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Abstract

This is the first extensive comparative study that systematically illustrates how Galen
tailors his rhetorical strategies according to the genre of literature he is using. This study is
part of a growing body of literature which attempts to address the over-arching question posed
by Prof. van der Eijk in Toward a Rhetoric of Ancient Scientific Discourse— 'How was
scientific knowledge expressed and communicated in the ancient world?’. The particular aim
of this study is to provide insight into the interrelationship between scientific knowledge,
genre and rhetoric in the Galenic Corpus. To illustrate this, six Galenic texts were selected as
exemplars of different types of scientific communication: protreptic, prolegomena, medical
commentary, isagogic text, thesis and scientific treatise. Each exemplar is systematically
analysed in respect to its understood objective, participants (author/audience), structure,
language, level of explanation and the kinds of proofs used. This analysis is informed both by
modern linguistic theory as well as by ancient definitions and practices of the aforementioned
types of discourse. The format of this study lends itself to drawing comparisons between the
aforementioned texts. This study illustrates how Galen is a skilled communicator who adjusts
his authorial posture, arguments and stylistic register to a broad range of communicative

situations and audiences.
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Introduction

I. Methodology and the aims of the study

Speech (To Aéyeiv) is not particular to rhetoric (pnTopikn) but is
common to every form of learning which uses words; for medicine
speaks well (U Aéyelv) concerning its own theoretical principles, and
music concerning those of music.

— Sextus Empiricus (c. late 2™ century AD), Math., 2.51.

The above quote illustrates two issues seminal to this study. First, it suggests that in
the 2™ century AD, there was such a thing as medical discourse and that this type of discourse
was associated with other learned studies (uoBnuaTa), or sciences if you will.! The quote
also sheds light on the relationship between ‘speaking well’ (eU Aeyeiv) and ‘rhetoric’
(pnTopikn). For Sextus, a scientific author speaks well when he does not ‘turn aside from
customary speech’ (O un exkAiveov Ta kata Ty ouwnBeiav Aeyopeva) and when he is a
master of the subject.” Sextus reveals an ancient understanding of the interplay between
scientific knowledge and the effective use of language.

Although Sextus has speech (To Aéyeiv) in mind, this study pertains to the other form
of discourse, namely writing. In the 2 century AD, these two forms of communication were
not far removed from each other, especially when one considers that texts were often
produced by dictation and that authors tended to respond to their predecessors’ writings just
as if they were carrying on a conversation with a contemporary.’ Considering the different
usages and theoretical definitions of the term ‘rhetoric’, for the purpose of this study ‘rhetoric’
is used to refer to the formal techniques used by authors to effectively convey their message

in a particular communicative context and for a specific purpose, i.e. ‘speaking well’.

! In this study the term ‘discourse” is used to cover both oral and written expression and both semantic and
pragmatic aspects of communication. van der Eijk 1997, 77, n. 1. The term “science’ is used for any serious
endeavour to gain knowledge of the nature of things, and therefore, ‘scientific discourse” refers to oral and
written accounts that attempt to provide veridical ‘representations of aspects of the world that answer to evolving
human interests’. Kitcher 2002, 405. In respect to ancient scientific texts, I am speaking to works written on
subjects, such as medicine, architecture, music, mathematics, astronomy and philosophy. While such subjects do
not meet the modemn definition of ‘scientific’, they do encapsulate the ancient sciences, i.e. the epistemological
concepts associated with pabnuata. van der Eijk 1997, 77, n. 1. In regard to the errant explanations of ancient
medical theories being called scientific, while I do not take an antirealist position in respect to scientific truth,
one should bear in mind, nevertheless, that many of theories in the past which enjoyed considerable success have
been disproved, and therefore, the history of science reminds us that no generation’s scientific explanations arc
immune to falling under the scrutiny of the next. Lauden 1981.

? Sextus Empiricus, Math., 2.52.

3 Schenkeveld 1992; Dorandi 1993.
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No physician in antiquity was more cognizant of the power of language and the
limitations of genres of discourse than Claudius Galenus (AD 129—c. 210). In his writings,
one will find numerous discussions and texts concermning the epistemological value of
language and its relationship to scientific discourse. As von Staden has pointed out, Galen
believed a ‘good scientist™ should be a ‘historian of both science and of language’.* Galen's
commitment to the proper usage of language can also be perceived in the way he censures his
predecessors and contemporaries for their imprecise terminology as well as their lack of
attention to the epistemological value of various genres of prose and poetry.’ As to his own
communicative practices, Galen’s corpus of writings attests to his use of a broad range of
types of scientific discourse which we identify with terms such as exhortations, introductory
texts, commentaries, polemics, letters, technical handbooks, theses, treatises, bibliographical
texts, epitomes and glossaries. While many of these types of prose have a recognizable
medico—philosophical pedigree.® it is difficult to find meaningful precedent genres for some

of Galen’s writings, all of which make Galen a fascinating and complicated medical author.’

1.1 The aim of this study

Most of the Galenic scholarship in the 20" century was dedicated to explaining
Galen’s position on medicine and philosophy. With the increasing interest in a socio—cultural
approach to medical history, the last 20 years have seen an increasing amount of scholarship
dedicated to Galen’s communicative theory and practices as well as his relationship to the
epideictic culture of the 2" century AD.® Lopez Férez and Pearcy have sketched out Galen’s
position on rhetoric and rhetoricians.” One can find a number of articles and chapters
discussing Galen’s views on the epistemological merits of language and of genres of
literature.'® Other notable studies that have contributed to our understanding of Galen’s

approach to scientific discourse are von Staden’s informative study of Galen’s use of ‘genre’

* von Staden 1995b, 517.

S de Lacy 1966a; Sluiter 1995; Tieleman 1996, 219-248.

¢ Althoff 1993; van der Eijk 1997, 89-90; Schenkeveld 1997; Wittern 1998.

" For example, there is no ancient genre of scientific prose which reflects Praen.’s odd combination of case
histories, theoretical information and autobiographical details. As Nutton notes, Praen. is both a *puzzle of
literary form™ and an ‘important social document of the Antonine Age” which should be ‘rescued from neglect’.
Nutton 1988a, 62.

8 Bowersock 1969, 59-74; Kollesch 1981; von Staden 1995b; 1997; Swain 1996, 357-379. cf. Brunt 1994, 43—
46.

¥ Lépez Férez has provided brief discussion of the concepts Galen associates with the terms pntopikr and
priTeop. However, his treatment of Galen's use of ‘technical’ rhetorical terminology is problematic. Lépez Férez
1994. cf. Lopez Férez 1999. A more well-rounded treatment of Galen's perspective on rhetoric and medicine can
be found in Pearcy 1993.

1 A selection of scholarship on these subjects can be observed in the following: de Lacy 1966a; Edlow 1977;
Hankinson 1994b; von Staden 1995b; Sluiter 1995; 1995; Ticleman 1996, 219-248; Morison 2008.
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terms and Singer’s discussion of Galen’s levels of explanation.'’ Durling has provided a
series of short studies concerning aspects of Galen’s language and style.'> Another recent
approach to Galen’s rhetoric 1s Mattern’s study of Galen’s depictions of his interactions with
patients.’” While there have been a number of works on Galen’s communicative practices
within specific genres of scientific prose,'* these studies, by and large, have not taken a
comparative approach to Galen’s genre rhetoric. A notable exception is Asper’s recently
published monograph, Griechische Wissenschaftstexte, which looks at the communicative
practices of a variety of authors, including Galen, with respect to their use of different types
of scientific writing.'” With that said, to date, there has not been an extensive trans-genre
study that illustrates how Galen tailors his rhetorical strategies to the genre he is using.

The aim of this study is to address the over-arching question—What is the
interrelationship between scientific knowledge, genre and rhetoric in the Galenic Corpus?—
by analyzing Galen’s rhetorical practices in a variety of different genres of prose.'® This study
takes a socio-historical approach to rhetoric. Therefore, the following questions will be
addressed: For Galen, what makes a discourse more or less scientific, or for that matter, more
or less medical? How does Galen’s rhetorical practice within different genres correspond to
his theoretical position on scientific language? What modes of verbal expression, technical
idioms, stylistic registers and genres did Galen use to convey his views to a wide variety of
audiences, and what communicative strategies did he employ to make his ideas intelligible,
persuasive and fashionable?'’” What rhetorical strategies does Galen employ to protect himself
from censure when entering into a discourse that he perceives to be less scientific? How does
his choice of genre contribute to his explicit and implicit purposes for writing on a subject?
What are the interrelationships between different genres in scientific literature? Does Galen’s
authorial presence vary from genre to genre? What is the relationship between Galen’s
authorial posture and the genre he is writing in? How does he use the rhetorical figure of ‘the

audience’ (i.e. dedicatee, addressee and the explicit audience) to contextualize his message?

" Singer 1997b; von Staden 1998.

12 Here, 1 am speaking to the series of articles written by Durling 1979; 1986; 1988; 1992.

¥ Mattern’s work focuses upon the ways in which Galen presents himself through physician-patient narratives.
Mattern 2008.

'* Some recent noteworthy studies are Boudon 1994; 2000; Manetti and Roselli 1994; Mansfeld 1994, 117-176:;
Asper 1996, 331-335; 2005; Oser-Grote 1998; von Staden 2002a.

' Asper 2007.

1% The conception of this thesis and many of the questions that will be considered are derived from Prof. van der
Eijk’s work, ‘Towards a Rhetoric of Ancient Scientific Discourse’. I was intrigued by and have greatly benefited
from Philip's explorative study of the rhetorical issues associated with ancient scientific prose. van der Eijk
1997.

17 van der Eijk 1997, 77-78.
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Ultimately, this thesis finds itself in a growing number of studies that attempt to shed
light on the ways in which scientific knowledge was communicated in the ancient world. It is

my hope that this study will spur on future comparative studies of generic conventions and

communicative practices in the Galenic Corpus.

1.2 Methodology

This study examines Galen’s genre rhetoric through the analysis of six texts which
represent six different kinds of discourse: prolegomenon, commentary, protreptic, isagogic,
thesis and the kind of writing commonly identified as a treatise. Ancient terminology, theory
and practice, as well as modern genre scholarship, were used as the criteria for identifying
these as ancient genres. The selected genres serve to illustrate the common genres (isagogic,
commentary, thesis and treatise), as well as some of the unique genres (protreptic and
prolegomenon), in the Galenic Corpus. The texts were selected to illustrate Galen’s stylistic
range (from Puls. to Protr.) as well as his persuasive techniques within a genre (HNH). The
conceptual model used in this analysis is derived from linguistic theory which treats genres as
goal-oriented communicative events having their own complementary registers.'® Therefore,
my analysis considers the over-arching objective of each type of discourse and breaks each
text into the component parts of the communicative triangle: author-audience-message.
Recurring points of analysis are the generic information about the social occasion/ rhetorical
situation; the presence and role of the audience; the posture (instructor/colleague), identity
(artisan/theorician, physician/philosopher, affinity toward different types of collectives and
individuals) and presence of the author; the content of the message and the kinds of
organizing principles used; the level of explanation and the types of proofs used; and the
stylistic register, which includes generic variations in the articulation of sentences and
paragraphs as well as the use of technical and non-technical vocabulary. Some points of
analysis that are particular to Galen will be touched upon in order to provide information
about the nature of each text, i.e. Galen’s use of prefaces, autocitations, anecdotes and

: 19
polemical remarks.

'¥ This approach has its origins with John Langshaw Austin's ‘speech act” theory. Austin 1962. Some of the
points of analysis in this study are taken from Hymes’ proposed method of analysis of *specch events’, which are
defined as recognizable classes of communicative situations. Hymes 1972, 58 ff. cf. Mecchan and Rees-Miller
2001. An account of the developments in this linguistic approach to genres of communication, as well as its
relationship to literary and rhetorical approaches to genre, can be found in Swales 1990, 33-67. The use of
linguistic theory for the analysis of modem scientific and technological communication can be found in Sager,
Dungworth and McDonald 1980. The use of such a linguistic approach for the study of ancient scientific texts is
put forward in van der Eijk 1997, 83-85.

' Peterson 1977.
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In regard to the complicated concept of ‘the audience’, I am broadly speaking of those
toward whom a discourse is directed.”’ | make a further distinction between the ‘ideal’ versus
the ‘historical’ audience. Attention is paid primarily to the ideal audience, which is defined as
‘the auditor implied by a discourse [that is] a model of what the rhetor would have his real
auditor become’, i.e. the textual audience.”' The historical audience—a rhetorical audience
with a historically concrete existence—is a less useful concept in the discussion of ancient
literature because such information is often a matter of speculation.”* Under the topic of the
audience, 1 also make a distinction between the dedicatee and the addressee. Although a
single individual could conceivably play both roles, the dedicatee is, strictly speaking, an
individual for whom a work was composed and published. The addressee covers a wide
variety of figures in a text. In some cases, such as polemics, the addressee is lifted up as an
object of ridicule and scorn for the audience. In other cases, the addressee can be considered
the ideal audience. In short, the addressee is a figure to whom the author speaks in the body of
the work in order to advance the author’s arguments and to signify a particular relationship
between this figure and the author.

In respect to the aforementioned ‘presence’ of the author and audience, this study
looks at the frequency, as well as Galen’s usage, of the verbal/pronominal/ adjectival forms of

the first/second person plural and singular.23

Such information is not only useful to
understanding the author—audience relationship in each genre, but it also reveals the type of
“first person-centred rhetoric’ Galen uses in each text to construct his ‘scientific self*.**

A couple of points should be stressed as to the notion of ‘technical’ and ‘non-
technical’ language. First, technical language is not so much an indicator of audience-
orientedness as it is of the author signaling that he 1s speaking the language of a ‘discourse
community’.25 In other words, because a text contains medical terms, one should not assume

that it could not be understood by non-practioners and, subsequently, that the text’s historical

audience is restricted to physicians.”® While technical language is one of the defining

20 van der Eijk 1997, 86-89.

?' Black 1970, 113.

22 In respect to the historical audience in rhetorical situation, sec Bitzer 1968.

2% van der Eijk 1997, 115-119. I have benefited from the first person analyses used by Prof. Harry Hine in a

paper entitled ‘Subjectivity and Objectivity in Latin Scientific and Technical Literature’, which he presented at

the Workshop on Greco-Roman Scientific and Medical Writing, 2007.

24 yon Staden 1994, 103—104. The egocentric rhetoric of 5™ and 4™ century BC medico-scientific texts was first
ut forward in Lloyd 1989, 56-70.

*>The term ‘discourse community’ has been defined by Swales as a collection people who have a suitable degree

of ‘relevant content and discourse expertise’, share a “common enterprise’, share a set of ‘normative and

principle belicfs as to knowledge’, employ ‘one or more genres to communicate its members’ ideas’ and have

acquired a ‘specific lexis’. Swales 1990, 24-27. cf. Seager 1988; Goldman 1994.

2 van der Eijk 1997, 86-89.
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characteristics of a discourse community,”” one merely has to look at the way in which a
physician uses medical terminology to convey information to his patient or to the community
abroad as evidence that this type of specialized language primarily signals the author’s and
the audience’s competence. It is well understood that the pepaideumenoi of Galen and his
coevals’ society took an active interest in medical matters. With that said, it is not always a
simple matter to determine what is and what is not technical language.”® In addition to
terminology, factors such as syntax and style could conceivably be used to indicate a technical
language.29 In this study, medico-technical language is recognized at the level of terminology,
and whether a term belongs to such a technical lexicon i1s determined by looking at its use in

the language.

1.3 Problems and pitfalls of this study

Genre is a slippery term which easily opens one up to criticisms regardless of the
approach taken. Within the fields of study that examine spoken and written language, there
are numerous approaches to studying genres of discourse.*® And, certainly, works entitled The
Madness of Genre or Integrating Rhetorical and Literary Theories of Genre reflect a
dissatisfaction among scholars with the way in which the term/concept is being used in a field
of study.”' Likewise, works which are dedicated to criticizing or defending the value of genre
studies reveal that this is a tendentious topic.’> Simply expressed, there is no universally
accepted ‘theory’ of genre.

Ancient medical texts have been largely ignored by classicists having been dismissed
as ‘technical writtings’ rather than ‘literature’. This neglect, coupled with the wide variety of
forms of scientific prose and the lack of a unified system of genres in antiquity, leaves us
without a systematic account of the relations between ancient scientific texts and genres.>® In
classical studies, genre analysis has been primarily used in the explanation of poetic works in

one of two ways: empirical or theoretical.**

The camp that takes an empirical approach often
pays an enormous amount of attention to categorizing a piece of poetry according to its formal
characteristics. The theorists’ approach to poetic literature is more content- or theme-oriented.

The specificity of ancient genre terms of poetry, as well as the identification of poetic genres

2 Swales 1990, 24-27.

% In the first chapter of his systematic treatment of the medical Latin, Langslow presents a variety of issues
associated with identifying technical language. Langslow 2000, 1-75.

2 An analysis of the criteria for identifying and characterizing technical terms is discussed in Langslow 2000, 6-
26. cf. Langslow 1989, 37-40.

3% Surveys of past and current approaches to genre can be found in Devitt 1993; Frow 2006.

3! Mullett 1992; Devitt 2000.

** White 2003.

33 van der Eijk 1997, 89-90.

* Conte 1992.
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by their formal features, particularly their meter, illustrates the ancient perspective that poetry
is a mimetic art.” Scientific prose, on the other hand, reflects to a greater extent the
pragmatics of everyday discourse. Therefore, I have chosen a model of genre analysis which
emphasizes the communicative elements of discourse.

As this is a comparative study, the depth of analysis had to be sacrificed for the sake
of breadth. Therefore. my analysis does not include Galen’s use of schemes (e.g. assonance,
ellipsis and antithesis) and particles because such stylistic features do not necessarily reflect
generic conventions. Likewise, questions concerning Galen’s use of ancient formal rhetorical
theory have not been fully addressed in this study. Furthermore, to facilitate comparisons
between the various texts, 1 have, as was mentioned, tried to standarize the topics of my
analysis. This method is not conducive to a fluid rhetorical analysis because it separates
corresponding elements of a discourse which were designed to have a synergistc effect on a
particular argument. Here again, sacrifices had to be made for the sake of comparison.

Because of the imposed word limit and the scope of this study, comparisons with other
Galenic texts and with the works of other authors were not systematically presented in each
chapter of my thesis. Such ‘controls’ are desirable both for situating Galen’s writings among
his contemporaries’ and for drawing firmer conclusions about generic conventions.
Comparisons between the language in Galenic texts of the same time frame was another
important point of analysis which was regretably left out of this thesis for similar reasons.
Without such comparisons, allowances need to be made for chronological determinants which
could possibly account for some of Galen’s particular use of language such as idioms and
phraseology. Lastly, although equally desirable for strengthening my conclusions, an analysis
of Galen’s use of ‘technical language’ was not systematically carried out in this thesis. It is
my intention to include all of these important points of analysis in a presentation of this study
revised for publication.

As to the question of relevance, one might argue that no author is typical, and
certainly, Galen is not. In many respects, this point has merit. However, we must bear in mind
that Galen was not writing in a vacuum. And, if we assume that he was an effective
communicator—an assumption | believe is borme out by the enormous number of Galenic
texts which were preserved and studied for centuries after his death—then his writings reflect

some of the ways in which a medical author could convey knowledge.

35 yon Staden 1998; Farrell 2003, 384-386.
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For the sake of contextualizing Galen’s communicative practice, in the following
section I will briefly touch upon Galen’s rhetorical education as well as his theoretical

position on rhetoric and scientific discourse.

II. Medicine and rhetoric in the Galenic Corpus

2.1 Galen’s rhetorical education

Galen does not provide us with much information as to his early education. However,
one can deduce from his social standing and his comments about rhetoric and grammar that
his early education would have been similar to that of Herodes Atticus (AD 101-176) and
other children of wealthy pepaideumenoi.*® Thus, Galen’s grammatical education would have
involved readings from the most noteworthy ancient writers, such as Homer and Plato, and he
would have been exposed to line-by-line exegesis of some poetical texts. Galen would have
been taught the social importance of modeling one’s language in respect to the Attic dialect of
the authors he was studying, which explains why Galen chose to write in Attic.’’ His
rhetorical training most likely involved elementary exercises in prose composition, such as the
one’s described in Theon’s (c. 1% century AD) Progymnasmata.3 ¥ Here, he would have gained
experience writing persuasively in forms of prose, such as myth (puBos), anecdote (xpeia),
maxim (yvwun), refutation (avaokeur), confirmation (KOTaoKeun), encomium (EyKwHIOV),
invective (JOyos), comparison (OUYkpiols), common place (kolvos Tomos), description
(exppoois) and thesis (Beo1s). Galen’s early rhetorical education would have also provided
him with ‘armfuls of prose and waggonloads of poets’ in order to liven up his arguments or to
reveal his learnedness.”’

Galen’s interest in pnTopikn in his adult years is evident in the collection of titles of
his works, which he cites in Lib.Prop. under the category of Ta Tols YPOUUOTIKOIS KA
pnTopol kova.*’ From titles, such as Political Terms in Aristophanes, Collection of Notable
Attic Terms and Clarity and Unclarity, it is quite evident that Galen’s interest in prTopiky is
related to language rather than persuasive speech. For Galen, pntopikn, as well as
ypouuaTikn, reveals the common usage of a term in Attic Greek. Thus, by knowing the way

in which a term was used by the ancients, one was better able to express something in ‘pure,

3 papalas 1981; Brunt 1994, 44-45; Kennedy 1994, 201-208.
7 Wisse 2001.

3 Cichocka 1992; Kennedy 2003.

% Philostratus, VS, 1.539.25-27.

“ Lib.Prop., Boudon-Millot 2007a, 173.5.
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colloguial. idiomatic Attic’.*' AiakexTikn, on the other hand, is used to logically determine

what is the best term or definition to signify the nature of something.**

It is unclear to what extent Galen was familiar with the rhetorical handbooks of his
time.* Galen's own treatment of rhetoric in Lib.Prop. reveals that he did not devote any
writings to the kind of rhetorical theory found in the technical handbooks of rhetoricians. We
do find Galen listing the rhetorical terms for the parts of a speech: mpooiptov, Sinynais,
mioTels and émihoyos.** However, these terms were undoubtedly part of the common
vernacular of the pepaideumenoi, and therefore, they do not reveal that Galen had ever made a
serious study of the rhetorical handbooks. To judge from Galen’s own writings, it is most
likely that his knowledge of rhetorical theory was derived from what philosophical authors

had to say about prToptkr rather than what rhetoricians wrote.*’

2.2 Galen’s perspective on rhetoricians and rhetoric

While Galen sometimes seems to distinguish between an orator (prjTeop) and the
rhetorician (pnTop1KkOs), he generally speaks as if they are one and the same class of people.*®
He does use the former term to speak about the persuasive practices of court lawyers.?” He
also expresses an awareness of some of the key orators of his time and their predecessors.*® In
CAM, he uses orators (PN TOpes) as positive examples of artisans who both know the method
of their art and spend their time training themselves in this method.*’ Nevertheless, his
portrayal of orators and rhetoricians in general is negative. His main criticisms are that these
men’s arguments are not scientific because they deal only in plausibilities and their aim is
persuasion rather than knowledge. Many of his remarks aimed at rhetoricians should be
understood in the context of his polemics against other physicians. Thus, when characterizing
physicians who make a habit of disputing about medical terms, he claims that the practices of
orators (PTjTopes), grammarians and dialecticians have as much to do with the practice of

medicine as an ‘ass playing a harp’.*® Similarly, Galen defines a prTopikos avrip as one who

*!'von Staden 1995b, 516.

“2 Di.Dec., K. 9.789

3 On the basis of Galen's statement in PHP (K. 5.32), which relates how the pnTopixai Téxvat teach the use of
topoi in hypotheses, Pearcy concludes that Galen ‘had read the rhetoricians’ handbooks’. Pearcy 1993, 449.
Likewise, Lopez Férez seems to argue that Galen's use of the terms 8e1voTns, cadnveia and ouvTouia
indicates an awareness of the technica! terminology of rhetorical manuals. Lopez Férez 1994, 228-232. Neither
of these scholat’s arguments proves that Galen had studied the rhetorical handbooks.

“ Thras., K. 5.848.

* Hipp.Epid. K. 17a.678.

% pearcy 1993, 449-450; Lopez Férez 1994, 223-228.

7 Hipp.Prorrh., K. 16.689.

* pearcy 1993, 449-450.

“ CAM, K. 1.245.

% Di.Dec., K. 9.789.
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uses public opinion to carry his arguments and to obscure the truth.”’ However, sometimes
Galen presents a more positive image. For example, he remarks how rhetoricians have made a
good study of Lysias and Demosthenes. ™

Galen often makes a distinction between rhetoricians (fmroplkoi), dialecticians
(81oAekTiko1) and sophists (codioTa).” Rhetoricians and dialecticians practice two different
arts of argumentation used in disputable matters of words.” Galen’s use of the term
cod1oTns is invariably pejorative. However, he does not use this term to signify Sophists, as
in Philostratus’ class of epideictic orators.”* Galen also does not use the term to signify an
identifiable group in society. Like Plutarch, the pejorative meaning he ascribes to the term
echoes the Platonic definition of men who are interested m eristic rather than seeking truth.
Thus, these individuals need not be rhetors. Often, ‘cod10Trs” is simply used to identify
Galen's enemies. Galen’s defintion of codioTns is simply one of many different ways in
which the term was used in the 2™ century AD. Furthermore, as will be seen, Galen’s concept
of sophistic argumentation (codraTikn) has nothing to do with Philostratus’ perception of
Sophistic rhetoric. And, for that matter, the notion that there was a distinctive Sophistic
rhetoric practiced during the 2" century AD which can be recognized by certain stylistic
characteristics is not borne out by analysis.”® Thus, this study will use the term epideictic
rather than sophistic for the kind of stylistically ornate language that is primarily used to
reveal the erudition of the speaker.

In respect to the two most influential philosophical figures in his works, Galen took a
more Aristotelian perpective of pnTopikn rather than holding to the somewhat dismissive
notion of pnTopikn expressed in some of the Platonic dialogues.”” For Galen, rhetoric was a
complete TéXvn that had a method and could be broken down into individual skills.”® As was
common in his time, he considered rhetoric as being part of a collection of intellectual
technai.” However, for Galen, rhetoric was of a decidedly lower intellecual status in respect
to more epistemic fields of study, such as logic, medicine, architecture, geometry,
mathematics and astronomy.®® Nevertheless, Galen does not go so far as to demean rhetoric to

denote merely flamboyant language and specious arguments. In Nar.Fac., Galen claims that

3 Proer., K. 1.25.

52 Diff.Puls.. K. 8.718.

3 Here, ‘sophists’ is used rather than ‘Sophists’ to indicate that Galen is not referring to a historical group of
orators of the 2™ century AD.

% Di.Dec., K. 9.789.

5% Different meanings of the term cod1oTns can be found in Brunt 1994, 48-50.
56 Schiappa 1991.

57 pearcy 1993, 450-452.

% CAM, K. 1.245; Thras., K. 5.848.

* Protr., K. 1.39.

% CAM, K. 1.245; Pecc.Dig., K. 5.64.
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rhetoric is a form of reasoning that deals with plausibilities (m8ava).®' Galen points out that
certain rhetoricians who are unable to refute an argument resort to ridicule. He goes on to
claim that these men do not practice rhetoric because rhetoric uses persuasive reasoning (T
81 Aoyou mBavou): therefore. an argument without reason (To Siax Aoyov) is a vulgar trick
(Bwholox1kov) and not a rhetorical proof (pnTopikov).** In this same section, Galen points
out that there are two ways to argue a disputable matter: dialectically (SioAekTikes) and
rhetorically (pnTopikads). Here, Galen echoes the sentiment expressed at the outset of
Aristotle’s Rhetorica, namely that rhetoric is the avTioTpodos to dialectic. Nevertheless, in

most of his works, Galen holds that a physician should avoid rhetorical reasoning in scientific

. 63
discourse.

2.3 Galen'’s theoretical perspective on the epistemological merits of argumentation, language
and genre

In PHP, Galen puts forward a hierarchical theory of the epistemological merits of four
different types of premisses used for proofs: the highest form, scientific (EmicTnuovIKT),
followed by dialectic (SicAexTikn), rhetorical (pnTopik) and sophistic (codioTikn).®
Scientific and dialectical premisses are of a higher epistemological order because they deal
with the actual attributes of a subject. Scientific premisses are superior to dialectical because
they involve the nature of the object (e.g. the ¢puacis of the heart derived by anatomy) as
opposed to the essential, logically derived definitions of the object (e.g. the ousia of the heart
derived by logic) proven by dialectical permisses. Galen equates rhetorical premisses with
common beliefs and the endoxa of non-experts (e.g. what Homer has to say about the heart).
He considers these types of premisses as dealing with plausibilities as opposed to knowledge,
and therefore, they are ill-suited for scientific discourse. Sophistic premisses are merely based
on the etymology of words and other clever wordplays. Although he differs from Aristotle’s
notion of endoxa being proper to dialectic, Galen’s hierarchy of premisses by and large
reflects Aristotelian concepts and terminologies in Posterior Analvtics, Topics, Rhetoric and
Sophistical Refutations.®® This theory illustrates some of the interplay between language and
knowledge. While the aformentioned theory is put forward to support Galen’s criticisms of
Chrysippus in PHP, one can ascertain, nevertheless, from Galen’s other writings that this

theorical model was not constructed ad hoc but is a part of Galen’s epistemology.

' Nat.Fac..K.2.61-62.

2 Nat.Fac., K. 2.61.15-62.2.

 pearcy 1993, 453.

6 piIpP, K. 5.221-228; Pearcy 1993, 454; Tieleman 1995, 491493, 1996, 12-23.
6 pearcy 1993, 454; Tieleman 1995, 490-491.
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For Galen, the essence of language is signification. Galen’s emphasis on signification
as opposed to ornamentation can be observed in his theoretical approach to the lexis of
science. Galen's theory of lexis is the notion that a word should as clearly and as closely as
possible signify the nature of the object it references. When defining an object with a term,
one must have an accurate conception, ennoia, of the object. One of the ways in which lexical
clarity is accomplished is with ‘consistency and rigour’, applying a term to one and one thing
only.*® Another method Galen puts forward for ensuring clarity of meaning is through
ordinary Greek usage, by which he typically means Attic. In theory, Galen emphasizes the
avoidance of figurative language by the use of ‘primary’ and ‘literal’ application of words.?’
Thus, unlike Theophrastus’ notion of the excellence of language being ‘good Greek, clarity,
appropriateness, and ornamentation’, for Galen, the virtues of language are clarity and
freedom from ambiguity.®® Therefore, it would seem that Galen’s content-oriented theory of
language leaves little to no room for rhetorical ornamentation.

One of Galen’s programs, particularly in his assessment of the scientific nature of
Hippocratic texts, was to distinguish between scientific writings and those which are for
entertainment, i.e. history and poetic literature.®” As Sluiter has illustrated, ‘the genres Galen
uses as a foil for Hippocrates are poetry, especially Homer, and historiography.’’® She points
out that, in Hellenistic and Roman doctrine, literary forms were often distinguished in respect
to their adherence to truth: ‘in declining order of truthfulness they were loTopia (fama,
verum), TAaouo (fictum argumentum, verisimile) and wubos (fabula, falsum)’.”' Although
separating scientific writing from poetry posed no trouble to Galen, history was a different
matter.’> Galen argues that, unlike scientific writing, historiography’s aim is to entertain, and
its erudition is inferior in respect to truth criteria.”?

In PHP, Galen puts forward his position on the epistemic value of poetry in scientific
inquiry.74 Here, his attack is primarily on the Stoic positions that one could derive
philosophical knowledge or adduce evidence from poetry through the method of ‘articulation’
(810pBpwats).” The Stoics used opinions of experts and non-experts alike for their

dialectical arguments.’® Thus, a myth could be farmed for knowledge under the belief that it

% Hankinson 1994a, 171.

7 von Staden 1995b, 502—503.

* Soph.. K. 14.587-8; Hankinson 1994a, 177.

% Sluiter 1995, 195-196.

70 Sluiter 1995, 199.

! Sluiter 1995, 201.

72 Sluiter 1995, 204.

7> Sluiter 1995, 211,

:4 A discussion of Galen's approach to poetry in PHP and elsewhere can be found in von Staden 1998, 79-82
5 Tieleman 1996, 219, ' ’
78 Tieleman 1996, 220.
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contains hidden fragments of truth.”” Galen’s criticisms of Chrysippus’ use of poetry is
directed toward the extent and the way in which it is used in scientific inquiry. For Galen,
poetry and non-expert testimony are only ancillary information in scientific inquiry. In other
words, they should be used only when something is proven via the aforementioned scientific
premisses: they should not take the place of scientific premisses.

This sketch of Galen’s theoretical approach to language and rhetoric serves as a
backdrop for the following analyses of his communicative practice. From the above, Galen
presents himself as an author whose argumentation is restricted to scientific evidence and who

takes a utilitarian approach to language and genre.

7 Tieleman 1996, 221.
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Preserving and Presenting a Scientific Oeuvre:

Prolegomena and De libris propriis

I. Introduction

During the latter part of his career, after he had achieved the highest status a physician
could obtain in the Roman Empire—a physician in the Emperor’s retinue—Galen composed
two ‘auto-bibliographical’ works: De libris propriis (Lib.Prop.) and De ordine librorum
propriorum (Ord.Lib.Prop.)." In the proems to these works, Galen explains their particular
aims. He declares Lib.Prop. was composed to provide an authoritative list (amoypag¢n) of his
extant books,” and in the case of Ord.Lib.Prop., he claims that this work provides the order
(ta€is) in which his works should be studied.” Although we cannot discount his pragmatic
reasons for writing Lib.Prop. and Ord.Lib.Prop., we must, as Nutton notes, be aware that ‘no
other ancient author was so obviously concerned to ensure his own survival in the manner he
would have wished’ as Galen.* This concemn for self-preservation, which was possibly
accentuated by the sting of having recently lost Ta wAgioTa of his writings in the great fire at
the Temple of Peace (AD 192),” also explains his desire to write an amoypadr for ‘those
who intend to read something of my works’ (o1 uEAAOVTES avayvaioeoBai T TGV Epcv).

Because Lib.Prop. and Ord.Lib.Prop. contain a significant amount of autobiographical
and bibliographical information, modern scholars have used them primarily as historical
sources to Galen’s life and his works. And, in these regards, the two works seem useful
because Galen provides the dates and circumstances of the audiences to which he wrote.
However, one must not forget that Lib.Prop. is a rhetorical artefact designed for a specific
audience and purpose. As will be seen in this analysis, the autobiographical and
bibliographical information Galen presents in Lib.Prop. was designed to cast a particular light

on his endeavours as a medical author and to provide a sense of interconnectivity and

' Where possible, cross references to K. will be included in the footnotes. However, Kiihn's text (K. 19.8-124)
for Lib.Prop. has notable lacunae, some of which have been recently filled with the discovery of manuscript
Viatadon 14 (Boudon 2002, Boudon-Millot and Pietrobelli 2005) and its incorporation into Boudon’s edition,
Lib.Prop., Boudon-Millot 2007a, 134-173, which will appear as B. in this chapter.

Lib.Prop. was probably written in the latter period of Galen’s career. sometime after the accession of Septimius
Severus (AD 193). Ilberg 1889, 208; 1896, 195-196; Bardong 1942, 639; Boudon-Millot 2007a, 8-10.

2 Lib.Prop., B. 134.3.

3 Lib.Prop., B. 134.2-8 = K. 19.8.3-9; Ord.Lib.Prop., Boudon-Millot 2007a, 88.3-6 = K. 19.49.4-7.

* Nutton 1999, 46.

3 Galen mentions the fire at the Temple of Peace three times in Lib.Prop. (B. 143 =K. 19.19, B. 144 =K. 19.21,
B. 166 = K. 19.41). Boudon-Millot 2007a, 198, n. 2. This fire was also the subject of Galen’s De indolentia.
Boudon-Millot 2007b.

® Lib.Prop., B. 145.15-21 =K. 19.22.18-23.8.
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meaning to his writings. Lib.Prop. gives us a glimpse not only into how a scientific oeuvre
was preserved and presented in the 2™ century AD but also exemplifies Galen’s skilful
execution of the seemingly banal act of recording one’s writings.” Rather than address both
Lib.Prop. and Ord.Lib.Prop., as 1s customary in modern scholarship, this rhetorical analysis
will focus on Lib.Prop. because it has its own distinct aim, formal features and dedicatee.”
Lib.Prop. begins with a proem (B. 134.2-136.22 = K. 19.8.3-11.11) in which Galen
explains the circumstances that compelled him to list his works.” The proem is followed by a
section (B. 136.23-145.25 = K. 19.11.12-23.8) which divides his authorial and editorial
activities into three periods: 1) the works composed during his first visit to Rome (AD c. 162—
166), 2) the works previously written and given back to him for correction upon his return to
Pergamum (AD c. 166-168), and 3) the works composed after his return to Rome (AD c.
169-193).'° In this chronological account, he presents autobiographical details, which he
relates to the composition of individual works. The next section (B. 145.26-173.15 = K.
19.23.9-48.16) provides an extensive list of titles to his works under 16 subject headings or
themes, ranging from Works on Anatomical Theory (TTepl TV KOTA TRV GVOTOUIKNV
Becopiav) to Matters Common to Grammarians and Rhetoricians (Ta TOIS YPOUHOATIKOIS
kai pritopot kowa).'! In addition to listing the titles and the numbers of books under each
title, Galen occasionally interjects autobiographical and supplemental bibliographical
information. Lib.Prop. ends abruptly after his list of titles under the last theme, Matters

Common to Grammarians and Rhetoricians.

" Two noteworthy analyses of Lib.Prop. and Ord.Lib.Prop. come from Mansfeld and Boudon, who have
respectively addressed the communicative context and Galen'’s presentation of himself in these works. Mansfeld
1994, 117-147; Boudon 2000.

¥ Boudon-Millot 2007a, 3-23. Although Mansfeld (Mansfeld 1994, 126) suggests that Ord.Lib.Prop. and
Lib.Prop. are ‘complementary’ works, Galen does not make this connection explicit in Lib.Prop. In
Ord.Lib.Prop., Galen declares his future plans to write 1 ypadn of all his books. Ord.Lib. Prop., Boudon-Millot
2007a, 100.19-20 = K. 19.60.8. However, he does not indicate that Lib.Prop. was designed to be complementary
to Ord.Lib.Prop. Rather, he simply reveals that he had plans to write Lib.Prop. Galen makes a similar claim at
the end of Ars Med. where, after listing a large number of his medical treatises, he notes how writing a full
account of his works at this time is unnecessary ‘since we are intending to speak about all my works at some
other time in one or perhaps two books bearing the title Galen: Concerning my own Treatises”. .. .0mep
AmaVTwV YE HEANOVTOS EPEIV ETEPBt, kaB® Ev Tows N Suo PiPAia Trv émyadnv eEovta, MaAnvou mept
TV 1810V OUYYPOUUOTWY. Ars Medica, Boudon 2002, 392.14-17 = K. 1.411.18-412.2.

° An analytical outline of Lib.Prop. can be found in Appendix B.

** These periods arc clearly marked in the text with the following headings: 1. Mept TV yeyovoTwv
unouunuam)v &v' Pwun xata TT]V TPWTTY emﬁnulav ]l Ttva pot usm v ek Padpns enavoSov okade
napayevouevm BiBAia mapa Twev £80Bn TV UM Euou yeypappeveov, 111 TTept TV WETG TaUT
ypadevtewv PiBMwv. Lib.Prop., B. 136.23-24, 140.9-11, 141.16. While Kithn does not include these
chronological headings and the thematic headings in his text, Boudon argues that there is sufficient manuscript
evidence to believe that these paratextual features were a part of the original. Boudon-Millot 2007a, 180-181, n.
4.

" Lib.Prop., B. 145.26, 173.5.
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I1. Genre

2.1 IMvakes, prolegomena and the communicative context of Lib.Prop.

In respect to its socio—cultural antecedents, Lib.Prop. is related to the philological
scholarship which gained prominence in Alexandria during the 3" century BC and at
Pergamum 1n the 2" century BC."? This scholarship focused on understanding, explaining
and preserving Greek literary tradition.”” In some respects, Lib.Prop. resembles the early
manifestations of this movement—the Callimachean lists (mivakes).'* These types of
systematic lists of works were utilized by the libraries of Alexandria and Pergamum to
preserve the writings of persons eminent in various branches of Greek culture.'” From the
Callimachean mivakes onward, the common practice was to provide a brief topical account of
the author’s life (Blos) followed by an ordered list of titles and the number of books attributed
to each title.'® By listing the titles and length (i.e. B1BAia and oTixor) of an author’s writings,
a pinakographer not only authenticated the contents of the author’s oeuvre, but also provided
an important apparatus for the scholarly activities of editing and interpreting texts. Although
there were numerous discrepancies between the lists of ancient pinakographers, these lists
were often used as proof that a given work was authentic, which is evinced by Galen when he
declares that Gland. could not have been written by Hippocrates because ‘those who made the
lists’ (ot Tous Tivakas ToiroavTes) did not recognize this work.'” Naturally, a pinax
written by the author himself would have been considered definitive by future audiences.
And, given the longstanding wrangling in antiquity over the Hippocratic question and its
effect on the interpretations of Hippocrates’ Téxvn, Galen had a prime example of the pitfalls
of neglecting to list what one wrote. '8

By the time Galen composed Lib.Prop., such lists had become an important tool of the

learned élite, who are often identified with the terms memondeupgvor and pihdroyor.'® These

> Blum suggests that Aristotle’s and his students’ interest in philology and literary history, his so-called ‘historia
litteraria’, influenced the philological endeavors of the Alexandrian grammarians. Blum 1991, 14-94;
Richardson 1994. cf. Dickey 2007, 3, n. 1. To what extent this is true is debatable. What is clear is that both
grammarians and philosophers, albeit for different reasons, shared an interest in cataloguing the authors and
writings of various fields of study.

3 pfeiffer 1968, 123-151; Reynolds and Wilson 1974, 1-37; Blum 1991; Dickey 2007, 3-17.

4 Regenbogen 1950, 1444-1446; Nutton 1988, 52-54.

'S pfeiffer 1968, 128.

16 Regenbogen 1950, 1420-1426; Pfeiffer 1968, 126-134; Blum 1991, 124-243.

Y De humero iis modis prolapso quos Hippocrates non vidit, K. 18a.379.9-14,

¥ Manetti and Roselli 1994; von Staden 2002a; 2006; Flemming 2008. q.v. the analysis of HNH in Chapter. 2.

% In various places, Galen suggests that his writings were recognized by ¢tAcAoyor. Lib.Prop.. B. 134.2-135.6
= K. 19.8.3-9.10; Prop.Plac., Nutton 1999, 54.5-56.11; Praen., Nutton 1979, 100.2-6 = K. 19.630.9-14. As
Hanson has pointed out, Galen's use of the term ¢1AoAoyos broadly testifics ‘not only to the leaming and
intelligence these men possess through their training in literature, philosophy, medicine and logical argument,
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literati displayed a keen interest in the ancients, particularly the famous discoveries, deeds and
writings of the 5™ and 4™ century BC. Knowledge of such matters was socially important
because it demonstrated one’s erudition and social standing. Philological scholarship had
provided a large body of scholarly works dedicated to recording, categorizing, analyzing,
summarizing and expounding upon the great literary works of the past. Nevertheless, even in
the pervasive antiquarianism of the 2™ century AD, the writings of the most exceptional
coevals and near-predecessors warranted the attention of these learned élites. For such an
audience, listing the titles of an author’s works had the rhetorical significance of indicating
that this oeuvre should be considered an example of Greek learning worthy of the kind of
attention that the corpora of ol waAatol (Hippocrates, Plato and Aristotle) received, as well
as the renowned contemporary figures of medical science, such as Lycus, Marinus and
Archigenes, for whose writings Galen wrote summaries (ETWiTopat) and critical commentaries
(B1BAia EErynoiv Te kal kpicv ExovTa).?

There are compelling reasons to believe that Lib.Prop. was not designed solely for the
purpose of authenticating Galen’s writings. Galen reveals his exegetical aims when, for
example, he suggests which works should be read first or classifies groups of works as either
being necessary (avoykoia) or useful (xpriotpa).?! This, coupled with the fact that Galen
declares that the provided bibliographical information is for his prospective readers so that
they ‘will know to distinguish’ (gicovTon S1opiletv) between different types of works,?
signals that he is intent on ensuring his writings are interpreted correctly. With that being said,
in antiquity, the difference between authentication and interpretation was not great. Hence, the
scholarly activity of determining the authenticity of a work via a process of examining its
character, title and date of composition in respect to the available biographical and
bibliographical information consequently had ramifications on the way in which a work was
perceived and subsequently interpreted.”

A suitable communicative context for Lib.Prop. has been suggested by Mansfeld, who
has associated Lib.Prop. and Ord.Lib.Prop. with the types of introductory works utilized in
philosophical schools. This isagogic writings reflects the scholarly manner in which teachers

would lead their students through the readings of noteworthy philosophers, such as Plato and

but also to the wide range of cultural values they share with Galen.” Hanson 1998, 24-25. cf. Porph., Plot.,
13.17-20.

M 1ib.Prop., B. 147-154 = K. 19.25-30, B. 159 =K. 19.33.

2 Lib.Prop. B. 145.26-154.15 = K. 19.23.10-30.4. Appendix B. Mansfeld 1994, 128. Likewise, Porphyry seems
to share this concern for creating reading progressions in a corpus when he indicates that his arrangement of
Plotinus’ treatises gives first place to those which addressed ‘easier questions’ (EAagpoTepa mpoPAnpaTa).
Plot., 24.

2 1ib.Prop., B. 145.15-25 =K. 19.22.18-23.8.

2 Blum 1991, 226-239.
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Aristotle. Before beginning such readings, teachers addressed an array of preliminary
questions, which Mansfeld has termed ‘prolegomena’.”* These preliminary issues ranged
from information about the philosopher’s life and doctrines to a formal set of seemingly more
philological questions, schema isagogicum, such as the reason for the title (aiTiov Tns
emypadns). authenticity (yvnoiov), theme or aim (TpoBecis or okoTOs), use (XPNOILOV),
divisions in the work (Siaipects €ls kepaAaia/uEpn/TuNuoTa), the order a work should be
read (Tofis TAS cvayvwoews) and to what part of philosophy a treatise belongs (Um0
ToloV HEPOS ...avayeTal).™ In the 2™ AD, these sorts of preliminary issues were sometimes
addressed at the ‘beginnings’ of commentaries to scientific treatises*® or in self-standing
works which introduced the reader to the corpora of famous philosophers, such as the
Prologos to the Platonic dialogues, which is ascribed to Galen’s Platonist teacher Albinus.
Although there was no standard titular formula for such propaedeutic writings in the 2™
century AD, beginning with the mid 3™ century AD, some authors used variations of the
formula Ta TTPO TAS (OUV)aVAYVWOEWS to indicate they were writing prolegomena.?’
However, in Lib.Prop. and Ord.Lib.Prop., as Mansfeld aptly points out, Galen ‘does
not apply a schema isagogicum and only incidentally avails himself to a technical
vocabulary’.”® Nevertheless, Galen is clearly concerned with the kinds of preliminary
exegetical issues one finds in prolegomena.” Mansfeld’s contextualization of Lib.Prop. and
Ord.Lib.Prop. as prolegomena, which also should be extended to Plac.Prop., provides an
attractive explanation for why these three texts resemble the kinds of propaedeutic writings
one finds among the Middle Platonists, such as Thrasyllus (d. AD 36), Albinus (AD c. 150),
Alcinous (c. 2™ century AD?), Apuleius (AD c. 125-170?) and Porphyry (AD 235—c. 305).
By dedicating individual works to the listing of his own books (Lib.Prop.), to providing the
order in which his writings should be studied (Ord.Lib.Prop.) and to summarizing his own
doctrines (Plac.Prop.), Galen reveals himself to be an author who is interested in using quite

different didactic methods to ensure that his oeuvre would be preserved and interpreted

** Mansfeld 1994, 117-131.

** Mansfeld 1994, 10-11, 10-57.

26 Mansfeld 1994, 131-147; Sluiter 1999; von Staden 2002a, 118-119, 128. The inclusion of such
biblio§raphical questions was neither formulaic nor compulsory in medical and philosophical commentaries of
the 2" century AD. Galen and his coeval, Alexander of Aphrodisias, would sometimes begin a commentary
without such preliminary remarks. Therefore, during this period, the use of these preliminary questions seems to
have been ad hoc rather than a requisite practice.

7 This terminological formula can be found in Diogenes Laertius (D.L. 9.41), Origen (In Ev. loann. 1.88) and
Proclus (/n R. 5.\38'—9). Mansfeld 1994, 7-8. Another formula for these kinds of works, which Mansfeld brings
up, is eloaywyn €1s. Using Galen as his example, he correctly points out that this titular formula does not
always indicate an introduction to an author’s writings but can simply mean an introduction to a subject, such as
Puls. and Oss. Mansfeld 1994, 197-198.

* Mansfeld 1994, 130.

 Mansfeld 1994, 130-131.
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correctly. Lib.Prop. has been favourably compared with the works of Thrasyllus and
Porphyry, who each described his respective philosopher’s life and provided ordered lists of
his writings.”® Galen's aim of creating a ToEis for his writings in Ord.Lib.Prop. evokes the
endeavours of his Platonist teacher, Albinus, whose Prologos defined, classified and arranged
the Platonic dialogues, as well as providing two distinct reading progressions for different
types of students—a feature also found in Ord.Lib.Prop.”' Thus, both of these works provide
a curriculum for their respective oeuvre. Introductory doxographical works, such as Alcinous’
Didaskalikos (did.) and Apuleius’ De Platone et eius dogmate (dogm.Plat.), were designed to
prepare students for the study of Platonic theory by giving a brief thematic introduction to
‘Plato’s” doctrines. Similarly, in Prop.Plac., Galen moves through a series of topics, albeit in
a far less polished and systematic presentation, providing his audience with the key tenets of
his theoretical approach to medical and philosophical problems. Similar in its aims to Did.
and Dogm.Plat., Prop.Plac. was designed to help the beginner to arrive at the right
interpretations of Galen’s writings.

Although Middle Platonists appear to be at the forefront of writing such propaedeutic
works,* this preparatory focus was not entirely foreign to medicine. Galen’s medical teacher,
Pelops, is credited with writing a work entitled Hippocratic Introductions (ImmoxpaTeian
eioaymyai). The exact relation of Pelops’ work to the Hippocratic texts is unclear since this
text is no longer extant. However, to judge from Galen’s remarks as to its contents, Pelops’
work seems likely to have served as an introduction to the subject of ‘Hippocratic’ medicine
rather than a prolegomenon to specific Hippocratic works.>* While Nutton has suggested that
the impetus for Galen writing Lib.Prop. and Plac.Prop. comes from the ‘techniques which he
had deployed, if not in large part himself developed, in dealing with the multitude of writings
that constitute the Hippocratic Corpus’,** the Middle Platonists appear to offer a more
attractive explanation as to the origins and aims of the aforementioned Galenic works.

Considering its propaedeutic aims, and given that Lib.Prop.’s thematic lists are quite
different from the dry wivakes of grammarians, Lib.Prop. is best referred to as a
prolegomenon. However, for our rhetorical analysis, a couple of caveats should be made in
regard to its communicative context. First, Mansfeld suggests that Lib.Prop. and

Ord.Lib.Prop. are ‘complementary’ works. While this is plausible, it is not explicitly

' q.v. pp. 27-28.

3 Mansfeld 1994, 4, 120-121. cf. Goransson 1995, 49-52.

32 Tarrant 2007. In regard to Galen’s Platonism, see De Lacy 1972,

33 PHP, De Lacy 1980, 6.5.23. cf. Musc.Diss., K. 18b.926. Smith 1979, 69-70.
3* Nutton 1999, 127.
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indicated by Galen in either Lib.Prop. or Ord.Lib.Prop.”® Secondly, partially because of his
notion of complementary works, Mansfeld suggests that Lib.Prop. and Ord.Lib.Prop. are for
Galen's medical ‘students’.** One should be careful not to extend this communicative context
so far as to perceive Lib.Prop. as having been written strictly for medical practitioners. Such a

communicative context, as will be seen, is not borne out by the way in which Galen appeals to

his audience.

2.2 Rhetorical conventions

As was noted, Lib.Prop. has been compared with works written by Thrasyllus and
Porphyry.”” In the 1" century AD, Thrasyllus wrote two works introducing the corpora of
Democritus and Plato. According to Diogenes Laertius, Thrasyllus entitled his introduction to
the Democritean Corpus Ta Tpo TS avayvaoews Twv Anpokpitou BiBAiwv, and his
introduction to Plato’s dialogues seems to have had a similar titular form. Diogenes relates
how each of these works contained a Bios and an ordered list of his writings (TaE1s).
Thrasyllus apparently structured Democritus’ writings by placing them into tetralogies
(TeTpahoyia), groups of four, just as he did in regard to the Platonic dialogues.*®
Unfortunately, both of these works are no longer extant. The earliest extant text (c. late 31
century AD) of this form of philosophical prose is Porphyry’s Vita Plotini (Plot.). The title of
this work, TTept Tou TTAcwTivou Biou kat Ths Taews Twv BifNwv auTou, again attests to
the intimate association between the bios and the ordering of an author’s works.*® True to its
title, this work describes the life of Plotinus while paying special attention to his ethical and
intellectual character. In the middle of this bios, Porphyry presents a chronological order of
Plotinus’ works which is divided into periods in Plotinus’ life (4-6). After the bios, Porphyry
provides a thematic catalogue of titles of Plotinus’ writings arranged in sets of nine (the first
enncad comes under the heading Ta N8k Tepa, the second ennead appear under To puoika,
etc.). Porphyry claims that the basis for his ordering of Plotinus’ treatises follows the theme-
oriented approach of previous editors, Apollodorus of Athens (c. 180-125 BC) and
Andronicus of Rhodes (c. late 1% century BC), who apparently collected and arranged the
corpora of their prospective authors according to their subject matter.*” Porphyry notes how
Andronicus ‘divided the works of Aristotle and Theophrastus into treatises (TPOyuOTEIOS)

gathering them together into the same place according to their common themes (oiKelas

¥n. 8.

3 Mansfeld 1994, 4, 117-131.

37 Regenbogen 1950, 1444; Goulet-Cazé 1982, 229-327; Mansfeld 1994, 109, n. 185; Boudon 2000, 131-132.
3¥p.L.9.37, 38, 41, 45; Mansfeld 1994, 58-107.

39 Barnes 2007, 531-533; Sharples 2007, 505-507.

“ porph., Plot. 24. Blum 1991, 194-199; Mansfeld 1994, 6.
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UmoBeoers).*' While there are obvious similarities between Lib.Prop. and the
aforementioned works, one should bear in mind that Galen did not attach Lib.Prop. to a
published collection of his writings. Nevertheless, Lib.Prop. lays down the groundwork for
any disciples or literati who should choose to take up the task of publishing Galen’s writings
as a corpus.

As to the medical tradition, no examples exist of these kinds of introductions among
Galen's medical contemporaries and predecessors. Whether the famous 2™ century AD
editors of the Hippocratic Corpus, Dioscorides and Artemidorus Capito, wrote such an
introduction to their editions is unclear.*” However, given the longstanding interest of medical
exegetes in the Hippocratic Corpus, it is plausible that these scholars may have introduced
their readers to the Hippocratic Corpus in a fashion similar to the aforementioned
philosophical works. As to the historical relationship between the famous Vita Hippocratis
secundum Soranum (VHSS) and the Hippocratic Corpus, while a form of VHSS existed in the
2" century AD is plausible, there is no evidence to suggest that it was attached to a catalogue
or corpus of Hippocratic works during that time.* Other types of medical texts, however,
indicate that the structure of Lib.Prop. would not have appeared entirely foreign in the
landscape of medical works of the 2™ century AD. The title of a work attributed to Soranus
(AD 98-138), Lives of Physicians and Schools and Writings (Bio1 1aTp@v kai alpEceis Kal
ouvtaypoTta BiBAia),* suggests that the practice of cataloguing the bioi and writings of
physicians was a feature of 2™ century AD medical works. Although this text is no longer
extant, judging from the title, one can deduce that it resembled the kind of doxographical
approach found in Diogenes Laertius’ (c. early 3™ century AD?) Lives and Opinions of those
who have Distinguished themselves in Philosophy and the Doctrines of Each School (Blot ko
yvoopai TGV &V GrAccodiex EUSOKIUNGOVTWY Kol TV EKAGTN oIPECEl GPECKOVTV).*
However, these kinds of doxographical writings appear to have been composed primarily to
acquaint their audiences with the great names and theories of a subject rather than to prepare
the student for a reading of a philosopher’s works. Nevertheless, one cannot discount that the
combination of bioi, doctrines and bibliographical lists also could be used for the purpose of

acquiring and studying the works of an individual author.*

4168t ta AptoToTEAous kal OeoppaoTou Els TpaypaTelas SiETAe Tas olkeias UTOBEGEIS Els TAUTOV
ouvayaywv'. Porph. Plor., Henry and Schwyzer 1951, 24.9-11.

42 Smith 1979, 238-239; Mansfeld 1994, 140, n. 258, 182-183, n. 329; Manetti and Roselli 1994, 1617-1633.
4} pinault notes that VHSS was attached to the manuscripts of the Hippocratic Corpus AD c. 1100. Pinault 1992,
6-7.

* Suda 1.4 s.v. Zwpavos per Mansfeld 1994, 182.

% D.L., Hicks 1942, 2.23; Mansfeld 1994, 182.

% Mansfeld 1994, 58-59. As to the complex issues associated with term *doxography’, see van der Eijk 1999;
Runia 1999; Vegetti 1999.
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In regard to the act of authentication, Lib.Prop. speaks to the three tasks of a
bibliographer described by Blum: ‘1) the critical and historical identification of the works
actually written by an author among those that were ascribed to him and to others; 2) their
exact description; and 3) the meaningful arrangement of their titles.”"’ However, unlike a
grammarian’s approach to writing stripped-down bioi and pinakes, Lib.Prop.’s
autobiographical information and thematic lists provide useful information to aid in the study
of Galen's oeuvre, and furthermore, they are more rhetorical in that they are designed to paint

an attractive image of the author and his works.

I11. Audience

3.1 The role of the dedicatee

The only audience Galen addresses in Lib. Prop. is the dedicatee, Bassus, of whom we
know little historically.48 After the epistolary proem, Bassus is no longer addressed or referred
to, which suggests he is the dedicatee.

Galen addresses Bassus with the term of endearment, kpoaTioTe (most
excellent/dearest).*” Although this term in late Greek can indicate a specific title (= Lat.
egregius), Galen is likely addressing Bassus with a straightforward term of affection
equivalent to d,)i)\TaTe (most beloved/dearest) because he uses both of these terms
interchangeably for dedicatees who are identified as £To(pot in his other works.*® The use of
such terms of endearment was commonplace in a dedicatory proem to either signify the
dedicatee was a person of power whom the author wanted to honour through his work, as in
matters of patronage, or to indicate a friendly relationship with an intellectual figure in one’s
circle of friends/students.”’ The latter relationship seems to be most probably what Galen is
indicating in regard to Bassus. Likely, the audience would also infer that Bassus was an
eTapos to whom Galen entrusted his writings, a role Porphyry claims he filled for
Plotinus;>> however, this role is not made explicit in Lib.Prop. Of course, the dedication, and
consequently the dedicatee, often had a rhetorical function in scientific writings. In this case,

Bassus’ advice serves an important function in that he signifies a prominent figure in Galen’s

47 Blum 1991, 196-199.

4 Boudon-Millot 2007a, 175, n. 1.

# q.v.n. 62.

% Dickey 1996, 143; Alexander 1993, 50-66. In MM, Galen addresses a man by the name of 'lépcov as
kpaTioTe and later as pidTarte. K. 10.1.1, 10.34.17, 10.57.8, 10.78.2.

51 Alexander 1986, 62-63. cf. Plot., 17.1-15; Quint., Inst. 1.6-8.

52 Porph., Plot., 24.
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intellectual circle who was keenly interested in Galen’s oeuvre, and it also provides a

sufficient reason for Galen’s writing such a self-oriented work.

3.2 Ideal audience

The only explicit indication Galen gives as to his ideal audience comes from the
previously mentioned statements directed toward ot peNovTes avayveoeoBai Ti TGV
gucov. These comments portray that he has no firmly established relationship with his
prospective readers. Galen does not indicate in Lib.Prop. his relationship to the audience by
defining them or addressing them. Unlike in many of his other writings, he does not use the
second person singular or plural in the body of this work.*® Nevertheless, he seems to portray
his ideal audience as readers who are not necessarily students but who want to understand his
approach to medicine and philosophy. Given Galen’s concern about the unauthorized
publication (Tpos &k8ociv) of his writings,* as well as his insistence on presenting the kinds
of autobiographical information his students would have already been aware of, Lib.Prop. is
best considered as a work that addresses the sorts of philological and exegetical concerns the
learned élite had in their endeavours to acquire and systematically study the authentic works
of important figures in science.”™

An indication that Galen has such a general audience occurs at the beginning of
Lib.Prop., where he claims that both medicine and philosophy teach (818aoke1v) ‘the greatest
and most beautiful subjects of those among men, the sciences (Ta BecopriuaTa)’, meaning
intellectual studies pursued for their own sake than for simply the practice of medicine.*
Thus, he does not emphasize the technical aspect of medical studies. Likewise, medical facta
are curiously absent from his autobiographical information. Unlike in Praen., a propaganda
text fecund with medical facta pertaining to his evaluation and treatment of patients,”’ Galen
does not use any such medical marvels to define himself in Lib.Prop. The only ‘medical’
deeds he describes are his public anatomical demonstrations in Rome, which, as von Staden
has illustrated, should be viewed in the context of agonistic public displays of intellectual

prowess similar to those of epideictic orators.”® In Lib.Prop. Galen's emphasis on his

%3 He does use the second person singular in the prefatory remarks, but in both these instances he is addressing
the dedicatee. Appendix C, Table 4.

5 As to the meanings of Trpég ¢kdootv, see van Groningen 1963,

%5 Although it is likely propaganda, Longinus’ letter to Porphyry, which the latter relates in Plot., illustrates how
the learned élites werc interested in acquiring, copying and studying the corpora of respected near
contemporaries. Plot., 19.

% T Te PEYIOTA KAt KAAAMOTO TQV £V avBpwTToLs, Ta Becopriateov & dprAooodia Te Kat 1GTPIKY
Si18cokouatv. Lib.Prop., B. 135.4-6 =K. 19.9.10-11.

57 Nutton 1988.

** von Staden 1995a; 1997.
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involvement in the sciences is telling. Galen has chosen to emphasize his involvement in the
sciences that had a broad appeal, namely anatomical demonstrations and apodeictic logic, to
separate himself from other medical and philosophical authors, and thereby to attempt to
make his writings more attractive.

In the bioi of philosophical figures, aspects of a philosopher’s moral-intellectual
character were defined through events in his life, and the depiction of the philosopher’s
reaction to these events served to confirm the noetic value of his teachings. Likewise, much of
what Galen has to say about himself in Lib.Prop. reflects the moral—intellectual characteristics
of his physician—philosopher, a somewhat idealized image that is best defined in works, such
as Opt.Med. and CAM (K. 1.243—245).59 To illustrate his scientific ethos, Galen chooses
specific events in his life and presents them in such a way as to reveal his moral-intellectual
character. For example, in a rather long anecdote, he intimates that Marcus Aurelius and
Lucius Verus prized his medical skills by their request for his presence on their military
campaign into Germany and by Marcus Aurelius’ entrusting the health of Commodus to
Galen.®® These revelations of Galen’s social status are tempered by the way in which he
portrays his disinterest in such political and public affairs. Thus, Galen depicts himself as
being absolutely unconcerned with seeking the favour of the emperor, and the audience is led
to believe that Galen was only interested in answering the important medical and
philosophical TpoPAnuoTa. While, in his other works, Galen quite commonly reveals details
‘of his prejudices and private life’ to enliven a work or ‘to illustrate his superiority’,®' the
autobiographical details he presents in Lib.Prop. reflect a common image found in
philosophical bioi, namely that of the consummate seeker of truth who is unmoved by fame
and public opinion.®* This distinctive ethos of truly transcendent figures in philosophy would
naturally have a much greater appeal among literati than say his other option, the technician

par excellence.

1V. Author

4.1 IMepravtodoyia and Galen's authorial egotism

% Mansfeld 1994, 176-191.

8 Iib.Prop., B. 141-142 =K. 19.17-19.

' Nutton 1988, 52.

62 Boudon points out, in respect to Lib.Prop. and Ord.Lib.Prop., that the autobiographical remarks in these works
have a ‘function épistémologique’. They are designed to provide the audience with an image of Galen as ‘le bon
maitre par excellence’ in that he embodies ‘la perfection qualitics morales et competence technique’. 2000, 119,
133.
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The explicit purpose of Lib.Prop., which Galen sets out in the dedicatory proem,
corresponds to the previously mentioned use of pinakes, namely for the authentication of an
author’s writings. Galen begins Lib.Prop. by declaring, ‘Your advice (oupBouln ocou)
concerning the cataloguing of my extant books, dearest Bassus, has become evident by an
event (Epyw)".*’ He then describes why this event compelled him to take Bassus’ advice. He
relates how he witnessed a $r1Aohoyos revealing that a text entitled Galen the Doctor
(ToAnvos 1aTpos) was pseudonymous. The text had been passed off as an authentic Galenic
work by a bookseller to an unsuspecting customer. Galen describes in vivid terms how this
literatus, ‘having read the first two lines, immediately threw away the inscription, only
uttering “this is not the lexis of Galen and this book has been falsely entitled™.**

The point of this entertaining capratio benevolentiae and Galen’s subsequent remarks
is quite clear; his works, and consequently himself, are under attack. Galen claims that the
knavery (padioupyia) of booksellers has reached such a state that ‘many men have
introduced all sorts of mutilations to my books’ (ToAueldds eAwProovTo moAhot Tois
¢uots PiBAiots). He notes how some things in his works have been removed (adoipeiv),
others have been added to (mwpooTiBevan), and still other things have been altered
(UM TTEIV); and furthermore, some of his works have been passed off by others under their
own names. His explanation for this problem is twofold. First, many of his early writings
were given to friends and students without a title, and unfortunately, these texts later found
their way into the hands of others. Secondly, the poor rhetorical and grammatical education of
‘the majority of men today who pursue philosophy and medicine’ (o1 moAhoi TGV wuv
laTpiknv ) prhocodiav peTIOVTV) has left them ‘without the ability to read properly’ (ouk
dvayveoal koA@ds Suvapevor), and therefore, they are easily led astray by devious
booksellers.”” This somewhat satirical view of the ignorance of his society is used to
ingratiate himself with the audience by insinuating that he does not consider them to be so
naive,®® and it also supplies a reasonable explanation for why he is compelled to write an
account of his own works. In this way, Galen portrays the communicative context of

Lib.Prop. as being for the sole purpose of authenticating his writings.

63 Epyw $ovepa yEyovev T} cupPouln cov, kpaTioTe Baooe, mepl This amoypadhs TGOV U Euov
ysyovorcov Bt B)\nmv .Lib.Prop..B. 1342-4 =K. 19.8.3-5.

ka1 8Uo Tous nmeoug onxous avayvous guBEwds amppuj}s TO ypauua TouTo uovov
smd)esygausvos. Ws ouk EoTiv ) AeErs auTn Faknvol kat Yeudds emyeypamTar TouTt 10 BifAiov.
Lib.Prop.,B. 134.11-14 =K. 19.9.1-4.
6 ¢f. Lucian, Ind. 1.1-1.15.
6 In Rosen’s presentation at the XII"™ Colloquium Hippocraticum entitled Galen, Satire and the Compulsion 1o
Instruct, of which he was so kind as to provide me a copy. he suggests that Galen’s depiction of the ignorance of
his society as being his compulsion to write is reminiscent of the kinds of rhetorical ropoi often found in satire,
particularly Juvenal.

