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GALEN’S THEORY OF ELEMENTS*

INNA KUPREEVA

Galen characterizes his theory of elements as both Hippocratic and Aristotelian. While the
attribution to Hippocrates was duly questioned,' the Aristotelian provenance of the main
gist of the theory was accepted without controversy. Galen’s overall motives for adopting
Aristotle’s system have also been rightly regarded as consistent with his commitment to a
strong version of teleology, rejection of atomism, and avowed scepticism with regard to
some more speculative philosophical questions. >

My goal in this paper is to consider Galen’s argument for the Aristotelian view in the
treatise The elements according to Hippocrates (de Elementis ex Hippocrate). His account
differs from the expositions of the theory of elements we find in the Aristotelian corpus.
The difference can be explained by the polemical nature of his discussion, but only up to a
point. The polemical framework helps to bring out some peculiar features of Galen’s
reading of Aristotle, but the reading itself stems from Galen’s original philosophical
position. Galen argues for a qualitative account of the elements against the corpuscularist
view defended by atomists and Asclepiades. In doing so, he treats qualitative change as a
necessary condition of sentience in a strong sense and commits himself to a particular
reading of Aristotle’s theory of sense perception, anticipating the ‘literalist’ position in
modern scholarly debates.® He then argues against the purely qualitativist view of
elements offered by the Pneumatists, followers of the Stoics. In doing so, he develops the
analysis of the elements as simple bodies constituted by prime matter and the simple
quality or qualitative principle. No such analysis is found in Aristotle, but it is attested for
some Peripatetic sources of Galen’s age. In his analysis of the element as a qualified body
Galen draws on the conceptual framework of the Aristotelian Categories.

* | am grateful to Peter Adamson for his comments on the earlier version of the paper, which helped
improve it, and to Peter Adamson and Rotraud Hansberger for their editorial help.

! See R. J. Hankinson, ‘Philosophy of nature’, in The Cambridge companion to Galen,
ed. R. J. Hankinson (Cambridge 2008) 210-24 (211).

2 On teleology, see H. von Staden, ‘Teleology and mechanism: Aristotelian biology and early
Hellenistic medicine’, in Aristotelische Biologie: Intentionen, Methoden, Ergebnisse,
ed. W. Kullmann and S. Follinger (Stuttgart 1997) 183-208; on rejection of atomism, Hankinson,
‘Philosophy of nature’ (n.1, above); on scepticism with respect to the questions outside the
physician’s remit, see M. Frede, ‘On Galen’s Epistemology’, in Galen: problems and prospects,
ed. V. Nutton (London 1981) 65-86, and Galen, On my own opinions, ed., trans., comm. V. Nutton,
CMG 5.3.2 (Berlin 1999) 47-49.

3 For a detailed map of the modern discussion, see V. Caston, ‘The spirit and the letter: Aristotle on
perception’, in Metaphysics, soul, and ethics in ancient thought: themes from the work of Richard
Sorabji, ed. R. Salles (Oxford 2005) 245-320.
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154 PHILOSOPHICAL THEMES IN GALEN

1. Hippocrates meets Aristotle: the starting points of Galen’s exegesis

Galen wrote de Elementis ex Hippocrate (Hipp.Elem.) during his second sojourn in Rome,
when he composed a series of physiological treatises which included also Mixtures,
Natural capacities (Nat.Fac.), The best constitution of our bodies, Semen, and The
shaping of the embryo* Along with The doctrines of Hippocrates and Plato (PHP) and
The function of the parts of the body,’ these works are regarded as programmatic for his
rationalist outlook in medical philosophy. The most important principle reiterated by
Galen in all of them is that of natural teleology. His theories of elements and elemental
mixtures or temperaments are intended as its direct extensions, which together form the
foundation of Galen’s humouralist physiology.

In the de Elementis ex Hippocrate, Galen presents his theory of elements in the
course of polemical exegesis of the first section of Hippocratic treatise de Natura Hominis
(Nat.Hom.). This Hippocratic treatise was clearly regarded by Galen as a very important
text. To our knowledge, he devoted to it a total of three separate works: de Elementis, the
commentary on de Natura Hominis in three books, and a lost treatise On the agreement
between ‘The nature of man’ and Hippocrates’ views in other works, also in three books.®
The commentary, written also during the long second sojourn in Rome, but later than the
de Elementis, belongs to the genre of line-by-line commentaries, with lemmata, and
detailed discussion of the text.” The de Elementis, aptly described by Jacques Jouanna as a
‘synthetic commentary’, also contains textual discussions, but is mainly devoted to
questions of doctrine.®

The first section of de Natura Hominis contains the most extensive exposition of the
principles of humouralism in the Hippocratic corpus.® The question whether Hippocrates
accepted the four elements of the philosophers is controversial. In his commentary on
Nat.Hom., Galen complains that his elaborate arguments for the elements in de Elementis
were ignored by some unnamed critics who declared that the treatise de Natura Hominis is
inauthentic. The question of the attribution of the treatise to Hippocrates is old. Anonymus

* J. Tlberg, ‘Ueber die Schriftstellerei des Klaudios Galenos’, Rheinisches Museum fiir Philologie
N.F. I 44 (1889) 207-39; II 47 (1892) 489-514; III 51 (1896) 165-96; IV 52 (1897) 591-623, II
504-05, 513; Galen: On the elements according to Hippocrates, ed., trans., with intro. and comm.
by Ph. De Lacy, CMG 5.1.2 (Berlin 1996) 42-45.

> Whose composition was started earlier, Ilberg, ‘Schriftstellerei’ (n.4, above) I 217-19, 228-29; II,
512.

6 Galen, HNH XV.107 K = 56.4-6 Mewaldt; Lib.Prop. 6.1, 155.15-22 Boudon-Millot (lacuna in
Kiihn); XIX 36.11-17 K =9.12, 161.14-20 Boudon-Millot.

7 On this commentary, see J. Jouanna, ‘La lecture du traité hippocratique de la Nature de I’homme
par Galien’, in Le commentaire entre tradition et innovation, ed. M.-O. Goulet-Cazé (Paris 2000)
273-99, on Galen’s Hippocratic commentaries D. Manetti and A. Roselli, ‘Galeno commentatore di
Ippocrate’, in ANRW 2.37.2, ed. W. Haase (Berlin 1994) 1529-1635, on Galen’s commentaries in
general, R. Flemming, ‘Commentary’, in The Cambridge companion to Galen, ed. R. J. Hankinson
(Cambridge 2008) 323-54.

8 Jouanna, ‘La lecture du traité hippocratique’ (n.7, above) 279.

® Hippocrate, L’art de la medecine, eds J. Jouanna and C. Magdelaine (Paris 1999) 165-66.
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INNA KUPREEVA: GALEN’S THEORY OF ELEMENTS 155

Londinensis'® attributes the doctrine of humours and qualities stated in Nat.Hom. 3-4 to
Polybus (Med. XIX 2, 1-18 Manetti). Aristotle in HA III.3, 512b-513a attributes to
Polybus the description of vessels which corresponds to the one found in Nat.Hom. 11.

Galen is well aware of this authorship problem. The question of authenticity is
important for him not just as a matter of historical accuracy: he wants his own theory of
elements to be authoritative in the community of medical intellectuals, and the best
available authority is, of course, that of Hippocrates. It is Galen’s working assumption that
Hippocrates himself is the author of the first part of the treatise (Nat.Hom. 1-8), but he
says that he is not worried by the attribution to Polybus, as long as it is agreed that the
doctrines related by Polybus do go back to Hippocrates himself."" His main concern is
with the position of those unnamed critics who appealed to the spuriousness of the treatise
while arguing against the attribution of the theory of four elements to Hippocrates.'? It is
clear from Galen’s discussion in the commentary that it is mainly in order to refute this
position that he composed the lost treatise on the agreement between de Natura Hominis
and the Hippocratic doctrines in the rest of the corpus.

Galen himself used the weapon of athetesis in similar cases: we have evidence that he
did not recognize as genuine the treatise On ancient medicine, whose author clearly
speaks against adopting the four cosmic elements as principles of medical theory. This
passage comes from Galen’s commentary on Epidemics II (composed after 193): "¢

10 Anonymus Londinensis, de Medicina, ed. D. Manetti (Berlin 2011).

' Galen, HNH XV.11.14-12.4 K = 8.22-28 Mewaldt; XV.13.11-14.1 K = 9.19-24 Mewaldt. Galen
mentions a lost treatise On the genuine and spurious works of Hippocrates, where it is argued that the
received text of de Natura Hominis is composite, consisting of the two original parts, namely, the
treatise on elements (Nat.Hom. 1-8) and On regimen in health which go back to Hippocrates (the
former being likely to be by Hippocrates, the latter by Polybus), and the spurious second book, an
interpolation added in the Alexandrian period. See HNH XV.9.16-11.10 K = 7.21-8.18 Mewaldt;
XV.108.1-109.14 K = 57.4-21 Mewaldt, ¢f. XV.105.2-10 K = 55.6-14 Mewaldt. See also J. Mewaldt,
‘Galenos Uber echte und unechte Hippokratika’, Hermes 44.1 (1909) 111-34 (131-34) and ‘Praefatio’
in CMG 5.9.1, ix-xi, who assumes that the treatise Galen refers to is his own, but ¢f. A. Roselli in
Manetti and Roselli, ‘Galeno commentatore’ (n.7, above) 1555 n.95. Galen’s commentary on the
Hippocratic treatise consists, accordingly, of three books (entitled in Greek hupomnémata): the first, on
Chapters 1-8 (on the elements), the second, on Chapters 9-24 (the rest of our treatise), and the third, on
On regimen in health. In de Libris Propriis Galen mentions two books of the commentary (see Galien:
Tome 1 (Introduction générale, Sur l'ordre de ses propres libres, Sur ses propres livres, Que
I'excellent médecin est aussi philosophe), ed., trans., comm. V. Boudon-Millot (Paris 2007) 9.12,
161.15, and 212 n.4, and Jouanna, ‘La lecture du traité hippocratique’ (n.7, above) for the analysis of
the argument of the treatise that might suggest the original bipartite structure).

12 Galen, HNH XV.13.7-11 K = 9.15-19 Mewaldt; Lib.Prop. 9.12, XIX 36.13-15 K = 161.15-17
Boudon-Millot.

13 Galen, HNH XV.13.11-14.1 K = 9.19-24 Mewaldt.
14 Ilberg, ‘Schriftstellerei’ (n.4, above) II 510.
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156 PHILOSOPHICAL THEMES IN GALEN

(T1) Galen, Hipp.Epid. 11 220.6-17 Pfaff

In my view it makes no difference if I also mention those who have interpreted
this passage in a way contrary to Hippocrates’ opinion. They say that the words of
Hippocrates in this passage are the same as those in the treatise entitled On
ancient medicine, and the author has here only shortened and confirmed them:
namely, one cannot, according to his words, take hot, cold, wet, and dry as the
principles in the healing of diseases — as if we did not find Hippocrates in his book
On the nature of man and the Aphorisms and the other genuine writings declaring
that the nature of man is made up of these things."®

The interpreters whom Galen criticizes could be Empiricists.'® The system of four
humours, on this view, should not be regarded as a theoretical foundation of medical
reasoning, but only as a part of a strictly empiricist conceptual framework; the part that is
related to the way bodily structures are presented to a practitioner through medical
experience.'” The contrast between On ancient medicine and The nature of man could not
be drawn more clearly. Galen recognizes the latter work as genuine and excises the former
as spurious, and there are some commentators who act in exactly the opposite way.

It might be useful to see whether Hippocrates’ text gives us any clear ground for
attributing to Hippocrates the theory of four elements, as Galen suggests. In this treatise,
the author is arguing that the elements of the human body are the four humours: blood,
phlegm, yellow and black bile. He begins by rejecting the monist theories of both
philosophers and medical writers, e.g. those who take blood alone to be the element of the
human body. It is only the complete quartet of the main humours that can claim the status
of the elements of a human body.

(T2) Hippocrates, Nat. Hom. V1.38.19-40.6 Littré = 172.13-174.3 Jouanna
(1) The human body contains blood, phlegm, yellow bile and black bile. (2)
These are the things that make up its constitution and cause its pain and health. (3)
Health is primarily that state in which these constituent substances are in the
correct proportion to each other, both in strength and quantity, and are well mixed.
(4) Pain occurs when one of the substances presents either a deficiency or an
excess, or is separated in the body and not mixed with others.'®

Trans. J. Chadwick, W. N. Mann

1% Translated after Schiefsky (Hippocrates, On ancient medicine, ed., trans., comm. M. Schiefsky
(Leiden 2005), 65-66; cf. W. M. Smith, The Hippocratic tradition (Ithaca, N.Y. 1979) 209-10).

'® This is suggested by M. Schiefsky in On ancient medicine (n.15, above) 66. On Galen’s
knowledge of Empiricist commentaries, see Manetti in Manetti and Roselli, ‘Galeno commentatore’
(n.7, above) 1593-1600 (on the use of the commentary by Heraclides of Tarentum in Hipp.Epid.Il,
1597-98), and Flemming, ‘Commentary” (n.7, above) 335.

7 On the Empiricist reception of humouralism, see Manetti in Manetti and Roselli, ‘Galeno
commentatore’ (n.7, above) 1593.

'® (T2) (1) T 82 oidpa 100 GvOpdmov Exst &v Ewvtd afpo kai PAéypa kol yoARv EavOrv 1€ Kai
péhowvay, (2) kol todt’ éotiv adTé 1) QoIS T0D cdpatog, kal Sid tadto dAyéel koi ywiver. (3)
‘Yywiver pdv odv pdhiota, dxétav petpiog &xn tadra g mpdg EAANAA Kpficwog kal Suvéptog kol
100 mAABe0g, Kol pédota peprypéva 7 (4) dhyéer 88 okétav T Tovtéwv Eacoov | mAdov  §
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INNA KUPREEVA: GALEN’S THEORY OF ELEMENTS 157

There is no reason to disagree about the humouralism of the author: it is clearly stated in
this passage. The humours are present in a living body (T2.1) and are its main constituents
responsible for its health and sickness (T2.2). More specifically, it is the excess of
deficiency of one or the other of the humours with respect to a proper (healthy) amount
that accounts for pain (T2.4).

What becomes contentious in subsequent discussions is the role assigned to the four
elemental qualities, the hot, the cold, and the dry and the moist. The Hippocratic author
certainly considers them to be the properties of the four humours. Galen would like to see
this as a reference to the four cosmic elements. '’

In the first section of Nat.Hom., there are two references to the four qualities. The
first passage is a discussion of the direct role of these qualities in the functioning of the
human body:

(T3) Hippocrates, Nat.Hom. V1.38.2-18 Littré = 170.11-172.12 Jouanna

(1) Again, generation would be impossible unless the hot stood in a fair and
reasonable proportion to the cold, and likewise the dry to the wet; if, for instance,
one preponderated over the other, one being much stronger and the other much
weaker. (2) Is it likely, then, that anything should be generated from one thing,
seeing that not even a number of things suffice unless they are combined in the
right proportions? (3) It follows, then, such being the nature of the human body
and of everything else, that man is not a unity but each of the things contributing
to the formation preserves in the body the power which it contributed. (4) It also
follows that each must return to its original nature when the body dies; the wet to
the wet, the dry to the dry, the hot to the hot and the cold to the cold. (5) The
constitution of animals is of this kind, and of everything else too. All things have
a similar generation and a similar dissolution, for all are formed of the substances
mentioned and are finally resolved in the same constituents as produced them; that
too is how they disappear.”’ Trans. J. Chadwick, W. N. Mann

Y0p1o8ii &v 1 odpatt Kol un kekpnuévov 1) Toiotl Edumacty. English translation by J. Chadwick and
W. N. Mann, in Hippocratic Writings, ed. with an introduction by G. E. R. Lloyd, new ed.
(Harmondsworth 1983).

19 Cf. n.24, below.

20 (T3) (1) Kai 6w, &l p) 1o Beppodv 1@ yoxpd kal 10 Enpdv 1@ dyp® petping tpdg dAAnAa et
xod Yomg, dAAG Odtepov Batépov mOVAD mpoééer kol T ioyupdtepov t0d dobevestépov, 1 yéveoig
ovk v yévouwo. (2) “Qote ndg eixdg Gmd &vog T yevwBfivan, e ye 008’ Gnd 1@V mALWGVEOVY
yevvaron, fiv i Toxn xahdg Exovro Thg kpficlog Thg mpdg EAMNAa; (3) Avéykn Toivuv, Tijg GVOI0G
oG Drapxovong kol TdV EAAwV drdviev kol Thg T0d GvBpdrov, un Ev elvar OV EvBpanov,
AN Exactov 1@V EvpPorlopévav ¢ TV yéveow Exgw v Stvopv &v 1@ odpat, omv mEp
Evvepdieto. (4) Kai méhv ye dvaykn dmoyopéew &g Tiv nvtod oo Ekactov, TeAevtdvtog Tod
oOUTog T0D GVEPATOV, T6 TE VYpdV TPdG O Vypdv Kai TO ENpov Tpdg O ENpdv kal 16 Bepuodv Tpdg
70 Bgppdv Kol 0 Yoxpdv mpdg 0 Wuxpdv. (5) Towdtn 8¢ xai @V {dwv £otiv 1| @dolg, kol @V
IV Tavrov: yiveroi te dpoing mévro. kol TeEAevTd Opoing mévta: Evvictotai e yop avtéov 1)
@HOIC GO TOVTEDV TAV TPOEIPNUEVRY TAVTQV, Kol TelevTd Katd T0 elpnpéva &g Tvtd &Bev mep
tuvéotn Exaotov, viadBa obv kol dneydpnoev.
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158 PHILOSOPHICAL THEMES IN GALEN

What exactly the author believes about the status of elemental qualities and about the
cosmic elements is not straightforwardly clear. In (T3.1) and (T3.2) we have the
admission that the right proportions of elemental qualities are somehow responsible for
the generation and subsistence of a living body. The main thesis in (T3.3), that causal
powers of constituents are preserved in the human body when it has been formed, is not
specific enough with regard to the precise nature of those constituents. If the constitutive
‘elements’ are qualities, then all it says is that these qualities continue to play a causal role
in the formed body. In (T3.4), the claim seems to be stronger, if we assume that the
‘original nature’ (1] éovtod @Ho1g) amounts to the concept of an element, but the elements
in this case are identified as the hot, the cold, the dry, and the moist. (T3.5) might suggest
that the author says that all nature, animate and inanimate, consists of these same
elements. This would be Galen’s preferred reading, the one he defends in de Elementis
and in the commentary on Nat.Hom. He says, commenting on (T3.2) that Hippocrates was
the first among the known thinkers to claim that the elements mix, adopting all the same
elements as Empedocles, but differently from the latter, treating them as changeable in the
process of mixture.?'

