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This dissertation is a study of the differing explanatory criteria used for the
assessment of epistemic medical claims, particularly anatomical claims, in the work of
Galen of Pergamum (129-c. 216 CE). It focuses on Galen's use of anatomy and
anatomical exegesis to position himself in relation to the various medical sects or
haireseis active in the Late Roman Empire. Consequent on the emergence of invasive
anatomical investigations in the early Hellenistic period (3rd cent. BCE), the explanatory
and therapeutic value of anatomical information came to be a defining characteristic of
competing medical sects. The Empiricists, who, we are told, were reacting to what they
believed was the theoretical promiscuity of other medical thinkers, took their name from
their reliance on experience rather than theory, the latter a methodological commitment
they attributed to other medical thinkers whom they grouped under the broad category of
Dogmatists. This sensitivity to theoretical claims is apparent from the fact that the
Empiricists eschewed anatomical dissections, on the grounds that they required
analogical moves from structures in corpses to structures in living creatures. If Galen is to
be taken at his word, by the second century CE, sectarian disputes between the medical

sects had risen to a fever pitch. Galen, who was at pains to make a place for his own
vi



medical beliefs in this debate, stresses the need for explanatory theoretical accounts of the
body and things relevant to its biological function but also insists that these theoretical
accounts be based in empirical observations. One of the arguments he must overcome is
the problem of anatomical analogy, raised by the Empiricists. Galen not only engages
with this issue from an abstract point of view but, this dissertation argues, he engages
with it through the narrative structure of his anatomical accounts throughout his work and
especially in his procedural anatomical handbook, De Anatomicis Administrationibus.
Historically, this treatise has either been ignored by scholars or studied as a technical
treatise that lacks in artifice. This dissertation questions this approach and considers the
argumentative role of Galen's anatomical exegesis in the debate over the explanatory
value of anatomy in Greco-Roman medicine. It takes as one of its main focuses, Galen's
accounts of elephantine anatomy. It argues that these accounts are governed by different
norms of assertion, which do not place the same premium on accurate reporting of
anatomical detail, from the surrounding anatomical narrative in De Anatomicis
Administrationibus. To that end, it shows the need for a more nuanced reading of

fachprosa, such as Galen's anatomical work, than these texts have historically received.
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Chapter One: Introduction

This dissertation is a study of explanation in the work of Galen of Pergamum,
particularly as it regards to ancient Greco-Roman anatomical accounts. "Explanation" is
to be taken here as broadly construed, ranging over philosophical, medical, and
anatomical explanation. The distinction between these last two categories, medical and
anatomical explanations, may not be apparent from a contemporary perspective; but, this
distinction forms a central theme of this project, which considers the argumentative role
that anatomical accounts play in Galen's own theoretical picture of the natural world and
in his engagement with rival theorists.

From an ancient Greco-Roman perspective anatomy and epistemic anatomical
claims were not uncontroversially a part of medical knowledge.! While to some extent
one can correlate ancient attitudes to anatomical knowledge with ancient attitudes toward
the explanatory value of empirical observation, the relationship between early Greek
anatomical accounts and empirical observation is itself quite puzzling. The earliest of
these accounts make anatomical claims and frequently emphasize their basis in empirical
observation. Despite the argumentative cachet that these sorts of claims appear to have
had, there is very little evidence that much, or sometimes any, empirical observation

underlaid them. To phrase the puzzle as a question: if claims to an empirical basis were

I This distinction between anatomy and epistemic anatomical claims is not meant to be one without a
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explanatorily valuable in our earliest anatomical accounts, why did that explanatory value
not translate into more systematic empirical investigation of the body?

Starting from our earliest accounts of so-called rational Greek medicine, the
Hippocratic Corpus, the explanatory role of anatomical observation in medical epistemic
claims is ambiguous. In the Aristotelian corpus and early Peripatos, anatomy acquires far
more epistemic warrant in medical knowledge claims and one can begin talking
meaningfully if reservedly about anatomical research. By the time of the Hellenistic
period, Herophilus and Erasistratus are responsible for tremendous advances in
anatomical knowledge. Both are said to have conducted anatomical research into human
subjects, and present us with the first strong evidence that we have for dissection and
vivisection in the Greek world.

The medical record, however, is frustratingly gappy between the early Peripatos
and Galen, active some four centuries later. In fact, Galen is the major source for the
exiguous scraps that remain of medical authors between the early third centuries BCE
and his own career in the second century CE. Indeed the prominence of his work was also
probably one of the primary causes of their disappearance. But there is evidence from the
Classical period through the Late Imperial period that anatomical knowledge and
research continued to be a point of ideological and methodological contention among
medical authors. In fact, differing commitments to the epistemic value of arguments from
anatomy and the philosophical positions underlying those commitments are among the
central criteria that distinguish the main medical sects or haireseis in Galen's own time:

Dogmatists, Empiricists, and Methodists.



Chapter one, this introduction, lays out the boundaries of the terrain this
dissertation will cover and the breadth of what is meant here by explanation. The chapter
limits the scope of the dissertation and attempts to define the overall project. It also
provides a narrative of intellectual attitudes toward anatomical information and research
from the Classical period onward and, finally, introduces Galen of Pergamum.

Chapter two examines Galen's attitude toward explanatory criteria for medical
epistemic claims. It discusses the close relationship and in many cases
indistinguishability between philosophical and medical writing among Greco-Roman
intellectual authors. This chapter also introduces and discusses the three medical sects
active in the second century CE. In particular it discusses their disagreements on the
epistemic and therapeutic value of theoretical medical commitments, especially sign-
inferences or inferences to things that were not directly observable (adéla) from things
that were directly observable. Chapter two also argues that Galen's attitude toward
explanation more geometrico can be read in light of the basis of ancient geometry in land
surveyance. This reading adds to rather than challenges the traditional interpretation of
Galen's frequent demand that medical arguments take the form of geometric ones, as an
example of his commitment to an axiomatic-deductive model of proof and explanation.

Chapter three explores the agonistic context of anatomical demonstrations in the
Late Roman period and its roots in earlier Greek medicine. It focuses on the persuasive
and explanatory features of Galen's public anatomical displays in his treatise De
Anatomicis Administrationibus. In particular, this chapter discusses the credentialing

effect of these displays on Galen's medical career in Rome and the credentialing function
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that his exposition of these displays had in his written corpus. To that end, it examines
the theoretical and performative function of Galen's phonation experiments and the
argumentative role that these episodes play in Galen's intellectual debates with his
medical and philosophical rivals. Of particular importance is the bearing of these
demonstrations, for Galen, on a) the question of the physical location of the ruling part or
control center of the body, the hégemonikon and b) the question of the degree to which
the biological world is structured teleologically. Finally, this chapter shows that certain
accounts of anatomical procedures in Galen's work are marked structurally and
linguistically in his texts. It argues that these marked episodes primarily serve a polemic
function and questions whether they should be taken as adhering to the same norms of
assertion as Galen's often decontextualized and more impersonal anatomical accounts,
which appear to function primarily to transmit anatomical knowledge.

Chapter four takes up the claims made in chapter three and carefully examines a
cluster of these marked descriptions of anatomical procedures in Galen's work, all of
which involve Galen's account of elephantine anatomy. It lays out Galen's account of the
elephant's trunk and explains the importance to him of the elephant and its trunk as an
expression of the teleological structure of the world. Then it proceeds to examine Galen's
accounts of two structures that do not exist: the elephant's gallbladder and the elephant's
os cordis or heart bone. It argues that Galen's three accounts of elephantine anatomy are
largely inspired by if not taken wholesale from Aristotle's biological works. It claims that
these accounts function primarily to undergird Galen's robust teleological commitments

and to argue against a variety of beliefs expressed by a host of intellectual rivals ranging
4



from the mechanism of Asclepiades and the apparent mechanism of Erasistratus to the
qualified teleology of Aristotle himself to other cardiocentrists of Galen's day, such as the

Stoics and later Peripatetics.

METHODOLOGICAL AIMS

Throughout this dissertation, I am primarily interested in how authors present
themselves and their arguments. I often do not take a hard stance on the historicity of the
events I am discussing. Taking a famous example from Galen's own texts, the exile of
Quintus from Rome, I would spend little to no time on the question of whether or not
Quintus was really exiled from Rome on charges of murdering his patients or whether or
not there was a plot to have him poisoned (Praenotione XIV 602), for its own sake. I
would, however, examine whether or not Galen presents himself as a modern day
Quintus and, therefore, as the best physician of his generation, by describing
circumstances that surround him in similar terms. I would also take a special interest in
how Galen's mention of Quintus functions as a vehicle for his criticism of contemporary
Roman doctors, signposted by philoneikia, a typical Galenic complaint, as well as
charges of witchcraft, goéteia. While I remain ultimately agnostic on whether Galen
exaggerated or even fabricated the historical events surrounding Quintus' biography, the
parallels Galen draws between his own and Quintus' experience are not coincidental and
have, at the minimum, some literary aim. This disclaimer has special force in chapters

three and four, where I will often question whether the function of certain anatomical



episodes in De Anatomicis Administrationibus is primarily to transmit bare anatomical

information or to make a more general argumentative point.

CITATION OF GALENIC TEXTS AND TRANSLATION

Before proceeding, it is also necessary to explain the method of citation for
Galenic texts adopted in this dissertation. Traditionally, Galen's texts are referred to by
their Latin titles. When a work is first mentioned in a chapter, I will include the full Latin
title along with the usual abbreviation for that title in parenthesis: for example, De
Anatomicis Administrationibus (AA). The format for abbreviations is taken from R.J.
Hankinson's Cambridge Companion to Galen (Hankinson 2008: 391-7). Subsequently, I
will adopt the abbreviated title except for cases of emphasis. A further complication, and
the reason for this section of the introduction, has to do with pragmatics of Galen's
corpus, which is truly immense. By Vivian Nutton's account, Galen's extant works in
Greek represent roughly 10% of all surviving Greek literature through 350 CE, the
majority of which comprises some 20,000 pages in 22 volumes of the Kiihn edition.? For
this reason and others, such as the relatively low esteem in which second century Greek
authors have historically been held by Classicists and the sometimes esoteric nature of
Galen's medical work, a standard method of citation does not exist for Galen's texts.

From 1821-1833, Karl Gottlob Kiihn collected the Greek texts of Galen available
at the time into 22 volumes containing Greek text, often poorly edited, along with

subscripted Latin translations of the named although not necessarily of the printed Greek

2 See Nutton (2004: 390 n. 22)



text. Given the lack of any comprehensive alternative, Kiihn's edition is the basis for most
citations despite its failings. Therefore, for texts that appear in Kiihn's massive edition, I
adopt a similar method of citation to that found in Hankinson's Cambridge Companion
(Hankinson 2008: xix-xxi). Galenic texts are cited by way of the abbreviated Latin title, a
Roman numeral indicating the Kiihn volume in which that treatise is contained, and
finally an Arabic numeral indicating the Kiihn page in which the reference can be found.
So, AA 1I 240, picks out De Anatomicis Administrationibus, which is Kiihn volume I and
begins on Kiihn page 240.

I still refer to the Kiihn numbering and pagination in cases where Kiihn has been
superseded by a later critical edition, such as De Praenotione, edited by Vivian Nutton in

1979 as a part of the Corpus Medicorum Graecorum (CMG V 8,1). This edition and most

other recent critical editions themselves contain marginal references to Kiihn's edition,
making Kiihn a common reference point for all later editions. Hankinson's Companion
includes more elaborate references, which provide the Kiihn reference followed by an "="
then a citation of a later edition. For purposes of this dissertation, the bare Kiihn reference
suffices. In cases where the Galenic text referenced does not appear in Kiihn, I use the
pagination of the standard critical edition as indicated by Section II of Appendix I, again
in Hankinson (2008: 397). Other references to ancient texts follow the style of

abbreviation found in the 4th edition of the OCD. Translations, unless otherwise

indicated are my own.



HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

Indirect evidence for a medical interest in anatomy and direct evidence of
anatomical knowledge can be found in Greek writing in our earliest literary sources, the
lliad and the Odyssey.> Machaon and his brother Podalirius, both sons of the then mortal
albeit famous healer Asclepius tend to the wounds of Greek soldiers on the battlefields of
Troy. Notably both minister to the dying and wounded without recourse to divine
intervention, by which rough criterion so-called rational medicine is distinguished from
non-rational medicine.* That is to say, the notion of rational medicine, broadly construed,
has roots in our earliest Greek texts alongside an at least passive awareness of the
superficial structure of the human body. In fact, Aulus Cornelius Celsus, the first century
CE author of De Medicina, includes both of the brothers in his early genealogy of
physicians, at whose head stands the mortal doctor Asclepius in his proem (De Medicina
2-3). Even so, there is no evidence in the texts for anything beyond the sort of

accidentally acquired anatomical knowledge allowed by the Empiricists.

3 For medicine in the Iliad and Odyssey, see Daremberg (1865), Lorenz (1976) and Laser (1983). Although
the Homeric poems are notoriously graphic in regard to wounds and other physical injuries, they are rather
vague with regard to pharmacology and physiology.

4 E.g.,11.2.716-25,11.514-5,518, 833 and passim. That is not to say, however, that supernatural and
divine explanations for medical phenomena are not also evident in the poems. Consider, for example, the
famous plague in /I. 1, whose divine provenance cannot be explained in terms of dual causation. For the
plot to progress, the plague must be caused by Apollo's anger at the treatment of Chryses and must be
treated through prayer and purification. See also, Il. 5.99ff, 305ff, 447ff, 16.523; Od. 20.455-8. In addition,
consider the idpata at Epidaurus, dating from the fourth century BCE, which preserve the case histories of
patients seeking divine diagnoses and sometimes treatment. Furthermore, Strabo and Pliny both relate a
tradition by which Hippocrates himself learned medicine from the idpata at Cos before the Asclepion
burned down.

8



Alcmaeon of Croton

A testimonium of Alcmaeon of Croton, active some time in the late 6th or early
Sth century BCE, traditionally represents the earliest witness for an account of dissection.
In his commentary on Plato's Timaeus, Chalcidius credits Alcmaeon with having been the
first to work on the anatomy of the eye,

Consequently, the nature of the eye must be shown, about which both a

good number of others [have written], and particularly Alcmaeon of

Croton, practiced in natural philosophy, who was the first who dared to

undertake its removal (exectionem), also Callisthenes, a student of

Aristotle, and Herophilus brought to light many [of the following]

remarkable [discoveries].
The question of what exact procedure(s) Alcmaeon engaged in is vexed.® The crux of the
difficulty involves both what ex(s)ectio means as it applies to Alcmaeon's medical
activity and how much weight one places on the context surrounding the claim, which
might imply extensive anatomical research. In the sentence preceding this quotation,
which is not included in Diels-Kranz, Chalcidius mentions that both doctors and
philosophers examined the joints of the human body after an exsectio of the limbs was
undertaken for the sake of fully understanding nature when it is healthy.” Furthermore,

references that Chalcidius makes later in the text (257ff) to the optic nerves leading from

the eyes into the head as well as his description of the optical tunics seem at first glance

3 Chalcidius in Tim. 256 = DK 24 A 10, demonstranda igitur oculi natura est, de qua cum plerique alii tum
Alcmaeo Crotoniensis in physicis exercitatus quique primus exectionem adgredi est ausus, et Callisthenes,
Aristotelis auditor, et Herophilus multa et praeclara in lucem protulerunt.

6 For an overview of Alcmaeon and of what can be gleaned from Chalcidius' testimony, see Lloyd (1975).
7 Chalcidius in Tim. 256 = DK 24 A 10, ad comprehendendam sanae naturae sollertiam artus humani
corporis facta membrorum exsectione rimati sunt...

9



to attribute a fairly robust anatomical awareness of the structure of the eyes and optic
nerves to Alcmaeon.? But, it is not difficult to construe this passage as saying simply that
these more complex anatomical discoveries were the culmination of a tradition of
investigation that began with Alcmaeon and continued through Herophilus.

In his article on the early history of dissection, however, G.E.R. Lloyd argues that
the weight of evidence against human dissection at such an early moment in Greek
history is overwhelming.” He cites Aristotle's pleas for animal dissection as a legitimate
intellectual activity in PA 1.5 and his admission in HA 494b21 that the internal structure
of the human body is at his time unknown and must be arrived at from analogy with the
internal structure of animals, as well as Celsus' later archaeology of dissection in the
proem to De Med. as evidence that any dissection, much less human dissection, was a
fairly late arrival to the medical scene. Consequently, Chalcidius' references to human
dissection are either mistakenly attributed to Alcmaeon or should be attributed to
Herophilus and Erasistratus along with the elaborate description of the structure of the
eyes and the optic nerves. For example, the reference to four tunics or membranes (in

quattuor membranis seu tunicis) strongly evokes post-Herophilean language.'0

8 Chalcidius in Tim.256-7 = DK 24 A 10, duas esse angustas semitas quae a cerebri sede, in qua est sita
potestas animae summa et principalis, ad oculorum cauernas meent naturalem spiritum continentes; quae
cum ex uno initio eademque radice progressae aliquantisper coniunctae sint in frontis intimis, separatae
biuii specie perueniant ad oculorum concauas sedes, qua superciliorum obliqui tramites porriguntur,
sinuataeque illic tunicarum gremio naturalem humorem recipiente globos complent munitos tegmine
palpebrarum, ex quo appellantur orbes. Porro quod ex una sede progrediantur luciferae semitae, docet
quidem sectio principaliter, nihilo minus tamen intelligitur ex eo quoque, quod uterque oculus moueatur
una nee alter sine altero moueri queat. Oculi porro ipsius continentiam in quattuor membranis seu tunicis
notauerunt disparili soliditate; quarum differentiam proprietatemque si quis persequi uelit, maiorem
proposita materia suscipiet laborem.
9 Lloyd 1975: 116-17
10 See Lloyd (1975: 119-20)

10



Human dissection aside, one is left with Chalcidius' claim that Alcmaeon was the
first who dared to undertake exsectio of the eye. Without further context, the precise
nature of the excision involved in Alcmaeon's exsectio is opaque. Lloyd (1975: 121-2),
argues against the view that Alcmaeon was engaged in more than passive observation of
the eye and its orbit. He observes that Theophrastus' reports of Alcmaeon's beliefs
concerning the eyes focus on a reduction of them to their elemental constituents. This
territory is familiar among pre-Socratic intellectuals interested in the natural world. At
least, it is certainly a familiar Peripatetic narrative of pre-Socratic interests in the natural
world. However, Theophrastus further attributes to Alcmaeon a belief in conduits or
pores (;tOQOL) connecting the sense organs to the brain,!! which may suggest that
Alcmaeon was engaged in dissection.

The argument runs that Alcmaeon's belief in mOgoL might have arisen from an
awareness of the path of the optic nerve from the eye to the brain inside the skull. As
Lloyd (1975: 124) points out, however, it would have been surprising if Alcmaeon had
come to believe in the connection of the sense organs to the brain by way of mwoQoL
through the direct observation of nerves extending from those organs to the brain. He
would have been unable to detect any such connection between especially the tongue and
the brain. And, of course, mere excision of the eye would have revealed only the stub of

the optic nerve remaining in the eye's orbit.

1 De Sensu 25-26 = DK 24 A5, 0p0aipovg 8¢ 06pav did Tod méQIE Bdatog. &1L d' Exel mho, dfhov
elvar IAYEVTOG YOO ExAGumey. 0gav 8¢ TdL oTiABovTL xai Tt dradavel, dTav aviipaivit, xai
b00v AV 1aBaEOTEQOV ML, LAALOV. dmdoag 8¢ Tag aiobfoelg ovvngtﬁoeaﬂ WG TQOG TOV
symxpa)\ov d10 zail TmEovobaL xvovuévou ol MsrocMaﬂovrog mv xoeov: emlopupavery ycx@ TOUg
nogovg, 3 v ai aioOioeig. meEl 8¢ Gpfig o elonurev obte g obte Tivt yiveTon. [AAN] A. utv odv
&7 TOCOVTOV APDOLKEV.
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The evidence supports the view that Alcmaeon was engaged in passive
observation of the eye and its orbit in some animal. Chalcidius is both a much later
source and his Latin is ambiguous on the crucial question of whether he believed
Alcmaeon was engaged in active, intrusive observation of the eye. Given the generally
passive character of anatomical observations made subsequent to Alcmaeon in the
Hippocratic Corpus, to which we now turn, it seems probable that Alcmaeon was
engaged in the same sort of non-intrusive observation that we shall see is typical of pre-

Aristotelian anatomical narratives.

The Hippocratic Corpus

A clearer anatomical picture begins to come into slow focus in the middle of the
5th century BCE with the texts that come to us under the name of Hippocrates.'? These
texts, taken together, form the Hippocratic Corpus and range in date from the middle of
the Classical to the Hellenistic period (5th-3rd centuries BCE). Given the range of their
dates of composition and other factors, such as language use as well as theoretical or
doctrinal inconsistencies between treatises, the Hippocratic Corpus obviously contains
texts written by a variety of authors, whose identities are for the most part unknown to

us.!3 The Hippocratic texts offer some anatomical description but, on the whole, this

12T do not engage the Hippocratic question in this dissertation, as the issue of authorship is really
orthogonal to the manner of anatomical narrative in the corpus. For the Hippocratic question, see, e.g.,
Smith (1979); Lloyd (1991: 194-223); Temkin (1991); and Jouanna (1999).

13 Though Aristotle attributes an elaborate description of the circulatory system to Polybus, a disciple and
son-in-law of Hippocrates, at HA 512b12-513a7. This is the account of the circulatory system that appears
in Nature of Man 11. Consequently, Galen and others attributed at least portions of Nat. Hom. to Polybus.
The discovery of the papyrus, dating from the 1st-2nd centuries CE, known as Anonymus Londinensis and
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information is fairly sparse. It is limited in large part to descriptions of superficial
structures of the human body as well as some of the principle organs.!# Hippocratic
claims about anatomical function are largely speculative; the physiological claims one
finds in the Hippocratic Corpus seem to be based on little empirical examination and they
do not show much concern for it.

The importance of basing claims about the body only on manifest data appears in
some of the earliest Hippocratic texts. This incipient notion can be found in the opening
lines of Nat. Hom., where, for example, knowledge of the human body, at least of a
certain sort plays an important role in medical claims,!3

This account is not well suited for that sort of person to hear, who is in the

habit of listening to those who talk about nature (¢pvoLg), at least human

nature, any further than how it relates to medicine. For I do not say that

human beings are entirely [reducible to] air, fire, water, earth, or any other

thing that is not observably present in a human being (6 Tu W) ¢paveQov

€0TLV €VEOV €V T AvOpm®); rather, I leave that to those people who
want to talk about those things.!6

thought to be of Peripatetic provenance attributes the first chapters of Nat. Hom. to Polybus as well
(19.2ff).
14 See, for example, Jouanna (1999: 310-11), "The Hippocratic physicians were naturally acquainted with
the principal organs, such as the brain, the heart, the lungs, the liver, the kidneys, the spleen, and the
bladder, all of which were located in the two great cavities separated by the diaphragm, the "upper" cavity
and the "lower" cavity. But they did not yet call them organs- this is an Aristotelian concept. They spoke
instead of "structures," for they defined these parts of the body more by their form than by their function."
15 Cf. also Nat. Hom. 5.7-10: How could these things [the humors] be alike to one another? Their colors are
not the same when looked at and they do not seem the same to the touch, seeing as they are not equally hot,
cold, dry, or wet. (ITdg o &v ¢owdTa ein TadTa AAMhlotowy, dv obte Td yoduato dpolo daiveton
TROCO0EMUEVX, 0UTE T el YadovTL Spowa doxéel elvar; obte Yo Oeoud Opoing éotiv, olite
Puyod, ovte ENQa, olite Uypd). Here, again, the author undergirds his claims regarding the humoral
composition of the human body with appeals to empirical evidence, in this case sight and touch.
16 Nat. Hom. 1.1-6, ‘Ootig pév eim0ev axoew heyoviov audl The piotog tig avigmmivg
TROOMTEQW 1] OROCOV QUVTENG €C INTOWNV EPTNUEL, TOVTEM PEV OV €mTiOEL0g HOE O AOYOG ANOVELY:
obte Yo 10 maumay Héea My tov dvBommov eivar, oite o, obte HdwE, oTe YAV, obT dAho
oVdEV, 6 TL U1 GaveQOV EOTLY EVEOV €V TQ AVOQOT®: AAAA Tolol foviopuévolol TabTa AEyely
TTOQIM L.
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This language, of what is manifest (pavedv) as opposed to what is hidden (Gdniov)
dominates the debate regarding the bases for valid inferences in subsequent
epistemological debates. And, as in the case of the English word 'apparent', the Greek
word ¢pavepov includes in its semantic range 'something apparent to sensation'.!”

It is clear that in the Classical period the contrast between what is directly
observable (to be taken loosely) and what is only indirectly observable had been made
and had become a driving methodological distinction for certain medical authors or at
least for other intellectuals. Nat. Hom. of course proceeds to introduce humors as
exemplars of these sorts of manifest features of the body. The impetus to tie epistemic
medical claims to empirical observation is clear. The humors, after all, are for the most
part observable products of the human body even if they do not play the physiological
role in the human body that some Hippocratic and later physicians believe they do.

I have already mentioned the connection between what is apparent (paveQoOV)
and what is visible in Greek closely mirrors the relation between the two terms in
English. I mention this observation proleptically, as the connection with visibility is
something that will occupy me in my later discussions of Galen's argumentative
strategies. For the present, it is enough to note that in these earlier contexts, paveQov
does indicate something either manifest to sensation or to reason but the contexts in

which the word and the anatomical facts it describes as manifest appear are not peppered

17 Debates involving distinctions such as these drove many of the medical texts that come down to us from
the Classical period. In fact, G.E.R. Lloyd argues that the very shape of Greek medicine in the Classical
period is an outgrowth of the philosophical and political debates raging at the time. See, e.g., Lloyd (1979:
242-55), Lloyd (1990: 30-6), Lloyd (1990: 58-67), and passim.
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with visual language.!® That is, the Hippocratic accounts (and other pre-Galenic
accounts) are not visually rich accounts of anatomical procedures that attempt to situate

the reader behind the gaze of the medical author as he practices his craft.

Hippocratic Anatomy

In this vein, it is worth noting how undifferentiated the inner structure of the body
was for Hippocratic doctors. The Hippocratic corpus, for example, does not yet
distinguish between arteries and veins, calling them both ¢pAéfeg, the root word of our
modern phlebotomy. The ancestor of our term "artery," aptneia, refers primarily to the
windpipe and other bronchial tubes rather than to a subset of the vessels belonging to the
circulatory system. Similarly, the Hippocratic corpus does not discriminate between
nerves and other sinewy structures in the body, such as tendons and ligaments, all of
which fall under the broad category of vebpa, again an ancestor of a modern term
"neuro-." In short, there is no evidence for the surgical examination of dead human
bodies in the Hippocratic Corpus. And, in fact even the general practice of animal
dissection during the Classical period seems to have been practiced only rarely. Indeed,
the Aristotelian corpus contains the only extant reports of animal dissections that

approach being systematic.

18 The humors in Nat. Hom., for example, are manifest to sensation generally and not necessarily to vision
alone. So, for example, the humors not only look different but also feel different at Nat. Hom. V.7-10: For
how could these things be alike to one another, whose colors not only appear manifestly different when
seen but also appear different to a hand touching (them)? For they are not similarly warm or cold nor dry or
wet. (TG Y av oot € Tadta dAANAowow, OV 0Te T YohpaTa dpote paivetal
TQOCOEMUEVX, 0VTE Tf) el YadovTL dpota doxéel elval; obte yaQ Oegud Opoing Eotiv, olte
Puyod, ovte ENod, ovte VyQA.)
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In his 1992 book on Hippocrates, Jacques Jouanna makes this point alongside the
observation that Hippocratic authors could have avoided fairly obvious mistakes in their
descriptions of the internal structure of the human body had they engaged in even cursory
human dissection as the Egyptians had in ritual contexts.!® He contrasts this lack of
human dissection in ritual contexts with ritual animal sacrifice, where there is concrete
evidence that the Greeks conducted at least limited observations of animal anatomy in a
sacrificial context, citing for example, Aristotle at PA 667b1-7:20

An indication that the heart does not survive affection is that in no ritual

sacrifices is this sort of affection seen around it as it is in the cases of the

other internal organs. For the kidneys and the liver as well as the lungs

also and especially the spleen are often seen to be full of stones, growths,

and abscesses.?!

