consistency on this
very point?

If we sift through the testimonies that we possess, we realize that, in
contrast to the Stoic total mixture, fusion is the only mixture in the Chrysippean
system in which 1) the ingredients (which are always conceived of as qualified
bodies going completely through one another; cf. SVF 471 and An. Lon. col.
XIV, 18) are jointly destroyed in the mixture: they disappear and vanish
completely and are no longer conserved (cf. SVF 11472 “XbHyyvoig 6¢ €0t pbopa
v €€ apyfg moot)twv”’ and further down “€kdotn pev avT®V MEAVIGTOL,
nac®v 6¢ eOopd”’; SVF 11473 “6t' HAwv Td®V T€ 00G1HV AOTAV Kol TV &V a0TOIG

ootV cvuedeipopuévoy aANAaG [...] “katd couebapov”; cf. also An.

256 Moraux 1984 p. 739 ff.

257 Moraux 1981ap. 91. To be more precise, while the other sources generically speak of medical
drugs or unguents in connection with fusion (SVF 11 471, 473), Philo SVF II 472 and the text of
Anonymous Londinensis (An. Lon. col. XIV 19-20 Manetti) mention the tetrapharmakos as an
example of fusion.
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Lon. col. XIV, 142%); ii) the elements give rise to a new superior (corporeal)
quality out of the mixture (SVF II 471 “Tnv 0¢ o¥yyvow Vo 7 kol TAeldOveV

TOLOTNTOV TTEPL TOL COUOTO LETAPBOANV €15 ET6paC ILAPEPODONC TOVTWY TOLOTHTOC

yéveav”; cf. SVF 11 472 “cic drapepodonc pidg (sc. morotnrog) yéveary and further

down wiay éCaiperov diiny éyévvnae dvvouuv”; cf. SVF 11 473 “tdv pryvopéveov

GAlov Tivog éE oty yevvouévov couatoc”’; An. Lon. col. XIV, 19-20 “uiay

dmepava dmotedéon morotnte”’). As we see, Stoic fusion is considerably at

variance with Stoic total mixture, since in the latter the ingredients 1) totally

bodily interpenetrate each other and gua bodily interpenetrated (and not gua

separated, as in the case of unchanging constituents) persist as such and in
actuality in the mixture; ii) do not give rise, out of the mixture, to a new product
ontologically superior in comparison with the original and starting ingredients.
Certainly, if we look more deeply and attentively at Galen’s usage of this
Stoic example, we find some additional elements concerning his conception of
mixture and, once more, elements which depart from the defining features of the
Stoic total mixture. For in contrast to the Stoic total mixture—but analogously
to Stoic fusion—the primary elements in the mixture give rise to a new product
that is superior to the four elements and even goes beyond them: a product that
not only comprehends them all, but also generates an outcome belonging to a
higher ontological rank (cf. T2 “they hold that there is one thing over and above
the four, and which is constituted from them, just as the power of the
tetrapharmakos is neither wax, pitch, resin, nor fat, but something else over and
above them, which is generated from the mixture of all of them”; and cf. T16 “a
fifth medicament is produced which is not the same as any of those four™).
However, although the analogy with the Stoic fusion that Galen himself
offers in these texts can be taken as a forceful instrumentum cognoscendi, we are
quite far from saying that Galen’s concept of mixture can be smoothly
superimposed on that of Stoic fusion. On the contrary, [ am trying to show that,
while by making usage of a Stoic example Galen elegantly seeks to wrap his
account of mixture in a Stoic cloak, his model of mixture turns out to reveal

increasingly deeper links with the Aristotelian/Peripatetic model.

258 On cop@Oapoic in the Stoic classification of mixture and in particular in connection with
fusion, cf. Manetti 1999a p. 552-554.
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To begin with, like all the other Stoic changes, fusion too implies corporeal
causality and, as we have had occasion to see, Galen casts serious doubts on
Stoic corporeal causality?®®. On the contrary, in the wake of a reinterpreted
Aristotelian theory, he never misses the opportunity to remark that it is owing to
the primary qualities that primary elements can act and be acted upon and are
changeable, i.e. alterable in their entirety. Mixture, too, is regarded following
Aristotle as a qualitative change, called alloiosis, whereby the opposite qualities
meet half-way between the extreme poles of a contrariety and give rise to a third
product out of the mixture, as we have shown.

Second, whereas in the Stoic account of fusion the constituents are not
preserved at all, since they totally vanish because of their undergoing a joint-
destruction or cvueOapoig, according to Galen, we have seen that as in the
Aristotelian/Peripatetic model of mixture, the primary elements are instead
conserved in potentiality, while they give rise in actuality to a new product.

Third, if we think about it, the way in which Galen alludes to the nature
of this third product endowed with a set of new qualitative determinations
(which are compared to an arising dynamis), marking off something of distinct

260

type which is no longer identical with the starting basic elements~*” again bears

striking resemblances (not indeed with the orthodox Aristotelian model of
mixture, but) with Alexander of Aphrodisias’ notion of the supervenience of a

new distinctive form on the matter of the underlying costituents.?¢!

259 See supra pp. 86 ff.

260 Cf. T2 “they hold that there is one thing over and above the four, and which is constituted
from them, just as the power of the tetrapharmakos is neither wax, pitch, resin, nor fat, but
something else over and above them”, and T16 “Rather from the four is produced a fifth
substance, which is not identical with any one of its ingredients”. An illustration of this point
is the unguent known as “The Quadruple” (i.e. the tetrapharmakos): “Rather a fifth
medicament is produced which is not the same as any of those four”.

261 As we have seen, in his De anima Alexander uses the example of a blend of drugs to express
the emergent power of the soul. According to Caston, he echoes the Galenic example of the
tetrapharmakon here, which generically refers to the notion of emergent power (the three cases
we analysed are not set within a psychological context); cf. Caston 1997 p. 350 with n. 102. As
we see, whereas in the Stoic doctrine of mixture the account of fusion is suited to illustrating the
production of drugs, medicaments, and ointments from various ingredients—among which the
tetrapharmakos is also mentioned—, Galen instead makes use of this latter Stoic image merely
by way of example while alluding instead to the elemental mixture. In the textual evidence
available to us there is just one case in which Stoic fusion is not applied to the production of
drugs, and this is not properly a Stoic text. It is a text which in using the Stoic classification of
mixtures drew on a source that in turn Galen may have known and used. I am referring to the
doxographical section of the medical work by the so-called Anonymous Londinensis, (1 century
CE), which consists of three sections. The first parts, partial and mutilated at the beginning, deal
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This explanatory model is put into practice by Galen when he has to
explain the process whereby the stoicheia give rise to the homoeomerous parts.
This process is described as made up of progressive and gradual mixtures which

are envisioned as qualitative alterations or alloidseis brought about by the four

with the definitions of some important medical concept (cols. 1-4.17). The second part, to which
we are now referring, deals extensively with the causes of diseases and formally quotes
“Aristotle” as its source (cols. 4.18-21.9) though it was attributed to Aristotle’s pupil Meno by
Diels, whose work was usually referred to as Menoneia. According to Diels the Anonymous may
have known it through the mediation of the work Areskonta by Alexander Philaletes (1% century
BCE-1* century CE). More recently, Manetti argues—contra Diels—that the Anonymous may
have used the material directly; cf. Manetti 1999b pp. 99 ff. The third part is a physiological text
mainly devoted to theories of digestion and the assimilation of food (cols. 21.10-39); cf. Manetti
1999b p. 98. This second doxographical section can be further subdivided into two parts: the first
summarizes the views of physicians who attributed the causes of diseases to the perittomata
arising from digestion, while the second deals with the physicians who opted for an actiology of
disease based on the equilibrium of the bodily stoicheia. Among the second group of physicians,
a special place is held by Plato, whose doxa is the first and the largest of the second section of
the doxography, which relies upon a paraphrasing of the contents of Plato’s Timaeus dealing
respectively with the formation of the bodily parts from the primary elements (7im. 42e—43a), a
summary of Plato’s physiology and anatomy (7im. 73bff.), and his pathologic aetiology (7im.
82aff.); cf. Manetti 1999a pp. 547-548. The first section is of most interest for us, since it
explains what is considered to be Plato’s view on the generation of bodily parts from the mixture
of the primary elements. According to the text, Plato affirmed that our bodies are made up of the
four primary elements, katd copueBapoy, i.e. joint-destruction (XIV, 12—14 Manetti). Our author
then introduces the Stoic classification of mixtures: joint-destruction or fusion (in the text the
corresponding Greek terms are used almost synonymously), juxtaposition (called pi&ic), and total
mixture (XIV15-25 Manetti), and adds that joint-destruction or fusion (i.e. the kind of mixture
then to which he had previously attributed the formation of bodily parts) occurs when the bodies
go through one another and give rise to a new superior quality, as in the tetrapharmakos (14.14—
20 Manetti). As Manetti rightly hypothesizes, the source of this portion of text seems to be a
Stoic exegesis of Plato’s Timaeus, although it is not yet clear when and how it was originally
composed. For a survey of all references to the Stoic classification of mixtures applied to the
Timaeus cf. Manetti 1999a pp. 554-555. Galen could have known about the application of the
Stoic theory of mixture to Plato’s Timaeus and he could have known this through two different
channels: 1) through the so-called Menoneia (in Galen’s time there was a medical work in
circulation, the Medical Collection, which was attributed to Aristotle but was widely assumed to
have been written by his pupil Meno: this work—whether by Meno’s or not—contained the
second part of the Anonymous’ doxography on the causes of disease), which he surely knew and
quotes as one of the main sources of his element and mixture theory (cf. In Hipp. Nat. Hom.
comment. CMG V 9.1 p. 15.26-16.2 Mewaldt “If you want to research into the doctrines of the
ancient doctors, it is open to you consult the books of the Medical Collection, ascribed to
Aristotle, but generally agreed to have been written by Meno who was his pupil, for which reason
some people refer to these books as ‘Menonian’. For it is clear that this Meno researched
diligently into what still survived in his time of the books of the ancients, and collected from
them their doctrines”); and 2) through the tradition of commentary on Plato’s Timaeus (to which
he himself dedicated an exegetical work, in whose fragments, however, we find no evidence of
the Stoic classification of mixtures as applied to Plato’s text). This is striking and can help us to
understand why does Galen makes use of this Stoic image, referring therefore to Stoic fusion,
when expounding his theory of the mixture of the four primary elements. Probably his
acquaintance with the application of the Stoic theory of mixtures to the Timaeus, whether or not
it was mediated by the doxographic tradition, even more than the familiarity with the other Stoic
classifications of mixtures fout court, was decisive for the formulation of such a
theory—yparticularly one given in such terms that explains the formation of the different parts of
human bodies through the image of tetrapharmakos (instead of the production of medicaments
et similia).
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basic qualities and their powers. In the process of alteration, the qualitative
composition of the basic constituents is affected and the new body is provided

with a new set of properties determining the transition & eidovc &ig €idoc:

T17 Galen De simp. med. (temp. ac) fac. K. X1 545f.:

ATV ' OVGHV TAOV AALOIDGEDV KUTA YEVOC, TOV HEV €id0TOLdV, ol N
Kol Kuplog Kol TpOTOG AAAOIOGELS dvopalovtal, TOV 08 Katadpavovs®dy Te Kol
oLVOYOLG®V TO LOPLOL TOD GAOUATOG UMV, GG KOTOYPOUEVOL LAALOV T} KUPimGg
ovopdlovtes AALOIDGELG KOAODGLV, TAG TAV QUPHAK®OV SVVALELS £V TOIG TPMTOLG
popdv meptéxecar. pndevi yap Svvachou petafdirery &€ idovg gig £1dog dvev
0D OgppavOTjvai te kol yoypoavoivor kai Enpaviijval Kol vypavOival. Aéym o6&
&€ 1d0vg €ic £1doc, Htav &€ EpTov Kol TTIGAVNG Kol QaKTig atpo Kod QAEYHO Kod
yoAn yiyvnton Eavon te kol péAve, KdK ToOTOV TIA d6TODV Kol TeAr] Kol
vedpov kal caps, aptnpia te Kol ALY, EKAcTOV T€ TOV dAL®V T0D {dhov popimv.
[...] AN v 16 mérrecon katd te THV yaoTtépo kai Tac AEPag eic aipa kol
PAéypo petaBiiimv, £it' 8k ToVTOV €l 06TODV Kol Glpka Koi TEAAG TOD
OOUOTOC HoOpla, Katd TV ovsiov ANV dAilotodton kol The dpyaing E€ioTtaton
POoEMC, €ic ETepov £160¢ PEOIGTAREVOC. 00 Ufv &€ dAAOL TIVOG T €K ToD Ogppod
Kol Yoypod kai ENpod koi Vypod Tac i¢ ETepov £160¢ 0Voiac GALOIDOGELC TE Kai

petafolag €0elyOn dexoueva T maON TOD COUATOS GOUTOVTA.

And since the alterations are twofold in kind (on the one hand, those that
make up the substantial form (of the bodily parts), which we call alterations in
the proper sense and primarily, and, on the other, those that break up and bind
together our bodily parts, which we call alteration, using the term in an improper
sense rather than properly), we say that the capacities of drugs fall within the
first group. For [we say] that it is not possible for anything to change from one
substantial form to another without being heated, cooled, dried, or moistened.
What [ mean when saying from one substantial form to another, is when out of
bread, barley and lentil are generated blood and phlegm and bile, both the yellow
and the black, and out of these [are generated] in turn bone, fat, nerve and flesh,

artery and vein, and each of the animal’s parts. [...] However, during the
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digestion process in the stomach and in the blood vessels, [the food], changing
into blood and phlegm, and after that from those into bone, flesh and other parts
of the body, alters in its entire substance and leaves its previous nature turning
into another substantial form. It was shown that all the affections of the body are
subject to change and alteration of the substance into another kind certainly not

from anything else than from hot, cold, dry and wet.?%?

As we see, in this passage Galen distinguishes a proper (cf. Kvpiwg kol
npmTeg) from an improper use (cf. Kataypodpevol paAlov ij kupimg OVopalovteg
aArlowwoelg kalodow) of the term dAAdoimoig. The first is used for the so-called
gldomotol qualitative alterations, i.e. the change which allows for a passage €&
g1d0vg &ic €idoc, which is a change like the effects released by a real @éppakov
(cf. T0c TOV QUPUAK®OV OLVAUELS &V TOIG TpOTOLG Qapev mepiéyecdal). By
contrast, the second usage of the term can be regarded as a misuse, as it identifies
the process whereby parts of the human body have been just broken up and then
re-joined and bound together (1®v 6¢ kataBpavovs®dv 1€ KOl GLVAYOLVCHY TA
uople 10d ocopotoc Mudv). As Galen clarifies afterwards, he refers to
medications like a bandage, which after a traumatic event allows the body to
close the wound.?%

What is of interest here is that the action of the drug, which by means of
the four qualities and their powers (heating, cooling, drying, and moisteining) is
able to provoke a qualitative alteration within the human body, is likened to the
qualitative alterations involved in the formation of the constitutive parts of the
human being. Here we face a hierarchical sequence of alloidseis which are

deemed to be the kind of change that allows for the transition £ eidovc &ic €180

and from simpler to more complex bodies:?** bread, barley and lentils (made up

262 As Van der Eijk has noticed, in the syntagm “td¢ €ic &repov €160¢ 0vGing GALOUDCEIS TE Kol
petaBolrac”, ovoio can be taken either with dAlowdoeig e kai petaPforag or with gidog. It is very
difficult to decide, but one can surmise that, since Galen is speaking here of the alteration
according to the entire substance (kotd v oboiav dAnv), the first option might be preferable.
263 De simp. med. (temp. ac) fac. K. XI p. 546.5 “&i 8¢ 11 téuvov fudg, domep Harog § Eipog,
OAGV, g AlBog kai poAVPdoc, f| cuvaymv T0 keyoplopéva, Kobdrep £nidecic GALo0l TmG Ta
HopIL TODTO, OVK EVOL PAPLLOKA.

264 In T17 it is not so straightforward that the transition from &idog to €id0g goes hand in hand
with an advancement and a gradual enrichment of the complexity of the bodies involved in the
process of alteration. However, T17 can be partly superimposed on another textual locus taken
from De elementis (De elem. sec. Hipp. CMG V 1.2 p. 126, 1 ff. De Lacy), where Galen
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of fire, air, water, and air, which are in turn constituted by a material substrate
and qualities), through a qualitative alteration, acquire new qualitative
determinations (cf. “o0 pnv €§ GAhov Tvog 1j €k 10D Beppod kal yoypod Kol
Enpod kol Vypod T €ic Etepov €100¢ 0VGIOG GANOIDGEC TE KO HETAPOANG

265 and give rise to the four

€0eiyOn deyopeva T maon Tod coORNTOg COUTOVTL
Hippocratic humours, which, in the same way give rise in turn to the
homoeomerous parts, namely bone, fat, nerve, and flesh. At each stage a
complete qualitative transformation takes place, so that the body leaves its
previous nature and turns into a new body endowed with new properties different
in kind (cf. “xotd v ovoiav OAnv dAiowodtal kol Thg dpyoaiog €€ioToTon

POGEWG, gic Etepov €160¢ pediotdpevoc”). >

illustrates the progressive degrees of composition of the organism from the primary stoicheia
(consisting of a material substrate and qualities) to foods and drinks (made up of primary
elements), to the four humours (produced by foods and drinks), to the homoeomerous parts
(generated in turn by the four humours). As it is evident, in this ascention each previous level is
included in the successive one. The text will be analysed in greater detail in the next paragraph:
for the moment we limit ourself to noticing that by comparing the two passages we see that the
levels of formal differences correspond to a gradual scale of complexity ranging from the
simplest to increasingly more complex bodies.

265 As has been showed in other works, notably in De elementis, by means of hot/cold and dry/wet
and their respective capacities the wd6r of a body undergo alteration and change so the body can
acquire a new structure and a new set of properties differing in kind. As we see, Galen uses the
term maBoc somewhat differently from Aristotle: generally, the term does not designate a
specifically different quality (cf. Top. 145a3—12, although sometimes it does, cf. Part. an.
678a33f.), and in fact in De gen. et corr. 1 4 the qualitative alteration is seen as a change of pathe
(the substratum remaining unaltered, as when someone gets sick or from sick becomes healthy
again). Galen does not seem to make such a distinction: i) on the one hand he speaks of a change
of pathe which brings about a new body distinct in kind, while ii) on the other hand he compares
this qualitative alteration to that caused by a pharmakon which theoretically has to re-establish
the healthy condition of the organism.

266 Cf. Galen’s usage of the verb pe@ictnut indicates a transformation and a change in the mixing
bodies (cf. for a parallel De gen. et corr. 1 10 328a34 contra Rashed 2005, and contra Giardina
2008a, who thought of a change of place as the mixing of a bodies’ particles—but the verb
indicates the transformation, i.e. the qualitative alteration, of the bodies during the process of
mixture; on this cf. Bonitz s.v.: at the end of the chapter mixture is in fact defined as “the
unification of the mixables that have been qualitatively altered” 328b22). As Kupreeva has
shown, the same process of qualitative alteration is adopted in Galen’s account of the emergence
of sense-perception from the elemental composites. In his De elementis Galen makes it clear that
the primary elements can be either perceptive or imperceptive, as Hippocrates did not clearly
prove this point; but even if they were imperceptive, the passage from being imperceptive to
being perceptive would still be possible thanks to their capability of undergoing affection (as
they are maBntikd), that is, the fact that they can be subject to change (netafoin) and qualitative
alteration (dAhoiwoig). As Kupreeva underscores, qualitative alteration and change play an
important role in explaining this transition, since it is possible that in the course of many partial
qualitative alterations (év moAAoig zaic kata pépoc drioidoeot yevésBal TOTE TO aicONTIKOV
o®ua), by changing and altering and mixing continuously, the imperceptive can finally become
perceptive (Kupreeva 2014 pp. 169-170 and De elem. sec. Hipp. CMG V 1.2 p. 70.12—18 De
Lacy). The shift from imperceptive to perceptive, therefore, is possible only because Galen’s
elements can undergo change, in contrast to both the Atomists/Corpuscularists and Empedocles.
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Let us gather the results of the last section: i) we showed that as in the
Aristotelian account Galen conceived of mixture as a two-way qualitative
change (he calls it alloiésis without precisely distinguishing it from substantial
generation/corruption and mixture in the proper sense); i1) we understood that as
in Aristotle’s account the basic constituents of the mixture are preserved in
potentiality (Galen does not inquire which kind of potentiality this is); iii) we
illustrated how, by making usage of a Stoic example, that of the tetrapharmakos,
but actually paralleling a Peripatetic development of the theory of mixture, Galen
tries to display the emergence, during a process of alloidsis, of new qualitative
determinations supervening on a previous structure that determines the
generation of a new body distinct in kind.

A central problem, however, still remains. As we have hinted more than
once, in the Aristotelian/Peripatetic tradition the tertiary new product arising
from the mixture of the primary elements is the homoeomerous part, whereas in
the latter texts Galen openly declares that the primary qualities are only in
potentiality in the bodies, whereas in actuality they give rise—unexpectedly—to
the four humours of the Hippocratic tradition (blood, yellow and black bile,
phlegm). If, as  wish to argue, Galen’s theory of mixture came from a reworking,
which however benefits from variegated contributions (notably Stoic superficial
influences), of the Aristotelian/Peripatetic account, we would expect a different
formulation. What, then, is the relation between the Hippocratic four humours
and the Aristotelian homoeomerous parts? What is the final outcome of Galen’s
mixture? And how can the primary qualities pass from a stage of potentiality to
a stage of actuality by means of digestion (o1 pécwv 1@V tpoe®dv)? We will

answer these questions in the next section.

According to Galen, in fact, these theories could not account for such a transition and he
elucidates his point with the example of housebuilding: a new house made of bricks, stones,
timbers and tiles will never acquire any new different property than those that its constituents
have. In the same way, a juxtaposition of constituents cannot allow the structure to acquire any
novel property different in kind (étepoyevec), as can happen in the case of alterable primary
elements which by changing and altering continuously can determine the emergence of a novel
property different in kind, e.g. sentience (De elem. sec. Hipp. CMG V 1.2 p. 72.16-22 De Lacy;
cf. Kupreeva 2014 pp. 170-171).
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1.3.5 Mixture and generation. Humours or homoeomerous parts?

As we have seen, in Aristotle’s account the final product of a mixture, the
homoeomerous part, must be homogeneous throughout: any part of the
compound must be the same as the whole, just as any part of water is water.
Though Aristotle does not develop a descriptive nomenclature, in Meteorologica
IV 10 he lists several kinds of homoeomerous parts: metallic substances (such
as bronze, gold, silver, tin, iron, and the like), animal and vegetal material (which
can be solids such as flesh, bone, sinew, skin, intestine, or liquids such as blood,
bile, semen, milk, or in the case of plants wood, bark, leaf, and the like).?*” In
several passages of his works Galen refers to Aristotle’s terminology and clearly
adopts it (listing among homoeomerous parts animate and inanimate

materials),?%®

although in his De homoeomerum partium differentia he criticizes
Aristotle’s definition because the parts are not only similar (homoios) but also

specifically identical.>%® As we see from the passages of De elementis (T18), the

267 Meteor. IV 384b30ff. Aristotle distinguishes solid and fluid homoeomerous parts in De part.
an. 112 647b10-19. As Lennox notes, the homoeomerous parts are a) matter (moist and dry) for
(and also final cause, as they are for the sake of) the anhomoeomerous parts and they 1) contribute
to being and ii) contribute to functioning; b) nourishment for the anhomoeomerous parts (moist);
¢) residues (ta perittomata) of the moist and dry nutrients (both moist and dry), whether useless
such as urine or faeces, or useful such as male semen and menstrual blood, which are formed
from the residual blood. Among the homoeomerous parts blood (which is essentially hot, but not
intrinsically hot) has a special status insofar as it is the final nourishment and, therefore, the
constituent matter of the other homoeomerous parts, from whence they derive growth and
nourishment; cf. De part. an. 650b2—12; cf. Lennox 2001 passim pp. 185-200, comm. ad
647b20-650b2.
28 Cf. De hom. part. diff. 1 p. 45.1-22 Strohmaier. In several passages of his work Galen
acknowledges Aristotle’s authorship of the term, for example De san. tuend. CMG V 4.2 p.
169.10—11 and ibid. p. 184.22-23 Koch. Moreover, it has to be noted that in Hipp. Nat. Hom.
comment. CMG V 9.1 p. 6.14-15 Mewaldt, Galen also attributes to Aristotle the definition,
which is rather Galenic, of homoeomerous parts as croyyeio Tpog v aicOnowv, while in Hipp.
Nat. Hom. comment. CMG V 9.1 p. 6.18-20 Mewaldt, and analogously in Quod animi mor. K.
IV p. 773.16 Galen claims that Aristotle calls opowopepf| the first product of the mixture of hot,
cold, dry, and wet, which Plato calls mpwtdyova (Quod animi. mor. K. IV p. 773.14-17 “éx
TOVTOV Kol YoAKOS Kol 6idnpog kal xpucog 1] e oapé vedpov Te Kol xOvOpog Ko miLeAr| Kol Tave'
aml@dg ta mpwtdoyova pev vmo IMAdtovog, opotopepd &' vr' Apiototélovg Ovopalopeva
véyovev”). As Moraux notes, the reference must be to Plato’s Politicus (288e5 and 289b1), where
Plato actually uses the adjective tpwtoyevig and not tpwtdyovov; thus, Moraux hypothesizes a
lapsus by Galen, p. 343 n. 29, on Galen’s usage of Aristotle’s notion of the homoeomerous part.
Cf. also Grimaudo 2008 pp. 48-52.
209 De hom. part. diff. 1 p. 47, 19ff. Strohmaier; cf. Moraux 1985 pp. 338-339.
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homoeomerous parts are, as in Aristotle, one of the levels of the animals’ organic

structure:

T18 De elem. sec. Hipp. K. 1479.10-480.8 De Lacy 126.1-12 :

Pépe Yap V' &n' avOpdmov SéAOm TOV AdYoV, &K TPOTOV OVTOG Koi
ATAOVGTATOV 0icONTOV GToLYEIWV 0TI TAOV OUOOUEPDV OVOLOLOUEVOV TVOC Kol
VUEVOC Kol GOPKOC Kol TTUEATIC OGTOD TE Kol YOvOpOoL Kol GUVIEGOV Kai VEDPOU
Kai poelod kail Tdv BAA®V AdvTov, OV T popio T adTiig dAARAOIG idéag éoTi
COUTAVTO. YEYOVE 08 TODTO TOALY EK TIVOV ETEPMV TPOGEXDY £0VTOIG GTOLYEIWV,
aipatog kol eA&ypatog koi yoAfc dirtiig, | dypdc kol pelaivng, OV 1) YEVesig &k
TV £€6010puEveV Kol TvOpEV@VY, O 01 TaAy €€ déPOG Kal TVPOC VOATOG TE KO YTiC
€yéveto, TadTa &' 0VK €€ ETEPMV COUATOV, AAL' €5 DANG TE Kol TOOTHTOV £0TL.
Kai 818 TodTo TPdG pHEv koi dépog BOaTOC TE Kad YTig dpydic elvan Aéyouev, ov
oToyEin, ToTi &' avTa TGV GAWOV ATAVTOV GTotYElN. HOpLoL Yap EoTv EAdyioTol

TAV GALOV ATAVTOV ATAd Kol Tp®Ta.

Now let me go through the account as it applies to a human being: he is
made of the primary and simplest visible elements, those called homoeomerous,
fiber, membrane, flesh, fat, bone and cartilage, ligament, nerve, marrow and all
the other (structures) whose parts all have the same form. These in turn have
been generated from certain other elements closest to themselves, blood,
phlegm, and the two kind of bile, yellow and black, their genesis is from the
things we eat and drink, which in turn were produced from air, water and earth.
And these last are not from other bodies but from matter and qualities. That is
why we say that there are first principles, not elements, of fire and water, air and
earth, and that the latter are themselves the elements of all other things. (Trans.

De Lacy)

As we see from this passage, Galen draws a distinction between primary
elements, fire, air, water, and earth, proximate elements (mpoceyf 100 cOUATOG
Nudv ototyein), that is, the humours, and homoeomerous parts (opolopepty),

which he also calls perceptible elements (aicOnta otowyeia). In other passages

128



of his work Galen also goes beyond the level of the homoeomerous parts and

270 overtly

upholds the existence of the so-called anhomoeomerous parts,
recalling Aristotle’s articulation in dynameis (hot, cold, dry, and wet, which in
Galen are replaced by the primary elements, fire, air, water, and earth) of
homoeomerous and anhomeomerous parts, which Aristotle spells out clearly in
his De partibus animalium.>"!

However, as we saw in the above quoted passage, in contrast to Aristotle,
who locates the humours on the same level as the homoeomerous parts,>’? Galen
introduces what has been defined by Kovaci¢ as a “Zwischenstufe”:>” the
humours that are in fact defined as “proximate elements”.?’”* These humours,
which are said to be the peculiar elements of the blooded animals,?”* directly
stem from the Hippocratic tradition and are blood, yellow and black bile, and

phlegm.?’¢

270 Galen’s articulation into elements—homoeomerous parts—anhomoeomerous parts is clearly
expressed in De san. tuend. CMG V 4.2 p. 184.20-26 Koch; cf. also De elem. sec. Hipp. CMG
V 1.2 p. 126.19-26; in Hipp. Nat. Hom. comment. CMG V 9.1 p. 6.12-20 Mewaldt; De plac.
Hipp. et Plat. CMG V 4.1.2 p. 500, 4-26 De Lacy; De morb. diff- K. VI 841.1-10.
2 De part. an. 11 1 646a13-24.
22 De part. an. 112 647b 10-14 e 30-35, 648a 19-23, 11 3 649b 20-650a 2. As shown by Van
der Eijk, although Aristotle is acquainted with the four humours of the Hippocratic De natura
hominis (in De hist. anim. 550b9—10 he mentions phlegm and yellow and black bile as residues,
together with faeces; this is the only passage where these three humours are listed together), he
does not seem to set up a real humoral system, as it occurs in the Hippocratic De natura hominis.
For, in the first place, Aristotle regards phlegm and the two biles as useless residues and,
therefore, it is highly unlikely that he assigned these bodily fluids a pivotal role in determining
health and the pathological states of living beings. Second, van der Eijk points out that the
Aristotelian notion of perittoma was not even known in the Hippocratic Corpus and was
introduced into Greek medicine only after the second half of the fourth century BCE, possibly
by Aristotle himself; cf. van der Eijk 2005, pp. 152-155, esp. p. 153.
273 Kovaci¢ 2001 pp. 98-99.
274 Further down in De elem. sec. Hipp. CMG V 1.2 pp. 138.15-140.14 De Lacy, Galen also
goes into more detail about this midlevel and clarifies the meaning of “proximate matter”: “It
now time to proceed to the second discourse. After Hippocrates had proved that the elements
common to all things are the hot, the cold, the dry and the wet, he then passed to another kind of
element, no longer primary or common, but peculiar to sanguineous animals. For blood, phlegm,
yellow and black bile are the elements of the coming into being of all sanguineous animals, not
of man only; peculiar to man are the least parts, which are also called homoeomerous [...]; but
between these parts and those [elements] are in men the four humours, and in each of the other
animals whatever may be the proximate matter of their coming into being. ‘Proximate’ is the
term customarily applied to the matter from which a thing first comes into being when it has no
need of any intermediate alteration”.
275 De elem. sec. Hipp. CMG V 1.2 p. 138.18 De Lacy.
276 In fact, the two four-humour systems present a few divergences that are worth underlining.
In Galen’s case, as it is decidedly shown in De plac. Hipp. et Plat. (CMG V 4.1.2 p. 502, 22ff.
De Lacy), phlegm and the two biles are clearly associated with a couple of primary qualities
analogously to the Hippocratic four-humour theory (phlegm is cold and wet; yellow bile hot and
dry; black bile cold and dry), but differently from the Hippocratic De natura hominis they also
have a particular distinguishing primary element (phlegm corresponds to water; yellow bile to
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Thus, at first glance, insofar as we can gather from Galen’s clearly spelled
out articulation of i) primary elements, ii) primary humours, and iii)
homoeomerous parts, it seems that the very first outcome of the mixture of
primary elements is not the homoeomerous parts themselves, as it occurs in
Aristotle, but the primary humours, which in turn form the homoeomerous parts.
Furthermore, as Galen defines the humours as the most peculiar elements of all
the blooded animals, it seems that the very first building blocks constituting the
nature of all the blooded animals are, in lieu of the primary elements, the four
humours of the Hippocratic tradition.

Hence, at this point we must tackle two all-important complementary
issues, that is, 1) whether the four Galenic humours can be compared and
correspond to the four Hippocratic humours of De natura hominis and, therefore,
whether they can also be taken in Galen’s case to be the real building blocks of
the nature of the human being; ii) in which relation the four humours stand to
the homoeomerous parts, which in Aristotle’s conception are the result of the
elemental mixture.

Therefore, the first question worth asking is: Do these Galenic humours
really work in the same way as in the Hippocratic treatise Nature of Man, and
can they also be conceived in Galen’s case as the ultimate structures to which all
the blooded animals can be reduced? The answer seems to be negative, first of

all for historical reasons, as, over time, during the long period separating Galen

fire; black bile to earth). Moreover, similarly to Aristotle, but differently from De natura
hominis, blood seems to have a privileged status in comparison to the other humours. For in the
abovementioned passage from De Placitis blood is defined as perfect and it is said to come to be
out of a balanced mixture of all the primary elements (1] 8' &£ andvieOVv TOV TETTAP®V GTOLXEID®V
GOUPETPOC KpaoIC &yévvnoe 1O dkpiPeéc aipe). In addition, in other passages of his work Galen
tends to highlight the special status held by the blood: in Galen’s commentary on the Nature of
Man blood is considered to be most closely affiliated to the nature of the human being (In Hipp.
Nat. Hom. comment. CMG V 9.1 p. 41.2 “oiketdtatog v Tf] evoet yopog”) and the most well-
mixed, where no quality predominates over the other (In Hipp. Nat. Hom. comment. CMG V 9.1
p. 51.2-3 Mewaldt “t0 aiua [...] edxpatdtatov”), while in De temperamentis it is defined as the
most useful and suitable (De femp. 11 3 p. 59.20-60.5 H. “0 p&v ypnototatdc te kai
oikelotatog”). On Galen’s system of humours cf. Jouanna 2012b and Schoner 1964, who in fact
remarks that differently from the quadripartite system of De natura hominis, both in Galen’s in
Hipp. Nat. Hom. comment. (CMG V 9.1 p. 50.19-51.5 Mewaldt) and in De plac. Hipp. et Plat.
we find an alternative humoral quadripartite schema. In fact although every humour is associated,
as in Hippocrates’ De natura hominis, with a couple of qualities, this does not happen in the case
of the blood, which is said to come to be from a balanced mixture of hot, cold, dry, and wet (or
the equivalent primary elements fire, air, water, and earth); cf. Schoner 1964 pp. 88—89.
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from Hippocratic medicine, the conception of body itself inevitably changed,
along with the progress of the medical fechne.

For in the Hippocratic De natura hominis, the human being was conceived
as a mere mixture of humours prevailing over one another in accordance with
the seasons and with the ages, and health and pathological states were
prevalently investigated from a hydromechanic perspective, which was
understandably derived from accurate clinical observations of the Hippocratic
doctor working on his patients. And the etiology of disease was principally
explained on the grounds of excessive or excessively scarce quantities of
humours that could be extracted from the organism by means of specific
hydragogue drugs.?”” However, after Aristotle, who mentions a treatise of his

On dissections*’®

and seems to have practiced animal dissection, albeit
superficially, over time the medical science also began to explore the solid parts
of living beings’ bodies, especially in the Hellenistic period with the anatomical
discoveries of FErasistratus and Herophilus, who were mainly active in
Alexandria and practiced dissection and also vivisection on human subjects. By
Galen’s time the study of anatomy was an essential part of the medical
curriculum.?” As is well known, Galen, too, was a great anatomist: he studied

anatomy in Pergamum with Satyrus and in Smyrna with Pelops (the student of

the great anatomist Numisianus), and afterwards in Alexandria he met

27 De nat. hom. CMG I 1.3 ch. 5 p. 176.11-178.2 and ch. 6 p. 178, 10~14 Jouanna.
28 De hist. an. 497a32ff., 525a8ff., 566al4ff.; De gen. an. 746al4ff.; De part. an. 684b4ff.
279 On hydromechanic humoral processes in the Hippocratic De natura hominis, on Hippocratic
empirical method and clinical observation, on the passage from the Hippocratic purely external
investigation to the practise of dissection on living subjects (whose first traces—before
Aristotle—can be dated back to the Hippocratic treatise De morbo sacro, where the author
mentions the possibility of carrying out a post-mortem dissection on the brain of goats, cf. De
morb. sacr. 11 L. VI 382.6 ff., and which reached its apogee with the dissection and vivisection
performed by the Alexandrian anatomists in the Hellenistic age), cf. Lloyd 1979 pp. 146-169.
Moreover, on Hippocratic humoralism also cf. Moreno Rodriguez 1991 pp. 92-95 and Jouanna
2002 pp. 39-55 and Jouanna 2012b on the different humoral systems of the Hippocratic Corpus
and on the later reception of De natura hominis’ quadripartite model in ancient Greek medicine.
On Erasistratus of Ceos, his life and anatomical discoveries, cf. Garofalo 1988 pp. 17-29; on
Herophilos of Chalcedon, his life and dissection/vivisection practises cf. von Staden 1989 pp.
35—43 and pp. 138-153. For the economic, cultural, religious, political, philosophical interactive
factors that made possible dissections and, above all, vivisections viable practices in Alexandria
see von Staden 1992, esp. pp. 231-234.
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Numisianus’ son, Herakleianos. He also held anatomical skills in high regard as
a fundamental prerequisite of the good physician.?%°

Therefore, for Galen the bodies of living beings do not reduce to mere
congeries of liquids mixing and separating with one another, as over time in the
eyes of scientists they gradually acquire volume, shape, and a more solid internal
structure. In fact in Galen’s representation of the human body the four
Hippocratic humours do not fluctuate at all, but are thought of as functional to
and playing a pivotal role in the formation and sustenance of the homoeomerous
parts.

On the one hand, during the embryonic stage the solid parts of the embryo,
the homoeomerous parts, are generated from menstrual blood, which also
contains phlegm and the two biles mixed together.?®! This maternal blood is
thought to be responsible for growth and nutrition of the embryo in its first
phases of life.2%? On the other hand, as argued by Moreno Rodriguez, through
the process of digestion of foods and drinks which give rise to the four humours

in the body, the primary elements and their primary qualities enter the body?*?

280 For Galen’s anatomical apprenticeship cf. Manetti and Roselli 1994 pp. 1589-1593 and the
accurate overview provided by Garofalo 1994 pp. 1791-1795; moreover, cf. Vegetti 1994 on
Galen’s commitment to anatomy as part of his medical programme, pp. 1681-1686, and on the
spectacular character of Galen’s anatomical demonstrations, p. 1690-1695.
81 In Hipp. Nat. Hom. comment. CMG V 9.1 p. 32.14-25 Mewaldt “Having completed his
account of the common elements, he [Hippocrates] now turns to the case of blooded animals, of
whom man is one, in the present passage, saying that our original generation comes to be from
blood and phlegm and the two biles, and also that our maintenance throughout our lives is derived
from them, and that these are the whole nature of man, the humours being contained in the solid
parts, and of the solid parts themselves which derive their own generation from them in the first
formation of the embryonic animal. For he will show a little later on that all the parts are
generated from the menstrual fluid, which is not pure blood, but has within itself both phlegm
and the two biles” (Transl. Hankinson); a more precise account of the shaping of the embryo is
provided in De fac. nat. p. 107.24—112.5 H.; cf. also De elem. sec. Hipp. CMG V 1.2 142.14-17
De Lacy. For this cf. also Hankinson 2008a pp. 217-218.
282 In Hipp. De nat. hom. comm. CMG V 9.1 p. 50.15 Mewaldt; this maternal blood is always in
the body and can be extracted through phlebotomy; cf. In Hipp. Nat. Hom. comment. CMG V
9.1 p. 39.23 ff. Mewaldt “But we talk of two types of blood: which is manifestly evacuated as
a result of phlebotomy and wounds, and which contains a portion, as we have indicated, of both
types of bile and of phlegm; while the other is pure, unadulterated, and unmixed with the
humours. And it is from blood in the first sense that it is perhaps correct to say that the foetus is
formed” (trans. Hankinson).
283 In Galen’s view food and drink, which are made up of primary stoicheia, are turned into
chymos in the stomach through an alloidsis. Then the chymos is expelled into the pylorus, and
from the duodenum to the jejunum, and afterwards to the liver, the organ responsible for
haematopoiesis, through the mesenteric veins; cf. Powell 2003 pp.13—18. It is in the liver that
the second process of digestion takes place, leading to the production of blood through an
alterative concoction; cf. Moreno Rodriguez 1991, pp. 97-98. For the genesis of blood and
yellow bile in the liver cf. De nat. fac. p. 182ff. H.; for an account of both black bile (as a residue
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and nourish the homoeomerous parts.?®* In fact, although Galen makes use of
humours in order to explain some pathological processes,?* in his view they do
not coincide with the very first and ultimate building blocks of living beings’
organic structure but merely provide the link between the cosmic external
elements and the homoeomerous parts. In this sense the process of digestion is a
key phase in the life of a living being, which allows entrance into the organism
of the primary elements and their qualities that, contrary to the view of
Hippocratic medicine, are regarded as the very basic building blocks of the
organism out of whose mixture living beings and their parts are formed.?%

But if the humours do not coincide with the very first building blocks of
the nature of the human being, what then is the meaning of this clear-cut
articulation of blooded animals’ bodily structure that Galen so precisely depicts
in his De elementis, assigning to the four humours such a special and privileged

status?

of the digestive process, which escapes alteration and is drawn into the spleen) and phlegm
(which is described as a humour that escapes the first digestion and undergoes alteration only
when it is carried out through the body), cf. De nat. fac. p. 201{f. H., cf. also Moreno Rodriguez
1991 pp. 98-99. The humours are contained in food potentially: if the innate heat is moderate,
blood is produced; otherwise phlegm and yellow bile are produced, depending on whether the
food or drink is respectively either colder or hotter than the right measure; cf. Powell 2003 p. 13.
284 De nat. fac. p. 254.19-255.25 H.
285 Siegel in fact speaks of two complementary aspects of Galen’s pathology, the humoral and
the morphological (cf. Siegel 1968 pp. 205-215), and accurately classifies Galen’s pathological
states caused by the imbalance of the four different humours.
286 Moreno Rodriguez 1991 p. 99. Moreno Rodriguez, however, draws a distinction between
primary elements and primary qualities by saying that while the first, which are contained in
food and drink, have to be considered “elementos de comunicacion intraorganica”, it is the
second (the qualities) that are assimilated in the organism and play a role in physiological
processes (see also Hankinson 2015 pp. 439-440). Galen distinguishes primary qualities from
primary elements, where the qualities are present to the extreme degree (and he upholds this by
saying that hot, cold, dry, and wet we can mean both; cf. De elem. sec. Hipp. CMG V 1.2 pp.
114.24-116.5 De Lacy), but in his polemics against Athenaeus of Attalia he argues that there is
no reason to doubt that the very cosmic elements, fire, air, water, and earth, are present in the
nature of the human being, although they have become indistinguishable in the mixture; cf. De
elem. sec. Hipp. CMG V 1.2 102.1-7 De Lacy: “Athenacus of Attalia made hot, cold, dry and
wet the elements of man, and at the same time he claimed that the elements are clearly visible
and do not require proof, sometimes calling them qualities and powers, on occasion granting that
they are bodies, then afraid to agree that they are water, air, fire and earth”; and more clearly
ibid. CMG V 1.2 p. 96, 1 De Lacy: “When Hippocrates says that his discourse is of no use to
those who make a habit of listening (to discourses) about the nature of man that go /beyond what
is relevant to the art of medicine’, he does not say this because he is condemning those who make
fire, air, water, and earth the elements; on the contrary, from start to finish we find him censuring
those who say that some one of these is the element. For is frightfully illogical to reject them all
because no one of the four is seen in the body in its pure form; by the same reasoning, I fancy a
person will not believe that the so-called tetrapharmakos is a compound of wax, resin, pitch and
tallow, because none of these is found contained in it as a complete whole”. For Galen’s criticism
of Athenaeus of Attalia’s theory of primary elements, cf. Kupreeva 2014, pp. 172ff.
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In my opinion this can be interpreted as a formal rehabilitation of the four
Hippocratic humours as first constituents of the nature of the human being and
of all blooded animals, especially in one of his treatises where Galen clearly feels
the weight of the Hippocratic legacy, and pays homage to the great and highly
esteemed physician. In connection to this, Galen’s emphasis on the humours as
proximate stoicheia that are said to be common to all the blooded animals can
be regarded as a way to pursue one of the main objectives of his medical
program, as we read in his De optimo medico cognoscendo: the recovery of
Hippocratic knowledge and medical doctrines in order to restore Hippocratic
medicine—especially in light of his polemic against the Methodists and above
all against the Neronian physician Tessalus, who disregarded Hippocrates’
medicine and purported to teach the art of medicine in six months.?’

However, despite this strong Hippocratic legacy, it is undeniable that over
time, from De natura hominis to Galen’s medicine, the idea of humours as the
constituents of the organism remarkably changed in medical imagery, insofar as
they no longer coincided with the real building blocks of the nature of the human
being but were fully incorporated into the solid anatomical structure of the
human body as the source of growth and nutrition of the homoeomerous parts.
As we have seen, Galen’s homoeomerous part is not made up tout court of a
mere mixture of humours, understood as having no link to the external cosmic
elements, but of a mixture of primary elemental qualities that enter the body

through the humours.?%® Therefore, it is understandable that the very first unity

27 De opt. med. cogn. CMG Suppl. Or. IV V p. 69.1 ff. Iskandar, As Vegetti shows, one of the
fundamental points of Galen’s medical programme, which is dealt with in De optimo medico
cognoscendo, was called good training in the Hippocratic medical works. On the one hand, Galen
is profoundly convinced of the fact that they still offer valid doctrinal contents, although they
need to be updated. On the other hand, the reference to Hippocrates is regarded by Galen as
essential insofar as it guarantees the unity and continuity of the medical tradition and could act
as trait d 'union between the best medical schools, such as the Dogmatist and Empiricist schools,
against charlatans or parvenus of the medical science, like the Methodists; cf. Vegetti 1994 p.
1681. For Galen’s criticism of Thessalus and the principles of the Methodic medical school, cf.
Vegetti 1994 pp. 1672-1682.

288 That is all the more true if we think that Galen sometimes openly says that the homoeomerous
parts come to be directly from a mixture of the primary elemental qualities, while he completely
skips any reference to the so-called Zwischenstufe, as comes to light in De const. art. med.ad
Patr. CMG V 1.3 p. 86, 3ff. Fortuna: “ypn yap od poévov, &t Beppod, kai yoypod, kot Enpod,
Kai DYpod kepacOEVImY EKAGTOV TL YiyveTol HOpIov, Eyvarkéval ToV 1aTpdv, GAAY Kai kot' £100¢
EneMBovTa, Tic Hev 1 T@V 00T®V £6TL KPAGIG, OToia d' 1] TOV GUPK®V T€, KOl VEVPWV, Kol PAERDV,
£k@oTov € TV dA®V TV amidv (For it is necessary for the physician to know not only that
each determined (sc. homoeomerous) part (Loptov) come to be out of a mixture of hot, cold, dry
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formed by the primary elements, which Moreno Rodriguez calls the unidad
estechiolégica,”®® and which turns out to be essential for Galen to develop his
own solidist conception of body, is the Aristotelian homoeomerous part.
Accordingly, we see more clearly why Galen adopted a theory of mixture,
which patently draws on the contemporary Peripatetic background and cannot
be answered for by the Stoic account. In fact, contrary to the Stoic model, whose
main aim seems to be that of clarifying the inner cohesive structure of the cosmos
(against which Galen sets up a striking criticism in his De causis contentivis),**°
the Aristotelian theory of mixture explained the generation of the homoeomerous

parts and, therefore, could have a much wider application in the biological and

and wet (Beppod, kai yoypo, kai Enpod, kai bypod kepacHéviwv), but also, when he tackles the
problem from the point of view of the species, (it is necessary for him to know) which is the
mixture of bones, of what sort is that of flesh and of nerves and of veins and of each of the other
simple [parts])”. As we clearly see, in this passage Galen speaks of the homoeomerous parts as
generated directly out of a mixture of primary qualities, insofar as they constitute their inner
structure and composition. And indeed this qualitative understanding of the homoeomerous parts
is also clearly put into practice when he concretely deals with the homoeomerous parts, as he
focuses on their qualitative composition and points out their differences as regards hot, cold, dry,
and wet by comparing them to an ideal (and real, as we will see further below) midpoint where
no one of the qualities predominates over one another; cf. the very detailed description of the
homoeomerous parts of the human body in evidently qualitative terms of hot, cold, dry, and wet
in De temp. pp. 57-60 Helmreich.

289 Moreno Rodriguez 1991 p. 91.

290 Galen De causis contentivis CMG Suppl. Or. 11 6.2-6 pp. 60-62 Lyons (trans. Lyons): “We
hear a number of people say that amongst the propositions that are intrinsically acceptable
without established proof is that no body in any state whatsoever can exist without having a
cohesive cause. They say, though, that this cause is not to be found in all bodies but, rather, it
exists in those whose substance it is particularly difficult to resolve and dissipate, such as
adamant, rock, bones, iron and other similar things. But this remark of theirs is inconsistent in
that, if every single extant thing needs a cohesive cause without which it cannot exist, that cause,
as it is one of the existing things, must inevitably have another cohesive cause itself, which, in
turn, must have yet another and that will go on ad infinitum, nor can we stop at any stage of the
process. But they may say that some existing things cohere through their own nature, while others
need something else to hold them. It follows that what has an easily dispersed substance is more
likely to need a cohesive cause [...] while the need will not affect bodies whose substance is
firmly compact. For that reason wood, rock, silver, gold, iron, copper and other similar things
are put down without having anything to contain or hold them, while water, wine, vinegar and
honey are stored in jars and containers, because they are not self-coherent. It is not logical, then
for solids to need a cohesive cause in that the fact that they are solid and hard depends on this
very quality, I mean that of self-coherence. This is one of the criticism that can be levelled against
the Stoic theory. I mean that an earthy body, like adamant and rock, should be held together by
a substance of the class of the spirit (i.e. pneuma). For we find that this latter is naturally quick
to disperse, while the dissolution of the earth is a slow process.” Here we see that Galen sets up
a critique of the Stoic theory according to which the active elements (fire and air whose mixture
gives rise to the pneuma) hold together the passive and material ones (earth and water) that lie
at the very core of the Stoic theory of total mixture. As it is clear from the text, Galen takes this
position to be absurd: solid objects are cohesive, he maintains, just because that is exactly what
solidity amounts to: “the fact that they are solid and hard depends on this very quality, I mean
that of self-coherence”.
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medical fields. The homeomerous parts, which are conceived as one of the levels
of the organic structure, were in fact particularly suited to embodying a more
organic and “solidist” conception of the body, which was dominant after the
anatomical discoveries.

But, why was the mere “solidist” view of the Alexandrian anatomists not
so satisfying for Galen? As Vegetti points out, the answer lies in the fact that the
Alexandrian anatomists limited themselves to what is visible without reaching
the very first level of the nature of the human being, the primary stoicheia. And
for this reason the Aristotelian model was attractive to Galen, because it
permitted bringing back the medical discourse to the homoeomerous and hence
to the first basic building blocks of the universe, the stoicheic—in view of
Galen’s polemic against the great anatomists, Herophilus and Erasistratus,
whom Galen assimilates to the Dogmatists. In fact, if on the one hand
Erasistratus recognized the existence of the triplokia, the triplet of nerve, artery,
and vein, as the last structure graspable, Herophilus, according to Galen, limited
himself to the anatomical evidence and affirmed “Ectm todto sivon Tpdra, &i kai
m éott mpdta”— be they the first things, although they are not the first”.?!
Therefore, the recovery of the Aristotelian theory of mixture, its further
Peripatetic development and the generation of the homoeomerous parts out of it,

can be explained by reference to Galen’s aim of avoiding narrowing the medical

21 De meth. med. K. X 107.16 = Fr. 50b von Staden. For Galen’s critique of the non-reductionist
Alexandrian anatomy, cf. Vegetti 1994 pp. 1702-1704. For Galen’s re-establishment of
anatomical knowledge on a reduction to the very first principle of nature, that is the stoicheia,
and on the Aristotelian causal sequence (elements—homoeomerous parts—anhomoeomerous
parts), cf. Vegetti 1994 pp. 1710-1714. As von Staden remarks, it is necessary, however, to draw
a distinction between Galen’s portrait of Herophilus and Herophilus” real methodological
outlook, insofar as it can be gathered from the extant evidence. As von Staden shows, giving an
accurate and genuine description of Herophilus” scientific method is a much more difficult task,
as the surviving testimonies present three very different emphases. In the first place, there are
some testimonies that place Herophilus among the Dogmatists, those physicians who looked for
causal explanations and aimed at grasping the invisible by the means of deductive and inductive
logical strategies. Another group of texts give a completely different account, as they describe
Herophilus as an Empiricist, since he would have relied more on empirical data than theoretical
medicine. There is a third group of texts, von Staden notes, which show a more sceptical
inflection and according to which Herophilus would have underestimated the investigation of
the causal explanation of appearances, which would have represented the last graspable level of
reality. Despite these very different accounts of Herophilus” methodological posture, von Staden
has clearly shown that the Alexandrian physician attached high value to the theoretical
explanation of the appearances (phainomena) in his physiological and pathological theory, and
more precisely would have emphasized the suppositional nature of the causes and in so doing
may have been influenced by Aristotle’s notion of hypothetical necessity as opposed to absolute
necessity; cf. von Staden 1989 pp. 115-137 with references.
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investigation to what is visible from the anatomical evidence, but to instead
provide medical science with stronger theoretical tools that could conceptually

grasp the reality of things.

1.3.6 Mixture and symmetry. Galen and the Hippocratic legacy

As we have seen, in the time between Hippocratic medicine and Galen,
knowledge of the human body and its conceptualization changed
remarkably—and this holds also for the theory of mixture. As we have noted,
after the ground-breaking Alexandrian discoveries relating to the field of
anatomo-physiology, the human body was no longer considered a mere mixture
of liquid humours postulated on the basis of outward evidence. For the first time,
Alexandrian physicians systematically explored the anatomical structure of the
human body and described in minute detail its internal organs and their physio-
pathology, developing a solidist model of body. In Galen’s medical outlook there
is a perceptible need to render an image of the human body as close as possible
to, and competitive with, these new standards. For this reason, Galen adopts the
four intertransmutable elements of contemporary continuist (profoundly
Peripatetic and certainly anti-atomistic) physics, although he maintains and
balances them with the Hippocratic scheme of four humours: in Galen’s
physiology the four humours, as we have seen, play the most important role in
the formation and nourishment of the solid homoeomerous parts, insofar as, in
the embryogenesis’ phase and through the digestion process, they allow the
entrance of the four primary elements and their qualities into the body; on the
causal connection, of Aristotelian origin, elements-homoeomerous parts, which
are mediated through the four humours of Hippocratic tradition, Galen founds
his own peculiar (and different from the Alexandrian) solidist conception of the
body.

Insofar as it was the bedrock on which he built his vision of the entire
bodily structure, Galen’s notion of the mixture of hot/cold and dry/wet also had

to bolster a proper and coherent theorization concerning, on the one hand, the
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definition of human bodily health and the body’s preservation over time and, on
the other hand, the insurgence of pathology as well as its clinico-therapeutic
treatment—all aspects which pertained more specifically to the medical field. As
a matter of fact, in the writings that best explain his theory of mixture, Galen’s
own considerations on the concepts of health and disease polarise on two
interrelated ideas: the ideas of elemental cvppstpio. or proportion®*? and of
evkpaoio or good mixture (in the sense that the first causes the second). In his
commentary on the Hippocratic Nature of Man, Galen plainly declares that
health lies in the coppetpio of the primary elements (hot, cold, dry, and wet)
within the mixture (a state which he calls edkpacia), whereas disease arises
whenever this equilibrium is disrupted. He attributes this formulation to some of
the Rationalist doctors and philosophers, and, in primis, to Hippocrates, who is

designated as the pioneer (fiyepwv) of this theory of health as cuppetpio of the

292 As a specialist in the notion of symmetry, H. Weyl, remarks, “the Greeks never used the word
‘symmetric’ in our modern sense [i.e. the case of the bilateral symmetry, or plane symmetry,
where the points of a figure are equally distant to the left and to the right of its axis or midline;
cf. Weyl 1952, preface pp. 1-2.]. In common usage summetros means proportionate, while in
Euclid it is equivalent to our commensurable” (Weyl 1952 p. 75). For the Greek word cuppetpia
had one fundamental meaning in Ancient Greek: proportionality. Originally, in earlier
occurrences of the term or of the correspondent adjective (cOppeTpog), this sense of the term as
“proportionality” occurs in three quite different contexts: a) in literary texts conveying the
general meaning of “proportion” in the sense of “of equal measure, similar” (cf. Aesch. Ch. 230,
Eur. EI. 533 and fr. 676, cf. Montanari 2000 s.v. coppetpog) or “of the same age, contemporary”
(Cf. Aesch. Ch. 610, Soph. Ant. 387, Eur. Alc. 26 Montanari 2000 s.v. copperpoc), which
presupposes the operation of measuring by comparison or coppérpnoig; b) in mathematical texts
conveying the meaning of commensurability, the fact that two quantities show a common unity
of measure, that is, a rational number resulting from a proportion (cf. Plato Theaet. 147d and
148a—b; Aristotle Nic. Eth. 1112a23 and Metaph. 1061bl). The term cvppetrpioa becomes
technical in Euclid’s treatise Elements; cf. Euclid’s definition of symmetry as commensurability
between geometrical magnitudes—lengths, areas and volumes—in Book 10, def. 1; on this cf.
Hon and Goldstein 2008 p. 2 and pp. 70-71); ¢) in “evaluative” (aesthetic/moral) contexts where
cuppeTpio is conceived as a property of single parts as integrated into a unified whole, since they
respect a certain internal proportion so that a mean between excess and deficiency is reached. In
these contexts, it means more exactly due/right proportion and is applied to two main interrelated
subdomains: ¢.1) that concerning the enquiry into beauty and goodness, on the one hand (cf.
Plato Tim. 87c—e, where it is argued that a living being must be symmetrical, i.e. well
proportioned, in order to be beautiful and that the most important symmetry is that between soul
and body, which is fundamental for a healthy life; cf. also Phil. 26a; cf. also Aristotle’s Metaph.
1078b1, where Aristotle defines beauty as resulting from the synergic interaction of “order”,
“symmetry”, that is, good proportion of the parts of a unified whole, and “definiteness”; on this
cf. Hon-Goldstein 2008 p. 2 and pp. 93-96) and, on the other hand, ¢.2) the other relating to the
idea of suitability, convenience, and appropriateness of someone/something (cf. Aesch. Eum.
532, Montanari 2000 s.v. obppetpog. Cf. Plato Laws 625d; and Nic. Eth. 1104a17-25, where
symmetry qua appropriateness, i.e. moderation, is viewed as a midpoint between excess and
deficiency and is regarded as the leading moral principle ruling good conduct in life; on this cf.
Hon and Goldstein 2008 p. 2 and pp. 93-96).
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four elements, as we see from passages T192%3

endorses (T21):

and T20, and whose position he

T19 Galen in Hipp. Nat. Hom. comment. K. XV 60.4-61.3 Mewaldt 33.1-13:

120 [CMG I 1.3 172.15-174.2 Jouanna] 'Yytaivel pév odv pdcto, dtav
petping &m tadta The TpOg AAANAL duvapem Kol ToD TANBgo¢ kol pdiota, fv

HEMYLEVOL 7.

Kot mavtag iotpovg te kol @rlocdpovg ToLg TEAEIOVG dOYLOTIKOVS 1
ocvppeTpio TV otoryeiov vyeiov Epydletat. ditTig o' ovong T® yével TG £V Talg
AOYIKOAG OPECEST GTOLELDCEMC, 1 LEV ETEPA KATA TAPAOESTV TE KO TEPUTAOKT|V
TOV TPOTOV COUATOV TOG YEVESELS TOV GLVOET®V YevéEsOBa pnoiv, 1 0¢ £Tépa
KaTd KpEAGY. 1| HEV 0OV TPoTéPO. THY GupueTpioy &v Tff mopomotig tibetan, 1| 8&
£TépoL KoTh TV edKpaciov TdV otoryeimv Vywaively Nudc enotv, fic dnhovott
d0ENG 0 Trmokpdtng €oTiv Myeumv. odong ¢ dtTi|g svupeTpiag, ThHe UEV &V Th
duvapel TV Kepavvopévayv, Thg 08 &v Td Mood ThG OVCiaG, EKATEPOG

guvnuovevoey 0 Inmokpdng eindv: Thg 1€ duvdpemg Kai Tod TANB0G.

I 20 So it is particularly healthy when these things (sc. the four humours)
maintain a balance of their power and their quantity in relation to one another,

and in particular when they are mixed together.

According to all perfect dogmatic doctors and philosophers, it is the
proportionality of the elements (1] coppetpio TdV otoyyeiwv) that creates health.
But element-theory takes two different forms among the rationalist schools; the
one says that the generation of composite bodies comes to be as a result of the
juxtaposition and interweaving of the primary bodies, the other as a result of
their mixture. The former account locates the proper proportion in the creation

of the pores, while the latter doctrine, of which Hippocrates was evidently the

293 I quote in full just one passage by way of example, as in Galen’s work statements like this are
recurrent; see also: In Hipp. Nat. Hom. comment. CMG V 9.1 pp. 21.25-22, 11 Mewaldt; De
plac. Hipp. et Plat. CMG V 4.1.2 p. 308.25-34 De Lacy.
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pioneer, asserts that we are healthy in relation to the proper blending of the
elements (katd TV €VKpaciov TAOV GToEi®V Vylaivey MUAS enowv). Since
proportionality takes two forms, one consisting in the power of the things mixed,
the other in the quantity of their substance (tfig pév €v tfj dvvdauel t@v
KEPAVVLUEV@V, THG 08 &v T® Too® TG ovoing), Hippocrates mentioned both

when he said “of their power and their quantity”. (Trans. Hankinson)

T20 Galen in Hipp. Nat. Hom. comment. K. XV 61.13-62.5 Mewaldt 33.12—
17:

I21 [CMG I 1.3 174.2-3 Jouanna] A\lyéet &' dtav Tt TovTeV EAaccov 1
mAéov yévnton 1 yoptodfi v Td cOpATL Kol Ur| KEKPAEVOV 1) TOIG TaGLY.