But this reading of the passage is not the only possible one. (T3) could be understood
as describing the dissolution of a living body without making any further claims about the
nature of the cosmic elements as such. The qualities of living bodies are produced in the
process of animal generation. When a living body dissolves, its constituents lose their
organic status and become a part of the larger cosmos. The organic liquids remain liquid
upon dissolution, but stop being organic, and this new, inanimate, liquid state cannot by
itself produce an organism. If we adopt this reading, we do not need to look for a further
structural level of a living body in Hippocratic analysis: it is the four humours that are the
main constituents of human body, and this is due to their special causal history. This view
could be made compatible with any theory of cosmic elements: atomist, Stoic-style
qualitativist, or Aristotelian. In fact, it could also be compatible with a non-committal or
sceptical position with regard to the cosmic elements. It could be argued, for instance, that
proximate, organic elements are the proper object of the art of medicine, while their
cosmic counterparts are not, despite all the similarities. The Hippocratic text does not rule
out any of these possibilities.

The second passage which mentions the elemental qualities also admits of several
interpretative options, although Galen is confident that he can take it as evidence that
Hippocrates did subscribe to the theory of four elements.

(T4) Hippocrates, Nat.Hom. V1.48.20-50.9 Littré = 184.16-186.9 Jouanna

(1) All these substances [viz. the four humours], then, are all always present in the
human body, but vary in their relative quantities, each preponderating in turn
according to its natural characteristics. (2) The year has its share of all: heat, cold,
dryness, and wetness. (3) None of these could exist alone for a moment without
all of them being present in this order of the world, while, on the other hand, had
even one of them gone missing, all would have disappeared, for they are all
constituted by the same necessity and are nourished by each other. (4) In the same
way, if any of these primary bodily substances were absent from man, life would

2! Galen, HNH XV .49.8-50.3 K = 27.20-27 Mewaldt.
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INNA KUPREEVA: GALEN’S THEORY OF ELEMENTS 159

cease. (5) And just as the year is governed at one time by winter, then by spring,
then by summer and then by autumn; so at one time in the body phlegm
preponderates, at another time blood, and another time yellow bile, and this is
followed by the preponderance of black bile.?

Trans. J. Chadwick, W. N. Mann, modified

The context here, as previously, is the argument for humouralism. The author has argued
that the four humours are present in any human body constantly and connaturally, and
each has its prevalence in a particular season: phlegm in winter, blood in spring, yellow
bile in summer, and black bile in autumn. He summarizes this in (T4.1), saying that their
relative quantities may vary ‘in turn’, katd pépoc, and in accordance with nature, katd
gbow.? The parallel with a year, where each of the four seasons manifests the
preponderance of one of the four qualities, is confirmed in (T4.2). Galen is referring to
this passage when he argues that Hippocrates always means the four elements, viz. earth,
air, fire, water, when he speaks of qualities (dry, moist, hot, and cold).24 These qualities,
constitutive of the year, are fully interdependent (T4.3), just like the four humours within
the body (T4.4-5). Galen takes this on board when attacking the Pneumatist defence of the
‘proximate’ elements.

In this passage the parallel between the organic and the cosmic elements is much
clearer. But the main point of the parallel is that all the four qualities have to be present in
the living body just as they are present ‘in this world-order’ (év t1®8¢ 1@ xOop®), i.e. in
the ordered world that surrounds us. The only causal mechanism in charge of the
elemental qualities that is mentioned is ‘the same necessity’ which accounts for the
existence of each of the four qualities (4md ydp tfig avténg dvaykng mavto Euvéotnke)
(T4.3). This is a significant remark, in that it does acknowledge a common causal
mechanism underlying the four qualities in the cosmos as well as in the living body. And
yet it is too general to support a more specific interpretation of the nature of this
mechanism: it is not clear that it would rule out the theory of adventitious heat or the

EIRY

22 (T4) (1) "Exg pév odv tadta mévia aiel 10 odue t0d GvBpdrov, nd 8¢ Thg nepuctapévng Hpng
moté piv mieio yivetor avtd Ewvténv, noté 8¢ EMdocw, Ekacto katd pépog Kai Katd eiow. (2) Qg
Yap 6 éviavtdg petéyel ptv mag mAVIEV Kol TdV Bepudv Kal T@V Yuxpdv kai TdV Enpdv Kol TdV
Dyp@dv, (3) 0d yap &v peivere TouTéwv 0V8EV 0DSEVE XpGVOV dvey TAVTEV AV Evedvtov &v TddE TH
Koop®, GAL &l &v 1i ye &kinoy, mavt’ Gv deavichein: dnd yap the 00TéNg dvaykng Tavia EuvéoTnké
16 kol Tpépetar On’ dAMAV: (4) oltw 88 kal & T €k T0D AvBpdmov Ekhimor TovTE@VIOV
Evyyeyovétov, odk dv Sbvarto (fiv dvBparnog. (5) loydel 8¢ &v 1@ éviavtd ToTé pEv O YXEWOV
péAiota, T0te 88 O p, ToTé 88 10 B4pog, ToTé 58 1O PAvémwpov- olTw 8¢ Kol &v 1) AvBphrw ToTE
ptv 10 QAéypa loxder, Totd 88 10 alpa, Toté 88 1) YoM), mpdtov udv 1) Eaven, Ereta 8 1 pélava
KoAeopévn.

2 In the commentary, Galen gives several alternative interpretations of these two expressions,
referring them in different ways to parts of the year or parts of the body, and the nature of the year
or the nature of the body. All these alternatives seem to be taken from the existing commentaries on
the treatise. Galen, HNH XV.91.12-92.9 K = 48.15-25 Mewaldt.

2% Galen, HNH XV.93.1-4 K = 49.4-7 Mewaldt. T 0eppdv kol 10 yoxpdv kal 10 Enpdv kol td dypdv
00 10 Kot dmKphTElay OvopalOUeEVoV Te Kal voobpuevov, GAAG O otoyEddeg Aéyov Kol katd THY
Tpokeévny plctv E5Mhoce, TOV viantov eindv drava Taviov petéyew.
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160 PHILOSOPHICAL THEMES IN GALEN

theory according to which the organic generation is a sui generis process which has
nothing in common with the elemental changes in the environment.

Galen is convinced that the view endorsed by the Hippocratic treatise is the one that
corresponds to his own version of medical rationalism and that it rules out both the
atomist/corpuscularist view, according to which the elemental qualities might be
derivative from the more fundamental properties of bodily particles, and the narrow
qualitativist view defended by the Pneumatists, according to which the elemental qualities
within a living body are the exclusive subject of the art of medicine and have no direct,
causal connection with their cosmic counterparts.

Galen establishes his reading of Hippocrates in polemic against these two different
theories. His debate against the corpuscularists should be taken in the context of his more
general polemic concerning natural teleology, which Galen usually construes as a
disagreement between the atomists and all the other philosophers. Galen is aware of the
differences that exist among the teleological theories developed by different schools, but
arguing against corpuscularism he usually suppresses those differences, treating atomism
and teleology as two major conceptual alternatives, which correspond to two
philosophical movements broadly opposed to each other on a number of key issues.”
Each of these two movements has intellectual counterparts in medical philosophy:
Asclepiades is a corpuscularist, even if not an atomist, whereas Galen’s fellow
teleologists, including the Pneumatists discussed in this paper, are humouralists and
therefore accept qualitative accounts of the elements.? In his dialectical argument for the
qualitative theory of elements against the atomists, Galen draws on Aristotle’s account of
qualitative change, which, he argues, is essential in the explanation of basic sentience
present in all living bodies and which cannot be reduced to the corpuscularist model of
combination by juxtaposition. But his theory of elements is not meant to be just a generic
endorsement of any kind of qualitativism. In order to make his main claim more precise,
Galen has to engage in a second kind of debate, this time with his fellow teleologists and
rationalists from the Pneumatic school.

In this second debate, Galen discusses a methodological question regarding the status
of medicine as a discipline and its relation to philosophy. Already in the Hippocratic
corpus, we find some evidence of polemic about the principles of medicine as a rational
discipline led by the defenders of its integrity as an autonomous art against the view of
medicine as a part (albeit a very important one) of the larger, philosophically inspired,
project of the study of nature. One characteristic example of such polemic is the
discussion in On ancient medicine, where the Hippocratic author argues for the

B 8 Kupreeva, ‘Aristotelian dynamics in the 2nd century school debates: Galen and Alexander of
Aphrodisias on organic powers and movements’, in Philosophy, science and exegesis in Greek,
Arabic and Latin commentaries, eds P. Adamson, H. Baltussen, and M. W. F. Stone, 2 vols
(London 2004) 1 71-95 (77).

% On corpuscularism and atomism, see J. Pigeaud, ‘La physiologue de Lucréce’, Revue des Etudes
Latines 58 (1980) 177-200; J. T. Vallance, The lost theory of Asclepiades of Bithynia
(Oxford 1990); on pneumatism, see M. Wellmann, Die pneumatische Schule bis auf Archigenes in
ihrer Entwicklung dargestellt (Berlin 1895). On Galen’s views on atomism see also David Leith’s
contribution in this volume.
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INNA KUPREEVA: GALEN’S THEORY OF ELEMENTS 161

methodological autonomy of medicine.?” It is not surprising that Galen treats this work as
spurious.

One of the crucial issues of this methodological discussion is whether or not the
‘cosmic’ elements of the natural philosophers should be of any interest to the art of
medicine, its practitioners and theorists. This question did not lose its relevance by Galen’s
time, and Galen defends a strong rationalist solution. It may be useful to note that medical
rationalism does not amount to adopting a full-scale philosophy based on a medical outlook.
There is indeed a whole list of philosophical questions which Galen himself considers to be
of little importance for the medical doctor.?® The question about the nature of the elements is
different. Galen takes it seriously, as lying within the doctor’s professional remit. This has to
do also with the question whether the elements constitutive of living bodies are the same as
those that make up the rest of nature, which Galen answers in the affirmative. In this he
differs from the Pneumatists, who seem reluctant to discuss this question. When they do
discuss it, they answer it in the negative. In his debate with them, Galen develops a second
line of defence of the Aristotelian theory of elements, arguing that the simple constituents of
human body do not differ in kind from the cosmic elements and that the logical status of
these elements should be defined as substance, not quality, contrary to what the Pneumatists
claim.

In both these debates, Galen claims to be relying on the Aristotelian version of the
theory of four elements, viz. earth, air, fire, water, each constituted by a pair of elemental
qualities. These elements form the most basic structural level of a living organism. The
main building blocks of corporeal structures within a /iving body are the four humours of
the humoural theory whose prototype is found in some Hippocratic treatises: blood, black
bile, yellow bile, and phlegm. The basic living tissues are formed from numerous
homoeomerous substances made up by the combinations of the organic building blocks.”
The organs, i.e. anatomical structures whose function depends not just on texture, but also
on shape, are made of these homoeomerous tissues. This hierarchy, with the exception of
the four humours, has many parallels with the description of the structural levels
constitutive of animal anatomy in Aristotle’s treatise On Parts of Animals 11.1.

(TS) Aristotle, Parts of Animals 11.1, 646a13-24

(1) Three sorts of structure can be distinguished. First of all we may posit the
structure out of what some call the elements, viz., earth, air, water, fire. But
perhaps it is better to say ‘out of powers’ instead of the elements, and not all of
the powers, but the ones that have been mentioned previously elsewhere [GC 2.2].
For the moist, the dry, the hot, and the cold are the matter of composite bodies,
while the other differentiac follow upon these, such as heaviness/lightness,
firmness/looseness, roughness/smoothness, and other similar properties of the
bodies. (2) The second sort of structure, the one made out of the first, is the nature
of the uniform components of the animals, e.g. bone, flesh, etc. (3) The third and

27 See Schiefsky, On ancient medicine (n.15, above) 65-66.

2 See Prop.Plac. 56.12-60.6 and 62.18-19 Nutton, and Nutton in Galen, On my own opinions
(n.2, above) 47-49. See further Riccardo Chiaradonna’s contribution in this volume.

 See Galen, Part. Hom.Diff. 87-94 Strohmaier.
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162 PHILOSOPHICAL THEMES IN GALEN

last in number is the structure of the non-uniform parts, such as face, hand, and
the like.*

Galen also accepts this hierarchy. And here again, as previously in Hippocrates’ text, we
may notice an ambiguity that can account for two different readings. This ambiguity can
be used to illustrate the difference between Galen’s position and that of the Pneumatists,
which comes to the fore in the interpretation of the Hippocratic text. In (T5.1), having set
out to present a tripartite hierarchy, Aristotle says that the first level would be that of
earth, fire, air, water, which some people call ‘elements’. This does not seem to be his
own view; rather it is his way of indicating the lowest structural level he has in mind. In
order to do so, he uses the concept of element that has most currency with all
philosophers. But he adopts for himself what he sees as more precise terminology: instead
of bodylike entities, it is better to speak of duvapeig, which are the elemental qualities.”'
Galen, as we shall see, takes this point in his generic defence of qualitativism against the
atomists, but in his argument against the Pneumatists he defends the position which
Aristotle himself questions here in (T5.1), namely that the elements are simple bodies,
whereas Aristotle’s duvaperg are treated as ‘simple qualities’.

2. Galen’s argument against atomism

The de Elementis ex Hippocrate begins with the argument against corpuscularist theories of
elements. Galen presents the corpuscularist view as the kind of monism targeted in
Hippocrates’ claim in the proem to de Natura Hominis: ‘1 say that if man were one thing he
would never feel pain, for there would be nothing that would cause him pain if he were
one’. 2

In his argument purporting to develop Hippocrates’ thought, Galen combines under
the single title several different corpuscularist positions: Democritus, Epicurus,
Asclepiades and possibly also Diodoreans (Hipp.Elem. 1.416.9 K = 60.1-3 De Lacy). This
is made possible by his claim that according to all these thinkers the elements do not differ
in form and power (Hipp.Elem. 1.416.6 K = 58.19-20 De Lacy). The readers of Epicurus
might object that there are some very important differences amongst the atoms, such as
differences in shape and size, which become highly relevant, e.g. in the explanation of
sensation. But it soon becomes clear that Galen has in mind not just any differences

30.(T5) (1) Tprdv 8 ododv v cuvbéosmv mpdmy piv v Tig Bein TV &k TOV Kalovpivav Hmd
VOV oTotEimv, otov yiig dépog B8atog mupds. “Ett 88 BélTiov Tomg &k TV Suvaucnv Aéyswy, kol
100tV odk 8 dracdv, GAL’ donep v Etéporg elpntan kai mpdtepov. Yypdv yap kot Enpdv Kol
Beppdv kai yoypdv UAn 1dv cuvBétev copdtev éotiv: ai 8 dllor Sragopai Tadtorg dxolovBodotv,
otov Papog Kkal KoveSTG Kal TUKVETNG Kol povéTng Kol TpoydTng Koi Asidtng kol TdAla Td TowdTa
740N 1AV cwpdtev. (2) Acutépa 8¢ chotactg &k TOV PGTOV 1| TOV OpOOPEPDY @HoIS &V Toig (oG
¢otiv, olov 6oT0d Kol caprdg kal TV AoV @V TorodTmv. (3) Tpit 62 kai teAevtaia Kat’ Gp1BpdV
1) TV Gvopolopsp@dv, olov TPocdmov Kal XE1pd Kol THV T0100TOV popinv.

31 This approach has a parallel in the discussion in GC 2.1-3, where Aristotle also does not use the
term otoryglov to refer to earth, fire, air, water, but reserves it for the four elemental qualities, the
hot, the cold, the dry, and the moist (GC 2.3, 330a30).

32 Galen, Hipp.Elem. 1415.15-16 K = 58.14-15 De Lacy, quoting Hippocrates, Nat.Hom.
V1.34.17-18 Littré = 168.4-5 Jouanna.
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INNA KUPREEVA: GALEN’S THEORY OF ELEMENTS 163

amongst the elements, but a very specific ability for being acted upon, particularly, for
being subject to the process of qualitative change, or alteration.”

Galen illustrates the corpuscularist view of qualities with a quotation from
Democritus:

(T6) Galen, Hipp.Elem. 1.417 K = 60.8-15 De Lacy

‘For colour is by convention, sweet by convention, bitter by convention; in truth
there are atoms and void’, says Democritus, who holds that all perceptible
qualities arise from the coming together of the atoms, being relative to us who
perceive them, and that by nature nothing is white or black or yellow or red or
bitter or sweet. The expression ‘by convention’ means exactly this: ‘by custom’,
as it were, and ‘relative to us’, not in accordance with the actual nature of things;
he speaks of the latter, in turn, as ‘in truth’, taking the term from the form eteon,

which means ‘true’.** Trans. De Lacy

Galen makes it sound as though this Democritean statement expresses a view of perceived
qualities common to all corpuscularists, thus making all of them into eliminativists of a
sort. We know that this is certainly not true of Epicurus, one of Galen’s named targets in
this argument. Epicurus in the Letter to Herodotus 68-69 argues that properties should not
be excluded from the class of existents: the whole body receives its permanent nature
from them, and they do have their own forms of focusing and discerning.* It remains an
open question to what extent Epicurus recognized the downward causation of
macroscopic properties, and more specifically of mental states, with respect to the
microscopic bottom level.*® This does not seem to be the main issue for Galen in his
discussion in Hipp.Elem.>’ More important for his argument is the fact — which Galen,
perhaps deliberately, omits to mention in this passage — that Epicurus and his school do
have a non-eliminativist theory of macroscopic sensible properties.

33 Alteration is one of the three main kinds of xivnoig discussed by Aristotle, the two others being
quantitative change (increase and diminution) and locomotion. But the technical term itself and the
concept of dMhoiwoig as a special kind of change are already present, consistently, in Plato’s late
dialogues (cf. Parmenides 138C3, Theaetetus 182D2-5). Galen treats alteration and locomotion (popé)
as two simple kinds of change, growth and coming to be being complex (Nat.Fac. 11.3.3-17 K).

34 (T6) «Nopw yap xpor vope® YAvKDd vopm mucpdy, &tefi & dropa kal kevov» 6 Anuokpitog gnow
éx tfig cuv6dov T@V dTopLV Yiyvesha vopilev dndoag Tdg oicBnTig TowdTnTag MG TPdG TG TOVG
aloBavopévoug adtdv, pioel & 0dEV elvan Asukdv 1j péhav 1j Eavedv ) &puBpov 1 yAvid § mikpdv.
0 yap 81 vope TodTd Bovretar T olov Voot Kol mpdg Nud, 00 kat’ adTiv TdV Rpaypdtev ™y
oow. 8nep 8 o wohv &te] xahel mapd. 10 £1edv, Snep GANOEg Snhof, moujoag Tobvopa.