Despite the availability of animal organs and other internal structures, such as the ones
above, for anatomical observations, the authors of the Hippocratic Corpus seem to take
very little advantage of animal material that would have been common. This point
complicates reductive answers to questions of Greco-Roman inattention to anatomical

information gleaned from dissection or necropsy. An answer of this sort is that the

Greeks and Romans refused to engage in dissection of human bodies on account of

19 Jouanna (1999: 308)

20 Cf. also Aristotle PA 667b11-13, which explicitly mentions observations, perhaps hypothetical, that can
be made when cutting open the corpses of diseased animals albeit in an unknown context, 6oa 8¢ did
vOoOoV ®al ToladTo AN Gailvetor TehevTOVTO TOV CHWV, TOUTOLS AVaTEUVOUEVOLS GaiveTal TTeQL
™V raEdtav voom o dom.

21 Aristotle PA 667b1-7, Enusiov 8¢ Tod pndev ¢mdéyeoOan méOog TV xaediay T &v undevi Thv
Ouopévar iegelwv OPOaL ToodTov IO TEQRL ATV HoTeQ ¢m TV GAWV oTAGyYvoV. O Te Y
vepol MOMAXIE paivovTol MOmV peotol %ol GuUdT®mv xol S0Ovomy xal TO Nae, GoadTng O %ol
O MAEVPWV, LAALOTO O O OTIAV.
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religious or moral taboos regarding the body.?> Other explanations for the early Greek
apparent lack of interest in animal dissection are either vaguely causally associated with
taboo, such as Aristotle's appeal to intellectual curiosity in the face of social attitudes
toward dissection at PA 645a6-15, or related to the intermittent value placed by many
Greek intellectuals on the warrant of empirical observation before the Hellenistic
period.?3

Although it seems eminently plausible that Aristotle's account of the organs of
sacrificed animals was based either on direct observation or on the accounts of observers,
there is no guarantee that these observations were based on direct observation. Consider,
for example, the willingness with which some ancient authors present hypothetical
examples as actual examples. What is one to make of Plutarch's elaborate account of
Anaxagoras' one horned goat, where allegedly Anaxagoras has an ill-omened goat's head
split open to prove that its single horn is a natural anomaly rather than a divine one?**

What is to be made of the following example of anatomical discourse in the early
Hippocratic treatise On Joints? Here the author claims to find himself in a public dispute
over whether or not a patient has a dislocation of the humerus. After telling the reader
that, because he has never witnessed them, he is agnostic on the possibility of certain
dislocations, the upward (dvw), outward (¢€w), and forward (§umgooBev) dislocations,

he explains that he was once publicly ridiculed (fjxovoa ¢pravowg) by both doctors and

22 On the claim that moral or religious taboo was the primary explanation for Greek and Roman avoidance
of human dissection see, for example, Edelstein (1967c: 247-301), Lloyd (1973: 75-90), von Staden (1989:
29), von Staden (1992: 225), and Nutton (2004: 119-20).
231 take up Aristotle's comments attitudes toward dissection later in this chapter. Chapter two discusses the
problem of empirical warrant in epistemic claims at length.
24 Plutarch Pericles 3
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the public (&m0 TOV inTEdV VIO TE TOV dNpotéwv) alike for denying a case of so-
called forward dislocation. Finally, he offers the following explanation for the confusion
as a hypothetical to the reader,

If someone were to strip the shoulder of its flesh from the arm, and were to

expose the part with which the muscle stretches, and expose the tendon

across the armpit and clavicle toward the chest, the head of the arm bone

would clearly be projecting forward, although it would clearly not be

dislocated. For, the head of the arm bone naturally slopes forward while

the rest of the arm bone curves outward.

This passage and its context are interesting for three distinct reasons. First, unlike the
authors of other treatises such as Ancient Medicine and Nature of Man, the author of On
Joints is remarkably conservative about his own epistemic claims. Rather than assert his
expertise by claiming that certain dislocations are not possible on either theoretical
grounds or on the grounds that he has not seen them in his practice, the author of On
Joints makes a qualified claim about their possibility on the basis of his experience.

In the opening line of the treatise, he says that he knows of only one type of
dislocation, into the armpit (HOpov 8¢ &eBpov Eva TedTOV 0ida OMOOAVOV, TOV & TV
paoyaAnv), without denying the existence of the others out of hand. Second, the author
gives indirect and very early evidence for the sort of public and agonistic nature of

ancient medical practice that typifies Greco-Roman interactions between the physician,

the public, and the patient. And finally, this passage shows that the author had to appeal

23 Artic. 1.13-19, &l 11 100 Boayiovog Yihdoeie utv Tdv cagréwv T Emmuida, Yihdoeie 8 1) O pdg
avateiver, Yhdoeie 8¢ TOV TEVOVTA TOV RATO THY Mooy EANY xai THY #Mida eos to otfifog &yovta,
daivorto av 1 xepahr) ToD Poayiovog &g Tohumgoobev EEéxovaa loyvods, raimeg ovx
EnmemTmnruios TEPURE YOO €C TOVUTQOOOEV TQOTETNG 1] xEPal) TOD Poayiovos: TO O' dAlo dotéov
oD Boaytovog € TO EEm nouTOAOV.
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both to reader and to public by way of a hypothetical dissection of the human shoulder.
He had no recourse to assumed general knowledge on the part of his audience, whose
beliefs were sufficiently developed so as to judge the author's anatomical credentials on
the basis of his claims on forward dislocation. Far more importantly he gives no
indication that he had recourse to the observations of gathered physicians, to other texts,
or to an anatomical model, much less to a corpse.

The murkiness of the anatomical waters in the Classical period is further muddied
as the authors of texts in the Hippocratic corpus and later Aristotle do not often explain
how they come by the anatomical information that they catalogue; it is difficult to get a
sense for the context in which these observations were made as well as the observational
methods involved, if the notion of an observational methodology is not anachronistic.
Moreover, although there is evidence that Aristotle, at least ostensibly, takes into
consideration some sample size for his generalizations, there is not enough contextual
evidence in the Hippocratic corpus to suggest that the authors had a method for
generalization in mind.

That some Hippocratic authors considered evidence taken from animal dissection
persuasive and at least entertained conducting dissections is made most plain in On the
Sacred Disease, where the author explains the sacred disease, epilepsy, in terms of a
humoral imbalance. The account is at least superficially anatomical. But, it appears
motivated far more by the author's theoretical commitments to a humoral theory,
speaking loosely, than to direct anatomical observation. On this theoretical account an

imbalance, excess of phlegm in the brain, causes a blockage in the vessels leading to and
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from the brain. This explanation, the author argues, can be demonstrated by observing the
brains of animals that have been afflicted by epilepsy,

For the brain is moister than is natural and congested with phlegm so that

while discharge is frequent, the phlegm also can no longer be broken

down nor can the brain dry; rather it is congested and wet. Someone would

know this fact especially well by way of herd animals that become afflicted

with this disease and especially by way of goats: for these are most

frequently afflicted. If you cut into the head (of a goat), you will find that

the brain is moist, filled with fluid, and smells terrible. And, in this you

will clearly know that it is not a god that wracks the body but a disease.

And so it is with human beings.26
This account, which is similar in relevant respects to the hypothetical dissection or
surgery of the shoulder mentioned earlier in On Joints, differs in an important regard. In
On the Sacred Disease, the appeal is at least ostensibly to an actual example, the cranial
dissection of the so-called epileptic goat.?” Whereas the discussion in On Joints presented
the dissection of the shoulder in hypothetical terms, the author of On the Sacred Disease
discusses the dissection of the goat as actual. This point is evidenced both by the context

of the passage and by the indicative mood of the conditional's apodosis. The author's use

of the second person also, as we shall see in chapter 3, presents the facts as seen by the

26 De morb. sac. 11.4-13, 6 v éyxédpatog DyedTEQOG YEYOVE TS PIOLOG %l TANUUVQEEL VIO TOD
PAEYHOTOG, (DOTE TOVG PEV RATOQQEOOVS TUAVOTEQOVG YivesOaL, ExxQLOfval 8¢ unxétt oldv Te elva
10 GAEYaL, undE dvatnoavofvar Tov Eyrépakov, ahha dwafePoéydo nai elvan Vyeov. Tvoin &' dv
TIg T0d€e PdALoTo TOIoL TQOPATOLOL TOLOL RATAANTTTOLOL YLVOUEVOLOLY VIO TS VOUTOU TOUTNHG Rl
udhota THow ailiv- avton Yo murvotata Aapfdvovror Hiv dtandyng v xedaknv, ehonoelg TOV
gynéparov Uypov édvta nal VOO meQimiemv nal naxov dTovta, xal €v ToUTE ONAOVOTL YVdO
OtL ovy, 6 Be0g TO odpa Avpaivetar, dAL' 1) vodoog. Ovtw 8' €xeL nal T® dvBommw:

27 The case of the goat is curious, in that a species of goat does exist, known as the "Falling Goat" or more
technically the "Myotonic Goat." This breed of goat suffers from a neuromuscular condition, Myotonia
Congenita, which results in an increased muscular reaction to stimulus and a retardation in muscular
relaxation afterwards. This disorder presents as partial or complete stiffening of the limbs and then jerking
motions as the muscles slowly relax. The goat's brain is not known to smell badly upon dissection,
however.
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reader acting as physician as the basis for persuasion. That is, figuring the reader as the
practitioner in the text is itself a means by which to include and so to persuade. But the
most important point here is that this Hippocratic author treats empirical evidence, in
particular empirically acquired anatomical evidence, as explanatorily valuable to the
intended audience of On the Sacred Disease. Like the author of On Joints, what this
author considers a crucial part of his persuasive arsenal is appeal to direct empirical
evidence by way of anatomy. This evidence need not be empirically accurate or even
have been the result of direct observation but the very fact that it is presented as empirical
evidence shows the strange disconnect between how certain evidence may be privileged
for its persuasive value while it does not appear to have been privileged medically or
therapeutically. That is, the evidence may have had persuasive value but that value did
not motivate these authors to conduct empirical systematic empirical investigations.

It is unclear whether this citation of empirical observation was really meant to
describe a repeatable test for theoretical claims or was only one of an assortment of
argumentative tools arrayed rhetorically against rival physicians in the Hippocratic texts
in which appeals to empiricism are apparent. For example, consider the striking
difference between two accounts, both from Nat. Hom.. The first forms one of the
author's arguments for humors as the constituents of the human body. It follows claims
that the humors are always the same both by nature (xotd ¢pvowv) and by convention
(rato vOpov), which is a distinction familiar from sophistic debates in the Classical
period. The author's first argumentative move is to establish that according to

conventional usage, the four humors (blood, phlegm, yellow bile, and black bile) are
21



distinct in name. The author's second move is to establish how it is that the four humors
differ substantively,

How could these things [the humors] be alike to one another? Their colors

are not the same when looked at and they do not seem the same to the

touch, seeing as they are not equally hot, cold, dry, or wet.28
It is not important whether one humor such as phlegm was noticeably different in
temperature to another such as bile. What matters is that the author places persuasive
weight on empirically observable qualities, such as relative temperature. The argument
must go something like this. First the argument takes as given that (a) things that are
substantively the same will (b) appear the same. Therefore, the author concludes that the
humors are ~(a) substantively different (xatd ¢Uowv tag idéag neyweiobar) on the
grounds that they ~(b) seem different with respect to appearance and touch. So long as
one allows that identity of appearance is a necessary condition of substantial identity, the
conclusion follows by modus tollens that the humors cannot possibly be substantially
alike.

In light of the high premium this argument places on empirical observation, the
description of the circulatory system at Nat. Hom. 11 is all the more surprising. In this
chapter the author outlines one of the earliest extant attempts at describing the human
circulatory system. Famously, however, the description does not hold up under even

minimal empirical scrutiny. The text, which Aristotle and Anonymus Londinensis both

28 Nat. Hom. 5.7-10, T1dg yaQ av €odta €in Tadto dGAAAoLowY, OV 0TE T yohpata Spota
dalvetow mpooopmueva, ovte T KeLol Pobovit dpota doxréel etvar; ote yap Beoud Opotwg EoTiv,
olte Yuypd, ovte Enod, obte VYQA.
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attribute to Hippocrates' pupil and son-in-law Polybus,” appears to be motivated by
theoretical commitments rather than any empirical observations of the internal structure
of the human body.

It has been noted by both ancient and modern commentators that the account of
the circulatory system in Nat.Hom. fails to mention the heart by name at all.30 Rather it
treats the blood vessels of the body as radiating from the head. In addition, the exposition
seems driven by a commitment to bilateral symmetry rather than by direct observation of
the vascular system.3! Given the absence for any evidence of human dissection before the
Hellenistic period, this last fact is not surprising. But, the passage also reveals an
indifference to or ignorance of analogous vascular structures that could be gleaned from
direct observation of vascular anatomy in other animals, gained either by dissection,
ritual sacrifice, or even slaughter and dressage.’> What then is one to make of the fact that
the author of Nat. Hom. appeals here both to anatomical information as an argumentative
strategy and yet appears to show no concern for what must have been fairly available

anatomical information?

29 Aristotle at HA 512b12-513a7 and Anonymus Londinensis at 19 2ff.
30 Lesley Dean-Jones, in 'Polybus' Heartless Man', an unpublished piece on this passage, however, argues
that given widespread awareness of the heart in the Classical period, even to lay people, it was impossible
for Polybus (or if not him, whoever authored this passage) simply not to know of the heart's existence. She
suggests that the absence of a direct reference to the heart may reflect Polybus' view of it as a 'crossing
place' rather than as a distinct organ.
31 See Lloyd (1979: 22). In addition, Lloyd suggests plausibly (158) that contemporary venesectional
practice may have played a role in this arrangement of vessels.
32 See, for example, Manuli and Vegetti (1977: 52); Lloyd (1979: 157-8); Smith (1979: 20); Jouanna
(1999: 310-11).
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Aristotle on the vascular anatomy of Nat. Hom.

A passage in Aristotle, HA 513a8-15, represents our earliest extant criticism of
this account. His critique is bookended, first by summaries of earlier accounts of the
circulatory system and then by his own. Importantly, Aristotle's main criticism of the
presentation of the circulatory system in Nat.Hom. involves its failure to conduct
empirical observations adequately. First he acknowledges the difficulties in observation
of the circulatory system in dead animals. Then he explains that these mistakes could
have been avoided if his predecessors had undertaken more careful observations.
Specifically, he recommends the strangulation of emaciated animals in order to see the

blood vessels of the body most clearly .33

Galen on the authenticity of the vascular anatomy in Nat.Hom.

Galen's account of this passage, from his commentary on Nat. Hom. (HNH) is far
more damning and offers a useful entrée into Galen's style of prose as well as his use of
Hippocrates to authorize his own medical claims. In fact, although Galen often took great
pains to reconcile both the works of Plato and of the Hippocratic Corpus with his own
theories, the anatomical shortcomings of this passage drove him not only to consider it

spurious but to imagine it was a part of a libelous interpolation as well,

33 Aristotle adds that those of his predecessors who took pains to document the circulatory system precisely
had roughly the same view of it as expressed in the three accounts laid out in HA. One mistake that he
claims they all had in common was locating the source of the circulatory system in the brain and head
rather than in the heart. HA 513a9-13, €10l 0¢ %ol TGV mepl GpVOLV Ol TOLAVTNV PEV OVK
gumoarypateOnoav dxrgiporoyiov megl tag pAéPac, mhvteg & dpoimg TV oy aOTOV éx TAS
neGalijc nal To0 eyrepAhov moLovoL, AEYovteg oV HOADG.

24



In addition, between this and On the Nature of Man, something else has
been compiled, interpolated by the one who first joined these two little
treatises, the work On the Nature of Man of Hippocrates himself and
Regimen of Health of Polybus, into the same one. For at the time when the
Attalid and Ptolemaic kings were trying to outdo each other in the
acquisition of texts, fraud regarding the attribution and recension of texts
began to spring up among those who were bringing back the work of
famous authors to the kings for pay. So, since both of these books, On the
Nature of Man and Regimen of Health, are short, someone combined them
both into the same book, considering each of them to be negligible
because of its shortness. And maybe someone else, or maybe even the
same person who first combined them, inserted some things between the
two works, which we will now discuss.3*

Here Galen goes a step further than rejecting the possibility that a genuinely
Hippocratic text was mistaken with respect to a medical issue, even an anatomical one.?>
The vascular description is so far off the mark that Galen envisions it may well be the

result of greedy booksellers taking advantage of the obsession over renown that drove

relations between Hellenistic monarchs, and including spurious pages between two

34 HNH XV 108-9: 10 8¢ petakd tottov 1 »ai tod IMegl piioemg dvBohmov dieoxehaota,
TOEYYEYQAUUEVOV VIO TOD TEMTOV oVVOEVTOG €ig TaUTOV TA 000 TabTa PIBAIOLL, TO TTepl pioemg
avBodmov tod Trmordrtovg avtod olyyoapua xai to tod ITohbBov Iei draltng vyLewvc. €v ydao
@ ®otd Tovg Attalxols te xol IItolepainovg fpaoihéag xodvew medg dAhiihoug

AVTLGLLOTLLOV UEVOUGS TEQL ®TNOEWGS BLPAlwV 1 TEQL TAG EYQAPAS TE ®Al OLOOREVAS AUTAV NOEATO
viveaBal gadiovyio Tolg Evera ToD AaPetv agyloLlov dvadpégovoly g Tovs Paothéag avoQhv
EVOOEWY OUYYQAPIOTO. UXQDY 0VV SVTMV dudoTtéomv TV PiBAlwY, Tod el piioeme dvOohmov
zol tod TTel Staitng DyLewg, ebraTadQOVNTOV E%ATEQOV TOVTMV elval Tig SOEAG Stk Thv
OXQOTNTO CUVEONHEV €lg TAVTOV AUPW. Ral TLG (0w AANOG 1] Al AVTOG O TEMTOS AUTA CVVOELS
T0ReVEOM®E TLvaL LeTOED TV dU0 TavuTl T VOV poyelpiteobal péhhovia.

33 The speculation at the end of this quotation is eye-catching. Here Galen deploys a number of stock
complaints he has about the way in which doctors and authors of his own day manipulate the work of
others to undermine their authenticity. In particular, he combines two scenarios that he normally associates
with his own writing and the anxieties he expresses about its publication: the insertion of foreign material
into another's corpus of work and the fraudulence that results from an obsession with reputation. Cf.
Lib.Prop. XIX 8-11, the preface to one of Galen's autobibliographical works. Briefly, the passage involves
Galen's encounter with two men in the Sandalarium, who are arguing over the authenticity of a medical
text. One man claims that the text is by the famous Galen while the other says that any educated Greek
(pepaideumenos) should be able to tell that it's a forgery. Galen laments the lack of education in Rome,
then explains that these sorts of forgeries are the result of subpar practitioners trying to pass themselves off
as Galen in order to sell more of their own books.
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Hippocratic texts in an effort to drive up their price. Galen's philological arguments and
his interest in authenticity find their roots in the Alexandrian critics a generation after
Aristotle's own. This interest in philology, pedigree, and authority of a text not only
pepper Galen's own anatomical discussions but also illustrate the importance of the right
sort of interpretation one must have of earlier authors as well as the need to correct
textual and doctrinal mistakes. This interpolation, in Galen's opinion, should be apparent
to serious Hippocratic exegetes, like him. Since, for both conceptual and philological
reasons (e.g., the use of oUvoyov, ovpnuata) he believes that the vascular anatomy of
Nat. Hom. is spurious.?® Consequently, the author is, as either a sophist or, as Galen
alleges is more likely, a shyster (avobQyog) who has appended this passage on anatomy
in order to defame the ancient authors of the two texts it attempts to join.

As counterevidence to this vascular description, Galen first brings to bear a list of
anatomists from Diocles to his own day, none of whom claim that there are four pairs of
blood vessels extending from the brain.3” Sarcastically, Galen comments on how certain
mistakes with these sorts of observations are at least imaginable, as in the case of
someone who mistakenly counts eight or six hills of Rome. In this case, however, the

miscount is so absurdly off the mark that it would be more apt to say that it is like

36 The philological evidence is slight, see HNH XV 172-3, where Galen argues that the terms ovoyov and
ovgfuata are only used by more recent physicians. H00' 6 TadTa yodpag i) TolodTOg NV GOPLOTHG §)
ovoDEYog AvBommog, g Eowrev, TaReyyedag to Peddog Evera tod mpootoiyasdal YPdyov Td
Toha®. Tod 8¢ vedTeQOV elval TOV TAQEYYQAPOVTO TADTO %Al 1) TOD OVVOYOV OO YORIN
TEXPUNOLOV £0TLV: 0VOAPOOL Y& 018" Trmondtng olite Tig <GAAOC> TdV TaAAL®Y TOV GUVEYT)
TVEETOV MVOUOOE GVVOYOV, HOTEQ 0VOE OVETUOTO TA OVQ, AAAGL TADTO OVOUOTO VEWITEQWY 0TIV
lotedv, 6ooL TV ahowdy AEELY Nyvonoav.

37 The list at HNH XV 136 includes Diocles, Praxagoras, Erasistratus, Pleistonicus, Philotimus,
Mnesitheus, Dieuches, Chrysippus, Aristogenes, Medeius, and Euryphon to which he adds Herophilus,
Eudemus, Marinus, Numisanius, and Heracleinus (a contemporary) all as later anatomists.
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counting eight Athenian acropoleis. The one who makes this sort of mistake is absolutely
ridiculous (yehoiotatog av €in g ontm Aéywv dvobev ndtw dpéoeobor prefag).3®
The fact that there was single great vein rather than eight is inescapable, he argues, to
anyone who had even the slightest knowledge of anatomy through dissection.?® As Galen
gathers a head of steam he writes that this account is like the dream of a fitful drunk.4°

How, finally, could the man who fabricates these things, like an honest to
goodness modern day Prometheus, have overlooked so great an organ as
the heart? Indeed, he made no mention of the brain. For it is clear that this
[organ] is less noble than the ankles! And beyond all this even is the fact
of his blindness regarding the kidneys, to which great veins are carried
from the belly. Which veins, having passed them by, he has confected that
certain vessels are carried from the lungs to the kidneys. So it is clear from
all the aforementioned that he has not also himself misperceived, as some
anatomists have mistakenly seen certain things; rather, [it is clear that] he
has seen nothing at all. For someone who does not see the greatest things
cannot really be said to look at all but not at all to look.*!

38 HNH XV 137, 10070 Y010 ooV £0TL T MEYEly OnTd %atd TV TOV AONvainy Tl dxgomdlelg
elvan mdg oiﬁong u(’wng nOTO UEV ve v Popaiov molv éyxm@ei TLVOL GAVaL TOVG d)m(mévovg
7\0q>ovg vna@xew ORTD, %a@cmeg %AV €€ TIg q)noeL 7o' éva yao sxate@og Pevoetar el O TG AvTi
OV Emtd Eva elvon pioeL Tov u)mouevov LOdoV i swcakw Abfvnow avti mag AnQOTOLEMG ONTM,
TOAD paAAoV Pevoetal ToD o' €va Taln0Eg elmdvTog. AvadeQouevng oUV Amd TAOV ®VQTMV TOD
Natog €ig To ToD opaTog dve uas eprefos, (1), xav dvmbev doEntal Tig dvatéuvery, ovxn
avapégeoar, AMAG ratapégeobar heyOnoetal, pulo 8" ®oavTmg paveltal), yeroldTaTog OV i TIg
onTm MYV avmbev xdtw pégecban AEPas

39 HNH XV 139, 10 8¢ T\ peylotg ¢prefog dutmg ot moddnhov, dg puite Tive hadeiv dhvaoOon
TV duvnBEévTwv €€ dvatopic Tt podelv, ®pordyntal e maowv dyoL Tod xol TOUG TOLNTAG AVTOVG
YIVOOARELV.

40 HNH XV 142, 811 pgv odv évumviolg pedudviov gomev 6 megl TOv Ao Tiig #edaiilc eig SAov 1O
odpo notodegouévmv drefdv Moyog.

41 HNH XV 142, adg ovv eic téhog émehdBeto mkmoi)tov OTAGyyVOU rf]g ®00dtag 0 TadTa
dramhdTTay Mg xawog dvtog Ioounbeig; ov unv ovd' éynepdaiov ],wmmv snomoato oniov ya@
éTLnal oUTog omuore@og NV TV oPpuedV. 1TEQ dmacav ¢ TVPHLITNTA TO RATC TOVGS ved)@ovg goTLV,
€0’ 0Ug Ao TG ®OIANG péylotal péovial GAEPES, dg TAQOAMITMYV AVATAATTEL TLVAS GO TOD
svebpovog £ ahTovg GpéeecOal. dSihog oLV 0Ty £E ATdvTwV 0vY, HOTEQ EVIOL TV AVOTEUVOVTMOV
TOQEIOV TIVAL, %l ADTOE OVTOC TUQEMQUXMGS, UM HAmE 0VOEY EmQanDC: O Y(Q TA PEYLOTA UA)
PréEmwv o mapaPrémery, AN dhwg oU fAémely AANOOC Gv Aéyorto.
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With this passage, Galen brings his scathing denouncement of the account of the vascular
system in Nat. Hom. to a close. After mentioning the author's failure to account for the
vessels leading to and from the brain, heart, and kidneys, Galen returns to his earlier point
regarding the frequency of anatomical mistakes due to inexperience with dissection. In
this case, Galen argues, the mistakes are less mistakes than outright fabrications that
reveal a failure to have observed any of the underlying vascular structures in the first
place. This point is emphasized later in the commentary when Galen refers to the author
as either a villain or a logiatros,*> a doctor in name only or one who trades only in
medical arguments without firm foundations.

One of Galen's underlying assumptions in this tirade against the author of Nat.
Hom. tracks the theme of this introduction closely. While anatomical claims clearly had
explanatory cachet as early as the Classical period, it is unclear how much actual
anatomical investigation occurred at the time. Although its surrounding context implies
that the author considered knowledge of internal anatomical structures to be a sign of
general medical knowledge and competence, its apparent fabrication reveals the paucity

of information derived from dissection available before the late Classical period.

Diocles of Carystus

Starting in the 4th century BCE, there is more evidence that direct systematic
observation became more common as the basis for anatomical exegesis. Given the scanty

remains of the actual texts containing anatomical narratives besides Peripatetic material,

42 HNH XV 159
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however, it is very difficult to say anything substantive about the structure of their ideas
or their style. Galen himself suggests that the first anatomical treatise dates to the 4th
century, authored by Diocles of Carystus. In this case the evidence is wholly testimonial.
In his geneaology of ancient anatomy toward the beginning of AA, Galen says that
Diocles authored this first anatomical treatise on account of a need for handbooks, which
accompanied a perceived democratization of medicine,

When the art slipped away from the tribe of the Asclepiads and then

became invariably worse generation by generation, it became necessary

for notes to conserve anatomical theory. Before, not only were anatomical

procedures unnecessary but also treatises of this sort, which as far as I

know, Diocles was the first to write (and subsequent to him some others of

the ancient doctors and many of the more recent ones, whom I've

mentioned earlier). For, in addition to other things, the practical benefit of

what has been written down in these sorts of treatises has not been made

clear. Rather, all things are laid down, both those that possess the greatest

benefit for the art and those that add to it in no way at all or only a little.4?
This narrative of decline is interesting for a host of reasons. Galen describes the history of
medicine in the same terms Homeric and Hesiodic epic customarily describe the human
condition.** Consequently, Galen can treat the vacuum of anatomical treatises in the
Classical period as an indication of medicine's noble and mythic origins rather than as a

sign of the relative novelty of anatomical knowledge as a part of medical knowledge

more generally. This treatment, of course, also allows Galen to avoid any incidental

43 AATI 281-2: énmecodoa Toivuy EEm T0D Yévoug TOV AoxAnmaddv 1 Téyvn, xdmerta diadoyaig
oALOig el Y elpV YLyvouévn, TOV daduiaEdvtwy autilg Ty Bewpiov DmopvnudTmy £€dehOnoay.
EumeooBev &' 0V HOVOV EYXELRTNOEMY AVOTOUXRMV, GAL 0V0E CUYYQOUUATOV £DELTO TOLOVTWV:
omola ALoxAf|g v v olda TE®MTOg Eyeapev, peEflc &' avTd TOV doyainy latedV ETegol Tiveg,
oVx% OMYOL TE TV VEWTEQWV, OV EUTQOCOEY EUVNUOVEVTQ. TTEOS YOO TOlg BAAOLS 01O dedhlmTal
1OTO TA TOLODTA TOV CUYYQAUUATOV 1) (X TOV YOAPOUEVOV, AAL OHOTIH®G EQOLITTAL TTAVTAL, TA.
te peylotnv magexoueva xofjowv T Tévn xol Ta pndev dhwg 1j eig luroVv L cuvterodvta.
44 Cf. von Staden (1999)
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criticism of Hippocratic medicine. The master was not unaware of anatomy; it was
simply not necessary for him to chronicle the sorts of knowledge he must have taken for
granted.