“Qomnep €ni thg vyeiog TV kPP cvpUUETpioy €V TOGOTNTL KOi SLVALLEL
Kol T o' OAwv £0€T0 KpAGcEl, KATO TOV AOTOV TPOTOV Kol &Ml TG vOGoL Ta
TOVTOV évovtia Tifetal, TO pev Elaccov i TAéov €ig 1€ T0 TOooOV TG 0VGING Kol

v dvvapy avayov [...].

I 21 It suffers when one of them becomes either too small or too great, or

is separated in the body and is not mixed with all the others.

Just as he located health in the precise proportionality in quantity and
power and in the through-and-through mixture, in the same way he locates
disease in the contraries of these things, referring the too small and the too great

to the quantity of substance and its power [...]. (Trans. Hankinson)

T21 Galen De sanitate tuenda K. VI 15.9-15 Koch p. 9.8-13:

ocoppetpio yap 01 T N vyelo Kath TAcog 0Tl TAG aipéoelg, GAAL Kab'
NUaG pev vypod kai ENpod kai Beppod kai yoypod, kot dAAoVG O dyKmv kol
moOpwv, Kot GALOLG O& ATOH®V 1| AvApuOV T AuepdV T OUHOlOpEPDV T
GVOLLOLIOUEPDV T} HTOV 01| TV TPAOTOV GTOLYEIDV, GALL KOTA TAVTOS Y& O10 TNV

CLUUETPIOY ADTDV EVEPYODLLEV TOTG HOPTOILG.
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For health is definitely a balance of some kind, according to all the sects;
it is just that in our view it is a balance of wet, dry, hot and cold, while others
hold that it is a balance of masses and channels, others a balance of atoms—or
of 'unjointeds', indivisibles, homogeneous or non-homogeneous parts—or any
such primary element. But certainly all agree that it is through the balance of
these that we perform our activities with the different parts of the body. (Trans.

Singer)

As we can gather from the above-quoted passages, in Galen’s view,
according to all the Dogmatic schools of medicine and philosophy the health of
living beings lies in the ovppetpio of the elements. However, he draws a
distinction between two forms of this element-theory. According to a first
formulation, physical elements can be conceived as juxtaposing and
interweaving building blocks (kotd mapdfeciv e Kol TEPUTAOKTV TOV TPAOTOV

),2>* such as in the four-element Empedoclean and in the atomistic

coudTomv
theories, as well as in the medical theory of Asclepiades of Bithynia and other
later corpuscularians, which Galen groups together here without distinguishing
“discontinuist” from contiguity theorists, though in contrast to the Atomists,
Empedocles did not admit—as is well known—the presence of void in his
physical doctrines. According to these theorists, coppetpio consists in €v i
mopomouq, i.e. in the creation of pores: this is a technical term from Methodist

medicine but is here syncretistically referred to Empedocles and the

atomists/corpuscularians.?®> According to the second formulation, continuum

294 Cf. also In Hipp. Nat. Hom. comment. CMG V 9.1 p. 27.17 ff.

295 At De meth. med. K. X 268.9—-16 Galen attributes the usage of the terms mopomotia. and
petacvykpioilg (alluding to a qualitative modification of the pores) to the Methodic physician
Thessalus, and remarks that this conception differs from the dogmatic Asclepiades’ use (from
which, however, it stemmed), which was based on the symmetry of the pores; on this cf.
Grimaudo 2008 p. 42 n. 13). Although in the passage I quoted no critique emerges, elsewhere
Galen violently criticizes the Methodist theory of health as it presupposes the existence of the
void by means of which the onkoi can circulate through the poroi. For example, in the Adversus
Tulianum, Galen admonishes the opinion of the Methodist physician who, in a work entitled On
the Physical and Psychical Diseases, defined health as a well-proportioned and commeasured
state of “contractions and relaxations” of the human body’s structures (cf. Adv. Iul. CMG V 10.3
p. 42.2-5 Wenkebach “coppetpov 81 KoTGoTOCWY KOL LEUETPNUEVI)V CLUVAYDYTIC TE KOL YVGEDG
VrooTNoauevol €l TV avBpaneiov cuykpiudtov dvopa avti] £€0épeba vysiav”). The usage of
the terms cuvaymyn and ybo1g is equivalent to that of otéyvwoic and pooig, the conditions to
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theorists (i.e. the above-mentioned “friendly tradition of the continuum”,
constituted by Hippocrates as forerunner and, after him, the Peripatetic and Stoic
schools)?% envision health as a symmetry of the four intertransmutable elements,
that is, their good mixture or eukrasia (Kot TNV EVKPOGIOY TAOV GTOLYEIMV
vywivewy Npag). Furthermore, Galen asserts that there are two kinds of
ovppetpio: 1) “one consisting in the power of the things mixed (€v 1] duvdpet
TV kepavvopévmv)” and i1) “the other in the quantity of their substance (tfj¢ 6¢
&v 1® moo®d TN ovoing)”. Galen adds that Hippocrates had already recognised
these, as in De Natura hominis the Hippocratic author says that the body is
healthy “when these things maintain a balance of their power and quantity in

relation to one another (6tav petpimg &ym tadta ThHg TPOg AAANAL duvapE®S Kol

b

10D mAnBeoc)’—the original Hippocratic text referring, on the one hand, to the
capacity or dynamis of each of the four humours (i.e. a capacity which can be
stronger or weaker) and, on the other, to their concentration in the body or
pléthos.?®” What Galen precisely intends when he mentions this twofold
symmetry we will clarify further below, but it is evident that in contrast to the
Hippocratic author he clearly refers to the primary elements. Moreover, as Galen
reports, Hippocrates would have located instead disease in the asymmetry of
hot/cold and dry/wet, that is, when the quantity of their substance and their power
are too small or too great (cf. T20 “10 pev &ELaccov 1| TAéov ¢ 1€ 1O TOGOV TG
ovoiog kai v dvvouy avaymv”). As we gather from (T16), Galen underwrites
the second view, i.e. the idea of health as a symmetry of four intertrasmutable

bodily elements (and conversely disease as an asymmetry of primary elements)

and ascribes it to Hippocrates’ De natura hominis as precursor.

which the simplistic Methodist pathological aetiology ascribes the arising of diseases; cf.
Grimaudo 2008 p. 43 n. 15.

2% Cf. De plac. Hipp. et Plat. CMG V 4.1.2 p. 308.25-34 De Lacy.

27 Cf. De nat. hom. CMG 1 1.3 pp. 172.15-174.2 Jouanna. It has to be pointed out that whereas
in the Hippocratic passage, the Hippocratic author is referring to the four humours, as we infer
from T16, Galen extends this reasoning to the primary elements, hot/cold and dry/wet, which he
claims that Hippocrates discovered and which are the constitutive building blocks of the four
humours, cf. supra. On the connection between dynamis and the verb dynamai in the Hippocratic
corpus, cf. Plambock 1964 p. 64: “Uberhaupt hat man sich die Beziehung zwischen Substantiv
und Verbum als sehr eng vorzustellen; dynamis ist nichts weiter als die Substantivierung der im
Verbum présenten Vorstellung, und im Verbum ist nach allem, was sich erkennen 14Bt, der
Begriff ‘Konnen, Vermogen’ nicht sekundér und erst abzuleiten, sondern urspriinglich angelegt.
Mit gleicher Urspriinglichkeit bezeichnet daher auch dynamis substantivisch das allgemeine

‘Vermogen (etwas zu tun)’”.
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In defining health as a symmetric or well-proportioned mixture or eukrasia
of the opposite constituents, Galen’s primary elements of hot/cold and dry/wet,
and disease as arising from their asymmetric or disproportionate mixture, Galen

relies, as has been noted by Vegetti,?*®

on an “archaic” and even “pre-
Aristotelian” aetiological account of health and disease, which lies at the very
root of Ancient Greek medicine.

In fact, in early Greek medical texts, ranging from a fragment attributed to
Alcmaeon of Croton (V BCE, D.-K. 24B4) to various medical works belonging
to the Corpus Hippocraticum (such as, for instance De vetere medicina, De victu,
Aphorismi, and De natura hominis, all dating back to the end of the 5" century
BCE or the beginning of the 4" century BCE), the notions of pétpov and
ovppetpio make their appearance. These notions are implemented in the idea of
a living organism conceived of as constituted by different opposite bodily

299 which are mixed with one another and correlated to, and

constituents,
influenced by, the external physical forces governing nature, thought of as the
macrocosm interacting with the human body’s microcosm: the measure and
symmetry of the opposites, with regard to their quantity and quality, are in fact
regarded as the most fundamental factors that allow the generation of a new and
healthy living organism and that, if preserved through dietary regimen (based
basically on the consumption of foods and drinks and on the execution of

physical exercises), guarantee over time the maintenance of its state of health

and well-being.>* Although the concept of cuppetpia as applied to the medical

298 Vegetti 1994 pp. 1712-1713 and Grimaudo 2008 pp. 53-55.

29 Tracy 1969 pp. 67-68 and ff. In his analysis of the general theory of health and disease
common to many pre-Aristotelian medical writers who have in common the idea of health as
symmetry/due proportion, Tracy singles out different kinds of bodily opposite constituents
(variously named: moud, duvapeg, yopoi, and otoryeio) depending on the medical author: 1)
Alcmaeon of Croton: hot, cold; bitter, sweet; moist, dry etc., ii) Menecrates: blood and bile (hot),
breath and phlegm (cold), iii) Petron of Aegina: the hot (dry), the cold (moist), iv) Philistion of
Locri (whose elementary system stems directly from the Empedoclean one): fire (hot), air (cold),
water (moist), earth (dry), v) the Hippocratic author of Ancient Medicine: bitter, sweet; acid,
astringent; salt, insipid; hot, cold etc., vi) the Hippocratic author of Nature of Man: phlegm (moist
and cold), blood (moist and hot), yellow bile (dry and hot), black bile (dry and cold), vii) the
Hippocratic author of Airs, Waters, Places: hot, cold, dry and wet, viii) Regimen I: fire (hot and
dry), water (cold and moist).

300 Triebel-Schubert 1989 pp. 194 ff; cf. Alcmaeon of Croton D.-K. 24B4, who provides us with
the first Greek definition of the notions of health and disease: “A. tfi¢ pév Vyeiog eivon
GUVEKTIKTV TNV icovopiov T@v duvapewnv, Dypod, Enpod, yoypod, Beppod, Tikpod, YAvKEOg Kol
TAOV Aom®V, TNV &' &v aToig pHovapyiov vocov TomTtikny: @Bopomoldy Yap EKATEPOL LoVopYiay.
K0l VOGOV GUUTITEY (¢ Pév D' 00 VrepPorijt OeppudTTog §j yoypdTToC, MC 88 € 01 S18r TATi00g
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Tpoofic fj Evietav, dg 8' &v oic 7 aipa § pueddv f| yéporov. yyivesOar & ToHTOIS TOTE KAK TV
£EmBev aiti@v, VOGTOV TOWAV T YOPAg | KOT®V T} AvaryKNg 1| T@V T0VTOIS TAPUTANGI®OY. TV 08
vyeiav v cdupetpov TV moidv kpdow”. In the text, the bodily organism is conceived as a
complex of uncountable opposite powers (dynameis), each of which is opposed to another
(moist/dry; hot/cold; bitter/sweet, etc.). The health or well-being of the living organism is
thought to depend on the dynamic equilibrium of the opposite powers counterbalancing each
other (icovopiav T@v duvapewv), whereas disease occurs when one of the constituents of the pair
of opposites prevails over the other (tiv ' &v avtoig povapyiov vocov momtikiv). At the end of
the fragment, health is defined as the symmetric/well-proportioned mixture of the qualities, tnv
3¢ vyeiav TNV cOPpPETPOV TOV TOL®V Kpdoty. Although this last reading has been questioned by
several philologists and has been considered as due to a later interpolation of the text in this
process of transmission (for a discussion on this please refer to Montanari 1979 pp. 190-194),
and despite the highly metaphorical political lexicon of the rest of the fragment (the usage of
both icovopia and povapyio has a strongly political flavor; cf. Vlastos 1953 pp. 337-366; cf.
Tracy 1969 p. 23 with n. 4; Cambiano 1983; Kouloumentas 2014 pp. 873-874), it is true that
Alcmaeon’s definition of health and disease conveys the idea, common to all subsequent
Hippocratic speculation, that, while disease is caused by the excess or the deficiency of one of
the opposite dynameis, health lies in the perfect mean between these two extremes. As Grimaudo
has shown, the concept of symmetry in medical texts of the Hippocratic collection proves to be
extremely ductile and lends itself to various conceptualizations concerning the arising of health
and pathological states that build on different theoretical starting points; cf. Grimaudo 2008 p.
36 ff. As for the main Hippocratic texts where this versatile notion of measure and symmetry
emerges, cf. De vetere medicina, where the Hippocratic author seeks to establish criteria for a
good proportion between dietetic prescriptions and the particular individual constitution of the
patient (whose body’s response to the medical treatments, T00 cdpoartog v aicOnotv, is regarded
as a pétpov, a practical-empirical norm marking off the right quantity and blend of nutriment
from the excessive and deficient; cf. De vet. med. CMG 11 p. 41.19-22 Heiberg). In De vet. med.
CMG I 1 p. 39, 6-26 Heiberg, the notion of symmetry emerges as soon as the author states that
nutriments, of whichever type (solid foods, gruels, or liquid potions depending on the health state
of the patient), should be proportionate in their blend and quantity (tadta tfici T€ KpRGEcL KO
T® TAM|0sT [...] og petpiog &qor); cf. also Aph. V 62 L. IV 556 (where it is affirmed that the
uterus’ symmetric/well-proportionate mixture of either qualitative oppositions, hot/cold and
dry/wet—"¢¢ apgotépov v Kpaow [...] EppeTpov’—makes women fertile); and De nat.
hom. CMG 1 1.3 pp. 170.11-172.2 Jouanna, where the Hippocratic author explains that the four
primary qualities have to be proportionate and equal to each other—"“peTpimg Tpodg drinra £
kol iomg”—in order to make possible the generation of a new living being; ib. CMG I 1.3 pp.
172.13—174.3 Jouanna: a key passage of the treatise where the author focuses on the humoral
constitution of the human being and clarifies that humans are healthy when the four humours are
well-proportioned as regards quality and quantity—“0xétav perpiong £m tadta Tig TPOCS
drinia dvvaplog kai 100 wh@gog’—, whereas the organism is diseased when one of the
humours, whose quantity increases or decreases excessively, separates off from and is no longer
mixed with the others. The reflections of the Hippocratic author of De victu focus on the pivotal
role played by food and physical exercise in the determination of a healthy state: a reciprocal
and balanced relation between diet and physical activity is regarded as the main factor generating
health; cf. De victu CMG 1 2.4 pp. 200.30-202.2 Joly (‘Eott 8¢ mpodidyvwoig pev mpd 10d
Kauvew, didyvoolg 68 Tdv copdtev ti ténovle, Tdtepov TO GITiov Kpatéel Tovg TOvous, | ot
novol ta ottia, 1 peTpiog ExeL Tpog EAIAa: Ao pev yap b kpatéesbor 0kotepovodv vodoot
gyyivovtar amd o6& tod icdlev Tpog A a Vyiein mpdoeotv”’; cf. also ib. CMG I 2.4 p. 190,
25-27 Joly); cf. also ib. CMG 12.4 p. 124.17-21 Joly, where it is added that if it were possible
to establish the exact quantity of food and physical exercises for each patient, this would help us
to find the path to health (“ei pév yap fv dpetdv £mi T0vT0161 TPOG £KGOTNY VGV GiTOV PéTPOVY
Kol TOveV aprlOpog coppetpog pi Exov vaepPoinv unte &t T tAfov pNte émi T0 £Aacoov,
gbpnro av 1 vyein toicw avOpdToloy AKpIPDS”).
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field might have mathematical roots,*! in early medical texts the term and its

derivatives indicate, more specifically, a condition of due or right proportion,

which cannot be expressed in precisely mathematical terms,>%? between opposite

301 According to Triebel-Schubert, the spread of this notion of symmetry to the medical field
would have occurred in line with the insurgence of new mathematical developments in the
doctrine of proportions under the primary influence of Pythagorean mathematical thought, and
would have been due to intense processes of interaction between the mathematical and life
sciences. This phenomenon has to be seen as rooted in the wider cultural framework of this age,
which is characterized by a tendency to “mathematize” various aspects of reality: from the 6—
5th century BCE onwards, in fact, this “mathematizing” tendency (and the notion of
symmetry/proportion into the bargain) started to flourish and pervaded the socio-political
dimension (together with its moral/aesthetic implications), several disciplines, including natural
philosophy and medicine; as a consequence, it would have surfaced also in early medical texts;
cf. Triebel-Schubert 1989 pp. 190-192.

302Triebel-Schubert sees the reference to symmetry in medical texts as strictly mathematical and
draws a distinction between two different notions of symmetry recognizable in early Hippocratic
texts: an “arithmetisch bestimmbaren gemeinsamen MaB” and a “qualitativ bestimmbaren Ma8,
dass durch einen gemeinsamen Adyog fiir als inkommensurabel erkannte Grofen definiert sein
soll”; as regards the second type, whose traces seem to her to be recognizable in the medical
theories propounded by the author of De vetere medicina, she brings it back to the work of
Hippocrates of Chios (5% century BCE), who, by proposing the first documented solution to the
cube-doubling problem, extended the Proportionslehre to the incommensurable quantities for
the first time; cf. Triebel-Schubert 1989 pp. 192—193. Pace Triebel-Schubert, however, this latter
Hippocratic text leads us with Schiefsky to interpret the issue in another way. For De vetere
medicina 9 (the same chapter quoted by Triebel-Schubert in her account) contains the core of
the author’s argument according to which, on the one hand, the level of medical dxpifeia or
accuracy attainable is limited while, on the other hand, since there is an infinite variety of human
natures, in the definition of an healthy diet, the stochastic art of medicine must aim at a “measure”
(Aglyap pétpov Tvog otoydoactar) that cannot be expressed in terms of weight units and precise
quantities (006 otabpov, ovde apBuov). Rather, this measure coincides with what he defines as
“100 ompotog Vv aicOnow” (i.e. the reaction of the individual’s body to the medical treatments;
for an exhaustive summary of the different interpretations of this expression cf. Schiefsky 2005
pp- 196 ff.), which can help the doctor to understand whether he has acted in the right way. In
the first place, Schiefsky remarks that here the term pétpov undergoes a “shift in meaning”
(which is to be expected from an author striving to express abstract thoughts in the absence of a
strictly technical medical terminology). In fact, the meaning of this term approximates that of
the term pétplov (due measure or mean between excess and defect; cf. Plato Polit. 284e2-8).
Second, Schiefsky observes that although the term pétpov may also refer to the measure of
content of the dietary prescriptions, the point of the Hippocratic author seems instead to be a
negative one: as human nature is too complex and at variance from one an individual to another,
and is not explainable in terms of a small set of elements or philosophical hypotheseis, there is
also no indication of a precise and exact—mathematical—measure as regards quantity or weight
(in a word: a standard and absolute criterion valid for all) to which to appeal in order to match
the dietetic needs of a patient’s constitution—except the empirical response of each individual
body to medical cures and regimen (cf. also the abovementioned passage in the previous
footnote, from De victu CMG I 2.4 pp. 200.30-202.2 Joly); cf. Schiefsky 2005 pp. 186—188 and
p. 193; cf. Grimaudo 2008 p. 38. It has to be noted, moreover (although in his commentary
Schiefsky neglects this detail), that in the passages from De vet med. the notion of quantity of
food (De vet. med. CMG 11 p. 39.6-26) is not expressed by recourse to the term dp1Bpog, which
individuates quantity as arithmetically measurable, but by the term mAfjfoc, which stems from
the same root as the verb mip-min-ut “to fill”, and indicates, less precisely, the “great
quantity/abundance” of something (cf. German Fiille), often in the sense of “concentration” or
“multitude” (said often of human beings); cf. Frisk 1973 s.v. wipmAnpu. The same term is referred
to the quantity of humours in the passage of De nat. hom. quoted by Galen (De nat. hom. CMG
11.3 pp. 172.13-174.3 Jouanna).
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factors so that a dynamic equilibrium (perpdotng) between extremes is
established:*% as long as the various bodily constituents are symmetric with each
other, in the evaluative sense of being well-proportioned, the body is healthy and
vigorous, but as soon as this proportion is altered and the balance is broken, as
one of the constituents prevails over the other, pain and ailment occur and the
organism is diseased.>** All the more, in Hippocratic medicine it is the notion of
mixture itself, i.e. kpfjoig, of various constituents that proves to be inextricably
bound up with that of perpiomg, i.e. with the idea of equilibrium and right
proportion: in Hippocratic writings kpfiowg is essentially regarded as an
intrinsically well-balanced and well-proportioned mixture (be it a process or a
state). To labour the point, in the Hippocratic corpus kpfoig does not mean every
proportional relation among bodily or cosmic constituents within the mixture,
but only the good, positive, healthy ones.>*

In his text dedicated to the theory of mixture, the De temperamentis, Galen
puts into practise this “archaic” conception of health as a symmetry of basic
bodily constituents (his primary elements), but at the same time he innovates it
by combining it with a gradualist account of health and disease: this implies an
account of symmetry which, although it has the Hippocratic model as its basic
starting point, is enriched — differently from what Vegetti thought - with new
(markedly Aristotelian) connotations.

In De temperamentis, Galen envisions his kpdocig as constituted by
“portions” or poipat of hot/cold and dry/wet in the contrarieties or dvtifécer,
which can be equal (icog)**®—a condition which is called icopoipio, or equal

portioning/distribution of hot/cold and dry/wet in the mixture, a term of

303 Tracy 1969 pp. 67-68 and ff.
304 This “archaic” account of health and disease, on which Galen is patently drawing, will not
remain confined but will spread outside the strictly Hippocratic medical field. In fact, it will only
later be taken up by prominent philosophers (notably Plato, Aristotle, and the Stoics) in order,
on the one hand, to study human nature in the broader context of cosmology, physics, and
physiology as closely interrelated with psychological investigation, and in order to be used as a
powerful analogy in the realm of ethical and political field in explaining the individual’s moral
life and the collective life of the state, cf. Grimaudo 2008 p. 39 with n. 9 for the references.
395 Tracy 1969 p. 73. We will refer to the point concerning the Hippocratic notion of kpficig as
balanced mixture in the section dedicated to the terminology of mixture, cf. infra p. 213.
3% De temp. p. 1.2 H. et alibi.
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Hippocratic origin: **7 in this case the mixture will be defined as ebxparog,’*®

0 1

apiom,’” péon,®'% or a edxpacio®'! or well-proportionate mixture, i.e. a

312 pdioic. When instead one or two of the portions of hot/cold and

GUUUETPOG
dry/wet is greater (mieimv)>!® than the other opposite, or when one or two of
them prevail over the other (the verbs used to express such a concept are mainly
mheovekteiv, >4 kpateiv,3!S and émucporeivi!®), the mixture will be defined as
badly mixed dvokparoc,’!” a Suoxpocia’!® or a disproportionate mixture, i.e. a
duetpoc kpdoic.’!” Let us consider in detail how Galen accounts for the

insurgence of disease as resulting from a disproportionate or bad mixture:

T22 Galen De temperamentis K. 1 520.12-522.1 Helmreich 8.4-27:

(1) Zotw yap ebxpotov eivar THV Vypav kai Ogpunv, domep avtol
BovAovtal. mopaAieroimocty dpa TNV AvTiKEWEvny T yoyxpd koi Enpd
Svokpaociq, &v 1 10 VYPOV MAeoVEKTET Kod 1O Ogpuov. GAL adTh, paciv, otiv foe.
Kol TOC EVOEXETAL Kol TAEOVEKTEY Ao Kol Ur mAeovektelv 10 Oepuov | kol
KpoteicOot Kol pn kpoteicot 10 yoypdv; el pev yap edkpatodg €6Tv, 0VOEV
000eVOG AUETPMG EMKPATET, €1 0€ OVOKPAUTOC, AVAYKN TAEOVEKTELV TL TMV €K TG

avtifécemc. (2) aAL' avTtod ToDTO, QaGiv, 1316V €6TL THG EDKPATOL TO KPATELV &V

397 De temp. p. 16.15 H. cf. also 12.13 H. (referred to the spring), et alibi. The usage of this term
in Galen stems from a Hippocratic expression. In 4der. CMG 1 1.2 p. 54.4-20 Diller, the
Hippocratic author establishes a comparison between Europe and Asia and says that Asia is more
cultivated and the habits of people are more moderate as a result of “the good mixture of the
seasons (1 kpfiolg TV dpéwv)”, a condition which coincides with an equal portioning of the
elementary forces governing nature (isomoirié).

308 De temp. p. 7.4,p.7.12,7,27,8.3,40.4 H,, et al.

316 De temp. p. 8.11,9.25-26,11.11, 16.12-13 H., et al.
317 De temp. p. 8.11 H., et al.
318 De temp. p. 8.7 H., et al.
319 De temp. p. 13.11 H., et al. As is well known, in his De temperamentis Galen distinguishes
an exactly symmetric and thus perfect mixture from eight asymmetric and thus bad mixtures
(four simple, resulting from the prevalence of one element: hot mixture, cold mixture, wet
mixture, dry mixture, and four composite, resulting from the prevalence of one element of each
contrariety: hot and wet mixture, hot and dry mixture, cold and wet mixture, cold and dry
mixture). On this scheme of mixtures and its origins amplius infra pp. 210 ff.
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399 De temp. p. 24.17 H. et al.
310 De temp. p. 24.17 H., et al.
3 De temp. p. 9.12 H., et al.
312 De temp. p. 40.4 H., et al.
313 De temp. p. 1.20 H., et al.
314 De temp. p. 1.19,p. 2.2, p. 8.7, p. 8.8-9, 8.11-12, 8, 22 H,, et al.
315 De temp. p. 8,9-10, 8.14, 8.17 H., et al.
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avTl] 10 pev Beppodv 10D yoypod, O &' VYpOV Tod ENpod. KpaToUVTOS Yap On
100 Yyoypod petpiong pév, odk dyadnv sivor TV kpdoty, &t 8¢ pdilov, vécov
1on ylyvesOai, kabdmep, €i Kai 6QOdPAS Kpatnoele, Oavatov. oVT® 8¢ KAl TOD
Enpod coumintewy v dpyh nev duokpaciav, Emi TAEOV O vOoov, £l TAElGTOV 08
KpoTnooviog Bdvatov, Gdomep ovyl Kami ThHg VYpdc kol Oepuflg tadTto
ocvumnintovta. (3) tic yap ovk dv Opoloynoelev, €nedav pev €n' dAlyov 1| 10
Oeppov Tod Yoypod TOYN TAcoveEKTIGAV T TO VYPOV T0D ENpod, duckpacioyv oHT®
yryvopévny, €nedav o' Emt mAéov, vocov, Encdav &' €mi mAgiotov, Odvatov; 0 yop
aOTOg €' AUEOTV AOYOC. 1| UNnde TaG AUETP®G VYPOG Kol Beprdg KATOOTAGELS
aitiopebo und' dca ped' vypOHTNTOG AUETPOL Voo ata cuviotatal Oeppd, unde

000" OLOAOYBEV EIVAL VOGT|LLOLTCL.

(1) Let it be granted that the well-mixed is the wet and hot mixture, as they
themselves claim. In that case they have omitted the bad-mixture which is
opposed in nature to the cold and dry one, in which there is a predominance of
the wet and the hot. But, they say, that is the same one. But how can it be allowed
that the hot can be both predominant and not predominant, and that the cold can
be both dominated and not dominated? For if it is well-mixed, then there is no
immoderate dominance of one thing over another; if badly-mixed, then one
element of the opposition must be predominant. (2) But, they say, this is
precisely the specific characteristic of the well-mixed mixture, that in it the hot
dominates the cold, and the wet the dry. They say that with a moderate
dominance of the cold, the mixture is not good; with a greater one, sickness
comes about; and, with a very strong dominance, death (xpatfcavtog yap on
70D Yoypod petpiog pév, odk dyadnyv sivorl v kpdoty, &tt & pailov, vosov
1non yiyveoOai, kabamep, €l kol cQodpdS kpatnoete, Bdvatov). And so too with
the dry: they say that to begin with there arises a bad-mixture; if it increases,
sickness; and if it dominates to a very high degree, death (obtw 8¢ kdami ToD
Enpod coumintewy v dpyh pev duokpaciav, Emi TAEOV O vOoov, £l TAEloTOV 08
Kpotnoovtog Bdvatov), as if these things did not also arise in the case of the wet,
hot mixture. (3) Surely everyone would concede that if there happens to be a
slight predominance of hot over cold, or of wet over dry, a bad-mixture comes

about; if that predominance is greater, sickness; and if it is very great indeed,

148



death (énedav pev €n' OAiyov 1j 10 Beppov 10D Yuypod tHyn TAcovekTiicav 1| TO
VYPOV 10D ENpod, dvcokpaciov oDT® yiyvouévny, €nedav o' éml mAéov, vocov,
gmedav o' €mi mielotov, Oavatov)? Exactly the same argument applies in both
cases. Otherwise we would not even attribute ill effects to those states which are
immoderately wet and hot (tdg duétpmg Vypag Kol Bepic KOTAGTAGELS); nor
concede that those hot diseases which come about in conjunction with
immoderate wetness (ued' vypomrTog auétpov) are diseases at all. (Trans.

Singer)

The passage is set within the context of an overview of the most
distinguished mixture-theorists, among the doctors and philosophers who
preceded Galen. More precisely, Galen is attacking some of them, who remain
anonymous, and who think that the mixtures are four (hot and wet, hot and dry,
cold and wet, and cold and dry) and that the gdxpatog and dpiotn kpdoig
coincides with the hot and wet mixture (T22.1). These thinkers claim that “with
a moderate dominance of the cold, the mixture is not good; with a greater one,
sickness comes about; and, with a very strong dominance, death”, and the same
applies to the case of the predominance of the dry element over the wet (T22.2).
Galen approves this reasoning but, in contrast to his opponents, he extends it to
the hot and wet mixture (T22.3).

As we anticipated, Galen “archaically” conceives of disease as arising due
to an imbalance or disproportion in the elementary composition of the mixture
but also embraces a gradualist account of the pathological aetiology. For he, as
well as the medical thinkers to whom he refers, distinguishes three different
degrees of disproportionate mixture: 1) a slight (éx' dAiyov) predominance of one
or two elements in the contrarieties corresponds to a state of duokpacia or bad-
mixture (which does not entail disease and in fact, elsewhere, is also defined
yevy dvokpacia®?); ii) a greater (éni mAéov) predominance of one or two
elements in the contrarieties, which corresponds to a state of vocog or sickness,
elsewhere defined vos®dng dvokpaoio;®?! iii) a very great predominance one or

two elements, where (éni mAgiotov) Odvatog or death takes place. On the

320 De temp. p. 63.13-14 H.
321 De temp. p. 63.18 H.
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contrary, as Galen states later in De temperamentis, the equal distribution of
hot/cold and dry/wet is the cause of evkpacia and health (1) tfig @V teTTdpOV
Kpéoenc icoporpia tfic T edrpacioc adTod koi Thg Vyeiog aitia). 22

But how can the physician distinguish between a vyewvr and a voomong
dvokpacia? As we see in T23, the gap between healthy and morbid dyskrasia

cannot be measured in mathematical terms, but has to be reckoned on the basis

of the level of the impairment of the living being’s activities.

T23 Galen De temperamentis K. 1 609.1-610.1 Helmreich 63.3—19:

(1) émoédekton yap MUV Koi o' GAA®V, O Avaykoidv €6TIV 00 GUIKPOV
VT00Ec00L TAATOG TG VYIEWVHG KATAOTAGEWS GALL Kol VOV QoiveTon 6Yed0V &v
B TA LOym TV PV eDKPATOV TE KOl PHEGTV VGV 010V KavOVE, TIVEL TRV ALV
ael Tifspévav NUAV, 6oat &' £€9' ekdtepa THodE, SLOKPATOVS ATOPALVOVTOV®
dmep oK Av MV, &l PN TO PEAAGV T€ Kai NTTOV 1| VYIEWT KOTAGTOo1G £5£)ETO.
GAAN pev yap EoTv 1| ytewn, GAAN &' 1] vVoomong duokpacios voomong Hev 1| €mi
TAEIGTOV ATOKEYMPNKLIO THG EDKPATOV, VYLEW &' 1 €X' OALyoV. (2) Opicar &' ovd'
évtodbo PETP® Kol otabu@d TO TOoOV £yxwpel, AL ikavov yvoploud ThG
Vylewtig dvokpaciog 10 undénm undepiov évépystav tod C{mov Pefrapbon
cap®s. dcov &' odv petald 1od T dxpog évepyelv kol tod PePAdpOar capdg
Evépyela VTAPYEL, TOGOVTOV Kol THG Vyieiog TO TAATOC 0Tl Kol TG Kot oV
dvokpaciag. TovTe® o' £pethlg €oTv 1) voomdng dvokpacia, Otav ye S

dvokpaciov voot) 10 {dov.

(1) It has also been shown by us in other works that it is necessary to posit
a considerable latitude of the healthy state (VmoBécOar mAdrtog g Vylewilg
Katootdoemc); but it is apparent, now too, in practically the whole of the
argument, that we always set up the well-mixed, middle nature as a kind of
standard (tv pév ebkpatdév T kol péonv UGV olov kavéva Tvé), any

deviations from which, in either direction, we declare to be badly-mixed. Now,

322 De temp. p. 16.15-16 H.
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this would not be so if it were not the case that the healthy state admitted of
different degrees (&l un 10 pAALOV T& Kai HTTOV 1) VYIEWVT] KOTAGTOOIG £5€)ETO);
for a healthy bad-mixture and a morbid bad-mixture are two different things, the
deviation from the norm being a great one in the latter case and a small one in
the former. (2) Here again, it is not possible to define the quantitative
determination through measure and weight units (0picat d' 008’ éviadBo pétpw
Kol oTofu®d TO mocov &yympel); but (the fact that) there is not yet any clear
damage to any of the animal’s activities is a sufficient indicator of the healthy
bad-mixture. And so whatever there is between best performance and clear
damage to an activity represents the extent of the latitude of health and of the
healthy bad-mixture (8cov &' obv petald tod T bxpoc &vepysiv koi Tod
BePrapbot capdg Evépyelav Hdpyel, TOCOVTOV Kol TG VYElog T0 TAATOC £0Ti
Kol Thg Kat' adtv dvokpaciog). Next after this comes the morbid bad mixture,
which is when the animal is actually sick because of bad-mixture. (Trans. Singer;

translation modified)

Galen posits the well-mixed and middle nature as a kind of standard
(xovav) on the basis of which we can define all the others: if there is any
deviation from this precise standard, it will be defined as badly mixed. But there
are healthy and morbid dyskrasiai, the difference being that while the healthy
dyskrasia shows a small deviation from the standard, the morbid dyskrasia
shows a greater deviation (cf. T23.1). For between perfect health and real disease
there are different degrees (10 pdAAOV te koi frtov) within a certain range or
latitude (mAdtog cf. T23.1-2) and the passage from a healthy to a morbid
dyskrasia cannot be measured in mathematical terms (cf. T23.2 “00d' évtadba
pétpw kol otabu®’”) but has as its indicator (yvopiopa) the impairment of
activity. In fact, in Galen’s view, health not only coincides with a perfect
equilibrium between opposites, that is, the perfectly healthly state, but between
this and disease there are slight deviations on both the sides of the equilibrium
point, a Breite der Gesundheit, as Almberg defines it with explicit reference to
Galen’s gradualist approach to health and disease in De temperamentis.*** More

precisely, Galen says that there is a latitude of health and of the healthy dyskrasia

323 Almberg 1949 pp. 22 and f.
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(g Vyteiog 0 mAGTOG €0Tl Kal ThG Kot avThVv dvokpacioc—we will come back
to this expression). Within this broad latitude we find all the concrete realizations
of an individual’s health, which, although distant from the absolute healthly
state, are in any case counted as healthy conditions as long as the individual’s
activity is not clearly impaired.>**

The notion of tfig Vyelag mAdtog is tied up with the issue of the elemental
symmetry of the elements within the bodily mixture insofar as it is the elemental
symmetry that creates health.’?>> As we have seen (T19), Galen affirms that
“Hippocrates” had already recognized two symmetries: one according to mAfj0o¢
and one according to dOvoug, and he re-interprets “Hippocrates’™ words as
referring to 10 mooov T1g ovoiag and to dVHvag TAV Kepavvouévev. But how
should we interpret Galen’s conception, given that (differently from the
Hippocratic one) it refers to the state of the primary elements within the mixture?
As we have seen, in the passage from his Commentary on the Nature of Man
Galen does not go into this question; therefore, we must look elsewhere in order
to answer it. Again, the first book of Galen’s De temperamentis, which in its
second part (Ch. 6-9) investigates the péomn or cOppetpog kpaoig in its twofold

sense, turns out to be extremely helpful.

T24 Galen De temperamentis K. 1 546.5-548.7 Helmreich 23.24-25 .4:

(1) énedav pev anidg ovoia Tig edKkpaTog Aéyntot Kol TadTng o€ Tig ETépal
Enpotépa kai Bepprotépa kKol Youypotépa Kol VYPOTéPA, TNV HEV eDKpOTOV
gvtadOa Vv €k TV Evavtiov dkpidg iowv cuvelBovimv ovoudlopev, doov d'
amoleimeton THodEe Kol TAEOVEKTEL KOTA TI, T® TOD TAEOVEKTOUVTOG OVOUATL

nwpocayopevopey: (2) éneldav &' ol utov gdkpatov §j (Dov OtV imwpey,

oVKED' amAdg AAANLO1G £V TH) Tot T AéEet Tavavtia TapaBdilopev, ALY TPOG

324 The issue concerning the tfig Oyieiog mAdtog is systematically tackled by Galen in his De
sanitate tuenda, among other works; cf. Grimaudo 2008 pp. 73-97. As Grimaudo remarks (in
Grimaudo 2008 p. 85 with n. 20), in his Ars medica Galen describes a sort of graphic where he
posits as the two extremes as the perfect healthy state and the diseased condition, while in the
middle are the intermediate healthy states; cf. Ars med. pp. 284.20-286.3 Boudon-Millot. As
Boudon-Millot refers, real graphics illustrating Galen’s notion of health-latitude have indeed
been handed down to us in some of the manuscripts containing Galen’s Ars medica; cf. Boudon
1994 p. 1481 with n. 41.

325 Cf. De san. tuend. CMG V 4.2 pp. 7.35-8.3 and p. 8.15-20 Koch.

152



Vv 100 @uTOD PLGY | TV 10D {Dov TNV dvapopdv molovUED, GLUKRV PEV
e0KpOTOV. €1 TUYOL, AEYOVTEG, OTAV, OTQ LAAGTO TTPETEL THV VGV VTLAPYEY VKT,
o1 TN TIG 1), KOva &' av koi odv kai intmov kol dvOpwrov, Emeldav kol To0TOV
gkaotov dprota Thg oikelag &m @voemc. (3) avto O On ToUTO TO THC Oikeing
QVoemG Eyelv dprota Taig Evepyeiong kpivetat. Kol yap kol puTov Koi {Hov 0Tiodv
dprota dtokelcHon TvikadTd Qapev, dtav Evepynon KOAMGTO. GUKHG HEV Yap
apetn PEATIOTA TE KOl TAEIOTO TEAEGQOPELV GUKO KOTO TOOTO 08 Kol TG
aumélov 10 TAEIOTOC TE Kol KOAMOTOG EKQPEPELY GTAPLAAS, immov 08 10 Osiv
OKOTOTO, Kol KUVOG &i¢ Pév OMpog T& Koi PvAaKig dkpwg etvor Bvpoetdty, Tpog 88
ToVg oikeiovg mpaodtatov. (4) Amavt' odv todta, Td e (Ho Aéym Kol T QUTE,
TNV GpIioTnV T€ Kol LEGNV &V T COETEPM YEVEL KPAGLY EYELV £pODUEV 0V ATAGG,
dtav icotng drpiPrg N TdV dvovtiov, AL dtav 1| katd SHvapy adToic Vmapym
cvupeTpio. ToodTov 8¢ TL Koi TRV Stkarocvvny gival eapev, 0O oTadud Kol
HETP® 1O io0V, GALL T® TpooKovTi e Kai kot dfiav éégtdlovoay. icdTNng ody
KPACEMC £V Amact Toig eVKPATOLG LMOLS TE Kl PUTOIG EGTLY, OVY 1] KOTO TOV TV
KkepacHéviov ototyeiov dykov, AL | 1) T @Ooel Tod 1€ (Dov Kal ToD PUTOD .
npénel O' €60' Ote 1O pEV VYPOV ToD ENPod, TO 0& Yuypov tod Beppod mAéov
VTAPYEWVY. OV Yap opoiav ypn Kpdotv Eyev dvOpwmov kol Aéovta Kol PEAMTTOV
Kol KOvaL. TpOc 81 TOV £pduevov, Notvdg 6Tt kKphoewg dvOpomog f| nmoc 7 Bodc

7| KOOV | OTIODV BALO TV TAVTWV, 0VY ATADG ATOKPITEOV.

(1) When some existent object is called well-mixed in absolute terms, and
some other is called drier, hotter, colder or wetter than it, the one that we are
calling well-mixed, in this context, is that [which is composed] from a precise
equality of opposites coming together (éx T@®v évavtiov akpipdc iowv
ovvelBovtov), while whatever has some deficiency or predominance in relation
to this we refer to by the term for whatever predominates. (2) When, however,
we speak of a well-mixed plant or animal, we are not with this kind of verbal
expression comparing opposites with each other in the absolute sense, but rather
using as our point of reference the nature of the plant or animal in question. We
would say, for example, that a fig-tree was well-mixed, if it were one possessed
of that nature which is most appropriate to a fig-tree; and the same of a dog, pig,

horse or human being when each of these, similarly, was in the best state with
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regard to its own nature (tfig oikelag &ym @Ooemq). (3) And this matter of ‘being
in the best state with regard to its own nature’ is evaluated in terms of the
activities (a0To 6¢ d1 TodTO TO TG OiKEING PVOEMS EYEV AploTO TOAC EvepyEiong
kpiverat). And we say in fact that both a plant and an animal of any kind are best
disposed precisely when they perform their activities at best (6tav &vepynon
kaAlota) The excellence (apetn) of a fig-tree, for example, consists in its
bringing to fruition the most and the best figs; in exactly the same way, that of a
vine [consists in its] producing the most and the best grapes; that of a horse in
running very fast, and that of a dog in extreme spiritedness in hunting and
guarding, combined with very great docility towards the members of its own
household. (4) We will, then, speak of all these—I mean, animals and plants—as
having the best, middle type of mixture within their own genus, not in the
absolute sense (v dpioctnv 1€ Kai péonv &v 1@ oPETEPW YEVEL KPAGLY EXELV
gpoduev ovy amA®dG), when there is a precise equality of opposites, but when they
have that good balance which accords with their capacity (GAL' dtav 1 KoTa
duvapy avtoig vIapyn cvppetpio). We state that justice, too, is something of
this kind, in that it examines what is fair not by a fixed rule, but according to
what is fitting and appropriate. And so, in the case of all well-mixed animals and
plants, their equality of mixture is not that [defined] by the volume of the
elements in the mixture, but that appropriate (nmpémovca) to the nature of that
animal or plant. Sometimes it is appropriate (npénet) for there to be more wet
than dry, or more cold than hot (3' £68' 1€ TO pev VypOV TOod ENPod, TO 3E YuypoOV
100 Oeppod mAéov vmapyewv). For it is not right for a human being, a lion, a bee
and a dog to have the same sort of mixture. Indeed, when someone asks, what is
the mixture of a human being, or of a horse, an ox, dog or any other creature at
all, the question cannot be answered in absolute terms (mpog o1 OV £pdevov,
Notvog 8ot Kphoeng 8vOpomog fj inmog i Bodg §| KDV §j 6TIOdV EAlo TGV

ThvTov, 0Oy arAdc drnokpitéov). (Trans. Singer; slightly modified)

In this passage Galen indeed identifies two kinds of symmetry: an absolute

symmetry, i.e. anAd¢, according to the whole substance, and a non-anA®dc, one
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).326 On the one hand, within

according to the living beings (animals and plants
the whole category of the substance or ovcio (which is the highest genus
comprehending within it, apart from inanimate things, living beings and
plants),*?” there is a precise, perfect, complete, and absolute elemental symmetry
that coincides with the “precise equality of opposites coming together” (ék t@®v
gvavtiov axpipdc icwv cuveldovimy),3?8 that is, the condition of isomoiria, to
which we have previously referred, which leads to the precise middle between
all the extremes (10 T®V £oydtov amdvtov akpiBde puécov).>? This kind of
symmetry seems to be directly translatable into mathematical terms as it implies
an icomg dipiPrg TV évavtiov,** a precise equidistance from the extremes.
On the other hand, in the realm of living organisms, plants and animals, the
midpoint is not absolute and not mathematically determinable but is assessed
from the capacity or dynamis of the animal or plant in question, performing at
best their distinctive activities.

As Almberg notes, in this passage Galen echoes the Aristotelian
distinction, made in the Nicomachean Ethics, between an absolute toD
npaypartog and a relative mpog nuag péoov. The first péoov is one and the same
for everyone and it is determinable by an arithmetic proportion, in the same way
in which six is the middle between two and ten. On the other hand, the second
uéoov is not one and the same for all, but has to be assessed mpog Muag “in
relation to us”: for example, a good trainer has to administer the right quantity
of food to her athletes not by taking into account the exact arithmetic middle, but
by considering their own special needs. If in fact the middle between ten and two
minas of food is six minas of food, even this quantity can be excessive or

deficient depending on the individual: for Milo, who is a skilful athlete, this

326 Cf. De temp. pp. 19-27 H. Galen’s discourse here is dense in teleological implications, which
will be tackled in the next chapter. Here we shall focus on Galen’s notion of twofold symmetry
and its reference models.
327 Cf. infra. pp. 219 ff.
328 De temp. p. 23.26-27 H.
329 The connection between isomoiria and the precise equality of opposites is made explicit in
the summary of the first book, which Galen sets up at the beginning of the second book; cf. De
temp. p. 40.18-19 H.
330 De temp. p. 24.18 H.
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quantity would be insufficient, but, on the contrary, for a novice the same
quantity would prove instead to be excessive. !

For although the physician may have knowledge of the absolute and
mathematical criterion of judgement (and, as we will see, Galen has this in
mind), when he has to judge the health of a living organism, he has to do it by
considering the very nature of the organism, which can be healthy not in an
absolute sense but to a certain extent. In fact, as in Aristotle’s speculation, health,
as well as justice (analogously to all the other poia and then moral virtues) cover
“the more and the less”, i.e. admit of degrees within a relative symmetry:>*? there

are the healthier and the less healthy but nonetheless healthy within a certain

31 Eth. Nic. 1106a28-b5 “10 &' icov péoov . DmepPorfic koi éAleiyemc. Adyo 8¢ oD pév
Tphrypotog pécov o icov améyov ae' Ekatépov TV dkpmv, dmep £otiv v Kol T0 avTd TAcLY,
npdC U 88 & pite mMheovalel uite éddeinsr Todto &' ovy Ev, 00SE TaWTOV TAGIY. OloV £l Té
déKo TOAAG T 6€ dVo OAlya, Ta £ péca Aappdvovst kot to mpdypa {om yop vIePEYEL T€ Koi
VIepéyeTar TovTo 08 PHEGOV €0TL KATA TNV AplOUNTIKNY GvaAoyiay. TO 68 TPOg NUAS ovY, 0VT®
nmtéov: oV yap €l T déka pvail Qoyelv ToAd dVo 8¢ dAiyov, O dAeintng € pvic Tpootdel €ott
yop Tomg kal To0To TOAD T® ANYopEV® 1j OAlyov: Mikmvi pEv yap OAiyov, T® 0& ApYOUEVE TMV
yopvaciov Todv. opoing £mi dpopov kot taing”. Cf. Almberg 1949 and Grimaudo 2008 p. 106—
107. This very passage has been thoroughly analysed by Brown (1997 pp. 77-93). Brown’s aim
is to subvert the general assumption that the expression “the mean relative to us” means “relative
to the individual” understood as the individual (moral) agent. On the contrary, Brown argues that
the expression can instead be explained as “relative to us as human beings”, and that this
interpretation better squares with Aristotle’s theory of éthiké aréte; cf. esp. pp. 80-81. Although
Brow’s point may be correct, however, in the abovementioned passage of Galen’s it is remarked
that the physician should assess the symmetry of the mixture on the basis of the best state with
regard to one’s own particular nature (t0 Tfi¢ oikeiog Voemg Eyev Gpiota); therefore, Galen
would intend this meson to zero in on the particular nature of the living being and to refer to the
midpoint of its species and genus.

32Cf. Categ. 10b26-11a5. The close connection between Galen’s theory of health platos and
this Aristotelian passage from the Categories is pointed out by Grimaudo 2008 pp. 93-95. Cf.
also Eth. Nic. 1173a23-28. Even if it is true that the idea of health admitting of degrees is to be
found in Aristotle’s work, the awareness of the arising of disease as a gradual transition from the
normal to the pathological sporadically emerges before this, in the treatises of the Hippocratic
corpus. If on occasion the Hippocratic doctors thought of the passage from the normal to the
pathological state as due to a sudden and triggering metabolé (cf. Jouanna 1999 pp. 328-331),
on other occasions they seem to be perfectly convinced that health is instead a matter of degree.
Jouanna reports some interesting examples: i) a first example from On joints where the
Hippocratic author says that people suffering from the outwards dislocation of both thighs,
whether from birth or through trauma, can enjoy reasonably good health (ikands hugiéroi) if
there are no further complications; cf. Art. 56 pp. 200.12-201.7 Kithlewein L. IV 242.19-244.10;
ii) an example from Aphorisms where the persons whose nostrils are naturally watery, and whose
seed is watery, are defined as “below the average when in health” (hugiainousi noseroéteron); cf.
Aph. VI 2 L. IV 562.11-12 ii) a third illuminating example from De vetere medicina, where the
Hippocratic author observes that whereas the great majority of men do not suffer from
discomforts of a change in the rhythm of their daily meals, others do, as they are weaker. He
adds: “a weak man is but one step removed from a sickly man, but a sickly man is weaker still,
and is more apt to suffer distress whenever he misses the due season”; cf. De vet. med. CMG 1 1
p. 43.23-27 Heiberg. As Jouanna remarks, this first Hippocratic formulation was to reappear as
the Broussais’ principle in the 19th century in the work of the philosopher Auguste Comte; cf.
Joaunna 1999 pp. 333-335. Cf. also Grimaudo 2008 pp. 65—66.
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degree. Hence, health cannot be judged on the basis of a fixed and numerically
translatable reference point, but on the basis of the specific nature of the animal
or plant and of what is fitting and appropriate (1® mpoonkovti ye Kai kat' a&iov)
to that nature. And what is fitting and appropriate for the nature of a certain plant
or an animal has to be evaluated on the basis of activities (toig évepysiong
kpivetar)**® such that, therefore, “the excellence (&peti)) of a fig-tree, for
example, consists in its bringing to fruition the most and the best figs; in exactly
the same way, that of a vine [consists in its] producing the most and the best
grapes; that of a horse in running very fast, and that of a dog in extreme
spiritedness in hunting and guarding, combined with very great docility towards
the members of its own household”.

Almberg’s claim, in my view, is correct, but on both the sides of the
334y

question (that of the absolute and that of the relative 10 coupetpov or pécov

there are a few points to be added and clarified.

333 According to Aristotle, in fact, health as well as every moral excellence of the soul or virtue
lies in the middle between excess and deficiency and can be judged from the respective activities
of the body and of the soul (cf. Nicomachean Ethics 1104al11-27); for the analogy between
health and moral excellence of the soul, cf. Tracy 1969 pp. 222-231.

334 When Galen speaks of midpoint, 10 pécov and 1o coupetpov have the same meaning, that is,
the equilibrium point between excess and deficiency. The mathematical concept of coppetpia
as commensurability/proportion is strictly linked to that of pecotng. The term, which derives
from the same root as pécov (i.e. “that which finds itself in the middle”, “middle”, “mid-point”
as referred to space, time, quantity, or social classes, age, or morality; cf. Frisk 1973 and
Montanari 2000 s.v. pécov), plus the feminine suffix for abstract nouns -tng, has different
meanings in Ancient Greek language and especially in Ancient Greek mathematics. In primis,
in Ancient Greek language it designates the abstract condition of being at the centre of something
(Montanari 2000 s.v. pecdng, cf. Plato Laws 746a). Second, it indicates an intermediate position
(of a certain condition, quality, or quantity) between two extremes with regard to the process of
sense-perception (Cf. Arist. De an. 424a4; cf. Montanari 2000 s.v. pes6tg), virtue (Montanari
2000 s.v. pecotng; cf. Arist. Nic. Eth. 1106b27), or stylistic register (Montanari 2000 s.v.
pecotng; cf. Dion. Dem. 3.3). In regard to mathematical texts, pecotng first designates the middle
space in general (cf. Pythagorean Occellus D.-K. 48.8). Moreover, it can indicate the mean
mathematically understood as the middle term in a three-member progression, that is, the
midpoint between two extremes (D.-K. 44A24, 32). Third, the common mathematical meaning
of necdtg is proportion or progression. This is in fact “the oldest word for proportion of any
kind however determined” (Burnet 1900 pp. 69—70, quoted in Tracy 1969 p. 344.) and designates
the first three types of proportions—arithmetic, geometric, harmonic—that are usually traced
back to Pythagoras: in fact, its meaning would later on have also covered that expressed by the
term dvaoyio, which originally referred exclusively to geometric proportion. Therefore, when
the term pecotng is applied to mathematics, it indicates the relationship between two extremes
joined by a mean (i.e. a mathematical proportion), as the whole proportion or only the middle
terms, and when this notion is instead applied to physical realities, it rather describes,
analogously to one of the meanings of symmetry, a physical state in which extremes of any kind
are balanced in a mean, based on the notion of pecdtng in Ancient Greek mathematics; cf. Tracy
1969 p. 344 ff.
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In the first place, that is in the case of the absolute elemental symmetry,
rather than resorting to arithmetic proportions, in his De temperamentis Galen
describes the perfect midpoint by appealing to powerful spatial
conceptualizations envisaging the two contrarieties hot/cold and dry/wet as one-
dimensional and numerically computable spatial extensions and the parts of
elemental substance as equal volumes within the mixture. In De Temperamentis
19, Galen teaches how to re-create a perfect midpoint between hot and cold and

dry and wet:

T25 Galen De temperamentis K. I p. 560.17-562.3 Helmreich p. 32.27-33.20:

(1) &md yap t0d Beppotdron ThvTV TdV £ic aicOncy KOVTOV, 0lov fTot TVPdg
| tvog Ddatoc dicpog (Eovtog, &ml TO YuypdTATOV KATOVIDVIEC UMAVIOV OV
iopev, olov ftot kpdoTarlov §| x1ova, voNeavTéig Tt Sidotnua, pécov axpipdg
T00TO0 TEPVOpEV. OVT® Yap &EEVPNOCOUEY T VONGEL TO GUUUETPOV, OmEP
¢katépov TOV dkpov icov améyer. (2) dALL Kol KOTOOKELAOHL TOG AOTO
duvapeba Tov icov dykov kpuotdilov piavteg oot {Eovti. TO yap €& aupoiv
Kpabgv icov Ekatépov TV dKpov deéetl Tod T Kaiovtog Kol ToD VEKPODVTOG
L Y&, obkovv 0VdE YaAemov €Tt ToD KpabEvtog oVT™S yapévoug Exety O
uésov amdong ovoiag €v T Katd tO Ogppov te Kol Yoyxpov dvtidécel kol
pepviicOar  tovtov Kol kpivey  Gmoavio TaAAG  koBdmep TV Koot
mopofarroviag. (3) Kai pev on kol Enpav yiv 1 téepav 1 L T010DTOV ETEPOV
AKPIPAOG avyuUNPoOv dvadehoos VoaTL Kot T0v dykov io® 10 pnécov pydon
odpo TG Katd TO ENpov e Kol VPOV AvTiBEcE®mS. 0VKOVY 0Vd' EvTadBa YyaAETOV
ovdgv Oyet 0' duo kol aef] TO To10DToV GMdUA dtaryvova Topaféctat TH LU
Kol TOOT® Kavovl T kol Kpumpio ypficbor mpog v tdv EAAewmdviov 1
nAeovaloviov LYpAV 1e Kol ENpdV Stdyveootv. E6Tw® 6& dSNAOVOTL TO KPVOUEVOV

oALO CLUUETPOG BepUOV.
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(1) We start from the hottest of all things that reach our senses, such as fire, or
water at its extreme boiling point, and go down to the coldest of all those we
know, such as ice or snow; we conceptualize a line (Tt dtdlotTnua) between them;
and we divide this line at its precise midpoint. In this way we will find out
conceptually the point of good balance, which is equidistant from each of the
extremes (oUT® yap €EgvproopeY Th) VONGEL TO GOUUETPOV, OTEP EKATEPOL TV
dxpov iocov améyer). (2) But we can also in a way create it physically, by
combining an equal volume of ice and boiling water (tov icov &yxov
KPLoTdAAov pigavteg Voatt (éovtt). For that which is made from a mixture of
both these will be equidistant from the two extremes, that which burns and that
which causes death by cold. And so it is no difficult matter, either, to touch the
product of this mixture and so to hold that which is at the midpoint amongst all
existent objects (10 péocov amndong ovciog) as regards the opposition of hot and
cold, and to remember this, and to evaluate all other objects by using this as a
standard (xaBdmep tivi kavovt) with which to compare them. (3) Furthermore, if
you add dry earth, ash, or some other such thing that is in the precise sense dried-
out, to an equal volume of water (Ddatt Kot TOV dykov o), you will produce
a body that is in the middle with regard to the opposition of dry and wet. Here,
too, it is no difficult matter to distinguish such a body by both sight and touch,
to consign it to the memory and to use the object as the yardstick and criterion
(kovowvt e kai kpitnpim) for the distinguishing of objects which are deficiently
or excessively wet and dry. Of course, the body that one is evaluating should be

hot to a well-balanced extent. (Trans. Singer; slightly modified)

As we see from the passage, 10 obOupetpov, the perfect
Gleichgewichstpunkt between the extremes with respect to the whole substance
(t0 péoov amdong ovoiag) can be obtained either mentally or physically. In the
first case, one should conceptualize a spatial extension (voncavtég Tt dStdoTnuo
cf. T25.1) between the extremes of hotness and coldness which can be
experienced through sense-perception (corresponding, for example, respectively
to fire or snow/ice); this extension has to be divided at its precise middle: in this
way it is possible to visualise a perfect midpoint that is equidistant from extreme

hot and extreme cold (6mep Exatépov TV dxpwv icov anéyel). In the second
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case, although human beings cannot totally mix the primary elements with each
other as the Demiurge or Nature can in order to create natural homoeomerous
parts (as opposed to artificial)**> they can physically re-create and re-produce
(cf. the usage of the verbs in T25.2 katackevalew, and in T25.3 £pydlecOon)
the midpoint by mixing equal volumes (cf. the usage of dyxog cf. T25.2 and
T25.3) either of ice and of boiling water (in order to reach 10 coppeTpov between
hot and cold) or of dry earth and water (in order to reach 10 couperpov between
dry and wet, given the equilibrium in the other contrariety; cf. T25.3). The term
dykog (which here of course has no connection with Asclepiades’ theories)
indicates, more precisely, “bulk”, “mass”, or, perhaps more correctly in the case
of Galen’s usage, “volume”, i.e. a physical magnitude quantifiable through a
precise numerical measurement.>*¢ This procedure reproduces in greater scale
what happens in the case of elemental mixtures performed by nature or God,
where the perfect midpoint or 10 coppetpov is reached when there is a perfect
equality according to the bulk/volume of the elements within the mixture (icotng

Kot TOV TV Kepaohévimv otorxeiov dykov)> that can, at least theoretically,

335 De temp. 34.5-7 H.; for more on this see the next section.

336 The term occurs frequenty in Plato, where it indicates the bulk, mass, or volume of a body or
also a sum of elements translatable into numbers; cf. pfte dyko pnte apOud as referring to
something that cannot increase or decrease, Tht. 155a; TOv avtdVv 6. T0D ApOpOD del Taacbar,
“it is necessary to establish their total number” (in reference to citizens), Lg.737¢c; tov 1@V
capk®v O. ib. 959¢; ouKkpdg TOremg 6., a city of small size, Plt. 259b; in the Timaeus the term
refers to the mass of the solid figures, cf. Tim. 32a. In contrast to Cornford (who interprets the
word as probably referring to cubes, that is, cubic numbers, in combination with dynameis or
squares (cf. Cornford 1935 pp. 44-51 with n. 1 at p. 50), Tracy observes that the translation of
8. as “physical masses” or “bulks” of the cosmic solids, fire, air, water, and earth (cf. Tracy 1969
p- 79-81 with n. 6), is indeed confirmed by other passages in Timaeus where the term is referred
to the mass of the cosmic elements (cf. 54d and 56¢ (referring to the four elements), 56d
(referring to water and air), 58e and 59a (referring to water), 60c and 60e (referring to earth) et
al). The term occurs also in Aristotle, where it often indicates the volume or the space occupied
by a body; cf. Ph. 203b28; De gen. et corr. 321al1 (where the point is the increase of volume
occupied by a certain mass of water when it turns to air); and De gen. et corr. 326b20, where the
meaning is clearly volume, as Aristotle says that for every body there will be a void equal to its
volume (esp. Tavti cdpatt Tov dykov icov Eotat Kevov).