I|h
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While one cannot rule out the historicity of Galen’s remarks,®’ there are reasons to
doubt that he was compelled to write Lib.Prop. First, without any mention of the
aforementioned reasons, Galen had already expressed his intention to write Lib.Prop. in both
Ord.Lib.Prop. and Ars Med.®® Secondly, his explanations for why he felt compelled to write
Lib.Prop. are reminiscent of the techniques used by rhetoricians to avoid censure when
promoting themselves. Talking about oneself, or rather praising oneself, without giving
offence was a well-recognized subject of rhetoric and ethical philosophy, which fell under the
topics of TO TpEmMOV or meprouTohoyia.’ As Rutherford notes, ‘Most of the
meprouToAoyia tradition in rhetoric is the working out of a problem in decorum created by a
conflict between the social pressure to assert oneself in public and the social criticism of
excessive assertiveness’.”’

The difference between boastfulness and proper self-praise was simply a matter of
whether the situation warranted talking about oneself or not. Two reasons were commonly
used to justify mepiauToloyia: cogent circumstances forced the speaker/author to praise
himself, such as when he has been attacked or slandered, and/or his self-praise was in the
interest of others, i.e. presenting himself as an example for others to follow.”' Hence, one of
the common ways in which a rhetorician, or any other man of public prominence, began his
mepiauToloyla was to indicate his disdain/disinterest in talking about himself and to claim
that he regrettably has been compelled to do so for the betterment of others or in defence of
his name. Likewise, Galen has portrayed his compulsion to write an aoypagn as a response
to the attacks on his writings, as well as for the benefit of a society of illiterate pursuers of
philosophy and medicine.” This suggests Galen is redirecting his audience’s attention away

from the fact that by writing about himself and cataloguing his writings, he was presenting an

%7 Galen’s repeated concern about the unauthorized publication (Tmpos ex8oav) of his writings reflects a
common lament among ancient authors. van Groningen 1963; Dorandi 2000, 103-126; Boudon-Millot 2007a,
178, n. 4; Plat., Prm., 128.b—, Cic., de Orat., 20.94, Quint,, /nst.,§ 6-8. The basis for these complaints is that the
author wants only the final version to be published. In other words, an unauthorized version is not ready for the
gencral public because it has not been reviewed by one’s peers and/or the final corrections have not been made
to it. Pliny, Ep., 1.8; D.L., 5.37.

*n.8.

% Rutherford 1995; Pernot 1998. The most detailed ancient discussion in which the term TeprauTohoyta
appears is found in Plutarch’s (AD 50-120) De laude ipsius. cf. Quintilian’s (AD c. 35-90) /nsr. (11.1.15-18).
Aside from being a subject of discussion among philosophers and rhetoricians, it was a familiar ropos in
epideictic discourses, such as A‘elius Aristides’ (AD 117-after 181), Paraphthegma. 1t is plausible that Galen’s
work entitled On Slander (TTepy Ths SiaBoAns), which Galen describes as being ‘about his own life’ (mept Tou
18tou Biov), may be related to this kind of rhetorical mepiauToloyian. Lib.Prop., B. 170.9 = K. 19.46.5-6.

7 Rutherford 1995, 201.

7! Rutherford 1995; Pernot 1998.

72 Similar rhetorical techniques are also used in the proems of Galen’s other explicitly self-oriented works.
Prop.Plac., Nutton 1999, 54.5-57.11; Ord.Lib.Prop., Boudon-Millot 2007a, 88.3-90.22 = K. 19.49.4-52.15. As
to dedications and the nature of prefatory remarks in scientific prose, see Janson 1964, 741, 83-95; Alexander
1986, 42-101; 1993.
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introduction to his oeuvre, an act generally reserved for disciples but not the master.”* While
an author citing or listing some of his writings within a text on a similar subject matter is not
entirely novel,” there are no examples of a medical or philosophical author dedicating an
entire work to a detailed presentation of his own oeuvre.””

Galen's egotism, the ‘person-centred rhetoric’ reflected by his use of first-person
statements, is generally quite pronounced even in the context of the agonistic rhetoric that
characterizes much of Greek scientific writing.”® In Lib.Prop., Galen uses the first person
more frequently than in any of his other works,”” and he interjects himself into the text in a
distinctive way by using almost exclusively the first person singular.”® His use of the first
person singular should not be simply attributed to a standard way in which he cites his own
works. It was entirely plausible for Galen to attempt to create a very impersonal account of his
works or to use the first person plural to a greater extent.” By relying on the first person
singular, he conveys a very personal sense of authorship in Lib.Prop. While the position of
‘we wrote X’ would be desirable when one is trying to strengthen the veracity of work by
suggesting concordance among his circle of friends, in this communicative context, which
focuses on the singular figure of the author, such a collective position would be confusing to
Lib.Prop.’s audience. Thus, he has avoided the ambiguous posture of ‘we’ to clearly illustrate
to his audience that they are to interpret his writings via a singular figure: ‘I, the author’. The
importance he places on conveying his authorship is also evident in the ways he interjects
himself into Lib.Prop.’s thematic listing of works, a rhetorical feature that is quite unique in
respect to bibliographical pinakes. Rather than presenting a dry list of titles, Galen’s thematic

lists contain autobiographical remarks and first-person introductions, such as ‘My opinion on

73 Por.. Plot.. 24; Simplic., In Enchirid.. Hadot 2001, 1.4-7; Blum 1991, 196-199; Mansfeld 1991, 110.

™ Cic., Div., 2.1.1-7.10. cf. Ars Med., K. 1.407-412.

7 St. Augustine’s Retractationes (AD c. 427) is the next ‘auto-bibliographical” work in antiquity. Bogan 1968,
xili—xi.

7 Lloyd 1989, 56-70; von Staden 1994.

" In the body of the text, the frequency of occurrence of the first person singular and plural in Lib.Prop. is 2.34
%. In the other works analyzed in this study the percentage is as follows: HNH (0.58%). Foet.Form. (1.06%),
Protr. (0.86%), Thras. (1.38%), and Puls. (0.35%). Appendix C, Table 2.

8 Of the total number of occurrences of the first person in the body of the text of Lib.Prop. 96% of them are in
the first person singular, Galen’s reliance on the first person singular is quite distinctive when the
aforementioned criterion is applied to his other works: HNH (18% are in the first person singular), Foet.Form.
(60%), Protr. (55%), Thras. (39%) and Puls. (33%). Appendix C, Table 7.

™ For example, in Puls., he only uses the first person plural to indicate auto-citations (Puls. K. 8.461.2, 478.2),
while in CAM, his auto-citations are presented with a mixture of first person singular, plural and impersonal
constructions, such as ‘it was shown in X that...’. (CAM, Fortuna 1997, 66.28, 78, 17, 82.20, 82.24, 86.16, 92.3,
92.5,96.11, 118.1, 126.2). Galen is not averse to using the first person plural to convey authorship, as evinced in
Ars Med. when he relates how he intends to write Lib.Prop. to discuss all the other treatises and commentaries
‘we wrote’ (Eypoaapey). q.v. n. 8.
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the questions of moral philosophy, I have exposed in the following books’.*" In this way, he

never allows the audience to forget who the author is of this oeuvre.

4.2 Galen's construction of the scientific author

Given that a bios was typically used to introduce an author’s oeuvre, Galen not
surprisingly begins Lib.Prop. with a chronological account related to his life. However, when
compared to the bioi found in other works, such as Diogenes’ Vitae, Porphyry’s Vita
PlotinilVita Pvthagorae and VHSS, the autobiographical information that Galen presents in
Lib.Prop. is far less formulaic and detailed. Although Lib.Prop. presents aspects of his life in
a chronological structure (B. 136.23-145.25 = K. 19.11.12-23.8 spans some 30 years of his
life (AD c. 162 —193), it is not a structured account of his whole life (one that moves from
topic to topic covering birthplace, name, family, education, teachers, travels, words, deeds,
friends, adversaries, health, pupils, death).gl The autobiographical information is limited to
anecdotes, which support the bibliographical information he is presenting. Thus, in a strict
sense, Galen has not written a bios.%* Nevertheless, he does touch upon some of the topics
found in the aforementioned bioi. He informs the audience of his Greek heritage by
identifying his native city () TaTpis) as the famous Pergamum;*’ he briefly relates aspects of
his medical/philosophical education;® he recounts details of his travels;85 and he indicates his
relationship to noteworthy acquaintances and rivals.*® Yet, he completely neglects mentioning
fundamental biographical details, such as his private life (health, family upbringing and
personal/intimate relationships), which an audience would expect in a bios. Furthermore, he
leaves out biographical information that would appear particularly fitting for a medical author.
Galen does not mention his medical education in Alexandria, which was still viewed as a
leading centre of medical knowledge, and he fails to include important events in his medical

career prior to coming to Rome, most notably his prestigious appointment by the high priest

% TTepi Tav Ths NBikAs dprhocodios ELnTNuEVLV Ooa Lot Sokel, S1a TGV UToyeypappeveov BifAicov
amednvauny:...Lib.Prop., B. 169.13-15 =K. 19.45.9-11.

4 Hope 1930, 145-167; des Places 1982, 16-17; Pinault 1992, 5-34.

¥2 Misch places Lib.Prop. under his rubric of ‘autobiography’ (Misch 1951, 4, 328). However, as Nutton has
pointed out, Galen often provides autobiographical anecdotes in his other works, and this feature in Lib.Prop.
does not constitute autobiography. Nutton 1988, 52, 54. Furthermore, Galen never identifies Lib.Prop. as being
his bios.

8 Lib.Prop., B. 140-141 =K. 19.16-17.

% [ ib.Prop., (Pelops and Albinus: Medicine and Philosophy) B. 140-141 = K. 19.16-17, (Stoic and Peripatetic
Philosophers, Galen’s father: Geometry, Mathematics, and Arithmetic) B. 163-167 = K. 19.39-43,

8 Lib.Prop., (Smyra) B. 140 = K. 19.16, (Pergamum) B. 140-141 =K. 19.16~17, (Aquileia) B. 141-142 =K.
19.17-18, (Rome 1st) B. 136-140 = K. 19.11-16, (Rome 2nd) B. 140-145 = K. 19.17-23.

8 Lib.Prop., (Martialius, a leading anatomist in Rome) B. 137-138 =K. 19.13-14, (Boethus, a man Galen
describes as being of consular rank and a Peripatetic) B. 137 = K. 19.13, (Marcus Aurelius, Lucius Verus and
Commodus) 141-143 =K. 19.17-19.
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of Pergamum to look after the official troop of gladiators.*” Therefore, the autobiographical
information he relates in the chronological listing of his works is clearly not designed to
present a full account of his life. Rather, it is designed to create a sense of coherence between
his writings by providing information about the reasons he wrote and its effect on the
character of oeuvre. In this respect, the purpose of Galen’s chronological account resembles
the portion of Porphyry’s Plot. (3—6) in which Plotinus’ biographical information is explicitly
related to his writings and where one finds a discussion of Plotinus’ authorial modus
operandi.

Drawing any distinction between what is strictly autobiographical and what is
bibliographical in Lib.Prop. is problematic, given that Galen makes the relationship between
his life events and his writings explicit. The serious attention Galen pays to this relationship
creates an indelible image of the author. Thus, in his chronological account, exegetical
issues—such as how a work was written (i.e. whether it was dictated or not, was composed
over time or at one sitting), its level of composition (whether it was lacking (EAAiTes) or
complete (TeAeov) in its composition), where and when it was written, the target
audience/dedicatee, how it was ‘published’ (npés £k8oo1v) and what was its reception—are
all related to events in his life. Unlike the exhaustive thematic lists in the latter part of
Lib.Prop., the chronological account contains a very selective presentation of his writings,
and therefore, as will be discussed in the section (5.1) on chronological structure, it was
designed to introduce the reader not so much to individual texts within his corpus as to the
kinds of life events which produced his writings.**

Galen presents himself as an author whose writings reflect his careful consideration
for the needs of his audiences. One of the fundamental distinctions he makes in his writings is
between those works for beginners (ot EioayéuEVOI) and those for more advanced audiences.
This distinction serves to explain why some of his works appear to be neither complete
(TéAera) nor detailed (Sinkp1Beopeva) accounts of a subject matter.® Of course, these kinds
of remarks partially shielded him from the potential criticisms that could be levelled against
works that were less refined, since it suggested a variety of explanations for this. Another way
in which he accounts for the differences in his writings is by describing with great specificity
how individual works were composed. He relates how his isagogic works were unrefined
texts that were dictated (Umyopeun) with no thought of publication.’® They were published

without his consent, and therefore, copies (dVTiypacba) of these works were later returned to

¥ Nutton 1993; 2004, 223-224.

8 As to Galen’s propensity for revealing such auto-bibliographical information, see Hanson 1998.
¥ Lib.Prop., B.136.4-22 =K. 19.10.14-11.11, B. 158.2-159.8 =K. 19.32.1-33.13.

% Lib.Prop., B. 136.25-137.20 = K. 19.11.12-12.16. Dorandi 1993.
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him for correction (S1opBudcecys evekev). In his description of the agonistic events which
spawned particular works, he notes how an attendee at one of his anatomical demonstrations
sent him ‘a man trained in shorthand’ (Sia onueicov Eis Taxos ToKNUEVOs) so that Galen
could dictate to him the contents of this speech.”’ Galen also notes how one of the works,
which was published unbeknownst to him, was merely ‘a sort of exercise for myself” (T1
YULVOAG10V EHaUTE) based on a two-day debate between Pelops and Philip the Empiric.”* He
describes how he ordered their arguments (¢1s Tafv kaTaoTnoas) and wrote them down
(Ypodetv). In addition to this kind of less refined written work, he also indicates that some of
his compositions required much time (ToAUV xpovov) to write (ypadeiv); in other words,
these were works that were to be signature pieces of scholarship. Hence, he describes how
PHP and UP were dedicated to Boethus, a man of consular rank (0 UTTaTIkOS avnp) and a
practitioner of Aristotelian philosophy (kata TNV ApioToTéhous dipeciv prhocoddv).”
Aside from Boethus, Galen generally leaves the members of his target audience nameless.
However, he is careful to mark their relationship to him and their place in society, identifying
them with collectives, such as friends (¢iAot), beginners (eicayéusvou), young men at the
beginning of their studies (ue1pokior apxopévol pavBaveiv) and disciples (pobnTai), as well
as describing unnamed individuals with terms, such as a Platonic friend (¢thos
TTAaTwvikds), a friend hostile to Martialius ($ptAos emaxBds Exer pos Tov MapTiahiov),
a classmate (oupgoiTnTns), a young man who treats eyes (0¢pBoluous Bepamevcov
veaviokos) and a midwife (uoﬁa).94 Thus, rather than only picking works which situate him
among one class of audiences, Galen portrays himself writing to a broad range of audiences.
Therefore, in his chronological account, he uses individual works as exemplars both to
explain why there is such stylistic diversity in his oeuvre and to create an image of his modus
operandi as an author.

His concern for presenting his endeavours as an author also bleeds into his thematic
presentation of his works.” In these lists, he provides information not only on his approach to
various topics but also on his authorial activities within a genre of scientific works, most

notably his Hippocratic commentaries.’® In his discussion of his Hippocratic commentaries,

9 Lib.Prop., B. 139.3-9 =K. 19.14.12-17.

9 1 ib.Prop., B. 140.22-141.3 =K. 19.16.15-17.3.

% I ib.Prop., B. 139.27-140.8 =K. 19.15.16-16.5.

% Lib.Prop., (¢ihor) B. 135.13,137.1,137.22,159.10, 166.3, 166.6 = K. 19.10.4, 11.18, 13.2, 33.16,41.5,
41.18, (siooyopevor) B. 137.5, 145.27, 145.28, 158.10 = K. 19.12.13, 23.12, 23.13, 32.11, (uerpaxiol
apyouevol pavbave) B. 136.26 = K. 19.11.17, (nabnrai) B. 13518, 136.17 =K. 19.10.4, B. 11.8, (¢ikos
TMatwvikss) K. 19.12.15 = 137.15, (¢ikos emaxbuas Exer mpos Tov MapTtiaAtov) B. 139.4 =K. 19.14.14,
(6¢BaAuoUs Bepamevcov veaviokos) B. 140.21-22 = K. 19.16.20, (ucia) B. 140.21 =K. 19.19.16.19.

5 Appendix B.

% Lib.Prop., B. 159.10-162.11 = K. 19.33.14-37.9.
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he identifies two distinct phases in his exegetical activities. He first lists the titles of his
commentaries to Hippocratic works (Aph., Fract., Art., Prog., Acut., Ulc., VC, Book 1 of
Epid.) and then informs the audience that these works were written for friends or for his
personal study. These commentaries are described as being written during his first stay in
Rome, when he did not have copies of other exegetes’ commentaries. He notes, therefore, that
in these commentaries he confined himself to his own interpretations unless he recalled some
error in a commentator’s writings which would ‘greatly harm those who had trusted their
words concerning the practice of medicine’ (ueyohws PAamTecbot mepl Ta TAS TEXVNS
Epya ToUs mMoTevoavTas ouTois).”’

He marks off the second group of commentaries by noting a change in his exegetical
approach. He supplies a cogent reason for this change noting that, when he heard someone
praising a ‘fallacious interpretation’ (eEnynois poxBnpa) of one of the Hippocratic
Aphorisms, he decided that, whenever he composed a commentary, he would not write it for
the ‘particular knowledge’ (18io €Eis) of the recipient, but ‘with an eye for general
publication’ (TTpos kotvnv €001V amoBAémeov).”® In this way, he indicates that the latter
group of commentaries (Epid. Books 11, I1l and VI, Hum., Vict., Prorrh., Nat.Hom., Off. and
Aer.) should be read with the understanding that he was no longer restricting himself to the
needs of a specific audience and that this phase of his exegetical activities addressed the errors
of other commentators in matters which were not necessarily pivotal to the practice of
medicine. Galen’s schematization of his exegetical aims is designed to insulate himself from
potential criticisms and to provide an exegetical principle which explains a noticeable change

in the content of his commentaries.

V. Message

5.1 Chronological structure

Galen puts forward the two exegetical issues addressed by his chronological account.
The first issue is ‘the time of his life’ (1 nAikia) when he composed a work, and the other is
‘the reasons’ (1] alTiat) he wrote various works.” As stated earlier, he uses the chronological
account to present a sort of snapshot of the different kinds of purposes which produced his
oeuvre. His decision to use specific works as examples rather than to list every work explains

why in his chronological list he presents a mere 17 of the more than 200 titles that occur in his

97 Lib.Prop., B. 160.8-13 =K. 19.34.17-35.3.
% 1 ib.Prop., B. 160.18-21 = K. 19.35.8-12.
% Lib.Prop., B. 145 =K. 19.22-23.
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thematic lists and why these 17 titles represent a diverse array of works and audiences. Hence,
in this chronological account, one finds his great signature works, such as UP, 44 and PHP,
which are dedicated to important figures in society, along with rather obscure texts, such as
Anatomy of the Womb (ymTpos avatoun), a work he calls a tiny little book (uikpov
BiBAiSiov) given to an unnamed midwife (uoia) while he was studying medicine.'” His
chronological account links a variety of different events to the titles of specific works, and in
this way, one can observe him presenting examples of the kinds of aiTian which compelled
him to write.

But, what of ‘the time of his life’ (n nAikia)? How does listing a mere 17 titles help
explain at what time the other 200 or more works were written? Surely, he recognized that the
audience would have no way of knowing when the rest of these works were written.

To understand what Galen is trying to accomplish in his chronological account, one
should first look at how the nAikia of an author was used in discussions of the authenticity
and the character of an author’s writings. In Plot., Porphyry explains why he has grouped the
works of Plotinus into three chronological periods: his early life (kata nAikiav), during
Plotinus’ zenith (akpoalovTtos) and when Plotinus’ body was failing (U6 ToU GwuUaTOS
kaTaovoupévou).'*' He notes that Plotinus’ intellectual prowess differed at each stage in his
life, and consequently, Plotinus’ works also differed in their character. Likewise, the author of
VHSS notes how there is considerable disagreement as to the authenticity of Hippocratic
texts,' to which he claims one of the reasons for the apparent discrepancies between works
is 81 Tv nAikiav. He remarks that the time of life in which Hippocrates wrote explains why
some works were more robustly (pewHaAewTepov) written and other works were more feebly
(aoBevEaTEPOV) Written.

Galen has structured his chronological account to reflect this exegetical principle, 1
ﬁ)\lkia of the author, and he offers thereby an explanation as to why his earlier works differed
from those after his return from Rome. His evolution as a writer is quite palpable in this
chronological account. As noted, he divides this account into three periods representing three
different phases in his literary production. During the first period, his first stay in Rome, he
describes his writings as being ad hoc, claiming that he wrote simply to meet the particular
aims of individuals, thus suggesting he had no designs on developing a fixed system of
thought via these works. During the second period, after his return to Pergamum, he relates

how he began to collect—or, as Galen phrases it, ‘received’ (Sobnvat)—works written before

100/ ib.Prop., B. 140.17-22 = K. 19.16.9-14.
11 porph. Plot. 6.25-35.
102 1SS, Tberg 1927, 13.1-14.1. cf. Pinault 1992, 8, 128,
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his first trip to Rome. He claims during this period he became aware that his works were
being distributed to those outside his intended audience.'® The third period, his return to
Rome. marks a distinctive change in his approach to his writings. He notes:

Now during this time [i.e when he was in Rome tending to the Marcus’

Aurelius son, Commodus] I collected (cuveAeEaunv) and brought into

a firm understanding (els €€iv udvipov) all that 1 had learned from my

teachers and the things 1 myself discovered, and while 1 was still

investigating some matters, I wrote about many of my findings

involving myself in many medical and philosophical questions.'®
He also indicates that the third period is when he began to correct (SiopfBouv) and ascribe
titles (Emypadai) to many of the works written prior to his second stay in Rome.'® In this
way, he establishes a decisive point in his life—a point when his thoughts and writings were
being brought into a coherent character.

With that being said, Galen never implies that the theories in his early works were
incorrect. Rather, he simply suggests they were expressed in perhaps a less refined or detailed
way, which is evident when he remarks how he was astonished that ‘many men possessed’
(€1xov ouk OAiyor) one of his polemical works dedicated to a friend and written while he was
a veos, ‘still in my thirty-fourth year’ (TETopTov £Tos &ycwv kai TpiakooTov).'% His
emphasis on his age not only serves to illustrate that his genius was recognized before he
became firmly established in Rome but also to suggest that his writings changed when he
became a public figure in Rome. Ultimately, Galen has provided the audience with a periodic
image of his authorship. The audience is to apply this information to the titles not listed in this
chronological account. Thus, when they ran into a work that appeared less refined, they could
attribute it to an earlier period in his writings. This seems to explain why at the end of this
chronological account, as was noted earlier, he claims that ‘from these things’ (ex TouTcv)
his prospective reader ‘will know to distinguish’ (eicovtat Siopileiv) between different
groups of works, namely those partially (EMITTQS) versus completely (TeAécos) written, and

works for teaching (S18akaAiat) versus refutations (EAeyxot).'”’

10 " of. Plot., 3-6.

“ TG TOUTOV OUV TOV xpovov ouvs)\sgaunu TE kal gis eEw T nyayov uowuov 0( TE napa TQV.
Slﬁaoxa)\mv guepobnKew o T’ auros EUPNKELY, ETI T LNTQOV Evta & rrepl ™mv supsow oQUTQV £ixoV
fypopa ToMa yupvaGwy épautov év ToAActs TpoPALacIv laTpikols Te kol drhooddors,... . Lib.Prop.,
B. 142.25-143.2 =K. 19.19.10-15.

195 1 ib.Prop., B. 136.25-137.4 =K. 19.11.12-12.2. cf. Quintillian’s remarks to a publisher named Typho in /nst.,
Russell 2001, 51, 54-57.

196 J ib.Prop., B. 139.9-17 =K. 19.14.17-15 4.

107 } ib.Prop., B. 145 = K. 19.22-23. Mansfeld has argued that Galen's division between teaching (§18akahiat)
and refutations (EAeyxot) recalls the Middle Platonists’ bipartite division of Plato’s dialogues: ‘those for
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5.2 Thematic structure

As to Galen's thematic account of his writings, the extensive list of titles which occurs
after his chronological account, 1t 1s important to recognize that Galen had options as to how
to carry this out.'” Bibliographical lists could vary from rather unorganized to structured lists
of titles. The typical methods of structuring were alphabetical (koTa GTOIXEIOV),
numerological (i.e. tetralogies, trilogies and enneads), thematic (UmoBécels), by
character/type (kaTa YEvos/eidos) or a combination of these. Judging from the lists in D.L.,
which are clearly derived from previous pinakes, a wide variety of these methods was used
for philosophical works.'®” In general, of the various methods of structuring a list, a rough
alphabetical listing of titles was more in line with the bibliographical practices of
grammarians, while philosophers generally favoured thematic and numerological listings of
titles. The latter two formats seem to have been used as aids for systematically studying a
philosopher’s writings.

In addition to titles, these lists sometimes provided bibliographical information, such
as the incipit (a! apxai Tou BipAiou), the number of books (BiBAia) and the total number of
lines (oTiXol) in the corpus of an author.''’ These types of bibliographical information
naturally were for the acquisition and the subsequent copying of an author’s works as the
length and incipit could be checked to determine the authenticity of a manuscript. The listing
of titles also provided useful exegetical information about the ‘genre’, topic and
dedicatee/audience.

Galen’s thematic lists are not uniform in their presentation of the previously
mentioned bibliographical information. The headings for each list differ in the titular format,
varying from [Ta mpds X] to [mept X]. He loosely follows the rhetorical convention of
listing the title first, followed by the book numbers. For example, in D.L., the presentation of

titles and numbers of books generally occurs as such: ~AvahuTikdv TpoTépwv o B v,

instruction and those for inquiry Mansfeld 1994, 58-107, 128-129. While Galen’s propensity for presenting
bipartite divisions (nccessary (avaykaia) works versus useful (xprioipa) works, works for the teaching of
beginners (N TV Eloayousumv 6|6aoka)\|a) versus works for the teaching of those thoroughly studying the
whole subject (1) TQV kSi18ooKkopEveov GravTa TeEAEws St8aokaAia) and public (Ta Tpos ék8oo1v) versus
private (181a) works) in his writings is evident in Lib.Prop. (B. 145.26-154.15 = K. 19.23.10-30.4, B. 158-159
=K. 19.32-33, B. 159-162 = K. 19.33-37), his thematic listing in no way reflects the ordering of the Platonic
dialogues by their character. With that being said, the importance Galen places upon private versus public works
has much to do with the way in which philosophical corpora were presented.

106 Blum 1991, 182-210; Mansfeld 1994, 58-107. As to some of the general structuring techniques used by
Galen in his other works, Flemming puts forward four general patterns: corporeal (a capite ad calcem), thematic
and two more ‘literary types’—phrase-by-phrase, which she associates with commentaries, and alphabetical
(xaTa oToixetov). Flemming 2007, 247-253.

199 Blum 1991, 199-202. The more obviously structured accounts in D.L. occur at 3.50-62, 5.86-88, 6.15-18,
6.80, 7.189-202, 9.45-49. Many of the other lists do not have an obvious organizing principle.

19 por., 4; Blum 1991, 157-158.
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" AvohuTik@v VoTépwv a By 8 € ¢ L Tlept quahoews ouAhoyiopcv o.''' But, in
Lib.Prop.. the list is more varied with ellipses and different titular schemes: TTept TAs KoTa
Xpuotmmov Aoyikis Bewplas Tpla, Ths Xpuoimmou oulhoyIOTIKAS  TPWTNS
(mopvriuam Tpior, SEUTEPOS EV...OTI 1] YEWUETPIKY GVOAUTIKY GHEIVEV TAS STWIKDY

v."* Similarly to some of the titles in the pinakes of D.L., Galen also reveals the ‘genre’ of
various works with terms such as émToun, TPAYHQTELX, UTTOPVTIHaTA, UToBNkn, ouvoyis,
E10OYOLEVOV, TTPOTPETITIKOS, UTOTUTILICE LS, eENyNnots and cuvypapua.'” As was touched
upon earlier, what makes Galen’s listing method distinctive from those of D.L. and Plot. are
the bibliographical glosses, autobiographical anecdotes and didactic information he
intermittently introduces into his lists. In these lists, one finds him outlining the chapters of
his ¢mTopol of Marinus and Lycus’ anatomical treatises,''* responding to critics by
explaining why he left out certain material in Puls.'"® or revealing information as to the aims
and audiences of various works.''® Therefore, Lib.Prop.’s presentation of his writings is more
fluid and informative than conventional methods. These rhetorical features reaffirm that his
work was not designed to be an inventory for a public library, as were the aforementioned
Callimachean pinakes. Galen’s decision to use a thematic structure, coupled with his
rhetorical presentation of his ‘life’ in the chronological account, clearly has more in common
with the way in which philosophical corpora were presented.

The organizing principles Galen uses to structure his thematic account of his works
simply are not paralleled among the pinakes and prolegomena. First, an obvious division is
made apparent among medical, philosophical and rhetorical/ grammatical themes.''” The
medical works are further broken down into writings associated with component parts of
medical theory, such as works on anatomical theory and works for understanding the
therapeutic method. This is followed by thematic lists of Galen’s commentaries, summaries

and polemics, which are divided further according to the major figures and sects within

DL, Long 1964, 5.42.4-5.42.6.

2 1 ib.Prop., B. 172.5-10 =K. 19.48.11-16.

113 The polysemous nature of these terms does not always indicate a specific genre of prose. von Staden 1998.
The followmg are based on TLG scarches: Lib.Prop., (Emtoun) K. 19.25.10, 25.12, 27.6, 28.12, 29.12,
(mpayuateia) K. 19.20.1,20.10, 21.1,28.21, 30.12, 31.9, 31.13, 32.9, 33.3, 33.12, 37.16,37.17, 41.11, 43.9,
(umopvnuaTta) K. 19.10.7, 11.14, 22.2, 27.5, 31.18, 33.15, 33.20, 34.16, 35.4, 35.13, 36.8, 36.11, 37.14, 37.17,
38.13,38.18,41.17,42.6,42.8,42.15,42.18,43.5,43.7,46.15,47.3,47.4,47.6, 47.7,47.8,47.9,47.11, 47.18,
(uroBrkn) 19.31.8, (ouvots) K. 19.11.7, 33.10, 38.20, 45.4, 46.18, (eloayousvov)l( 19.11.12,12.3, 12.13,
23.12,23.13,32.11, 32.14, 32.19, 33.7, (npOTpsTmKos) K. 19.38.19, (UmoTumwoets) K. 19.11.5 12,18, 38.15,
(sgnynms) 19.33.12. 34.10, 35.9, 36.5, 37.2, (cuvypaupa) 19.33.17, 36.15.

"4 1ib.Prop., B. 147-154.

S I ib.Prop., B. 158-159 = K. 19.32-33.

116 1ib.Prop., B. 159-162 = K. 19.33-37.

"7 Appendix B.
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medicine. This process is essentially repeated for his philosophical writings but not for his
works on rhetoric and grammar.

As to his component parts of medical theory, the first five medical themes
(anatomical theory, faculties and use of the parts, therapeutic method, therapeutics and
prognostic works), in respect to the thematic categories in Boudon’s text, are not according
to any recognizable popular notion of the €181 of medicine, as in D.L. 3.85. They do not
reflect the tripartite theoretical divisions of medicine Galen describes in Ars Medica and
CAM.""® Furthermore, the themes and order in Lib.Prop. only loosely resemble those found in
Ord.Lib.Prop. and Ars Medica, all of which suggest Lib.Prop.’s thematic lists were
constructed ad hoc.'"” However, CAM does provide clues to the organizing principle behind
Lib.Prop.’s divisions of medicine.

In this work, Galen attempts to theoretically construct the practice of medicine based
on the analogy that the body is like a house and the doctor is like a man who repairs the
house. As the analogy goes, first the doctor must know the structures of the body before he is
able to understand the art of repairing it. Thus, Galen describes how the art is understood by
first grasping the anatomy and function of the observable parts (Chap. 1-6), as well as those
parts which are not observable (Chap. 7-10)—anatomical theory, faculties and use of the
parts. With this knowledge, one can begin to recognize what is diseased/dysfunctional and
the general methods used to correct it (Chap. 11-12)—therapeutic method—which
facilitates development of specific diagnostic theories and remedies (Chap. 13-16)—
therapeutics. With this being understood, one should lastly progress to an understanding of
prognosis (Chap. 17)—prognostic. Hence, in Lib.Prop., Galen’s thematic categories reflect a
similar progression, suggesting that his thematic listing is implicitly isagogic and that it
represents his philosophical approach to constructing the art of medicine. Nevertheless, unlike
Ord.Lib.Prop., he does not explicitly indicate that these divisions form a didactic progression.

As to Galen’s list of thematic parts of philosophy, Lib.Prop. contains only two
thematic lists, philosophical demonstrations and moral philosophy. Thus, he has noticeably
neglected one of the well-recognized parts of the tripartite divisions of philosophy, namely
physics.'*° The reason for this omission is a matter of speculation. Perhaps, he was trying to
express medicine’s command of this subject. In other words, to add a section on physics

would suggest that there is something deficient in medicine’s approach to the study of ¢uats.

'8 As to the tripartite and other similar methods of dividing the parts of medicine in ancient works, see von
Staden 1989, 89-109.

1% Boudon-Millot 2007a, 16.

120 1n Opt.Med. (K. 1.60—61), he recommends physicians study all of philosophy, which he divides into
logic/ethics/physics.
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Or, perhaps the omission was simply a matter of avoiding the redundancy of having to cite
works already listed under his medical themes. Whatever the case may be, Galen’s lists are
categorical presentations of the didactic ideals he held as being germane to theoretical
medicine.

His thematic headings, conversely, are also a means of self-presentation. Rather than
simply listing his works, he uses his thematic headings to illustrate the diverse array of
topics/themes he addressed in his writings. By demonstrating that he has written on medicine,
philosophy and grammar/rhetoric via these thematic lists, he clearly displays his Tai8eia. As
previously noted, his lists of writings under the five £18n of medicine are followed by five
thematic lists of his writings on medical figures and sects, namely works on Hippocrates,
Erasistratus, Asclepiades, Empiricists and Methodists.'?! Likewise, one finds him drawing a
distinction between his philosophical theories and the secondary literature he devotes to
important philosophers/sects: Plato, Aristotle, Stoics and the philosophy of Epicurus. This
distinction between his theory and his works on others’ theories is a rather unique feature
among pinakes. The explanation for using this structuring feature comes from On Examining
the Best Physician and The Best Doctor is also a Philosopher.'” In these works, Galen
provides his audience with a list of qualities of a good physician. On Examining the Best
Physician is a work directed toward the Roman upper classes, who were interested in
medicine and could afford to choose their personal physician. '2 In this work, he puts forward
his checklist for picking a good physician. In addition to being able to demonstrate a firm
understanding of anatomy and prognosis, Galen claims that a good physician should have a
well-rounded knowledge of medical authors, paying particular attention to Hippocrates.'**
Likewise, in The Best Doctor is also a Philosopher, Galen states that a good physician must
have an understanding of the three fields of philosophy.125 Thus, Lib.Prop.’s headings attest
to his model of an ideal physician, which is clearly based on himself. And, by thematically
separating his approach to medicine and philosophy from those of the sects and famous
individuals in these fields of study, he emphasizes that his position on these subjects is
theoretically distinct. In this way, the mantra found in many of his works, including Lib.Prop.
is echoed: he does not slavishly follow any one sect or individual, but instead, he takes the
best from each. And, therefore, Galen’s lists of works effectively portray him as a

transcendent figure in medicine and philosophy.

12! Appendix B.

122 Nutton 1990.

123 Nutton 1990, 243-244.
124 Nutton 1990, 244-249.
125 4. 120.
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V1. Conclusion

Rather than leave the survival of his works to chance, Galen carries out this rhetorical
act in the scholarly and didactic fashion used for philosophical corpora. Quite clearly, Galen
has put some thought into how he was going present himself and his writings in Lib.Prop. His
autobiographical anecdotes not only convey important information as to his modus operandi
as an author, but they also present him as a transcendent figure in medicine and philosophy.
Instead of simply listing the titles of his works, he uses a thematic structure that reflects his
theoretical approach to medicine. Having such a pinax was of practical value not only to the
acquisition of Galen’s writings, something which only the learned élite could afford to do, but
it also provided an apparatus enabling them to thematically study his writings. With such an
ordered list, a reader, when faced with an ambiguous passage in one of Galen’s texts, could
now look to other similar authentic works within Galen’s oeuvre to shed light on Galen’s
probable opinion.'** However, Lib.Prop. is not merely a set of ordered lists of titles but a
work intimately connecting the author to his writings. In a scientific culture where one’s
perception of ‘the author’ played a pivotal role in the exegesis of his writings and where the
exegetes of Plato, Aristotle and Hippocrates tried to uncover and explain the author’s Adyos
or Texvn, the image that Galen created for himself and his writings in Lib.Prop. would be of

central importance to the preservation and future interpretation of his oeuvre.

126 Cic.. De inv. 2.117; Galen, Dig.Puls., K. 8.958.6; Mansfeld 1994, 148-150; von Staden 2002a, 124-136.
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Interpreting Medical Texts:
Commentaries and In Hippocratis de natura hominis commentarii 11

and In Hippocratis de salubri victus ratione commentarius

I. Introduction

As was pointed out in the previous chapter, the interpretation of scientific texts was
one of Galen’s great preoccupations,1 and this ‘secondary’ literature, which was devoted to
the writings of philosophers, physicians and literary figures—both his predecessors and
coevals, was a defining feature of his oeuvre.” The kind of exegetical prose that will be
addressed in this chapter was identified by Galen as a ‘word-for-word exegesis’ (¢Efynots
ka®’ ekaotnv avtou Aé€v),’ which we term a running commentary. This rhetorical analysis
will discuss Galen’s three books of commentaria appearing in Mewaldt’s edition with the
titles In Hippocratis de natura hominis commentarii 11 (HNH) and In Hippocratis de salubri
victus ratione commentarius (Hipp.Vict.). All three books of commentary were related to a
single exegetical act, the interpretation of the received text entitled TTept ¢uoecs

avBpeamou.* One could argue that these highly rhetorical commentaries are not the best

! A modified version of this chapter will appear in the proceedings from the xurt Colloquium Hippocraticum. |
would like to thank Prof. Dean-Jones, as well as the participants of the colloquium, for their critical and
insightful remarks, which contributed to the formulation of this chapter. I have also benefited from Jouanna's
discussion of HNH. Jouanna 2000.

The Greek text is from Mewaldt's In Hippocratis de natura hominis commentaria tria (Mewaldt 1914, 1-113 =
K. 15.1-223). which will appear as M. in this chapter.

> Lib.Prop. contains an impressive list of philosophical authors (Aristotle (K. 19.47), Plato (K. 19.46),
Theophrastus (K. 19.47), Chrysippus (K. 19.47), Eudemus (K. 19.47) and Epicurus (K. 19.48)) and medical
authors ((Erasistratus (K. 19.37-38), Archigenes (K. 15.33), Asclepiades (K. 19.38), Theodas (K. 19.38),
Menodotus (K. 19.38). Serapion (K. 19.38), Marinus (K. 19.25), Lycus (K. 19.25) and ‘Hippocrates™ (K. 19.33-
38)), as well as literary authors (Aristophanes (K. 19.48), Eupolis (K. 19.48) and Cratinus (K. 19.48)) to which
Galen wrote secondary literature. While the exegetical character of these writings is impossible to fully assess
given that many exist only in title or in fragmenta, the surviving material provides a good sample of his
exegetical practices in a variety of secondary literature, which we term lexica, commentaries and summaries.
Sluiter 2000; Flemming 2008, 232-332.

3 A discussion of Greek terms related to running commentaries can be found on p. 52.

¢ Although Galen uses HNH from Hipp.Vict. to indicate that he is commenting upon two different treatises, the
Lesersfithrung. his transitional statement, at the end of Book 2 of HNH evidently shows Hipp.Vict. is part of the
same exegetical act. Here, Galen prepares his audience for the next part of his exegetical reading by saying,
‘Now leaving these interpolations behind, let us turn to the book On Healthy Regimen, which they say is a
treatise by Polybus.” GmoATovTes obv {8 TG WAPEYYEYPOUUEVE TauTa peTaBduey m 1o TTept Siais
Uytevis, o TToAUBou pactv eivar ouyypauka. However, there is reason to believe that Hipp.Vict. was written
quite sometime after he had finished H/NH because in Lib.P(op., Galen makes no mention of Hipp.Vict., but he
does claim that he wrote two books of commentary on TTept $uoecos avlpaatou. Lib.Prop., Boudon-Millot,
161 = K. 19.36. His reason for portraying HNH and Hipp.Vict. as being a part of the same exegetical rcading was
to indicate that he was following the contents of the received text for TTept duoecws avBpedmou, which included
the text we commonly term De salubri victus (Salubr.). The received text that he was using probably came from
Artemidorus Capito's and Dioscorides’ 2™ AD editions of the Hippocratic Corpus. ANH, M. 13-16, 57-58, 89 =
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selections for analysis because they are unrepresentative of Galen’s general exegetical
practices. They were chosen simply because they display his skill in using the formal features
of this genre to convey his message.

In a culture where philosophical and medical commentators turned to the corpora of
their progenitors to uncover and demonstrate the principles of their professions, Galen thought
it was extremely important that De natura hominis (Nat.Hom.) be perceived as having been
written by Hippocrates.® He argued that Nat.Hom. was the only text in which Hippocrates
methodically investigated the primary substances of the human body, its $uais, and therefore
that it contained the ‘foundation’ (xpnmis) of the whole art of Hippocrates.® Galen often
presents Nat.Hom. as proof that his own theoretical views on the four elements and humours
were in harmony with those of Hippocrates.’

The received text presented Galen with a number of exegetical problems. First, there
was a strong contingent of contemporary scholars who maintained that Hippocrates’ pupil and
son-in-law, Polybus, was the author of Nat.Hom., and these men could point to a long
tradition extending to the 4" century BC which declared that Nar.Hom. was written by
Polybus.® Secondly, although Nar.Hom. presented a systematic physiological model of the
four humours, it does not explicitly argue for the four elements being the $puois of man, as
Galen had previously claimed in Hipp.Elem. Thirdly, not all of the theories presented in the
received text agreed with Galen’s understanding of medical science, most especially, the

antiquated model of human anatomy in Chapter 11 of Nat.Hom.® Therefore, Galen was faced

K. 15.21-26, 108-111. 174-175; Manetti and Roselli 1994, 1617-1633; Hanson 1998, 44-46; Nutton 2004,
207-208.

5 Sorabji 1990; Sharples 1990; von Staden 2002a; 2006; Flemming 2008.

¢ [INI, M. 8.20 = K. 15.11.14. Jouanna 2000, 290.

His commitment to Nat.Hom."s Hippocratic authorship is obvious from the apparent title of one of his lost
works, In ‘The Nature of Man’ Hippocrates is Observed Holding the Same Opinion in Respect to his Other
Treatises (" OTI k&l KaTa TGAAG ouyypappaTta TRV autnv 8oEav o lmmokpatns Exwv daiveTal Th KATA
16 mep ucews avBpudTou. HNH, M. 56.4-6 = K. 15.107.3-5. cf. Lib.Prop., Boudon-Millot 2007a, 161.18-20
=K. 19.36), and from his detailed discussion of Nar.Hom.’s authenticity in On the Legitimate and Spurious
Treatises of Hippocrates (TTept T&v yvnoiwv Te kat voBwv ImokpaTous ouyypaupatwy. HNH, M. 7.19-
20 = K. 15.9.14-15). A fragment from the latter work, which discusses Nat.Hom., is preserved in HNH, M.
7.15-8.18 =K. 159.8-11.11.

7 An overview of Galen’s theoretical position on the elements and humours can be found in Hankinson 2008,
210-223.

¥ Galen claims Sabinus, as well as the majority of exegetes (o1 WAeioTot eEnynrat), believed that Nar.Hom. was
written by Polybus. HNH, M. 87-88 = K. 15.171-173. He also notes how Dioscorides attributed at least part of
the work to Hippocrates, the son of Thessalos, i.¢. the grandson of the legendary Hippocrates. HNH, M. 57-59 =
K. 15.110~112. The anatomist, Lycus of Macedon (AD c. 120), also may have commented on Nar.Hom.
However, Galen makes no mention in HNH of this rival’s position on the authorship of Nat.Hom. Thm 2002,
160-164, n. 164; HNH, M. 8-9, 87-88,89 =K. 15.11-12,171-173, 174-175; Flemming 2008, 342.

The description of the vessels in Nar.Hom. (L. 6.58.1-60.14) is cited by Aristotle (//4, 3.3.512b-513a7) and
attributed to Polybus. Anonymus Londinensis’ (19.1-18) summary of Nat.Hom. Chapters 3—4 provide evidence
that this part, as well, was ascribed to Polybus. Jouanna 1975, 55-59; 2000 279~283; Mansfeld 1994, 144-145.
® Jouanna 2000, 282-283.



48

with the task of extricating parts of the text he deemed to be Hippocratic from those that he
perceived were neither written by Hippocrates nor true to the Téxvn of Hippocrates.

In the prolegomena to HNH and Hipp.Vict., Galen prepares his audience for his
exegesis by discussing the title, authenticity, aim, and divisions of the standard presentation of
Nat.Hom. in the received text.'” He claims that the received text for Nat.Hom. is an
amalgamation of three texts: the first part (corresponding to L. 6.32.2-52.3) was the actual
treatise (OUYYypapuo) written by Hippocrates entitled On the Nature of Man (TTep\ duoecos
avBpwatrou); the second part (corresponding to L. 6.52.4-68.16) contained a hodge-podge of
anonymous and ‘invalid accretions’ (T Tpookeigeva Kokeds), which do not hold to the
téxvn of Hippocrates; and the third part (corresponding to L. 6.72.2-86.6) was a treatise
written by Polybus entitled On Healthy Regimen (TTepl Siaitns Uytewvis).!! According to
Galen, this regrettable amalgamation is caused by the unscrupulous practices of book traders,
who, during the reign of the Ptolemaic and Attalid kings, added the latter two parts to
Hippocrates® treatise in order to increase the value of the text.'” He goes on to claim that some
of his contemporaries, having been fooled by the arrangement of the two treatises and the
interpolated material, do not believe Nar.Hom. was written by Hippocrates, and subsequently,
his detractors have argued that Hippocrates never put forward the four elements as
contributing to the nature of man."? Rising to these men’s challenges is the overarching

commitment of Galen’s commentary. '*

I1. Genre

2.1 Exegesis
Before jumping into the analysis of these commentaries, it is necessary to
contextualize them by briefly touching upon the conventions of medical exegesis and the

character of Galen’s exegetical writings as it relates to HNH and Hipp.Vict."

10 Mansfeld 1994, 10-57, 131-147; von Staden 2002a, 118-119, 128-131. As to the standard editions of
Nat.flom., see n. 1.

N EINH, M. 7-9, 57-59 = K. 15.9-12, 108-110; Hipp.Vict., M. 89 = K. 15.174-176. cf. PHP, 8.2.7.

12 One cannot completely discount the veracity of Galen’s account. Nevertheless, this textual history, quite
plausibly, is merely a convenient narrative derived from his culture’s negative perception of the buying and
selling of books, as is evident in Lucian’s /nd. Hanson 1998, 33-34; Jouanna 2000, 281-282.

13 JINH, M. 7-11 =K. 15.9-16.

14 As von Staden points out, ancient commentaries were sometimes shaped by ‘something resembling a plot’
and some prefaces reveal the larger commitment of a commentary. von Staden 2002a, 118. cf. Baltussen 200~7,
249.

15 What I have to say is here is addressed in greater detail in the following: Manetti and Roselli 1994; Mansfeld
1994, 117-176; von Staden 2002a; 2006; Flemming 2008.



49

In order for scientific texts to be meaningful, it must be interpreted; and in order for
the interpretation to be persuasive, it must comply with the conventions of the intellectual
community in which it occurs. Thus, the exegetical practices of 2™ century AD grammarians,
which revolved around illustrating what was wpémov and oikelov in poetry, differed from
those of rhetoricians, who were focused on the interpretatio scripti as it applied to laws.'®
While the exegetical methods of the Christian commentators Origen (AD 184-254) and
Hippolytus of Rome (AD 170—c. 236) betray the techniques of Hellenistic grammarians, their
Biblical exegesis, with its allegorical interpretations and attentiveness to the religious themes
and the concerns of the Christian community, had its own rhetorical conventions.'’ One must
bear in mind that the exegetes of medical texts were generally practitioners, and therefore, to
expound upon the writings of Hippocrates or some other medical figure was tantamount to
studying medicine. Ancient medical commentaries exhibit a ‘quest for scientific truth and
therapeutic utility’, which is sensitive to contemporary scientific issues and is often driven by
rivalry with competing individuals and sects in medicine.'® Like other learned physicians,
Galen was a product of the scholarly way in which Hippocratic medicine was taught. Thus, in
addition to his study of other exegetes’ commentaries, he was influenced by the conventions
of the exegetical discourse in which a teacher would read through a medical source text
stopping to explain passages deemed important.'® This didactic scenario perhaps explains
why, as we will see later, Galen adopts the authorial posture of a teacher in his Hippocratic
commentaries.

For Galen, the act of explaining and clarifying, which is represented by the terms
¢EnyeioBon and cadnileobar and their cognates, was not limited simply to the interpretation
of texts. The terms could also be used to describe what one does to a subject. For example,
Galen uses the term é&ﬁynons and its cognates to denote his activities in anatomical works.%
In this context, to égnyeTceal an anatomical feature was to scientifically explain the unseen or
poorly understood functions and features of the body. In regard to the éﬁﬁynms of texts, the
role of the exegete was to clarify what was unclear (acodes) in a passage. Galen identified
two ways in which a passage might be considered unclear.?' First, the text may be unclear in

and of itself (doades auTo 81° eauTo). Secondly, the text may be unclear because the reader

' Eden 1997, 7-40.

" Young 1997.

'® von Staden 2002a, 121.

!9 Galen sometimes indicates that he has taken into consideration both oral and written interpretations when
commenting upon a text. For example, he claims that in Hipp.Vict. he will address what ot eéEnynoapevor and
his Si18cokalor failed to clarify in Salubr., namely, what the author meant by *Tous 181c3Tas . Hipp.Vict., M.
89.16-20 = K. 15.175.12-176.3. Sluiter 1999; von Staden 2002a, 132-133.

2 Mansfeld 1994, 152-154.

2 Hipp.Fract., K. 18b.319.6-16. Mansfeld 1994, 150-151; Flemming 2008, 336-337.
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is ill-prepared or too dull (auPAnS) to grasp the meaning of a passage. In regard to the
Hippocratic Corpus, Galen observed that these texts required a skilled exegete because the
topics were often too difficult for the reader/student and because Hippocrates purposely left
out some material since he was writing for those acquainted with his theories or because he
was simply writing personal notes.™ In addition to these problems, Galen points out that the
ancient terms, as well as Hippocrates™ idiomatic style of medical discourse, were difficult for
those not familiar with them; and therefore, these texts required a commentator who was
familiar with the lexis of Hippocrates.23

In various places within his oeuvre, Galen espouses principles of medical eEnynais.
While these principles are often presented in the context of demonstrating his superiority to
other medical exegetes, the following are nevertheless representative of both his ideals and
much of his exegetical practice. The first general principle is that medical exegesis should
reveal whether a passage is aAnBes or not.**

The second principle, which is closely related to the first, is ‘utility’.> Rather than
exclusively focusing on the meanings of words, a medical exegete should concern himself
with issues related to the practice of medicine. The whole purpose of Galen’s exegeses of
Hippocratic works, as he describes them in Lib.Prop., was to study the medical theory (ai
ioTpikan Becopian) taught by Hippocrates, i.e. the Hippocratic Téxvn.”® He often censures
other commentators for transgressing into what is not useful in their explanations. In the
preface to his commentary on Book 1 of Epidemics, for example, he criticizes Quintus’
commentary claiming he ‘went past the useful part of the teaching’ (T0 Xprjoipov pépos Ths
Si8aokahias UmepePaivev).”’ The question of what is medically xpnotpov and scientifically
aAnBEs in a passage are behind many of his exegetical remarks in HNH and Hipp.Vict., and
both of these aforementioned principles explain why Galen often relates contemporary issues
and theories in medicine to what is explicitly in the source text.

The third general principle is articulated in Com.Hipp. A good exegete, as Galen
claims, should not just consider whether what is said is plausible (18avov) and true (aAnbés)
but also whether it is consistent with the opinion of the author (yvoSun Tov ouyypa¢éw3).28
The search for the intention/thought of the author (yvedun Tou ouyypodews/sententia

auctoris) was a well-recognized principle of exegesis among grammarians and rhetoricians, as

22 Mansfeld 1994, 151-152.

3 Sluiter 1995.

4 Mansfeld 1994, 161-169; Flemming 2008, 336-340.

25 Flemming 2008, 336-338.

% Lib.Prop., K. 19.33-35.

2 Hipp.Epid., K. 172.6.10-11; Manetti and Roselli 1994, 1580-1593.
% Com.Hipp., K. 7.646.4-9; Mansfeld 1994, 148-149.
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well as philosophers and physicians.29 By the time Galen was writing, various methods of
demonstrating the author’s intention were in use, such as the principle of interpreting an
author from himself (i.e. Homerum ex Homero), a method Galen often employed in his
Hippocratic commentaries to justify his interpretations.’® Ultimately, these methods were to
help the exegete to arrive from what is written to what is not written. Thus, for Galen, as well
as for other exegetes, the goal was not to preserve the literal meaning of the passage but the
yveun of the author. Galen’s reliance on this principle becomes especially evident in HNH

and Hipp.Vict., when the text appears to deviate from what Galen held to be consistent with

scientific medicine and the Téxvn of Hippocrates.

2.2 Exegetical writings

During 2" century AD, the scholarly interpretation of medical and philosophical texts
manifested itself in a variety of forms of exegetical writings commonly identified by modern
scholars as lexica, scholia and commentaries. The basic formula of these exegetical works

consisted of ‘two parts: the lemma (word or words to be explained) and the definition or

» 31

comment’.”" Modern scholars generally term any ancient exegetical prose whose pairing of

lemmata and exegetical remarks follows its source text’s order of presentation as a running
commentary. However, at the time when Galen was writing, there was no universal genre
term to denote that one was writing such a commentary.>> When referring to the titles of his
Hippocratic exegetical works in Lib.Prop. and Ord.Lib.Prop., he uses the following formulae:
Tept T ‘ImmokpaTeicov Umropvnpateov,” Ta TGV ITTOKPOTEIWY OUYYPAUUGTWV
tEnynTike and eEnynTika Umopvnuata.*® The titular formula (UTopvnuaTa €is + title)
offers a fairly reliable indicator that Galen had written what we understand to be a
commentary given that the extant examples of this secondary literature has the formal features
of a running commentary.’® However, one should not take the term Umopvrjuata to denote a
commentary. As is the case with many Greek words that ancient authors used to describe the

kind of prose they were writing, uTopvnuaTa was a polysemous term which did not denote

2 Plac.Prop., Nutton 1999, 54.5-18; Mansfeld 1994, 10-57; Eden 1997, 7-19.

30 In De inventione (Inv., 2.117), Cicero provides a list of ways one can find the sententia scriptoris: *from his
other writings and from his deeds, words, his disposition and life’ (ex ceteris eius scriptis et ex factis, dictis,
animo atque vita eius). As to the Homerum ex Homero rule in Galen’s exegesis, see Dig.Puls.,hK. 8.938;
Mansfeld 1994, 148, 176-179; von Staden 2002a, 115-117.

3! Dickey 2007, 107.

32 [hm 2002, 2-10; von Staden 2006, 30-40; Flemming 2008, 324-332.

3 Lib.Prop., Boudon-Millot 2007a, 159.9-162.11 = K. 19.108-114.

M Lib.Prop., 159.9-12 =K. 19.33.14-17.

35 Ord.Lib.Prop., Boudon-Millot 2007a, 97.9-12. cf. Diff Resp.. K. 7.764.11.

3 Flemming 2008, 326.
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the formal characteristics of a genre.37 The relationship between the term umopvnuaTa and
the concept of memory (UTTOHVNOIS) suggests that these texts were somehow related to what
we would term as ‘memoranda’ or ‘notes’, that is to say, things written down to jog the
memory of the author or his audience. Therefore, in the context of secondary scholarship, the
titular formula (UTopvVUOTA Els + title) indicates they were notes made ‘into” the received
text as Galen was studying it.

With that being said, in Lib.Prop. and elsewhere, Galen notes how his ‘UTTopvnuoTa
gls’ exegetical literature on Hippocratic texts follows the conventions of the ‘word-for-word
exegeses’ (eEnynoets kab® exaoTnv autoU AéEiv) that his predecessors had made.*® He
distinguishes his ka8’ exaoTv auTtol AéEiv exegesis from his other EEnynTika on the
Hippocratic writings, specifically, his ‘secundum Hippocratem® works Hipp.Elem., Diff Resp.
and Hipp.Com., which, for lack of a better term, 1 will call ‘exegetical treatises’. Unlike his
running commentaries, these exegetical treatises lemmatized and expounded upon only key
passages from a ‘Hippocratic’ text (or texts) in order to systematically reveal Hippocrates’
opinion on a given medical theme.” That Galen conceives them as two distinct kinds of
exegesis is made evident in the different titular formulas he uses for exegetical treatises and
commentaries—respectively, mept X (kata v ITTOKpaTOUS  Yvwnmv)  versus
umropvnuoaTo eis + Hippocratic title—and by the simple fact that in his list of exegetical texts
in Lib.Prop. and Ord.Lib.Prop., he separates the two groups from each other.*’

Making a distinction between these two types of exegesis becomes especially
important to Galen when he tries to illustrate the relationship between Hipp.Elem. and HNH.
Galen notes in PHP:

[OJur work On the Elements according to Hippocrates is an eEnynois
of the work On the Nature of Man. Its exegesis is not in the same word-
for-word (ko' exaoTnv A¢é€v) manner that commentators are in the

habit of making, but it is an explanation of only the chief points in

37 As von Staden points out, Galen uses UmopvnuaTa for texts that have quite different formal features and aims
such as treatises and commentaries; and furthermore, this term is used to denote books or special parts of a *
treatise. von Staden 1998, 72-73. Galen sometimes uses UTOLVIHOTA to suggest that a text was initially written
at a lower level of refincment. Unlike ouyypaupata, which are the kind of refined works ready for public
consumption, Galen often suggests that uTropvnuaTa were written for the individual rather than for the general
public. von Staden 2006, 23-24. cf. Jenner 1989, 65-66.

# tEnytioets 8t kab’ ekaoTny auTod AEEw 1idn MOANOIS TGV PO £uol yeypaupEvas ... Lib.Prop., Boudon-
Millot 2007a, 160.1-2 = K. 19.34.9; PHP, De Lacy 1980, 492.25-29; HNH, M. 3.14-19 =K. 15.2.7—1:1'
Jouanna 2000, 276-79. ’

39 Mansfeld 1994, 135. A possible early example of this kind of exegetical prose would be Apollonius of
Citium’s (c. 90-15? BC) TTept T@dv dpBpeov mpayuaTeia seeing how it expounds upon sclective passages of
Hippocrates® Art. in order to ‘teach surgery “according to Hippocrates™. Potter 1993, 117.

“ Ord.Lib.Prop., Boudon-Millot 2007a, 97.9-98.3; Lib.Prop., Boudon-Millot 2007a, 159.10-160.4 = K
19.33.12-34.14. ’
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respect to his doctrine (Ta ouvéxovto TO 80yua) together with the
appropriate proofs (Tols oikelats amodeiEeotv).”!

Here Galen points out that Hipp.Elem.’s exegesis 1s different from word-for-word
exegeses because he has selected passages specifically to illustrate Hippocrates’ dogma rather
than commenting on the whole text. The other distinction is that he uses scientific proofs
(amodeifeis) to support the veracity of this dogma. Hipp.Elem.’s exegesis, thus, was for
demonstrating in greater detail—rather than in a running commentary—how a passage was
scientifically true. Although a large portion of his exegetical writings on Hippocratic treatises
was, in fact, running commentary, Galen sometimes suggests that by writing such word-for-
word exegeses, he is in some ways repeating himself because in his treatises he had already
addressed many of the medically significant opinions of Hippocrates.*? Therefore, in Galen’s
oeuvre, the running commentary was for a lower level of explanation, one that simply
familiarizes the audience with the source text.

In the proem to HNH, similar points are brought up. Here, Galen justifies why he was
now writing a running commentary on Nat.Hom. given that he had already given his
interpretation of it in Hipp.Elem. He explains that Hipp.Elem. was written to meet the needs
of a éToﬁpos who was already familiar with Nat.Hom.*® Because this éroﬁpog had a detailed
knowledge (akpiBds EmoTapevos) of the text, Galen’s exegesis in Hipp.Elem. was directed
toward “clearly revealing’ (ca¢eds 8ei€ai) ‘all the chief points’ (Ta ouvExovTa TovTa) of
Nat.Hom.** He claims that he wrote HNH ‘since my friends (eTotpot) wanted to receive from
me an £€rjynois of the same treatise of Hippocrates not only of the necessary passages in
respect to his dogma, as | have done in that previous book [Hipp.Elem.], but of all of the
passages in order.”” Nonetheless, Galen declares at the end of this proem that his

commentary will prove that Hippocrates indeed wrote Nar.Hom., a position that apparently

41 . sEifynois ot 76 HuéTepov Ypduua TO e TAW kab’ Trmokpdmy aToixeicov Tol yeypaupévou

mepl puotos avpuitrou. “\]" S,E ’SEﬁYﬂ,OlV °§'X UTwWS Exet YEYOWTG\f ws siwdacv ol Tas tEnyrioeis
padovTes moiéioBat kab exaoy AéEiv, aAAa TV oUVEXGVTLV TO 8Syua udveov dua Tols oikeiats

amodeifeow as eimep eBiAers pavBove, e ekeivo peTaPnéi o BiAiov. PHP, De Lacy 1980, 492.25-29.

The difference between the two works™ exegeses is certainly borne out by analysis. While HNH's lemmata and

exegesis follow the order and contents of Nat.Hom., in Hipp. Elem., Galen selectively cites key passages from

Nat.Hom. without attention to the order of the source text and clearly for the purpose of systematically

illustrating Hippocrates® views on the elements (Chap. 1-5), qualities (Chap. 6-9), and humours (Chap. 10-14).

De Lacy 1996, 45, 50.

42 Ord.Lib.Prop., Boudon-Millot 2007a, 97-98; Hipp.Epid. K. 17a.577; HNH,M. 3.4-19=K. 15.1-2.

43 [NH,M. 3.4-6=K. 15.1.4-7.

“ [INH, M. 3.9-14 =K. 15.2.2-7.

45 yGv odv, Emedn kal auTOU TOU *Innoxpu’niou a\,:yyo'ruyaros £ENymov ou pdvov TV Avaryxaicov eis TO

Séypa AéEscov, e3s #v éxeivey mMpdTepov Ememoinuny, aAlha maocv édeEils deribnoav oi Etaipor mrap’

4100 AaBeiv, apxouevos Ths EEnynoews tkeva AeEw mpdTepov, Ooa TapeAimov simElv Ev apxq Tob TTepi

6oy ko’ 1 TTOKpGTNV OTOXEIGOV, EMEIST YIVWOKEIV QUTG TOV ETAIpOV NmioTouny. HNH, M. 3.14-19 =K.

15.2.7-14.
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had come under attack after he wrote Hipp.Elem.*® Therefore, Galen has chosen a type of
exegesis that was more suitable to demonstrating the authenticity and character of the
received text.

According to Lib.Prop., HNH was written during the second phase of Galen’s
Hippocratic commentaries.*” As was noted in the previous chapter, this was a period in which
he broadened his exegetical horizon to take into fuller consideration the opinions of other
commentators and to produce commentaries written ‘with an eye for general publication’
(Tpos kownv ekdoctv amoPAémwv).*® While this is clearly a schematization of his
commentaries, this image of HNH is supported by analysis. In HNH, Galen’s interest in
authenticating Nat.Hom. by addressing what other exegetes have said about the authenticity of
the text reveals that he is indeed taking into consideration the importance of using his
commentary to respond to issues that do not strictly pertain to what is medically useful. As to
HNH being composed for ‘general publication’, in HNH, Galen intimates an awareness of the
needs of a broad audience. For example, he makes concessions for the audience in the
preface, noting how his discussion of the terms ¢uots and oToixela is for those of ‘you’
(OpETs) who are not aware of the philosophical works written about ¢puots.*” His awareness
of a general audience is also evident in Hipp.Vict. when he remarks, ‘What 1 often say in
conversations with close companions (eTaipous) and other friends (d1hovus), 1 will say

s 50
now .

I11. Audience

3.1 Ideal audience

As was noted, Galen makes quite clear that he is writing these commentaries in
response to his friends’ (eToipor) requests. In the preface to Book 1 of HNH, he addresses his
friends with the vocative, f—:TO(TpOl, and then points out how they are better than the

physicians, presumably Erasistrateans, who have failed to understand the differences between

“ HNH, M. 10-11 =K. 15.15-16.

47 Of the Hippocratic commentaries listed in Lib.Prop, HNH was composed just before (AD c. 190) his last
Hippocratic commentary, which expounded on AWP. Ilberg 1889, 236; Jouanna 2000, 279. As to the date of
composition of Hipp.Vict., it seems to have been written after AD 193, seeing how Galen does not mention it in
Lib.Prop. See n. 4.

# 1 ib.Prop., Boudon-Millot 2007a, 160.18-21 = K. 19.35.8-12.

“ INH, M. 3.20-4.5 =K. 15.2.17-3.8.

% Smep 8k Aéyw moMNdkis Ev Talls TPos Tous ETaipous Te kot Tous GAAous ihous cuvousiais, EPQ KA\
vov. Hipp.Vict., M. 104.6-7 =K. 15.205.1-2.
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organs and homoiomerous pans.‘ii The reason he gives for his friends® supenor knowledge is
that they have read his works Morb Diff. and M. At the end of this preface. he seems to
invoke this same audience of eTaipol when he exhorts them to remind his critics to pay
attention to the fact that. mn all the Hippocratic treatises, Hippocrates posited the foundation
(Bepehiov) of his art “by his knowledge of the discovered elements’ (ev T Tept TV
EUPNUEVEOV OTOIXEICV emoTnun). ~ This anxicty to influence the perception of the text
seems to indicate that his target audience may not be limited to his ¢Taipor. for when he
appears to be sull speaking to his ideal audience just before he begins his exegesis of
Nar.Hom . he declares, *[F]rom the benetit of the following. 1t will be clear to those who are
not completely dull that he [r.e. Hippocrates] who always affirms the same elements is also
the one who wrote this book that 1s now before us.”™* This ‘poisoning-of-the-well” strategy
suggests that he may be mvoking his ideal audience to indirectly speak to those outside his
circle of friends and students.

After the preface. Galen does not address the audience as £Ta1pot, choosing instead to
simply use the second person singular and plural without a vocative. Whether his eTaipo
were the target audience or a literary conceit is not entirely clear. What is clear is that
throughout his commentary. his approach to this audience 1s that of a teacher writing to his
students. He uses the second person to remind the audience of what they had previously
lcamed and to instruct them.™ Thus. much of his exegetical practice reflects the didactic
situation of a teacher clantving Nar.Hom. for those who were not entirely familiar with its
contents but who were in total agreement with the teacher’s theoretical views. While simply
not enough textual evidence exists to argue that this posture was a rhetorical convention of
medical commentaries, given that medicine was orally taught in the aforementioned manner,

such a posture would scem to fit the decorum of this exegetical discourse.