Diocles was a contemporary or near contemporary of Aristotle's, whose writings
are all lost except as fragments preserved by much later authors, beginning in the Roman
period with Celsus.* Unfortunately, beyond Galen's mention of an anatomical handbook
in the passage quoted above, there is very little evidence for the details of Diocles'
anatomical activity.*¢ Galen criticizes his anatomy of the female reproductive system for
overlooking the growths into the uterus, éudoeis, and cotyledons (Ut.Diss. 11 900-6). In
addition, Galen mentions Diocles as one of the authors agreeing with Hippocrates (contra
Galen's forger of the vascular system in Nat. Hom.) with respect to the course of the so-

called hollow vein (HNH XV 135-7).

Aristotle

Regardless of the exact chronological relationship between Aristotle and Diocles,
evidence for more systematic direct anatomical observation in the form of dissection first
clearly emerges in the 4th century. Aristotle and, after him, Theophrastus and other
Peripatetics undertook the massive task of observing and collecting reputable (endoxa)

accounts of flora and fauna in the Greek world. With Aristotle, one also sees for the first

45 For Diocles, see van der Eijk (2000 vol. 1-2), where the principal fragments are collected. For
introductory material, see van der Eijk (2000 v.1: vii-x) and (2000 v.2: viii-xxii). There is some controversy
over Diocles' exact dates, which does not affect his anatomical views or proximity to Aristotle's work. For
this controversy, see van der Eijk (2000 vol. 2: xxxi-xxxviii)
46 See van der Eijk (2000 vol. 2: ix)
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time examples of second order normative research claims. That is, Aristotle not only
catalogues anatomical information but also writes about how anatomical information
should be catalogued. Aristotle's interest in catalogues gave rise to his influential
taxonomy of animals, into a series of nested classes that subdivided according to
characteristics Aristotle considered to be more or less essential and which Galen took
over with few modifications.#” Aristotle's biological works also represent the first
documented interest in systematic direct observation of animals in general,

It remains to talk about the nature of animals, leaving out nothing either
dignified or undignified as far as we are able. For even among those
animals which are unpleasant to look at, so the Nature that crafted them
provides enormous pleasure to those who are philosophical by nature and
who are able to discern the causes [of things]. For it would be both
irrational and strange if we enjoyed looking at images [of animals]
because we are looking at crafted works, such as a painting or a sculpture
but we, at least the ones able really to understand the causes [of things],
did not delight more in the sight of those constructed by Nature. So, it is
necessary not to be disgusted childishly at the investigation of lesser
animals as there is something awe-inspiring in all natural things.*8

This quotation, from Parts of Animals, reflects Aristotle's attitude toward direct

observation of the natural world, which takes an interest in natural observation for its

47 Roughly, the major division is into blooded and non-blooded creatures. These subdivide into viviparous,
oviparous, and oviviparous animals along with a special class of creatures that stand between classes,
dualizers. I argue in chapter four that the number of digits at the end of animal appendages are also an axis
of taxonomical division and that this criterion of differentiation plays an important role in Galen's
inferences by analogy across animal kinds in his own anatomical work.

48 Aristotle PA 645a6-15, houtov mepl Thg Lol piosmg gimelv, undev magahmdvrag eig dhvauv
phte atpoTeQOV piTe TYILMTEQOV. Kol YO0 €V Tolg ui ®exaoLopévols aUtdv meog TV aicnoty
notd TV Oewiov dpws 1 dnuovgynoaca GUoLg Aunyavoug NOOVAS TaEé)EL TOlg OUVAUEVOLS TAC
aitiag yvoeilewv xal pioel prhooddols. Kal yag av ein mapdroyov rnal ATomov, €l TOG eV eindVOg
abTdV OewEodVTES Yalgopey Gt TV dnuoveyhoaoav Téxvny ouvOewEODUEY, OlOV TV YoaduxV i
TV TAAOTIXNV, QUTOV 8¢ TV GVOEL CUVESTOTWY I LEALOV dryamtduev TNy Bewiav, duvduevol ye
Tag aitiog ©nafodv. Ao Oet W) OVoYEQALIVELY TAULILRAGC TNV TEQL TOHV ATLLOTEQWV TV EmloneLyv.
"Ev mdol yaQ toig dpuoroig éveoti 1L Bavpaotdv:
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own sake. Aristotle's interest led him not only to observe animals passively but also led
him to conduct active investigations of animals. This program of animal dissection
represents our earliest reliable evidence for systematic animal dissection in the ancient
world. Aristotle's comments on these dissections in the passage above have also been
taken to reinforce the belief that animal dissection in the Classical period was uncommon
since it implies a general resistance to animal observations, which Aristotle argues the
observer should overcome. Elsewhere, in his Historia Animalium, while discussing the
structure of animals from an external perspective, Aristotle reveals that his method for
anatomical claims about human beings was necessarily comparative on the grounds that
internal observations of human beings were simply not possible at the time,

Consequently the external, visible, parts have been arranged in this

manner, and just as has been said above. They have been both been named

exhaustively and are known on account of their familiarity. The internal

parts, however, are a different case. For this reason, the [internal] parts of

human beings are especially unknown. So, it is necessary that we conduct

investigations while referring to the parts of other animals, which have

nearly the same nature [as that of the parts of human beings].*
This quotation alludes to a vexed question in the history of medicine, the origins of
human dissection and the reasons it was not commonly practiced. The question of human
dissection and vivisection recurs throughout the dissertation, as its avoidance is famously

responsible for some of Galen's mistaken claims about human anatomy (e.g., the so-

called retiform plexus, the number of tendons in the human hand, the shape of the human

49 Aristotle HA 494b19-24: Td pgv obv poLa Té 1og v EEm emddveiay todTov TétonTon TOV
TQOTOV, ®al ®00AameQ ELEYXOM, St vouaoTal Te PAALOTO ROl YVOQLUO OLdt TV oVuvNOELdy €0TLv: T O
&vtog tovvavtiov. Ayvoota yao €0t pdhota Ta Thv dvBohmwv, hote del mog Td TOV GA®V
pooe LHmv avayovrag onomely, olg £xel magaminoiav thv ¢piouw. Cf. also HA 511b13ff., 513al2ff.
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rectum, so-called because the rectum of apes is in fact straight while in humans it is not,
etc.). In fact, except for a brief period of time in the early Hellenistic period, a generation
after Aristotle, there is little evidence that human dissection was practiced at all in the

Greco-Roman world.

Hellenistic Anatomy

The efflorescence, even if brief, of human dissection and vivisection in
Alexandria during the early third century BCE marks a significant turning point toward
systematic direct anatomical observation as a sine qua non for medical research. This
shift in focus from claims about the human body made either from indirect anatomical
observations or by analogy from direct investigation into the bodies of animals can be
traced to Herophilus at Alexandria. Born in Chalcedon, about a decade before the time of
Aristotle's death in 322 BCE, he is credited with having been the first to make systematic
surgical examination of human bodies, both dead and living.’® While independent reports
bear out the former claim that Herophilus dissected human bodies,’' the only ancient
source for the latter claim, that he also vivisected them, first survives in the proem to
Celsus' De Medicina,

Furthermore, since pains and various types of diseases arise in the inner
parts [of the body], they [the Rationalists] believe that no one who is

30 For the life of Herophilus including the uncertainties surrounding his exact dates of birth and death, see
especially von Staden (1989: 44-50) but generally von Staden (1989: 35-66).
51 See, e.g., Lloyd (1975); Edelstein (1967: 247-301) but especially (1967: 285-6) where Edelstein argues
for the veracity of ancient testimonia on the basis of the tremendous advances in anatomical knowledge
made in the Hellenistic period. Both also argue, persuasively, that the lack of any earlier evidence of human
dissection among those authors who might have been expected to mention such evidence, such as Aristotle,
strongly suggests that Herophilus not only dissected human bodies but was also the first to do so in the
Greek world.
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ignorant of these same parts can administer treatments to them.

Consequently, [they believe] that it is necessary to dissect the bodies of

the dead, and to examine their viscera and their other internal parts; and,

[they believe] that Herophilus and Erasistratus did this best of all, who cut

into still living criminals received from the kings out of prison and

examined those parts that nature had kept shut away formerly while they

were still breathing...>?
Celsus' comments along with a reference in the second century Christian author
Tertullian, represent our most explicit evidence for human vivisection in the Hellenistic
period. I will not dwell on the question of vivisection here as it does not bear directly on
the topic of this dissertation. It is enough to mention that it was only through systematic
dissection and vivisection of living creatures that Herophilus was able to distinguish for
the first time the function of sensory and motor nerves. Herophilus and Erasistratus were
responsible for a series of striking advances in anatomical knowledge. Jointly, they
account for discovering the distinction between the venous and arterial systems, the
function of motor and sensory nerves, the valves of the heart, the diagnostic value of the
pulse, as well as a wealth of anatomical nomenclature. Both authors are, as many others,
primarily preserved in the works of Galen, in the case of Erasistratus often in polemic
contexts. And, as we shall see in chapters three and four are often used both as authorities

for Galen's own anatomical claims and as rivals whose theories Galen must overturn or at

least update.

32 Celsus, De Med. 23-24: Praeter haec, cum in interioribus partibus et dolores et morborum varia genera
nascantur, neminem putant his adhibere posse remedia, qui ipsas ignoret. Ergo necessarium esse incidere
corpora mortuorum, eorumque viscera atque intestina scrutari; longeque optime fecisse Herophilum et
Erasistratum, qui nocentes homines a regibus ex carcere acceptos vivos inciderint, considerarintque
etiamnum spiritu remanente ea, quae natura ante clausisset...
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Post-Hellenistic period and the rise of medical sects

The anatomical record goes silent after the Hellenistic period. Correlated with the
rise of medical Empiricism, anatomical interest appears to be reduced to doxography. In
the Ist century CE, Celsus suggests that anatomical investigations are still a thing of the
past and it is not until nearly Galen's own time that they see a resurgence, in the works of
Rufus of Ephesus (late 1st century CE) and Marinus (2nd century CE about a generation
before Galen). Heinrich von Staden has argued that the correlation between the rise of
medical Empiricism and the decline in anatomical studies may even be causal, a result of
Empiricist adherence to passive observation in medical contexts.’? Regardless of the
reasons for the decline, decline it did. However, when Galen comes on the scene in the
middle of the second century anatomical arguments become a centerpiece for his

engagement with the medical sects of his day and with his medical predecessors.

53 yon Staden (1975: 185-91)
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Chapter Two: Intersection between Medical and Philosophical
Sectarianism

This chapter will consider Galen's epistemological views with respect to medical
knowledge. That is, it asks what constitutes medical knowledge for Galen, in particular
what criteria he considered to be justificatory for epistemic medical claims. To that end, I
will begin by considering the three schools of medicine whose epistemic claims Galen
discusses at greatest length. Galen's criticisms of these three schools, the Dogmatists or
Rationalists, the Empiricists, and the Methodists show a set of concerns, against which
Galen's own epistemological views take shape. Second, I will outline Galen's overall
arguments for the foundations of knowledge claims. Finally, I will lay out how Galen's
commitment to empirical data, especially anatomical data, differed from
contemporaneous views on evidentiary criteria for medical knowledge. As we shall see,
Galen's approach to the question of what constituted justification of medical beliefs

formed a substantive sea-change in the use of empirical evidence for medical knowledge.

THE RELATION OF GREEK MEDICINE AND PHILOSOPHY IN THE CLASSICAL PERIOD

Through the Classical period, it is difficult to separate Greek medicine from
Greek philosophy. Traditionally, the emergence of Greek philosophy is tracked partly by
its expression of a certain causal picture that attempts to explain the natural world. In
fact, this is its main criterion of differentiation from other intellectual activities in the

Classical period. Greek philosophy, on this account, begins with the disavowal of divine
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or mythic causal explanations and a concomitant growth of interest in the investigation of
natural or sub-lunar phenomena employing rational and empirical explanations.> It is for
this reason (which of course does not exclude others) that the so-called Pre-Socratic
philosophers are said both to give rise to and to occupy a distinct branch on the
genealogical tree of Greek intellectual history.”> Greek medicine follows similar suit;
consequently, ancient Greek medicine is usually said, certainly too neatly > to begin with
Hippocrates and the Hippocratic corpus in the 5th century BCE .57

This similarity between rationality as the main taxonomical criterion for both
ancient Greek philosophy and ancient Greek medicine is not accidental, in part because
philosophy and medicine were overlapping fields of study in the ancient Greek world.>?
One prominent theme among the more philosophical writers of the Hippocratic corpus,
which is similar to the tendency for theorizing about the composition of the natural world
that Aristotle claims underlies philosophical theories from the 6th and Sth centuries, is an
interest in arriving at rational theories of how human beings are constituted (e.g., De

Vetere Medicina, De Natura Hominis, De Diaeta in Morbis Acutis, De Flatibus, etc.). As

54 See, for example, Kirk, Raven, and Schofield (1983: 7-8); Barnes (1979: 3-5)
33 The term 'Pre-Socratic' is marked by being both misleading and entrenched. I use it for the latter reason.
56 Other medical theorists, such as Alcmaeon of Croton, were certainly active in the early 5th century.
Alcmaeon, preserved in Aetius (5, 30, 1= Alcmaeon DK 24B4), is the earliest surviving author to envision
health as a matter of balance or equilibrium between opposites.
37 For the overall context both of the messiness of this question and of the foundational role of the
Hippocratic Corpus for Greek medicine, see (Nutton (2004: 37-71). On the Hippocratic question, Smith
(1979) is still the benchmark.
58 See Smith (1979), Longrigg (1993), Nutton (2004), et passim
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Frede notes, from the 5th century onward "philosophers regarded human physiology and
pathology as part of natural philosophy.">®

Beginning most obviously with Aristotle and gaining full steam in the Hellenistic
period, a greater interest in the relation of medicine to empirical observation began to
make its way into medico-philosophical discourse.®® But, throughout the works of these
authors, the notion persists that there is some theoretical picture underlying observable
phenomena, from and to which one can make inferences with the proper tools.

As different versions of this theoretical picture blossomed, resistance arose to the
very notion that health and illness had to be or even could be adequately explained in
terms of some underlying theoretical scaffolding.! The Empiricists, so-called because of
their adherence to experience (éumelpio) rather than theoretical accounts (AOyOL),
rejected the notion that hidden entities (GdnAa) could be medically explanatory. This
rejection was in virtue of the fact that they could not be observed directly and that for the
Empiricists direct observation (avtoyia) or its adequately verified reports (iotogic) was
a necessary condition for epistemic claims.5? Through their rejection of explanations that
involved hidden or non-evident entities, an increasingly formal distinction between these

two schools of thought, the Dogmatists and the Empiricists, took shape.

59 Frede (1985: xx)

60 This tendency is not absent in the Hippocratic corpus. It is, for example, present in De Vetere Medicina,
De Natura Hominis, and De Morbo Sacro.1 only mean that systematic treatment of the role of observation
in philosophy and medicine only really takes flight under Aristotle and the Peripatos.

61 See, for example, Frede (1990: 229) on the role that mere plausibility had in the emergence of
Empiricism.

62 See, for example, Celsus, De Medicina 27-28 on the incomprehensibility of hidden causes and nature
more generally.
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By the second century CE, physicians in the Greco-Roman world had come to
distinguish themselves from one another generally on the basis of their commitments to
just these sorts of broad views. And, by the time Galen comes onto the scene, the

disagreements between these various sects or haireseis had become entrenched.

MEDICAL SECTS IN THE SECOND CENTURY

Greek medical sectarianism crystallized in the Hellenistic period along with the
subsequent ramification of philosophy into schools or sects.®> Although what precisely
constituted a medical sect or hairesis is not entirely clear, a workable definition for my
purposes is a group of practitioners or thinkers with a shared intellectual ideology, along
the lines of Nutton's provisional description:

"[a]lmost always, however, the word 'sect' is best interpreted as a shared

ideology rather than any official institution and hierarchy. But, as in

philosophy, there was no easy means of securing adherence to the doctrine

of every sect in every particular, and there were ample opportunities for

individual interpretations of the words of one's distinguished
predecessors. "4

63 See, for example, von Staden (1982: 80-81). In particular p. 81, regarding naming conventions for the
titles of works (themselves largely an Alexandrian innovation), "Unlike the medical hairesis tradition,
however, the early philosophical usage is not associated with a substantial body of treatises called 'On
hairesis x' or 'Against hairesis y.' This reinforces the impression that Greek medicine is the more
significant early nurturing ground for hairesis as a doctrinal group designation. No later than the second
century CE, however, hairesis also had become a standard term for philosophical 'school'- and for religious
'sect'..."

64 Nutton (2004: 147). See also, von Staden (1982: 79-80), "The paucity of testimonia concerning the
content of the Alexandrian hairesis literature unfortunately leaves us only vaguely informed about what
qualifies a group for the label hairesis or what qualifies an individual for membership in a hairesis. But the
evidence suggests that a group with fairly coherent and distinctive theories, with an acknowledged founder
(hairesi-arches), and with publicly identifiable leaders who articulate (a) their rejection of rival theories
through theoretically founded polemics, as well as (b) their own systematic alternatives, would qualify as a
hairesis. Unanimity on all doctrinal questions is not a requirement..."
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By the second century CE three medical sects (haireseis) dominated the medical
landscape in Rome: the Dogmatists (0oypotiroi) also frequently called the Rationalists
(Moywroti),55 the Empiricists (¢éumeipixol), and the Methodists (ue0odixoi).*® Our main
witness to the actual therapeutic practice of these three sects is Galen though the joints
along which he carves out distinctions between these sects are generally epistemological
rather than practical. Variously, he testifies to the similarities between competent
Dogmatists and Empiricists with respect to treatment. For example, in his propaedeutic
treatise on medical sects, De Sectis, he makes the following remarks,

They say that the dispute about non-evident things (GdnAa) is insoluble,

not about the evident (pawvoueva). For from this starting point each

thing, when it becomes evident what sort of thing it is, argues on behalf of

those who are telling the truth and refutes those who are not. Empiricists

and Dogmatists disagree about innumerable things of this kind while

providing the same treatment in the cases of the same illnesses (at least

those who have been trained correctly in each sect).”

Just as regularly, as in the passage from De Sectis above, he makes Dogmatist and

Empiricist explanations of medical phenomena the central differentiating criterion that

65 The term "Rationalist," with its emphasis on Adyog can be somewhat misleading and I tend to prefer to
use the term "Dogmatist" for that reason. The term Aoywo( does not arise because the Dogmatists either
had or claimed to have exclusive rights to reasoning in their medical practice; rather, it appears to have
arisen because their practice involved a particular kind of reasoning. They were associated with Adyog, in
the sense that they were committed to inference from a priori claims about the natural world to treatment
and diagnosis of disease. Other medical sects, of course, could and did have a rational method. See, e.g.,
Barnes (1991: 53 n. 13).
66 See von Staden (1982: 77). Cf. Galen, De Sectis, 1 64-65, 73; ps.-Galen, De Optima Secta, 1 118; ps.-
Galen, Def. med. XIX 353
67 De Sect. 179 avemixorrov 8¢ TV megl || TV adfwv dvoporoyiov eival daoty, ob TV meQl TOV
poawvopivmv. Evradia Yoo Exaotov Gpavev oldv £0TL paeTLEEL UtV Toig dAndebovouy, £Eehéyyel 8¢
TOVG PEVOOUEVOUS. TOLADTA puEio TEOS AAANAOUS AppLoPNToDOLY EUmELQLrOl TE ®OL OOYUATLHOL TV
avTnV Oggamelay £ TV AUTOV TOOOV TOLOVUEVOL, O00L YE VOUD ®00' ExatéQay TNV alQeoLy
founvtat. Cf. also De Sect. 1. 72-4.
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sets the sects at odds with one another and individuates them.%® That is, the Empiricists
and the Dogmatists had different and incompatible commitments to the justificatory role
that so-called ddnAa or non-evident causes, entities, and structures could play in claims
about medical knowledge. This epistemological conflict and the effects that it had on
medical discovery, according to Galen, differentiated the competent Empiricist and the
Dogmatist more than practical or observational differences regarding ¢powvouevo or
evident causes. According to Frede (1990: 225), for example, Empiricists distinguished
themselves from Dogmatists in that,

they took the view that knowledge is just a matter of experience (in Greek

empeiria), whereas the rationalists were so called since they assumed that

mere experience, however complex, does not amount to knowledge, that

knowledge crucially involves the use of reason (logos in Greek, ratio in

Latin), for example to provide the appropriate kind of justification for our

belief.®
As Frede notes, shortly after this quotation, quite a bit rides on just what is meant here by
reason or inference. The Empiricist did not wholly dismiss reasoned activity with respect
to medical diagnosis and treatment. Clearly, any sort of diagnosis and choice of treatment
involved some level of reasoned activity, although perhaps not unambiguously from an

ancient Greek perspective. What Empiricists disagreed about, to varying degrees, was

what sorts of reasoning were epistemically reliable. Low level, informal,’ reasoning, and

68 See especially De Sect. 165,96

69 Frede (1990: 225)

70 See Comp.Med.Loc. X111 362; Subfig.Emp. 87,27
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in particular memory,’”! which had bundled into itself a power to form empirical
generalizations of the sort that could be congenial to Empiricist epistemology appear to
have been generally acceptable to them. Reasoning, of the sort engaged in by Dogmatists,
to and from non-evident causes, however, was at best suspect and at worst provided no
epistemic warrant at all.”?

At the heart of this dispute lie differing commitments both to causal explanations
and to non-evident structures or causes. Therefore, a fortiori, they differed in their
commitments to the sorts of inferences, if any, one can be justified in making both to and
from these structures. Galen develops this second point shortly before this passage from
De Sectis above, where he also reiterates similarities in treatment,

And to speak generally, the Dogmatists and Empiricists use the same

treatments for the same illnesses, while they disagree regarding the

manner of their discovery (here e0geolc). Since, as far as the Dogmatists

go, in cases of symptoms manifest in the body there is an indication

(¢vdelELg) of the cause (aitia), from which they find a therapy. On the

other hand, as far as the Empiricists are concerned there is a reminder

(OOPVNoLS) of frequent and similar observations.”

Galen here, probably oversimplifying the Empiricist position for the sake of emphasizing

methodology over actual treatment, stresses the epistemological difference between

71 On the role of memory in Empiricist epistemology, see generally Frede (1990), the source of the
quotation above.

72 This is perhaps overstated. See Subfig.Emp. 87, for some Empiricists that allow prima facie formal
reasoning into medical practice (e.g., Heraclides of Tarentum and Menodotus, although the case of
epilogismos is muddier).

73 Sec.Int. 173, »a006Mov Gpavar TAg adTAS £ TOV adTOV TaddV idoels of Te doyuatinol xal of
ELITELQLXOL TTOLQ AP AVOUOL TTEQL TOD TEOTOU TS EVEETEMS AVTMOV AUPLOPNTODVTES: €7 YaQ TOlG
QUTOIG GALVOUEVOLS KOTO TO CMUO CUUTTOROOLY EVOELELS HEV THS aitiog yiyveTal tolg doyuatinolc,
¢E Mg v Oeoameiay £VEioROVOLY, DTOPVNOLG 8 TOIG EUITELQLLOIE TOV TAELCTAKLS KOL DEADTWGS
TETNENUEVOV.
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Empiricist approaches to what constitute evidentiary criteria for medical knowledge
claims and Dogmatist notions of evidentiary criteria. In effect, this difference lies in the
incompatibility between their analyses of how the correct treatment was to be found, the
process of discovery (e0€0Lc), and in what terms illness was to be understood.

For the Empiricist, etiological explanations (aitio) or explanations that involved
non-directly observable structures (Gdnia) were anathema.’# Rather, the Empiricist
depended on correlations (Vsopvnoelc) between past and present evident phenomena.
The Dogmatist on the other hand embraced causal explanations, unobservable structures,

and indication (§vOelELg) or formal inference involving these sorts of structures.

Dogmatists

The Dogmatists (doypatinol), also called Rationalists (hoyixot), are so named,
Galen suggests, not on the grounds that they were especially good logicians’> nor even
because they are especially tied to logic’® but because they subscribed to beliefs
(80yuata) about the natural world that involved items that were non-evident by nature.”’
As a preliminary sketch, one can say that the Dogmatists proceeded from the notion that
health and disease were to be understood primarily in a theoretical framework of

universal claims about the physical world or at least about human bodies. The Dogmatist

74 Empiricists also considered "anatomical issues" &vatouia (i.e., issues of anatomy and dissection), for
reasons that I will detail at greater length subsequently, as belonging to the class of explanations involving
non-evidents on the grounds that one could not treat anatomical structures observed in dead bodies as being
the same as those structures in live bodies. There are further ethical and operational points that I will
discuss subsequently.
73 Cf. Praen. XIV 605; Pecc.Dig. V 71
76 See, e.g., Ord.Lib.Prop. XIX 52; UP 111 837; Pecc.Dig. V 71; et passim
77 Cf. Sextus, PH 1. 13; Galen, Sect.Int. 1 65; but see, contra, Ars Med. 1 305-6. On the role of logic in
medicine before Galen generally, see Barnes (1991: 50-54).
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comes to a treatment plan by inference first to and then from certain intelligible but not
necessarily observable truths about the nature of the world (e.g., that opposites treat
opposites, that certain externals such as location or season were part of a contagion
theory of disease, that nothing happens without a cause, etc.).”®

These claims express certain propositions about the natural world, to which
Dogmatists believed one could infer from evident phenomena through a process called
'indication' or €vdelEls.”® Once those propositions were apprehended, the Dogmatist
could in turn deductively infer a treatment plan. In other words, the doctor would arrive
at diagnostic facts about the patient and through indication then, in virtue of those facts,

produce an effective treatment for the diagnosed illness.3°

SIGN INFERENCE: INDICATION AND EPILOGISMOS

Indication (¢vdelELg), has its roots in Hellenistic epistemology, where it was a
heuristic tool used to discover medically relevant facts and treatments. Indication, in this
technical sense, is a sign-inference; that is, indication is an inference from some evident

fact, a sign, to some non-evident fact, something dOnNAov. A paradigmatic instance of this

78 The Hippocratic corpus and the Galenic corpus are littered with examples of this notion that opposites
cure opposites. See, e.g., Loc. Hom., Galen MM X 102-4, 178, 650, 739, et passim; Galen often criticizes
other doctors, particularly Methodists for failing to take into account circumstantial factors surrounding
patients, such as location, season, age, etc. See Galen PHP V 389-90 et passim. Many of these
diagnostically relevant circumstances take their root from the Hippocratic corpus, e.g., De Aere Aquis et
Locis.

79 These sets of examples, such as the environmental ones, as well as others such as the plethora of
materially monistic accounts (if Aristotle is to be trusted), put a fine point on why indication could be
suspect to Empiricists.

80 In passing, it is important to mention that Dogmatists were not necessarily committed to the truth of the
same set(s) of medical beliefs, although certain general beliefs are common to them (e.g., that one could
infer to non-evident facts about the world on the basis of evident ones. See, for example, Galen MM X 17).
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sort of inference is an inference from a fact X, that sweat comes out from inside of some
body, to an unobservable fact Y, that the skin is porous, whose truth obtains in virtue of
X. Consequently, indication picks out not only a kind of conditional but also the
epistemic status of its relata, in particular its consequent. Indication is similar to
epilogismos, which is a similar inferential move from some fact X to Y, where Y is rather
another evident fact, although one not necessarily evident at the time 3!

Sextus offers the most detailed surviving accounts of the epistemic status of these
relata in PH 2.97-99, of which here 97-8,

According to the Dogmatists, of these facts, some are evident and some
are not non-evident; and, of the non-evident some are wholly non-evident,
some are non-evident at a certain time, and some are non-evident by
nature. They also say that a) evident facts come from themselves to our
knowledge, (e.g., that is daytime); and b) those things that are wholly non-
evident, that they are what falls fundamentally beyond our understanding,
(e.g., that the stars are numerically even); and c¢) those things that are non-
evident at a certain time but have an evident nature are those that are non-
evident at a certain time to us on account of external circumstances (e.g.,
for me now, the city of Athens); and d) those things that are non-evident
by nature are those that have a nature that does not fall under our clear
perception (e.g., intelligible pores). For, these are never apparent on their
own but, if at all, they could be thought to be apprehended from other facts
(e.g., from sweating or something of the sort).%?