3 Ep. Hdt., D.L. 10.69.8-11: xol émBoldg pév ¥xovia idiag mévta todtd éom kol Swhye,
ovpmapakolovBodvtog 8¢ Tod dOpdov kai odBapfi drooyiopévov, GALE xatd v dBpoav Evvorav
10D odparog xatmyopiav n@drog.

3 For discussions, see D. N. Sedley, ‘Epicurean Anti-Reductionism’, Matter and metaphysics,
ed. J. Barnes, M. Mignucci (Naples 1988) 295-328, and J. Annas, Hellenistic philosophy of mind
(Berkeley 1992) 125-33.

37 In fact, the bottom-up explanation of mental states from the properties of elemental mixtures is
important for his own medical philosophy. The best known text for that argument is Q4M, and
Galen confirms that view also in HNH XIV.97.4-14 K = 51.9-18 Mewaldt.
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164 PHILOSOPHICAL THEMES IN GALEN

Lucretius in the second book of de Rerum Natura presents a version of this theory,
accompanied by very detailed arguments against Anaxagoras and possibly some other
thinkers who are left unnamed.’® After explaining how macroscopic sensible properties
arise from atoms which have no such properties (865-96), he turns to the mechanisms of
perception itself and explains again that these mechanisms are dependent on the particular
atomic combinations which account for the structure and specific properties of a human
body, but which do not presuppose any properties beyond the properties of atoms at the
macroscopic level.

(T7) Lucretius, de Rerum Natura 2, 891-96

But in this matter you will do well to remember that I do not say that without
exception sensations are produced fortwith from all the substances that make
sensible things, but that it is of great moment, first how small those elements are
that make a sensible thing, and what shape they are endowed with, what lastly are
their motions, arrangements, positions.” Trans. M. F. Smith

Galen is aware that according to Epicurus and his school macroscopic properties
supervene on the microscopic ones, even though he does not spell it out in any
considerable detail. This is how he goes on to explain the quotation from Democritus:

(T8) Galen, Hipp.Elem. 1.418.7-419.8 K = 60.19-62.13 De Lacy

(1) All the atoms, then, being small bodies, are without qualities, and the void is a
kind of place (2) in which these bodies, being carried downward, all of them for all
time, somehow become entwined with each other or strike each other and rebound;
(3) and in such assemblages they cause separations and recombinations with each
other; (4) and from this (interaction) they produce, besides all other compounds, our
bodies, their affections, and their sensations. (5) But (these philosophers) postulate
that the first bodies are unaffected — some of them, like Epicurus, holding that they
are unbreakable because of hardness, some, like Diodorus and Leucippus, that they
are indivisible because of their small size — (6) and cannot undergo any of those
alterations in whose existence all men, taught by their senses, confidently believe;
for example, they say that none of the first bodies grows warm or cold, and similarly
none becomes dry or wet, and much less would they become black or white or
admit any other change whatever in quality.**  Trans. De Lacy, my italics (IK)

38 See D. N. Sedley, Lucretius and the transformation of Greek wisdom (Cambridge 1998) 151.

% illud in his igitur rebus meminisse decebit, 891

non ex omnibus omnino, quaecumque creant res
sensilia, extemplo me gigni dicere sensus,

sed magni referre ea primum quantula constent,

sensile quae faciunt, et qua sint praedita forma 895
motibus ordinibus posituris denique quae sint.

40 (T8) (1) ai pév odv dropor copmacu chpaT’ odoar GpIKPY XOPIG TOWTHTOY &iol, TO 88 Kevdv
xOpa TG, (2) &v ) Pepdpeva TavTl T chpat’ dve Te Kol kdto [copmavia] Sid mavtdg 10D aidvog §
neputhéketai nwg GAAALoiG i mpookpover kol dromédietar (3) kal Srakpiveton 88 kal cuykpivetat
méhw €ig dAAnAa katd TG TolavTag Spag (4) kdx todtov Ta T dAAa cvykpipata névre moisl kai
0. ipétepa odpato Kai T4 nobipat’ odTdv kai 10g aictnoeis. (5) drnadfi §° dmotifevtar & chpat’
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INNA KUPREEVA: GALEN’S THEORY OF ELEMENTS 165

In (3) and (4), Galen summarizes the generic atomist explanation of sense perception. (5)
and (6) give his analysis of this generic explanation which focuses on its main weakness,
on the basis of which Galen argues that this theory of elements will not be able to provide
an adequate account of sense perception: the first elements on this view are unable to
undergo alteration. Galen formulates two conditions of perceiving, for the case of feeling
pain, but which will be valid for any kind of sense perception and the faculties based on
the power of perception: alterability and basic sentience.

(T9) Galen, Hipp.Elem. 1.419.10-12 K = 62.15-16 De Lacy

Surely something that is to feel pain must necessarily meet these two
requirements: it must be capable of alteration and capable of perceiving. If it
never undergoes any alteration, it will retain at all times the state in which it was
at the beginning; but what feels pain does not retain it; and if it changes its state,
as stones and wood do when being heated and chilled out and split, but no feeling
is by nature present in it, it will not perceive the occurrence of the condition that is
affecting it, just as stones do not. *! Trans De  Lacy,
modified

This analysis can be summarized in the following table, which shows the combinations of
attributes of alteration and perceiving that can and cannot provide for sentience in
elemental composites:

The attribute of The attribute of Sentience in a composite
@\ Aoiwotig in the aionoig in the
elements elements

1]- - impossible

2 |- + impossible

3|+ - possible

4 + Possible

There is a reason to prefer ‘alteration’ and ‘perceiving’ as translations of Galen’s
GAAowwtév and aicOntikév to De Lacy’s ‘change’ and ‘sensation’ in order to make clearer

givon T8 PTG TIVES piv adTdv dmd cKdnpémTog E8paveta, kabdmep ol mepl oV Emixovpov, Fviol

& Omd opkpdTTOg Adaipeta, kabBamep ol mepl tOV Aghkunov, (6) GAL’ 008’ dilorodobon kaTd Tt

Suvapeva Taotag 81 Tag dAAowboelg, Gg Hrovieg dvOpamor Temotedkaoty eivar S1dayOévteg DIO TOV

aiobrjosmv, olov obte BeppaivecBai 1i pacty éxeivov ofite yixeohal, xatd 8¢ TOV adTdV TpdmOV
e

olite Enpaivecdon o0’ vypaivecsBar, mold 8¢ &n pdilov En ufte AevkaivesBor pfte peraivecHar
pAT AV v’ Shoog EmidéxecBar mordmta Katd pndepiov petaBoAnv.

41 (T9) 0 yop dhyfioov xpn Sfmov &0 Tadt’ Exew &E dvéayimg, GAAowTOV Te Kol aicOnTucdv
dmbpyev' elte yop undémote undepiav doiocy dmdéyorto, puAdter Sid mavtdg fiv elxev € dpxiig
KOTGOoTAOWV' 00 QUAGTTEL 86 Ye 1O Ghyodv: eite petaPdilol, xobamep oi AiBor te kai ta EdAa
Oeppovopeve. e Kol yoyduevo, kol Sioapodpeva, pi mapein 8 advtd Tig ofobnoig cdpgpurog, odk
aloBroeton Thg dpue’ adtd yevopsvng Swubéoews, domep 0vd’ ot Aibor. Cf 1.419.10-12 K = 62.15-16
De Lacy.
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166 PHILOSOPHICAL THEMES IN GALEN

the intended contrast with corpuscularists who might have claimed that they satisfy both
the latter conditions since ‘change’ according to them is the motion of atoms or disjointed
masses, and ‘sensation’ can refer to a generic power which arises when certain conditions
are satisfied by a particular bodily structure. As Lucretius says in the passage cited above,
not everything possesses sensation, but only the right kinds of atomic structures. Galen
wants to make a point about alteration as a particular kind of change, the change of quality
in the technical sense it has in the Aristotelian theory of change, and perceiving as a
particular kind of mental state characterizing basic sentience which he considers to be a
central element in any sensation as a manifestation of generic power. So the terminology
is important for him at this point.

Alterability and perceiving are logical conditions of sentience in general, they are not
the physical attributes of the elements. But in order for them to obtain, the physical
attributes of the elements in their turn have to satisfy some further logical conditions. In
his argument in Hipp.Elem. 2, Galen wants to show that the Epicurean theory does not
provide the concept of an element that is adequate for the task.”> The example he gives is
as follows:

(T10) Galen, Hipp.Elem. 1.420.15-421.4 K = 64.5-10 De Lacy

If a person should prick the skin with the finest needle, the animal should of
course feel pain, and the needle will be in contact with one or two or more atoms.
First suppose it touches one atom. But each of the atoms was said to be
unwoundable and without sensation. Then it will not be affected at all by the
needle; nor, if it were affected, would it feel the affection.* Trans. De Lacy

The logical form of this argument corresponds to that of the sorites.** It can be
represented in a standard form as follows:

~F(ap)

~F (a0) o ~F(a))

~F(an1) o ~F(an)

~F(a,)

The predicate F(x) refers to x’s property of feeling pain upon being scratched by a fine
needle. It satisfies the conditions of a soritical predicate as outlined by Barnes in his study

“2 glnep obv & dropoV TVGY fuev 1 Tvog §AANG TowadTg PhcENG povoeldodc, odk &v fikyodpev:
dyodpev 8¢ ye Sfilov odv, dg odk Eopev &€ GmAfig Tvog kol povoedodc odoiag (Galen, Hipp.Elem.
1420.4-7 K = 62.21-25 De Lacy).

“ (T10) &l yap TG Tfj Aentotdrn Berévy tpdoeis 1O Séppua, Tavtag piv dhyioe T (Dov, Syeton 5’
fitot pdic i Svoiv f| kol mMhedvav drépwv f Belévn. TpdTov pév odv drokeicbn yavew adtiv wdc.
GAL ékdotn T@V drépev Hrpatés T v kol Gvaictntog. obkovv obite meicetal T TIPS THg PELOVIC
olt’ efnep Enabev, fiobet’ Gv T0d Tabfpatog.

* Galen compares the aggregate of atoms to ‘a heap of wheat and barley and chickpeas and beans’,
donep &v odpe TUPAV kol kpldV kai EpePivlav e kol Kvapwv (Hipp.Elem. 1.431.2-3 K = 74.2-3
De Lacy).

This content downloaded from
129.215.17.188 on Fri, 23 Oct 2020 12:38:03 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



INNA KUPREEVA: GALEN’S THEORY OF ELEMENTS 167

of ancient sorites.*® Thus, it is certainly false of a body made up of one atom. On Galen’s
construal, there is no difference in the way the predicate applies to two adjacent members of
the ordered series, i.e. it is true that if the needle does not affect a body of one atom, then it
cannot affect a body of any number of atoms. As Galen explains, with respect to an
aggregate, the needle can either hit an atomic structure or miss it — in neither case can pain
be produced, since no part of the aggregate will be affected. And finally, the conclusion, that
no pain effect is produced on a living body when a needle is applied, is obviously false.

The problem signalled by this argument is usual for the reasoning katd pikp6v: the
impossibility, within a given set-up, of drawing a line between the part of the sequence
{ao, a1, a3, ... ay.1, a5} on which the predicate F is true and the other, where it is false.
Galen employs soritical argument form in his other works. He does not take it for granted
in all cases. Thus, for instance, in Med.Exp., discussing its use by the rationalists in their
criticism of the empiricist concept of experience, he points out that rationalists might use
the same reasoning to deny the existence of such natural ‘soritical’ objects as mountains
or clouds.* In this case he uses soritical reasoning to diagnose what he sees as the main
problem of corpuscularist theories: they cannot explain the property of sentience, nor any
of the other mental properties of which it is the source.*’ The reason is that their physics
commits them to the view of a living body as a soritical object, made up by an aggregate
of corpuscles: atoms, disjointed masses, or some other kind of particles. The important
point is that these corpuscles are joined together by juxtaposition. Therefore the use of
soritical reasoning must seem particularly legitimate.

The conclusion Galen draws in connection with this argument is that ‘nothing
different in kind can accrue to the things juxtaposed’.*® Sensation is completely different

4 J. Bamnes, ‘Medicine, experience and logic’, in Science and speculation: studies in Hellenistic
theory and practice, ed. J. Bamnes, J. Brunschwig, M. Burnyeat, and M. Schofield (Cambridge and
Paris 1982) 24-68 (31).

6 See On medical experience 17 (Galen, Three treatises on the nature of science, trans. R. Walzer
and M. Frede (Indianapolis 1985) 75-78); M. Tuominen, ‘Heaps, experience, and method: on the
sorites argument in ancient medicine’, History of Philosophy Quarterly 24.2 (2007) 109-23.

47 Gomep odv &k TV dhyodVTOV crpdTV, 0bTe Kik TdY dopévav Exelg dnodeucvivar TadTov Kol

domep &k 10010V, 0BT KiK TdV aloBavopivav, Honep abd kéyd vdv éEenitndeg dnoinca moAlay0t
100 Adyov. kai pfv & pnd’ Wdovn wite moévog, GG pnd’ oicOnoig Shwg éoti tolg dmabict
orotygiog, 0082 pviun dMmovBev 008’ Gvauwmolg 0ddE pavtacio: Pila yap Tig odTAY 0Tt Kol olov
) méviev 1 oiotnoig: el 88 undév tovtav, 008’ dAho TV yuk@dv Epyov odddv, dot’ 008E yuxn
(Galen, Hipp.Elem. 1.433.9-434.1 K = 76.12-15 De Lacy ).

8 8&dekTan yap (g 00dEV Etepoyevic Shvatal TpocerdEiy Tolg cuvTiBepsvolg (1.431.8-10 K = 74.7-8
De Lacy). De Lacy translates toig cuvniBepévorg as ‘things conjoined’. In this context the term is
perhaps best understood as referring to a specific type of aggregate made up by separate units, as
opposed to a mixture or blending, where the elements form a homogeneous mass. I think Hankinson
misses this point in his interpretation when he says: ‘What is ruled out, Galen argues, is what one
might call the supervenience of generically different properties: any supervenient properties must be
similar in general type to properties actually disposed by the elements they supervene upon. Thus,
since sentience is a type of alteration, the elements in the aggregate upon which sentience
supervenes must be capable of alteration, although not necessarily of sentience itself, ...”
(Hankinson, ‘Philosophy of nature’ (n.1, above) 213). I do not find in the text the argument stated in
the second sentence. As for the analysis given in first sentence, it does not sound right: Galen says
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168 PHILOSOPHICAL THEMES IN GALEN

in kind from both the properties of the atoms and the physical properties of the four
elements as long as these latter remain unchanged and such as each of them is by its own
nature. Therefore if we assume any of these to be the substrate of sensation, the soritical
reasoning will apply: the minimal body of such a kind cannot have sensation, therefore
neither can a body equal to two minimal bodies, nor to three and so on.

To avoid this paradox, one would need to make the elements exempt from this kind of
analysis. It is not enough to replace the atoms with the changeable four elements of
Aristotelian theory: if those elements are taken as they are and merely juxtaposed, no kind
of disturbance will produce a sensation. They will be still ‘like heaps’ — this is already not
Galen, but Aristotle, but Galen agrees.49 In order to avoid this kind of fallacy, the main
predicate itself, i.e. ‘feeling pain upon an exposure to a particular type of physical effect’,
has to stop behaving soritically. This means that the elements should be either perceiving
through and through or that the connection between the two elements should be such as to
allow an unproblematic ‘leap’ from the unperceiving to the perceiving state. Both these
conditions, according to Galen, presuppose the ability to undergo alteration.

The elements cannot be unperceiving and unalterable, they cannot be perceiving and
unalterable (some kind of material monad), but they can be perceiving and alterable and
unperceiving and alterable (see table at p. 165 above). Both the two latter options are
logically possible as far as the requirements of perception are concerned, but perhaps not
both are true.” In the bodies that are sentient, all the parts are both alterable and sentient.
But those bodies that are not sentient can become sentient only if they are transformed and
altered in many ways. Thus, although water on its own is unperceiving, and so is earth,
and fire, and air, there might be such a combination of these four elements (perhaps in a
living tissue pervaded with sensory nerves) that would already be perceiving.

It may be worth noting that speaking of alterability as a methodological requirement
in the theory of elements, Galen seems to be appealing to two different roles of alteration
and change. He alludes to the distinction when he argues that the property of being
affected lacks in the element which is one:

(T11) Galen, Hipp.Elem. 1.426.3-7 K = 68.18-21 De Lacy

(1) That what is one is unaffected is quickly proved; for the one element has
nothing into which it (a) will be transformed or by which it (b) will be affected.
(2) (a) In being transformed it will be changed into something else, and (b) in

that generically different properties cannot accrue to aggregates, but can do so in more complex
structures, such as mixture. Therefore sentience cannot arise in an aggregate, which is like a heap of
grains, but can arise in a more unified structure, such as that of a living body.

“xal yop mopd T8 xpdpate Kok Todg Yopods Kai Todg dTpods kai mave’ GrAdG einelv TaAa Té Toig
chpoaow drdpyovta o thg aictoeng repov dot yévog, dot’ olit’ 4E drdpwv olit’ ék Tupde Kkai
dépog kai yfic kai Bdatog dyxwpel yevéoBar 10 oicBnTikdv odpe pevOVIoV Gpetafitov kol
T0100T0V, Old Tép EoTL katd TV éavtdv @vow (Galen, Hipp.Elem. 1.431.13-432.2 K = 74.4-7
De Lacy), ¢f. Aristotle, Metaph. Z 16 1040b5-9: ®davepdv 8¢ &11 kol 1@V Sokovodv ivan 0do1dV ai
mAeloton Suvapeg eioi, ta te popa t@v {dav (008&v yap keyopiopévov adtdv Eotiv: dtav 68
x0p1001, kai Tote Svta dg BAn mavta) kol vf kai wdp xal dnp: 008&v ydp adTdV & dotv, GAL’ olov
owpde, mpiv A te@f kol yévntai T 4E adtdv Ev.

% Galen, Hipp. Elem. 1.424.16-426.11 K = 68.3-24 De Lacy; 1.427.2-15 K = 70.2-12 De Lacy.
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INNA KUPREEVA: GALEN’S THEORY OF ELEMENTS 169

being affected it will be affected by some other thing. (3) How then will it still be
kept one?*' Trans. De Lacy, my italics (IK)

In the first sense, mentioned early on and now again as a condition of sensation in general,
it is the ability to be acted upon, undergo external disturbance of which the sentient
component of sensation will actualize its sentience and become perceiving.’> This sense
corresponds to ‘being affected’ in (T11 (1b) and (2b)). Galen invokes this sense
particularly when he argues against the option where the elements are sentient but not
changeable.