3.2 Presence of the audience

Often. when Galen employs the second person singular in his exegesis, he emphasizes
the future or potential discovenes an individual will make "if” he follows Galen's logic. These
occurrences (verbal and pronominal) of the second person singular are associated with
conditional statements expressing future result “ift one will adhere to the protasis: for

example. *And if you add to this account what was proved in this passage which we are

CHNHM T=K 1889

CHNILM 1020 113=K 151514 169,

“tx meprouoias B kata T axoAouBiav Tors ovk GOUVETONS GOVEITAL TG QUTA TIBEUEVOS GEI OTOIXEIG
16 T¢ BiBAIOV TO VUV NuIV TPOKEILEVOV GUTON Ypayos. JINIL M. 11.5 7=K. 15161215, \

SUINFLM 3611 125 KO 15678 7UMO3RR 302 = KU IST28 13 Mipp Vict . M. 1018 14= K. 151995
11. ¢f Jouanna 2000, 278 279
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presently addressing, then you will completely construct the dogma of Hippocrates.”* His use
of the second person singular is clearly tied to an idiomatic way of conveying the logical
consequence of a statement. Thus, his audience would recognize a hypothetical ‘you’ rather
than Galen suddenly addressing an individual m the audience. His use of the singular ‘you’
does not occur only in conditional statements; it is a part of his medical instructions as well.
For example, he claims, in regard to the use of clysters, ‘Moreover, for you who would intend
to cleanse the whole body, one must purge upward from the stomach during summer and
downward from the stomach during winter, just as it has been stated in Aphorisms.”*® He then
goes on to say that it is best for one to be specific in the use of purges: one should purge from
the parts that have superfluous matters ‘all that you want to hinder from increasing’ (ooo 8¢
kwhUoot Behets avEnBnvan). Here again, the audience would understand this to be an
unspecified ‘you’. In both cases, medical instruction and logical conditions, his use of the
second person singular serves a similar rhetorical purpose. Galen is using a more personal
expression to draw his audience’s attention to where they need to follow closely his
instruction. And, in these instances, he confirms his role as a teacher.

Although Galen’s use of the second person plural occurs less frequently in his
exegesis than in his prefatory remarks, it nevertheless serves an important rhetorical
function.”’ In his commentary, Galen uses second person plural verbs in the past tense to
remind the audience of what they have been taught or have seen. For example, he states, ‘For
you have seen in these same works of the art many arguments refuting those who do not
concede that the thing which was evacuated was drawn by the emetic medications.”*® Here,
Galen is pointing out to his audience that they have seen in Galen’s Purg. Med.Fac. the same
type of argument which ‘Hippocrates’ has used in the lemma to refute monists (corresponding
to L. 6.42.8-44.4). Thus, if we consider that Galen is writing to a broad audience, he reassures
the audience of the scientific veracity of the passage by invoking his ideal audience of learned
disciples as witnesses. Another example of this didactic posturing is evident when he reminds
the audience that ‘you have learned many times’ (moAhakis éudesTe), presumably from
Galen, the difference between elements and humours.”® Likewise, by noting how the audience

would be aware of why he is bringing up a matter somewhat tangential to the text, Galen also

* v olv TOUT® Tw Aoye mpoobis TO KATG TNV VOV TMUIV TPOKEILUEVTIV POV O TTOSEIKVUHEVOY
o}\ox}\npov epycxon TO Soyua TOU |nnoxpa1’ous HNH, M. 38. 14-16 =K. 15.71.10-12. '
56 Kaempew HEVTO! TO ouunav omua Bou)\nesvﬂ oot Bépous pEv Sia TNS dvw, XEtwvos 8t St TAs
KOTE KOLAOS GOPUOKEUTEOV, WS £V APOPIOHOLS slpnTou Hipp.Vict.,, M. 101.8-10 =K. 15.199.5-7.

57 The percentage of occurrence of the second person in the prefatory remarks is 0.65%, but in the body of the
text it occurs 0. 11% Appendlx C, Tables 1 and 2.

58 gesaocxoes yap em’ auroov TEV YV TS TEXVIS OUK OMYOKIS EAEYXOUEVOUS TOUS T} OUYXWPOUVTOS
“hkecBo TO KEVOUREVOV UTO TV kaBopovTev dapuakwv'. FINH, M. 38.28-39.2 =K. 15.72.8-10.

%9 HNH, M. 36.11-12 =K. 15.67.5-7.
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intimates that his ideal audience is so familiar with his teachings that they understand the
importance of such remarks.®” Whether he actually had a group of disciples who were as
knowledgeable of his teachings as he portrays 1s unclear. Nevertheless, these kinds of remarks
undoubtedly conveyed that Galen, like other important medical exegetes, such as Quintus and
Sabinus, had a group of loyal disciples who could testify to his knowledge of Hippocratic
medicine.

What is the role of his ideal audience in this exegetical text? As we have already
observed, Galen uses the preface to set before this audience the textual question of authorship
and the theoretical question of the elements. From this point on, Galen is in total control of the
exegesis of this work. The audience does not play an active role in these decisions; that is to
say, Galen does not intimate that he is responding to their questions or concerns. However, he
does reveal what the audience is to do with the knowledge they gain from his explanations.
For the most part, they are to pursue, with the help of Galen’s other works, theoretical
questions he raises in his explanations. In Hipp.Vict., he tells the audience to first read his
treatise On Mixtures and then his work On Health in order to observe the theoretical basis
behind his regimen for the elderly, which he only touches upon in his exegesis of the
passage.®’ With remarks like this, Galen reveals that a detailed account of such topics is not
the aim of his commentary. In this way, he indicates that the audience must suspend such
questions, and for the time being, they are merely to observe the scientific veracity of the

arguments in Nat.Hom. as far as Galen’s exegesis will allow.

IV. Author

4.1 Presence of the author

When compared to that of his contemporaries, such as Alexander of Aphrodisias,
Galen’s approach to the audience was much more person-oriented. Galen frequently
communicates his presence throughout these commentaries by using the first person plural
and singular (pronominal and verbal).® For example, he uses the first person plural and
singular a total of 106 times in Book 1 of HNH.® The first person is used more frequently

(1.49%) in the preface to Book 1 than in his commentary to this part of the text (0.58%).* In

60 810 Ti 8¢ TPooEBNka T ASYw TO 10wds, CIHGL YIVLIOKEIY Upds* &v yap Tols TTepl omépuaTos
Umopvripact 8eix0n.... HNH, M. 39.29-40.1 =K. 15.74.7-8.

' Hipp.Vict., M. 95.18-96.13 =K. 15.187.17-189.8.

62 Appendix C, Tables 1 and 2.

63 There are 46 occurrences in the prefatory remarks and 60 in the body of the text. Appendix C, Table 3
¢ Appendix C, Tables 1 and 2. ’ '
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the preface, he tends to use the first person singular;** however, in the body, he generally uses
the first person plural.®® This difference in usage of first person singular and plural seems to
be a matter of decorum. The preface was the appropriate place for Galen’s more person-
centred rhetoric, and the body of the commentary was where he settled into the role of
teacher, using ‘we’ to convey a sense of general agreement between himself and his ideal
audience. This notion of Galen addressing his audience as a teacher addressing his disciples
may explain why in the body of HNH Galen relies on the first person plural to a greater extant

than he does in his other works.®’

4.2 Exegetical authority

In order for his explanations to be persuasive, Galen needed to establish his authority
over the text. One of the ways in which he demonstrates this is by his criticisms of
contemporary and previous Hippocratic scholars. Most of his criticisms are directed toward
the collective, eEnynTal, who seem to represent both the oral and written traditions of
commenting upon this text.*® Often this collective is evoked to demonstrate how his approach
was superior to theirs. Thus, he censures them for having badly omitted something (kakos
mapoheAeidBat) that should have been explained, or at other times, he accuses them of being
too wordy (moAuloyia) and failing to see the important medical truth in a passage.®® He
singles out two noteworthy individuals for specific errors. Galen finds fault with the famous
Hippocratic editor Artemidorus Capito (AD c. 120) for making an erroneous emendation
(kakQs peTaypayal) to the ancient reading (Tohona pRiots), which causes the text to list
only three—rather than four—elements.”

The individual who draws most of Galen’s criticisms is the Hippocratic commentator
Sabinus (c. end of 1®' century AD).”" Although in other works Galen recommends Sabinus as
a knowledgeable commentator,”” he is quite critical of him in HNH, primarily because

Sabinus claimed that Polybus was the author of Nar.Hom. To undermine the credibility of

%5 Of the total number of occurrences of the first person in the preface 57% occur in the first person singular and
43% occur in the first person plural. Appendix C, Table 3.

% Of the total number of occurrences of the first person in the body of the text 18% occur in the first person
singular and 82% occur in the first person plural. Appendix C, Table 3.

7 Of the total number of occurrences of the first person in the body of the text in HNH 82% are in the first
person plural. The aforementioned criterion in his other works is as follows: Foet.Form. (40% * first person
plural), Lib.Prop. (4%), Protr. (45%), Thras. (61%) and Puls. (67%). Appendix C, Table 3.

8 LINH, M. 14.20, 14.24, 66.29, 77.7,85.18, 85.22, 87.18 =K. 23.7, 15.23.11, 129.2, 150.4, 167.15, 168.4
171.12; Hipp.Vict., M. 89.20,97.16, 105.2, 109.1, 109.14 =K. 176.2, 192.3, 206.11, 212.7, 214.11,’215.6 ’
 Hipp.Vict., M. 89.16-20, 107.27-108.3, 108.19-109.28.

7 [INH, M. 13.19-16.11; Manetti and Roselli 1994, 1617-1633. See n. 4.

7! (Sabinus) HNH, M. 15.13, 15.18, 82.19, 85.19, 87.18 =K. 15.25.2, 25.6, 161.11, 168.1, 171.12;
Ord.Lib.Prop., Manetti and Roselli 1994, 1607-1614.

2 Ord.Lib.Prop., Boudon-Millot 2007a, 98 =K. 19.57-58.
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Sabinus” position, Galen calls into question Sabinus’ discernment as a commentator. Likening
Sabinus to a physician who chooses to treat a patient’s hangnail rather than his dropsy, Galen
lampoons Sabinus for claiming that both parts of Nar.Hom. were written by Polybus simply
on the basis of a few passages at the end of the second part of the text.”” Galen also asserts
that Sabinus failed to recogmze that the very passage which Sabinus ascribed to Polybus
reveals itself, by the author’s lexis, to have been written by a much later author. Nothing is
too surprising about Galen’s agonistic posture toward fellow exegetes as it is in line with the
decorum of this genre.74 In the competition for status and followers, such remarks were
important ways in which both philosophical and medical exegetes reassured their audiences
that they were listening to the appropriate master—teacher.

Galen does not always explicitly criticize other exegetes. Sometimes he evokes them
merely to indicate that he is addressing a common exegetical problem. In regard to a passage
in Nat.Hom. (corresponding to L. 6.15-19) discussing the placement of Touat in relation to
painful parts of the body, Galen confirms that the exegetes have correctly (0pBcds)
understood that, in this passage, the author is speaking about bloodletting (dpAefoTopias).”
However, he points out that the commentators all agree (opoAoyoUol TovTes) that the
passage is unclear as to when, in pain or in health, one should begin to oppose superfluous
humours (ot wAeovalovTes xuuoi). To provide a plausible explanation to their quandary, he
posits, ‘I think that he has spoken in regard to healthy people since the writer wants to move
the superfluous humours into other parts.”’® In these places, which are far less frequent than
his critical remarks, Galen involves himself in the problems of other exegetes. Be that as it
may, he paints himself as being somewhat different from other commentators on the
Hippocratic Corpus since he never speaks in terms of ‘we’ when he mentions them. The ‘we’
in Galen’s commentary is reserved for physicians, philosophers and, most importantly, his
ideal audience of disciples. More often than not, the éF,nynTai make up the ‘them’ in Galen’s
nos contra eos rhetoric.

Although it was well recognized that the commentators on Hippocratic works were
often physicians,77 Galen’s rhetorical strategy is to deemphasize the exegetes’ understanding
of Hippocratic theory by portraying their exegeses as being more concerned with quibbling

over the meaning of words than with addressing issues of medical science.”® For example
b

3 IINH, M. 85.18-86.4 = K. 167.16-173 4.

7 yon Staden 2002a; 2006; Baltussen 2007.

S UNH, M. 77.1-13 =K. 15.149.14-150.11.

76 tLot pEv o0V paANov SOKET £ TGV UytaivovTav elpfioBon Boulugvou Tob ypdpavtos TalTo
mpooeBilew eis &Mha popia pepeabat Tous mheovalovTas xupols. HNH, M. 77.11-13 =K. 15.77.9-11
7 von Staden 2002a, 124-136; 2006. T
78 Sluiter 2000, 190.
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when he identifies a passage (pfiois) (corresponding to L. 6.46.9-20) as being cadris and ou
Seopévn eEnynTol codnviEovtos auTny, he goes on to say that certain men, nevertheless,
still endeavour to comment upon part of the statement.”” He points out that these men have
failed to provide a good explanation of the phrase, yiveTal...Ta &AM voonuaTo
dAeyHoTwdeq, because they have left the article out (xwpis Tou apBpou) of their reading.
Thus, their reading suggests ‘other phlegmatic diseases arise’ rather than ‘the other diseases
become phlegmatic’. Galen claims the latter reading is both grammatically correct and a
sound medical observation, in that diseases become more phlegmatic in the winter just as the
author is suggesting. While correcting the interpretations of other exegetes is a fundamental
part of writing a commentary, Galen’s reasons for their errors serve to distinguish himself
from them. His remark that the passage ‘does not need an exegete’ suggests that he is fixing
the mistakes of commentators whose lack of understanding of medicine has led them to
incorrectly see an ambiguity in the text. In this way, he presents himself as having a better
understanding of the real issues in the text due to his medical knowledge.

To demonstrate an expertise specific to the Nat.Hom.’s subject matter, Galen
emphasizes his knowledge of philosophical inquiries into ¢puois. In his preface, he uses the
first person plural to describe how ‘we and many others of the philosophers have
demonstrated elsewhere’ (eTepwBi Sedeixapev Nuels Te kot GAAot ToAol TV
$1Aocodeov) the nature of elements (0TOlXE o) using grammar as the model.*® Later, he notes
how ‘Aristotle and we term’ the uniform constructed parts of the body ‘perceivable elements’
and ‘homoiomerous elements’,m all of which underscores the fact that his exegesis is
informed by his own inquiries into dpuots and by his knowledge of philosophical literature on
this subject. Galen also suggests that his inquiries into the elements of the human body are in
line with what Plato expressed as Hippocrates’ method in the Phaedrus (270¢3).% He notes,
‘Whether the human body is one thing altogether or a composition of all four is especially
useful in the investigation, just as Plato’s statement taught, and in respect to The Therapeutic
Method, we had taught straightforwardly in the first parts of it.’® Ultimately, however,
Galen’s professional identity and his continued assertions of understanding the art of

Hippocrates carry much of his exegesis. Such remarks portray Galen as a practitioner—exegete

 HNH, M. 43.13-23 =K. 15.83.1-84.7.

% [INH, M. 5.10-6.3 =K. 15.5.10-7.1.

8'5-‘-&128?;'\791'??:9\115‘ xai Aueis Svopdlopsv ‘oTorxsiar mpds aiobnow’ kai ‘Suotopephi’. HNH, M. 6.14-
15=K. 15.7.13-14.

2 HNH, M. 18.18-21 = K. 15.30.16-31.12.

¥ 10 ydp To! XPTICIHOY EOTIV év 76 Cnmoan, TOTePOV EV ATAOUV EOTI TO OLIPA TGV avBpeimeav i
ouvBeToV £f ATACY TETTAPLY, WS T TE TOU TaTeovos £8i8ake priols fuels Te kata Ty OepaTeuTikny
uéBodov i818aEapey eUBls tv Tols TPLITOls AUTHS. Ibid.
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who was at one with the author on whom he is commenting, and this authorial image
reassures his audience that he is able to discern the yvwun of Hippocrates.

Galen’s commitment to demonstrating the therapeutic utility of passages did not
extend so far as to render his commentary completely devoid of the type of erudition his
society valued.* Throughout his commentary, he reveals himself to be a scholar fully aware
of philological methods and scholarly issues. To give credence to his interpretations of
Hippocrates’ specific usage of words, as was noted, he turns to the well-recognized exegetical
principle of interpreting the author from the author himself.** And, in a manner reflective of
his society’s interest in the language of o1 maAaiol, he indicates that his exegesis takes into
account the ancients’ Aé€is and the idiomatic way in which they expressed themselves, which
he terms TO £60s TGOV ‘EMveov.® He flags his awareness of the issues of transmission,
pointing out how ambiguities could have crept into the text due to scribal error. *7 He also uses
a technical term of textual criticism by noting how Dioscorides used the 0BeAds to mark a
corruption in Nar.Hom. In his explanation of this sign, he points out that Aristarchus also used
it in his recensions of Homer. Such a remark also reveals his awareness of philological
scholarship on poetry and other literary works.® Likewise, he avails himself of the
specialized language of rhetoricians and dialecticians when he justifies a change he made to
the text (HNH, M. 11.8-14 corresponding to L. 6.32.2-7).¥ To show this change was
reasonable, he declares that the first passage contains a ‘type of ambiguity’ (yeEvos Tns
GuditBoAias) in respect to ‘distribution and combination’ (Siaipecis ko ouvBeois).” He
points out that instead of évedv (‘which is inside’), the text should read &v €6v (‘which is
one’).g' Because it is unclear how this phrase was to be pronounced and because the original
manuscript did not contain diacritical marks, his position is that one has grounds to suspect
that later exegetes have erred by not recognizing that there should be a rough breathing on the

epsilon and the two words should be divided (81ax1peais) rather than combined (ouvbeais). In

% Flemming 2008, 337-338.
85 INH,M. 12 =K. 15.18-19.
% IINH, M. 12.26-13.16, 31.18-27, 40.10-24, 41.9-19, 87.15-88.11 =K. 15.20.1-21.5, 57.4-17, 74.18-75.17
77.5-78.2, 171.9-173.1; Hipp.Vict., M. 102.10-22 = K. 15.201.5-202.3. T s
:; sz 11:44 :522.32;26.2 =1 15<.l i 3.4:2.1—47.6; Hipp.Vict., M. 98.25-99.15 = K. 15.194.11-195.14.

.M. 58.7-9 =K. 15.110.12-111.5. As to the use of this sign i iqui i
 HINH. M. 12.26-28 = K. 15.20.1-3. gn in antiquity, see Dickey 2007. 134,
% The same terminology occurs in Galen'’s discussion of Aristotle’s Sophistici Elenchi. In this work, Galen
explains that in some cases, a written sentence can be ambiguous Tapa 8¢ v ouvBeoty kat Btaipé0|v which
is to say, two grammatically correct readings render different meanings if the words in the clause/phrase, are read
together or separately. De Captionibus, Edlow 1977, 89.11-90.2, 110.18-112.4. cf. Hipp.Elem., K. 1.438.14
This same terminologhy apl;:ears in Aelius Theon’s (c. 1* AD?) Progymnasmata 129.1 and 130.14. Roselli.20'04
58, n. 26. As Roselli has shown, the awareness of these types of iguiti : ‘s ’
S e Roselli 2004, S7-61. yp ambiguities was shared by dialecticians and
9 HNH, M. 12.26-13.8 = K. 15.20.1-15.
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this way, he illustrates that he is not an unsophisticated technician but a scholar whose
erudition affords him the right to rectify errors in the text as he sees fit; thus, this image also

empowers him to persuasively question other exegetes’ understanding of the text.”

V. Message

5.1 Paratextual features

To illustrate his perceived incongruities in the received text, Galen made judicious use
of the ‘paratextual’ features of ancient commentaries.”> For each of the aforementioned three
perceived parts of the received text, he produced a separate book of commentary, each with its
own prefatory remarks.’* In each of these prolegomena, he returned to the overall question of
authenticity, arguing that each part reveals that it has its own unique author(s). His use of
these liminal devices was an important exegetical move in that it created three macro-sense
units and reminded the reader at which point he was crossing the threshold of a new work.
Having partitioned the received text in this way, he was now able to demonstrate that the
theory of the four elements was indeed written by Hippocrates without having to make it
conform with the anatomical descriptions in the second part of the text, which were obviously
far from the level of sophistication anatomy had reached under Galen and his predecessors.
And, by setting apart On Healthy Regimen as a treatise written by Polybus, Galen was able to
account for some of the minor disagreements he had with this part of the text. Ultimately,
these divisions serve to elevate the status of the first part of the text. He could now argue that
Hippocrates had dedicated a treatise specifically to the task of demonstrating that the four
elements and humours were the nature of man.

In addition to the previously mentioned paratextual features, Galen also partitions the
text by writing an epilogue to Book 1 entitled Concerning the method in the book and that it

is of the authentic works of Hippocrates (TTept s xata 1o BiBAiov peBoSou kol 611 TV

2 INH, M. 31.18-27 =K. 15.81.16-82.8.

%3 By ‘paratextual’, I am referring to liminal devices, such as the prefatory remarks and division of books, which
influence the way a commentary is read. The term comes from Genette’s study of how things such as the
introduction, binding, illustrations, and title effect the reception of a published work. Genette 1997.

% His prefaces to Book 2 of HNH (M. 57 = K. 15.108-109) and Hipp.Vict. (M. 89 = K. 15.174-175) are much
smaller in comparison to Book 1 of HNH (M. 3-11 = K. 15.1-16). The preface to Book 1 of HNH is one of the
longest and most argumentative of all his Hippocratic commentaries. Galen did not always begin his
commentaries with a formal preface. As von Staden notes, ‘Galen’s commentaries on Hippocratic treatises
Prog., Acut., Epid. I and Aph. likewise have no formal prefaces..., whereas his commentaries on other
Hippocratic works, such as Nat.Hom., Artic., Fract., Off., Epid. 1, Prorrh. I. and Epid. VI, do.’ von Staden 2002a,
128, n. 59. However, in the commentaries that do not have formal prefaces, Galen does address some of the
introductory questions common to prolegomena via his exegesis of the first lemma (Prog. and Epid. II) or by
writing proems to one or more of the books within a treatise (Books 3 and 7 of Aph. and Book 4 of Acut.).
Mansfeld 1994, 141-145; von Staden 2002a, 119, n. 33.
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yvnoiwv ImmokpaTous).” In this epilogue, he returns to the question of authenticity
claiming that his commentary has demonstrated the authenticity of this first portion of
Nat.Hom. His claim is largely based on his assumption that the method described in the
Phaedrus (270c3) is. in fact, demonstrated in this part of the text.”® Having quoted the
passage from the Phaedrus both in his preface and now again in the epilogue, he boldly
declares:

But since Plato has written thus, let someone point out to us in which

other book of Hippocrates, besides On the Nature of Man, one would

find this same approach, and if he is not able to do it, let him seek for a

no more trustworthy witness of the authenticity of this book than

Plato.”’
In this way, Book 1’s exegesis is framed as proof of the claims he made in the preface. By
writing a conclusion confirming the claims put forward at the beginning of his commentary,
Galen frames Book 1 with the rhetorical features of an argumentative speech, which is rather
atypical of commentaries of this period. All of this illustrates his anxiety to influence the
audience’s perception of the text.

While it seems likely that Galen ‘dreamed up’ these divisions, it is impossible to be
certain that he was the first, or the only, exegete to hold this position because none of his
predecessors’ or contemporaries’ commentaries on Nar.Hom. have survived. Some of Galen’s
remarks suggest that other exegetes recognized incongruities in the text, particularly in regard
to Salubr. and Nat.Hom.>® Nevertheless, Galen’s divisions would not have been considered
unreasonable because they follow the obvious changes in the text’s subject matter,” and
raising such an issue with the received text was not wrong. In fact, the mark of a good exegete
was to recognize where false accretions had occurred in the text. Aspasius (AD c¢. 100-50)
and Alexander of Aphrodisias also questioned the order of presentation as well as the

authenticity of parts of the received Aristotelian texts upon which they were commenting.'®

% HNH, M. 53.15-16. Not in K.

% The method is to ask, in respect to the body. whether something is complex or simple, and if it is simple, to
inquire into what makes it act and upon what does it act.

97 a}\)\a TaUT TT)\a'rwvog oUTWO! YPOoYaVTOs sm&suﬁaTm TIS nuw sv Tiv, BlB)\lm Tou ImTOKpaTous
srepw mopa 1o Tlept puoews avamnou mv usOoGov raurnv scmv EUPEIY n, EITEP OUK EXEl, UNdEVa

Cnmm) TTAdTwvos GEIOTOTOTEPOV HAPTUPG TOU yvriatov eivat 1o BiBAtov Tolo. JINH, M. 54.26-55.3
=15.104.12-17.

% UNH, M. 7-9, 57-58 = K. 15.9-13, 110-111; Hipp.Vict., M. 89 =K. 15.174-175.

% Jouanna has argued the manuscript evidence, as well as the stylistics similarities between Salubr. and
Nat.Hom., offers enough evidence for one to perceive congruence between these texts. The predilection for the
number *four’ (four humours, four fevers, four vessels and four seasons which correspond to the four humours)
in Part 1 and Part 2 could be interpreted as reflecting continuity of thought. Jouanna 1975, 52-54; 1999, 399—
400. On this basis, he suggests Galen ‘dreamed up’ these divisions in Nar.Hom. Jouanna 2000, 283.

100 Alexander, in Metaph., 137.1-138.23, 344.1-345.20; Barnes 1999, 20. cf. Mansfeld 1994, 45-47.
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And. like Galen, their remarks reveal how a number of factors were capable of raising doubts
about the received text, such as their perception of the flow of the argument, of apparent
contradictions, of differences in terminology and of the author’s intellectual character. With
that being said, exegetes customarily oriented their commentary to the divisions of books in
the received text, rather than changing them. Therefore, by using these paratextual features,

Galen reveals a very aggressive approach to reinforcing his perception of the text.

5.2 Galen's lemmatology
The first three /lemmata of HNH are reproduced here to provide a reference

point for the subsequent discussion of Galen’s lemmatology. 8

I. (corresponding to L. 6.32.2-7) "OoTis pev elwbev akovelv AeyovTtwy
audl TAS PUCIOS TNS AVBPOWTIVIS TPOOWTEPW Tj OKOOOV QUTENS ES
loTPIKNY OPTIKEL, TOUTEG MEV OUK EMITNOEIOS O8e O AOYOs GKoUelv: OUTE
yap TO Taumav HEpa Aeyw Tov GvBpwov Elva, ouTe m:p‘ ouTe uﬁwp,
OUTE WiV, oute aAlo oudév, © TI un dovepov EOTIV EUIEC

avBped e, GAAG TOIol POUAOKEVOIOH TAUTO AEYEIV TTOPINHL.

[Galen’s Commentary]

I1. (corresponding to L. 6.32.4-5) Olte yap TO maumav népa Aéycw Tov
&vBpcotrov elvat, ouTe Up, oUTe UScop, OUTE YV,

[Galen’s Commentary]

I11. (corresponding to L. 6.32.7-34) Aokeouot 8¢ Lol ouk 0pBS YIVWOKEIV
Ol TO TOIOUTO AEYOVTES® YVGWN MEV yap TI GUTY TAVTES XPEOVTQI,
Aéyouot 8¢ oU Ta aUTa aANa TAS HEV YVGHNS TOV EMAOYOV TOV oUTOV
moléovTal. GOt yop EV TE Elvail, O Ti 0TI, KAl TOUT' ElVaL TO EV TE KAl
TO AV, KOTO 88 T OVOUOTO OUX OHOAOYEOUSL. AEYEL YOp QUTQV O JEV
TIS GEPQ TOUTO E1VON TO EV T K1 TO Trav, o 8¢ Up, O 8¢ USwp, o 8¢ ynv.

Kol EMAEYEl EKOOTOS TG EWUTOU AOYw HOPTUPIC TE KON TEKUNPIQ, O

100 N M. 11.8-14, 13.17-18, 16.12-17.4 = K. 15.16.17-17.6, 21.6-9, 27.1-18. The question of whether
Galen actually used full /emmata has not, to my knowledge, been fully addressed. The general assumption is that
the later manuscripts and edited texts are representative of Galen’s method of lemmatisation. Of course, Galen
would not be unique in this because the use of full lemmata among exegetes is supported by evidence from
papyri. del Fabbro 1979, 69-132. cf. Von Staden 2002a, 127-128; Dickey 2007, 107-111.
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EOTIV OUSEV. OTL Y0P TN HEV YVGOUN TN 0UTH TTGVTES XPEOVTAL, Aeyouat 8t
ou To_ouTd, SHhov 0TI oUSE yiveokouat, yvoin 8¢’ Qv 8¢ Tis puahioTo
TTAPOYEVOLEVOS GUTOIS GVTIAEYoual: TPos yap GAARAcus avTiAéyovTes
ol aUTO! GUSPES TEV AUTV EVAVTIOV AKPOBTAV oUSETOTE Tpis edeEns O
QUTOS TEPIYIVETAN EV TQ) AOYQ, GAAG TOTE HEV OUTOS ETIKPATEL, TOTE 8¢
0UTOS, OTEG GV TUXN HOMOTA T YAQOGO pugica TTPOs Tov SxAov. KaiTol
Sikonov €0Ti Tov dovTa OpBAS YIVWOKElV Oudl TV TPyHATwWY
TOPEXEIV AEl ETTIKPOTEOVTO TOV AOYOV TOV EUTOU, EITIEP VT YIVEIOKE!
kol opbds amodaivel. GAN Epol ye Sokéouoiv oUTol ol GvBpw ol aUTO!
odds auTous kaToBoAAElv EV TOIOIV OVOUKG! TV AOYWV OUTQV UT

&Euveoins, Tov 8¢ Mehiogou Aoyov emavopBoiy.

[Galen’s Commentary]

The underlined passages signify the parts of the lemma that Galen cites or paraphrases in his
exegesis. The highlighted words identify where he has made changes to the text.'” The bold
text points to the clause in the first passage that is repeated to make the second lemma of his
commentary. The underlined/highlighted words illustrate just how little of the author’s lexis
Galen explicitly addresses in a ‘word-for-word’ exegesis. Like his philosophical
contemporaries, Galen was quite selective as to what he would address in the received text.
This selective approach allowed him to be more focused on issues that are related to his
overall argument.

The first and the third lemmata (respectively corresponding to L. 6.32.2-7, 6.32.7-34)
of Galen’s commentary cover the complete opening argument of the author of Nat.Hom.
Using these two lemmata, Galen has divided the text according to an obvious division in the
author’s argument, which is marked off with pev and 8¢. The first lemma preserves the
author’s statement as to his position on monism; the third lemma contains his critique of
monistic rhetoric. However, the second lemma is atypical and does not preserve the flow of
the author’s argument; it is merely a repeated clause from the first lemma. He uses this lemma
not to mark off a change in the author’s argument; rather, it signifies a change in the subject
matter of Galen’s exegesis. The reason for repeating this clause is specifically to address
Artemidorus Capito’s emendation of the text, which was touched upon in the previous

section. He notes that Capito’s edition of Nar.Hom. leaves out ouTe ynv from the clause oUte

192 Galen appears to have changed the source text’s reading Eveov to read tv £0v. The question of olTe
yfv is discussed in his exegesis under the second lemma of his commentary.
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YOp TO TaUTOV NEPG Ay Tov avBpeotov glvan olTe mUp oUTe USwp ouTe yrv. This
emendation was a significant problem for Galen’s argument in favour of the four elements in
Nat.Hom., because it removed the only place in the text where the author explicitly lists fire,
water, air and earth together. Such an emendation was disconcerting, especially given that, as
Galen notes, Capito's edition of the Hippocratic treatises was well-regarded (suSokiunooca)

and zealously studied (omouSalouevn).'”

The reason for Capito’s emendation to the text, as
Galen claims, is due to Capito not finding doxographical evidence that a philosopher had
proposed a monistic theory using earth as the prime element. To undermine Capito’s position,
Galen argues that Captto failed to recognize that not every theory in medicine and philosophy
is written down, and those which are recorded are sometimes lost over time or destroyed by
catastrophes. Therefore, one should not rely solely on doxographical information.

It is important to recognize that Galen had options as to how and how much to
lemmatize the source text. The presentation of the text in commentaries was quite diverse in
the second century. Exegetes such as Aspasius and Alexander of Aphrodisias used
abbreviated Jemmata for their commentaries.'* This method of lemmatization preserved only
a small portion of a passage to be commented upon. These abbreviated lemmatra seem to have
served the purpose of allowing the reader to reference the source text as they read these
commentaries. Rather than abbreviated lemmata, Galen chose to use full lemmata, preserving
virtually all of the sentences of Nat.Hom.'” Thus, his commentary did not require his
audience to consult a source text. In many ways, his commentary became the source text,
which was quite useful considering the obvious issues Galen had with the text.

There was no technical term for a textual lemma at this period.'® Galen often
identifies his lemmata simply as prjoels, which seems to convey a sense of orality. HNH and
Hipp.Vict.’s lemmata vary in length from a short phrase to an extended passage. The length of
his exegetical remarks does not always correspond to the length of the lemma. He normally
lemmatizes the source text according to an obvious change in theme or in respect to a
recognizable division in the author’s argument. Often, he begins his exegesis by describing
how a passage is related to the author’s present line of reasoning. At these points, he
occasionally reminds his audience in Book 1 that they are following the arguments of
Hippocrates with a statement, such as ‘Hippocrates having said before’ (mpogipnkeds o6

‘Immokpatns), followed by an explanation as to how this lemma fits into the overall

103 (INFH, M. 13.19-22 =K. 15.21.10-14.

194 Todd 1976, 12-16; Frede 2003; Barnes 1999, 23; Wittwer 1999, 51-84.

195 The following passages appear to be absent in Galen's Jemmata: Nat.Hom., Jouanna 1975, 168.3-4, 210.3-5.
1% wittwer 1999, 52.
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argument.'”’ The ostensible purpose of his lemmatization in Book | of HNH is often to follow
the flow of the author’s argument, the /ogos of the author. Although this becomes less explicit
in Book 2 of HNH and Hipp.Vict., his lemmata, nevertheless, often preserve changes in
subject in text. With that being said, his attention to past exegetical issues illustrates that some
of Galen’s lemmatization was tralaticious, which is to say, some of his /lemmata could be
found in his predecessors’ commentaries. 108

This completes an overview of Galen’s lemmatology in HNH and Hipp.Vict. The
following sections will illustrate to what extent Galen’s commitment to his overarching
argument governs the way he selects his lemmata and expounds upon them. This will involve
a discussion of how he uses his commentary to argue for the four elements in Book 1 of HNH
and how he conveys his perception of the authenticity of the text in all three books of
commentary via his posture toward the supposed author of each part of Nar.Hom. Although it
may seem at times that the aim of my analysis is to prove Galen is being deceptive, which is
to say he knew his interpretation was flawed and still tried to move it forward, it is important
to bear in mind that, given the exegetical principles of the time, most of Galen’s explanations
were quite reasonable. The point of this analysis is to demonstrate how, in an environment of
competing interpretations, Galen used the opportunities this genre provided to make his

interpretations cogent and his message persuasive.

5.3 Revealing the elements in Nat.Hom.

The author of Nat.Hom. shows no interest in arguing that the elements air, water, earth
and fire are the duois of man. In fact, he never describes his treatise as being an investigation
into the elements (cTolXg10) or the primary substance (TpwdTn oucia) or the first principles
(a1 dpxai) of the body. His aim is to disprove monism and to prove that the four humours
(blood, phlegm, yellow bile and black bile) are the ¢ucts of man. '’ Galen shows little to no
concern as to whether the author actually uses the term ototxeta. For Galen, the real issue is
whether the theory of the four elements was clearly put forward in the author’s /ogos. As will
be seen, his commentary frames the author’s arguments as an ‘inquiry into the oToixelx
which hold our bodies together’. 9 Eor Galen and others in his society, the theory of the four
humours was simply inseparable from contemporary concepts of the four elements being the

primary elements of the universe.

17 IINH, M. 28.51 =K. 15.51.1.

19% K raus 2002, 16-20.

19 Nar.Hom., Chap. 2, 5.

10y 8t T¢) [NTEV TG OUVBETIKG TOU OGIUATOS TIHEV CTOIXEI Kol TV TOU TAVTOS EUVIHOVEVCEY, GTEp
SvTeas €oTi oToixeia. HNH, M. 53.25-27 = K. 15.102.12-14.
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Galen’s exegesis of the first lemma of his commentary is central to Galen’s argument
because he uses it to contextualize the aim of the author. The following is the first lemma of

his commentary:

I. (corresponding to L. 6.32.2-7) "OoTis uev &lwBev axouvev
AeyovTwov oudl TAS ¢uoios THs ovBpowmivns TPOoWTEPW N
OKOOOV QUTENS ES 1OTPIKNV GPTIKEL, TOUTEG) HEV OUK ETITNOEI0S OS¢
0 AOYOS OKOUEIV' OUTE YOP TO TOUTAV NEPS AEyw TOv dvBpcatrov
givai, ouTe TUP, OUTE USwpP, OUTE YNV, oUTe Ao ouSEv, O Tt pn
OVEPOV ECTIV EV EOV EV TR avBpw T, aAha Toiol Boulopgvolat

ToOTo Aéyev mopinue.'!

1. The following account is not suitable for him who is in the habit of
listening to men speaking about the nature of man beyond what pertains
to medicine. For I say man is neither altogether air, nor fire, nor water,
nor earth, nor some other one thing being in man which is not manifest.

But I leave these things to those who wish to speak about them.

This passage is taken from the author’s arguments against the philosophical
approaches to monism which put forward that one of the elements (air, fire, water and earth)
are the nature of man. The author later distinguishes this type of monism from that of
physicians, who, he claims, say that man is made of one humour—either bile or phlegm or
blood.''? The above passage posed some potential problems for Galen’s argument that
Hippocrates held forth the theory of the four elements in Nat.Hom. Although this passage is
clearly attacking monism, it is far from a ringing endorsement of the four elements pertaining
to medicine in that it speaks in a rather dismissive manner about air, fire, water and earth.
Moreover, the author could be interpreted as claiming that any discussion of these ‘unseen’
(un dovepov) elements in the body went beyond medical inquiry because medicine restricts
itself to the observable humours of the body. Such an interpretation finds traction in this work
because the author explicitly concludes that the $ucis of man was blood, phlegm, yellow bile
and black bile without any mention of any of the four elements.'"” As is evident from the rest

of Natr.Hom., the author is, at best, ambivalent toward the elements’ role in medicine.

1 GNH, M. 11.8-14 =K. 15.16.16-17.6.
12 Nar.Hom., L. 6.34.8-10.
113 Nat.Hom., L. 6.40.15-46.8.
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Galen’s exegesis puts a positive spin on this statement made by ‘Hippocrates’. This
was an important passage because the first lemma was often perceived as being where the

author expresses the theme (emayyeAia) of a treatise.' '

First, Galen introduces doubt as to
the meaning of the text. He claims, ‘As far as this passage is concerned, it does not seem
possible to clearly know what the sentiment of the author (Tnv ToU ouyypadéws yveunv)
is.’"® Here, he turns to the exegetical principle of the yveoun of the author to suggest some
ambiguity in regard to what the author means by fire, air, water and earth going ‘beyond what
pertains to medicine’. Galen’s exegesis creates a false dilemma in that he simplifies the
author’s argument to a choice between the theory of ‘the four’ elements versus monistic
elemental theories. Thus, he points out ‘Hippocrates’ is not arguing against all these elements
being the nature of man; rather, he is arguing against only one of these elements making man.
He explains in this passage that the author is claiming that, unlike the theory of the four
elements, an elemental monistic theory is not medical for it cannot account for the medical
topics of pain and generation.”6 In this way, Galen conveniently overlooks the fact that the
author never explicitly says that pain is due to the elements. In fact, the author explicitly
associates pain only with changes in the humours (Nat.Hom., Chap. 4). Another subtle way in
which Galen conveys his own argument is through the terms that ‘Hippocrates’ speaks in
Galen’s exegetical remarks. Although the author only lists fire, water, air and earth, Galen’s
exegesis of this lemma and others has Hippocrates speaking in terms of ‘the four’ (Ta
TéTTapo) elements.''” In this way, Galen leaves no room for doubt as to the aim of
Hippocrates’ arguments.

One of the strengths of a running commentary is that it allows its user to interrupt the
flow of the text in order to contextualize the author’s argument. In many ways, the author’s
arguments are susceptible to the same types of spin that modern reporters—~commentators
place on the sound bites of speeches. In the 19" lemma of HNH (corresponding to L. 6.38.19—
40.2), the author of Nat.Hom. finally posits what he claimed he would prove, that is, what is
the nature of man by name and nature: ‘The body of man has in itself blood and phlegm, and
both yellow and black bile, and these are the nature of the body and on account of these things
it suffers pain and remains healthy’. When faced with such a definitive statement, which

clearly corresponds to the expressed aim of the text, Galen claims that this statement marks a

transition in the author’s arguments. According to Galen, the author has ‘completed his

' Hipp.Vict., M. 89-90 =K. 15.174-177.

15"Ogov emt ™ pnou T(XUTT] yvauot oodws mv Tou ouyypa(bsoos yvmunv oU oW T 50&&1 SuvaTtov
glvon, HNH, M. 11.15-16 =K. 15.17.7-8.

" HNH, M. 13.9-14 =K. 15.20.15-21.4.

N7 HNH, M. 12.2, 18.24, 18.28-29, 18.30, 28.17,29.11,32.1-2 = K. 15.18.6, 31.13, 32.3,32.4, 32.8, 51.10
52.17,58.5. ’
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account of the common elements’ and is now arguing for the four humours (xupot).''® He
then proceeds to summarize what the author will say about the four humours in the upcoming
passages.''~ Galen’s narration of the author’s argument restricts the aim of the prior
discussion to a demonstration of the four elements. In actuality, the author is simply providing
evidence that the body must be composed of more than one thing in support of his overall
argument that the body is made of four humours. In this way, the author’s overall argument is
lost or, to put it in more volitional terms, hijacked by Galen’s argument, and the reader is left
with a text that argues the nature of man is composed of two different kinds of things,
elements and humours. In this way, Galen’s exegesis of the preceding passages of Nat.Hom.,
particularly Chapter 3 which deals with generation, becomes extremely important to
conveying his perception of the author’s arguments.

The third chapter argues that monism is untenable when one takes into account
generation. Previously, the author noted that generation cannot occur if hot (To Bepuov) and
cold (To Yuxpov) or dry (To Enpov) and wet (TO Uypov) are not proportionate to one another
(0U peTpiws TPos GAANAa).'*® This serves to illustrate that more than one thing must be
involved in generation. The author concludes, ‘Therefore, since the nature of all other things
and of man is such as this, necessity says that there is not one thing in respect to man, rather
each of the components for genesis have in the body the sort of faculty it contributed.’'*!
While his reference to hot, cold, wet and dry marks that the author is aware of four different
faculties, he is clearly not making an inquiry into what are the primary constituents of the
body. This passage ultimately contributes to the author’s later arguments that the four
humours have these faculties (Suvapeis) and that these faculties distinguish the humours from
one another, in turn revealing their presence in the body. 12

The previously quoted statement is the 14" lemma of HNH.'> In his exegesis of this
lemma, Galen attempts to explain how the author is clearly arguing for the four elements
despite never using the term oToixela or earth, fire, water and air. Galen claims that when the
author uses the terms To 8epuov, TO Yuxpov, To Enpov and TO Vypov, he is clearly talking

about the elements (Ta oToixeia). To support this claim, he points out that the four elements

"8 To 85 omucx Tou avﬁpmnou EXEL ev EOUTER ouua Kat ¢>)\syua |<ou xoAnv Eavlriv Te kal péAaivay, kai
TaUT EOTIVT) ¢U0l§ TOU cwuaros Kot Siax T(XUT ahyéel KCXI uywuvsu HNH M 32.10-12 =K. 15.59.1-4.
''* Zuvehéoas TOV TEpi TGV KOGV oToIXEICOV AOYOV...EV TN} TPOKEIHEVT PTIoEt LETERN Bouhduevos i€
GuaTos Kot AEYHaTOS Kal XoAns Si1TTs.... HNH, M. 32.14-16 = K. 15.59.5-8.

120 Nat.Hom., L. 6.38.2-5.

121" Avaykn TOlVUV s $uotos TolOUTNS unapxouons Ka TV GANV anavro.w Kol Ths To0
avepwnou un £V Elvat TOV dvBpcorov, aAX’ ekaoTov TAV EuuBalouéveov eis THY YEVESIV EXEIV TIVG
Suvotv v TR owpaTi, omyep EuveBalleto. HNH, M. 28.3-7 =K. 15.50.11-15 (corresponding to L.
6.38.7-10).

122 Nat.Hom., L. 6.40-44.2.

123 IINH, M. 28.3-7 = K. 15.50.1 1-15.
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(fire, earth, air and water) embody the supreme qualities (akpo To10TNTES) of hot, cold, dry
and wet, which is to say each element possesses the hottest, or coldest, or driest, or wettest
quality in respect to each other and all other substances. Therefore, when the author uses the
terms TO Bepuov, To Yuxpov, To Enpdv and TO UYpPOV, he is speaking of the ‘simple and
unmixed qualities’ (Al kol dpiIKTOl To10TNTeS) which each element represents better
than any other matter of the body. Galen then claims that ‘the intermediary bodies’ (Ta
netafu owpaTa)—i.e. things formed by the elements, such as humours and tendons—cannot
be ‘legitimately termed’ (kupicos ovouolev) To Bepuov, To Yuxpov, To Enpov and TO
Uypov because they are mixed and, therefore, do not embody the okpat moi0TnTES. Galen
concludes, ‘Therefore, it is necessary here to understand that he [Hippocrates] is not speaking
about the observable things of the human body being hot, cold, dry and wet, but the four

,124
elements.

In this way, he restricts the author to speaking only in terms of extreme qualities
rather than merely referring to what may be more or less hot, cold, dry or wet in relation to
other things. Considering that the theories of generation in the Hippocratic Corpus generally
speak of the seed coming from all the body and the humours and because he is clearly
speaking of generation by copulation, what the author means by hot, cold, dry and wet is not
self-evident. Although the author seems to be talking in terms of faculties when he speaks
about hot, cold, wet and dry, Galen’s exegesis gives them a physicality that is not explicitly in
the text by identifying them as primary substances.

Nevertheless, Galen’s explanation is well within his principles of exegesis as he is
trying to illustrate the yveoun of Hippocrates by demonstrating what was implied in these
passages. Ultimately, Galen’s exegesis maps the author’s arguments onto a contemporary
theory of the four elements. Be that as it may, one must bear in mind that not everyone
interpreted the text’s references to hot (To Bepuov), cold (To Yuxpov), dry (To Enpov) and
wet (TO Uypov) as indicating the four elements. Hence, Galen suggests that these other
exegetes have failed to recognize the elemental theory in Nat.Hom. because of their lack of
erudition. He declares that ‘certain men insensitive to Greek lexis’ (Tives avaioBnTol
AéEecos “EAAnVIkNs) have failed to recognize that when Hippocrates® speaks in terms of hot,
cold, wet and dry, he is pointing to the ‘common elements of generation’ (Tfis Yyevececos
KoIVa OTOIXELD), i.e. the four elements.'?® Ultimately, many of Galen’s arguments for the

four elements rely heavily on his perception of the yveoun of Hippocrates.

124 y o) Tolvuy un Ta BAemOpEva kaTa TO awaHa TavBpeiTiou Bepuar kol Yuxpd Kai Enpa kai Uypa Aéyety
auToV oieaBat vov, GAAG Ta TETTapa oTorxeio. HNH, M. 29.9-11 = K. 15.52.11-14.
125 HNH, M. 31.18-27 =K. 15.81.16-82.8.
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5.4 Authenticity and the characterization of the authors

As has been noted already, commentators and their audiences often thought more in
terms of ‘the author’ than the ‘text’ in their exegeses.'?® In addition to being author-centred,
ancient scientific commentaries were rather ahistorical in that the exegete often approached
the source text’s author very much like a contemporary. Thus, a commentator’s perception of
an author’s intellectual and moral character is often conveyed in his appraisal, narration and
exegesis of the text. What makes Hipp.Vict. and HNH interesting is how Galen’s posture
toward the author(s) contributes to his arguments for authenticity.

Galen’s appraisal of the truthfulness or clarity of individual /emmata was one of the
ways in which he revealed the author(s) of each part. In Book 1, his exegetical principle is
essentially that the author, Hippocrates, is always right.'” If he flags some sort of problem
with the text, it is not caused by the author being incorrect in his arguments; rather, it is an
issue only because either previous commentators failed to understand the yveapn or Ae€is of
Hippocrates or because a transcriber may have introduced an error.'** However, in Book 2,

Galen almost never agrees with the author(s).'?

He continually points out how the author has
stated something manifestly untrue and/or at odds with Hippocratic thought. He describes
passages as unclear (&8nha), confused (ouykexupévo), disjointed (adiapBpeota) or
containing an improper (0U kupiws) use of terminology.”® In Book 3, he is not as quick or
as committed to defending the author as he is in Book 1. He appears almost condescending in
that he makes minor corrections or adds what he feels was left out in order to make the
author’s account more accurate.'*' Nevertheless, in contrast to Book 2, he mostly agrees with
the author and does not use his disagreements with the text as opportunities to display his
hostility toward the author, all of which relate his perception of incongruence in the received
text. His assessment and corrections of the text are based on paradigmatic characterizations of
the authors, which revolve around notions of the master, disciple and the impostor/false

disciple. The master, Hippocrates, is impeccable; the close disciple, Polybus, is almost

without fault; and the impostors, those who do not properly understand Hippocrates® art, can

126 Mansfeld 1994, 30, 122, 179-180.

127 Galen is not alone in this exegetical principle. As Barnes notes, in regard to Aspasius as a commentator of
Aristotle, the interpreter is ‘logically obliged to embrace a principle of charity and ascribe as much truth as he
can to the text which he is commenting on’, which is evident when ‘Aspasius runs unsummoned to the master’s
aid, and defends him against any possible attack’. Barnes 1999, 30. cf. Sluiter 1995.

128 INH, M. 25-26, 31, 40, 41 =K. 15.46-47, 57,75, 77-78.

12 Galen’s exegeses to 19 of the 22 lemmata preserved in Mewaldt’s text find the author in error. While nothing
is wrong with a commentator finding a text full of errors, as will be seen, he holds the author of the second part
to much stricter standards than he does in Hipp.Vict. and Book 1 of /INH.

130 INH, M. (&8nho) 83.21 = K. 15.164.1, (ouykexupéva) 66.23 = K. 15.128.12 , (aStapBpoTa) 66.23 = K.
15.128.12, (0U kupiws) 59.13 =K. 15.113.3.

B! Hipp.Vict., M. 94-96, 105 = K. 15.186-190, 207.
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be detected by their gross errors. Thus, Galen declares in the prefatory remarks to Book 3 of
his commentary:

Just as On the Nature of Man is altogether blameless and the texts that

have been interpolated between the two works [i.e. Nar.Hom. and

Salubr.] are completely contemptible, thus On Healthy Regimen is for

the most part blameless since it always clings to the elementary

teachings of Hippocrates.

As was demonstrated in the previous section, in Book 1 of HNH Galen, tries to
account for why the author does not use exact terminology by demonstrating what
‘Hippocrates’ actually meant to say. In Hipp.Vict., he often extends a similar courtesy to the
‘Polybus’. Under the seventh lemma (corresponding to L. 6.74.19-76.1),"** Galen notes how
the author mentions the temperaments of only two periods in life (fAtkiat), corresponding to
véor and mpeoPuTepor, when relating the appropriate regimens for such people. Galen’s
theoretical position was that there were four general temperaments for the four periods of life,
corresponding to Ta moudia, or okpolovtes, ol mopokuolovtes and ol YEpOvTEs.
However, rather than criticize the author of Hipp.Vict. for failing to recognize this important
‘scientific fact’, Galen only says that the author left out (EAA1Telv) the logical divisions of the
periods of life. Galen’s ‘exegesis’ of the passage then moves into an explanation of how the
four periods of life have four different temperaments. Having done this, he then tries to relate
how the author’s advice loosely takes into consideration the four temperaments of life. Galen
remarks that the author was suspicious (UTTomTeveIv) of his own account, and he suggests that
the author’s qualifying remarks reveal him to be vaguely aware of the additional changes in
temperaments with the other two periods of life.

In the second book of HNH, Galen scrutinizes the author(s)’s account looking for
errors. For example, in the sixth lemma of Book 2 (corresponding to L. 6.64.3—7), the author
speaks about the two periods of life of man, namely, that man is hotter at the beginning of life
and colder at the end, which loosely corresponds with what was stated in Salubr.'** While the
author of the text correctly, in respect to Galen’s theoretical position, recognizes the body of
man is hottest at the beginning of life and coldest at the end, Galen raises the bar for this

author by criticizing him for not properly qualifying his remarks. He points out that the author

132 ddomep 8¢ ausum'ov HEV EOTI navm TO TTspl d)uoems avepmnou usunm 62 navm TO
napgyygyauusva usrcxgu TCOV Suo B B)\lwv oUTw TO ﬂspl StaiTns Uytelvis v Tots TAEIOTOIS HEV
GUEUTOV EOTIV, sxousvov aci Ths IrrokpaToUs omnxsumosms .. Hipp Vict., M. 89.9-13 = K. 15.175.3-9.
His use of the phrase TS ‘I rokpaToUs OTOIXEIWOEWS may also serve as a subtle reminder of the theory of

four elements.
133 Hipp.Vict., M. 94.16-96.24 =K. 15.185.17-190.3.
134 UNH, M. 79.3-13 =K. 15.154.7-155.3.



74

did not say that the growing body is hottest only in respect to its ‘innate’ (EupuTov) heat.
Quoting Aph. 1.14.1, Galen supports his claim by pointing out that Hippocrates clearly
recognized this distinction. Instead of using EupuTtov, the author claims that the growing body
is hot as a result of its life-force (Bin). Considering how Galen attempts to account for inexact
terminology in the other two books of commentary, it would have been possible for Galen to
rectify this problem in the text by suggesting that the author meant éuduTov when he used
Bin. Instead, Galen uses this ‘error’ as a stepping stone to point out how the author has
misunderstood or misheard (Topoknkoev) the most important principle which Hippocrates
himself taught. Thus, in Book 2 of HNH, Galen is far less inclined to use the yvcun of the
author to rectify lexical problems.

Galen’s characterizations of the author(s) also support his argument for authenticity.
In Book 1, he confirms that the author’s statements are logically sound and reflect the logos of
Hippocrates by noting how, in these passages, ‘Hippocrates always follows the observable
evidence’.'> Elsewhere, he notes how the author used ‘not only the strongest but also the
shortest argument’ (OU HOVOV 1OXUPOTATE) XPTIOGHEVOS GANa Kol BpoxuToTey Adyw) to
refute monism."® In this way, Galen reminds the audience of what he has already expressed
in the preface to Book 1 of HNH and elsewhere, that is, Hippocrates’ writings contain
‘noteworthy matters’ (afioAoyo) that are ‘well-expressed and concise’ (810 Bpaxécwv
koAds eipnuéva).”” If Galen does note that the author seemingly has departed from being
concise, he is quick to explain why this was necessary. For example, the author appears to
repeat himself when he states that ‘all things both come into being in a similar way, and
perish in a similar way’ (corresponding to L. 6.38.14-15)."** Galen explains that this
somewhat repetitive statement was necessary since Hippocrates foresaw that there would be
men who would later misinterpret what he meant by To 8eppdv, To Yuxpov, To Enpov and
10 Uypov."?® Hence, he projects the author as being careful in his explanation rather than
thoughtlessly repetitious.

His characterization of the author(s) in Book 2 is far less flattering. In the last section

of the second part of the text (corresponding to L. 6.66.5-68.16), Galen depicts the author as
merely ‘paraphrasing’ (neTadpaletv / Tapadpalev) passages from the Aphorisms (Aph.

13% ) piv obv 1TTOKPGTNS det TOls Evapycds doivouEvols akoroubei” Sia TolTo kai viv édn.... HNH, M.
24.19-20=15.43.15-44.1.

136 UNH, M. 21.9-10 = K. 15.36.13-14.

137 ;INH. M. 8.14-18 = K. 15.11.7-11. cf. Sluiter 1995, 519-534.

138 of Nat.Hom., L. 6.38.7-10

139 fNH, M. 31.18-27 =K. 15.57.3-15.
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4.76, 77), which is a reasonable assessment given the strong similarities between them.'*’ He
also points out how the author has erred when he claims that quotidian fever lasts less time
than a tertian, which, according to Galen, is not consistent with what Hippocrates expressed in
the Epidemics and the Aphorisms. Furthermore, he notes how the author used the terms
ouvoxov and oupnuaTa, which he claims do not occur anywhere else in the Hippocratic
Corpus nor in any other writers of the period.'*' Therefore, he concludes that ‘these are the
terms of more recent physicians who were ignorant of the ancient Aé€is.”'** All of these are
entirely reasonable issues to raise with the text. Even so, these problems do not reveal the
intellectual and moral character of the author. Nevertheless, Galen ridicules the author as
being one of the fortune-telling (TpodnTevoovTeS) quack doctors in Alexandria. He then
suggests that the author could be a sophist (00¢|0Tﬁg) or a knave (Tavoupyos), ‘as seems
likely, since he appended this lie so that he might inflict blame on the ancient author.”'*
Thus, Galen’s exegesis devolves into an ad hominem attack on the author. And, the audience
is left with a distinct impression that the author is an enemy of Hippocrates rather than a
disciple like Polybus. These last exegetical remarks provide a suitable conclusion for his
arguments for authenticity since here is where he makes his strongest argument against
Sabinus’ and the other exegetes’ claims that Naz.Hom. was written by Polybus.

Galen’s perception of the value of these three parts may be reflected in his
lemmatization. In Book 2, Galen generally speeds the audience through the source text by
using large portions of it for his /lemmata. In Books 1 and 3, he uses almost twice as many
Jlemmata to cover an equal amount of text.'** Nevertheless, in Book 2, his exegetical remarks
are in many places quite protracted. These points are where his exegesis becomes more like a
diatribe against the author than an attempt to explain the meaning of the text.

This is especially evident in his exegesis of the anatomical descriptions of the vessels
in Book 2. Galen divides the author’s account (corresponding to L. 6.58.1-60.14) into two

lemmata (the sixth and seventh lemmata in Mewaldt’s text):'*°

140 (INH, M. 84.3-14 = K. 15.164.15-165.11.

141 A TLG search seems to confirm Galen’s claims on this matter, at least, in regard to the works ascribed to
Hippocrates.

142" SAAG TOUTG OVOLATO VEWTEPWV ECTIV ITPAV, ooot TNy mohotav AéEwv nyvénoav. HNH, M. 88.10-
11=K.15.172.18-173.1.

143 & TaUTa YpdPas T TOloUTos Ay codtoTns T Tavoupyos avBpwos, s EOIKEV, TAPEYYPAYOS TO
Peldos Evexa Tou TpooTpipacBat Yoyov Te) Takaiw. HINH, M. 88.5-7=K. 15.172.12-14.

144 INH Book 1 = 2.2 (lemmata for every page of L.); HNH, Book 2 = 1.3; and Hipp. Vict. = 2.4. This feature
cannot be simply attributed to Galen trying to preserve the anatomical account in the text because long lemmata
that are non-anatomical in nature also contribute to this disparity.

145 IINH, M. 67.14-68.15, 75.8-11 = K. 15.130.4-132.6, 146.4-7.



1. 6 (corresponding to L. 6.58.1-60.11) Al maxuTaTol TV PAPOY
8¢ medUkao” TEcoapa (EUYED EOTIV EV TG OWUKTI, KA EV HEV )
QUTEGV aTo TN kedpoAns Omiabev Sia Tou auxEvos EEw Tapa THY
paxiv evev Te kol EvBev el TG lOXIO OPIKVEETOL KO ElS TG
OkeAEQK, ETEITO 816 TAV KVNUEWVY EWS TAV ohupdV Ta eEw kal Els
Tous modas Sikerr 8el olv Tas dAeBoToplas Tas AMO TRV
GAYNUATWV TV EV TG VWTW KO1 TOIS 10XI0IS A0 TV 1YWV
moigecBan kai amo TV opupddv EEwbev. ol Bt ETepon GABes
£xoucol TNV GpxNV &mWo TAs kepaAls Tapa Ta ovaTa Sio Tou
auxevos, ol odayiTiSes koheduevan, towbev amo Ths kotAns
Topa TNV PaXIv EKaTEPwBEY Peépouct Topa Tas Yoos kol s Tous
BPXIOS KO ES TOUS WMpous kKol Sia TV lywiewv ek Tou e0wbev
HEPEOS, ETMEITO 810 TAV KVNUEWV ETT Ta odupa To E0wBev kal €is
Tous modas® 8el olv Tas dAePortopias moitecBon mpos Tas
o8Uvas TaS GTTO TAV YOV KOl TV GPXEWVY GTTO TV 1YWV KAl
amo TAV odupdv Eowbev. ol 8t TpiTol GAERES £k TV KpoTaDWY
810 TOU QUXEVOS UTIO TAS WHOTAGTAS, EMEITA OUUDEPOVTON ETI
TOV TVEUUOVG Kal GQIKVEOVTON T HEV EK TQV Sefidv els Ta
ApIOTEPC, N O EK TV apioTepv els To StEia, kot 1 pev SeEin
aPIKVEETON EK TOU TVEUHOVOS UTO Tov poGov Kol & TOV oTANva
Kal €S TOV VEQPOV, T 8 ATTO TV GpIoTEpV tls Ta Sekia Sia Tou
Tveupovos uTo Tov palov kal §s TO NP Kal € TOV VEGPOV,
TEAEUTAO! 8E ES TOV GpPXOV aUTa GudOTEPaL. ol 8E TETAPTAI ATTO
Tou EumpooBev Ths kepaAfs kol TV OPBOAUDV UTIO TOV aUXEVL
ka1 UTTO Tas KANiSas, ETeEITa 88 GTTO TAV BpaXtovwy dvwbey elis
ToS OUYKOUTIOS, EMEITO 816 TV TIMXEWV EIS TOUS KAPTOUS KO
Tous SakTulous, EMEITO Ot OO TV SokTUAwV oAy Sia TV
XEIPOV KOI TAV TXEWV GV ES TAS OUYKAUTOS kol Sia T
Bpox10veov Tou kaTwlev HEPEOS €1S TOS HOOXOAGS KO GO TGV
TAEUPIV GVBEV Ty WEV €is TOV omAfva adikvéeTal, 1) 8 eis TO
fiTop, EMEITO UTEP TS YOOTPOS €5 TO o8OIV TEAEUTGIV
aupOTEPAL. KOl i PEV TOXEIO TV PAePV e Exouotv: eict 8¢
kol &mO Ths KolAias GAEPes ava TO odua moumoAAai Te Ko

TavToloL, 8’ GV T CWUATI TPodal EPXOVTAL.

[Galen’s commentary]
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II. 7 (corresponding to L. 6.60.11-14) ®epouct 8¢ kal amo TQV
morxecdy APV els TNV KOIMNY Kal €15 TO GAAO OpA Kol &TTO
TGV eEWTATW KAl ATO TV €10, kol els GAAfAas 8i180aaciv ol Te

g10coBev EEca ko ot EEcabev Elow.

[Galen’s commentary]

As can be seen, he uses a rather large portion of the text for his sixth lemma and a much
shorter passage for the seventh. Considering that he has preserved almost the whole
anatomical account in the sixth lemma, this segmentation is somewhat odd since the seventh
lemma neither offers anything substantially different from the material in the first nor does it
mark a clear transition in the author’s account. Under the sixth lemma, Galen has written an
extensive commentary which both demonstrates the anatomical inaccuracies expressed in the
lemma and lampoons the author for writing such a fictional account. Galen declares that much
of this fanciful anatomical description was like the hallucinations of drunken men (Evutviols
peBuovTwov gotke), and that it is so inaccurate that it even leaves out what blind men (ol
TudAot) can discern with their fingers.'*

Under the seventh lemma, the focus of Galen’s exegesis moves from the subject
matter of the text to the overall question of authorship. His exegesis begins with an ad
hominem attack on the author. Echoing the mythological tradition which describes how
Prometheus created man from clay,'*’ he ridicules the author by calling him ‘the new
Prometheus’ (0 véos TTpounBeus), indicating that the author has totally fabricated a new
anatomy for man. He then characterizes the author as one who ‘in his greediness, he has
disgraced himself by adding that the vessels from the belly carry nourishment to the body’.'**
Galen goes on to argue that, just as the author of this anatomical account says nothing true,
Hippocrates ‘says nothing untrue at all in the second book of the Epidemics’, and therefore,
Hippocrates could not have written such a fallacious account.'®” He points out that the
exegetes of Hippocrates, those who call themselves Hippocratics (IrmokpaTeiot) yet do not
know anything about anatomy, failed to recognize this fact. Therefore, these men ascribe

Epidemics II and this anatomical account to the same author. Galen then broadens his

146 LINH, M. 67.14-68.15, 75.8-11 = K. 15.130.4-132.6, 146.4-7. cf. Jouanna 2000, 281-283.
147 At Av.. 686; Paus. 10.4.4; Hor., Carm., 1.16.13-16; OCD 1999, 1254.

1% Hoxe1 pev T6) véep TpounBeil Ta Téooopa CLevyn Tadv dGAePdV, oU unv Rpkeodn ye auTds, aAN O’
dmAnoTias foxnuovnos mpoabeis alTols Tas &k Tis koihias dvadepoucas THY Tpodrv eis TO odpa.
HNH, M. 75.12-14 =K. 15.146.9-12.

149\ oBcimep 8' olv Ml THg VY eipnpevns avaTopns oudev ohws oud’ dxpi prinatos Evos aAnbes eimey o
mAdoTns aUTV, OUTwS M Ths kaTa T6 Seutspov TdvV ' Emdnuicdv oudtv Shws 6 ‘lrmokpdms
dyedoaro. HNH, M. 75.18-21 =K. 15.147.1-5.
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exegetical horizon by returning to his argument that the first part and the second part of the
received text are obviously incongruent. He claims that for an author who is writing a treatise
(ouyypauua) on the elements to add an anatomical account of the vessels is unacceptable
and illogical. His rationale is that a oUuyypauua is a refined piece of writing which has a
clear theme. He argues that abrupt changes in subject matter in the second part of Nat.Hom.
have the stylistic features of ‘outlines’ (UToTuTWGEls) rather than treatises.'*® Thus, the
seventh lemma functions as a kind of coat hook that allows Galen to hang his argument for
authenticity. He points out how exegetes have failed to recognize the obvious incongruence in
the received text, and therefore, they reveal themselves to be clearly ignorant of the
intellectual character of Hippocrates. What also makes this lemmatization interesting is the
way in which Galen seems to justify it. Galen sarcastically describes the seventh lemma as the
author’s ‘finishing stroke’ (koAogev) to his description of the four blood vessels. ! Thus, he
suggests a recognized transition or progression in the author’s anatomical account. In
actuality, Galen is simply projecting his own change in subject onto the author given that
Galen is the one using this lemma to write a suitable koAodcdv to his exegesis of this

anatomical account.

V1. Conclusion

While it is difficult to know if Galen’s audience perceived his arguments to be
compelling, his commentary certainly had far-reaching effects on the perception of Nat.Hom.
Centuries after Galen, when the medical commentary had reached its zenith as a genre of
medical education in the Renaissance, a physician named Eustathius Quercetanus wrote a
commentary to Nat.Hom. for the explicit purpose of providing an example of medical theory
for his students. Quercetanus’ understanding of Nat.Hom. was clearly influenced by HNH.
His commentary covers only what Galen claims to be the actual contents of Nar.Hom., i.e. the
first part of the received text.'>> Furthermore, Quercetanus claimed that by writing a
commentary to Nat.Hom., he was, in effect, teaching the Hippocratic method. Quercetanus
undoubtedly intended to write his own exegesis of Nat.Hom., and his lemmatization certainly
bears this out; nevertheless, the issues he raises and the explanations he gives reflect much of
what Galen has to say in Book 1 of HNH. In this way, HNH clearly had an effect on the way

in which Nar.Hom. was studied in medical education. Aside from the practice of medicine

10 of. Hipp.Vict., M. 89.3-14 =K. 15.174.5-175.9.
151 [INH, M. 75.14-16 = K. 15.146.12-14.
152 Quercetanus, E. 1549. 1 would like to thank Dr. Riitten for bringing this text to my attention.
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this commentary seems to have had far-reaching effects on the scholarly perception of
Nat.Hom. As Jouanna points out, following Galen’s lead, the editors of Hippocrates from the
16" to the 19" century separated the text into two treatises: Salubr. and Nat.Hom.'
However, Galen's argument that the second part of Nar.Hom. had a different author from the
first was not so persuasive as to influence these later editors—commentators to divide the text
accordingly. Be that as it may, the persuasive force of Galen’s argument through his skilful

use of the formal features of this genre clearly contributed to this extensive Nachleben

153 Jouanna 2000, 283.
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Promoting the Study of Medicine:

The TPOTPETTIKOS ASyos and Exhortatio ad medicinam

I. Introduction

Galen’s Exhortatio ad medicinam (Protr.) is the most oratorical text in the Galenic
Corpus.' As will be seen, it is replete with the style and argumentation one would expect to
find in public orations of the 2" century AD. While the Greek title of Protr. is not without its
problems, the phrase TPOTPEMTIKOS ET 1ATPIKTV was, at least, part of the original title, and
therefore, it is explicitly identified as an exhortation to medicine.? In what survives of this
rhetorical artefact, Galen is ostensibly trying to persuade the audience to take up the study of
the arts, particularly medicine. The existence of a second part to this text is revealed in the
following transitional statement at the end of Protr.:

Therefore, unless his soul is absolutely bestial, a young man should

take up and practice one of these arts (Texvav), and the very best

among them, as we claim, is medicine; this point shall be shown next.*
This transitional statement suggests that there was a second part to Protr., which argued for
the superiority of medicine in comparison to the other Téxvan.* What effect this second part,
if it had been preserved, would have had on our assessment of the text as a whole we cannot
say. However, what we do possess of the text is both sufficient and worthy of analysis
because it contains a self-standing, polished argument that is representative of the kinds of
rhetorical strategies Galen deemed to be TpoTPeTikos. With this in mind, unless specified
otherwise, when 1 discuss the content and purpose of Protr., | am naturally speaking about the

extant portion of the text.