81 For epilogismos see Sextus, PH 2.100-102; Galen Sec.Int. 1. 78; Subf.Emp. 63, 69; Ps.-Galenus,
Def.Med. XIX 354, et passim

82 PH 2.97-98, Tdv n@ayuc’xtmv TolvUV naTA TOVG 6oyu(xrmoﬁg TO UEV £€0TL TEAONAQL, TG 08 GdnAa,
nol TOV aén}\mv TA uev noamag adnha, ta d¢ n@og %O(LQOV donha, Ta 6¢ qmoet aénm %ol
TeOONAa pev eival q)am Ta €€ EautdV eig vaow NuLv €0y oueva, oldv £0TL TO npsgow elvad,
no0amag 8¢ aénka O un J'csqnmav €ig tnv npara@ow mmTey %(xt(x)mmpw g TO doTiovg elvar Tovg
A0TEQG, TROG %OV 08 dOMAa dmep TNV LoV Exovta Evoyh mapd Tivog EEwBev megLotdoelg
%ATO noWQOV NIV AdNAelTaL, Mg £pol viv 1) Tdv ABnvainv tohg, dpioel 8¢ ddnia ta p) Exova
GOOLY VIO TV HUETEQAV TUTTELY EVAQYELAV, (OG OL VONTOL TOQOL 0VTOL Yo 0VdEToTE £E EQVTAV
paivovrar, G el Goa, £E £Tépwv natahapPdvecOol Gv vouoBeiev, olov TOv idodToV #] TLvog
T0QO. TTANGLOV.
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The two main classes of Sextus' division are into things that are evident to perception and
things that are non-evident to perception. Of the second class, he further subdivides these
non-evidents into facts that are in no way apprehensible, non-evidents that can otherwise
be evident, and the class of non-evidents that is of concern in the debate regarding sign
inference between the Empiricists and the Dogmatists (i.e. those non-evident by nature);
it is from this methodological commitment to deduction from claims about particulars to
non-evident truths that the Dogmatists come also to be known as Rationalists (Aoyixot)
because of their commitment to an underlying explanatory account (AGY0Gg).33

As a technical term for Galen, "indication" refers to an inferential move from
some evident feature of a particular to non-evident features of the class to which the
particular belongs, a move that is made without the need of experience. Galen defines
therapeutic indication at MM X. 126, "[w]e say that indication, so to speak, is a reflection
of the consequence. The consequent is also discovered by testing, but not so as to be
reflected in the antecedent. And, for this reason, none of the Empiricists says that
anything is reflected in anything else."%* As a qualification of this sort of definition Galen
adds, at MM X. 127, "accordingly, the one who sets out to discover what follows from
the very nature of the matter, without experience, is making the discovery through
indication."®> The inferential move is more one from (a) the nature or essence of a

particular (€€ avtfig Thg TOoD mMEAYHATOS ¢loemws) to (b) a non-evident feature of

83 See n.65, on the potential pitfalls of this association.

84 MM X 126, v yai0 otov Eudaoty Thg drolovdiog EvOelElv Aéyopev. eDQIoXETAL UEV 1A% THG
metgag TO AndAovBov, AL oUy MG EUPALVOUEVOV TA NYOUUEV®. ROl 0L TODTO TAV EUTELQLRMDYV
ovdelg éudaivectat pnot TYOE v TOOE TL.

85 MM X 127: 10V toivuv £E abTig ThS ToD MdypaTog Gpioems Opuduevov EEevoione TO
arolovBov dvev Tig melgag évdelEelL Thv evpeolv €0t memoljobat.
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particulars in that class.8¢ A common example of this sort of inference regards porosity of
the human body. From the evident fact, for example, that some particular person is
sweating (really the generic fact that people do sweat), the Dogmatist might infer through
indication that as a consequence of this generic truth about human beings, that human
bodies are porous, a consequence that is itself non-evident.

The Empiricists, on the other hand, resisted certain generalizations about the
physical world. They proceeded from the notion that health and disease could only safely
be construed in terms of particular instances of disease. They determined the class of
disease on the basis of observational similarity rather than some essential definition,
which more than likely would have appealed to non-evidents. The Empiricists denied that
one could do more than class these diseases as presenting similarly. Generalizations that
did not exclusively refer to direct observations were outside the purview of Empirical
medicine.?” Diseases fell under the same category only insofar as they were the similarly
and directly observed. Consequently, the effective Empiricist physician adhered to a
regimen of treatment based exclusively on firsthand experience and a canon of case
histories.

Crucially, the Empiricist is not engaged in induction, at least not in any formal

sense of induction.®® The aforementioned inferential move, called epilogismos, is still an

86 See De Lacy (1991: 293)

87 See Frede (1982), Frede (1990)

88 1 do not intend to use 'induction' here tendentiously. I mean it in a formal sense rather than the sense in
which Frede reasonably attaches certain rational activities to memory on the Empiricist account. For
example, Frede (1990: 226) regarding how a doctor comes to gain empirical knowledge, "But to assume
this is not yet to assume that reason plays no role in our coming to have this kind of experience and the
general belief which goes with it. And even less is it to assume that reason never plays a role in our coming
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inference from an evident fact (X) to another evident fact (Y). It is just the case that (Y)
happens not to be evident at the time. For example, consider the case of smoke and fire,
where some Empiricists will allow the epilogistic move on the grounds that one has seen
a sufficient number of instances of smoke correlated with fire to make the inferential
move from the former to the latter in a case where the fire is not apparent, at that
moment.

Nonetheless, for the Empiricist, theoretical commitments involving naturally non-
evident facts and, in particular, causal explanations were largely seen as a liability. At
least for the hardline Empiricist, reference to or inference from things that could not be
directly observed were to be wholly eschewed.®® And at that, the Empiricist would
require certain restrictions on the degree of formality allowed in inference. Experience
and case histories provided the physician with a wealth of comparanda to which a given
particular case could be compared. Upon finding a sufficiently similar case or cluster of
cases, the physician would infer that whatever treatments were successful in those cases
would likely be successful in the case at hand. This process of epilogismos was
associative (sometimes €mAoylopndg was opposed to dvaloylopog, a synonym for
indication in the sense of inference to hidden conditions)® and unlike indication

purported to rely on no propositional claims involving non-directly observed entities.

to have this kind of experience and the corresponding general belief. To claim this seems to presuppose a
particular conception of reason which is different from ours, a conception on which it is not true by
definition that anything we would call 'inference' or 'reasoning' will be a function of reason. It rather seems
to be a view which attributes some or all functions of reason, to the extent that it recognises them, to
memory."
89 Cf. Galen Subfig.Emp. 82; Med.Exp. 95
90 See Frede (1990: 232-3)
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That is epilogismos generates a certain type of knowledge by acquaintance.®! It could not
and did not purport to reveal propositional truths about theoretical entities or even the
natural world, on the grounds that knowledge does not range over these sorts of things

but only over evident phenomena.”?

Empiricists

Our principle sources for medical Empiricism are, as in the case of the
Methodists, Galen himself as well as the first century CE Roman author, Celsus, in the
preface to his De medicina. Besides the references to Empiricism and Empiric doctors
scattered throughout his corpus, two Galenic treatises survive whose stated subject is the
Empirical school, De experientia medica and Subfiguratio empirica. Both have been lost
in Galen's original Greek; Subfiguratio empirica is extant only in the peculiar word for
word translation of Niccold da Reggio while De experientia medica survives only in its
Arabic translation, both medieval >3 In addition to these, we have Galen's short
introductory treatise on the medical sects prominent in his day, De sectis ad eos qui

introducuntur, in the actual Greek .94

91 Frede (1990: 226)

92 See Sect.Int.177-9; Subf.Emp. 7,8, 63-4, 68-9; Med .Exp. 24-5,29, 135-8, 148-9

93 Niccolo da Reggio was a 14th century Italian physician whose hyper-literal method of translation is
sometimes difficult to construe, it so faithfully reproduces its Greek sources that backtranslations to the
original from his versions are not only possible but have been attempted.

94 All three works, in translation, are collected in Frede (1985), Three Treatises on The Nature of Science.
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Origins and the Roots of Haireseis

Beginning with the Peripatetics in the mid 4th century BCE, there is increasing
evidence for doxographical writing about a variety of intellectual disciplines.®> In one
sense, the emergence of doxographical writing parallels the emergence and succession
(dradoyai) of heads of schools in the more formal sense, such as the Lyceum and the
Academy. In the Hellenistic period, however, the Greek world saw a proliferation or,
more precisely, an articulation of medical and philosophical disciplines into a spectrum
of schools of thought or sects (haireseis).”® And, it is in the context of (if not as the
impetus for) this Hellenistic ramification that the Empiricists are generally seen to have
emerged as a distinct medical movement.?’

The founder of the Empiricist school is said to have been a student of Herophilus',
Philinus of Cos (and sometimes his own student Serapion of Alexandria), some time in
the late 3d century BCE. Sadly, none of Philinus' writing survives. Serapion, when not
considered the founder as such, is often credited with introducing the "tripod" (Totodg),
which made a tripartite division of Empiric heuristic methods into (a) eye-witness
accounts (avtoia), (b) case histories that could when necessary substitute for those

accounts (iotopia), and (c¢) the most tendentious of Empiric heuristic devices, the so-

95 A tendency towards doxographical writing can be seen clearly in the prefaces to many of Aristotle's
works (e.g., De Anim. 1.2, Phys. 1.2, and Meta. A .3-6). Theophrastus and Eudemus author some of the
earliest explicitly doxographical works, on the history of natural philosophers and mathematicians
respectively.

96 See Nutton (1975), von Staden (1982)

971 do not here engage in discussion on what the precise delimitations of ancient medical and philosophical
haireseis were. For my purposes, it is necessary only to mention when the doxographical record
distinguishes Empiricists as a distinct and nameable group of medical practitioners and theorists.
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called "transition from a similar case" (petdfaolg Gmd Tod Opoiov), more commonly
known as transition "to a similar".

The generically empirical characteristics of the school, though, have roots in
medicine as early as the 5th century in Alcmaeon of Croton,’® the Hippocratic treatise,
On Ancient Medicine (De vetere medicina), and the 4th century rough contemporary of
Aristotle, Diocles of Carystus. Near the inception of Greek medicine or at least the
inception of its record, the question of the importance of empirical data to treatment is
present. Consider the aforementioned Hippocratic treatise VM, where the author
admonishes the less empirically minded practitioner of medicine,

Certain doctors and sophists say that it is not possible for someone to
understand medicine who does not know what a human being is; rather,
[they say] that it is necessary that the one who is going to treat human
being correctly understand this [what it is to be a human being]. Their
argument veers toward philosophy just as Empedocles and the others who,
from the beginning, have written about nature: what a human being is and
how he first came to be and how he is structured. But I believe that
whatever has been said or written about nature by a sophist or a doctor is
more germane to writing than to the art of medicine. And, I think that
there is no way to know anything clear about nature except from medicine.
And it is possible to understand this when one has correctly grasped the
whole of medicine. Prior to this, it seems to me to be missing a lot (i.e.,

98 Alcmaeon of Croton, for example, is said to have been the first to discover the optic nerve and was a
proponent of dissection or at least of empirical investigation; both these claims are attested in Theophrastus'
de Sensibus 26 = DK 24A5. See the discussion earlier in the first chapter of this dissertation. For
Alcmaeon's concerns about the limit of human understanding see, for example, Diogenes Laertius, VIII, 83
= DK 24B1: Alcmaeon of Croton, son of Peirithous, said these things to Brontinus, Leon, and Bathyllus,
"regarding what is not manifest, the gods have clarity about mortal things, but to judge from signs belongs
to men" and the following things" (<Alxpaimv Kgotmvitng tdde EheEe Telpifou viog Bootivwl xai
AéoviL nol BaBUhou egl Tv ddavémv, megl TV BvnTdv cadnvelav puev Beol €xovtt, g d¢
avBpnmolg texpaipeoBo> nat Ta £E7g.). Here Alcmaeon contrasts the epistemic clarity (codivelav) of
the gods with the inferential constraints placed on mortals (texpaigecBat). In passing, given my mention
of Alcmaeon's anatomical interests, it is worth noting a distinction between *empirical* tendencies, which I
mean to suggest here, and *Empirical* tendencies, which I do not mean to suggest. This concern over the
limits of human knowledge runs counter to the majority of pre-Socratics (see Longrigg 1993:51) although
Cf. Xenophanes' own concerns regarding the restrictions of human knowledge.
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this search to know precisely what a human being is and how a human

being has come about, etc.).””
Here, the author of VM contrasts two bases for epistemic claims about medicine and the
natural world. The first set of claims about medicine is grounded in a general account of
the natural world without recourse to the experience of practicing physicians. This
objection to overly theoretical accounts, while only implied at the beginning of the
passage, is made explicit toward the end, certainly by Todto 8¢, 0idv Te xaTapaOely,
oty aUTENV TIg TV iNTEWRNV 000Mg Taoav eQLAdPn. The warrant for the epistemic
claims of physiologoi, such as Empedocles, contrasts with the warrant by which
practicing doctors make epistemic claims precisely in the causal relationship between
theory and experience. These former, sophistical doctors, distanced with the use of the
indefinite t{veg, mistakenly base their claims to knowledge on an account of the natural
world from which they derive medical practice rather than basing both their claims to
knowledge and their accounts of the natural world on the practice of medicine, that is in
the experience of the practicing physician.

That the appeal to empiricism in VM is not like later Empiricism is clear in the

closing lines of the quotation, where the author writes that knowledge of these non-

99 VM 20.1-13, Aéyovot 8¢ Tiveg %al inTQOL Xl COPLOTAL OG 0V% EVL SUVATOV INTELXTV EidévaL HOTIG
un) oidev & Tt oty EvOemmog: GG ToDTO del naTapadely TOV péMovta 600 OegumeioeLy Tovg
avBommovg. Teiver 8¢ atitéoloy 6 Moyos &g prhooodiny, nabdmeg "Eumedoxhiig 1] dAlol ol mepl
dvoLog yeyoddaoty €€ agyfc 6 Tl ¢otiv dvOwmog, ®al Omwg £YEVETO TEMTOV %Ol OTTWG EVVETAYN.
"Eya 8¢ Toutémv pév oo tivi elgntar codloti 1) inte®, 1) yéyoamrar megl ¢pholog, Nooov voullo Ti)
intow téyvn moootnewy ) Tf) yoaduni). NowiCw 8¢ mepl polog yvdval Tt oadeég ovdaudev
aAho0ev gival 1) ¢€ intofs. Todto 8¢, 0loV Te natapadsiv, dtav adTény Tig TV intowny 000
naoav meQLAEPN: uéy ot 8¢ Toutéou ToAAOD ot doxéel detv: Aéym 8¢ Ty lotoginv TtahTnv eldévar
avBommog T €0TL, ®al AU olag aitiag yivetal, ol TdAla dxoLPéme.
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evident structures may well be possible but only if theories of these sorts are grounded in
the right sorts of empirical warrant, namely the practice of medicine (for which see both
the quotation above and the preceding line, vopiCw 0¢ mepl GpUoLog yvdval TL oadeg
o0dapod0ev dAhoOev givaun 1) £€ inTowxic.).

In the fourth century, Aristotle and his rough contemporary, Diocles of Carystus
reveal that the appeal to empiricism in VM was not a flash in the pan.'% I will say more
on Aristotle's views of empirical data with regard to knowledge claims later but, at
present, it is worth considering Diocles, who echoes some of the views on explanation
also present in the Aristotelian account of explanation of first principles in his Posterior
Analytics. As with most of the other fragmentary medical authors I have and will
mention, this fragment of Diocles' is preserved in Galen.

Galen begins his treatise On the Powers of Foodstuffs (Alim.Fac.) with a brief
doxography, in the Aristotelian style, of foods and, in particular, the questions of how and
why certain foods affect the body in different ways. The introduction ranges from a
compressed discussion of the relative value of deductive explanation to inductive
explanations and, finally, the question of whether observations or theoretical concerns are

more important with respect to the effects of food on the body.!°! In this context, Galen

100 On Diocles of Carystus, see the discussion earlier in the first chapter. See also van der Eijk (2001),
which collects all of the known fragments with commentary. For Diocles' views, in particular the
complicated issue of his dates and the resultant relationship of his ideas to Aristotle, see specifically the
introductory pgs. XXi-Xxxvii.

101 Alim.Fac. V1 453-4: So, it is reasonable that most of the finest physicians were keen to examine the
powers of food carefully, some saying that these were known to them from experience alone, others who
wanted to use reason as well, and even certain others who reckoned that reason was most important of all
(eindTOg 0VV E0m0VdaoAV oi TAEIOTOL TV CRIOTMV IaTEOV AnQBGOS EmonépacOal Tag &v AT
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invokes Diocles as a voice in the debate on whether experience or reason should be the
guide in foods and, by extension, in matters of medical explanation,

Diocles, even though a Dogmatist, wrote the following in the first book of
his treatise On Health to Pleistarchus, ... "Those who suppose it is
necessary in each case to cite the reason why something is nutritious, why
it is a laxative, a diuretic, or some other such thing, seem to be unaware:
first that for practical purposes this sort of thing is frequently unnecessary;
second, that many things that exist in some respects seem, by their nature,
like certain first principles, so as not to admit of a causal explanation.
Additionally, some go wrong when after taking as given things that are
unknown, not agreed upon, or not credible, they think they have given an
adequate explanation. While it is not necessary to pay attention to people
who etymologize in this way or to those who suppose that it is necessary
to give an explanation for everything, it is necessary rather to rely on
things that have become known from lengthy experience. And, it is
necessary to examine the explanation of what admits of one when it is
likely that, because of this, what is said will become better understood and
credible.!0?

To readers of Aristotle, Diocles' discussion of first principles as explanatorily atomic
should be familiar (e.g., Post An. 2 and passim). For Diocles certain things in the world,

such as food, are like these first principles, dyadl, in that they do not admit of causal

OUVAELS, Ol pev éx TG melgag | povng eyvaobai odlol pdoxrovteg avTds, ol 0 nol AoyLopud
ooy obaL fovlouevol, Tiveg 0¢ %ol TO TAEIOTOV QT VELOVTEG).

102 Alim.Fac. VI 456: <Alonhfjc> 8¢ naitol doypotindg v ottm xatd MEW Eyoonpev &v 1) mohTE
v mog MMheiotagyov Yyiewvdmv: aitiov &' ol pev oiduevol deiv ¢’ Eéndotov Aéyewv, du fjv
TEOPLUOV 1] SLoXWENTHOV 1] OVENTLROV 1] AALO TL TOV TOLOVTWV EXAOTOV €0TLY, AYVOELY €0(r00L
TEMOTOV PEV, OTL TROG TAGS (O1O0ELS OV TOMAXLS TO TOLODTOV AVaAY®OIOV E0TLY, Emeld’ OTL TOALG TGV
OVIOV TQOTOV TLVA AQY LS TLOLV €0re ®aTa GUOoLY, (MoTe P ToQadéyeodal TOV VmEQ aitiov Adyov:
OGS d¢ TOUTOLS SLAPAQTAVOUSLY EVIoTE, OTAV AyVOOUUEVA KOl Ui OpoloyoUpeva ral dmiBava
Mappavovreg inavie olwvral Ay TV aitiow. Toig pév ovv obTwg aiTlohoyodol xal Tolg TAVTWY
oiopévolg Oetv Aéyelv aittav ov del meooéyeLy, motevely 8¢ pahlov Tolg éx TG melpag €% TOALOD
¥0OVOU raTavevOnuévols: aitiav 08 TV évoeyouévav det Tntelv, dtav uéAin o' avto todto
YVOQLUDTEQOV 1] OTATEQOV YiyveoHaL TO Aeydpevov.
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accounts.!93 Medically, this notion that certain principles are explanitorily atomic reflects
empiricist concerns with respect to how the medical practitioner must engage with these
otherwise unexplainable items in the world (and later Empiricist concerns that these
explanations are even possible). For those things that do not admit of an explanatory
account, the physician should not only resist the urge to provide an etiology but should
disregard those who do; rather, the physician should rely wholly on well-established
experience (motevely O pAANOV TOlg €x TRg melpag &x oAAOD  yeOVOU
roravevonuévols). Furthermore, for Diocles even when a causal account is possible, it
is not always desirable, a sentiment which stands as an early indication of a difference
between expressions of theoretical and practical ends in medicine.

These two passages, from the Hippocratic corpus and from Diocles, nearly
spanning the breadth of the classical period, reveal perhaps unsurprisingly that although
later Empiricists were in large part reacting to a dominant, primarily theoretical, strand of
medical practice or exposition throughout the classical period, the questions regarding the
possibility or improbability of adequately explaining the natural world that ultimately
drove them to establish themselves as a medical sect had roots that reached far into their

medical past.

103 For a short discussion both of this passage and of this issue, of Diocles' deeper doubts, relative to
Aristotle, regarding the possibility of adequate explanations for things in the world, aside from first
principles, which are primitive, see Hankinson (1995: 61-3)
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The Rise of Medical Sectarianism

While this passage of Diocles suggests a view of medical epistemology that
merely places limits on the possibility or practicality of theoretical knowledge in certain
cases, the earlier account in VM flatly privileged empirical evidence over "accounts"
Aoyol. This emphasis on empirical data, however, was neither strongly sustained in
subsequent literature nor, although it nodded to part of the Empiricist's program, did it
fully anticipate sectarian Empiricism. In fact, von Staden (1982) has argued that the
emergence of medical haireseis and what he terms "Alexandrian hairesis literature" is
contemporaneous with and intimately linked to the birth of the Empiricists as a sect in the
third century BCE.!1%4 On von Staden's construal, it is precisely through the example and
terms set by Serapion in his Ad Sectas that both the Empiricists and the
Dogmatists/Rationalists take shape as distinct medical haireseis,

By the end of the pre-Christian era the Alexandrian Empiricists and

Herophileans therefore had identified themselves or their beliefs- and each

other- as distinct haireseis and had produced a sizeable corpus of 'hairesis

literature', the main impetus for which continued to be derived from the
sharp conflict between the two schools.!05

104 Von Staden (1982: 78), although it is worth keeping in mind the already growing doxographic
tendencies of Peripatetic authors and the influence of schools whose heads had already begun to have
successors. It is difficult, though, to make a case either way on the basis of exact chronologies, since all
these events were occurring nearly contemporaneously in the late 4th and early 3d centuries BCE.

105 von Staden (1982: 79). Cf. ibid. p. 78, where von Staden elaborates this point, "[T]he plural haireseis
[in Serapion's title], probably refers to what later was lumped together as the 'rationalist' or 'dogmatist
haireseis'. Later Empiricists, perhaps taking their cue from the philosophical Sceptics, labeled all non-
Empiricists 'Rationalists' or 'Dogmatists'; but here the plural perhaps still concedes considerable diversity
within 'non-Empiricism'- a diversity which later becomes at least partially obscured by the popular but
distorting and misleading notion of a single 'Rationalist' hairesis. While one cannot exclude the possibility
that Serapion used hairesis to refer to something other than the distinctive collections of beliefs that
characterize certain groups, subsequent uses of the term within the Empiricist 'school'- and, for that matter,
in other medical haireseis- render this unlikely. There were enough groups to provide Serapion with a
plural target: Herophileans, Erasistrateans, Praxagoras and his pupils, and so on."
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This conflict, to which von Staden points, is ultimately both a methodological and
epistemological one.!'% The Empiricist school, whose core beliefs were more
homogeneous than the groups of medical practitioners and writers captured under the
more catchall term 'Dogmatist' or 'Rationalist,’ took shape in part as a disavowal of two
long-standing methodological tendencies in Greek philosophy and medicine.!'%” Without
lingering on the point this claim should not be taken as excluding all intra-doctrinal
disagreements. As I mentioned earlier, the use of 'transition from the similar' (1) &m0

3 7

toD Opoiov petdfoolc T@® opotw), for example, was a source of methodological
contention among Empiricists, on which more shortly.

Before the schism of the Empiricists with the Herophileans, whether the line
begins with Philinus of Cos or Serapion of Alexandria, one can trace a marked tendency
among Greek philosophers and physicians generally to (a) posit non-evident or non-
observable explanatory structures (again the Empiricist's ddnAa) in the natural world,
both to and from which one could make inferences and also to (b) privilege those
inferences over empirical data (or perhaps it is better to say, not to use that empirical data
as a sine qua non for those inferences).108

That is not to say that empirical data were wholly absent from theories

propounded by philosophers and medical writers before the Empiricists. In fact, many of

106 This is not to ignore other considerations that set the Dogmatists apart from the Empiricists, for
example, the tension between the growing interest of the Dogmatists to inquire into the nature (¢pvolg) of
the body, health, and illness and of the Empiricists to inquire primarily into what therapies would simply
cure the illnesses to which the patients were prone. Differences between therapeutic aims are not, however,
a main focus of this paper.
107 See Frede (1985), Frede (1990), Nutton (2004)
108 Cf., Pecc.Dig. V 66; Lib.Prop. XIX 39-40; et passim
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these inferences to so-called hidden explanatory structures in the world took observations
as their starting point, which is not surprising given the importance of evident signs even
to indication. Those empirical data, however, were often not an appreciable index of
verification for the theories they had inspired.!®® To that extent, empirical data did not
tend to play a vital role in the verification of the principles inferred from them. It is in
large part against these two positions, (a) and (b), that the Empiricists defined
themselves.

Writing in the first century CE, the encyclopedist Celsus offers the following
account both of the emergence of Empiricism and an introduction to some of its
concerns,

[Tlhose who call themselves Empiricists, paronymously from
"experience," embrace certain evident causes as necessary. They argue
that inquiry into truly hidden causes and natural processes is useless on the
grounds that nature is not intelligible. That nature cannot, in fact, be
known is patent from the disagreement of those who argue about these
issues, since on this matter there is no agreement either among the
professors of philosophy or among physicians themselves. Why indeed
should someone believe more in Hippocrates than in Herophilus? Why
more in this guy than in Asclepiades? If someone wants to follow
doctrines, the doctrines of all of them can seem plausible. If [someone
wants to follow] treatments, sick people have been brought back to health
by all of them.!10

109 See especially Galen's complaints about physicians who ignore available empirical data, as in the
aforementioned Pecc.Dig. V 66.

10 Celsus, De Med. 1.27-9, Contra ii, qui se Empiricos ab experientia nominant, euidentes quidem causas
ut necessarias amplectuntur: obscurarum uero causarum et naturalium actionum quaestionem ideo
superuacuam esse contendunt, quoniam non comprehensibilis natura sit. Non posse uero comprehendi
patere ex eorum, qui de his disputarunt, discordia, cum de ista re neque inter sapientiae professores, neque
inter ipsos medicos conueniat. Cur enim potius aliquis Hippocrati credat quam Herophilo? cur huic potius
quam Asclepiadi? Si rationes sequi uelit, omnium posse uideri non inprobabiles; si curationes, ab omnibus
his aegros perductos esse ad sanitatem.
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The Empiricists took shape in opposition to what they perceived as a unifying thread
running through the epistemological commitments of what could often be an otherwise
variegated set of medico-philosophical beliefs and methodologies, in the passage above
ranging from Hippocrates to Herophilus and Asclepiades. Revolting against what they
saw as an impossible or at least unverifiable interest in so-called hidden causes,
Empiricists introduced the terms 'Dogmatist' or 'Rationalist' to pick out other practitioners
of medicine in virtue of a narrow set of epistemological commitments.!!! As a
consequence, the terms can run the risk of eliding the many differences between the other
beliefs held by those groups of practitioners. 'Dogmatist' and 'Rationalist' pick out a wide
range of otherwise heterogeneous schools, while 'Empiricist’ or 'Empirical’ picks out
practitioners in virtue of a single, albeit a major difference in commitment to both the
limits of knowledge and the types of warrant that justify it.

Roughly speaking, then, medical Empiricism appears to have arisen as a response
to a growing dissatisfaction with the proliferation of theories about the natural world, in
particular theories about the human body and human physiology along with the theories
on the attendant issues of health and illness. The theorists who held views with regard to
non-evident or unobservable features of the world, the Empiricists, and the subsequent
doxographical record, called 'Dogmatists' or 'Rationalists'.

The Empiricist's formation as a reaction to this more traditional view in Greek
medicine (and certainly in Greek philosophy), namely that underlying and hidden

features of the natural world were more primary than phainomena, is perhaps explanatory

111 Op this point, see for example, Tecusan (2004: 7-8)
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of their greater internal homogeneity. A version of this view, which I am calling
traditional, can be encapsulated in Aristotle's common and pithy distinction between what
is logically prior (and therefore more intelligible in one sense) and what is phenomenally
prior (and therefore less intelligible although more familiar).!'> This distinction takes as
its point of difference the point of reference. For Aristotle, propositional knowledge about
the world was more intelligible as such in that it expressed universal truths about the
natural world, while our experience with particulars, on which this propositional content
piggybacked, was more accessible prima facie to the observer.