(T12) Galen, Hipp.Elem. 1.424.17-425.5 K = 68.4-8 De Lacy

It is inadmissible also that it be composed of elements that are unaffected and
sentient; that (entity) too will never feel pain because it will not be affected. It will
be potentially sentient, but will never actually feel anything before it is affected by
something.>

Here the requirement that the elements must be subject to affection is given as a distinct
part of the mechanism of sensation. The sentient body must be affected in order for the
object of perception to be presented to it. It is from this assumption that Galen derives the
condition that the elements of which this body is composed must be subject to affection.
This condition will help to avoid the sorites-style paradox discussed above. But it does
seem to presuppose that the way in which the sentient body is affected involves a change
at the level of the elements. Some kind of elemental transformation is needed in order for
the the sensible object to be presented to a sentient body.

As we know, Aristotle’s position on how the sense object acts upon the senses is
stated in different terms, of the objects actualizing the sensory powers, and the question
whether this actualization involves a physical process between the object and the sense
organ is highly controversial.** Galen’s theory of elements, the way it is presented in his
polemic against corpuscularists, does seem to require that the elements which constitute
the sentient body be affected in the process of perception. Otherwise, even the sentient
body will fail to perceive, because the object of perception will not be presented to it. Of
course, there is no suggestion that Galen’s theory of perception is Aristotelian: it is not,
and is not meant to be. But the theory of elements which he attributes to Hippocrates and
commends as optimal, is Aristotelian, by his own admission.

The second meaning of ‘being affected’ invoked by Galen has to do with the ability
of the elements to be transformed in a process of change ((T11.1(a) and 2(a)). This

SL(T11) (1) 8 88 10 v dmaBéc, 1 drodeitig obviopog. obte yap eig 8 (a) petoothoeton oli8’ Vg’
&tov (b) meioeton 10 v otorgeiov Exel (2) (a) pebrotduevov e yap £l ETepdv TL petacTioeTol Kai
(b) méoxov V¢’ Etépov Tvdg meicetar. (3) mdg obv Bv ETL guhoyBiostal;

52 Galen, Hipp.Elem. 1 419.10-12 K = 62.15-16 De Lacy, n.41 above.

53 (T12) ofikouv 008’ €€ GmobdV 0’ dpa kol dvaioditov dyyepel otoysiov elvar 10 aicOnTucdy. od
piv odd’ &€ Gmaddv 0’ dpo kol oicOavopévav. oddE yap ovdE TodT dAyficer mote, SioT pnde
neicetar. Suvaust pév yap aioBnuikdv Zotar, évepyeia 8 aicBavopevov ovdénote, kabanep kol o
fuétepov odpa Kaitor avepds Hrapyov alotnTkdv Spwg odk aicBavetor, mpiv Tadely Hrd Tvog.

54 For the most recent comprehensive summary, see Caston, ‘The spirit and the letter’ (n.3, above).
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170 PHILOSOPHICAL THEMES IN GALEN

meaning becomes particularly important for Galen when it comes to explaining how it is
possible for the elements of living bodies to be subject to change and yet not sentient. This
is possible because the insentient cosmic elements can change in such a way as to form a
new whole, such as to possess the property of sentience. This meaning of alterability is at
work in Galen’s explanation of how sentience can come about in a body made up of the
elements which themselves are not sentient but have an ability to undergo change. In this
case, the change in question is the one it takes to make the elements into the constituents
of a living body.

(T13) Galen, Hipp.Elem. 1.427.15-428 K = 70.12-18 De Lacy

(1) If you wish to scrutinize the actual parts (of a sentient body) and contemplate
them with the aid of reason, (you will find that) all the parts of sentient bodies are
both sentient and subject to affection, as he said a little earlier about flesh; (2) but
if you contemplate the first elements, (you will recognize that) if one were to
assume these bodies to be without sensation but able to act upon each other and be
acted upon in many ways, it is possible for a sentient body to come to be in many
partial alterations.> Trans. De Lacy, lightly modified

The atomists might dispute Galen’s analysis. They might insist, as Lucretius 891-96
quoted above (T7) shows, that it is not the quantity of atoms that accounts for the power
of sensation in the living beings (this would be a misrepresentation of their theory) but a
specific atomic structure, the way the atoms are arranged in a combination. And it is here
that Galen would bring in his soritical refutation: since the only kind of combination
available in the atomist system is juxtaposition, the onus is on its proponents to show at
which point the atomic aggregate stops being insentient and starts being sentient.

His own theory of the elements does not face a similar problem because it is based on
Aristotle’s account of change, where qualitative change is described as having the
mechanism of ‘replacement’, the quality (‘form’) replacing its privation in a persistent
substrate. In this way, Galen thinks, it should be possible for a new quality to arise in the
elemental constituents of a composite body, when these constituents undergo qualitative
change of this sort, i.e. alteration. Galen speaks in (T13.2) about ‘partial alterations’ using
the Greek expression kata pépog, which he also uses referring to soritical reasoning. But
in this case there will be no soritical paradox, because the increments he talks about are
qualitative, not quantitative. This means that the ‘inductive step’ of soritical reasoning, the
inference of the form P(a,.;) © P(a,), is not available. In fact, the analysis of ‘replacement’
change is: ~P(x) = P(x), where P is a property, x a persistent subject, and = is a non-
technical symbol indicating the direction of change. The property P is not supposed to be
contained in the composite object before it undergoes change. Therefore ‘partial’
alterations suggested by Galen do not run into a soritical problem.

5 (T13) el pv yap adtd 16 pop Sokipalew 20&Moic kol okomelobar @ AGy®, mavt’ dotiv
aioBnmikd 16 kol mobnrikd @V alobnukdv copdtev, dg OMiyov Eumpoobev éml T capkdg
E\éyopev el 88 Ta mpdT oTOYETM OKOMOiNG, évEExETaL TOVTAVY GvorcBiTOV piv DIoKEEVOVY, €iC
nha 8¢ 1O dpdv kol mboyew éxéviov moAvelddg dv moAloig Toig KoTd pépoc GAAOIDGES
yevéoBon oté 10 aioBnTikdv odpa.
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INNA KUPREEVA: GALEN’S THEORY OF ELEMENTS 171

Galen illustrates his point with the example of housebuilding: a new house built by
putting together bricks, stones, and timber, will have only the properties which these
constituent parts have. Likewise, in a structure built up by juxtaposition of the constituent
parts all its properties are the same in kind as the properties of parts. In order for a
structure to acquire a property different in kind (étepoyevéc) from the properties of parts,
the method by which parts are combined in a structure has to be different, such that the
parts themselves would lose some of their properties and acquire new ones.

(T14) Galen, Hipp.Elem. 1.430.6-14 K = 72.16-22 De Lacy

(1) Shapes produce shapes and smaller magnitudes produce larger ones, but
shapes do not produce magnitudes or magnitudes shapes, and for that reason it
cannot be allowed that something different in kind is generated from elements that
do not change their qualities; (2) but it can be allowed from elements that do
change them. (3) For it is possible that in the course of many intermediary
changes what was formerly black may in turn become white and what was
formerly white may in turn become black and (4) what is now insentient may in
turn become sentient.*® Trans. De Lacy, lightly modified

The argument in (T14.1) is apparently against the atomistic theory of elements, since size,
weight, shape, and position are the only real properties of atoms according to this theory.
(T14.2) is Galen’s general statement of his own proposal: we know that ‘changing
qualities’ has a very specific meaning, in accordance with Aristotelian theory of change
(otherwise the disjointed masses of Asclepiades and Plato’s regular solids would qualify
as elements). Quality is also taken by Galen not generically in the sense of ‘property’, but
referring primarily to the four elemental qualities and all their derivatives, again in
agreement with Aristotle’s treatment of elemental qualities in GC 2.2 and Mete. 4. (T14.3)
indicates that the process of change in which new qualities, such as sentience, are derived,
is complex, and may include many transformations of the elements before coming to
fruition. (T14.4) reminds us again of the logical structure of change which is essential for
a correct theory of elements: change is a replacement of a privation of a quality by the
quality itself.

Galen’s point here is that sentience supervenes on the alterable elements because
sentience is something different in kind from the properties that the elements have.®’
Here, of course, he is thinking of his own (and the Aristotelian) qualitative model of the
elements, where each element is a conjunction of two elemental qualities (hot/dry,
hot/moist, cold/moist, and cold/dry). Sentience is different in kind from any of these

56 (T14) (1) kol yop T oxfuate oynuétev £oTlv GmEpYaoTIKD. Ko TG OpcpOTEPR UEYEBN TV
pewévmv, od unv frol oyfuoto peyeddv § peyédn oxnudrov, dot’ €k pév Td@v pi petafoiroviov
T8¢ modTNTOC GToLEiRV odK &yYxmpel YevécBon TL T@V Etepoyevdv, (2) ékx 8¢ iV petafarloviav
gyyopei- (3) Sbvatar yop &v oMol Taig petald petafolais 10 Téwg pélav ovBig yevéchar Asvkdv
Kl 70 Téog Aevkdv addic péhav (4) kol 1O VOV dvaiodntov adlig aichnTucov.

57 Pace Hankinson, ‘Philosophy of nature’ (n 1, above; ¢f. n.48, above) 213. Victor Caston gives a
correct analysis of the case of sensation relatively to Galen’s house example, although he does not
mention the special role of alteration; see V. Caston, ‘Epiphenomenalisms ancient and modemn’,
Philosophical Review 106.3 (1997) 306-63 (352-53).
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172 PHILOSOPHICAL THEMES IN GALEN

properties, but the claim is that a certain number of unspecified ‘intermediary changes’
can produce sentience in the mixture of these elements.

It may be important to note that Galen is not aiming at providing a full explanation of
sensation here, but only establishing the necessary conditions which need to obtain at the
elemental level in order for sensation to be possible. ‘Possible’ is a key word in his
analysis of the four logical options. The possibility for the elements to have the property
of being affected but not sentience depends on whether such elements can satisfy the two
necessary conditions of perception just mentioned: being subject to affection as part of the
process of perception and being subject to change in the course of which they will obtain
sentience.

According to Galen, both these roles are fulfilled by the same type of change, namely
alteration, but its function is not the same. In the first case, alteration is supposed to be the
triggering cause of sensation, while in the second case, alteration provides the physical
mechanism of mixture, which transforms the elements into the proximate matter, making
them, in this mixed state, the building blocks of the perceiving structure. Although Galen
does believe that these two processes must be the same as far as their physical status is
concerned, it is the second process that interests him as a part of his objection to the
atomists and it is this kind of alterability that is particularly important as a requirement for
the elements: they must be able to undergo a physiological change so as to be
incorporated within a sentient structure.*®

As we have seen in his analysis of the four options, Galen admits that both the
elements that are perceiving and alterable and the elements that are just alterable have a
possibility of being sentient. This does not mean that both these options are true of the
elements of the sentient bodies. His promise to establish the true option must be fulfilled
in his criticism of the Pneumatist account of elements.

3. Galen’s arguments against the Pneumatists
3.1 The Pneumatist argument: Stoic philosophical background and Galen'’s strategy

The overall position of the Pneumatic school is much closer to Galen’s own philosophy of
nature than that of the corpuscularists. Pneumatism is associated with Stoicism, as Galen
himself tells us, and more specifically, with the version of the Stoic doctrine developed by
Chrysippus, who described his active principle as pneuma, ‘breath’.® Discussing the

%8 The distinction is not spelled out by Galen himself, despite its importance, but he seems to be
aware of the slightly convoluted presentation of his argument, when he finishes the argument by
saying sapienti sat: ‘this has been adequately demonstrated, to those at least who have had any
training at all in following the demonstration’ (Hipp.Elem. 1.432.11-12 K = 74.24-25 De Lacy).

% Galen, Diff-Puls. VIIL631.1-4 K: mo\d 8¢ todt’ Eoti maph 1§ mpomdnne TG aipéoeag adtdv
Xpvoinng. vopoletsl pdv yap dvopata mhelov i Tohwv Abnvaio iotdv tolg dEoot vopiopata.
VIIL642.4-7 K: dpéokovron yop ovtor mavteg oi ITvevpatikol kalovpevol Tolg Gnd T 6T0aC
86ypaowv. dotr’ énel Xpoowmog avtodg edicev dugioPnrely mepl @V katd TV @rAocogiav
dvoparav, 008’ avtol mepl @V katd v latpudiv tadta mowelv dkvodol. On Galen’s engagement
with Stoicism, see T. Tieleman, Galen and Chrysippus on the soul: argument and refutation in the
De placitis II-1Il (Leiden 1996), id., Chrysippus on affections (Leiden 2003), and most recently
Ch. Gill, Naturalistic psychology in Galen and Stoicism (Oxford 2010).
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Pneumatist view in Hipp.Elem., Galen mentions by name only one representative of this
school, its founder Athenaeus of Attalia.%’ Athenaeus is the author of a comprehensive
treatise on medical art, Peri boéthématén, which Galen apparently knows and which he
highly praises just before developing his criticism of Athenaeus’s theory of elements.®'
Despite the fact that Galen has first-hand knowledge of Athenaeus’s work, in his
argument we do not seem to find any verbatim quotations from Athenaeus. Athenaeus’s
views are presented as replies in a dialectical debate, constructed by Galen on the basis of
what he knows about the Pneumatist position. According to Galen’s report, Athenaeus and
his followers believe that the elements of a living body are not fire, air, water, earth, but
the hot, the cold, the dry, and the moist, insofar as they are constitutive of living bodies
only. A near-contemporary source tells us that Athenaeus also accepted the Stoic principle
of pneuma:

(T15) [Galen] [Int.] 9, XIV.698.5-12 K = SVF 2.416

According to Athenaeus, the elements of man are not the four first bodies, fire,
air, water, and earth, but their qualities, the hot, the cold, the dry and the moist,
two of which he considers to be productive causes, viz. the hot and the cold, and
two material, viz. the dry and the moist, and he additionally introduces as the fifth
breath, which according to the Stoics, pervades everything, by which all things are
contained and governed.*

Both Galen and Athenaeus are humouralists. Both seem to think of the four humours —
blood, phlegm, yellow, and black bile — as the organic equivalents of the four elements.
Galen occasionally follows the Pneumatist usage calling the humours ‘proximate
elements’.®> Both take each of the humours to be a combination of two ‘organic’
elemental qualities: yellow bile of heat and dryness (like Aristotle’s fire), blood of heat
and moist (like air), phlegm of moist and coldness, and black bile of dryness and
coldness.® Galen tells us that Athenaeus in his writings criticized Asclepiades.®

¢ The biographical evidence for Athenaeus is meagre. Galen in de Causis Contentivis 1.2 calls him
a ‘student of Posidonius’. If this were Posidonius of Apamea (ca. 130 - after S1 BC) and Athenaeus’
studentship were to be taken literally, this would give a very early date for the foundation of the
Pneumatist school which is not supported by other evidence. References in ancient sources do not
start until the mid-first century AD, which would put Athenaeus’s floruit in the early first century.
For a detailed survey with references, see V. Nutton, Ancient medicine (London 2005) 202-04.

6! Title in Oribasius, Collectiones Medicae 9.12 t1-2 (Collectionum medicarum reliquiae, libri
IX-XVI, ed. H. Raeder, CMG 6.1.2 (Leipzig and Berlin 1929) 12.25-26), cf. Galen, Hipp.Elem.
1.457.13-15 K = 102.7-9 De Lacy.

€2 (T15) kato 8¢ TOV ABivatov atotygia GvOpdTov 0 16 TECCAPO. TPRTO. COUOTE, TP Kol GNP Kol
B8wp kal ¥, GAL of mordTnTeg adtdv, TO Bepudv Kol 0 Yuxpdv Kol 1O Enpov Kol o Hypdv, GV §Ho
uév 16 omtucd. oftia Hmotifetar, O Oeppdv Kot O Yuxpdv, Vo 8¢ td YAkd, TO Enpdv kai T Bypov,
Kol TEPTTOV MOPEISGYEL Katd TOVG ZTwikodg 10 Stfjkov 810 maviov mvedpa, V9’ oD T4 mavia
ovvéxeodat kol Sroketodau.

6 Galen: ‘For blood, phlegm, yellow and black bile are the elements of the coming into being of all
sanguineous animals, not of man only’. See Hipp.Elem. 1.492.1-493.1 K = 138.15-140.2 De Lacy.

% For Galen, see Nat.Fac. 2.9. Galen’s theory of humours as parts of a living body is more complex:
he is keen to remind his audience that the parts of the living body which we call blood, bile, etc., are
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But there are also some differences between the two theories of elements, Galenic and
Pneumatist. Perhaps the most important one has to do with the way in which the Pneumatists
treat the relation between the cosmic elements (earth, air, fire, water) and the elemental
constituents of a living body, ‘proximate’ (td mpocexfi) or ‘peculiar’ (i), i.e. humours
with their constituent elemental qualities (hot/cold, dry/moist). In order to understand the
Pneumatist notion of ‘proximate’ elements it will be useful to go back to the Stoic
(Chrysippean) theory of pneumatic tension. According to this theory, pneuma, the active
principle of the cosmos, acting upon matter, pervades the whole of the universe and
produces all its parts and natural kinds, from the four elements through the inanimate nature
to plants, animals, and humans.®® The successive tiers of nature’s ladder are formed by
different degrees of pneumatic tension.” This tension holds together the entities of a given
natural kind and shapes and guides their activities. The lowest tier, that of inanimate bodies,
such as minerals, corresponds to the state of pneuma described as hexis, just ‘state’ or
‘habit’; the realm of plants is guided by phusis, ‘nature’, in a narrow sense; animals have
psukhé, ‘soul’ as their ruling principle, and soul in physicalist terms is nothing else but a
degree of pneumatic tension, above that of phusis, but below that of logos, the rational
principle.®® Logos is the ruling principle of all rational creatures: humans, gods, and the
cosmos as a whole (logos is one of the ways to refer to the active principle).® Logos is
corporeal and corresponds to the highest degree of pneumatic tension. The characteristic
feature of the soul as a ruling principle is that it possesses the power of perception.

(T16) D.L. 7.156-57 Dorandi

(1) They hold the view that nature is the designing fire going by an ordered route
into generation, which is firelike and artlike breath; (2) and the soul [on their view]
is perceiving <nature>. (3) This latter is breath connatural to us. (4) Therefore it is a
body and persists after death. (5) It is destructible, but the soul of all things, whose
parts are in animals, is indestructible. (6) Zeno of Citium, Antipater in On soul, as
well as Posidonius hold that soul is hot breath: for it is by this that we are breathing
and by this we move. (7) According to Cleanthes, all souls persist until the
conflagration, according to Chrysippus, only those of the sages.”

all the results of elemental mixture. Thus blood can display different degrees of heat and density,
and the same is the case with the remaining three humours.

® Hipp.Elem. 1.486.3-7 K = 132.18-22 De Lacy.
% See SVF 2.458 (149.46-150.30 = Philo, Quod Deus sit immutabilis, chs 35, 41).
%7 See SVF 2.451 = Nemesius, de Natura Hominis, ed. M. Morani (Leipzig 1987) 18.5-9 and 15-17.