337 De temp. p. 24.24 H. The point is also made in De temp. p. 25.13—14 H. We have already
pointed out that Galen’s primary stoicheia are formed by two archai, a material substrate and
four opposite qualities (which are inseparable from one another); cf. In Hipp. Nat. Hom.
comment. CMG V 9.1 p. 17.28-18.15 Mewaldt; and endowed with the alterative capacities or
powers (dynameis) of heating, cooling, drying, and wetting (De nat. fac. pp. 109.13—-110.6 H.).
In Galen’s notion of symmetry according to 10 Tocov ti|g ovoiag, the qualitative aspect, however
present (as inseparable from the material substrate), does not play the major role, as the focus is
on the quantitative units of the elemental substance joining together in the mixture. This is
another Aristotelian feature of Galen’s physics: although Aristotle had conceived his primary
stoicheia in privileging their qualitative aspects, as we have seen, in his De gen. et corr. he
clearly differentiates the numerically determinable quantity (t0 mocov) of the simple bodies from
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be translated into precise measure units.>*® Galen’s idea of absolute and perfect
symmetry with regard to the quantitative aspects of the genus of the whole
substance (which in his commentary on Nat. Hom (T19) he defines as symmetry
according to t0 TocoOV Tii¢ 0vGinc) and as applied to the primary elements within
the krasis undergoes a process of mathematization and spatialization. Here there
are two different spatial visualizations are at work: 1) the first envisions each
contrariety as a numerically measurable one-dimensional spatial extension, that
is, a line (S1otnua)®*® at whose extremes there are hotness and coldness or
dryness and wetness of the krasis, and at the centre of which are their midpoints;
i1) the second explains the four elements within the perfect symmetric mixture
as equal and calculable three-dimensional volumes (onkoi) of the elemental
substance.>*

In so doing, Galen’s model of mixture distances him from both the
Hippocratic and the Aristotelian/Peripatetic model, taking a peculiar position.

On the one hand, Galen recovers the generic Hippocratic notion of 10
ovupetpov as a well-proportioned mean between excess and deficiency, as

applied to the building blocks of human nature and giving rise to health and well-

their dynamis or power of action; cf. De gen. et corr. 333a20-23: “If it is meant that they are
comparable in their amount (katd 10 Tocdv), all the ‘comparables’ must possess an identical
something whereby they are measured. If, e.g. one pint of Water yields ten of Air, both are
measured by the same unit; and therefore both were from the first an identical something” (trans.
Joachim)—where by 10 mTocov Aristotle seems to intend the volume of the simple bodies, that
is, the space they occupy that can be measured as some unit, in this case the pint.
338 On Galen’s 10 cOppetpov with respect to the whole substance as mathematically determinable
cf. also Grimaudo 2008 p. 106. Grimaudo, however, attributes only inanimate things to Galen’s
genus of ousia, whereas here Galen is discussing, on the contrary, the absolute mean in relation
to all 6vra, that is, all existent things, including plants and animals. So much so that, apart from
the present example, which Galen makes for illustration’s sake, this absolute copperpov with
respect to all physical bodies subjected to generation and corruption, coincides, as we will clarify
later on, with the skin of the hand; cf. De temp. p. 37 H.
33 The term is technical in Euclides’ geometry and means “radius” (of a circle; cf. EL 1.1 et al.),
but, as regards the present passage, I perfectly agree with Singer’s translation, as here didotnuo
seems to mean “spatial extension”; cf. Arist. Phys. 209a4 where dwctipato are the three-
dimensions, length, breadth, and depth.
340 There are two main reasons why I interpret Galen’s onkos as referring to what for us is volume
(as distinct from mass): 1) a logical one: let us think of equal masses instead of equal volumes in
the mixture: we would obtain a disproportionate mixture as equal masses of fire, air, water, and
earth cannot of course be of equal volume, or, therefore, dimension (in fact when water turns to
air its volume considerably increases), whereas an equal volume and therefore dimension of the
elemental substance would normalize the equilibrium in the mixture; ii) Galen’s Aristotelian
physical background: like Aristotle, Galen speaks of the 10 mocdv of fire, air, water, and earth,
and when in De gen. et corr. (a text that, as we have seen, Galen knew very well) Aristotle, like
Galen, distinguishes between 10 mocdv and dynamis of simple bodies and identifies the
quantitative aspects of the simple bodies with the measure of their volume rather than their mass.
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being; but, on the other hand, in contrast to the Hippocratic authors, he contrives
to mathematize it. If in fact the Hippocratic authors strove, without success, to
find real pétpov and ap1Ouog to determine the correct quantity of food, drink,
and physical exercise for the patient or to better understand the dynamics of the
bodily constituents (humours, dynameis, qualities) at play within the living
organism, Galen’s idea of absolute and perfect symmetry is backed up by
forceful numerically mensurable and spatializing visualizations of the perfectly
symmetric midpoint between the elemental constituents of the human body.

On the other hand, in bringing out an absolute and numerically
determinable mean, in certain respects he also goes beyond the Aristotelian and
the Peripatetic accounts of mixture. In fact, neither in Aristotle’s model of
mixture (De gen. et corr. 1 10 and then II 7-8) nor in Alexander of Aphrodisias’
account (De mixtione 13-15) can we find any such parallels. Although Galen
thinks of his stoicheia from a Peripatetic standpoint and thus as endowed with
extreme qualities within one contrariety, by means of which the elements are
able to act and be acted upon and find an equilibrium point during the interaction
process, he is much more precise in his determination of the absolute and perfect
mean.

Both accounts, in fact, the Aristotelian and the Peripatetic, underscore the
importance of an equal balance of their constituents (as regards both quantity

and powers of action)**!

which, by balancing each other out and, hence,
establishing a certain ratio or logos between them,**> meet at an intermediate
point—but this mean was above all envisaged as a “gradual” mean, because it is

343 an account that

described as having considerable reach and not as indivisible,
was instrumental for explaining the extreme variety of homoeomerous parts in
the world, each one arising from a different elemental combination.

Though Galen shares this gradual account of the mean, it is noteworthy
and meaningful that in their accounts of mixture neither Aristotle and Alexander

labour to find the exact middle or symmetric point*** as meticulously and as

31 De gen. et corr. 238a23-28; De mixt. 230.29-30 Bruns.

342 De gen. et corr. 334b8-17.

33 De gen. et corr. 334b26-30.

34 The perfect middle mixture is not described in both the accounts. Solmsen observes that only

in this textual locus of the sections concerning the exposition of the model of mixture does

Aristotle refer to a proportion or logos between the contrarieties, as he was more interested in
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minutely as Galen does by providing abstract and (at least theoretically)
numerically translatable conceptualizations for thinking the matter. In all
likelihood this is attributable to the powerful influence that logico-mathematical
knowledge exerted on Galen’s thought,*** on his accurate method of reasoning
(which is based on an axiomatic method consisting of definitions—obtained
through a diairetic procedure—and a priori truths),>*° but, more deeply still, also
on the actual ontological structure of the world as he conceived of it.>*” Galen’s
point is here not only to make as intelligible as possible the kernel of his physics,
the perfect and absolute mixture of opposites, but also, and more importantly, to
found his art of medicine on more solid bases, since identifying the absolute

midpoint between hot and cold and between dry and wet, and, therefore, the

developing the qualitative aspects of his physics, in contrast to Empedocles (who set up
proportions of fire, air, water, and earth within the human body) and to the mathematical
structure underpinning Timaeus’ world, where mathematical proportions inform matter (whose
primary elements take the shape of solid figures made up of basic triangles) and constitute all-
pervading principles of unity of both the cosmic and the human body (on the usage of Plato’s
theory of proportions and of the mean as applied to the physiology of the Timaeus cf. Tracy 1969
pp- 77-156); cf. Solmsen 1960 pp. 375-377. It is also true that in De generatione et corruptione
there is another passage in which Aristotle tries to pave the way for a mathematical abstraction
of physical facts. For, when in De gen. et corr. 322b32 ff. he speaks of contact (the preliminary
condition for mixture, as we have seen), he states that the notion of contact can properly (kvpiwc)
be applied to both physical bodies and to mathematical objects, i.e. to “things which have
‘position’. And ‘position’ belongs only to those things which also have a Place” (trans. Joachim).
This hint at the mathematization of physical phenomena is, however, not pursued systematically
in De generatione et corruptione, and, apart from the above-quoted fleeting mention of the
proportion or logos between the qualities it does not play a central role in Aristotle’s account of
mixture.
35 Cf. Vegetti: “Galeno indica con chiarezza a piu riprese quale sia il modello epistemologico
che il suo programma di rifondazione della medicina assume con riferimento costante. Si tratta
del sapere matematico, tanto nelle sue versioni teoricamente piu pure, come la geometria e
l'aritmetica quanto in quelle che presentano aspetti osservativi ed applicativi, come 1'astronomia
e l'architettura: un sapere costituitosi attraverso la gloriosa tradizione di Euclide, Ipparco,
Archimede, Aristosseno e Aristarco, cui Galeno si riferisce come ai massimi tra gli antichi (De
methodo medendi 1 1 K. X 12). 1l carattere fondamentale del modello matematico consiste
secondo Galeno nella sua capacita di costruire un sapere saldo e unificato, dotato di certezza nei
limiti del possibile, ed esente percio dalle diaphoniai che lacerano tanto la filosofia quanto la
medicina. Questo risultato ¢ possibile in virtu della struttura epistemologica che governa le
matematiche”, in Vegetti 1978 p. 21. Cf. Hankinson 1991 p. 20: “The mathematical principles
are important in two respects. Firstly, they show that Galen’s respect for mathematics was not
merely idle and peripheral, but deep-seated and influential, mathematical axioms can be put to
use even in practical science like medicine. And secondly, it shows the strength of Galen’s belief
that the logical theories of the Stoics and the Peripatetics need to be supplemented by form of
reasoning to be found among the mathematicians, and which will not yield comfortably to the
strictures of either Peripatetic categorial syllogistic or the Stoic sentential calculus”, Hankinson
1991 p. 20.
346 Hankinson 1991, pp. 15-22; on the connection between Galen’s demonstrative method and
the logico-mathematical model cf. also Hankinson 2008b, pp.165—169.
347 Hankinson 1991 p. 21.
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perfect mixture with respect to the whole substance, served to provide an
absolute standard (canon, yardstick, reference model) to which to compare and
judge all other mixtures in an absolute way.**® The perfect mixture generated by
the midpoint between hot and cold, dry and wet, respectively, represents the
heart of Galen’s natural philosophy and medicine and it is not only a pure
abstraction insofar as it has a real physical counterpart, a part of the human body:
the skin of the hand, but of a particular hand, a hand that is not to be judged but
which has to judge the qualitative composition of whichever physical body is
subject to generation and corruption, as we will see later on in the next chapter.
Now, let us tackle the second type of symmetry, i.e. the katd dvvopuy
ovppetpio. Amberg has the great merit of having brought to light the ethical
Aristotelian background of Galen’s De temperamentis and the theory of health
gradualism; however, two additional points need to be made, at least.

On the one hand, it has been noted that, although according to Galen an
actual pétpov does really exist (and coincides with the most exact symmetron),
when it comes to assessing the health conditions of a patient (or of any other
living being), Galen’s puts aside mathematical measurements and closely
scrutinizes the nature of the living being—which is not solely due to the
influence of the Aristotelian ethical works, but has also much in common with
the observations in this respect of the Hippocratic author of De vetere medicina
9.3% In fact, in the passage we quoted above, Galen emphasizes the importance

of appraising the peculiar “nature” of the living being.*>°

348 Cf. amplius infra. pp. 219 ff.

349 Cf. Grimaudo 2008 pp. 107-111. As well as the author of De vetere medicina, Galen values
and acknowledges the importance of the stochazesthai in order to hit the mean between what the
body lacks and what has in excess. As Vegetti observes, in fact the high profile of Galen’s
medicine (which is cited in the great philosophical debates, benefits from the axiomatic
demonstrative method, and holds logico-mathematical foundations) has to coexist with the lower
profile of medicine, to which also pertains the dimension of the conjectural/stochastic art of the
physician: “una medicina dal 'profilo basso' non piu impegnata nei grandi dibattiti ideologici,
incapace di usare il linguaggio della teleologia e della teologia [...]. Affiora intanto, sul piano
epistemologico, il carattere sfocastico, congetturale della techne, costretta a procedere per
tentativi e per approssimazioni in assenza di una scienza certa dei sintomi”, Vegetti 1981, pp.
57-59. However, in the case of the sfochazesthai too, Galen tries to find a common midpoint
between exact knowledge and rough approximation and works out what he himself defines as
TEYVIKOG O6TOYACUAG, i.e. a skilful conjecture, which over time is progressively refined in order
to find the right proportion in dietary regimen; on this aspect cf. Grimaudo 2008 pp. 116-122.
330 In this stance, Galen follows the Hippocratic physicians. The statements of the Hippocratic
author of De loc. in hom. 2 are famous: “The nature of the body is the beginning point of medical
reasoning”. As Jouanna reports, Galen was familiar with this formula: “Galen attributed it to
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On the other hand, even though Almberg focuses on the Aristotelian
ethical concept of the “mean relative to us”, he does not spell clearly out the
physical and physiological side of the question which is stringently linked to
Galen’s theory of mixture as dependent on the Aristotelian/Peripatetic model:
clarifying the physical and physiological articulation (mixture—dynamis—
energeia) turns out to be vital for understanding what exactly this katd dOvapwy
ovppetpio consists in.

As is well known, the concept of nature is multiform in Galen’s thought,
but, as has been highlighted, the most important and primary sense, which Galen
attributes to “Hippocrates”, is that which is most in keeping with ousia of the
nature itself, that is, the “mixture of hot/cold and dry/wet”. In his De
temperamentis Galen points out: “when I say ‘nature’ (physis) I mean the entire
substance (ousia) and mixture (krasis) from the primary elements: hot, cold, dry

and wet”.>>! Therefore, for the physician, considering the peculiar nature of

Hippocrates himself and reproached his contemporaries for praising the precept without
following it. He remarked ironically upon this situation in the following terms: ‘They devote
themselves with such ardor to this task that they disregard in the case of each part of the body
not only its substance, its texture, its shape, its size, and its connection with adjacent parts, but
even its position’ (cf. Med. Phil. 1)”, Jouanna 1999 p. 345. Jouanna remarks that by physis the
Hippocratic writers meant “human nature” par excellence, although the term does not refer to
just any human nature but predominantly to the healthy one at every level of its organisational
patterns (elementary, anatomical, physiological): nature is the “natural organisation” of the body.
The Hippocratic physicians also knew that these natures changed considerably from individual
to individual (and in this sense the term would also mean “constitution”) and in relation to
different factors (climate, places, age, regimen, diseases); cf. De fract. 7 and De hum. 16.
Moreover, Jouanna identifies the birth of the principle of natura medicatrix in the Hippocratic
Collection: the nature that cures herself, for example in Epidemics VI 5.1: “The body’s nature is
the physician in disease. Nature finds the way for herself, not from thought. For example,
blinking, and the tongue offers its assistance, and all similar things. Well trained, readily and
without instruction, nature does what is needed”. These pre-teleological statements about nature
will be brought to completion by Aristotle, according to whom, as is well known, “final cause
and the Good is more fully present in the works of Nature than in the works of Art”; cf. De part.
an. 639b19-21. For the Hippocratic concept of nature cf. Jouanna 1999 pp. 344-347 and, more
specifically, for the plurality of individual natures in the Hippocratic Collection cf. Andé 2002.
31 Cf. De temp. p. 104.1-2 H. In his classical essay on Galen’s concept of nature, Jouanna
distinguishes several meanings of the word physis in Galen’s work: i) the most important one,
i.e. ousia or krasis of hot/cold and dry/wet; ii) the visible form of the body or possibly the
arrangement of its parts. Now, these two first meanings were adopted by later Alexandrian
commentators of Hippocrates and Galen (67" century CE), who added other two definitions
of nature: iii) an organising ability (v dioikodoav t0 copata) and iv) an impulse of souls
(opunv t@v youydv). Jouanna recognizes the source of the Alexandrians’ third definition in
Galen’s Commentary on Hippocrates’ Epidemics VI, where Galen defines nature by saying: “by
the word physis we should understand the ability (dynamis) residing in the very bodies that were
organised by her” (“évowodcav avtoig Toig cdpact Toig dtowovpévors vr' avtic”, cf. Gal. In
Hipp. Epid. VI comment. 5.1 CMG V 10.2.2 p. 253.19-21 Wenkebach). In this sense the term
physis would mean the organising principle of the world and the existent things within it
according to a teleological design; cf. Jouanna 2012c¢ p. 288 ff. with references.
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whichever living being or of its own constitutive parts consists primarily in
evaluating the ousia qua krasis of hot/cold and dry/wet. But what is dynamis and
what is its connection with energeia or activity? And, above all, what is the link
between mixture and dynameis? We will explain gradually this articulation in
order to make clear the close connection between a mixture conceived of more
Aristotelico and Galen’s theory of gradual health.

To begin with, we have seen that the only perfect midpoint or fo symmetron
within the realm of all bodies subjected to generation and corruption is the skin
of the hand, and we have also seen that all the other bodies generated from the
primary elements are Aristotelically called “metaxu” bodies (whose midpoint
between hot/cold and dry/wet cannot coincide with the most exact one: we have
only one perfect midpoint): we infer three relevant points from this. i) No other
bodies, except the precise midpoint, are generated when the qualities encounter
the precise middle of the contrariety; ii) all the other bodies are generated from
a particular qualitative combination of the elements, i.e. when the constituents
find a relative midpoint, for one quality in a contrariety does not have to
completely overcome the other, as in that case there would be destruction (or
when referred to living beings, from a medical perspective, simply death); and
ii1) the possibility of the manifold and different qualitative combinations
explains the variety of all the “meraxu” bodies subjected to generation and
destruction.

Second, as we have seen, the primary qualities hot/cold and dry/wet
involved in the mixture, which meet in a broader central region (Aristotelically
conceived, as we have seen), dispose of and act in accordance with basic

352

causative powers or the dynameis™~ of heating, cooling, desiccating, and

352 What exactly is dynamis, then, according to Galen? As Van der Eijk perceptively remarks,
Galen’s usage of the term dynamis is rather ambiguous insofar as it has both a medical and
philosophical background and has both a passive sense (of undergoing a change, for example
the capacity of becoming hot; cf. De temp. pp. 87.1-90.21 H.) and, above all, an active sense (of
bringing about a change, the capacity to cause something else to become hot); cf. Van der Eijk
2005 pp. 295-297. In his De simpl. med. (temp. ac), Galen defines dynamis as an aitio. dpacTIKY,
an “active cause”, which in turn is divided into two interrelated stages: i) a dynamis “being about
to” (&v @ példew €otiv), which, if everything runs smoothly, gives rise to ii), a dynamis kot'
&vépyewav (a dynamis in action); cf. De simp. med. (temp. ac) fac. K. XI p. 380. The concept of
dynamis, we see, is strictly correlated to that of energeia: “all genuine energeiai presuppose the
existence of a co-ordinate dynamis: energeia is a dynamis in action”, as Hankinson observes
(Hankinson 2014 p. 952). Hankinson also clarifies the differences between Galen’s and
Aristotle’s notions of dynamis: “Galen characteristically will have nothing to do with such
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moistening. According to their particular combination, which, as we have seen,
can vary within a certain gradual range within the krasis, these basic dynameis
are responsible for a proliferation of myriads of further derivative dynameis™>>
which, in turn, are responsible for the energeiai or activities, which in turn
produce some appropriate outcomes, i.e. erga or products.>** For example, in the
phase of embryogenesis, the mixture of the four basic dynameis depend,*>* on
the one hand, on derivative dynameis such as those of bone-producing, nerve-
producing, cartilage-producing (which once in action become real energeiai),*>¢
and, on the other hand, on the products of these energeiai, i.e. erga, such as
“bone”, “nerve”, “cartilage”, and so on*’. This holds for the embryogenesis and,
as we see, explains the generation of the homoeomerous parts of the organism:
analogously, on these general powers or dynameis of hot/cold and dry/wet
depend the many specific powers involved also in growth, nutrition (the entire
De naturalibus facultatibus is devoted to investigate these dynameis), and the

functioning of every organ of the body, including all the individual’s

psychological characteristics.>*8

metaphysical extravagances as pure actuality. Galen’s concept, then, is not exactly Aristotle’s;
and in any case dunamis, in a variety of senses, had a long philosophical, and indeed medical,
history independent of Aristotle, with which Galen was intimately familiar. No significant role
is played in Galen by the notion of the actualization of potential states; and as a consequence we
find no echo of the Aristotelian distinction between first and second potentiality. In its central
Galenic sense, an energeia is something which something does, where merely existing or
persisting is not, as such, a matter of actually doing anything”, Hankinson 2014 p. 952.
353 The point is clearly made by Hankinson: “Galen tackles these issues in more detail at Nat.
Fac. 1 11-19=108.21-114.17. Dealing first with generation, he says (rather vaguely) that once
conception has taken place in the animal (or germination in the case of a seed) ‘very many parts
become constituted in the substance undergoing generation, which differ in moisture, dryness,
heat and cold, and all the other qualities which are derivative of these’ (11, = 108.25-109.3),
which include those distinguished by touch: hardness, softness, viscosity, brittleness, lightness,
weight, rarity, density, smoothness, roughness, thickness, thinness ‘which are well discussed by
Aristotle’ (12, = 109.7-12). The derivatives associated with taste, smell and sight are too well
known to be worth enumerating (12, = 109.12—-13)”, Hankinson 2014 p. 960.
354 On the causal link between dynamis, energeia, and ergon cf. De nat. fac. p.107.15-22 H.
355 The causal link between the mixture of the four (elements endowed with four basic dynameis)
and energeia is made explicit at De nat. fac. p. 106.4—6 H.: “It seems to me that the vein and
each of the other parts act in the way it does as a result of some particular mixture of the four
(Epol pv odv kod 1 @Ay Kkoi TdV AAOV Gndviov EKacTtov 810 TV &k TiV TETTapmv oL
Kkpdow ®dl mwg évepyelv dokel)”. Hankinson explains this relation as the emergence or
supervenience of derivative specific powers upon the basic ones; cf. Hankinson 2014 p. 969, we
have already tackled this issue in 1.3.4 and we will shortly come back to this topic in 1.3.7.
3% De nat. fac. pp. 109.13-110.6 H.
357 De nat. fac. pp. 105.10-106.1 H.
358 Hankinson 2014 pp. 957-967.
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Given this causal link between mixture, dynamis, and energeia, we can
understand the reason why (T24.4) “sometimes it is appropriate (npémet) for
there to be more wet than dry, or more cold than hot (8' £€68' 6te 10 pev Hypov
00 ENnpov, O & Yuypov 10D Beppod mriéov vapyev) For it is not right for a
human being, a lion, a bee and a dog to have the same sort of mixture”. Every
energeia of every living being (plant or animal) ultimately depends on a
“particular mixture”, a woid kpdoig (i.e. a krasis with a particular qualitative
composition; a krasis where the midpoint is not perfectly symmetric), and the
variety of possible particular kraseis explains the variety of erga and energeiai
of each living being:*’ as long as the living being works and works well
(physically and psychically), we should infer that this living being is healthy>®
and its krasis (which is not the most perfect and symmetric krasis) has found a
relative equilibrium state between the opposites:*! it has matched its proper
Katd dvvapy ocvppetpio. On the contrary, if it departs from this relative
equilibrium point its activity will be impaired (the healthy dyskrasia also has
a latitude and degrees; cf. T23.2 “mhartog Tijg kat oavtniv [health]

dvokpaciag”); as long as the krasis hits the target of relative symmetric mean,

everything functions properly, but as soon as the krasis is disproportioned and

39 Cf. De san. tuend. CMG V 4.2 p. 9.4-8 Koch. An illuminating passage: “singp ovv ai
010Qopal TAV ¢vePYELDV TOIS TOV KPAoewv da@opais dxkorovBodoiy, Gvaykn T060VTAS
£IVOL TAG TAOV KPAGEMY dL0Qopds, dommép ciot Kol ai TAOV Evepysldv*
360 We have to note that this focus on the good functioning of the energeiai as criterion for
judging the healthy state of the living being has an impact on Galen’s definition of health: archaic
definitions of health as symmetry in fact coexist with a more modern definition of health as 10
T ypeioag anapepnddictov; cf. De san. tuend. CMG V 4.2 pp. 10.34-11.25 Koch (whereas,
conversely, the discrimen between health and disease was defined as the “perceivable damage
of an activity”; cf. one example, among many, from De san. tuend. CMG V 4.2 p. 12.20-22
Koch “n 1fic évepyeiog aicOntr PAGPN), providing the first functionalist definition of health in
Western thought; cf. Grimaudo 2008 pp. 57-59.
361 That there is a causal relation between krasis and energeia is all the more clear from the fact
that, as has brought to light by Van der Eijk, in his De temperamentis Galen mentions the
energeia (either of the entire organism or of a part of it) as a criterion for assessing the bodily
mixture (apart from i) the sense of touch, ii) inferences from external signs and symptoms, iii)
theoretical reasoning about causes or logismos, and iv) the more invasive methods of venesection
and dissection), Van der Eijk 2015a pp. 691-692. In our terminology, as well as in Galen’s, there
is a certain ambiguity in the usage of the term krasis. As we can see in all the texts quoted, it
refers either to the krasis of a part (with a corresponding energeia) or to the krasis of an entire
living being; cf. T18.4: “Indeed, when someone asks, what is the mixture (and not the
mixtures) of a human being, or of a horse, an ox, dog or any other creature at all, the question
cannot be answered in absolute terms (mpd¢ 51 TOV EpOPEVOV, NOTIVOC £6TL KPAGEWC EvOPmTOC
1j itmog 1} fovg f| kKO®V 7§ 0TLoVV dAA0 TV TAVTOV, 0VY ATADG ATOKPLTEOV)”.
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loses its relative balance, the activity in question is impaired: the healthy
dyskrasia oversteps its relative platos and turns into a ill dyskrasia.

If in fact we look at the issue more closely, all Aristotle’s poid (in contrast
to substance or ousia) and therefore also hot/cold and dry/wet admit of degrees
by “the more and the less.”*$? Therefore, although Almberg unravels Galen’s

references to Aristotelian ethical theories, this notion of gradual health can now

362 As Lennox has shown, in fact, the Aristotelian concept of “the more and the less” can be also
applied to Aristotle’s biological issues and, more specifically, to the formation of the parts of
animals. The concept has its roots in Plato’s Philebus and, more specifically, in the discussion
concerning the mixture of the limited and the unlimited, during which Socrates affirms that “drier
and wetter, higher and lower, quicker and slower, greater and smaller, and everything that we
brought together a while ago as belonging to that kind of being which admits of the more and
the less” (25¢5-8). As Lennox remarks, Aristotle’s “the more and the less” play an important
role in distinguishing the categories of substance, quantity, and quality. In Categories 3b33, it is
said that substance does not admit of degrees, whereas quality does; cf. Caz. 10b26-28 (where it
is declared that “qualities” admit of a more and less; for one thing is called more or less pale than
another). Therefore, as Lennox notes, while Socrates cannot be more or less Auman than Callias,
he can be more or less pale than the latter. Lennox tries to harmonize the achievements of
Metaphysics with the doctrine of the Categories, which is still free from the matter/form
distinction. In reporting a passage from Metaphysics H.3 (“just as a number does not possess the
more and the less, neither does the substance in virtue of the form (kata to eidos), but if it does
possess the more and less, it is substance with the matter that does so; cf. Metaph. 1044a10-11),
Lennox observes that of course, as already noted, Socrates cannot be more or less zuman than
Callias kata to eidos, “that is, the account which refers to them in abstraction from the different
ways in which they actually embody human characteristics will not mention the more/less
variations between them. But Socrates and Callias are ‘this matter and this form here, and
humans are such taken generally’ (Metaph. Z.8 1033b24-6, 10 1035b28-32, 11 1037a5-7); and
as such—as substances with matter (ousia meta tés hulés)—they can differ by the more and the
less”, Lennox 1987 p. 345. Given these theoretical premises, Lennox goes on to explain the
different formations of homoeomerous parts themselves out of hot/cold and dry/wet and
therefore also the specific differentiae of the parts of animals (ultimately constructed out of the
primary elements—hot, cold, dry, and wet, and out of the second-order qualities, such as
lightness, heaviness, density, rarity, roughness, smoothness, and so on which follow from the
primary; cf. De part. an. 646a13-21) and even the specific functioning of their organs with
respect to a certain genos (cf. esp. p. 346 and p. 357-358) as depending on the perceptible
qualities, which—Ilike all the other poidc—admit of degrees and of the more and the less; cf.
Lennox 1987 p. 346: “thus, should one wish to distinguish one sort of bird from another, it will
be in part by noting the differences in degree between the parts of one and the parts of
another—thicker or thinner bone or blood, heavier or lighter body, thicker or thinner beak, and
so on”. For this is in turn the premise that permits us to think both the individual’s differentiae
within a certain species (eidos) and the differentiae of one species within a certain genus (genos),
as based on the principle of the more and the less; cf. Lennox 1987 pp. 346 ff. (cf. Lennox’s
statement on p. 347: “not only can the differentiating features be said to differ in degree from
one form of a kind to another—the forms of the kind themselves can be said to differ by degree,
or by the more and the less, from each other”, where kind translates genos). Galen does not
clearly appeal to Aristotle’s metaphysical matter/form distinction in his reasoning, as applied to
the biological genos/eidos progressively divisional and variable account (cf. Lennox 1987 p.
348) but, from his functionalist perspective, he certainly echoes this since, as in Aristotle’s
biological works, it is “the more and the less” principle as applied to the primary contrarieties of
hot/cold and dry/wet that determines the individual’s activities and outcomes (energeiai and
erga), stemming from the mixture, that can be evaluated on the basis of the relative symmetric
midpoint of a certain species and genus.
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be more deeply linked i) to the fact that within the very physical mixture there
are different degrees that distance themselves on both the sides from an absolute
midpoint; and ii) to the fact that specific dynameis depend on the many possible
particular qualitative compositions or diaphorai of the kraseis (i.e. kraseis with
a relative midpoint admitting of degrees) and, therefore, energeiai (and erga) of
living beings.

There is a last point to which we will briefly refer. We have said that Galen
“archaically” thinks of health as a symmetry and disease as an asymmetry of the
bodily constituents. This prompts the question as to what to do in case of a
possible imbalance of the bodily constituents. In this Galen proves to be very
“archaic” insofar as he conceives, like the Hippocratic physicians, the treatment
of the imbalance of the bodily constituents as a “correction” and “re-balancing”
of the bodily quanta and qualia®® through dietetic and pharmacological

364 that is, a “correction”

prescriptions. He calls this correction €émavopBwoic,
aiming at obtaining again an “orthé” krasis. The mixture of the body in fact
becomes “right” when the physician intervenes in order to “right” it, i.e. “to set
it upright”. The adjective dp0dg is largely used in Ancient Greek in both literal
and figurative senses and in geometry is said of “right angles”.**> The usage of
this term seems to have Hippocratic origins: in De arte it refers to a metaphor of

the prodigious, demiurgic, correcting power of the medical art to raise a patient

363 In his review of the Hippocratic pre-Aristotelian writers, Tracy highlights this aspect. See his
discussion in Tracy 1969 pp. 32—67. In Hippocratic medical texts the identification of the right
proportion as regards quantity and quality was to be taken into account for the preservation of
health. i) The Hippocratic author of De vefere medicina: in this treatise the physician aims at
finding a diet proportionate to the stronger or weaker constitutions of the patients and for this
reason he tries to find the right proportion (which as we have seen, had to be based on the reaction
of the individual body) with regard to the quantity of food and with regard to the quality (not too
strong and not too weak), by recourse to processes of mixture and concoction; cf. De vet. med.
V; ii) the Hippocratic author of the companion piece to De nat. hom., the so-called Regimen in
Health (whose unity with the rest of the treatise, De nat. hom., has been strenuously defended
by Jouanna (2002 pp. 34-35)), states that the physician should establish the right quantity and
quality of food and drink depending on the season: since a certain season in fact determines the
abundance and the strength of the correspondent humour, the diet should act quantitatively and
qualitatively in order to counterbalance the effects of the predominance of a particular humour
within the body (Ch. 1-4). For example, Chapter 1 states that in order to reach a re-balancing of
the body, during the winter (the cold and moist season which favours the production of phlegm)
one has to eat as much and drink as little as possible (plus dry and minus wet); the food must be
bread and roasted meats (plus dry) and the drink preferably wine (plus warm); cf. Tracy 1969
esp. pp- 37-39 and pp. 50-51.
364 Cf. among other examples Adv. Lyc. CMG V 10.3 p. 6.9 Wenkebach and De meth. med. K.
X 940.7-8 (where it is used the corresponding verb £énavopBow).
365 Cf. Chantraine 2002 s.v.
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suffering from an obscure disease by “shaping his body aright”.°¢ As Vegetti
aptly remarks, a physician cannot “create” a physical body from the elements as
the demiurgic activity of a god or nature can, but (besides re-creating the mixture
only in a secondary sense), he can “correct” the bodily mixture: his intervention
consists in a “readjustment” (i.e. is an epanorthotikos intervention)*®’ of the

qualia and quanta of a body.

T26 Galen De elementis sec. Hipp. K. 1 p. 474.2-17 De Lacy pp. 118.23-120.9:

(1) [...] tva colntar, drttiic kai TG EmavopOmcemg deltat, TG UEV ETEPAG
70 VrepPaAdov v Taic To1dTGL KoAalovomng, THG & AOUTG TV TOD KEVOVUEVOD
Baow dvamAnpodone. (2) 1 pév kabBopodoa TV dupetpiav €vovtio dMmov
oG €0ti Thg mAgovalobong, GAL', 1 O& TO A&lmov AvomTANpodGH TOLOTNG
gvavtio p&v ook Eottv, opototdny &' etvan xpn Th kevmbeion tpdTEPOV oo
néMEL yap avt' dketvic EoecBar ¢ {Dm. TovTi PEv 0DV £6TL TO TPEPEcOaL TOIG
chpacty £k Tivog ovciag dpoiac tfj TpdTEpov Kevadeion yryvopevov. 60ev oipat
Kol TV ovoiav ékeltvnyv tpoev dvopdlopev. (3) nvika 8¢ Katd TOLOTNTA LOVOV
dAoodv Bovrduedo O Hmokeinevov, oig uev TodTo dpAUEV, OO TPOPHS, GAAL
(QAPLOKO TPOGOYOPEDOUEY. 0VK &yovieg &' €VPElV ymPic ovciag ovdE piov
TOWOTNTO GLV TOAG ovciong avtag dvaykoalopedo moparappdvovieg Emeépey

TO1G OEOUEVOLS COUOCTY.

(1) [...] in order to be preserved [the substance of all the bodies subjected
to generation and corruption] needs a double correction, one that curbs excess in

the qualities, the other that refills the place of that which was lost. (2) But the

36 Cf. the beautiful passage from De arte XII describing the Oadua of the medical techne: “Now
the power of the art, when it raises a patient suffering from an obscure disease, is more surprising
than its failure when it attempts to treat incurables [...] And the arts that are worked in materials
easy to shape aright using in some cases wood, in others leather, in others—these form the great
majority—paint, bronze, iron and similar substances—the articles wrought, I say, through these
arts and with these substances are easily shaped aright CEzel tijg ye té€xvng v dvvapiy, okdtav
TveL T@V 0 EdnAa vooghvimv dvaction, Bovudlew agubtepov, 1| OkdTOV Eyyelpnor TOIG
advvaroig [...] toiow bemavopBdTOIGL GOUAGT dNUOVPYEDVTOL LETH TOVTOV SNUOVPYEDUEVD
gvemavopbwta)” (trans. Jones). Here the compound adjective gb-enavopbmrog is used, while the
verb émavopBom is used at De arte 1. These are the only occurrences within the Hippocratic
Collection.

367 Vegetti 1981 p. 58.
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(quality) that purges the imbalance is of course the opposite of the excessive
quality, whereas that which supplies the lack is not a quality but must have the
closest resemblance to the substance that was lost earlier; for it will be its
replacement in the animal. This is [what is meant by] the feeding of bodies; it
comes from some substance similar to that which was lost earlier, and that, I
think is why we call that substance food. (3) But when we want to change the
substrate in quality only, what we use for this we do not call food, but drugs. Yet
since we cannot find even one quality apart from substance, we are compelled
to take the qualities with the substances and administer to the bodies that need

them.

As we see from passage T26.1, the correction (énavopOmaoig) is regarded
as twofold (in the same way as the symmetry is twofold): it is 1) quantitative
(active on the quantum of the bodily substance in order to replenish the volume-
deficit, tfg 6¢ Aoutiig TV TOD KeEVOLpEVOL Pdotv avomAnpovong) and ii)
qualitative (tfig pév €tépag 10 vVepPdriov v Taig mowdtnot kolalovong). The
primary elements are Aristotelically conceived as a substrate that changes, where
the change comes about as a result of an exchange of qualities (T26.3 “katd
ot udvov aAAotodv [...] 10 vmokeipevov™), the substrate being bound up
with the contrarieties (T26.3 “ovk &yovteg o' ebpelv ywpig ovoiag ovdE piav
nowvtnta”’). The archaic aspect, however, clearly stands out, insofar as here two
original Hippocratic principles are at work in order to restore the quantitative
and qualitative symmetries: that of the 1) contraria contrariis and that of the i)

similia similibus.>®® The first correction is associated with a change as regards

3% Similia and contraria are categories that emerged in pre-scientific/popular thought (in
collections of sayings and proverbs, in the Homeric poems); in the wake of the birth of scientific
thinking, they are adopted by Pre-Socratic philosophers to explain the formation and destructions
of the cosmos (Empedocles’ Love and Strife, Eraclitus’ harmony of contraries). The “similar” is
closely associated with the idea of growth, addition, attraction, whereas the “contrary” is closely
associated with the sense of harmony, of symmetry, of health conceived as balanced krasis of
opposite constituents (Ferrini 1996 pp. 15-18). The principles of the similar and the contrary
also underpin (although not exclusively) the method of therapeutic treatment of disease in the
Hippocratic Corpus, even though the remedy of the contraria contrariis is much more
predominant than that of similia similibus (which in the Corpus is predominantly used to
understand physical phenomena). In De loc. in hom. 42, 8-10, two therapeutic principles are
straightforwardly announced together: 1) ai 660var yivovtar vywaivovtol te ai 0dvvol toioty
vrevavtiowow and ii) AAAog 6dg tpoémog 1 ta Spolo vodoog yiveral, Kol 6w ta Opota
mpooPepdeva €k vooedvimv vylaivovtar (cf. the other examples from many Hippocratic
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the quality of the body: “the (quality) that purges the imbalance is of course the
opposite of the excessive quality” (cf. T26.2 “n pév kaBarpodoa v dpetpiov
gvavtia dNmov moldtng €otl ThH¢ mAsovalovons”): these remedies are called
drugs. The second correction is envisioned as a replenishment of the volume-
deficit of the bodily substance by adding a substance that has to be the most
similar to the one lost (cf. T26.2 “Opototdtmv &' eivar ¥pn i kevwdeion
wpotepOV ovoiq”: here is the quantitative aspect which counts, 0 TocoOV TiiC
ovoiag): these remedies are called foods.**

Let us take stock of the findings we have attained in this section. Galen
indeed displays some “archaic”, “Hippocratic”, and “pre-Aristotelian” traits:

1)Health conceived as a symmetry or balance and disease

conceived as an asymmetry of bodily constituents within the mixture.

i1) Attention to the individual nature of the organism in the
evaluation of the condition of the patient: in this case exact numerical

measurements are not useful.

iii) Therapeutic treatment seen as “correction” in the sense of
restoration and re-balancing the bodily constituents as
regards “quantity” and “quality” through dietetics and
pharmacology.

v) Adoption of the Hippocratic therapeutic principles of

similia similibus and contraria contrariis.

However, as we have seen, by drawing on deeply Aristotelian and
Peripatetic physical (and ethical) doctrines, Galen innovates this ‘“archaic”

notion of health as a symmetry of the bodily constituents within the mixture:

writings which Ferrini extensively quotes, among others De victu, De nat. hom., De morbo sacro,
Epidemics; cf. Ferrini 1996 pp. 22-35).

369 The third book De temperamentis is dedicated to the therapeutic aspects of food and drugs,
i.e. to the mixtures in potentiality—but this goes beyond the scope of this thesis. Knowledge of
the qualia and the quanta of substances are at the basis of Galen’s method of healing. As Van
der Eijk notes, in his Therapeutics to Glaucon the first requirements are that the physician must
have knowledge of i) the quality and the quantity of the remedies (poioté€s kai posotés ton
boéthématdn); ii) the mode of their application; and iii) the ability to discern the right time of
application (the kairos, this is also a typically Hippocratic concept; as Van der Eijk notes this
echoes the first Hippocratic Aphorism, “Occasion is fleeting”, kairos oxus); cf. Van der Eijk
2008 p. 288.
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1) He distinguishes an absolute and mathematical (spatialized and,
at least theoretically, numerically calculable) symmetric midpoint within the
mixture (according to the quantity of the substance) from a relative and not
mathematically determinable symmetric meson (according to the dynamis).

i1) He builds on the Aristotelian ethical notion of a “mean relative to
us” to develop his gradualist theory of health: when it comes to health, there is
no absolute and mathematical mean, but only a mean in relation to the
individual’s nature (but we have seen that the germinal roots underlying this
theory can be found in the Hippocratic corpus and we have also understood that
Galen shares this gradual account of health with some other unnamed
physicians).

i) We have also seen that Galen’s mixture has a platos (analogous
to the Aristotelian extended meson of the mixture): the variety of the mixtures
explain the variety of dynameis and, hence, of the activities of the living being
(see the causal connection between mixture—dynamis—energeia): each particular
mixture with its relative midpoint generates a particular (dynamis and then)
energeia.

1v) Every healthy mixture with a relative midpoint (therefore a
healthy dyskrasia) has a platos and admits of degrees: if one bodily activity
works well, this signifies that the mixture hits its relative mean (otherwise the
activity would be impaired); hence, the platos of the healthy dyskrasia and its
relation to the good functioning of the living organism are also factors to take
into account when we speak of Galen’s gradualism: this account enables us to

keep track of what happens on the physical/physiological level.

In sum, if in fact the first symmetry (quantity) is the key to the “perfect”,
“absolute”, and “exact” knowledge of the quantitative aspects of the krasis of
every physical body (i.e. which quantity of hot, cold, dry, and wet possesses a
certain krasis), the second (the dynamis and hence the correspondent activity) is
an “imperfect” and “relative” but “functionalist” symmetry. This relative
symmetry of hot/cold and dry/wet can be assessed from the external activities and

it is functional since, although not completely accomplished and not numerically
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measurable, in any case it allows the living organism to live well and according
to its own nature and to perform its various activities, physical and psychical, at

its best. Though relative and imperfect, this is a “whatever works” symmetry.

1.3.7 The reversibility of the process of mixture

So far we have been dealing with different aspects of the mixture of
primary elements (activators, process of progressive division, ontological status
of the elements in the mixture, alteration and generation of a tertium quid,
absolute and relative equilibrium point of the constituents) and we have
examined the strict dependence of Galen’s model of mixture on the Peripatetic
model (although it presents some further developments permitting him to adapt
his account of mixture to his medical and philosophical system). It is now time
to analyse what happens in the case of the reversibility of the process of mixture:
that is, the moment in which one recovers the constituents of the mixture.

Before properly approaching the phase of reversibility, we should first
point out that Galen distinguishes two types of mixtures: 1) those performed by
God and/or Nature and ii) those also performed by human beings. This will lead
us to better understand where to situate Galen’s theory of mixture within his

general world view. We can see this distinction in the next text.

T27 Galen De temperamentis K. I pp. 562.15-563.13 Helmreich p. 34.5-19:

To pév odv 8ha 8t' AoV odTd Kepdoat, TO Oepuov A&ym Kkai TO Yyouypov Kai
10 ENPOV kai 1O VYpdv, Advvatov avlpOT®. Y| Yap vYpd | pupabdeica pépktot
Hév, g av to 86&ete, kal oVT® KEKpatal TAco Tavti, Tapdesig unv 6Tt T0
TOLODTOV KOTO GLUKPA KOl 0 01" OA®V KpAG1S, GALN TO 01" OA®V AUE® KepAcaL
Beod kail puoemg Epyov, €Tt 0 naAlov, €1 Kol TO Beppov kai O Yyoypov dAa o'

OAOV GAAMAOLS KEPOVVOLTO. TO HEVTOL TOPAOesty €pydcachot TolwTnY, MG
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gkeevyewy TV aictnov €kactov TV ATA®V GOUATOV, 00 PUGEMG TOVTO Ve
novne fj O£0d Tovpyov, AALL Kai HUETEPOV EoTIV. 0VSEV Yap YoAemdV VYpod Koi
Enpod pécov Epydoachal TnAOV €K TG TOLTNG iEEms, doaOTOS d¢ Kai Oepod
Kol youypoD, Kot 6ot poveitot 1O To10DTOV G Kod Tf) 0eppotntt pev edkpatov,

AL Kol 6KANPOTNTOG KOl LOAAKOTNTOG £V TM HEC®.

The total mixing of one with the other, I mean of hot, cold, dry and wet, is
not possible for a human being. When earth is kneaded together with [something]
wet, it seems to one that it has been combined, certainly, and in this sense a
whole has been mixed with a whole; but in fact such a process is a placing
alongside each other of very small parts, not a total mixture; the total mixing of
the two is the work of God, and of Nature, especially in the case where the hot
and the cold undergo total mixture with each other. However, to bring about a
setting-alongside such that each of the simple bodies escapes perception, is not
the work of Nature alone, nor of God, but is achievable by us too. For it is not at
all difficult by this kind of combination to produce clay which is at the midpoint
between wet and dry and also between hot and cold; and such a body will appear
to you well-mixed in terms of hotness, as well as at a midpoint between hardness

and softness. (Trans. Singer)

As we see from the text, Galen distinguishes between 1) a mixture, which,
as we have seen, using a Stoicizing terminology, he calls total (a ot dlwv
Kkpao1g), which is due to the work of nature and/or God; and 1i) a mixture which
he calls mapdabeoic [...] katd opkpa, that is, a juxtaposition of small particles:
this is not only the product of Nature and/or God but is also attainable by human
beings (00 @OGENMC T0DT6 Y& PéVNG §| O£0D TOVPYOV, GALY KOl UETEPOV £0TLV).
Within this second mixture each of the simple bodies escapes sense-perception
(g €xpedye TV aicOnow EKacToV TOV ATADY GOUATOV).

In order to appreciate the difference between these two kinds of mixture
we have to clarify 1) what Galen means when he mentions Nature and God in

this passage; i) why he says that these total mixtures of hot/cold and dry/wet can

176



be performed by Nature and/or God; and iii) which different products bring
these two kinds of mixtures about.

When Galen wrote De temperamentis, he had already written, during his
first sojourn in Rome, the first book of De usu partium, completing it during his
second sojourn in Rome in all likelihood after the writing of De
temperamentis.>’® As is well known, in his De usu partium Galen speaks more
Platonico of a good and wise Demiurge who would have shaped the world and
the bodies of inanimate and animate beings within it.>’”! When in the passage
under consideration Galen speaks of a 0e6¢ who shapes the material elements in
order to give form to living beings, it is plausible that he is referring to the same
demiurgic entity as that present in De usu partium, although in De temperamentis
the presence of such a divine principle is only touched upon. As highlighted by
Kovaci¢, in De usu partium, Nature is described as a good, sapient, and creative
agent (that which Kovaci¢ calls ®YZIZ, which stands in a synonymical relation
with the divine Demiurge) that, however, actualizes itself more Aristotelico in
an immanent principle that shapes a particular organism specifically different
from within (that which Kovaci¢ calls ¢¥o1c) according to a general teleological
plan (that which Kovagié¢ names ®voic).>”?

As noted by Van der Eijk, De temperamentis (and more generally Galen’s
attempts to give an account of human nature) shows a striking combination of

“top-down” and “bottom-up” explanatory strategies. As Van der Eijk remarks:

On the one hand, [in his account of ‘human nature’] Galen highlights the
presence of formal, formative and unifying principles that are of a ‘higher’, even
‘divine’ origin, that are at work within the material structure of the human body
and without which the explanation of its functioning and organic unity is not
possible or at any rate not complete. Yet alongside these undeniable Platonist
and Aristotelian tenets, we also encounter tendencies that rather belong to a

‘materialistic’, or at least anti-metaphysical framework. There is a marked

370 Tlberg 1892 pp. 512-513.

371 Moraux 1984 pp. 326-327 with references.

372 Kovaci¢ 2001 pp. 210-210 and pp. 86-87. These meanings are summarized in the fourth

definition of physis given by Galen and singled out by Jouanna; cf. the previous footnote n. 351.
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tendency, especially in Galen’s works on human physiology and pathology, to
explain physical structures, systems and processes predominantly in terms of

elements, elementary qualities, and their proportions.3”3

Galen’s conception of God and nature as creative agents which—by
making use of the primary qualities as if by moulding them—give form to
specifically different existent beings, would fall within the framework of a
“higher level” teleological explanation as opposed to a “lower level” material
explanation.’”* However, as we can observe in the text under consideration,
Galen declares that this total mixture is produced (cf. the use of the term &pyov)
by Nature and/or God; therefore he seems to be raising doubt regarding whether
it has a natural or divine origin.>” I believe that this total mixture has to be
identified with the capacity that Nature and/or God possess of giving rise to
every existent animate and inanimate being within the cosmos out of a mixture
of hot/cold and dry/wet (that is, of giving rise to their homoeomerous,
constitutive parts).>’® When it comes to the formation of human beings, in his
De temperamentis Galen speaks of a shaping capacity which by following a

teleological design or prétos logos is present in nature and uses the primary

373 Van der Eijk 2014a p. 97.
374 The difference between the two levels can be straightforwardly seen, as Van der Eijk remarks
(cf. van der Eijk 2014a pp. 117-118), when Galen draws a distinction between bodily
characteristics necessarily following from the mixtures of the body and those that are instead
part of the so-called “the original plan”. De temp. p. 69.14-22: “But the hair on the head, in the
eyebrows and in the eyelashes is already present in childhood; for this is generated not in the
manner of the grass, but in the manner of plants that have been fashioned by nature in the original
plan (kata préoton logon hupo tés phuseds apeirgasmenais): they are not a necessary consequence
of mixtures (ouk ex anankés hepomenais tais krasesin), as has been shown, too, in The
Usefulness of the Parts. Nonetheless, even in this case, though their existence is due to the craft
of nature (tén tés phuseds technén), their being black or red—or having any other distinct
characteristic — is a necessary consequence of the mixture due to age” (trans. Singer). In this
remarkable passage, we note the opposition between features that have been shaped, in the
manner of plants, by a demiurgic nature kata préton logon (i.e. the teleological organization of
nature; cf. Jouanna 2012c¢ pp. 292 ff. and De plac. Hipp. et Plat. CMG V 4.1.2 p. 360, 13 De
Lacy), whose features necessarily (i.e. in the manner of the grass) follow from the mixtures (such
as the color of the hair). As Jouanna clarifies, the same analogy between grass/plants and features
that are a necessary consequence of the bodily mixtures/features that are part of the original plan
is re-used by Galen in his De usu part. p. 11.159.21 ff. H.; cf. Jouanna 2012¢ pp. 293-294. For
the meaning and possible translations of the expression kata proton logon hupo tés phuseds cf.
Jouanna 2012c¢ p. 294 f.
375 T owe some reflections on this point to my supervisor, Prof. Ph. Van der Eijk.
376 Later on, in fact, Galen refers to the skin of the hand as the end product of the mixture of
hot/cold and dry/wet performed by nature or God; cf. De temp. p. 34,20-35.2 H.
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qualities as its instruments (literally organa) in order to fashion the animal’s

parts in_accordance with the soul traits and create, therefore, an individual

living being specifically different (a thing that is impossible for human beings)

and whose origin—Galen thinks—may be divine and come from above.?”” It is

377 In two main passages of De temperamentis, Galen deals with the shaping capacity of Nature
and wonders whether it may come from the mixtures themselves or whether it has a divine origin
and comes from above. i) De temp. p. 36.20-24 H.: “for the man who is ‘well-fleshed’ to this
degree is not just in the middle state with regard to moisture and dryness, but has also got an
excellent shaping, which may be possibly follow from the good mixture of the four elements,
but perhaps has some other source of a more divine nature, from above (o0 pdvov yap vypOTNTOG
te Kol ENpoTog &V 1@ pHécE Kabéotnkey O oltmg edoapkog GvOpwTog, ALY Kol SLOmTAICEMS
apiotng teTvOYNKEY, 10MC UEV ETOUEVNG Tf TOV TETTAP®V GTOLKEIOV £VUKPAGiQ, TOX0 O& Tva
Belotépav apynv Etépav Exovong dvwBev)” ii) De temp. p. 79, 20-28 H.: “[the shaping capacity]
is present in nature and is like a craftsman and shapes the parts in a way which is in accordance
with the character traits of the soul (tfig damhactikiic év Ti} VoL duvapeng od pépuvnvtot
TEYVIKTIC T 0Domg Kal Toig 1 Wuyig 100ty dkorlovbmg damdattodong ta pnopia)”’. Concerning
this capacity, Aristotle too, raised the question of whether this capacity perhaps derives from
some more divine cause (0g10tépag TvOg apyiic), rather than simply that found in the hot, the
cold, the dry, and the wet. Those who make rash assertions on this difficult issue, attributing this
shaping to the physical qualities alone, therefore seem to me to be wrong. For it is logical that
these latter are only the instruments by which it takes place, while that which actually does the
shaping is something different (e5Aoyov yép Spyova pév elvan tavtag, T StamAdrtov 8' ETepov).
Cf. the comments on these passages made by Van der Eijk (2014a pp. 118 ff). However, I do not
agree with Van der Eijk when he affirms that the shaping capacity is completely distinct from
mixtures (Van der Eijk 2014a p. 119 and later p. 120), as one in fact has to distinguish i) the first
shaping of an organism by nature and/or God, which make use of a total mixture of hot, cold,
dry, and wet, so as to mould the parts of an individual in accordance with its soul-traits (together
with all the features that are solely due to the shaping principle, such as eyelashes, eyebrows,
etc.) and ii) the further physical and psychological consequences that afterwards necessarily
follow from the mixtures themselves. In fact, only once a complete organism specifically
different is entirely shaped (by the means of hot/cold and dry/wet), do other physical and
psychological characteristics necessarily follow from the bodily mixtures of the whole organism
or of its constitutive parts (i.e. the lower-level material explanation), which preserve a certain
degree of autonomy—working in the manner of the grass, to use the Galenic metaphor (and in
this sense I agree with Van der Eijk’s words: “an autonomy that becomes manifest in the extent
to which states of the body can depart from this standard [the excellent shaping] and in the
variations to this extent—variations that are the product of life-style, environmental and habitat,
that are due to the peculiar history of the individual [...] and can be influenced by food, drinks
and drugs operating in virtue of the same elementary qualities hot, cold, dry and wet”, Van der
Eijk 2014a p. 122). In order to back up his argument, Van der Eijk quotes a passage from De
temperamentis (p. 80.9—-11 H.; cf. van der Eijk 2014a p. 120 n. 78), where Galen says: “It is also
possible that this kind of feature [i.e. having a snub or a hook nose] is work/product [this is the
same term Galen used before, when he spoke of total mixture, i.e. ergon; here I disagree with
Singer’s translation, preferring function] of the shaping capacity, rather than of mixture. If,
however, it were in fact a distinctive sign (gnorisma) of mixture, it would only be an indicator
of that [mixture] in the nose, not of that in the body as a whole”. The passage in question is
difficult, but if we read carefully we understand that Galen wants to speak against those people
who want to infer things about the mixture of the whole body from just a part of it (De temp.
79.19-20 H.). As Galen notes, his adversaries do not consider the role of the shaping capacity,
which makes use of hot/cold and dry/wet as its instruments (organa) in order to shape the parts
of the animal in conformity with the soul-traits (De temp. 79.20-28 H.). A certain characteristic
(in this case the snubness or aduncity of the nose) can in fact be a product (ergon) of this shaping
capacity (obtained through a total mixture of hot/cold and dry/wet), but can also follow
necessarily from (in the abovementioned sense of hepesthai, cf. for example De temp. p. 60.6—
12 H.) that particular mixture of that particular bodily part (and I have the impression that it is
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probably for this reason that Galen uses the coordinating conjuction kei/and and
then also the disjunctive particle #j/or, because in this treatise he is plausibly
concerned with the origin (divine or natural, i.e. external and from above or
immanent and present in nature) of this shaping capacity which makes use of
hot/cold and dry/wet as its organa. In his De usu partium, he clearly attributes
this shaping activity to a good and sapient divine Demiurge, which is described
by Galen as acting as efficient cause on the dry and wet (the material cause) by

means of the active qualities, hot and cold (the instrumental cause).’’® It is

in this last sense that, in the passage quoted by Van der Eijk, Galen speaks of krasis). But since
it is very difficult to judge whether the former or the latter case is correct, the physician has to
be adhering to the evaluation of the particular qualitative composition of that part independently
from its innermost origin (De temp. p. 80, 2224 H.). Therefore, when we talk about mixture in
Galen we should draw a distinction between i) total mixtures brought about by nature and/or
God so as to shape an individual being belonging to a certain species according to a teleological
plan (higher-level of explanation); ii) a mixture of the body or mixtures of its constitutive parts
which, after the complete formation of the organism, work independently within the organism
and produce effects on the organism’s psycho-physiological working (lower-level of
explanation), which is the specific field of enquiry of Galen’s physio-psychology; and iii)
mixtures brought about by humans in order to prepare everything the human being needs to
conduct her life (food, drinks, drugs, etc.).

378 As Donini has shown, Galen adopts the Aristotelizing Platonist scheme of five causes (final,
efficient, material, instrumental, formal); cf. Donini 1980 pp. 358 ff. Cf. De usu part. pp. 1.343.1—
344.3 H.: “Nueig pév yop andvtov ovy €v aitiag yévog, GAAL cOpmavto Afyouev, &v pEv T
TPAOTOV TE Kol KuprdTatov, 6Tt BEATIoV obTme, £peiig 8' anTd Ta Amo T@V opydvav Kai tiig VAN,
oi¢ ypodueVog 6 dnuiovpydg eic 1o PEATIOV £180¢ ExooTov TdVY Yryvopévav dyet [I follow Donini’s
understanding of the passage “used by the creator to lead to the better each form of everything
he brings into being”, which is different from May, who construes £i60¢ as BéAtiov and translates
the passage as “used by the creator to confer the better form on everything he brings into being”]
Tag Hev aptnpiog 100 Tvedpovog pavag, tag 08 eAEPag Epyacduevog oteyavag ot fiv gimopev
aitiav émel §' obtog v €pydoacOar PEdTiov, ¢k P&V TV ApTNPIWd®Y popinv Tfig Kapdiag
€Kpvoag T0¢ PAEROG, €k 08 TAV PAePd®V Tag dptnpiag Emel &' VANV Ekatéparg yopnyelv £0et
TV TpEmovoay, g HEV TNV T0D TveLROTOG Koo TaG aptnpiag, €ig 8& TV £Tépav Tag PAEPag
dvactopmdcog: nel §' v duetvov 10 Svomadéotepov ovtaic oyfjua [i.e. the structure] mepeivan,
GTPOYYOANG Epyacdpevos €mel &' €€ DANG 1€ kol o' opydvev Expiiv avtig dnpovpyficat, 1O pev
VYpOV dvapifag @ Enpd kol Tva yopdv £ dpeoiv olov kNpdv edTHTMTOV Epyacipevog BAny
TaOTNV 101G £00pEVOLS VITERGAETO" TO 08 Beplov T@ Wuxpd Kepdcag, dpyova TADTO dPUCTIKA
mePl TNV VANV TOPECKELACATO, KAK TOVT®V 7)oM), TO HéV Tt ENpaivav Tiig DANG @ Bepud, TO 3¢ TU
TYVOG T® Yuyp®d, TO 08 TL yevvnoag ebkpatov mvedua Tfj Tovtev pikel kdmneld' obto dopuoncog
Te Kol 81acmcag v BAnv, ayyeiov kotkov npoumcsg gdnuovpynoato, mAéov pev g Hing
Enapdov, O BELTIOV v yevésOar moyvTépm, peiov &', O AemTotépw. &rels andoag Hon T A6y
TaG aitiog, THY €K ToD TELOVG, TNV &K TOD ONUIOVPYOD, TRV EK TGV OPYAVWY, TRV &K THS DAY,
v Kara 0 €idog. Donini closely analyses this textual locus, where Galen explains the
generation of the homoeomerous parts of the human being through the doctrine of five causes,
which in this passage he declares to be i) Tiv £k 100 T€AoVG, ii) TNV €K TOD OMpovpyod, iii) v
gk TdV Opydvov, iv) TV &k thg DAng, and v) v kot 10 £idog. The final cause is seen as “the
better” in view of which the Demiurge operates, the efficient cause is the Demiurge himself, the
material cause is identified by the dry and the wet, which mixed together by the Demiurge give
rise to Tva Yopov € aueoiv olov knpov evtommtov (cf. 343.15-19), while the instrumental cause
corresponds to the active qualities of hot and cold which act on the matter. As regards the last
cause, Donini observes that it would make better sense to interpret Galen’s mention of €idog
(343.5: “oi¢ ypmduevog 6 dnpovpydq €ic 1o PEATIOV €160 EKAGTOV TMV Yryvopuévev dyst”) not as
referring to a species of things but, ontologically, as referring to form as opposed to matter
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plausible, therefore, that Galen brought De usu partium to completion after
writing De temperamentis (as Ilberg also seems to notice). As Moraux has
underscored, however, Galen himself does not know for sure what this entity is,
whether it is corporeal or incorporeal or where it is located.’” As Moraux
remarks, this demiurgic activity is not incompatible with the idea of an immanent
natural principle which shapes the organism from the very beginning (that is,
during the phase of embryogenesis) and structures it from within according to a
teleological “evolutionary programme” of the species (the expression is taken
from Moraux).**® As we have seen, during this first stage of development, the
menstrual blood of the mother (containing within it phlegm and black and yellow
bile, which in turn derive from the assimilation of the primary elements
contained in food and drink) progressively form all the solid homoeomerous
parts (as we have seen: through the manifold secondary and derivative dynameis
depending upon the four basic ones, such as bone-producing, nerve-producing,
flesh-producing, and so on). This shaping takes place through a progressive
chain of mixtures and leads to the formation of all the parts of a completely new
organism, which is then altogether made up of a mixture of hot/cold and dry/wet.

On the other hand, Nature and/or God are also responsible for the
generation of all the other products generated when the basic homoeomerous
parts mix in turn (such as in the case of drinks, food, and drugs): the difference
is that the second type of mixture is achievable by means of humans acting as a

part of the wider natural realm: for this reason, Galen says that these kinds of

mixtures are achievable by humans 700 (in order to distinguish them from natural

mixtures, we can call them artificial mixtures). As we see from the text, human
beings are not able to use hot/cold and dry/wet to give rise to natural
homoeomerous parts (such as stones, metals, or the biological constitutive parts
of living beings: this is impossible for human beings. They cannot “create” from
the primary elements and substitute themselves for Nature or God, but they can

bring about mixtures that can only be defined as paratheseis, i.e. juxtapositions.