I choose Aristotle's view as an example because it is on the whole rather
congenial to the role that observation or experience (¢umelgic) plays in the acquisition of
knowledge. Yet, it still cleaves to the notion that non-evident structures are the principles
on which knowledge of the natural world rests. Furthermore, despite the role of
experience in knowledge acquisition, it is crucial that the knowledge in question (voig
certainly) is still knowledge of first principles (as opposed to €ruotfur that is generally
knowledge derived from first principles).

First principles, in the sense that they are non-evident are, themselves, not directly
observable through sensation, even if on Aristotle's account they are apprehended
through vodg by way of perception.'!> Moreover, although perhaps less objectionable to

the Empiricist, empirical data on this construal does not supply warrant for knowledge

112 For this Aristotelian distinction see Post.An., 71b33; Nic. Eth., 1095b2-4, et passim
113 The issue of émaymyr) in Aristotle is a vexed one. Regardless, the question of whether or not érorywyf
is to be taken as 'induction' or something distinct is not directly relevant to my argument, which is just that
even the Empiricists' more empirically minded predecessors did not eschew knowledge of non-evident
structures and propositional knowledge of them. For a summation of the controversy and recent
bibliography see Barnes (1994:259-271).
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claims about those first principles; rather, universals on Aristotle's account are in a sense
bundled up in perception. They are already bound up in the observer's observation.!4

At any rate, according to Aristotle, although phainomena are epistemically and
experientially prior to the underlying (and hidden) structures of the natural world, those
underlying and hidden structures are logically prior and more knowable than the
phainomena they undergird.'’> Although Aristotle allowed for experience (€usmelpia) to
serve as a springboard toward knowledge of certain universal truths, it was those truths
toward which one should be directed.!1®

Although Empiricists did differ with regard to the degree to which they admitted
theoretical entities and forms of formal inference to their medical theories (on this point,
more shortly), they were united in favor of the notion that, in principle, theoretical
entities and formal inferences were at best impossible to verify (and so did not offer
sufficient warrant for knowledge claims) and at worst detrimental to the pursuit of

medicine. Medical Empiricism was a rejection of this view that phainomena must be in a

114 Experience (¢umetpla) explains how one acquires knowledge of first principle but does not clearly
serve as justification for knowledge of them (see Post.An. 72b19-24,76a16-37). Rather, it is through
retention of experiences that knowledge of first principles takes hold in the mind.

115 See, for example, PA 640a13-16: It seems that we must first begin, even about generation, just as I said
earlier first we must take the phenomena around each kind, then we must talk about their causes ("Eotxe 8'
&vied0ev oxntéov eivar, xabdmeg xol TEOTEQOV elmopeV, HTL TEMTOV TG GauvOUEVa ANTTTéoV el
gnaotov Yévog, 10 oUTw Tag aitiag TONTOV AexTEOV KAl TEQL YEVECEMS').

116 Cf. PA 1.5: Of those things which are, however many exist by nature [we say that] there are (a) those
that have neither generation nor destruction at any time and (b) those that are subject to generation and
destruction. It so happens that about the former, although they are divine and honorable, we have very few
observations (since the things we can investigate about them and the things we can know about them that
are apparent to sensation are really very few), while about the latter, those things that are ephemeral (i.e.,
plants and animals) we have plenty of information for our understanding, since we live along side them
(ToOV ovoLdV o0l phoeL CUVESTAOL, TAG PV dyeviToug xal AdOGeToVS elval TOV dmavta aidva,
Tog O petéyely yevéoemg nal Ooedas. ZupupéPnre O¢ meol pev éxnelvag Tipiog ovooag xal Betog
ELaTToVg Hulv DITGEYEWY OemElog (vl YO €€ OV AV TIC OXEPALTO TEQL OVTMV, %al TTEQL MV EIOEVAL
moBoDuev, TavteAdS €0TLY OAlYQ T GOveEQO nATA TV aloONoLY), egl 8¢ TOV POAQTOV PuTOV TE
1ot OV e0mooDpeY PAALOV QOGS TNV YVAGLY L TO 0VVTEODOV).
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sense posterior to the hidden features of the world underlying them. Since this view, on
the Empiricist's construal, could not be known it was at best immaterial to medical
practice.

In response to what they saw as a certain theoretical promiscuity, the Empiricists
jettisoned the causal theories of the Dogmatists from their own approach to medicine and
adhered, as far as they could, to a practice based solely on observation. They argued that,
from a therapeutic perspective, the various and varied theories of non-Empiricist
physicians made little difference to the outcome of medical cases.!!” Furthermore, from
an epistemological perspective, they denied that theories involving appeals to non-
evident entities could either be verified or known. And, in what appears to have been at
root a desire to provide for a criterion by which to discount certain theories, they

forewent etiological theories about the natural world tout court.

Hidden features of the world (adela)

As mentioned above, a rejection of the intelligibility or at least the diagnostic
utility of unobservable features of the world (dOnAa) is a central if not the central
concern unifying Empiricist objections to so-called Dogmatist theories of the natural
world. This rejection of unobservable features has antecedents in much earlier medical
writing. As early as the Hippocratic treatise On Ancient Medicine (De vetere medicina),

for example,

17 Although not an Empiricist, see for example Polybius Hist. 12,25d for suspicion about the efficacy of
Dogmatist theoretical claims.
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However many have taken a hand to speak or write about medicine,
having established a hypothesis (Vmd60eoiv) for their account, either heat
or cold or wet or dry or whatever else they want, reducing their principle
of explanation (trv agynv tfg aiting) for the diseases and death of
human beings and laying down the same one or two principles in every
case are clearly wrong in much of what they say. And it is especially
appropriate to chastise them because they are wrong about a discipline that
already exists, which everyone uses in the most important circumstances
and whose good practioners and craftsmen everyone honors.!!3

Peira and Empeiria

Without appeal to non-evident structures in the world, the Empiricist is at pains to
justify the choice of one therapeutic plan over another or any therapy at all. They address
this issue by appealing to medical experience or test in a loose sense (selpa).!!®
Experience, for the Empiricists, consisted of two and sometimes three separate heuristic
tools autopsia (avtopia), historia (iotopia), and 'transition from the similar' (1) ToD
opotov petdpPootg). This last tool bears on a point that Galen critically presses
Empiricists on generally. Given the stress that Empiricists placed on previous direct
observations and reliable reports of others' direct observations, how was the Empiricist to
treat cases of illness that were qualitatively different or even significantly different from

what was recorded in case histories or what formed part of the physicians personal

18 yM 1.1-6: Oxdool Emeyeionoav mepl intoundlg Aéyew 1) yoddewy, bmd0sowv opiow adtéolowv
Vo0éuevoL T AOY® BEQUOV 1) PuYQOV 1) VYQOV 1) ENeov 1 dAL' & L av €é0éhmoty, g foayl dyovteg
™V AEYNV TS aiting tototv avBemmoLoL TV voUowv Te ®al ToD BavATou, Rl TTAOL TV QUTENV EV 1)
&00 mEoOEUEVOL, £V TOMOIOL PEV %Ol 0LoL AEYOVOL ROTADAVEES ELOLY APAQTAVOVTES: MAMOTO 88
GEov pépupacal, St dudi Téxvng totiong 1 yeéovral Te mGvTeg Em ToloL HeY(oTOLOL %Ol TLUMOL
REALOTO TOVG AyaBoUG YELQOTEY VOGS %ol dNovQyolG.

119 In this context, experience (elpa.), of course, evokes the distinction between experience and technical
knowledge (teyvi) made as early as the Classical period by Plato in the Gorgias. On the limits of
experience, see also Plato, Meno 97A-D. The association of each with social class is also present.
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experiences? Is the Empiricist not hobbled with respect to the discovery of either
treatments for previously unknown diseases or of substantially new treatments for old
ones? Galen, for example, cites the cupping glass as an example of such a discovery in
On the Affected Parts,

So that I may say something in response to the Empiricists, it really isn't

possible to discover any of these sorts of therapies [i.e., ones for rare or

new diseases] from experience. A man burning up with a very hot fever

may find relief every once in a while after taking a desperate drink of cold

water. But, this provides the physician a principle of imitation without any

rational indication. But the application of the cupping glass did not have a

chance development, but arose wholly from rational indication; and

neither could the cupping glass itself ever have come about by chance nor,

even if someone conceded this point, could it ever have been stuck on

someone's head by happenstance, especially in the case of a rare illness.!20
Transition to a similar case from another is the mechanism by which the Empiricist can at
least attempt to answer Galen's objection regarding new or rare diseases.!?! Quite a bit of
the epistemological difference between the Empiricist and Galen (as well as the
Dogmatists) rides on how the Empiricist cashes out similarity and analyzes the process
by which a physician comes to transition from one case to a similar one.

This is not to say, however, that Galen considered Empiricists to be ineffective.

We have already seen how it is that Empiricist therapies could be just as effective as the

120 Loc Aff. VIIT 154-5, 000¢ Y0 éx melpac, tva TL %ol QOGS TOVG EUITELQIXOVS EITTw, TOV TOLOVTMV
evonobai T dOvatar ravoolpevog pev Yo dvommog €v mueetd draxrael Yuyeov ¥dwe VI
A%QOO{0G TQOOEVEYRAUEVOS DVNTO UEV OUTOS TTOTE, MLUNOEMS O' doyMV iaTols aéoyev dvev
roywilc évoetEeme: 1 ¢ TS owmvog mEOoeoLs oVdepiay ExeL meQImTWOLY NYoUupEVNV, GAN éx
royweilc évoelEemg dmaoo yéyovev, Ut avThg mote OUVaUEVNS TS omiag aUTOUATOS YeVVNOfvol
pnT', el Qv ToDTO TIG oUYYWET oELE, *OAMANOTval ote T nedpof) xotTo MEQITTMOLY, %Ol PdALoT' Emi
mdOovc omaviov.

121 See also Loc.Aff. VIII 371, where Galen reiterates this challenge to the discovery of treatments to rare
or completely unknown illnesses.
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best the Dogmatists had to offer. And, in fact, Galen embraces the Empiricists' common
complaint about Dogmatist theorizing, namely, that it can lack a basis in observational
fact. Galen's sympathies with each of these sects cannot be said, though, to extend to the

Methodists, for whom he reserves nothing but contempt and vitriol.!??

122 Op Galen's rhetoric against Methodist doctors, see Nutton (1991: 1-25) and cf. the introduction to
Tecusan (2004).
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METHODISTS

It has to be said that it is very difficult to determine, with any certainty, what the
precise epistemological commitments of the Methodists were. It is known that the sect
was not only very popular in Galen's time but also maintained this popularity for some
time afterward.'” In fact, Methodism was and continued to be a countervailing school of
medical practice that rivaled Galenic medicine from its inception through the early

124

medieval period, at least in the west. =" The popularity of the sect, however, is disguised

by the paucity of records left by its practitioners.'*’

Evidence for Methodist theories of disease and therapy

Besides Soranus of Ephesus (fl. early-mid 2nd cent. CE) and Caelius Aurelianus
(fl. 5th cent. CE) no extant treatises by Methodist doctors appear to have survived the
ravages of history. The vestiges may be even more faded than this, as there is doubt about
the exact relationship of Caelius' extant treatises Celeres passiones and Tardes passiones
to Soranus' Acute and Chronic Diseases (meQl 0E¢wv voonudtwv and eQL YQOVIwV
voonudtwv). Caelius is generally thought either to be translating or heavily basing his

own work on Soranus'."”* Consequently, extant Methodism may very well reduce to one

123 See Nutton (2004:188). Galen singles out contemporary Methodists for rebuke such as Statilius Atticus,
Marcus Modius Asiaticus, Julian, et al. Caelius Aurelianus, whatever his exact dates, is evidence that
Methodism was still a viable school of medicine as late as the sixth century CE.
124 Nutton (2004:188)
125 See Tecusan (2004:1), "Methodist cures became popular, Methodist ideas influential, yet Methodist
medicine was perceived as a threat to the established tradition. The Methodists achieved fame at the cost of
an extremely bad press: if they revolutionised medicine, they were certainly silenced by their rivals. For it
looks as if the main obstacle to our knowledge resided in their own originality and success."
126 See van der Eijk (1999a: 414-428 and 415-6, n.85) and (1999b: 47-56)

66



author, Soranus, whose opinion is both late and not necessarily representative of the
school as a whole.

In addition to the exiguous nature of extant Methodism, there is a further problem
with respect to the provenance of the non-Soranic scraps that survive. Although recently
Tecusan (2004) has collected the surviving testimonia'>’ about Methodist doctors outside
Soranus, a problem of the provenance of these testimonia to the Methodists as well as any
potential fragments persists.'”® Her collection shows that the extant testimonia and
fragments are mostly found in the writing of a single source, Galen, who is emphatically
not impartial. By her own reckoning, two-thirds of the material on ancient Methodism in
Tecusan (2004), which is currently the only compendium of its sort, is culled from the
pages of Galen.'” Since these testimonia are filtered primarily through this single lens,
points of comparison through which to chart or even mitigate Galen's bias are difficult at
best. Consequently, our view of Methodism is largely Galen's view of Methodism. And,
given the silence of Methodists themselves we must rely on those authors whose bias
ranges from the extreme distaste of Pliny and Galen to the muted disapproval of

Celsus.'*

127 Tecusan, herself, appears to use the word "fragment" in place of the more usual "testimonium". That is,
her volume is a collection of extant testimonia and perhaps some fragments of the Methodist sect. She is
explicit in her introduction that her criterion for inclusion in this volume is simply explicit reference to
Methodism or Methodists, Tecusan (2004: 21-5).

128 At the time of this dissertation's writing, the second and third volumes of Tecusan's work on Methodist
fragments have not been published. The second volume is a commentary on the fragments found in the first
while the third volume will contain the extant fragments of Soranus.

129 Tecusan (2004: 3)

130 See Tecusan (2004:1), "[Methodism] looks familiar to us today, but what is known of it makes it
extremely remote. The sense of familiarity is due to authors like Celsus or Pliny, or above all Galen, who
was intensely preoccupied with Methodism and mentioned it extremely often. But such authors were
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Origins and Genealogy

As with other things having to do with the Methodists, the origins of the sect are
as obscure to modern scholars as they were to their ancient counterparts.”' Its roots lie in
the corpuscular theory of Asclepiades of Bithynia, now reported only through tendentious
sources and often at multiple removes."”* Generally, Asclepiades is thought to have been
active some time in the first century BCE, although he is difficult to place precisely."”’
For our purposes, it is enough to say that he was active some time in the early to mid first
century.'3* So, one can say that the mid first century is a terminus post quem for the
beginning of Methodism's story.

Galen and the surviving mentions of Asclepiades in Methodist authors are in
agreement that the latter was a source for early Methodism although not its founder."”

And, even discounting the reputation that Methodists had for heavily criticizing one

equally intensely inimical to it, and the positive information to be sifted from their abuse is disappointingly
meagre."
131 Tecusan (2004) contains all of the available testimonia to date. See also Pigeaud (1991: 7-50),
Hankinson (1991: 144-145), Frede (1987b: 1-23), Lloyd (1983: 182-200), and Edelstein (1967: 173-91)
132 See, e.g., Galen MM X 268-9; 268 for the explicit claim that they are derivative of Asclepiades: Now,
this is typical of their stupidity, deriving from the theory of Asclepiades, just as the rest of their beliefs do...
(vovi 8¢, Tiig Yoo TovTwV EumnEiag éoTiv oinelov, amo g Aguinmuddov yeyevvnuévov Uobéoewe,
MomeQ %ol TdAlo avT@V 00yUaTa...). See also Vallance (1990:131-143).
133 There is some confusion regarding Asclepiades' dates. See Nutton (2004: 167). Cicero mentions him in
De Oratore, the setting of which is in 91 BCE, but not again in his letters. If Asclepiades is already
established by 91 BCE, it is difficult to follow the succession from Asclepiades to Themison to Thessalus
in the mid first century CE. Alternately, if he continued to be active into the 70s-50s BCE, the gap is
manageably small.
134 Although, and in vein of disagreements regarding Asclepiades' dates, see Rawson (1982), who argues
that Asclepiades must have already been dead by the dramatic date of De Oratore, making him active in the
late second century BCE and perhaps the very early first century.
135 See, e.g., Galen, Caus.Morb. VII 1-2, 32-33; Plenitudine VII 514-15; SMT XII 783. Caelius Aurelianus
De morbis acutis 1.155,2.52,3.29; De morbis chronicis 1.48,1.50; see (1990: 131)
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another and their own intellectual forbears,”® which is consistent with the self-reporting
that survives of Soranus and Caelius, the Methodists did not see Asclepiades as one of
their own."”

Themison (fl. first cent. BCE), allegedly a pupil of Asclepiades, is the first known
Methodist."”* Celsus already distances Methodism of his own time, the first century CE,
from the beliefs of Themison."” An uncomfortably large gap separates Themison from
Thessalus of Tralles (f. first cent. CE), whom Celsus does not even mention. Galen
credits this Thessalus with the foundation of the Methodist school.'* Soranus of Ephesus,
whose Gynaecia is mentioned above, comes on to the scene some time at the end of the
first century CE (his death is normally placed in the late 130s CE, a short while after the
birth of Galen). It is only as late as Soranus that enough material survives to get a sense,
even if a potentially unrepresentative one, of what ancient Methodism may have looked
like from the inside.

Since Galen is so monolithic a source for Methodism, it is not clear whether
Thessalus' approach to medicine was typical of Methodism in general or on its fringes. It
is necessary to be cautious when posing the question of what was typical or characteristic

of Methodist practice and theory, as it is clear that Methodism was not as homogenous as

136 What van der Eijk calls a "constant process of critical revision", van der Eijk (1999: 399). For a list of
contemporary as well as some ancient sources for this claim, see van der Eijk (1999: 398, n. 3)
137 See, e.g., Soranus Gyn. 3.4, regarding Asclepiades' view on the elements and on causation; Gyn. 3.29,
regarding Asclepiades' treatment of hysteria, where Soranus approaches Galenic derision of other
physicians, especially notable are Asclepiades and Hippocrates; Gyn. 3.43 not only on his treatment of flux
but also on the irrelevance of his diagnostic method.
138 For Themison, see Moog (1995) and Tecusan (2004)
139 See Nutton (2004:189)
140 See MM X 50-51 et passim
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Galen might have us believe, although Galen's picture of the Methodists is even more
tendentious than that of the Empiricists.!4! This caution is underscored by the frequency
with which Galen will point up internal disputes between Methodist writers when it suits
his rhetorical purposes to do so. Indeed, Soranus reviled Asclepiades and like Celsus
considered Themison,'** who was, beside Thessalus, another possible candidate for the
foundation of the sect, to be a closet Asclepiadean.'*’

The picture drawn by Galen and echoed in the anonymous author of Introductio
seu Medicus claims that Thessalus furthered the doctrines of his own teacher Themison,
who had himself broken from Asclepiades earlier."** All of the foregoing is to return to
this theme of obscurity and emphasize that the doxographical footing surrounding early

Methodism is historical quicksand.

Epistemological Commitments

With that caveat already in mind, one must proceed cautiously for a further
reason. The Methodists appear primarily as bugaboos in Galen's accounts of them.
Galen's criticisms of them are legion. And so it becomes more difficult to say what their
therapeutic practice may have been. In De Sectis, Galen comes to his explanation of how

the Methodists differ from both the Dogmatist and Empiricist sects,

141 See, e.g., Vallance (1990: 132)
142 Soranus has sharp words for Themison shortly after voicing his disapproval of Asclepiades at Gyn. 3.24
and again at 3.42.
143 De morbis acutis 1.155,2.232,3.29; De morbis chronicis 1.48, passim
144 1n¢. TV, 684; MM X 52-5. For Asclepiades' influence on and relation to Methodism see Frede (1985:
xxix) and Vallance (1990: 141)
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And the so-called Methodists, for so they named themselves, as though
their Dogmatist antecedents did not claim to practice the art with any
method, seem to me not only to disagree with the ancient sects as far as
their account goes but even so far as to many of the practices of medicine.
Indeed, they say that the affected part has no relevance to indication of
treatment (nor the cause, nor age, nor season, nor location, nor an
examination of the strength, constitution, or disposition of the sick
person).'”

For Galen, while the Dogmatists and Empiricists differ primarily with regard to their
epistemological claims, they still prescribe similar treatments. The Methodists not only
abided by a different understanding of medical knowledge, they also eschewed effective
practice. Of course, this last claim is striking given the popularity of the Methodists in the
Roman world. And when Galen's account is compared to their surviving medical texts,

146 than their Galenic

the Methodists seem far less absurd and far less homogeneous
treatment would suggest. This inconsistency argues for a bias on Galen's part, since he is

equally content to ridicule their internal disagreements as he is to point up their failed

and, in this context, settled doctrines.'"’

145 Sect.Int. 179, Ot 8¢ pebodurol xalotuevor, 00Tm Yo £aVTOVE MVOPAGAV, HOTEQ OVYL %Al TOV
gumpooBev doypatindy pebddm v Téxvnv petayelpioacbot GpaordvIwv, ol uéyol AOyou Lot
doxrovol taig mohalals duplopntelv aipéoeoty, Al 10N nal TOV EQywv TG TéYX VNS TOALA
LETANOOUELV, Ol ¥' 0VTe TOMOV memovOdTa YoM OOV 0VOLY ExeLv paolv eig Begameiog EvdelEv oUT'
aitiav o00' Nlriav 000" Hhoav olite yweav olte TOD VOoOUVTOG THg OUVANE®MS TV EmionePYLv 1} TG
dvoemg 1) Thg €Eemg avTo.

146 Even a cursory look through Soranus' Gynaecia or Caelius' Tardes passiones and Celeres passiones
reveals, through their criticisms of other Methodists, the heterogeneity of Methodist thought regarding
treatment and classification; that is to say nothing of Galen's pervasive accusations of internal inconsistency
among Methodists and Celsus' own observations to the same effect in the second and first centuries CE
respectively. Whether Galen or Celsus are fair witnesses is beside the point. At a minimum they confirm
the non-doctrinaire tendencies of our extant texts.

147 Cf., however, Galen's position expressed in MM X 125: Whence, I suppose, arose also the conflict, not
insignificant, for their [sc. Thessalus, Asclepiades] followers. In every way, they are at loggerheads about
both about the concept of affections as well as their existence. (§0ev, oipar, xal TOLELOG 00 OUHQEOG TOIG

71



The Place of The Methodists in the Sectarian Debate

The Methodist sect appears to have emerged partly in response to both the
Dogmatist and Empiricist sects.'” It eschewed the theoretical elaboration of the
Dogmatists while demanding greater theoretical underpinnings for its medical claims
than the Empiricists."** Since Galen, too, attempts to provide a media via between these
two sects, the Methodists were natural rivals for Galenic medicine.

Galen, however, restricts his criticisms to their practice and their conception of
medical epistemology. The specifics of this epistemology are obscure, though, as both
Soranus and Caelius remain largely silent on Methodist beliefs regarding medical
knowledge; that is, they do not attempt to give explicit accounts of their epistemological
beliefs. Soranus, Caelius, and Methodist critics all allude to general notions of Methodist
epistemology that, at least in broad strokes, clearly must have played a foundational role
in their approach to Medical epistemic claims. The so-called commonalities, the
1OLVOTNTES, the notion of stricture, flux, and the denial both of certain empirical data as
well as certain theoretical data are common, for example.!>?

Their silence is perhaps due to an expectation of familiarity with Methodist
epistemology on the part of the reader. It is equally if not more plausible, however, that
Methodist authors, such as Soranus, do not consider the theoretical underpinnings of

Methodist practice to be terribly important to their readership. In support of this second

AT AVTOV £YEVETO naTd TE dAla TAvTo dleveyOeiol ral mel Thg TOV TABMV Evvoiag te xol
VIIAREEWGS.)
148 See, e.g., Frede (1982:2)
149 See Celsus De Med. 62; Ps.-Gal. Opt.Sect.1119-131, et passim
150 See, e.g., Celsus De Med. 54-55; Soranus Gyn. 1.29.3
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possibility consider, for example, the closing lines to Soranus' Gyn. 1.2, "Since natural
philosophy (t0 ¢uowdv) is not useful for our ends, although it is a nice bauble for a
learned work, I have excluded it here, keeping for now only to necessary matters.""”" This
is not to say, however, that these two explanations, an expectation of the reader's
familiarity with the outlines of the theoretical background of Methodism as well as a lack
of concern for that theoretical background, are mutually exclusive.

Of a piece with the relative lack of importance that Soranus places on theoretical
knowledge, Methodist attitudes toward the fundamentals of medical education focused on
practical matters. If Galen's accounts are any indication, the pupil was not expected to
undergo a time-consuming curriculum and the Methodists were even reputed to have

152

believed that all of medicine could be learned in six months.”” According to Galen,

Methodists took pride in turning the Hippocratic maxim, ars longa, vita brevis on its
head,!>3

And they rebuke anyone who says, "life is short but the art is long", since
quite the contrary, "the entire art is short, and life is long". For if
everything falsely assumed is taken away to help the craft and we put an
eye to the commonalities (xowvOTnTac) alone, medicine will no longer be
long nor difficult but quick and clear; and, the whole business can be
known in six months."*

151 Soranus Gyn. 1.2, TOV pgv o0V puotndv dyonotov dvra meog TO TEAOG, peQEn0oUOV O TEOG
¥xoNoTopdbeLa, xexmoiropueyv évreddev, LOVOV QOGS TO TOQOV EXOUEVOL TV AVOYRALWOV.

152 See Dig.Puls. VIII 770, MM X 781,927

153 On parallels between Methodists avowal of shortcuts to medicine and similar philosophical stance (i.e.,
Cynics) see Barnes (1991: 60 n. 37)

154 Sect.Int. 82.29-83: noi T ye Boayvv [elval] elmdvT TOV Blov, TV 8 TéEXVNV LorQAV EmTUMOL
todvavtiov yag dmav adtv utv foayeiav eivar, Tov 8¢ Blov pardv. Adaredivimvy Yoo amdviwy
TOV PeUIMG VIENUUEVVOV TNV TEXVNY OPEAELV Rl TQOC HOVOG TS HOLVOTNTAS ATTOPAETOVIWV
NUAOV, o0Te poxedy £t TV toTeuv 0iTe yahemv eival, Gotny 8¢ nol oadr), xol pnotv €€ dSAnv
[Tyrota] yvoodfvar dSuvopévny.
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With Galen's emphasis on the proper and extensive education'> necessary for medical
competence, this emphasis on practicality alone did and must have galled him.!5¢ The
Methodist sect was bound to offend Galen's sensibilities both as a champion of
philosophical medicine and as an agitator for the conversion of medicine at Rome to an
elite practice, both points that Frede (1982) makes in passing,

Methodism had a great success in Rome. Nevertheless, the aggressive way

it was propounded by Thessalus could not but offend the more

traditionally minded doctors. When Hippocrates had said that life is short

and art long, Thessalus claimed that life was long and art short, a matter of

six months. This was a deliberate affront not only to all those who

venerated Hippocrates but also to all those who, like Galen, prided

themselves on their long and no doubt expensive medical training. It

seems fairly clear that Methodism was also felt and presumably meant to

be a social threat: a clear medical doctrine to be learned in six months,

even by slaves and the poor, who had not the education to master the

secrets of philosophy, mathematics, and the whole of learned medical

tradition going all the way back to Hippocrates.!>’
Galen's outrage and his need to persuade his readership that his attitude toward medicine
was far and away superior to the Methodist attitude, however, plays a central role in the
preservation of Methodism in his corpus (or at least a version of it) and what appear to be
the massive distortions this image of Methodism appear to have suffered at his hands.

It is necessary, then, to tease out what is possible from Galen's reports as well as

from what few fragments remain. To that end, I turn to the roots of what we are told

Methodism is, which begin with Asclepiades of Bithynia.

155 For Galen's insistence on lengthy and rigorous study, see, e.g., Opt.Med.159; CAM 1 244; Nat.Fac. 1l
179-80; PHP V 222,732-3,783; MM X 39-40; Pecc.Dig. V 61-83; et passim.

156 Consider also that Galen frequently places himself, in Aristotelian style, at the head of a long tradition
in medicine hearkening back to Hippocrates himself. Given the Methodists lack of interest in traditional
medicine, this too must have galled Galen. Cf., for example, MM X 5, 309, 346.