% See SVF 2.459 (Critolaus apud [Philo] Ader.Mund. 248.2) and 458, see n.50, above. For
discussions, see D. E. Hahm, The origins of Stoic cosmology (Columbus 1977), B. Inwood,
‘Chrysippus on extension and the void’, Revue Internationale de Philosophie 178 (1991) 245-66,
D.E. Hahm, ‘Self-motion in Stoic philosophy’, in Self-motion: from Aristotle to Newton,
eds M. L. Gill and J. G. Lennox (Princeton 1994) 175-225.

% SVF 2.841 (Chrysippus apud Galen, PHP 5.3).
70 (T16) (1) Aokel 8 adroig Tv ptv goow sivar Tp TEQVIKdV, 68 Padifov eig yéveow, Snep domi

nvedpa mupoeidis kal texvoetdés: (2) Tv 8¢ yuymiv aioBnruaiv. (3) Tadmy &’ ivar 10 copEuig Hpiv
nvedpa: (4) $10 kail odpa elvar kal petd v Oavatov Empsvev (5) pBapmiv 8’ drapyev, ™ 88 TV
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This text illustrates the connection between nature (as the principle of vegetative life) and
soul as understood by the Stoics. Nature is defined in (1), famously, as a designing fire (ndp
teyvicdv) which, when it goes down the route of generation, is fire-like and art-like breath,
pneuma. We should take note of the expression ‘artlike’ (texvoe1déc) pneuma. In this context
the adjective, along with ‘firelike’ (mvpoedéc) is supposed to emphasize the dependence of
the generative pneuma on the designing and fiery aspects of the original active principle as
well as the derivative nature of the pneumatic process of generation. But it may be relevant
that one of the several positions of Pneumatists attacked by Galen is that the proximate
elements are the elements ‘of the art’. Along with the more obvious reading, according to
which these elements are ‘of the art’ in the sense of being the elements of analysis conducted
by the art of medicine, we must, I think, consider the one according to which they are the
natural elements constituted in the process of cosmic generation originated by divine
craftsmanship. The art of medicine in this case would only follow the divine design in the
art-like manner appropriate to it. Galen should be happy with the idea that the elements in a
living body partake of the cosmic design, but hardly prepared to admit that they should
therefore be different elements, whose structure only imitates that of the cosmic elements.

It is important to note that in our text, soul is taken to be the perceiving, or sentient,
nature (T16.2). Galen himself does adapt the Stoic theory of pneumatic tension for his
analysis of the powers of living beings, agreeing with the Stoics and Aristotle against Plato
that plants do not possess perception, and agreeing with the Stoics and Plato against
Aristotle that where there is soul there is perception. The result of these two assumptions is
that plants possess @Voig rather than yuyn and are excluded from the class of ensouled
beings — the net Stoic position.”"

Galen does not normally quarrel with the Stoics about the elements. On the contrary, in
all the most important debates against the atomists, they are presented as allies and
differences are suppressed. Nonetheless, his disagreement with the Pneumatists in the
Hipp.Elem. has to do with the Stoic principles they are trying to follow.

rav dedaptov, fic pépn elvon g &v Toig {doig. (6) Znivev & 6 Kitiedg kal Avtimatpog &v toig
Tepi yoyiic kai [ooeddviog nvedua EvBeppov eivar T yoyiv: T00Te Yop Huag elvar Eumvoug kai
omd tobTov KveloOon. (7) Khedvlng psv odv mhcag émdapéver {Toc) méypt ExmUpdOEWS,
Xpoounnog 8¢ 104G 1@V 60edV pévov. In (2), after aicOntikiv <gbdow> is added by von Arnim since
it seems to be indicated grammatically. It is not clear that it should be in the text rather than just
being implied (in fact, in the most recent edition Dorandi does not print it), but the connexion
between nature and soul does seem to be clearly intended (Gigante suggested &w which gives
better sense doctrinally, but lacks textual grounds.).

" See Nat.Fac. 1.1, 11.1.5-2.6 K, Adv.Jul. XVII1a.266.9-13 K, Caus.Symp. VI1.129.4-10 K. Galen
relaxes this restriction on a number of occasions, drawing parallels between the Stoic plant nature
and Aristotle’s vegetative soul and even Plato’s desiring soul, where it suits his argument, but in the
passages cited in this note, particularly in the first one, he emphasizes that Stoic technical usage is
the correct one, as far as the precision and clarity is concerned. For more on plant souls see James
Wilberding’s paper in this volume.

This content downloaded from
129.215.17ff:ffff:ffff:ffff on Thu, 01 Jan 1976 12:34:56 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



176 PHILOSOPHICAL THEMES IN GALEN

As (T16.3) shows, according to the Stoics, soul, the perceiving or sentient nature, is
connatural breath: the portion of designing fire that went along the route of animal
generation.”?

It is important to recall the physical mechanism by which breath, in the Stoic account,
is transformed into the soul, acquiring its proper tension, which comes complete with the
property of sentience. According to the Stoics, in the animal ontogenesis soul is produced
in the process they call ‘hardening’ (otépwoig), analogous to the hardening of steel in the
smithy. The hot breath that sustained the embryo (and which is treated in some sources as
combined with the innate heat) is exposed to the cold air, which enters the lungs of a
newborn animal. The connatural pneuma is cooled and hardened, and according to some
accounts, loses its original concomitant heat.”” The heat sustaining the complete animal
(as opposed to the embryo) is adventitious upon the motion of pneuma and thus turns out
to be in a way the secondary and not the primary factor in the explanation of animal
activities. The primary factor is connatural breath, which alone provides a physical link
between the organism and its environment. Here is how the mechanism is described by
Antyllus, a Pneumatist, who is Galen’s contemporary:

(T17) Antyllus, On healthy vocal exercise, apud Oribasium, Collectiones
Medicae, 6.10.19.5-20.1 (6.1.1, 163.11-15 Raeder)

For breath, by its restless motion in friction, arouses and kindles the heat in us,
producing because of its uninterrupted activity such an amount of burning in the
body that if we do not constantly cool ourselves by the cooling of the respiration,
then we will unknowingly experience the same as those who fall into the great
conflagration.”

On this view, the quality of heat in a living body is a function of a still more basic,
corporeal living principle, namely, connatural breath. This vital heat has its own, distinct,
method of production and causal history, being an outcome of continuous motion of
preuma. In this it differs from both the designing fire as the active principle and the
elemental fire produced by the designing fire in the process of cosmogony.”® In the grand
design of the Stoic cosmos it is, of course, quite important that the physical principle of
heat be operative on all the cosmic levels. Yet, this design does not presuppose a simple
transfer of physical characteristics from the first principles to all the denizens of the

72 This point is well attested in the Stoic sources. The argument establishing that soul is breath is
reported (and criticized) by Alexander of Aphrodisias in Mant. 3 (117.32-118.4).

73 Cf. Plutarch’s criticism in Stoic.Rep. 1053c4-d1, Comm.Not. 1084d7-e4.

™ (T17) 10 ydp mvedpa mv &v Nuiv Bsppaciov 7@ TOAVKIVITE TAG POPag KT THY TaPGTPIYIY
yeiper kol {omopel, Tocadnv drotehodv 816 10 tfig &vepyeiag ddidAeimtov év 1@ chpatt THPOGLY,
Gote, i pi mop’ Ekactov dvaydyopev £avtods tf Sid thg dvamvofig kataydEel, Aabelv &v Spow
nadovtog toig eig moAM dunecodow <Eykavow> (Oribasius, Collectionum medicarum reliquiae,
libri I-VIIIL, ed. H. Raeder, CMG 6.1.1 (Leipzig and Berlin 1928), 163.11-15).

75 On Stoic cosmogony, see Hahm, Stoic cosmology (n.68, above), 57-90; on the genesis of fire and
elemental transformations, two recent studies: J.M. Cooper, ‘Chrysippus on physical elements’, in
God and cosmos in Stoicism, ed. R. Salles (Oxford 2009) 93-117, and R. Salles, ‘Chrysippus on
conflagration and destructibility of the cosmos’, ibid., 118-34.
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INNA KUPREEVA: GALEN’S THEORY OF ELEMENTS 177

cosmos: the design as physical principle ensures also that all the workings within the
cosmos get their own specific Adyot and specific mechanism of production.

The Pneumatists thus have philosophical reasons, taken from Stoic physics, to argue
that vital heat present in the human body is not identical with the cosmic heat. Vital heat is
a ‘proximate’ or ‘peculiar’ element because it is derivative from the internal vital principle
of a living body.” 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. One of the arguments used by Pneumatists in defence
of their view is that cosmic elements are not found in the living organism in their pure
form, so proximate qualities are the proper elements of a living body as far as the medical
art is concerned.

Galen has several reasons for disagreeing with this position. In his system, the four
primary elemental qualities (hot/cold, dry/moist) are basic with respect to the kinetic
properties of the elements and elemental mixtures, since kinetic properties are construed
as the functions of the powers of attraction and repulsion inherent in the most basic
mixtures.”’ Galen argues that proximate, i.e. organic, elemental qualities have the same
nature as their inorganic cosmic counterparts: the principles of natural design and mixture
are sufficient to account for a variety of properties manifest in the organic and inorganic
elemental compounds throughout the cosmos. The qualities of heat, cold, moisture, and
solidity, are incorporeal, but combined with the prime matter they produce the elements,
i.e. the simple bodies each of which possesses the extreme degree of one of the elemental
qualities. The elements do not exist in their pure state anywhere in the cosmos, large or
small, but it would be wrong to deny their existence altogether on this basis. The elements
are legitimate theoretical entities, which are not postulated arbitrarily, but are expected to
provide an explanation for the effects we observe in the sensible compounds. The
previous argument has already ruled out the possibility that corpuscles and atoms could
play the role of such theoretical entities. We are going to see how Galen establishes the
key points of this position in his debate against Pneumatists.

In the beginning of his argument, Galen summarizes Athenaeus’s position as follows:

7 The distinction between two positions in medical philosophy is reflected also in this report by
Rufus of Ephesus: ‘Zeno says that heat and breath are the same, while physicians distinguish
between breath as that which is breathed in, and the hot as the result of friction produced by breath,
while others say it is a certain principle of life’. @eppaciov 8¢ kol Tvedua ZAvev pév 1o adtd eivai
onow oi 8¢ latpol Siapodot, Tvedpa v 10 dvamvedpevov: Beppdv 8¢ v Extpryv Tod Tvedpatog:
oi 8¢ dpynv twva Lofic. De corporis humani appellationibus 228.1 = Oeuvres de Rufus d "Ephése,
eds C. Daremberg and E. Ruelle (Paris 1879) 166.9-11. It is not clear whether the last mentioned
group of physicians, those who consider heat as a certain principle of life, share the Pneumatist view
of it as a product of pneumatic motion. In the theory of Athenaeus which Galen discusses both these
views seem compatible: proximate qualities are not the same as the cosmic qualities (because
produced by pneuma), but they are the elements, i.e. the principles of life.

" Kupreeva, ‘Aristotelian dynamics’ (n.25, above) 81-84.
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178 PHILOSOPHICAL THEMES IN GALEN

(T18) Galen, Hipp.Elem. 6.1,1.457.8-13 K = 102.1-7 De Lacy

(1) Athenaeus of Attalia made hot, cold, dry, and wet the elements of man, (2) and
at the same time he claimed that the elements are clearly visible and do not
require proof, (3) sometimes calling them qualities and powers, on occasion
granting that they are bodies, (4) then afraid to agree that they are water, air, fire,
and earth.” Trans. De Lacy

In this summary, Galen draws attention to two points, which he goes on to criticize and
explain in some detail. The first one, as stated here (T18.2), is methodological and
epistemological: the ‘proximate’ elements of living bodies (the ones that are the elements
specifically of living bodies, and are produced by pneuma, qualities of heat, coldness,
dryness and moisture) are ‘evident and do not require demonstration’. The second point
(T18.3) is logical. Galen claims that Pneumatists are inconsistent and possibly confused
about the ontological status of the elements, calling them at times qualities and at other
times bodies. He will argue, most likely drawing on Aristotle’s Categories, that bodies
and qualities subsume, respectively, two non-overlapping classes of predicates, and that in
this classification the elements are bodies. These points reflect two lines of reasoning in
Galen’s argumentative strategy whose aim is to show that Athenaeus’s position conflicts
with evidence and that it is based on faulty logic and conceptual confusion. In fact, both
points identified by Galen as targets of his attack may have more philosophical
background than he is initially prepared to acknowledge.

3.2 Methodological point: a dialectical study of | pri;fciples needed

Galen begins by questioning the concept of evidence used by Athenaeus with respect to
the elements of living body. The text of Hipp.Elem. does not give us very many details as
to the exact meaning of this description in Athenaeus’s doctrine, and it is not clear how
much of what we have in this report was actually spelled out by Athenaeus himself rather
than supplied by Galen. Galen suggests two explanations: (1) the Pneumatists might say
that the cosmic elements (earth, fire, water, air) are not found by perception in a human
(or any living, i.e. ensouled) body or (2) they do not want to speak about the cosmic
elements because these latter ‘are outside the medical art; they are content to make hot,
cold, dry and wet, which they can clearly point to even in animals, the elements both of
bodies and the whole of medicine’.”

Galen tackles the first defence before he even mentions Athenaeus, pointing out that
no physical element is found in a ‘pure’ form in the cosmos itself and that the processes of

"8 (T18) (1) Abfvaiog & Attadsic, dua piv otoyein T0EUEVOC TavOpdMOL TO Beppdv Kol TO Yuypdv
Kal 70 Enpodv Kkal 0 Vypdv, (2) Gua & Evapyi phokwv elvar Td otolgeln kol drodeiteng w Seiobat
(3) xal woté piv dvopdlmv adtd mowdTnTog Kod Suvapers, &viote 8¢ chpata cuyywpdv trdpyewy, (4)
glta 5ed1dg dépa kol mHp kol BSwp kol yiv dporoyficar.

™ Galen, Hipp.Elem. 1.459.10-15 K = 104.6-11 De Lacy. dA\\’ iowg @ficovow ol dn’ Abnvaiov
pnd’adrol mepi ye ToVT@V drogaivesfu undév, énéxeva yap elvan tig latpuchg Téxvng, dpketv &
abdtolg 10 Oeppudv kol O yuxpdv kol O Enpdv kal 1o Uypdv, & kdv 1ol {doig évapyde SelEm
Sbvavta, otorela kol Tdv copdrov dmobéclo kol thg SAng latpikfic.
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INNA KUPREEVA: GALEN’S THEORY OF ELEMENTS 179

coming to be and nutrition of the living things should be a sufficient proof that they are
naturally built up by the cosmic elements.*

His response to the second line of the Pneumatist defence, according to which the
animate hot, animate cold, animate dry, and animate moist are the elements of medicine,
is simply to ridicule this claim. How can something be an element of both the animal and
the art of medicine? In fact, Galen should certainly know what the force of this claim
might be: the rejection of cosmic elements on the grounds of their irrelevance to medical
art is a part of the Empiricist programme in medical philosophy. The Pneumatist position
differs from that of the Empiricists, for the acceptance of the four elemental qualities
(however understood) as the principles of medical art is a dogmatic, or Rationalist, move.
But the restriction the Pneumatists impose on these principles, i.e. the requirement that
they should be exclusively ‘proximate’, organic qualities, brings them closer to the
Empiricist position. The thought behind both views is that medicine, as a relatively
autonomous art, does not need to worry about the speculations of natural philosophers
about the cosmos at large. As noted above, Galen himself is not totally unsympathetic
with the idea that there are limits to the scope of medical expertise.®’ But he does not
agree with the way the limits are drawn by his opponents. In particular, he will not accept
the view according to which the principles of medicine, including the theory of the
elements, will be established on the basis of medical experience alone. In what can be
regarded as a methodological prelude to his discussion of Pneumatism, he underlines the
broad theoretical foundation of his position:

(T19) Galen, Hipp.Elem. 1.449.5-10 K = 92.26-94.2 De Lacy

(1) Natural science is concerned with bodies that come to be and pass away and
generally with bodies that are in the process of change; but if being is only one,
these are eliminated. (2) In the same way medicine too, first, depends on coming
to be and perishing as a handmaiden, and if these are not given, is also
eliminated. Trans. De Lacy, lightly modified

In (T19.2), calling medicine a handmaiden (Ornpétic) of the processes of change, Galen
indicates his objection to rationalism of the Pneumatist type. The Pneumatists accept the
description of the cosmic elements provided by natural science, in its Stoic version, but
make no use of them in their medical theory and practice. In establishing the elements
relevant to the art of medicine, they give methodological priority to evidence (évopyeia)
(T18.2), understood primarily as the evidence of sense perception.®® It is in this way that

8 Hipp.Elem. 1.451.11-457.5 K = 96.2-100.24 De Lacy. The discussion of this point is resumed
after the ‘logical’ interlude at Hipp.Elem. 1.465.10-13 K = 110.15-17 De Lacy. See Appendix.

8 p. 161 and n.28 above.

82 (T19) (1) 1y y&p puotoroyia nepl wdv &v yevéoet kol gBopd kal SAwg &v petaBorf copdtov dotiv.
€l 8 &v dom povov 10 dv, dvijpnran Todra. (2) katd 8¢ oV adTdv Tpémov Kal 1 latpuch) TpdToV piv
KdK 100 yevéoeng kol pBopdc olov dmnpéTig Dmapyew, €l p) Sobein ot elvar, cuvavorpeiton kal
atm.

8 Because of the methodological importance of this concept of &vapysia in the Pneumatist theory of
elements, it is very tempting to look for the links between this concept and the Stoic doctrine of
katdAnyig, but in the absence of any evidence, this remains a speculation, albeit an attractive one.
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180 PHILOSOPHICAL THEMES IN GALEN

they come to establish the elemental qualities hot, cold, dry, and moist that exclusively
characterize the living bodies as the proper elements of these bodies.

This approach disagrees with Galen’s understanding of the first principles of the art
of medicine. Galen elaborates on his claim about the dependence of medicine on the
processes of natural change, explaining that the art of medicine should adopt the
appropriate first principles to account for change. Those practitioners of the art who fail to
do so are at risk of going beyond the scope of medicine.** The immediate target of
Galen’s criticism here is ‘elemental monism’, but the methodological point he is making
is more general and does not depend on the exact nature of differences between his
physical theory and those of his various opponents. Galen draws a parallel between his
criticism of his opponents and Aristotle’s criticism of the Eleatic philosophers in Physics
[.2: in both cases, according to him, the denial of the first principles of the art or a
theoretical discipline does not belong to the discipline itself and therefore has to be
confronted on a different turf, outside this discipline, i.e. either by public criticism (as in
(T20.1) or in a separate discipline which has as its task the discussion of the first
principles (T20.2)).