! The Greek text used for Protr. comes from Boudon 2002, 84-117 = K. 1.1-39, which will appear in this
chapter as B. I have greatly benefited from Boudon’s introduction and analysis of Protr. (Boudon 2002, 3-42) as
well as Singer’s translation. Singer 1997a, 35-52.

’ The questlon has been ralsed as to whether the last part of the title should read mpoTpemTIKOS €T 1A TPIKNV OF
TPOTPETTIKOS EML TOS TéExvas as it does i in some manuscnpts There is a consensus among scholars that the
last part of the title of this work should read €T’ taTpIKTV because the alternate title, ¢m Tas Texvas, seems to
reflect a later interpretation of the extant text’s contents. Furthermore, in his remarks about Protr., Jerome (AD
347-420) identifies it as an exhortatio medicinae. Adv. Iovinian., 2.11 (PL 23 col. 300 B). Thus, it is safe to
assume that at least part of the title of Protr. should read: wpoTpemTIKOS EM’ 1aTpiknv. Barigazzi 1991, 70-73,
77 79; Boudon 2002, 35-42; Perilli 2004, 81-89.

3 ¢k TOUTwWV ol Tva va TEXVCQV ava)\auﬂavslv Te Kou aomv Xf n TOV vsov OTwW WY navTanaow n
q;uxn Booxnuarm&ns 80T, Kot HAAAGY YE THY GPICTNY £V TAUTAIS, ATIS, 63S RUES GOHEY, F0TIV lTpIKY
Touto 8 auTo SeikTeov edeEns. Protr., B. 117.14-18 =K. 1.39.6-10.

4 Boudon 2002, 6-7, 146, n. 4.
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Protr. has two main arguments.5 The first demonstrates the value of Texvon (Chap. 2—
8), and the second argues that ‘the vocation of athletes’ (To TV aBAnTV emTNSeUNa) is
not a Texvn (Chap. 9-14). Chapter 1 functions as the exordium. In this chapter, Galen points
out that mankind’s capacity for learning TeExvon separates him from the animals, and by the
practice of an art, particularly one of the divine arts (Bg1o Téxvon), man shares something in
common with the gods. Starting with Chapter 2, Galen begins to praise the virtues of learning
a Texvn by contrasting it with the other option, namely leaving one’s life to chance (Tuxm),
which Galen personifies as the deity Fortune (Tuxn). Chapter 2 describes the fatuous
appearance and capricious character of the deity Fortune. Chapter 3 contrasts this description
of Fortune with that of Hermes in order to demonstrate that Hermes, whom Galen holds forth
as the god of Téxvat, has a trustworthy appearance and benevolent nature. Chapter 4 reflects
upon the egregious character and the dreadful fates of the followers of Fortune. These
followers are contrasted with the noble and illustrious disciples of Hermes in Chapter 5.
Starting with Chapter 6, Galen criticizes three goods—wealth, noble birth and physical
beauty—which are not worthy of praise because they are bestowed by chance rather than by
skill. The first of these, namely wealth, is addressed in Chapter 6. Here, he points out that
wealthy men who seek possessions often neglect acquiring the one thing that would give them
self-worth: the practice of an art. In Chapter 7, he discusses why relying on one’s noble birth
is useless unless it spurns him on to improve himself through study. In Chapter 8, he remarks
on the fleeting benefits of youthful, physical beauty. He points out that it is necessary for
youths to pursue the arts so that they will have a beautiful soul, which will continue to provide
them with honour and a good life when their physical beauty fades. At the end of Chapter 8,
Galen provides a conclusion to the first main argument by using a chreia, which illustrates
how it is foolish to allow the aforementioned goods of chance to prevent a youth from
actually caring for himself by the practice of an art.

Beginning with Chapter 9, Galen takes up the second main argument. He claims that
although athletics is held in honour by the masses, it is not a TéXVN. In Chapter 10, he begins
his refutation of the claims made by an unnamed proponent of athletics. In this refutation, he
systematically undermines the notion that athletics is an art by proving that it does not
produce natural goods (aya8a €v T pucer), which he identifies as those of the soul (Yuxn),
the body (owpa) and the external (exT0s) kind. Most of his attack focuses on the goods of the
body which are commonly attributed to athletics training, namely health (Chap. 11), beauty
(Chap. 12) and strength (Chap. 13). In Chapter 14, he briefly discounts the notion that

athletics provides bodily pleasure and a good income, claiming that only Téxvan lead to

5 An analytical outline of Protr. can be found in Appendix B.
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financial security and honour. Having finished his refutation, Galen uses the last part of
Chapter 14 to provide a suitable peroratio to what he has covered so far. Here, echoing his
statements in the exordium, he points out the differences between rational (Aoyikai) and

manual (xe1pcovakTikal) arts and concludes that a young man (véos) should take up one of

the rational arts, of which medicine is the best.

I1. Genre

2.1 Protr. and the mPOTPEMTIKOS AOYyOs in rhetoric and philosophy

From the 4" century BC onward, the terms TpoTpeTTikos and TpoTpoT| were used
in rhetorical theory to describe the whole or part of a discourse (i.e. speech or writing) that
urged the audience to take a line of action by discussing how it was just (Sikoiov),
lawful/customary (vouipov), expedient (GuppEpov), good (kaxAdv), pleasant (NdU) and/or easy
(padiov) to do what was being advised.® Conversely, dissuasive (OTTOTPETTIKGS) discourse
was described as using the antitheses of the aforementioned topics to move the audience away
from taking a particular action. Therefore, in rhetorical theory, a TPOTPeMTIKOS was
primarily associated with extolling the virtues of a particular action. In rhetorical handbooks,
both TPOTPEMTIKOS and GTOTPETTIKOS AOYos were associated with, but not delimited to,’
private and public deliberative rhetoric. By the time Galen was writing, such protreptic and
dissuasive techniques were commonly associated with declamations.® These stylized speeches
often revolved around hypothetical moral questions, such as ‘Should Agamemnon sacrifice
his daughter Iphigenia?’, to which the orator was to respond by giving his answer in the
persona of a historical or mythological character related to the question. While these
declamations were initially for preparing youths for the law courts, thanks to the epideictic
orators of 2™ century AD, these speeches became public displays of erudition in which
‘sensational pathetic appeals’ and ‘inflated style’ were commonplace.” While such rhetorical

manners of argumentation were generally denounced for not being ‘scientific’ by

¢ RA, Fuhrmann 1966, 1.1.1-2.35.8; Aristotle, RA., 1358b8-13, 1399b.32-1400a.14; Theon, Prog., 116.27—
117.6.

7 TlpotpemTikol ASyot were also associated with epideictic oratory. For example, in a rhetorical handbook on
epideictic discourse (c. 34t century AD) ascribed to Dionysius of Halicarnassus, one finds a section entitled
TpotpenTikos aBAnTals. The ostensible purpose of this speech is to encourage the contestants before
participating in an athletic contest. Ps. D.H., Rh., Radermacher 1905, 283-292; Russell and Wilson 1981, 377~
381. Earlier in this‘ same handboqk, the author also advised, in regard to funeral speeches, that the orator ;hould
transition into a To TPOTPemWTIKOV, which exhorts the audience to pursue similar things as the deceased. Ps.
D.H., Rh.. Radermacher 1905, 280; Slings 1995, 176.

¥ The evolving character of Roman and Greek declamations is treated in the following two seminal works:
Bonner 1949; Russell 1983.

® Mendelson 1994, 92.
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philosophically minded individuals such as Galen, the rhetorical techniques of epideictic
orators were undoubtedly influential on the way in which one approached public oration,
especially when the speech was designed to urge a general audience toward virtue. "

The earliest example of the term TPOTPETTIKOS Adyos being applied to philosophical
discourse comes from Plato’s Euthvdemus (282d.4-6). t Here, Socrates describes his dialogue
with a young man, Cleinias, as his example (Tapodeiypa) of a mpoTpemTIkOs Aoyos.'?
Socrates’ example is an investigative dialogue (278e—282d) that begins with an examination
of the goods (ayaBa) which are indicative of a man prospering (0 TpatTelv). His examples
of these goods are health (To Uytaivetv), wealth (To TAouTEIV), physical beauty (To kahov
KaTa TO o), being well-borne (euyeveia), and power (SUvapis). Socrates claims that the
greatest of all these possessions should be identified as good fortune (euTuxia). He proceeds
to show how wisdom (codia) makes a man fortunate because it keeps him from erring in
whatever endeavour he is involved; hence, wisdom leads to E\)Tuxia. He then points out that
the mere possession of goods is not enough to make one happy (euSaipcov); rather, one needs
to know how to use them, and wisdom provides the ability to properly use these goods. This
investigation ends with Socrates’ conclusion that it is necessary to practice philosophy
(¢rhocodetv) because it is the only thing that makes a man happy (euSaiucov) and successful
(euTuxns). The result of this speech is Cleinias’ declaring that he will pursue philosophy.
This investigative dialogue is described by Socrates as his particular (181c0TIk0s) example of
a TPOTPETITIKOS AOYOs.

Plato contrasts Socrates’ protreptic with Dionysodorus’ ‘exhortation to virtue’
(TapoakeAeuaTikoS £ apeTnv) by describing the Sophist’s protreptic as a ‘marvelous’
(BaupooTos) speech which was ‘worthy to hear’ (a€ios akouoan). " Thus, he points out how
Socrates’ dialectical protreptic is different from the exhortations of the two Sophists
Euthydemus and Dionysodorus, men who had brashly claimed to be able to teach virtue
(apeTn) better and faster than others (273d), because Socrates’ method of exhorting logically

leads Cleinias to pursue wisdom while the Sophists’ exhortations are merely clever rhetorical

1 Arrian, Epict., 3.23. The perceived differences between philosophical and ‘Sophistic” rhetoric are treated in
Kennedy 1999, 29-126. As to the relationship between Sophists and physicians during the 5" and 4" century
BC, sce Kennedy 1989. However, as was noted in my introduction, I do not take the position that there was one
recognizable group in the 2" century AD who could be called Sophists, and likewise, the term ‘Sophistic
rhetoric’ is not a concept which truly delineates the rhetorical practices of a group. g.v. p. 17. My use of the term
‘Sophists’ in this chapter denotes individuals whose epistemological aims are perceived as being eristic rather
than philosophic, which is a common characterization of *Sophists’ in philosophical writings.

' The approaches that modern scholarship has taken to define philosophical protreptics can be found in the
following: Hartlich 1889; Gaiser 1959; Slings 1981; 1995; Jordan 1986; Stowers 1986; Schenkeveld 1997; van
der Meeren 2002; Starr 2004; Swancutt 2004,

12 Glings 1981, 70-71; Swancutt 2004, 133. Galen’s awareness of the contents of Euthd. is evident in
Hipp.Progn., K. 18b.237.6-238.2.

1 plato, Euthd., 282d-283b.
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arguments which are designed more for public appeal rather than a serious approach to
philosophy. 14

From the 4" century BC onward, the term mpoTpemTIKOS Adyos was used as the title
or subtitle for a range of texts.'> One of the most widely known and influential philosophical
protreptics was Aristotle’s TTpoTpemTikos. Unfortunately, Aristotle’s Protrepticus only
survives in testimonia and fragmenta. While there has been and continues to be scholarship
dedicated to reconstructing Aristotle’s Protrepticus, primarily on the basis of lamblichus’

(AD c. 245-325) Protrepticus, the actual contents and structure of Aristotle’s Protrepticus

still remain problematic.'®

With that said, Galen makes no reference to Aristotle’s
Protrepticus in any of his works.

The importance of Euthd., as well as other similar Platonic dialogues, should not be
understated, given that much of the subsequent discussion of mpoTpemTIKOi Adyot often
harks back to the Socratic figure, one who persuades his audience both by demonstrating the
virtues of the philosophical life and by refuting the doctrines of false teachers.!” In subsequent
philosophical protreptics, one often finds a perceived tension between groups vying to teach
virtue.”® However, even when one speaks in terms of Sophists and philosophers, the
distinction between these groups is not always clear because having a serious approach to
teaching virtue was not delimited to any one group. ' Therefore, how an author characterized
his approach to teaching virtue, as well as his opponent’s, became a common topic by which
the writer/speaker established his authority. In the philosophical protreptic, it was
commonplace to characterize the alternative approach as being more rhetorical or sophistic in
order to legitimize one’s own approach. For example, in TTpos Tous avay!yvwokovTas Kal
Siaheyouévous EmMBEIKTIKAS (3.23), Epictetus (mid 1¥-early 2™ century AD) distinguishes
a philosophical protreptic from the practices of speechmaking philosophers who merely
eulogize about social mores rather than urging the audience to take up a serious approach to
ethics.

By the time Galen was writing, a TpoTPETTIKOS AOyos was commonly identified as
a type of philosophical discourse whose aim was to incite the audience toward virtue with the
understanding that this is found through a philosophical approach to ethics. By ‘type’, I am

not implying that it was thought of strictly as a literary form. It is quite clear that

14 Swancutt 2004, 133, n. 41.

% Slings 1995, 173, n. 1.

16 Rabinowitz 1957; Chroust 1965; Diiring 1969; Hutchinson and Johnson 2005; Schneeweis 2005. As to the
ancient festimonia, see Rabinowitz 1957, 23—41; Diiring 1969, 21-23.

7 Slings 1995, 180—185. As to the protreptic dialogues of Plato, see Festugiére 1973.

'8 Swancutt 2004, 131-143.

19 Isoc., Ad Dem., 3-5; Swancutt 2004, 138-143.
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philosophical protreptics could appear in a variety of forms, such as poetry, dialogues,
recorded speeches and letters.”® Rather than a literary form, the protreptic was recognized by
its aim and function in ethical philosophy, in other words, a type of speech act. Philo of
Larissa (159/8-84/3 BC) describes the tasks of the protreptic stating:

It 1s proposed that each of these [parts] are what is called

TPOTPETTIKOS AOYos: The protreptic is a discourse that urges toward

virtue. Of protreptic, one part demonstrates what a great profit virtue is,

the other refutes those who are destroying and slandering virtue or are

mistreating it in any other way.”!
Epictetus identifies the TPOTPeMTIKOS ASYos, along with the refutative (éAeykTikds) and
didactic (S18cokalikos), as a type/style (xapoxtnp) of philosophical discourse. He
describes a protreptic as ‘the ability to show either one or many the contradiction they are
rolling around in, and to show that they are concerning themselves with everything other than
what they want. They want the things which lead to happiness, but they’re looking for them
some place else’.”” These quotes reveal two different methods of exhorting an audience to
seek virtue.”” In Epictetus’ case, the philosopher focuses on criticizing men for not pursuing
virtue, but in Philo’s protreptic, the philosopher is both extolling virtue and refuting those
who assail it. Nevertheless, both methods have a similar aim: to incite the audience toward
virtue. As will be seen, when Galen identifies Protr. as a TPOTPETMTIKOS £’ 1GTPIKTY, he is

evoking the philosophical connotations of a TpoTpenTIKOS Aoyos.>

2.2 Protreptic discourse and the acquisition of students

The implicit goal of many of these philosophical protreptics was to make the audience
aware of the need for instruction. In ethical philosophy of the ond century AD, the protreptic
discourse was perceived as the preliminary step before moral therapeutics. For authors such as

Philo of Larissa, Epictetus and Clement of Alexandria (b. AD c. 150), a TPOTPEMTIKOS

20 Stowers 1986, 91-94; Burgess 1987, 229-31; Schenkeveld 1997, 205.

2! g1 Toul TOIVUY EKOTEPOV TOUTGV EV TG) TTPOCOYOPEUOHEVL) TPOTPETTIKG AOYwy' EGTI Yap O
MPOTPETTIKOS O TOPOPUCIV ETTL TTV GPETTV. TOUTou 8’ O eV EvSeikvuTal TO HeyaAwdehes auTrs, O B
Tous avaokeualovTas Kal KaTNyopouvTas 1 Tws GAAws kakonbifoutvous ameNéykel. Liber de
philosophorum sectis (epitome ap. Stobaeum), Mlllllach 1867, 55.1.16-21. Slings 1995, 179.

22_T{ olv, OUK EOTIV O TPOTPETTIKOS XOPOKTIP;

- Tis yop ou Aéyet; 63 O EAEYKTIKOS, &S O 6I5G’OKG}\}KO,§. Tis oﬁv' TWTOTE TETAPTOV ELTTEV HETA TOUTCOV
1oV EMBEIKTIKOV; Tis ydp E0TIV O TPOTPeMTIKOs; SuvacBan xai €vi kai woAlois 8€|§m THY HaxNV &v §)
xuMovTal, kai 6Tt paAAov avTwv ppovTifouctv fi v Bedouav. BEhovot pEv yap Ta Tpds eudapoviay
bépovTa, GAAaXoU 8 ada GnTolor. Arrian, Epict., Schenkl 1916, 3.23.33.1-35.1; Slings 1995, 175.

>3 Slings attributes Epictetus’ protreptic approach to a ‘Cynic-inspired” method of “criticizing people who have
their priorities wrong’. He observes that Philo’s met_hod is more in line with what was understood as a Socratic
approach to exhortation. Slings 1995, 182, 191. While thesc are not hard-fast divisions for all philosophical
?rotreptics, they do illustrate two different approaches to urging the audience to virtue.

4 Boudon 2002, 3-5.
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Aoyos was depicted as being analogous to a physician’s act of convincing the potential
patient of the need for treatment by revealing his disease.>* In other words, it was the moral
diagnosis that moved the audience to trust their soul to the Juxms 10Tpos. Thus, in the 2
century AD, there was a distinction made between a protreptic discourse and one that
provides advice to the beginner.”’ This distinction is evident in Clement’s Protrepticus and
Paedogogus as well as in Galen's comments in Aff.Dig. where he states:
Now if indeed you wish to have virtue instead of vices or the peace of
the soul instead of titillations of the body, you must practice the way
that was explained to you, by proceeding toward temperance through
the practice of self-control. But if indeed you wish to have no regard
for virtue, or to be titillated throughout your whole body, you should
now leave off from this discussion. For it is not a protreptic to virtue
(TPOTPETTIKOS ET apeTnv), rather, for those who have been
persuaded, it is an expository of the way (UpnynTikos Ths odou) by
which someone may obtain it.*®
Here, he distinguishes a TPOTPETTIKOS €T’ GpeTnv from a udNynTIKOS TS o8ol to
illustrate that these are two distinct types of ethical discourse. The understood aim of a
TPOTPEMTIKOS €T GpeTNv was to persuade the audience of their need for the treatment of
their souls’ TaBn. The aim of the UPnyNTikos Ths o8ou was to provide advice for beginners
as to how to go about recognizing the different errors and passions of the soul as well as how
to treat them. Therefore, in this passage, a TWPOTPETTIKOS ET’ OPETNV is an exoteric
discourse that incites the uninitiated audience to submit to a set of moral teachings.
Exhortations to moral therapeutics, as well as works that eulogized the benefits of a
particular sect or a Téxvn, were commonly perceived, at this time, as being exoteric

discourses which were designed for the acquisition of students. Although Lucian (b. AD c.

25 Arrian, Epict., 3.23; Philo, Liber de philosophorum sectis (epitome ap. Stobaeum), Mullach 1867, 55.1.12—
55.2.1. For Clement of Alexandria, the Adyos of God played this role in the redemption of souls. Clement,
Paed.,1.1.1.3.1-2.1.1.

26 The Platonic origins of the Juxms 1aTpos are discussed in Robinson 2000.

¥ Slings 1995, 181-191; Schenkeveld 1997, 204-205. This difference between exhortation and advice is
sometimes evident by the terminological distinction between TPOTPEMTIKOS and Tapaivests (advice).
However, as Swancutt and others have argued, rapaivects was also used to identify texts that are protreptic in
nature, and Hartlich’s characterization of these terms creates a ‘false dichotomy’. Jordan 1986, 313; Starr 2004,
73-76; Swancutt 2004, 113- 114.

2 ¢ utv oV RTOI TNV apsmv a\m TI]S‘ KaKIOS sxsw sesksls n TT]V ya}\nvnv ™ms \puxns QUTI TQV TOU
omuaros yapya)\louoov aomrsov EOTI OOl TOV EIPNUEVOV TPOTOV EMI om¢poouvnv Ba&Covn o
nypa'rslas‘ €l & nTot rr]v apsmv armagenv n yapya}u(;soem Bou)\a 8> Olou ToU owpaTos, 1HdN
xam}\smrsov Tov Aoyov TOUTOV ou yap toT nporpsm'lkos ¢ apemiv, &AAG TS TTpOTsTpauusuolg
U¢TIY"I1'"‘°5' ™ms 680u, kab' Nv dv Tis autnv kToaito. Aff. Dig., K. 5.33.15-34.6. The term udnynTIKSS is
later used by Diogenes Lacrtius (3.49) to classify Platonic dialogues that were held to be expository.
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120) does not call Par. a nporpen’ﬂkés Aoyos, the dialogue in this work clearly echoes the
kinds of protreptic arguments used in Euthd.

In Par., one observes the dialogue between two men, Tychiades and Simon. At the
beginning, Tychiades asks his friend Simon what art (Texvn) does Simon possess that allows
him to live a good life without having to work. After denying that he has any knowledge of
music, medicine, geometry and rhetoric, Simon tells Tychiades that the secret to his life of
ease is that he practices the art of being a social parasite (Tapao1Tos). Using a dialogue that
mocks Plato’s dialectical protreptics, Simon proceeds to demonstrate how the art of the
TAPAGITOS is superior to other Texval and how it would be beneficial for his friend to learn
this art. At the end of this discussion, having been convinced by Simon of his need to take up
the art of the mapooitos, Tychiades declares:

I must agree. Hereafter, just like schoolboys (ma1des), I will come to

you both in the moming and in the afternoon to learn your art. You

would be just to teach me ungrudgingly since I will be your first

student. They say that mothers love their first children more than the

others.”
By having Tychiades claim that he will become like a Trais to Simon, Lucian reveals that the
ultimate purpose of praising the art of the Topao1Tos is to acquire Tychiades as a student.
And, Tychiades demonstrates to his new found paedogogus that he is a quick student by
attempting to persuade Simon to give him free lessons.

While Par. is clearly designed to satirize the debate between rhetoric and philosophy
in Plato’s dialogues, its humour is also derived from the contemporary practices of
philosophers and artisans who praised their art for the purpose of acquiring students.* For
example, Galen points out that physicians, as well as philosophers, were writing superficial
works specifically to promote their own sect by praising it.”! Although such eulogistic works
would have been considered protreptic under the rhetorical rubric of rrpO'rpeTr'ru«Ss,32 a truly
philosophical TPOTPEMTIKOS AOyos was understood as speaking about the acquisition of
wisdom and virtue with the implicit understanding that the speaker was able to show the

initiate how to acquire these things.

¥ “Opoloy€iv dvdykn. kai ool Aoimov womep oi maides dpiopon kod EQOs kai WET' GpoTov
uaBnoduevos TV TéXvN. ov 8 pe auTnv Sikanos Sidaokev adBovws, Emel kal mpddTos pabnTis oot
yiyvopat. daoi Bt ko Tas pnTéPas ANV TG TPGTa iAW TV Tékveov. Lucian, Par., Harmon 1921,
61.13-18.

30 ¢f. Lucian, Vit.Auct.

3' Ord.Lib.Prop., Boudon-Millot 2007a, 89.16-20 =K. 19.51.7-12,

32 Slings 1981, 74-76; 1995, 191. Although in rhetorical theory there is a distinction made between ETaivos and
ﬂpOTPOTTﬁ (Arist., Rh., 1358b; Rh. Al. 1421b, 1425b), in practice, they are less distinct because a protreptic to an
art or philosophy naturally takes up praising the benefits of such an education, and many of the topics described
in theoretical approaches to eykcpta (Theon, Prog., 109-110) also belong to TpOTPOT).
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2.3 Protr. and the Galenic Corpus

In Protr.. Galen does not discuss Protr.’s relationship to other works in the Galenic
Corpus. Furthermore, in Lib.Prop., the only text that makes mention of Protr., Galen places it
in a context which does not, in any obvious way, correspond with the arguments put forward
in the extant text. Galen lists Protr. under the thematic category of Works expressing
differences with the Empiric doctors.> Thus, he seats Protr. among a list of titles, such as his
Empirical Outlines (OTOTUTOEIS EuTeIpikat), On Empirical Medicine (Tiept TS 10TPIKAS
tumepias) and Synopsis of Heracleides' ‘On the Empirical Sect’ (cuvoyns TV HpakhetSou
MEP! THS EMTEIPIKAS KIPECEWS ), which obviously addresses the topic of Empiricism.>* The
other troubling contextual issue Lib.Prop. presents is the phrase els To MnvodoTou Zefnpc,
which occurs right before the phrase TpoTpemTIKOS £’ 1aTpiknv. Whether the phrase eis
10 MnvoSoTou ZeBrpey belongs to the actual title of Protr. has been the subject of much
scholarly debate.’® Boudon has argued that it seems likely that the title of this work was
indeed tis TO MnvodoTou 2efrpey TPOTPETTIKOS ET’ IaTPIKkNY,*® which suggests that
Protr. is Galen’s response to a work written to Severus by the noteworthy Empiricist
Menodotus of Nicomedia (c. early 2nd century AD).3 7 However, in Protr. Galen never
mentions Menodotus or a work entitled To Severus, and furthermore, Galen’s polemical
remarks are clearly directed toward the proponents of athletics training rather than the
Empiricists.

As to why Galen would include Prorr. in the aforementioned thematic category,
perhaps he perceived himself as rebutting the Pyrrhonistic ideas that were associated with the
teachings of some Empiricists.3 % In the late 2™ century AD, the physician—philosopher Sextus
Empiricus, who appears to have been tutored by Menodotus’ tutee Herodotus of Tarsus, wrote

a series of works criticizing the epistemological merits of teaching the sorts of subjects

3 TTept TGV TOIS EUTELPIKOLS 1aTpols SiadepovTeov. Lib.Prop., Boudon-Millot 2007a, 163.8 = K. 19.38.11—
12.

34 Boudon 2002, 163.8-17 =K. 19.38.11-21.

35 Barigazzi 1991, 70-73, 77-79; Boudon 2002, 35-42; Boudon-Millot 2007a, 217, n. 13; Perilli 2004, 81-89.

36 Boudon 2002, 35-42. Hunayn Ibn Ishiq, in his Arabic translation of Lib.Prop., mentions Menodotus in this
passage, which indicates that this is not simply a later scribal error as some have argued. Boudon-Millot 2007a,
217,n.13.

37 Galen mentions Menodotus numerous times, often in less than favourable terms, in his other works on medical
sects and Empiric doctrine. From Galen's writings, Menodotus was apparently a prolific writer and a formidable
presence in medicine. Nat.Fac., K. 2.52.11; Thras., K. 5.860.03; Lib.Prop., K. 19.38.14,19; MM, K. 10.136.7-
137.3, 140.17-143.14; Cur.Rat.Ven.Sect., K. 11.277.4, 11.285.4; Subf.Emp., 2.65-69, 2.82-90; Med.Exp., 3.87.
English translations of the Arabic texts Med.Exp. and Subf.Emp. can be found in Frede and Walzer 1985, 34-36,
42-45, 51. Information regarding the figure of Menodotus in Galen’s writings is found in Perilli 2004.

3% Galen held a general hostility toward Pyrrhonists, especially in regard to their views on physiology. and he
evidently links the Empiricists to this sect of philosophy. Temp., K. 1.589-90; Art.Sang., K. 4.727; Dig.Puls., K.
8.711, 781--3; Ord.Lib.Prop.. K. 19.40-1; Subf.Emp., 2.82-4, Frede and Walzer 1985, ix—xi, 42-45.

An overview of the development of medical empiricism and the Empiricist's relationship to Pyrrhonists can be
found in Hankinson 1995.
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usually associated with the éykUkAios Taideia: grammar, rhetoric, geometry, mathematics,
astrology/astronomy, music and logic.”® The thrust of Sextus’ arguments was that everything
that is a matter of art is self-evident, and therefore, it can be taught, but everything that is not
a matter of art is not evident, and therefore, it cannot be taught. Because everything that is an
art is self-evident, then there is little need for professors of these arts, and there is certainly no
need of professors of the arts which are not evident. Thus, his argument is ultimately against
the Dogmatists. However, there 1s no evidence to suggest that Menodotus’ opinion on the arts
was similar to Sextus’. Furthermore, in Protr., Galen does not explicitly undermine the kinds
of epistemological tenets that Empiricists and/or Skeptics put forward.

Although it is possible that Galen took up a discussion of the Empiricists’ or Skeptics’
epistemological theories in the no longer extant part of Protr., from what remains, there is
nothing to suggest that Galen was about to attack these groups’ doctrines because he never
lays down the logical grounds for a discussion of medical or philosophical theory. It is
plausible that Galen has retrospectively linked Profr. to works against Empiricists for
bibliographical purposes, and therefore, this thematic category has nothing to do with the
original rhetorical context of Protr.’s argument. Whatever the case may be, Prorr.’s
relationship to Menodotus and the Empiricists remains unclear from a strict reading of the
text.

Protr. is the only work in the Galenic Corpus with the term TpoTpeTTIKOs in its title.
That said, in some of his works, particularly those dealing with ethics, Galen’s arguments turn
to what modern scholars commonly recognize as a philosophical protreptic. For example,
Walzer identifies a chapter from TTept n8cv, in which Galen gives ‘a solemn exhortation,
based on an allegorical understanding of a fable, to live a philosophical life’, as being
reflective of ‘proteptikoi logoi’.*" What makes Protr. quite different from these kinds of
diatribes is that the whole text of Protr. is committed to exhorting the audience to take up the

study of medicine; in other words, 1t is an ‘explicit protreptic’.‘”

111. Audience

3.1 Ideal audience

3 The association of Sextus with Menodotus is somewhat tenuous because it is based solely on Diogenes
Laertius’ statement which relates that Menodotus was the tutor to Herodotus of Tarsus, who in turn was thegtutor
of Sextus Empiricus. D.L., 9.116.

“0 Walzer 1954, 243-245. cf. Walzer 1949.

41 The distinction between explicit and implicit protreptics has been previously made in Slings 1981, 70-73



90

Galen’s ideal audience for Protr. is clearly a group of youths. After demonstrating the
value of possessing a Texvn, Galen exhorts his audience, ‘Come (ayeTe) then, children (&
mo18es), you who have heard my words: begin your education in an art!"** Galen uses the
same term of address in a subsequent statement which echoes what he said at the beginning of
this work, namely that the practice of the rational arts is what man shares with the gods.*
However, earlier in Protr., he uses the singular vocative, @ Helpokiov (young man),
ostensibly to address an individual.** In the case of & peipakiov, Galen is not directly
addressing the audience; rather, he is invoking a rhetorical figure who represents the age
group he is admonishing. Thus, he uses this figure to exhort young men not to trust in their
youthful beauty but to care for their souls.” With that being said, the second person singular
pronominal and verbal is the most common way in which Galen addresses his audience.*
Thus, he primarily speaks to the individual. Such a personal appeal seems consistent with the
aim of a protreptic to medicine given that the taking up of this study is a personal, rather than
a corporate, decision.

In addition to these terms of address, Galen indicates that this work is for young men
(véou).47 This brings us to the question of what is Galen implying when he uses @ Ta(18¢es to
address his ideal audience of veor. In Euthd., Cleinias is referred to as a uenpdklov and
veawiokos, but he is only addressed by Socrates with the term of address ¢ mo(i (276a,¢c).*®
In rhetorical situations, such as Euthd., when & ma is used in a context where a young man
or men are ‘unrelated to the speaker’, it often connotes affection and seems to emphasize ‘not
so much the youth of the addressee as the age, wisdom and benevolence of the speaker’.*’
This seems to be what Galen is trying to convey about his relationship to the ideal audience. It
should be said that this audience is rather unique seeing how Protr. is the only work in the
Galenic Corpus where he uses the vocative o mades to address the audience. This vocative,
coupled with Galen’s numerous warnings and exhortations, conveys a strong sense of concemn
for the moral-intellectual wellbeing of these youths. By his association of the imperative

&yeTe and the vocative @ Taides in the aforementioned phrase, GyeTe olv, & Ta1des, the
3

2 ZyeTe obv, O MA18es, OMGOOI TAV ERAV GKNKOOTES AOYwv €M TEXVns pabnotv copunabe’. Prorr., B
100.1-2 = K. 1.20.4-5. In Greek prose, this form of address is used for a variety of different relations.};ips.
between the speaker and the addressee. While nmaides has the lexical meaning of ‘children’, it does not
necessarily denote the age of the addressees. Dickey 1996, 65-72, 266-267.

“ prorr., B. 101.3 =K. 1.21.4.

“ protr., B.99.16-17 = K. 1.19.13. Dickey 1996, 72-74.

4 protr., B. 96.3-98.17 = K. 1.15.9-18.11.

4 The frequency of occurrence of the second person singular (pronominal and verbal) in the body is 0.74%

while the plural (pronominal and verbal) is 0.12%. Appendix C, Table 2. .

47 protr., B. 97.20,100.17, 117.14-16 =K. 1.17.17, 21.1, 39.6-8.

“ Dickey 1996, 75.

“Dickey 1996, 76.
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audience is meant to understand that Galen sees himself as a kind of Tai8aywyos. In other
words, he is suggesting that, for those To(ides ‘who have heard my words’, he will introduce
them to the art of medicine.™

The aim and subject matter of Protr. are explicitly directed toward issues concerning
wealthy young men. The types of rational arts that Galen i1s recommending his audience
pursue were generally associated with higher education, namely the gykukAios moudela,
which only the truly privileged had the means to study. In the 2" century AD, the £ykUkAios
moudeia included, but was not delimited to, logic, arithmetic, music, astronomy, grammar,
rhetoric and geometry.”' These types of studies were considered to be the sign of an ideal
education. Although such studies could be taken up at later stages in life, the decision as to
whether or not to pursue higher education began around the age of 14 or 15 but was of critical
concemn for é¢pnBot (18-20 year olds) and véoi (early 20s) because this would largely
determine their choice of career.

At the beginning of Somn., Lucian claims that he was in his late teens (TrpoonBos),
having just finished school, when his father and friends began to discuss what type of
education he should receive. Lucian recounts how his decision between education (Todeio)
and handicraft (Téxvn TGV Bavouowv) was influenced by a dream in which these two career
paths, personified as the two goddesses TTaudeia and Téxwn, came to him in the night in an
effort to persuade him to choose one of them.” He relates how he chose TTauSeia, and
looking back on the ramifications of this choice, he claims that he has written down this
dream ‘in order that young men (Ol véol) may be turned (TpémeovTan) toward the better
things and cleave to education’.> This story illustrates how at this juncture in a young man’s
life, there was an important crossroads, and it is at this crossroads that the youth may need
some help to pick the right path. Therefore, protreptic works, such as Plato’s Euthd., Lucian’s

Somn. and Galen’s Protr., are portrayed as speaking to this rhetorical situation.

3.2 Galen’s opponent
The ideal audience is not the only addressee in Protr. As was noted earlier, Galen’s

arguments against athletics training are stylized as his refutation of an unnamed proponent of

%0 The terms To18aywyos and mouSaywy€v occur predominantly in Galen’s writings related to the diagnosis
and treatment of the soul: Aff.Dig., Pecc.Dig. and QAM. In Aff.Dig. (K. 5.31), Galen remarks how beginners
(apxouevor)—by which he means an individual of any age—who want to learn how to control the passions of
their souls, need a Ta18aywyos to observe them and point out their mistakes.

' protr., B. 116.20-117.18 = K. 1.38.9-39.10. As to the ¢ykixhios moudeia, see Eyre 1963; Russell 1989;
Morgan 1999.

52 Luman, Somn Hannon ]921 1.1-12.

53 .6mws ol veor Trpog Ta Bs}mm Tpsrrcovrou Kol rrou&snag sxmvrm KAl poAtoTa €1 TIS QUTQV UTO
m-:vnag eBeAokakél kot TPOs THY NTTW amokAivel, ducIv ouk dyEwwn SradBeipcov. Lucian, Somn., Harmon
1921, 230-231 = 18.2-6.
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athletics.™ In Chapter 10, Galen begins to use the second person singular to attack an
unnamed individual’s claims about the benefits of athletics training. The audience is made
aware that they are observing a debate when Galen suddenly demands that his opponent
provide witnesses to counter those he just presented: ‘Tell me, then, the names of your
athletes; but you say nothing because you have nothing to say, unless you suspect the witness
as not being trustworthy (€1 un Ti TOU HOPTUPOS WS OUK GEIOXPEW KaTEYVWKAs).”” Galen
projects his opponent as a rather uncouth debater when he asks, ‘Therefore, how is it possible,
when you are the one bringing forward matters of great importance, that you would give
yourself the authority of passing judgment having taken it away from men wiser than you?">
This individual is subsequently described as a man who seeks popular opinion and relies
solely on rhetorical arguments. From this point forward, Galen uses the second person
singular when referring to the opposing arguments or questions he is addressing. This
unnamed ‘you’ should not be viewed as representative of the ideal audience. He is a faceless
opponent who serves as a straw man for Galen’s arguments against athletics training.

Although Galen never identifies who his opponent is in Protr., it seems that he has in
mind an athletics trainer. In Thras., Galen describes being involved in a public debate with an
athletics trainer (yuuvaonﬁs) who had found fault with Hippocrates’ views on massage.5 !
The trainer is depicted as arguing in a coarse and loud manner, which Galen contrasts with his
own refined, more philosophical approach. Judging from the way Galen contextualizes his
arguments against athletics in Chapters 9-14 of Protr., a similar figure seems to emerge. In
both Thras. and Protr., he portrays his opponent as being ignorant of the etiquette of
argumentation, and in both works, he appears to be engaging his opponent in a public setting.
However, unlike Thras., Protr.’s debate is conducted in front of his ideal audience of youths.
This is made evident in Chapter 9 when, before addressing his opponent, he claims that he is
now going to prepare these youths by examining beforehand (Tpodiaokeyaabai) the practice
of athletics so that the deceptions of this false art will not remain unforeseen (drrpéoks TTOS)
to them.”®
Therefore, much like the two Sophists in Euthd. represent the proponents of a false
approach to wisdom, Galen portrays himself demolishing the arguments of a proponent of a

false art. And, in both works, the debate is conducted before the prospective student.

** Protr., B. 102. 23-116. 19 = K. 1.23.1-38.9. See Appendlx B. as to the content of this argument.

55 /\sye &1 ot |<ou ou TAS TQV ae)\nva TPOCaYOpPEUsEls GAN® oUK EpEls, OTL UNd’ EXELS EITEIY, €1 pj T1
TOU uapmpos oos ouK aguoxpem kaTEyvaas Protr B.102.12-14=K. 1.23.1-3.

% TTods av ouv, gvha mep npmrelwv o aymv toTt, oouT® Si1foins TS KPioEws TNV ¢Eovoiav
adeAOpEVOS VTNV TAV GOPLTEPLOV 1 kaTa cauTov. Protr., B. 103.2-5 =K. 1.23.11-13.

5" Thras., K. 5.894-896.

% protr., B. 100-101 = K. 1.20-21.
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However, the way in which Galen brings his opponents into this discourse is quite different
from the narrated dialogue of Euthd. Stylistically, Protr. is similar to the approach taken in
the moral discourses ascribed to Epictetus by Arrian (AD 86-160). In these discourses, the
speaker often responds to an imagined interlocutor in an agonistic manner in order to
demonstrate the correct way to educate one’s soul.*” Thus, the audience is presented with only

the speaker’s response to the arguments of his interlocutor/opponent.

3.3 Historical audience

While it is clear that Protr. is stylized as a public speech, the rhetorical setting of this
speech is unclear. However, Galen clearly has in mind the activities associated with
yupvooia.® Although yuuvooia were originally places associated with physical and
military training during the Classical period, they became, more and more, places of
intellectual and political education where philosophers and rhetoricians bestowed their
teaching. By the 2" century AD, the yupvacia had become important cultural centres that
provided not only physical but also intellectual training to e¢pnPor and véor. The intellectual
education offered was via formal and informal lectures on rhetorical, literary and musical
topics.61 Prominent figures in various fields, such as philosophy and medicine, sometimes
gave lectures or taught courses within yuuvooia.® The physical training offered in
yuuvaoia during this period varied from the traditional athletic exercises to health-oriented
exercises, such as exercising with a rubber ball, which Galen advocates in Parv.Pil.** With
the increasing focus on bodily health during the imperial period, gymnasia also became places
of physical as well as mental health, where physical traming was now—an aim in and of
itself—a way of relaxing body and mind. Therefore, it is plausible that the rhetorical setting
Galen has in mind is in or around the yupveaotov seeing how this would be a logical place for
Galen to come into contact with such a group of youths and his stylized opponent.
Historically speaking, it is not so far-fetched to imagine such a setting for Protr. because of
the ‘extensive evidence for doctors lecturing in gymnasia, or else more permanently attached

to gymnasia in an official capacity’.®* With that being said, I am not claiming that Galen ever

% Arrian, Epict., 1.2,3.23.

5 Information on the image of athletic training, athletes and the role of the gymnasium can be found in Jiithner
1909, 1-74; Delorme 1960; Miller 2004; Konig 2005. Much of what I have to say here is derived from Konig’s
insightful treatment of the subject, particularly Galen’s agonistic approach to athletic trainers. Konig 2005, 254—
301.

6 K 6nig 2005, 51.

%2 Knig 2005, 45-72.

63 K 6nig points out that gymnasia often had special rooms for ball games (sphairisteria). Konig 2005, 33-34, 48
280-281, 284-291. ’ » 0
64 K nig 2005, 257.
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actually made this speech at a yuuvootov® but that the historical audience of Protr. would
have likely envisioned such a setting.

If we look at Protr. in the light of Galen’s other works that address athletics, an image
of Protr.’s historical audience comes into view.*® Works such as Thras., San.Tu. and Parv.Pil.
all promote the physician, rather than the athletics trainer, as the appropriate source of
knowledge concemning healthy diet and exercise. These writings seem to reflect the existence
of an agonistic relationship between medical practitioners and athletics trainers when it came
to matters of health.®” However, unlike the audiences in all three of the aforementioned
works, which appear to be written for Galen’s usual circle of friends and students, Protr.
clearly speaks to a general audience of uninitiated youths. With that being said, Galen’s attack
on athletics may have been conducted for more than this ideal audience; it may have been for
a general audience of wealthy, health-conscious individuals, the kind of men who also sent
their sons to Yupvooia to be educated physically and mentally. Of course, as is the case with
other philosophical protreptics, the text could just as well have been appreciated by an
esoteric audience. In other words, there is no reason to doubt that Galen’s philosophically
inclined friends would have read Protr. and perceived it to be a clever testimony to the
intellectual value of medicine. Nevertheless, the work is explicitly pitched for his ideal

audience.

IV. Author

4.1 Authorial presence

Galen maintains his presence throughout Protr. by his use of both first person singular
and first person plural pronominal and verbal forms. There is no substantial quantitative
difference between his usage of the singular versus plural form;®® however, there is a
qualitative difference. In general, the plural connotes ‘we’, as in mankind, rather than ‘we’, as
in a specific group of people. When he uses ‘we’ in this way, it is from the perspective of

what is ideal for man. For example, he claims, ‘if we fall far short of the virtue of our

6 In Protr., Galen mentions a gymnasion only in a chreia attributed to Aristippus in which it is portrayed as a
sign of Greek civilization. Protr., B. 89-90 =K. 1.8.

% K 6nig 2005, 254-300.

87 The agonistic relationship between the two is probably overstated by Galen. However, philosophical authors
placed the two fields on equal footing, describing both as arts concerning the body. lamblichus of Chalcis,
Protr., 6.37.26-38.22, 10.54.12-56.2. (Both of thesc passages are associated with Aristotle.) And, one finds the
Philostratus (late 2™ and early 3" century AD), in his praise of proper athletic training, making an obvious attack
on the role of medicine in matters of health. Philostr., Gymn., 44; Kénig 2005, 301-344. Furthermore, like
medicine, athletic training had its own collection of technical writings, which dates back to the st century BC.
Kénig 2005, 314, n. 42; Jithner 1909, 8-26.

¢ Appendix C, Table 7.
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forefathers, it would pain those men if they could perceive it, and our shame is that much
greater the more conspicuous our family.”® The first person singular is used either to interject
personal opinion with verbs, such as oipat or combinations of guol Sokel, or to present his
arguments against his unnamed opponent. The latter use of the first person is evident when he
declares, ‘And on account of this, I would say [athletics] is not a profession of health, it is the

vocation of disease.’ "

4.2 Poetry, literature and authorial identity

What makes Protr. stand out from other works in the Galenic Corpus is its reliance on
quoting poetry, history and myths to support the arguments that are being advanced.’”'
Although many of his scientific treatises contain literary citations, Galen uses them sparingly
because he had a less than favourable view of the value of poetry in scientific discourse.”” In
PHP, he remarks how premisses that use the testimonies (popTupian) of poets and the
observations of lay people are rhetorical because they deal only with plausibility rather than
demonstrable truths.”” It is quite clear that in Protr., he does not aim at being scientific, which
is to say, he does not employ apodeictic, as well as dialectic, premisses. His reliance on non-
scientific testimony, however, is consistent with philosophical discussions of virtue as evinced
by philosophers such as Epictetus and philosophically inclined authors such as Plutarch. This
kind of discourse lent itself to the use of illustrative quotations from poetry, given that poetic
literature was considered useful by the philosophically inclined for the purpose of teaching
youths the kinds of behaviours they should avoid or pursue.”* However, when faced with a

topic that lent itself to scientific evidence, namely health (Chap. 11), the genre presented

69
ws, €l YE KOTQ rro}\u Tng TV npoyovmv APETHS omo)\smousea }\urm usv Qv £iN KOKEIVOLS, €1 TIS

auTolS E0TIV oioBnats, aioxuvn 8’ Nuiv auTols Toow e petlov, 0ow Kal TO YEVos TepIPavESTEPOV.
Protr., B.93.16-94.1 =K. 1.12.11-14.

Kol 816 TOUT' Qv Eywye dpainy Goknotv oux Uytelas, aAha vooou paAhov eivat To ¢ miThSeupa-. Prorr.
B. 108.12-14 =K. 1.29.9-11. ’
7' With the exception of Hippocrates, whom he quotes five times (Protr., B. 104.14-18, 106.15-17, 106.17-18
108.5-9. 108.14-16 =K. 1.25.5-8, 27,11-13,27.13-15, 20.2-6, 29.11-13), Galen does not rely on medical
citations. Instead, his citations come primarily from famous authors, such as Herodotus, Homer, Pindar, Sapho
Euripides and Sophocles. Homer (B. 93.13,97.9, 97.13, 97.15, 97.17-18, 98.13-17, 107.10-13, 109.8 = K. ’
1.12.8, 16.17, 17.4,17.5, 17.7-8, 18.7-11, 28.10-12, 30.11); Pindar (B. 85.10-11,95.20,95.22 = K. 1.2.16-17
15.3, 15.5-6); Sapho (B. 97.1-2 =K. 1.16.10-11); Euripides (B. 93.8-9, 96.15-16, 103.8-16, 104.1-3, 104.6—6
111.16-17,112.2 =K. 1.12.3-4, 16.5-6, 23.16-24.7, 24.10-12, 24.15-25.1, 33.5-6, 33.8); Sophocles (B. 90.111
12 = K. 1.8.15-16). It should be said that Galen also cites or mentions the opinions of famous philosophical
figures, such as Solon (B. 96.12-14 =K. 1.16.1-2), Aristippus (B. 90.11-12 = K. 1.8.15-16) and Diogenes the
Cynic (B. 92.5-13,99.16 = K. 1.10.14-11.3, 18.15-19.12). While these figures are somewhat atypical of
Galen’s usual philosophical testimonies in his scientific writings, they were commonly used in anecdotes and
maxims by orators because these were noteworthy statements commonly found in doxographical and historical
texts. Hock and O'Neil 1986, 63-112, 302-41.

7 Lacy 1966; Sluiter 1995; Tieleman 1996, 219-248.

3 pHP, K. 5.273. Singer 1992, 161-162; Sluiter 1995, 200-201.

™ Sicking 1998.
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Galen with a rhetorical dilemma: How may he maintain his professional identity while relying
on the kinds of rhetorical proofs that the genre required?

Galen’s solution is to use his opponent as a foil against any potential criticisms he may
face for using such rhetorical proofs in Protr. After claiming that no philosopher or physician
was in favour of athletics training, he remarks, ‘I did not want to pass judgment completely on
the basis of testimony (OAws HEV OUV €M WOPTUPOS) because that is the sort of thing

associated with rhetoric rather than of a man who honours truth.””’

He then points out that
because his opponents ‘fall back on the praise of the masses and the vain honours from these
men’, he ‘was constrained by these men’s arguments to make use of testimonies so that they

may recognize that they do have some advantage on this point’’®

(Here, he switches to the
third person plural to characterize the group.). In this way, Galen reveals himself to be
capable of more scientific explanations, but he is constrained by the rhetorical nature of his
opponents’ arguments. Ultimately, as will be seen, this statement allows him to showcase his
own rhetorical wit.

Nevertheless, he does make use of a somewhat ‘scientific’ argument. He cites
‘Hippocrates’ (De alim. 34.3—4) and provides his own cursory medical explanation as to why
this citation’s claim, namely that the ‘athletic state is not natural, a healthy condition is better’
(SraBeo1s GBANTIKY oU ¢uoel, EEis Uylevn kpeioowv), is in fact true.”’ In this way, he
communicates that his knowledge of health is derived from medicine. Furthermore, his
scientific explanation is suitable for his ideal audience because he uses a well-recognized
medical authority and because he does not descend into a complicated medical explanation.
With that said, when one considers that Protr. is completely devoid of citations or references
to Galen’s other writings, it becomes strikingly clear that he has the ideal audience in mind
when composing Protr. Such auto-citations and references were for the benefit of his circle of
friends and students, and therefore, they would be out of place in a work which is clearly

intended to be for a general audience of ‘youths’.

V. Message

5.1 Structure

75“Ohcos HEV OOV £ HAPTUPOS OUK ERouAcuny kpiveaBal- PnToptkou yap TO TolouTov paAhov i
TipéVTOS GAnBetav avdpos:.... Protr., B. 104.18-20 = K. 1.25.9-11.

.- Opcas 8; ¢merdr) Tives émi TO TGV TOMGV Emaivov kaTagelyouot kai TV Tapd TouTcov Keviy
SSEav, ddEvTES QUTO TO EMTTSEUHT YUUVOV TEV e€wbev oxomew, naykdadny kv Toutols
mpoxeipicacBan Tols pdpTupas, iv’, 8Tt Hné’ Evralda mAéov Exovai TI, yryvelokwav. Prorr., B. 104.20-
105.4=K. 1.25.11-16.

7 protr., B. 108-9 = K. 1.29-30.
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Protr. does not reflect a stream of consciousness. Rather, it is a well-structured
discourse in which changes in the subject matter are marked off and anticipated with a variety
of different transitional statements. As pointed out earlier, Profr. has a discernible peroratio,
which clearly harks back to the subject matter of the exordium. By demonstrating what would
happen if one leaves his life to chance, the first part of Profr.’s arguments confirms the
exordium’s claim that mankind should practice a Téxvr. As was noted, the second part is a
refutation of this opponent’s arguments. Thus, Protr. has some of the formal features one
would expect of oratory in that it has discernible exordium, confirmatio, refutatio and
peroratio. However, such a model does not explain why the subject matter of Galen’s
refutation in Protr. is only loosely connected with what 1s argued in the exordium and the
confirmatio, and therefore, outside of the context of a philosophical protreptic, it would have
been seen as an extremely odd digression.

As was suggested earlier, the overall structure of Protr. bears some resemblance to
that of Eurhd. Both texts have the speaker addressing a youth(s) while revealing why it is
beneficial to pursue virtue through education. This is followed by a refutation of the
proponents of a false form of education: in Euthd., it is the two Sophists; in Protr., it is the
proponent of athletics training. In Euthd., after Socrates finishes refuting the two Sophists, he
returns to his dialogue with Cleinias. The aim of this second investigative dialogue (288b—
307¢) is to determine what Téxvn provides true knowledge. Likewise, at the end of Protr.,
Galen turns back to his audience of youths to exhort them to take up an art and to prepare
them for the upcoming arguments in which he will demonstrate that medicine is the best of
the arts.

That said, it is doubtful whether Protr. was designed to remind the audience of Eurhd.
Protr. is in the form of a speech rather than a narrated dialogue, as is the case in Euthd., and
Galen’s style of argumentation in Protr. is a far less analytical approach than the one taken by
Socrates. Nevertheless, Galen has ultimately followed the Platonic structure of a philosophical
protreptic.”® He is using the confirmation/refutation model of exhortation as expressed by the
Academic Philo of Larissa in the aforementioned quotation: ‘one part demonstrates what a
great profit virtue is, the other refutes those who are destroying and slandering virtue.””® This
model provided a logical reason for the subject of Galen’s refutatio. His refutation of his

opponent’s arguments in favour of athletics would have been understood as being tantamount

78 A similar structure is discernible in the Protrepticus of Clement of Alexandria. Herrero de Jauregui 2008, 14—
15. As to the dialogical features of protreptic discourse, see Hartlich 1889, 270, 293; Fitzgerald and White 1983,
11-14; Jordan 1986.

®qv.,n. 2l



98

to refuting those who are ‘destroying and slandering virtue’ in that his opponent is destroying

the true art of the human body by claiming that athletics can indeed produce health.

5.2 Theme

In the exordium, Galen presents a well-recognized philosophical theme.*" He begins
by suggesting that animals have some form of reason (Aoyos), which is voiceless and internal
(¢v810B8eTov).*! What separates man from the other animals is that he alone displays
knowledge (¢mioTnun), which is evident in his ability to ‘learn whichever art he wishes’ (v
av eBeAnon Texvny pavBavet). He points out that most animals are altogether &Texva; some
animals have an art, but, unlike men, they ‘acquire it by ¢puois rather than by choosing arts’
(TouTa pucel paAhov T Tpoapecel TeXvv euTuxnkev). While Galen’s use of Adyos is
somewhat curious, for the most part, he is articulating a commonly held opinion ‘among the
philosophers and rhetoricians of the Roman empire that the sagacity of animals is due, not to
reason (Adyos), but to a natural instinct (¢uo1s)’.** In other words, animals do not have the
kind of intelligence to acquire an art that has not already been engendered in the species by
nature.

Galen goes on to say that man has a choice to learn either the kinds of manual skills
displayed by animals, such as the weaving of spiders and the molding of bees, or man can
chose intellectual arts, his so-called Bgiat Texvat, such as geometry, astronomy and medicine.
In the latter category, Galen emphasizes the divine nature of medicine by reminding the
audience that the art of medicine came from Asclepius and Apollo. He describes how man
uses geometry and astronomy to examine the heavens and the earth, which is obviously
beyond the realm of animals. He concludes that while some animals may have a form of
reason O\éyos), man alone is logical ()\oyn«ﬁs). He then appeals to his audience’s sense of
pathos by stating, ‘Therefore, how is it not shameful to neglect the only part of us we share in
common with gods in order to pursue something else all the while despising taking up an art
and entrusting oneself to Fortune?’®

By declaring philosophy to be ‘the greatest of the divine goods’ (To pEyioTOoV TGOV
Betcov (5(}'0(66.)\1),84 Galen makes it quite clear in the exordium that he is not arguing that the

practice of the arts is on par with the study of philosophy. His point is simply that the

8 protr., B. 84-85=K. 1.1-3.

81 As to his use of the term evS1aBeTos Aoyos, see Singer 1997a, 405406, n. 35. cf. Boudon 2002, 120, n. 2

82 chkerman 1911 123, 123- 130 cf. Newmyer 2006, 10-47. ’ (s

% TTéas ol ouk ouoxpov 63 HOVE TV EV KTV KOlvwvoupey Beols, rourou uev aus)\sw eoMEUKEVat 8¢ Trepi
11 TGV &MV, TExVns uEv avaAnyews kaTadpovouvta, Tuxn &' tauTtov emTpémovTa; Protr.. B. 85.16
19=K. 1.3.5-8. o
8 protr., B. 85.12 =K. 1.3.1-2.
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acquisition of an art, especially a rational art, requires the ability to think and reason, which is
the ‘only part of us we share in common with the gods’ and is what separates us from the
animals.® This is the theme that holds the subsequent arguments together in Prorr. While it is
quite clear, in this introduction, that Galen is echoing many of the ideas concerning rational
thought expressed by Plato and subsequent philosophers,*® he places much greater emphasis
on the moral and intellectual value of the arts than previous philosophical authors had.
Generally, in philosophical protreptics, the topic of the arts was used to illustrate why wisdom
was beneficial to understanding and successfully utilizing an art. Thus, Galen has put his own
spin on this recognized philosophical theme.

The aforementioned theme holds together his subsequent arguments concerning the
vagaries of Fortune and the pseudo-art of athletics. The connection between TUxn and rational
thought had been previously established in philosophical writings. In Plutarch’s TTept Tuxns,
Plutarch warns against the dangers of relying on the gifts of Fortune in an attempt to urge the
audience to pursue activities that require intelligence (¢ppovnois). For Plutarch and other
philosophers, living by chance is tantamount to neglecting our ability to reason, which is god-
given and the very thing that makes us superior to the animals. And, like Galen, Plutarch
makes the practice of TExva the antithesis of TUXn because the arts require intelligence to
produce their understood ends. Thus, when Galen brings up the figure of Tuxn, his audience
would have picked up on this connection between rational thought and Fortune. This
connection is carried over into Galen’s criticisms of athletics. By proving that athletics does
not produce the goods that it claims to, Galen makes clear that athletics is not a Téxvn and,
therefore, does not require intelligence to practice it. In other words, athletics has more in
common with irrational beasts than it does with mankind. In Prorr., he often depicts the
behaviour of athletes as being similar to that of animals in respect to their lack of self-control
and intelligence. Unlike other contemporary authors, who viewed athletics as a Téxvn and
useful to society and the individual, Galen 1s arguing that only medicine delivers what it
promises in regard to the bodily art; and for that reason, the practice of medicine is an avenue
in which one can truly use one’s god-given intelligence.

However, the thrust of his argument also extends into how medicine should be
classified. From Plato onward, the classification of the arts was a philosophical endeavour
which often found its way into protreptic discourse, as in the previously discussed passages in

Euthd.? Because the arts were, as Plutarch expresses it, indicative forms of intelligence

8 of. Plutarch, (TTept Tuxns) Moralia, 98e.
8 plytarch, (TTept Tuxns) Moralia, 97c-98f ; lambl. (*Arist.), Protr., 9.49.3-51.6. Boudon 2002, 120, n. 3.
87 Tatarkiewicz 1963.
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(bpovrioeis) and the well-recognized ways of men (TpayuaTta Buntaw),* those arts that
were perceived as being more cerebral were naturally considered the most appropriate for the
philosophically inclined. Galen’s aim in Protr. is to firmly seat medicine among the most
respected Téxvau of the time.”” This aim is actualized in the way in which he lists medicine
with the arts commonly associated with the eykUkAhios monSeia.’ It is also observed in the
way he classifies medicine among the rational (Moyikait) and revered (oepvai) arts, which
stand in stark contrast to the manual (xg1pcovakTikal) and base (Bavauoat) arts that depend
on the body more than the mind.”' Furthermore, because intelligence and wisdom are what
man shares with the divine, Galen classifies medicine as one of the 8elon Texvau, with
physicians, as well as philosophers, being among a group of men who are the closest
followers of the god Hermes.” Using this image, he suggests that medicine, like philosophy,

brings man closer to obtaining happiness (euSatpovia) and success (eUTuxia).”

5.3 Swlistic features

As was noted, stylistically, Protr. is quite different from any of Galen’s other works. It
is clearly designed to appeal to a general audience in a manner reminiscent of epideictic
oration. This is apparent when one observes the variatio of rhetorical tropes and literary
devices Galen uses to make his arguments both entertaining and persuasive. Aside from the
numerous metaphors, similes and rhetorical questions that are quite prevalent in this work, it
is his use of literary devices, such as comparison (oUykpIOIS), commonplace (TOTOS), myth
(uuBos), anecdote (xpeto) and maxim (yYveun), in a manner similar to what was taught in the

progymnasmata that makes this text unmistakably rhetorical.**

Given that 1 have already
touched upon Galen’s use of Xpelau and yvopol in my discussion of Galen’s literary
witnesses, in the following 1 will present examples of his use of oﬁyxp(cns, Tomos and
puBos, as well as the witticisms that also give Protr. its oratorical feel.

A ouykpiols, according to the progymnasmata ascribed to Aelius Theon (c. 1%
century AD), is a ‘discourse that sets the better and the worse side by side’

(cUykptols Adyos TO PEATIov T TO XElpov TOPIOTAS) to create a forceful effect.” It

8 plutarch, (TTept Tuxns) Moralia, 99a—c.

% Jeraci Bio 1991; Boudon 2002, 24-35.

% protr., B. 84-85, 88-89, 117 =K. 1.2-3, 6-7, 39.

' protr.,B. 117 =K. 39.

%2 protr., B. 88-89 = K. 6-7.

9 plutarch, (TTept Tuxn) Moralia, 99e-f.

9 Heath has argued that Theon’s progymnasmata was composed well after the 1% century AD. Heath 2003
Nevertheless, the general position is that this text was composed during the 1* century AD and that it reﬂe(.:ts the
kinds of topics which were associated with progymnasmata of the 2" century AD. Corbett 1990, 484-488;
Cichocka 1992, 991-994; Kennedy 2003, 1-3. ’
9 Theon, Prog., 112.20-23; Kennedy 2003, 52.
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involves comparing the appearance, character and actions of two people or things which are
related in some way, such as two gods.”® In Theon's discussion of how to use this device, he
points out that, when comparing inanimate things, one should look to analogies, such as the
maker of the things being discussed: for example, health is the daughter of Apollo. Having
done this, one should point out the advantages and disadvantages that are a result of these
things. In Chapters 2-5 of Protr., Galen uses an extended ouykptols which illustrates how
studying a TEXVn is superior to leaving one’s life to TUXT. As was already mentioned, he
compares these two inanimate things by using the figures of Hermes, the god of the arts, and
Fortune, the goddess of chance. In Chapters 2 and 3, Galen compares their appearance and
character. He describes how painters and sculptors depict the wretchedness (poxfnpia) of
Fortune by making her a blind (TupAn) female standing on a very unstable base—a sphere.
This image is contrasted with that of Hermes, the so-called master of reason (Aoyou
SeomdTns) and the practitioner of all art (EpyaTns TEXVNs omaons), whom he describes as
being portrayed in sculpture as a young man with a keen (8pi1uv) gaze standing on the most
stable of platforms—a cube. As to their character, he contrasts the folly (avoia) of the
mindless (&vous) and unstable (doTaTos) Fortune with the providence (mpovoia) and the
virtuous soul (1 TNs Yuxns opeTn) of Hermes. He describes how Fortune carelessly leads
her mindless followers (apaBéis emopevor) over cliffs into the sea where they are all
completely destroyed (ouvamoluvtai). This dreadful image is compared with that of
Hermes standing among his brilliant worshippers (padpoi BracdTa) where they are always
benefiting (amohavovTat) from his foresight.

Galen’s ouykpiois is built upon a well-recognized theme in protreptic discourse,
namely the personified deity and his or her followers. Thus, in Chapters 4 and 5, Galen
compares the followers of these gods. He contrasts the image of Fortune’s followers, who are
lazy (dpyot) and ignorant of arts (Texvédv auabeis), with that of Hermes® chorus of well-
mannered men (kOou1o1), who are practitioners of arts (Texvadv epyatat). He tells his reader
to observe how Croesus of Lydia, Polycrates of Samos, Cyrus, Priam and Dionysius the
Tyrant of Syracuse flourished for a time, but later, they all had reversals in fortune, citing the
execution of Croesus, Polycrates and Cyrus and the overthrow and exile of Priam and
Dionysius.‘)7 Galen also contrasts the infamous followers of Fortune with a list of illustrious
names, Socrates, Homer, Hippocrates and Plato, as being deputies (Umapxon) and attendants

(UTmpPETON) to Hermes.

% Theon, Prog., 112-115; Kennedy 2003, 52-55.
97 . ) . .
These are figures quite commonly associated with reversals in fortune. For example, at the beginni
. . . . e
64th discourse, Dio Chrysostom (AD c. 40/50-after 110) lists Croesus, Polycrates alland Cyrus as %::;?f xlf] (t)he
blame Fortune for her capricious nature.
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To strengthen his appeal, Galen contrasts the types of men who follow these deities. In
the case of Hermes, they are geometers (yewuéTpal), mathematicians (opifuntikol),
philosophers (¢p1Aocodor), doctors (iaTpoi), astronomers (GGTpovouol) and grammarians
(ypouuaTikoi).” This list stands in stark contrast to the followers of Fortune, who are said to
be demagogues (Snuaywyol), courtesans (ETA1pat), catamites (TOpvot), betrayers of friends
(TpodoTat ¢iAcov), murderers ($ovEls), graverobbers (TuuBuapuxot), thieves (Gpmayes)
and even pillagers of the gods' temples (iepar curjoavTes).” Here, Galen invokes some of
the negative stereotypes associated with Fortune to reveal what will happen to those who
neglect taking up an art. 100

From these contrasting images, it would have been obvious to the members of his
audience whom they should follow, and it would be equally evident that Galen has employed
a carefully constructed ouykpiots. In this way, Galen appeals to their emotions by amplifying
the gravity of their decisions, much as the comparisons between the personified Craft (Texvn)
and Culture (TToudeia) in Lucian’s Somn. or the personified Pseudopaideia and Paideia (12—
20) in the Tabula of Cebes (c. 1" century AD) were designed to do. Ultimately, Galen’s
approach to the audience in this ouykpiois is stylistically similar to the Tabula of Cebes and
other moralistic works in which the author provides a vivid allegory of the ramifications of
their audiences’ potential choices.

Theon describes a Tomos in rhetoric as descriptive language that amplifies a fault or
brave deed by creating a vivid image (S1a1uTeots) of the action.'® 1t is called a Tdmos
because it provides a starting point for an attack on those who do not admit that they are in
error. However, it is an attack not on an individual but on a recognizable type, such as
licentious men or a traitorous general. In Protr., one of Galen’s rhetorical strategies is to
undermine the value of athletics as an art by using vivid language to paint an image of the
athlete as being bestial or a dilapidated heap of flesh. To demonstrate that athletes represent
the antithesis of health, he likens the parts of their bodies to parts of a city’s walls that have
been thoroughly shaken by siege engines and are now ready to fall apart with the slightest
perturbaltion.'02 He then extends this simile into his description of the appearance of these

athletes’ bodies. He describes how their ‘eyes are dug-out around’ (OdBaApol

% Protr.,B. 88-89 =K. 1.7.

» Protr.,B. 88 =K. 1.6.