(contra, Garofalo, who translates this as “realizza il meglio di tutte le specie di cose che vengono
fatte”): if so, it would correspond to the fifth of the causes that Galen lists at the end of the
passage (otherwise Galen’s allusion to a cause xazé 70 eidog would be less intelligible).
379 Moraux 1984 pp. 326-327 with references.
380 For the compatibility between an external demiurgical entity and the immanent natural
principle of development, see Moraux 1984 pp. 332-333.
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For they will never give rise to a natural homoeomerous part constituted by
hot/cold and dry/wet: in natural homoeomerous parts it is not possible to recover
the pure primary elements either mechanically or chemically insofar as pure

primary elements do not exist for Galen within the cosmos—in fact they can be

known only through an intellectual act; cf. De elem. 1 5).>%" However, as in the

total mixture, the simple bodies cannot be seen distinctly either, such as in the
abovementioned case of clay or as in the case of the preparation of food, drinks,
or pharmaceuticals.**?

Now, after having made clear the main differences between these two
types of mixtures, let us take a closer look at the conclusion of a passage whose
preceding section we analysed above (cf. T8), where the moment of the recovery

of the constituents from the mixture is described in detail.

T28 Galen De elem. sec. Hipp. K. 1 p. 490.13-491.4 De Lacy p. 138.7-14:

YPOVOL Yap Oeitan Td CUIKPO HOpLo TV KEPAVVLUEVAV, TV' €lg GAANAL
dpdon kol waon teAémg Kol obtmg £v dmepydontol T0 OAOV Kol OLOIOV £0VTG
v, e tadTd Tol kv TG mopaypfjue pEv oldv te Srayopicar mdiy '
aAMAoV Evia TOV avapydéviov: €l 8' &l TAéov ypoviceley | g Evobfjvar T
Tav, apyovov €Tt dtakpival Te Kol Stedelv and Batépov Bdtepov: AAAL Tepi uev

ToD TpdTOL THG O’ HAWV Kpacemc ipioeTan Kav toig [Tepl papuiakmv.

The small parts of the things being mixed need time to complete their
interaction and thus make the whole one and the same throughout. That is why
it is possible immediately [after mixing] to separate again some of the
ingredients from each other; but if a longer time has passed so that the whole has
become one, there is no longer any way to divide and separate the one from the
other. But we shall speak also in our work On drugs about the method of mixing

through and through. (Trans. De Lacy)

31 As we have already seen, see footnote 232, Kupreeva (2014 pp. 195 ff.), who connects
Galen’s view and a fragment by Numenius; cf. also Moraux 1984 pp. 302-303. The idea can be
already found in Aristotle De gen. et corr. 330b21ff., which Galen knew very well.
382 Boudon-Millot (2011 pp. 269 ff.) explains the connection between the parathesis mentioned
in this very passage and the production of drugs.
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In this important passage, Galen explains the phase of recovery of the
ingredients. As we see, on the one hand, Galen describes this account (where—as
we noted above—he describes the mixture of water and wine) as analogous to
the preparation of pharmaceuticals, as we understand from the mention of the
work On drugs which, as we pointed out, has to be identified with the work On
simple drugs. On the other hand, we should not underestimate the fact that this
key passage explaining the concrete process of mixture of the primary elements
is strategically placed between the two logoi,®® the first centred on the
exposition of the doctrine of the primary elements (the first building blocks of
human nature) and the second focusing on the four humours (the secondary
building blocks of human nature)}—as we have seen, the mixture of the former
give rise to the latter.’®* Therefore, it also represents his general model of
mixture.

In the passage in question there are some noteworthy elements: 1) the
reversibility of the process of mixture takes place through a process of re-
division and re-separation of the constituents occurring after the unification (cf.
the verbs used: daympicor mdAlv, dwaxpival, diereiv); ii) the relevance of the
time-variable: right after mixing it is possible to separate the ingredients from
one another (although here Galen does not say how, chemically or mechanically,
this re-separation process could be possible to put into practise®); in this sense
human beings’ mixtures are paratheseis, because—although a unification takes
place at the end of the process of mixture—it is possible to recover the previous

ingredients. If instead a longer time has passed it is not possible to re-gain the

383 As De Lacy points out, although Galen refers to his De elementis as a unique book, he divides
it into two /logoi; cf. De Lacy 1996 pp. 43—45.

384 As we see, this model of mixture is valid both for so-called “basic” homoeomerous parts
(those deriving from the mixtures of the primary elements) and “complex” homoeomerous parts
(those deriving from a mixture of—previous—mixtures). According to Fine (1995 pp. 301-302),
Aristotle did not draw a distinction between the two. But if we inspect his account of mixture in
De gen. et corr. (110, 11 7-8), we see that Aristotle puts both kinds on an equal footing: bones,
flesh (De gen. et corr. 334b30), the mixture of wine and water (De gen. et corr. 1 10 328a27), or
the alloy of tin and copper (De gen. et corr. 328b8). In his De mixtione Alexander follows the
same path.

385 In his De mixtione, as we saw in footnote n. 170, Alexander is much more precise and gives
us some examples of (chemical and mechanical) separation of the mixture.
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ingredients and the mixture will be indissoluble: this kind of mixture (like that
one that only Nature and/or God can perform) is called total mixture (61" SAwv
Kpaoewq), a definition that is clearly applied to the preparation of drugs (as if the
physician’s work could be assimilated to that of Nature or of God, creating new
beings out of the primary elements). In this mixture the constituents have been
welded together over time such that it is not possible to go back.

At any rate, one question remains: in the case of reversible mixtures, once
recovered, will the constituents be the very same as those which gave rise to the
mixtures? As we have learned, the difference between the Stoic and the
Peripatetic accounts is that the Stoics claim to recover the very same ingredients
of the mixture, whereas Alexander stated that the recovered constituents can only

be specifically identical. What is then Galen’s position in this regard?

T29 Galen De elementis sec. Hipp. K. 1 pp. 495.16-497.3 De Lacy 142.17-144.7:

(D&v pév yap © paiveton o aipa kaddmep kol 1O yalo. diddoket &' 6 Adyog ovy
&V DIapye anTO KOOOTL Unde 1O YdAa. TO HEV Yap GKpS E0Tiv OppdOES Kol
AEMTOV €V T@ YAAAKTL, TO 0" AKP®G TVPMOES Kol TToyD. TaDTA ' MG HEV EKEKPATO
TPOC AAAN 0, pécov amelpyaleto O yaAia Tupod kol dppod, dtokplOévta 68 THV
7' oikelov idéav &vedeitaro xoi v 10D yéhaxtog £5e1Ee POy, M 0vK dp' &V v
dpiBdc, GAL' 8 dvavtiov te kai S10pepdVTOV GuyKeitevoy. (2) dG ovV &V T6)
YOAOKTL TO pév doTtv Oppdc, 1O 8¢ Tupdg, obtme &v aipatt T p&v olov iymp
aipatog dvaroyov dpp@d YéAoktog, TO §' olov 1ADg TIC Koi TpOE dvaroyov T
TpR. [...] 10 pHev yap Epubpov akpiBdc eaivetal, To 0& EavOdtepov TovTOL, TO
0¢ peldvtepov. oty 01 08 Kol cop®dG EmavOel TL AgukOV oOT® Kol TOTE
TEAMOVOV dmav | épdvn kol vij Ala ye TOALAKIG €yyUg T® pélavt Kabdmep Tig

TOPPUPO KATOKOPHG, AOT 0vY &V AKptPdS TO aipta.

(1)For blood, like milk, appears to be some one thing; but reason teaches
us that it is not one thing, just as milk is not. One part of milk is extremely serous
and thin, another is extremely cheese-like and thick. As long as they were mixed

together they produced milk midway between cheese and whey; but when
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separated they exhibited their own proper form and revealed the nature of milk,
that it was in fact not just one thing but a composite of opposite and differing
things. (2) As then in milk there is whey and there is cheese, so in blood there is
a kind of serum analogous to the whey in milk, and there are dregs, as it were,
and lees analogous to the cheese. [...] one (blood) is pure red in appearance,
another is yellower than that, another darker. At times there is a clearly white
efflorence in it, and sometimes the whole of it appears livid, and often, by Jove,

nearly black, like some deep purple dye; therefore, blood is not just one thing.

As we see from the text, Galen establishes an analogy between blood
(more precisely, the menstrual blood of the mother, which is a mixture of blood,
phlegm, and yellow and black bile; cf. T29.2) and milk (which is created when
cheese and whey meet half-way; cf. T29.1 “péoov danepyaleto 10 Yo Topod
Kol Oppod”’, the same example Alexander gives at De mixtione 231,30, where, in
addition, he also speaks of a catalyst, a heated stone cast into the milk, forcing
the separation). Both are in fact regarded as a seemingly homogeneous mixtures
made up of different constituents; when Galen describes the separation process
of milk into whey and cheese, he declares that the components “when separated
they exhibited their own proper form and revealed the nature of milk” (cf. T29.1
“Orakpdévta 6¢ v T' oikeiov idéav €vedeioto kal TNV oD YaAaxktog £0e1&e
evow”). As we see, the term id¢a (which here does not refer to the Platonic
meaning, given that it does not refer to eternal and superspatiotemporal
essences>®) probably indicates the external and visible appearance of both the
constituents, whey and cheese.*®’

In this case, we can say that is very hard to pinpoint Galen’s own position
in this regard, that is, whether by making usage of the example of the separation

of milk into whey and cheese he means that is possible to recover the very same

386 On the Platonic theory of ideas see Baltes and Lakmann 2005 pp. 1-23. As De Lacy remarks,
Galen sometimes uses this term with reference to Plato’s conception; cf. De Lacy 1991 p. 294.
387 A possible objection would be that milk is a natural homoeomerous part (therefore, a product
of a total mixture) that can instead be separated into cheese and whey. Indeed, in the case of milk
it is not possible to recover its basic constituents (i.e. fire, air, water, and earth). But we can
hypothesize that Galen wants to explain the causal mechanism of separation and the generation
of two resultant components (which we claim would be only similar, and not identical) without
properly dealing with the recovery of the previous constituents; the same happens in
Alexander—cf. De mixt. 231.30-232.3 Bruns; cf. Kupreeva 2004a pp. 311-312.
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constituents that gave rise to milk or whether he intends to say that these
constituents are only specifically the same. We can observe that Galen once more
takes an anti-dogmatical position against this last critical point concerning the
reversibility of the constituents: he does not explicitly say that the recovered
constituents can be specifically identical, but, on the other hand, he says that the
constituents will have to be the same, at least according to their idéa or external
form/appearance, a claim which—although anti-dogmatic—seems again to be in
line and consistent with the Peripatetic account, as in Aristotelian thinking the
external form idéa/popen is in any case linked to the internal structure of a
composite belonging to a certain species.>*

However, we register a development in comparison to the
Aristotelian/Peripatetic model. If (as we have seen), Aristotle declares that is
possible to recover the constituents and does not explain how, and if Alexander
offers some examples of chemical and mechanical separation in order to show
that in contrast to the Stoic account, the recovered constituents can be only
specifically different (although Alexander does not discuss the case of the
reversibility of a natural homoeomerous part), Galen also contemplates the
possibility of non-reversible mixtures: so-called total mixtures.

On the one hand, Galen singles out a total mixture performed by Nature
and/or God whose products are the homoeomerous parts of compound natural
bodies (inanimate and animate). Ultimately, in living beings this gives rise to a
chain of mixtures bringing about the complete formation (diaplasis) from within
of a new organism belonging to a certain species. We underlined that Galen
assigns to Nature and/or God (as we saw, at the time of De temperamentis he is
still in an enquiring phase) the power of making use of hot/cold and dry/wet,
totally mix them and giving rise to every existent being from within through a
series of progressive mixtures whose particular combinations/proportions
always bring about increasingly new supervening higher-level qualitative

determinations (as we have seen: from food and drink to the four humours

present in the menstrual blood, from these to homoeomerous parts, up to the

formation of the entire living being belonging to a certain species according

388 Cf. Metaph. 1029a3f.
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to an overall teleological plan). And in this sense his speculation is perfectly in

line with the Peripatetic thought of his time. These mixtures are irreversible
simply because one cannot recover the primary elements they are made up of: as
we have shown, primary elements cannot even exist in their pure state within
Galen’s cosmos.

On the other hand, he also assigns a prominent role to the mixtures that
human beings can produce, yielding the generation of food, drinks, drugs, and
every other product obtained by means of human action. In contrast to the
philosophical tradition he patently draws on (which does not stress this point),
he establishes a neat separation between these two kinds of mixtures, as he wants
to call attention to the fact that human beings foo can bring about mixtures. In
fact, Galen was a physician, and for a physician, who needs to deal with the
preparation of drugs or with dietary prescriptions, it was crucial and all-
important to mix the ingredients well in order to produce drugs, foods, and drinks
and to know their nutritive and curative properties. Among all the possible
mixtures that human beings can produce, a special status is held by medicaments.
Like the total mixtures performed by Nature and/or God, they are not reversible
into their initial constituents, as if they were also a “creative” act comparable to
those of a demiurgic entity; but this is not strange at all in Galen’s world-view

which as we will see in the next chapter it is not only anthropocentric but even

2

“doctor-centric”™—its centre and perfect midpoint between hot/cold and dry/wet
and in comparison with all the bodies subject to generation and corruption is the

hand of the physician.
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Chapter II

From the mixture to the mixtures. Galen’s system of nine mixture.

2.1 Galen’s De temperamentis Book I and his system of nine mixtures

Galen’s De temperamentis Book I provides a smooth transition from his
elementary Physics and theory of elemental mixture, seen from a physical
standpoint (which is mainly given throughout his De elementis and his
Commentary on Hippocrates’ Nature of Man), to his account of mixture as
applied to physiology (De temperamentis Book II), and to the basis of his
pharmacological doctrines (Book III). More precisely, in this first book Galen
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aims to find out “all the distinct types of mixtures: how many there are, and of
what kind, as one separates them by genus and species”;*® in this case, not the
mixtures that human beings can bring about but the bodily mixtures of animals
(Cda) understood both as those which generate out a complete new organism
specifically different (at a higher level of explanation) and as physiological
structures autonomously working within a specific organism (and whose
functioning does not affect the very essence of that organism, at a lower level of
explanation).

Although we have demonstrated the strict dependence of Galen’s own
account of mixture on the Peripatetic model of mixture of his times (which was
harmonically integrated with a revised theory of the four humours of Hippocratic
origin), in their accounts of mixture, neither Aristotle nor Alexander (or any
other preceding Peripatetic) develop a precise classification of the typologies of
mixtures. That is probably due to the fact that a classification of mixtures is
needed above all for medical purposes (recognizing the type of imbalance within
a certain mixture meant finding an adequate therapeutic treatment), whereas the
theoretical rationale of Aristotle’s account of mixture was that of explaining the
extreme variety of chemical combinations and of biological tissues, while
Alexander’s main justification in his De mixtione was instead that of developing
a systematic critique against the oncoming Stoic alternative. Hence, Galen had
to look elsewhere to work out a proper and original classification that could be
adjusted to his own medical and philosophical theories.

In fact, as we will see in this chapter, on the one hand Galen deals with the
earlier medical and philosophical traditions and recaps the opinions of his
predecessors and, on the other, he engages in a fervent polemic against the
Pneumatists and the founder of the school, Athenaeus of Attalia, on the most
well-mixed mixture. In this second chapter, we will bring to the foreground
Galen’s earlier and later medical and philosophical milieus in order to
reconstruct the historical and theoretical sources of his scheme of nine mixtures
(eight bad mixtures and one good mixture) and weigh up his original
contributions to the earlier philosophical and medical tradition. Moreover, we

will show that the scheme of mixtures is not fixed but, on the contrary, can

3% De temp. p. 1.7-8 H.
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change from species to species and from genus to genus and that this has direct
implications on Galen’s teleological outlook concerning not only the generation
and development of a single living organism as specifically different (as we have

seen) but, more broadly, his entire world-view.

2.2 Galen against his predecessors and contemporaries and his criticism of

Athenaeus of Attalia and his followers in De temperamentis Book I

Galen begins the exposition of Book I of De temperamentis by pointing
out that the best among the ancient physicians and philosophers had already
demonstrated that the bodies of living beings are made up of a mixture of hot,
cold, dry, and wet, in unequal parts.>*® Although Galen does not give the names
of the authorities to which he is referring, he seems to be referring to past
authorities, as he calls them “moonoi”.>*! More precisely, in De temperamentis
I'1 Galen identifies two groups of thinkers: 1) a first group according to which
there are four mixtures: a wet and hot one as opposed to a wet and cold one,
and a dry and cold one as opposed to a dry and hot one, and ii) a second group
according to which it is impossible to have a hot and wet and a cold and dry
mixture, whereas there are instead only two types of mixtures: a hot and dry
mixture and a cold and wet mixture.?

On the one hand Galen dedicates two of incisive lines to a description of
the second system, made up of two types of mixtures: as he maintains, these
thinkers would have said that “when the hot is dominant the wetness will be
consumed by it and thus the body will become hot and dry (damavacOot pev yop
VO 100 Ogpprod Kpatodvrog TNV VLyPOTNTO Kol oVT® Oepuov Gua kol Enpov
yiyveoBou 10 odpa); but in bodies where the hot is weak, the wetness remains
undigested and unable to be processed (pévety o' AnenTOV TE KOl AKATEPYAGTOV);

so that it is necessary that dryness will follow in cases of dominant hotness, and

30 De temp. p. 1.1-4 H..
¥ De temp. p. 1.3—4 H.“molaroic dvpéoty ikavig dmodédetktal pilocdpmv te Kai iatpdv Toig
apiotoig”; cf. also De temp. 7.3—4 H.
32 De temp. p. 2.4-12 H.
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wetness will be the consequence in cases of predominant coldness (&Hot'
dvarykaiov eivar Oeppottog pév émikpotovong EmecOat Enpdtnra, YuxpoOTNTOg
d¢ mheovekTovong dxolovdsiv Hypdtnta). In this way, then, these people have
persuaded themselves that there are in total two distinct types of mixture”:** a

hot/dry one and a cold/wet one.***

393 De temp. p. 2.14-21 H.

3% Although, as I have hinted, Galen does not name these ancient authorities who theorized this
bipartite scheme of mixtures, this description echoes some passages of De Victu, a treatise which
Galen knew (although he rejects it as not genuinely Hippocratic, probably because of a binary
elemental system—cf. Smith 1992 p. 263 ff.). As is well known, in De victu, a well-balanced
mixture of fire and water makes up the physical constitution of the healthiest man (Vict. I CMG
12.4 Joly 132 p. 148, 3—4) as well as his soul (CMG I 2.4 p. 142, 68 Joly). Each of these two
elements, fire and water, is associated with two primary qualities: fire is hot/dry and water is
cold/wet: neither fire and water exist in separation but are always mixed with each other since
they preserve something of the other element; water has the dry from fire and fire has the wet
from water (CMG 12.4 p. 128.20-22 Joly “to0tev 6¢ mpockeital EKATEP® TAdE" TA PEV TVPL TO
Beppov kai 10 Enpov, T@ 6 oAt TO Yuypov Kol 0 Vypov: £xel 8¢ ar' AAMA®Y TO PEV TOp ATo
70D BOATOG TO VYpoOV: &V yap &V mupl VYPOTNG TO O& BO®P GO TOd TLPOG TO ENPoV™). For these
two elements, fire (which is said to move everything) and water (which is said to nourish
everything), seem to be compresent within the same mixture and show a dynamic relation so that
each dominates and is dominated in turn, by alternately reaching the greatest minimum and the
greatest maximum (CMG 1 2.4 126.10-11 Joly “év pépet 8¢ €kdtepov kpotel Kol Kpateitat &G TO
pAKioTov kol to EAdyiotov ®g dvuotov”’). The fire reaches its maximum by going over the last
part of water, but it lacks of nourishment (which it has as it consumes the water) and turns back
to where it will again find nourishment; the water reaches its maximum by going over the last
part of fire, and when this happens, the water stays still. But when it stays still, it is no longer
dominant, but is consumed and becomes nourishment for fire, which assails it (CMG I 2.4
126.11-15 Joly “10 pé&v ndp €ne&iov €ni 10 EoyoTov Tod VOATOC, EMAEITEL 1] TPOPT), ATOTPETETAL
o0V 80ev uédkel TpépecBar TO 8¢ Bdwp melidv mi 1O Eoyatov Tod TVpdC, Emheinet 1 kivnolg,
fotatat obv &v TovT®, dTav 8¢ oTij, OVKETL | éykpatéc éotiv, GAN §idn T® SuminTovTl TVpi £C THYV
POV KotovaAicketal”). On the fire/water relation in De victu cf. Barto§ 2014 pp. 293-295.
So even if these two elements can assume various forms (CMG I 2.4 p. 126.23 Joly “moAAdg kol
navtodomag i6éac”), and they are different to one another in respect to appearance and power
(CMG 1 2.4 p. 126, 24-25 Joly “ovdev opoimv aAAAolcy obte THV dyiv obte TV dOVOULY”),
they can in turn reach a maximum and a minimum and give rise to two distinct elements: fire
(hot/dry) when fire is at its maximum and water (cold/wet) at its minimum, and when the
opposite takes place, water. Their relation is comparable to Aristotle’s potentiality/actuality
relation between contrarieties, only here we have an elemental binary system where the hot/dry
element preserves a wet component and the cold/wet element preserves a dry component. And
it is thanks to this dry/wet contrariety that both the elements prevail in turn over one another. It
is important to point out that we will never have two pure primary elements; they will be always
mixed with each other: we can see that the boundaries between elements and elemental mixture
are extremely blurry. As we have seen, the very same relation is assumed in the case of
Aristotle’s simple bodies, which are always thought of as mikta (with the others); cf. De gen. et
corr. 330b22 ff. And whereas fire and earth are conceived as extremes, air and water are thought
of as “intermediate and more mixed (péca 0¢ kol peprypéva podiov 330b24). It seems to me
that there are elements of similarity between De victu's theory of mixture and Galen's account of
the predecessor(s) who theorized two types of mixture: a) there are two couples of qualities
(hot/dry and cold/wet), which are indissolubly linked with one another: the hot co-exists only
with the dry and the cold only with the wet; b) the two couples of qualities are both present in
the mixture but only one is dominant, while the other one is dominated (cf. the use in De victu
of the verb kpatéw in reference to hot dry fire and wet cold water and in De temperamentis of
émkpatém and mheovektém in reference to heat, which also has the power of drying moisture,
and to coldness, which has also the power of moistening dryness); ¢) the cold/wet is consumed
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On the other hand, Galen describes the arguments of those who do not
accept what he calls the tpdtov a&iopa, i.e. that moisture would be dried out by
the prevailing heat.>®> For they think that “the function of the hot is to heat, as
that of the cold is to cool, of the dry to dry, and of the wet to moisten (mpdtot
10D Ogpuod piv Epyov sivai goot 10 Oepuoively dGomep oD Woypod TO YoyEw,
100 Enpod &' avd 10 Enpaively Homep oD Vypod 1O Vypaivew)”. According to
Galen, these thinkers would affirm that each quality has its own inalienable
function (&v ékatépag kavtadba mordtNTog Epyov £xovong ayxmpiotov), and it
does not necessarily follow that that which is hot also dries at the same time.
Galen marshals several examples to back up this line of reasoning aimed at
separating the power of heat from a drying action and the power of cold from a
moistening action: a) he lists various examples taken from common sense-
perception, e.g. bodies which are naturally dry and hot, which heat in virtue of
their hotness and dry in virtue of their dryness (“kai o1t T000' dco pév chpoTa
Oepud TV @O dotiv Bua kol Enpd [...] 7| név Oepud, Oeppaivery, 1| 8& Enpé.,

Enpaivewv”), like a fire, or the double power of the summer sun as it not only

by the hot/dry—when the hot/dry is weak, the cold/wet remains stagnant (De victu: fire consumes
water; De temperamentis: the dominant heat consumes the moisture by a drying action; De victu:
when water is predominant, reducing the power of fire, the water keeps still—ictatavotij; De
temperamentis: when the heat is weak, the moisture remains uncooked and undigested—ypévewv
§' dmemtov te kai akotépyactov); d) further, in De victu LXXIX CMG 1 2.4 p. 210, 24-27 Joly,
right at the beginning of the chapter it is said: “Sioywpéel 10 oitiov avtéoioy Vypov dmentov [...]
mhoyovot 8¢ Todto pdMota ai Kotiot doot Dypai Kol youypai giotv: i HEv v youxpdTTo. 0V
Euveyel, dia 8¢ v Vypotnta dwywpéer (their food passes watery and undigested; [...] It is
especially bowels that are cold and moist that show these symptoms. The coldness prevents
digestion, and the moistness makes the bowels loose [therefore, the lack of hotness produces
humidity and reduces the capacity of digestion])”; e) the fact that in De Victu the author is
speaking of mixture seems to be clear from the fact that when he accounts for the relationship
between fire and water, he also claims that these two elements are always changing into this or
to that (De victu CMG 1 2.4 p. 126.25-26 Joly “aA)' aiel dAlolobpeva €nl Ta Koi €nl T0””) and
that they change by mixing or being separated (CMG 1 2.4 p. 126, 27-28 “copucydueva 8¢ kai
Sdwakpvopevo ariotottor”), in addition saying later on that in his opinion these two terms are
really what he means (CMG 12.4 p. 128.6—11 Joly ““O 11 8' v dtaAéympot yevécOar 1j drnorécba,
TV TOAAGV eivekev Epunvevn’ Tadto 88 EvupicyscOar kol Staxpivesol SnAd: Exel 8¢ Hde:
vevésBat Kol dmoAiésBot TwvTo, Spyfivorl Kol dtakpBijvat Towdto, avénbijval kol peiwdijvor
TOLTO, yevésOat, Euppyfivat Twutod, anoiécBal, petmdijval, Stokpdival T@vtod, EKAcToV TPOG
TAvTo Kol TAVTO TPOG EKAGTOV TMVTO, KOl OVOEV TAVIOV TOVTO O VOHOG Yap Ti QUCEL TTepl
tovtv évavtios”). I am grateful to Hynek Barto§ for drawing my attention to the fact that, in
the abovementioned passage from De temperamentis, Galen speaks of hot and dry and a cold
and moist mixtures, while in De victu fire and water are elements; but, as we have seen, fire and
water do not seem to be conceived as separated—they are always together as indissoluble parts
of a whole, the mixture, which reaches the greatest maximum (extreme hotness and dryness or
extreme coldness and moisture) and a greatest minimum.

393The section I am referring to is De temp. p. 2.22-5.20 H.
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heats but also dries out the body of people who spend too much time outside
during the summer; moreover, he quotes the case of hot and wet bodies that at
the same time heat and moisten, such as hot water, which Galen calls “sweet”
waters (Oomep T AOVTPA TOV YAVKE®DV DOGT®V); b) examples from the literature:
for Galen in fact makes recourse to a Homeric quotation (Il. XXI 346-7) that
testifies the presence of a wind that is cold and dry at the same time, Borea; c) a
pharmacological example: the power of cooling and drying at the same time in
poppy juice; d) an argument taken from Aristotle’s account of change, according
to which “what is changing must, in the respect in which it is changing, be
moving towards the opposite (t0 yap petaPdirov, N petofdrler, Tov
peTayopeiv d&l Tpdg tovvavtiov)”.??® According to these thinkers, as Galen
declares at the conclusion of this section, reasoning and examples demonstrate
that there could be a mixture of hot and wet and cold and dry (Gua &' dypov Tt
Kai Oeppov kol Yyoypov dpo kai Enpov eivar duvatdv, i & Te Adyog anédeite kai
T Kp® Tpochev ipnuéva mapadeiyuata), in contrast to those who held this to

be impossible.>*’

39 Cf. the following footnote.

37 1t is very difficult to point to a precise reference but this group of ancient physicians and
philosophers to which Galen refers seems to place itself within what Galen regarded as a
genuinely Hippocratic theoretical framework which, according to Galen, matches Aristotle’s
physical doctrines. In fact, the separation of the four actions of cooling, heating, drying, and
moistening seems to be attested to in Chapter 2 of De natura hominis, where the author raises a
criticism not only towards those who think that there is only one element from which everything
comes to be, but also against those who think that there is a unique substance modified by the
contrariety of hot and cold from which all the other couples of opposites are generated:
sweet/bitter, black/white, and so on. The Hippocratic author assimilates this theoretical position
to that of the monists, as it is declared that these thinkers believe in the existence of a unique
substance that is progressively modified by a first couple of contrariety (hot/cold), although it
does not seem to be possible to recognize with certitude the polemical target of the Hippocratic
author (CMG I 1.3 p. 166.15-168.2 Jouanna: “Tdv 6¢ mrpwv ol pév tveg Aéyovotv, g
BdvOpwmog oipo podvov €T, oi 8' oaOTEDV YOMV QUOY Eval TOV owep(mcov &viol 6¢ Tiveg
PAéypas énioyov 88 motedvrar kod ovTol TEVTEG TOV 0TOV” EV Yap T Eivel @acty, § T1 EkacTog
avtéwv BovreTtar dvondoac, Kal TodTo &v £0v petorhdocey TV i6ény Kol Tiv dVvauwy,
avaykalopevov Vo T ToD Oeppod kai Tod yuypov, Kai yivesOm Kai YAVKD Kol TIKPOV Kol
Aevkov kai péhav Kai wevtoiov”; cf. also Jouanna comm. ad loc.). By contrast, the author says
that there are four main powers (heating, cooling, drying, and moistening), reciprocally
interacting, because of which the body gets sick (CMG I 1.3 p. 168.2—8 Jouanna: ““Epoi 8¢ 000¢
tadta Sokdel e Eyev: ol pév ovv mheictor TowdTd Twva kol &1l &yyvtata TOLTE®V
dmopatvovrar. By 64 enut, €1 &v v 6 dvOpwmog, 00démot’ dv Hyeev: 00dE yap v v D¢' Tov
dlyfoetev &v dv- €1 &' ovv kol GAyGELeY, Gvaykn Kol 1O ibpevoy &v eivar vovi 88 moAl:
TOMAA Yap €0TV €V T® cOUaTL EvedvTa, O, OkdTavV V' dAiNlov Tapd @OcLy OeppaivnTai T
Kol yoyntol, koi Enpaivntei ¢ Kol Dypaivntor, voucoug Tikter dote ToAhal pEv idéat T@dv
vovonuatov, ToAln 6¢ kol 1 inoig avtémv €otiv”’). In order to support the previous statement
that each of the qualities has its own inseparable action and, therefore, the hot cannot also have
a drying function, as the cold cannot also have a moistening function, Galen gives the example,

193




Galen mentions a third group of thinkers according to which there are four

mixtures, but accounted for in a different manner. In their view, heat not only

clearly appealing to Aristotle’s physical doctrines (which in Galen’s views are totally in
agreement with Hippocrates, cf. the beginning of I 5 in De elem. sec. Hipp.), of a qualitative
change from the opposite poles of a contrariety so as to show that if something changes, it
changes into its opposite, i.e. white turns into black in the same way that hot turns into its
opposite, cold (De temp. p. 4.7-13 H—"“we say that a person became, or is becoming, skilled in
music. Evidently [he does so] from [a state of] not being skilled in music; and similarly, someone
becomes skilled in reading and writing from [a state of] not being skilled in this way, and
someone becomes skilled in public speaking from [a state of] not being skilled in this way”; see
De temp. p. 4.22-26 H. and for a parallel De gen. et corr. 323b19 ff.). This qualitative change or
alloiésis is put on equal footing with the half-way qualitative change occurring in the mixture
when the hot and the cold assimilate to each other and find a midpoint; in fact, as we have already
noted, in Galen’s oversimplified Aristotelian Physics no distinction is drawn between what,
according to Aristotle, is alloidsis and what is mixture (nor, as we have seen, between these
changes and the substantial generation). Moreover, this group of thinkers Galen speaks of,
although having recognized that each quality has its own distinctive power, is reported to have
identified four different mixtures: i) hot/wet, ii) hot/dry, iii) cold/dry, and iv) cold/wet. In this
case too, we find a correspondence between the Hippocratic and Aristotelian traditions. Indeed,
in the Nature of Man, the human being is regarded as a mixture of the four humours where each
of the humours (which alternatively prevails over all the others due to external or internal factors)
is associed with a couple of primary qualities, so that we altogether have four bodily mixtures:
i) phlegmatic (cold/wet), ii) sanguineous (hot/wet), iii) bilious (hot/dry), and iv) melancholic
(cold/dry). On the other hand, in his elemental theory, mainly expressed in his physical writing
De gen. et corr., although Aristotle does not work out a scheme of mixtures, as we have noted,
the simple bodies themselves are conceived as “mixed” insofar as they never exist in a pure state.
Therefore we have a quadripartite system of “mixtures” (if we think of the simple bodies as
“mixed”): 1) a fiery body (where hot and dry prevail over the others), ii) an airy body (where hot
and wet predominate over the others), iii) a watery body (where cold and wet prevail over the
others), and iv) an earthy body (where cold and dry prevail over the others). A further point can
be made in favour of our reading: in Galen’s view there is another treatise of the Hippocratic
Collection that is regarded as perfectly in agreement with the Nature of Man: On air, waters,
places. This is because it is based on the theory of mixture of hot/cold and dry/wet as primary
building blocks of the cosmos (cf. Quod animi mor. K. IV p. 799). This treatise provides us with
two passages that parallel the section of Galen’s De temperamentis which lists, among other
examples, that of hot sweet waters (De temp. p. 3.6-9 H.) and that of the wind Boreas (De temp.
p. 3.20-26 H.). On the one hand, the Hippocratic author of On air, waters, places, when he
describes the sun’s double power of drying and heating as applied to the process of formation of
the rain water, analogously to Galen’s passage, compares the process of the formation of rain to
the evaporation of sweat due to the drying action of the sun (cf. Aer. CMG I 1.2 p. 40.17 ff.
Diller); moreover, analogously to Galen’s passage, in the same textual locus, the Hippocratic
author speaks of hot “sweet” waters which are the result of sun’s heating power, as the sun’s
heat would exert a “sweetening” function on the remaining part of the water which does not
evaporate (cf. 4er. CMG I 1.2 p. 42.1 ff. Diller). On the other hand, however, in the same text
the northerly wind, Boreas, is described as having a drying and cooling action (cf. Aer. CMG I
1.2 p. 50.5 Diller); in Galen’s text too there is a reference to Boreas’ power of cooling and drying
which is supported by the Homeric quotation, as we have noted. To sum up, although in Galen’s
section no mention is made of the genuine Hippocratic (in Galen’s view) doctrinal core nor of
Aristotle’s physical doctrines, the correspondences we have found are striking and noteworthy.
For if our reading of the text is plausible, then we can infer some important points from it: i)
Galen does not quote directly his predecessors because he does not want to appear in open
contrast with them and indeed he is not: as we showed, he inherits both these archaic traditions
(although updating and aligning them with his own times) and, ii) Galen uses the sources quite
peculiarly: behind the reference to a group of thinkers there is no a single medical or
philosophical tradition or authority, but a smooth abridgement of Hippocratic and Aristotelian
physical doctrines which seems to be consistently re-worked so as to bring out an alleged
quadripartite system of mixtures (which is indeed absent in the writings Galen would refer to).
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has the power of warming, but also the power of drying, because it is the most
active of the four qualities (Umokepévov tod Beppod OPUCTIKMTATOL TAV
tettdpmv); but this double power of heat does not prevent a new-born animal
from having a hot and wet mixture at the moment of its first generation. Over
time, however, bodily moisture is consumed by heat: consequently, the body
dries out and gets hot and dry rather than hot and wet (dei yap é&ucpalopevov
V7O T0D Ogprod 10 Vypov &V T YpOdvm ENpov dmodei&el T0 odua Kol oVTmG 00K
av £t Oepuov kai Vypdv, dAha Beppov €in kai Enpoév). But over a much longer
period of time, the adult animal’s hot and dry mixture becomes cold and dry
because, as soon as the heat has entirely consumed the moisture of the body, it
will begin to fade out, no longer abounding from the nourishment from which it
was kindled (émedav yap ékPookniontor v ikpddo macov adtod 10 OepUov,
dpyecBor TovvtedOev 1O eaci kol avTo papoaivecsBor uniét' edmopodV TPoPTic,
00ev é&nmteto). As we see, therefore, the latter two groups of thinkers (both
attacking the former theory of two mixtures) hold different opinions on the
powers of the qualities: according to the first group, a quality could have only
one corresponding power, the hot the power of heating, the cold the power of
cooling, the dry the power of drying, the wet the power of moistening. That is, 1
quality = 1 power. The second group of thinkers instead stresses the pivotal role
played by heat, which is deemed to be the most active quality, having not one
but two powers (1 quality = more powers), and describes a sort of “biological
cycle of mixtures” according to which the first stage would correspond to the hot
and wet mixture of the new-born animal, which is regarded as the best mixture
(cf. De temp. p. 8 Helmirech). After this, the hot will progressively exert its
drying function, the mixture of the adult animal will become hot and dry, but
over time the heat will suffer from a lack of nourishment (moisture) and will fail,
finally bringing about the old animal’s dry and cold mixture (dvvatov 8¢ Kév T®
POV TPOIOVTL YeVEGOOL TNV TéMG VYpav Kol Oepunv kpdioty avdig Enpav Kai
Oepunv, Gomep ad mhAv TV Enpav kai Oepunv dmooPevvopévon tod Ogppod

Yuypa kai Enpa amotelecOijvon). 38

3% De temp. p. 5.13-6.13 H. The biological cycle of mixtures which Galen describes bears some

resemblances with Aristotle’s account of the ageing process, which is due to the progressive

exstinction of the innate or vital heat (for the various names Aristotle makes use of to refer to the

same concept, cf. Barto§ 2014 p. 290 with n. 3) which is principally and directly responsible for
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After having summarized the opinions of the most illustrious physicians
and philosophers before him regarding mixture, in De temperamentis 1 3 Galen
begins a polemic against the group of thinkers who think there are four types of
mixture: for in their account they have left out the best mixture, which in Galen’s

opinion is an essential reference point from which to judge all others.?*° Some

the functions of the vegetative soul (digestion, growth, reproduction). In De gen an. Aristotle
defines old age as a cold and dry age and describes the ageing of hair as a process deriving from
the deficiency of heat (De gen an. 784a23ff. “But as to their colour, it is the nature of the skin
that is the cause of this in other animals (and also of their being unicoloured or varicoloured);
but in man it is not the cause, except of the hair going grey through disease (not through old age),
for in what is called leprosy the hairs become white; on the contrary, if the hair is white because
of old age, the whiteness does not derive from the skin. The reason is that the hair grows out of
skin; if, then, the skin is diseased and white the hair becomes diseased with it, and the disease of
hair is greyness. But the greyness of hair which is due to age results from weakness and
deficiency of heat. For as the body declines in vigour we tend to be cold at every time of life,
and especially in old age, this age being cold and dry”). Even closer is a passage taken from
Aristotle's De long., a treatise belonging to the so-called Parva naturalia (which Galen knew;
cf. Moraux 1984 p. 293-295): "We must remember that an animal is by nature humid and warm,
and to live is to be of such a constitution, while old age is dry and cold, and so is a corpse. This
is plain to observation. But the material constituting the bodies of all things consists of the
following: the hot and the cold, the dry and the moist. Hence when they age they must become
dry, and therefore the fluid in them requires to be not easily dried up (S&1 yap Aafeiv d11 10 LHOV
€011 @Voel Vypdv kol Bepuodv, kai 1o Cijv towobtov, 10 8¢ yijpag ENpov Kol yuypdv, kai 1o
TeBvNKOC” QaiveTal yap oBTwe. VAN 8 TOV coudTomv Toic {doig Tadta, T0 Oepuov Kai 10 yuypov,
Kol 70 Enpov Kal TO VYpov. avaykn toivov ynpéokova EnpaivecOar 510 S&i um edénpaviov ivon
10 Vypdv): a warm humidity is in fact cause of growth—of the body—and of life (tfig e yap
avénoemg M Bepur Vypodg aitia kol tig Lwfig)” (De long. 466al8 ff.). In Galen’s picture two
main elements lead us to establish a link between Galen’s picture and Aristotle’s account of the
ageing process: i) the fact that the animal passes from a hot wet constitution to a dry and cold
constitution; ii) the paramount role played by the innate heat throughout this process which, on
the one hand, dries up the humidity in the body and, on the other hand, tends to quench over
time, leading to a cold and dry constitution. As we saw from the abovementioned Galenic text,
the hot is regarded by these thinkers as the most active of the four qualities (tod Beppod
dpacTtik®Tdtov TV teTtdpwv) and its relation to the biological development of the organism
through time points to the hot as the most active of the qualities within the innate heat; in De
naturalibus facultatibus Galen explicitly attributes this view both to Hippocrates and Aristotle,
and describes how activities such as digestion, nutrition and, more importantly, growth are due
to the action of the innate heat (De nat. fac. p. 165.7ff. H.). Indeed, with the due differences,
some connections between Aristotle’s notion of “innate heat” and an emergent analogous
concept within the Hippocratic corpus have been already noted (for an overview of the previous
literature and a deeper analysis of this issue cf. Barto§ 2014). When Galen then speaks of this
further “group” of thinkers, we can conjecture that he is referring to the biological cycle of the
organism and the progressive transition from a hot wet constitution to a cold and dry one, as
theorized more systematically by Aristotle. Galen himself in II 2 De temperamentis deals with
the state of the mixture throughout the different ages of a human being and seems to take up this
account entirely. For, as well as the abovementionedi supposed “group of predecessors”, he
describes a biological cycle of mixture that from the childhood to old age sees the the mixture of
the body pass from a hot and wet mixture to a dry and cold mixture as the bodily parts get drier
and drier, insofar as they are no longer nourished due to a deficiency of heat (cf. De temp. p. 45,
26 H.). Old age is compared, as in Aristotle, with a dried plant (De temp. p. 46, 10—11 H. “koi®¢
Apiototédng gikalel 10 yijpag avawvouéve eut®d”’; the image of the dried plant is present in
Aristotle’s De resp. 478b27-28) and death with the extinction of the innate heat (De temp. p. 47
1-2 H. “6 8dvorog oféoig €oti Tiig EnpiTtov Bepuaciog”).

3% De temp. p. 7.3-22 H.
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of them, instead, maintain that the best mixture has not been put aside at all, as
it coincides with the hot and wet one.*”® But Galen declares that the hot/wet
constitution, if hotness and moisture are brought to excess, is extremely harmful
and, in this regard, he mentions the violent reaction of a contemporary group of
physicians, the followers of Athenaeus of Attalia, the Pneumatists (whose
position Galen assimilates the group under discussion), who maintained that the

best mixture is hot and wet.

T1 Galen De temperamentis K. 1 pp. 522.2-523.17 Helmreich p. 8.28-10.3 = fr.
49 Coughlin:

(1) IIpog 61| TOVG TO10VTOVE AGYOLE ATTOUaYOUEVOL TIVEG TAV A’ AOnvaiov
100 ATTaAEC OPOCE YOPOVOLY 0VTE KOTAGTAGLY VYPAV Kol Bepuny pHépeesbot
Aéyovteg 000 evpebijval Tt voonua packovteg LYpOV Kol Bepudv, GAAL TAVTOG
7| Oeppov kai Enpov Vmapyely MG TOV TVPETOV, | Yuypov Kol LYPOV (G TOV
0depov, | Yyuyxpov kail ENpov m¢ v perayyoriav. (2) Empéuvnvrot &' EvtadOa
Kol TV Op®dV 10D ETovg, VYOV HEV Kol Wuypov Elvan TOV YEWUDVO PAGKOVTEC,
Enpov 8¢ Kai Bepuov o BEpog kail yuypov kai ENpov 10 eBvonwpov, ebkpaTov
§' o kod Oepunv Kol vypav Hpov eival pact o Eap. (3) obto 82 kol TdV HAKIBY
Vv Touduenv edkpatov 0' Epa koi Oepuny kol Vypav etvai gooctv. dnrodcOot 62
TV evkpaciov avThg Vopilovot KAk TV Evepyeldv THS POOEWS EPPOUEVDV
mvikadta peAoTo. Kol pev on Kol Tov 0dvatdév eactv gig Enpdtra Kol yd&w
dyewv 10 1@V (Oov copata. kaleichor yodv AAMPBavTog TOVG VEKPOLG MG GV
OVKETL APAda Kol VYpOTNTA KEKTNUEVOVS 0vdepiay, eatctévtag 0' dua S
NV amoydpnov Tod Oepuod kol Tayévrog Vo TG YOEEMC. AAA' gimep 6 Odvarog,
pooi, Totodtoc, dvaykoiov §n v oMy, dg av dvavriay ovcay )T, Oeppuniv T
givar koi Vypav: koi unv einep 1 {on, paot, Oepuov Tt ypfuo Koi Vypdv, avaykn
OGO Kol TV OUOLOTATIV 00T KPAGLY ApicTnV DILApyE” €l 0& TOVTO, TOVTL TOV
dMAov, d¢ guKpaToTATNY, GOT €1g TaTO cupPaively Vypav kol Bepuny EHoV
e0KPaTE Kol UNSEV GAL' etvon TV eVKpacioy 1 Thg VYPITNTOG T Kod OeprdTnTOC
EMKPOTOVONG. Ol HEV O TOV Apei TOV ABvaiov Aoyot T0101d€. (4) S0kel O€ Tmg

N avt 86&a kai Apiototéloug eivat ToD PAocoeov Koi OoPpdcton Y& et

400 De temp. p. 7.22-24 H.
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aOTOV Kol TOV LTOiKAV, OoTE Kol TG TANOEL TV HopTUP®V MUAS SVCOTODGLY.
E&ym 08¢ mepi pev Apiototélovg, Onwg &yiyvookev vmep Bepufic kol Vypadg
KpAoemc, iomg v, &i dendeiny, £mi mponkovTl TM Ady® dei&opt dokoDGL yap Lot

TOPOKOVELY OOTOD.

(1) In defence against such arguments, certain of the followers of
Athenaeus of Attaleia counter by saying that they do not find fault with any wet
and hot state, and stating that no disease has been found which is wet and hot,
disease being without exception either hot and dry, like fever, or cold and wet,
like dropsy, or cold and dry, like melancholy. (2) And in this context they also
make mention of the seasons of the year, stating that winter is wet and cold,
summer dry and hot, and autumn cold and dry; but they state that spring is at
once both a well-mixed, and a hot and wet, season. (3) In the context of ages,
too, they state childhood to be both well-mixed and at the same time hot and wet;
and they think that its good-mixture is indicated also by the fact that the natural
activities have their greatest vigour at this time. Furthermore, they state that
death leads to dryness and coldness in animal bodies; and indeed, [they argue],
dead bodies are referred to as corpses (alibas), on the grounds that they no longer
possess any moisture (/ibas) and wetness, having at once lost their vapours
because of the departure of the hot, and having been solidified by the cooling.
If, then, their argument goes, these are the characteristics of death, then life, since
it is opposite to death, will necessarily be hot and wet. Now, if life, they say, is
something hot and wet, then it is absolutely necessary that the mixture that
approximates most to this will be the best; and if it is the best, then it is evident
to anyone that it is also the best-mixed. Thus, the wet and the hot nature and the
well-mixed coincide; and good-mixture is nothing other than that in which
wetness and hotness are dominant. Such, then, are the arguments of the followers
of Athenaeus. (4) The same belief somehow seems to be shared by the
philosopher Aristotle, and, indeed by Theophrastus after him, and also by the
Stoics; so that they shame us with the multitude of their witnesses. Well,
regarding Aristotle, I may perhaps show what his understanding was regarding
the hot wet mixture, if required, as the argument progresses; for they seem to me

to misinterpret him.
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As we see from the text, the Pneumatists present a series of arguments
aimed at demonstrating that the well-mixed mixture is the hot and wet one: 1) the
Pneumatists affirm that there are no hot and wet diseases (T1.1 “o08' ehpebijvai
TL voonua eackovteg Vypov kol Oepuov, GAAG Taviog 1| Oeppov kai Enpov
VTAPYEY MG TOV TLPETOV, 1| Yuypov Kal Vypov ™G TOV VIEPOV, T Yuypov Kol
Enpov ¢ Vv pedayyoiiav™); ii) they make reference to the correspondence,
clearly drawing on the Hippocratic De natura hominis, between seasons and
qualities, so that the winter is defined as cold and wet, the summer hot and dry,
autumn cold and dry, and spring, they say, is well-mixed (T1.2 “gbxpartov o' dpa
ki Ospunv koi Vypav dpav sivai poaot 1o Eop”)*°; iii) they also refer to the
biological cycle of mixtures as they hold childhood to be hot and wet, whereas
the old age would be cold and dry; moreover, the Pneumatists establish a
connection between mixture and activities, since they affirm that the gvxpacia
is also indicated by the fact that natural activities have their greatest vigour
during childhood (T1.3 “0obt® 0¢ Kol T®V NAMKIGV TV TOdIKTV e0kpatov 0' dpa
Kai Oepunv kai Vypav eivai pactv. dnrodcOar 8¢ v edkpaciov ot vopilovot
KOK TOV &vepyel®dv TG Uoems Eppopévav tvikadta palota’”): therefore,
logically, if old age—and hence death—is cold and wet, childhood—and hence
life, its contrary—is hot and wet and, for this reason, it is absolutely necessary
that the mixture “that approximates most to this [life] will be the best; and if it
is the best, then it is evident to anyone that it is also the best-mixed”; iv) in order
to support their reasoning, they appeal to several authorities, including Aristotle,
Theophrastus, and the Stoics.

We have already pointed out that the Pneumatic school of medicine was
founded by Athenaeus of Attalia and that the Pneumatists’ medical doctrines
explicitly rely on Stoic physical tenets and, above all, on their account of pneuma

as the unifying principle of physical bodies (in its threefold degrees of

tension—hexis, physis, psyche). Indeed, analogously to Stoic pneuma, the

4V Cf. De nat. hom. CMG 1 1.3 p. 182.4-186.12 Jouanna, where every season is associated with
a humour and a couple of qualities (winter/phlegm is cold and wet; spring/blood is hot and wet;
summer/yellow bile is hot and dry; autumn/black bile is cold and dry).
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Pneumatists’ pneuma is conceived of as an in-born enlivening force which
entirely pervades the living organism, flows both in the veins and in the arteries
(though the latter would contain more pneuma) and is involved in physiological
(such as growth, sense-perception, thinking) as well as pathological (such as the
variety of diseases caused by an alteration of the innate pneuma) processes.*’?
However, from the passage above, it is evident that Galen establishes a
correlation between the groups of earlier illustrious physicians and philosophers
supporting the quadripartite scheme of mixtures (which we set within a
Hippocratic/Aristotelian framework) and the contemporary medical sect of the
Pneumatists who, in contrast to other contemporary medical sects, such as the
Empiricists and the Methodists, clearly adopt a classification of mixtures in order
to explain physio-pathological processes. Moreover, in their system of mixtures,
the Pneumatists assign a special status to the hot and wet mixture, which is
deemed to be the best mixture, their argument strengthened by being anchored
to some authorities of the past, which—as we see—do not coincide with the
Stoics alone. In fact, one should also weigh up and assess contributions of
different provenance, medical and philosophical, such as the Hippocratic (which
is implied by the reference to the qualitative composition of the four seasons)
and the Aristotelian (who is mentioned together with his pupil Theophrastus and
the Stoics).

In fact, De temperamentis 1 4 and 1 5 should be regarded as
complementary to the aforementioned passage, where Athenaeus is mentioned
(and, therefore, essential for a fuller understanding of the fragment in De
temperamentis 1 3). For in De temperamentis 14 Galen lambasts the Pneumatists
(although he does not explicitly mention them) for the correlation they draw
between the four seasons and the primary qualities and, above all, for the
statement according to which the spring is hot and wet and therefore well-mixed,
by recourse to other Hippocratic texts (Aphorisms and Epidemics). Moreover, in
De temperamentis 1 5, Galen explains how to interpret Aristotle’s opinion on the
hot and wet mixture (the Prneumatists in fact mention the biological cycle of

mixture, which, as we saw, seems to imply a reference to Aristotle’s biological

402 Wellmann 1865 pp. 137 ff.
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theories). It is important to underline the main points of Galen’s criticism of
Pneumatic medicine in De temperamentis 14 and 1 5 for different reasons: 1) it
testifies to the importance that the debate on gokpacia or good mixture had
gained in Galen’s time among two contemporary medical mainstreams, the
Pneumatic and the Galenic; ii) it gives us useful insight into the logical-
dialectical strategies which Galen displays and into the way in which Galen
interprets his sources with the aim of reprehending his adversaries; and 1iii) it
helps us to shed light on under-investigated topics concerning the theoretical
foundations of Pneumatic medicine.

In De temperamentis 1 4, Galen begins his argument against the
Pneumatists by saying that when they define the spring as hot and wet and,
therefore, as well-mixed, “their mistake is in fact twofold, consisting first in the
desire to find the fourth pairing of mixtures in the seasons at all costs, and
secondly in their taking spring to be hotter than winter and wetter than
summer”.*®* For indeed, on the one hand, the Pneumatists tend to strictly
superimpose the binary coupling of primary qualities to the four seasons without
caring too much about the real correspondence between a certain season and its
qualitative composition. On the other hand, they take the spring to be hot and
wet as compared to winter and to summer, such that spring appears Aotter than
winter and wetter than summer. By contrast, the kernel of Galen’s argument
aimed at underlining the two errors made by the Pneumatists is condensed and
makes recourse to the original Platonic distinction between two classes of

entities (onta), x0d' ovtd and mpoc Tt entities.*® As he notes, in fact the

403 De temp. p. 10.12—15 H. (trans. Singer)

404 The distinction is drawn by the Eleatic Stranger in the Sophist (255¢), Plato’s ontological
masterpiece, when he seeks to refute Parmenides’ doctrine according to which non-being does
not exist by showing that instead non-being does have an existence, although is not an existence
per se but a relative existence describing the condition of being other than that in connection
with which it is said to exist. As is well known, such a distinction, which is created within the
framework of, and is instrumental for, the identification of five “kinds”—being, motion, rest,
sameness, difference—represents a turning point in and a development of Plato’s theory of ideas
(in comparison, for example, with Phaedo’s account). As Berti underscores, it is from this
original Platonic distinction that Aristotle develops his doctrine of the categories; cf. Berti 2004
pp- 264-272 with references at n. 53. As De Lacy observes (1972 pp. 27-39), Galen was also
well acquainted with this dialogue ,as he was fully conversant with Plato’s corpus and he also
wrote extensively on Plato; as De Lacy points out, in his De /ibris propriis he writes a list of his
works on Plato. Together with his Quod animi mores and his De placitis Hippocratis et Platonis,
he mentions a work (now lost) on Plato's school: ITepi tf|g [TAGtwvog aipécems. Second, he also
lists a commentary on the medical passages in the Timaeus, nepl 1@V év 1@ [TAdtwvoc Tyaiom
totpkdg gipnuévov. Third, he mentions a work (now lost) which apparently is a defense of the

201



Pneumatists define spring as hot in relation to winter and as wet in relation to
summer, yet this comparison is to be considered incomplete: for if one takes the
other opposition, spring can be also defined as dry and cold, dry in relation to
winter and cold in relation to summer; therefore, spring will be at the same time
hot, cold, dry, and wet. As he affirms: “If they are to be permitted to take just
one half of each [opposition], and thus to declare it [the spring] wet and hot, then
we may equally be permitted to take the other half, and state to the contrary that
it is dry and cold: dry in relation to winter (mpog Tov yeypudva) and cold in
relation to summer (wpog 10 B£pog). And so spring will be all these things, wet
and dry and cold and hot. But even they will admit the impossibility of the four
qualities’ dominating in one and the same object. It is not, then, right to compare
spring with summer or winter, but to investigate it in its own right (obkxovv oVte
0épel mapofdirety obte yedvL O op, GAL o0TO KOO' £0VTO oKOTEIGOM
dikatov). %

And in fact, the first strategy that Galen adopts to refute the Pneumatists is
that of considering spring, and therefore, the concept of eukrasia, of which
spring is the atmospheric reification per se. As Galen remarks, if one considers
spring per se, and—as we will see briefly further below—ifrom Galen’s
standpoint that signifies considering something by means of both sense-

perception and reasoning, Such that spring is neither hot nor wet, but in a

theory of Ideas. The fourth writing is on Plato’s logical theories, mepi tiig katd [TAdtwva Aoyuciig
Bswpiog, whereas the fifth is a collection of summaries of Plato’s dialogues in eight books,
Matovikdv dwwAdyov cuvoyemg okted. Finally, he includes two works (now lost): On the
transitions in the Philebus (nepl t@v &v O Po petaPdocwv) and On the parts and faculties of
the soul (mepi T@OV ThG Youyig Lepdv Kol duvapemv tpia); On this occasion one should note that
Galen’s ontology differs from the Platonic one, according to which only the true beings are the
eternal and transcendent and super-spatiotemporal ideas. For Galen implements the Platonic
logical—dialectical distinction between per se and in relation to something else in a very different
ontological framework: when Galen in fact declares that one needs to investigate spring per se,
he intends to make an enquiry not about a Platonic abstract universal, “springness”, but about
what he often calls its “oikeia physis”, endowed with an essence-specifying krasis, that is, its
proper/particular nature/substance (cf. De temp. p. 11.22 H.}—an enquiry which, as we will see
(and we have already pointed this out), from an epistemological point of view can be conducted
through a joint-methodology involving both sense-perception and reasoning. More studies on
Galen’s ontology still seem to be a desideratum.

405 De temp. p. 11, 4-13 H. “gi &' &Egotv dketvorg &€ éxatépag adTdv fjuisv Aafodotv vypdv
amogaively avtod kol Bepudv, ééotarl dMmov kol NWiv Erl Bdtepov fluiov petedbovot Enpov kai
Yuyxpdv amogiival, ENpov pev ¢ TpdC TOV YEUMV, Yuxpdv &' d¢ mpdg T Bépoc. Gmavt' oby
obtmg Eotat 0 Eap, VYPOV Kal ENPov Kol youxpov kal Beppdv. AAL' 00de | kat' adTovg EKeivoug
016V T' £€6Tiv &V &Vi Kol ToTH TPAyIATL TAC TETTAPUC EMIKPATHGHL TOOTNTAC. 0UKOLY 0DTE OEpEt
mapaforiev obte xeydvt 0 Eap, GAL avTo Kab' £0VTO cKomEIchaL dikatov.
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precisely middle position with respect to all the excesses. Now, as we have
previously hinted, the “seasons” example seems to be taken from the Hippocratic
De natura hominis, a text which, despite to what has been said above, seems
therefore to have played a role in the construction of the Pneumatists’ scheme of
mixtures.**® There are two reasons which lead us to think that, in the text we
quoted above, the implied reference is the Hippocratic De natura hominis: i) the
first is that in Galen’s Commentary on De natura hominis, he comments on the
Hippocratic passage relating to the hot/wet qualitative composition of the spring
(=CMG I 1.3 pp. 182,15-184,2 Jouanna) and declares that—as was stated in the
first book De temperamentis—it is better to describe spring as well-tempered,
and for this reason some doctors and philosophers are reluctant to call it hot and
wet*'” (we can, therefore, infer that even in this passage Galen is taking a
sideswipe at the Pneumatists); ii) on the other hand, in De temperamentis 1 4,
Galen makes use of several Hippocratic statements (taken from other
Hippocratic writings and not from De natura hominis) in order to demonstrate
that according “Hippocrates” himself, spring is not hot and wet but, on the
contrary, a hot and wet (disproportionate) mixture of the ambient air brings about

various sorts of diseases:**® for Galen is fully aware of the fact that in De natura

406 Smith (1979 pp. 232-233) seems to underestimate the importance that the Hippocratic
medicine had for the Pneumatists, especially for the theorization of their system of mixtures: “I
point out and emphasize the Pneumatic theorists' lack of attention to Hippocrates in order to
correct past habits of reading medical history through Galen's eyes. It is not true that, as Galen
saw it, everyone was a ‘follower’ or ‘enemy’ of Hippocrates and so oriented his medicine. The
Pneumatics must have been aware of books of the Corpus, but they do not appear to have claimed
that those books contained their science of elemental eucrasia and dyscrasia”. On the contrary,
although there are no accurate studies yet, the importance of Hippocratic medicine for the
Pneumatists is clear. On the one hand, it has already been noted that in the Corpus Hippocraticum
there are some later texts, such as De alimento or De medico, which seem to be wholly permeated
by Pneumatic influences: the De alimento, for example, exhibits a physiological system
analogous to the Pneumatists’ one (Kudlien 1962 pp. 424 ff.; Manuli and Vegetti 1977 pp. 165-
166; Nutton 2004 pp. 202—203; Nutton 2006b). On the other hand, the Pneumatists linked their
account of pneuma to the “archaic” Hippocratic theory of mixture of four humours, each of
which is associated with a couple of primary qualities; Wellmann 1865 pp. 138—139, pp. 160—
161.

47 In Hipp. Nat. Hom. comment. CMG V 9.1 pp. 43, 24 {f. Mewaldt.

408 In De temp. 1 4 Galen introduces several quotations from other Hippocratic writings so as to
demonstrate that i) the Pneumatists blunder, because of the fact that they rigidly associate the
four primary qualities with the four seasons: a) spring is well-mixed not because it is hot and wet
(as the Pneumatists think), but because none of the primary qualities predominates, as
“Hippocrates” already recognizes (in his Aphorisms he states: ‘Spring is most healthy and least
fatal’; trans. Singer, De temp. p. 11.12-14 H. = Aph. 111 9 L. IV 488); b) a fixed pairing between
a couple of primary qualities and the seasons does not hold in the case of autumn, which,
according to Hippocrates himself, is not cold and dry but has an uneven mixture: “But autumn,
too, is less hot than summer, while it is less cold than winter. From this point of view, then, it is
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hominis the spring is defined as hot and wet, but he does not dare to contradict
the Hippocratic text (which—as we have seen—for him represents a crucial
reference). Hence, by exhibiting one of his characteristic exegetical moves, i.e.
to explain “Hippocratem ex Hippocrate”, Galen re-interprets (distorts and
garbles) the Hippocratic De natura hominis and confutes the Pneumatists by
appealing to what seems—with good probability—to be the Hippocratic
authority. 4%

Galen’s criticism of the Pneumatists is not only useful for disclosing and
bringing to light the influences exerted by an “archaic” Hippocratic text on the

Pneumatic system of mixtures, it is also very enlightening and instructive for

unravelling the dispute, in the medical field, relating to the most well-mixed or

neither hot nor wet in absolute terms: it is both things, and neither in the extreme sense. But there
is another, additional ill associated with autumn, which Hippocrates, too, indicated in his
Aphorisms, when he said: “When there is an alternation between warmth and cold on the same
day, one must expect the diseases of autumn’ (Aph. 1114 =L. IV 486.). And it is this that makes
autumn so particularly conducive to illness: the unevenness of the mixture” (trans. Singer, De
temp. p. 12.8-16 H.). ii) On the other hand, Galen wants to disqualify the Pneumatists’ claim
according to which there are no hot and wet diseases by bringing as witnesses other Hippocratic
pieces of evidence taken from the Epidemics: a) De temp. p. 14, 12-17 H. = Epid. 11 1.1 L. V
72.: Pustules in Kranon in summer. “There was constant, violent rain in burning-hot weather.
This happened more with the south wind, after which there was accumulation of fluids under the
skin. These being trapped within were then heated, which caused irritation. Subsequently blisters
came up like burns; and they had the sensation of burning beneath the skin” (transl. Singer). The
passage describes an atmosphere where a hot and wet mixture of the ambient air predominates
(“There was constant, violent rain in burning-hot weather”), whence there is an incidence of
pustules that were evidently the result of a putrefaction of the secretions of the body, which then
gave rise to certain excessively hot, wet fluids; b) Galen reports four quotations from the third
book of the Epidemics (Epid. 111 3.2 L. 111 66 Kiihlewein p. 224.7; 111 3.2 L. III 68 Kiihlewein p.
224,18-19; 111 2.4 L. Il 72-74 Kithlewein p. 225,18-20; I1I 2.7 L. 111 84 Kiihlewein p. 228,5-7)
where the case of a great plague due to a protracted, year-long, hot and wet mixture of the
ambient air is described.