(T20) Galen, Hipp.Elem. 1.451.4-9 K = 94.23-28 De Lacy

(1) Those who deny the clear facts should be either publicly censured by all men
for turning our life upside down, or (2) some art should be set up which would
argue about the principles, apart from all special arts, (3) that would in this way
direct each particular art to the principles which have been granted it [in
argument].® Trans. De Lacy, modified, see note
86

The special discipline mentioned in (T20.2) is not given any name, but its nature as
described leaves little doubt that it will be a philosophical discipline devoted to the
arguments concerning the first principles. Galen is thinking primarily of the first principles
important for the doctor, so this special discipline must be not dialectic in general, but the
branch of it that has to do with natural philosophy. This discipline is distinct from medicine,
but medicine needs it in order to be on the right track, conceptually.®

It is from this more general dialectical point of view that Galen criticizes the
Pneumatist concept of evidence, pointing out that although the qualities themselves are

8 Hipp.Elem. 1.450.9-13 K = 94.14-17 De Lacy.

8 (T20) (1) 10ig yop Gvarpodor Ta &vapydc eawdpeva | kKowf maviag Gvlpdmovg péupecda
npocfikev, ®¢ dvatpémovort 1OV Piov, (2) f Twva MV Vrdp TAV ApxdV dyovidopbwmv
npocticachor Topd Tag Kata pépog andoag, (3) adtiy 8 £kGoV TAV KaTd Pépog TeXvAV émi Tailg
apyaig cvyywpnOsicaig obtm mpoiévar.

% My translation of (T20.3) odtiv & &kdotnv @V Kkatd pépoc TeEXV@V &m Toic Gpxoic
ouyxopndeicag oltw mpoisvar, on which my interpretation depends, differs from that of De Lacy.
De Lacy apparently takes mpoiévon to be the infinitive of mpoeyu, and he understands odtiv &’
gkGoTnV TOV KaTh pPéPOG TEXV@V as an appositive construction referring to each of the several other
arts, but I think it is much more natural to take adtiv as the subject of the construction acc. cum
infinitivo with mpoitvar (adtiyv referring back to the separate art mentioned in (T20.2)) and éxGomv
as the direct object of mpoiéva, the latter understood as the infinitive of the transitive verb mpoinpi.
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INNA KUPREEVA: GALEN’S THEORY OF ELEMENTS 181

clearly perceptible, the same cannot be claimed with respect to their elemental status. The
concept of ‘element’, the grounding principle of a doctor’s activity, cannot be discovered
by mere empirical means, but is inevitably theoretically laden.’” As such, it has to be
established by an appropriate dialectical discipline. Elaborating on this methodological
point, Galen develops his logical objection to Pneumatists, which amounts to the criticism
of their ontology, adopted from the Stoics.

3.3. Logical argument and the ontology of qualities and bodies

Logical objection is first presented in a vivid memoir of a debate Galen, as a student, had
with one of his teachers, a Pneumatist and follower of Athenaeus. Galen asked about the
ontological status of Pneumatist proximate elements: are they pure qualities or qualities of
bodies and if bodies, composite or simple ones?

(T21) Galen, Hipp.Elem. 1.461.4-462.14 K = 106.3-108.1 De Lacy

(1) ‘Just as we say “white’”, I said, ‘of the colour itself — for we say of colours
that one is white, another is black, another red, another golden yellow, another
pale yellow — and in addition [we predicate terms of] the bodies that have taken
on the colours — for we call the swan and the milk white, but the raven and the
Ethiopian black — in the same way,” I said, (2) ‘I hear people at one time
predicating “hot” of the body itself, as they might say that fire is hot, but at
another time only of the quality in the body. (3) Therefore,’ I said, ‘when you say
“hot” I don’t know what you wish to signify, whether it is the quality alone or the
body that has received it.” (4) He had a ready answer to this; he agreed that by hot
he did not mean the quality alone but also the whole body. (5) When I then asked,
‘Then are you telling me that the body that is hot to the extreme degree is an
element? Or even if [a body] is moderately hot, will that [body] also be an
element?’, and when I asked the same question about cold and dry and wet, (6) he
said, ‘Why is this important to you?’, by now he was upset and he did not answer
readily as he did before. (7) ‘Because’, I said, ‘it differs a great deal whether one
posits some unlimited number of elements or a limited number. It will be
unlimited for the person who makes the moderately cold or hot or dry or wet an
element, but not unlimited for the one who makes the extreme the element. For
there will be one [extreme] for each kind, so that the total number of elements will

be limited to four’.® Trans. De Lacy

8 Cf Galen, Hipp.Elem. 1.458.4-9 K = 102.14-18 De Lacy: n6tepov yop 1 otoygio, tobty v
&vépyeiav adtoilg poprupel 1 katd tog odoiag, al cupPéPnkev adtoig sivan otoysio; &l pév yap
Katd tag ovoiag, ti odyi kai T Vyevd kol T4 vooepa micw avBpdrolg eaiveshai eriot kol pfte
Sidackariag Tivdg uit’ drodeitewg npocdeicBon Sid miv évapyewav; (‘Does he testify that they have
this clarity qua elements, or is it the clarity of the substances whose elements they happen to be? If
it is the substances, why doesn’t he say that things beneficial and injurious to health are evident to
all men and require neither instruction nor proof because of their clarity?’ (Trans. De Lacy)).

88 (T21) (1) dg yap Aevkdv, Eonv, adTd Te 0 XpduUa AEYETAL QUUEV YOp TOV XPOUGTOV TO Pev
Aevkdv elvar, 10 88 pélav, 1O 8 &pubpov, 1O 8¢ EavBdv, 10 & dypdv: ¥t 1e mpdg TovTOIG TA
Sedeypéva 10¢ xpdag cdpata: Aevkdv yap OV Kbkvov kai T yéAa, pélava 8¢ TOV kopaka Kai TOV
Aibiomo. xahodpev (2) oltag, Eonv, dkovw kai Oepudv Aeydviov éviote pév odtd 10 odpa,
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182 PHILOSOPHICAL THEMES IN GALEN

In (T21.1), Galen draws a distinction between two kinds of predication of a colour term. In
the first case, the term, e.g. ‘white’, ‘black’, ‘red’, etc., is predicated of the colour itself. In
the second case, the term is predicated of a body which has that colour, e.g. ‘white’ of a
white swan, ‘black’ of a black raven, etc.

In (T21.2), Galen generalizes the distinction: the term ‘hot’ can be predicated either of a
quality (‘heat’) or a body that has the quality. We can see that this is a somewhat different
version of the same distinction. In the case of colour, the concrete colour term (‘white’, red’,
etc.) was predicated of its proper genus (‘colour’). Here, Galen offers only a broad generic
description of the subject of essential predication of the term ‘hot’, as the quality of ‘heat’. In
(T21.2), Galen, differently from (T21.1), does not list any other predicates that could be
applied to quality except ‘the hot’. If we were to take the description of the subject term as
‘quality’ at face value, such a list could include all possible qualities. But Galen’s aim now
is to distinguish the elemental heat from the adventitious, so the fact that he started with the
example of ‘colour’ as a proper genus in (T21.1) should be taken as an attempt to illustrate
the nature of the distinction between the two ways of using the predicate ‘hot’. The fact that
it is not easy to find a proper genus for this predicate, analogous to the genus ‘colour’ for
‘white’, makes his task difficult. Following this logic of generalization, Galen, in (T21.3),
describes the distinction between the two kinds of predication as that between predicating a
quality term (‘hot’) of the quality (the quality ‘hot’) or of the body that has that quality.

When in (T21.4) Galen’s Pneumatist teacher ‘readily’ admits using the term ‘hot’ as
referring to both the quality and the body, we cannot be sure whether this is an admission
of uncertainty made in response to Galen’s clever dialectical set-up or whether it comes
naturally as a considered view based on the Stoic thesis according to which all qualities
are corporeal. Galen is happy with this reply by the Pneumatist, as it permits him to
launch his own disambiguation strategy, which involves describing the elemental heat as
the extreme degree of ordinary (adventitious) heat. In order to proceed with this argument,
it is important for him to secure the assumption that heat is predicated in some, as yet
unspecified way, of both the quality and the body.

In (T21.5), Galen asks his teacher whether what he calls the ‘element’ has the
extreme or moderate degree of heat, and then raises the same question about the three
other elemental predicates — cold, dry, and moist. In (T21.6), the Pneumatist is no longer
forthcoming with a ready reply, presumably, because according to his theory, the elements
are not described simply as extremes of the corresponding qualities: as we saw above,
they are animate qualities, discovered by medical experience. Galen presents this as an

kaBdanep €l Toyol 10 ndp, dviote 8¢ v &v adT® mowdTNTA Povny. (3) od Toivuv, Epnv, YIyVHCK®,
énedav einng Oepudv, 8 i mote Snhodv £0éheis, elte Tv mowdTnTO. PoVNY €lte 1O Sedeypévov adtiv
odpa. (4) 6 8¢ mpdg pev todto kol PaL’ Eroipwg dmekpivato pi THv mowWdTHTO PéVIY, GANG Kai
obpnav 10 odpa Bepudv dvopdlev dporoydv. (5) deetii 8& pov méhv épopévov mHTEPOV 0DV
&xelvo 10 odpa Aéyelg pot otoygiov, 8 Ti mep v dxpag 1) Bepudv, 7| kdv petping 1) Towodrov, ot
kai 10010 otoelov; doavteg 8¢ kal mepl yuxpod kol Enpod kol Vypod v adtiv dpdnov
Tomoapévov pov (6) «ti 8¢ todto, £pn, ool Seéper;» tapattdpevog fdn kol i xabdg npbcdev
étoipwg drokpvopevog. (7) 8t modd Swudddrrer, Eenv, §j dnelpdv T TAfiBog Hmobécdar otorysiov §
nenepacpévov. dnepov pdv yap ot 0 petpieg Bepudv A woxpdv i Enpodv A Hypodv dmobepévorg
otoyelov, ovk dneipov 8¢ 1o dxpag. &v yop ko’ Exaotov Eotan yévog, HoT’ Etvan & TGVTa oTOYET
TETTOPA TEMEPACUEVO.
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INNA KUPREEVA: GALEN’S THEORY OF ELEMENTS 183

ultimate perplexity of his opponent and offers to clarify the problem. The clarification in
(T21.7) appeals to the necessity of avoiding the implausible consequence of allowing an
indefinite number of elements. Such a consequence will result should one agree with the
Pneumatists that the elements, i.e. the Pneumatist elemental qualities, do not need to be
established in a theoretically precise way and are discovered by perceptual experience in
an indefinite range of different cases.® At this point the interlocutor grants Galen the
required definition of the element as having the extreme degree of the elemental quality.
This argument gives us a good idea of the kind of logical analysis Galen applies in his
theory of elements. His distinction between the two kinds of predication bears some
resemblance to Aristotle’s distinction between ‘being said of a subject’ and ‘being in a
subject’ in Categories 1I. Aristotle gives no formal definition of being said of a subject,
and explains that by ‘being in a subject’ he means ‘that which, belonging to something not
as a part, is incapable of existing separately from the thing it is in’.”" He clarifies his
distinction with a set of examples, which can be summarized in the following table:

Said of a subject Being in a subject

+ + Knowledge is in the soul as in a subject and is said
of the knowledge of grammar as of a subject

+ - ‘Man’ is said of a particular man as of a subject, but
is not in any subject

- + the particular (e.g. my) knowledge of grammar is in

the soul as in a subject, but is not said of any subject
- - ‘This man Socrates’, ‘this horse’ are neither said of
any subject nor in any subject. These are primary
substances.

In the scholarly literature Aristotle’s distinction is sometimes too soon described as that
between essential and accidental predication.”’ But the distinction is meant to be
methodologically prior to the introduction of the concept of substance or essence, which is
in fact properly derived precisely by applying this distinction. It would be better to speak
of a distinction between synonymous predication and inherence.*

% Galen seems to be using Plato’s distinction between the unlimited and the limit as drawn in the
Philebus 24b3-e2. Whereas Plato leaves the possibility of more than one kind of limit, Galen seems
to be presupposing that there is only one way to impose a limit on an elemental quality, namely, to
take it at its extreme.

%0 Cat. 2, 1b24-25: &v dmokeéve 82 Méyo 8 & tivi i) dg pépog dmapyov adovatov xwpig etvar Tod
&v @ £otiv.

%! See e.g. P. Studtmann, ‘Aristotle’s Categories’, in Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy,
ed. E. Zalta (2007), http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/aristotle-categories: ‘By focusing on Aristotle’s
illustrations, most scholars conclude that beings that are said-of others are universals, while those
that are not said-of others are particulars. Beings that are present-in others are accidental, while
those that are not present-in others are non-accidental. Now, non-accidental beings that are
universals are most naturally described as essential, while non-accidental beings that are particulars
are best described simply as non-accidental’.

%2 The latter term in fact has become customary since G. E. L. Owen, ‘Inherence’, Phronesis 10
(1965), 97-105. ‘Synonymous predication’ is the expression developed on the basis of Aristotle,
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184 PHILOSOPHICAL THEMES IN GALEN

Aristotle’s synonymous predication (‘being said of a subject’) has a parallel in
Galen’s predication of a quality term of a quality, while Aristotle’s inherence (‘being in a
subject’) provides a semantic basis for Galen’s predication of a quality term of a body that
has quality. The parallel between Galen and Aristotle is not complete: Aristotle
distinguishes between the features that characterize beings, 0 §vta, whereas Galen speaks
about the difference between two kinds of predication. But this latter difference is based
on the ontological difference, and it is highly likely that Galen’s distinction is informed by
his reading of the Categories, a treatise he knew very well.”

We may notice that describing the two kinds of predication, Galen does not use the
terms ‘subject’ (bmoxeipevov) or ‘substance’ (oVoia), which would be closer to Aristotle’s
wording in the Cafegories, but speaks of quality (mowdtnc) and body (cdpa). This usage
may be due to the fact that Galen is arguing against the Pneumatists who seem to follow
the Stoic view that qualities are corporeal.™® It may also be based on a certain
interpretation of Aristotle, as we shall see shortly.

In the argument following upon this autobiographical sketch, Galen again presses his
Pneumatist opponents for a clear definition of the ontological status of the elements, this
time aiming to derive an ad hominem refutation of their position, which reduces the search
for elements to the level of proximate elements. Galen cites Athenaeus’ definition of the
proximate elements:

(T22) Galen, Hipp.Elem. 1.465 K = 110.13-15 De Lacy

<Athenaeus speaks>: ‘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’.*® Trans. De Lacy

These are the elements that are evident and do not require demonstration. Galen points out
that the elements that are apparent (td @oivopeve ototxeia) are not the same as the true
elements (10 §vtog otolgein), and accuses Athenaeus of confusion in this regard.’® Galen

Categories 5, 3a33, where Aristotle uses it to describe the type of predication characterizing that of
substance and differentia (see F.A. Lewis, Substance and predication in Aristotle, Cambridge, 1991,
22). It is to be preferred to ‘essential’ predication because of its broader scope which makes it
applicable to categories other than substance and at the level of genera, which is broader than that of
essence.

% Galen tells us that he wrote a commentary in four books (Lib.Prop. 17.1, XIX.47.5-6 K=171.12
Boudon-Millot), and indicates that his was a commentary of advanced level, suitable for those
students who have already familiarized themselves with the more basic commentaries, for instance,
by Adrastus and Aspasius (Lib.Prop. 14.15, XIX 42.12-43.1 K = 166.22-167.6 Boudon-Millot).

% The distinction between bodies and qualities is much discussed in connection with the Stoic
thesis, according to which qualities are bodies. Those who argue for the incorporeality of qualities,
from different perspectives, include Platonists (see Alcinous, Didasc. 11, 166.15-38 Hermann-
Whittaker), Aristotelians (see Alexander of Aphrodisias, Mant. 3 and 6), and Epicureans (see
Epicurus, Letter to Herodotus, D.L. 10.68-71). The Galenic corpus contains the treatise of uncertain
authorship ‘Qualities are incorporeal’ i oi mordmteg dodparor (Qual.Incorp. XIX 463-484 K).

% (T22) 18 yp mpocexfi AapBave T@dv {hwv, odyl T Kowd Taviev copdtev otoryeie. kohodot 58
Tpooexf & olov 1dia kal pundevdg EALov TdV Graviwv.
% Hipp.Elem. 6.28,1.465.10-13 K = 110.15-17 De Lacy.
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INNA KUPREEVA: GALEN’S THEORY OF ELEMENTS 185

grants that there are proximate and evident elements (using ‘evident’ and ‘apparent’
interchangeably) as an assumption he himself is prepared to share. Moreover, he tells us
that Athenaeus will not disagree with him in defining as proximate elements the
homoeomerous (uniform) parts of the animal body, i.e. such parts as bone, flesh, etc.”’
Disagreement will instead arise when Galen claims that it is only these homoeomerous
parts that can qualify as the elements in line with Athenaeus’s epistemological
requirement, because they are the only type of structure that is ‘evident’ or ‘apparent’,
discoverable by sense perception. Galen argues that this is all the Pneumatists are entitled
to call the ‘apparent’ or ‘evident’ elements and reports that in fact it is not these structures
that Athenaeus considers to be elements. Instead, for Pneumatists, it must be the four
elemental qualities that are ‘proximate’, i.e. distinct from cosmic elements.

(T23) Galen, Hipp.Elem. 1.466.4-467.1 K = 110.21-112.2 De Lacy

(1) But did Athenaeus make these [homoeomerous bodies] the elements? (2) He is
the very one who writes that each of the homoeomerous parts has come to be from
the first elements, and that the other parts of the animal are then formed from the
homoeomerous parts. (3) Therefore when he is asked what are the elements of
flesh, for example, or fat, obviously his answer will be the hot and the cold and
the dry and the wet. (4) And similarly, of course, he says that wet and dry and
cold and hot are the elements of bone and cartilage and hair. (5) It is now time for
you to ask what sort of wet and dry and cold and hot he meant. For it is by
dominance that flesh is wet, cartilage <is dry, and flesh is hot, cartilage> cold; and
in the same way bone is dry and cold, fat is cold and wet, and each of the other
homoeomerous parts is of this or that description by prevalence of the simple
[qualities].*® Trans. De Lacy, lightly modified

The elemental status of the four qualities seems to be derived by Galen from the claim he
finds in Athenaeus’s writing, to the effect that homoeomerous, i.e. uniform, parts of a
living body come to be from them (T23.2-4). Galen next asks whether Athenaeus is
referring to the ‘hot, cold, wet, and dry’ insofar as they are called so ‘by prevalence’ (xat’
émcpdmow). (T23.5).