157 Frede (1982: xxx-xxxi)
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Methodist Forerunners, Asclepiades and Corpuscular Theorists

At the root of the Methodist approach to medicine is a corpuscular theory of
disease derived ultimately from Asclepiades of Bithynia. Asclepiades appears to have
believed that the body consisted of certain particles (dvaguot dyxot), whose nature is
itself a matter of some controversy,!8 as well as pores (;tOgot)."”” To be healthy, on his
account, was just to have free movement of these particles through corporal pores; illness
was a result of pores being overly constricted or overly loose and therefore affecting the
movement of these particles adversely. Since the cause of illness was the relative stricture
of the pores, working to counteract any imbalance in the pores relative to the size of the
corresponding particles was a necessary and sufficient condition for restoring the body to
health.

Asclepiades' corpuscular theory was itself reminiscent of other ancient theorists
who believed in variations on this particular theme: Leucippus, Democritus, and Epicurus
all spring to mind. Given the present work's scope, however, it is impossible to do more

than briefly mention earlier corpuscular theorists as a background for some other

158 Briefly, it is not clear what &va.guot yxoL means precisely. They were frangible and so unlike the
eponymous dtopa of the atomists, precisely in the respect most characteristic of them. Consequently,
Asclepiades' Oyxot cannot be taken to be quantitatively atomic even if they are in some way qualitatively
atomic. Regarding dvagpot, Vallance gives a host of philological reasons for interpreting the adjective as
meaning something breakable or in a sense 'disjointed,' into fragments such as Oobopoto for example (see
Vallance (1990: 40-42).
159 For a longer discussion of the nature of Asclepiadean particles, &vauot 8yxot, and the difficulty in
determining what precisely they were thought to be, see Vallance (1990): 7-43.
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conflicts Galen was fated to have with the Methodists. In particular, atomism was
associated with a non-teleological view of the world.'®

Additionally, a corpuscular theory occupied the same functional role in
physiology as the traditional Hippocratic humoral theory. That is, both a corpuscular
view and a humoral view see health through the lens of some kind of biological balance,
on the humoral view a balance whose equilibrium when thrown off-kilter accounts for
illness in the body and on the corpuscular view, a balance between stricture and the
relative size of the corpuscles passing through them account for the same thing.'"'

This bare bones account of Asclepiades' theory is intended both to flesh out some
of the details of the physiology that Methodists would later commit themselves to as well
as to prompt a question: assuming the Methodist's lack of interest in theoretical issues,
causation, and commitment issues with unseen biological processes (G.dnha), how could

Methodists use Asclepiades' corpuscular theory as a starting-point for their own views?

What can be said of Methodist Medical Beliefs

Two core beliefs appear consistently both in what survives of Methodist authors
and even in non-Methodists commenting on them: first, the notion that diseases in

general shared a certain very limited set of features, whose treatment was sufficient to

160 See, e.g., Diogenes Laertius 9.31= DK 67A1; Hippolytus Ref. 1.13.2= DK 68A40; Simplicius De Caelo
242 21=DK 67A14; Galen, Nat.Fac. 11 26-30; et passim

161 See Vallance (1990:10). On this point, it is not necessary for my purposes, to discuss most of the
particular differences between Asclepiades' corpuscles and Abderite atoms in too much detail (e.g.,
frangibility and indivisibility respectively). It is only necessary to show that, at its deepest root, Methodism
was anathema to Galen.
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cure the patient of his illness.'®” Second, these limited sets of features were classed into
three rough categories that took their contours from differing relations between pores
(mogol) and the corpuscles passing through them, arising from some kind of corpuscular
theory, likely a version of Asclepiades'.!63

The Methodists called these classes of shared features xolvotnteg, often
translated 'commonalities' or 'communities'; these commonalities were divided into three
types, running along an axis of relative constriction and taking their structure from a
corpuscular analysis of the body: stricture (0Té€yvwolg), looseness or flux (Qomdeg or
0voLg), and a third state (¢mmhoxt)) compounded of the first two states occurring
variously in the body.'**

These corpuscles, pores, and consequently those states that are relations between
them present a stumbling block for reconstructing a coherent Methodist epistemology.
Both corpuscles and pores are paradigm cases of non-evident entities, &ONAa, to which
Methodists are in principle opposed. Sextus Empiricus, to take an example, includes
pores in his list of stereotypically un-experiencable entities in Adversus Mathematicos,'®

"Naturally non-evident entities are those which are always hidden and unable to fall

162 See Vallance (1990: 132)
163 An objection that Galen brings to bear often against the Methodists is the paradigmatic status of pores
as instances of non-evident (.0nha) features of the world. Their pedigree was indeed old, and is found as
early as the Hellenistic period. It is unclear what the Methodist response to this objection might have been,
short of either claiming that they were only heuristically committed to something like pores and not
ontologically committed to them or claiming that pores were somehow evident to sensation.
164 See Celsus De med. 1.54-5; Soranus Gyn. 1.29.3
165 pores are part of a larger discussion in Sextus on intelligible entities and the signs by which non-
skeptical thinkers, such as the dogmatists, explain inference from those signs. See, Math. 8.145-158. Also,
PH 298, 140. For the larger issue of non-evident entities and indication through sign, see Hankinson
(1998: 232-233).
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under our perception, as for example the intelligible pores and the infinite void thought to
be outside the cosmos by certain physical theorists."'® What then would a Methodist
respond to objections that the two bases of their physiology conflict with the
epistemological demands they place on medical theory?

There are no extant sources that contain an explanation or justification for these
states of relative constriction, which is perhaps due to the inclination among Methodists
to avoid any professional affiliation with robustly articulated medical theories even if
privately cleaving to a more elaborated theory. It was enough to recognize an imbalance
with respect to constriction. That is, for the Methodists, the proof was in the pudding.
Any further explanation, as Vallance notes, lay outside the purview of what was relevant
to medical practice, which was after all the ambit of medicine.'”’

It is likely, however, that relative constriction played a role in the Methodist view
of illness due to the connection, mentioned earlier, with the corpuscular theory of
Asclepiades and, if Galen is to be trusted, Epicureans, and other corpuscular theorists; 168
but, given Galen's efforts to equate Methodists with Epicureans it is difficult to say what

the exact relationship may have been.

166 Sextus Empiricus Math. 8.146: ¢phoer 8¢ v ddnha T 8i aidvog dmoxexQuupéva xol pn duvépeva
VIO THV NueTéQav TEoELV EvAaQYeLa, %00ATEQ 0L VONTOL TOQOL %l TO GELOVUEVOV EXTOG lval TOD
1OOMOV TLoL GOOLROLG ATELQOV REVOV.

167 yallance (1990: 132)

168 Cf. Nat.Fac. 11 38-56 and especially 51-52 for a comparison of Epicureans and Asclepiadeans, in which
Galen argues that the two sects reject one another effectively. In particular, that Epicureans state the
observable facts well but cannot give any reasons for the theories they derive from them, while
Asclepiadeans (although Asclepiades has effectively shown the inconsistencies in Epicurus' overall
corpuscular theory) fail either to present a plausible theoretical picture or account for the facts.
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On that point, Vallance has argued that the connection between the particles of the
Methodists, insofar as they were those of their predecessor Asclepiades, and Epicurean
atoms is passing or, more likely, adventitious.'® That is, while both Asclepiades and
atomists were material monists, in that they believed that bodies were made up of a single
kind of stuff, Asclepiades was not committed (and could not be) to the further constraints
that Epicureans and Democriteans placed on the structure of their underlying stuffs,
namely indivisibility. In that vein, Vallance emphasizes the frangibility of Asclepiades'
dvoguot dyxou as distinct from the indivisible particles that populate Epicurean and
Abderite accounts of material composition. While Epicurean and Abderite atoms were of
some constant dimensions, Asclepiadean corpuscles could result in disease precisely due
to an alteration in their shape and size and not, for example, just in virtue of their shape
and size.

This etiology is, of course, compatible with but not necessary for Methodist
beliefs regarding the so-called commonalities or communities. How relative constriction
could come about is a question over and above the notion both that relative constriction is
just a matter of fact and that this constriction results in illness. Galen, however, does not
engage directly with constriction, arguably as a means to dismiss the Methodists, whom
he does not as a group take seriously. Vallance also claims that this distinction is elided
by Galen in order to associate Methodists with atomism and by so doing make a

caricature of their view of the body's composition,

169 vallance (1990: 1-43 but especially 21-43)
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Galen was no fool. He must have known that Democritean and Epicurean

atomism differed profoundly from Asclepiades' corpuscular hypothesis.

After all, he was aware of the fragility of the particles. And in his note at

De elementis 1.418k he makes it quite clear that he knows that the

Democritean atoms are unbreakable 'on account of their hardness' and

'indivisible on account of their size'. He is just as clear about the

Asclepiadean corpuscles.'™
Vallance suggests that Galen makes medical simpletons out of the Methodists for
rhetorical purposes.!’! And, although it is difficult to reconcile the Methodist disavowal
of hidden causes with their commitment to the communities and the corpuscular theory
underlying them, it is clear from observations like Vallance's above that Galen is playing
fast and loose with his rivals. Comparisons between Galen's accounts of Methodist
incompetence and what little survives in writing of Methodist practice, by Methodist
authors such as Soranus and Caelius, reaffirm this notion.

Soranus' dictum at Gynecologia 1.2, already quoted,'”” may also explain why the
Methodists might remain silent on their own theoretical commitments, however loosely
those were taken. Furthermore, their nearly institutionalized tendency toward intra-
sectarian criticism can give the impression of inconsistency, where there may simply
have been therapeutic debate. Vallance sums up this point nicely,

Methodism was not a homogeneous system, and our first-hand knowledge

of it does not extend very far beyond what we can see in Caelius and
Soranus. The method of the Methodists was essentially a method of

170 vallance (1990: 40)

171 A point brought out throughout the introduction to Tecusan (2004)

172 vSince natural philosophy (10 ¢puowxdv) is not useful for our ends, although it is a nice bauble for a
learned work, I have excluded it here, keeping for now only to necessary matters." Soranus Gyn.1.2, Tov
UEV 0DV PUOLLOV AYENOTOV EVTa TEOS TO TELOG, GPEQEXOCUOV OF TQOGS YONOTOUAOELOV, KEXMQIXAUEY
€vtedBev, LOVOV ROG TO TALEOV EXOUEVOL TOV Avayraiwy.
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treatment, and while all Methodists seemed to have shunned theoretical

speculation, they did so to varying degrees.'”
Consequently, a formal nosology was not necessary on a Methodist construal even if a
therapeutic one was. What use, after all, was a classification of diseases when nosological
differentia were not causally relevant to treatment? The same can be said for an elaborate
taxonomy of symptoms. Except insofar as they might be indicative of a strictural
imbalance in the pores of the body relative to the corpuscles passing through them,
symptoms bore little medically relevant relation to the underlying cause of the disease.
Consider, for example, Soranus' discussion of inflammation of the uterus,

Inflammation is so-called on account of "growing inflamed" and not as

<Democritus> has said, on account of the cause being phlegm. There are

many other antecedent causes of inflammation around the uterus but very

frequently they are cold, likewise pain, miscarriage, and a poor delivery,

none of which contributes to a change of treatment. When the uterus is

inflamed, some general signs appear and some particular and indicative of

its affected part.'™
Here, Soranus echoes his claim from elsewhere in the Gynecologia that the causes of a
given disease are not relevant to its treatment, even if they are of interest to the curious
practitioner. The notion at work in this passage is that physical disorders will fall into

three broad categories. The affected part will be overly constricted, not sufficiently

constricted, or there will be a mix of disordered constriction. Ultimately, the reasons for

173 vallance (1990:132)

174 Soranus Gyn. 3.17, 'H ¢pheypoviy xéxhnton pév amd tod préyey xoi ovy, g 6 <Anud%QIToc>
elonrev Ao Tod aiTloV eivarl TO GAEYO. TEORATAQYEL 88 TRHS TEQL THV VOTEQUV GAEYHOVAS TOAA
ugv %ol dAha, ouvexéotegov 88 YOELS, HoaDTmE #OTOC, EXTEWOLS PADAN TE Halwolg, MV 0VdEV &ig
™V eEalhaynyv ovvtelel TR empehelog. pNTEOS 8¢ PGAeyuavoong To UEV ®OLVO TAQETETAL ONUELQ,
Ta 08 (OLa ®al MNAmTnd ToD TAoYO0VTOg UEQOUS AVTHG.
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the disordered constriction are not relevant to treatment; so, the physician need only be
concerned with correctly identifying which of the three abnormal constrictions presents
itself.'”” Galen variously takes this Methodist lack of interest in causal explanations as a
deep methodological inadequacy. He says, for example, that

[tlo suppose that health exists in function and that disease consists in
physical conditions or, alternately, that health is in the constitution of the
parts while disease is in the injury of functions is worthy of the other
Methodists, and especially of Thessalus, the founder (deynyov) of their
idiocy. In fact, nearly all these members of this non-methodical and insane
sect say that health, and heartiness, is the stability of natural functions,
while disease, and frailty, is not injury of functions but, as far as some go,
a certain disposition of the body and, as far as others go, the body being in
a certain state.'”

Galen's view of the importance of a causal account in the understanding and
therefore the treatment of disease brings us to the role that causation played for

Galen, in opposition to Methodist and Empiricist approaches to therapy.

175 This sentiment is echoed shortly after the passage above at the end of 3.19, on Demetrius of Apamea's
analysis of the spread of inflammation, "and we agree on this point, even if what is being sought out makes
no difference to the application of local treatment" (xol <fueic> 6& ToDTO CUVaLVODEY, el Ol TO
Cntolpevov ovdepiov EEahhayny émdEéQeL TQOS TV KON oV TOV Tour®OV fondnudtonv).

176 MM X 51: 10 8¢V Taic évepyelaug UoBéuevov elval TV Dyilelav, &v Toic dtadéoeoly
vrohapPavely cuviotacBol Tv vooov, i) Eumohy Ev pev T rataoxevi) Thv poglomv v Uylelayv, év
o¢ th) BAEPN TV EvepyeldV TNV vOoOV, dELov TV Te MMMV uebBodiv®dv €0TL ®al O val ToD Ti)g
gumAnElag avtdv deynyod OecoahoD. dvieg Yobv oyedov ol dmd tiig apefodov te nal
uaviddovg TahTNg apéoemg TV pev vyelov eoTdbeLY TV xaTd oY Evepyetmv eival paot xoL
oy v, TV 8¢ vooov olx £tL BAGPNV évegyelag wal dobévelav, AL ol pev diibeoiv Tiva odpotog, ol
0¢ oMpa Twg droneluevov:
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GALEN'S ECLECTICISM

Education

Galen was born to a wealthy family at Pergamum in 129 CE. His father, Nicon,
was a successful architect who undertook to have his son educated in philosophy from an
early age.!”7 As was fairly standard for the children of the socially elite, Galen was
trained in grammar and mathematics; he began to study logic at the age of fourteen and
was educated by prominent philosophers of the major philosophical schools of the time
starting at the age of fifteen.!”® His so-called eclecticism reflects his early exposure to this
philosophical mélange, which included study under Academics, Peripatetics, Stoics, and
Epicureans.!” Some time when Galen was between the ages of fourteen and seventeen,
Nicon is reputed to have had a dream in which Asclepius appeared to him encouraging
that he train his son in medicine, in addition to his training in philosophy.!%9 As with
philosophy, Galen studied under representatives of the medical sects of the day, first at
Pergamum and then after the death of his father in 149 CE, throughout the Greco-Roman
world. 81

This early training in philosophy instilled in Galen a deep respect for and

adherence to logical method in his medical practice, with certain caveats. By the second

177 See Hankinson (2008: 3-4) for a longer discussion of Galen's early education. For standards of
education in the Roman period Cf., for example, OCD s.v. 'education, Roman." Children of social elites
generally were educated by a grammaticus, who would have trained students in letters as well as
mathematics, through about the age of twelve and then a rhetor through about the age of fifteen.
178 Ord.Lib.Prop. XIX 59
179 Cf. Aff.Dig. V 41-2. Also, see Hankinson (2008: 3).
180 See Praen. XIV 608; Ord.Lib.Prop. XIX 59
181 See Ord.Lib.Prop. XIX 57-8; Lib.Prop. XIX 16-7; AA 217-8. For Galen's time in Egypt see Nutton
(1993)
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century CE, various philosophical sects (e.g., the Stoics and Peripatetics) had come to
disagree with respect to logical method in similarly sectarian ways to those in which the
various medical schools had come to disagree, regarding the role of formal inference in
the practice of medicine. While the Peripatetics focused primarily on types of logical
quantification (e.g., universal, existential), the Stoics focused primarily on connectives

(e.g., the conditional, disjunctions, etc.).!82

Approach to Medicine

Galen's approach to medicine was shaped by his early experiences with
philosophical logic. These experiences, however, had left him, as he tells us, dissatisfied
both with the inter-sectarian discord and with the inability of logicians to adequately
verify the claims they alleged to prove,

So, after entrusting myself to all of the leading Stoic and Peripatetic
philosophers of the time, I learned many logical theorems which, once I
had examined them for a time, I found to be useless for demonstrations
(dmodeikelg): very few had been investigated, by the Stoics and
Peripatetics, with any practical result (yonotpuwg) and very few would
allow them to reach their stated demonstrandum. Moreover, these
theorems were inconsonant (dtamepwvnuéva) with one another and some
even contradicted our native intuitions. For all that's holy, if it were up to
these teachers, I would have fallen into Pyrrhonian aporia had I not
mastered geometry, arithmetic, and logic, in which subjects most of all I
had been taught to proceed from childhood by my father, who had learned
theory from my grandfather and great-grandfather. 83

182 Generally on Galen's logical method and its backdrop in the second century see Barnes (1991) and
Morison (2008)

183 Lib Prop. XIX 39-40, ma.owv ouv Toic nat' xelvov 1oV x0ovov évOEoLC STwinoic Te nal
ITegumotnTinois épuavtov éyyelpioas moAla pev épabov diha Tdv Aoydv Bemonudtwy, & TQ UETA
TaDTO XEOVE 0ROTOVUEVOS donoTa MEOS TAS AmodeiEelg evovV, OMiyIoTA 8¢ YONGlHmS uEV abTolg
EENTNUEVa ®al TOD TEOXELUEVOY 0XOTTOD TUYELY EPLEpeva, damedwvnuéva &¢ xal todTa mag'
aUTolg gxelvolg, Evia 08 ol Talg puoralg evvololg Evavtia, ®al vi) Tovg Beoig, 600V Eml Tolg
ddaondrog, eig TV TV ITvoowveiwv AmoQiay EvememTMrELY AV KAl AVTOC, €L U RO TA ROTO
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Galen's complaint regarding the inconsistencies (dtapwviar) between the logical theories
of the Stoics and Peripatetics echoes some of the grounds for the Empiricists' rejection of
Dogmatist sects as for example in De Sectis 1 78-79. In that passage, the conclusions that
the medical Dogmatists come to, like the arguments of the Stoics and Peripatetics here,
may be plausible but are neither proven nor provable, at least not employing their method
of argument.!84

Galen's central objection to arguments between Dogmatists, here, is that they did
not have a basis for adjudicating between different accounts for their treatments and
analyses of the natural world.'®> His response to the argumentative inadequacies he
perceives in some of the theorems of the Stoics and Peripatetics is, to a point, similar to
the Empiricist response to the proliferation of medical theories without some, in their

case empirical, litmus test for truth. Galen makes this point more explicit immediately

YEWUETQIOV AQUOUNTIATY TE %Ol AOYLOTIATY %ROTELYOV, £V aig £m AetoTOV VO TG TATEL
TTOLOEVOUEVOG EE GOy TS TQOEANAVOELY ATTO TATITOU Te 1ol TROTATTOV dLadedeyuéve TV Bewolav.
184 In Galen, forms of Stapwvic. and Stapwveiv often refer to sectarian disagreements. For similar
language with respect to sectarian diapwvia as a motive for Galen's different approach to demonstration
see MM X 469, "As I have already said in my treatise On Demonstration, after I had been completely
buried under the discord (dtapwvia) between most doctors, I turned to evaluating demonstration (avTiv),
knowing that it was necessary first to be well-versed in the demonstrative method. Having done this for
many consecutive years, I subjected each of the doctrines to demonstration in a similar way." (Qg ydQ %4
T meQl TN dmodertinig eVéoemg elpnTaL YOAUUATL, TEQLAVTANOELS VIO TOD TANBOoVGS THig TV
TtV drapwviag, et £m TO %QIvel DTNV TEATOUEVOGS, EYVWV YOfival TEOTEQOV £V ATodeTinaig
pefodols yupvdoaoar. xal Todto mRAEag €teotv EeEfic molloic VEPariov oVTWG EXOGTOV TV
doyudtwv avti...). For Galen's use more generally, Cf. Sect.Int. 178; MM X 35, 53,469 et passim.
185 Although this objection has as its target competent logicians, Galen also frequently objects to logical
incompetence on the part of many physicians and philosophers who pretend to use these logical arguments.
This sort of complaint is common in Galen's writing, that not only is the theory held by the target of his
attack flawed but also that the target in question fails to understand even this flawed theory (e.g., MM X 38,
61-2; PHP V 220, and passim).
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after the quotation above where he offers a type of geometric proof based on empirical
evidence as a basis for just this sort of adjudication,
Seeing, therefore, that evident truths (manifest not only to me) were
produced in the predictions of eclipses, in the construction of sundials and
of water-clocks, and of many other things besides in engineering, I
thought it would be better to use this type of geometrical demonstration.!8¢
All of the examples above, the sundial, waterclock, and cases of engineering, have in
common that their function is confirmable through repeated physical observation.!3’
Galen is certainly no skeptic with regard to the senses and it is perhaps useful, in this
context, to recall the root meaning of geometry (yewuetoic). Geometry was originally,
as the structure of the word suggests, a form of land surveyance.!88 That is, geometrical
demonstration, on this construal, is a tool for measuring and quantifying natural

phenomena, whose utility was in large part determined by its ability to accurately and

repeatedly predict features of the natural world, to function in practice.

186 1ib.Prop. XIX 40, 50®Vv 00V 00 pOvoV évagydg aAOf dawvopevd pot to #atd Tag Exhelipewy
TROQQETOELS MEOAOYIWV Te nal ®AeYVOQDV naTOOKREVAS O0a T GAAA [TA] ®OTA TNV AQYLTERTOVIOY
gmvevontar BEATIov HOMY elvar T THme TOV YewueTordv dmodelEewv xofobar
187 See Pecc.Dig. V 82-83, too lengthy to quote here, for the observational tests Galen recommends for the
construction of an accurate sundial. In brief, one creates a sort of waterclock by which to measure the
sundial: after a stipulated period of time determined by whatever standard measurement the sundial
measures, one observes how much water has leaked from a pierced vessel. After marking the side of the
vessel and refilling it, one waits for another unit of that time to pass as measured by the sundial. If after
repeated tests of this sort the waterclock and sundial agree, the sundial is accurate. Of particular relevance,
here, is Galen's emphasis on repetition the deciding factor of the empirical proof and repeatability as the
criterion for success for the sundial (and by extension for medicine).
188 The earliest attestation of yewpetola, for example, is in Herodotus 2.109, in a discussion of Egyptian
land surveyance. The sundial and the division of the day into hours also appear in this passage,
emphasizing the sort of measurements with which this word was associated. Documentary papyri bear out
this primary meaning of geometry even in later Greek (Cf. PTeb. 2442, POxy. 499.27 from the second
centuries BCE and CE respectively).
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Even in its later use, to refer to its eponymous branch of mathematics and the
forms of proof found therein, Euclidian geometry was based on certain axioms and
common notions that were supposed to be either immediately evident to the senses or
immediately evident to the mind. This notion, of immediate evidence to the mind,
requires some unpacking. Consequently, It may be useful here to discuss Galen's logical
method generally, in order to explain the role that these so-called geometrical

demonstrations and geometric axioms play in his overall medical method.!8°

Logical Method

Inquiry regarding the discord (dtadpwviag) between practitioners is of
great importance, not only for those who are ill to regain their health but
also for those who are healthy (clearly as a protector of it) and for those
who exercise for good health in order to get it and keep it. Then he added,
"and for whatever each person wants," making it clear to us that the
problem and its solution extend not only to medicine but also to all the
other arts (Téyvocg).

The reason why doctors, practicing an art in which it is possible to test by
experience (tf] melpq... noLOf)vo) whether the remedies used helped or
hurt, still make contradictory claims about what helps and what hurts may
be baffling. It is not at all baffling that, in philosophy, the majority of
disagreements (t®v diapwvidyv) haven't at all been settled, since its
subject matter cannot clearly be tested by experience (tf) etpq).!?°

189 Cf, Pecc.Dig. V 66, on the need to verify theories both on the basis of indemonstrable but evident first
principles, such as in geometry, as well as by empirical observation.

190 pHP V 765-6, 10 meQl Th|g dradpwviag, pnot, TOv Texvitdv oxéupa peyiotny Exel Shvauy ov
povoLg Toig vooo oty g vytelog »Tijowv, AAAG ®al Tolg VyLalvovoly, €g puioxnv avtig dnrovoTt,
%ol TOlg AonoDowY &g eVeEMV TOD OMUATOG TEOGS TE THV XTHOWV ADTAS %0l SIHOVAV- gita TQOCEON®E
“nal €g 6 TL EnaoTog €0€AEL,” INAOV ULV 0V POVOV i iaTouen v dALA nal Tag GAAog TéYVaS
éntetdobon TO onéppo nal TV Aoy autod. Bavpdoal Ya €0t OLt TL TEXVNV LETLOVTES Ol iNTQOL
%0.0' f|v tf) meloa T mpoodepdpeva fondipata xolBfvar dvvatal, totegov wdErnoev 1) EBraypev,
OPWG EVOVTLOTATOS ATOPACELS ETTOLNOAVTO TEQL TOV OPEAOVVTMV TE ROl PAATTOVIWV. €V PEV YOQ
Prhooodia p memadobol Tag mheioTog TOV dadwvidV 0VOEV Baupaotov, dg Ov W) dSuvopuévmy
TOV TQAYUATWV EVaQYQS ®oLOfvaL T melpq
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Engineering, waterclocks, and sundials, whose successful functions are
determined observationally, all point to a useful subset of the sorts of premises that Galen
accepts as contributing to the soundness of arguments. That is, their proof is in the
pudding.’®! In this vein, Galen's writing is replete with evidence that he is primarily
interested far less in just the validity of argument, as he suggests of some Dogmatists and
sophistical doctors, than in their soundness.!? He consistently shows that he is primarily
interested in arguments ranging over and proceeding from features of the world that are
able to be judged by experience (tf] metpq). Experience, for Galen, not only involves
features of the world that are evident to sensation but also features that are evident to
cognition, in the way that geometric axioms and common notions can be said to be
evident (more on this latter notion, which is one of the features that distinguishes Galen
from Empiricists, shortly).!?3

Galen, for example, as suggested by the quotation above shows a conspicuous and
explicit lack of interest in many of the questions that frequently peppered philosophical
and medical texts preceding him. He variously denigrates any conclusions regarding
void, the sempiternity of the world, the corporeality or location of divine entities, the
nature of the soul, the faculty involved in the formation of the fetus, etc., as not

adequately verifiable and therefore largely pointless from a medical perspective.!%4

MYe# Pecc.Dig. V 69, where Galen describes how one tests sundials, waterclocks, and other mechanical
devices against astronomical observations.