409 For this Galenic practise in his commentary on the Hippocratic works cf. von Staden 2002
pp. 115-117. It is worth underlining that here Galen is using a commentary technique in a text
that is not a commentary. The most reasonable explanation is that he indeed is commenting on
an implied “Hippocratic” passage (that from De natura hominis concerning the qualitative
composition of the seasons). This claim is corroborated by the abovementioned cross-reference
to the section from Galen’s commentary on De natura hominis where he comments on the
Hippocratic passage of De nat. hom., in which it is said that spring is hot and wet and refers to
the discussion apropos of the seasons in the first book of De temperamentis (i.e. exactly our I 4
De temperamentis). Hence, Galen also uses this technique in other kinds of writings (De
temperamentis is not a detailed line-by-line commentary of a Hippocratic work: in De ord. libr.
suor. K. XIX p. 56 (p. 85.20ff. Miiller) the three books De temp. are defined as hypomnémata,
but as is well known, the term hypomnéma covers different meanings and may refer to both
detailed commentaries composed for a wider public and personal notes written for further later
elaboration; cf. Flemming 2008 pp. 325 f.) and in this case, with good probability, he is referring
to a Hippocratic passage of a text which here, in his De temperamentis, he does not want to
overtly fault as it represents an ancient authority on which he will rely to create his scheme of
mixtures.
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good mixture and the way Galen himself, differently from his predecessors and
contemporaries, constructs his own system of mixtures. He clearly builds on a
quadripartite scheme of what he will call composite mixtures (hot/wet; hot/dry;
cold/wet; cold/dry),*!® which he ascribes to a supposedly concordant and
abridged Hippocratic/Aristotelian physical-biological framework; but in
developing his polemics against the Pneumatists’ school, he surpasses and
outdistances them by singling out a kind of mixture which they have left aside,
and which, like the spring, does not admit of any excess, the well-mixed state of
which can be discovered both empirically and rationally: “For we are able to
learn manifestly from our senses that spring is a perfectly well-mixed season;
and from rational argument to find out that it is healthy for this reason, namely
that none of the four dominates”.*!!

The second logical strategy that Galen adopts in De temperamentis 15 is
exactly opposed to the first one displayed in De temperamentis 14, and consists
in relativizing the interpretation of the Pneumatists, who, by calling Aristotle as
a witness affirm that living beings (and therefore, life itself) are hot and wet such
that, hence, the well-mixed mixture can be defined as hot and wet. In fact,
although the Pneumatists regard themselves as exponents of the Dogmatic
“school(s)” of medicine, they not only do not rely on experience, but, more
importantly for a Dogmatic school, they do not undertake a theoretical study of
nature by basing it on logical reasoning: consequently, they fall back into

412 and, ultimately, end up misunderstanding Aristotle’s doctrines.*'

sophismata
More precisely, the point at issue is Aristotle’s definition of living bodies as hot
and wet (as opposed to old age and death, which are cold and dry). For Galen
and the Pneumatists, who, as we have seen, refer both to what I have defined the
“biological cycle of mixtures” (from the hot and wet mixture of the new-born

animal to the cold and dry mixture of a corpse), both seem to draw on Aristotle’s

419 De temp. p. 32.2 H.
41 De temp. p. 16.9—-12 H. The combination of empirical observation and theoretical reasoning
in the determination of the bodily mixture (while hotness can be assessed simply on the basis of
the sense of touch, wetness is recognized by the sense of touch in conjunction with the sense of
sight and logical reasoning or logismds; cf. De temp. 59.24—60.5 H.) is also stressed by Van der
Eijk 2015a p. 689.
412 Singer translates the term as “fallacious reasoning”; I’d be much more inclined to interpret
the word as “errors in logic”’; Montanari 2000 s.v. has “ragionamento fallace o capzioso”.
413 De temp. 16.28-17, 5 H.
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biological doctrines (the Pneumatists explicitly quote Aristotle in this regard
and, in Galen’s case, we have already pinpointed some references in Aristotle’s
work, in particular in the Parva Naturalia, which seem sto provide a parallel to
Galen’s account) which could have been a source of tension and a collision field
between the two medical strands.

In his argument against the Pneumatists, Galen emphasizes the logical
fallacies espoused by the Pneumatists. In the first place, they do not recognise
that, according to Aristotle, hot, cold and dry, wet are said in many senses
(pollachos), whereas they intend them always in the same way. Second, as Galen
highlights, the Pneumatists misinterpret Aristotle’s teachings because, on the
one hand, Aristotle saw a difference between connate and proper hot and an
acquired, external hot, and on the other hand, he—as well as his pupil
Theophrastus—precisely indicated the reference point that used to define
something as well- or badly mixed*!“.

As Tassinari points out in their commentary on De temperamentis,*\®
Galen probably has in mind Aristotle’s discourse on heat (analogously applied
by Aristotle to cold, dry, and wet, too), Pollachés legomenon, which is
specifically analysed at I 2 De partibus animalium (648b35-649b7).41 This

414 De temp. 17, 7-13 H. “For Aristotle is well aware that [the terms] hot, cold, dry and wet are
used in a plurality of senses; yet these people do not interpret him as [using the terms] in a
plurality of senses, but always in the same way. Indeed, Aristotle even discussed the way in
which it is not the same thing for hot to be present in virtue of a hot that is connate and proper
or in virtue of an acquired, external hot. Even this, though, they misinterpret him as [using the
terms] in a plurality of senses, but always in the same way. Indeed, Aristotle even discussed the
way in which it is not the same thing for hot to be present in virtue of a hot that is connate and
proper or in virtue of an acquired, external hot. Furthermore Aristotle, and similarly
Theophrastus, have said precisely by reference to what one should take [something] to be well-
or badly-mixed in its nature” (trans. Singer).

415 Tassinari 1997 p. 80 n. 7.

416 Cf. De part. an. 648b11-16 “Is the hot, then, spoken of without qualification or in a number
of ways? Surely one needs to grasp what the function of the hotter is or, if there are many, how
many. i) In one way that which makes what touches it hotter is said to be hotter; ii) in another
way that which arouses greater sensation during touching, especially if accompanied by pain.
But it seems that at times this can be deceptive; for sometimes it is the state of the perceivers that
is the cause of their feeling pain. Again, iii) of the meltable and combustible, the more meltable
and more combustible are said to be hotter” (transl. Lennox). As we have seen, Aristotle backs
up his reasoning with a plethora of examples, where “is hotter” is not treated as a core-related
homonymous predication, because we understand different things by the predication “is hotter”
if we paraphrase Aristotle’ sentences: i) x which touches y is said to be hotter than y in the sense
that it releases the effect of a qualitative alteration; ii) X it is said to be hotter than y, which
touches it in the sense that it burns and at the same time harms; iii) X is said to be hotter than y
in the sense that is more meltable/combustible. As we see, these examples are very different from
an example of core-dependent homonymy (such as Aristotle’s favourite example of health; cf.
Metaph. 1003a34-b4a: if we consider the sentence i) “Socrates is healthy”, there will be a series
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section indeed strikingly corresponds to Galen’s few lines on the issue, since, on
the one hand, Aristotle analyses the predication “is hotter” in more depth by

calling into question the fleeting category of relation or mpog 11 (in order to make

clear that if something is defined as hotter—or colder—, it is important to
indicate the respect in which something is defined so*!”) and, on the other, he
brings out, by contrast, a clear-cut difference between an external/dArdtprog or
katd cvpuPePnkoc, such as boiling water, and a proper/oikeiog or ko' avto heat
(a hot that pertains to the very essence of something), such as a burning flame,*!8
with the main aim of preparing the ground for the statement, made in I 3, that
blood is hot only accidentally and not essentially.*!

Having briefly winnowed out Aristotle’s argument in De partibus
animalium 1 2, we will now seek to answer a more urgent question, which
concerns the reason why Galen feels the need to recall the Aristotelian
distinction between an acquired/accidental and an internal/essential hot (or cold,
dry, or wet) and, second, to identify a continuously shifting reference point on
the basis of which to define something hot (or cold, dry, or wet) and, certainly,
what this has to do with his polemics against the Pneumatists. His criticism is

summarized in the following passage (T2).

of core-dependent predications stemming from the first core-instance of predication, like: ii)
“Socrates’ complexion is healthy; iii) Socrates’ diet is healthy”; iv) “Socrates’ weight is healthy”;
etc. Therefore, “is healthy” is a core-dependent homonymous predication because all its
secondary predicative instantiations rely on the first, without which they would not make any
sense at all; we see that this type of predication expresses an order in multiplicity and lies exactly
in the middle between simple univocity and rank non-univocity).
47 De part. an. 648b24-34 “One thing is said to be hotter than another, then, in at least this many
ways, if not more; but it is impossible that being hotter is predicated of the same thing in all these
ways [I dissent from Lennox’s translation of “tovtovg 6& Tovg TPOTOVG ASVVOTOV VIAPYEW TA
avt® mavtag” as “but it is impossible that being hotter belong in all these ways to the same
thing”; for Omapyewv + dative I prefer the more technical sense “to be predicated of’—f.
Montanari 2000 s.v.; for a parallel cf. Post. Anal. 25a13. For boiling water heats more than flame
does, and flame burns and melts the combustible and meltable, while water does not. Again,
boiling water is hotter than a small fire, but hot water cools and more than a small fire; for fire
does not become cold, but all water does. Again, boiling water is hotter to the touch, but cools
and solidifies more quickly than oil. And again, blood is hotter to the touch than water and oil,
but solidifies more quickly. Again, stones, iron, and such things heat up more slowly than water,
but once hot burn more intensely” (trans. Lennox; slightly modified). As Lennox notes at
648b26-34, in every example x is hotter than y in one respect, but y hotter than x in another; cf.
Lennox 2001 pp. 193-194.
418 De part. an. 648b35ff. As Tassinari (1997 p. 80 n. 78) observes, the difference between a
proper and an acquired heat is treated also in Meteor. IV 379a17-19, where decay is defined as
the “destruction of a moist body’s natural heat (oikeias [...] thermotétos) by heat external
(allotrias) to it, that is, the heat of its environment” (trans. Lee).
419 Cf. Lennox’s commentary on 649al7, Lennox 2001 p. 194.
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T2 Galen De temperamentis K. 1 p. 535.12-537.3 Helmreich p. 17, 14-18,9;

(2.1) 8tav dkoVomGi oV AeyOvTmV adTdY VYPOV eivarl kai Ogppov 1o (Hov
7} TV T0D TadOg Kkpdowv Vypav Kol Ogpunv, ovd' dnmg eipntol Tadta cuViAcLY
EUTMKTOG T€ UETAPEPOLGL TOV AOYOV ML TAG Ddpag domep TadTOV OV AAL' 0D
nakp® Stapépov | TV oikelov kpdoty Vypav eivor koi Ogpunv §j v T0d
TEPLEXOV|TOC MUAG GEPOC. 0VTE Yap TOVTOV €0ty 000 Opoimg Vypd Kol Bepun
Lmov kpaoig aépog Vypa kol Oeputi kpdoel Aéyetat. (2.2) [...] Emetot Toryapodv
110N kol Tade T0 copiopato T@ U dieAécbot mepi TGV onpavouivey 0pOdG, AL
oindfjvar T0 Bepuov AéyecBat diyydg, TO PEV MG AKPOTOV Kol AUKTOV Kol AmAoDV,
10 8' O¢ &v T Tpdg Tovvavtiov Enyuéia mieovektodv. Ott 8¢ Kol mapafdAlovieg
£T4pQL KPAGEL TOANAKIG £TépaV AmoPouvopeda TV ETépav avTdv etvan Ogpumv &v
iom T® Oeppotépay, Emhaviavovtol Todde. Kai Uy ovtm T (da Oepud kot Hypa.
Aéyeton TPpOGC TOV TAAUIBV, OV Kotd TV 1diav KpAotv ATADS, ALY TOIG TE PUTOIG
Kol 10ig tebvedotl mopaforidpeva. kol yop T@V 1ebvedtov 0 (Do Kol TV

QLTOV £6TIV VYPOTEPQ Kal OepuodTepa.

(2.1) When they read some statement in those authors [Aristotle and
Theophrastus] that the animal is wet and hot, or that the mixture of children is
wet and hot, they do not understand how these [terms] have been used, and
transfer the argument idiotically to the seasons, as if it were the same thing—and
not, in fact, something very different indeed—to say that our own, proper
mixture is wet and hot and that the air that surrounds us is wet and hot. For it is
not the same thing, nor are [the terms] wet and hot applied in the same way to
the mixture of an animal and to the mixture of the air. (2.2) [...] And these
fallacious reasonings in turn follow from a failure to make the correct
distinctions between meanings, and from thinking that ‘hot’ is used in [only] two

senses, that of ‘unmixed’, ‘uncombined’ and ‘simple’, and that of a
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predominance over the opposite in a combination. What they forget is that when
comparing one mixture with another, we frequently assert one of them to be
‘hot’, in an equivalent sense to ‘hotter’. But in fact this is the sense in which
animals are referred to as hot and wet by the ancients, not in absolute terms by
reference to their own peculiar mixture, but by comparison with plants and dead
bodies. For indeed animals are wetter and hotter than both dead bodies and

plants. (trans. Singer).

As we see, Galen attacks the Pneumatists on two different but interrelated
fronts. In the first place, Galen seems to find fault with the fact that, in contrast
to Aristotle (and Theophrastus), the Pneumatists do not distinguish between a
proper/oikeia hot and wet mixture and the external/allotria mixture of the
ambient air (T2.1 “®donep TaOTOV OV GAL' OV pokpd SoeEPoV §j TV oikeiav
Kpaow Dypav eival kail Ocppny ff TV Tod mepréyovrog quig aépog”). For, as
Galen points out, if in fact they are focusing on the proper/essential mixture of
the living being (in this case human beings, and especially children), they cannot
make any further inferences by idiotically referring this reasoning to the seasons
(T2.1 “¢prMKTOC TE PETAPEPOVOL TOV LOYOV £l TUS MPES”), because if they
consider their principal object of enquiry to be the mixture of the living being,
the mixture of the ambient air surrounding us will automatically have to be
treated as external. Second, it is logically erroneous to define the living being as
hot and wet in an absolute sense as if they were so essentially and according to
their own mixture (cf. T2.2 “o0 xota tnv idlav kpdow ami®dc”’). The
Pneumatists, in fact, forget that something can be defined as hot (as well as cold,
dry, and wet) in relation to something else, as Aristotle in the abovementioned
passage from De partibus animalium defined, for example, boiling water as
hotter than, that is in relation to, pros ti, a small fire. As Galen remarks, “in fact
this is the sense in which animals are referred to as hot and wet by the ancients,
not in absolute terms by reference to their own peculiar mixture, but by
comparison with plants and dead bodies. For indeed animals are wetter and
hotter than both dead bodies and plants” (T2.3 “kai yap t@v 1ebvedTOV TA (DOt
Kol TV LTV €oTv VYpoTepa kol Oepudtepa’). The conclusion is that the

Pneumatists are then mistaken in thinking of the living being, especially human
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beings and above all children, as essentially hot and wet without any
qualification and in an absolute sense. The question, for Galen, as we will see,
is much more complex.

Galen’s critique of the Pneumatists reveals itself to be crucial for
different reasons. First, in taking account of De temperamentis 1 4 and 1 5, we
saw concretely that Pneumatic medicine benefitted from different contributions,
Hippocratic and Aristotelian, which fall outside of Stoic physics. Second, we
brought to light the hot debate concerning eukrasia between two medical strands,
the Pneumatic and the Galenic, relying on a system of mixtures to explain the
behaviour of an organism as well as related physio-pathological facts; and we
also dealt with Galen’s way of overtly manipulating (in the case of several
Hippocratic writings) or making use of (in the case of Aristotle’s multiple senses
of hot in De part. an.) his sources to knock his adversaries down. Finally, we
saw that while criticizing the Pneumatic concept of eukrasia, Galen makes use
of the Aristotelian category of pros ti and this, as we will show in the last section
of this chapter, will be his keystone argument for defining a binary (an absolute
and a relative) system of mixtures which is indeed required to underpin his
teleological, anthropocentric, and even doctor-centric world-view (i.e. going
beyond the birth and development of the single individual as specifically
different).

However, before giving a full account of Galen’s general world-view, we
will tackle Galen’s nine typologies of mixtures, its origins, the innovations
brought by Galen in comparison with the speculations of his predecessors and,
again, Galen’s relation to the Pneumatists, who—before Galenic
medicine—worked out a well-defined system of nine mixtures. This will lead us
to a deeper comparison between the elemental foundations of Galenic and

Pneumatic medicine.

2.3 Galen's additions to the theories of the predecessors. The good mixture and

the simple mixtures
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As we have hinted, in his De temperamentis Galen makes us believe that, like
his other predecessors, the Pneumatists distinguished four typologies of
mixtures; he places them among the second subgroup of the second group of
physicians and philosophers (those opting for a four-mixtures scheme along with
the biological cycle of the mixtures). This is confirmed by another statement that
Galen makes at De temperamentis 1 9: “Now, the majority of doctors and
philosophers, as we also mentioned above, recognize these latter four [types of]
bad-mixture. But, for some reason which I cannot understand, they omit (odk
01d' 8nwg mopakreirovotv) the other four, which come about from one half of
each of these, just as they also omit the first mixture of all the best”.*?° As Galen
emphasizes, the majority of doctors and philosophers (he rather ambiguously
does not specify whether they are predecessors or contemporaries) to his
astonishment ignore the four simple mixtures (mixtures in which only one
quality predominates: hot, cold, dry, or wet) and the best mixture:**! “And if,
indeed, this is the case, as we have shown that it is, we may now confidently say
that there are nine different kinds of mixture in all: one well-mixed, the [other]
eight not well-mixed; and of these eight, four which are simple bad-mixtures
(wet, dry, cold and hot), and another four composite bad-mixtures (wet and hot,
dry and hot, cold and wet, cold and dry)”.**

However, we have yet to reveal that in presenting things in this way here,
Galen is aiming to manipulate the reader. For although in his key work
concerning mixtures he ascribes the formulation of this system of nine mixtures
to himself, Galen betrays himself in a passage in De locis affectis, where he
inform us that in dealing with a case of memory loss (De loc. aff- K. VIII p. 147
“Eic avayknv odv mote KaTootig dvaktioacdal tivog dmoimiviay pviuny’), he
came to know that Archigenes (of Apamea, the Pneumatist who lived between
the 1% and 2" century CE and studied under Agathinos, a student of
Athenaeus)*?® had written a book on this very issue (De loc. aff. K. VIII p. 148).

For Galen wanted to know which type of mixture was the cause of the disease:

420 De temp. p. 30.6-10 H.
41 Cf. the end of De temp. 1 8, where the entire scheme of mixtures is enunciated for the first
time.
422 De temp. pp. 31.27-32.4 H.
423 Nutton 2006c¢.
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in fact, since Galen knew the medical school to which the Archigenes belonged,
he also knew that this school recognized eight types of dyskrasiai, four simple
and four composite (De loc. aff- K. VIII p. 149 “é(qrovv &' éyvoxéval, Tiva
Svokpaciav avtiic aitiav Nysiton etvon tod mdOovg. ovdE Yap dTL dvokpaciov
TVaL elvar vevopikey, UQIBaAlov, 180 THY aipecty ToD vEpoc Grl' Emeidi)
ovokpaciog o€y OKT® KoO' EKaGTOV HOPLOV GUVICTUNEVAS, TETTUPOS NEV
aniag, Tétrapag o0& ovvBétovs”). More precisely, Galen wanted to know
whether, according to Archigenes, the disease was brought about by a (simple)
cold or a wet mixture of the pneuma residing in the heart, or a composite cold
and wet, or dry and cold one (cf. De loc. aff. K. VIII p. 149 “gneBopovv yvdvar,
tiva o0tV O Apyryévng dmeprivato tic PePrappévng évepysiac aitiav eivan,
notePpa YOEW 1} VYPOTNTA TOD KOTO TNV Kapdiav TvedpaTOG, 1| o0vOeTOV £K
YOeMg TE KOl VYPOTNTOG, 1| ENpoTNTO pETd YiEems Vmoiapfdaver dOvacHm
10 TG00g épydoacdm TodT0”). 4>

It was exactly this passage that led Max Wellmann to affirm that Galen’s
scheme of nine mixtures was “entirely dependent on the Pneumatic School
(Galen ist in dieser Theorie véllig von der Pneumatischen Schule abhdngig)”.**
I intend to demonstrate that Wellmann was right in one respect and wrong in
another. Indeed, it is true that Galen distinguishes eight types of bad mixtures,
like the Pneumatists, and one good mixture, which in Galen’s case corresponds
to a mixture where all the excesses are neutralized. However, if we say that a
theory is entirely dependent on an earlier model, we must also assume that the
theoretical foundations of the two theories match, meaning that even the
elemental doctrines have to be the same. And this is not the case.

As I repeatedly emphasized throughout the first main chapter, Kupreeva
has systematically (in comparison to previous contributions on this issue) dealt
with Galen’s elemental theory and has brought to light the way in which Galen’s
elemental theory aligns with the Peripatetic. Whereas Aristotle was disinclined
to speak of stoicheia as substances and rather stressed their qualitative aspects,
Galen goes further and shows that the stoicheia are ontologically conceived of

as qualified bodies (more precisely, Kupreeva defines them as the “most basic

4241 am grateful to Matyas Havrda, who drew my attention to this passage from De locis affectis.
425 Wellmann 1895 p. 145 n. 5.
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qualified alterable bodily structures*?®), and this conception, which also agrees
with a hylomorphic analysis, resembles that provided by his (younger)
Peripatetic contemporary Alexander of Aphrodisias.*?” Coherently with these
theoretical premises, we showed that, in every respect Galen’s theory of mixture
conforms to the contemporary Peripatetic model of mixture and finds its
innermost justification within an Aristotelian/Peripatetic bio-teleological
framework, although in his account, Galen endevours to incorporate the
Hippocratic four-humour theory.

By contrast, as very recent scholarship has made ever more clear, the
Pneumatists’ Elementenlehre relies on very different theoretical foundations.
The founder of the Pneumatic school wrote a long treatise on medicine, now lost,
Peri boéthématon or On remedies, which Galen seems to know and refers to in
his De elementis.**® It has been underlined by David Leith that Athenaeus’
definition of the elements of the medical art (preserved in Ps.-Galen,
Definitiones Medicae 31 xix 356 K.) establishes an analogy between the Stoic
infinite cycles of cosmic generations and ekpyroseis and the biological cycle of
the human being. Just as the cosmos comes out of the primary elements at the
beginning of the cosmic cycle, and then dissolves into them again at the end of
every cycle, in the same way the human being is made up of hot, cold, dry, and
wet, and, after its passing away, faces dissolution into these elements once
again.*? However, there is a great difference between the cosmic elements and
the elements constituting human beings: both are the last, the simplest, and the
most basic constituents but, in contrast to the former, the latter are defined as

“patvopeve”’ (i.e. apparent or perceptible to the senses).*° Therefore, according

426 Kupreeva 2014 p. 192.

427 Kupreeva 2014 pp. 192-193.

428 Cf. Kupreeva 2014 pp. 171-172; cf. De elem. sec. Hipp. CMG 1 1.2 p. 102.7-9 De Lacy.

429 In his account, Leith, however, does not distinguish — as Cooper does, cf. p. 44 n. 117 —

between the proto-elements of the cosmogony and the real primary elements.

430 Cf. Leith (2015c¢), who has recently delivered a paper on Athenaeus’ elemental theory. Ps.-

Galen, Definitiones Medicae K. XIX p. 356 “ti £o11 6101(£10V; 6TOLYEIOV 0TV &€ 0D TPpdTOL KO

amlovoTtdtov T TavTo yéyove kai €ig O Gmlovotatov T Tavta dvolvOnostar Ov EoyoTov.

ABnvoiog 6¢ 0 Attodedg &v 1@ tpite Pphio enoiv obtwg. tiva €oti Tiig loTpikiic otoryEia;

oToyEld €0t TG loTpikiic, Kabdmep TvEG T@V dpyaimv vméLafov, TO Oeppov Kol TO Yuypov Kai

70 VYPOV Kal TO ENPoV, EE OV TPOTOV PAIVOUEVEV Kail dnhovoTtdtov kai Shayictav 6 &vOporog

OULVECTNKE Kol €ig 0 EoyaTo Gavopeve Kol AmAovGeTaTo Kol EAAyloTo TV avdivoty Aappdvet

(What is an element? An element is the first and simplest thing from which everything has come

to be, and the simplest and last thing into which everything will be resolved. Athenacus of

Attaleia speaks thus in the third book. What are the elements of medicine? The elements of
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to the Pneumatists, the two fields of Physics/Cosmology and Medicine are
rigorously separate and rely on different theoretical grounds.

But what exactly does it mean to say that the elements of medicine are
“perceptible to the senses”? In his De elementis, Galen extensively criticizes
Athenaeus’ view on the primary elements of the medical art. Kupreeva and, more
recently, Leith have delved deeper into this very intricate criticism and unfolded
some remarkable findings concerning Athenaeus’ elemental theory. On the one
hand, Leith makes the very important point that Galen’s criticism starts out from
a defence of a particular reading of the Hippocratic treatise De natura hominis,
according to which, when “Hippocrates” speak of the hot, the cold, the dry, and
the wet, he is indeed referring to the corresponding primary elements (fire, air,
water, and air). However, Galen attacks Athenaeus for propounding a rival
interpretation of the text according to which the Hippocratic author instead wants
to point out that the cosmic elements, although they exist, fall outside the field
of medical investigation and, therefore, that the doctor should fall back on the
mere “organic” qualities of the hot, the cold, the dry, and the wet, i.e., insofar as
they constitute the bodies of the living beings. These elements are defined by
Galen as proximate (mpoogyi}), evident, and not requiring proof (évapyij

PAcKOV slvar To oToryela Kol dmodeifemg pi) dioOar).**! In his reading of the

medicine are, as some of the ancients believed, hot, cold, wet and dry. The human being has been
put together out of these first, apparent, simplest and least things, and has its resolution into these
last, apparent, simplest and least things)” (trans. Leith); cf. SVF II 580; cf. Wellmann 1895 pp.
131-133. For the problem of the attribution to Athenaeus of this definition-pair and its
philological implications cf. Coughlin 2016
http://www.ancientmedicine.org/home/2016/1/5/the-medical-definitions. In a second definition,
Athenaeus introduces what is thought of as fifth element: the pneuma (although in Stoic thinking,
more precisely in the Chrysippean formulation, pneuma is a mixture of the active elements, fire
and air; SVF II 841, 310, 442, 786 and Galen Quod animi mor. K. IV p. 784.7-12); Ps.-Galen,
Introd. 5. medic. K. XIV p. 698 Petit p. 21: “kotd 6& T0v ABMvaiov ctotyeio avOpd@mov ov Ta
Té600p0 TPMTO COUNTA, TOP Kol ANp Kol VOwp Kol Y], GAL’ ol ToldTNTEG OV TAV, TO BEpoV Kol
70 Yuypdv Kol T ENpov kai 1O VYPOV, OV V0 P&V T omTikd aitio VroTifeTon, TO OepUOV Kol
0 Yuypoév, 000 8¢ T VAIKA, 0 ENpov kal TO VYpOV, Kol TEUTTOV 8¢ TAPEIGAYEL KATA TOVG
Ztouode 10 difikov S0 mhvtov mTvedpa, V9’ ob Td ThvTo Kol cuvéxesBot kol StotksicHon
(According to Athenaeus the elements of man are not the four primary bodies (fire, air, water
and earth), but their qualities (hot, cold, dry and wet), of which he posits that two are productive
causes (hot and cold), and two are material (dry and wet). He introduces a fifth (element), in
accord with the Stoics, namely the pneuma which permeates everything, by which everything is
held together and regulated)” (transl. Leith).

41 The Galenic passages Leith quotes are: 1) De Elem. sec. Hipp. CMG V 1.2 p. 102 De Lacy
“o0 mapokorlovBohvieg € ol TOAROL Tf] KOTO TOV AGYOV OUOVULLIY GUYYEOVTOL KOl TOPATTOVTAL,
kaBdanep kai ABvalog 6 Attoredc, dpo pev otolyeia Tépuevog Tavlpmdmov o Beppov Kol to
Yuypdv Kod 1o ENpdv Kol 10 Vypdv, B & Evapyii paokov tvol Té oToyElo Kol @modeitemg pi
dgloOm, Kol mote pev Ovoudlov avtd ToldTNTaS Kol SUVALELS, €VIOTE OE CAOUATO GLYXOPAV
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Omapyetv, gito Sedide dépa kol mdp kol Déwp kol yijv Oporoyficon. (But most men, not
understanding this, are confused and upset by the verbal ambiguity [N.B. Galen is referring to
a passage from De natura hominis|; thus Athenaeus of Attaleia made hot, cold, dry and wet the
elements of man, and at the same time he claimed that the elements are clearly visible and do
not require proof, sometimes calling them qualities and powers, on occasion granting that they
are bodies, then afraid to agree that they are fire, air, water and earth)” (trans. De Lacy); ii) De
Elem. sec. Hipp. CMG V 1.2 p. 104 De Lacy “aA)\’ iowg prcovowv ot an’ ABnvaiov und’ avtol
nepi ye ToVTOV dmogatvecOon undév, dmékeva yap etvor tiig laTpikiic téyvne, dpkelv 8 avtoic
70 Beppov kal Yyouypov kai Enpov kol Hypov, 6 kav toig {doig Evapydg dei&at dSvvavtal, GToLyeia
Kol TV copdtov Drobicha kai TS GG latpikiic. T pév odv domep {dov Tiic ioTpikic Téxvne
voBécbat otoyyeia 10 Beprov Kol TO Yuypov kal to ENpov Kol TO Vypov dong droyiog Exetat, Ti
av &yad vov énegioyt; kekU@OINTOL Yop VO TOAAGDY 7)O1 TO ddYUa Kol WOYOV Kol KOTOYEAMTA
00 GLIKPOV £TL T€ TPOG TOVTOIG AmiaTioy ovK ALYV 1@ Toloid npocetpiyato Ady@ (Perhaps the
followers of Athenaeus will say that they themselves make no statement about these things
because they are outside the medical art; they are content to make hot, cold, dry and wet, which
they can clearly point to also in animals, the elements both of bodies and of the whole of
medicine. Why should I now dwell on the utter absurdity of making hot, cold, dry and wet the
elements of the medical art, as if it were an animal? It is a view that has been ridiculed by many
before now and has subjected the ancient account to no small amount of blame and derision, and
no little distrust besides)” (trans. De Lacy); iii) De Elem. sec. Hipp. CMG V 1.2 p. 110 De Lacy
“€0avpalov 8¢ kal TG ovK aichavetal cuyyémv £avtov 0 ABMvalog, 6g Oepprov HEv Kal yoypov
Kol ENpov kal Vypov dvopalmv dra&lol Top eimelv Kol aépa kol YTV Kol Hémp. vai enot. Ta yop
npoceyii Aoppave T@V {OG®V, oyl T0. KOWA TOVIOV COUATOV OTOLYETN. KOAODOL 8 TpooE)T|
16 olov 1810 koi pundevog dAlov TdV amdviav. ol 8¢ kai kat’ dpydg svOvC sipnTon TépumoAL
Sapépely 0 ovopeva ototyeilo TV dvimg ototyeimv. £owka 08 kal viv €pelv Hiep avT@®V 010
HLOKPOTEP®V. €ImEP EAAYIOTOV TL Kol AMAOVGTATOV EGTL HOPLOV TO GTOLXETOV, £in GV MG TPOG TNV
aicOnow 6oTodv Kol ¥OvOpos Kot cVuVOESHOG Kai OvuE Kol Opi& Kol TyLel) kol caps Kol vebpov
Kol PeAdC Tveg T€ Kol Duéveg Kai AmAddg simelv dmovTa T OPolopepT] oToyEln TV GvOporivay
copdTny. ap’ odv 6 Abfvarog 016 Tov TodTa oTotyElD; Kol UiV adTdg 0TV O YPAPVY EKAGTOV
UV TGV OHOOUEPV &K TV TPOT®Y Yeyovivon GTOyEimV, &k 68 TdV OOolopepdY oM TEALN
ovykelohot 100 {@ov popro (I was amazed that Athenacus does not see that he is confusing
himself when he names hot and cold and dry and wet but avoids naming fire and earth and water
and air. ‘Yes,’ he says, ‘because I am taking the proximate elements of animals, not the elements
common to all bodies’ — and by proximate they mean ‘peculiar to’ and ‘of nothing else at all’.

But I said right at the start that apparent elements are far different from true elements; it seems
to me that this is the time to discuss this difference at greater length. If the element is some least
and simplest part, it would be on the visible level bone, cartilage, ligament, nail, hair, fat, flesh,

nerve, marrow, fibres too, and membranes, and in a word all the homoeomerous parts would be
elements of human bodies. But did Athenaeus make these the elements? He is the very one who

writes that each of the homoeomerous parts has come into being from the first elements, and that
the other parts of the animal are then formed from the homoeomerous parts)” (trans. De Lacy);

iv) Gal. Hipp. Elem. CMG V 1.2 p. 116 De Lacy “t0 8¢ 818 o010 8ed16van Tod0’ opoloysiv sivar
oTolyEln, S10TL pNT’ E€apodpey €k ToD oMUATOG ODTAOV TL UNT Evtibepev, éoydtwog NAIDOV ot

T YOP €K TOV OTOLEI®MV YEYOVOTA TPOGPEPOUEVOL TAVTOG dNTOV KO TO GTOLYETM TOIG GOUOGLY
NU®V vtidepey. GAL’ odk silikpvii, pooiv, 008E pdva. koxdg odv EAéyeto <td> pft’ dEoipsiv
it évtiBévar otoyeiov: €xphv yap oy AmA®dg obtmg gimely, AL’ OtL U pévov und’ dpuktov
und’ adtd kaf’ avtd. Kaitor Koi todt’ avtd Ti ToTe PovAeTon mEPaAively avTOlg; oVUTE Yap

Gypnotoc 1 mept 1@V otoryeiov Bewpio 610 TodT’ Gv €ikOTOC vopoBein, 610TL undev adTdV
GLuKToV £T£pOV 101G COUACTY NUAY TPOCEEPOLEY, 0VTE S0 ToDTO TOP Kol dnp kol Vodwp Kal yi

Kak®¢ eipntatl otolyeia, S10TL T0ig PEV €€ avTdV Ypodueda yeyovoot, povov &’ avTtdv EKAcTOV
idig kal kad’ Eavtd mavtanacwy dypnotov vrapyel (To be afraid to grant that they are elements
for the reason that we neither take any of them out of the body nor put any of them into it is

utterly stupid, for when we eat and drink the things that have been generated from the elements
we most certainly put the elements too into our bodies. But not in a pure form, they say, and not
alone. Then it was incorrect to say that we neither take out nor put in an element; this statement
should not have been made without qualification in that way, but with the qualification ‘not alone
or unmixed or itself by itself’. And yet even with this qualification what does it aim to achieve

for them? It is not reasonable that speculation about the elements be considered useless because
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Galenic passages, Leith points out that according to the Pneumatists, although
the cosmic elements indeed exist and are the elements common to all, when it
comes to the medical art and to the close inspection of the nature of human
beings, they are not useful at all for dietetic or therapeutic purposes. In adopting
this approach, Athenaeus follows a strictly medical tradition whose roots have
to be recognized in the tendency, amply displayed by “archaic”, i.e. Hippocratic,
and Hellenistic medicine, to separate natural philosophy as the highest form of
theoretical hypotheseis from medical fechne that starts its enquiry at the sense-
perceptible level (a tendency rejected by Galen himself). Like the earlier medical
tradition, although conscious of the existence of the ultimate constituents of the
cosmos, the physician should instead appeal to the proximate elements
(according to Leith, the adjective mpooeyng reflects Athenaeus’ awareness of the
existence of true primary elements), i.e., the concrete and perceptible
(évopyfy/earvopeva) instantiations of the cosmic elements: the temperature of
bodies or their degree of humidity.**?

By analysing Galen’s criticism of Athenaeus’ theory of elements in his De
elementis,*** Kupreeva unearths not only the main features of Galen’s theory of

primary elements, but also some new and noteworthy reflections on both 1) the

we do not take into our bodies any one of them unmixed with another, and it was wrong to deny
that fire and air and water and earth are elements for the reason that we use things that have
been generated from them, but each of them alone, separate and by itself, is completely useless)”
(trans. De Lacy).
42 As I have hinted, Leith enquires into the theoretical framework within which Athenaeus’
speculation relating to the primary elements is situated. On the one hand, he convincingly argues
that Athenaeus’ position may have developed from his reading of the treatise De natura hominis
(as can be inferred from Galen’s De elementis): for right at the beginning, the Hippocratic author
declares — as Leith underlines — that he will not deal with the nature of the human being in a way
that will trespass on what strictly pertains to the art of medicine; in fact, as the Hippocratic
author affirms, he will not consider the nature of the human being as made up of air, water, and
earth, “or any other thing which is not evident (@avepév) in human beings” (De nat. hom. 1 1.3
p. 164, 1 ff. Jouanna). On the other hand, Leith underscores the influence the Alexandrian
anatomists may have exerted on Athenaeus. Analogously to Athenaeus, Herophilus and
Erasistratus, who are sometimes defined by Galen as semi-Dogmatists, did not enquire into the
nature of the ultimate cosmic building blocks of the nature of the human being. On the one hand,
according to Erasistratus the first theoretical structure constituting the nature of man is the well-
known triplet of nerve, artery, and vein (which in any case was the theoretical reproduction of
perceptible uniform parts). On the other hand, Herophilus limits his medical investigation to the
first visible structures in the anatomical evidence (in a passage from the Anonymus Londinensis
these primary constituents are defined phainomena; cf. Anon. Lond. XXI 18-23, 32-35 = pp.
45—-46 Manetti = T50a von Staden; cf. also Gal. De meth. med. K. X p.107 = T50b von Staden).
On this cf. also Leith 2015a.
433 1 have summarized the main lines of Galen’s criticism of Athenaeus’ elemental theory
throughout 1.3.4 pp. 85ff.
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ontological status of Athenaeus’ primary elements and ii) their place within the
Pneumatists’ medical system.

On the one hand, according to Galen these sense-perceptible elements of
human nature would have to be identified only with the homoeomerous parts
(that is, the body in which a certain quality inheres by prevalence), whereas
Athenaeus is reported to have said that, by contrast, the homoeomerous parts
come out of the hot, the cold, the dry, and the wet (so according to the
Pneumatists, they would not coincide with the homoeomerous parts).**
Kupreeva, not irreconcilably with Leith, sheds more light on the connections
between the Pneumatists’ so-called sense-perceptible, evident and proximate
elements, which are always to be understood as corporeal, and the Stoic cosmic
elements.***> Kupreeva notes that, according to the Stoics, the soul’s ontogenesis
takes place through a process they refer to as a “hardening” or octdépmoic: it
consists in the sudden refrigeration of the internal hot pneuma.*® Now, as
Kupreeva shows, in an account provided by Antyllus, a Pneumatist who was
Galen’s contemporary, the connatural pneuma is thought of as continuously in
motion and as producing a friction which re-kindles the vital heat:**” a kind of
adventitious, secondary, and proximate heat which, as Kupreeva points out,
would coincide neither with the pyr technikon (the active principle which by
acting on the passive generates the whole cosmos) nor with the elemental fire
(which is produced only secondarily during the cosmogonic process). Therefore,
as Kupreeva states, “the Pneumatists thus have philosophical reasons, taken from

Stoic physics, to argue that vital heat present in the human body is not identical

434 Galen De elem. sec. Hipp. CMG V 1.2 p. 110-112.2 De Lacy.
435 However, in contrast to Leith, Kupreeva identifies the mpoceyfj elements as the humours (cf.
Kupreeva 2014 p. 174), although in her account of the Pneumatists’ elemental theory this does
not emerge in a clear-cut way.
436 Plut. Stoic. Rep. 1053c4—d1 “&romog obv @aivetar Tf meptyvEet VOV U &€ avarcOniTov Toldy
Euyoya, viv 8' gig avaicOnta kai dyvyo petafdiiov o TAEIGTOV HEPOG Tig TOD KOGLOV YUYTiG.
dvev 08 ToVTOV O TEPL YVYT|G YEVESEMG ADT® AOGYOG HaXOUEVIV EXEL TTPOG TO SOYLOL TV ATOdEELY.
yiveoOai pev yap enot v yoynv, dtav 1o Ppépoc arnotexdij, kabdmep otopdost T mepyvEeL
70D TveLOTOG LETOPOAOVTOG, Gmodeifet B¢ xpTital TOD yEYOVEVAL TNV YUXTV KOl LETOYEVEGTEPAY
sivar pdhoto ¢ kai Tov Tpdmov Kai 1o Ndog dEopotodcbon to Tékva Toig yovedot, Plut. Comm.
Not. 1084d7—e4 Alhd Tobto pev mapd oG Kowag Pralovtat Tpornyels €keiva ' 1(dn kai Topa
T0G 610G, TO BeproTaTOV TEPLYLEEL KO TUKVMGEL TO AETTOUEPEGTOTOV YEVVADVTEC. 1| YOP WOXT
BeppoTatdv €0t SNTOL Kol AeTTOUEPEGTATOV TTO10DGL &' ATV Tf| TEPLYVEEL Kl TUKVAGEL TOD
GTEPUOTOC 010V GTOUMGEL TO TVEDHO PETUBAALOVTOC, EK PUTIKOD YOYIKOV YEVOUEVOV. YEYOVEVIL
8¢ Kai Tov AoV Epyoyov AEyovat, Tod VYpod petafdrlovtog gig Tp voepdv. dpa Kai TOV AoV
Suavogichat TepryvEet yevvdpevov”.
437 Cf. Oribasius Coll. Med. CMG VI 1.1 p. 163.11-15 Raeder.
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with the cosmic heat. This makes all the proximate qualities dependent on the
pneumatic motion, and accounts for the difference between these qualities and
their cosmic counterparts (earth, air, fire, water), although presumably there is
some sort of relation between these cosmic qualities (which are identical with
cosmic elements in the Stoic system) and the proximate qualities”.*** Moreover,
with regard to the role these perceptible elements play within Pneumatism,
Kupreeva recognizes that in their refusal to speak of the cosmic elements as
constitutive of the medical fechne, the Pneumatists situate themselves alongside
the Rationalists and the Empiricists. For they share with the Rationalists the
conviction that there is a limited number of basic principles to which we can
have recourse in medical enquiry (although in Galen’s view these ultimate
constituents of all the natural bodies have to be found through conceptual
investigation and not through sense-perception), and with the Empiricists the
inclination to limit themselves to the external experience given by the senses.**’

As we can see, both the scholars proceed in the same direction as they tend,
on the one hand, to enhance the link between the Pneumatists’ primary elements
and Stoic physics (although with due differences between the Stoics’ corporeal
cosmic elements and the Pneumatists’ sense-perceptible elements) and, on the
other hand, the distance between Galen’s Rationalist approach (which makes of
the cosmic elements of natural philosophy as the building blocks of medicine)
and the semi-Dogmatic Pneumatists’ approach, which rigidly marks the
difference between these two disciplines and assigns them different basic
constituents. We can easily note that the two elemental systems are very different
from one another and for two main reasons: i) on the one hand, the corporeal
sense-perceptible qualities of the Pneumatists of Stoic origin do not coincide
with Galen’s primary elements, which are based on an antidogmatic qualitativist
physics of Aristotelian origin (although not declared); and ii) the severe
exclusion of natural philosophy, broadly understood, from medicine leaves the
Pneumatists unable to work out a comprehensive philosophical world-view
within which to place their scheme of mixtures, which was exclusively used for

medical — pathophysiological — purposes (differently from Galen, as we will

438 Kupreeva 2014 p. 175-176.
439 Kupreeva 2014 p. 178.
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see). We can therefore reach the following conclusion. From the point of view
of natural philosophy (which is our narrowed field of enquiry), on the one hand
Galen inherits from the Pneumatists the pure and empty scheme of nine mixtures,
which he applies to a notion of elemental mixture — which, as we saw in detail,
has nothing to do with the Stoic model of mixture (apart from some superficial
redundancies), and which he fundamentally derives from the contemporaneous
Peripatetic physics. And, on the other hand, this scheme is profoundly anchored
to his unified (although with antidogmatic limits) medical-cum-philosophical
system, where medicine is thought of, as Kupreeva stresses, as the “handmaiden”

440

of natural philosophy,*"” and where a strongly teleological order entirely informs

his understanding of the physical world — on a small but also on a large scale.

2.4 A twofold evkpaoio (good mixture). The midpoint according to substance,

genus, and species, its consequences and teleological implications

In his 1981 essay Modelli di medicina in Galeno, Mario Vegetti argues
that in Galen’s De temperamentis it is impossible to recover traces of a
teleological language. According to Vegetti, the Nature pervading this Galenic
treatise takes on the appearance of a natura peccans insofar as Galen opposes to
one good mixture eight types of bad mixtures, which are to be considered
literally as “natural failures” leading to degenerative phenomena and
pathological predispositions: a badly mixed krasis would depend on a
compositional error, i.e. a convoluted assemblage executed by what can be also
seen as a fallible artist, i.e. nature.**!

In this discussion, I intend to subvert Vegetti’s claim by showing not only
manifest evidence of a teleological framework in De temperamentis (an aspect
which Philip Van der Eijk has brought to light**?), but also that Galen’s scheme

of nine mixtures is the skeleton for such a framework. We will start by returning

440 Kupreeva 2014 p. 179, comments on Galen De elem. sec. Hipp. CMG V 1.2 pp. 92.26-94, 2
De Lacy.
41 Vegetti 1981 pp. 56-57.
42 Van der Eijk 2010 and 2014a.
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to Galen’s definition of hot, cold, dry, and wet, then we will recall the research
findings gained in the previous chapter concerning Galen’s notion(s) of eukrasia
and, finally we will apply these to his general world-view (on which we
developed a somewhat different account in comparison to the classical essay by
Hankinson*#).

Moraux has already underlined that in Galen’s view hot, cold, dry, and wet
can be said trichos, i.e. in three ways: a) as a quality; b) as unmixed body, i.e.
the pure element, that is fire, air, water, and earth, where the primary qualities
(hot, cold, dry, and wet) are present to the extreme degree; and c) as a mixed
body (i.e. the homoeomerous part in which the quality is prevalent).*** Kupreeva
goes further still, showing that behind this threefold distinction lurks Galen’s
logical background, insofar as Galen differentiates between these three senses of
the hot, the cold, the dry, and the wet by appealing to the distinction, drawn by
Aristotle in his Categories (a text that he knew very well and on which he even
wrote a commentary in four books), between “being said of a subject”
(synonymous predication) and “being said in a subject” (inherence).** We
intend to go even further since, to this logical distinction, Galen adds the

category of relation and makes it more complex, as we see in T3:

T3 Galen De temperamentis K. 1 p. 542.13-544.14 Helmreich pp. 21.20-22.26:

(1) eic 0¢ 10 mopdVTE, TOV TOUDV OCOUATOV TPYDG AEYOUEVOV,
gmokoneichal TpoonkKel, TMG &V EKAGTN PNOEL KEXPNTAL TIG T TPpooTyopiq,
TOTEPOV O AMAODV Tt Kol BUKTOV ONADY 1| O TPOG TO GOUUETPOV OLOYEVEG T
¢ \ Jé n e \ \ \ 3 ~ 4 o ) ~ 57
OL0€dEG TapaPdAlmVy | | ®G PO TO TLYOV OTIODV" (2) olov dtav doTOdV €lmn
TIG ENPOV 1} yuypov ATADC 0VT®GT Pdvov dvoudoag dvev Tod Tpocheivatl AEovtog
1} KUVOG 1} AvBpdTOoL, dTAOV, MG TPOG TV OANV VGV ATOPAETOV ATAVI®V TMV

&V 1® KOG COUATOV EMIVOEL TL HEGOV, O ToPABaAL®Y adTd ENpov eival pnoty.

443 Hankinson 1989.
444 Moraux 1984 p. 303 cf. De elem. sec. Hipp. CMG V 1.2 pp. 114.24-116.5 De Lacy.
45 Kupreeva 2014 pp. 181 fTf. with references.
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v 8¢ ' gimn 10 T0d Aovtog dcTodV [} ToD AvOpmdTOL T} TOD KLVOC] ENpov eivar,
AoV, O¢ &v avToig mdAv T0ig TdV (OmV 06TOIG T HEGH TapaPaiAet. Kol ypn
KGvTad0d Tt voficol, maviov tdv (Gov Tdv pév pdAlov Tdv §' frtov £xOvIoV
dotd ENpa, pécov givol TV kpaoty 66TodV &v vt yével {Owv, olov avOpdTov,
gl toyol, kai ToOT® TEAA mapoforlopeva To pEv Enpd, T &' od Enpd
Tpocayopeveshat. Kai PEV O KAV TO1G AvOpOTOIS aTolg TAAMY O PéV TIg ENpov,
0 0" VypoOV doTodV Exetv AexOncetat, T HEG® TOPABUAAOUEVOS G €V AVOPOTOIC.
‘Ot §' év 8mact Toig 0061 TO PEGOV TV GKpov 0Tl TO GOPUETPOV TE Kod KaT'
8Keivo 10 Yévog 1} €100¢ | ebkpatov, dei xpr TpocvmoKoVEY 8V Gmovtt T6 Aoy,
KAV TopeABoOvTeg mOTE T AEEEL TOY®UEV ODTO, Kai O1) Kol ToVT®V 0UTOC EXOVImV,

4 n

dtav vypav eival Tic ginn TVde TV Kpdocw | Oepuny, épotdy, dnmc sipnkey,
apé ye TdE TIVL TapaBUAA®V APmPISHEVOS £Vi, Kabdmep, i TOYO1, 16 TTAdTOVL
1OV OedepacTov, | Katd yévog 6TIodv 7 €160g [ Yap dg EvOpwmov §| dg (Hov
1| ©¢ ovciav AmAGS]. (3) TO Yap o1 TPiTOV GNUALVOUEVOV EKAGTOV TMV TOLOVT®V
dvopdrtwv, dmep amhodv €Aéyopev eivon kol Euiktov, ovk 6TV &v TOIG
KEKPAUEVOLS, AL €V aTOIG TOlC TPDTOLS, O 61 Kol OTOLXEI0 TPOGOYOPEHOLEY,
dote TPLYY®G EKAGTOL TAV TOIBV COUATOV AEYOUEVOL TMV 000 HOVEV MUEG
yonlew elg v mepl kpdoewv mpaypateiov 1§ PO TO TLYOV OTODV

mapofaAlovtoc 1 TPOG TO GOUUETPOV OUOYEVEG.

(1)For the present, since the term ‘qualified bodies’ may be used in one of three
senses, we ought to consider, in each statement, how the appellation has been
used, whether to indicate something absolute and uncombined, or in comparison
with that which is at the point of good balance within the genus or species as a
whole, or in comparison with anything [else] (mdtepov ¢ GmAoDV TL Kol GUIKTOV
IMMA®V §| ®G TPOG TO GOUUETPOV OLOYEVES T) OPOEDEG TOPAPEAL®VY | T} OG TPOG
10 TVYOV 0TIoDV). (2) When, for example, someone says that bone is dry, or cold,
in the absolute sense, without adding that it is the bone of a lion, or of a dog or
of a human being, then it is evident that he has in mind some midpoint when
considering the whole of nature [consisting] of all the bodies in the cosmos; and
it is by comparison with this that he states it to be dry (®g mpog v dAnv pHow
dmoPAénov amdviov TV &v T® KOOU® COMATOV STVOEl TU pécov, ®

napofdAiov avtd Enpov eivai gnow). If, however, he says that the bone of a
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lion is dry, then it is evident that he is, in this case, comparing it with the middle
[item] within the bones of animals themselves. And here too there is something
[else] that one should realize: that, as all animals have dry bones to a greater or
lesser degree, the middle [type of] bone in terms of mixture occurs in some
particular species of animal, such as humans, for example, and that the others
are referred to as dry or not dry in comparison with that. And indeed within the
human species, similarly, some will be said to have dry bones, and some wet
bones, the comparison here being with the middle [type] within human beings.
Throughout the whole argument it must be borne in mind that the mid-point
between the extremes for all beings is the state of good balance, and of good-
mixture within that particular genus or species, even though we may sometimes
ignore this in our actual verbal expression. And this being so, whenever someone
calls a mixture wet or hot, one should ask in what sense that term has been used.
Is it in comparison with one specific [item], in particular, as if, say, one were
comparing Theophrastus with Plato? Or is it by reference to a particular genus
or species? (3) For indeed the third meaning of each of these terms, the one
which we called absolute and uncombined, does not exist in [objects that] consist
of a mixture, but only in the primary [objects], those, indeed, to which we also
refer as ‘elements’. Thus, though there are, in the case of each qualified body,
three senses in which the terms may be used, we only require two in the study of
mixtures, where we are either making a comparison with any chance [body], or
with the state of good balance within the genus. (Trans. Singer; slightly
modified)

After having summarized the theories of his predecessors in De
temperamentis 1 1-3 and given polemics against the Pneumatists in [ 4-5, in [ 6
Galen lays the path for the study of mixtures of living beings (and, of course,
especially of human beings). As we see in T3.1, he focuses on the poia somata,
or qualified bodies (that is, on the non-synonymous predication or predication
by way of inherence, putting aside synonymous predication) and states that,
when a body is defined as hot, cold, dry, or wet, this can indicate a) either

something absolute and uncombined where the quality is present to the extreme
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degree (cf. T3.1 amhodv 11 Kol Guiktov, i.e. the element); or b) a qualified body
which is said to be hot, cold, dry, and wet by way of prevalence: b.1) in
comparison with that which is at the point of good balance within the same genus
or species (cf. T3.1 Tp0g TO GOUPETPOV OPOYEVES i) ONOEIOES TOPAPAAL®V), OF
b.2) in comparison with any random object (cf. T3.1 Tpodg TO TLYOV 6TIODV).
Afterwards, in T3.2, Galen elucidates more clearly what he has in mind
when he speaks of poia somata by way of prevalence. In the first place, Galen
says that when someone declares that bone is dry without qualification or term
of reference (amA®dq) (i.e. without adding that it is the bone of a lion, or of a dog
or of a human being), it is clear that he is comparing this bone to the unique
absolute midpoint among all the physical bodies subjected to generation and
destruction, and it is by comparison with this that he affirms this bone to be dry
(i.e. it is dry in an absolute sense) (cf. T3.2 “then it is evident that he has in mind
some midpoint when considering the whole of nature [consisting] of all the
bodies in the cosmos; and it is by comparison with this that he states it to be dry
(mpog TV OANV UGV ATOPAETOV ATAVTOV TAV £V TA KOCU® COUATOV ETVOET
T pécov, @ mapaPiAlav odTd Enpov eivai pnowv)”). In the preceding chapter,
we singled out this absolute symmetric midpoint where hot and cold, dry and
wet meet at their very centre (i.e. the case in which hot/cold and dry/wet are
exactly equidistant from one another and the volumes of their elemental matter
are equal): it is the skin of the palm of the hand which is defined as the yardstick
or gnomon (i.e. reference point, also called kavadv and kprmplov De temp. p. 33,

446 and which indicates a state of absolute

19) of all the perceptible objects
eukrasia.

Second, if one specifies that the dry bone in question is the bone of a lion,
it is evident that one is comparing the lion’s bone to the bone that is the midpoint
of the same genus (i.e. animals): thus, the lion’s bone will be defined as dry when
compared, for example, to the bone of the human being (cf. T3.2 “If, however,
he says that the bone of a lion is dry, then it is evident that he is, in this case,

comparing it with the middle [item] within the bones of animals themselves.

46 De temp. p. 34.20 ff. H. “tolodtov &' €01l xoi 10 1®V AvOpdTOV dépua, pnécov dxpiPidg
AmivIoV TdV £oydtov, Bepprod Kol yoypod Kol ckANpod kol poAakol, Kol ToVTov PiAoTo TO
KATO TNV XEPO. YVOR®V YOp 00T TAVTOV Epeliev Eoec00r TOV aicOnTOV”.
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And here too there is something [else] that one should realize: that, as all animals
have dry bones to a greater or lesser degree, the middle [type of] bone in terms
of mixture occurs in some particular species of animal, such as humans, for
example, and that the others are referred to as dry or not dry in comparison with
that (Gv 8¢ y' ginn 10 10D Afovrog 6oTODY ENPOV cival, dfAov, GG &v avTolg
Al 10l TOV LOOV 00T0Tg TA péc® mapaPfdirer. kol ypn kAvTodO TU
vofjoat, TavTov TV (Gov TiV uev ndAlov TV &' fttov &xoviav 6t Enpd,
pécov gival THY Kpdowy 66todv £v Tivt yéver {dv, olov avOpdnav, €i THyo1,
kol To0T® TOAAO  mapaPoAddpevo To pEv  Enpd, Th &' ob  Enpa
npocayopevestar)”’; or else, although it is not specified in T3, the bone of a lion
can be defined as dry compared to the midpoint of its own species (lion), whence
the meaning of the non-synonymous predication will be different — the
difference is given by the reference term. In the first case, the bone will be called
dry if compared — within the genus of animals — to the human being’s bone (i.e.
it will then be defined as dry with respect to the genus of animals); in the second
case, the bone will be called dry compared to the bone of the lion that is in the
middle of the species of lions (i.e. the bone will be then defined as dry with
respect to the species of lions).*” Finally, a mixed body can be defined as hot,
cold, dry, or wet compared to whichever other random mixed body (i.e. without
reference to genus or species), when for example we compare Theophrastus to
Plato (cf. T3.2 “And this being so, whenever someone calls a mixture wet or hot,
one should ask in what sense that term has been used. Is it in comparison with
one specific [item], in particular, as if, say, one were comparing Theophrastus
with Plato? Or is it by reference to a particular genus or species? (t@® ITAdtwwvt
1OV OcdppacTtov, §j katd yévog OTiodv §) £180¢)”. In fact, as Galen clarifies at the
end of the passage, for the study of mixtures one needs to analyse them either in
comparison to a) whichever random body one encounters or b) to the midpoint
according to the same genus (cf. T3.3 “gig TNV mepi kpaocewv wpaypateiav qi

TPOC TO TVYOV OTIOVV TTaPAPAALovTaG §) TPOG TO GOUUETPOV OLOYEVES”).

47 De temp. p. 20, 16-22 H. “A hot animal, for example, is one that is hotter than the middle
animal, in terms of its mixture; a hot horse is one that is hotter than the middle horse. And
the middle [items] in each genus or species are also the well-balanced ones: they are equidistant
from each of the extremes within that particular genus or species. Animal, for example, is a
genus; horse, ox and dog, species. Furthermore, the human being is middle, in its mixture,
within the genus of animals as a whole” (transl. Singer).
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As we saw in the last two cases, which — as we will see later on — especially
relate to living bodies (plants and animals), the category of relation comes into
play here.

On the one hand, when a body x is compared with some random body vy,
“it is possible for the same thing to be referred to by opposite [terms], for
example for Dion to be referred to as drier than Theon and Memnon but as wetter
than Ariston and Glaucon”.**® Of course, Aristotle would deny that Dion can be
classed among the relatives if he is considered qua individual substance, but he
is a relative qua drier than Theon and Memnon or qua wetter than Ariston and
Glaucon.* Dion is a relative on both an ontological (something is said to be dri-
er or wet-ter in relation to another being) and a logical level (one has to specify
the reference term: Dion is drier than Theon and Memnon, or he is wetter than
Ariston and Glaucon); and ontologically grounded relatives (which are also
logically grounded) are contemporaneous by nature: they cannot exist without
each other (Dion cannot be dri-er if we do not think of comparing him to
someone else).*** At the same time, he can be both drier and wetter given that
we change the reference terms.

On the other hand, and more importantly, the physician has to enquire into
the oikeia physis of the body under investigation and we have already seen that,
analogously to Aristotle’s biological approach (on Lennox’s reading), the
differences between single individuals that are specifically different are marked
off by the rule of “the more and the less” (I refer to what I have defined as
Galen’s functionalistic physical/physiological articulation mixture-dynamis/eis-
energeia/ai: in sum, the differences among the single individuals and their
activities are due to the proportions of hot/cold and dry/wet within a certain
essence-specifying range).*>! What we left open there will now be clarified: for
the oikeia physis of every living body should be evaluated, and, therefore,
defined as hot/dry, hot/wet, cold/dry, cold/wet (composite mixtures), or hot,

48 De temp. p. 23.4-7 H. (transl. Singer).
49 Cat. 7 8al6-18.
40 Cat. 7Tb15-b22 “Relatives seem to be simultaneous by nature; and in most cases this is true.
For there is at the same time a double and a half, and when there is a half there is a double, and
when there is a slave there is a master; and similarly with the others. Also, each carries the other
to destruction; for if there is not a double there is not a half, and if there is not a half there is not
a double. So too with other such cases” (transl. Barnes).
SUCE. supra pp. 137 ff.
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cold, dry, wet (simple mixtures), or well-mixed (eukratos) on the basis of a
comparison between the individual body in question and the symmetric midpoint
of the same species and genus (i.e. the best physis within that species or genus).