100 The Tabula of Cebes demonstrates how such a list would have been considered logical to Galen’s readers. In
the allegory of the( Tabula ?j' Cebes, the followers o,f Fortune are compelled ‘to defraud others’ (&mooTepeEiv),
‘to rob temples’ (1epooUA€tY), ‘to lie under oath’ (€Miopkew), ‘to be traitors’ (TpodiSovai) and ‘to pillage’
(AnjileoBer) because they have squandered on Luxury all that Fortune has given them, and therefore, they resort
to heinous acts to obtain the pleasures of Luxury. Tabula of Cebes, Fitzgerald and White 1983, 74-77 = 9.1-39.
101 Theon, Prog., 106-109; Kennedy 2003, 42-45,

192 progr., B. 109 = K. 1.30-31.
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Teplopwpuykévor) and their ‘teeth have been shaken so often’ (01 680vTes S100EGEIGHEVON
moMakis) that they fall out easily, and he notes how ‘the parts of their joints which have
been twisted’ (Ta AuytoBevta TV dpBpwv) have made them too weak for daily life and
how ‘fracture’ (pnyMa) and ‘rupture’ (omoopa) easily occur in these men. Using the
participles Tepiopwpuypévol, Siaceoeiopévol and AuyloBevTa, it is quite clear that Galen
plays upon the image of a city under siege to depict what years of athletics training can do to
the body. While pnypa and omoopa were commonly used in medical texts for bone fractures
and ruptures of muscles,'® they also fit into Galen’s image of the deleterious effects of
Tetxopoxio on a city’s walls. Therefore, rather than using decidedly medical language to
describe athletes’ physical appearance, Galen has chosen to vividly portray what athletic
training has done to their bodies.

According to Theon, when one presents a pufos, it is incumbent upon the writer/
speaker to add meaning to the myth. '%* He notes how the rhetorical use of a fable should have
the following features: prooemion, a brief narrative of the myth, a modified citation of the
myth, followed by a conclusion as to the myth’s meaning. This structure is likewise used in
Protr. In Chapter 13, Galen introduces the myth by claiming that he is going to recount a
puBos that will illustrate how athletics is worthless even in its own field of endeavour.'® He
then relates how, in this myth, the animals would be allowed by Zeus to compete in the
Olympia against humans. Because of this, no man would be able to win a single crown
because the animals would dominate all the events owing to their superior strength and speed:
the horse would be best at long-distance races; the hare would win the sprints; the bull would
win in boxing; and the ass would be victorious in fighting. He then quotes a key passage from
the myth:

Then in a well informed account the ass will be noted
that, in ToykpaTiov, he was victorious at that time over men.
The twenty-first Olympiad was the triumph

of Brayer.'"

193 The two terms are often paired together in medical texts. Dioscorides, 1.2, 1.6, 1.28, 1.75, 2.80, 2.166, 2.173
3.4, 3.6, 3.24, 3.74; Galen, Caus. Mor., K. 7.40.1; CAM, K. 1.239; Morb.Diff., K. 6.872; Hippocrates, Aér., 4. c%.
Plutarch, De tuenda sanitate praecepta, 130.d.2.
194 Theon, Prog., 72-78; Kennedy 2003, 23-28.
105 progr., B. 114-115 = K. 1.35-36.
106 auTap &V 1oTopin MOAUTIEIPLY YPOWPETEI GVOS,
ot

ToyKPATIOV VIKNGE ToT’ dvdpas,

£1kooTN 8t Kl TPAITN OAUNTGS A, OT" Evika

"OyknoTs.
Protr. B. 115.6-10 =K. 1.36.13-15. The author of this myth is unknown.
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This quote is to humorously point out that even an ass can beat a man when it comes to feats
of athletic prowess. Galen then provides a conclusion by declaring that ‘the myth shows’ (0
uuBos £mideikvuat) that “athletic power is not one of the human accomplishments’.'”” Thus,
Galen’s retelling of this myth is consistent with the rhetorical manner in which myths were
presented in rhetorical theory and practice.

Through his use of witticisms, Galen demonstrates that Protr. is also designed to be an
entertaining display of his erudition. For example, in Chapter 10, he quotes a passage from the
lliad (24.677-9):

Now the others, the gods and drivers of chariots

Were slumbering all night being subdued by soft sleep,

But sleep did not take hold of the wretched athletes. 108
In this passage, he substitutes ‘aBAnTas kokodaipovas’ for < Eppeiav eprovviov’, as it
reads in the /liad, to make his point that athletes are unable to sleep because of their unhealthy

109

lifestyle.”” Galen is not attempting to trick his audience for they undoubtedly would be aware
of how the passage read. The intended effect is for his audience to recognize his alteration as
being witty because he has changed the verse’s discussion of Hermes to a reading that is
critical of the athletic lifestyle, all without losing the meter.

Another example of Galen’s attempt at being clever appears in Chapter 10.''° To
foreshadow what he is about to do to his opponent’s rhetorical arguments for athletics, Galen
uses the account of the famous courtesan Phryne, who exposed the false beauty of other
women by tricking them into removing their makeup.”I Galen connects this story to his
following arguments by declaring:

Therefore, just as true beauty can be accurately inspected only
according to itself, when it is stripped naked of all external adornments
(TTPOCIOVTWV GmavTwv yupvwBev), likewise it is fitting to examine
the vocation of athletics by itself, whether it may appear to have a

usefulness either to the state as a whole or to the individual among

those who practice it. 2

107 vy xaprévTeas oUTos o pubos emdeikvuct TV aBANTIKNY toXuV 0U TGV avBpeomivy oloav
GoKNuATWY ... Protr., B.115.11-13 = 1.37.1-2.
108 &MAot pEv pa Beol Te Kot GVEPES 1TTTTOKOPUOTAN
£USOV TaVWUXI0l HOAOKE SESUnpEVOL UTTVE) *
GAN’ oUk GBANTAS KOKOBQILOVAS UTIVOS EUaPTITEV.
Protr., B. 107.10-12 =K. 1.28.10-12.
199 Boudon 2002, 138, n. 2.
10 prorr., B. 105 =K. 1.26.
"' Boudon 2002, 137-138, n. 2. .
n2 . domep obv 16 GAnBvov kaMhos akpiBeds ebetaleTan povov aliTo kaB’ EauTo TG EEwbev avTey
TPOCIOVTEV GMAEVTEY yuuveBE, oUTe kat T abAnTikny émTrdevowv e€etdleoBon mpoorike pdvny, e
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The audience would naturally recognize that he is alluding to athletics training with his use of
yupveBev. Here, Galen again plays with words to contrast the naked body of evidence his
logical arguments will reveal concerning the practices of athletes, whose beauty is covered by

their deceptive, rhetorical makeup. s

In addition to these types of witticisms, Galen also uses
the kinds of figures of speech that one would expect of epideictic rhetoric. "' For example, he
uses the following Tapovouacia (pun) to reveal that he had the oratorical ability to entertain
with his words: ‘As for bodily health, it is clear that no other group is more miserable

(aBA1c3Tepov) than athletes (TAOV aBANTQY).”' "

V1. Conclusion

The structure and subject matter of Protr. is reminiscent of the protreptic arguments of
the Socratic figure, one who extols the virtues of a proper philosophical education to a youth
while refuting those who propose a similar, but false, approach. Nevertheless, it is quite clear
that Galen has made a conscious effort to include the kinds of rhetorical devices and clever
wordplays that epideictic orators used to display their erudition. But why? How is this stylistic
feature relevant to what he is trying to accomplish in Protr.?

The answer is threefold. First, as was noted earlier, philosophically inclined speakers
of the 1% and 2™ century AD, such as Epictetus, were not averse to using some of the
rhetorical devices that public orators employed in their speeches. And, this would be
especially so when it came to protreptic discourse because this type of speech was often
designed to appeal to the audience’s sense of parhos. Secondly, this style was appropriate for
an ideal audience of youths of the upper classes. Such an audience would have been quite
familiar with the kinds of rhetorical devices found in the progymnasmata and declamations.
Finally, because one of Galen’s aims was to demonstrate how medicine was truly one of the
arts befitting the £yxUkAtos mouSeiar and because the stylistic features of declamations were
perceived as signs of mondeia, Galen has displayed that, when the circumstances called for it,

a physician was just as capable of erudite speech as a public orator.

T1 daiivorTo EXE Xpriotuov T kowf Tdis moheotv T idix TSis peTaxeipiGopévols auTiv. Protr., B. 105.17-
22 =K. 1.26.11-16.

13 K onig 2005, 297.

114 Alexander Rhetor (2“d century AD) De fi gurts (ﬂspl napovoucxomg) 36.13-36.25.

115 3 HpOTIKNS HMEV OUV UYIEIDS ‘tveka pavepov ws oudev GANo yevos aBAILdTEPOV E0TH TQV abAnTov:..
Protr., B. 110.1-2 =K. 1.31.8-9.
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Investigating a Medical Problem:

©Octoers and Thrasybulus sive utrum medicinae sit an gymnasticae hygiene

I. Introduction

In the epistolary proem to Thrasvbulus sive utrum medicinae sit an gymnasticae
hygiene (Thras.),' Galen describes Thras. as being notes (UTopvnuaTa) that reflect his
answer to the question (TpoPAnua) posed by Thrasybulus: ‘Whether that which is called
healthiness (Uy1€1vov) belongs to gymnastics (YupvaoTikis) or medicine (iaTpikis)?”.> He
describes what he is doing in this work as an ‘inquiry’ (CﬁTﬂOls), and likewise, the subject
matter of this work is often identified as ‘what i1s being sought’ (To CnToﬁusvov).3 Thus, he
emphasizes the process of searching for an answer rather than recounting what has already
been proven.

Through his prefatory remarks, Galen indicates that there were two constraints on this
scientific inquiry. First, it was conducted extemporaneously through a series of questions and
answers, 1.€. dialectic.* Although Thrasybulus posed the question, he is described as having
been reluctant to respond to Galen’s subsequent questions, and therefore, Galen had to turn to
‘one of the philosophers trained in logical theory’ (Tv TIS yeyuuvaouévwv EV Aoyikn
Becopiar PprAocodwv) who happened to be present. With this philosopher evidently playing
the role of interlocutor, Galen claims that ‘the problema was easily brought to a conclusion’
(poSicas Biemepovdn 16 mpSPAnua).® The second constraint on Galen’s inquiry is self-
imposed. Galen claims that the arguments used in this inquiry are informed by the same
logical methods which he expressed in his magnum opus on logical proofs, On

Demonstration.® Thus, he asserts that in this work one will observe his employment (xpfots)

' The Greek text used for Thras. comes from Helmreich 1893, 33-100 = K. 5.806-898., which will appear in this
chapter as H. I have greatly benefited from Singer’s translation in Singer 1997a, 53-99. The date of composition
of Thras. appears to be some time before the composition of San.Tu. (AD c. 175) as this is the earliest text which
makes mention of Thras. San.Tu., K. 6.13.1, 6.136.7, 6.143.13. Bardong 1942, 636; Singer 19974, 1i.

2 1éTepov 1aTPIKNS T} YUHVAOTIKNS E0TH TO kahoupevov Uyevov. Thras., H. 33.27-34.1 = K. 5.807.8-9.
Galen’s use of the feminine signifies that medicine and gymnastics are arts, and his use of the neuter signifies
that healthiness is a division or part (uoptov) of an art.

3 Thras., (Chmots) H. 36.26,41.1,41.2,75.14 =K. 5.811.15,817.7, 817.11, 865.11, (16 {nToupevov) H. 33.8-
9,34.21,35.14,36.14,36.17,36.21,41.18 =K. 5.807.1, 808.13, 809.13, 811.3, 811.6, 811.10, 813.3.

4 Although the terms ‘dialectic’ and ‘dialectical’ carry a variety of meanings in antiquity as in today, when I use
the term ‘dialectic’ in this chapter, I am signifying a formal system of reasoning in which a theoretical
proposition or question is put forward and subsequently investigated through a series of questions and answers.
of. Smith 1994, 145. When I use the term ‘scientific inquiry’, I am speaking to the process of arriving at
knowledge of a subject matter via a variety of ‘logical’ and/or ‘empirical’ methods.

S Thras., H. 35.4-11 =K. 5.809.3-9.

6 tvTois mept amodeifecas. Thras., H. 33.10-15 =K. 5.807.2-7. cf. H. 37.22-26 = K. 5.812.14-813.3. Galen
appears to be referring to his magnum opus on logical proofs, De demonstrationibus (Dem.). As to Dem.’s
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of these methods.” Rather than examining the formal logic used in Thras., my analysis is

concerned with how Galen conveys the process of scientific inquiry and how he uses this
discourse to establish his identity as a physician.

The structure of Thras. is as follows: Galen begins with an extended epistolary proem
(H. 33.1-36.7 = K. 5.806.4-810.13) in which he states the problema, contextualizes the
nature of his inquiry and explains his rationale for writing Thras.® His actual inquiry into this
problem has three major divisions. The first part (H. 36.8-44.17 = K. 5.810.14-821.17) is a
survey of the possible starting points (apxat) for answering the problema. The second
division investigates the art of the body (H. 44.18-76.17 = K. 5.821.18-867.2). The third
division makes inquiries into the definitions and roles of medicine and gymnastics in the art
of the body (H. 76.18-98.4 = K. 5.867.3-896.3).

Each of these major divisions is broken down further into subordinate
problems/topics. The first major division examines whether the definitions (opiopot), aims
(TéAn) or essence (ouctat) of medicine and gymnastics offer reasonable starting points for
this inquiry. The second major division is divided into two distinct subordinate topics of
inquiry: 1) the oneness of the art of the body (H. 44.18-71.23 = K. 5.810.18-860.3) and 2) the
parts of the art of the body (H. 71.24-76.17 = K. 5.860.4-867.2). Both of these subordinate
inquiries are further subdivided into related questions. The inquiry into the oneness of the art
of the body is further broken down into questions concerning the aim (TeNos), product
(&yoBdv), example (Tapoderypa), activities (Evépyeian), materials (UAat) and theories
(BecopruaTa) of this art. The investigation into the parts of the art of the body is organized
into a series of questions concerning similarity and differences at various levels of
classification.

As for the third major division in his inquiry, it involves a discussion of the common
definitions and roles of 10Tpikn and yupvaoTikn in the art of the body. Like the other major
divisions, it is subdivided into a series of related questions/topics of inquiry. These
subordinate questions ultimately contribute to Galen’s demonstration that the art of
gymnastics (yvuvaoTikn) is the teaching of all kinds of healthy exercise rather than strictly
dealing with exercises performed in a gymnasion, and furthermore, the medical practitioners
are the proper overseers of those who practice this art of gymnastics. It is important to bear in

mind that throughout the three major divisions of his inquiry, Galen often launches into

fragmenta and testimonia, see von Miiller 1895; Rescher 1967, Appendix B; Moraux 1984, 685-808. A sclection
of scholarship on Galen’s approach to logic and its role in medicine can be found in Barnes 1991; 1993a; 1993b;
Hankinson 1991; 1992; von Karlheinze Hiilser 1992; Tieleman 1995; 1996; Morison 2008.

7 of. Ord.Lib.Prop. Boudon-Millot 2007a, 95.

% An analytical outline of Thras. can be found in Appendix B.
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polemics against athletics trainers (01 Tous aBAnTtos yupvalovTes). At these points, he
argues that these men do not teach the healthy kinds of exercises associated with yuuvaaTikr).

Galen brings Thras. to a suitable conclusion (H. 98.5-100.9 = K. 5.896.4-898.17) in
that it ultimately answers Thrasybulus’ question. He points out that the true practitioner of the
art of the body is often called an 1aTpos because the whole art of the body was termed the
loTpikn  TExv by extension of one of its major parts—the medical/therapeutic
(1oTp1kOV/BepameuTIKOY) part. He identifies the other major part of the art of the body as the
preservative/healthiness (GUAOKTIKOV/UY1€1vOV) part. Based on his division of the parts of the
art of the body, yuuvaoleﬁ is one of the small component skills under the
preservative/healthiness  (uhakTikv/Uyievov) part. Therefore, he concludes true

yupvaoTikn should be recognized as a part of Uy1€1v6v rather than vice versa.

I1. Genre

2.1 The mpoPAnua and the decorum of extemporaneous speech

The terms {nTnuo and mpoPAnua were often used interchangeably to signify a
question or subject for discussion.” Through its connection with the verb mpoBaMAev, a
mpoPAnua had the connotation of a question or problem that was ‘posed’ or ‘thrown forward’
for discussion. However, a problema was not necessarily associated with extemporaneous
speech. For example, while reading a text or in thought, one could pose a problema to oneself
for the purpose of internal deliberation and personal investigation.'” And, a written response
to another’s problema obviously did not require extemporaneous speech. Furthermore, a
problema need not even be posed by a contemporary. It was quite common in philosophical
and medical works for the author to address a longstanding theoretical problema in different
types of prose.'’ Nevertheless, by his repeated use of the verb mpoBaAAev and its cognates in
the preface to Thras., Galen emphasizes the extemporaneous nature of Thrasybulus’
question. '2 And, because Galen claims to have written nothing other (oUx &AAo) than what he

had said on the spot (TTapaxpnua), he is clearly emphasizing that this text reflects his oral

extemporaneous response to the question.

9 Harrison 2000, 196.

19 1 ib.Prop., Boudon-Millot 2007a, 142-143 = K. 19.19. Arist., Top., 1.2.

! Mansfeld 1990; 1992.

12 Thras., H. 33.2, 33.16, 34.12, 34.15, 34.17,34.21, 35.1, 35.3, 35.5, 35.11, 35.17, 35.24, 36.1, 36.6 = K.
5.806.2, 807.9, 808.3, 808.6, 808.7, 808.11, 808.18, 809.2, 809.3, 809.9, 809.15, 810.4, 810.8, 810.12.
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It is not uncommon for Galen to use such ‘real-life’ circumstances for rhetorical
purposes.”” In Lib.Prop. and elsewhere, Galen depicts himself being involved in agonistic
public demonstrations in which anatomical and medical problemata were posed to him.'
However, in Thras., Galen has entered into a type of philosophical discourse which has its
own unique and well-recognized decorum. In his Topica, Aristotle provides an account of the
art of dialectic. In Book 8, he discusses a number of highly formalized procedures for
conducting a dialectical argument presumably for philosophical training in the Academy, the
so-called gymnastic dialectic.”” As is well known, this gymnastic dialectic involved two
participants, the answerer and the questioner. The answerer would assert a proposition
(Béois), and the questioner would then attempt to secure a concession from the answerer by
asking a series of questions to which the answerer was to reply either ‘yes’ or ‘no’, or in
certain circumstances, the answerer could object by posing a counter-question. The aim of this
type of dialectical exercise was to refine one’s ability to conduct a persuasive logical
argument.

Aside from training in philosophical argumentation, Aristotle reveals another use for
dialectical discourse, namely the art of testing (TTe1paoTikn), which was much more relevant
to Galen’s aims in Thras. 'S Here, the function of dialectic is to refute the claims of those who
say they have some form of knowledge by proving that their beliefs lead to a contradiction. It
is this use of dialectic that one finds in the Platonic dialogues, and it is this use of dialectic
that was highly praised by the philosophically inclined thinkers of the 2™ century AD.'
Therefore, Galen’s examination of Thrasybulus’ question can be seen as a test of the athletic
trainers’ claims about their knowledge of health.

In Thras., Galen reveals that he is operating within the decorum of dialectical inquiry.
He recalls how Thrasybulus had set up an erroneous starting point for their inquiry, which
Galen claims would not lead to what they seek. With such statements, Galen reveals that poor
premisses lead to fallacious conclusions, which was a fundamental principle expressed in

theoretical discussions of dialectical inquiry from Aristotle onward.'® Likewise, his choice of

13 von Staden 1995a; 1997. Mattern’s work on the rhetorical nature of Galen's patient-care narratives offers

ther interesting aspect to hi ‘real-life’ . . . o
gr(;c()) v er interesting aspect to his use of ‘real-life’ events for the purpose of displaying his erudition. Mattern
' Lib.Prop., K. 19.13-15, 20-22. A far less agonistic picture of the role of problemata in oral discourse can be
found in a section of Plutarch’s De recita ratione audiendi entitled TO el mpoBAnuaTov TopoyYeAua.
Moralia, 42f-44b. Here, Plutarch provides a series of rules for posing a problem to the speaker. These rules
reflect a dialectical ideal in which an ideal listener is a participant in the discourse (Kotveavos Tou Adyou) as
well as a fellow worker with the speaker (ouvepYOs TOU AéyovTos). Moralia, 45e. cf,
220.32-37. > 43¢. cf. Arrian, Epict., 2.1.35-44,
'S Ryle 1968; Smith 1993.
'® Arist., SE, 169b.25-29.
17 Arrian, Epict., 1.7.
18 of, Arist., Top., 8.12.
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interlocutors reveals his knowledge of the rules of dialectic. At the end of Book 8 of the
Topica, Aristotle advises against using dialectic with the common man because to choose
someone who is not skilled in logic would jeopardize one’s chance of coming to the
appropriate conclusion. While it is quite clear that Galen’s second choice—the philosopher
skilled in logical theory—was an appropriate interlocutor, one might raise issue with
Thrasybulus being a suitable interlocutor. However, Thrasybulus’ reluctance to answer
Galen’s questions is also a part of this kind of discourse.

When Galen tries to begin the inquiry by asking Thrasybulus to define medicine,
gymnastics and healthiness, Thrasybulus remains silent (GToG1aTGY) on the grounds that
Galen’s inquiry should cover all aspects of the question. By simply not answering Galen’s
question, he avoided continuing with an inquiry that was not to his liking. If he were to
answer Galen’s question, Thrasybulus would have been obliged to continue the process of
inquiry. It is important to bear in mind that Galen’s apparent need to have an interlocutor not
only illustrates the formal constraints of his inquiry but also its epistemological merits. The
rhetorical value of an interlocutor is that the arguments put forward by the author appear to
have been tested. In other words, it suggests that if anyone trained in logic used the same
premisses and methods, he would logically come to the same conclusion as Galen.

Galen’s portrayal of himself successfully managing a dialectical inquiry plays a
significant role in his rhetorical strategy of demonstrating the intellectual—cultural superiority
of physicians over athletics trainers. This becomes quite evident when Galen describes
another life event at a strategic place in Thras. In Chapter 46, immediately before his
conclusion, Galen recounts how he was once asked by a group of physicians and philosophers
to respond to the criticisms an athletic trainer had made in respect to Hippocrates’ views on
massage. Galen claims that after he gave a full account (amavTa SteA8eiv Tov Adyov) of
Hippocrates’ position on massage, the same self-taught athletics trainer (aUTo8i8akTos
yunvooTns) led out a young boy and demanded Galen either demonstrate how to massage
(TpiBetv) and gymnastically train (yunvalew) this youth or be quiet (c1comGv). Galen goes
on to say that this same wretched (xakodaipwy) trainer ‘screamed away and especially
because he was not quiet, it was impossible to listen and learn from our discussion, but we in
a leisurely manner (kaTa oxoAnv) dialectically reasoned (S1eAéxBnuev) with those who were
present’.'® Here, the illogical and vulgar manner in which the trainer addressed Galen and the

audience is contrasted with Galen’s more philosophical and learned approach. Here, Galen

19 63TOS HEV OUV EKEKPOYE! Te Kot GAAS /0\35\5 CLLITTEOV GKOUEIV ESUVOTO Kol HOVBVELY Ta Aeydpeve,
fiuels 8 kaTa axoAqy Tols mapouot Siehéxbnuev,... . Thras., H. 97.22-24 = K. 5.895.13-15.
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portrays this trainer, and by extension all other trainers, as being unable to engage in civil

philosophical discourse because of his lack of erudition.

2.2 The beois and the conventions of philosophical inquiry

The nature and development of Béceis are very complicated topics. The following
discussion serves as a summary for the purpose of contextualizing Thras. It is important to
recognize that in the 2" century AD there was plurality among Peripatetic, Stoic and Middle
Platonist theoretical approaches to 8¢0eis and other forms of logical argumentation.

Scholars often begin their discussion of the 8¢c1s with Aristotle’s treatment of this
subject in his Topica.”® In the Topica, Aristotle states that a 8¢ais is a mpdBAnua, but not all
mpSPAnuaTa are Béoers.’’ He goes on to say that ‘Nowadays, nearly all Ta SiahekTika
mpoPAnuata are called Béoeis’.? In the discussion surrounding these passages and
elsewhere in the Topica, Aristotle claims that a dialectical problema is a speculative
proposition (Becopnue) that is worthy of inquiry because of its intrinsic plausibility and/or
because it was a point of controversy among authorities, particularly philosophers. From
Aristotle’s discussion of the Beots, it becomes quite evident that the dialectical model was
considered a method of philosophical argumentation in respect to disputable matters.

Although the Aristotelian notion of a 6¢ots in dialectical theory was, strictly speaking,
a proposition fit for discussion, the act of refuting or confirming a theoretical proposition also
came to be known as a 0éors. As is well known, a distinction was later drawn between a
8éois (quaestio infinita) and UTOBeoIs (quaestio finita).” The thesis was associated with
general or more theoretical questions, such as ‘Is it right to marry?’. The hypothesis, on the
other hand, was a question bound by circumstances (TepIOTaCEIS) such as people or events.
Hence, the aforementioned question could be made into a hypothesis simply by linking it to a
person: ‘Is it right for Cato to marry?’. Because a hypothesis took into consideration ‘real-life’
circumstances, it naturally lent itself to the arguing of legal questions or presenting one’s
position in public deliberation, and therefore, it was perceived as being proper to rhetoric. The
thesis, on the other hand, was thought of as an inquiry for the sake of knowledge, and

therefore, it was considered to be philosophical in nature.*

20 The reason for this is primarily due to the approach Throm took in his seminal work on the genre of the thesis
in rhetoric and philosophy. Throm 1932. There is certainly a need for a more accessible and up-to-date treatise
on this genre. More recent treatments of rhetorical and philosophical theses can be found in Mansfeld 1990;
1992; Schenkeveld 1997, 247-252; Wisse, Winterbottom and Fantham 2008, 38-57.

2! Arist., Top., 104b.29-104b.30. , ,

22 gxeBov 8¢ vov mavTa To SrokekTika wpoPAnuaTa Bécers kahodvTat. Arist., Top., 104b.34-36, Ross 1970,
23 Wisse, Winterbottom and Fantham 2008, 43.

24 11 is unclear to what extent the thesis initially came to be taught by rhetoricians. Wisse argues that, aside from
Cicero, there is no compelling reason to believe that in Cicero’s time, the thesis was extensively taught in
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Let us turn to some of the conventions of 8¢cets in rhetoric and philosophy in the 1"
and 2™ century AD. In the four progymnasmata that span the period from the 1* to the 5t
century AD, there is always a section dedicated to composing 8¢ceis. In the progymnasmata
attributed to Theon, the author defines a B¢o1s as a logical inquiry (Emickeyns Aoyikr) that
does not admit mepioTacels.” The author notes that there are BecopnTikal and TpaKTIKA
Beoeis, which correspond to thesis and hypothesis respectively. He distinguishes theoretical
theses from practical theses by noting how the former ‘make their inquiries only for the sake
of theory and knowledge’ (Bewpias Eveka kol yveoews povov {ntotvrat), while the latter
were more political (ToMiTikedTepat) and rhetorical in character (kAT TOV PrTOPIKOV
xapaKTﬁpa).z" While he is quite clear that thesis is proper to philosophy, he is nevertheless
teaching this form of inquiry as an elementary form of prose.

Other than differences in the type of question and particular aim, the author of this
progymnasmata points out that there is a difference in composition between a theoretical
thesis and a practical thesis. Unlike a practical thesis, a theoretical thesis must have its order
(TaE1s) of composition adapted (GPUOTTEW) to the particular TpoBAnua. He notes that one
should pay attention as to where to place the ‘weaker and simpler dialectical proofs’ (Ta
&TAOUOTEPO Kol KOUOTEP TV EMIXEIPTUATWY) and where the ‘more striking and
weightier’ arguments (Ta TANKTIKGTepo kot BapuTepo) should be presented. He then
provides an example of how to address the question, ‘whether the gods exercise a providential
care for the world’.?” In his example, Theon gives a structured series of related propositions
and questions which include the typical forms of philosophical proofs, such as craft analogies
and the 8oEo of philosophers.”® In addition to these philosophical methods, his treatment of
this genre reveals that rhetorical forms of argumentation, such as amplifications (axuEnoeis)
and digressions (TrapexPBaceis) as well as appeals to the audience’s emotions, can be used
when appropriate. Thus, in this light, Galen’s polemical remarks in Thras. were not totally
foreign to the writing of a 8¢ois.

In respect to the way in which Béoeis were identified in philosophical works of the 1*
and 2™ century AD, it is far more common to find the investigation of a theoretical question
or a disputable matter in philosophy being indirectly referred to as a mpoPAnua or {nTnuc

rather than a 8éois. Nevertheless, the way in which such questions were investigated reveals

rhetorical theory. Wisse, Winterbottom and Fantham 2008, 43. Nevertheless, by the time Galen was writing, it
was evidently incorporated into the progymnasmata. ’

25 Theon, Prog., 120.13-15. I have benefited from Kennedy’s notes and translation found in Kennedy 2003, 55—
61. ’

26 Theon, Prog., 121.3-14.

27 Theon, Prog., 126128, trans. Kennedy 2003, 59-61.

28 Barnes 1981; Irwin 1988; Smith 1994.
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that there were recognizable conventions of philosophical inquiry. From Plutarch’s treatment
of the question of whether fire or water 1s more useful, to Plotinus’ investigation into whether
sensation and rational thought belong to only the soul or the soul using the body or a mixture
of both, the philosophical treatment of such disputable matters was to examine them through
‘the method of in utramque partem, of confirmation and refutation (K&xToOKeuT), AVAOKEUT)
that is to say, knowledge of a philosophical problem was arrived at by testing the possible
answers by illustrating the pros and cons to a given position.”” Therefore, what modern
scholars have identified as 6¢oels could occur in a wide variety of philosophical prose, such
as dialogues (Dio Chrysostom), recorded speeches (Plotinus) and treatises (Plutarch or Philo
of Alexandria).*

Mansfeld has demonstrated that there was a close relationship between philosophical
doxography and philosophical inquiry.®' He points out that ‘placita literature’, such as Aétius’
doxographical work, often break a subject into a structured list of common philosophical
problems. Within each problem, one can find a list of opinions (80Ean) of philosophers and
physicians on the question, which is often partitioned in such a way as to illustrate the major
divisions of opinion, i.e. the Siaipeais of the problem.32 He points out that these structured
lists of problems and opinions echo Aristotle’s remarks in the Topica, where Aristotle
encourages the investigator to organize his subject into problemata and collect the opinions
(80fan) held by the experts.”> Mansfeld supports this by illustrating how the types of
questions and potential solutions found in placita literature often occur in later theses and
treatises of philosophers, physicians and rhetoricians. Therefore, it would seem that, in respect
to theses, being aware of and addressing the different positions on a given problema were
important components of inquiry.

The importance of 8oEat and the Sixipeots of the problem in a philosophical inquiry
can be observed in Galen’s criticisms of Chrysippus’ arguments. In PHP, Galen finds fault
with Chrysippus’ approach to the question ‘whether affections supervene judgment?’, which
is a problem raised in the latter’s treatise Tepi maBe3v.** Galen claims that Chrysippus ‘in his
division of the problem’ (ev T Sicipécer Tol TpoBAnuaTOS), reveals that his treatment of
the subject is incomplete. As Mansfeld points out, Galen’s argument is that Chrysippus’
division of the problem is lacking in two respects: first, it does not take into account Plato’s

doxa, and secondly, Chrysippus has failed to address the possibility that the soul may have

29 plut., Mor., 955d-958e; Schenkeveld 1997, 247-249; Plotinus, Enn., 1.1.
30 Mansfeld 1990; 1992; Schenkeveld 1997, 247; Runia 1999.

3" Mansfeld 1990, 3193-3216.

32 Mansfeld 1990, 3092-3108, 3208-3212; 1992, 86-92.

33 Mansfeld 1990, 3206-3207. cf. Runia 1999, 196-198.

34 pHP, de Lacy 1978, 4.1.14-17.
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three parts.” In the case of Thras., as will be discussed later, Galen’s division of the problem
does not take into consideration the opinions of philosophers and physicians. Perhaps, the
reason for this is that Thrasybulus’ question was not a standard philosophical question that
had well-recognized divisions of opinion. However, in Thras. Galen does examine other
possible approaches to the problem.

Bearing in mind that not every thesis contains all of the following component parts, let
us discuss some of the recurring features modern scholars often associate with theses. First,
the inquiry typically begins with a statement of a theoretical proposition or a question which
will be investigated. The next component of this genre is a survey of the potential answers to
the stated problem. If this is a standard problem, the survey should involve a discussion of the
different 8o€at of philosophers and physicians on the problem, which serves to illustrate the
points of disagreement (Sradwvia) among these notable authorities. The author’s survey of
the problem may or may not include a discussion of other potential answers to the question.
The next component of a thesis is the author’s examination of the problem via the method of
confirmation and refutation. This process may or may not come to a firm conclusion.
However, in cases where the author offers no conclusion, often he reveals that he favours a
particular position through the structure or tone of his inquiry. While the movement from one
position to the next is clearly marked off with ‘introductory phrases and connecting
participles’, Pecets often display a ‘looseness of thought® in that there is not always a
‘logically coherent and consistent sequence of argument’. 36

What makes this genre distinctively philosophical are the kinds of questions that are
asked of the subject."’7 By and large, such inquiries address three major categories of
questions: existence (¢ €0T1), substance (Ti €0Tt) and quality (0moiov Ti eoT1).*® Of course,
there was latitude as to the phrasing of these questions. For example, in his Platonic
evaluation of dialectic, Plotinus lists the following questions: How does each thing differ from
other things (Ti ekaoTov dAhwv Stodepet)? What are its commonalities (Tis 1) kowdTns)?
Among what class of things and where in this class is each thing situated (€v ols £0TI Kai

TToU ToUTwV EkaaTov)?™’

35 Mansfeld 1992, 88-89.
3 Schenkeveld 1997, 249.
37 Mansfeld 1990, 3193-3208; Runia 1999, 196-206.
% Mansfeld 1990, 3193-3208. There were, of course, other main categories which differed in some respects. For
example the Stoic categones of substance (UTTOKeIHEVOV), quality (ToI10V), disposition (s £xov) and relative
giqlspoSlthl; (Tpos Ti s Exov) provided a framework for their logical inquiries. de Lacy 1945, 247.

Plot., 1.34.
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While an overall treatment of a subject would contain a progression from existence,

.40 . . . . .
substance and quality,” the aim of a philosophical inquiry was often limited to rather specific
questions. In the case of Thras., Galen's expressed aim is to find the oucio of the subject

. . 4
being discussed.*'

2.3 Thras. and the Galenic Corpus

In Ord.Lib.Prop., Galen situates Thras. in a decidedly philosophical context.** He
describes Thras. as being useful (xproipov) to those who have studied his apodeictic
treatises. Galen intimately links Thras. to CAM—a text which also attempts to define
medicine through logical inquiry—claiming that it is the same kind of work (¢k TavTOU
ytvous). Thras. is not mentioned by Galen in Lib.Prop., but CAM is. Rather than place CAM
among his works on therapeutic methods, Galen situates it in the thematic category of Works
of use for logical proofs (TTep1 TGV els Tas amodei€ets xpnoipcov BiBAiwv).* Thus, Galen
indicates that the merits of Thras. and CAM are the methods used in these works rather than
the actual subject matters they address. Ultimately, CAM and Thras. are related to works such
as Ars Med. and Part.Art.Med., because in each of the these works, Galen endeavours to
illustrate that his theoretical model of the faculty and parts of medicine is logically
verifiable.**

In the Galenic Corpus, the rhetorical conventions of a Beois often occur when Galen
portrays himself logically investigating a theoretical or philosophical problem, i.e. questions
which cannot be answered strictly by sense perception or intellectual intuition. This kind of
investigative discourse can occur within a work, for example, in his analytical division of the
pulses in Diff.Puls., or the whole work may take this form, such as Thras., CAM,
Part.Art.Med., Opt.Med. and QAM.

I11. Audience

3.1 Dedicatee
The stylized epistolary proems of CAM and Thras. lead one to seriously question

whether their respective dedicatees are historical figures. Like Thras., CAM is supposedly the

40 Mansfeld 1990, 3199.

4 Thras., H. 33.10-15 = K. 5.807.2-3.

42 Ord.Lib.Prop., Boudon-Millot 2007a, 95.17-96.2.

43 1 ib.Prop., Boudon-Millot 2007a, 164.1, 169.3—-4. cf. Ars Med., Boudon 2002, 275.1-4, 388.4-6.

4 A scholarly treatment of Part.Art.Med., which is preserved in Arabic and Latin, can be found in von Staden
2002b. The act of demonstrating the parts of an art via logical methods, such as diaeresis and synthesis, has its
origins with Plato. de Lacy 1966b. ’
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notes (Umopvnuota) from Galen’s investigation of a question posed by his dedicatee
Patrophilus. In the epistolary proem, Patrophilus is described as suffering a divine affection
(6ciov TaBos) to learn everything by demonstration (amo8e1Eis) and method (ueboSe). As
in Thras., this dedicatee, having listened to others address the problem, has sought Galen’s
expertise. Patrophilus’ desire was to know what is the true ‘constitution of medicine’
(OUGTOOIS 1OTPIKAS Texvns).” Playing upon the Platonic imagery of the Socratic
midwife,*® Galen tells Patrophilus that although his ‘soul is full of pain’ (ueaTOS 3Siveov
v Yuxnv), with his help Patrophilus will find not only the answer to his question but also
‘the light of truth shining on another substance much more beautiful than the one [he is] now
seeking’.*” Galen’s description of Patrophilus is curiously similar to his image of the ideal
student of medicine evinced in Opr.Med.*”® Interestingly, the kind of parental role that Galen
portrays with this young philosopher-physician is reflected in Patrophilus’ name, ‘dear to
one’s father’.

In Thras., Galen paints an image of Thrasybulus that is less than flattering, and
therefore, somewhat out of place in a dedication. Unlike the meaning of his name, ‘bold in
counsel’,”® Thrasybulus is depicted as quite the opposite. Thrasybulus is portrayed as being
reluctant to run the risk (kivSuvevelv) of engaging in Galen’s dialectical inquiry, which
suggests that he is afraid of being embarrassed by Galen’s formidable logical wit.’® Here
again, it is plausible that Galen is trying to evoke the Socratic imagery found in Plato’s
dialogues, i.e. the reluctant interlocutor who is far too familiar with the dangers of matching
one’s wits with the unnerving Socrates. Thrasybulus is clearly within Galen’s circle of friends
because he is said to be familiar with Galen’s logical prowess and because Galen uses the
term of endearment, OpacuBoule dpiktaTe. Thrasybulus is also apparently sympathetic to
Galen’s position on athletics trainers because Galen remarks how ‘you yourself know’
(ovyvaokets) that, even though the writings of athletics trainers are quite popular among the
vulgar crowd, they are not worthy of a ‘response from me’ (GTOKpIGIS UTO £pol).””

The titular formula used for both CAM and Thras. is atypical. In the Galenic Corpus

and in other ancient Greek prose, typically the name of the dedicatee of a work will appear

45 Fortuna 1997, 54.3-6 = K. 1.225.

% Dean-Jones 1995, 133-135.

97 16 Ths cAnBeias $cds kaTahapmov ETEpav ousiav ToA kaAAiovTta Ths viv oot {ntoupévns. CAM,
Fortuna 1997, 54.17-18 = K. 1.225. In Lib.Prop., Galen uses similar language to describe his own quesi for ’
truth, claiming that hg sm‘;ght the best Stoic and Peripatetic philosophers in order *to stop the pain of my passion
for logical proofs” (TN w&iva Ths mept Tas amodeiEels embuptas mavoo). Lib.Prop., Boudon-Millot
2007a, 164.6-16 =K. 19.115-116. cf. Nat.Fac. K. 2.179.

48 Dean-Jones 1995, 134.

49 Arist., Rh., 1400b.19.

0 Thras., H. 35.4-11 = K. 5.809.3-9.

5! Thras., H. 84.13-15 = K. 5.877.13-15.
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either in the dative or in a ‘Tpos + accusative’ formula, usually at the end of the title.
However, when Galen cites the titles of these works, the name of the supposed dedicatee
almost always appears in the nominative with or without the respective mpoPAnua spelled
out.”> For example, in Ord.Lib.Prop., the citations are as follows: 0 TTaTpopihos
EMIYEYPOTTTOL TEP! OUOTAOEWS 1aTPikAS and 0 ©pacuPoulos Ev ¢ LnTeEiTon TOTEPOV
{OTPIKNS T YULVAOTIKNS E0TI HOptov To Uytetvov. These are the only two works in the
Galenic Corpus that exhibit this titular formula. It is quite curious that dedicatees who were
important enough to have a work entitled after them are not mentioned elsewhere in the
Corpus. While there are no other medical works outside the Galenic Corpus that have a
similar titular formula, philosophical works attributed to Plato, Xenophon, Isocrates and
Epicurus do exhibit this feature.” Although it is impossible to be certain, it seems that CAM
and Thras. are not notes from actual events but works designed to situate a teaching in a

recognizable socio-cultural setting in which philosophers are often depicted.

3.2 Addressees and the ideal audience

In respect to its audience, Thras. is a complicated work possessing a dedicatee,
multiple addressees and an ideal audience. As will be discussed more fully in the next section,
the presence of an ‘interlocutory-you’ is ever present in Galen’s use of the verbal and
pronominal forms of the second person singular. In addition to this interlocutory-you, at a key
juncture in this work, Galen also addresses an unnamed group of men. Having just concluded
his Siaipeois of the art of the body,** Galen suddenly responds to a group who are apparently
voicing their objection to his use of names/terms (ovopata): ‘Oh (led), some are saying in
regard to these points that names should not be defined in whatever way | wish to call them
but one should treat them in detail as they actually are.”>® Galen uses the present tense to
vividly stylize this statement as an unexpected objection raised in the process of his inquiry.
The exclamation (ld) expresses Galen’s dismay at the thought of moving the argument in a
direction not to his choosing.*® He warns these men that by undertaking such an investigation,
he will be moving from ‘the examination of actual things’ (1] Okéyis TEpl TPOYHOTWY) to
merely ‘an exegesis of names’ (é’c:,ﬁynms 6vouchov). In other words, his inquiry would now

shift to decidedly less secure premisses. Galen uses this unnamed group of auditors as

52 6an.Tu., K. 6.13.1, 136.7, 143.13; Ord.Lib.Prop., Boudon-Millot 2007a, 95.21-25.

DL, 10.28.

54 Appendix B. L

5513, Gaoi TIVES M TOUTOlS, GAN’ OUY, s av eywd davat Boulnfcd, SranpetoBat xpn mept TV
dvopoTev, GAN' ws OopBads Exet S1eNBetv. Thras., H. 76.18-20 = K. 5.867.3-5.

56 A TLG search reveals that this is the only place in the Galenic Corpus in which this exclamation is used, which
seems 1o suggest that it was purposely introduced for dramatic effect.
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scapegoats to explain why he is transitioning to these less logical types of proofs. Thus, in a
way much like the tactic he uses in Protr. to justify his use of rhetorical arguments, Galen
again uses an unexpected challenger to justify his use of less scientific arguments.
As to the ideal audience, in the epistolary proem, Galen points out that he also wrote
Thras. for the benefit of his friends: ‘From what | happened to have trained myself, 1 thought
it will be suitable also for you my friends to show the method (Tnv 086v) which one may use
to divide not only this problem but also all other problems.’57 Galen thus envisions that Thras.
will be useful to those within his circle of friends who have some training in logic. Therefore,
Thras. is not an introduction to logic. According to Galen, through reading Thras., this
audience of friends will perhaps learn his ‘method’ of answering all types of problems. How
such a claim would have been perceived by his target audience is unclear, but it does suggest

that he is trying to make the work attractive to a broad audience.

3.3 Presence and role of the interlocutory-you

In the body of this work, Galen exclusively uses the second person singular as his
form of address.”® The ‘you’ in this work is never specifically identified. He is a figure who
seems to be cast in the role of an interlocutor, i.e. the interlocutory-you. As was noted in the
chapter on HNH, the second person singular was often used by Galen in conditional
statements: ‘If you were to do or think X, then you would get Y. The ‘you’ here is not an
actual addressee but a convention of logical discourse. However, in Thras., the second person
singular plays a role in the actual presentation of Galen’s arguments. Here, an awareness of
the interlocutory-you is one of the means by which Galen sometimes signals an important
transition in the inquiry. The interlocutory-you sometimes introduces a proposition or
question which will be addressed in the following passages.™

Galen portrays himself as interacting with this interlocutory-you. For example, Galen
uses either the second person singular imperative or the subjunctive to submit his claims for
examination, i.e. ‘Consider X".°° He marks off a potential error in this addressee’s reasoning;
‘If you are putting forward (ei nyf) X, you have made an error in your thinking (oux opBcds
Eyvmkas)’.(" Nevertheless, much like Protr., Thras. presents only Galen’s side of this

interchange. The use of this stylistic device to convey oral argumentation may explain why in

%7 6Bev, omep aUTOS ¢M’ EpOTOD mpaas ETuxov, ikavov ciuny Eoeodon Kol TPOs Uds Tous dilous,
81t TV 086V, § XPWHEVOS GV Tis OU TOUTO povov aAa kat T&AG TavTa Staiporto mpoPAnuaTa.
Thras., H. 35.20-24 = K. 5.809.17-810.4.

** Appendix C, Table 4.

9 Thras., H. 65.21-24, 76.18-71.6, 98.5-9 = K. 5.851.15-19, 867.3-16, 896.4-7.

8 Thras., H. 39.1-7,40.10-16, 45.11-13, 57.23-58.7 = K. 5.814.10-15, 816.9-15, 822.15-823.1, 840.14-41 6.
6 Thras., H. 58.13-18 =K. 5.841.11-16.
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Protr. and Thras. Galen uses the second person more frequently than in the other works in
this study.(’2

Galen's use of both the singular and plural forms of the phrase ‘if you are willing’ (€1
Bouket and el €B€Ners) is a telling sign that the interlocutory-you is a participant in this
inquiry.® In some cases, this phrase is the main subordinate clause in a conditional statement.
In others, it functions as an interjection in the body of sentence. The latter form reflects the
decorum of an inquiry in which Galen is seeking permission from the addressee to advance to
the next topic: ‘Now, if you are willing, let us leave off from these matters, and let us consider

: s 04
again... .

While such phrases in the present tense are a common feature in the Galenic
Corpus, it is important to bear in mind that they are not simply a convention of statements of
transition because they primarily occur in situations where Galen is submitting a
claim/supposition to his addressee. Of the other Galenic works analyzed in my thesis—HNH,
Hipp.Vict., Protr., Lib.Prop., Puls. and Form.Foet.—only Protr. contains el Boulet and &l
gBeAers in the present tense.®® In Protr., these phrases only begin to appear when Galen enters
into his stylized investigation of the vocation of athletics. At these points, they are primarily
used to introduce a literary citation as evidence for his claims. Nevertheless, the posture Galen
takes toward the interlocutory-you in each work is different. In Thras., the posture toward this
‘you’ is more congenial in nature, while in Protr., it is clearly adversarial. The rhetorical

effect of Galen’s use of the second person singular in Thras. is for the audience to view

themselves as participants in this inquiry through the figure of the interlocutory-you.

I1V. Author

4.1 Presence and role of the author

Through his use of the first person singular and plural, Galen’s presence is always
evident in this inquiry. In respect to the epistolary proem and the body of this work, there is a
quantitative difference between his use of the first person plural and first person singular. In
the epistolary proem, Galen tends to use the first person singular more than the first person

plural. 83% of the occurrences of the first person pronominal and verbal in the epistolary

2 Frequency of occurrence of the second person singular in the body of these works is as follows: Thras.
(0.33%), Protr. (0.74%), Puls. (0.15%), HNH (0.08%) Foet.Form. (0.01%), Lib. Prop. (0%), Appendix C, Table
2.

8 Thras., H. 44.10,45.11, 54.17, 63.18, 76.9, 76.10, 76.13, 76.15, 78.7, 86.9, 89.6, 94.23 = K. 5.821.8-9,
822.16, 836.3—4, 848.14, 866.12-13, 866.13, 866.16, 866.18, 869.6, 880.4, 884.3, 891.15.

64 rauTos WEv 0oV, €1 Bouher, mapohimwpey, emeNBeopey §° albis... . Thras., H. 44.8-9 = K. 5.821.8-9.

65 protr., Boudon 2002, 101.21,103.18, 104.4, 117.12 =K. 1.9.28, 10.26, 10.22, 14.25.
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proem are in the singular.® However, in the body of this work, this trend somewhat reverses.
Here, 61% of the occurrences of first person pronominal and verbal are in the plural.®’

The increased occurrence of the first person plural in the body of this work can be
attributed to Galen's entering into the actual act of inquiry. As was noted, within an inquiry,
the author and the audience are fellow investigators into the problem. Thus, statements such
as ‘Let us examine the type of the art of the body’ intimate that the audience is to investigate
the problem as well.*® Likewise, statements, such as ‘If we are to posit some other aim for this
art, at a lower level of subdivision, the preceding argument will clarify this for us’,*’ indicate
that the ‘we’ in Thras. is inclusive of the audience because 1t would be quite odd for Galen to
remind himself of how the two arguments are linked. This passage and others like it reaffirm
that the audience and Galen are both examining each supposition or question. Furthermore, in
instances where Galen is attempting to provide evidence to his arguments, the ‘we’ in Thras.
often speaks to the collective experience of mankind. For example, when discussing whether
the constitution or the function of each body part is more important, he uses xpnCouev to
describe how ‘we all need’ our bodies to be in the proper constitution and to function
properly.70 Here, he appeals to the audience’s commonsense by arguing that no one would
want to walk feebly, or for their complexion to be imperfect. Therefore, mankind desires
perfect constitution and bodily function.

The first person singular is used by Galen to indicate his personal obligation to the
logical progression of this inquiry. Statements such as ‘There remains one thing for me to
show, namely that every art aims at a okomos and a TENOs’ suggest to his audience that he
must address all of the relevant questions to come to something conclusive.”' Conversely, he
also uses the first person to absolve himself from addressing questions that he claims are not
relevant to the task at hand, such as when he states, ‘I presently do not need to define’ (ouStv
gls ye To TopovTa Seopon Siaipeiv) what the aim of the art of the body should be called.”
In other words, it is illogical for him to investigate the common terms used to describe the
goal of medicine and gymnastics, because he first needs to find the actual aim of the art of the

body. Although the audience is portrayed as a participant in this inquiry, Galen makes it

6 Appendix C, TableS.
o7 Appendlx C. Table7.
smoxs\pwusea TO YEVOS ms nepl 10 omua TEXVNS. Thra_s H. 72. 13 14=K. 5.861.3.

Taums 8" EIMEP Tt KATWTEPLD TTOITIOOHEV ETEPOV TEAOS, O TPOEIPTIUEVOS THAS EKGEEETON AO
H. 48.24-26 = K. 5.828.1-3. | have slightly modified Singer’s translation. Singer 1997a, 63g ' Aoyos. Thras.
70 ' Thras., H.45.7-46.6 = K. 5.823.12-824.2.

'tv ydp pot mpokerTal Seian TO WEOGV TEXVNV K& OKOTroU Kot TEAous EieaBon. Thras., H. 48.13-14 = K.
5.827.8-9.
7 Thras., H. 48.6-12 = K. 5.827.2-7.
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abundantly clear, through remarks such as these, that he bears the burden of deciding whether
a question/proposition is necessary to investigate or not.

Through verbs such as oipat and vouilw, as well as the verbal construction Sokel
pot, Galen occasionally interjects his personal opinion into this inquiry.” In some cases, they
serve to emphasize the logical nature of his conclusions. Statements, such as ‘I think this is
very clear’ (TouT" eUdnhov eivan vouilw),” reveal to the audience when Galen believes that
he has sufficiently proven a point. These sorts of interjections are also used to project the
comprehensiveness of his approach to proving a proposition. Before his Siaipeats of the art
of the body, he claims, ‘Moreover, the fact that the art is completely one thing according to
the good of the body I think has been sufficiently revealed from what has already been stated,
and from the following statements, it will no less adequately be displayed’.” While Galen
does use impersonal and more definitive statements for his conclusions, statements of
opinion, such as the aforementioned, allow Galen to intimate that he is accommodating his
inquiry to the needs of his audience. This projects a more personal interplay between himself
and the audience. Therefore, Galen’s approach to a B¢ois allows for personal opinion at
certain junctures.

Galen’s choice of tense for first-person verbs in the body of the work is also important
to the audience’s interpretation of Galen’s role in the inquiry. In the epistolary proem, the first
person occurs predominantly in the past tense because here he is recounting what led to the
inquiry. However, in the body of this work almost all of the first person plurals and singulars
are in the present or future tense. In this way, he portrays himself actively investigating the
problem. When he uses the past tense of the first person within the body of Thras., it is
primarily to remind the audience of what he had already proven.76 Considering that Galen is
recounting the solution to Thrasybulus’ problema, Galen could have used the past tense;
however, this stylistic choice would have moved him into the role more of narrator than
inquirer.

In addition to using present tense, there are other stylistic features Galen employs in
Thras. to convey the decorum of inquiry. This can be seen in the somewhat tentative manner

in which Galen submits his position on what is the appropriate starting point of this inquiry.

 Thras., (oluan) H. 41.9,54.22, 62.1,63.19,71.26, 75.3, 86.25, 90.11, 91.26, 95.16, 97.6 = K. 5.817.15,
836.11, 846.11, 848.17. 860.6, 864.18, 881.2, 885.16, 887.16, 892.13, 894.16, (vopilw) H. 72.20 = K. 5.861.10,
(50K£l por) H. 55.6, 74.17, 75.13 = K. 5.837.2, 864.6, 865.10.

™ Thras., H. 72.19-20 =K. 5.861.8-9.

75 AAN 6oTl HEV n nept TO Tog %mug'ros ayaBov gTts)(\m pio rromeg EOTI\) €K TE TV EIPTUEVLOV
EUTTPOOUEV GUTG KWS Oluﬂl EOEL YOOt KOK TODVE ns e le]e] EV&)\)

7L; 2%_27 2 5;60 by X pntnoopu oudev fiTTov SetxBrioeTat. Thras., H.
7 Thras.. H. 76.7, 77.12, 83.13-14, 87.11, 87.15, 88.5,91.15-16 = K. 5.866.10, 868.6, 876.4, 881.13, 881.17,
882.13, 887.5.
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Instead of simply declaring what is the best course to take, Galen suggests, ‘So perhaps it is
better’ (10cos oUv GipeIvov) to make the substance (ouoia) of the art the starting point for
their inquiry.77 Such statements convey the exploratory nature of this discourse. Another way
in which he accomplishes this is by his use of hypothetical imperatives: for example, ‘Let it
make no difference in the present matter whether to call it diathesis or schesis’.” Here, the
third person imperative indicates that this is an assumption that needs to be made in order for
the argument to proceed in a more logical manner. The use of third person imperatives is a
recurrent feature in Thras., unlike in the other works examined in my thesis. Perhaps, the
reason for this is that third person imperatives are more germane to this discourse because

they are a polite way of advancing an inquiry.

V. Message

5.1 Structure and organizing principles

Although Thras. is quite polemical and a somewhat protracted Beois, its overall
structure is true to this genre. At the beginning of Thras., the problem to be investigated is put
forward in the form of theoretical question.”” Thrasybulus’ question potentially could have
been framed in a more practical way, i.e. ‘Should one seek the advice of a physician or an
athletics trainer in matters of health?’. However, in keeping with the kinds of questions posed
in theses, Galen frames it in philosophical language: ‘Whether that which is called healthiness
belongs to gymnastics or medicine?’. The statement of Thrasybulus’ problema is followed by
Galen’s survey of the possible starting points (apxat) for answering the question. Here,
Galen investigates why making an inquiry using definitions (Opiouoi), aims (TEAR) or
substances (ouaiai) of both medicine and gymnastics as one’s starting point would not lead to
a quick and accurate conclusion. By and large, Galen’s survey is a Siaipeots of the problem
in that he addresses the potential approaches to the question. However, his exploration is also
argumentative in nature. It is a kind of reductio ad absurdum in that it serves to establish the
necessity of his own starting point by taking the opposite starting points and illustrating their
fallacies.

Galen’s investigation is structured by propositions and questions. The audience is

moved through a series of theoretical suppositions which are clearly related to the

" Thras., H. 41.4-6 = K. 5.817.8-10 cf. Thras., H.44.18 =K. 5.821.17.

7 SiadepiTeo 8 undev Ev ye TG mapovTt Srabeatv ovopalew T OxEow. Thras., H. 46.21-22 = K. 5.824.16—
17.

7 Appendix B.
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philosophical manner in which one revealed the substance (Ti £€oT1) and quality (omoiov Ti
toT1) of subject.”” Thus, Galen investigates the art of the body by trying to logically define its
aim (TENos), its primary good (To TP Tov oyaBov) and to what model (Tapadetyua) of an
existing art it is related.®' Likewise, he asks whether different activities (evépyeion), materials
(0Aa) and theories (BecopnuaTa) can be used to properly determine an art. In Thras.,
changes in topic are signposted by explicitly stating the proposition or question that will be
examined. Propositions are sometimes signalled with an articular infinitive construction, as in
the previously mentioned statement, ‘There remains one thing for me to show, To macov
TéXVNV Kal okoTol kai TeAous ediecBon’.™ The other distinctive structuring device is his
use of direct and indirect questions via a variety of interrogative expressions: 8ia Ti; T
ToUTeV; Ti £0T(; £V TIOL; TS OUV; TS KAl Tiva Tpomov.*

As 1 have mentioned, Galen portrays his inquiry as following a logical progression.
What is pivotal to this sense of progression is the perception that each question/ proposition
has been sufficiently dealt with before moving to the next. Throughout Thras., each topic is
introduced in such a way as to illustrate that something is in question or needs to be
confirmed, and each topic ends with Galen coming to a firm conclusion. For example, in the
following transitional statement, Galen signals there will be a change in topic, first by stating
the conclusion of the previous question: ‘By this it is clear that it is not necessary to posit
many goods of the body or to posit that the productive art is one thing and the preservative
another’.®® After making this statement and remarking that those with more logical ability can
understand the implications of this conclusion, he then goes on to reveal—for those lacking
such logical abilities—why one should not posit that there are three goods for the art of the
body: health, strength and beauty. He points out that all three of these goods are associated
with health, and therefore, there is ultimately one good of the art of the body, namely health.
In this case, accommodating his audience’s needs provides the impetus for pursuing the next
question. In other cases, as was previously noted, he portrays his choice of questions as a
matter of logical necessity. In addition to these kinds of transitions, Galen uses a variety of

introductory phrases and clauses, such as 3 kot dnAov, woTe kai St TouTo and ToGT’

% Mansfeld 1990, 3193-3212; 1992, 92-93.

8! Appendix B. _ / \ o

82y ydp pol MpoketTal SEIEaI TO GOV TEXVNV KAl OKOTTOU kat TéAous ediecBon. Thras., H. 48.13-14 =K.
5.827.8-9. cf. 67.21-24 = K. 5.854.10-13, 74.20-75.3 =K. 5.864.9-18.

% Thras., H. 46.10, 51.15, 52.22, 53.19, 55.5,56.10 = K. 5.825.6, 831.15, 833.11, 834.17, 837.1, 839.15.

#7001 kot S0V, ws ouTe TOMa Ta Tol owdpaTos ayaBa xpn moielv oUT' GAAY HEV TtV aUTol
Suvtoupyov, GAAnY 8t pudaka. Thras., H. 49.7-9 =K. 5.828.10-12.
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ouv,* to stylistically emphasize the relationship between the previous conclusion and the
subsequent topic.

Some of Galen’s methods of examining particular problems have their own intrinsic
principles of organization. For example, his divisions of the yEvos of the art of the body
would have been readily recognized as a kind of philosophical Siaipeais. From Plato onward,
dividing an art into its component parts was commonly perceived as the appropriate
theoretical approach to defining an art.* The genre—species organizing principle underpins
this approach. Using this deductive method, one begins with the most general class (Ytvos)
and then moves through a series of intermediate classes until reaching the lowest species of
the overall genus.87 Each division of classes 1s based upon some differentiae. Thus, when
defining an art, one would first classify its parts according to some similar attribute. This was
typically followed by a description of the faculties of each part. And, lastly, the inquirer
would ‘fit one set of classes to another’.*® In addition to defining an art, this was the
theoretical manner in which one taught a fechne. For example, in Orar. (1.42.190-191),
Cicero outlines his goal to present the complete ars of civil law (perfecta ars iuris civilis).
The method, which he says will make the art neither difficult (difficilis) nor obscure
(obscura), is to divide (digerere) the whole art into general classes (genera), then to separate
(dispertire) these classes into parts (membra) and then to reveal (declarare) the ‘particular
faculty of each by definition’ (propriam cuiusque vim definitione). The following are the
classes of Galen’s Slaipsms of the art of the body in Thras. (H. 71.24-75.2 = K. 5.860.4—
864.9):

L. yévn of arts:

Acquisitive (kT Tixn) / Theoretic (BecopnTikr) / Active (TPakTIKT) / Productive (ToinTikT)

1. épyo of the productive art:

Creative (TTOt€1v OAoV Tt TPOTEPOV OUK OV) / Restorative (£ TavopBeoTikr)

I11. popra of the restorative art:
Therapeutic (BepameuTIkOV) = I TPIKOV / Preservative (GUAGKTIKOV) = Uy1g1vdv

Addresses large imbalances | Addresses small imbalances

8 Thras., (Gt ki 8qAov) H. 49.7 = K. 5.828.10, (cooTe kai 81a TouTo) H. 50.8 = K. 5.830.1, (TalT’ obv) H.
56.8 = K. 5.838.13.

% de Lacy 1966b. By the time Galen was writing, there had been other physicians who had tried to illustrate the
Earts of medicine via logical methods, such as diaeresis and synthesis. Ars Med., Boudon 2002, 274.2-276.5.

7 de Lacy 1966b, 123.
8 4e Lacy 1966b, 124; Plato, Phaedrus 270d.
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IV. uopio of the preservative art:
Recuperative (avaAnmTikov) / Healthiness (Uyte1vov) / Good condition (eUekTIkOV)
In state (kara oyeow) | In condition (ka8 €€1v) | In good condition (kaTa evekTIKOV)

Addresses small imbalances | Addresses smaller imbalances | Addresses smallest imbalances

Galen uses the terms yévr), épya and popia to express the different levels of his divisions.
Unlike Cicero’s previously mentioned approach to teaching the art of civil law,
Galen’s Siaipeois is designed to specifically illustrate to what part of the art of the body
healthiness (TO UY1E1vOv) belongs; thus, his division is selective and clearly investigative in
nature, i.c. Galen first lists the possible species within a given class, and then he determines
which species is associated with the production of health. Such a method of inquiry is
dependent on the inquirer proving that he has adequately accounted for ‘all’ the species within
each division. By making such a Siaipeots of the art of the body, Galen's division is
supposed to illustrate that YULVGGOTIKT is not even part of the primary divisions of this art. Of
course, the persuasiveness of this argument is dependent on his audience’s perception that all

arts have a finite number of parts and that each part has its own aim or product.

5.3 Logical language and rhetorical appeals
In Thras., Galen uses a great amount of philosophical language and concepts to

convey the logical nature of his arguments. As was noted, in the epistolary proem, Galen
associates the methods used in this inquiry with his approach to dnoGeigas.gg The rhetorical
value of framing one’s logical methods in such a light can be discerned from the following
statement by Epictetus:

Moreover, is it not necessary for anyone who would skillfully engage

in reasoning that he demonstrate (moS8eiEe1v) each thing he asserts,

and follows closely the demonstrations of others (Tolis

amodeikviouot), and that he does not erroneously consider men’s

sophistic proofs as demonstrations (&TodeikvuovTwv)? Therefore, the

use and training of conclusive premisses and [dialectic] topics has

come to us and they have displayed their necessity.”°
Among nd century AD Peripatetics, Stoics and Middle Platonists, claiming one’s arguments

were apodeictic was, in many ways, tantamount to claiming that they were ‘scientific’

i See n. 6 in this chapter.

% un mote olV KOl TOUTO GVaYKT mpooaBeiv - Tov uEAAOVTA BV Ay OUVETAS avaoTpadroeadan kai
auTov T GmodeiEe ekaoTa anoﬁovra Kail Tots arroﬁsmvuouol napako)\ouﬁnoew unG umo va
oo(blCousvwv &arr}\avnenosoeal ws anoBElKWOVva oUKOUV s}\n)\uesv NUIV TEPL TAV CUVAYOVTGVY
Aoywv Kal TPOMCIV npayuarsla KOl YUHVOOIO KO QUOryKoi o mednvev. Arrian, Epict., Schenkl 1916,
7.11.1-12.2.
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(¢moTnuovikov).”' From what survives of Galen's theoretical discourses on logic, he clearly
paid more than lip service to developing his approach to amodeiEeis. Nevertheless, the way in
which Galen demonstrated the logical nature of his arguments 1s reinforced by the language
he uses to describe what he 1s doing.

Later in Thras., Galen again picks up on this notion of amo8eiEeis to illustrate that his
approach to the question is somehow more epistemologically sound:

I have shown in On Demonstration that one must not use inductive

arguments (ETaywYols) in scientific demonstrations (amoSeifets

gmoTnuovikas); therefore, whoever has been trained with that book

will look down upon such a method, and will seek a better one... 2
Interestingly, the type of inductive arguments that Galen is frowning upon are the same sort of
craft analogies that play a major role in his arguments. This may not be a contradiction of
theory and practice because in the above passage, he may be speaking of the use of craft
analogies as starting points for an inquiry, and therefore, he was not excluding them from
logical inquiry altogether. Here, as in other places, Galen uses this sort of language as a strong
appeal to his audience’s Jogos. The audience is led to believe that Galen is striving for the
most epistemologically secure, rather than the most persuasive, approach.

Thras. is replete with such overt claims as to the logical nature of his arguments.
However, in some cases, the logical method is not explicit. For example, Galen declares, ‘you
would clearly perceive’ (yvolns evapywds) the nature of each type of health ‘should you
examine them the following way’ (avookedm TovSe Tov Tpomov).” This method is simply
the categorization of health according to observable phases in the process of moving from
sickness to health. Thus, the method of defining an object by some differentiae is applied, and
here again, one finds Galen describing the epistemological merits of his claims.

The strongest appeals to his audience’s sense of /ogos are Galen’s claims about true
and false definitions. At the outset of this inquiry, Galen points out that the understanding (To
yv@vai) of a subject is either ‘only the conception of the thing’ (1 éwvoia povn ToU
TPayHaTOS) or it is the perception of its ‘essence/substance’ (ovoia).” What is meant by

this statement is not explicitly spelled out, but its significance would have been appreciated by

9 This distinction goes back to Aristotle. In his treatment of dialectic and logic, Aristotle contrasts dialectical
premisses with what he terms amobeigets (logical proofs). For Aristotle, the aim of the latter category is to
produce knowledge (emoTnun), and the \goz}l of thf: former i§ to logically illustrate one’s point to an audience.

2 §tSewron 8 mMuiv v Tols mept amodeifecos, cds ou xpnoTéow Emaywydis eis amodeifeis
moTnHOVIKaS 6308 GOTIS €V EKEIVOIS EYUHVAOOTO, KATAGPOVIOE! LEV ThHs TolauTns 6dou, {ntroet &'
étépav BeATico,... . Thras. H. 37.20-26 = K. 5.812.14-813.2.

% Thras., H. 39.1-3 =K. 5.814.10-12.

% Thras., H. 33.9-12 =K. 5.807.2-3.
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those who were philosophically inclined.” Galen's emphasis on using the method of
Siaipeais to determine the correct names (OvouaTa) of the parts of the art of the body would
have been appreciated by the aforementioned audience because it reflects the philosophical
notion that the true name of a subject is defined by what the object actually is, i.e. its oucia.”
This concept is again picked up in Galen’s feigned reluctance to move his inquiry from ‘the
examination of actual things’ (1 okéyis Tepl TPOyHOTwV) to an  ‘exegesis of names’
(eEnynots ovouaTev).”” Here, Galen argues that ovopoTta should not be based on
conventional definitions. He points out that the words used to describe things vary with
language and dialect and therefore conventional definitions do not truly define the object.