%7 For the place of uniform parts in Aristotle’s hierarchy of organic structures, see (T5.2). Galen
wrote a treatise Distinctions between uniform parts (Fi ikhtildf al-‘add’ al-mutashdbiha al-ajzd’i),
extant only in Arabic, in which he counts about forty-five different kinds of uniform parts in a living
body. See Gotthard Strohmaier’s overview of Galen’s doctrine of homoeomers in Part.Hom.Diff.
87-94 Strohmaier.

%8 (T23) (1) &p’odv & Abfvonog ¥0etd mov Tadto otoryeio; (2) kol pijv adtég dotv & Yphpwv
#xooTov pév Tdv Opolouepdv dk 1AV TpdT@V Yeyovévar otoleinv, &k 88 v Opoopepdv 1idn
T6AAa ovykeioBon 10D {dov popia. (3) Tig Yobv capkdg &l obtwg Eruxev § the mperiic EpamBei ta
ototygla, dfitov, &T1 10 Bepudv Kol 10 Yuxpdv Kol 10 ENpodv kol o Bypdv drokpiBfcetar. (4) kai pév
1 kol doTod kal Y6VEpov Kal TPIKdC BoavTg Typdv Kol ENpdv Kal Wuxpdv kol Bepudv eivar gricet
10, otoyelo. (5) kopdg odv #dn muvlavesdai e, Omolov Uypdv fi Enpdv §i wuxpdv i Beppodv
GMEPTVATO. KaTO pév Yop TV émikparno Hypdv pév 1 cap, 6 x6vdpog 8¢ ... yuypov. doavtag 8¢
70 pgv doTodv Enpdv Kol Yuxpov, 1) mpueht) 8 dypdv xai Bepudv Exactov te TdV FAmV OpoopepdY
1} tolov ) Tolév éotv émikpateiq TGV GmAGv. I supplement the text in translation following De Lacy.
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186 PHILOSOPHICAL THEMES IN GALEN

Galen is here introducing another distinction between the two types of predication:
the predication ‘by prevalence’ is contrasted with unqualified or simple predication. In the
case of composite bodies constituted by a mixture of four elemental qualities, any one of
these qualities, for instance, ‘hot’, is predicated of a composite body, when the hot prevails
in this bodily mixture, sufficiently to make an appearance as a sensible quality. The thing in
which the hot or the cold prevails contains both qualities, and thus cannot itself be one of the
elemental qualities. ‘Simple’ predication corresponds to the case where the quality in
question is not mixed with any other quality: this is the case of the cosmic elements, such as
fire. Fire is hot not by prevalence, but in an unqualified way. The main reason why Galen
introduces this distinction is that when he distinguished synonymous from non-synonymous
predication in order to separate bodies from qualities, the simple and composite bodies
turned out to be in the same class with respect to the predication of elemental qualities. This
would be an undesirable result for him, since he needs to define the elements as simple
bodies. Thus he makes a new distinction, which sets apart the two different kinds of non-
synonymous predication for elemental qualities, distinguishing simple non-synonymous
predication (which corresponds to the elements) from non-synonymous predication by
prevalence (which corresponds to composites, i.e. the elemental mixtures).

Galen argues that predication ‘by prevalence’ has as its subject the homoeomerous
substances within a living body, since they may be called hot or cold or dry or wet because a
particular pair of qualities prevails in them. But, he tells us, this is not what Athenaeus
means. Athenaeus says, apparently, that it is the elemental constituents of homoeomerous
bodies, rather than the homoeomers themselves, that are the true elements. % Galen’s verdict
is that in making this claim and appealing to the ‘true elements’ Athenaeus is going beyond
the level of the perceptible and commits himself, malgré lui, to non-evident elements. The
Pneumatist methodological principle which led them to postulate the proximate elements as
true elements cannot be sustained, because it results in a conclusion which they themselves
are not prepared to endorse. Galen’s recommendation is that they should drop the condition
of perceptual evidence. He has already criticized this condition on general methodological
grounds, and now argues that the analysis of the structure of predication also shows that his
opponents must revise their position and turn to the elements in a proper theoretical sense,
i.e. to the elements, of which the elemental qualities are predicated without qualification, and
not by prevalence. Such are the cosmic elements.

(T24) Galen, Hipp.Elem. 6.34-35,1.468.5-469.1 K = 112.21-114.4 De Lacy

(1) If you name what is by prevalence wet and dry and hot and cold, then clearly at
that stage you have the perceived elements, nerve, membrane, cartilage, ligament,
flesh, and each of the others that we mentioned. (2) But if you are looking for an
element that is simple in nature, it must be unmixed, unblended, and at the extreme
in quality. (3) Therefore you have come again to fire and air and water and earth; for
only in these will you find the qualities unmixed and unblended, the extreme of heat
and dryness in fire, of cold and dryness in earth, and in each of the rest in
accordance with their proper natures.'® Trans. De Lacy

* Hipp.Elem. 6.32, 1.467.4-6 K = 112.8-10 De Lacy: 6A\’ od 109t ¢now & A6fvatog, GAAS o
10010V cuveTikd Svimg tvon oTorygl.

190 (T24) (1) &l pév yap 10 ot Emxpdmow dypdv kal Enpdv kal yoxpdv kal Oepudv dvopdler,
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INNA KUPREEVA: GALEN’S THEORY OF ELEMENTS 187

In (T24.1), Galen lists as examples of perceived elements bodily tissues, which belong to
homoeomers on his classification. The claim in (T24.2) relies on the same argument as the
one Galen used in his debate with the Pneumatist teacher: the real elements, as opposed to
the perceptible ones, are unmixed, unblended, and contain the extreme of the elemental
quality. But this time the argument can be used to indicate a special, logical status for the
elements gqua simple bodies, which Galen has just outlined through a sequence of two
distinctions in the mode of predication. In (T24.3), Galen concludes that such are the four
cosmic elements, earth, air, fire, and water.

A philosophically trained Pneumatist might object here that Stoic qualities are bodies,
and so already Galen’s first distinction (between synonymous and non-synonymous
predication of qualities) loses its force. We can speak of elements as being both bodies
and qualities. As we have seen, Galen will not accept this suggestion. Moreover, the
Pneumatists could object that apart from the two kinds of heat mentioned by Galen, the
adventitious and the elemental, there is a more fundamental kind of heat, that of the divine
pneuma, which is constitutive of both the elemental fire and other kinds of heat, but not
identical with any of them. When this fundamental quality is present in the living body, it
produces the proximate elements directly, without going through the stage of inanimate
cosmic elements outside the body. Therefore, proximate elements are not reducible to the
cosmic elements. It is a sign of this irreducibility that none of the cosmic elements are
found in animal bodies in their pure form.

Galen is probably aware of this objection. We could not expect him to present it as a
coherent story, but he gives his replies to what can only be the parts of this story. In
response to the suggestion that qualities themselves are elements, he points out that this
view is even more abstract than the theory of cosmic elements rejected by Pneumatists on
the grounds of being too remote from evidence. But his main criticism is that Pneumatists
do not understand the difference between an element and a first principle.'®'

In his argument Galen does not address in any detail the generation of proximate
elements in the Pneumatist version. Instead, he presents his own account, based on his
analysis of the qualitative structure of the elements which elaborates on his analysis of the
structure of predication. Galen introduces the concept of a first principle, which plays a
key role in the generation of the element, but is itself distinct from the element.

(T25) Galen, Hipp.Elem. 6.37-40,1.469.12-471.1 K =114.13-116.5 De Lacy

(1) That extreme heat is simpler than fire and that fire is produced when this heat
has entered matter, this has been agreed by all philosophers whom Athenaeus is
eager to follow. (2) And indeed that the first principles of the coming to be of fire
are the matter which underlies all the elements and is without qualities, and the
extreme heat enters into it, this too has been similarly agreed to, and also (3) that the

#yerg &vapydc 18 10 otoyEla Yryvookopeva vedpov kol Dpéva kal x6vdpov kai chvdeopov kol
obpko. kol TV FAAeV Exaotov OV eimopev. (2) &l 8¢ 10 Tpdg TV @do dmhodv {ntelg, Huktév e
Kkal dpatov elvor xp1) T0T0 Kol dkpov T mo16TNTL MY 0DV Tikelg &mil dp Kol dépa kal BSwp kai
yiiv: (3) &v TovTo1G Yap pévoIg EdpRioELg GuikToug Te Kal dkpaTovg Tag mowdTnTag, dkpav pév év mopi
Beppoma e Kol Enpémra, dxpav 8’ &v V8ot yuypdmra kai Vypdmra kol Tdv EAoV &v Ekatépw
Katd TV oikeiav gvowv.

191 Hipp.Elem. 1.469.8-12 K = 114.10-13 De Lacy.
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188 PHILOSOPHICAL THEMES IN GALEN

matter exists through all eternity, being ungenerated and undestroyed, and (4) that
what comes and goes in it is the quality, and (5) that the element must be of the
same genus'®” with that of which it is an element. (6) For element differs from first
principle in this, that first principles are not necessarily of the same genus with the
things whose first principles they are, but elements are always of the same genus.
(7) A simple quality is an element of a composite quality, and a simple body of a
body that is not simple. (8) 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. (9) 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, lightly modified

Galen argues here, against the Pneumatists, that the elements are bodies and not just
qualities. He carefully words his claim in (T25.1) that ‘all philosophers’ followed by the
Pneumatists agree that ‘extreme heat’ produces fire when it enters matter, so as not to
include any further ontological qualifications of the ‘extreme heat’ that might be added by
all the different philosophical schools Galen has in mind. These schools are Platonic,
Peripatetic, and Stoic: Galen believes they broadly agree on all the main issues in natural
philosophy, and often neglects the differences. In this case, an important difference for the
Stoic school would be the corporeality of the ‘extreme heat’, whether it is taken as
corresponding to the designing fire or any other kind.'™ Galen avoids any direct claim of
incorporeality of the extreme heat, but it is to be understood because his argument in this
passage is designed to prevent any confusion between the categories of body and
quality.'®

12 Hipp. Elem. 1.470.4 K = 114.20 De Lacy: ‘of the same genus’ translates dpoyevég rendered by De
Lacy in all three occurrences (here and at 1.470.7 = 114.22 De Lacy and 1.470.8 = 114.23 De Lacy)
as ‘homogeneous’. The meaning of the term here should clearly be logical.

193 (T25) (1) 8 1 yop dmhovotepdv Eott TupdS 1 dkpa BeppdTg STt T8 TADTNG Eyyevopsvng T Ay

nhp dmoteheitan, T0ig PLoc6POIg MROAGYNTAL TAGLY, 0ig O AbTvanog EnecBon omovdalet. (2) kol pdv
&M xai a¢ apyn Tig T0d mupdg yevécewg YAn 1 dotiv 1) dmacv dmoPePAnuévn toig otorgeiong 1
Gimowog 1 T &yyryvopéwm tav) Beppdtng 1) dxcpa, (3) Kol T000” dpoimg duoddymTar kal dg 1) pév HAn
810 mavtdg Eom 10D aidvog Gyévwntdc e xai deBaptog odoa, (4) TO 88 Yyvouevov e Kai
dmoyryvépevov adtig 1 mowdtng doti (5) xal (g Opoyevdg elvar xpi 1O otoretov, obmep Gv 9
otoixetov. (6) &v tovTe Yap &1 kol Sriveyke otoyelov dpyxfig, &v 1@ T0g pév dpydg odk & dvéyimg
elvan 101G mpdypoctv dpoyeveis, bv dmapyovoy Gpxai, Ta 8¢ oToryln TavTe dpoyevi. (7) mowdTng
pgv yap amAf] To1dtnTog cuvBiTov oToLKEToV, Gmhodv 3¢ odua ohpatog ody amhod. (8) kal piv &l o
Beppov kai 0 yoxpdv kai 0 Enpodv kai 0 Vypdv Eléyeto Tpyds A dg mordtng §j dg dpktov ) dg
ueptypévov odpo, aivetar §” olif’ 1§ mordTng ctoyeiov ofite O kekpapévov oAU Kal Heptypévoy,
dmoAginetan O dxpatdv te kol ductov odpa kol anhodv Taic To16TNGL GTOLKETOV Elvan. (9) méAv
obv fikelg &ml mdp kal dépa kal Bdwp kal yiv, év olg mpdToIg dkpa BepudTg Kol Yuxpdmg Kal
Enpdmg kai dypdmg éoti.

1% On the kinds of fire in Chrysippus, see SVF 2.413 (136.26-137.6), ¢f- the discussion in Cooper,
‘Chrysippus’ (n.75, above).

105 See .95 above.
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INNA KUPREEVA: GALEN’S THEORY OF ELEMENTS 189

Galen describes the qualityless matter which underlies all elements, and the extreme
heat which enters it, as the first principles (T25.2). It is important for him to draw a
distinction between the first principle and the element. The main thesis on which the
distinction rests is that the element must be of the same genus as that thing of which it is
the element: dpoyevég eivan xpn 1O ototysiov, odmep dv 1) otorygiov (T25.5). This thesis
does need some deciphering, because it introduces a so far unfamiliar notion of genus and
makes use of a different sense of ‘element’. Both these novel steps once again take the
reader beyond the more familiar physical theory of elements to the realm of logical
analysis. The different meaning of ‘element’ becomes clear from Galen’s illustration of
the thesis in (T25.7). When he says that a composite quality has a simple quality as its
element and a composite body a simple body, it is clear that he means the element as a
unit of analysis in a broad sense and not just one of the four elements.'® But his goal
ultimately is to provide a theoretical justification for the concept of element which is used
in the study of nature and in medical theory.

The same text, (T25.7), can give us an idea of what Galen means by his thesis that the
element must be of the same genus with that of which it is the element. The Aristotelian
parallel for this thesis is found in Metaph. X11.4, where Aristotle argues against the view
that the principles of all things are the same. Aristotle builds on the semantic pluralism of
his Categories and maintains that the categories cannot be the elements of each other, and
any element they might have in common would have to belong to one of the categories.'"’
Now, this can be taken to imply that the elements of substances are substances, the
elements of relatives, relatives, and so on in each category.'® But Aristotle does not
actually claim this.'® It is not his goal in this argument to establish any positive thesis of
this kind. He is arguing, most likely, against the Platonists, who could be portrayed as
treating the things described as tina as the elements of those described as fa pros ti."'"® The
theory of elements he develops outside this polemic takes form, privation, and matter to
be the same elements by analogy,''' and he points out that there is a special, stronger
sense of analogical sameness for the elements of the things that belong to the same genus
(e.g. colour, sound, efc.). The examples he gives are those of concrete form, privation and
matter that constitute the corresponding genera.''

It seems to be this latter meaning of genus invoked by Aristotle that is closest to the
‘genus’ referred to by Galen when he speaks of being of the same genus (6poyevéc) in
(T25.5). Galen does indeed speak in (T25.7) of quality being the element of quality, which

1% In PHP 8.2.1-2, V.661.7-14 K, Galen explains the general meaning of otoygiov and how it is
applied to the four simple bodies.

197 Aristotle, Metaph. X11.4, 1070a33-1070b4.
198 Aristotle, Metaph. X11.4, 1070b4-11.

19 In fact, he points out, as part of his argument, that the element of a being has to be different from
that being, in the way in which B is different from BA (1070b5-8).

11° This is a development of the analysis of the passage in M. Crubellier, ‘Metaphysics L 4°, in
Aristotle’s Metaphysics Lambda, ed. D. Charles and M. Frede (Oxford 2000) 137-60 (143).

1T Aristotle, Metaph. X11.4, 1070b16-19.
12 Aristotle, Metaph. X11.4, 1070b19-21.
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190 PHILOSOPHICAL THEMES IN GALEN

might suggest that he is thinking of Aristotle’s categories, although categories as such are
never mentioned in this treatise. Galen’s main goal is to prove that the elements of bodies
are bodies and not qualities. In the latter case, his attention is drawn not so much to the
category of substance as to just one especially important kotnyopodpevov of substance,
namely body.'" It is this generic katnyopoduevov, a kind subsumed under the category,
but not identical with the category under which it is subsumed, that is used by Galen to
establish the relation of ‘being of the same genus’ in (T25.5). The first principle differs
from the element in being free from this constraint of belonging to the same generic
katégoroumenon as the genus under investigation. The first principles of the body, in our
case, the prime matter and the principle of heat, do not have to be bodies.

In the commentary Galen gives a more detailed explanation of the difference between
element and principle.

(T26) Galen, HNH 1, XV.30.4-31.4 K = 17.28-18.15 Mewaldt

(1) But in addition to it [to the principle of matter, underlying the four elements,
qualityless, ungenerated, and imperishable] there are four qualities: the extreme
cold, dryness, heat, and moisture. (2) And this was still commingled by the
ancients, who have not yet arrived at the concept of difference between the
principle and the element, because the word ‘element’ can be used also about the
principles. (3) But these are clearly two things different from one another: (a) one
is the minimal part of the whole, and (b) the other is that in respect of which this
very minimal part is conceptually differentiated. (4) For fire itself cannot be
divided into two bodies and proven to be their blending, just as earth, or water, or
air cannot [be so divided]. (5) However it is possible to conceive of (a) the
substance of a changing thing as being one thing, and (b) the change it undergoes
as another. (6) For the body that is changing is not the same as the change itself.
(7) For that which changes is the subject, and its change comes about in the
exchange of qualities: when the extreme heat enters it, fire is formed, just as air is
formed when the subject receives the extreme moisture, and in the same way earth
comes to be when that subject, which belongs to all things, being by its own
nature without qualities, receives into itself dryness without heat, and water comes
to be when [it receives in this way] coldness.'"*

113 For both body and the element (air) used as examples of substance in the context of illustrating
various types of premisses which involves a full list of Aristoteian Categories, see Inst.Log. 2.4.3-5
Kalbfleisch: § <mepi tiig odoiag, kabdmep> oi towaide «O dnp odpa éotv' 6 dip odk Eoti oY,

114 (T26) (1) ... GAMG Tpdg adTd mordTTE TEGOAPES, YuypdTng dicpa Kal EnpdTng kol BeppoTng kal
DyYpoTG. (2) cuvekéyuto &8 En todto mapd toig dpyaiolg odd’ gig Evvolav derypévorg Tig Siapopac
apxfig t& xal oToryeiov Sid 10 SHvachar xpficbon Th T0d cToyEgiov mpoomyopia Kaml T@V dpydv. (3)
@ 8¢ dVo mpaypota dom eavepds GAAMAwV Sapépovta, (a) TO uév Etepov EléyioTov Popiov Tod
8hov, (b) 10 8¢ Erepov &lg & Srwdhdrtretan kot énivolay adTd T00T0 T EAdyIoToV. (4) aAdTd PéV Yap TO
Top ol o6V 1€ SieAetv eig d00 cdpata kol Seiku kekpapsvov 8E dxeivav, domep 008 TV yiv A O
B3wp §i tOv dépa. (5) voficar pévior Suvatdv Etépav piv eivor 100 pstaPdiloviog v odoiav,
gtépav 8¢ v petaforiv avtod. (6) od yip TavTév ot TO petaPdriov odpa TH Kot odTd
petaBolri. (7) o pev yap petafdilov doti O dmokeipnevov, 1| petaPorn 8¢ adtod katd TV TdV
mowTHTwv GuoBnv yivetor, Beppémntog puév dxpog éyywvopévng odtd mopdg Gmotelovuévov,
kaBamep ye kol dépog, Srav dkpav dypdmro déEnTtan, katd Tadtd 88 yig pdv yvopdvng, Smeldav
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INNA KUPREEVA: GALEN’S THEORY OF ELEMENTS 191

This passage makes it clear that both the primary quality and the qualityless substrate are
considered by Galen as principles. The ancients are criticized for failing to see all the
principles (this is the case of Melissus, who put his finger on the concept of matter but did
not give due attention to the qualitative principles) or for confusing the concepts of
principle and element (T26.1). The latter confusion is explained by developmental
considerations: Galen says that the ancients have not yet arrived at the distinction, and
common usage allows one to use both words interchangeably (T26.2). Galen does not tell
us at which point exactly this distinction is made, and does not associate it explicitly with
any particular doctrine.