But what does Galen mean by species and genus? In De temperamentis 1
6 he describes the cosmos as being made up of three concentric realms. For there
is the highest genus (anotadto ti génos), that of the substance or ousia, within
which falls everything animate or inanimate, and this is the common genus of
human being, dog, plane tree, fig tree, stone, bronze, iron, and all the rest.*>? The
genus of substance in turn includes the genus of the plants and within this latter
that of the animals, the genus of the plants being higher than that of the animals
(as we saw, analogously to Alexander, from the simplest to increasingly more
complex bodies).*>* Below the highest genus of the substance there are many
other genera: “that of ‘animal’, including bird and fish; that of ‘plant’, including
tree and herb; ‘bird’ includes eagle and raven; and ‘fish’ bass and wrasse. And
in exactly the same way the genus ‘tree’ contains olive and fig, while that of
‘herb’ contains pimpernel and peony. These are the ultimate genera (§oyota
vévn), which are also referred to as species (€10n), such as raven, wrasse, fig and
pimpernel; and of this sort too are human, ox and dog”.*** Now, in relation to
this subdivision into three concentric realms (substances, plants, animals), an
unspecified substance (which, as we have seen, can be either inanimate or
animate) can be said to be hot, cold, dry, and wet, or well-mixed in an absolute
sense, whereas, by contrast, if it is a plant or an animal, this definition is no

longer sufficient as the physician must consider its oikeia physis in comparison

42 De temp. p. 26.18 {f. H.
453 De temp. p. 23.16 ff. H. “Of these, the comparison with another man is a comparison within
the same species, while the comparison with bees or ants is one within the same genus, as,
equally, is the comparison with any plant. The genus in question in the latter case is a higher
(andtéro) one than that of animals; so, in the same way, that which includes stone, iron and
bronze is even higher than that” (transl. Singer).
44 De temp. p. 26, 23 ff. H. (transl. Singer). As we see, Galen speaks only of the ultimate gené
more precisely as eidé rather than with recourse to a systematic yévoc/idog analysis that can be
used at various levels of generality; although he seems to be well aware of the Aristotelian usage:
De temp. 27.1-6 H.“As one proceeds from the higher categories downwards, these are the
ultimate genera, which are therefore also referred to as species;*** as one proceeds upwards from
the individual existent objects, on the other hand, they are the first. And it has been shown in
another work how the ancients reasonably referred to all these items between the
individual and the first genus as both species and genera” (the reference to this writing may
be to Differ. puls. VII1.601 and 630 K.). On Aristotelian diairetical process in biological works
and on yévog/eidog analysis cf. Balme 1987c and Lennox 1987 pp. 348 ff.
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with the midpoint of the same genus or species.*> Therefore, the physician is
endowed, so to speak, with two pairs of eyes when he deals with physical bodies:
an absolute pair and a relative pair. In the first case, every physical body is
judged on the basis of an absolute reference point (i.e. within the highest genus
of substance and by referring its own mixture to the quantitatively determinable
onkoi of the elements; therefore, to put it simply, by comparing the mixture of
whichever physical body, be it animate or inanimate, to the absolute well-mixed
mixture, i.e. the yardstick or the palm of the hand). In the second case, living
bodies’ mixtures are judged on the basis of the relative midpoint according to
their own species and genus and the state of good-mixture is evaluated in
functionalistic terms, that is on the basis of activities: as we saw, even if a plant
or an animal does not have an absolute well-mixed mixture (i.e. the amounts of
the elements are not equal), it has a relative well-mixed mixture because it
performs its activities best.*® We see that, only in the first case, on an absolute

scale, do we have just one well-mixed mixture or absolute eukrasia (and this

45 De temp. p. 23, 24 ff. H. “But let us just make this distinction amongst them: that when some
existent object is called well-mixed in absolute terms, and some other is called drier, hotter,
colder or wetter than it, the one that we are calling well-mixed, in this context, is that [which is
composed] from a precise equality of opposites coming together, while whatever has some
deficiency or predominance in relation to this we refer to by the term for whatever predominates.
When, however, we speak of a well-mixed plant or animal, we are not with this kind of verbal
expression comparing opposites with each other in the absolute sense, but rather using as our
point of reference the nature of the plant or animal [in question]” (trans. Singer).

456 De temp. p. 24.3-25.14 H.: “We would say, for example, that a fig-tree was well-mixed, if it
were one possessed of that nature which is most appropriate to a fig-tree; and the same of a dog,
pig, horse or human being when each of these, similarly, was in the best state with regard to its
own nature. And this matter of ‘being in the best state with regard to its own nature’ is
evaluated in terms of the activities [...] We will, then, speak of all these — I mean, animals
and plants — as having the best, middle [type of] mixture within their own genus, not in the
absolute sense, when there is a precise equality of opposites, but when they have that good
balance which accords with their capacity. [...] And so, in the case of all well-mixed animals
and plants, their equality of mixture is not that [defined] by the amount of the elements in the
mixture, but that appropriate to the nature of that animal or plant. Sometimes it is appropriate for
there to be more wet than dry, or more cold than hot. For it is not right for a human being, a
lion, a bee and a dog to have the same sort of mixture. Indeed, when someone asks, what is
the mixture of a human being, or of a horse, an ox, dog or any other creature at all, the question
cannot be answered in absolute terms. For, if one answers in a single way on things that are
spoken of and evaluated in many ways, one cannot avoid criticism. One must, rather, do one of
two things: either go through all the different senses, or ascertain which one the person was
asking about, and speak of that one alone. If, for example, one were to ascertain that [he was
asking] what mixture it had within [the genus of] animals, then one should make one’s
response by reference to that animal which is in the middle position with regard to all
animals; if he was posing the question in absolute terms, with reference to every existent
object, in that case one would have to compare the opposites amongst those things in the
animal with each other and make one’s investigation by referring its mixture, not to the
activities, but to the amounts of the elements” (transl. Singer).

227



account would correspond to Vegetti’s view: one eukrasia and infinite natural
failures in a world completely devoid of any intrinsic teleology); but in the
second case, when we see the world from a relative and functionalistic
standpoint, the relative eukrasiai grow out of all proportion because an animal
or a plant does not need to have the absolute best mixture to perform its functions
properly.

Now, contrary to what has been said by Vegetti, a cosmos so conceived is
imbued with an inner teleological order. In his classical essay on the nature of
Galen’s teleological explanation, Hankinson has underlined the differences
between Aristotelian and Galenic teleology. In the first place, in contrast to the
Galenic view, which has recourse to a creative Demiurgic entity inspired by
Plato’s Timaeus, Aristotelian teleology does not involve direction.*’” Second,
whereas Aristotle’s teleology is limited (because although he often repeats the
motto that “Nature does nothing in vain”, it is true that there are some parts of
animals, such as the gall-bladder, which cannot be explained teleologically — cf.
De part. an. 677a12—-19), Galen stresses much more cogently the all-pervading
perfection of nature’s design (for example, as Hankinson remarks, in contrast to
Aristotle, he explains the function and nature of the gall-bladder teleologically —
cf. De usu part. p. 1.272—6 Helmreich).**® Notwithstanding such differences, on
the strength of the account provided by Moraux and Kovaci¢, we have shown
that the presence of a Demiurge is not at all irreconcilable with the idea of an
Aristotelian immanent natural principle that shapes an organism specifically
different since, from its very beginning, i.e. during the phase of embryogenesis,
it structures it from within in accordance with a teleological plan. Now, another
aspect, which remains controversial, of Aristotle’s teleology concerns its
anthropocentric character, at least according to the much-debated interpretation
provided by David Sedley.**° This interpretation, if indeed it is in doubt and is
nevertheless arguable for Aristotle himself, certainly identifies a more prominent
feature of the nature of Galen’s teleological explanation as exhibited in his De

temperamentis. Let us consider two texts from De temperamentis, T4 and T5:

457 Hankinson 1989 p. 213.
458 Hankinson 1989 p. 214,
459 Sedlely 1991.
228



T4 Galen De temperamentis K. 1. 565.3-566.3 Helmreich p. 35.17-36.6:

"Emiotioavtec ovv méAv éviodfo tov Adyov dmickeymuedo, tic dpiota
Kékpotal TAvTov GvOpomog, Ov kol thg OAng peév ovoiag, &ti 8¢ pAAAOV
avOporov 1 Kol TV dAAoV (Oov &v T@ péom xpn tdéavtag, kabdmep Tva
Kavova Koi yvouova, Tovg dAAovg dmavtag tTouTe tapafdiiovtog Oeppovg kol
YOypoLS Kol ENPovc Kol VYpovg Ovopalewy. 0&l 0& cuvopauelv ¢ TavTOV Emi
T0D0E TOAAL Yvopiopata. kol yop g Tpdg v OAnv ovciav éEetalovt pécov
PN eaivesBat TOv ToodToV, ETL 8¢ HAAAOV (G TPOG AvOpmTOLS TE Kol {da. Ta
pEv obv mdong Thc ovciag Kowvd yvopicpata mposipntar o &' m¢ &v {dov
gideotv évepyeiog TEAEIOTNTL KPIVETOL THG EKACT® TPETOVONC. TPEMEL O’ AVOPOTWD
HEV elval coQOTATe, Kuvi 8¢ mpaotdtm 0' Eua kol dAkumtdto, Aéovil &
GAKILOTATO HLOvVoV, Gomep Ye Kol TpoPAT® TPRoTdT®. Koi PEV Y Kol G TAG TOD
ochupotog évepyeiag oikeiac elvon mpoonketl t® Thc yoyfic | H0st, dédetkTon pv
Kol TPOG AploToTELOVS £V TOIC TtEpl LDV popimv, dEJEIKTAL O Kol TPOG UMV

VIEP DTGV 0VSEV NTTOV.

So let us again focus our argument at this point and consider: which human being
has the best mixture of all? We should place this human being in the middle with
respect to all existent objects, and even more so in relation to human beings and
other animals; and using him as a kind of standard and yardstick, should call all
others hot, cold, dry or wet by comparison with him. Many indicators must point
in the same direction here. For indeed, when one conducts the examination in
relation to all existent objects, it must be apparent that such a person is in the
middle, and this must be the case even more so in relation to human beings and
animals. Now, the common indicators that apply to all existent objects have been
stated already; those applicable to animal species, on the other hand, are
evaluated on the basis of the perfection of the activity appropriate to each. It is
appropriate for a human being to be very intelligent; for a dog to be both very
docile and very brave [...] Moreover, that the activities of the body should be
appropriate to the character of the soul has been shown by Aristotle in the Parts

of Animals, and no less by us too. (Transl. Singer)
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T5 Galen De temperamentis K. 1 p. 546.15-547.9 Helmrecih p. 24.4-15:

€l TOYOoL, Aéyovteg, Otav, oig LAAMOTA TPETEL TV VOV DIAPYEV GLKT), TOLDTN
T1c 1, Kova §' o kol 6V kai fnmov kol Evlponov, Eneday Kol TovTmV EK0GTOV
dprota Th¢ oikelag &yn voemS. avTo 8¢ 61 ToDTO TO THG Oikelag PVGEWMS EYEty
dplota Taig évepyeiong Kpivetal. kol yop kol eutov kol (dov OTiodv dplota
dtakeioOot TNVIKODTA Qapeyv, Otav EvEPYNoT KOAAIGTO. GUKNGC HEV YOp GPETN
BéATIoTA TE KOl TAETOTO TEAECPOPETV GVKA" KOTA TOOTA O Kol THS ApméLov TO
mAeloTOg T€ Kol KOAAIOTOG EKPEPELY OTAPVAAS, imov 6¢ 10 Belv dkdtata Kol
KVVOG gig Lév ONpog T& Kod euAoAC dkpmg eivat Qupoeidti, Tpog 8& Tovg oikeiove

TPQOTATOV.

We would say, for example, that a fig-tree was well-mixed, if it were one
possessed of that nature which is most appropriate to a fig-tree; and the same of
a dog, pig, horse or human being when each of these, similarly, was in the best
state with regard to its own nature. And this matter of ‘being in the best state
with regard to its own nature’ is evaluated in terms of the activities. The
excellence of a fig-tree, for example, consists in its bringing to fruition the most
and the best figs; in exactly the same way, that of a vine [consists in its]
producing the most and the best grapes; that of a horse in running very fast, and
that of a dog in extreme spiritedness in hunting and guarding, combined with

very great docility towards the members of its own household. (Trans. Singer)

As we have seen, the bodily mixture is responsible for the living being’s
specific behaviour and its distinctive bodily activities and these in turn —as Galen
states — should be appropriate to the character of the soul, as shown also by
Aristotle in his De partibus animalium (cf. T4 “xol pév ye kol O¢ tag TOD
chpatoc évepysiag oikelag eivar mpoonkel T thig yoyfig | f0e1, Sédstctan pev
Kol TpOG AploToTéLOVS €V T01C Ttepl LDV popimv, d€deKTaL & Kol TpOg UMV
VrEp adTdv 008&V NtTov”). As Schiefsky has aptly highlighted in an article on

the Galenic teleological explanation, both in Aristotle and in Galen the body and
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its parts (and hence the bodily mixture) are teleologically thought of as existing
for the sake of the soul in the sense that the whole organism has an explanatory
priority over its constitutive parts.*® However, if we look ahead and beyond the
teleological explanation regarding the single individual specifically different, we
see from all the texts we have considered so far that, within anti-dogmatic
boundaries,*¢! Galen envisages his cosmos (of which, unfortunately, in his De
temperamentis, we catch only passing glimpses), in the first place as permeated
by a unified teleological order, in which the characteristic activities of animals
and plants are thought of as at the service of human beings. The anthropocentric
nature of Galen’s teleological explanation undoubtedly stands out in our TS5,
where it is clearly said that the excellence (the word areté — taken from
Aristotle’s moral philosophy — can be paraphrased as “the nature of the being in
the best condition with regard to its own nature”) of plants and animals can be
measured by how far they serve human beings. On the one hand, the best fig tree
(the fig tree par excellence, i.e. the midpoint within the species of fig trees), for
example, is such because it produces the most and the best figs, its natural end
being the fact that human beings can eat its fruits; and the best vine (the vine par
excellence, 1.e. the midpoint within the species of vines) is such because it
produces the most and the best grapes. On the other hand, the same reasoning is
valid for the species of animals: the best horse is that which runs very fast in
order to be used by human beings as a means of transportation, whereas the best
dog is endowed with extreme spiritedness in order to serve for the purpose of
helping human beings in hunting and guarding their homes. Hence, as we see,
the human being is at the centre of Galen’s sublunary cosmos. In fact, as can be
easily gleaned from T4, the human being, i.e. the best human being or the most
well-mixed human being, is in the middle with respect to all existent beings

belonging to the highest genus of the whole substance, and a fortiori in relation

460 Cf. Schiefsky 2007 pp. 369-400. Schiefsky’s essay is devoted to exploring the relation
between Galen’s teleology and the functional explanation. One of his nodal points is in fact the
distinction between energeia and chreia. As Schiefsky underscores, while energeia is defined
by Galen as an “active motion”, the chreia is “what is commonly called the utility (euchrestia)”
(De usu part. p. 1. 437.8-15 H.), that is, the beneficial contribution of an activity to the
organism’s life that is threefold (as in Aristotle): 1) for life itself, ii) for better life, iii) for the
preservation of the race (cf. De usu part. p. 1.318.8-11 H.).

461 As Moraux observes, Galen does not take a position on the thorny doctrinal question dividing
philosophical schools concerning whether the cosmos is generated or not or whether there exists
an extra-cosmic void (cf. Moraux 1984 p. 327 with n. 324 with references).
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to all human beings and other animals (cf. T4 “tig dpiota kékpatal ThvTOV
dvBpomoc, Ov kol Tiig 6ANG pev ovoiag, £T1 0& pairov avOpOTOV TE KOl TOV
arrov Loov év Td péow yp1 taéavtag”’) and should be regarded as a kind of
canon or yardstick on the basis of which to call all other bodies hot, cold, dry, or
wet (again, cf. T4 “koBdnep TIVE KaVOVE KOL YVOROVA, TOVG GAAOVG BmavTog
TOUT® Topafdirovtag Bepuodc Kol yuypovg kol ENPovg Kol Vypovg
dvopaley”). 462

Now, because of its being a standard and a yardstick, it is not by chance
that Galen establishes a well-known comparison between the most well-mixed
human being, which is clearly a man (women are not considered, since by nature

they have a cold mixture*®®) and the Canon, the celebre statue of Polyclitus, as

we see from T6:

T6 Galen De temperamentis K. 1 566.8-567.9 Helmreich pp. 36.12-37.1:

(1) obt® yodv koi mAdotor Kol Ypopelg avoplavtomorol te Kol OAmg
, v , , N ’ Ve ¥ ¥
GYOALOTOTO101 TO KAAAGTO YPAPOLGL Kol TAATTOVGL Kob' EKasTOV €100C, 010V
avOpwmov evpopedtatov 1 inmov §j Bodv §j Aéovta, TO H€cov €v Ekeivm T@ YEVEL
OKOTODVTEG. Kol TOV TIg Avdplag émaveital [TodvkAeitov kavav dvopalopevog,
€Kk 10D TAVTOV TOV popimv axpiPi] v tpdg GAANAA cLUUETPiaY Exety OVOLOTOG
TO100TOV TVYAOV. £6Ti PV 0DV &mi TAéov, Ov VOV Nugic (ntoduev, §i 6 Kovav ovToC.

(2) o0 pévov yap HVypoOTTOHS TE Kol ENPOTNTOG &V T® HESH KAPEGTNKEY O OVTMG

462 At any rate, attention must be drawn to the fact that although the human being remains at the
centre of Galen’s sublunary cosmos, its importance should be brought into perspective and scaled
down when — as has been pointed out — considers the marvellous grandeur of the supralunary
regions and, therefore, the powerful intelligence penetrating the celestial bodies, such as the sun,
the moon, and all the stars (cf. De usu part. pp. 11.441-447 H. in Van der Eijk 2014a pp. 98-101;
cf. also Van der Eijk 2017. For a precise and schematic overview of Galen’s scala naturae from
the primary elements to divine Demiurge cf. Kovaci¢ 2001 pp. 207-209. The passage from De
usu partium is rightly famous: various scholars (Donini 1980 pp. 334-335; Moraux 1981b p.
101 ff. and 1984 pp. 327-328; Kovaci¢ 2001 pp. 202-204 with nn. 35 and 44) have seen that in
his theorizing of such an intelligence permeating, in the first instance, the celestial bodies and
then gradually reaching, although less intensely, the earthy bodies, Galen approximates the views
expressed by the pseudo-Aristotelian author of the treatise De mundo.

463 For, as Galen states, women are fatter than men and this is taken to be an indication of their
cold mixture due to their natural constitution or a lazy lifestyle; cf. the only passage in De
temperamentis where Galen deals with women’s constitution, De temp. p. 62.8—11 H. “crdviov
P&V 0LV &m' vSpdV TO TO10DTOV, £ 68 YOVOUK®Y Kod TAVL TOALAKIC EDPICKOUEVOV. £6TL YOp Kai
POoEMG YVYPOTEPOS Kal ApyoTéEPOV Biov TO TO10DTOV YVOPIoU”.
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eboopkog GvOpomog, GAAL Kol OlomAAcE®S APioTNG TETLYNKEV, ToMG WEV
EMOPEVNC TH TOV TETTAP®V GTOLEIV eVKpaciq, Taya O¢ Tva BgloTépav apynv
gtépoav &yovong BvmBev. (3) dArd T6 Ye mAvTog edikpaTov givan TOV TolodToV &€
AvAayKNG VTAPYEL TO Yap €V edOAPKIQ GOUUETPOV €VKPOCIOG 0TIV EKYOVOV.
€00VC o' VTAPYEL TG TOOVTO CAOUATL Kol Toig Evepyeiong dplota dtokeioOon Kol

OKANPOTNTOC T€ Kol polakdTnTog Exetv puetpimg Bepprotntodc e Kol WyoypoTnToc.

(1) And indeed it is in this way, too, that sculptors, painters, makers of
human statues, and makers of images in general, achieve the greatest beauty in
their painting or sculpting of each species, for example, the most well-formed
human being, or horse, or ox, or lion, by aiming for the middle within that
particular genus. And indeed, there is a certain statue that is much admired and
which is named the Canon of Polyclitus; it has acquired this name from the fact
that all its parts are in a precise state of good balance with each other. The
[canon] that we are now seeking is, broadly speaking, this Canon*** (2) For the
man who is well-fleshed in this way is not just in the middle state with regard to
wetness and dryness, but has also got an excellent shaping, something which is

possibly dependent on the good-mixture of the four elements, but may perhaps

464 In contrast to Helmreich’s text (éoti pév odv émi nAéov, dv vilv Nueic {ntoduev, §j 6 Kavav
obtog), Singer’s translation omits §| (which in Helmreich’s critical apparatus is omitted by the
ms. Marcianus (M), whereas, as the philologist Vito Lo Russo notes, in the Laurentianus (L), the
most authoritative ms., f| seems to be added by a different hand and might be a later scribal
insertion) and translates the reconstructed sentence “Zcti pév obv &mi mAéov, dv viv fueig
{nroduev, 6 kavav odtoc". This translation leads to a new interpretation according to which the
Canon of Polyclitus is equivalent to Galen’s well-fleshed man. This is not, however, the only
interpretation of the passage. In fact, according to a second interpretation, in line with
Helmreich’s text, Galen’s well-fleshed man would even be superior to Polyclitus’ Canon, the
translation of Helmreich’s sentence being the following: “Now (the canon) that we are looking
for at present is something more than this Canon (of Polyclitus)”. There is also a third
interpretation of the passage. M in fact omits j and writes the genitive relative pronoun ob instead
of Ov, to be taken as ‘than the one whom’. In this case, the translation would be: ‘Now this Canon
(of Polyclitus) is something that goes beyond the (canon) that we are looking for at present. For
the man who is well-fleshed in this way (i.e. as demonstrated by Polyclitus) does not just occupy
a middle position as regards wetness and dryness, but he has also received an outstanding
shaping, which is perhaps a consequence of the good balance between the four elements, but
which perhaps has a certain different, divine origin from above’. According to this third
translation, the Standard of Polyclitus would seem to be superior to the body Galen is looking
for. For a thorough discussion on this textual locus and its different interpretations cf. Van der
Eijk 2014a pp. 113 ff. with n. 68.
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have some other, more divine, source, from above (00 povov yap HypodTTOG TE
Kol ENpotTog &v 1@ péow kabéotnkev 0 obtwg edoapkog GvOpwmoc, ALY Kol
SmAGoEmG ApioTng TETHYNKEY, T0MG UEV EMOUEVIC T TOV TETTAPWOV GTOLYEIWV
evKpooig, Tayo 6¢ Tva Oelotépay apynv Etépav £xovong dvmbev). (3) But at any
rate, it will necessarily be the property of such a person that he is completely
well-mixed; for good balance with regard to well-fleshedness is a product of
good mixture (ALY TO Ye TAVTIWC €bKpaTov Elvol TOV TowodTOoV &E AvayKng
VTAPYEL TO YOpP &V EDGOAPKIY GOUUETPOV EVKpaciog EoTiv Ekyovov.). It will also
automatically be the property of his body that it is in the best state as regards its
activities, as well as being in a well-moderated position with respect to hardness
and softness, hotness and coldness (e00v¢ &' bdpPyEL TG TOOVTO CAOUATL KO TOIG
gvepyeioug Gplota SrakeioBor kol okAnpdTToOG T€ KOl HOAAKOTNTOG EXEWV

petpimg BeppomTog 1€ Kol Yoyxpottog). (Trans. Singer; slightly modified)

The sculpture Galen is referring to, the Canon, i.e. the Standard, is also
known as the Doryphoros (‘spearthrower’), by the fifth century sculptor
Polyclitus, who also wrote a treatise with the same title (as can be inferred from
De plac. Hipp. et Plat. p. 308 De Lacy).*® In his study on ancient aesthetics,
Jackie Pigeaud observes that this statue represented a great innovation in Greek
art because it posed the problem of the articulation and harmony of the human
body, of measure and commensurability (symmetria), bestowing for this reason
proper dignity on both the part and the whole of the statue.*®® As the scholar
perceptively remarks, in his De temperamentis (but also in many other passages

of his works),*” Galen makes use of the Canon of Polyclitus to translate his idea

465 Cf. Pigeaud 1995 p. 29; cf. Van der Eijk 2010 pp. 3-4.

466 Cf. Pigeaud 1995 p. 29 cf. also Van der Eijk 2010 pp. 3-4.

467 Cf. De opt. corp. constit. p. 13.2 H.; De meth. med. K. X p. 463-8 ff.; De san. tuend. CMG V
4.2 p. 56.24 ff. Koch where Galen even finds a geographical collocation for perfect bodies
comparable to the Canon (the central well-tempered region including Rome and Greece): “Enpoi
ugv yap kai ioyvol xoi olov &okeletevpévor yivovtor kotd tag Oeppog xdpog ol dvlpwmot,
avopoAot 8¢ Toig Kpdoeotv, Mg T PEV EEm yuypd, Ta 0 EVEoV T€ Kai KoTd Td oTAdyyva Bepua
TEPOLTEP® TOD TPOGNKOVTOG EYELV, Ol TAV YuypdV Ywpinv oikntopes. 10 &' dplotov odpa, Tepi
00 Vv 6 Aoyog, domep 6 <TToAKAEITOV> KAVAOV 6TV, O KOTO PV THY NHETEPOY XDPaV, (¢ v
ebKkpaToy VIAPYOVCHY, OITOL TOAAY TapamAicla chpate, mopd 8& Keltoic § Zivboig #
Atyvrtiolg 1} Apaytvy ovd' 6vap Eotiv i0€lv Tol0DTOV GMO. Kol aDTiG 08 THG TUETEPOG XDPOG
ikovov &yodong mAETog, EDKPATOTATOV £6TL TO HECAITOTOV, OIOVIEP DRAPYEL TO KOTA TRV

234



of the midpoint into images, which would serve as a standard on the basis of
which to compare and to assess all the other existent bodies.**® Such a body is
defined as eboapkog — “well-fleshed” — and, as Galen explains, that means both
that he is the midpoint between hot/cold and dry/wet and that he has got an
excellent shape (diaplasis), which can be dependent either on the eukrasia of the
four primary elements (in the sense that it would be an outcome of this) or on a
more divine source (T6.2).*® At any rate, as Galen states, it is the good-mixture
that produces, on the one hand, well-fleshedness (or eusarkia) and, on the other
hand, is €vBVbc, immediately responsible also for the best activities of the
organism, as we have underscored (T6.3).

However, one point remains unclear: is the standard, on the basis of which
we are to compare all the other bodies, the best human being, or is it the palm of
the hand? In fact, as we have seen, Galen defines both as canon (kanén) and
yardstick (gnomon). The issue is not trivial at all, because if, on the one hand,
we have previously examined the anthropocentric character of Galen’s
teleology, we now want to press the question a little further to find the very core
of Galen’s sublunary cosmos.

It is Galen himself who, when recapping the contents of the first book in

De temperamentis 11 1, explains the relation between the human being as the

<Imnmokpdrtovg> matpido Kol yap xepdvog adtn kol 0Epovg Eativ ebkpatoc, £Tt 8¢ 61 poriov
APOC T Kol POVOTDPOL”.

468 Pigeaud 1995 pp. 29-38 and esp. p. 37: “Mais le Canon que cherche Galien est plus difficile,
car il droit rendre compte a la fois de la crase et de la forme (diaplasis). Cette reductio du Canon
de Polyclete a la moyenne implique bien davantage qu'une référence convenue au topos
polyclétéén quand il s'agit de symmétria. Le Doryphore comme homme moyen est une chose
apparemment nouvelle. Elle correspond a une tentative poir homogénéiser les questions de la
matiere et celles de la forme. Le meson est un cas d' égalité entre les extremes, cas particuler de
la symmeétria”. Cf. also the chapter on Galen’s Aesthetics, pp. 127—153, and on Galen’s usage of
the Canon, pp. 139-143.

49 As we see in this passage (T6) concerning the Canon of Polyclitus, Galen ascribes the
excellent shaping (Sumhdcewg dpiotng) either to the good-mixture of the four elements (on
which such a shaping would be dependent in the sense of a necessary physical/physiological
consequence; cf. émopévng T TV teTThp®V oToLEiY guKpacig) or to a more divine source,
coming from above (which in any case — as we have shown — had to make use of the four
elements to shape an organism specifically different from within, according to a teleological
programme or kata proton logon). In fact, we have pointed out that one has to draw a clear-cut
distinction between 1) the first shaping of an organism (i.e. the shaping capacity Galen refers to
in this section) which we identified as the total mixture of hot, cold, dry, and wet, performed by
a demiurgic Nature or God, and which moulds the parts of an individual in accordance with its
own soul, and ii) the further physical and psychological consequences which afterwards
necessarily follow (in the sense of hepesthai) on the mixtures themselves (and it is to this that
Galen refers when he speaks of features necessarily following on the eukrasia of the four
elements).
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midpoint of the highest genus of substance and the part of the human body which

is the most well-mixed with respect to all its parts:

T7 Galen De temperamentis K. 1575.4-15 Helmreich pp. 41.24-42.7:

(1) Aédekton yap o1 mpodchev, mg dvOpmmog E5Tv 0V TAV LDV Hdvov 1 puT@dV,
GAAQ KOl TV GAADV ATAVTOV DKPOUTOTATOV. £TEL O' €K TOAADV Kol SopepOVTOV
oVLYKELTOL HopimVv, EDOMAOV, OC TO HEGOV ATAVTOV Tf| KPAcEL TODTO Kol ATAMG
€0TIV DKPATOV. TO YAP TOD HEGOV TH| KPAoel LMoV HEGOV LOPLOV ATAVTOV ATADG
gvkpoTotatov Eatat. (2) £0eiyOn & 10T v AvOpdT® TO KaAoDUEVOV dEPLAL Kol
péhota tod déppotog O TAV YEPAV &vidc, Btov, olov Vmd ThG PUGEMC
AmEPYASON, TOODTOV PLUAATTNTAL Kol HEV O KOl AOC 0V TavTOg AvOp®TOL TO
dépUoL pHEGOV OMAMG €0tV amdong ovoiag, £delyOn mpdcbev, AN Gotig Gv

gVKPOTOTATOC T’

(1) For indeed it has been shown above that the human being is the most well-
mixed [being], not just among animals or plants, but also among all others. Since,
however, it is composed of many different parts (émel o' €k mMOAA®DV Kod
dpepdvTOV cvykeltal popiwv), it is quite evident that that part which is in the
middle of all of them with regard to mixture will also be well-mixed in the
absolute sense (T0 pécov andvimv T KpAcel TOVTO Kol ATADC 0TIV EDKPATOV).
For, of the animal which is in the middle with regard to mixture, the middle part
will be the most well-mixed of all, in the absolute sense (10 yap 100 pécov T
Kpaoel oV HEGOV HOPLOV ATAVTOV ATADG eVKpaToTaTOV E0Tan). (2) And it was
shown hat within human beings this part was that known as ‘skin’, and more
especially the skin the palm of the hand — provided that this has remained as it
was crafted by Nature. It was, however, also shown above that not every human
being’s skin is in the middle of all existent object[s], but only that of the one who

is most well-mixed. (Transl. Singer)
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As Galen has it, there is a part of the human being, that which is in the
middle with regard to mixture, which is in the middle with regard to all its other
parts and, therefore, in the middle in the absolute sense: this part is, as Galen
puts it, 10 pécov poprov 10d pésov (mov and, therefore, the most well-mixed in
the absolute sense, i.e. anidg evkpatotatov (T7.1). In fact, by comparing this
part, the skin of the palm of the hand, to the other parts of the most well-mixed
body it is possible to understand the standard qualitative composition of each
part: an operation which Galen himself undertakes at the end of I 9 when he
analyses the main bodily parts individually (from the humours to the flesh of the
various organs) and describes their qualitative composition by comparing them
to the skin.*’° As Galen goes on to clarify in T7.2, he is not speaking of every
human being’s skin but of that belonging to the most well-mixed human being,
that has remained as it was, shaped by the work of Nature. At I 9 of De
temperamentis, however, Galen is much more precise in outlining the defining
traits of the possessor of such a bodily part, giving us detailed pieces of
information on 1) his social status and i1) the specific function that such a bodily

part has, as we can understand from T8:

T8 Galen De temperamentis K. 1 pp. 567.11-568.16 Helmreich p. 37.1-24:

Kol Tadd' dhpyet [Anavta] T@ dEpHaTL Kol TOVTOL HAMGTA T® THG XEPOG EVTOC,
dtav ye undévo toHlov Eyn torodtov, 0iog Tl £péTTOoVGi TE KOl GKATTOVGL
yiyvetor Ourtiic yop &veka ypelag TAOV yePp®dV yeyevnuévev, aefg Kol
AVTUMYE®S, ol podokal PEV €i¢ TV TG aTg akpifelay, ai okAnpai o' gic v
TG AvTIAyeng ioyvv émttmdetdtepat. Kai on kol 1o déppa 10 pésov od povov
AmavIov TV Tod AvOp®ToL popimv, GAAY Kol THG OANG 0VGI0G ATAVI®OY T®V &V
vevéoel T kal | eOopd cOUAT®V 0V TO TETVA®UEVOV 0TI KOl GKANPOV Koi
MO®deC, GALYL TO KoTd POV Exov, @ On kol pdiotd eapey dkptBodcsdor v
anv. [...] &i &7 Todto kovéva Te Kol olov KpITHploV Gmdvtov TdV Tod {Hov
popimv mpootnoduevog £Eetdlolc 1€ Kai mapaPUALog odTd TAAAL, TOG OKTM

JpopaG EVPNOELG TMV SOVOKPUGIDY £V AVTOIC.

470 De temp. pp. 38-39 H.
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These also will be the properties [the equidistance between hot/cold and dry/wet]
of the skin, and especially of the skin on the inside of the hand (provided that it
does not have any callus of the sort suffered in rowing or digging). For there are
two functions for which hands came into being, that of touching and that of
holding; soft hands are better equipped for accuracy in the sense of touch, hard
hands for strength in grasping objects. The skin which is middle, not just with
regard to all the parts of the human being, but with regard to all existent objects
— all bodies that are subject to generation and decay — is not that which is
callused, hard and stone-like, but rather that which has preserved its natural state;
and it is by virtue of this, we say, that its sense of touch is made especially
precise. [...] If, then, you take skin as a standard and, as it were, criterion against
which to examine all other parts of the animal, and compare these with it, you

will find the eight distinct types of imbalance within those parts (Trans. Singer)

As is clear from the text, the skin of the hand that Galen has in mind is not
that which is callused, hard and stone-like (o0 10 TeTVA®UEVOV €0TI KOl GKANPOV
kail ABMdOec) and which can belong to particular social actors, i.e. working-class
people devoted to more generally banausic practises, such as rowers or diggers
(6tav ye undéva THhov &m TolodTov, 0l0g TOiG EpETTOVGT TE KOi GKAMTOVGL
yiyvetan), but the soft hand (ol poiokoi pev gig v g aefig dkpipfelav) that is
preserved in its natural state (10 katd @O &xov) and which, for this reason, is
endowed with an extremely precise sense of touch (¢ & koi péiotd Qopey
axpifodcOar v aenv). Now, touch (aen) has been considered a powerful
diagnostic tool since Hippocratic medicine and, in Galen’s text too, it is
described as an irreplaceable instrument used by the doctor for recognizing and
assessing the mixtures in living bodies. For it is sufficiently straightforward that
the palm of the hand, which represents the midpoint with respect to all bodies
subject to coming-to-be and passing-away, is that of the aspiring physician,
whom Galen wants to train in the study of mixtures. Thus he suggests taking
skin as a standard and criterion against which to compare all parts of animals

and find out the eight other dyskrasiai (i 51 T0010 KavOVa TE Kai 010V KPLTHPLOV
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anaviov v 1od (Hov popimv mpootnodpevos £eTalolg 1¢ Kol mapafailolg
oOT® TAALQ, TOG OKTO S1apPOpPag EVPHGELC TdY Suokpacidy &v antoic).*’! The
conclusion, then, is that the meson of the meson, the centre of Galen’s universe,
that is, the middle part of the middle human being, coincides with the palm of
the hand of the physician. By applying it to whichever body, and above all, to
the body of the patients the doctor cures, he is enabled to gain an empirical
absolute knowledge concerning the very essence of whichever physical body,
inanimate and animate, i.e. its mixture or qualitative composition, its being hot,
cold, dry, or wet on an absolute scale. On the other hand, by using the /ogiké
theoria acquired through his long logical training and by comparing it to the
corresponding relative midpoint, he can heal his patients, equating the patients’
own oikeia physis to the meson of the species or genus in order to restore the
relative eukrasia of living bodies.

To take stock of the results gained in this last section contributing to our
analysis of Galen’s scheme of nine mixtures, its roots and function within his
natural philosophy, we can say, first of all, that the physician should begin the
study of the mixtures in living beings with considerations on qualified bodies,
especially those of plants and animals, by comparing them either a) to whichever
random body or b) to the midpoint according to species or genus. Second, we
have seen that Galen’s sublunary cosmos is made up of three concentric physical
realms (substance, plants, and animals), with humans, the most well-mixed of
all (comparable to Polyclitus’ Canon), at its centre as the natural end of the
activities of all other living beings. Third, we found out that there is a part of this
most well-mixed human that is deemed the meson of the meson, namely the skin
of the palm of the hand, whose possessor is an upper-class doctor making use of
it as tool for recognizing mixtures in living beings. Finally, throughout the whole
section we showed, on the one hand, that Galen’s De temperamentis resorts to
teleological (anthropocentric) explanation and, on the other hand, that his system
of nine mixtures fits in with this insofar as, if we look at Galen’s cosmos from a
relative point of view, we do not have only one absolute eukrasia, but, on the

contrary, myriads of relative, functional, and functionalistic eukrasiai.

471 On Galen’s account of the sense of touch as a fundamental instrument used by doctors for the
determination of bodily mixtures cf. Van der Eijk 2015a pp. 681 ff.
239



PART TWO
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Chapter 111

The terminology of mixture. Galen’s words for mixture: kpdaoig and piéig.

3.1 A vexata quaestio. Kpaoig versus pi&ig

The Ancient Greeks did not express the concept of mixture univocally — Ancient
Greek has a range of verbs (and cognates) indicating or pertinent to the mixing

of different constituents: kepdvvop, petyvop, @opstv and xvkdv’?. Leaving

472 Schmidt 1886, p. 645. As far as the meanings of the latter two verbs are concerned, it is likely
that @vpew (“to mix up, to wet, to soak™) etymologically stems from a pre-Greek root, since it is
impossible to reconstruct an IE etymology. This verb originally indicated a mixture between powder
grains and liquids, such as the mixture of earth and water (Hesiod Erga 60—62); cf. Schmidt 1886,
pp- 658-659. See also Beekes 2010, s.v. pvpewv. Hence it also developed the meaning of “soaking”,
“wetting”, as it is possible to infer from the Homeric expression ddxpuot gipat’ Epupov (Q 162); cf.
Schwabe 1980, p. 40; cf. also Schmidt 1886 p. 659. The deverbative gupdv also belongs to this
family, but in contrast to evpew it chiefly has the meaning of “kneading”, whereas pOpetv could also
mean “to dirty, to confuse, to mingle”; cf. Passow 1841-1857, s.v. pOpetv. Cf. also Schmidt 1886 p.
659. As for kvkav, whose etymology could derive either from an IE or from a pre-Greek root (cf.
Beekes 2010, s.v. kokav), it means from Homer onwards “to mix” or “to stir”, and is said with
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aside the latter kvkdv and @UOpewv, in this context we will zoom in mainly on the
former and on the nomina actionis stemming from these, kpaoig and pi&ig. For
in Galen’s texts the concept of mixture of primary elements is principally
expressed using the latter two words.

Etymologically speaking, the word-family of kepdvvou has a Greek
root, kepd-/kpa- (kpn-), stemming from the JE *kerh(] / *krh[]. From the root
kpo- derive Ancient verbal forms, such as the passive aorist €ékpadnv (Ion.
gkpnonv), the passive future kpoa-0ncopot, or the passive perfect ké-kpa-pot
(Ion. kéxkpnpat). Among many nominal derivatives stemming from the root kpa-,
it is worth mentioning the most important ones here: the nomen actionis kpd-o1g
“mixture”, the noun kpo-tp “mixing bowl” (present also in Myc. ka-ra-te-
ra?”?), and the adjective (&)-kp@-tog “unmixed” or “pure”, which corresponds
linguistically to the Sanskrit participle a-$§ir-ta, “mixed”.*’* The -vv- present
kepdvvou (<*kera-s-nu) is a secondary verbal form arising from the root kepd-
of the sigmatic aorist §-képd-c-a, as well as kepoiow and kepdw.*” There are
several nominal derivatives of the root kepd-, such as kepootng, “mixer”,
képacpa, “result of a mixture”, and Kataxépaoic, which describes the restoration
of a certain mixture and is also used (together with its derivative adjective
katokepaotikog) in the medical field. The archaic nasal present kipvnut (Lesb.
képvap, Hom. kipvéw) is from *k°r-nami, which contains a schwa secundum.*’¢
This form used to be related by linguists to the Sanskrit $§rinati, usually translated
as “mixes, cooks”.*’” But this has recently been called into question and the form

has instead been connected to the IE root *kreiH “to shine, to excel”*’® On the

reference to liquids and solids. Kvkdv differs from @Opewv insofar as it describes more precisely an

action of “stirring” that does not necessarily entail the mixing of different constituents (as for

example in E 903 where the verb is employed with reference to milk). The word-family, however,

seems to show a connection with the concept of mixture as well, since the verb is also employed to

describe the preparation of the so-called xvke®v (a word which belongs to the same word-family),

a drink made of wine and ground cheese (A 638); see Schmidt 1886, p. 660.

43 MY Ue 611.2. On this cf. Lejeune 1960, p. 21.

474 Beekes 2010; Chantraine 2002; Frisk 1973; Boisacq 1950, s.v. kepévvopt.

475 Rix 2001, s.v. *kerh. Chantraine 2002, s.v. kepavvopt.

476 Beekes 2010, s.v. kepbvvop.

477 Pokorny 1959, pp. 1020-1021; Chantraine 2002; Frisk 1973, s.v. kgpdvvout; Montanari 1979,

pp. 95-98.

478 Narten 1987, pp. 270-196, where the scholar argues that the edic verb $#7 is semantically separate

from the IE root *kerh(, to which the words G-$ir; “mixture”, and a-sir-ta, “mixed”, belong instead.

According to Narten, this vedic verb, $r1, has neither the meaning of “mixing” nor the meaning of

“cooking”, but etymologically belongs to the noun §71, meaning “beauty, splendour, radiance”.

Therefore, it is instead connected to the IE root *kreiH “to shine, to excel, to stand out”, and
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9 66

other hand, the Old Avestan saro-nt€ “to unite”, “to merge” med. present 3pl
seems to belong to the IE root *kerh, / *krh,,*”® where the connection with
Western languages is questionable.*%

The verb petyvo stems from the Greek root pety-/puy-, which in turn
derives from the IE root *m(e)ik, reflected in the Sanskrit mis-ra, “mixed”.*$! It
is likely that the -vv- present in piyvout, which is very frequent in manuscripts
and can be hesitantly considered an original zero-grade form, occurred later than
the full-grade form peiyvout. The present picym must be understood as a form

),*82 which is also well

with the -ok- inchoative suffix (< piy-ok-0 < picyow
represented in Western languages: Latin: misced (cf. the form misc in CIL 560
“mix!” imp. 2s.); Old Irish: mescaid; “mixes, confuses, immerses”; Old High
German: miscan; Modern High German: mischen (<*miska, if it is not a Latin
loanword). Sanskrit has a reduplicated s-formation mi-miksati, “to mix”,
probably an original desiderative, perfect mimiksé, causative meksayati.*s> As
we can see, while the other IE languages have a voiceless root-final stop
(*m(e)ik), in Greek it is voiced and is reflected by picyo andis also present in
other forms, such as the passive aorist pryfjvor. Although the voiced root-final
stop is difficult to explain, it is perhaps unnecessary to assume an IE root meig/k.

In this regard, Beekes remarks that with the exception of the inchoative present,

all the Greek formations with a voiced root-final stop -y- are probably analogical

corresponds to the Greek kpeiov, kpéwv, “ruler, lord, master”. On this cf. also Beekes 2010, s.v.
kepGvvopt and Rix 2001, s.v.*kerh!].
479 Therefore, in Old Avestan the IE root would have the meanings of “uniting” and “mixing with”
(cf. also Cheung 2007 s.v. sarH?), although Frisk and Chantraine are convinced that the meaning
carried by this Old Avestan form should be drawn apart from the Greek semantic field; see
Chantraine 2002 and Frisk 1973, s.v. kepavvour. More recently scholars have highlighted a
connection between the Greek and the aforementioned Old Avestan form; see Beekes 2010, s.v.
kepavvo, cf. also Rix 2001, s.v.*kerh ) (Beekes, however, claims that the vocalic outcome @ of Old
Avestan sara-pte remains unexplained); Pokorny 1959, pp. 1020-1021; Boisacq 1950, s.v.
kepavvopt. See also Wackernagel and Debrunner 1942, p. 174.
480 Pokorny 1959, p. 1021. Pokorny seems to claim that Western languages preserve the IE root as
well, where the laryngeal as usual has different vocalic outcomes: Old English; hreran; Old High
German: (h)ruoren; German: rithren, “to stir”, or more generally “to set in motion”, Rhur (river in
Western Germany). This connection, however, is not so straightforward. Boisacq 1950 s.v.,
establishes a comparison between the terms related to the Germanic area and the Old Avestan
without mentioning a connection with the Greek kepdvvou; on the other hand, Frisk 1973,
Chantraine 2002, Rix 2001, and Beekes 2010 do not draw comparisons with the Germanic linguistic
area.
481 Beekes 2010, s.v. petyvour.
482 See Frisk 1973, Chantraine 2002, s.v. uefyvour. For a detailed discussion cf. Montanari 1979, pp.
80-82.
483 Beekes 2010, Rix 2001, 5.v. *meik.
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to forms with a voiced consonant or made to the aorist pei€ar, *3* where the -&-
of the sigmatic aorist infinitive ending (-c-at) could be considered as stemming
either from a voiceless -k- or from a voiced root-final stop -y-. As for the nominal
derivatives, the term puoy-aykeia, “place where the valleys meet”, is made to the
present the root picy-, whereas from the root py- stem, among other nominal
derivatives, the nomen actionis pi€ig (also peigig), “mixture”, and the noun
petypa, “result of a mixture”.

As for the nomina actionis xpaoig and pi&ig, their first occurrences do
not appear in the Homeric poems; we find the term kpdocig for the first time in a

5 and pi€ic in a fragment by Anacreon.*®® In both

fragment by Sappho
occurrences the terms already carry figurative meanings. Therefore, they are
likely to have already been in use before Sappho’s and Alcaeus’ times, and, as
Schwabe argues, certainly the first ancient Greek philosophers to elaborate
different element theories already had these terms at their disposal to express the
concept of the mixture of primary elements.*s” As we have observed, they are
nomina actionis formed by the suffix -c1g. This suffix stems from an IE suffix -
ti-, which occurs in the most ancient Greek texts and plays a great role in the
construction of the vocabulary of Ancient Greek prose. Generally this IE suffix
-ti- is employed for the formation of verbal abstracts, although this general rule
is not always valid and there are many exceptions to it.*3® This IE suffix gives

rise in Ancient Greek to the suffix —tic, which over time passes into -c1¢.*%

Differently from the nouns in -t1g, the nouns in -61¢ seem to gain an increasingly

484 Beekes 2010, Frisk 1973, s.v. petyvout

485 Fr. 148 Lobel - Page, where kpdcig indicates the metaphorical blending of wealth and virtue.
486 Fr. 32 Page, where the term is used with reference to sexual union. On the first occurrences
of the terms cf. also Holt 1940, p. 97 and p. 100; Schwabe 1980, p. 18.

487 Schwabe 1980, p. 18.

488 For forms with this suffix can also designate a noun which is at the same time abstract and
concrete, such as fdoig, which means both “basement” and “stepping”. It can also distinguish a
nomen agentis, although this usage remains quite isolated: pdvtig, “diviner”, “seer”, etc.
Furthermore, some derivatives in -#i- designate an instrument, for instance kvfjotig, “grater”, or
dpvotig, “cup”. Cf. Debrunner 1917 § 370-373; Chantraine 1933, § 217; Holt 1940, § 7.

489 Chantraine 1933, § 217. The conservation of the dental consonant ¢ is exceptional and the
passage from ¢ to s is perhaps due to the ionic-attic influence. For in some phonetic contexts the
t before i is assibilated, contrary to what happens in Western Greek dialects (cf. dor. 6idmtt
corresponding to ion.-att. didwot). Cf. Chantraine 1933 § 218; Holt 1940 § 8. According to Holt,
the conservation of the suffix -fis, at least in some of the nouns belonging to this small group,
also occurs for semantic reasons: these nouns in fact express a process set in motion not by an
individual but by an impersonal dynamis. Cf. Holt 1940, § 16.
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abstract verbal component over time.**® In Homeric Greek, the nouns in -oig
carry the meaning of an action in progress, i.e. a process that has not yet been
brought to completion, but in post-Homeric Greek they designate a pure and
simple action independently from whether it has been brought to completion or
not.*’! Therefore, a nomen actionis can indicate not only the action, but also the
result of the action. And indeed kpdcic and pi&ic do not merely express the action
of mixing qua process in progress, if we consider both terms from a more general
point of view (i.e. without specifying which kind of mixture they indicate. As
regards kpdoig for example, Franco Montanari’s dictionary indicates, under
Kpaotig, that the term can mean both the action of mixing and the result of this
action.*%?

Since the domains of these two word-families are so semantically close
that they seem almost synonymous, they have received a great deal of attention
from modern lexicographers. These scholars very often sought to explain the
meaning of these two words by contrasting them with one another, which gave
rise to what has been defined as “un luogo comune lessicografico”, i.e. a
lexicographical commonplace.** According to this commonplace, which has
been pinpointed by Elio Montanari, kpdoig indicates a deep and absolute mixture
obtained by precise qualitative proportions, leading to the formation of a new
homogenous body, whereas pi&ig refers to a far more superficial and disordered
mixture where the constituents are well recognizable.*** In modern times, the
discussion of the meanings of kpaoig and pigig seems to have been first raised
in Stephanus' Thesaurus Linguae Graecae.**> In Montanari's view, Stephanus'

definition of xpdoic and its implicit opposition to pigig spawned subsequent

490 Holt 1940, § 136.
41 Holt 1940, § 138.
492 Montanari 2000, s.v. xpdicic. See also Montanari 2015 s.v. Schwabe makes this a little more
complex. In fact, according to him, kpdoic and pi€ic show a rather wide Bedeutungsspielraum
as they can equally mean: das Mischen, die Weise des Mischens (or Sich-Mischens), die
Gemischtheit (or der Vermischungszustand, 70 xexpdofar), das Gemisch; see Schwabe 1980, p.
20. As we can see more clearly by maintaining the German terms, the first and last meanings
correspond to the action of mixing and the final result of this action, i.e. the mixture qua product
of the mixture. The second meaning instead stresses the way one mixes with reference to the
relation or proportion in which the different constituents stand to each other. The third meaning
indicates the state or condition of that which is mixed, conceived in terms of its abstract and
internal structure. This scheme goes back to den Dulk 1934, p. 11 ff.
493 Montanari 1979, p. 23.
494 Montanari 1979, p. 24.
495 Stephanus 18311865, s5.v. kp@ioIG.
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speculation in modern lexicography on the difference in meaning between these
two word-families, which led to the creation of a lexicographical /locus
communis.**

Under the entry kpdoig, Stephanus lists several meanings. First of all,
according to him, the term particularly refers to the mixture of wine and water
(mixtio, mixtura: peculiariter de ea qua aqua vino miscetur). More specifically
it could directly refer to the ratio of water to be added to the wine (de ratione
aquae vino miscendae). Hence this semantic shift would have yielded the
meaning “ratio of the mixing”, such as, for instance, in the expression oivov
kpdoic.*”” More generally the term also means any kind of mixture (generaliter
vero de quavis mixtura et temperatura s. temperamento dicitur) and can be
referred, for instance, to the preparation of drugs and colour pigments.
Furthermore, the term designates the mixture of the primary elements and of the
human body (dicitur etiam de temperie s. temperamento corporis humani et
elementorum), with particular reference to the healthy state, which depends on a
balanced mixture or constitution of the body (ex aequabilis corporis
temperamento s. constitutione sanitas existit), such as in the expression “tf|g
Vyelag 8k ovppétpov kpdoeng obone”.**® The term could also refer to the
external surrounding air, such as in the expression kpéioic aépog,*”® and in this
case would correspond to the Greek xatdotaocis. It is remarked in Stephanus’
dictionary that sometimes the term should be rendered in Latin as cinnus or
commixtio,”® and in this case it would indicate a mixture where two or more
different constituents coalescing and hence becoming unified give rise to one
new quality (Qualitas commixta e duobus aut pluribus, licet a se invicem
discrepantibus, ita coalescentibus, ut unum quippiam tantummodo videatur). As
Stephanus reports, the same process would also happen in the case of the vocalic

crasis, where two vowels or diphthongs merge into one new vowel.

496 Montanari 1979, pp. 25-26.

497 Plutarch Amat. 752 D.

498 Ps.-Alexander Probl. 135.5.

499 Theophrast, Hist. Plant. IV 15.5.

500 As Montanari rightly observes, this rendering of cinnus, which according to Nonius defines a

drink made out of different ingredients (cf. Nonius De comp. doct. 43.17 and 59.29) is rather

questionable, since the Ciceronian textual locus brought forward by Nonius and then quoted by

Stephanus (in order to support the translation cinnus), preserves vicinus instead of ut cinnus.

Furthermore, this term, which occurs ex conjectura only once in Arnobius’ text, could not exist and

could even have been invented. Cf. Montanari 1979, pp. 25-26; Ernout and Meillet 1979, s.v. cinnus.
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Under the entry pi€ig, beside the Latin translation (Mistio, Permistio) in
Stephanus, we find a passage from the Byzantine Suida lexicon, which in turn
refers to the Commentary on Aristotle's Topica by Alexander of Aphrodisias.>®!
In Suida’s lemma, as well as in Alexander’s passage, nigig is regarded as the
general term, the yévog, including within it kpdo1g as its £1doc. In order to explain
Aristotle’s passage according to which “pi&ig is not always kpdoig (for the pigig
of dry constituents is not kpaocig)”’, Alexander remarks that pigig is the yévog to
which kpdoic belongs and not the contrary, as some say. For, he continues, if
something is mixed in terms of kpdoig (kékpatar) it is also mixed in terms of
pigig (népctar). Conversely, however, not all that is pepiypévov is also mixed
in terms of kpdaoig (o0 unv Tav TO pepypévov kal kékpatat), for kpdoig is not a
mixture of dry constituents. The conclusion is therefore that according to
Alexander, kpaotig solely consists of a mixture of liquids, although this is not
explicitly expressed in this Alexandrian locus, while pi€ig includes mixtures of
both dry and liquid constituents. Thus, Alexander’s passage seems to be aimed
at explaining the difference between kpdoig and pigig and at clarifying what is
the main yévoc of the mixtures and what is the €idoc, mainly for people who
think differently. Therefore, even though the lexicographer does not venture to
take a personal position on the issue, he patently wants us to understand that the
debate on the difference in meaning of kpdoig and pi&ic had already arisen in
antiquity.

What seems noteworthy, therefore, which Montanari fails to report or
simply undervalues, ultimately altering our understanding of the problem, is not
that Stephanus' dictionary establishes a pattern for future discussions on the
topic, but rather that this issue had already germinated in Ancient Greek

philosophical texts and hence also spread to Byzantine lexicographical literature.

01 Suida s.v. uiéic = Alexander in Top. 315.27-316.3 “éArd kai 6 T pikemg v Kpaoy yévog
Aéymv 10 yévog Dotifnot @ €ider émi TAéov yap N UIEIG Tfig kphoems. €l pev yap T kékporTo,
Kol pépktot todto, oV PNy miv O Heptypévoy Kol KEKpator 1 yap tdv Enpdv piklg odk ot
kpaois”’. The passage of Aristotle’s Topica on which Alexander comments (7op. 122b26-31) is
the following: “obte yap N pei&ic draco kpdoig (1) yop @V Enpdv peiblg obk €0t kpdois”). As
we can infer from the Prolegomena to Adler’s edition of the Suida lexicon, Suida’s lemma is not
a direct quotation from Alexander's text, but rather a quotation from some philosophical excerpta
also including, besides passages from Alexander's Commentary on 7Topica, doxographical
sections of Diogenes Laertius’ and John Philoponus’ commentary on Aristotle's De anima. The
structure of these quotations is the same as that of the excerpta preserved in the manuscript
Vatican 268; cf. Adler 1928-1938 pp. XXI-XXII.
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Moreover, Stephanus' dictionary adds a reference to a scholion on Euripides'
Hecuba, where the scholiast explains that kpdocic is generally used with reference
to the mixture of liquids, such as the mixture of water and wine, whereas pi€ig
indicates a mixture of different kinds of grains, such as grain and barleycorn.>*?
Both the passages quoted by Stephanus’ dictionary and the way they explain the
difference between kpaoig and pi&ic seem to have had a great bearing on future
depictions of the semantic question, at least in three of the most important
Ancient Greek lexicons: Passow, Pape, and Liddell and Scott.

Passow explains the semantic difference between kpdoig and pi€ig in
these terms:>* “Mischung, Vermischung, Temperatur: der Unterschied zwischen
kpaoig und pigig wird so bestimmt, dass bey der kpdoig verschiedene Stoffe so
innig verbinden, dass sie ihre eigne Natur verlieren, und zusammen einen neuen
Stoff bilden, wie Wein und Wasser, bey den piig aber bloss eine
Durcheinandermengung statt findet, wobey die einzelnen Stoffe ihre eigne Natur
beybehalten, wie wenn man Hafer und Gerste mengt”. As we can see, the
examples given by Passow to illustrate the difference between kpdoig and pigig
(which will be removed in the following edition of the lexicon3**) seem to draw
closely on the examples presented in the scholion quoted by Stephanus’
dictionary (for kpdoig is conceived as a mixture of wine and water, while pigig
is explained as a mixture of grain and barleycorn). Passow’s dictionary interprets
the semantic difference as an opposition between a kind of mixture where the
constituents are so deeply mixed that they give rise to another new substance and
another mixture, pigig, where the constituents are simply juxtaposed, such as
grains for example, such that they preserve their own nature. In the same vein,
Pape's lexicon explains the semantic difference between the two terms. For
kpdolg is said “von jeder Mischung (uniig, Mengung) durch welche die
gemischten Stoffe sich so innig verbinden, dass sie ihre eigene Natur verlieren
und zusammen einen neuen Stoff bilden”.’%> As for the several editions of the
Liddell and Scott Greek—English lexicon, the first edition’s formulation is the

following: kpdioig is “a mixing of two things, so that they are quite blended and

302 Schol. in Eur. Hec. 216.
303 Passow 1831, s.v. xpdioig.
304 Passow 1841-1857 (2004) s.v. xpdoig.
595 Pape 1914 s.v. kpdoig,
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form a compound, as wine and water; whereas pi€ig is a mere mixing so that
they can be separated again as two sorts of grains; (or we might say, kpdoig is
chemical, pifig is mechanical mixture)”.>% This definition of kpdoig seems to
have been substantially modified in the New Edition, as well as in later revised
editions (since it has been removed the opposition kpdocig vs pi&ig). Afterwards
the term «kpdoig is defined as “mixing, blending of things which form a
compound, as wine and water, opp. mechanical mixture (defined as an &1d0g
ui€ewg in which the constituents are liquids, Arist. Top. 122b26 Stoic. 2.153
[..]).3"

As becomes clear from this short overview of the different accounts
provided by modern lexicons, what has been mistaken for a modern
lexicographical commonplace, actually proves to have older roots; more
precisely it seems that the debate on the semantic difference between kpéicig and
nigig can be traced back to Ancient Greek texts. We could even say that the two
passages quoted by Stephanus’ dictionary in order to make the meaning of
Kkpaolg clear in opposition to pi&ig go straight to the heart of the question by
offering two very different explanations of the meaning of pigig, while seeming
to agree on kpdolg as a mixture of liquids. For from Aristotle’s account as
reinterpreted by Alexander, we can infer that pi&ic (insofar as it it the genos) is a
mixture of both dry and liquid constituents, whereas kpdocig is supposed to be
only a mixture of liquids (the eidos). However, to put it simply, according to

Aristotle these two mixtures do not coincide with a mechanical mixture of

306 iddell and Scott 1845, s.v. kpdicic. See also Montanari 1979, pp. 26-27.

307 Liddell, Scott and Jones 1940, s.v. kpéioig (cf. also Liddell, Scott and Jones 1996, s.v. kpaoic).
To be thorough, it would have been very useful to also take the new Greek-Spanish Dictionary
(DGE) into consideration, which was produced under the direction of F.R. Adrados, in order to
understand how the scholars involved in the project coped with this semantic issue.
Unfortunately, at present we have only the entries from a to € at our disposal. In any case, it is
perhaps worth referring to the lemmas éixpotog and épiktoc in order to seek to conversely grasp
the meanings attributed to kpdoig and pigig. The adjective dicpatog refers to different kinds of
liquids, such as wine, blood or milk (sin mezcla, puro del vino; de la sangre oipo, &. yéAa la
leche entera); it is also applied to the medical field and it can refer to the humours (yvpé6g) and
bodily constituents. Furthermore, the adjective is employed with reference to colours, odours,
abstract nouns (such as justice, grace, freedom, peace, and so on), and the psychological sphere,
carrying the meaning of “uncontrolled, unrestrained” (inmoderado, destemplado, desmedido).
As for Guuktog, the adjective refers to abstract nouns (courage, pleasure) or to thoroughbred
animals (de animales de pura sangre). With the corresponding nomen actionis pi&ig, it is also
used in social contexts and in this case it refers to sexual abstinence or to unsociable or intractable
individuals (unsociable, intratable), cf. Adrados 1980-1997 s.v. dxpatog and Guiktoc.
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constituents, which he calls cOvOec1g.>® For contrary to a mechanical mixture
they both lead to the formation of a homogenous final product that is defined as
a homeomerous part.’” On the other hand, the above-mentioned scholion on
Euripides’ Hecuba provides a very different explanation by describing pi&ig as a
mechanical mixture of two different kinds of grains. This twofold interpretation
of the meaning of pi&ic has also been highlighted by den Dulk. In a section of
his monograph committed to exploring the concept of kpdoig T@v otoryeimwv, den
Dulk tackles the problem of the semantic difference between kpdioic and picig.>'°
The scholar starts to unravel the question by quoting the very same passage from
the abovementioned passage from Aristotle’s 7opica and the corresponding
passage of Alexander’s commentary. First he defines kpdoig as a kind of pi&ic,
i.e. a mixture of liquids or “chemical mixture”. As for the term pi€ic, he argues
that it refers instead to a mixture of both liquids and solids and has both the
meanings of “chemical” and “mechanical” mixture, since pi&ig is the more
general term. On the one hand, den Dulk is aware of the fact that Aristotle draws
a distinction between piic and ovvOeoig and that the latter corresponds to a
mechanical mixture where each of the constituents preserves its own nature.>!!
On the other hand, he brings forward some other passages in order to support his
idea that pigig can also express a mechanical mixture of different constituents
which remain well recognizable.>'? Therefore, it seems that according to den
Dulk the term pi&ig ultimately refers either only to a mechanical mixture or to a
combination of mechanical and chemical mixture.>!'