192 Cf. Pecc.Dig. V 72-3 on the perils of valid but unsound arguments (among other types of arguments).
193 See, e.g., PHP V 766-7,791-5

194 Gee passim bute.g., Prop. Plac. 2; PHP V 771 on the generation or destruction of the world, on void,
on the corporeality and location of divine beings. Prop. Plac.3 and 7; PHP V 763, 766 on the substance of
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Warranted Evidence

Let me return now to the geometric example I mentioned earlier. I had said that
Euclidean geometry took as its axioms notions that were either evident to sensation or in
a sense evident to the mind and that Galen's repeated use of geometric proof as a model
for medical argumentation was telling for his own medico-philosophical practice. Galen
mentions geometric proofs as a palliative for his disgust with the proliferation of
Dogmatist theories and as the means by which he tried to forge a new path in medicine.
Given Galen's interest in finding the proper warrant for the premises of medical
arguments, it bears some fruit to discuss the basis for geometric principles, at least of the

ancient sort.

a) Empirical Evidence

It is not fair to say that Galen considered empirical evidence to be the only
satisfactory warrant for knowledge claims, although empirical warrant was sufficient for
such claims. Beginning with empirical evidence, however, it is fair to say that Galen was
not a skeptic with respect to perception.!®> In this respect and others, Galen was fairly
consistent with Empiricist doctors of his time. A particularly striking example of his
commitment to perception occurs in a longer description of his well-known

demonstration of encephalocentrism, which involved the ligation of the recurrent

the soul. Prop.Plac. 4, on knowledge of celestial bodies. Prop.Plac. 11; Foet.Form.IV 700-2 on the
formation of the fetus. Prop.Plac. 15, on empsychosis and metempsychosis.
195 See Dig.Puls. VIII 780-6
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laryngeal nerve in an effort to show that the brain was the starting point for the nerves
involved in voice production,

As you know, Alexander was known to everyone for this weakness [i.e.
Phovewnia), just as he also demonstrated at the time. For, I had just
promised a demonstration involving the finest nerves: that there is a hair-
like pair of nerves inserted in the muscles of the larynx, on the left side
and on the right; and, that in those cases in which the nerves are ligated by
a snare or when they are severed, the animal becomes mute while not
causing any damage to the animal or to its overall capacity to function.
Before I began the demonstration, Alexander said, interrupting me,
"Should this be granted to you first, that we must believe in empirical
evidence?" Stepping away from them, I left, saying only this one thing,
that I was mistaken to think that I had not come before some backwoods
Pyrrhonists; otherwise, I would not have come at all.19¢

This example, from Galen's treatise On Prognosis, involves Alexander of Damascus, a
little known Peripatetic, who allegedly objected to or at least questioned the justificatory
basis empirical evidence (tolg O TOV 0icONoewv ¢Powvopévolg) had for
demonstration. In addition to being a vivid example of Galen's fondness for biting
satire,!°7 the text here is both indicative of Galen's position on skepticism regarding

empirical evidence and, in particular, his response to rejections of anatomy as a basis for

medical investigation.!®8

196 Praen. XIV 628, yivddonelg Yo ¢ &m 1o0T@ T) ma0eL moog amdvtmv #ol AMEEaVSQOC
Eyvioneto, no0damep nol Tote cod®s EdNAwoe. SelELV YO0 VTOOYOUEVOL LoV VEVRIWY AeTTTOTATWY,
g eival TELoeldf ouTuyiav TIvd Toig ToD GAQUYYOS LUOLY EXPUOPEVNY, TOIG UEV €% TV AQLOTEQMV
HeEQMV, TOIg 8¢ &% TV SeELDV- £¢' oig POY® draAndOeiow, i) Tundeiow ddwvov yivetar T TOOV,
obt' gig Tv Cofv T frasropévov, ot eig Thv évégyelav: 6 AMEAVOQOG VmoTuymV Tl deryOfjvaL,
"Tto0TO0 TEMOTOV," EPMoev, "dv ool ouyxwEnBeln, Toig did TV aicHoewV parvouévols moTeveLY
Nuag detv." dnotoog &' Eym TadTA, RATAMTDOV AUTOVG EXWEICOMV Ev povov GpBeyEduevog, g

€0 ANV oiduevog 0V glg TOVG AyQOLROTVOOWVEIOUG TixeLy, 1] oV dv ddirnvelaBa.

197 Note the puns on 8&i&ig throughout the quotation as well as Galen's coinage cryQolxomOQwVeiog,
which I have translated 'backwoods Pyrrhonists' and which Galen uses variously elsewhere.

198 This scenario and Galen's response to it are, given Alexander's Peripatetic background, ironically
reminiscent of Aristotle's own response to hardline skepticism regarding the reliability of the senses.
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This second implication of the Alexander of Damascus passage is equally a dig at
Empiricist doctors who rejected anatomy as a viable basis on which to make medical
claims. The Empiricist objection to anatomy (notwithstanding their further objection to
the cruelty of vivisection) was based both on ethical grounds and on a refusal to consider
that anatomical information, obtained from dead bodies, was useful for the treatment of
live bodies. As far as they were concerned, it required an unacceptable degree of
analogical reasoning, as witnessed by Celsus,!%?

For these reasons, that the dissection of the dead is not necessary (even if

it isn't cruel, it is disgusting), since most things are changed in dead bodies

and that treatment itself shows how much can actually be learned in live

bodies.?0
Galen expanded the ambit of what counted toward melga by not only including
anatomical training, investigation, and knowledge in it but also by basing his practice in

large part on anatomical knowledge. And, given the evidence for the waning of

anatomical knowledge and investigation after its heyday in the Hellenistic period, it is no

According to Aristotle skeptics of this sort are little more than plants (§potog y&o Gpvtd TotodTog 1)
ToLoUTog 1)O1) at Meta. 1006a15-16 and, more generally, throughout Meta. IV 4). It is possible, and if true
amusing, to imagine that Galen is pointing up Alexander's alleged philoneikia by having a Peripatetic
philosopher object to a fundamental principle of Aristotelian philosophy, the reliability of sensation.

199 See Mudry (1982:107), "Il est révélateur a ce propos que les empiriques, qui refusent la dissection,
n’envisagent pourtant pas d’autre méthode d’investigation anatomique que la connaissance directe." Also,
Mudry (1982: 137), "Tout en rejetant catégoriquement la vivisection, les empiriques admettent pourtant
que la connaissance de certaines particularités des organs internes, celles qui ne sont pas altérées par ’effet
des blessures, peut étre utile au médecin (la dissection, qui ne fait connaitre que des organs morts, est
excluée."

200 De Medicina, 44, Ob haec ne mortuorum quidem lacerationem necessarium esse (quae etsi non crudelis,
tamen foeda sit), cum aliter pleraque in mortuis se habeant; quantum vero in vivis cognosci potest, ipsa
curatio ostendat. More generally, see De Medicina 40-44.
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surprise that Galen's objections to ignorance of it extended to many Dogmatists as

wel].20!

b) Intellectually Primitive Evidence

Galen's dissatisfaction with the medical methods of other thinkers was not
restricted to Dogmatists. He is equally biting with regard to the failings he sees in the
broad approach of the Empiricists to medical knowledge. While, as far as Galen was
concerned, the Dogmatists failed to provide proper justification for their arguments and
to give proper weight to empirical observation, the Empiricists failed to accept a class of
evidence into their epistemology. Galen treats this class, things that are evident to the
mind, as playing an evidentiary role in medical epistemology even if he ultimately does
not consider it a part of experience (€usmeloiar),

The ancient philosophers say that there are two kinds of phenomena:

i) one part, which is consistent with the Empiricists, has to do with things
that are known by some sensation (e.g., whiteness and blackness, hardness
and softness, hot and cold, and so on;

ii) another, indemonstrable, part that has to do with those things that come
under observation of the intellect in their initial apprehension (e.g., things
that are equal to the same thing are equal to one another, and that if equals
are added to equals the sums are equal, and if equals are subtracted from
equals the remainders are equal). They also say, of this second class, that
nothing comes to be without a cause, and that everything comes from

201 Cf, MM X 169-170, Some of the Dogmatists are like them [sc. Empiricists] even if they don't want to
be, however many can't make their way to the natural principles of the bodies by reason. For as I have
shown earlier, these also are half-Empiricists, who couldn't understand primitive elements. (6potot

&’ a0Toig gioL, xav ur) BEAwoLy, ool TV AoYHOTILIVOVTWY &7t TAS GUOLRAS AEYAS TV CMUATOV
ovx EvduviOnoav avapival Td Moyw. xal Yo avtol, ®abotL meodcbev édeiEapev, €€ fuioemg giol
"Epstelgixot, of obn NduvHOnoav diahafelv megl TOV momdTwy oToelmv).
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something, and that nothing comes to be from something that doesn't exist

at all.20?
This second class of evidence, things that are evident to the mind, is a sine qua non of
justification for Galen.?3 The notion that there is a class of things evident to the mind is
already present in Platonic discussions of epistemology and more fully worked out by
Aristotle, principally in the Posterior Analytics (e.g., Post An 2).2%4 T have described the
process by which Aristotle believes we come to know some of the members of this class
earlier. Empiricists would object to the claim that there are items evident to the mind, on
the largely a priori grounds that only the senses are reliable truth bearers. That is, this
sort of mental grasping or seeing falls into the class of indications (¢vOeiEelg) to which
the Empiricists in principle object.

Part of the Galenic program for reliable epistemic claims requires not only that
one follow the aesthetic phenomena to intellectually primitive evidence but also that,
once that has been accomplished, one verify the soundness of resulting arguments by

confirmation with empirical observations. For example, consider Galen's description of

202 AM X 36, 01 8' o wahawol PLhdcodol SITTOV YEVOS elval Gaot TOV Gparvouévmv, Ev uév, deg 1ol
Toig £umelInoig Opoloyeital, TV aloONoEL TIVL SLYLVWOROUEVOY, OLOV AevXoD %Ol LEAAVOS %Al
onANQEOD ®al pohaxnod xal OeouoD ral YuyoD xal TOV Opolmv, ETEQOV 08 TAV VITOTUTTOVIMV
vof](su 1OTO TTQMOTNV émﬁoM‘]v AvamOdELTOV, MG TA TQ AVTY toa nal AMANAOLG VITAQYELY o, ®ol
gav looig toa n@oorsen, %ol Ta Oha foo ywvsoeat %ol Eav Ao towv (oo (quugs@n, %Ol T AOLITO
{oa givat. Tod TolohTov ysvovg elval paot xal o pndev dvartiog yiyveobar xol wavt' ¢€ dvrog
TIVOG, €% 0¢ ToD uNndOAmg HVTOg OVOEV:

203 See, for example, Hankinson (2008: 167), "In the case of geometry, these will be stipulative (yet self-
evident) definitions, plus a priori axioms such as those mentioned above. But how is the method to be
applied in the case of an empirical science?". These sorts of axioms are also mentioned by me immediately
above regarding MM X 36 and below in the context of Pecc.Dig. V 67. Pace Hankinson, it is unclear that
to Galen geometry would have been a non-empirical science to the extent that both its definitions and
axioms could, according to Galen, be tested empirically even if they could not be directly observed.

204 Cf, Pecc.Dig. V 79 et passim for Galen's discussion of first principles as necessary to avoid an infinite
explanatory or causal regress.
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the way in which one can apply this method, common in fields such as engineering or
geometry, to medical investigations,

When you find your own method or when you use a method that has been

taught to you by someone else and divide the line before you into however

many parts you like, the matter will make itself evident to you. It will be

rigorously manifest that all the parts divided in this way are equal. And it

will also become manifest, by way of empirical observation, that all

problems of this kind are discovered with certainty.?0>
This translation, out of context, does not make clear what sort of phenomena are adequate
criteria for confirmation for Galen. In what immediately follows, however, Galen creates
a fuller context for the phrase, translated here "on the basis of things that are clearly
evident" (&' AU TOV TOV Evaydg parvopévmv). In the following two chapters, he gives
a relatively lengthy example of the successful geometric construction of a circumscribed
polygon. At Pecc.Dig. V 68 he makes it clear that confirmation of its construction is
visually apparent, although Galen is not excluding the confirmation of other proofs
through mentally evident evidence. Of a piece with the geometric examples mentioned
earlier, Galen proceeds to discuss how this is also the method commonly used in
astronomy and 'architecture' (dQyltextovia), which he tells the reader includes the
engineering of sundials, waterclocks, and other mechanical devices.

Galen endorses the Empiricist's belief in the power of and the need for direct

observation and testing, in the sense of melpa, for the epistemic medical claims. He

simultaneously echoes the Empiricist's objections to Dogmatist theorizing, on the
y p ] g g

205 See Pecc.Dig. V 67, £0v yag €00V pédodov idiav 1) mag' £tégou | SidayBeion yohuevos eig
doamep av €0€hng péon v mpotebeioay evBelav dlogiong, aVTO HOQTUETOEL COL TO TEAYUOL,
daveltal te dmavia ta péen Ths ovTm dronpedeiong axoLphg toa, paveitar 8¢ kol Ta <Aoo
ToabTa Tavta meoPAnpata Befaimg evonuéva oL aUTOV TOV EVOQYDS GaLVOuEVMDY
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grounds that it is merely plausible without some empirical evidence with which to
underpin such theories. On the other hand, Galen bristles at the limits that Empiricists
place on theoretical and causal medical accounts. He does so on the grounds that
observation without some organizing principle leaves medical discovery up to chance,
which not only cripples medical progress but also is disingenuous (cf. the discovery of
the cupping glass and of certain complex drugs, whose utility is not itself a matter of
question).

The force of both the cupping glass example as well as the case of complex drugs
lies in the improbability of making such complex discoveries wholly on the basis of a
concatenation of chance observations. Complex drugs, in particular, have on Galen's
construal strongly emergent properties, which are not evident in any one of their
ingredients or even in incomplete groupings of those ingredients. Consequently, the
Empiricist is at pains to explain how Empiricism, with its adherence to non-experimental
observation, can generate these sorts of remedies, whose utility according to Galen they
do concede. Additionally, Galen chastises the Empiricists' skepticism with regard to
hidden structures, entities, and principles (e.g., anatomy and fundamental physical
principles) on the grounds that this skepticism groundlessly proscribes robust tools for
diagnosis and the determination of therapy. By taking on board an empirical method for
verifying his theoretical claims and explaining those claims through a rational method,
Galen attempted to forge a middle path that aimed at a coherent and effective medical

practice.
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Chapter Three: Galen and Agonistic Anatomical Display

In this chapter I introduce a recurring type of episode in Galen's writing, which I
place under the broader category of personal anecdote. After articulating that category
into certain types of personal anecdote, primarily case histories and experimental
procedures, I examine the argumentative role that anecdotal experimental procedures
play in Galen's anatomical treatise, De Anatomicis Adminstrationibus (AA). I argue that
these anatomical anecdotes serve primarily as capstones to Galen's anatomical exegesis,
targeting rival physicians and intellectuals as well as their medical claims.

I conclude that these capstones are signposted by certain linguistic features that
mark them as episodes set aside from Galen's general narrative in AA and that they do not
abide by the same norms of assertion as the narrative surrounding them. In order to
substantiate this claim, I will first describe the well-known agonistic context both for
these anecdotes themselves and for the medical treatises in which they are found. I will
discuss some general features of Galen's writing against which I will contrast first the
background narrative of AA and then the structure of the personal anecdotes that populate
AA. Finally, I will detail how spatio-temporal markers and shifts into the first person flag

these episodes for the reader.
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GALEN'S ACCOUNTS OF THE INTERCOSTAL NERVE DEMONSTRATION

At AA 11 667-8, Galen explains the anatomical procedure involved in approaching
the intercostal nerves, those responsible for the motor function of the internal intercostal
muscles. These muscles are necessary for phonation. Consequently, severing the motor
nerves controlling these muscles destroys phonation in the subject. Galen's explanation of
the procedure is consistent with his mode of address and expression throughout the
majority of AA. He addresses an unnamed reader in the second person (here singular),
includes a rich series of details ranging from choice of instrument to the tactile sensations
involved in grasping and separating the intercostal nerve from the intercostal muscle.206
These features of AA are themselves worth commenting on but I will return to them in a
subsequent section. Immediately following his general instructions to the reader, Galen
adds the following performative instructions,

It is possible for you to do the same thing even if at some point, on your

own, you examine the sort of thing that happens to the animal after the

nerves are interrupted in this way [by ligation]. But for making this

demonstration (Emoewxvouéve), it is better to prepare a thread placed

under all these nerves without having tied [them]. For, in this way, when

the animal is struck it lets out a howl, then after tightly binding the nerves

with the threads it suddenly becomes voiceless.?0’

An emphasis on epideixis is one of the core features of rhetorical showpieces in works

associated with the so-called Second Sophistic. And, although the language of

206 S0, for example, the reader should avoid using the smaller hooks (T0 &yx1oTQ0V) used on varices (AA
IT 667); rather, the operation calls for a hook with a short bend. Galen gives further instructions on the
sharpness required of the hook and the structure of its tip.

207 AA I 669, TahTO pev oLV oL TEATTEW EEE0TL, %OV POVOG €Ml cavTod mot' £EeTdlng, Omoldv T
Aoy EL TO CDhOV &Ml Tolg vevolg oUTw dtalndOeiow. Emdetnvupévp 8¢ BELTIOV E0TLV QUTQ
mopeoxrevaobal Toig vevolg dmaoct Aivov vofePAnuévov dvev Tod dedéabal néngaye YaQ oUTw
ToudUEVOV, eit’ EEaipvng dpwvov yvouevov ém t@ odpryyOfvar Toig Alvolg...
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demonstration in Greek does not always distinguish between demonstration as proof
(apodeixis) and demonstration as display (epideixis), even in philosophical authors where
one might expect it to do so, the context in and surrounding this passage as well as
Galen's own frequently fastidious attention to usage make his choice of expression
(¢mmdemvupévm) especially marked.208

Without reference to this particular passage, von Staden (1995) argues for this
point more generally in the context of Galen's anatomical exhibitions.2%? In this light, the
contrast Galen draws between preparations for this procedure as an epideictic
demonstration and as a solitary exercise (®Qv povog €mi covtod mot' €Eetdlng),
mirrors the distinction between procedures as they were held in public (dnpooiq), such
as the debates mentioned earlier in this chapter, and as they were held in private or in
small groups (10i(qr).2'® And, this distinction is typical of the sorts of debates common to
late Roman period intellectual performances. But, although this quotation shows that
Galen was attentive to performative elements in his anatomical demonstrations, the
explanation he provides for his instructions on the display underscore the degree to which
performance was a part of effective anatomical demonstration rather more markedly.

Immediately following the passage above, Galen writes,

208 See von Staden (1995: 53-54) for brief comments on Galen's use of words with the root deik- as well as
notes. Cf. Hankinson (1991: 15-28)

209 See von Staden (1995: 48-51)

210 See von Staden (1995: 53), "A central feature of Galen's self-understanding- a feature he shares with
Second Sophistic- accordingly is the distinction between public and private, between public "showing" or
"display" or "exhibition" and private rehearsal or instruction, between private anatomical exploration and
public dissection or vivisection. Although Galen's anatomical audiences varied in size and expertise, and
although at times it is hard to draw a clear line of demarcation between a public anatomical performance
and a private one, the important point is that Galen himself insistently deploys the "private/public"
distinction as a crucial aspect of his self-construction."
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[The procedure] takes the audience's (tovg Oeatag) breath away
(énmAnTTEL), as it seems amazing [to them] (Bovpootov) that phonation
is destroyed when tiny nerves in the midriff are ligated. Make sure that in
these sorts of demonstrations (rotd TAg TOLOWTOS EmdElEels) your
assistants are numerous in order that the loops may be set around all the
nerves quickly. If you do not want to release them again, constrict [the
nerves] however it pleases you. But, if you also want to release [them] all
at once to show (0€tEou) the animal crying out again, for thus the audience
is even more amazed (0VUTw yaQ paAlov oi Beatal Bovpdlovol), slide
rings on the loops and constrict them gingerly, for releasing the loops the
ring will be useful to you since the so-called "blind knot" is difficult
enough to untie. But for the animal to cry out suddenly constrict it just
enough, as the nerves are crushed when they are constricted too tightly by
the loops surrounding them if the thread is hard while they are sawed open
and cut if it is soft...2!!

First, the language of this quotation affects an intimate relationship with Galen's reader.
In the procedural context at AA II 667-8 that precedes this passage, Galen keeps his
narrative lens focused on a generic operating table. He cautions the reader on the
sharpness of the hooks involved in fishing out the intercostal nerves. Too sharp and one
runs the risk of severing the nerve, too blunt and one cannot pass the hook through the
tissue beneath the nerves. But, there are no contextual details outside the narrow focus of
the procedure. So it is with the separation of the nerve from the underlying tissues. The

curved needle is threaded beneath the nerve as near the spinal cord as possible so as to

paralyze the whole muscle. The reader is even told that this operation can be performed

211 AA 11 669-70, ...t vedoao TOovg Oe0Tag EXTATTEL OOUUOOTOV YOO Elval doxel, VEDQWV KrQMV
21OTO TO LETADEEVOV 0oy LobEVT™Y, AmOAlVaBaL TV dwviv. EoTwoav 0¢ mheloves ol
VITNQEETOUVUEVOL 0OL HOTA TAG TOLAVTAS EMOEIEELS, (Vo TaEwg AmaoL Tolg vEVQOLS Ol ooy oL
neQBANOGOWY. £0v pgv obv pnrétt Mew £06Mng abtovg, Smwg &v 1) ool pikov, obTwg opiyye.
Bovidpevog 8¢ e00éwg Moar, 1ol deiEar pmvodv abiig 1o Thov, (0VTw yao parlov oi Osatal
Bavudlovot,) ayrnihag te notd ToUs BEOY0US emiPalle ral peTQlmg odiyye: yevioeTal ydQ ool
OGS PeV TO Aol Tayems 1] AyrOAN XN OLUOG, MG TO Y& TUPAOV GUUA RALOVUEVOV IRAVDGS EO0TL
dvoluTOV, IROG O¢ TO pwvijool TO TMov avtira TO petelng Eodiyydatl, Ta Y00 0podedTEQOV VIO
TV TEQPANOEVTOV POy WV oPLyyBévTa vedoa onlneod pev dvtog Tod Alvou OAaGTOL, AemttoD 08
OLALTIQLETAL RO TEUVETAL...
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with either of two instruments: a curved needle (fehdvn) or a pierced hook (GyxLoTQOV
oudtonrov). All of these procedural details maintain a level of intimate pedagogy with
the reader. Galen's focus remains, however, on the body on which the procedure is
performed. Instruments are mentioned insofar as they are mechanically useful. That is, a
crucial performative element is absent from his description thus far. But, Galen shifts
explicitly from the procedure conducted in private to its public performance,

It is possible for you to do the same thing even if at some point, on your

own, you examine the sort of thing that happens to the animal after the

nerves are interrupted in this way [by ligation]. But for making this

demonstration (émdexvvuéve), it is better to prepare a thread placed

under all these nerves without having tied [them].?!2
Here, Galen evokes an audience that will be suitably amazed by the reader's successful
attention to and performance of Galen's instructions. It is to this reader that the
anatomical details seen by the greater audience as thaumata, the levers behind the
curtain, are revealed. This strategy is not uncommon in Galen's writing, of revealing
information to the reader either through a character who is established as one of the

cognoscenti or as in the passage above through contrasting the reader with an audience of

the uninitiated.?!? In private the procedure is conducted without fanfare while in public

212 AA L 669, TahTO pev oLV oL EdTTEWY EEEO0TL, %OV HOVOG €Ml cavTod mot' £EeTdlng, Omoldv T
Aoy EL TO ChOoV &Ml Tolg vevolg oUTw dtadndOeiow. Emdetnvupévp 8¢ BEATIOV E0TLV QUTQ
mopeoxrevdobal Toig vevolg dmaot AMvov vofePAnuévov dvev tod dedéabal:

213 On which more shortly but cf. Praen. XIV 613-8, which is an especially rich example of this strategy in
action. In the episode, Galen cures Eudemus the Peripatetic philosopher and also his former teacher, see
Nutton (1975: 167) and Praen. XIV 613, 624. Throughout the episode, Galen's method is inscrutable to the
gathered doctors. He claims to have been accused by Martianus of practicing divination (pavtixn at XIV
615) rather than medicine. Finally, when Galen's predictions have proven true Eudemus asks him to explain
how he made them. The explanation, Eudemus' approval of Galen's reasoning, the charges of divination,
and the general ignorance of other physicians all function to separate out audiences on the basis of their
medical knowledge or their capacity for it. The reader as an extension of Epigenes, the implied reader,
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certain steps guarantee that the audience is breathless (or more literally, left beside itself).
These spectators (Oeatal) are awe-struck (Bavpootdv) when pressure on the nerves
interrupts phonation. Later they are even more amazed that the animal resumes crying
immediately upon the relief of that pressure (oUtw yOdQ pdAlov oi Oeatal
Bavudlovor). Galen effects this amazement by making the transition from sound to
silence and back again as abruptly as possible, for which several assistants acting in
concert are necessary. All of these theatrical differences hinge on whether the procedure
is held in a more private setting or as a sort of public display or spectacle (xoTd TG
TOLOVTOG EMOEIEELS).

Galen's attention to performative detail is not restricted to the manner in which the
intercostal nerve demonstration is to be carried out. He includes, as advice to the reader,
the range of subjects best suited for phonation experiments. Elsewhere, Galen relates that
the ape is his ideal anatomical analogue for human beings.?!# But, in the context of public
phonation demonstrations, Galen opts for swine rather than primates. In the section of AA
relating to experiments on the thorax generally, he explains this choice,

It would be logical to proceed in such a way that someone would render

the entire thorax immovable, tying ligations around only the nerves that

move its muscles. You all have seen (é0edoaoBe) me demonstrate

(Oewevivta) this very thing to you all often in private (id0iq) but also in

public (Onuoaia). Indeed, you immobilize the intercostal muscles through

the nerves passing into them from the spine in the manner which was

described earlier, then the diaphragm when you injure the origins of its
nerves similarly. And you all have seen (éQedoacOe) me demonstrate all

belongs implicitly to this inner circle, as does Eudemus who acts as the trigger for Galen to reveal his
method to the reader. Eudemus, like the reader passes from being the sort of person, who is one of Galen's
pepaideumenoi, to being actually one of them as Galen instructs him.
214 1n particular, Galen prefers the Barbary ape (Macaca inuus) and the Rhesus monkey (Macaca mulatta).
See Singer (1956: 240 n. 22). Also see Rocca (2003: 67-78).
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of these sorts of things, in particular, often in private and in public (i0lq

Te nal Onuooiq) on pigs, on account of the fact that an ape is no

advantage at all in these sorts of anatomical demonstrations and the

spectacle (to Oéoua) is odious. It is not possible to describe clearly, in

language, the place where one ought to [separate the skin alone and find

the nerves of the diaphragm]. But my account will be useful both as a

reminder for those who have already looked on the procedure and as a

sort of encouragement for those who have not yet looked on [it] 2!5
Galen's comments on the immobilization of the intercostal muscles and diaphragm
contains two references to semi-private and public anatomical displays. The first singles
out a demonstration that involves paralysis of the thorax through the ligation of
intercostal muscles, while the second picks out the whole suite of phonation displays
more generally. The essentially public nature of these demonstrations, both the idia and
the demosia, is clear from Galen's comments on the most useful animal for the procedure.
Galen reminds the reader(s) that pigs are more suitable than apes in the whole range of
voice demonstrations on the grounds that a) the ape offers no advantage over swine and
b) the spectacle (10 Oéopa) of the ape is ugly, unseemly, or hideous (eidey0¢c). His two

reasons for the choice of one animal over another are strongly suggested by the content of

b. The ape's unseemliness in b depends wholly on the audience's visceral reaction to the

215 AA I 690, Kot Moyov &' v &in Siel0elv, dmwg v Tig dxivnrov oydoaito Tov Shov Ohoaxa,
LOVOLS TOlG %#LvoDOL TOVG PG 0 ToD veELQOLS BOY0VS TeQUdAl®Y, e oV udvov idig ToAAGnLG
VULV, AAAO nal dnuoota deurvivia pe €0edoaobe. Tovg puev 01 pecomhevolovg LG oLt TV £
OUTOVG LOVTWV ATTO TOD VOITLaloV VEVQWY AxLV|TOVg £0YA0N, »ab' Ov elpnTal TEOTOV: TO
dudpoarypo 08 Tag GQYAS ®ol TOUTOU TAV VEVQWV OLOWG RARDCOS. £O' VMV € pPAALoTO TAVTO TA
ToabTa detnvivia pe €0edoacbe mohhdnig 10l Te nal Onpoaoiq, dud To pite mAéov Exely TL ONHOV
v Toig TolanTaug dvatopalc, eidey0ég T eival 1O Béapa. Aoy pgv oy Egunvedoat oapdg obx EoTL
™V xoeav, Evha xon <..> [dnhdoal cadpdg]. eic te Yo TV 1101 Tefeapuévav Ty avapvnoy, g te
TOV INdETM UNdEY £0EAROTWV TOLODTNY ETAYMYNV TTQOS TOVEYOV 1) Stynolg £0TaL YeMoluog. A
lacuna in the Greek text is indicated by the pointed brackets above. Garofalo (1991: 767 and n.84) provides
an Italian translation, which I have translated into English, of the Arabic text that supplies the contents of
the lacuna.
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procedure while a, if it is taken as both distinct and paired with b, implies that the ape is
not apodeictically superior to the pig. So, Galen's use of and advice regarding the use of
swine is not relevant on apodeictic grounds, only on epideictic ones, which this
distinction between a and b nicely draws out. And, in fact, Galen expands on this advice
in the later books of AA,
I say, then, that for this purpose you must procure either a pig or a goat, in
order to combine two requirements. In the first place, you avoid seeing the
unpleasing expression of the ape when it is being vivisected. The other
reason is that the animal on which the dissection takes place should cry
out with a really loud voice, a thing one does not find with apes. Make this
experiment, of which I wish to tell you, upon a young fresh animal and
afterwards upon old and decrepit ones. For in that way you will discover a
remarkable contrast and a great difference between the young and the
worn-out animals. But as for what concerns the vivisection itself, it should
proceed on both animals in all details after the same fashion (trans.
Duckworth).216
References to the performative context of the procedures, including their audience,
strongly suggest that idiqt not be taken as meaning 'private' in any strict sense.
The distinction between semi-private and public (idig Te xal dnpooiq) displays
form one of the central examples in Heinrich von Staden's articles on the performative
context of Galen's anatomical displays, which are themselves only two of a very few

publications specifically on the context of these displays.?!” In particular, von Staden

focuses on this distinction between private and public audiences and its relation to the

216 AATX.11.18
217 E.g., von Staden (1995a) and Gleason (2009)
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display culture commonly associated with elite practice among intellectuals in the second
century, often referred to by the somewhat vexed term "Second Sophistic",>!8
Not only the technical terminology used to describe his public
performances and the central role of the distinction between 'public' and
‘private’ in his professional self characterization, but also the larger
cultural ideal within which Galen situates his public exhibitions therefore
has its sophistic counterpart.?!®
To add to von Staden's observations on the connotations of the terms Galen uses in his
distinction, idia and demosia (10iqt te nol dnpooiq), it is worth noting how little the
context of the passage quoted above from AA lends itself to a view of idia as being in any
strict sense "private". The private procedure Galen describes his coterie as attending is
still conducted before an audience, albeit a smaller one made up of a more select circle.
For example, this excerpt from the passage at AA II 690 quoted earlier, "You all have
seen (€0edoacOe) me demonstrate (Oexvivta) this very thing to you all often in private

(idiq) but also in public (Onuoaia)" 220 shows that idia connotes the exclusivity of the

audience rather than the exclusion of any audience at all. And, while there is not enough

218 Cf. Whitmarsh (2005), (2001); Swain (1996); Gleason (1995); Anderson (1993), etc. The question of
what if anything substantive the "Second Sophistic" means is not material to this dissertation. Von Staden
(1995a) and (1997) note the difficulty with the phrase and opts to put the issue of the "Second Sophistic" to
one side, as does this dissertation.