Nevertheless, because Galen was ‘compelled’ by the aforementioned auditors to move
to an exegesis of names, he makes judicious use of ancient testimonies for his etymological
evidence. As would be expected in a discussion of the meaning of terms, Galen ignores
contemporary definitions to focus on noteworthy figures of ancient Greek literary and
scientific culture. Galen quotes from Homer, Hippocrates, Plato and Erasistratus to illustrate
that medicine has primacy over gymnastics in matters of health. Galen points to the absence
of the term yuuvaorlkﬁ in Homer’s writings as evidence that it was not recognized at that
time as an art of the body. He uses quotations from the Odyssey (4.230-1) and the lliad
(11.514-15) to illustrate that Homer recognized ioTpikn as an art that heals the sick with
medication and surgery ()(slpoupyioo.98 However, Galen does not apply the same type of
etymological principles that he does to yupvoo Tk because similar to yupuvaoTikr), Homer
never uses the term 1otk in the Odyssey or the lliad. Although the Odyssey and the liad
contain numerous positive images of athletics, Galen selects the character Epeius as evidence
that Homer recognized some forms of athletic training to be of no practical value to warfare
or peacetime tasks.”

Overlooking the somewhat problematic figure of Herodicus of Selymbria, who is
described by Plato as being a mauSoTpiPns who mixed yuvpoaoTikn with aTpikn to
promote longevity and health, '% Galen instead points to Hippocrates as the appropriate source

101

of knowledge on both therapeutics and exercise. ~ While it is true that the Hippocratic

Corpus contains information concerning healthy exercise, the term YUVHOOTIKT] appears only

:5 Singer 1997a, 408, n. 53.

® Galen’s theoretical a i .

(35(;381 ?0_1 D Fine 197};;')roach to naming reflects what was expressed by Plato in works such as Cratylus
" Thras., Chap. 32.

% Thras., H. 78 = K. 5.869.

2 In respect to Galen's discussion of Epeius, see Thras., H. 79 = K. 5.870-871; lliad, 23

100 plato, Resp., 3.406; Prt. 316e; Phdr., 227d; Jithner 1909, 10. e

19 Thras., H. 80 = K. 5.872.
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twice in the Hippocratic Corpus, and both occurrences are in the same passage of Loc.Hom.'"
Thus, Galen has chosen Hippocrates not for etymological reasons. Instead, Hippocrates is
mentioned only to emphasize medicine’s role in health.

In respect to Plato, Galen uses his interpretation of a number of passages from the
Platonic dialogues, such as Gorgias 463e—464a, to support his notion that there is one art of
the body. In this passage, Plato proposes that either an 10TPOS Or TGV YUUVOOTIKQV TIS
would be able to detect whether someone is truly in good bodily condition (¢0 €xelv TO
o). Plato goes on to say that there are two popto concerning the good condition of the
body: yuvuaoTikr and iaTpikn. Thus, Galen raises a problematic issue. Plato’s division of
the art of the body is different from Galen’s in that Plato’s division places medicine and
gymnastics in the same class.

Rather than accepting Plato’s statement at face value, Galen rectifies this problem by
claiming that Plato is using the term yuvpoaoTiky in place of Uyigvr. The reason for this,
Galen claims, is that Plato viewed yuvuooTikn as the most remarkable (éEaipeTov) part of
the healthy art and the only part that needs a steward (emoTtoTtns). Thus, Galen assimilates
Plato’s position to his own in order to preserve his division of the art of the body. In respect to
the other citations of Plato in Thras., Galen selects passages to support his claim that Plato’s
and Hippocrates’ notions of yuvuO(OTlKﬁ are similar. He argues that both authorities believed
that exercises that aimed at producing an athletic condition were unhealthy, and therefore,
such practices were not proper to YUVLGGTIKT. 103

Galen’s etymology ends with Erasistratus, who he claims is the first to actually
distinguish between Uyteivn and 1otpikn.'™ Galen quotes passages from the first book of
Erasistratus’ On Healthiness (€v T6d TPOTEPw TV Yytetvadv) to illustrate that Erasistatus
held that the practitioners of healthiness were different from the practitioners of medicine. At
the end of Galen’s incomplete etymology of taTpikr], YuvpooTikr and Uyteivn, he points out
how this exercise does not reveal anything epistemologically secure about these terms. Thus,
the audience is again reminded that Galen’s S1aipeots of the art of the body is the appropriate
method of defining its parts. This raises the question: Why even address this matter of
ovopota?

Aside from giving the appearance of an exhaustive inquiry, Galen’s etymological
treatment of these terms serves two important rhetorical purposes. First, in respect to the

decorum of this genre, it illustrates Galen’s ability to logically respond to an objection raised

102 7 e Hom., 35.1-2.
13 Thras., H. 78-83 = K. 5.869-876.
194 Thras., H. 86-87 = K. 5.880-881.
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by the aforementioned auditors. Galen’s willingness and ability to address their concerns over
the correct names of the parts of the art of the body illustrate his philosophical €80s.
Secondly, he uses his discussion of the historical definitions of these terms as an opportunity
to attack the favourable cultural image of athletics. In the course of discussing his
predecessors’ definitions of gymnastics, he illustrates how the generally positive image of
athletics training held by the ancients has little to do with the current practices of athletics

trainers.

3.4 Polemical remarks and logic

Galen’s polemics are not ‘digressions’ because there is often a logical build-up to
these polemical remarks and because such remarks support some of the argument in his
inquiry. For example, his portrayal of the aforementioned athletics trainer’s illogical
behaviour serves to confirm what Galen had previously demonstrated, namely that those who
teach gymnastic exercises are technicians much like bakers and cobblers.'” Thus, just as a
physician instructs a baker or cobbler in how to make healthy bread or shoes, the physician is
also the overseer of teachers of gymnastic exercise in that he directs the trainer as to what
exercises are best for the health of the individual. Therefore, the physician is comparable to a
general in that he is the overseer of subordinate technicians. Having used this craft analogy in
the previous chapter, in the next chapter Galen describes the uncouth manner in which the
previously mentioned athletics trainer tried to debate about massage and exercise. Galen
points out that this trainer was acting like a baker (Lay€1pos) or a grinder (o1Tomo1s) who
had the audacity (ToAunue) to challenge Hippocrates’ knowledge of the medicinal properties
of bread and gruel because Hippocrates never spent time in the kitchen. In this way, Galen
uses this ‘event’ to illustrate what he has previously argued.

In Thras., most of Galen’s polemical remarks occur when the inquiry turns to matters
of eveEia and exercise. At these moments, his criticisms of athletics and training are similar to
those made in Protr. However, in Thras., these critical remarks are made to appear more
philosophical. Unlike Protr., Galen’s arguments against athletic exercise are supported by
rather detailed theoretical discussions of the different types of health and healthy exercise, and
he relies on the Sofan of philosophers and physicians, rather than of poets and myths as he
does in Protr.

If we disregard the simple notion of Galen’s polemical remarks being the digressions
of a wandering mind, one can observe that these remarks are rhetorical in nature. On one

hand, they function as ‘red herrings’ in that they introduce an emotional secondary subject

195 Thras., H. 96-97 = K. 5.894-896.
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which leads the audience’s attention away from calmly examining the logical veracity of his
proofs. On the other hand, Galen’s polemical remarks reinforce the practical issues behind
Thrasybulus® question. Without such remarks, Galen’s inquiry would not necessarily persuade
the audience as to whom they should turm in matters of health. Thus, in respect to the
competitive nature of the medical marketplace, the implicit purpose of Thras. is to create a
clear separation between the practices of athletics trainers and those of physicians.'*

The distinction between the two fields was not as obvious as one would think. By the
time Galen was writing, there were a number of athletics trainers who had written works on
massage (TpIYis), good condition (eveEia), health (Vyletar) and gymnastic exercises
(yuuvoionoo.107 Furthermore, philosophical authors often compared the two fields to each
other. From Plato to Alexander of Aphrodisias’ Ethical Problems, one finds the two fields
often being compared to each other.'® In general, the gymnastic art is described as dealing
with the wellbeing (U £xov), beauty (kaAhos) and function (Evépyeia) of the body, while
medicine dealt with the treatment of disease and the health (Uyigia) of the body. Thus, in
respect to healthy bodies, there were ample reasons for a blurring of the two fields’
competence. Although it is doubtful that the relationship between the two groups was as
agonistic as Galen portrays in his works on health, there can be little doubt that they were
sometimes viewed as competing factions. For example, in his Gymnasticus one finds
Philostratus lampooning the physician’s knowledge of the healthy regimen while praising the
benefits of proper athletic training. Both Philostratus’ and Galen’s works reveal that the role

of physicians and athletic trainers in matters of health was a potentially contentious issue for
» 109

those within and outside of the profession of ‘health-care

VI. Conclusion

In Thras., Galen pays an inordinate amount of attention to making the logical
reasoning behind his inquiry explicit. The audience is confronted with an author who
repeatedly breaks into philosophical discussions about the epistemological value of his
arguments and who often attempts to explain why he has chosen a particular line of inquiry.

Thus, unlike many of his other works, Galen’s emphasis in Thras. is on the rationale behind

106 : s v e
As to the nature of this debate, see Ibaiiez 2003; Kdnig 2005, 254-300. For a discussion of Galen’s writi
on health and therapeutics, see Wohrle 1990, 213-248; van der Eijk 2008, 297-300. e s witlings
197 Thras., H. 83-85 = K. 5.876-879.
198 Alexander, Eth.Prob., 153.6-9.
109 e : N .
Konig suggests that Philostratus’ Gymnasticus may be a response to Galen’s denigration of athleti i
and athletics. Konig 2005, 301, 301-344. £ athletic trainers
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his approach to the question rather than simply providing a reasonable solution to the
question.

One of the possible reasons for Galen’s making his logical process in Thras. so
‘transparent’ can be discerned from his remarks in the epistolary proem. Galen points out that
Thras. may be useful for those who want to learn the method for answering all types of
questions.''” Thus, it is possible that Galen is accommodating his approach so that the
audience may learn his methods. Another reason may be that Galen was eager to establish his
philosophical credentials. In other words, such ostensibly philosophical language is suited to
his overall program for medical thought to be considered as having the same rigor and
epistemological merits as philosophy. This also seems to explain why his approach to the
thesis is ostensibly more ‘logical” in his use of language and concepts of formal logic when
compared with many of the other works in the 1* and 2™ century AD that are identified as
theses.

With Thras. and similar works, Galen cuts a unique figure for himself among his
medical predecessors and contemporaries. The only ‘medical’ figure who pays similar
attention to the language of logic is Sextus Empiricus. However, from what survives of
Sextus’ works, one would expect such language because Sextus was writing on decidedly
philosophical, rather than medical, topics. Thras., on the other hand, is a work whose subject
matter pertains to medicine.

As this analysis has hinted, Thras. is a complicated work in that it aspires to be a rigid,
logical inquiry of a subject but often descends into forceful and bitter polemics. Galen has
chosen a genre of discourse that has a philosophical pedigree, and in so doing, he has
signified to his audience that his answer to Thrasybulus’ question has epistemological merit.
The polemical remarks in Thras., however, belie the notion that this work was written strictly
to teach logic or to investigate a philosophical problem. While in many of his works Galen
reveals that he is a habitual digresser, in Thras. Galen’s polemical remarks are not merely
digressions; they are a subtext to his expressed purpose and they indicate to the audience the
social-medical value of Thrasybulus’ question. Via such remarks, Galen paints the athletics
trainer’s ethos as being far removed from the intellectual and cultural values of his audience
of memoudsupevol. However, his attack on athletics training and trainers is quite different
from the ones he makes in Protr. In Thras., Galen is demonstrating how he is able to address
a mpoPAnua with all the social and intellectual decorum of a philosopher, thereby revealing

that he is logically the appropriate expert in matters of health.

19 Thras., H. 35 = K. 5.809-810.
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Introduction to Medical Practice:

Eioaywyat and De pulsibus ad tirones

1. Introduction

As much as is useful for beginners to know concerning pulses, dear
Teuthras, will be recounted herein. You have the whole art of the pulse
written elsewhere. '

With these brief introductory remarks, Galen informs his audience that De pulsibus ad
tirones (Puls.) is designed for beginners. While it is common to find modern scholarship on
Galen’s activities as an author, physician and philosopher, it is far less common to find a
serious consideration of him as an author concerned with the teaching of medicine. However,
by claiming that he wrote works for students who were beginning their studies, Galen portrays
himself as an educator, which makes one wonder how and why he taught these ‘beginners’.
Therefore, one of the aims of this chapter is to shed some light on the practical elements of
Galen’s isagogic teaching methods.

Puls. provides an example of Galen conducting his introductory course via the written
word, which in turn allows us to address some interrelated questions. First, what was Galen’s
didactic and rhetorical strategy for these beginners? What kind of information did he omit
from Puls. to make it comprehensible to the beginner? How does Galen present himself to his
audience?

Secondly, for whom was this work written? Was it written for practitioners or for
those with a general interest in medical topics? If Puls. was written for a practitioner, at what
stage in his training was he? Was it written for a complete neophyte to medicine or an
experienced physician who has simply not been trained in the medical use of the pulse?

Thirdly, how was this text to be used? Was it to be read by a teacher who will be
instructing beginners? Or, was it for the student? Was it a manual to be consulted ad hoc? Or,
was it a work to be read and understood prior to training?

Pragmatically speaking, writing an introduction to the pulse is problematic in that the

very nature of this subject is difficult to teach to beginners. Anyone who has taught a student

"Ooa 1ot suoayousvous ¢|)\Tare Teubpa, Xpriowov emicTacBon mepl oduypcd, Evtauda AexBriceTar.
v 8 oAnv UTMEP QUTOV TEXVNY gTEpeabt £xers. Puls., K. 8.453.1-3. I have benefited from Singer’s
translation and notes to Puls. Singer 1997a, 325-344, 432-433. A modified version of this chapter will appear in
Curtis 2009. I would like to thank Liba Taub and Aude Doody for their helpful comments and suggestions which
contributed to this chapter’s final form. Two recent works on the content of Puls. can be found in the following:
Boudon 1994, 1441-1445; Bacalexi 2001. An analytical outline of Puls. can be found in Appendix B.
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how to take a pulse will readily admit that it is not a simple task for a beginner to even find
his pulse. In addition to having to correct the student’s hand position and pressure, the teacher
often finds himself struggling to find the words that will explicitly tell the student what to
look for, especially with irregularities in the pulse. The effective teacher must schematize the
sensations being perceived by the student so that he will be able to comprehend what to feel
for and what to reject as being superfluous sensations.”

Another important factor to consider in regard to Puls. is the status of its subject.
Judging from Galen’s other writings, the taking of a patient’s pulse had become a persuasive
way in which a physician could convey the veracity of his diagnoses and prognoses. Thus, in
respect to patient—physician interaction, an ancient physician’s use of the pulse would have a
somewhat similar effect on the patient as the modern day physician’s use of a stethoscope or
an ECG. Galen's prognostic feats in Praen., which has the hallmarks of a propaganda piece
written for popular consumption,3 demonstrate his society’s fascination with the pulse and its
apparent value in medicine. In this work, Galen provides accounts of his prognostic feats
which serve as explanations as to why he earned the attention of the most prominent men and
women in Rome. Of all the prognostic techniques Galen describes in this work, it is his
knowledge and skill in taking the pulse that figures most prominently in Praen.® Puls. teaches
a specialized medical technique that, by the 2" century AD, was informed by an array of

theoretical concepts and terminology.

I1. Didactic Strategy

In Ars Med., Lib.Prop. and Ord.Lib.Prop., Galen describes the audience and the kind
of information presented in Puls.’ In Ars Med., Galen separates Puls. from his four major
treatises on the pulse: Diff.Puls., Caus.Puls., Dig.Puls. and Praes.Puls. These four treatises

together constitute Galen’s magnum opus on the pulse, his so-called Treatise on the Pulses M

2 The plethora of pulse signs, terms and theories which appear in ancient writings on the pulse do not dovetail
with our current understanding of what can be perceived with palpation because they are not based on the same
empirical methods and physiological models as modern medicine. Nevertheless, some of the basic principles of
this body of knowledge were undoubtedly derived from experience. Lloyd 1987, 282-284; Kiimmel 1974, 1-22.
In regard to the origins and developments of ancient pulse theory, see von Staden 1989, 262-288.

3 Nutton 1979, 59-63; 1988, 50-62.

4 Praen.. Nutton 1979, 100-103, 128-135 = K. 14.631-633, 660-665.

5 Considering that Ars Med., Ord.Lib.Prop. and Lib.Prop. were written in the twilight of his career, Galen could
be looking at Puls. in a quite different light than when he originally dictated it. However, the picture Galen
paints of Puls. in these works is confirmed by an analysis of the text itself.
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TEPL TV OGUYHWV TrpO(yuo(TtsiO().6 Although Puls. addresses the same topic, namely
diagnosis and prognosis via the pulse, Galen sets apart Puls. on the basis that it was written
for beginners. Galen also distinguishes Puls. from a future work on the pulse, which he
describes as a kind of summary of all his books (EmiToun amwavTwv), i.e. his four treatises on
the pulses. Here Galen seems to be referring to his auto-epitome of his treatises on the pulse,
Svn.Puls., which appears in K. 9.431-549. Although the terms émTopr and eicaywyn do
not necessarily denote different forms of introductory writings, in this case, Galen is using
¢mToun to denote a kind of writing that presents another larger work in an abbreviated form
by excerpting passages from the larger work.” The expressed purpose of Syn.Puls. was
specifically to remind the reader of the basic contents, principles and arguments contained in
his Treatise on the Pulses,® all of which suggest that Puls. was not merely a summary of his
Treatise on the Pulses; it is a work whose content has been designed to introduce beginners to
a subject and not a book.’

Lib.Prop. is more explicit as to the didactic nature of the Puls. Here one finds Galen
remarking how he dictated (Uayopeubnvai) a variety of works ‘for beginners’
(e10arySpevol or apxopEvol pavBavety).'® Galen suggests that these works were written not
for publication but for the needs of students. Galen suggests that Puls., along with his other
works for beginners, served a specific didactic function within his corpus of works. He notes
in regard to this isagogic works, ‘It is clear that those things which were written for beginners
are of course neither complete (TEAetov) in their teaching nor discussed with precision
(&nkplﬁmuévov) since beginners would neither need this nor would they be able to
accurately learn everything before obtaining some skill in what is necessary.”'' Thus, he
makes it quite clear that some material has been left out because the beginner lacked the
experience to comprehend an exhaustive account of the subject.

Later in Lib.Prop., Galen reveals why Puls. 1s neither complete nor precise in its
treatment of the pulses. This comes in the form of a response to his critics as to why he left
out a discussion of systolic pulse and its use in diagnosing pulses particular to fevers. He

argues that this topic was too large of an inquiry for beginners. He claims that he left out the

6 grs Med., Boudon 2000, 390.12-391.9 = K. 1.410. Galen’s Treatise on the Pulses appears to have been
composed sometime after his return to Rome (AD 169) and before the accession of Commodus (AD 180).
Bardong 1942, 633-634; llberg 1889, 44.219.

7 MacLachlan 2004, 64-86.

8 Syn.Puls., K. 431.1-435.5.

? Mansfeld 1994, 198.

101 ib. Prop., Boudon-Millot 2007a, 136.25-137.20 = K. 19.11-12. ¢f. Ord.Lib.Prop., Boudon-Millot 2007a
88.1-13 = K. 19.49-50. In regard to dictation in the ancient world, see Dorandi 1993, 71-83. ’

" 1 youv OIS E10aYOUEVOLS YEYPAUHEV mpodnlov Srmou prite 1O Tékeov Ths Sidakahias Exew prjTe
10 SnKpIBLOHEVOY, GdS & OUTE BEOHEVEOV QUTAV OUTE Suvaévov akpIRds pavlovely TavTa, Tpiv iy

’ v

TIVG OXEIV EV TIs Guaykaiots. Lib.Prop., Boudon-Millot 20072, 136.9-13 =K. 19.10-11.
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doctrine of systole because it was easier for the beginner ‘prior to training’ (TTpOTEPOV
yupvaoooBat ) to consider systole as being imperceptible.'* By this, Galen indicates Puls.
was composed for beginners who were seeking a practical knowledge of the pulse. Here
again, he indicates that the material covered in Puls. was useful before practice. Such a
perspective of Puls.’s audience is buoyed by Galen’s censure of Puls.’s critics as being ‘those
who have not learned with a teacher, but, according to the proverb, navigate from books.’ 1
Galen is claiming that there is a distinction to be made between those who are pursuing
practical knowledge of the pulse via training and those who merely desire a theoretical
knowledge derived from books; Puls. is for the former group.

In Ord.Lib.Prop., Galen describes the kind of beginners he has in mind for Puls. Galen
recommends Puls. alongside De ossibus ad tirones (Oss.) and De sectis ad eos, qui
introducuntur (SI) as introductory works in a curriculum that moves from basic to more
detailed accounts of medical topics. What is intriguing about this list is that Galen mentions
two different types of readers. The first group appears to be those who are able to discemn
truth through logical proofs. The second group is composed of those who gain knowledge by
acquiring correct doctrine (kaTa 80Eav opbnv), which he says the ancients characterized as
practical knowledge (mpakrs)." It seems that Galen is recommending the aforementioned
isagogic works to the second group, those not gifted and trained in logical proofs.'> Such a
conclusion is reasonable given that the second group would require the correct doctrine
contained in these isagogic texts while the first group would be free to move past these texts
to more complicated and theoretical works because the first group has the ability to discern
the truth without depending on correct doctrine.

Having addressed how Puls. is presented in these works, let us now turn to the text
itself. As was noted, in the epistolary proem of Puls., Galen declares that he has written ‘as

much as is useful for beginners to know concerning pulses’ (0Ca TOIS E1COYOHEVOIS

xpriotpov émioTooBon mept opuyncov). Here, Galen is indicating that he has left some

12 1ib.Prop.. Boudon-Millot 2007a, 158:18-20 = K. 19.32.

13 AXN’ ot pn paBduTes mapa Sidaokalots, E01KOTES 8t kaTa THY Tapotuiav Tois ek BiBAioy
KkuBepvnTong totautoa {ntoucwv'.... Lib.Prop., 158:24-26 = K. 19.33.

14 In some ways, Galen is echoing Plato’s comments on the epistemological value of learning correct opinion (©
Excov BGEaw opBiiv) in Meno, 96d-99d. In this text, Plato points out that correct opinion is a form of knowledge,
but it is not the best form of knowledge because it does not fully educate the student as to the method of arriving
at such correct opinions on their own. This hierarchy of methods is reflected in Galen's own emphasis on logical
proofs over dogma in the acquisition of medical knowledge.

'S Ord.Lib.Prop., Boudon-Millot 2007a, 91:13-92.7 = K. 19.53-54. cf. Syn.Puls., K. 9.431.1-432.12. In his
introduction to the Platonic dialogues, Albinus, Galen’s former Platonist teacher, also gives two different orders
of study for two different types of potential readers. Boudon-Millot 2007a, 107; Mansfeld 1994, 117-126;
Goransson 1995, 78, n. 2.
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information out which he did not consider xpnowov for beginners. But, what kind of
information was left out?

The explicit answer is he omitted material that he perceived to be simply too difficult
for a beginner to grasp. This can be observed in Galen’s comments in Puls. concerning why
he left out some material: ‘1 think these aforementioned things concerning the differences of
the pulses are sufficient for beginners. If anyone wants to approach this topic more precisely
(ckp\PeoTepov) there is a complete work which has been written by me on Distinctions
between Pulses.”'® Galen then goes on to say that he will not talk about full(mAnpens) and
empty (kevos) pulses or thythms (puBot) because this information is present in Distinctions
between Pulses, a work which he describes as being complete (0Aov) and precise (akpiBes).
He explains that including such a complete and precise account would make the subject too
unclear (acodeaTepos) for the beginner. With these comments, Galen assures his audience
that he has tailored Puls. to include only what is essential for a beginner to know.

What type of knowledge, i.e. practical versus theoretical, does Galen perceive to be
xprjotpov to the beginner? It is quite clear that Puls. was not written to take the place of
experience. In numerous places, Galen stresses the importance of practical training and
experience to gain an adequate knowledge of the pulse. He points out how only those
physicians who have meticulously trained themselves are able to recognize generally
unrecognizable types of pulses.l7 He advocates training one’s sense of touch, as well as
obtaining as much experience as possible, in order to gain a precise understanding of the
common manifestations of the pulse in various conditions.'® Although Galen stresses the
importance of experience, he does not provide the reader with a detailed step-by-step process
for taking the pulse, nor does he focus on imparting a vast amount of practical information
that might be helpful when one runs into trouble discerning various pulses. Therefore, he does
not suggest that this written work will take the place of a teacher.

What Puls. provides are the basic theoretical principles that are useful to the
acquisition of practical knowledge of the pulse. In an important didactic interjection, Galen
reveals to his audience the relationship between theoretical and practical knowledge:

Therefore, 1 prescribe training one’s reasoning abilities (Aoyiouov) at
the same time as one’s sense of touch, that it be possible to discern the

pulse in practice itself and not only distinguish it in theory (Aoycw).

¢ TaUTA po! apksw onsn TEPL TS TV OPUYHLVY 6|a¢opag TOlg snoayousvons elpnoBai. el yop Tis £m
TO aKpleTspov auTo Epxeabon Boulorto, BiPAiov Chov Exer ept TS TGV OPuyHGY Siadopds U’
NIAYY yeypauusvov Puls., K. 8.460.17-461.2.
"7 Puls., K. 8.487.1-12.
18 pyls., K. 8.462.6-463.6, 478.2-16.
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Education via theory ( i Tou Aoyou Si8ackalia) is the starting

point of practical experience. Y
For Galen, it is important for a future practitioner to be informed by theory before or during
the process of gaining experience. However, as we will see, this theory is at a lower level of
explanation. By education via theory (n 81 Tou Aoyou Sidackaia), Galen is assumedly
pointing to knowledge of the proper pulse terminology. With this knowledge, a student is able
to define and categorize what he perceives via touch. However, Galen is clear that only
experience provides the specificity and skill needed to recognize important nuances in a
degree that cannot be fully expressed in words. He points out, for example, that the degrees of
frequency that are indicative of a pathology, such as pleuritis, often defy being defined by a
term. Therefore, Puls. provides the basic pulse terms and concepts in order to assist the
beginner in his acquisition of knowledge via experience, which will ultimately lead to a more
complete understanding of the pulses.

So, how does Galen bring theoretical concepts within the grasp of the beginner? One
of the ways he does this is to leave out detailed discussions of causality. In his preface to
Caus.Puls., Galen claims that he omitted theories of causation from Puls. because he thought
it was better for the beginner to be trained in the practice itself before addressing the
theoretical account of causation.”” Another way in which Galen brings the theoretical within
the grasp of the beginner is to simplify his presentation of pulse terminology. This is
accomplished by simply limiting the number and types of pulse terms he is willing to define.
However, it is not just the omission of pulse terms that make Pu/s. an introductory work; it is
also his avoidance of citing conflicting theories of pulse terms.

Instead of addressing these differences, he simply and succinctly defines each term as
if there is no question as to their veracity and specificity. Thus, his approach in Puls. stands in
stark contrast to Diff-Puls. According to Galen, the subject matter addressed in Diff.Puls. is
integral to his other treatises because it addresses the annoying wordplay that Sophists may
use in regard to pulse terminology and because it follows closely the works of others who
correctly recognized the relationship between pulse terms and pulse signs.”' In Diff.Puls.,

Galen relies heavily on logical methods to demonstrate the veracity of his system of pulse

? 4oKE1V OV napaxs)\suoual TOV TE )\oylouov aua kal TT]V a¢nv, cog em’ ounmv TQV spywv yvmp|Cg|V
6uvaoﬁa| ToUs OuyHOUS, oV Aoy Slakpivelv povov. apxn 8¢ Ths em TV tpywv TpIPRs 1) Sia Tou
ASyou Sidackahia. Puls., K. 8.478.2-5. The term ASyos, which is often difficult to translate because of its
numerous connotations, in the above translation seems to be referring to logically deduced pulse terms. 1 have
translated it as theory because determining both the number and kinds of terms, for Galen, required analytical
reasoning. Furthermore, by 1) S1& Tou Acyou idaokaAia, Galen seems to be referring to the kind of logical
methods used to determine pulse terminology found in Diff.Puls., which he also refers to as a Si8aokoaia
Aoyov. Diff.Puls., K. 8.507.11-16.

2 Caus.Puls., K. 9.106.3-106.9.
2 Diff Puls., K. 8.499.15-500.5.
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terminology. Diff.Puls. contains long and elaborate explanations concerning the correct
number, name and categories of pulse terms, and in this work, Galen often attempts to
denigrate pulse theories that do not correspond to his system. Therefore, didactically
speaking, Diff.Puls. provides a deeper understanding of the subject by engaging the reader in
a pursuit of proving ‘why’ certain pulses must exist. With Puls., Galen has circumvented
these kinds of complex logical arguments in order to avoid a theoretically dense account of
pulse terminology.

Another didactic strategy he employs in Puls. is to restrict himself to putting forward
only the general principle. For example, in Puls., Galen simply states that, ‘Men generally
(¢mimav) have a much greater pulse than women, and in a similar manner they have a much
stronger and a little slower and sufficiently more sparse pulse.’** Having made this statement,
Galen then moves to the next dogmatic statement offering neither an explanation nor any
signs that indicate why the aforementioned statement is true. However, in Caus.Puls., he
explains why this pulse doctrine is generally true and what the exceptions to this rule are.

In Caus.Puls., Galen adds theoretical concepts of causality to the material presented in
Puls. Galen reveals in the beginning of the second book of Caus.Puls. that he is about to
expound upon what has either been completely left out or was not fully treated in Puls. In
regard to the limited material covered in Puls., he explains, ‘For I think it useful to leave out
everything that was possibly unclear for those beginning from theory. Most of all the logical
explanation of cause has been left out. For it was better for beginners first to be empirically
trained through practice, and then later to be taught thoroughly with reason the whole essence
of the matter.’*

His explanation of Puls. takes the familiar form of the exegetical act in that he
systematically selects lemmata from Puls. in order to expound upon what was deliberately left
out or expressed in a succinct way. Thus, Galen quotes verbatim the aforementioned
statement from Puls. and then proceeds to describe why this statement is generally true. He
then proceeds to give examples of how the amount of differences between men and women
may be less or more significant and also how there are exceptions to this rule, where a
woman’s pulse may even be greater than a man’s. He moves from generalizations about the
differences between male and female animals’ pulses to the subject of why men and women

can demonstrate greater and less differences when compared with male and female animals.

29 ApSpes HEV YUVOIKGY ws Emimav peilova TOAG kai opodpdTepov wioauTws ToAAG kai Bpaditepov
Sy Kal GPaGTEPOV IKAVES EXOUC! TOV oPuyHv. Puls., K. 8.463.14-16.

3 1y yap 600v EueMev dooges EceoBan Tols apxoutvols Tis Becopias, E8SKel XpRAvar mapoimeiv.
rapakéAeiTTan 8 oUx AKIOTA Kat 0 TRS KITIOS )\,cliylouég. GUEIVOV YGP RV TOIS EICGYOHEVOLS ETT QUTV
TGV Epywv yupvaoaaoBal TpOTEPOV ENTEIPIKAS, ENED’ UoTepov Gmaacav ekSiSaxBivar TG Adyw Ty
ovsiav Tou TpaypaTos. Caus.Puls., K. 9.106.3-9. '
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He explains the reason for this by noting how mankind has greater differences in lifestyles,
food, environment and temperaments between each other than the animals do.** Thus, in
Caus.Puls. the audience is provided with a more detailed and complete account of this
phenomenon.

Therefore, in Puls., Galen is dealing with generalities. These generalities supposedly
provide certain encouragement and motivation for students to examine the subject more
closely, at least that is what Galen claims in Caus.Puls. In respect to the aforementioned
generalization about men and women’s pulses, Galen claims, ““The altogether” (TO EMITOV)
in the statement is added for the cleverer beginners as a kind of goad, both rousing and urging
them toward the inquiry of the whole nature of the problem.’25 Ultimately, Galen has
provided a skeleton of pulse doctrines for the beginner to later fill in with experience, reason

and his Treatise on the Pulses.

I11. Genre

To properly contextualize the rhetorical and didactic strategies used in Puls., one must
be aware that Galen was one of many authors in the nd century AD who wrote introductory
works.?® As Galen points out, introductory works were identified with a number of terms such
as outline (UTOTUTwOIS), sketch (Umoypagdn), introduction (slcoycy™), synopsis
(ouvois) and guide (Upnynors).”” While each of these terms may have had a slightly
different connotation depending on the context, Galen indicates that they are all used for
writings that aims to provide a simplified treatment of a subject for beginners. In respect to
the term eioaymyﬁ, the earliest works that were identified with this term are from the Old
Stoa and are linked to Chrysippus.28 The titles of Chrysippus’ works seem to suggest that they
were introductions to specific subjects, and certainly, later works that use the common titular
formula elooywyn €els are usually introductions to a subject rather than a book.”’
Nevertheless, the two aims were not far removed from each other. For example, an

introductory work such as Alcinous’ (c. 1-2" century AD) 8i8aokaAikds,*® which is

% Caus.Puls., K. 9.107-117.5

* mpdokerTat Bt TO EMITTQY £ T PriOE! TOLS eUQUECTEPOLS TCIV EIOO(YOEVLOV OLOV KEVTPOV Ti, SieyEipov

TE KO TOAPOPHWV ETIE TNV EPEVVOV ATTAOT]S TOU TTPAYHATOS ™S ¢uoews. Caus.Puls., K.9.109.18-110.3

20 Asper 2007, 214-314. 1 t to Galen’s introd iti A91_ 1467 "
sper . n respect to Galen’s introductory writings, sec Boudon 1994, 1421-1467; Asper 1996

331-335. ’ ’

27 Lib.Prop., Boudon-Millot 2007a, 136.14-16 = K. 19.11; Syn.Puls., K. 9.431.5-432.1; von Staden 1998, 65—

94. ’

% piog.Laert., 193.11,193.13, 195.8, 195.9, 196.6, 196.12, 196.14; Asper 2007, 236.

2 Asper 2007, 236-238; Mansfeld 1994, 197-198.

30 Whittaker 1990, vii-xiii; Dillon 1993, ix—xiii, Xiv.
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described by Alcinous as being an introduction (Tpos glooywymnv) into maintenance of
Plato’s dogma (Soyuatomotia),”’ also served as a kind of prolegomena in that it provides a
basic understanding of ‘Platonic’ doctrines for the purpose of studying the Platonic
philosophy.3 - Although Alcinous’ work does not specifically address the contents of
individual Platonic works, its purpose 1s ultimately to assist the student in his study of Plato’s
writings.3 .

In respect to texts identified as elcorycoyad, they addressed a wide variety of subjects,
such as philosophy, math, music, medicine and aspects of the Christian faith. Nevertheless, it
is difficult to pen down the formal criteria by which an author or reader could claim a text was
an e100ywyT because it could appear in a variety of styles and arrangements.>* For example,

Ps-Soranus’ (c. 2"-3"

century AD) problemata format has little to do with the lecture style of
prose used in Galen’s S/. Furthermore, the term eloaywyr was used to signify both the
whole text or merely a part of a text, such as Origen’s (AD 184/185-254/255) isagogic
discussion of how to pray at the end of his treatise on prayer.>> As to the organizing principles
of isagogic works, if one compares the structure of Puls. to that of Oss., it becomes quite
apparent that the subject matter, rather than the ‘genre’, determines how the information is
arranged in isagogic accounts.*® Furthermore, even when one tries to define these texts by
gross stylistic differences, it become apparent that there are introductory texts that do not
comfortably fall into such divisions.*’
As to an ancient perspective of an elcorywyn as it applies to medicine, a succinct

definition can be found in Ps-Soranus’ Quaest.med.:

What is isogoga? Isagoga is an introduction to a study by the

description of its chief principles (primarum rationum) in order to gain

an understanding of the medical art.*®

1 Whittaker 1990, 72.

32 The doctrines put forward in these isagogic texts are an amalgamation of Platonic, Stoic and Peripatetic
concepts.

33 plac.Prop.. Nutton 1999, 54-57.

34 Asper 1996, 309-314.

35 In the last section of his treatise on prayer, Origen brcaks from a theoretical discourse into what he describes
as being a more isagogic (E100ryw Yk Tepov) treatment of prayer. He then gives the reader practical
information about how to pray describing the proper posture, place, time, direction, words, etc. De oratione, 31—
34.

36 Oss. follows the standard anatomical principle of a capite ad calcem, while the sequencing of topics in Puls.
reflects the manner in which the pulse was taught, such as Marccllinus’® On the Pulses.

37 Largely, on the basis of orality, Asper breaks up isagogic texts into three groups: Scholische eioaywyai,
Dihiretische elcaywyai, and what he calls Zwi§chen- und Sonderformen. Asper 1996, 318-331. Asper places
Puls. in the category of Dihdretische gtooycwyan with the understanding that Puls. is not as formulaic and
rigidly systematic as some of the other works in this category. Asper 1996, 332-333.

3% Quid est isagoga? isagoga est introductio doctrinae cum demonstratione primarum rationum ad medicinae
artis conceptionem. Quaest.Med., 21; Rose 1870, 251.8f; Asper 2007, 239-240.
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The reference to the primae rationes illustrates that isagogic writing is perceived as a study of
the basic elements of a particular system of knowledge. Thus, the didactic principle, much
like today, is to first provide an overview of the principle parts of a subject before conducting
a more detailed study. Therefore, the ancient criteria of what constituted an glcorywyr were
not derived so much from the formal features of a text as they were from their perceived
didactic value: the level of explanation and purpose.39 In general, ancient authors identified a
text as being isagogic if the said text was to be read first in a series of texts on the same
subject and/or if the information provided by this text was fundamental to progressing toward
a fuller understanding of a subject via theory or practice. The general characteristics of this
genre can be construed as follows: First, the author of an isagogic discourse assumes the
audience is interested in the subject, and therefore, the focus of the work is not to persuade the
reader to take up the subject. Secondly, the explicit purpose of an isagogic text is to provide a
fundamental understanding of a subject presumably for the audience to build upon. Thirdly,
the level of explanation is often limited to defining the principles of a subject in a concise and
systematic manner.

Alcinous’ 818aokahikos of the doctrines of Plato provides an example of
philosophical isagogic. This text does not make any attempt to convert the reader to taking up
philosophy; Alcinous assumes that the reader is a student of philosophy. Alcinous begins by
stating that he is writing a 8i8ookoAia of the dogmas of Plato.** After he defines what a
philosopher is and does, he systematically divides ‘Platonic’ doctrines into the three major
areas of philosophy: logic, physics and ethics. He then subdivides these into their component
parts, providing a succinct definition of each part and the concepts therein. At the end of this
work, he summarizes why he has gone through this process. It is important to remember that
Alcinous is a part of a long tradition relaying the ‘formalized distillation’ of Plato’s dialogues
in the form of dogmata.‘“ Thus, Alcinous is not reinventing the wheel; rather, he is providing
a condensed and systematic version of the current conceptualizations of Plato’s doctrines for

the sake of examining the Platonic dialogues.

IV. Author

% For example, Galen notes how the earliest commentators thought the *Hippocratic’ work Off; should be read
before all the other Hippocratic texts because its teachings were similar to what later writers called elcaywyai
Galen seems to agree with this interpretation of Off: in that he claims Off. teaches the most useful matters (Ta .
XpNotuwTaTa) to those who are beginning to study the art of medicine. Hipp.Off.-Med., K. 18b -

“ Whitaker 1990, 1-2. pp-Off Med., 632.1-14,

4! Dillon 1993, x1.
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Like Alcinous, we should perceive Galen as an author who has simplified a great body
of received doctrines and standardized terminology. However, Galen is not alone in his
endeavour to simplify the doctrines of the pulse. Puls. appears to be a part of a tradition of
providing simplified systematic accounts of pulse doctrines. The Syrnopsis of the Pulses by an
anonymous author (c. 3rd century BC-2" century AD) and Marcellinus® (c. 2™ century AD)
On the Pulses are two examples of these sorts of introductory texts.'> While neither work
claims to be written for beginners nor is called an elcoycoyn, these texts bear resemblance to
Puls. in a number of ways. First, the audience is assumed to be interested in the subject and to
have a basic level of medical knowledge, which is evident in the kind of medical concepts and
terminology used. Secondly, the information is presented without the support of detailed
theories, arguments or proofs. Thirdly, they systematically arrange the pulse doctrines in
somewhat similar fashion. They begin by defining what the pulse is and where it can be
found. Then, they proceed to move through categories of pulse terms, providing succinct
definitions for each division and subdivision of pulse terminology. A number of divisions
appear in all three works, namely the manifestation of the pulse with specific diseases,
different pulse terms and changes in the pulse with age. While there are notable variations as
to how many diseases and pulse terms are listed in each work, all three works share a great
number of similar pulse terms and include many of the same diseases in their list of pulse
types.43 It is quite clear that all three works are pulling from a common tradition of pulse
doctrines.

One of the more distinctive differences between Puls. and these other two works is the
posture Galen takes toward his audience. The other two works are more formulaic and
impersonal in their presentation. They do not present their readers with the feeling of being
lectured to. Instead, one is left with the impression that these authors are merely reporting
doctrines. Hence, we observe both authors giving a brief history of the discovery of the pulse

by predecessors before they define the pulse doctrines.** While the Synopsis of the Pulse does

42 Anonymous, Svnopsis de pulsibus, Daremberg 1966 (reprint), 219-232, 610-643; Marcellinus, De pulsibus,
Schone (ed.) 1907, 455471,

43 All three texts have a section dedicated to giving a short list of diseases and the changes in the pulse that occur
with these diseases. An odd assortment of diseases, such as phrenitis (¢ppeviTikaav), lethargy (Anfopyikcv).
pleuritis (TAEUPITIKGV), epilepsy (EMIANTTIKOV), stomachos (CTOLXXIKOS), peripneumonia
(rrspmveuuoulkég) and apoplexy (aTomANKTIKOS), that are found in Marcellinus and Synopsis de pulsibus also
appear in Galen’s list of diseases. Puls., K. 474-492; Synopsis de pulsibus, Daremberg 1966 (reprint), 226-228:
Marcellinus, De Pulsibus, Schone 1907, 1. 278-319. Likewise, one observes in all three works a section on
specific terms of pulses, such as the worming (okwAnkileov), anting (uupunkilev), gazelling (Sopkadilwv)
and running back (mahwdpoucov) pulses. Puls., K. 459-460; Synopsis de pulsibus, Daremberg 1966 (reprint),
229_231; Marcellinus, De Pulsibus, Schone 1907, 1. 365-494. While there are notable variations in the overall
number and how these terms are described, one can observe that all three works attempt to systematize a similar
group of specific concepts and terms. .

# Synopsis de pulsibus, Daremberg 1966 (reprint), 219-221; Marcellinus, De Pulsibus, Schone 1907, 1. 1-62.
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not extensively cite its sources, it gives little or no indication that the author’s understanding
of the topic is derived from actual practice. Similarly, Marcellinus generally avoids offering
any personal recommendations to the reader. Like the anonymous author of the Synopsis of
the Pulse, Marcellinus does not have much of a presence in this work, and when he does
interject himself into the text, he takes the posture of a reporter of theory rather than a
practitioner with his own perspective on the material. Hence, Marcellinus closes his work by
claiming he has ‘brought together as much as he was able concerning the understanding of the
pulse’, and that Erasistratus would defend his presentation of this information against future
cha]lengers.45 These kinds of closing remarks convey that Marcellinus’ presentation of the
pulse is dependent on the knowledge of his predecessors. This is also borne out in the way he
addresses the pulse of fever. Instead of giving his own opinion, he summarizes contemporary
doctrines on this pulse, and then he merely relays the dogmata of Chrysippus, Erasistratus,
Herophilus, Asclepiades, Hippocrates and Archigenes on this topic.”® Therefore, both
Synopsis of the Pulses and Marcellinus’ On the Pulses give the distinct impression that their
doctrines of the pulse are underpinned by tradition and that their authors have no intention of
altering or adding to this tradition.

Galen, on the other hand, ignores tradition; instead, he approaches his audience as a
teacher rather than a reporter of doctrine. He does this first by having a distinct didactic
presence in this text. He uses the first person singular to tell the audience why he thought it
best to leave certain information out of his account or to advise the audience to train
themselves thoroughly.*” His presence as a teacher can also be felt in the way he uses the
second person singular to tell the student what he will feel when he attempts to palpate a
pulse.48 Another way he solidifies his role as the teacher of pulse theory is by remaining silent
about the history of pulse theory. Galen simply does not credit anyone else as the source of
his knowledge, which in turn, places himself more firmly as the voice of instruction.

Of course, it is not that he makes himself out to be oblivious to all that has transpired
before him. He does mention the illustrious Archigenes, but in all three instances, Archigenes’

opinion is merely depicted as additional, rather than essential, information about the pulse.*

4 "Ed’ 00V 0LV NIV Suvatov fv TEpL TNV VONGIY TOU Tepl 6HUYHAV OUVTAYHATOS, TOUTA
ouvetonveykauev. Marcellinus, De Pulsibus, Schone 1907, 1. 505-506; 505-510.

46 Marcellinus. De Pulsibus, Schone 1907, 1. 222-285.

41 puls., K. 8.457, 478.

4 Eor example, in his discussion of the location and movement of the pulse (Puls., K. 8.455-6), he uses the
second person singular four times to indicate what the audience will find or sense with palpation.

49 His only external point of reference is Archigenes, whom he mentions only in passing. For example, he states,
*Archigenes says that the place of the artery is found to be hotter in these conditions, just as it is for those
suffering convulsions with lethargy'. He gives neither an analysis of this comment nor a reference to the text
where this can be found; he simply moves on with his account of specific pulses.
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Instead of citing other authors and their works, Galen points his reader to his Treatise on the
Pulses, indicating that it is the appropriate source of pulse doctrines. Thus, Galen projects
Puls. as an introduction to his own theories on the pulse rather than a work that merely reports
the doctrines of others. However, these citations also intimate that Galen does not project his
role in the development of students as a ‘hands on’ teacher; rather, he sees his writings as
being the appropriate resource for their questions. In other words, he speaks in hypothetical
terms when he addresses his 1deal audience.

The other way Galen approaches his audience as a teacher is by developing his ethos
as an expert practitioner of the pulse. One of the clearest examples of this is in the form of a
polemical outburst against the majority of physicians (0l oMol TGV 1aTpV) who cast
aspersions on what he has written.** While agonistic and polemical remarks are not out of
character for Galen, it is somewhat conspicuous considering the genre in which he is
writing.”! His point of contention is that these physicians disregard that there is a nerve-like
pulse in pleuritis. He explains that their ignorance of this pulse is caused by their lack of
experience which leaves them with an inability to discern difficult pulses. In this way, Galen
singles himself out from ‘the majority of physicians’ as an experienced practitioner whose
writings are the sources of true knowledge. However, unlike his Treatise on the Pulses, where
one can perceive Galen’s ‘anxiety’ to influence his audience’s perception of his approach to
the pulse,5 * Galen does not use this as a stepping stone to theoretically demonstrate why his
knowledge of nerve-like pulse is superior to all others. Instead, he dismisses any discussion of
this matter, claiming that there is no need to go into this further seeing how a discussion can
be found in his treatise, Dig.Puls. Galen’s reason for avoiding an extensive theoretical
demonstration as to why there is a nerve-like pulse reflects his commitment to the didactic
aim of the genre in which he is writing. Thus, Galen is far less argumentative in Puls. than in
his Treatise on the Pulses because, for Galen, isagogic discourse should not entail a complex
theoretical demonstration. Nevertheless, Galen’s didactic remarks and brief outbursts
demonstrate to his audience that he is indeed a teacher—practitioner who is worthy to be read.

The pragmatic and elementary nature of this information on pulses is also conveyed by
Galen’s utilitarian approach to syntax in Puls. Galen tends to use formulaic phraseology to

signal changes in topic. Thus, a change of topic is signalled by placing the subject at the

" ApXIYEVNS §é dnot T‘év s apTmpias Tomov 18iws £’ oWtV BeppoTepov eupiokeabat, kabdmep Tois
omacbnoouevols ueTa katadopas. Puls., K. 8.486.1-3.

50 puls., K. 8.477.11-478.2.

5! One can perceive the impersonal nature of this genre when one compares the frequency of occurrence of the
first person singular in Puls. to that of the other works analysed in this study: Lib.Prop. (2.34%), Thras. (1.38%)
Foet.Form. (1.06%), Protr. (0.86%), HNH (0.58%) and Puls. (0.35%). Appendix C, Table 2. ’
52 Asper 2005, 31-36.
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beginning of the introductory sentence. For example, he signals that the following section will
be about palpating the vessels by beginning the introductory sentence with ‘AmToueve...
Similarly, when he is moving through the different changes in the pulse due to e;(temal
factors, he signals a change in subject with a prepositional phrase that includes the name of
the disease, such as TTept 8¢ Tas xwpas and Kata 8¢ Tas wpoas,™ When he moves to his
listing of the changes of the pulse according to specific diseases, he signals a new set of
pathological pulse signs by using the genitive of the pathology, e.g. YoTepikns mvifecs...

and EmAnmTIKGQV... .

V. Audience

As we have seen, Galen takes on the voice of an instructor, who is informing his
student what he will perceive once he begins to train his sense of touch and his rational
faculties. But, what kind of beginners does he have in mind as his ideal audience?

His ideal audience does not appear to be complete novices, which is apparent in the
assumptions he makes in regard to their medical knowledge. First, Galen assumes that his
audience is able to recognize the location of various internal anatomical structures, such as the
spleen (omAnv), kidney (veppds), bladder (kuaTis), stomach (yooTtnp), liver (fjmap) and
colon (kadhov). Although this anatomical knowledge would not be beyond a learned audience
of laymen, the distinction between arteries, veins and nerves, as well as their relative quantity
in various organs, would limit his audience to only those with a keen interest in medical
topics.5 7 Secondly, Galen assumes that his audience understands and accepts humoral
physiological concepts given that one must comprehend this material in order to understand
his remarks on the differences in the pulses between hot- and cold-natured people and the
effects of the seasons on the pulse.5 8 Thirdly, he does not devote time to describing the nature
and cause of a wide variety of diseases which he includes in this work. Instead, he only tells
his audience what the corresponding pulse signs are for diseases, such as elephantiasis
(EAedavTIc3vTeov), orthopnea (opBomvota) and the suffocation of the womb (UoTepikn

nvi&).” Fourthly, when Galen briefly mentions Archigenes’ (AD 98-117) observations of the

53 puls., K. 8.458.1.
54 pyls.,, K. 8.464.18, 466.3.
:: Puls., K. 8.487.5, 487.16.
Of course, this does not mean that the work was not read i i i
2004, 252-253; van der Eijk 1997, 86-89. by a wider audience of non-practitioners. Nutton
57 puls., K. 8.476.
5% puls., K. 8.463-466.
59 puls., K. 8.477-491.
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pulse, he assumes that the audience knows Archigenes’ work on the pulse.60 However, Galen
does not make the same assumptions in regard to pulse terminology because almost all of this
terminology is succinctly defined in Puls.

Because of the simplification of pulse concepts and his exhortations to gain
experience, coupled with the basic medical knowledge Galen assumes of his audience, it is
fairly safe to say that Galen’s ideal audience consists of medical practitioners and not
complete novices to medicine. This interpretation is strengthened by the fact that, as was
noted in the introduction to this chapter, the prognostic use of the pulse was not universally
practiced among physicians. Knowledge of the pulse was largely determined by what sect one
adhered to, the expertise of one’s instructor and the availability of books. This picture is
reflected in Galen's own life when he claims that for some time he was unsure if the pulse
could even be discerned and that he was not clear as to whether the followers of Archigenes
and Herophilus were speaking the truth about this subject.®! Although Galen describes the
beginners he writes to as being young men at the beginning of their studies,® it is conceivable
that an experienced medical practitioner could be considered a ‘beginner’ in regard to a
specific subject, such as the pulse. It also should be stated that Galen s ideal audience appears
to be practitioners within his circle of friends and students because he assumes they recognize
his authority on the pulse and they have access to his works. While it is unclear whether
Galen wanted this work to be dispersed to a wider audience, he indicates in Lib.Prop. that it
was read not just by beginners but by his critics as well.®

But, what about Teuthras? As was mentioned earlier, Galen appears to have given
Puls. to a man named Teuthras. Perhaps this Teuthras is the same man whom Galen describes,
in Ven.Sect.Er.Rom., as a fellow citizen of Pergamum and a schoolmate (Tis €uos TOMTNS
&uor kol oupdortnTns).** Galen recounts how this schoolmate had such a good
understanding of the Erasistrateans’ theories that he was able to convincingly speak against
their position on phlebotomy. This same Teuthras, having heard Galen’s public speech
concerning whether Erasistratus had been right in not using phlebotomy, requested that Galen
dictate to a scribe what he had said and give him a copy. If this Teuthras is the same man
mentioned at the beginning of Puls., one may suspect that Galen has given Puls. to a fellow
physician with his own students to teach. While this may be so, Puls. clearly was not

composed as a teaching manual for Teuthras. Galen never mentions anything about

60 pyts.. K. 8.469.6-8.479.17-480.3, 8.486.1-3.

8! Dig.Puls.. K. 8.771.

62 1 ib.Prop., K. 19.11-12.

63 Galen also appears to be aware of the possibility that Puls. may be censured by an unnamed group of critics
who had previously attacked his pulse theories. Lib.Prop., K. 19.32-33, Puls., K. 8.477-78.

6 Ven.Sect.Er.Rom., K. 11.193-195.
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addressing Puls. to a teacher named Teuthras in Lib.Prop. or Ord.Lib.Prop. Instead, we are

only told that it was composed for an unnamed group of beginners. The comments in the
epistolary proem only signify that Puls. was given to Teuthras, which reflects the dedicatory
convention found in the other prefatory remarks of many Greek and Latin texts.®® As is the
case with other works that contain these sorts of dedicatory remarks, the dedicatee is not

necessarily the ideal audience of the text.

V1. Use of Puls.

Let us turn to the question raised at the beginning: How did Galen intend Puls. to be
used? The manner in which Galen addresses his audience suggests that Puls. was not written
as a guide for teachers. Galen does not take the position of an advisor to an equal, which
would seem to be the appropriate approach to fellow teachers. Galen assumes that the reader
has no experience in taking a pulse. Hence, we observe Galen telling the reader what he will
find with experience, which is clearly the voice of an experienced teacher speaking to the
inexperienced student. Furthermore, Galen never gives any didactic interjections that tell the
reader how to convey what he has taught. Therefore, Puls. seems to be written for a student
not a teacher.

It is unlikely that Puls. was to be consulted like a manual. In other words, it is not the
kind of work that a practitioner would consult ad hoc or, if you will, in manu, because it does
not contain the kind of step-by-step information one would need in such situations.
Furthermore, Galen claims this work should be read before gaining experience in taking the
pulse rather than while someone is gaining experience. Although the material in Puls. seems
to be brief and general enough for memorization, Galen does not tell the reader to memorize
the information nor does he tell the reader to consult it later when he is being trained. In fact,
Galen does not tell the reader how to use the work at all, which leaves us to only speculate as
to its use.

Much as Alcinous’ Si8aokaAikos provides its reader with an introduction to Plato’s
dialogues, Puls. is a work that seems to provide an introduction to the theories expressed in
Galen’s Treatise on the Pulses. Hence, in Puls., the audience is introduced to Galen’s
categorization of changes in the pulse—the natural (kaTo ¢uo1v), non-natural (oU KaTO

$uoiv) and unnatural (Topa puoiv)—which appears to be Galen’s own spin on pulse

65 Janson 1964, 7-26.
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theory.*® Alcinous’ introduction is neither a compendium of the Platonic dialogues nor is it of
the same nature as Albinus’ prolegomena, which gives the reader bibliographical information
to the Platonic dialogues, such as information about the nature of dialogues and the
appropriate order to read his works.®” Rather, Alcinous’ 818aokaikds provides a simplified,
yet systematic, presentation of the basic doctrines of Plato. And the benefit of reading such a
work is that it allows the reader to easily assimilate Plato’s teachings into a schema.
Furthermore, from his introduction to the philosophical life, 1t is clear that the purpose of the
51800KaAIKOs is to enable the philosophically inclined to grow as a philosopher. Likewise,
Galen has written a work that gives the general doctrines that underpin his Treatise on the
Pulses. This may explain why Galen would give Puls. to a dedicatee who already has his
Treatise on the Pulses and why he points the addressee to his Treatise on the Pulses.
However, unlike his ¢ miToun, the purpose of this text is not to remind the reader of the basic
contents, principles and arguments contained in his Treatise on the Pulses; rather, it is to
introduce them to theoretical principles that underpin his Treatise on the Pulses.

Nevertheless, Puls. is not solely an introduction to his Treatise on the Pulses. Galen
describes the contents of this work as being for a practitioner rather than a reader who is
simply trying to gain theoretical knowledge. In Puls., Galen indicates that he is teaching the
basic theoretical principles to facilitate the acquisition of experience as well as theoretical
knowledge. Puls. is a part of a didactic progression which is as follows: basic doctrine
informs experience, and experience informs theoretical inquiry. Hence, Puls.’s usefulness lies
in the fact that it facilitates the acquisition of knowledge by providing a skeleton of doctrines
which is to be fleshed out later with experience, theoretical inquiry and Galen’s Treatise on

the Pulses.

66 pyls.. K. 8.462-473; Bylebyl 1971; Niebyl 1971; Garcia-Ballester 1993.

67 Alcinous and Albinus were long thought to be the same author. This belief has fallen out of favour and now
they are viewed as two separate authors of the 2™ century AD. Goransson 1995, 34-77, 105-132; Whittaker
1990, viii- xiii; Dillon 1993, ix—xiii.
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Scientific Treatise:

TpayuaTeiat and De Foetuum Formatione

1. Introduction

We now move to texts which are described by Galen as mpaypoaTetan. The text that
will be our example of a WpayuaTela is a work entitled Tepl kuoupEvwov SiaTAaCEwWS
(Foet.Form.).' Foet.Form. was written during the latter part of Galen’s career, sometime after
AD 193.% Although the construction of the embryo was a recurring topic in many of his
works, Foet.Form. is the only extant text which is wholly devoted to this subject.3 The
formation of the embryo was a topic of interest, albeit for different reasons, among physicians
and philosophers from the 5" century BC onward.”

Galen’s explicit purpose in writing this work was to give an account, which is based
on anatomical observations, of the construction (SiamAaois) of the human body in the
womb.” In his account, he takes up an argument against physicians and philosophers who rely
on conjecture, rather than anatomical evidence, when discussing the formation of the embryo.
The main focus of his criticisms is directed toward philosophers, primarily Stoics,® who claim
that the heart is in charge of formation and management (8ro1knais) of the other parts of the
body. Galen argues that, because of their disregard for anatomy, philosophers and physicians
have made unsubstantiated claims conceming the location of the deliberative part of the soul

and the aiTiov of the construction of the embryo. While anatomy and physiology serve as the

! The Greek text for Foet.Form. is from Nickel 2001, which will appear as N. from here on. For the sake of
consistency, the term ‘embryo’ will be used in this work with the understanding that at different stages in the
development of the KUOUWEVOV, it is identified with different terms in ancient medicine. Sem., de Lacy 1992, 92—
94 = K. 4.542-544. ‘Embryo’ seems to be the appropriate term in that it captures the period of development
which Galen focuses on with this work, as well as being the terminology he uses in this text (EuBpuov).
Foet.Form.,N. 54.9-10,92.16 = K. 4.653, 688.

In Foet.Form.. Galen identifies what he is writing as a mpaypoTeia, and he also calls another of his works a
mpayuaTeia, i.e. Mepl Ths TV 18V YuxAs. Foet.Form., N. 90.27-28, 106.8-13 = K. 4.687. He also
identifics Foet.Form. as a A\oyos and a ypoupa. Foer.Form., N. 78.33, 92.21-22, 94.6-7 = K. 4.675, 688, 689.
In Prop.Plac., which is the only text that refers to Foer.Form., Galen seems to have used Aoyos to refer to
Foet.Form. because the Latin translation of Prop.Plac. uses dictio: et narravi hoc in dictione quam scripsi de
formatione embrionis. Prop.Plac.. Nutton 1999, 62.11-12.

? Ilberg 1892, 510-511; Singer 1997, i1; Nickel 2001, 42-44; Prop.Plac., Nutton 1999, 62.11-12. His state of
amopia in Foet.Form., in regard to the identity of dnuioupy0s in the construction of the embryo, resonates with
views expressed in Prop.Plac., Nutton 1999, 92.12-94.17. Therefore, it scems likely that thesc two works were
written during the same period of time.

3 Nickel 1989; 2001, 42-43.

4 An overview of ancient approaches to this subject can be found in Congourdeau 2007. See also Parker 1999,

5 Foet.Form., N. 54.3-5 = K. 4.652. Here, 1 follow Singer’s title for this work because it captures the dual sense
of SiamAaois, which can infer a ‘high-level structure’ or a process of ‘shaping’. Singer 1997, 421, n. 177.

6 As to Galen's adversarial relationship to Stoics in this work, see Nickel 1993; Gill 2007, 97, 105-107. cf.
Manuli 1993.
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basis for Galen’s arguments, the subject matter is ultimately linked to philosophical
discourses on the relationship of the psyche to the soma.’

The contents of Foet.Form. are as follows:* Galen begins (Chap. 1) by criticizing
philosophers and physicians, who have ignored the writings of anatomists, when these groups
attempt to write about the construction of the embryo. He goes on to say that Hippocrates was
the first to give a truthful anatomical account of the embryo. He then (Chap. 2) describes the
external and internal anatomy of the embryo in its initial stage of development, i.e. a six-day-
old embryo. Next (Chap. 3), he takes up a discussion of the changes in the anatomy of the
embryo during successive stages of its development. He then (Chap. 4) censures Stoic and
Peripatetic theories, which put forward that the heart was formed first and that it formed the
other parts of the body as well as managed them. He supports his criticisms (Chap. 5) using
physiological evidence refuting these cardio-centric theories. He then (Chap. 6) turns to the
question of the aiTiov of the construction of the embryo. Here, he recognizes that the
complex and purposeful design of the body necessitates that an intelligent and powerful
craftsman is involved. However, he confesses that he is in a state of amopia as to the identity
and nature of this craftsman based on what he perceives to be truly, epistemologically secure
evidence, i.e. anatomical as well as geometrical proofs.

One of the reasons for selecting this text is because it exemplifies an important type of
discourse in scientific communication: the refutation of theories or claims to scientific
knowledge (emoTnun). On the one hand, scientific refutation is about progress, in that old
theories often must be undermined in order for a new theory to be advanced. On the other
hand, when the refutation attempts to censure a new theory, scientific refutation serves the
purpose of the conservation of knowledge.

The history of science is full of great controversies and disputes between members
and/or groups within the scientific community. The participants, audience, setting, medium
and socio-scientific perspective of the subject determine how such disputes are conducted, as
well as their outcomes. To recognize the profound effect that these factors have on the way
scientific refutation is carried out, one needs only to compare the rhetorical strategies used in

the oral debate between Harlow Shapley and Heber Curtis over the scale of the universe with

7 This text's connection with issues concerning the psyche/soma relationship is quite evident in whom Galen
chooses as his opponents, the topics he chooses and the Galenic texts to which he refers his audience, such as
PHP, QAM, as well as the no longer extant treatisc entitled Tept T@V s Yuxns €18dv. Foer.Form., N. 78.10,
82.19, 106.7-10 = K. 4.674, 679, 701. Collections of works that provide a survey of the approaches to
psychelsoma relationship in philosophy and mgdicine can be found in King 2006; Wright and Potter 2000.

% An analytical outline can be found in Appendix B.
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those observed in Galileo’s De Mow (1590) and I/ Saggiatore (1623).° Many ancient

scientific works such as Aristotle’s De generatione et corruptione and ‘Hippocrates™
Nat.Hom. promote their position by undermining competing explanations of predecessors and
contemporaries. While there is little doubt that Galen’s authorial persona was disputatious
and, at times, belligerent, Galen’s refutations of his contemporaries’ and predecessors’
theories should not be perceived only as personal polemics. Galen is part of a scientific
culture where self-presentation and competition with one’s peers are important elements in
establishing the veracity of one’s claims. Galen’s espoused approach toward his predecessors
and contemporaries reveals an author-scientist who is deeply concerned with verifying and
refuting the claims of others through scientific demonstration. His criticisms of theories and
theorists were likely to be seen as exemplifying a serious commitment to scientific
knowledge.10

Among the types of writings that philosophers and physicians used to put forward
their theoretical positions, the detailed and systematic works which they associated with the
term npayuowe?ou, are those that were commonly taken to task by rivals and promoted by
adherents. This rhetorical analysis of Foer.Form. will provide a window into the ways in
which scientific knowledge was progressed in 2 century AD. The following questions will
be considered: What posture does Galen assume toward members of the scientific community
on this subject, and how does this affect his message? What posture does he take toward the
audience? Who is the ideal audience of this work? What organizing principle does he choose
to structure his message? How does his presentation of his opposition’s position contribute to
the persuasiveness of his argument? What types of evidence and theoretical explanations does
he use to support his position? How does he validate his arguments and evidences? Is there a

recognizable decorum to this type of discourse?

I1. Genre

In Foet.Form., Galen states that his arguments in this work aim for the ‘utmost detail’
(eis toxaTnv akpiBeiav).'' Likewise, in Lib.Prop. and elsewhere, Galen describes writing

works that were designed to provide a full (ohov/TeAsiov) and detailed

9 De Motus and Il Saggiatore, Favaro 1890-1909. English translations can be found in Drabkin 1960; Drake
1960. For secondary literature on the reception and rhetoric of Galileo’s treatises, see Machamar 1991; Palerino
and Thijssen 2004. Transcripts of the proceedings of the 1920 debate over the scale of the universe can be found
in Curtis 1921; Shapley 1921. For analysis of the debate, see Smith 1982.

1 Galen’s position on scientific progress is treated in Hankinson 1994.

" Foet.Form., N. 68.17-20 = K. 4.665-666.
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(Sinkp1Puopevov/akpiPés) account of a subject. As was pointed out in the chapter on isagogic
writing, Galen often links these works to audiences who are experienced (via training and
logic) and, therefore. ready for such theoretical explanations. '* The characteristic aim of these
texts is that of examination/inquiry, which 1s evident in Galen’s repeated use of the verbs
okémTev and CnTelv and their derivatives to denote the action or the object of the action in
these texts.

The texts that will be addressed as scientific treatises should be distinguished from
theses for a number of reasons. While both are forms of scientific inquiry, a thesis is bound to
answering a single posed question (TpoBAnua), which is explored by ‘the method of in
utramque partem, of confirmation and refutation (kaTookeur), avookeun)’.'? And, as was
noted in the chapter on the thesis, the genre of the philosophical thesis is intimately linked
with dialectical argumentation. Thus, an author who writes in this genre sometimes conveys
the presence of an interlocutor and the process of discovery.

One often finds theses within treatises. Treatises are often substantially longer than
theses, and in the Galenic Corpus, they incorporate different genres of writing, such as
commentary, diatribes and descriptive narratives as well as paratextual features, such as
tables, prefatory remarks and books. With that being said, there is such a wide variation in the
kinds of subjects (technical/philosophical), structure (integrative argument/diairetic or
stochastic series topics), refinement (smooth, flowing sentences/series of terse, incoherent
clauses), audiences (individual/collectives), tone (polemical/arid), aims (to censure/to instruct)
and contexts (texts derived from a public speech/texts that are a disclosure of personal
research) of these works in the Galenic Corpus, let alone among other ancient authors of
scientific prose, that it is difficult to give any authoritative definition as to the formal
characteristics of a scientific treatise.'* A scientific treatise, as defined in this study, is a
written work which provides a detailed treatment of a subject by linking a series of related
topics together using a variety of different types of discourse to convey its message."” The
aforementioned definition of a scientific treatise serves as one of the guides for the selection

of our text for rhetorical analysis.

12 puis., K. 8.460.10-461.5; Lib.Prop., Boudon-Millot 2007, 136.4-137.22 = K. 10.14-13.1. In his examination
of a variety of texts that offer complete treatments of a subject, it emerges that these texts engage in different
tglpes of theoretical causal explanations, which are largely subject-determined. Singer 1997.