The etymological dictionary by Chantraine distances itself from the

preceding lexicographical tradition by defining kpdoig as a mixture obtained by

3% De gen. et corr. 328a7-9 “3fjlov dg obte KoTd pikpd coldpeva Sel Td pryvopeve @avat
pepiyBot. Xovleoic yap Eotor Kol 00 Kpdoig ovde pilg, 00 €&l TOV aNTOV AdYOV T@ OA® TO
nopov”.
59 De gen. et corr. 328a10-12 “Daudv &', inep Sel pepiydon 11, T prydiv dpotopepic ivon, Ko
domep Tod VOATOG TO PEPOS BOWP, 0VTM Kol ToD KpoBEVTOS”.
319 Den Dulk 1934, pp. 31-39.
SILCE. den Dulk 1934 p. 34: “Nu doet echter merkwaardige moeilijkheid voor, dat de hierboven
vastgestelde, op Aristoteles zelf gegronde onderscheiding van pi€ig en kpdoig in strijd is met de
plaats bij Aristoteles, waarvan we zijn uitgegaan. Daar immers wordt gezegd dat, wanneer bij
een vermenging de kleine deeltjes den aard van de stof behouden, wij niet alleen niet mogen
spreken van en Kpdoic, maar ook niet van een pi&ic”.
312 Anon. Lond. XIV 20 ff.; Alexander De mixt. 228.25 Bruns.; Schol. in Eur. Hecuba 216 (the
same scholion already cited by Stephanus).
513 “Het begrip ni&ig of uitsluitend mechanische vermenging inhoudt, of een samenvatting van
mechanische en chemische”; cf. Den Dulk 1934, p. 35.
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a certain proportion, while leaving the meaning of pi€ig in a way
undifferentiated: “Sens: ‘mélanger dans un certain équilibre’ notamment pour
I’eau et le vin, se dit aussi des caracteres, des climats, etc.: se distingue de
petyvon ‘méler’ de sens plus vague, qui peut se dire de combattants, de 1’union
sexuelle, etc.”'* As we can see, contrary to the previous definitions Chantraine
places emphasis on the proportionality distinguishing the mixture, called kpdoic,
and concisely describes the semantic domains pertaining to this term (the
convivial mixture of wine and water, the mixture of the surrounding air, i.e. the
climate, the reference to the meaning the word acquires in the psychological
sphere). The term kpdoig is once again set against the term pi&ic, but this
opposition remains convoluted, since is not assigned any precise meaning to
pi&ic (“petyvon ‘méler’ de sens plus vague”).

The scholar Wilhelm Schwabe seems to align himself with Chantraine’s
interpretation. According to Schwabe, it seems possible to find traces of an
opposition between kpdoig and pi&ig already in Homeric Greek. The first term
would refer primarily to the mixture of wine and water obtained by precise
proportions that brings about positive effects on men. For, by conveniently
diluting the wine, men could mitigate its excesses and at the same time enjoy its
benefits. More generally, the term is applied in post-Homeric contexts to any
mixture obtained by precise proportions (“geordnete, gute Mischung,
harmonische Vereinigung”). Furthermore, in his analysis of the development of
the post-Homeric kpdoig-Vorstellung, Schwabe points out that the term can refer
not only to liquids, such as in the case of metals in the liquid state, colours, drugs,
and humours, but also to the condition of the air in the meteorological field or to
the relation between dynameis, among which there is also “the dry”.>!> The term
nigig instead defines a confused, disordered mixture (conceived stricto sensu as
“ wirre, schlechte Mischung, Vermengung”), such as the mingling of the
combatants in the battlefield®'® or sexual intercourse considered as a passionate
and disordered union.’!'” Apart from this pejorative understanding, this term,

however, preserves a more general meaning which can be found in Aristotle,

314 Chantraine 2002, s.v. Kepéivvop.
315 Schwabe 1980, p. 31.
516 Schwabe 1980, pp. 24-25.
317 Schwabe 1980, p. 34.
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according to which pi&ig designates any kind of mixture of different constituents
leading to a new whole whose previous constituents, however, are not
completely destroyed and can be recovered.’!®

To sum up, it seems that interpretations of the problem relating to the
semantic difference between kpdoig and pi&ig can be in nuce summarized as
follows: on the one hand the difference is interpreted as an opposition between
a mixture of liquids, kpdoic, and a mixture of dry constituents, pi&ig (with the
latter, ui€ic, as a mechanical mixture — Passow, Pape, Liddell and Scott, den Dulk
— or not — Liddell, Scott and Jones, den Dulk). On the other hand, the opposition
kpdoic/pigig is formulated in terms of proportion/disproportion, order/disorder,
balance/imbalance, such as in Chantraine’s and Schwabe’s accounts. Moreover,
in Schwabe’s view kpdoig has a positive value, while pi€ic has a negative value
— the latter of which would carry, however, the more neutral meaning of
“mixture” without Wertakzent. Further, according to Schwabe the term kpdoic,
which would originally have exclusively referred to the mixture of liquids,
especially wine and water, over time freed itself from the reference to liquids, in
order to also be applied to other semantic fields, for instance meteorology.

We can look more closely at the meaning of both terms by turning to
Homer, i.e. to the deepest stratum of Ancient Greek in our possession, in order
to compare the two semantic fields by analysing their original meanings. Here |
will refer, very briefly, to Montanari’s research on the topic, which proves to be
extremely helpful since he linguistically and philologically analyses all
occurrences of the terms relating to these two word-families in Homer. This will
help us grasp the original meaning of both the roots.>!® Montanari claims that
the two word-families do not seem to completely semantically overlap in the
Homeric Greek. In Mycenaean Greek there are no occurrences of the two word-
families, apart from ka-ra-te-ra, as we have seen.

Montanari adopts the method of componential analysis, i.e. a structuralist
semantic analysis that assigns a list of more basic semiotic components to the

lexeme®? and for each word-family isolates their basic semantic traits. On the

318 Schwabe 1980, p. 22.

519 Montanari 1979 pp. 39-144.

520 “Semiotic component” is the literal translation of Montanari’s expression “componente
semiotico”. As pointed out, this notion stems from the componential semantic analysis. From
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one hand, with regard to the word-family of petyvoui, he recognizes three basic
semantic traits, which represent the basic set of meanings of peiyvou, and
therefore, of its nomen actionis pi&ic: “to mix (generally)”, “to come into close
contact”, “to confuse”.>>! On the other hand, with regard to the Greek word-
family of kepdvvou, it (and therefore kpdoig) shows not only the general

2 e

meaning (carried out also by the IE root) “to moderate”, “to temper”, but also
“to mix with water”, “to dilute”, “to water down”, and indicates the action of
mixing (said specifically, but not exclusively, of liquids) in order to moderate the
power they release, such as in the case of the mixture of wine and water. 32>

In conclusion, by looking at the lexicological findings together, alongside
Montanari’s etymological work, we can safely say that pi&ic seems to indicate
any type of mixture (mechanical or “chemical”) (“to mix generally”) that can be
brought about by contact among the constituents (“to come into close contact”,
for this reason the term can be applied to the social sphere), and can be connoted
negatively (to confuse). With regard to kpdoig, it seems instead to be a mixture
prevalently of liquids (“to mix with water”), aiming at moderating or tempering
excesses, and is connoted positively as good mixture (“to moderate”, “to

temper”).%

now on we will refer to this notion with the term “semantic trait”, which in being more general
carries the lightest burden of theory; it is used in lexical semantics to indicate the most basic
meanings of a word making up the set of meanings of a single word; see Cruse 1986, p. 16, for
a discussion concerning different denominations (such as “semantic components” and “semantic
features”); cf. ibid. p. 22 n. 17. For a historical overview of the origin and development of the
componential analysis cf. also Geeraerts 2010, p. 70 ff.
321 Montanari 1979 pp. 37-92.
22 Montanari 1979 pp. 93-144.
323 We say prevalently and not exclusively of liquids because as Montanari also notes, there is
a Homeric passage where the mixture regards not solely liquids but also their qualitative
properties in terms of mixing together and finding an equilibrium point, that is, k 3603, where
Circes is portrayed as mixing hot and cold water and pouring it over Odysseus’ head and
shoulders (“avtap énei o1 {Eooev BO®P Evi fjvomt YOAKD, &G p' dodpvbov Ecaca Ad' €k Tpimodog
peydlolo, Bopiipeg kKepaoaoa, Katd KPOTOG T€ Kol AUV, dppa pot €K Kapoatov Bupopddpov
eileto yviwv”). Montanari in fact speaks of the application of the verb to the thermic sphere;
Montanari 1979 pp. 141 ff.
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3.2 Terminologies for mixtures: The Hippocratic authors, Aristotle and the

Peripatetics, and the Stoics

After having enquired into and understood the meanings of kpaoic and pi&ig, we
will briefly review the terminology (and summarize the research findings so far)
of the main theoretical models of mixture which Galen had in mind when
formulating his own conception: the Hippocratic, the Aristotelian and
Peripatetic, and the Stoic, with the main aim of grasping the influence that this
terminology had on the texture of Galen’s scientific lexicon of mixture.

In Hippocratic medicine, the term kpficig can indicate either a process or
the result of this process, i.e. a state; as a technical term it is used to indicate 1)
the process of mixing different ingredients>** and 2) the qualitative composition
that is the result of an act of mixing (the basic building blocks of the cosmos and
of the nature of human beings), and can be applied 2.1) to the whole body as
made up of qualities, dynamies, or humours; 2.2) to a part of the body; or 2.3) to

the meteorological climate.’> What is important to underline is that, as Jouanna

324 As Festugiére (1948 pp. 37-38) points out, the notion of kpficig acquires different shapes
throughout the Hippocratic corpus. In De vetere medicina food and drinks are conceived as
containing various juices (bitter, salty, acid, etc.), and if they are consumed pure and unmixed,
cause pain and disease to the organism (cf. CMG I 1 p. 46.4-8 Heiberg). For this reason,
according to the Hippocratic author, these pure and strong dynamies of foods’ and drinks’ juices
have to be weakened through processes of concoction and mixture (kpficig) in order to be suitable
for the living organism’s constitution (cf. CMG I 1 p. 39.22 Heiberg). The task of the physician
is to find a diet proportional to the individual constitution of the patient; therefore he has to
modify, on the one hand, the quantity of the foods and, on the other, their quality by mixing the
right amount of “strong” food with the right amount of weak food, potentially through a process
of concoction (cf. CMG I 1 p. 39.6-26 Heiberg). 1) The «pfici is therefore regarded as a
procedure through which the physician mixes together different quantities of strong and weak
substances in order to reach a moderate qualitative mean between the extremes; cf. Tracy 1969
pp- 37-38.

525 In De vetere medicina the term xpfioig also signifies the bodily mixture of potentially infinite
couples of dynamies (CMG I 1 p. 47.15 Heiberg, corresponding to those contained in food and
drinks, cf. CMG I 1 45.25-26 Heiberg): the health of the living body is determined by an inner
state of equilibrium of the these dyramies, whereas whenever this state of balance is disrupted
and one of them either separates off or grows excessively to the detriment of its opposite, the
organism is affected by diseases and illnesses (cf. CMG I 1 p. 46.1-4 Heiberg). In other
Hippocratic writings, this basic idea of a well-proportioned mixture or kpfoig is continuously
reshaped and reformulated; it is connected, on the one hand, to the primary qualities, that is
hot, cold, dry, and wet (cf. Aph. V 62 L. IV 556 Jones p. 174: ““Okoc01 yoypig Koi TUKVAG TOG
PATPOG EXOVGLY, 0D KUIGKOLOLY* Kol 0KOGaL KabVuypovg €yovct Tag UNTpog, 0O KLioKOLsLV,
amocBévvutar yap O yovog kol Okdoal ENpacg paAlov Kol Tepkaéag, £VOein Yap TG TPoeTig
@Beipetar 10 oméppos O0kdoal 08 €€ ApEoTépmV TNV Kpdotv &rovot EOPUETPOV, al TolDTOL
émitexvol yivovtar”). In this text, qualitative disproportions of the uterus’ are described, such as
hot/cold and dry/wet, which are able to impede pregnancy; while it is declared that a
symmetric/well-proportionate mixture in the uterus’ of either qualitative opposition (€&
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remarks, the term «kpfioig in the Hippocratic Collection presents the term as
meaning balanced mixture, “mélange équilibré”, that is, a mixture that is already
an intrinsically good, balanced, and moderated mixture, to put it simply, a good
mixture; and it is said not only of liquids but also of the primary qualities mixing
together and finding a good, positive, and healthy balance.*

Aristotle’s and the Peripatetic speculation regarding mixture (whose
inner justification, the generation of inanimate and animate elemental
compounds, we dealt with extensively in the first main chapter) seems to be
extremely relevant for terminological purposes too. In fact, Aristotle’s
terminological remarks (and the interpretation provided by his greatest
commentator, Alexander of Aphrodisias) are at the origin of the lexicographical
commonplace which opposed kpaoig to pi€ic. Joachim notes that Aristotle draws
a distinction between mechanical mixture and what he calls “chemical
combination” (that is, a kind of mixture giving rise to a uniform tertiary product).
According to Joachim, Aristotle refers to the first type of mixture as cOvOeoig
even though he recognizes that it is sometimes less technically referred to as
pi&ig (cf. De gen. et corr. 328a2). Throughout the De generatione et corruptione
and especially in I 10, the general term Aristotle adopts to indicate the kind of
mixture that gives rise to a homoeogeneous product, the homoeomerous part, is
ui&ig, although, as is clarified in Topica 122b30-31, “obte yop N pi&ig dmooca
Kkpdoig (1 yap t@v Enpdv pi&g obk éott kpdoig)”: for, according to Aristotle,
whereas 1i&1g can be of both solids and liquids (insofar as is the genus), kpdoic,

being the species, cannot also be of solids (for it is said of liquids, which in any

ApEOTEP®V TNV Kpaow ... Edppetpov) makes women fertile. In this case therefore the term refers
to the good and proportioned qualitative composition of a part of the body, the uterus. In
addition to Aphorisms, De natura hominis describes the conditions in which birth can take place
and reports that generation cannot take place if there is not due proportion between hot/cold and
dry/wet (cf. De nat. hom. CMG 1 1.3 pp. 170.11-172.2 Jouanna “Kai mwéAwv, &i ur 70 Oepuov @
Wwoxp® Kol 10 ENpov T Vypd petping pog diinta élet kai iowg, A0 Bdtepov Botépov TOLVAD
nmpoéel Kal 10 ioyvpoTEPOV ToD Aobevestépov, 1 Yévesig obK av yévorto. ‘Qote Mg eikOg Anod
£vOg TLyEVWNOfva, &te ye 003" Ao T@V TAEOV®V YEVVATAL, AV un ToYN KaAdC Eyovta TiC Kprolog
¢ mpog diinia’). The term can also designate the good and healthy mixture of the seasons,
that is, the qualitative composition of the external environment (cf. Aer. CMG I 1.2 p. 54.4-13
Diller). On the other hand, kpfioig is linked to the theory of the four humours (De nat. hom.
CMG I 1.3 p. 172.1 Jouanna), which in this Hippocratic treatise are regarded as the constitutive
elements of the nature of the human being and are each associated with a couple of primary
qualities (which are seen as constitutive of all the other physical bodies), and which over time
will become canonical and will give rise to the theory of the four temperamental constitutions
depending on the prevailing humour; cf. Festugiére 1948 p. 38 n. 25.

526 Jouanna 1996 pp. 294-295 with references.
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case are the most mixable, as they divide more readily into particles; see De gen.
et corr. 328233 ff.).527 Therefore, Aristotle recognizes that the term pi&ig is more
popularly used to indicate a kind of mixture that is actually a juxtaposition (a
mechanical mixture), whereas he uses the term technically with the sense of
“chemical” combination, including the mixture of solids and of liquids, and
employs kpdoig as a technical term restricted solely to liquids (and this would
be the reason why, coeherently with his own statements, Aristotle mainly adopts
kpdioic when he deals with physiological issues®?®).

In the abovementioned passage from his commentary on Aristotle’s
Topica, Alexander underlines that, in contrast to what other people think (though
it is not clear to whom he is referring here — perhaps to the Stoics), the pi&ig is
the genus of kpéicic, which represents the species.*?° But as Joachim points out,
in his De mixtione, Alexander seems to have interpreted Aristotle’s genos/eidos
distinction differently from the Stagirite. In fact, differently from Aristotle,
Alexander under the general head of pigig he differentiates 1) cOvOeoig of unlike
with unlike (for example, a heap of grains of wheat and grains of barley); from
i1) kpdoig of liquids, which is the only type of mixture leading to the generation
of a uniform compound (this would neutralize Aristotle’s distinction between
genos and eidos). Moreover, Alexander singles out a second type of chvOeoig, a
mechanical mixture of like with like (such as, for instance, a heap of grains of
wheat), which would not coincide with pi€ig at all.>*° In Alexander’s case pi&ig
designates a type of mixture that coincides with a type of juxtaposition of unlike

with unlike (what Aristotle would have simply called cOvOeotg, referring either

327 Joachim 1904 p. 73.
328 Cf. van der Eijk 2004, cf. also Tracy 1969 pp. 163-174.
32 In Top. 315.25 ff. “6Ala xoi 6 Tii¢ pifemg v kpdiow yévog Aéymv o Yévog vmotidnot 16
glder éml mAéov yap 1 PIELG TG KPAGE®MS. €1 LEV YAP TL KEKPATAL, KOL HEUKTOL TODTO, OV UV TTAV
TO Pepypévovy kal KEKpaTal 1 yap v Enpdv Hikig ook Eott kpdolg”.
330 Cf. Joachim 1904 p. 73; cf. De mixt. 228.25 ff. Bruns “to0tov T0oivuv Simpiopévon petd tadto
G&ov émotijoal, wotepov TawToOV €otTt PG e Kol Kpaoig, 1| dtapopav £xel Tvd. €owke oM
Srapépetv, 1) 1O PV KovdTepdV doTiv 1 Pikic, 1y 82 kpdoig idkdTepov. Towd yop PIELC 1) Kpdolg.
TV yop pigemv N pév TS Katd Topdfesty TdV 0VOIDV Kol ANV Yivetay, fiv Aéyopev tiig pikewc
yivesOat katd chvOesty (0 oo pev yap ovvleoig pigig ovuvleoic pev yap Kol Tdv opoiov te
Kol Opoed®dv yivetal, 1 8¢ PG €k dlopePOVTOMV T€ Kaoi &V SPEPOVOL B0 O UEV TAV TLPDV
c®POg KaTd POV cOVOESTY, O 8¢ TV TUPdV TE Kol Kuapmv §on i cvvBécetl Kol v pigv
mpoceiineev), N 8¢ dg kpdolg i yivetal, ov colopévov €11 TOV pIyVOpEvVeVY Kol obTmg
GAANAOLG TTOPOKEEV®Y, GAL EVOVpEVOV KOTO TO VTOKElpEVoV. 10 €v Toig gVOPioTOlg TE KOl
VYPOic 1 ¢ kplioig pikic €otiy. Bomep 8 ody N TdV TVXOVI®V GVVOEGIC PTEIC TV, 0BT 0VSE 1
TOV TUYOVTOV DYPAV EVeoLg kpdoig te kal PiElg. ov yap Hémp Bdatt Kipvdtat, Kaitol Evovugvov
avT@®, 00dE EAatov Ehai®, GAL' 00dE Edatov BoaTL dAAX ToDTO HEV Sl YAloypOTTA”.
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to the juxtaposition of like with like or to that of unlike with unlike). The
privileged term for indicating a “chemical” mixture is therefore kpaotg, although
Alexander puts it under the general heading of pnigig. Though we do not need to
hypothesize any Stoic influence on Alexander’s terminology (although it is very
likely), we can safely say that for a Peripatetic of Alexander’s age the technical
term to designate a complete mixture bringing about a new whole (the
homoeomerous part) was kpdoig (and it is in fact this the term that is applied
throughout De mixtione or mepi kpacewg to designate what Aristotle called more
generically pi€ig).

We have mentioned the Stoics, Alexander’s great adversaries and
Galen’s polemical target, who — as we have seen — (in particular Chrysippus),
worked out a classification of mixture using specific terminology, which we
shall now examine. This task is extremely challenging because of the
fragmentary evidence that we have at our disposal. As Groisard remarks,
Alexander of Aphrodisias attributed a classification of mixtures to the Stoics in
De mixtione (Ch. 3) (which we have already analysed in detail), where under the
general heading of pi€ig we find the three different Chrysippean mixtures:
Tapadeoic or juxtaposition, cvyyvoig or fusion, and kpéicic or total mixture.>!
As Groisard notes, this fragment seems to be a quotation from a work by
Chrisippus,>*? from which we can therefore extract some technical terms. For
the first mixture the technical term seems to be xaf' apunv, “by juncture”, for
the second c¥yyvoig, “fusion”, and cOpEOapaic, “simultaneous destruction”, and
for the third, which is regarded as mixture in the strict sense of the term (idiwg
cf. De mixt. 228.25 ft.), o' dAwv kpdoig and avtimapéktaoig, or coextension,

where the expression o' dhwv suggests the Stoic total interpenetration of the

31 Groisard 2016 p. 97, cf. De mixt. 216.18 Bruns “toc piv mapadicer pifeic yivesOou
[Chysippus] Aéyer, Vo Twv@v 1) koi TAEWOVOV oVCLBV &€l TANTOV cvviebeipévov Kol
mapatifepévov aAAAolG, &g enow, kod' apuniv, colovong ékdotg adt®dv €v Tf| TollTy
TapabEGEL KaTA TV TEPLYPAPTV TNV Oikeloy 0VoioV TE Kol TO0TNTO, MG £ KVAU®V PEPE EIMETV
Kol Tup®dV €v T} Top' dAAAovg Béael yivetat, Tag 8¢ Tvag cLyyVoEL Ot SAmV TV 1€ 0VOIDV
avT@V Kol TV év avtaig moloThtov cuuedelpopévov GAAAG, G YivesOai enowv éml v
TPV QapPAK®V Kot cOUEOOPCY TOV UIyVOUEV®VY, GAAOL TVOG &€& aUTdV YEVVOUEVOD
ohpaTog TG 6 Tvag YivesBot pikelg Aéyet o' SAmV TV@V 00VGIAV T€ Kol TGV TOVT®V TO0THTOV
GVTITOPEKTEWVOUEVOV GAMNAOIG pHeTd ToD Tag €5 dpyfig ovoiag te Kol ToldtnTag cOlew &v T
piger i) Touiide, fivriva Tdv piteov kpiow iding givan Aéyer”.

332 Groisard 2016 p. 83 with n. 135.
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bodies as wholes from part to part.”** In contrast to Chapter Three of De
mixtione, according to two other testimonies of the classification —Philo’s De
confusione linguarum and the Anonymus Londinensis — , ni€ic indicates the
mechanical mixture or TapdBecig as opposed to cOyyvoig or fusion, and 61' SAwv
Kkpdoic or total mixture where the opposition kpdoig/pi&ig is understood as the
opposition liquid/solid.>** Yet again different is the terminology used by Arius
Didymus in a fragment that was afterwards integrated into Stobaeus’ Anthology
in the chapter mepl piewg kai kpdoewc, belonging to Book I, dedicated to

physics (with which we have already dealt).3* Here, the term pi€ig is used to

333 Groisard 2016 p. 83. Apart from De mixtione, cf. also Arius Didymus (SFV 11 471 = Ar. Did.
Fr. 28); SVF 11472 (Philo De conf: ling. 264.23 ff. Wendland) and An. Lond. XIV 16-23 Manetti
do not attribute the classification to Chryisppus.

334 Philo De conf. ling. p. 264.23 ff. Wendland “al' 1 pév pikig év Enpaic, 1 82 kpécig &v
vypaig ovoioig doxpaletar. PiEIG pEv odv OUATOV SLOQPEPOVTOV £6TIV 0VK &V KOGU®
napaBeoic, domep av €l TIC 6OPOV ToMoeLe KPLOag Kol Tupovg Kol Opofovg kai dAL' dtTa
€101 TOV oTOPTAV £ig TAVTO EIGEVEYKDV, KPAOIS &' 00 TopAbesis, AALL TMV AVOLOI®V PEPV
€lg AN a gicdvopévav St AV AVTITAPEKTOLG, £TL SUVAEV@V EMTEXVICEL TIVL dlokpivesOat
TOV TOWTNTOV, OG Tl 0ivov kol ¥datdg act yiveslar cvvelbodoag pEV yap Tag ovoiog
dmotedelv Kkpdioty, 10 68 kpabev ovdev Nttov dvamhododon ol eic toc &€ GV dmeteléodn
TOWMTOS GIOYY® Yop NAcopive O pév Bdmp dvolopfivesdor, tov §' olvov dmoAeinecOu
pimote €mewdnmep €5 Voatog 1 omoyywds yéveosic €oti, TO pEV OiKeElov, VO®P, TEQLKEV
dvorapBavesdar mpog oviig 8k Tod kpdpatog, 1o 8' GALOTPIOV DRoAsinecOal, 6 oivog. GOy VoIg
8¢ €0t PBopa TV EE ApyTiG TOOTHT®V TAGL TOIG HEPESTY AVTITOPEKTEVOUEVOV E1G S1pePOVONG
WG Yéveotv, d¢ £ THiG &V 10TPIKT] TETPAPAPILAKOD GUVTETEVYE" KNPOG YOP Kol 6TEAP Kol TTiTTa
pntivn €, olpot, cuveABOVTO TAHTNY dmotedel, cuvtebsiong 88 dpnyavov ETL Tac €€ AV cuveTédn
SrokplOfvar dSvvapelg, GAL €kaotn pEV adT®V NMeaviotol, Tacdv o' 1 eBopa piav éEaipetov
Ay éyévvnoe oOvapuy”. Cf. also An. Lond. XIV 16-23 Manetti. On this cf. Groisard 2016 p.
97.

335 Groisard 2016 pp. 95-96; cf. Ar. Dydim. Fr. 28 “Xpvoinnog 8¢ toodtov Tt diefeParodtor
givar 10 dv mvedpa kvodv £00td Tpdg Eavtod Kal 45 antod, §i mvedpa £0Td Kvodv mpdsm Koi
omico” mvedpo 8¢ elnmron S1d 0 AdyecBon onTd dépa etvan Kivodpevov: dvéroyov 8¢ yivesOar
Kami Tod aibépog, dote Kol €ig Kowov Aoyov meoelv avtd. ‘H towdt 6 kivnoig Kotd pHovoug
yivetar Tovg vopilovtag v ovciov mdcav petafornyv Emdéyecbon Kol cVYXVOW Kol GOGTOCLY
Kol oOppEY kol cOUPLOY Kol Td TOVTOLS TAPATANGLL. AlapEPEY YOp APECKEL TOIG GO TG
Troikfig aipéoewg mapdbeoty, pifw, kpdotv, cvyyvoty. Mapddeow pdv yap eivar copdtov
CUVOQTV KoTd TaC Smpaveiog, O &mi TV copdv Opduey, &v oic Topoi Te Kol kp1dai Koi gokol
kai €1 Tva T00T01g GAAN TOPOTAN GO TEPLEYETAL KOl TAV £l TAV QiYHADY YNO®V Kol GLUmV.
Migw &' givan 800 i Kol TAELOVOV CORATOV AVTITAPEKTAGLY S1' HAOV, DTOPEVOVCHY TGOV
SVUPVAV TEPL GVTO TOLOTNTOV, OG £l TOD TVPOS EYEL KL TOD TEMVPUKTMOUEVOD GLH POV,
&Ml T00TOV Yap <0'> 6hev YiyvesOor TAOV copdtov v avrirepéktacty. ‘Opoimg ¢ kami
TGV v NuUiv Yoy ®dv £xev: o' dhev yap TAV 6Ol TOV MUAOV GVTITOPEKTEIVOVGLY, APECKEL
Yap avtoic cdpa 1 chpotog avrimapikev. Kpaow 82 eivan Aéyovet 800 i kol mAe6vov
CONATOV VYPAV ' AV avTITOPEKTAGLY TOV TEPL AVTE TOLOTHTOV VITopevovo®dv: [Ty
pgv pigw koi émi Enpév yiyvesOour copdtmv, olov mupdg kai cidfpov, yuyfig te kol tod
MEPLEYOVTOS VTNV GOUOTOS TNV 8¢ Kpdow éml pdévev ool yivesBor tdv Vypdv]
cvvekpaivesol yap &k TG kPAcEDg THV £KAGTOL TdV GLYKPUDLVTIOV VYpdY TOWdTNTO, OloV
oivov, pélitog, Hdatog, 6Eovg, TV TopamAncimv. ‘Ot §' &l T010VTOV KPAGEDV SpEVOVOLY ol
TOLOTNTEG TAOV GLYKPOOEVTOV, TPOONAOV €K TOD TOAAGKIG €& Emunyoviceng anoympilectat
tadta an' dAMAmy. Edv yobv omdyyov nAaopévov kadfi tic ig oivov Batt kexpopévoy,
amoympicet 10 HO®P TOD 0Ivov, AvadpapdvTog Tod BOTOG €ig TOV oTdYYOV. T1v 8¢ cvYYVOLY dVO
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designate the total coextensive mixture of dry bodies, whereas kpdoilg more
precisely indicates a total and coextensive mixture of liquid bodies. We can note
that, in the testimonies we have at our disposal (and which we have to examine
rather carefully, since not all of them are literal quotations but rather
abridgements and summaries of Chrysippus’ tripartition), piig may indicate a)
a general heading (as in Alexander); b) a mechanical mixture of grains (as in
Philo and in Anonymus Londinensis); or ¢) a total mixture of solids (here in
Stobaeus); whereas kpdoig indicates unmistakably the total mixture, especially
of liquids. However, the opposition solid/liquid might be an authentic element
of the Stoic doctrine, although it is absolutely clear that the term par excellence
(16iwc), which Chrisippus uses to indicate the total mixture, is 61' SAwV KpAGIC.
As Groisard remarks, it is possible that in his De mixtione Alexander neglected
to point out the opposition kpdoic/piglg as liquid/solid total mixture (and
followed his own terminology, where pi&ic is just the general heading of all the
types of mixtures), and then, in this regard, it is possible that the Stoics were
influenced by the Aristotelian doctrine according to which pi€ic is said both of
solids and of liquids and kpdoig is said solely of liquids, but then certainly
privileged the latter>*° Personally, I would consider an explanation for the Stoic
privileged usage of the term kpdoig to describe the total mixture of primary
elements in general, and this has to do with the Stoic cosmogony. As we have
seen, in Zeno’s cosmogony, the real elements come to be from a pre-elemental
stage of pure water (which is the discrimen between the pre-elements and the
real elements): in Diogenes Laertius’ cosmological report (VII 135-136) it is
said that “[i]n the beginning he [God] was by himself; he transformed the whole
of substance through air into water, and just as in animal generation the seed has
a moist vehicle, so in cosmic moisture God, who is the seminal reason of the
universe, remains behind in the moisture as such an agent, adapting matter to
himself with a view to the next stage of creation. Thereupon he created first of
all the four elements, fire, water, air, earth (glto. dmoyevvav TpdTOV TO TEGGAPOL

otoyygio Tp, Bdwp, dépa, yijv)”.>37 The real elements then come to be from a

<f> kol TAEWOVOV TO0TNTOV TEPL TA cOATO PETOPOAY &ig €Tépag Slopepohong TOVTOV
TOLOTNTOG YEVESLY, G &Ml T cLVBEGE®MS Exel TV POHPOV Kol TOV IUTPIKAV QOPUAK®V”.
336 Groisard 2016 pp. 97-98.
537 Cf. Hahm 1977 p. 57 and cf. Diogen. Laért. VII 135-136 = SVF 1 102.
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state of water, that is, from a liquid, and they then mix together so as to create
all the existent beings within the cosmos. Ab origine, then, the Stoic primary
elements mix together out of a watery stage such that perhaps, for this reason,
the Stoics naturally adopted the term kpdoig (which was adopted, as we have

seen, before Chrysippus) to refer to such a mixture.

3.3 Galen’s usage of kpdaoig

This section will explore Galen’s usage of the term kpdoig throughout our
primary sources. First of all, we have pointed out that the term kpdocic can
indicate either a process or the result of a process, i.c. a state.

We will first deal with places where Galen uses the term kpdoig to
indicate the process of mixture either of primary elements (which would be a
work of nature and/or God) or of ingredients in order to produce medicaments
(which would be a work performed by a human being, and specifically, by the
doctor).

In the first place, as we saw in the first chapter, nature and/or God
perform a total mixture of the primary elements in order to generate every
existent being; and we have seen that in living beings this total mixture coincides
with an act of shaping the individual from within, which over time fully develops
according to a teleological design. The act of completely mixing these
primordial ingredients, performed by nature and/or God, is defined either
using a Stoic vocabulary, 81" 6hmv kpaoig,>*® or simply by the word kpéoig.>>
The distinctive feature of such a process is that it is not reversible, as we have

demonstrated.

338 De temp. p. 34.5-12 H “To pév odv 6ha 8t Shov adtd kepdoat, T Oeppdv Aéym Koi T yoypov
kol 0 ENpov kol TO VYpdv, advvatov avOpon®. yij Yap DYP® | pupabeion pépktar pév, g av
T 60&¢ete, Kol oUTm Kékpatal Taoo TavTi, Topddeoig v 6Tt TO TOWODVTOV KOTO GUIKPA KOl OV
o1’ 6LV Kpacig, dAAA TO S SheVv dupo kepdoar Beod Kol Ocewc Epyov, £t 8 paAlov, €l kal
10 Oeppov kai 10 yoypov dka o' SAwv dAAnioig kepavvoorto”. Cf. also In Hipp. Nat. Hom.
comment. CMG V 1.9 p. 33.14-21 Mewaldt.

33 In Hipp. Nat. Hom. comment. CMG V 1.9 p. 21.15-18 Mewaldt “yeviicetot yop 1) &k to0Tmv
d0&a TNV yéveowv U@V €v mowl cvvBécel TOV Adiov Ekelvov copdtov Tifepévn, Kabdrep N
‘Inmokpdrovg &v Ti] KpaGEL TOV TEGGAPMV oTOYEI®V, iV APloTOTEMNG T€ KOl Ol LTmiKol
npoonkavto”; cf. ibid. p. 27.20-27, p. 33,4-13.
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Second, we have also seen that the physician can perform a o' 6Awv
Kpaog, that is, an act of completely mixing the ingredients to obtain a drug
(cf. De elem. sec. Hipp. CMG V 1.2 p. 138.11-14 De Lacy “&i &' énl mAéov
YPOVIcELEY | ™G Evmbfjvan 10 mav, aunyovov £t dtakpival T€ Kol SlELelv amod
Batépov Bdtepov: dAAL mepi pEV ToD TPOTOL THG O’ dAWV Kploems gipnoeTot
K6 Toic EPl pappaxmv”).>* In this case the term xpdoic included within the
Stoic-flavoured expression 01" OAwv kpdoig indicates a process of production of
medicaments whose distinctive feature is their non-reversibility.

The word kpdoig can indicate a state, that is, the result of the process
of elemental mixture: all other occurrences of the word in our primary sources
point to this meaning. In contrast to the first use of kpdoig as process of mixture,
this second use of kpdolg as a state resulting from the mixture presents a
connection with the notion of @Oo1g (a connection which Boudon-Millot fails to
notice). For Galen affirms that when he says @voic he means kpdocig and the
whole substance: “@uciv &' 6tav €inw, TV OANV ovciay T& Kol Kpacty Aéym TNV
€K TOV TPOTOV oTolYEl®V, Oeppod kal yuypod kai Enpod kai Vypod” (De temp.
p. 104.1-3 Helmreich). This equivalence of pvoig with odcio and kpdoig can be
interpreted in two different ways: as essence (that which makes something what
it is) or as natural condition (understood as the physical constitution of
something).>*!

As to the first case, as the lexicographer den Dulk also notes (although he
does not establish a relation with the abovementioned sense of kpdcic as a state
resulting from the mixture), kpdoig indicates more Aristotelico form qua
essence.>*? It is therefore clear why, philosophically, gvoic is the ovoia and
Kkpaolc: mixture is form and essence (that is, ovcia in the primary sense, in the
sense of Metaph. VII 11) and, therefore, nature qua essence (in the sense of
Metaph. V 4 1015a) is the xpaoig. Thus, we can understand why all existent

beings, animate and inanimate, and even their parts, are endowed with a xkpdoic,

540 This represents progress with respect to Boudon-Millot’s account, according to which solely
pi& would have been used in pharmacology.
341 For this distinction cf. van der Eijk 2014a pp. 89-90.
542 Den Dulk 1934 pp. 90 {f. Cf. Quod animi mor. K. IV p. 773.
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that is, an essence (what makes something what it is), resulting from a proportion
of hot/cold and dry/wet.>*?

As for second case, when @Vo1g is intended as the “natural condition” of
whichever unspecified substance or ovcio interpreted as the highest genus
(including inanimate or animate beings), kpdoig indicates the “condition or
state resulting from the process of mixture” of whichever natural substance
(therefore its “natural state”), made up of primary elements (Galen’s hot,
cold, dry, and wet, and not the humours) reaching a relative equilibrium
point. In contrast to the Hippocratic kptficic which — archaically — inditicates an
intrisinc “good mixture”, Galen’s kpdocig indicates any relative equilibrium
reached by the constituents. For he distinguishes eight varieties of mixtures,
pointedly calling them dvokpacion or hot, cold, dry, or wet or hot/dry, hot/wet,
cold/dry, or cold/wet kp@oig and one good mixture; if for Hippocrates kpfioig
already meant good and healthy mixture, now Galen uses a composite to
emphasize this idea, i.e gdkpaocia.

Under this general heading of kpdoig as a natural “condition or state
resulting from the mixture”, we find many terminological articulations, which
we will treat separately

1)A physical/physiological meaning. Galen speaks of a puoikn) kpaoic,
meaning the natural bodily state, said exclusively of living bodies, and

resulting from the process of mixture of hot/cold and dry/wet.>** This natural

33 Cf. for example the passage where Galen seeks the midpoint in inanimate and animate,
therefore, unspecified, substances; cf. De temp. p. 26.5-10 H. or De temp. p. 32.5-14 H.. For
kpdiolg as the essence of parts of a body cf. De usu part. pp. 1.18.25ff. H.: “obton (sc. the
mixtures) yap TN idiav ovoiav TGV popiov svpminpodcewy. &1L yap OOE mwg Exel OepuoTToC
TE KOl YuypomTog Kol ENpotntog Kol DypdTNTog T0 GdHa, 610 ToDTOo TOWOVIE TNV PUGLY £0Ti. TO
Yap givor capkl Tij capki Kol vebpm T® vedpo Kol @Y dAlov ékdoto T010', énep ioti, S1d
TV £K TOV EipNPEVOV TETTAPOV TOLHY KPaowy £yEveTo. TodTo HEV 0DV adToic KT TOV THC
oveiog Vrapyet Adyov [...] dtav odv Tic dxpiPde £0éAn Poacavicor TV ypeiov amdviwv Tédv
VIOPYOVI®V TOIG 0pyavolg, mpdtov v €€etoodtm, kab' O v Evépyelav EKTNGATO. TG TOAAQ
UEV Yap eVPNGEL KOTA TV 1diav ovoiov”.

344 Cf. De temp. p. 52.5-21 H. “Ectan §' 1 xpioig [uiv] dpiotn kad' £v xai tantodv odpe Bpépovg
£vOG. 0V yap advvartov omoia té Ti¢ 1) Oeppocio dietel v NAiav dVIdpyovTL TpoiTTTipyev AT
pepvijobon kai Omoia viv €6l dVotv i TPLOV 1@V, €l TOYOL, UETOED YeVOUEvmV. &l Yap SAwg
eoivolto petafon Tig €mi O Ogppuov 1 yoypov yeyovévor 1@ Ppigel, yoAemov ovdEV Ett
ovAhoyileoBar v €mg Tiig akuflg Ecopévnv Vmepoynv. e 8¢ kol mieiw moudion TOAAOTG
axpalovov €0€Lhoig mapafardely, ioyva pev ioyvois, edocapka d' dodpiols Kol Toyéo mayéot
mapdBarle’ obTm 88 Kol YpoOac GCUHTOC EXOVTO Kol TAY SALMY AIévTev MG 010V TE. THY Yap &V
Taig NAkiong dapopav EEevupely MNTdV Enl TV OpHOimV MG EVI HAMOTO PVGEDV ACPOAECTEPOV
av €MoKENTO10. TO &' €Ml TV Evavtiov EEeTdley 00 opIKPOV EYEL TOV TAPALO|YIGHOV, OV 10
Vv NMkiav éviote Tijg TOV doKipalopévov coOPATOV do@opis GAAL o0 TV QUOIKNYV
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state can change on the basis of age, customs, dietetic or pharmacological
prescriptions, and external factors. This produces an opposition between a
connnate (cOpeutoc) and an acquired (émiktntoc) kpdois. Physiological facts
can be based on both (the verb used is hepesthai), such as thickness and
thinness>*’ or the hairiness>*® of the body, to confine ourselves to those treated
in Book II of De temperamentis (that dedicated to the physiology of mixture).
Now, this state, resulting from the relatively balanced mixture of hot/cold
dry/wet, similarly to Hippocratic medicine, relates either to the whole body or to
a part of it. In several passages of De temperamentis Galen indeed speaks often
of a xpdoig 10D cwpatog (as opposed to a mixture of the single part), indicating

the natural state of the entire body resulting from the process of mixture of

vrapyovong kpdowy (And the evaluation will be best [carried out] on one single body, that of
an infant. For it is perfectly possible to remember what its heat was like at two years old, in
relation to what it is now, after an interval of, say, two or three years. If a general change is
detected, whereby the infant has become either hotter or colder, it is then no difficult matter to
deduce the further increase that will take place up to the prime of life. If, on the other hand, you
wish to compare many children with many people in their prime, then compare thin examples of
both, or well-fleshed, or fat; and, similarly, make sure that they have the same colour, and all
other characteristics, as far as is possible. In seeking to discover the difference due to different
ages your investigation will be conducted more reliably on the basis, in brief, of natures which
are as similar to each other as possible. To perform an examination on the basis of opposite
types of nature involves a considerable distortion, as the difference is sometimes not due to
age, but to the naturally obtaining mixture, of the bodies being tested)” (trans. Singer); De
temp. p.75.20-21 H. “n pvowkn| 8' ok €00V vrailayOnoceTal kpdoig obl' fimatog odte Kapdiog
obte TV GAA®V omAdyyvev”. Den Dulk translates the word kpdoig as “natuurlijke gesteldheid”
(den Dulk 1934 p. 81).
545 De temp. p. 60.9 ff. H.: “aAAd kod moydtnreg §Ee0¢ Kol AentdmTes EmovTon Kpaoest, ob Taig
GLUEVTOLG pOVOV, AAAL KAV €€ EB0VG pakpoD Tig EmiKTNTOG YEVNTAL. TOAAOVG Yap Kol TV PUoEL
Aemtdyv €0eacauny moyvvOévtag kol TV moxEmv AemtuvBévtag Tovg MV dpyia TE Kol TQ
appodiait® v OANV kpdow dmaArdEovtog €mt O HypoTEPOV, TOVG &' év ToAommpiolg TAeioot
kol @povtiot kol dtaitn Aemtf] koto&npaviéviac. sipnoetar 6¢ Kol ToOVTOV TO YVOPIoUATO.
KAV yap NUdc odTolg EK Tvev onueimv opumpévoug, mpiv map' £T€pov tubécbot, duvachat
yvopilew, i hoset torodtoc Nv 6 dvBpwmog 7| 4€ E0oug éyéveto”.
346 Cf. De temp. p. 64.14-18 H: “Aooceia pv 1 Oepun koi Enpa kpdoic £otv, GAN abtn pév
€oyatmg petpimg &' 1) Bepun pév, cOUUETPOC 88 KoTA TNV ETépav dvtifeotv, domep ye Koi 1 Enpa
pév, ebkpatog 6¢ Kot 0 Beppov te Kol Yyoypov: Eott yop kol 1jde petping doceio. yihoi 6
PGBV ol Yoypod oL KpAcEls, 1T’ oLy AuiTpag Exotey DypdmTOC £ite petpime”. Cf. also De
temp. p. 64.19-23 H.; De temp. p. 67.22 H.; De temp. p. 68.16—18 H.
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hot/cold and dry/wet,>*” which den Dulk defines as “constitution”.3*3 But does
this constitution also involve a mixture of humours? In De temperamentis Galen
mentions people with “melancholic mixtures” (pelayyoAkoi kpdcelg), meaning

natural constitutions where there is an abundance of black bile.5* In fact,

547 The alternation between the expression kpdcic Tod cdpatog and kpdoig TV popicmy emerges
in De temperamentis 11 6 when Galen attacks a group of adversaries because they purport to infer
the kpdoiwg of the whole body from the xpdoig of one single part; De femp. p. 71.1 ff.
H.: “AxpiBdg 8¢ ypn mpocéyewv 1@ Aeyouéve toOv vodv, dmmg pn AdBopev MuUdg avtolg
TAPAKOVCAVTEG TL KO GPAAEVTEC, ola 81 TOALOL TV MAVL Sokovviey GpicTmV iaTp®dV eivol
c@IALOvVTOL, € TiG €6TL aAaKkpg, E0OVS TOUTOV oidpevor Enpav Exev dmavTog TOD cONATOG
TV Kpéoty. od yap &n anhdg obtmg sikdalew &xpfiv, ahri SropilecBon mpdTepov dpevov My,
ag TOV AvlpOTOV TO odPE TAOV PEv Opar®dg KEKpaTOL oVumay, Eviav 6¢ Kol 00K OAiywv
TOVTOV AVORAA®MG OLAKELTAL. TA HEV YAP TV TOV HOPi®V 0DTOIC DYPOTEPO TOD GUUUETPOV TE
Kol TPOGNKOVTOG £0TL, TA O YuypoTeEpa, TO 08 ENpoTEPa, T O OeppoTEPQ, TA 6 KOl TAVTEADG
ebKpatd te kol odupetpa. O€l 6 mPocéyev paAoTa TOVT® TOV volv, Emeav EmokinTn
CAONATOS KPAGLY. €l n&v yop 6paiddg edpvbpov 6hov ¢0Tiv andoog T TAV popiev drocdiov
T0g mpog GAinha cvppetpiog &v pnkel kKol whater koi Bader, ddvart' Gv drov opoimg
KeKPAcOoL TO TorovTOV. €l 0 TL odPO OOpaka pév Exel Kol TPaAYNAOV Kai dpovg peyictovg,
ioyvo 02 Kol oIKPA TO KAT' 00QUV Kol okéEAN AeNTd, TAOG dv Opoing &in TodTo drukeipevov
dmaoct Toig popiotg; “The point under discussion requires precise attention. There is a danger
here that we may without noticing it fall into a certain misinterpretation and mistake — a mistake
made by many of those who have a great reputation for excellence as doctors — namely to think
that someone who is bald must automatically have a dry mixture of the body as a whole.
One should not draw the inference thus, in absolute terms; one ought first to have made a
distinction between those whose body consists of an even mixture throughout and those —
a large number, in fact — whose body is in an uneven state. For in these some of the parts are
wetter than the appropriate state of good balance, some colder, some drier, some hotter — and
indeed, some completely well-mixed and well-balanced. You must pay particular attention to
this matter whenever you consider the mixture of a [particular| body. If the whole body is
evenly well-proportioned, preserving good balance in all respects between the different
parts, in terms of length, width and depth, then it is possible that such a body consists of
the same kind of mixture throughout. But if a body has a very large chest, neck and
shoulders, but is thin and small in the region of the loins, and has thin legs, how can this
body have the same kind of state in all its parts?” (Trans. Singer) Moreover, from this passage
emerges an opposition between a evenly mixed body (when the body maintains the same state
throughout) and an unevenly mixed body (when the parts of the body do not have the same
qualitative composition)”’; cf. De femp. 11 6. For the occurrences of kpdcig Tod codpatog in De
temperamentis cf. De temp. p. 73.5; p. 73.13; p. 73.16; p. 74.16; p. 77.14-15; p. 80.24; p. 80.27—
28; p. 81.5 H. For the occurrences of kpdoig referred to the parts cf. p. 72.22; p. 73.25; p. 73.28;
p- 74.5; p. 74.9; p. 74.15; p. 75.20—21; p. 75.23; p. 77.24; p. 78.25; p. 78.27; p. 79.6-7; p. 81.3—
4;p. 83.17; p. 105.29 H.

38 Den Dulk notes that kpdcig can be used alternatively with d1640ec1g, &1, xatdotacic tod
ocopatog (pp. 82-85) and translates the word kpdoig as “lichaamsgesteldheid” “constitutie”
without making the logical passage from mixture to constitution clear. This passage is difficult
to understand insofar as kpdoig is referred to the whole body to indicate its state resulting from
the mixture of hot/cold and dry/wet, where the state concerns the entire body of the organism.
Once this is clarified, it is evident that Galen is referring to the physical constitution of the body.
As den Dulk rightly points out, this meaning survives in New Greek, p. 85 and p. 89.

% De temp. 83.1-24 H.: “un toivov, &i dachc Tic ikavdg &otv, £00VC TODTOV 0ldNEDD
peAQyYOMKOV Vmbpyewy, GAN €l pev axkudlov, obmw toodtov: & 8¢ mapakudlov, 16N
HEAOYYOMKOV" €1 O€ YEP®V, OVKETL YlyvovTol HEV YAp ol LEAOYYOAKOL KPAGELG EK GLYKANGE®MG
aipotog. od pny, énedav dpéntot todto Tacyew, g00VG Kol KATAOTTNTOL TEAEWS. AL v TayEL
peV tkavdg Eatat acvg 0 Beppog kol Enpog, i Tt pepvipedo tdv Eunpocdey Aoywv, 00K 00EmG
8¢ pehayyohkdc. 1 yap ToD EPUATOC THKVAOGLG EPYOLGO TV TAYVTEPOV TEPITTOUATOV TNV
dié€odov avaykdalel ovykaiesbor koto TOG GKpog Oeppog kpdoelg, dote TowdTOV AVTOIG

264



Galen does not exclude the presence of humours in the human body (during
embryogenesis the homoeomerous parts are formed out of them), although in De
temperamentis he privileges a qualitative understanding of the bodily mixture
and of the human being’s bodily parts, since the bodily fluids are thought to be
integrated with the solid parts of the body.*>

2)A physical/pharmacological-dietetic meaning. As we have seen, each
substance, inanimate and animate, has its own kpdoic, but in the case of the
pharmacological or alimentary ingredients Galen draws a further distinction of
strongly Aristotelian flavor: as he himself declares that something has a hot, cold,
dry, or wet mixture “when it is not yet of that kind, but may very readily become
of that kind by virtue of a natural tendency that that object has for this to happen”
(De temp. p. 32.17—-19 H.; trans. Singer).>>! In this case, kpéicic indicate not a

process but a “potential natural state” (which is differentiated from an actual

natural state) of any substance which, when its inner potentialities are freed,

omapyey {on 1O mepittope O @OV TAC TPixac, olov &v Toic dyyelowg EcecBou pEAAet
npoerdbvTog Tod ypdvov. Kai todt obv fuéAntor toig unpocOev &t 1€ mpdg T00T01g, EMeldoy
€K TG PVOEMS TAV TEPITTOUATOV ASI0PIGT®MG VIEP TOV KPAoewV dmopaivovtat. vouilovet yap
aviloyov Eyewv TOG KPAGES TMV POPi®V Tf] PUGEL TOV TEPLITTOUATOV. TO &' o) OAwg AANndég
2oy, GAN' éyywpel mote mepitTopo udv d0poilecOar preypatddec, Hypov &' ok eivar T pdpiov,
GAAQ YoYpOV HEV €€ GvayKNG, 0V Yap o1 GAAN Y€ TIc 1 TOD EAEYHOTOG YEVESLS, DYPOV &' 0VK €
avérying: éyxopel yop Kol Enpov etvat. T §' dmatfcay adTodg EDEMPUTOV. 0D Yip Evevonoav,
MG €K TAV olTimv, ovk €€ avTod ToD cOpaTog IOV Yiyvetol 0 eAéypa “We should not, then,
think, just because someone is quite hairy, that he is automatically melancholic. This does not
hold if he is still in the prime; it does hold if he is at the stage after the prime; and again does not
hold in old age. For melancholic mixtures come about as a result of the burning of the blood;
but when this process has just begun, the ‘baking’ effect is not a complete one. One who is hot
and dry will very quickly become hairy (if we recall the earlier arguments); he will not, however,
immediately become melancholic. For in extremely hot mixtures, the closeness of the skin
impedes the expulsion of the thicker secretions, necessarily causing burning; and this means that
the secretion responsible for the production of hair is already of that quality which will obtain in
the vessels some time later. These facts, too, have been neglected by our predecessors;
another area of neglect is in their making assertions on mixtures on the basis of the nature
of the secretions, without making any distinction between the two. For they think that the
mixtures of the parts are in proportion to the nature of the secretions. This is very far from
being the case: it is quite possible in some cases for a phlegmatic secretion to accumulate, but
for the part not to be wet. This part will necessarily be cold — there is no other way in which
phlegm can be generated — but it will not necessarily be wet. It is quite possible also for it to be
dry. The point that has deceived them is very easily discovered: they have failed to realize that
phlegm is produced from foods, not from our actual bodies”, (Trans. Singer)
5301 do not agree with den Dulk (1934 pp. 79-80) who, by privileging a modern train of thought
promulgated by historians of medicine, translates the expression (of which he reports old
occurrences such as Aristotle 30 Probl. 954b and Galen in Hipp. Prorrheticum K. XIV p. 793)
as “melancholish temperament” (esp. p. 92). Here Galen is not speaking of psychological
characteristics, which is made all the more evident by his reference to melancholic residues
produced by a melancholic bodily mixture (!).
531 Galen analyses the way drugs and foods release their potentials (passing therefore from a
mixture in capacity to that one in actuality) throughout De temperamentis 111.
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can become hot, cold, dry, or wet, or hot/dry, hot/wet, cold/dry, cold/wet, or well-
mixed.

3)A physical/meteorological meaning. Galen uses the term kpdoig,
meaning the natural state resulting from the mixture, applying it to the qualitative
composition either of the four seasons>>? or of the ambient air.’> In these cases,
the term kpao1g refers to the temperature, either understood as “thermic degree”
(balance between hot and cold) or as “humidity degree” (balance between wet
and dry), or, meteorologically, as the atmospheric state with reference to heat,
coldness, dryness, and moisture.’** As we have seen, Montanari points to the
meaning “temperature” in the Homeric Greek, with reference to the pleasant
effects obtained by mixing hot and cold water. In this case the verb xepdvvout
conveys the meaning of “tempering/mitigating” applied to the thermic sphere:

the two opposites reach in fact a common midpoint, i.e. temperate water.>>> As

352 As we have seen, in De temperamentis 1 3 and in more in detail I 4 — and also in the sections
of Galen’s Commentary on Hippocrates’ the Nature of Man where the author comments on
Hippocrates’ theory of the prevalence of one of the four humours in accordance with each of the
seasons (CMG V 1.9 pp. 43-49 Mewaldt) —, the two different treatises display strinking thematic
similarities, as well as cross-references; they can also, as we have seen, be interpreted in light of
Galen’s polemic against the Pneumatists. Cf. in Hipp. Nat. Hom. comment. CMG V 1.9 p. 46.31—
32 Mewaldt (the well-balanced kpdicig of the spring); De temp. p. 12.16 H. (the uneven kpaoig
of autumn); ibid. 13.5-9 (hot and wet kpdoig of spring and cold and dry kpdocig of autumn,
according to his adversaries); p. 16.15-16 (well-balanced kpaoig of spring).

53 Cf. De temp. p. 13.23; p. 14.26; p. 17.19; p. 17.20-21 H.

5% den Dulk 1934 pp. 51-52.

%5 As den Dulk confirms, when the term «plowg is applied to the
thermic/hygrometric/meteorological field it refers to the state of the mixture, i.e. what den Dulk
calls the “vermengingstoestand”; cf. Den Dulk 1934 p. 53—65. In his enquiry into the field of
meaning of the word kpdoig, den Dulk tries to reconstruct the process through which the term
and its family would have undergone a semantic shift, i.e. a passage from the meaning “mixture
of opposites in a proper balance” to the meaning “temperature” as thermic temperature or
understood in a climatological sense, i.e. as climate or atmospheric state. Den Dulk puts forward
two alternatives. On the one hand, this semantic shift might be attributable to a metaphorical
process. For this metaphorical usage would have led the meaning of the word from indicating a
concrete process of mixture between liquids, i.e. the mixture of hot and cold water bringing about
more temperate water, to referring to a metaphorical mixture of primary elements/qualities and
then to meaning both temperature and climate; den Dulk 1934, p. 66. On the other hand, the term
may refer to state brought about by a real mixture, i.e. a mixture of the primary qualities, which,
he argues, were originally conceived as mixing liquids; den Dulk pp. 66—67. This semantic
process, which led the word-family of kepdvvupt to be applied to the thermic/meteorological
field and which may be attributable to a metaphoric or to a real mixture of the primary
elements/qualities, finds a remarkable parallel in the Latin semantic field related to the verb
temperare. In his article on the Latin notion of fempus, Benveniste underlines that femperare is
a denominative of fempus, just like generare is denominative of genus. As Benveniste observes,
temperare corresponds to the gr. kepdvvopt and means in the first place to mix a liquid (it is
especially said of the mixture between water and wine) in order to mitigate and to temper it. Like
kepavvou, the verb is applied to the meteorological field. For temperatura (preclass. and
postclass. for temperatio) also belongs to this word-family; cf. the expression caeli temperatura,
or temperies (the way in which the weather is) and its contrary intemperies and tempestas from
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Jouanna remarks, the oldest occurrence of kpdoig as indicating the good and
healthy meteorological conditions of the seasons is that in De aere aquis locis
where the Hippocratic author speaks of kpficic T@v mpéwv.”>® However, in
contrast to this first occurrence, Galen’s usage also covers cases where such a
state resulting from the mixture is not well-balanced at all, but indicates any

atmospheric state of the seasons.”’

3.4 Galen’s usage of pi&ic

u 1&1c 1n our pri u o i
The occurrences of in our primary sources represent only 3%, against

uses of kpaoig, at 97% — just 5 compared to 171 of the latter (this confirms the

*tempesti-tas and tempus. The first meaning of tempus that Benveniste recostrues is “right
proportion of a mixture, required dosis for a combination” (Benveniste 1940, p. 12). However,
in the first place fempus and especially its derivates qualify the atmospheric state as derived from
a mixture, i.e. the proportion of the elements that brings about the state of the atmosphere
(Benveniste 1940, p. 13 and p. 15). In this sense fempus initially means “atmospheric mixture”.
Hence it has also undergone a semantic shift from meaning “good atmospheric state” to meaning
“favourable moment” and then also “occasion to use”; cf. Benveniste 1940 p. 15. In its
meteorological sense it was applied to the seasons — cf. primus tempus, i.e. spring, or hibernum
tempus, i.e. winter. According to Benveniste, it is possible to draw a comparison between
temperare and kepdvvopl and between fempus and kopdc. For Benveniste attributes a
reconstrued meaning to the latter, **“atmospheric mélange”, and then “exact or critical time”,
“season”. As Montanari observes, the connection between kepdvvout and kopog is far from
being certain; cf. Montanari 1979, p. 136—137. Cf. also Chantraine 2002 s.v. xaip6g. Scholars
have recently called the meaning of tempus as stemming from the same root of temperare into
question; cf. Rix 2001 s.v. *temp, which means “to stretch” < tempus = stretch of time, i.c.
occasion. However, Benveniste’s analysis concerning temperare and its correspondence with
kepavvopt may be useful in shedding light on kepdvvopu as applied to ancient meteorological
concepts. In the first place, both the verbs mean “to mix ingredients proportionately”. Further,
they both are applied to the meteorological field and they both refer to the mixture of the elements
in the atmosphere bringing about particular meteorological conditions. Instead of comparing
tempus with Koupdg, we can note some similarities between the members of the word-family of
temperare, such as temperatura or temperies and kpdaoig, indicating the atmospheric state in
relatoin to the seasons. To sum up, in Greek—Roman culture the notion of weather seems to be
connected to a mixture of the elements.
5% Cf. Jouanna 1996 p. 295. In this Hippocratic writing this expression (CMG 1.2 p. 54.13 Diller
=CMG1 1 p. 67.22 Heiberg) indicates the good, healthy, and more temperate climate of a region
in Asia, on account of which the charater of the inhabitants is milder and gentle. In this region,
in fact, “nothing is forcibly predominant, but equality in every respect prevails (GAAQ TavVTOG
ioopoipin duvaotedn). Asia, however, is not everywhere uniform; the region, however, situated
midway between the heat and the cold is very fruitful, very wooded and very mild; it has splendid
water, whether from rain or from springs. While it is not burnt up with the heat nor dried up by
drought and want of water, it is not oppressed with cold, nor yet damp and wet with excessive
rains and snow”; cf. Ader. CMG I 1.2 ed. Diller 54.12 ff., trans. Jones.
557 As we have seen, in De femp. p. 12.16 H. Galen uses the term kpéoig to indicate the uneven
atmospheric condition of autumn, in which is it much hotter at midday than at dawn or dusk, but
is not precisely at the midpoint between wetness and dryness either, since it tends to be drier.
267



general picture of a clear-cut predominance of kpdoig over pi&ig given by
Boudon-Millot). In this section, I shall be commenting on these occurences and,
given their scarcity, will back up my claims by recourse to other remarkable
examples concerning the word-family of peiyvout taken from Galen’s entire
corpus.

Analogously to kpdoic, the term pigig can indicate either a process or a
state resulting from such a process. Furthermore, as we have seen in the
lexicographical overview, combined with Montanari’s etymological work on the
Ancient Greek root, niic can more generically indicate either a mechanical
mixture or a “chemical” mixture and, therefore, can be used either when the
constituents remain solid and just enter into contact with each other or when,
because of a minimum of moisture, they merge together.