The distinction he draws is between the element as a ‘minimal part of a body’
(T26.3a) and the principle as the aspect of such a minimal part that accepts differentiation
(T26.3b). Both definitions need a brief comment. Galen has explained in the first lines of
Hipp.Elem. that in speaking of the element as the ‘minimal part of a body’, he does not
mean minimal in size, or in any other way that could be related to sense perception. ''*
Rather, he means by this a minimal type of structure that satisfies certain conceptual
requirements for being an element. From this discussion, it is clear that the structure must
include a qualityless bodily substrate and an elemental (‘minimal’) qualitative
characteristic. Neither the elemental characteristic, not the qualityless substrate can have a
separate existence. They are substructural analytical units which ‘form’ the element not in
the sense of being its actual building blocks, but in the sense of defining its properties and
behaviour. This is Galen’s explanation of the concept of ‘principle’. I believe we should
understand the phrase €ig 8 SwAAdrteron xat’énivowav in (T26.3b) as referring to the
different aspects of the element identifiable as such by conceptual analysis.''® This
analysis is further supported in (T26.4) and (5). In (T26.5), a distinction is drawn between
the substrate of change and change itself. Significantly, the substrate is called ‘substance’,
ovoia in (T26.5b) and t6 dmokeipevov in (T26.7). This analysis does strongly resemble the

dkeivo 10 drokeipevov droct katd v avtod @by droov drdpyov elg favtd déEntar EnpodtnTa
xwpig Oeppdmrog, Bdatog &’ Srav yuypdmza.

"' Hipp.Elem. 1.413 K = 56.3-7 De Lacy. We can compare with this the concept of minimal unit of
division that is minimal not in magnitude, but in kind, introduced by Galen in PHP V.661.15-662.5
K = 8.2.3.1-4.3 De Lacy: (onep odv Tijg poviig fjudv, § xpdpedo dtodeydpevor mpdg dAAHAovC,
tétrapo kol gikooi ot oToyEln, KOTd TOV adTOV TPOTOV ATGVieV TOV YEWNTAV Kol @OapTdY
copdtov Shayoto popa yii kol dnp éotv Bdwp 1e kol mhp, dhayictov 8¢ Aeyopévov tod pnkén
Topnv &yx@podvtog. 1 pv yap kotd 10 péyedog Topn Towodtov 0ddEv Eddyiotov Exet, povn 8¢ 1y kot’
gl60g {otatai mote kobGnep &m THg PoVic.

1® My interpretation differs from that in Hankinson, ‘Philosophy of nature’ (n.1, above) 214, who
has the phrase as ‘that into which this least is conceptually changeable’. On Hankinson’s translation,
Galen says that the elements are conceptually changeable into principles, which could be tolerable
in a less technical context, but not in the one which is intended as drawing a distinction. Moreover,
if we assume that Galen wants to say that the elements are changed ‘into’ the hot, cold, dry, and
moist, taking these to be principles, it will still be difficult to see the role of substrate, which is also
the principle, according to this very argument. The text at XV.30.8 K =18.4 Mewaldt is admittedly
difficult, as witness the corrections and glosses in the manuscripts: in R, the second hand corrects
SaA\drtetar into 81y tig, and in L there is a marginal variant or gloss: €ig 6 §iAn TG kat’
énivowav.
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192 PHILOSOPHICAL THEMES IN GALEN

Aristotelian analysis of change in Physics 1.7-9, where the principles of change are subject
(dmokeipevov), form, and privation. In our passage and in Galen’s discussion in
Hipp.Elem. we do not find similar references to form and privation, but this may be due to
the fact that he only discusses one kind of change, namely alteration, where the ‘form’ in
question has to be quality. Therefore the references to ‘quality’ should be understood as
indirect references to the ‘form’ of Aristotle’s general analysis. So, when Galen describes
the extreme heat as the principle, he is referring to one of the principles of change, in
accordance with Aristotle’s theory, namely the principle of form which, in the particular
class of changes called “alterations’, is represented by the category of quality.

Taking stock of Galen’s argument against the Pneumatists, we can see him taking
three main steps to establish his position:

(1) a distinction between synonymous and non-synonymous predication, which parallels
Aristotle’s semantic distinction between synonymous predication and inherence in the
Categories (T21);

(2) a further distinction between simple predication and predication ‘by prevalence’
(T23)-(T24),

(3) a distinction between the first principle and the element (T25)-(T26).

All these distinctions are needed in order to counter the Pneumatist reduction of bodily
elements to corporeal qualities. On this analysis, the element of a body is a simple body,
generated from the first principles, the quality or form of heat and the qualityless matter. The
resulting element is a body, and its elemental quality is incorporeal. If Galen were to apply
the Aristotelian categories in classifying the elements, he would treat them as substances.

The interest of this Galenic argument for the history of the Peripatetic theory of
physical substance goes beyond its polemical value in establishing the quasi-Aristotelian
elemental system against the Pneumatist quasi-Stoic one. The most important illuminating
factor lies in Galen’s use of Aristotle’s logic and metaphysics in order to build an
ontological background for the theory of elements in accordance with this logic and
metaphysics. We have seen that this is a very conscious move on his part, a part of his
programme in medical philosophy as the servant of nature (3.2 above).

There are two points in particular on which Galen’s discussion sheds light as a source
for Peripatetic thought of his age. The first has to do with the fact that he derives the four
elements and establishes their status as bodies on the basis of the analysis of the structure of
predication. In this respect, Galen’s derivation differs considerably from both known
derivations of the simple bodies found in the Aristotelian corpus, GC I1.1-4 and Cael. III-IV.
In both these discussions, Aristotle uses physical or cosmological considerations, such as the
qualitative constitution of perceptible bodies or natural motions and natural places within the
cosmos. Nowhere in the extant corpus does Aristotle attempt to define the simple bodies,
earth, air, fire, and water, in terms of more universal analytical units in his first philosophy
or in biology. In fact, there are indications that he may have serious reservations against such
attempts. Thus he concedes that the use of the word ‘element’ to describe such simple
bodies is popular rather than philosophically precise, when he speaks, many times, indeed,
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INNA KUPREEVA: GALEN’S THEORY OF ELEMENTS 193

about the ‘so-called elements’.''” He seems to be more prepared to speak of the elemental
qualities (hot, cold, dry, and moist) as ‘elements’, stoikheia.'"® Aristotle is also reluctant to
describe the elements as substances.''® For Galen, on the contrary, it is quite essential to
show that elements are qualified bodies: not simply bodies, and not simply qualities, but
the most basic qualified alterable bodily structures and as such also substances. He cannot
afford vagueness in this respect, partly because he has to counter the atomist/corpuscularist
and the Stoic/Pneumatist options, but partly, it seems, because this position is required by
the scope and focus of his study of a living organism. The paradigm shift in the ancient life
sciences, from being focussed on the study of functions across the species to a more detailed
scrutiny of material structure and mechanisms of the processes within a living organism as a
whole, has been brought to scholarly attention in connection with the work of Galen and
Alexander of Aphrodisias.'?® In this new paradigm, the explanation of organic functions can
have a stronger dependence on the understanding of the underlying elemental
transformations and mixtures. Therefore the ontological status of the main constituents of
such low-level processes is given more weight, as we can see from Galen’s polemical
account. Galen’s new derivation of the Aristotelian elements, as qualified bodies and
substances, using an Aristotelian study of predication, provides a novel and noteworthy
example of interpreting Aristotelem ex Aristotele.

The second point where Galen’s theory of elements is of interest as a source for the
study of the Aristotelian tradition has to do with the status of form in Aristotle’s
hylomorphic theory. Galen’s approach to the analysis of the simple body seems close to
the hylomorphic analysis. This also agrees well with his view of the ontological status of
elements as bodies and substances. Alexander of Aphrodisias, Galen’s younger
contemporary, famously defended his own version of the hylomorphic theory of elements,
according to which not just the elements themselves and their underlying substrate, but
also the elemental qualities, were characterized as substances. 121

We have seen that in Galen’s account, quality invariably plays the role of form as one
of the two principles of change, the other one being matter. In this role quality is also
contrasted with matter, whose representative is described as body and sometimes also
called substance and subject. What Galen does not do in our text is call the simple quality

7 phys. 1.4, 187a26; 3.5, 204b33; Metaph. X1.10, 1066b36; GC IL1, 328b31; 329a26; Mete. 1.3,
339b5; PA IL1, 646a13; GA 113, 736b31.

18 GC 112, 329b13; 11.3, 330a30, cf. (TS.1) above.
119 See Metaph. VII.16, 1040b5-10.

120 See P. L. Donini, ‘L’anima e gli elementi nel De anima di Alessandro di Afrodisia’ Atti dell’
Accademia delle Scienze di Torino, 105 (1971) 61-107. On the ‘disappearance’ of Aristotelian
model of biological inquiry in later antiquity, see J. Lennox, ‘The disappearance of Aristotle’s
biology: A Hellenistic mystery’, in J. Lennox, Aristotle’s philosophy of biology (Cambridge 2001)
110-25.

12l Alexander of Aphrodisias, de An. 5.4-9; cf. 6.2-3: odoio. pévior Exdrepov adT@V. GG Yap 1) BAn,
obtac 82 kol 1 uowdv eldog ovaia. See Caston, ‘Epiphenomenalisms’ (n.57, above), I. Kupreeva,
‘Qualities and bodies: Alexander against the Stoics’, Oxford Studies in Ancient Philosophy 25
(2003) 296-344, M. Rashed, Essentialisme: Alexandre d’Aphrodise entre logique, physique et
cosmologie (Paris 2007).
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194 PHILOSOPHICAL THEMES IN GALEN

constitutive of the simple body a form of the element. This may reflect a view according
to which form is substance in a different sense from that in which both matter and
composite are substances. This view has been attested for Boethus:

(T27) Boethus apud Simplicius in Cat. 78.10-20 Kalbfleisch

(1) Boethus says to this that the account of the primary substance suits, of all
[meanings], both matter and composite substance. (2) For it belongs to each of
them both not to be said of anything and not to be in any subject. (3) For neither
of them is inherent in something else. (4) However, the composite, even though it
is not inherent in something else, has in it the form which is which is inherent in
something else, namely matter, (5) whereas matter has nothing in it that is
inherent in something else. (6) So both have something in common and something
that is different, since matter is the matter of something, qua matter and subject,
but composite substance is not of something. (7) But in this way, says Boethus,
matter and composite are subsumed under the category of substance, but form will
remain outside the category of substance, but will fall under some other category:
quality, quantity, or some other.'?

This position has been termed ‘nominalism’ in a recent study by Marwan Rashed.'”
Galen’s account of the structure of the simple body agrees with this approach. Galen insists
that qualities and bodies belong to different predication-based groupings, and in (T26.5)
speaks of body as the substance of that which is changing. At the same time, he emphasizes
the causal role of elemental qualities, making them into the principles of elemental change
and elemental constitution. This, along with the distinction between simple predication and
predication ‘by prevalence’, allows him to avoid confusing the elemental quality, which is
constitutive of a simple body, with the quality which inheres in a composite substance and is
dependent on it. Even though form/quality is not accorded the status of substance in the
predication-based ontology, the elemental qualities retain their causal role as the principle of
change and constitutive principles of the elements. It is not clear to what extent Galen draws
on the existing sources in formulating this view. He is certainly familiar with current
Peripatetic literature and debates. But even if this is Galen’s own reconstruction of the
Aristotelian position, it offers us a good perspective on how the non-substantial account of
form in the early Peripatetic commentaries on the Categories could be made to agree with
the role of form in the theory of change and in hylomorphic theory. Moreover, Galen seems
to see no contradiction between this approach and Aristotle’s definition of soul as form and
substance. His view is apparently that the concept of substance is applied homonymously in

2 (T27) (1) émavtdv 8¢ mpdg TodTa & Bénbog tdv Tig mpdeng odsiag Adyov kal Tf TAn xal 16

ouvBéT® Epappotie gnoiv. (2) ékatépe yap adtdv dmapyel 1O pite k0O DmoKewEVOL TIVOG
MéyeoBar pite dv dmokepéve Tvi eivar (3) 0d8étepov yop adTdv &v §AA® dotiv. (4) GAMG T piv
G0vBeTOV, KAV i) dv EAAe Sotiv, Exer 0 €ldog 10 &v Eavtd &v EAA vt T BA, (5) 1) 82 7 YA 0dsE
&er i 8 &v {Aho Eotive (6) kal kowdv odv T Exovot kal Sripopov, kabboov T piv BAN Tvég doTv
BAn, ka0 $An, Gonep kol dmokeipevov, 1 88 chvBetog odaia odk Eotv Tvoe. (7) AN oftag pév,
enoiv 6 Bénbog, 1 BAn kal 0 cdvbetov dmaxicovton tf Tig odoiag katnyopiq, 1o 88 eldog Thg piv
obaiag éxtdg Eotar, On’ ANV 82 mecetror kamyopiav, fitor v mowétnTa § moodThTa § ANV TIvéL.

'ZWhich should be consulted for further details: Rashed, Essentialisme (n.121, above).
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INNA KUPREEVA: GALEN’S THEORY OF ELEMENTS 195

the cases of matter, composite, and form.'** And indeed Boethus in (T27.4-6) can provide
support for such a view, even though he does not extend the principle of homonymy to form
in that particular discussion.

Appendix: Do the elements exist in a pure state?

In the course of his argument against the Pneumatists, Galen seems to make use of the
claim that the cosmic elements are always found in a mixed state and do not exist in a
pure state. This is supposed to counter the claim of the Pneumatists according to which the
elements of a living body are not the cosmic elements, because these latter are impossible
to find within a living body.

The view according to which the elements do not exist in a pure form seems to be a
popular subject of philosophical discussions in the second century. Proclus attributes it to
Numenius:

(T28) Numenius, fr. 51 des Places = Proclus, in Tim. II, 9.4-5 Diehl
Numenius who believes that everything is mixed holds that nothing is simple.'?

This view is criticized by Alexander of Aphrodisias in Mant. 7 in a form which suggests
Platonic tradition as its source, since the text goes back to the text of 7i. 31b. Here, Plato,
before introducing the four elements, says that nothing can be bodily without being both
tangible and visible. Since visibility belongs to fire and tangibility to earth, this text is
interpreted as saying that every body has to contain all elements. '*

Galen’s position seems difficult to pin down. This is how he argues against the
Pneumatists:

(T29) Galen, Hipp.Elem. 1.453.15-454.11 K = 98.6-15 De Lacy.

... (1) So if you are looking for earth in animals, you can see (in them) the kind of
earth that you see also in the cosmos; but earth that is unmixed, complete, and by
itself you would not easily find even in the cosmos; similarly you would not find
water that is pure and not mixed with all the rest, and the same is true of fire and
air; all have been adulterated by other kinds of things and mixed with them, and
they all received a larger or smaller share of each other. (2) But even in a mixture
the form of the prevailing element will appear clearly to someone who has
intellect. (3) Do not then look for anything unmixed in the bodies of animals
either, but be content, when you see this part cold and dry and solid, to call earth
to mind, and when you see that part rarefied and wet and fluid, to think of
water.'”’

124 It seems that a similar approach to the concept of principle is taken in Galen’s interpretation of
Aristotle’s account of the soul as form and substance, see e.g. Q4AMIV.783.3-9 K.

125 (T28) Novpriviog pév odv mévea, pepiyBor oidpevog oddev oleton etvon Gmhodyv.

126 Alexander, Mant. 7, see discussion and some references in Alexander of Aphrodisias,
Supplement to On the soul, trans. R. W. Sharples (London 2004) 80-85.

127.(T29) (1) Hor’, € tnreig dv 10Tg {doig Yiv, Exelg OedoacBor TowrdTnY, olav KAV 1@ | Kéou®, THY

8 dpktév Te Kol mavred kol povny odk v 008’ &v éxeive pading EEedpoig, donep 008’ Vdwp
xoBapdv kol Guiydc dméviev OV FAMwv ovdE mhp 008’ dépa- vevoBevtan yap Gmavo TOG
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196 PHILOSOPHICAL THEMES IN GALEN

Numenius’s interpretation of Plato’s argument requires every perceptible body to consist
of the mixture of all elements (fire and earth in order to be visible and tangible, air and
water in order to retain the balance of the mixture). By contrast, Galen’s argument does
not seem to require all bodies to be mixtures, at least not on those grounds. Yet Galen
claims in (T29.1) that there are no unmixed elements anywhere in the cosmos, meaning
that as a matter of fact it is impossible to discover pure elements in the cosmos. Then he
goes on to argue in (T29.2) that there are the elements nonetheless ‘for anyone who has
intellect’. The reference to ‘intellect’ seems to be crucial here, as Galen suggests that we
should not expect to encounter the elements qua pure states, but that it is still possible, on
the basis of perceiving particular properties, to infer a combination of elemental bodies
sufficiently strong to produce such perceptible properties. His argument in (T29.2) and (3)
seems to be directed against the Pneumatist appeal to sense perception in establishing
evidence for the animate or inanimate elements.

gtepoyevéot kal dvapuktar kol peteineev § pddov dAAAwV i firtov. (2) GAAG ToL Kav Tij pikst
101G Y& vobv &xovow 1) Tod kpatodvrog idsa paivetar. (3) pr toivov und’ év 10ig 1@V {dov chpacty
dptév T Cter, GAL dpkeito oot Tovtl pév yuxpdv kol Enpdv kol mokvdv 186viL 1O pdpiov
avapwmobfivan yfig, Touti 8’ dpardv kol Gypdv kai putdv elg Evvorav Bdatog deucéodat.
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