1'Schenkeveld 1997, 247.

14 L engen’s treatment of some of the pragmateiai in Aristotle’s oeuvre reveals the diverse formal features of
ancient treatises. Lengen 2002.

1S The kinds of texts that Galen places in this broad category are often identified by scholars as ‘scientific
treatises’ for lack of a better term. In some respects, this modern term is acceptable in that it conveys the kind of
systematic and formal treatment of a subject that some Galenic texts exhibit. However, the term is applied so
liberally to ancient scientific texts that it does not truly signify a genre. Nevertheless, it will be used in this
chapter for the sake of convention and with the aforementioned definition in mind.
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Our selection of a suitable artefact for analysis is complicated by the fact that ancient

titles of texts often give little indication as to the genre of the text.'® The polysemic nature of
the ancient terms that are commonly associated with scientific treatises, such as oUyypouua,
umouvnua and TpoyHaTelQ, also creates problems. For example, a oUyypoupa can mean a
‘regulation’. ‘written form’, ‘writing’, ‘book’ or ‘treatise’ depending on the author and the
situation.'” Furthermore, Galen, like other ancient authors, has a tendency to identify his own
texts in an imprecise way by using a variety of different ‘genre’ terms to refer to a single
text,'® all of which leaves us often to speculate as to what Galen is trying to imply about a text
in which he uses such descriptors.'° When applied to the sorts of works I have described, each
term provides a slightly different nuance of meaning. In Ars Med., Galen refers to his
collective body of writings as umopvruato and OUYYdeUGTG.zo The distinction Galen
seems to be signalling here largely has to do with the different ways in which these texts were
produced and their level of refinement. As was discussed in the chapter on HNH,
UTropVHOTa are to be associated with ‘memoranda’ or ‘notes’ that one puts together on a
subject or in the study of a book.?' Thus, Galen sometimes uses UTOPVIUO TS to indicate that
the work was less refined, and therefore, it was not meant to be given out (npég £kd0c1v) to
those outside his circle.” A ouyypouua is defined by Galen as a written composition that has
a proposed subject (To emaryyeABév), which it brings to completion (cuvteAeioTon).* In
Lib.Prop. and Ord.Lib.Prop., Galen uses ouyypauua only to refer to Hippocratic texts. >

In the case of the term used in this study, a TpayuaTela can be used to indicate an
‘occupation’, ‘a diligent study’ or a ‘treatment of a subject’.” Under the last connotation, one
finds its association with a ‘philosophical arguments/topic’ or ‘systematic work’, such as a
‘scientific historical treatise’.”® In some respects, TpayuaTela is a noun which, like treatise
(a term ultimately derived from the Latin tractare), 1s a derivative of a verb signifying the
handling or managing of some affair or business, i.e. a wpayua. In Ord.Lib.Prop. and
Lib.Prop., the term is often used by Galen to identify voluminous works that present an

overall subject matter, which includes works written by Galen (e.g. his aforementioned 16-

16 Schenkeveld 1997, 255-263.

17 See LSJ entry.

¥ yon Staden 1998.

19 Gee LSJ entry.

* Ars Med., Boudon 2002, 392.13 =K. 411.17.

2 In the case of UTOpvnua, Galen sometimes uses it to indicate a systematic treatise, books within a treatise
complete commentary or a special part of a book. von Staden 1998, 72-73. ’ e
2 yon Staden 2006, 23-24. See also Jenner 1989, 65-66. Lib.Prop., K 19.8-11.

Zi HNH and Hipp. Vict., Mewaldt 1914, 76.6-15, 89.3-14.

20(1),;2;1;2).;77..:1}3((')111(;(?15171.\2?110t 2007a, 159.11, 161.18 = K. 19.33.17, 19.36.15; Ord.Lib.Prop., Boudon-Millot
% See LSJ entry.

26 See LSJ entry.



154
book treatment of pulses entitled I TMEPl TV OPUYHDV TPayHaTeia) or other notable
philosophical and medical figures, such as Anistotle, Erasistratus, Marinus and Archigenes.”’

In a letter preserved by Diogenes Laertius, we observe how Epicurus’ writings on
duots are identified as a mpaypoTeia.” The letter describes Epicurus’ writings as a OAn
mpoypoTeio which requires an émiTopn to assist the student in the study of what Epicurus
has worked out in detail (eEakp1BoUv) in his ‘treatise”.”” Thus, similarly to Galen, ‘Epicurus’
associates the term TpayuoTela with a detailed and complete treatment of a subject. And, as
Galen’s 1 TEpl TV odUyU@V TpoypaTelo required an epitome (Syn.Puls.), Epicurus’
mpoyuoaTeia was the kind of complete and detailed account of a subject that required an
epitome to make the information accessible. Thus, a complete and accurate account of a topic,

depending on the subject matter, could become an author’s magnum opus.

I11. Audience

3.1 Audience-orientedness

The question of audience-orientedness in Foet.Form. is complicated by the fact that
Galen makes no explicit claims in this work about its intended audience. There is no
addressee or dedicatee. Likewise, there is no discussion as to the rhetorical situation that
brought about this text. He does not assert that he is responding to a question posed by a
student, as is the case in Thras. and CAM, nor does he put forward that the work is composed
to meet the needs of a particular group or at the request of one of his friends/students, as is the
case in Puls. and HNH. Furthermore, none of his other works describe the audience or the
rhetorical situation of Foer.Form.

There is one passage in Foet.Form. that has been read as indicating Galen’s ‘intended
audience’.*° The passage in question is as follows: ‘But the first [of the two premises] I do not
need to refute since it is held in contempt by the men whom my account is particularly against

(Tpos ous O Adyos Tl pot pohioTa)’. 3

While mpos ous could mean ‘to whom’, it is best
to take the phrase TPOS ous to mean ‘against whom’ because Galen often use wpos ‘X’ to

indicate whom he is censuring. This interpretation is supported by the context of the passage

27 1ib.Prop.. K. 19.20.1,19.20.10, 19.28.21, 19.30.12, 19.31.3, 19.32.5, 19.33.12, 19.37.16, 19.41.11;
Ord.Lib.Prop., K. 19.55.15, 19.56.6, 19.56.18

2 Djog.Laert., 10.82-83.

 Diog Laert.. 10.82-83, 10.35.

30 111 his notes, Singer suggests that Galen S mtended audlence for Foet.Form. was the Stoics. This perspective
is also reflected in his translation of Trpos ous o Aoyos €Tt pol poAioTa as ‘to whom the present work is
chiefly addressed Smger 1997, 195, 423, n. 195.

310 A)\}\a TO HEV TPOTEPOV EAEYXEIV oU XPTiled KATEYVWOUEVOY UTIO TV avBpwTwV, TPOs ous o Adyos
¢oTi pot pahioTa. Foet.Form.,N. 92.22-23 = K. 4.688.
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because, at this juncture, he is explicitly criticizing the Stoic position on the cause of the
formation of the embryo. Hence, these philosophers cannot be called the ‘intended audience’
any more than Lycus of Macedon and Julian the Methodist should be considered the intended
audiences for Galen’s polemics, TTpos Aukov or TTpos lovAiavov. Galen is merely signalling
to his audience the group whose theoretical position he is challenging at this point of his
discussion.

Let us turn to some of the internal indicators of the intended audience of this work.
Via the previous passage, as well as others, Galen indicates that he wrote Foer.Form. to refute
the cardio-centric positions of philosophers and physicians on the SiamAaocis of the
embryo.’” He points out that these men have fallen into error primarily because they have
disregarded anatomy as the proper source of the premisses (AquuoToa) of their proofs
(GmoSeiEets). By censuring these men’s amodeieis, he emphasizes that he is attacking the
logic behind their claims. Hence, he makes it quite clear that this work’s arguments are to be
assessed in the context of what Galen perceived to be ‘scientific proofs’.**

Another potential internal indicator of his audience is his use of anatomical evidence.
In Chapters 2 and 3, Galen gives a detailed anatomical account of the formation of the
embryo.35 While the terminology and the level of detail in this account far exceeded the
knowledge of non-specialists, a point 1 will come back to later, Galen’s anatomical account
should not be taken as an indication that he is only writing to anatomists and physicians.*® It
only indicates that he assumed the audience understood how this information should be
presented and that they would consider it a compelling form of emoTnun, which appears to
be the case among philosophers, physicians and learned élites.>’ Furthermore, statements,

such as ‘The anatomists have given names to these two membranes’ (ovouoTa 8¢ Tols Suol

32 Foet.Form., N. 54.3-8, 78.32-80.3, 80.14-20, 90.27-92.3, 102.10-21 = K. 4.652-653, 675, 676-677, 687

698. o
33 Sem.. de Lacy 1992, 4-14, Sextus Empiricus, Pyrr.Hyp.. 2.134-143; Tieleman 1996, 12-23. cf. Ebert 1993

34 pfP, de Lacy 1978, 102.17-117.31; Tieleman 1996, 12-23. ' '

* Anatomical terms, such as xopiov (N. 66.5 = K. 4.662), auveios (N. 60.14 = K. 4.657), oupaxds (N. 60.9 =
K. 4.657) and peoevteprov (N. 64.9 = K. 4.661), are the kind of technical terms that Galen uses in this ;avori( It
should be noted that anatomical terms, such as xdptov and pecevtépiov, also appear in Julius Pollux's
Onamasticon, which is a kind of lexicon dedicated to Commodus (On. 2.223.3, 2.223.6, 2.211.2, 2.225.3). The
source of Pollux’s anatomical terminology appears to be from Rufus of Ephesus’ On the Names ’o/'rhe 'Pa;‘ts of
the Bod. ' o

36 yan der Eijk 1997, 86-89.

37 Nutton argues that ‘anatomy was already in vogue in Rome when Galen arrived there in AD 162 and that
Galen’s anatomical writings and displays were not novelties but ‘allow us to situate him within developments
already begun rather than instituted solely by him’. Nutton 2004, 213-215. While not all philosophers and
physicians agreed as to the epistemic value of anatqmical knowledge, it seems that anatomy was held in a high
regard. Even Soranus, who claims that anatomy is aXpnoTos to medical practice, nevertheless feels compelled
to address the topic if only to show that he is aware of the discoveries made via anatomy. Sor. Gyn. llberg 1927

.. o ’
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TouTOlS UpESIy of dvaTopikol TeBetvTon),™ do not imply that the audience was versed in
anatomy. And, when he states that ‘now long and consistent clinical experience has moved
doctors universally to share the opinion of anatomists’,”” one gets the impression that his
audience extends beyond physicians to embrace a public who were aware of the language and
concepts of anatomy and physiology but whose interest was in the subject and not necessarily
in anatomy.

Although Galen professes that this topic is important to medicine,” there is no
concerted effort to discuss its medical applications.®' Foet.Form.’s primary focus is how
anatomy can be applied to theoretical questions about the embryo. The questions that he
brings up in this work, such as What is formed first in the embryo?; When does the embryo
move from plant-like to animal-like function?; How do the vessels branch from the heart?;
How is the embryo nourished?; and What is the cause of the formation of the embryo?, are
common topics of philosophical inquiries on the soul.** This, coupled with the fact that he
often appears to assume that his audience does not know what medicine or anatomists have
discovered, again indicates that he has not strictly oriented this work toward practitioners of
medicine.*’

That said, a theoretical account of the soul and the formation of the embryo should not
be limited to only philosophers, since contemporary medical authors, such as Soranus, express
an interest in speaking about the faculties, locus and nature of the soul.** The so-called ‘high-

L d :
medicine’ of the 2" century AD often demonstrates its close ties with philosophy, which can

3% Foet.Form., N. 60.12-13 = K. 4.657.
¥ 60 & ég mohhou Tots T’ldVGTOUIKOTs‘ WHOAOYTIHEVNS TAUTNS TAV Te Tabdv Ths taoews £k
I(ro)\uxpovu?u Te Kol OuBdLVOy ngipcxg QTOo! TOIS 1aTPOIS.... Foet.Form..N. 80.29-31 = K. 4.677.

’ Galen claims that the topic is Xprotuov to physicians in that they are able to recognize, in cases of paralysis or
problems wi;]h pchrcepﬁpn.hwl:iich parts are endowed with sensation and how the brain and nerves are involved
However, other than this, he docs not discuss the medical uses of th i i i .
e 328013 = K. 4.675.676, ¢ topics presented in this work. Foer.Form.,
41 There were certainly other medical ways in which the topic of embryonic anatomy could be addressed. For
instance, in his gynecological treatise, Soranus (AD 98-138) provided a section on the description of .fetal
anatomy. 1{1 this tfeatise, So\ran‘us poses. the gucstion, ‘What grows inside the uterus of the pregnant woman
(Tiva kuouons TNS YUVaIKOS EVTOS TS UNTPOS ¢\30VTm)?‘, to which he gives a fairly detailed anatomical
account of the anatomy of the embryo, which he links to the practical concerns of the rupture of the membranes
and pregnancy. Sor., Gyn., liberg 1927, 1.57-59. While the topic of the soul and the formation of the embryo
does occur in Soranus’ gynccological treatise (Sor., Gyn., llberg 1927, 1.36-41, 43-44), it is not the primar
question, and it is subsumed in a broader discussion of conception. Other examples of ‘medical’ discussions o);‘
the development of embryo/fetus can be found in the Greck embryological calendars, which attempt to offer
practical advice in regard to the delivery of a viable child. Parker 1999.

42 Foer Form., N. 68.17-70.11, 74.3-18, 76.10-19, 84.25-86.7, 90.27-106.13 = K. 4.665-666, 670, 672, 681
687-702. cf. Pseudo-Plutarchus’ Placita philosophorum, 907¢-908c; Alcinous, Introductio in Platon;'m ll/ 23‘
24, 25; Alexander of Aphrodisias, De anima, 94.7-100.17. T
3 Foet.Form., N. 80.26-82 .4, 96.29-98.6 = K. 4.677, 693.

44 goranus addressed the subject of the soul in the four books of a work entitled TTepl Yuxns, of which Tertullian
seems to have made use when he wrote his treatise on the soul. Soranus also appears to have written works
dedicated to the topic of the seed and generation, respectively. Hanson and Green 1994, 1006-1007, 10311033
Earlier medical precedents for these psyche-soma discussions can be found in the ‘Hippocratic’ wc;rks of Cora"
and Morb.Sacr. See also von Staden 2000. )
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be seen in its shared epistemic concerns and the subject matters.* The relationship between
philosophers and physicians is historically so intertwined, especially when it comes to the
matters of causality and natural philosophy, that it is often difficult to determine which
subjects are clearly medical and which are clearly philosophical. On the one hand, we have
the great 2" century AD commentator and teacher of Aristotelian philosophy, Alexander of
Aphrodisias, writing pieces on rather ‘medical’ topics, such as De febribus and De mixtione.*®
And, on the other hand, we have Galen and Soranus both writing works on the soul. In
addition to the sharing of subject matters, the origins of physicians’ epistemic approaches
were often associated with different philosophical schools or beliefs.*” Thus, both
philosophers and physicians took into consideration each other’s views on a subject as they

related to nature and the human body.

3.2 Presence of the audience
Let us now turn to the question of what kind of presence and role does Galen give the

audience in this work. Unlike Thras., the audience/addressee, as represented by Galen’s use of
the vocative or second person singular/plural, has almost no presence in this work.*® He only
uses the second person once. It occurs in the optative form of the second person singular of
eupiokew.”” This one instance, however, does not seem to indicate that he is writing to a
specific individual. It is merely a formulaic way of demonstrating what the audience would
find if they had any significant experience in anatomical dissections, i.e. an unspecified ‘you’
= ‘one’. As in Thras., Galen uses third person imperatives and first person plurals to mark
transitions in his arguments. For example, having given a description of the anatomy of an
embryo in its early stages, he declares:

Let this be submitted (UTroPePArobeo) for us as a kind of foundation

(Bepghio) for the statement which will follow. Let us examine closely

(oxoTreopebo) the subject of how it appears that the whole subsequent

formation of the embryo is from the faculty of the sperm taking again

the beginning (apxnv) of our inquiry (eUpEcews) from the

observations of anatomy.”°

45 The distinction between ‘high’ and ‘low’ medicinc is made in Riddle 1993.

4 15 addition to philosophical treatises, the topic of the cause of disease was a part of an introduction to Platonic
philosophy in the 2™ century AD. Alcinous, Introductio in Platonem, 22.

47 Sextus Empiricus’ and Galen's discourses on medical sects often linked these sects™ origins to philosophers
and philosophical collectives. Frede and Walzer 1985, ix-xxxiv; Allen 1993; Hankinson 1998, 7-48.

# Appendix C, Table 2.

4 Foet. Form., N.98.11 = K. 4.694.

50 rouT! MEV TEIV OOV es'ué)ya TGV EpEds eipnoouévcgv uToBePArobw. okomuwpeba 8 T auTols, Smes
£lks EGTI TO KUOUEVOV UTIO TS KOTG TO OMepua Suvauews Gmrav edeliis Stamhaabiva, Thv dpxmv Ths
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Here, he uses the third person imperative of UroBoAAev to indicate that he is submitting his
anatomical observations as a type of logical premise of a starting point for the following
investigation. This type of language, which appeals to the reader’s sense of logic, is also
echoed in other parts of this work.”' Likewise, he uses the third person imperative to advance
his argument and to convey that he is demonstrating his answer through a logical method. In
this way, he seems to acknowledge the audience’s ability to assess his arguments at a
theoretical level of logical proofs.

His use of the first person plural in this passage indicates that the audience is to
examine the logical progression of his arguments. His use of this first person plural conveys a
sense of orality to this work. Thus, we observe Galen addressing the audience with the
statement, ‘we will remind ourselves’ (QVaUVNOOUEY TUGS aUTOUS), before entering into a
discussion of the topic of the formation and management of plants. In this way, Galen’s use
of the first person plural in these instances is nothing more than a rhetorical ‘we’ used to mark

off an important transition or argument in this account.

3.3 Auto-references and the ideal audience

In the Galenic Corpus, when he refers to his own works, Galen should be seen as
projecting the idea that his ideal audience is part of his circle of friends/students. In
Foet.Form., Galen’s self-references are used primarily for advancing his arguments.5 3 He uses
them to avoid repeating or going into too much detail concerning a topic that he feels he has
already addressed elsewhere. Hence, by simply referring his ideal audience to another one of
his works, he frees himself to move on to other topics. For example, he states, ‘This account
[i.e. Foer.Form.] requires certain distinctions which have been fully (ém mwAéov) addressed in
the treatise (UTopvniuaciv) On the Doctrines of Hippocrates and Plato and the necessary
matters (GVayKaicv ovTwv) have been selected here in summary (gv kepahaiors).”** These
kinds of statements serve an important didactic function because they indicate how this
particular written discourse is related to previous ones.>> What is curious about Galen’s use of

these kinds of auto-references in Foer.Form. is that he does not employ the second person to

gUpéotcos adbls &TO TCW KATG TS GUATOMGS OPWUEVLYV TOMOGHEVOl. Foet.Form., N. 62.23-27 = K.
4.660.

5! Foet.Form., N. 68.24,94.7 = K. 4.666. 689.

2 Foet.Form., N. 68.20 = K. 4.665.

53 Aristotle also refers his audience to his own writings in order to move his argument along. For example, in
Resp., he refers to de An. (474.b.10-11), HA (477.a.1-7, 478.b.25-29).

% Siopiopcdv 8¢ Tiveov 6 AGyos oUTos xprilet AeAeyutveow pev emt mhéov év Tois TTepi Tcdw mmokpdTous
kol TTAGTVOS SoypdTwv UTouviuaoty, ev kepadaiotls 8t kot viv avaykaicv SvTwv AexBivat.
Foet.Form.,N. 82.18-20 =K. 4.679.

5 This type of didactic progression can be found in the Aristotelian Corpus in works, such as G4, which list at
the beginning what has been previously covered to explain why and how he can proceed to the next subject
matter. G4 7135a.
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intimate that he is writing to friends/students.’® Such auto-references indicate that the ideal

audience is assumed to be familiar with and have access to his texts. However, there is no
intrinsic or extrinsic evidence that this work is a continuation of a previous lecture or a text
that is designed to fit in a series of lectures. In other words, we should not view the ideal
audience as being students who are attending Galen’s lectures on a subject.

Although Galen mentions various works that contain subject matter being addressed in
Foet.Form., these remarks signify only a topical, rather than a didactic, link. Some of the
other Galenic works mentioned in Foet.Form. are too chronologically removed to suggest that
this work represents a didactic progression for a school of students. Rather, Foer.Form.
represents Galen’s exposition on a subject of current interest to him. This can be perceived
from Galen’s discussion of Sem. in Foet.Form."” He states that, when he was writing Sem., he
described the chronological order of the formation of the embryo, noting that the heart and
liver were formed in the first few days of conception.58 He then claims that he needed to
address this again, remarking that because the embryo is initially like a plant, it is more
plausible that the heart serves no role in the initial stages of the embryo and is formed after
the liver.”® Thus, in Foer.Form. Galen is attempting to clarify his theoretical position on the

heart in the formation of the embryo.

IV. Author

4.1 Galen's portraval of his scientific community

On particular topics or fields of study, the ways in which both ancient physicians and
philosophers advanced their competing scientific explanations reveal, in the broadest sense, a
‘discourse community’—one that spans time, profession and geography via the written
word.®® Galen situates his exposition of this subject within a scientific community of men who
wrote TEPI TAs TGV Kuoupévwv SiamAacews.® At the outset of the work, he lists three

groups of specialists who addressed this topic: physicians (laTpol), philosophers

5¢ Appendix C, Table 2.

57 Foet.Form., N. 66.19-32 = K. 4.663-664.

58 Sem., de Lacy 1992, 92.3-104.12.

% ¢f. De propriis placitis, Nutton 1999, 91.18-94.17, 177-179.

% p.12,n.25.

61 He notes, at the beginning of this work, that *both physicians and philosophers have attempted to write about
the construction of §mbryo§ withput holding anatomy as a starting point for their discourse’. Tept TAs TGV
KUOULEVCOV SIGTTAGIOECS ETEXEIPROOY HEV toTPOl Te kat dtAcGodor ypddey undepiav aopuny cv
Aéyouorv € avaTopfis mapexouevor. Foer.Form.,N. 54.3-8 =K. 4.652. Later in this work, he describes
Chrysippus, Peripatetics and Stoics as having declared (amodrivacBat) their positions. Foer.Form., N. 78.12-16
=K. 4.674.



160
(d1Adoodor) and anatomists (GuaTopikoi).* Thus, he sets off anatomists as a distinct group,
which also serves to emphasize certain physicians, such as Methodists and Empiricists, were
unqualified to speak on the development of the embryo because they did not engage in
anatomical research. In Foet.Form., Galen refers to anatomists with various terms, such as
SUOTOHIKOL GUSPES, o1 avaTopikol and avaTtopikol 1aTpol.®® None of these terms occur in
any of his predecessors’ or contemporaries’ works. Thus, Galen uses these collectives to
suggest a sense of unity among a rather disparate group of individuals.®*

With the notion of a collective ol avatouikol, Galen argues that their approach to
addressing the question was methodical, veridical and quite distinct from the other two
groups. To prove that anatomy was part of medical science, he claims that Hippocrates was
the first to write anything truthful (cAnBcs) about this subject, noting how Hippocrates’
approach was to ‘base his investigation not on conjectures from logic (Aoykals uTTovolals),
but by discernment from observation (aioBnTais S1ayvesoeotv)’.® Galen then points out
that not all physicians have this expertise. To emphasize this, he relates how a certain
physician (TiS 1aTpos), ‘when he had seen only once (amaE)’ an aborted embryo, which was
32 days old, concluded that all embryos have the same appearance.®® In so doing, this
physician, as Galen claims, ignored the writings of Hippocrates and others. Galen then cites a
rather fanciful and often quoted passage in Nar.Puer. as evidence of Hippocratic expertise in
anatomical observation, mentioning how the author (i.e. Hippocrates or Polybus) gave a
detailed (Gkp!Bads) and clear (cads) account of the anatomy of this embryo.®” Thus, Galen

overlooks Aristotle’s lengthy treatment on the formation and development of the embryo in

%2 Foer.Form., N. 54.3-8, 96.28-30 = K. 4.652, 693. Philosophers and physicians are both seen as contributing to
the knowledge of ‘embryology’. For example, in Pseudo- Plutarchus Placita phzlosophorum one observes a
series of doctrinal topics dedicated to embryology (e.g. gt TO euPpuov Liov / Tds TpideTon Ta EuPpua / Ti
TpaTOV TeAeotoupyEiTal €v T yooTpl). In this series of topics, the author lists the opmxom of both
philosophers (e.g. Plato, Aristotle, Empedocles, Diogenes, Democritus, Epicurus and the collectlve ol 2Tmn<0|)
and phy51c1ans (c.g. Hippocrates, Herophilus, Polybus, Diocles and the collectives, ot tatpol and ot
" Epmerpikot). Mau 1971, 907¢ — 908c.

* Foet.Form.. (Gvatopikol Gudpes) N. 70.20 = K. 4.667. (o1 avaTopkoi) N. 60.13, 80.12, 84.20, 94.18, 96.30
=K. 4.657, 676, 680, 690, 693, (avaToutkol 1aTpot) N. 80.19, 90.18 = K. 4.677, 685. Galen also uses the aorist
participle avaTeuovTes presumably to indicate those who were involved in anatomical studies. Foet.Form., N.
54.6 = K. 4.652.

64 Ongen seems to view this group as a collective. Ol Yap Tepl TAS QVOTOUGS npayum‘suoausvon Tc..w
mprv Philocalia, 10.2.16-17. However, he could be simply echoing Galen’s statement about ol mepl Tos
avaTopas Setvol in UP, K. 3. 677. 14 3.682.14-15, 3.771.19; Grant 1983; Nutton 1988, 316-317.

65 1nn0KpaTns ¢ npwros WV iopEv sypa\ys Tt mepl SiamAcoews EuPpucov aAnbds o Aoylkous
dmovoiats TV aonouOmv s Cnmioecos ¢émTpépoas, GAN aionrais Siaryvedoeatv, oud’ olv TavTats
SAiyals womep Eviot xaBoAikas amodacets ek Twv amak N Sis o¢pBevrewv momodpevor. Foer.Form., N.
54 9-12 =K. 4.653.

% kol VOV YOUV TS laTpos eeaaozuevos amag éxtpaabiv EuPpuov Miuepcov X kai Suoiv Exov 1180 cadij tis
SiaAAOEwWS utroypaqmv 5§ EmM MAVTWV squucov OUTG YIYVOuEVOV omsq)ouvero uis TO WPOS
1T TOKPATOUS EIPNKEVY, UNTL YE 81 TV aAAwv, 00Ol MEP! TOUTwWV 10TOPNOAVY, GVEYVWKWS. Foet.Form.,
N. 54.13-16 =K. 4.653.

67 Foet.Form., N. 54.20-58.2 = K. 4.653. cf. Soranus, Gyn., 60.
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GA, a text that Galen professes to be familiar with in Sem., to use a distinctively medical
exemplar for this creative history of the origins of anatomy."R Galen'’s slight of Aristotle’s
more relevant and ‘anatomical’ account is purposeful in that it supports Galen’s later attack
on the cardio-centric theory—a theory that Aristotle put forth in G4 and other works.

The scientific community expressed in Form.Foet. includes both Galen’s predecessors
and his contemporaries. In the case of his predecessors, he identifies them by name: Aristotle,
Epicurus, Chysippus, Plato, Hippocrates, Polybus, Herophilus and Erasistratus.®” In the case
of his contemporaries, he tends to speak of them in terms of collectives: Peripatetics, Stoics,
Platonists, philosophers, physicians and anatomists.”’ Galen uses these individuals and
collectives primarily to contrast the views of philosophers with those of physicians who
practice anatomy. This involves a negative portrayal of a philosophical figure’s or collective’s
understanding of the subject followed by a rather positive image of a medical figure.

For example, at the beginning of Chapter 6, he criticizes such philosophers for
ignoring ‘the researches of doctors’ (Ta Tpos TGV iaTpcov eCnmuéva), and later in this
chapter, he points out that ‘none of those who proclaim to have a knowledge of natural
philosophy’ (0USEls TV TNy ¢uaioloyiav émayyelhougvcov) have looked into what is
involved in the transmission of such a large number of motions within the human body, which
is a subject he claims the more conscientious doctors (EmpeAéaTepor iaTpol) have looked
into. By ‘conscientious’, he is referring to those who turn to anatomy, his so-called ol
dvaTouikol iaTpol. He describes philosophers who have decidedly cardio-centric views as
rushing recklessly (rrpom:Tc:Js) to conclusions in their attempts to prove these theories.”!
This image is contrasted with that of the anatomists—physicians, whose inquiry is based both
on reason (AOyw) and on the things that are made manifest by anatomy (Tols €€ avaTouns
¢a|vouév01s).72 Thus, he claims, ‘It is likely that many people have been thoroughly
deceived, and particularly philosophers since they know nothing about the things revealed by

animal dissections, especially the skilfully conducted dissection of living animals which is

68 Sem.. de Lacy 1992, 68.3-72.19.

 Foet.Form., ( Ap1oToTEAns) N. 68.17, 104.17 = K. 4.665, 700, ( Emikoupos) N. 92.13 = 5.688, (Xpuctrmos)
N. 68.15. 78.12, 104.10 = K. 665, 674,699, (TThaTcov) N. 68.15-17, 76.3-6, 104.18, 104.12 = K. 4.665, 671
672. 700, 700, (ImmokpaTns) N. 54.9, 54.15, 66.6, 72.11 = K. 4.653, 653, 662, 668, (TTohuBos) N. 54.21 =K.
4.653, ( Hpodthos) N. 82.12 = K. 4.678, (EpaciotpaTos) N. 74.6 = K. 4.670.

 Foet.Form., (TepimatnTikot) N. 78.13 =K. 4.674, (ZTleOl)N 80.14, 104.18 = K. 4.676, 700,
(MaTeovikos) N. 104.25 = K. 4.700, (anatomists) see n. 31, (iotpot) N. 54.3,54.13, 66.24, 80.1, 80.5, 84.27,
88.23.90.15,90.28,94.21 = K. 4.652, 653, 663, 676, 676, 681, 684, 686, 687, 690, ($1Adcodor) N. 54.4, 66.24,
66.33, 82.7, 82.11,90.15,92.6, 100.1, 100.12 = K. 4.652, 663, 664, 678, 678, 686, 687, 695, 696.

7 Foet.Form., N. 102.10-21 = K. 4.698.

2 Foet. Form., 102.21-26 = K. 4.699.
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73 In this way, he portrays the anatomists as

useful for laying bare the deep parts of the body.
being more scientifically credible and as a distinct epistemic group with their own expertise.

His attack on philosophers and physicians hinges on homogenizing views between
collectives. For example, he simplifies the differences in theoretical approaches among the
three aforementioned groups by lumping philosophers and physicians together. He uses the
phrase 1oTpol Te kat dpthocodor, or a similar formula, five times in Foet.Form. as a way of
censuring an overall theoretical position, which does not turn to anatomy for its inquiries into
the body.”* In all but one of these instances, he contrasts this meta-collective with himself or
anatomists. Thus, with one broad stroke, he paints physicians who do not make use of
anatomy as being the same colour as his negative image of reckless philosophers who rely on
hypothetical premisses in their discussion of observable facts.

For example, he notes how physicians and philosophers all agree that during its early
stages the embryo is managed in the same way as plants. While the notion of the growth of
the embryo being similar to a plant was the common view of many philosophers, not all of
these groups recognized the change from plant to animal in the development of the embryo,
which Galen implies in this statement.” In this work, diverse philosophical entities, such as
the Stoics, Chrysippus and Peripatetics, all are described as putting forward the same
argument: namely, the heart is formed first and all other parts are formed from it, and because
it is formed first, all vessels must come from it.® Thus, he simplifies their position with a
generalization so that he may more effectively attack their collective endoxa.

On the flip side of this coin, Galen projects a rather orthodox view of anatomists. In
multiple places in this text, he notes how anatomists are all in agreement in regard to some of
the claims he puts forward.”’ In many of his other works, he depicts an agonistic relationship
between different physicians who wrote about anatomy and performed anatomical
demonstrations. Galen’s attempt to homogenize the views of these groups reflects the
aforementioned Siaipeois of a problem on a subject, which is commonly used in theses and
treatises. However, Galen’s method is a highly rhetorical approach to these kinds of divisions
in that he often focuses on negative characterizations of their scientific ethos in addition to

attacking their position. Of course, the favourable image of anatomists which Galen conveys

} Tous mohhous & eikos eEnmatnodal, Kal ua)\noru Tous ¢rhoooous, s Qv oUSEV EMOTapEVOUS TGV
gV Tals 5|a|psosm TGV fuywv ¢>a|vousvmv wv ua)\lor E0TI XPNOIHA TG KATA TRV €M TV LeovTeov
AVOTOUNV syxslpouusvnv TEXVIKQS £1S yuuvmow TV &V ™™ Baesl uoplmv Foet.Form., N. 66.33-68.3 =
K. 4.664.

7 Eoet.Form., N. 54.4, 66.24,90.15 cf. 80.1, 88.22 = K. 4.652, 663, 686 cf. 5.675, 684.
75 Tieleman 1991.

7 Foet.Form.,N.78.12-15 = K. 4.674.

7 Foet.Form.. N. 70.19-26, 80.9-13, 80.14-25 =K. 4.667, 676, 676-677.



163

in Foet.Form. is used to persuade the audience that his anatomical evidence is incontestable

and epistemologically distinct from that of philosophers and non-anatomists.

4.2 Authorial presence and scientific ethos

Galen's presence is evident throughout this text in his use of the first person singular
and plural.78 This work demonstrates a very personal approach to his exposition. As was
noted, his use of the first person plural conveys the kinds of audience-oriented transitions one
would expect in a lecture. Through his use of the first person, he also creates a distinct
scientific ethos. In Chapters 2 and 3, he makes it very clear that his arguments are derived
from his own anatomical expertise. Here, as was discussed carlier, Galen presents a very
detailed anatomical account of the initial and subsequent stages of the development of the
embryo. The anatomical terminology he uses indicates to his audience that he has a command
of the lexis of anatomists. Likewise, his use of the anatomical narrative of the vessels and
their movement from a set origin to a destination fits with the typical model of anatomical
discourse. While he does show an awareness of the writings and terminology of anatomists,
he does not suggest that his findings were derived from book learning. For example, Galen
indicates to his audience that he has observed via dissection the insertion of the great vein into
the liver when he claims, ‘And I say “implanted” since 1 am putting into words the appearance
of its anatomy.” " Hence, he leaves no doubt in his audience’s mind to which epistemic group
he belongs.

However, he does not present a one-dimensional scientific ethos. He portrays himself
as being fully aware of philosophy. He demonstrates his awareness of the terminological
distinctions that the followers of Aristotle, Chrysippus and Plato make in regard to the soul.*
He also provides terse descriptions of the causal theories of Epicurus and Stoic
philosophers.SI And, as we have seen, he uses analytical terminology to point out the errors of
his opponents’ philosophical dnoSsif,Els. Thus, he signifies to his audience that he is
qualified to be a part of a philosophical discourse on this subject.

Galen further demonstrates his philosophical leanings in this work. Through explicit
remarks and coded language, he reiterates that Stoics are the primary target of most of his

criticisms. He notes how the Stoics seem useless (axpnoTos) in their inquiries because they

7 He uses the first person plural pronoun 27 times (0.33% of the total word count) and the first person plural
verb forms 15 times (0.18% of the total word count). He uses the first person singular pronoun 18 times (0.22%
of the total word count) and the first person singular verb forms 44 times (0.55% of the total word count).
Appendix C, Table 2. .

7 Myw 8 euueabar Ty £k Ths avaTouns 15eav Epunvevwv. Foet.Form., N. 64.2-3 = K. 4.660.

80 foer.Form., N. 68.10-23 = K. 4.665.

81 Foet. Form.,N.90.27-94.2 =K. 4.687.
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do not make use of anatomy for their proofs.* With a bit of sarcasm, he calls them proposers
of theoretical knowledge (ot BewypnTiknv UmoBeuevol) who identify themselves with the
terms dp1Aocodia and guSoipovia.® And, as we have already noted, he specifically declares
that his argument is especially against them (Tpos ous 0 AOyos 0TI pot poAioTa).

Despite Plato’s lack of anatomical proofs, Galen leaves him unscathed in his refutation
of philosophers. We even observe Galen citing Plato’s Timaeus (70a) in his criticisms of
Erasistratus’ position on blood in the arteries.** We also find Galen using Middle-Platonic
concepts and terminology to explain his own position on the soul, such as when he describes
how the human seed, male and female, will have ‘the scheme of the Demiurge’ (0 ToU
Snuioupyou Aoyos €et). He indicates to his audience that he had multiple Platonist teachers.
His Platonist leanings in this work should come as no surprise considering his affinity for the
theory of a tripartite soul, which he ascribes to Plato. However, Galen does express his
disagreement with one of his teacher’s explanations of the soul’s role in the construction of
animal and human embryos.85 He notes how this teacher claimed that the soul extends
throughout the universe and constructs the embryo of humans and animals. Galen recounts
how he thought it an impiety (cxogPe1ax) to believe that such a soul also constructs creatures,
such as spiders, mice, mosquitoes, helminthes and vipers. At first blush, he seems to be telling
his audience that his Platonic education did not make him so blind as to accept everything that
was espoused by his teachers.* However, Galen uses this position as a way of establishing
that, unlike philosophers, his scientific ethos prevents his explanations of nature from
becoming impious.

In this work, Galen projects an awareness of what can and cannot be known for certain
in regard to this subject. Much of this has to do with his notion of scientific and unscientific
premisses as expressed in PHP.* In regard to questions that relate to lower-level physical
explanations, such as the formation of the embryo and the faculties of the parts, he expresses
his position in clear and dogmatic statements. He moves from topic to topic, declaring that he
has proven his point. He makes the source of his arguments explicit as well. For example, as

the inquiry moves forward into the faculties of the parts, he informs the audience that he must

82 Foet.Form., N. 80.14-25 =K. 4.676-677.

8 Eoet.Form.. N. 82.5-9 = K. 4.678; Long 1996, 85-106, 179-201.

8 Eoet.Form., N. 76.3-9 =K. 4.671-672.

85 Foet.Form., N. 104.25-106.2 = K. 700-701.

% Alexander of Aphrodisias makes the same charge using similar examples, except in this case, he links this to
Stoic doctrine. Alexander of Aphrodisias, De anima, Todd 1976, 142.24-30. As Todd not’cs Alexander’s
statement resembles the *old criticism of the Stoics that they made God a meddler in details’. Toéd 1976, 226-
227. It would seem plausible that Galen’s criticism is suggesting that this Platonist teacher is espousing, Stoic
ideas. However, it is quite clear from Plac.Prop. that Galen ascribed such a doctrine of 1 To0 koopoU YuxT to
Plato. Plac.Prop., Nutton 1999, 104.15-108.10; Nickel 2001, 168—169.

87 Tieleman 1996, 8-37.
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move to proofs that extend beyond ‘merely the observation of the parts’ (£ aiTns amhids
Ths Béas TV popicov).™ However, when the discussion proceeds to the higher cause of the
formation of the embryo, i.e. the identity of the 0OdwWTATOS TE kal SUVETWTATOS
Snuioupyos.™ he starts to reveal the limitations of anatomical and physiological evidence.
However, he is quick to point out that philosophers’ evidence does not lead to true
knowledge. He makes this very clear when he digresses into a story about him questioning
some philosophers concerning the identity of the craftsman of the body.” He notes how none
of their arguments met his standard of geometrical proofs (ypoupikal amodei€is), much less
the level of rhetorical plausibility (onTopikai mioTels).”" In fact, turning to his typical attack
on sophistic arguments, he notes how none of these philosophers’ accounts agreed with each
other’s. In a rhetorical move to establish an ethos of scientific self-reflection, he confesses
(opohoyeiv) that he was unable to come to a conclusion on this topic based on his own
standard of proof. He then challenges the 8¢ivoi of philosophers ‘to ungrudgingly share with
us’ (apBOveas MUV o ToU Kovwvoat) whatever codov they find in their inquiries into this
subject. This rhetorical salvo signals that these clever philosophers are only capable of
deceptive arguments which fall apart under the scrutiny of Galen’s methodological approach
to knowledge.

This brings me to my final point about his approach to creating his scientific ethos. At
the end of this work, as was already noted in his disagreement with the Platonist teacher,
Galen calls to mind Platonic language and theory. He takes on the aporetic posture of Socrates
and declares, ‘Now I confess I am in a state of aporia concerning the cause of the formation of
the embryo.’92 He then goes on to offer what he can say about the construction of bodies,
namely lower level causalities such as the observable motion and order of the body, based on
certain observable principles (K Tiveov 8 capx@v evopydv). The state of aporia, he
proclaims, should not be taken as an admission of failure but as a clear marker as to the ethos
of the scientific Socrates. His aporetic statements only serve to solidify his distinct position in
this debate by setting up an epistemological boundary between his brand of medical inquiry
and those who follow philosophical speculations. Hence, his expressed scientific ethos is such

that, when he is faced with a subject which cannot be scientifically explained, he is wise

% Foet.Form..N. 82.16-17 = K. 4.678-679.

% Foet.Form..N. 98.25 = K. 4.696.

% Eoet.Form.,N. 98.19-100.13 = K. 4.694-696.

' A very thought-provoking treatment of Galen’s axi9matic reasoning can be found in Hankinson 1991.

92ty PEV OUV GTTOPEIY opoloy mept Tol SiamAacavTos aitiou To EuPpuov. Foer.Form., N. 104.15-16 =
K. 4.700.
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enough to confess that he does not know the answer. Galen’s criteria for truth limit his inquiry

to physical possibilities and formal logic.”

V. Message

5.1 Beginnings
Foet.Form. has a proposed subject that it maintains to its logical completion.”® Galen

begins this work with the topical phrase—ept kuoupévewov Siamhacews. This is a fairly
common type of beginning for a treatise. It is a rather direct way of indicating the overall
subject of a work. If the author was writing on a common topic, one of the common ways in
which an author situated his treatise would be to illustrate that there was some sort of
disagreement (S1a¢eovia) among experts on a particular problem. This disagreement was
illustrated by a simplification of the each party’s endoxa. For the sake of establishing a
Galenic decorum for scientific refutation, let us first turn to Sem. to draw some comparisons.
At the beginning of this work, Galen sets forth the epistemic frame for his refutation of
Aristotle and Peripatetic philosophers’ theories:

What is the use and what is the power of semen? Is it to be reckoned as

two principles, the material and the active, as Hippocrates supposed

(UméAaev), or only one of them, the efficient, as in the opinion of

Aristotle, who holds (vouilcov) that it provides a beginning of motion

for the menstrual blood but does not grant that any part of the animal is

formed from it? It is worthwhile to investigate (émoxé\paoem) and

analyze (S1akpivat) the disagreement (Stadwviav) of such venerable

men, not by recourse to plausible arguments (ou mBavois Adyors),

which the majority of physicians and philosophers delight in, but by

demonstrative arguments that begin and proceed through what is

manifest (€€ Evopy@v Te ka1 81I° Evapydv amodeikvuvTes). And

since Aristotle too believes that the premisses (Ta AnupoaTo) for

demonstration (amodeifels) should be taken form experience

(epmeipias) pertinent to each matter under investigation, let us first

(TpcaTov) examine (¢miokepwuedo) the following point: whether the

93 Frede 1981 Hankinson 1991; Barnes 1993.
% q.v. n. 23 in this chapter.
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semen remains with the one who is about to become pregnant or

whether it too is voided.”
This passage illustrates a number of formal features and rhetorical moves, which we have
observed in our discussion of Foer.Form. The first rhetorical move occurs in the
doxographical statements of this passage. Here, he does not give a full argument of these men.
Rather, he presents an individual claim. He creates a need to explore the statements by
showing that there is a disagreement (Siadovia) between experts on a specific issue and by
suggesting that these men are articulating opinions which have yet to be proven. He describes
Aristotle as thinking/believing (vouilgi/oleTat) the dictum to be true, and in the case of
Hippocrates, he uses umoAaPev to indicate that Hippocrates was less resolute in regard to his
dictum because he ‘assumed’ or ‘supposed’ it to be so. Hence, Galen’s choice of verbs and
adverbs characterizes the nature of these men’s positions as conjecture. By suspending his
judgment on their reasoning, he intimates that these men’s views are still unproven, and
therefore, their dicta require his confirmation or refutation.

Likewise, at the beginning of Foet.Form., Galen points out that all philosophers and
physicians who did not use anatomy in their works on the formation of the embryo have
disagreed (Sradovnoan) among themselves.”® In this way, Galen creates a sense of
disagreement between anatomists and the other two groups in the aforementioned scientific
community. However, he also points out that anatomists have remained ignorant of certain
matters (Tiva). Thus, the audience is to understand that the subject matter needs to be
examined, and the way to best do this is by using anatomy as one’s starting point for inquiry.

The second rhetorical move is to characterize the type of evidence he uses to
demonstrate the truth. This is done by claiming that he is properly applying the principles of
Aristotle’s analytics.”” He claims that his conclusions are superior to the plausible arguments
(mBavol Aoyor) of philosophers and physicians because his premisses are derived from
experience (euTelpla) concerning the matters being sought. Galen makes it very clear in the
following passages what he means by éumeipia, noting how he did not trust the account of

others and, therefore, how he tested (meipaBnvat) what they said through the observation of

* Tis N xpeio kal Tis 1) Suvapis EOTH TOU OMEPUATOS; Gpd YE AGyov Exer Suciv &pxcv, UAIKTS Te kai
SpaoTikfs, ws Immokpatns umehaPev; N s eTepas povns, TS TOINTIKNS, s AploToTEANS oleTal,
XTIV HEV KIVIoEWS U auTol yiyveoBor T6) kaTaunwie vopilwy, ob priv tE abtol StamAdtreoo 16
{we OUYXWPWVY; aErov obv emoképaobor kai Stokpivar ThAkoUTeOV &vSp’cI)v Sradwoviav, ou mbavois
emTpéyavTes AGyols, ois oi TAEIoTOl TGV 1TPGY Te Ko $rAooodwv xaipouatv, alN' tE evapydov Te
kol 81 EVapPYGV omoSetkvUvTEs. EMEL 8E €K TS TEP EKAOTOU TGV LNToupEVV EUTELpias ofeTal XpRvan
kol ApIOTOTEARS s Tas c'xrro&e\n?,sls, AopBaveoan Ta Aupata, TPWTOV ToUTo aKkpiBds
tmokepwpeda, moTepov Evdov pEVEl TO OmEpUa TS MEAAOUGNS KUIGKEW, Tj ki OuvekkpiveTar. Sem., de
Lacy 1992, 4-14. Here, I have made some changes to De Lacy’s translation.

% Foet.Form,N. 3-8 =K. 4,652,

9 Ticleman 1995, 490-494; Hankinson 1991, 15-17.
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animals and his dissection of a large number of pregnant animals.”® Again, his premisses for
his arguments are necessarily true because the subject matter he uses is appropriate and
observable. He relegates his contemporary opponents’ premisses to the level of plausibility,
which again calls to mind the principles of premisses that Galen articulates in PHP:
Rhetorical premisses are based on plausible evidence, and therefore, they only lead to
plausibility not knowledge.

Similarly, in Foet.Form. Galen conveys the message that the material he will use to
demonstrate what can be known about this subject is epistemologically secure, can and should
be mated to logical proofs and ultimately will lead to knowledge. And, likewise, he
undermines the security of his opponents’ demonstrations by pointing out that their premisses
were derived from speculative evidence, and that is why these men fall into disagreement with
each other. In other words, if they were to use the right method and evidence, they would
always reach the same conclusion. Thus, the way in which the subject of a treatise was made

meaningful to examine has much to do with the way in which a thesis was presented.

5.2 Organizing principles

One of the recurring features in Foet.Form. is the criticism and refutation of particular
positions. These refutations are far less formulaic and systematic than the ones found in
Aristotle’s P4 and HA or Alexander of Aphrodisias’ Mixt.”® Nevertheless, one can discern
from Galen’s topics that his account responds to cardio-centric positions on the formation of
the embryo. As was noted, some of the topics that Galen addresses in Foet.Form. are common
philosophical problemata one finds in Placita literature, such as Pseudo-Plutarch’s Placita
philosophorum. In Foet.Form., Galen touches upon the following problemata: ‘Whether the
embryo is a living being (Ei To éuBpuov {cdov)?’; ‘What is the first thing completed in a
womb (T1 TpdTov TEAEGIoUpYEITAN €V YO TP1)?’; and ‘How are embryos nourished (TTds
TPEPETAN Ta Equua)‘?"OO I mention this only to stress that in order for Galen to speak to
such well-recognized questions of natural philosophy, it was necessary for him to establish his
position among his predecessors and contemporaries. Ultimately, the reoccurring, organizing
principle in Foet.Form. is to criticize and refute previous theories in order to advance one’s
own.

There are other more epistemological principles that contribute to the way in which

Galen has composed Foer.Form. Galen makes quite clear what the appropriate starting point

% Sem., de Lacy 1992, 64.15-68.14.

% Lengen recognizes ‘Kritik und Widerlegung anderer Meinungen’ as being recognizable formal features of a
‘Pragmatie’ in HA and PA. Lengen 2002, 191-210.

100 pseudo-Plutarch, Placita philosophum, 904-9011.pin.4-pin.31.
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(&pxm) for his treatment of this subject is. He declares that anatomy is the opxn of his

treatment of this subject. Thus, the anatomical accounts that he gives at the beginning of
Foet.Form. serve as ‘items of data’ by which Galen can ‘advance to axioms’ for his
demonstration.'’’ This can be perceived in the transitional statement at the end of his
anatomical account. He uses the imperative to say ‘let it be submitted’ (UmoBeBAnobeo) that
the prior anatomical account will be the foundation (Bepghiax) for the arguments to follow.'™
He exhorts the audience, ‘let us examine’ (okomwyeba) the formation of the embryo by the
power of the sperm making the observations for anatomy as the starting point (cpxn).'” In
other words, to find the answer to something that cannot be observed, i.e. the power of the
sperm, one should pull the information for one’s premisses from what can be observed,
namely the anatomy of the embryo. Thus, a common mode of his argumentation in
Foet.Form. is to relate his observations of anatomical and physiological phenomena and then
use this information to deduce an aspect of the construction of the embryo that is not self-
evident or observable.

The nature of the questions is another way in which Foet.Form. is structured along
epistemological lines. That is to say, Galen moves from the most anatomical-physiological
types of problems to those which require higher or non-scientific evidence, i.e. metaphysical
causes. This order is conveyed in the way he moves from problems that can solved by the
evidence provided from anatomical observation of the parts to questions of the faculties of
these parts, which is the kind of topic that requires physiological experimentation and
extrapolation. And, lastly, he addresses the kinds of metaphysical questions that cannot be
determined via purely scientific observations, such as the identity and nature of the soul that
constructs bodies. He brings Foet.Form. to a suitable conclusion by declaring what he can
scientifically say about the aiTia ToU Kuoupgvou yevéoews and by directing the audience
toward one of his texts which demonstrates how no one has scientifically answered this

metaphysical question. 104

5.3 The embryo and anatomical evidence

As was noted earlier, the formation of the embryo was a standard question of
philosophy and medicine, which can be seen in the series of questions on the embryo
presented in De placita philosophorum. Of the three aforementioned questions from this

work, the question—Ti TPATOV TEAECIOUPYEITAN €V TT) YOO Tpi—is of central importance to

97 Hankinson 1991, 24.

102 Foet. Form., N. 62.23-24 = K. 4.660.
103 foer.Form., N. 62.25-27 = K. 4.660.
104 Foet.Form.,N. 106.10-13 = K. 4.702.
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Foet.Form. The author lists six doxai on this subject: He claims ol ZTwikoi believe the
whole thing is formed; *ApioToTeAns puts forward the loins; 'AAkpaicov says it is the head;
ol laTpol say it is the heart; and in regard to the two other groups, one says it is the big toe
and the other claims it is the navel.'®® While this is not necessarily an accurate portrayal of the
views of these groups, it does suggest that Galen’s position that the liver was formed first was
not a well-recognized position. The list also illustrates that Aristotle was well-recognized for
his views on the formation of the embryo as well as on other matters of generation.'*

This brings me to the question of whether anatomical proofs, in regard to this topic,
would have been cogent for a scientific community of the philosophically inclined.'”” In
short, the answer 1s a qualified ‘yes’. While some groups, such as Skeptics and Empiricists,
undoubtedly would not accept such proofs for epistemic reasons, '% anatomy was a celebrated
science in Rome, if we are to believe Galen’s accounts. Galen describes in many of his works
how his anatomical demonstrations were well received and drew large crowds of intellectuals.
His descriptions of the audiences for his public anatomical displays demonstrate that the topic
was of interest not only to physicians and philosophers but also to the educated élite.'” He
describes how one of his anatomical displays lasted four days and was attended by ‘all the

intellectuals ($tAdAoyor) in Rome’.'"?

If we are to take Galen’s word, he was writing in a
time in which anatomists of the 1* century BC had recently advanced the study of anatomy
and had promoted it in Rome.''' As to the subjects related to the embryo, Marinus (AD c.
130), whom Galen credits with the revival of anatomy, dedicated one book to discussing the
womb—the male and female urogenitary system—in his 20-book oeuvre, qvaTouIKal
g¢yxelpnoeis. This topic was greatly expanded upon by Galen’s contemporary, Lycus of
Macedon, who devoted two books specifically to the epPpuov. '

Alexander of Aphrodisias, whose interest in medical topics has already been stated,
provides a suitable, good candidate to see how philosophers used anatomical knowledge in

their discourses on the soul/body. Alexander only refers to dvarouﬁ in his works a couple of

times, noting how something can be observed ék/81& TV avatopcdv.'? The most detailed

W HIG. T mpaaToV TeheoioupyeiTan Ev T YaoTpt} Ot ITeatkol dpa Ghov yiveaBar. AprtotéAns.
n’pwpov TT]V oo¢>uv WS Tpomv vsms A)\Kualmv v kepariv, Ev 1 0Tt TO Nyepovikov. Ot latpol Thy
kopSiav, tv 1) ot PAEPes kat o\ aptnpiat. Placita philosophorum, Mau 1971, 907.E.7-907.F 2.

106 of Lucian, Vit. Auct. 26.1-29.

197 yon Staden 1995; 1997.

198 Prgen., Nutton 1979, 98; von Staden 1995, 55-59.

109 yon Staden has demonstrated that the language Galen uses to describe his anatomical displays reflects the
language and circumstances used to describe epideictic speeches of the so-called Second Sophistic. von Staden
1995; 1997.

19 praen., Nutton 1979, 98.

111 Nutton 2004, 138-139, 213-215; von Staden 1989, 445-446.

12 J ib Prop., Boudon-Millot 2007, 145.26-154.15; Nution 2004, 214,

13 in Sens., 27.11, 35.27; De An., 96.26.
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account of anatomy that we have of his i1s found in his treatise De anima. Here, Alexander
notes:

We can argue too from the principle that the sensory faculty must not

be fragmented, but that it should rather be concentrated around one

single organ. Now the process of dissection reveals very clearly that the

senses of touch and taste originate in the heart; so that the rest of the

senses too should be located in the vicinity of this organ.'"*
He supports this claim with an account in which he describes how the mepikap8iov, which
surrounds the heart, is not easily split open with a knife (c18npos). He then notes how the
body of the heart is in the midst of nerve and flesh (To olua peTagy TAS EOTI VEupou Te
kol oapKos ), which, he claims, gives the heart its firmness (cTepeoTns) and explains why it
is well adapted for receiving sensations and being the source of movement for the body.
While his position on the heart’s role in sensation 1s thoroughly Aristotelian, his description of
this ‘dissection’ as well as his use of a anatomical term from the 1% century AD,
mepikapdiov, suggest that he is trying to portray himself as being versed in anatomy.
However, when he claims that the heart is the first among bodily organs to be formed, he does
not turn to a discussion of the anatomy of the embryo to justify his claims. He simply claims
that this is evident by its nutritive faculty, which he has already proven via its position in the
chest and the branching of the arteries away from the heart.

Alexander also indicates an awareness of anatomical and medical proofs that
contradict his cardio-centric arguments. In his rebuttal of those who try to prove that the
controlling part of the soul is in the head or brain, Alexander describes the kind of medical
and anatomical evidence that Galen puts forward for the brain being the ryyepovikov.'" First,
he explains why a loss of ‘mental’ faculties is restored when medical treatment is applied to
the head.''® He points out that any treatment to the head will also have an effect on the heart,
so this does not prove that the head is the ﬁysuovlkév. He then appears to point to anatomical
displays, declaring that ‘Nor does the amputation of some part of the body, which they do to
some animals, afford any proof of what is being set forth [i.e. the commanding power is

Jocated in the head], because the evidence from amputation is ambivalent’.''” His explanation

4 aito, €1 AV 1 BpemTIKY KexcopiouevTy, $Bapeions ThHs atoBnTikAs olov Te G Av Civ ETt TO {édov, Exov
ye T BpemTikny Suvapv, fiTts A Tou {nv xopnyos. eT1 8¢, e1 avarykaiov To anabnTikov un Sieomaoba,
SN glvar Triv8e THY Suvapiy Tepl TAUTO T1, TPOdHAwS Bt Sia TV avaTouY EUPIOKETO GPXT) OVOG T
xapSia ThHs Te adfis Kal Ths yeuoews, Elev av kat ai Aormmat mept THY kapdiav. De An., 96.23-28 tr. Fotinis
1979, 129.

"5 De An., 99.30-100.13.

16 Foet.Form., N. 80.26-82.4 =K. 4.677-678.

N7 SAN ouSE o TG popicoV GdAIPECELS, OS €M Tvev (edeov motolvTal, SEIKTIKA) TOU TWPOKEILEVOU.
Kowal YOp E0W TPos aupoTepa. De An., 100.8-9.
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for this is that some animals show signs of life after their heart has been removed, and
likewise, some animals show signs of life when their head has been removed. All this proves,
as Alexander claims, that there is a ounuToBeia between the heart and the brain.''®

It appears that Alexander has not conducted such an experiment himself and is relying
on Aristotle for his information. Hence, he lists the chameleon and the tortoise as animals that
live after their hearts have been removed. This piece of misquoted evidence 1s taken from
Aristotle’s description of the chameleon (HA 503a.15-503b.27) in which he mentions the
same two animals but only describes dissecting the chameleon, and while it is true that
Aristotle says this lizard keeps moving after dissection, it is not true that he actually claims
that he removed its heart. While Alexander touches upon the same questions and topics as
Galen does in Foet.Form., he makes no serious attempt at addressing contemporary
anatomical evidence. His refutation of the anatomical proofs that Galen discusses does not
necessarily suggest that he is responding to modern discoveries in anatomy. However, the
evidence that he puts forward in response seems to show that his anatomical knowledge is
limited to what Aristotle has put forth. Therefore, it would appear that even for a philosopher
who was familiar with medicine, such as Alexander, the persuasiveness of anatomical
evidence was a mixed bag. He refutes anatomical/physiological evidence that does not
correspond with his theoretical constructions of human physiology, but when the evidence
supports his claims, he makes use of it. This, perhaps, explains why Galen pays much
attention to stressing the veridical nature of anatomical evidence and its relationship to logical

proofs.

5.4 Scientific amodeifets and the modality of philosophical inquiry

In order for Galen to effectively refute the claims of philosophers and physicians, it
was necessary for him to establish that his anatomical and physiological observations were a
valid source of evidence for logical demonstrations (amodei€eis). In regard to refuting the
amodeifels of his opponents, Galen was obligated to demonstrate not only where they had
erred in their logic but also how his own inferences were necessarily true.

The first step in this process is to create doubt in the logical certainty of his opponents’
positions. In Foet.Form., Galen creates the need for his inquiry by indicating that his

opponents’ reasoning on this subject merely amounts to speculation. He does this by the modi

1% 1¢ js plausible that Alexander is responding to Galen’s criticisms of the cardio-centric position expressed in
works such as Foet.Form. and Sem. In these works, Galen is rather critical of Aristotle. While Alexander never
mentions Galen in this work, he did, in fact, write two tracts, 4 Refutation of Galen ‘On the Possible’ and 4
Refutation of Galen ‘On the First Mover ', which demonstrate that he viewed Galen as an intellectual figure
worthy of his attention. Nutton 1988, 318-321; Rescher and E. Marmura 1965.
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" At the beginning of this work, he notes how

he chooses to express their reasoning.
philosophers and physicians ‘believed (emioTevoav) in their own conjectures (Tols EOUTV
Umrovoiais ) without observations from anatomy.’'*° Later in Chapter 4, he states:
I entered upon this account of the formation of the embryo, which in of
itself is a very useful topic not only for philosophers but also
physicians, in order to talk about matters which were necessary
(avaykaiws) for us to investigate (CnTnBevTa) due to those men who
select premisses (AnuuaTo) for their proofs (amodeifeis) from sources
from which they should not.'*!
And, in Chapter 6, when he turns to questions of metaphysical causality of the formation of
the embryo, he states:
If, then, we turn back to what was set forth in this treatise, we will
show that they did not even think it fit to properly examine (koAwds
afiwoavtas {ntnoat) the inquiries of physicians, but they believe
(oiopgvous) that if they say the embryo is formed by nature they have

said something more than a common term (cuvnfous ovouaTos).'*

19 Modality, as defined by Frow, is ‘the indication by a speaker of his or her assessment of the validity of what
is said: by the use of such grammatical means as auxiliary verbs or qualifying adverbs, a proposition is
characterised as being true, necessary, desirable, possible, known, believed, permissible, and so on. Logicians
distinguish between the following kinds of modality: alethic, having to do with truth, necessity or possibility;
epistemic, expressing my knowledge of what I am saying; doxastic, expressing my belief, deontic, having to do
with obligation or permission; and ‘houlomaeic’, expressing my desires or preferences in relation to the
proposition. The tense of the verb is sometimes counted as a form of modality.” Frow 2006, 150.

Auxiliary verbs, qualifying adverbs, prepositional phrases or clauses, and certain impersonal constructions, such
as auaykoiov £o0Ti, influence interpretation by revealing the type of reasoning that is being applied to a
statement. For example, in the statement ‘The young lady fell down. She must be ill.”, the use of ‘must’ indicates
alethic reasoning has been applied by the author in regard to the dicrum *She is ill.". The audience is to recognize
that the second statement is bound by the reasoning of possibility and necessity. However, in the case of ‘The
young lady fell down. She must be helped.”, the use of “must” indicates deontic reasoning, which suggests that
the author’s reasoning is based on norms and moral obligations. In these two cases, the modus ‘must’ can
express two different types of logical thinking. The first dictum can be altered to reflect doxastic reasoning: ‘The
young lady fell down. I believe/they say she is ill.". In this case, the modi ‘1 believe’ and ‘they say” reveal that
the author has based his conclusion on unverified belief or supposition. Hence, the sclection of the type of modus
is one of the ways in which an author can rhetorically affect how an audience perceives the reasoning behind a
claim in scientific discourse. ‘

120 Sroy yop Kol TOIS avaTeHoUsty EMiueAs NyvorBn Tvd, ToA 8rmou udAhov £1kOs AV GUOPTELY,
001 Tals EQUTEY UTTovoials emiaTeuaav Gvey TV e avaTtopfls daivousveov. Foer.Form., N. 54.6-8 = K.
4.652. ) ‘ , X ,

121 gyeoTnocpany Yop v TS TG Aoyw Tepl SIGTAGOEWS TWV KUOUHEVLV EITIEIY, EUXPNOTOV Adyov
aUTOV Kab' aUTOV ol pévov Tois prhccodots, 9‘0\)\6( Kol Tols 1aTpols, 8ia 8t Tous ad’ v ov Xpn TG
NijarTa mpds Tas GmoSeikeis AapBdvovtas Gvaykaicas MY CTévTar. Foet. Form., N. 78.32-80.3 =
K. 4.675. ) o ’ ,

122 | eTaBavTes 0DV EM TO PAMOTA TPOKEiuEVOV Ev THdE Tf) TpayuaTeia Stiouey abtovs und To mpos
1w loTpdv EnTnEva kakds afiwoavtas EnThioal, GAN' oiopévous, AV €iwow, UTo Ths ducecs
StamAaTTecdaN TO KUOUHEVOY, EipIKEVaL Tt TAEOV OVGUATOS Graot ouvriBous. Foet.Form., N. 90.27-92.1 =
K. 4.687.
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What can be seen in the above is that Galen undermines these philosophers’ claims by
describing their reasoning with doxastic modi, such as moTteve, oleaBoi and aiouv.
Throughout this work, these philosophers are described as believing or thinking that their
position is correct. These accusations are supported by the philosophical terms he uses to
describe their claims. He makes it explicit that their theories are unproven assumptions.'*
Furthermore, the definitions they use in their proofs are not analytically derived but are
merely common terms; that is, the words they use do not signify the nature of the object to
which they refer. Thus, he suggests that their dialectical acumen is not at the level it should
be.

What is of critical importance in Galen’s criticism of their analytical reasoning is his
claim that these philosophers have erred in their ‘selection of premisses (AnupoTo) for their
proofs (amodeifeis)’. In every key point in this work, he indicates that the reason their
premisses are merely assumptions is caused by their failure to take into account what
GuaToHIKOl 1aTpol have already demonstrated.'** His refutation is a form of évoTtaois in
that his primary attack is not directed toward the conclusions of his opponents but toward the
proposition. This claim should be seen in the light of Aristotle’s, as well as Herophilus®, view
that perceptible phenomena are the starting points for the natural scientists.'> Hence, Galen is
not putting forward something novel. He is merely pointing out a principle within
philosophical inquiry. However, from a rhetorical point of view, this claim would have some
mileage if he could prove that his anatomical observations were, indeed, manifestly true and
that his opponents’ were not.

Because his audience was not necessarily privy to such anatomical ¢poivoueva, Galen
must reassure them that his anatomical observations are indubitable and distinctly superior to
his opponents’. As was noted earlier, he does this by creating a distinct and unified epistemic
group of avoTopikol 1oTpol. In Foet.Form., the disparate observations of anatomists are
almost entirely overlooked in order to demonstrate that all Galen has observed is manifestly
true given that all anatomists are in agreement. 126 In addition to these collectives, he also turns
to Hippocrates and Herophilus to show his audience that he is not introducing something
untested and unknown to the most notable figures of medicine. He recognizes that
philosophers and physicians could make similar claims about what they or their predecessors

have observed in regard to the embryo. Therefore, he undermines the credibility of their

123 Foet.Form., N. 100.7, 102.12-13 = K. 4.695, 698.

124 poor Form., N. 54.3-8, 66.33-68.3, 78.32-80.4, 80.14-24, 82.10-17, 90.27-92.9, 102.10-26 = K. 4.652, 664
675, 676, 678, 687, 698. PHE0S DO
125 p4 639.b.3-640a.14; APo. 71b.33; Top. 141b.15; von Staden 1989, 117-120.