In the case of pi€ic as a process, a couple of occurrences of pigig seems
to point to a kind of mixture that starts with a juxtaposition and ends up in a

homoeogeneous state. Let us consider the following occurrences:

T1 Galen De temperamentis K. 1 pp. 560.13-561.13 Helmreich pp. 32.24-33.13:

"Ente1dn toivov 10 pécov év amavtt yEVel Kol LAAIGTO KOTO TOG GUUTAGOGC
ovoiog €K Tig TAV dKpmV PNiEemg yiyvetal, ¥pn Kol v vonow adtod Koi Thv
dyvoorv €& gxelvav cvviotachat. 10 pev on Thg vooems paotov. Amd yap Tod
BeppotdTon ThVTOV TAV £ig aictnoty TkéVToV, olov ftot Tupdg 1 Tvog Hatog
dxpwg (éovtog, &mi TO YuypdTATOV KOTAVIAVIES AMAVIOV MV IGHEV, olov fTot
KPUGTOAAOV T} Y10Va, VONOOVTEG Tt S1AGTNUA, UEGOV AKPIBDS TODTO TEUVOUEV.
oVt yap EEEVPNCOLEV Ti) VONGEL TO GOUUETPOV, OTEP EKATEPOL TOV GKPWV IGO0V
Améyet. ALY Kol KATOOKEVAGOL TG aVTO duvdpeda TOv Ioov dyKov KpuoTAAALOV
pi&avteg Boatt {Eovtt. TO Yap €€ Apeoiv kpabev icov EKaTépov TAV dKpV APEEEL
ToD T€ KoiovTog kol Tod vekpobvtog dtd YOEy. obkovv 00dE YaAemoOv £TL TOD
KPOOEVTOC OVTMG AWapéEVOLS Exelv TO PEoOV amdong ovciog €v T KoTd TO
Beppdv Te kol Yuypov vtifécet koi pepvicot TovTov Koi Kpivety dmavta TaAla

KaBdmep Tvi kKovovt TapaPdArovToc.
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Now, since the middle in any genus, and most obviously in the whole of
existent objects, arises from a mixing together of the extremes, our conception
and distinguishing of it must also be composed on the basis of those. Well, as far
as the conception of it is concerned, the matter is very simple. We start from the
hottest of all things that reach our senses, such as fire, or water at its extreme
boiling point, and go down to the coldest of all those we know, such as ice or
snow; we conceptualize a line between them; and we divide this line at its precise
midpoint. In this way we will find out conceptually the point of good balance,
which is equidistant from each of the extremes. But we can also in a way create
it physically, by combining an equal volume of ice and boiling water. For that
which is made from a mixture of both these will be equidistant from the two
extremes, that which burns and that which causes death by cold. And so it is no
difficult matter, either, to touch the product of this mixture and so to hold that
which is at the midpoint amongst all existent objects as regards the opposition
of hot and cold, and to remember this, and to evaluate all other objects by using

this as a standard with which to compare them. (Trans. Singer)

T2 Galen De temperamentis K. 1 pp. 562.15-563.13 Helmreich p. 34.5-19:

To pév ovv 8ha S’ SAmv ot kepdoat, TO Oepprov Aéym Kai T Yuypov Kai
10 ENPov kol 10 VYpoV, AdVvatov AvOpOT®. Yij Yap VYPD | pupadsica pépiktal
RéV, OC av T d0&ere, Kol 0VTO KEKPATOL TAGH TOVTI, TOPAOEGIS PV £6TL TO
TOWOVTOV KOTO GUIKPO Kol 00 o' dhov kpdoig, GAla 10 oL 6lmV dpem
kepdoor O0e0d kol QUoeg Epyov, ETL 0& pailov, €l Kol TO Ogppov Kol to
Yoypov 6o o' AV A0S KEPAVVVOLTO. TO LEVTOL Tapdbeoty Epydcacton
TOLTNY, MG EKEEVYEWV TNV aicOnolv EKacToV TAV ATADY COUAT®V, 00 PVCEMG
10016 Y& novNng §| Bod Todpyov, GALG Kol MUETEPOY 0TIV, OVSEV Yap YOAETOV
VYpod Kai Enpod pécov Epyacachot AoV €k Tijg ToweOTNG HiEE®mS, OoHTMOC
o€ Kai Oeppod kail yoypod, Kai cot aveital 10 Tolovtov oo Koi Tf) Oeppotrt

Hev e0KpatoV, GAAL Kol GKANPATNTOG KOl LOAAKOTNTOG £V T® HECO.

The total mixing of one with the other, I mean of hot, cold, dry and wet, is

not possible for a human being. When earth is kneaded together with
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[something] wet, it seems to one that it has been combined, certainly, and in
this sense a whole has been mixed with a whole; but in fact such a process
is a placing alongside each other of very small parts, not a total mixture; the
total mixing of the two is the work of God, and of Nature, especially in the case
where the hot and the cold undergo total mixture with each other. However, to
bring about a setting-alongside such that each of the simple bodies escapes
perception, is not the work of Nature alone, nor of God, but is achievable by us
too. For it is not at all difficult by this kind of combination to produce clay
which is at the midpoint between wet and dry and also between hot and cold;
and such a body will appear to you well-mixed in terms of hotness, as well as at

a midpoint between hardness and softness. (Trans. Singer)

As we see, the term pi&ig is used in (T1) to indicate the mixture of boiling
water and ice and in (T2) to refer to the mixture of earth with something liquid.
Now, in (T2) the process of mixture is defined as piig and as mwapdaOeoig;
therefore we can assume that this process coincides with a mechanical mixture
of particles of earth and liquid, which — in contrast to total mixtures — are
recoverable. De facto, in Galen’s terminology of mixture the word-family of
petyvou can convey the meaning of a mechanical mixture of solids, such as in
the case of a heap of grains (which in Aristotle’s technical terminology would

more precisely correspond to synthesis).>>® But in this case the juxtaposition is

558 More precisely, this sense of petyvo as indicating a juxtaposition of constituents emerges
when Galen accounts for the transformation of the primary elements leading to the generation of
a perceptive body. In this regard, in his De elementis Galen remarks that thinkers “who hold that
when fire and water and air and earth are changed and mixed and altered through and through
(uetafarroviov te Kol Kepavvopévov kol dlholovpévav 6t GAwmv), some one of the bodies
formed from them becomes sentient, are stating possibilities; but those (who hold that this
happens when the components) remain such as they are and are merely mixed up together as
though in a heap of wheat and barley and chickpeas and beans are attempting the impossible
(6001 8¢ pevovimy, old mép 0Tt Kai pévev avapryvopévev GAANA0I 0bTmg domep &v copd
TopdVv Kol kplOdv Epefiviav 1€ Kol kKudpmv, aduvatolg Entyelpodowv)”; cf. De elem. sec. Hipp.
CMG V 1.213 pp. 72.23-74.3 De Lacy (trans. De Lacy). In this passage the verb avapeiyvop
(“to mix up”) indicates a mechanical mixture where the components remain such as they are
(uevévtov, ol mép £ou), as there is no qualitative interaction between them. In other words, it
indicates a juxtaposition, and this seems to be confirmed by the image of the heap of wheat
grains, barley, chickpeas, and beans. For in this mechanical mixture of dry bodies, only the
external surfaces of the grains are in contact; they do not merge and give rise to a homogeneous
compound. In his Commentary on Hippocrates’ De natura hominis, Galen also employs
avapetyvopn and petyvout to describe the mechanical mixture of the Empedoclean primary
elements, as is clear from the following passage: “And prior to them, Empedocles believed that
the nature of compound bodies was generated from the four elements in an unchanged state, the
270



just the beginning of the process (which coincides with its reversibility phase):
as we demonstrated in the first chapter, in Galen’s account of mixture (De
elementis 1 9) a process of progressive division takes place according to which
at the very beginning the substances enter into contact and are merely
juxtaposed; then their particles begin to progressively divide until they merge
together, giving rise to a homogeneous product whose constituents may (as in
the case of the every-day mixtures for the preparation of foods and drinks) or
may not (as in the case of total mixtures) be recoverable.’> In (T1) the two
phases of the process are even spelled out with a terminological alternation: the
preliminary stage of a mixture of boiling water and ice is called pi€ig, whereas,
by contrast, the second stage leading to the formation of a homogeneous
compound is described by resorting to the participle from the other word-family,

100 Kkpadévrog. >

primary things mixing up with one another (oVtmg dvapeprypévov arinrog TGV TpOTOV)
in the same way as if someone were to mix rust, bronze, cadmium and copper (©oel 11 Aeido0g
aKpPdS Kai yvomoT momoag iov Kol yahkitnv kol kodpeiav kol picv pigeev) after grinding
them down to a powder so that none of them was capable of being grasped without another”; cf.
In Hipp. Nat. Hom. comment. CMG V 9.1 p. 19.7-12 Mewaldt (trans. Hankinson; slightly
modified). A further proof of the fact that in this context dvapeiyvout and peiyvopu are meant to
indicate a juxtaposition can be found in a parallel /ocus taken from the same treatise. In this
passage we find a juxtaposition of Hippocrates’ and Empedocles’ elemental theories. As Galen
observes, although Empedocles was convinced that every earthy body comes to be from the same
elements that Hippocrates postulated, in his opinion such elements are not mixed through and
through, but rather juxtaposed in very small particles that touch one another (o0 pnv
KEKPUPEVOV TE O1' GAAMA®V, GALG KOTO CUIKPO POPLO TAPAKELPREVOV TE KOL YaVOVTOV). We
see that in the very same context Galen replaces davopeiyvopn with mapdxepor, which
unambiguously indicates a juxtaposition of constituents sitting side by side. Another important
element is the reference to contact (yavw), which confirms the link between juxtaposition and
contact and ultimately also the already-known semantic link between the terms related to the
word-family of petyvopu and the idea of contact. For this wording, based on the verbs mapdkeiton
and yavw, explains the very same concept that was previously illustrated by the usage of
avapetyvop and petyvopt. Moreover, it seems that juxtaposition by contact and total mixture of
the primary elements do not exclude each other. For the primary elements are not only said to be
mechanically mixed with one another (névov dvapryvopévev), but also to undergo a change
(netaPoin), a kpdoic, and a complete qualitative alteration (dAloiwoig); cf. In Hipp. Nat. Hom.
comment. CMG V 9.1 p. 27.20 Mewaldt. The same rhetoric structure, “od povov ... GAAG koi”,
which stresses this point, can also be found in a passage of De temperamentis, where Galen
accounts for the generation of the skin of the hand. As Galen explains, the skin of the hand comes
to be out of an equal proportion of the primary qualities, which are not only mechanically
mixed, but also totally mixed (xai o7 kol yéyovev €k Tf|g TOVTOV AndvtOV icopolpiog 0¥
nYy0évtv pévov, aira kKol o1’ 6 Lmv drinrors kepaocOivtov); cf. De temp. pp. 34.26-35.2 H.
39 Cf. supra pp. 174 ff.

390 The alternation between the two word-families is even present on a greater scale at (and seems
to be confirmed by) De elementis 19, where Galen describes more in detail the fragmentation of
the particles leading to the final unification; cf. De elementis sec. Hipp. CMG V 1.2 pp. 136.22—
138.14 De Lacy “eipnoeton 6& kav 10ig ti|g Oepanevtikiic pebddov mepi tig ypeiog avTdV €mi
AoV, &v 8¢ T® TapdVTL TOGODTOV EIMEV AmOYPNOEL TPOG TOV EvesT®dTA AOYOV, OTL TV VT’
AockAnmiddov Aeyopévav év 1@ Iepi otoyeiov Pifiiom mpog Tovg dhag | St Shmv kepavvivTog
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The term pi&ig (or its derivatives) seems to indicate a generic mixture
broadly understood: in fact, under this general heading we find mixtures of
solids (such as in the case a heap of grains; in this, Galen distances himself from
Aristotle’s technical terminology), of solids and liquids (earth and liquid, cf.
T2), or of liquids (such as hot and cold water that we obtain when the ice melts,
cf. T1, or in the case of a pific of humours>®!). Thus, the term piéig can indicate
not only a mechanical mixture of solids (such as in the case of a heap of grains),
but as we see in (T1) it can also represent the starting point of a process that
culminates in a complete and thorough kpaociws. Now, if in the kpdoig the
previous constiutents are so homogeneously mixed that are no longer
distinguishable (even though they may or may not be recoverable), we can infer
that in the very extensive domain of pif\g it is still possible to conceive the
constituents as distinguishable.

This seems to be confirmed by a text from Galen’s De elementis (T3). In
De elementis 1 5 Galen tackles the issue of the fact that we never find pure

primary elements in our cosmos — they are all always mixed:

GAANAoG TOG 0Voiag 0VdEY GyeTal TMV KATA TAG TOOTNTAG LOVaS Kepdvvuohal Aeyoviav, Hot'
el kol pn o' GALo 1L, d1d YOOV 10 AGQAAES aipeTéoV TO dOYUA KOl AEKTEOV, MG €V T® piyvosOot
¢ HSatt TOV otvov, £l TYO1, Kol KaTadpavechal PEYPL GLIKPOTATOVY EKATEPOD TE popLa Spdv Kol
naoyewv avtoic gic GAANAa cvpPaivel Kol PETAOIOOVUL TAV TOWOTHTOV GAANAOLG ETOYWOTEPOV,
6o mep av gig EMATTO KoTadpavci], kol 510 ToUTo Kivodoty Eml TAEIGTOV 01 IyvivTeg AAAMAOLG
TO TOLODTO, TNV €15 EAAYIOTOV Jlaipesty aDT@V UNYOVAOUEVOL. Kol pEV o1 Kol O pdAlov Evodacbot
TOG TOWOTNTOG GAAN LG TAV Ml TALOV AVALUYOEVTOV TE KOl YPOVIGAVTOV OLOAOYEL T® AOY®.
XPOVOL Yap JETTOL TG GIKPA HOPLO TOV KEPAVVVUEVDV, TV' gig GAANAL dpdon Kol Tl Tehémg
kol obTwg &v dmepydontar 10 HAov Kol Spotov Eavtd mavn”. As we see from the text, the final
stage of the process is described by recourse to kepavvom (T@dv kepavvopévav, iv' gig
drinia dpaon koi madn Terémg kol ovTeg &v dmepydontar O 6lov Koi 6polov E0VTO
navtn), whereas the initial stage of the process is treated using words belonging to the
family of peiyvou (&v 1@ / piyvocOar T@ 98atL TOV oivov; oi pryvovreg GAAMAOLG; T@V Emi
niéov avapry0évtov). But at the end of the description Galen uses the verb kepdvvom (t@v
Kepavvopévav) in order to designate a stage of the process where the parts have been
minutely crushed and their interaction is complete (6pdon kai 401 TeAé®C): in this way
they make the whole one and the same throughout, i.e. they give rise to something
homogeneous, a unity (ovtmg &v anepydonton To 6Ahov Kai dporov Eavtd maven). As Galen
makes clear, however, the final kpdicig between water and wine is only a provisional unification,
as it is possible to separate mixed substances from one another again (510 tadTO KAV TQ
mapaypfito HEv olov e Soympicatl Ty an' GAAAAoV Evia v avaurydéviwv). Therefore,
differently from the mixtures of primary elements/qualities performed by God or Nature, th unity
to which these substances give rise in the physical process of mixture, which is expressed by
recourse to kepavvop, seems to be only provisional and temporary. For beyond the appearences
this mixture of substances, the only one that humans can perform, turns out to be just a
juxtaposition (a parathesis, as Galen says in De temperamentis), as it is possible to recover the
previous constituents.

361 As it occurs in In Hipp. Nat. Hom. comment. CMG V 1.9 p. 51 Mewaldt.
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T3 Galen De elementis sec. Hipp. K. I pp. 453.10-454.11 De Lacy p. 98.2—15 :

GAL' olov &v 16 KOGH® TOV AoV Emdetkvielg Lot o YeE®ddeg 6D, TO0DTOV &V
1015 Lot EMOEE® 6oL TO TE TAV OGTMV YEVOG Kol TO TV YOVOpwV Kol 1O TV
TPY®V. €K TOVTOL O0& TOD YEVOLC €0TL KAV TOlG OGTpakodEpuolg Cmolg To
KOAOVUEVOV OOTPOKOV, AKPIPDG €1G VNG 1060V ATEENPAUUEVOV KOl TETANUEVOV,
dot', el (N1eic év Toig {do1g YTv, &xelg Bedoachat oV, olav KAV T@ | KOGU®,
v &' dpuKtdv T Kol TavTeA] Koi pdvnv ovk dv ovd' v éketve pading £EgHpolg,
domep 008 VWP KabapoOv Kol Apyss amdviov Tdv GAA®V 00OE TOp 00 dépa
vevobevtal yap Gmoavta TolG £TEPOYEVESTL KOl AVOUEMIKTOL Kol UETEIANQEV )
paAlov GAMAmV fi NtTov. dAAG Tol Kév Tij pi&er Toic ye vodv &yovstv 1y Tod
KpoTodVTog 100 paivetat. un toivov und' év 10ic T1dv {OOV cOUICY SHKTOV TL
et AN dpKeitm 6ol TOLTL LEV YOYPOV Kol ENPOV Kol TUKVOV id0VTL TO HLOpLov
avapvnedivar yig, Tovtl 8' Apaldov Kai VYPOV Kol PuTov &ig Evvolay DOOTOG

apkécOat.

But the stone that you point out to me as an earthy body in the cosmos is of the
same description as the classes of the bones and of the cartilages and of the hairs
that I shall point out to you in animals. To this same class belongs also the so-
called shell of hard-shelled animals, which is dried and compacted precisely to
the form of earth that you see also in the cosmos; but earth that is unmixed
(&putov), complete, and by itself (moavteAn) kai povnv) you would not easily find
even in the cosmos; similarly you would not see water that is pure (kaBopov)
and not mixed (apryeg) with all the rest, and the same is true of fire and air; all
have been adulterated by other kinds of things (vevoBevtan yap dmovia T0lg
étepoyevéot) and mixed (dvopépuktor) with them, and they have all received a
larger or smaller share of each other. But even in the mixture (kdv ] piget) a
sensible person recognizes that what is visible is the form of the prevailing
(element). Do not then look for anything unmixed (&uiktov) in the bodies of
animals either, but be content, when you see that part rarefied and wet and fluid,

to think of water. (Trans. De Lacy)

273



As we see from (T3), Galen’s terminology polarizes into: i) that relating
to the purity of the element taken singularly (&piktov, mavtedi koi povny,
KaBapov, auryec); and ii) that (vevoBevton yop dmavto Toig £tepoyevéat,
avapékrol, kav T pigel) describing the state of the element resulting from the
mixture; Galen’s usage of expression ké@v 7] pi&el shows that he is referring to
the state resulting from mixture and not to the process. Although it has a
slightly negative connotation (which is in line with the original meaning of the

word-family),6?

this state is envisioned as a heterogeneous mix of components
where, however, a sensible person is still able to recognize the visible appearance
(16éa) of the prevailing element (Toig Y& vodv £xoveoty 1] ToD KpaTodvTog idéa
@aiveton): everything comes out of the primary elements but if we strive to
imagine a physical body as the result of this heterogeneous mix of constituents
(i.e. pi&w) rather than as the indistinguishable homoeogeneous outcome that we
indeed see (i.e. kpdoig), we are still able to single out the predominant
constituent whose visible appearance presents itself to our senses (cf. T3 ‘un
Toivov pund’' év toig TOV LOOV copacty duiktév TL Oftel, AAL' dpkeitw oot
TOUTL HEV YuypoVv Kol ENPOV Kol TukvOV 106VTL TO poplov dvapvnceOivor yig,
TOVTL d' APV Kol VYPOV Kol PUTOV €ig Evvotay V0 Tog apikéatar (Do not then
look for anything unmixed (Gpwktév) in the bodies of animals either, but be
content, when you see that part rarefied and wet and fluid, to think of water”).
We have seen before that, in the physical process, piig alternates with and
gives way to kpaoug, but if we instead zoom in on the state resulting from an

act of mixing, in this case this condition can be seen either as a picig, i.e. when

562 As we see, the terminology used for this mixture is formulated in terms of impurity, alteration,
and contamination with heterogeneous things. According to LSJ the verb vofgbvm means “to
corrupt”, “to adulterate”, “to be spurious”, whereas the adjective v60oc means “bastard”, i.e.
born of a slave or concubine; it can also convey the more general meaning of “spurious”,
“counterfeit”, “supposititious” in reference to persons and things. In this context, the term
belonging to the word-family of peiyvopt seems to convey the image of a bad and deteriorating
mixture that contaminates and adulterates the state of purity of the primary element. The third
component of the original basic set of meanings of the word-family of pi&i, as pinpointed by
Montanari, is “to come into close contact”, which give rise to all the meanings connected to the
social sphere, such as “sexual intercourse”; this is also present in Galen’s corpus (Comm. in
Hipp. Nat. Hom. comment. CMG V 9.1 p. 170.8 ff. Mewaldt, where the term ényu&ia indicates
the mating of animals), but we do not treat them here for two main reasons: i) on the one hand,
in our primary sources, there are no occurrences of pi&ig with such a meaning; and ii) these
occurrences of the other cognates are not relevant for Galen’s theory and terminology of mixture
intended as physical process of mixing substances; on this cf. Boudon-Millot 2011 pp. 272-274.
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we perceive the heterogeneous constituents of the body as distinct, or as a
Kkpaoig if we regard the body as a final result where the constituents are, as a
matter of fact, completely indistinguishable. >

Having reviewed Galen’s usage of the terms xpdoic and pigic as applied
to his theory of the mixture of primary elements, we shall turn to the relation
between Galen’s lexicon and the terminology used in the Hippocratic,
Aristotelian, and Stoic traditions and the difference between kpdoig and pi&ig in
Galen’s terminology.

In the first place, as we have seen, in the Hippocratic tradition, kpdotg, or
better its Ionic form kpfoig, preserves the archaic meaning of “good and well-
balanced mixture” of opposite forces (be they qualities, humours, dynamies),
whereas Galen classifies each kpdoig (intended as “natural state”) on the basis
of the predominant element. Therefore with kpdocig he indicates a relative
equilibrium point reached by hot/cold and dry/wet. Second, we have seen
that Aristotle carefully distinguishes pi&ic from ovvBeoic, which he claims is a
mechanical mixture of items (the case of the heap of grain remains
paradigmatic). Clearly, Galen does not make use of Aristotle’s technical
terminology: he employs the word-family of pi€ic and pi&ig itself to indicate
either a juxtaposition of solid items or a juxtaposition of micro-particles of

substances before (and after) the final unification. Rather, analogously to the

563 The connection between pific and its word-family and the distinguishability of the ingredients
is confirmed by a further occurrence at De simp. med. (temp. ac) fac. K. XI p. 586.13 ff. “&i yap
avopitog axpipdc ioov ayivliov kel péltog dykov émOsing TH yrdTTY, YAUKOTIKpOYV,
®omep ol momtal TOV EPMTO TPOGAYOPEHOVGL, PUVEITAL GOL TO HIKTOV £€ AP@Ooiv, 00K &V dAAQ
HéV TV xpove péATog aicBavouévng thg YAmTng, &v dAA® 8¢ aywvbiov, obite Batépov povov,
GAAQ 10 TAVTOG Au@oiv anln Tva pilv peprypévnv”. As we see from the text, in the case of
the mixture of absinth and honey, which is defined as yAvkOmukpov (of course, with reference to
Sappho’s definition of love as a “bittersweet invincible creature”), the tongue perceives its
double flavour (the sweet and the bitter) continuously and not in two different moments; the term
used is pi&ig and the point of the passage is the fact that we perceive the ingredients (the absinth
and the honey and their capacities) as distinct — cf. Boudon-Millot 2011 pp. 270-271. Of course,
it is also possible that pi&ig indicates the state (and not the process) resulting from the act of
mechanically mixing the constituents (to put it simply, the state of a heap of grains), and
indeed in Galen’s work we find such a case. In his work On Simple Drugs (De simp. med.
(temp. ac) K. XII p. 183.17 ff.), Galen describes the properties of the Samian earth, and on this
occasion he claims (analogously to De elementis 1 5) that pure earth does not really exist in the
cosmos and, for this reason, one should carefully inspect the mixture of the things that are
accidentally contained within it (énei &' advvatdv €otv GpukTov gupelv akpiBdG L odua,
npooemokéntectat mpoonkel THV P&y TOV copufefnroToV 00T Katd Te T0G £V KOVPOTNTL KOl
BapvnTt Srapopag kol tag &v i} yevoet). In this case, the term pi&ic indicates the state of being
mixed, the particles of the material that accidentally stick to the earth and which have to be
cautiously analysed. It does not seem to be a process, but rather a state.
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contemporary Peripatetic terminology (which we see mirrored in Alexander’s
De mixtione), pi&g works as general term for mixture although, contrarily to
Alexander, Galen does not draw the specific distinction between mechanical
mixtures of like with like and of unlike with unlike. Three differences, however,
between Galen’s usage of pigig and that of kpdoig remain: i) piig can indicate a
mechanical mixture of items; kpdoig cannot (they are in opposition in this
regard). i1) pi€ic is used to refer to the first part of the process of fragmentation
of the particles, whereas kpdoig is used to indicate the final phase of the process
(terms belonging to both word-families are alternated in describing the two
different stages of the mixture — where piig gives way to kpaoig). iii) Whereas
Kkpao1g indicates a homogeneous and complete mixture in which it is not possible
to distinguish the previous ingredients (usage of the image of the
tetrapharmakon is central), we have seen that pi&ic is used by Galen to express
a mix of heterogeneus components making up every physical body (they refer
to the very same mixture but from different perspectives: piig underlines
the heterogeneity of the mix, kpdow the unity produced by the tempering
of constituents — a tempering which constitutes the essence and the nature
of whichever physical body, a concept which is never expressed by pitic).
Finally, even though the Stoic terminology is difficult to reconstruct (especially
when it comes to usage of the term pi&ig), we can safely say with Groisard that
the expression dt' SAwv kpdoig for total mixture and the term otOyyvoic for fusion
were originally Stoic. Now, we have already demonstrated that Galen’s theory
of mixture differs considerably from the Stoic account of 61" SAwv kpdoig,
although Galen uses this Stoic expression fairly often. However, Boudon-Millot
approximates Galen’s pific to the Stoic c¥yyvoic,*®* but this is inaccurate, for
two main reasons: i) pi&ig can indicate a recoverable mixture, whereas in the
Stoic fusion the ingredients are no longer recoverable; and ii) even within the
limits of his antidogmatism, Galen’s physics is based on Aristotelian/Peripatetic
elementary physics, where the qualities are not corporeal (as they are in Stoic
physics and, therefore, also in the Stoic fusion).

Certainly we can say that xpdoig is more prevalent in Galen, to the

detriment of ni€ig (the difference in the number of occurrences is clear evidence

564 Cf. Boudon-Millot 2011 pp. 276-277.
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of this), for a number of potential reasons. First, in Hippocratic medicine, the
Ionic variant of kpdoilg was used to convey the idea of balance among the
constituents and was applied, in Galen’s favourite Hippocratic reference model
of mixture, De natura hominis, to the mixture of physiological liquids. This
made the term suitable for physiological purposes. Second, it is undeniable that
the Stoic terminology greatly influenced Galen, given his usage of the Stoic
expression ot OAwv kpaoic. Third, as witnessed by De mixtione, in Galen’s time
Kpaolg was a common term, also adopted by the Peripatetics to refer to a mixture
leading to the generation of homoeomerous parts. It is reasonable to think that,
given that Galen knew these three theoretical models of mixture very well and
made extensive use of them in the definitions of his own account, the
corresponding terminologies played a role in the creation of Galen’s vocabulary

of mixture.

3.5 Problems of translation

As is evident, the semantic closeness of these two word-families makes hard
work for a translator, as it proves to be extremely difficult to render the meanings
of two quasi-synonyms, such as kpaoic and piic, in a modern language. Here I
will offer some reflections on problems of translation.

Certainly, when xpdoiwg and piig indicate a mixture of ingredients
(although, as we have seen, in a different manner), a translator should both render
the meaning of mixture and try to make their difference intelligible. With regard
to kpdoic, Singer is very consistent, and tends to translate the word as “mixture”;
whereas in the case of pigig he is rather flexible: for example, he translates the
expression “€k Ti¢ T®V Gkpov piewc” in (T1) as “from a mixing together of the
extremes”, and the expression “ék ti|¢ TolaOTNG pikems” in (T2) as “by this kind
of combination”. The translation of pi&ig as combination (which corresponds to
Joachim’s standard translation of Aristotle’s pi€ic) might baffle the reader. For
“combination” does not seem particularly suitable for indicating a mixture: two
or more colours can be combined, two or more items can be combined, i.e. put
together, and even two or more abstract concepts can be mentally combined. It

would be helpful to use a word indicating a mixture but which is distinct from
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mixture and which gives the sense of the type of mixture Galen intended. When
Kpaoig and pigg indicate mixture, I propose to render the first as “mixture”
(although the root of this word belongs to that of piic; the more exact
“temperament” — if we consider the Latin etymology — must be discarded for
other reasons) and the second, pi&ic, as “mix”. This could be a fitting solution
because mixture can convey the sense of the homogeneousness of the mixture
(in Italian this would be “miscela”; in English also “blending”; whereas by
contrast mix (which in Italian would correspond to “miscuglio”) indicates a
mixture (which can be also a mechanical mixture) where the elements are

heterogeneous and may be recognizable.

Second, however, because of its special link with the essence and the
nature of things, Galen’s kpdoig goes beyond what is simply a mixture. It has
philosophical, physiological, pharmacological, and meteorological implications.
A solution could be to translate them all as “crasis”, resemantising a word which
in English mainly refers to a type of vocalic contraction, and leaving the task of
distinguishing difference senses of the word to the reader. Another solution may
instead be to make the terminology more explicit by translating it with the term
to which Galen seems to be referring; in our account of Galen’s usage of the
word we highlighted the complexity of his terminology. That seems to be
particularly helpful in the cases of the meteorological and physiological

acceptations of the term.

On the one hand, when Galen speaks of kpdoig of the seasons or of the
surrounding air, one could render it as “climate” or better as “temperature” (the
Latin verb temperare in fact represents the closest equivalent to the Greek

kepavvop®®). On the other hand, when kpéioic indicates the state resulting from

595 Differently from Benveniste 1940 (who in his account interprets temperare as denominative
of tempus, which would have originally meant “right proportion of a mixture” as applied to the
meteorological weather cf. footnote n. 548) Pariente 1957 gives another interpretation and holds
that temperare would have been made to the locative temperé, which means “at the right
position/moment”. The original meaning of the verb, therefore, seems to be “to put something
in the right position” (“poner algo en el punto adecuado”). When applied to the context of
mixture, this meaning would have naturally led to a later semantic shift “to give the right
proportion to the constituents of a mixture” (“dosificar los elementos de una mexcla en la
proprocion debida”) and then “to mix in the right proportion”. In any case both the scholars
establish a correspondence between femperare and the Greek kepdvvop because of their
semantic similarities, as both the verb mean “to mix proportionately” as also Montanari stresses,
cf. Montanari 1979, p. 135.
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the mixture of the entire body, it clearly indicates its “constitution”. Translations
such as “temperament” and “complexion” (which correspond to temperamentum
and complexio, which in turn correspond to the translations into Latin language
of Galen’s treatise mepi «pdoewv, “De temperamentis” and “De
complexionibus”%°) seem to be inappropriate for rendering what is instead a
physiological state, i.e. the physical or bodily constitution. In fact, the term
complexion, although in the Middle ages it was used to indicate the entire
physical constitution, is restricted today to the appearance of the face,*®’ whereas
the word “temperament” (whose Italian equivalent, “temperamento”, Tassinari
uses systematically in his 1997 translation of De temperamentis) covers a field
of character study and psychology.’®® For the term “temperament” seems to
strongly allude to psychological aspects of the personality. Even though Galen
theorizes a body-soul interaction — which clearly stands out in his later treatise
Quod animi mores corporis temperamenta sequantur — the term kpdoig does not
show this meaning in Galen. For although it develops synonymical relations with
terms indicating the physical constitution as a whole, kpdoig does not refer to
personality and psychological features, as it always points to the material basis
of the physical constitution, that is, the mixture of the primary elements, hot,

cold, dry and wet.

5% Cf. Fichtner 2015 s.v. De temperamentis.
57 Thorndike 1958 p. 398.
%8 Cf. Irwin 1947 p. 45.
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CONCLUSION

1 Conclusion — Part [

As was made clear in the Introduction, this dissertation is split into two
main parts: the first comprises the first two main chapters and is devoted to an
investigation of Galen’s theoretical model of mixture and his system of nine
mixtures as connected to his general world-view; the second is dedicated to the
exploration of Galen’s terminology of mixtures. In this first concluding section,

we will review and summarize the research findings of the first part of the thesis.

As was pointed out in the Introduction and Forschungsstand, the scholarship
expresses very conflicting views on the issue of the historical and theoretical
sources of Galen’s theory of mixture. Vegetti (1995) is convinced that in his
formulation of the theory of mixture, Galen draws on an “archaic”, i.e.
Hippocratic, and even ‘“pre-Aristotelian” background. Other scholars, for
example Gill (2010) and Boudon-Millot (2011), have hypothesized that Galen’s
theory of mixture may have been influenced by the Stoic notion of ot' diwv
Kkpdolg or total mixture, whereas, including Moraux (1984) and Cordonier
(2007), and, ultimately, also the recent contribution by Groisard (2016),
understand Galen’s model of mixture merely as a syncretistic conflation of the
Stoic and Peripatetic models of mixture without taking his Hippocratic milieu
into consideration. In this investigation, I aimed to surpass previous
contradictory accounts and to describe a model of mixture that shows a clear
internal logic — and to find its historical and theoretical sources. Differently from

previous scholarship, which proves to have achieved partial and still
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unsatisfactory research results, I brought to light the neat coherence of Galen’s
model of mixture. For if we go beyond its syncretistic surface or its flimsy Stoic
echoes, Galen’s model of mixture in every respect reveals itself to be perfectly
consistent with the contemporary Peripatetic account of mixture without
renouncing some due integrations coming from the archaic, Hippocratic,
backdrop, i.e. the four-humour theory. In what follows, we will recount in more

detail the findings attained in this research.

First of all, from section 1 to section 1.2 of the first main chapter, I
summed up the Stoic and Peripatetic accounts of mixtures analysed from an
historical standpoint, i.e. from Zeno to Chrysippus, whose account, at Galen’s
time, was credited with representing the general Stoic model of mixture, and
from Aristotle to Alexander of Aphrodisias, Galen’s contemporary, who — as we
underscored — in his De mixtione engages in a violent polemic against the Stoic
doctrine of total mixture. At the same time, we brought to light the inner
justifications of both these theories. Whereas the Stoic model of total mixture
finds its inner justification in the explanation of the interpenetration of the two
corporeal principles, matter and pneuma, Aristotle’s account explains the
formation of the homoeomerous parts, i.e. organic and inorganic basic materials.
Moreover, we delved deeper into the evolution of the mixture-theory within the
Peripatetic philosophical system of Alexander — which, in contrast to Aristotle’s
account, explains the soul itself as a power arising from the mixture of the

primary elements.

After having summarized Galen’s contemporary philosophical models of
mixture, we went into detail regarding Galen’s theory, which, as we clarified, is
analysed as a physical process and as the essential basis of Galen’s elementary
physics. In 1.3.1, “Syncretistic approach”, I pointed to the twofold reason why
Galen presents his own account of mixture in a syncretistic way. In fact, as we
saw, he declares that “Hippocrates”, Aristotle, and the Stoics were in substantial
agreement in holding that the hot, the cold, the dry, and the wet mix in their
entirety (which in Stoic terminology he calls a 61' 6Awv mixture); although, as
we pointed out, these three theories, if considered singularly, differ significantly
from one another. On the one hand, I explained Galen’s syncretistic approach to

mixture by underlining that it is typical of Galen’s general approach to group
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several authorities together when he needs to back up an argument. On the other
hand, apart from the rhetorical use of these authorities, there is a deeper reason
why Galen builds an ad hoc strategic alliance between the Stoics and the
Peripatetics: both these philosophical schools were continuist, like Galen, and
one of the objectives of his medical-cum-philosophical system was the rebuttal
of older and more recent versions of atomism/corpuscularism. However, in order
to bring out the inner coherence of Galen’s model of mixture and its deeper
historical and theoretical sources, we had to go beyond this syncretistic
formulation; first of all, we tackled the issue of the activators of the mechanism
of mixture, a point regarding which the Stoics and the Peripatetics expressed

different views.

In 1.3.2 “Galen and the Stoic/Peripatetic controversy. Qualities or
bodies?”” we dealt with an aspect connected to the theory of mixture that proves
to have relevant implications regarding Galen’s epistemology. For, as Galen
knows perfectly well, the Stoic and the Peripatetic schools provide two very
different explanations when it comes to the causal factor involved in the
mechanism of mixture: according to the Aristotelians the qualities alone set in
motion and carry out the process of mixture, whereas the Stoics, in conformity
with their own corporealist physics, attribute this role to the substances-cum-
qualities (this controversy, which powerfully comes to the fore in Alexander’s
De mixtione, is actually part of a far-reaching debate that set different schools
from the post-Hellenistic period onwards — the Platonic, the Peripatetic, and even
the Epicurean — against the Stoics and their corporealism. In this section, we
highlighted that despite his own reiterated declarations of philosophical
independence, Galen actively (although anti-dogmatically) enters this historical
debate in accordance with his own epistemological principles. On the one hand,
although he does not want to be officially grouped with the Aristotelians, he
affirms (in his De propriis placitis) it to be mbBavodtepov that the qualities mix,
and insists (in his De elementis), that it is doaAiec, saying that the arguments
that are used against those who mix substances (i.e. the Stoics) cannot be used

against those who mix qualities alone.’® This of course does not mean that

39 Cf. supra pp. 86 ff.
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Galen is certain that the qualities are responsible for the activation of the process
of mixture: such a statement would have meant a commitment to a specific
philosophical school; moreover, in order to be BéBatov, this claim would have
needed to be corroborated by scientific demonstration or empirical evidence,
which has not noticeably been given. Rather, it means that Galen develops a
vision of this issue that is consistent with the view of the Aristotelians. And it is
so consistent and coherent that, like the Aristotelians of his age, we have seen
that Galen casts serious doubt on and even ridicules the notion of antiparektasis
or bodily interpenetration, as well as Stoic corporealism, in a way very similar

to Alexander’s criticism of the Stoics in his De mixtione.

But this was just the beginning and, so to speak, the tip of the iceberg.
For in 1.3.3, “Galen and the Peripatetics. Galen’s kpdoig as a progressive
dwipeois”, we saw, in agreement with Groisard, that analogously to the
Peripatetic model mirrored in Alexander’s De mixtione, Galen’s account of the
process of mixture is envisaged as progressive division (dwaipeoic) of the
constituents followed by a final unification brought about by a qualitative
interaction; moreover, both the models, the Peripatetic and the Galenic, show a
strict link between the easy divisibility of the constituents and the speed of
qualitative interaction.>’® However, in contrast to Groisard (and Moraux), we
demonstrated that every aspect of Galen’s model of mixture fits into a Peripatetic
framework, to which we must also attach some additional elements from Galen’s
Hippocratic background (which, as stated, both the aforementioned scholars

completely neglect).

In 1.3.4, “Mixture, change and the ontological status of the primary
elements in the mixture (actuality or potentiality?). The example of the
tetpagapuakoc and the generation of a tertium quid’, we reached three main
research results: 1) first, we exposed how, as in the Aristotelian and Peripatetic
accounts, Galen thought of mixture as a two-way qualitative change (which he
calls alloiosis without precisely distinguishing it from substantial

generation/corruption and mixture in the proper sense):>’! the hot, the cold, the

370 Cf. supra pp. 96 ff.

71 As an aside, we should mention that throughout the whole of section 1.3.4 we saw that Galen’s

elementary physics bases itself on a revised version of Aristotle’s elementary physics: if in fact
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dry, and the wet meet in a broader central region and give rise to “metaxu”
bodies; ii) in contrast to Groisard, who is inclined to think that, analogously to
the Stoic fusion, corporeal hot, cold, dry, and wet get destroyed in the mixture,
we demonstrated, by putting forward more Galenic textual evidence, that in the
Aristotelian and the Peripatetic accounts the basic constituents of the mixture are
preserved in potentiality; iii) we saw how, by resorting to the Stoic example of
the tetrapharmakos, Galen actually seeks to exemplify the supervenience, during
the process of mixture, of new qualitative determinations on the previous
structure, which brings about the generation of a new body distinct in kind (this
transition, £€ £i8ovg &ic €180, finds a precise correspondence in the scala naturae
— from the simplest to more complex bodies — as exhibited in Alexander’s De
anima): as we have seen, when the primary elements mix, they make up (apart
from other inorganic substances) foods and drinks; these in turn acquire new
qualitative determinations through a qualitative alteration taking place during
digestion, and give rise to the four Hippocratic humours, which, in the same way,

in turn give rise to the homoeomerous parts: bone, fat, nerve, and flesh.

In 1.3.5, “Mixture and generation. Humors or homoeomerous parts?”, we
came to a conclusion regarding a dilemma posed by the preceding section: if
Galen’s theory of mixture draws on the Peripatetic account, why does a mixture
of the primary elements give rise to the four Hippocratic humours (which are
viewed by Galen as the building blocks of all the blooded animals) and these in
turn to the homoeomerous parts? For in Aristotle’s speculation, who is well
aware of the four humours of the Hippocratic tradition, these are located on the
same level as the homoeomerous parts and not, as in Galen’s case, on an
intermediate level between the real primary elements and the homoeomerous

parts. In this section, we showed that Galen’s four humours differ from the

in his treatise De generatione et corruptione Aristotle carefully distinguishes between
generation/corruption, qualitative alteration or alloidsis, and mixture, Galen does not: for him
the most important thing to underline is that, according to him, these three changes are ruled by
a petofon €k T@v Evavtiov gig o Evavtia. This does not seem to be dependent on any Stoic
influence (as Cordonier supposes by recalling that Zeno describes the elemental change or trope
as a mixture that takes place through a metabolé of the interpenetrating elements; cf. SVF I 102;
cf. intr. p. 35) since as we have seen Galen speaks against the Stoic process of bodily
interpenetration. The conflation is probably better explained through an oversimplification of the
Aristotelian physics due to Galen’s attempt to grasp the common principle underlying them, that
is, the change from opposites to opposites.
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Hippocratic ones, since Galen’s are conceived of as integrated into, and a
functional part of a solidist conception of the body which, in contrast to that
developed by the Alexandrian anatomists, is based on the homoeomerous part
as its first and fundamental unity. To prove this point, we mainly relied on two
previous contributions, Moreno Rodriguez 1991 and Vegetti 1994, although
neither presupposes the strict dependence of Galen’s model of mixture on the

Peripatetic one.

In 1.3.6, “Mixture and symmetry. Galen and the Hippocratic legacy”, we
explored the issue of balance among the constituents within the mixture. For
according to the Aristotelian and the Peripatetic accounts of mixture, there
should be an equal balance of the ingredients that mix, with regard to both
quantity and powers of action.’’> However, this idea of balance between the
quanta and qualia of elemental components can be traced back to early Greek
medicine, especially Hippocratic, and is instrumental in explaining states of
health and disease of the human organism. In this section we showed that by
drawing on “archaic”, i.e. Hippocratic but also Aristotelian doctrines and re-
working them, Galen develops a conception of twofold symmetry of the
elemental constituents: i) a symmetry according to T0 ToGoVv Tii¢ ovGiag, i.e. the
absolute and, at least theoretically, numerically determinable midpoint between
hot/cold dry/wet; and ii) a symmetry kotd duvapwy, which has to be evaluated
with respect to the oikeia physis of the individual and which is directly connected
to Galen’s own speculation on health and disease. As we have demonstrated,
within the mixture there is no one absolute midpoint between hot/cold and
dry/wet, but many relative midpoints within a wider central region where
hot/cold and dry/wet meet. For since hot/cold and dry/wet are Aristotelically
thought of as admitting of degrees and hence of “the more and the less”, there
can be myriads of different qualitative combinations that explain the great
variety of dynameis (and related energeiai) of different species of living beings:
as long as the living being works and it works well (physically and psychically),

we should infer that this living being is healthy and its krasis has found a relative

572 De gen. et corr. 238a23-28; De mixt. 230.29-30.
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equilibrium state between the opposites, matching its proper kotd SOVOULY

ocoppetpio.

After dealing with the activators, the process of progressive division, the
ontological status of the elements in the mixture, the alteration and generation of
a tertium quid, and the absolute and relative equilibrium point of the constituents
of the mixture, in 1.3.7, “The reversibility of the process of mixture”, we tackled
the recoverability of the constituents of the mixture. In this section, we pursued
a deeper investigation into the inner justification of Galen’s theory of mixture.
For the general model of mixture as progressive division we have so far brought
to light explains different kinds of mixture: 1) mixtures performed by God and/or
nature (De temperamentis’ formulation shows a slight hesitation on this point);
and i1) mixtures that human beings too can perform. The first type is defined as
a “total mixture” and, as we saw, coincides with a progressive chain of mixtures
producing increasingly new  supervening higher-level  qualitative
determinations: from foods and drinks to the four humours present in the
menstrual blood, from these to homoeomerous parts, up to the formation of the
entire living being belonging to a certain species. In contrast to what has been
said so far, we recognized a correspondence between this “total mixture” and the
shaping capacity of God and/or nature. For these total mixtures are brought about
by God and/or nature, which use hot/cold and dry/wet as their instruments or
organa, so as to shape an individual being belonging to a certain species
according to a teleological plan (once the organism is shaped, these mixtures
work independently within the organism and produce effects on the organism’s
psycho-physiological workings). The second type is divided into two sub-types:
1) mixtures that human beings can create (to produce, for example, foods and
drinks): these are called paratheseis and are recoverable; i1) mixtures created by
the doctor (to produce medicaments) which — analogously to the mixtures
performed by God and/or nature — are called “total mixtures”: the ingredients of
these mixtures are not recoverable. As regards mixtures whose ingredients are
recoverable, we have seen that Galen’s position is consistent with the Peripatetic
account, although he does not clearly declare, as an Aristotelian would have
done, that the recovered ingredients are specifically different: for although it is

not said that, once recovered, the ingredients are specifically the same (as in the
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Peripatetic model), Galen declares that they are the same, at least according to
their i0éa or external form/appearance (this is coherent with the Peripatetic
model too, as according to Aristotle the external form idéa/popoen is linked to

the internal structure of a composite belonging to a certain species).

In the second main chapter, by analysing Galen’s first book De
temperamentis more deeply, I sought to reconstruct the historical and theoretical
sources of Galen’s scheme of nine mixtures (eight bad mixtures and one good
mixture) so as to assess his original contributions in comparison with the earlier
philosophical and medical tradition and with more contemporary medical

strands, such as Pneumatic medicine.

In the first part of 2.2, “Galen against his predecessors and
contemporaries and his criticism of Athenaeus of Attalia and his followers in De
temperamentis Book 17, we identified the doctrines to which Galen is referring

3

when he speaks of past authorities, the “maAaioi”, working out bipartite or
quadripartite schemes of mixtures. We identified the first “group” of two-
mixture theorists with the theories exposed by the Hippocratic author in first
book of De victu. Moreover, we saw that behind the other two supposed “groups”
of four-mixture theorists there are, respectively, 1) an abridgement of Hippocratic
and Aristotelian physical doctrines that seem to be consistently re-worked so as
to bring out an alleged quadripartite system of mixtures; and ii) a summary of
Aristotle’s doctrine concerning the biological cycle of the organism, i.e. the
progressive transition from a hot wet constitution to a cold and dry one; in this
transition, the concept of innate heat, the most active quality, whose first

formulation Galen ascribes to both “Hippocrates” and Aristotle, plays a pivotal

role.

In the second part of section 2.2, we dealt with Galen’s criticism of the
Pneumatists, whose position Galen assimilates to that of the four-mixture
theorists, and according to whom the best mixture or evkpoacio would coincide
with the hot and wet one (as we saw from a fragment from De temperamentis 1
3). As we demonstrated, this analysis of De temperamentis 14 and 1 5 sheds new
and novel light on the fragment taken from De temperamentis 1 3 for three main

reasons. First of all, in analysing De temperamentis 1 4 and 1 5, we brought to
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light the vigorous dispute on evkpacia or good mixture that flourished in Galen’s
time among two contemporary medical mainstreams: the Pneumatic and the
Galenic. Second, we saw that Galen adopts two opposite logical-dialectical
strategies against the Pneumatists by appealing to the original Platonic
distinction between xa8' a0t and mpog Tt entities. Finally, section 2.2 cast light
on another under-researched topic concerning the theoretical foundations of
Pneumatic medicine, which does not only rely on Stoic physical doctrines, but —
at least for the definition of the concept of evkpacia — draws on Hippocratic and

Aristotelian teachings.

In 2.3, “Galen's additions to the theories of the predecessors. The good
mixture and the simple mixtures”, we saw that although Galen assimilates the
Pneumatists’s position to that of a “group” of four-mixture theorists, they instead
developed a scheme of nine mixture (four simple mixtures, four composite, and
a good mixture — a hot and wet one —, as Max Wellmann also notes). As we saw,
Galen inherits this scheme but, against Wellmann’s declaration, does not
completely depend upon it as he makes three major changes: i) differently from
the Pneumatists, according to Galen the gvkpacia is not a hot and wet mixture
but a mixture where none of the qualities predominates; ii) furthermore, whereas
the Pneumatists’ Elementenlehre is based on Stoic corporealist physical tenets
(although the Pneumatists’ elements of medicine are defined as sense-
perceptible), Galen’s elementary physics grounds itself on Peripatetic bases and
his primary elements indeed coincide with the cosmic and ultimate elements; 1ii)
whereas the Pneumatists rigorously separate physics and cosmology from
medicine and, therefore, do not apply this scheme of mixture to a more general

world-view, Galen does.

It is to this latter topic that the final paragraph of this second main
chapter, “A twofold evxpacio (good mixture). The midpoint according to
substance, genus and species, its consequences and teleological implications”, is
dedicated. In the first place, I showed that Galen’s cosmos is made up of three
concentric realms, which include all existent beings from the simplest to the
more complex. The highest genus (andtato ti génos) is that of the substance or
ousia, within which everything that is animate or inanimate falls; below this is

the genus of plants; within this latter is the genus of the animals — the genus of
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the plants being higher than that of the animals, and each of these genera
containing the &oyata yévn, which are also referred to as species or €iom, such
that the genus of animals contains within it dog, horse, and human being. Second,
we showed that within a cosmos so constituted the physician is endowed, so to
speak, with two pairs of eyes when he deals with physical bodies: an absolute
pair and a relative pair. In the first case, any physical body belonging to the
highest genus of substance is defined as hot/wet, hot/dry, cold/wet, cold/dry
(composite mixtures), hot, cold, wet, or dry (simple mixtures) when it is
compared to the unique absolute well-mixed mixture, i.e. the yardstick or canon,
which is identified with the palm of the doctor’s hand. According to Mario
Vegetti, a cosmos so envisioned seems to be completely devoid of any
teleological order as it presents only one eukrasia and infinite natural failures.
By contrast, we have seen that in the case of living bodies (plants and, more
importantly, animals), the mixtures are assessed through a comparison with the
relative midpoint of the genus and/or species to which the individual belongs: in
this case, the state of good-mixture or eukrasia is judged on functionalistic bases,
that is, on the basis of the activities. Hence, even if a plant or an animal does not
possess an absolute well-mixed mixture, it has a relative well-mixed mixture,
because it performs its activities as well as possible. In a universe so envisaged,
the number of relative eukrasiai spirals and it is possible to get a glimpse of signs
of a teleological design even in a work, such as De temperamentis, which deals
mainly with the lower-level elementary structures of living beings. We have seen
that Galen’s directed teleology does not clash but harmonizes itself with the idea
of an Aristotelian immanent natural principle that shapes an organism
specifically different, from within in conformity with a teleological plan. As we
have demonstrated, another feature of Galen’s teleological explanation, which
emerges from our reading of De temperamentis Book 1, is its anthropocentric
nature insofar as the natural end of the characteristic functions of living beings,
animals, and plants, coincides with the advantages that human beings may take
from them. In fact, human beings, and especially the meson or midpoint within
the genus of animals, the most well-mixed human being, which Galen compares
to Polyclitus’ famous Canon, are at the centre of Galen’s sublunary cosmos.

However, we did not confine ourselves to this point but pushed the question of
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the centre of Galen’s sublunary cosmos further and found that there is a part, the
middle part of the middle animal (10 péocov poprov tod pésov {dov), which lies
in the middle of all the bodies subjected to generation and decay. This part is the
soft skin of the palm of the hand and, as we have seen, it belongs to an upper-
class aspiring doctor who therefore represents the very centre of Galen’s
sublunary universe. Such a hand should be regarded as an instrument of
knowledge and a diagnostic tool: for, as Galen teaches in his De temperamentis,
the physician must take it as kanon and gnomon and use it to compare all parts

of animals and find the eight other dyskrasiai.

2. Conclusion — Part 11

In the third main chapter, we examined Galen’s scientific terminology of
mixture and, more precisely, Galen’s usage of kpdoig and pi€ic, the two main
words that he uses to indicate the mixture of primary elements. As we pointed
out in the second part of our Introduction, the only study specifically devoted to
Galen’s terminology of mixture, Boudon-Millot 2011, has evident shortcomings.
In the first place, Boudon-Millot does not in fact examine accurately Galen’s
terminology in relation to the original meaning of kpdoig and pi&ic. Second, she
far simplistically envisages the difference between kpdoic and piig as a
difference between a mixture of qualities which are preserved (performed by
God and/or Nature) and a mixture of substances (performed by humans) which
give rise to a new (mainly pharmacological) product. Third, she establishes a
terminological and conceptual correspondence between Galen’s use of kpdoig
and pi&ig and the Stoic, specifically Chrysippean, classification of mixtures, but
she does not broaden the research focus to the Peripatetic and the Hippocratic
terminologies and corresponding models of mixtures. For before dealing with
Galen’s usage, we found it useful, first of all, to determine as accurately as
possible the meaning of kpdoig and piig and, second, to analyse all the
terminological aspects of the theoretical models of mixture that Galen

presupposes and by which he may have been influenced.
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In 3.1, “A vexata quaestio. Kpaocig versus pi&ig”, we reviewed the
meanings that etymological and Ancient Greek lexicons attribute to kpdocig and
ui&ic. Furthermore, in order to pinpoint with precision the original meanings of
the roots of kpaoig and pi&ig, we examined the research of Elio Montanari, who
investigated the two word families to which the words belong in Homeric Greek.
By comparing the lexicological findings with Montanari’s etymological work,
we identified pi€ic with any general type of mixture, either mechanical or
“chemical”, involving solids or liquids, which can be produced through contact
among the constituents and connoted negatively as bad mixture. By contrast,
Kkpaoig would identify a mixture prevalently of liquids that balance each other
out and reach a common midpoint by tempering one another’s excesses; this
mixture is connoted positively as good mixture. Since both the words as nomina
actionis are endowed with the suffix -c1g, they can indicate either an action in

progress or a state resulting from the action.

After a brief section — 3.2, “Terminologies for mixtures: the Hippocratic
authors, Aristotle and Peripatetics, the Stoics” — in which we investigated the
terminology of mixture used by the Hippocratic, Aristotelian and Peripatetic,
and Stoic traditions (whose findings we will sum up later on), in 3.3 we dealt
with Galen’s use of the term kpdoig, and in 3.4 with Galen’s use of the term pi&ig
(although the two terms occur in our primary sources in very different
proportions: in a total of 176 occurrences of kpdocig and pigig, kpaoig occurs 97%
of the time and pi&iwg only 3%), whereas in 3.5 we specifically tackled some
problems of translation of the terms. In 3.3 we showed, on the one hand, that
Galen uses the term kpdoig to refer to the process of mixture, either of primary
elements (which would be a work of nature and/or God) or (differently from
Boudon-Millot’s account) of ingredients to produce medicaments (which would
be a work performed by the humans, especially by the doctor). In this process of
mixture, the constituents find a relative common midpoint by tempering each
other’s excesses; the result is a mixture that is complete, homogeneous and
thorough: this mixture may be irreversible and, in this case, as we have seen,
Galen uses the Stoic expression o' 6Awv kpdoilg. When, by contrast, kpdoig
indicates the state resulting from the mixture, then, as we have pointed out, the

term presents a connection with the notion of @boic and with that of ovcia
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(which Boudon-Millot does not bring to light), which can be construed in a
twofold manner. On the one hand, kpaoig indicates the form and essence of
something (that is, the ovoia in the primary sense) and, therefore, refers to the
nature qua essence (i.e. that which makes something what it is and not something
else). On the other hand, by using the term kpdoig Galen means the “condition
or state resulting from the process of mixture” of any natural substance or ovcia
(thus, its “natural state”) made up of hot, cold, dry, and wet, which temper each
other’s excesses and find a relative equilibrium point. We have seen that this
differs slightly from the meaning the term has in the archaic phase of the Greek
language: the Hippocratic term kpfioig indicates already a good, healthy, and
well-balanced mixture. We have also seen that under the general meaning of
Kpao1lg as “natural state” we find several terminological articulations, as kpdoig
indicates: a) the “natural state” of the entire body, i.e. the kpdoig 100 chpaTOG
(as opposed to the natural state of one of its parts), and therefore its physical
constitution; b) the “natural state” in potentiality (as opposed to a natural state in
actuality), i.e. the kpaoig duvdypel, of whichever substance which can be used for
dietetic or pharmacological purposes; c) the “natural state” of the seasons or of
the ambient air: in this case the term kpdoig would indicate the temperature or

the atmospheric conditions of the weather.

In 3.4, “Galen’s usage of pi&ic”, we saw that the term pi&ic seems to
indicate a generic mixture broadly understood. For, on the one hand, we
highlighted that Galen uses the term pi&ig to mean a generic process of mixture
understood either as a mechanical mixture of solids (such as in the paradigmatic
case of a heap of grains) or as a “chemical” mixture of liquids —in this case, as
we have seen, it can also represent the starting point of a process of
fragmentation and progressive division of particles that culminates in a complete
and thorough unification or kpdoig (this statement is supported by the fact that
while describing this process Galen alternates the two terms or terms belonging
to the two word-families). On the other hand, we have pointed out that, when
ui€ic indicates the result (as opposed to the action of mixing), it means a state of
mixture where either the constituents are actually distinguishable (as in a
juxtaposition of items) or, when they have already undergone a unification or

Kkpdoic, are simply thought of as well-recognizable. As we have underlined, in
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Galen’s terminology xpdoig and pi€ig indicate two very different kinds of
mixture depending not on the constituents, qualities vs substances (as Boudon-
Millot would maintain), but on the stage of the process and on the degree of
recognisability of the constituents. In the first place, Galen’s pi&ig can indicate a
mechanical mixture of items, whereas kpdoic is never used to indicate this.
Second, Galen uses pi&ig and kpdoig to indicate two very different phases of the
process of mixture, the progressive division and the final unification bringing
about a new outcome: in this case, the two terms are used alternatively and one
type of mixture, pi&ig, gives way to the other, i.e. kpdoig. Finally, kpdoig and
pi&ig can refer to the very same mixture but from two different points of view:
whereas the usage of the term pigig underscores the heterogeneity of the mix
constituting every physical body, the usage of kpdoic points more to the unity
produced by the tempering of constituents; a tempering which constitutes the
very essence and nature of whichever physical body, a meaning which, as we

noted, is never expressed by the term pi&ic.

The difference between Galen’s usage of kpdoig and pigig and the
preponderance of the former over the latter led us to the following two

reflections.

On the one hand, we can observe that theory and terminology go hand in
hand and are ultimately nothing other than two faces of the same coin insofar as
the two terms (when used alternatively and with reference to the very same
process of mixture) correspond to two different phases of Galen’s general model
of mixture which, as we saw, is patently of Peripatetic derivation (and it is not
drawn from the Stoic corporealist physics): pi€ig (apart from indicating
whichever type of mixture, even the mechanical) can in fact refer to the very first
stage of the progressive division of components into micro-particles, whereas
the term kpdoilg more specifically designates the final phase of unification of
constituents within the mixture bringing about a new superior unity. It is
important to point out that in this two-phase (ni&ig-kpaoig) process it is always

the qualities that carry out the mechanism of mixture.

On the other hand, we have shown that Galen’s terminology of mixture

betrays the influences of three major theoretical models, the Hippocratic, the
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Peripatetic, and the Stoic. For, apart from the fact that kpdoic and pi&ig have
different meanings, Galen’s prevalent choice of kpdoig over pigig, as we saw,
may have depended on different factors: 1) the influence exerted by Hippocratic
medicine, and especially by the Hippocratic treatise De natura hominis, where
the Ionic variant of kpdcic was employed to mean the good and healthy mixture
of bodily humours and was particularly appropriate for application to
physiological uses; ii) the impact that Stoic terminology had on Galen’s
terminology, given his abundant use of the Stoic expression dt' Awv kpdoic (and
derivatives); iii) finally, the fact that in Galen’s time xpdcic was the common
term, which even the Peripatetics adopted to indicate a mixture leading to the
generation of the homoeomerous parts. Furthermore, Galen’s use of the term
ui€ic as a general heading indicating both a mechanical and a chemical mixture
(or its initial stages) seems to distance itself from the Aristotelian usage (as we
saw, Aristotle adopts exclusively the term ocOvOeoig to indicate a juxtaposition
of items) and to approximate, although with the due differences, the Peripatetic
usage testified in Alexander’s De mixtione.>’> As we have underlined, these three
terminologies of mixture, the Hippocratic, the Stoic, and the Peripatetic,
plausibly contributed to and played a part in shaping the texture of Galen’s

scientific terminology of mixtures.

The last paragraph of the third main chapter (3.5, “Problems of
translation”) was devoted to issues concerning the translation of both kpdocig and
ui€c. As we saw, a problem occurs when both the terms refer to a mixture,
although of a different type (therefore not in cases in which kpdoig indicates the
essence and the nature of something). Thus, in order to enhance their difference,
we proposed to render kpdoig as “mixture” (although the root of this word
belongs to that of pi&ig; the more exact “temperament” — if we consider the Latin
etymology — must be discarded because as we saw it has unhappy psychological
connotations) and the second term, pi&ig, as “mix”. This could be convenient
because the first term, mixture, can convey the sense of the homogeneity of a
mixture where by tempering one another the constituents reach a (relative)

equilibrium point; whereas the second term, mix, indicates a mixture (which can

373 Cf. supra pp. 254 ff.
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be also a mechanical mixture) in which the constituents are heterogeneous and

are seen or thought of as distinct and distinguishable.
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