126 Foet.Form, N. 80.17-20, 82.10-16 = K 4.676, 678.
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potentially conflicting observations by painting philosophers and physicians as a group which
relies on antiquated and simplistic anatomical observations. At the outset, he makes a
distinction between those who make claims based on one or two observations (amaf 1 Sis
opBevTeov Tomoopevol) of an embryo and those who have made their claims with a

127

substantial amount of observation (o8¢ TauTats oAlyats).'*” And, later, he insinuates that

they are relying on antiquated anatomical knowledge which does not reflect discoveries of

. . )
current anatomical evidence. 128

Another method of making this empirical data acceptable to his audience is by
presenting it in great detail. Hence, in Chapters 2 and 3, Galen provides detailed anatomical
descriptions of the embryo and its development for his audience. He moves from external to
internal features of the embryo, tracing movement, insertion and size of the four vessels that
supply nutriment to the embryo. He occasionally stops to note what terms anatomists have
given to various parts. This narrative is quite rhetorical in that he focuses on specific aspects
of this anatomy which are necessary for his claims. Hence, he notes that two of the four
vessels which pierce the chorion, the membrane surrounding the embryo, are inserted into the
liver. He describes this as follows:

For, of the four vessels we have discussed, which unite at the place

called the navel together with the channel to the bladder, right when

they pierce the skin (e00us oo Ty S1eABeTv To Seppa) of the embryo,

the first pair of vessels is observed (paivetan) immediately

(Tapaxpnua) becoming one and having created the great vein which

implants itself (epuduecBan) in the liver. And I say ‘implanted’ since |

am putting into words the appearance (18¢av gpunveucov) of its

anatomy.'”’
He then goes on to explain that he does not mean that the liver existed before the great vein
entering the body. Rather, he notes that the liver is created from the branching of the great
vein. What makes this description a nice piece of rhetoric is how he indicates the ontological
primacy of the liver as opposed to any other vessel. He does this by using the typical
anatomical narrative that uses the vessels as a point of perspective. However, he uses
temporal adverbs to suggest that the liver is formed immediately after these vessels pierce the

embryo. This is a key point given that much of his later arguments depend on the liver being

127 Foet.Form., N. 54.9-12 = K. 4.653.

128 Eoet.Form., N. 80.14-82.4 =K. 4.676-678.

129 hoiveTOl YOP TQV EIPNUEVAY TETTAPLOV KYYEIWV, G KATG TOV GuoualouEvov oudoAdy Gua TE) KaTa
TOV OUPGXOV TOPw OUVICTNOIV EUBUs aua Te SteNBetv TO BéPUOr TOU KUOUWEVOU, TO EV ETEPOV CeGyos
tvoUpEVOY TE Tapaxpiua kail ptav GAeRa peyohny yevwhoaw eupuecbot 16> ot Afyew St pduecban
TNV EK THS GVaTOHIKRS 18Eav tpunvevcov. Foet.Form., N. 62.27-64.2. = K. 4.660.
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formed before the heart, a claim that most philosophers and physicians seem to reject. He also

evokes the image of the rooting of a plant with his use of éppuecbot.'*® Here, he reminds his
audience of the common perception of the embryo being likened to a plant. However, he is
keen to claim that it 1s the liver that is the first part to be created from the rooting vessels.
Again, this image will come into play later when he tries to show that the liver, not the heart,
serves a role in the initial vegetative stage of the embryo. This account is supported by his
claim to have observed this.

A distinctive feature of this work is the attention he pays to the epistemological
categorization of the claims and observations. In this work, there are two major categories:
one is tied to levels of plausibility, such as ou mBavov, amBavov, mbavov, mbavwTepov
and mBavedTaTov, and the other is associated with what is necessarily and evidently true,

qvaykaiov and codcds.'!

Questions that need to be examined or conclusions that fail to
meet his standard of scientific proof are classified in terms of plausibility. Throughout this
work, he indicates a general reluctance to leave his conclusions at the level of plausibility.
When he does make an inference in an area of uncertainty (v adnhots amodrivacdai), he
qualifies what he is declaring as being very probable (mbavwTaTov).*? Conversely,
throughout this work, he describes his opponents’ theories as being mibavov until they are
examined, at which point they always become ou mi6avov. He primarily associates the modus
codcds with his own anatomical observations and inferences to indicate that they are
epistemic.133 Likewise, he uses dvcxyKoﬂov to indicate that a line of argument is necessarily
true. For example, after describing his opponents’ lines of reasoning, he notes, ‘None of these
claims is a necessary truth (oUStv avaykoiov), but even if it appears to be possible
(evdexoupevov) to some initially, it is subsequently refuted through many observations (Sia
oAV paivopeveov).”** The reason for this stems from their first assumption (TpedT
umobears), which Galen claims is based on what is unrecognizable with the senses

(GyvwoTov aiobrioet) and which cannot be found with logic (AOycp aveupeTov).'** Hence,

as Galen claims, an inquiry into the formation of the embryo is possible (SuvaTov) only if it

139 Nickel 1989.

B Foet.Form., (mBavov) N. 66.26, 74.6, 88.10, 96.3-4, 96.18, 104.14 = K. 4.664, 670, 684, 691, 692, 700
(capas) N. 5422, 668. 70.14, 74.17-18, 78.8, 78.16, 82.3, 84.15, 98.4 = K. 4.653, 662, 667, 671, 674, 674,
678, 680, 693, (Gvaykoiov) N. 64.29, 66.29, 78.15, 78.19, 80.3, 86.17, 92.15, 102.19 = K. 4.662, 664, 674, 674,
675, 682, 688, 698. :
132 Foet.Form., N. 88.3-24 = K. 4.683.

133 Gee n. 118, 130.

134 3y ouStv avaykaidv EoTiv, GAAG KaTa TPpwWTny pev emPBoAny tviols ewdexdpevov evon Sokolv
totepov 8t Sta TOANGV patvopEvev EAeyXOuevov. Foet.Form., N. 102.19-21 = K. 4.698. ,
135 Foet.Form., N. 102.10-21 = K. 4.698.
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- : 136 \ )
begins with anatomy. — Thus, Galen’s systematic use of modi to classify levels of reasoning
is one of the ways in which he attempted to give a distinctively scientific voice to his own

claims.

VI. Conclusion

Foet.Form. provides an example of Galen’s method of scientific inquiry and
refutation, and it is a work that reflects some of the ideals concerning scientific discourse he
puts forward in PHP. In Foet.Form., Galen emphasizes a dichotomy in the way in which the
construction of the embryo has been studied. On the one hand, there are physicians and
philosophers who disregard anatomical evidence, and therefore, their accounts of the
construction of the embryo are in error. On the other hand, there are anatomists who possess a
great amount of observational evidence about the anatomy of an embryo but who are unable
to extrapolate this knowledge. While Galen, by and large, aligns himself with anatomists in
Foet.Form., he conveys an intriguing scientific persona that emphasizes his expertise both as
anatomist and as logician.

His scientific erhos in this work also contributes to the persuasiveness of his
arguments. In the work, he emphasizes his unyielding commitment to speaking only to
questions that he can answer via scientific proofs. Thus, when faced with the kinds of
metaphysical explanations in which philosophers often engage when discussing the cause of
the construction of the embryo, Galen professes that he simply will not run their course of
wild speculation because it is not fitting for a seeker of knowledge. To reassure his audience
that anatomical evidence can speak to issues concerning this subject, Galen presents a detailed
anatomical description of the embryo, and then, he proceeds to use this information to
undermine the cardio-centric views that Stoic and Peripatetic philosophers have in regard to
the formation of the parts of the embryo and how they relate to the locus and activity of the

soul(s).

136 Loet.Form., N. 80.14-16, 106.3-9 = K. 4.676, 701.
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Conclusion

We have come to the point in this study where we should take stock of the points of
analysis raised. In Galen, we have an author who is able to use a wide variety of genres to
make his approach to medicine more fashionable, intelligible and persuasive. This study has
illustrated how he uses two decidedly different styles of philosophical discourse to convey the
logical and ethical superiority of medicine over athletic training. We have observed how
Galen responds to his critics and secures his tenuous alignment with the attractive figure of
the Father of Medicine by weaving a highly argumentative meta-narrative into his
commentary on Nar.Hom. In the case of Lib.Prop., we presented how Galen places his own
spin on the propaedeutic method used for the study of a philosopher’s oeuvre. In Puls., we
took note of Galen's didactic approach to making his pulse theory accessible to beginners.

And finally, in his mpoyuaTela Foet.Form., we studied some of the rhetorical aspects of

Galen’s approach to scientific inquiry and refutation.

1. Presence of the author and audience

Quantitatively, the presence of the author and audience varies tremendously from text
to text in this study. When we compare the total number of first-person versus second-person
forms (verbal, pronominal and adjectival) in the body of a text, Lib.Prop. and Foet.Form.
stand out as works that, by and large, do not address the audience. In Foet.Form., the ratio
between first and second person is 104:1 while in Lib.Prop., the ratio is undefined because
Galen never addresses the audience in the body of the work, i.e. 152:0.' On the opposite end
of the spectrum are Protr. and Puls. In Protr., the ratio between first and second person forms
is 1:1, and in Puls., the ratio is closer to 2:1.7 Such variations suggest that the audience and
author’s presence in a text are shaped by the genre rather than the general usage of the first
person or second person.

However, one should not take such differences in ratios as indicative of a text being
more or less oriented toward an audience. In Lib.Prop., Galen almost exclusively uses the first
person singular (96% of the occurrences of the first person are in the singular), but in
Foet.Form., the ratio of first person singular to plural is more balanced (60% of the first

person is in the singular).3 One of the explanations for this variation in usage of first person

! Appendix C, Tables 7 and 8.
2 Appendix C, Tables 7 and 8.
3 Appendix C, Table 7.
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plural and singular is the unique aim of each genre. As was pointed out, Galen almost
exclusively uses the first person singular in Lib.Prop. to emphasize his authorship, i.e. ego-
auctor. However, the aim in Foetr.Form. 1s to provide his definitive demonstration of a subject
to an audience of his peers. Thus, the first person plural appears more in this text because it is
being used both as a colloquial way of lecturing to an audience on a subject (i.e. ‘let us now
move to...’) and a means to indicate his position within a scientific community (i.e.
anatomists versus philosophers). In both cases, the use of the first person plural and singular,
plays a role in influencing the audience’s perception of the author and his message.

The effect that the genre has upon the presence of the author and audience can also be
observed in the differences between the occurrences of the first and second person in the
prefatory remarks versus the body of the text. Our best example of this is Book 1 of HNH,
which has an extremely long preface with a range of topics. In the prefatory remarks, the
frequency of occurrence of the first person is 0.84% and the second person is 0.65%." In the
body of the text, the frequency of occurrence of the first person is 0.58% and the second
person is 0.11% (This count is naturally restricted to Galen’s exegetical remarks and not the
Jemmata.).” Thus, one observes that the exegetical act is, for Galen, a less personal affair than
the introduction of the text.

One also observes a difference in the way in which the first person is used in respect to
the prefatory remarks and the body of the text. In the preface to Book 1 of HNH, 43% of his
use of the first person is in the plural.6 However, in the body of HNH, the plural form makes
up 82% of the use of the first person, almost twice as much as the preface.” Perhaps this
phenomenon is a result of the communicative nature of the exegesis. In other words, the
reading of a Hippocratic text was a semi-public, didactic affair in which the teacher interprets
for his student—disciples. Thus, Galen’s use of the first person may reflect the communicative
dynamics between a teacher and his adherents. However, this needs to be verified by
comparative analyses of Galen’s commentaries.

Another point of contrast is in respect to Galen’s author-audience orientedness in
Thras. versus Foet.Form. While both works are types of scientific inquiry, Thras. exhibits a
greater attentiveness to the social aspects of inquiry by Galen’s use of the second person and
the first person plural. In Thras., the frequency of occurrence of the second person is 0.33% of

the total word count® as opposed to Foet.Form., where it is 0.01% of the total word count.’ In

4 Appendix C, Table 1.
5 Appendix C, Table 2.
6 Appendix C, Table 3.
7 Appendix C, Table 3.
% Appendix C, Table 2.
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Thras.. 61% of the occurrences of the first person are in the plural.”’ In Foet.Form., the first
person plural makes up 40% of the occurrences of the first person. "' These differences may be
explained by the emphasis on the social aspect of dialectical discourse that Galen conveys in
Thras.

Although ratios and percentages of first and second person usage are useful in seeing
gross changes between the different texts analyzed in this study, the way in which they occur
conveys nuances of decorum. The under-translated interjection, i BouAel, is an example of
this. This interjection frequently occurs in the Galenic Corpus at instances in which Galen is
trying to advance his argument by making a generalization or an analogy. As was noted, this
interjection appears in Thras. but not in Foet.Form., Lib.Prop., Puls. or HNH. The absence of
the term in Foer.Form., a work which also addresses a subject in a very detailed and analytical
method, reveals that such interjectory remarks are utilised for rhetorical effect. In Thras.,
these types of interjections convey an awareness of the audience as fellow investigators into a
speculative question. In Foet.Form., Galen’s refutation of the theories of others and his
demonstration of the ‘true’ nature of the subject take precedence over projecting his
interaction with the audience.

Whether the points of comparison and contrast presented in this section hold true for
other works in the Galenic Corpus needs to be confirmed by a similar analysis which also
takes into consideration chronological determinants which could possibly account for some of

Galen’s particular use of language such as idioms and phraseology.

I1. Authorial personae and the scientific self

Galen’s scientific persona is more nuanced than the philosopher/medical practitioner
dichotomy.'? In Thras., Galen portrays himself as a logician who is able to dialectically
answer ‘every’ problema. In Foet.Form., Galen’s persona is more ‘empiric—scientific’ and
less ‘philosophical’ in character. Thus, he emphasizes that there are some things that simply
cannot be known for sure, and in such matters, he is unwilling to run headlong into
speculation as philosophers do. While one might attribute his caution to maturity of thought,
his reluctance to move beyond what he considers scientific proofs is clearly part of his overall

rhetorical strategy to undermine the epistemological value of philosophical accounts on the

® Appendix C, Table 2.
10 Appendix C, Table 7.
' Appendix C, Table 7.
12 Here I am speaking to the two broad Galenic ‘profili’ of medicine that are discussed in Vegetti 1994



181

soul. In Lib.Prop., Galen’s autobiographical anecdotes create an image of a transcendent
thinker whose works, therefore, should be preserved and studied. To emphasize the technical
value of his approach to the pulse, Galen presents himself as a skilled practitioner rather than
a theoretician. And. in HNH, Galen is careful to create a philological persona, as well as a
medical one, in order to reassure his audience that he has total command of the source text. In
Protr., Galen projects himself as a witty moralist to his ideal audience of youths. All of these
different personae are explicitly linked to his concept of his professional identity. Thus, for
Galen, the best physician is also a philosopher, philologist, scientist, practitioner, orator and
whatever else the rhetorical situation warrants.

Although Galen is adaptable to the rhetorical situation, he often exhibits an awareness
of his scientific self. For example, through his explicit reticence to use less than ‘scientific’
evidence to convey his arguments in Protr. and Thras., he conveys his deep commitment to
seeking the truth. In these works, he allows himself to engage in such non-scientific
discourses by indicating that he is responding to the demands of the situation. In Thras., he
excuses himself for using etymological evidence by portraying himself responding to a
criticism from his audience concerning his use of terms. And, in Protr., Galen excuses his use
of poets as evidence by claiming that he is simply responding in a like manner to his
opponent’s rhetorical arguments. Thus, in both of these works, the addressees are used in a
rhetorical fashion to allow Galen to engage in non-scientific discourse without compromising
his scientific self.

Another way in which Galen projects his scientific self is by contrasting himself with
others. In Foet.Form., Galen situates himself among anatomists to illustrate the distinct type
of evidence he brings to the problem of the formation of the embryo and its relationship to the
soul. In HNH, Galen’s scientific community obviously consists of exegetes who have
commented upon Nar.Hom. While he does indicate his philological expertise through his
exegesis of particular passages, he primanly tries to illustrate his superiority over other
exegetes by emphasizing his medical interests and proficiency. Of course, his primary point of
contrast in many of these works is between himself and those who are interested more in

eristics than seeking the truth of a matter, 1.e. sophists.

[11. Historical and ideal audience/dedicatee and addressee

These works reveal some of the different audiences to whom Galen wrote. In respect

to his ideal audiences, Galen writes to a rather diverse set of individuals and groups. In Prorr.,
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Galen portrays himself speaking to a group of youths who are at the critical stage of deciding
what to do with their lives. In HNH, Galen projects himself writing a commentary for a group
of eToipor who are unfamiliar with Nar.Hom. but are quite familiar with Galen’s teachings.
The ideal audience in Puls. are eloayouevor to the medical practice of using the pulse for
prognostication. In contrast to these medical practitioners, Galen indicates, in Thras., that this
work will be beneficial to a group of eTaipol, who are interested in the application of Galen’s
logical theories. In Lib.Prop., he indicates that he is writing for the benefit of his future
reader. Thus, Galen is quite explicit as to his i1deal audience, and the language, content and
argumentation of each of these works seem appropriate to the ideal audience for whom Galen
is writing. However, because Galen is less forthcoming as to the ideal audience in Foetr.Form.,
all that can be ascertained from Galen’s approach to the ideal audience is that they are
familiar with his writings and fully capable of following his logic.

Galen’s approach to the dedicatee, addressee, and i1deal audience sometimes reveals
that these ‘audiences’ are rhetorical figures who speak to an audience, i.e. the historical
audience behind the ideal audience. In Galen’s epistolary proem to Lib.Prop., Thras. and
HNH, his remarks to the dedicatee often are designed to convey his scientific ethos, thereby
ingratiating himself to the audience. In the case of Lib.Prop., the dedicatee’s ‘request’ that
Galen write this auto-bibliographical work shields him from his reader’s potential criticisms
for his TeprauToloYiO.

Galen’s posture toward the addressee also differs from genre to genre. In some cases
the addressee becomes an integral part of the discourse. For example, in Prorr. the addressee
becomes the straw man for Galen’s arguments against athletic training, while in Thras., Galen
paints the addressee as a necessary interlocutor. In other places within these texts, the
addressee is nothing more than a hypothetical ‘you’ used to present an argument.

Thus, like many authors, when Galen composed a work, he consciously and
subconsciously wrote for more than one audience. The ideal audience provides Galen with an
excuse to launch into critical attacks on his opponents. In these cases, Galen suggests that he
is protecting the ideal audience from being misled by false teachers. In this respect, the ideal
audience can be seen as a type of rhetorical device. In regard to the historical audience, there
are a few instances where we have evidence concerning the reception of Galen’s writings.'?
Nevertheless, Galen’s rhetorical use of the ideal audience in some of these works reveals that
he is accommodating his communication toward actual people external to the text. That is not

to say that the ideal audience is unhistorical. Certainly, for Galen’s works to be persuasive,

13 Nutton 1988.
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the ideal audience (i.e. the audience in the text) must be representative of the types of social
interactions in which a physician, such as Galen, would engage. Therefore, in this study, we
have observed that Galen’s writings are both esoteric and exoteric; for beginners and experts;

for practitioners and theorists; and for youths and adults.

IV. Organizing principles and stylistic register

Several organizing principles were observed in this study. In Lib.Prop., Galen has
modified the traditional model of writing a bios and attaching a list of titles by an author. In
Protr., the common formula of synkrisis (i.e. comparing the moral with the immoral) is
employed. HNH is a work in which he adjusts his basic structural unit (i.e. the lemma and
comment), as well as the paratextual features, of this genre to represent his perception of the
received text. In Puls., the organizing principle is more topic-related, but one can appreciate
its analytical approach to teaching an art. Foet.Form. and Thras. share some similarities in the
manner in which they illustrate the diairesis of the problem, and to some extent, Foet.Form.
shares Thras.’s process of confirmation and refutation of a position. However, in Thras., all
of the topics are linked by an analytical method. Foet.Form. does not employ an analytical
method to illustrate the connection between various propositions; rather, it utilizes other
modes of structuring the argument. That is, Foet.Form. structures a collection of topics related
to the formation of the embryo according to the evidence and the epistemological certainty of
the proofs.

The selection of works in this study illustrates the range of Galen’s stylistic register.
Protr., is a work that is overtly epideictic. In it, one observes Galen using witticisms, tropes
and vivid language and quoting heavily from poetic literature to display his erudition. Thras.
is a complex work in that Galen has mated the language of analytical logic to his portrayal of
the process of dialectical discourse. Although he claims to be simply recounting what he had
previously shown in a dialectical inquiry, Galen uses an interlocutory-you and the present
tense to create the perception that he is working through the problem extemporaneously.
Thus, in Protr. and Thras., he conveys the orality of these distinct types of communicative
events with quite different language. At the other end of the spectrum is Puls. In this work,
Galen’s tone becomes more informative and less argumentative. In Puls., the language is not
ornate but technical. One can discern a utilitarian approach to syntax in the way in which
Galen signposts changes in subject with his formulaic phraseology. All of this conveys the

pragmatic nature of this work.
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V. Scientific evidence and theoretical explanation

As was noted, in PHP, Galen puts forward the theoretical position that there are four
types of premisses: the most epistemologically secure being scientific (EmioTnUOVIKT),
followed by dialectic (SiahexTikn), rhetorical (pnTopikn) and sophistic (codroTikn).'* These
remarks should be understood as strictly applying to the premisses used in scientific
demonstrations. In practice, depending on the audience, genre and subject matter, Galen relies
on different kinds of evidence to prove his point. In Protr., he primarily uses the kind of
plausible evidence he associates with pnTopikn, i.e. the doxai of poets and historians; in
Thras., logical premisses, as well as the doxai of physicians and philosophers, are
predominantly employed to make his inquiry appear philosophical in nature; and in
Foet.Form., Galen makes it quite clear that his proofs are based on scientific premisses—
anatomy and physiology—and therefore, his treatment of the subject is more veridical in
comparison to the accounts of philosophers.

In Thras., Galen is restricted to dialectical proofs because the subject matter cannot be
proven via sense perception (i.e. it i1s not a physical object). However, in Foet.Form.,
questions about the faculties and the order of formation of the parts of the embryo are
‘verifiable’ through anatomy and physiology. However, one cannot simply say that the
subject matter determines the type of proof Galen uses. Although he makes similar claims as
to the detrimental aspects of athletic training on a person’s health in Thras. and Protr., the
rhetorical arguments Galen uses in Protr. to demonstrate the pitfalls of athletic training differ
from the analytical arguments he puts forward in Thras. In this way, Galen illustrates his
awareness of the constraints and opportunities that these two different genre present. If Galen
were to use the same types of detailed logical proofs in Protr. that he does in Thras., he would
have been seen as having transgressed the decorum of this non-scientific discourse. Thus,
both the subject matter and genre play important roles in the type of evidence upon which
Galen relies in a specific work.

Galen also adjusts his level of theoretical explanation to the genre he is using. In HNH,
Galen limits his exegesis only to what he perceived to be pertinent to explaining the science
behind a passage in the source text. Thus, theoretical explanations concerning different
clemental theories occur in the same genre as his medical explanations regarding why the
source text’s author is putting forward a particular regimen. While the types of theoretical
explanations are quite varied in HNH, the level of detail in these accounts is similarly brief. In

the case of isagogic discourse (Puls.), the simplified and practice-oriented explanation is what

14 Tieleman 1996, 12-37.
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defines this genre in the Galenic Corpus. Here, Galen provides a stripped-down treatment of a
subject, removing complicated theories of causation and restricting himself to the listing of
the general theoretical principles, which is useful to the practice of this medical technique. In
other words, pragmatic concerns take precedence over the depth of analysis. However, in
Foet.Form. and Thras., Galen aims at a complete and detailed treatment of a subject. In
Thras., the object is to investigate fully a specific question through a series of philosophical
questions, whereas in Foer.Form. the objective is to demonstrate what can be known for
certain about a subject.

The level of theoretical explanation is also determined by the level of understanding of
his ideal audience. This is made quite explicit in the discussion of Hipp.Elem. and HNH in
which Galen makes a distinction between the kinds of information he can provide. In the case
of Hipp.Elem., which is a work Galen identifies as a mWpaypateia, one finds Galen
supporting his exegeses of passages taken from Nar.Hom. with long and detailed scientific
proofs. In contrast, HNH’s level of scientific explanation is far less detailed. The explicit
reason Galen gives for this is that Hipp.Elem. was designed for someone who is already
familiar with the contents of Nat. Hom. while HNH is for his ideal audience of newcomers to
the source text but not to medicine in general. Likewise, Galen’s ideal audience for Puls. are
freshmen to the study of the pulse but not to medicine. Thus, in the case of HNH and Puls.,
the ideal audience are those who are unfamiliar with the text/subject. Therefore, Galen does
not try to engage these audiences with questions that require the audience to be more familiar
with the subject matter.

In the case of Thras. and Foet.Form., the ideal audience is able to follow a fuller and
more theoretical account of the subject. Although they do not appear to be accomplished in
the application of Galen’s logical methods, in Thras. the ideal audience obviously has a level
of competence in philosophical inquiry. However, Galen appears to make accommodations
for them by making his rationale explicit for the various lines of inquiry he follows. In the
case of Foet.Form., Galen’s ideal audience is difficult to ascertain. He appears to situate this
discourse among other philosophers’ and physicians’ treatments of the subject. Hence,
Foet.Form. is a work in which Galen presents definitive refutation and inquiry into the
construction of the embryo to his colleagues, both practitioners and non-practitioners of
medicine. Because his audience includes also those who are not versed in anatomy, Galen
presents a detailed anatomical account of the embryo. Thus, by first providing his anatomical
‘observations’, Galen is now able to use this information for his apodeictic proofs. Therefore,
even in full theoretical accounts, one can perceive how Galen accommodates his inquiry to

the ideal audience’s knowledge.
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VI. Galen among his predecessors and contemporaries

Without making this section into a chapter, the following discussion presents some of
the potential authors who could be considered in a comparative study that takes into
consideration generic conventions. When the term ‘rhetoric’ is applied to Galen’s writings,
one often hears comments as to the egocentric and eristic nature of Galen’s prose. This is
unfortunate because, as we have seen, such evaluations do not engage in a serious
consideration of his communicative repertoire. Another factor that has contributed to a poor
understanding of Galen’s communicative practices is the concept that the Galenic Corpus
represents ‘technical’ writings and therefore, is somehow different from the oeuvres of
polymaths such as Plutarch, many of whose writings are often viewed as ‘literature’. However
if one were merely to compare the lists of titles found in Lib.Prop. with those ascribed to
Plutarch, it would become abundantly clear that the two authors shared a lot of common
ground in their wide-ranging interests.

Galen’s writings on moral philosophy, such as Modesty, Slander and To What Extent
the Esteem and Opinion of the Public is to be Taken into Account, reveal that Galen is an
author, like Plutarch, who had more than a passing interest in writing moralia literature. "
Furthermore, titles of Galenic works on rhetorical and grammatical education, such as
Whether the Texts of Ancient Comedy are a Worthwhile Part of the Educational Curriculum,
seem to resonate with the didactic themes of Plutarch’s writings, e.g. How a Young Man
Should Study Poetry. Likewise, when Plutarch writes on issues such as health (De tuenda
sanitate praecepta) and natural philosophy (Quaestiones naturales), he becomes an
interesting author of scientific works with whom to compare Galen. Nevertheless, Galen’s
aims in writing differ substantially from Plutarch’s in that Galen is an author whose
professional identity is quite evident in his writings, and whose commitment to what is and
what is not epistemological plays a role in the arguments in which he engages. In this
endeavour, Galen starts to appear more like Sextus Empiricus.

To whom else should we compare Galen’s communicative techniques? While a large
part of Galen’s writings does pertain to the theoretical and practical application of medicine,
one would be misled to compare Galen simply to other learned physicians of the 2" century
AD, such as Soranus. The ornamentation which Galen applies to Protr. is similar to the kinds
of rhetorical techniques that orators of the 2m century AD used to unite philosophy with

thetoric. In this respect, Galen may be compared with the orator cum philosopher Dio

1S 1 ib.Prop., K. 19.45-46. Many of Galen’s works on this theme no longer exist. Notable exceptions are 4ff.Dig.;
Pecc.Dig.; Walzer 1949; 1954; Boudon-Millot 2007.
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Chrysostom. Yet, Galen’s treatment of the genre of the thesis in Thras. is quite distinct from
those of orator philosophers, such as Epictetus and Maximus of Tyre, in that Galen relies
heavily on analytical language to make his thesis appear more logical than rhetorical.
Certainly, when Galen is writing about the pulse, one can align him with physicians, such as
Marcellinus and Soranus. But, when Galen moves into a refutation of other theories on the
construction of the embryo, it again becomes difficult to pigeonhole him as a physician since
philosophers such as Alexander of Aphrodisias also engage in similar scientific refutations
and inquiries. Alexander, also presents an interesting author with whom to compare Galen's
communicative practice in respect to scientific commentaries.

There is clearly a great need for future studies which compare the rhetorical strategies and
generic conventions in the Galenic Corpus with those of the writings of other authors of the
1% and 2™ century AD. Such studies would not only provide a meaningful context in which to
situate Galen’s writings but they would also help illustrate the rhetoric of scientific discourse
in the 2" century AD. As is the case with all authors, Galen is both an individual and a
product of his society. Therefore, as this thesis has demonstrated, Galen’s communicative
practices provide more than just information about the audience; HNH, Foet.Form.,
Lib.Prop., Protr., Thras. and Puls. reveal much about him as an author-thinker-

communicator.
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Appendix A

Abbreviations of Galenic and Pseudo-Galenic Texts

The abbreviations used for the Galenic Corpus are from Hankinson’s abbreviations in
The Cambridge Companion to Galen (Hankinson, 2008, 391-397). The titles of Galenic
works that are no longer extant and therefore do not appear in Hankinson’s list can be
found in Fichner’s Corpus Galenicum: Verzeichnis der galenischen und

pseudogalenischen Schriften (Fichner, 1997).

“2” indicates that the text is of doubtful authenticity

SECTION I: TEXTS PRINTED IN KUHN

Abbreviation Title

AA De Anatomicis Administrationibus

Adv.Jul. Adversus Julianum

Adv.Lyc. Adversus Lycum

Adv.Typ.Scr. Adversus Eos qui de Typis Scripserunt

Aff-Dig. De Proprium Animi Cuiuslibet Affectuum Dignotione
et Curatione

Alim.Fac. De Alimentis Facultatibus

An.Ut. An Animal Sit Quod in Utero Geritur

Ant. De Antidotis

Ars.Med. Ars Medica

Art.Sang. An in Arteriis Sanguis Contineatur

At.Bil. De Atra Bile

Bon.Hab. De Bono Habitu

Bon.Mal.Suc. De Bonis et Malis Alimentorum Sucis

CAM De Constitutione Artis Medicae

Cath.Med Purg. Quos, Quibus Catharticis Medicamentis et Quando
Purgare Oporteat

Caus.Morb. De Causis Morborum

Caus.Puls. De Causis Pulsuum

Caus.Resp. De Causis Respirationis

Caus.Symp. De Symptomatum Causis

Com.Hipp. De Comate Secundum Hippocrate

Comp.Med.Gen. De Compositione Medicamentorum per Genera

Comp.Med.Loc. De Compositione Medicamentorum secundum Locos, -
X1

Cris. De Crisibus

Cur.Rat.Ven.Sect.

De Curandi Ratione per Venae Sectionem

DefMed Definitiones Medicae
Di.Dec. De Diebus Decretoriis
Diff.Feb. De Febrium Differentiis

Diff-Puls.

De Differentiis Pulsuum
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SECTION I: TEXTS PRINTED IN KUHN (cont.)

Diff Resp.
Dig.Insomn.
Dig.Puls.
Fasc.
Foet.Form.
Gal.Fasc.
Gloss.
Hipp.Alim.
Hipp.Aph.
Hipp.Art.
Hipp.Elem.
Hipp.Epid.
Hipp.Fract.
Hipp.Hum.
Hipp.Off-Med.
Hipp.Prog.
Hipp.Prorrh.
Hipp.Vict.

Hipp.Vict. Morb.Ac.

Hist.Phil.
HNH
HRCIS

Hum.

HVA
Inaegq.Int.
Inst.Od.

Int.
Lib.Prop.
Loc. Aff.
Marec.

Mel.

MM

MMG
Morb.Diff.
Morb.Temp.
Mot.Musc.
Musc.Diss.
Nat.Fac.
Nerv.Diss
Opt.Corp.Const.
Opt.Doct.
Opt.Med.

De Difficultate Respirationis

De Dignotione ex Insomniis

De Dignoscendibus Pulsibus

?De Fasciis

De Foetuum Formatione

Ex Galeni Commentariis De Fasciis

?Glossarium

In Hippocratis de Alimento

In Hippocratis Aphorismi

In Hippocratis De Articulis

De Elementis ex Hippocrate

In Hippocratis Epidemiarum Libri, I-VI

In Hippocratis De Fracturis

In Hippocratis de Humoribus

In Hippocratis De Officina Medici

In Hippocratis Prognosticum

In Hippocratis de Praedictionibus

In Hippocratis de Salubri Victus Ratione

De Victus Ratione in Morbis Acutis ex Hippocratis
Sententia

Historia Philosopha

In Hippocratis de Natura Hominis

De Hirundinibus, Revulsione, Cucurbitula Incisione
et Scarificatione

De Humoribus

In Hippocratis de Acutorum Morborum Victu

De Inaequali Intemperie

De Instrumento Odoratus

Introductio seu Medicus

De Libris Propriis

De Locis Affectis

De Marcore

De Melancholia

De Methodo Medendi

Ad Glauconem de Methodo Medendi

De Morborum Differentiis

De Morborum Temporibus

De Motu Musculorurm

De Musculorum Dissectione

De Naturalibus Facultatibus

De Nervorum Dissectione

De Optima Corporis Nostri Constitutione

De Optima Doctrina

Quod Optimus Medicus sit quoque Philosophus
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SECTION I: TEXTS PRINTED IN KUHN (cont.)

Opt.Sect. De Optima Secta

Ord.Lib.Prop. De Ordine Librorum Propriorum

Oss. De Ossibus ad Tirones

Parv.Pil. De Parvae Pilae Exercitio

Pecc.Dig. De Animi Cuiuslibet Peccatorum Dignotione
et Curatione

PHP De Placitis Hippocratis et Platonis

Plen. De Plentitudine

Pond.Mens. De Ponderibus et Mensuris

Praen. De Praenotione ad Epigenem

Praes. De Praenotione

Praes.Puls. De Praesagitione ex Pulsibus

Praes.Ver.Exp. De Praesagitione Vera et Experta

Prog.Dec. Prognostica de Decubitu ex Mathematica Scientia

Protr. Protrepticus

Ptis. De Ptisana

Puer.Epil. Puero Epileptico Consilium

Puls. De Pulsibus ad Tirones

Puls.Ant. De Pulsibus ad Antonium

Purg.Med Fac. De Purgantium Medicamentorum Facultate

OAM Quod Animi Mores Corporis Temperamenta Sequuntur

Qual.Incorp. Quod Qualitates Incorporeae Sint

Rem. ?De Remediis Parabilibus

Ren Aff. De Renum Affectibus

San.Tu. De Sanitate Tuenda

Sect.Int. De Sectis ad eos qui Introducuntur

Sem. De Semine

Sim.Morb. Quomodo Simulantes Morbum Deprehendendi

SMT De Simplicium Medicamentorum [Temperatmentis Ac]
Facultatibus, I-X1

Soph. De Sophismatibus penes Dictionem

Sub.Nat.Fac. De Substantia Facultatum Naturalium

Suc. ?De Succedaneis

Symp.Diff. De Symptomatum Differentiis

Syn.Puls. ?Synopsis de Pulsibus

Temp. De Temperamentis

Ther.Pamph. De Theriaca ad Pamphilianum

Ther. Pis. De Theriaca ad Pisonem

Thras. Thrasybulus Sive Utrum Medicinae Sit an Gymnasticae

Tot.Morb.Temp.

Trem.Palp.
Tum.Pr.Nat.

Typ.

Hygiene
De Totius Morbi Temporibus

De Tremore, Palpitatione, Convulsione et Rigore
De Tumoribus Praeter Naturam
De Typis
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UP De Usu Partium, I-XVII

SECTION I: TEXTS PRINTED IN KUHN (cont.)
Ur. De Urinis
Ur.Comp. De Urinis Compendium
Ur.Hipp.Gal. De Urinis ex Hippocrate, Galeno
Us.Puls. De Usu Pulsuum
Ut.Diss. De Uteri Dissectione
Ut.Resp. De Utilitate Respirationis
Ven. De Venereis
Ven.Art.Diss. De Venarum Arteriarumque Dissectione
Ven.Sect. De Venae Sectione
Ven.Sect.Er. De Venae Sectione adversus Erasistratum
Ven.Sect.Er.Rom. De Venae Sectione adversus Erasistrateos Romae

Degentes

SECTION II: TEXTS NOT PRINTED IN KUHN
Abbreviation Title
AA De Anatomicis Administrationibus (Books 9-14)
cC De Causis Contentivis
CP De Causis Procatarcticis
Cons. De Consuetudine
Di.Hipp.Morb.Ac. De Diaeta Hippocratis in Morbis Acutis
Med.Exp. De Experientia Medica
Hipp.Off Med. In Hippocratis de Officio Medici
Inst.Log. Institutio Logica
Med Nam. De Nominibus Medicis
Opt.Med.Cogn. De Optimo Medico Cognoscendo
Part.Art. Med. De Partibus Artibus Medicativae
Part.Hom.Diff. De Partium Homoeomerum Differentiis
Plat. Tim. In Platonis Timaeum
Prop.Plac. De Propriis Placitis
Subf.Emp. Subfiguratio Empirica

Vict. At.

De Victu Attenuante
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Appendix B

Analytical Outlines of Galenic Texts

Chapter 1: De libris propriis

B. = Boudon-Millot, V. 2007. Galien: Sur ses propres livres. Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 134—

173 = K. 19.8-48.

N.B. There are large lacunae in Kiihn's edition of Lib.Prop. which have been recently filled

with the discovery of manuscript Vlatadon 14 and its incorporation into Boudon’s edition.

I.  Prologue (B. 134.2-136.22 =K. 19.8.3-11.11)

II. Chronological presentation of his works within an autobiographical and bibliographical

narrative (B. 136.23-145.25 =K. 19.11.12-23.8)

A.
B.

C.

Works written during his first stay in Rome (B. 136.23-140.8 =K. 19.11.12-16.5)

Works he had previously written and received when he returned to Pergamum (B.
140.9-141.15 = K. 19.16.6-17.15)

Works written after his return to Rome (B. 141.16-145.25 = K. 19.17.15-23.8)

III. Thematic categories of works (B. 145.26-173.15 = K. 19.23.9-48.16)

A.

Works on anatomical theory (B. 145.26-154.15 = K. 19.23.10-30.4)

*An order of reading given

1. Necessary works (dvaykoﬁa) (B. 145.27-147.13 = K. 19.23.10-25.5)

2. Useful works (xpnoiua) (B. 147.13-154.15 = K. 19.25.5-30.4)

The faculties and use of the parts made manifest by anatomy contained in certain

works (B. 154.16-155.12)

*4n order of reading given

Works for the understanding of the therapeutic method (B. 155.13-156.11)

*4n order of reading given

Therapeutics (B. 157.1-22 = K. 19.30.14-32.18)

Works on prognostic observations (B. 158.1-159.8 =K. 19.30.5-33.13)

*An order of reading given with an explanation of his isagogic strategy

Commentaries on Hippocrates (B. 159.9-162.11 =K. 19.33.14-37.9)

1. Bibliographical information concerning his commentaries in a narrative format
(B. 159.9-161.15 = K. 19.33.14-36.12)

2. His other Hippocratic scholarship (B. 161.15-162.11 =K. 19.36.12-37.9)

Works expressing differences with Erasistratus (B. 162.12-163.3 = K. 19.37.10-

38.5)

Works relevant to Asclepiades (B. 163.4-163.7 = K. 19.38.6-38.8)
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I.  Works expressing differences with the Empiric doctors (B. 163.8-163.17 =K.

19.38.9-38.16)

J.  Works expressing differences with the Methodists (B. 163.18-163.20 = K.
19.38.17-38.19)

K. Works of use for logical proofs (B. 164.1-169.12 = K. 19.39,1-45.8)
*An order of reading given

1. Autobiographical and bibliographical narrative (B. 164.2-167.14 = K. 19.39.1-
43.10)

2. List of works (B. 167.14-169.12 = K. 19.43.11-45.8)
L. Works on moral philosophy (B. 169.13-170.13 = K. 19.45.9-46.10)
M. Works pertaining to the philosophy of Plato (B. 170.14-171.5 = K. 19.46.11-46.19)

z

Works pertaining to the philosophy of Aristotle (B. 171.6-172.2 =K. 19.47.1-
47.10)

O. Works expressing differences with the philosophy of the Stoics (B. 172.3-172.11 =
K. 19.47.11-47.17)

P. Works pertaining to the philosophy of Epicurus (B. 172.12-173.4 =K. 19.48.1-
48.7)

Q. Matters common to grammarians and rhetoricians (B. 173.5-173.15 = K. 19.48.8-
48.16)

Chapter 2: No outline of HNH and Hipp.Vict.
M = Mewaldt, 1. 1914. Galeni In Hippocratis De natura hominis commentaria tria. Vol. V

9.1, CMG. Leipzig: Teubner, 1-113 =K. 15.1-223.

Chapter 3: Exhortatio ad medicinam
B. = Boudon, V. 2002. Galien: Exhortation a l'étude de la médecine. Paris: Les Belles
Lettres, 84-117 =K. 1.1-39.

. The value of TExvat (B. 84.3-99.22 =K. 1.1.5-20.3)
A. Exordium: Mankind and the arts (B. 84.3-85.15 =K. 1.1.5-3.4)
1. Unlike animals, mankind is able to learn new arts. (B. 84.3-85.1 = K. 1.1.5—
2.7)
2. Unlike animals, mankind practices both the bestial (manual) and the divine
(rational) arts. (B. 85.1-85.15 =K. 1.2.7-3.4)
B. Téxvn versus Tuxn (B. 85.16-90.18 =K. 1.3.5-9.5)
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1. The image and character of Fortune (T\ixn) (B. 85.16-87.2 =K. 1.3.5-4.14)

a. Images of Fortune display her wretchedness and instability. (B. 85.16-86.5
=K. 1.3.5-3.14)
b. The capricious character of Fortune (B. 86.5-87.2 = K. 1.3.14-4.14)
2. The image and character of Hermes, the god of Téxvon (B. 87.3-18 = K.
1.4.15-5.12)
a. Images of Hermes display his foresight and stability. (B. 87.3-13 = K.
1.4.15-5.7)
b. The benevolent providence of Hermes (B. 87.13—-18 = K. 1.5.7-5.12)
3. The followers of Fortune (B. 87.19-88.18 = K. 1.5.13-6.14)
a. Men made famous by their reversals of fortune (B. 87.19-88.11 = K.
1.5.13-6.8)
b. The shameful character of Fortune’s followers (B. 88.12-88.18 =K. 1.6.8~
6.14)
4. The followers of Hermes ( B. 88.19-90.18 = K. 1.6.15-9.5)
a. The honourable character and good life of Hermes’ followers (B. 88.19-
89.18 =K. 1.6.15-8.3)
b. Famous followers of Hermes (B. 89.18-90.18 = K. 1.8.3-9.5)
C. The inferior and ephemeral goods of Fortune (B. 91.1-99.22 =K. 1.9.6-20.3)
1. Wealth(B.91.1-92.21 =K. 1.9.6-1.11.11)
a. The pursuit and reliance on wealth does not lead to caring for one’s soul.
(B.91.1-92.4 =K. 1.9.6-10.13)
b. Those who rely on wealth are useless and worthless without their wealth.
(B. 92.5-21 =K. 1.10.13-11.11)
2. Noble birth (B. 93.1-96.2 =K. 1.11.12-15.8)
Noble birth is not obtained through effort. (B. 93.1-12 =K. 1.11.12-12.7)
b. Noble birth is only of value if it drives one to live up to one’s ancestors’
excellence. (B. 93.13-94.15 =K. 1.12.7-13.10)
c. Examples of illustrious men who came from lowly births (B. 94.16-96.2 =
K. 1.13.10-15.8)
3. Youthful beauty (B. 96.3-98.17 = K. 1.15.9-18.11)
a. Youth is a time when a young man should educate himself in order to
prepare for old age. (B. 96.3-97.8 =K. 1.15.9-16.16)

b. Itis shameful for a young man to be a useless beauty. (B. 97.8-97.22 = K.
1.16.16-17.12)
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c. Using one’s youthful beauty to make money is not honourable. (B. 97.22—
98.17=K. 1.17.12-18.11)

4. Conclusion (B. 98.18-99.22 =K. 1.18.12-20.3)

a. Wealth, noble birth and beauty should not keep one from learning an art.

1. The vocation of athletics (To TV aBAnTAV emTnSeupa) is not a Téxvn (B. 100.1-
117.18 = K.1.20.4-39.10)

A. Wams audience of false arts (B. 100.1-102.11 = K. 1.20.4-22.16)

1.

Athletics is a false art which needs to be examined. (B. 100.1-101.1 = K.
1.20.4-21.3)

2. Athletics is not a divine skill but something more akin with animals. (B. 101.1-

102.11 =K. 1.21.3-22.16)

B. Galen’s refutation of his opponent’s arguments for athletics (B. 102.23-116.19 =K.
1.23.1-38.9).

1.

Galen criticizes the rhetorical nature of his opponent’s arguments. (B. 102.12—
105.22 =K. 1.23.1-26.16)
Galen’s assesses athletics in respect to the natural goods (T ayafa Th duoet):
the soul (Yuxn), the body (ccoua) and the external (EkTOs). (B. 106.1-116.19 =
K. 1.26.17-38.9)
a. Soul: Athletics makes one’s mind like that of the beasts. (B. 106.1-11 = K.
1.26.17-27.10)
b. Body: Athletics is unhealthy, destroys the beauty of the body and does not
produce useful or superior strength. (B. 106.11-115.15 = K. 1.27.10-37.4)
i.  Health (B. 106.11-109.21 =K. 1.27.10-31.13)
A. Excessive exercise encourages immoderate eating and sleeping.
(B. 106.11-108.4 =K. 1.27.10-29.2)
B. The peak condition of the body leads to disease and a dilapidated
body. (B. 108.5-109.21 =K. 1.29.2-31.13)
ii. Beauty (B.110.8-111.7 =K. 1.31.14-32.12)
A. Athletics grossly disfigures young men’s faces and limbs. (Ibid.)
ii.  Strength (B. 111.8-115.15=K. 1.32.13-37.4)
A. Athletic strength is useless for the endeavours of life. (B. 111.8—
114.4=K. 1.32.13-35.11)
B. Athletes’ physical abilities are inferior to that of the animals. (B.
114.5-115.15=K. 1.35.12-37.4)
iv.  External goods (B. 115.16-116.19 = K. 1.37.5-38.9)
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A. Athletics does not provide a secure livelihood for both practicing

and retired athletes. (Ibid.)

Peroratio (B. 116.20-117.18 = K. 1.38.9-39.10)

A.

There are two types of arts. On the one hand, there are the logical and respected
arts, which require the mind. On the other hand, there are the manual and base arts,
which depend on bodily strength. (B. 116.20-117.14 — K. 1.38.9-39.6)

Galen exhorts the audience to choose the rational arts, particularly medicine. (B.

117.14-117.18 = K. 1.39.6-39.10)

Chapter 4: Thrasybulus sive utrum medicinae sit an gymnasticae hygiene

H. = Helmreich, G. 1893. Thrasyboulos. Vol. 3, Claudii Galeni Pergameni Scripta Minora.
Leipzig: Teubner, 33-100 = K. 5.806-898.

IL

I11.

Epistolary proem (H. 33.1-36.7 = K. 5.806.4-810.13)

A.
B.

C.
D.

Content of Thras. (H. 33.1-15 =K. 5.806.4-807.7)

Problema, ‘“Whether that which is called healthiness is a part of medicine or
gymnastics?’ (TTOTEPOV 1GTPIKNS T YUUVOOTIKNS E0TI TO KOAOUUEVOV UY IEIVOV;)
and the circumstances surrounding Galen’s oral response (H. 33.16-35.11 = K.
5.807.8-809.9)

Rationale for composing Thras. (H. 35.12-24 = K. 5.809.10-810.4)

Benefits of logical theory (H. 35.25-36.7 =K. 5.810.5-13)

Survey of the possible starting points (apxat) for this inquiry ({nTnois) (H. 36.8 —44.17
=K. 5.810.14-821.17)

A.

D.

opiopoi of medicine and gymnastics (H. 36.8-36.24 = K. 5.810.14-811.11)

1. Galen argues that definitions of medicine and gymnastics prejudge the inquiry.

TeAn of medicine and gymnastics (H. 36.24-41.3 = K. 5.811.11-817.7)

1. Galen demonstrates how using the differing aims of medicine and gymnastics
as a starting point leads to an unmanageable inquiry.

oucta of medicine and gymnastics (H. 41.4-42.14 =K. 5.817.7-819.7)

1. Galen claims that how one defines the oucia of medicine or gymnastics will
assume that TO UY1€1vov is part of the premise, and therefore, it creates
problems for this inquiry.

Galen concludes that there is a danger of beginning this inquiry with more than one

art. (H. 42.16-44.17 =K. 5.819.8-821.17)

The art of the body (H. 44.18-76.17 =K. 5.821.18-867.2)
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A. The oneness of the art of the body (H. 44.18-71.23 = K. 5.821.18-860.3)

1. Telos (H.44.18-49.6 =K. 5.821.18-828.9)
a. The false art of good condition (eveia) is merely cosmetic. There is one

overall TEAos of the art of the body—perfection (TeAetotns) of the human

body according to its nature.
2. oyaBov (H. 49.7-53.18 = K. 5.828.10-834.16)

a. The good of the body should be considered one thing and not three
different things, namely health (Uyi€10), strength (pcoun) and beauty
(kaAhos). Health is the primary product (To TpdTov) of the art of the
body.

3. mapadetypa (H. 53.19-55.3 = K. 5.834.17-836.17)

a. Within one material (UAn) there are productive and reparative arts but no
protective (UAOKTIKT) arts.

b. There is no example (Tapaderyus) of a preservative art among men. The
nature of the subject itself (1 TWV TPAYHATWY aUTQV PUCIS) reveals
that the art of health is reparative rather than protective.

4. Digression concerning the value of logic and the teaching of problemata (H.
59.5-60.5 = K. 5.842.10-843.16)
evepyeian of the art (H. 60.6-69.11 = K. 5.842.4-856.13)

wn

a. Within the art of medicine, there are many activities (Evepyeian).
Individual activities and materials do not necessitate that something is a
distinct art.

b. Making and restoring something belong to the same art, and in the case of
the human body, the goal of the art of the body is simply health; it is not
“the making” or “the restoring” of health.

6. UAau of the art (H. 69.12-70.11 =K. 5.856.14-858.2)

a. Individual arts use a wide variety of materials, and some arts share the

same material. Thus, materials do not define an art.
7. BecopnuoaTa of the art (H. 70.11-20 = K. 8.858.2-11)

a. One cannot use theories to define an art because arts use a variety of
theories, each with their own aim.

8. Conclusion (H. 70.21-71.23 =K. 858.12-860.3)

a. An art is defined by its TEAos, and therefore, it is clear that there is
altogether one art of the body.

B. Defining the parts of the art of the body (H. 71.24-76.17 = K. 5.860.4-867.2)
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1. Galen’s Siaipects of the art of the body (H. 71.24-75.2 = K. 5.860.4-864.9)

a. Of the four types of arts, acquisitive (kTnTikn), theoretic (BecopnTikn),
active (TTpokTIKT), and productive (ToinTIKN), the art of the body is a
productive art.

i.  Ofthe two types of productive arts, creative and restorative
(emavopBuwTikn), the practitioner of the art of the body is involved in
the restorative art.

A. There are two parts (uop1a) of the restorative art: the therapeutic
(BeporreuTIKOV) or medical (1aTPIKOV) part, which addresses
large imbalances, and the preservative ($uAakTIKOV) or
healthiness (Uy1e1vov) part, which addresses small imbalances of
the body.

1. Of the preservative part, there are three different parts.
a. The recuperative (avoAnTTikov) part, which addresses
small imbalances in state (xaTo OXEGIV).
b. The healthiness (Uy1£1vov) part, which addresses smaller
imbalance in condition (ka®” €Ev).
¢. The good condition (¢UekTikov), which deals with the
smallest imbalances in good condition.
2. Therefore, TO Uyte1vov is either the pulakTikov part of the
art of the body or its subpart, namely the part that addresses
smaller imbalance in condition. (H. 75.2-76.17 = K. 5.864.9—
867.2)
IV. The names (6vopaTa) and role of 10Tpikn and YupvooTikn in the art of the body (H.
76.18 —98.4 =K. 5.867.3 — 896.3)
A. Common names of 10TPIKT) and YUHVOOTIKT]
1. Galen responds to critics who demand a discussion of specific ovopaTa of the
art of the body and its parts. (H. 76.18-78.15 = K. 5.867.3-869.13)
2. "loTpikr and yupvooTikr in the writings of Homer and Plato (H. 78.16-79.19 =
K. 5.869.14-871.3) |
3. The eUekTIKOV part of the art uses exercise and regimen, which are associated
with yupvaoTikn. (H. 79.20-80.8 =K. 871.4-871.17)
4. TupvaoTiky is part of the healthy art (Uyievn Texvn), which is evident in the
way Plato and Hippocrates use the term. (H. 80.9-81.21 = K. 872.1-874.3)



199

5. Although current athletic trainers (o1 Tous aBAnTas yuuvalovTtes) dignify
their practice by calling it yuuvaoTikn, it has nothing to do with what
Hippocrates and Plato considered to be yupvaoTikn. (H. 81.22-83.11 =K.
5.873.4-876.3)

6. Galen digresses into an attack on athletic trainers. (H. 83.12-85.18 = K.
5.876.4-879.5).

7. Galen discusses how Plato and Erasistratus each divided the art of the body. (H.
85.19-87.5 = K. 5.879.6-881.7)

8. Why Plato and Hippocrates did not use the term Uyieivov. (H. 87.6-88.4 = K.
5.881.1-882.12)

B. Role of iaTpikr and yuuvaoTikr in the art of the body

1. laTpikn TExvn governs the therapeutic (BepameuTikov) or medical (1aTpikov)
part of the art of the body, which is paired with the other major part, the
preservative (UAGKTIKOV) or (UY1€1vOv) healthiness part. (H. 88.5-90.8 = K.
5.882.13-885.12)

2. [upvaoTikn Texvn is knowledge of all types of exercises, and therefore, it is
only a very small part of the many arts used in the healthiness part. (H. 90.9-
91.16 =K. 5.885.12-887.5)

3. Therefore, those who oppose yupvooTikn with 1Tk are in error because
the former gets its name from the material (\'J')\n) used, while the latter is an
overall activity (1) koBohou gvepyeia). (H. 91.17-92.9 = K. 5.887.6-888.6)

4. The practitioner of yupvaoTikr merely has knowledge of all types of exercises;
he does not prescribe them. (H. 92.10-94.5 = K. 5.888.7-890.17)

5. The practitioner of the art of the body 1s the overseer of the practitioner of
yuuvaomkﬁ. (H. 94.6-94.21 =K. 5.890.18-891.13)

6. The art of training a child (ToudoTpi1Bikn) is the art concerned with exercises in
the gymnasion. The practitioner of this art is the servant of the practitioner of
yupvaoTikn. (H. 94.22-96.18 = K. 5.891.14-894.2)

7. Galen digresses into a polemic concerning athletic trainers. (H. 96.19-98.4 = K.
5.894.2-896.3)

V. Conclusion
A. The practitioner of the art of the body, such as Hippocrates, is often called an
1aTpds. The reason for this is because the whole art of the body, by extension of its

major division, came to be known as iaTpikn’ (H. 98.5-99.15 = K. 5.896.4-898.1)
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B. True yuuvaoTiki], which athletic training is not, is merely a part of Uy1e1vov rather

than vice-versa. (H. 99.16-100.9 = K. 5.898.1-898.17)

Chapter 5: De pulsibus ad tirones

1L

I

IV.

VL

VIL

VIIL
IX.

Epistolary proem (K. 8.453.3-5)

Anatomical locations of the pulse (K. 8.453.5-454.18)
Dimensions of pulse (diastole) (K. 8.455.1-15)

The five differences in the motion of a pulse (K. 8.455.1-457.12)
Even versus uneven/regular versus irregular pulses (4.857.13-458.18)
A. Interval as being the fifth difference in motion

B. Even versus uneven pulses

C. Regular versus irregular pulses

Irregularity within a single pulse (K.8.459.1-19)

A. Unevenness in positton

B. Unevenness in motion

Composite types of pulses (K. 8.460.1-18)

A. Worming
B. Wavelike
C. Anting
D. Hectic

Recapitulation of the information on dimensions and motions (K. 8.460.18-462.5)
The three categories by which pulses change (K. 8.462.6-492.4)
A. Natural changes (K. 8.462.6-467.17)

1. Natural constitution

2. Male versus female
3. Time of life

4. Seasonal

5. Place

6. Pregnancy

7. Sleep

8. Acquired states of the body (ectomorphic versus endomorphic)
B. Non-natural changes (K. 8.467.18-470.6)
1. Exercise

2. Hot and cold baths
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3. Food

C. Unnatural changes (K. 8.470.7492.4)
1. Two categories (K. 8.470.7473.11)
a. Dissipates the vital faculty
b. Compresses and burdens the vital faculty
2. Specific causes/terms and the pulse (K. 8.473.11-492.4)

Emotions: anger, pleasure, grief, fear

o

Pain

Inflammation

g o

Pleuritis
‘Wasting’
Peripneumonia

Lethargy

5o e o

Phrenitis

—

A disease resembling phrenitis and lethargy
j. Catalepsy

k. Convulsion

1. Paralysis

m. Epilepsy and apoplexy

n. Sore throat/synanche

0. Orthopnoea

p. Suffocation of the womb
q. Affection of the stomachos
r. Dropsy

s. Elephantiasis

t. Jaundice

u. Those who take hellebore

Chapter 6: De foetuum formatione
N. = Nickel, D. 2001. Galeni De foetuum formatione. Vol. V 3.3, CMG. Berlin: Academie
Verlag, 54-107 = K. 4.652-702.

I. Introduction to the subject (N. 54.3-58.2 = K. 4.652-655.5)
A. Anatomy as the correct foundation of knowledge on the SiamAacts of the
kuoupevov (N. 54.3-9 = K. 4.652.3-10)
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B. Previous anatomical accounts (N. 54.9-58.2 = K. 4.652.10-655.5)

1.
2.

Errors of predecessors’ observations

Hippocrates’/Polybus’ accurate account

Galen’s observations of the initial Siamhaots of the euPpuov (N. 58.3-62.24 = K.
4.655.5-660.4)

A. Anatomy of the external parts (N. 58.3—60.15 = K. 4.655.5-657.16)
B. Anatomy of the internal parts (N. 60.16-62.24 = K. 4.657.16-660.4)

How does the subsequent Siamhaois of the kuoupevov take place by the Suvapts of the
omepua? (N. 62.25-90.26 = K. 4.660.4-687.4)

A.

D.

Anatomical and physiological changes during the subsequent stages of construction

of the kuoupevov (N. 62.25-78.11 = K. 4.660.4-674.5)

1.

The vessels and the formation of the liver, heart, brain (N. 62.25-66.18 = K.
4.660.4-663.11)
How is it possible that the heart has no function in the early stages of formation
and that its construction comes after the liver? (N. 66.19-78.11 = K. 4.663.11—-
4.674.5)
a. Formation and management in a plant-like state (N. 66.19-70.16 = K.
4.663.11-667.6)
b. What is the limit of the first period, the plant-like state, in which the
kuoupevov does not need the heart? (N. 70.17-74.18 = K. 4.667.6-671.3)
c. The order of the formation of the liver, heart and brain as they relate to
their function and the faculties of the yuxn (N. 74.19-78.11 =K. 4.671.3~
674.5)

Critique of cardio-centric theories of Stoic and Peripatetic philosophers (N. 78.12—
82.9 =K. 4.674.6-678.8)

Other evidences for discovering the Sioikovoas Suvapeis of the body (N. 82.9—
90.26 = K. 4.678.8-687.4)

1.

Evidence from the ligatures of arteries, veins and nerves (N. 82.20-84.6 = K.
4.679.4-680.1)

Evidence from the substance of the arteries, veins and nerves (N. 84.7-84.24 =
K. 4.680.1-681.6)

Evidence from the size of the blood vessels leading to and from the heart, liver

and brain (N. 84.25-86.17 = K. 4.681.6-682.12)

Conclusion to the overarching question (N. 86.17-90.26 = K. 4.682.12-687.4)

[V. What is the aiTio ToU kKuoupEvou yeveoews? (N. 90.27-106.13 = K. 4.687.5-702.4)
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Dismissal of Epicurean perspective that it occurs without mpovota (N. 92.11-23 =
K. 4.688.2-17)

Refutation of Stoic perspective of mechanistic determinism (N. 92.23-96.16 = K.
4.688.17-692.5)

Refutation that the body’s Yuxn constructs the embryo (N. 96.16-98.6 = K.
4.692.5-693.10)

His state of aopia as to the Juxn that constructs the embryo (N. 98.7-106.1 = K.
4.693.10-701.7)

1.

Proposes only that the embryo’s construction is not by TUxn but by a
Snuioupyos (N. 98.7-100.29 = K. 4.693.11-697.4)

Problem of the Sio1kovan Yux's lack of knowledge of the parts which obey it
(N. 100.30-102.9 =K. 4.697.4-19)

Criticism of the untruthfulness of cardio—centric arguments (N. 102.9-102.26 =
K. 4.697.19-699.3)

Problem of offspring appearing similar to parents (N. 102.10-104.14 = K.
4.699.3-700.2)

Reasons for his rejection of Stoic, Peripatetic and Platonic explanations as to
the ovoia of the uxn that constructs the embryo (N. 104.15-106.1 = K.
4.700.2-701.7)

Conclusion (N. 106.1-13 = K. 4.701.7-702.4)
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TABLE C.1

NUMBER OF OCCURRENCES AND PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL WORD COUNT
FOR THE FIRST PERSON AND THE SECOND PERSON IN THE PREFATORY REMARKS

HNH 1 Foet. Form. Lib.Prop. Protr. Thras. Puls.
% of Total % of Total % of Total % of Total
gc(zu(l): Word (I)\Jcoc'u(:f Word (T)\Ic(::.u(: Word (I)\[c(::'u?f Word
’ Count ’ Count ' Count ' Count
Ist Singular 4 0.13
Pronoun/Adj. ' 11 2.36 7 1.17 0 0.00
Ist Singular 2 071
Verb 5 1.07 13 2.18 0 0.00
1st Plural
. 7 0.23
Pronoun/Adj. 0 0.00 1 0.17 0 0.00
Ist Plural
4

Verb 14 S 0 0.00 3 0.50 0 0.00
2nd Singular 4 013
Pronoun/Ad;. ’ 1 0.21 9 1.51 0 0.00
2nd Singular
Verb 1 L | 0.21 10 1.68 1 5.00
2nd Plural _ 4 013
Pronoun/Adj. 0 0.00 | 0.17 0 0.00
2nd Plural I 0.03
Verb 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00

TOTAL

WORD

COUNT 3,101 467 597 20

s0T



TABLE C.2
NUMBER OF OCCURRENCES AND PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL WORD COUNT
FOR THE FIRST PERSON AND THE SECOND PERSON IN THE BODY OF THE TEXT

HNH 1 Foet.Form. Lib.Prop. Protr. Thras. Puls.
% of % of % of % of % of % of
No. of Total No. of Total No. of Total No. of Total No. of Total No. of Total
Occurr. Word Occurr. Word Occurr. Word Occurr. Word Occurr. Word Occurr. Word
Count Count Count Count Count Count
1st Singular
Pronoun/Adj. | 3 0.03 18 0.22 66 1.01 7 0.14 21 0.16 3 0.05
Ist Singular
Verb 8 0.08 44 0.43 80 1.23 17 0.33 50 0.38 4 0.07
1st Plural
Pronoun/Adj. | 2] 0.20 27 0.26 3 0.05 6 0.12 21 0.16 5 0.08
Ist Plural
Verb 28 0.27 15 0.15 3 0.05 14 0.27 91 0.68 9 0.15
2nd Singular
Pronoun/Adj. I 0.01 0 0.00 0 0.00 3 0.06 9 0.07 4 0.07
2nd Singular
Verb 7 0.07 1 0.01 0 0.00 35 0.68 34 0.26 5 0.08
2nd Plural
Pronoun/Adj. 1 0.01 0 0.00 0 0.00 4 0.08 0 0.00 0 0.00
2nd Plural
Verb 2 0.02 0 0.00 0 0.00 2 0.04 0 0.00 0 0.00
TOTAL 10,277 8.009 6,521 5,145 13,315 5,967

90¢



TABLE C.3
NUMBER OF OCCURRENCES AND PERCENTAGE BREAKDOWN
OF THE FIRST PERSON IN THE PREFATORY REMARKS AND IN THE BODY OF THE TEXT

HNH 1 Foet. Form. Lib. Prop. Protr. Thras. Puls.
Prefatory | Body of | Prefatory | Body | Prefatory | Body | Prefatory | Body | Prefatory | Body | Prefatory | Body
Remarks Text Remarks | of Text | Remarks | of Text | Remarks | of Text | Remarks | of Text | Remarks | of Text
Ist Singular b 3
Pronoun/Adj. 4 3 18 11 66 7 7 21 0 3
L5t Singular 22 8 44 5 80 17 13 50 0 4
Verb
I st Plural
2 5
Pronoun/Adj. 7 21 27 0 3 6 1 1 0 v
1st Plural Verb 13 28 15 0 3 14 3 9] 0 9
15t Fexson 46 60 104 16 152 44 24 183 0 21
Total
or TS
S/? Pirst Ferson | cqep 18% 60% | 100% | 96% 55% 83% 39% 0% 33%
ingular
o)
lf‘l’u'; ;’ls‘ Person | 430, 82% 40% 0% 4% 45% 17% 61% 0% 67%

LOT



TABLE C4
NUMBER OF OCCURRENCES AND PERCENTAGE BREAKDOWN
OF THE SECOND PERSON IN THE PREFATORY REMARKS AND IN THE BODY OF THE TEXT

HNH I Foet. Form. Lib. Prop. Protr. Thras. Puls.

Prefatory | Body of | Prefatory | Body | Prefatory | Body | Prefatory | Body | Prefatory | Body | Prefatory | Body

Remarks Text Remarks | of Text | Remarks | of Text | Remarks | of Text | Remarks | of Text | Remarks | of Text
2nd Singular
Pronoun/Adj. 4 0 ! 0 3 ? ? 0 4
2nd Singular

<

Verb 1 1 1 0 35 10 34 ] 5
2nd Plural
Pronoun/Ad;. 4 ; . v i : O ‘ v
2nd Plural Verb 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0
484 Fersan 10 1 2 0 44 20 43 1 9
Total
% Second
Person 50% 100% 100% 0% 86% 95% 100% 100% 100%
Singular
0
% Beond 50% 0% 0% 0% 14% 5% 0% 0% 0%
Person Plural

80T



NUMBER OF OCCURRENCES OF THE FIRST PERSON IN THE PREFATORY REMARKS

TABLE C.5

HNH 1 Lib.Prop. Thras. Puls.
Ist Singular Pronoun/Ad;. 4 11 7 0
Ist Singular Verb 22 5 13 0
1st Plural Pronoun/Ad;. 7 0 1 0
1st Plural Verb 13 0 3 0
Ist Person Total 46 16 24 0
% Singular 57% 100% 83% 0%
% Plural 43% 0% 17% 0%

60¢C



NUMBER OF OCCURRENCES OF THE SECOND PERSON IN THE PREFATORY REMARKS

TABLE C.6

HNH I Lib.Prop. Thras. Puls.
2nd Singular
Pronoun/Ad;. 8 1 ¢ y
2nd Singular Verb 1 1 10 1
2nd Plural Pronoun/Ad;. 4 0 1 0
2nd Plural Verb 1 0 0 0
2nd Person Total 10 2 20 1
% Singular 50% 100% 95% 100%
% Plural 50% 0% 5% 0%

01T



TABLE C.7
NUMBER OF OCCURRENCES AND PERCENTAGE BREAKDOWN
OF THE FIRST PERSON IN THE BODY OF THE TEXT

HNH 1 Foet.Form | Lib.Prop. Protr. Thras. Puls.
1st Singular Pronoun/Adj. 3 18 66 7 21 3
Ist Singular Verb 8 44 80 17 50 -
1st Plural Pronoun/Ad. 21 27 3 6 21 5
1st Plural Verb 28 15 3 14 91 9
1st Person Total 60 104 152 44 183 21
% Singular 18% 60% 96% 55% 39% 33%
% Plural 82% 40% 4% 45% 61% 67%




NUMBER OF OCCURRENCES AND PERCENTAGE BREAKDOWN

TABLE C.8

OF THE SECOND PERSON IN THE BODY OF THE TEXT

HNH 1 Foet.Form | Lib.Prop. Protr. Thras. Puls.
2nd Singular
Pronoun/Adj. ] 0 v s ¢ "
2nd Singular Verb 7 1 0 35 34 5
2nd Plural Pronoun/Ad;. 1 0 0 4 0 0
2nd Plural Verb 2 0 0 2 0 0
2nd Person Total 11 1 0 44 43 9
% Singular 73% 100% 0% 86% 100% 100%
% Plural 27% 0% 0% 14% 0% 0%

ro

r9
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