219 yon Staden (1997: 47). Also, immediately following this excerpt, cf. "Public performance' implies an
audience, and this gives rise to the question whether Galen's public audiences were, in his perception or
depiction of them, similar to those of his sophistic contemporaries in any respect. Several suggestive
affinities with the 'Second Sophistic' emerge from an examination of Galen's remarks about the size,
composition, and reactions of his audiences. First, like the sophists, Galen, according to his own testimony,
at times performed in front of large crowds. Whether or not such autobiographical remarks about the size of
his audience, like other autobiographical comments introduced above and below, are merely self-serving
and therefore should be subjected to the hermeneutics of suspicion to which some modem critics tend to
subject all remarks in the first-person singular, is not decisive for present purposes, since at issue here is
principally Galen's self-presentation and its relation to sophistic self-staging."

220 AA I 690, meQ OV pOVOV idig TOAMAGLG DLV, AAAGL 2ol dnpooig dewxvivta pe £0e40000t.
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evidence to say how large an audience constituted such a semi-public event, Galen's
tendency to differentiate between his audiences on the basis of their erudition suggests
that these semi-public gatherings were more likely to be made up of an elite audience.
Galen's advice to use swine rather than apes along with his use of the second
person plural (¢0ed0000¢) and a temporal adverb that stresses the implied reader's repeat
presence at these demonstrations (ToAAGxLG) argues that visceral epideictic effects were
not a tool Galen used exclusively to make an impression on an unwashed audience.
While he avoids using the ape for the affect it may have on the audience, the fact that this
is an operative criterion for his choice of subject shows the concern Galen had for the
performative dimensions of his anatomical demonstrations. This deep concern is further
expressed by his alternative to the ape, the pig, which is itself chosen for dramatic effect.
While performing the procedure on a pig avoids the risks that an ape's humanlike
expression will disgust the audience, the pig's squealing and dramatic exsanguination are
intended to arrest the audience's attention. One might even conjecture that practiced
observers were not the norm even in Galen's semi-private demonstrations, since the
aesthetic disadvantages of the ape would likely have less effect on an expert audience.
These passages bear on the range of persuasive registers through which Galen
communicated. While certain observers, such as the coterie of philosophers and
physicians that attend a truncated version of this display in Praen., might have had access
to a causally explanatory account of the procedure, it is very probable that these

cognoscenti were not the only audience members present at public anatomical displays,

105



certainly the ones conducted demosia.??' What, then, of the audience-goers who were in
attendance and would not have propositional knowledge of Galen's anatomical proofs??22
These audience goers are convinced largely by the spectacle of the event, which is again
not to say that the cognoscenti were immune to Galen's showmanship.

Regardless of the number of attendees present, it is clear from the audience Galen
writes into his texts that the audiences in these displays are stratified into layers whose
boundaries are determined by the audience-goers' relative cultural education, their
paideia. Certain elements of the displays are accessibly only to the intellectually elite, the
pepaideumenoi, while others are accessible to decreasingly educated rings of attendees.
Consider, for example, the clever frame by which Galen reveals esoteric prognostic
information about the pulse to the reader in Praen XIV 617,

And so when I arrived, not waiting for me to sit down, he stretched out his
hand then asked me to feel his pulse. And after it was taken, he eagerly
asked what I had to say. And, grinning, I said, "What else, other than
things are good?" He said, "Tell me specifically what these things are."
And I said, "Isn't it enough for you to be happy in what's to come after
hearing a general summary (t0 zepdrorov atoO ABEOmS)?" "Not in the
slightest!" he said, "For I also want to hear a step by step account (Tat
rnoto peQog)." "Then listen: this evening you will completely let go the
entire morbid condition. After you have let it go, the resolution of all the
symptoms connected to it and the ones to come will follow." I also said
that the nature maintaining his body had already become active and was at
work to expel everything toxic in him, that is in the humors in his body,
from his body. "What do you mean that this has been made clear to you by
nature? As it obviously didn't tell you these things by speaking, answer

221 Cf. Praen. XIV 627 and 629. Present at the aborted demonstration were Boethus, Alexander of
Damascus, Adrian of Tyre, and Demetrius of Alexandria. Sergius Paulus, Claudius Severus, and Vettulenas
Barbarus join the later demonstration along with, Galen tells us, most of the pepaideumenoi in Rome.

222 For a discussion of the relative size of these performances, see von Staden (1995a) and (1997). He
comes to no final conclusions about the absolute size of the audience. The exact number of audience-goers,
however, does not fundamentally affect the terms of the discussion.
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me. For you know well that I can follow your reasoning (T® AOyw) better

than all these stupid doctors."?23
As frequently occurs in his writings, Galen initially appears to have worked some
medical wonder. The explanation for Galen's prognosis and, encoded in that explanation,
the evidence that Galen has a method or account (a logos) for his practice of medicine is
prompted by Eudemus. In the last line of this quotation, Galen-the-author has Eudemus
ask Galen-the-character to divulge the explanation for his prognosis, an explanation that
the incompetent and poorly educated physicians present could not hope to comprehend.
Later, after Galen has given this explanation, Eudemus applauds him by adding, "you
have logically (Sdtahextindg) laid out the inferences (ocuveloyiow) that led you to a
discovery of this prognosis" (XIV 618). That is, even if Galen's method is not apparent to
the unwashed, to the truly erudite his method is a clear inferential movement from
indicative sign to successful prognosis. Eudemus' role at this point in the story is
threefold: prompt Galen the magician to reveal his secrets, be praised implicitly as one of
the intellectual inner circle who can comprehend his method, and finally to emphasize the
practical and intellectual failings of those doctors present who do not comprehend

Galen's method.

223 Praen. XIV 616-617, ig &' 00V dpidunv, 00de nabioon pe meguueivag eEEtewve T yeloa,
neheV v dpaocdol Thv oq)vy;um/ papévov de peta omovdig EmuvOaveto Tl ote ayyeMou,LL
%aym pedLéooag, Tt aAlo, EPny, 1) aya@a moia, elme, TadTa eiddS poL ¢anov €y 0', oun
(XQ%SO&L £€dnv, ool 10 %sq)akmov avTo a@@omg ANROOTL YOLlQELV €T TOlg soouevmg, ovdauMg,
elmev. drnodoon Yo ToH® %ol T ROTO pHEQOG. dnove dy- ocmeaynon T vurtl mvm telémg
amdong Thg voomdoug diabéoems, Ng dmallayeiong, TOV T Emyevopévav %ol TV E00uEVOY abTH
CUUTTOUATOV ATavIOV 1) MIoLg d%o}\oveﬁoet %ol To0T €Pnv doTL pot oL oPUypdV 686nkm%évat
mv dLomododv cov TO (m)ua dvow sneynyegpﬁvnv 7nom »ol mvovpsvnv g en[ﬂaksw éx ToD
oOPATOS AIasaV 0VoAV £V 00l ;,Loxengtow mv v T0lg 0T TO OO XUIJ,OLg G OVV O rcag(x e
qmosmg o010 AéYyels ool dednAdobat; ov Yoo oM q>6£y§au8vn ve To0OT eime, AmdngLval PoL, TAvVIme
Y00 0lo00 TaEaroAoVONCAVTA pe T MOV PAANOV ATdVTOV TOOTWV IAEN®Y LOTEOV.
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GALEN AND AGONISTIC GREEK MEDICINE

The foregoing sections have laid out some of the performance dimension that
Galen hardwires into his anatomical procedures and his accounts of them. Galen is
argumentative. Even the casual reader of Galen will quickly come to notice the
apparently bilious character of his work. Given the level of agonism present in many
Greek medical texts from the Classical period onward and given the degree to which
authors of Greek intellectual texts in the Late Roman period exhibit similar levels of
polemic in their own work,??# it is unclear how much of Galen's polemic is a product of
the generic norms of second century intellectual writing and how much of it is a product
of Galen's own attitudes, to the extent that the two questions are distinct. But, none of the
above changes the brute fact of Galen's seemingly ever-present polemic.

Although various scholars have commented on Galen as a bellicose author,? his
aggressive engagement with contemporary and antecedent rivals should on its own
warrant no real surprise for readers accustomed to frequent agonistic features of texts in,
for example, the Hippocratic Corpus.?2¢ The degree of Galen's agonism is unusual. And,
although it is never wholly absent, Galen varies the intensity of this polemic engagement
with his predecessors and contemporaries both from treatise to treatise and from author to

author. One telling linguistic marker of this latter sort is Galen's evaluative description of

224 See, e.g., the work of Lucian especially but also Aelius Aristides, Dio Chrysostom, and Herodes
Atticus.

225 See Nutton (2012: 39-47); (2004: 238-9 et passim); (1991); Lloyd (2008: 34-45); Mattern (2008: 7-26,
69-97); Fleming (2000: 255-88); von Staden (1995); (1997); Barton (1994: 147-9 but ch. 3 generally);
Temkin (1973); Smith (1979); Singer (1956: xxiii)

226 Cf., for example, the Hippocratic texts Nat.Hom.; Vet.Med.; Morb.Sacr.; Art.; Flat.; et passim.
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a given predecessor as either one of the class of ancients (taAaior) or one of the class of
later (vewtepor) and therefore less august intellectuals.??” In some cases, as in his
treatments of Chrysippus, the same author can in one context be marked for abuse and in
another context be marked for respect.??® The tenor of AA is markedly more subdued in
its polemic than other Galenic works (cf. Praen. or the first two books of Meth.Med.);
but, the agonistic if not tendentious quality common in ancient Greek medical writing,
and generally in Greek intellectual prose, still occurs with some frequency.??®

The agonism of the Greek medical tradition preceding Galen had its roots in
sophistic debates from at least the Classical period onward. Intellectuals of the second
century CE, in which Galen is mostly active, took this intellectual disputation to a fever
pitch.230 In fact, it is sometimes difficult, if not anachronistic to find a clear line of
demarcation between medical and sophistic debates. The haziness of drawing a

substantive distinction between medicine and sophistic extends to philosophy as a

227 Galen's generally positive opinion of his Classical past, especially the past associated with Athens, is of
a piece with the Atticizing tendencies of other intellectuals of the second century in particular, regularly
discussed under the general heading of second-sophistic antiquarianism. Often his distinction between
authors who are mohaiot and vedtegol corresponds to our distinction between Classical and Hellenistic
authors, although in Galen it is regularly an evaluative not just a temporal distinction. That is not to say,
however, that this use represents a wholesale endorsement of anything classical or a rejection of anything
Hellenistic. So, for example, Galen is quite critical of the classical atomists for their non-teleological
accounts of the natural world. Alternately, he frequently praises the Hellenistic anatomist Herophilus for
his anatomical discoveries. Especially in cases where Galen criticizes a classical author or less consistently
when Galen praises a later author, he simply does not refer to the classical author as palaios or the later
author as neoteros. That is, forms of "mahatog" in Galen's usage as a rule imply a positive evaluation of an
author and forms of "ve®teQog" a critical one.
228 See, Frede (1985: xviii)
229 For a general statement of this phenomenon in Greek intellectual writing, see Lloyd (1979: 86-98).
Lloyd (1979: 246-264 and passim) explains this phenomenon as partly consequent on the appearance of
professional rhetoricians, whose rise accompanied the emergence the polis in the ancient Greek world
starting in the 5th century BCE. He explains a correlated phenomenon, the prevalence of authorial self-
reference, which he calls Greek "egotism", as a product of this agonistic tendency (see Lloyd 1987: 56-70).
230 For the classical context, see especially Lloyd (1979: 59-125); for sophistic debate and medicine in the
second century see, for example, Gleason (2007); (1995); and von Staden (1995).
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socially distinct pursuit, is apparent from the tension between philosophy and rhetoric
throughout the Platonic corpus. For example, Philostratus, whose Lives of the Sophists
also provides the provenance for the somewhat vexed phrase "Second Sophistic" and who
was writing at the tail end of Galen's life, treats differences between so-called sophistical
rhetoric and philosophy as a matter of method rather than as a matter of substance,

It is necessary to consider ancient sophistical rhetoric as doing philosophy,

since it engages in discourse on the same sorts of things as those who do

philosophy; but, the philosophers, setting their questions as traps and

advancing the minutiae of their investigations say how they do not know

things, while the ancient sophist speaks as though he does know.23!
That is to say, there was a rich tradition extending from the Classical period through the
Late Roman Empire of a close relationship between the practices of medicine,
philosophy, and rhetoric. This observation is not itself controversial. It is necessary,
however, to flesh it out in order to provide both a historical background for certain
characteristic features of Galen's work and a baseline against which to compare
innovative argumentative strategies in Galen's writing.

In Magic, Reason, and Experience and elsewhere, G.E.R. Lloyd has documented
a correlation between the emergence of increasingly systematized Greek rhetoric in the

Sth-4th century BCE and growing Greek interest in investigation of the natural world,

including the medical works of the Hippocratic Corpus.?3? Lloyd's observations on the

231 y§ 481: Thv doyaiov codprotnd)v ontoguxnv fyelofau xon dprthocodpodoay: diakéyetar ptv yo
VTEQ WV ol PrthocododvTeg, & 8¢ Exelvol Tag EowThoELg DITO%O OUEVOL XOL TO GLUKQL TMV
Intovpévarv mpofLpatovreg oVT® Gaol YLyvOorELV, TADTO O TOAALOS COPLOTNG MG ELOMG AEYEL.
232 Lloyd (1979: 86-101) lays out the relation of medicine, the Hippocratic Corpus in particular, with 5th
century rhetoric. I do not engage with Lloyd's more speculative accounts of Greek interest in the natural
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relation between rhetoric and other intellectual pursuits in the Classical period detail the
deep influence that disputative rhetoric had on philosophical and medical authors, as
mentioned in greater detail in chapter 1.233 After the Classical period, the sectarian
debates between Dogmatists and Empiricists bears witness to the persistence of this
feature in Greek intellectual thought in the Hellenistic period, for which see chapter 2.
And, by the late Roman period, the agonistic character common to intellectual interaction
and authorship, already a traceable feature for over five hundred years, was compounded
by the antiquarianism of Greek intellectuals in the second century, on which more
shortly 234

Galen is not at all coy about competitive language and metaphor in his work. He
is often explicit about intellectual activity as a struggle. Examples of medicine as an
athletic agon abound in his corpus. Consider, for example, Galen's introductory
comments to his treatise Opt.Med., on how the best doctor should also be philosophically

trained,

world and non-mythological explanations of it to a byproduct of the emergence of the Greek democracy
and the polis.

233 For the blurred lines between medicine and philosophy leading up to and including the Classical period,
see, for example, Lloyd (1968: 78-92), Lloyd (1979: 135, 146-9, et passim), Lloyd (1983: 86-110), and
Lloyd (1987); Mudry (1982: 63-5); Edelstein (1967); Burnet (1945); et passim. For Lloyd on the agonistic
quality of Greek medicine generally, see Lloyd (1979: 246-264), Lloyd (1987: 78-108), Lloyd (1990: 130-
144).

2341 intentionally leave aside mention of the 'Second Sophistic' for the moment. Although the phrase makes
appearances later in my work, this chapter is concerned primarily with establishing that Galen's anatomical
displays have certain performative features in common with other traditionally 'non-technical' or 'literary’
texts written in the late Roman Empire. Whether these texts and their authors form a temporal, cultural, or
literary movement is not directly relevant to this chapter's discussion of the argumentative strategies that
anatomical anecdotes, as epideixeis, play in AA. For the 'Second Sophistic' and the debates on its nature and
reference (if any), see generally Whitmarsh (2005), (2001); Taplin (2000); Schmitz (1997); Swain (1996);
Gleason (1995) and Anderson (1993). Bowersock (1969) sets the stage for these subsequent discussions,
although its views on the quality of writing and intellectual culture in the late Roman Empire as primarily
derivative and, therefore, second-rate have rightly aged poorly.
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Many athletes are afflicted with this sort of thing: although they desire to

become Olympic victors, they do not make an effort to act so as to achieve

this. This sort of thing also happens to many doctors. For although they

praise Hippocrates and consider him first among all [doctors], they do

everything but this to make themselves like him as much as possible.?33
This passage highlights the dedication to training Galen expects in the doctor as well as
the agonistic context in which the second century physician practices. Laziness and
incompetence, for Galen, run rampant among Roman physicians and he often
characterizes his contemporaries as suffering from both failings.23¢ The prize goes to the
physician who has trained assiduously. This notion of a prize, natural in athletic
competitions, is imported into medical activity. For Galen, physicians, like athletes,
compete in a public arena where there are winners and losers. Nutton has called this
transactional and unregulated arena a 'medical marketplace'.?3’

It is worth recalling here that in the Greco-Roman world, the physician was not
credentialed by anything like a licensing body, a point often made by Nutton.?*® There
were no medical schools, in the contemporary sense of an institution that formally
educated its students and then endorsed them as keeping to certain medical standards.

Nutton's point in Nutton (1992) is that medical authority and legitimacy from the

Classical period to the Late Imperial period were largely acquired through displays of

235 Opt. Med. 153, Oiov T memdvOaowy ol Tohhol TV AOMTOV EmOupodvTeg pev dAVpmOViXaL
vevéoOar, undév d¢ modttely Mg ToUTOU TUYXELV EMTNOEVOVTES, TOLODTOV TL %Ol TOlS TOALOLG TV
LAtV ovpPEPNrev. Emauvodot pev yao Trnmoxedtny »ai me®Tov dndvtov fyodvrar, yevéaOa &'
QUTOVG MG OUOLOTATOVG EXEIV( TTAVTO LAAAOV 1] TODTO TQATTOUOLV.
236 For an extended diatribe against the moral and professional failings of Roman physicians in Galen's
day, see Praen. XIV.599-603. For the jealousy and the desire for fighting consequent on the competence of
other legitimate physicians, see, e.g., Praen. XIV.604-6.
237 Nutton (1992: 15-58)
238 E.g., Nutton (1992: 26). Cf. also, Edelstein (1967: 65-85).
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knowledge, successful engagement with rival physicians, and treatment of patients that
was perceived to have been successful. In short, medical authority was partly a function
of one's success in the medical marketplace. Victories in this marketplace depend, in part,
on the successful treatment of the patient but they are not simply reducible to the patient's
health subsequent to treatment. It was necessary for the physician to establish a causal
connection between the treatment and its positive outcome and conversely to create a
distance between treatment and any negative outcomes.

The physician was sufficiently aware of these demands that medical authors
regularly comment on implicit performative criteria by which they are evaluated.?3 That
is, the perceived success of any treatment hinged on how the physician was determined,
in many cases publicly, to have influenced patient health. It was necessary for the
physician to have been judged effective. To this end, public diagnosis, prognostication,
and treatment with the right sort of account all played a role in the physician's perceived
success. Treatment was a competition not only against the disease but also against rival
physicians, who in the Greco-Roman world often vied against one another in both public

and semi-private arenas for their clientele.?40

239 S0, for example, the prescriptive Hippocratic texts Dec. and Prec., both of which are generally dated to
the Hellenistic period. Anxiety over legitimacy and charlatanry is also a common theme in ancient medical
texts, for which see, as a sample, the primary sources: Nat.Hom., Vet.Med.; Sacr.Morb. See also, for
example, Dean-Jones (2003); Nutton (1992); Lloyd (1983); (1979); et passim.

240 For the image of the physician contending with disease, cf. MM X 612, where Galen is said to butcher
a fever against which he is fighting, and passim.
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PUBLIC DISPLAY

The public nature of many of these contexts cannot be overstated. In the Roman
period, intellectuals would engage in open debates on a range of topics, among which
were medical issues. Some of these public debates were practical in nature while others
were wholly theoretical, although the two categories overlapped in the case of anatomical
demonstration, as will be discussed.?*! The performative or epideictic element of these
demonstrations is a common feature of intellectual culture of the late Roman Empire and
belongs to a cluster of characteristics that appear in Galen's work more generally and in
his anatomical accounts specifically (e.g., antiquarianism and the fetishization of Attic
prose, agonistic and public intellectual debates, and so on).

Let us consider, for example, a passage in Galen that bears on one of these public
intellectual debates (meletai). It echoes the failure of many physicians to train adequately,
as mentioned in Opt.Med. above, and involves the desperate response of certain
contemporary Erasistrateans to Galen's arguments for the presence of blood in the arteries
in Art.Sang.,

Although 1 (¢yw) had supposed that they would offer no rebuttal

(GvtihéEELY) to these [refutations] and that they would come to understand

the things that they had formerly misunderstood, they show no willingness

to do so; rather, just as in wrestling rank amateurs cling to the neck[s] of

those who have thrown them and do not permit them to stand upright,

since sometimes they do not realize that their back[s] are lying on the

ground, in the same way these [Erasistrateans], as they are ignorant of the

falls in arguments (¢v Toig AOYOLS), do not permit [me] to be free while

they turn out some trick or another, always new, ducking and dodging
until anyone would leave, disgusted (potnjoovtd) and exasperated

241 On the agonistic and public contexts of anatomical displays see especially, von Staden (1995) and
Gleason (2007). For medical demonstrations as spectacles, see also Vegetti (1979).
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(dmodvometijoovta) at their shamelessness compounded with their

ignorance.>#?

This quotation is of a piece with Galen's attitude toward argument throughout the corpus,
although this attitude is not proprietary to him. While the passage is not specifically an
example of rival anatomical displays, Galen characterizes his intellectual engagement
with the Erasistrateans in terms of athletic struggle. Opponents whose arguments fail to
pass muster are intellectually pinned or thrown to the ground. Due in part to lack of
experience and often due to their professional failings, these opponents often fail to
realize that they have been refuted, as amateur wrestlers may continue to snatch at the
necks of the professionals who have already thrown them onto their backs.

Galen's language underscores the identification of argument with agon; the
Erasistrateans fail to recognize their defeat because they are ignorant of the falls in
arguments (AQOOglg Ovteg TOV €V Tolg AOYOoLS TTwudTtmV). In some cases, as above, the
intellectual incompetence of his interlocutors is compounded by their ethical
inadequacies. Galen implies that his opponents' ignorance is willful. The Erasistrateans
desperate attempts to avoid a legitimate fall disgust any reasonable opponents with their
shamelessness (uéyoL ToD wonoavtd Tvo Ty T avoloyuvtiav); the shame that the

loser ought to feel and whose public exposure is a necessary condition of the winner's

242 Art.Sang. TV 717, TIog tadt' £yd pév popmy adtovg uit' dvtihéEewy undev podiosoal te T
1OXMG EYVOOPEVO. oV v €0€hovot yve, GAL' BomeQ ol Tavtehds IOLMTOL TAAALOPATWY OV
vvo(Covteg xelpevov €mi yijg £viote TOV VOTOV DTV EXOVTOL TQAXNAOU TOV ROTURAAOVIWOV 0V’
EMTEETOVTES AVAOTAVAL, TOV AOTOV TEOTOV Xai 0UTOL AUAOElS HVTES TOV £V TOlg AOYOLS TTOUATOY
OV EMTOETOVOLY ATTOAAATTECO AL ROLVAS TIVOG CLEL 0TQODAS OTQEPOUEVOL ROl TAVTOLWGS
AMuyLCopevol péyot Tod Wonoovtd tiva T T avaloyvviay duo zal Tv apabiov avtdv
ATTOOVOTIETIOAVTO {WOLTOTVaL.
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completed victory is a recurring theme in these bouts. In this case, as elsewhere, Galen
implicitly figures the reader as a member of his coterie and as an arbiter, who is drawn
into the narrative to judge Galen the winner of a medical contest.

And whereas the simile above emphasizes intellectual incompetence, elsewhere
Galen places ethical failure in the foreground. So, for example, the case of an
Asclepiadean in Purg.Med.Fac., who Galen claims has run away before submitting
himself to Galen's arguments,

At once he seemed to his fellow Bacchants as the sort of man who spoke
well and they began applauding him while he made his exit, leaving us
behind, clearly knowing I suppose that he was about to be refuted
(¢EeleyyOnoetar). On the following day a book was given to his retinue
(yogevtalic) by us, in which was a refutation (€\eyyoc) of the things he
had claimed so unexpectedly in this way. Nor was that man ever again as
convincing to them since he was at a loss (AwoQ®V) as to how to answer its
challenges (ta mooPefAnuéva) as this here had been written in the book,
"Yesterday you dodged our debate (AOYov), making like a competitor
(dywvioti)) snatching the crown (otépovov) and fleeing before even
competing (dyovioaoOou), but today you will not escape my refutation
(E\eyyov); for this little book, which has fallen into the hands of the retinue
(xopevtaig) around you, will follow you. For its argument is something no
less for them than for you, for those who did not hear you concede (to me)
earlier that..." 243

Galen claims that this interlocutor, like the Erasistrateans of Art.Sang., fails to engage

with him sincerely. Unlike the Erasistrateans, it is precisely because this Asclepiadean

243 purg Med.Fac. X1 332, magoyofjuo utv obv £80Ee Toig Ouaohtaug 6 TolodTog £ Méyewy nol
avTeg EMEPOOV 0UTY 1ol SQOUQ TOAAD RATAMITOV 1) pdg (’udettato YYVOOROV, OLUAL, [:’)aﬁaiu)g,
Ot eV e’gskeyxenoerm dobévTog pévtol xata Ty Lotealav VP’ 1 ;um/ TOlg (0QEVTALS AUTOD
BLBMOU wvog, év  Tdv odtwg e’gmqwng ATOTETOAUN Mewmf NV EAeyy0g, OU%ET’ 0VOEMOT’ aUTOlG
énelvog €0 opoing NV mOavog Amoedv dtahboacOol Ta TEOREPANUEVA. TOUTL YOQ EVEYEYQOITTO TO
BipAiw: xBc uev amédoag TOV AOYOV SHOLOV TL TOLN oG AYWVLOTH TOV OTEGAVOV AQTACAVTL KOl
duyovTL oty dywvicaoBatl, THegov 8° oux exdeDEN TOV Eheyyov: ArorovBNoeL YEQ 0OL TOUTL TO
BBAISLOV €ig TaS Yelpag EumeEcOV TV Audi 08 0QEVTMOV: 0VOE YO NTTOV TL TEOG Exelvoug O Adyog
€0tV 1) oG O€, TOVG 0VOEMOTE UEV EUmEooBev AxnrodTOS 00D OVYXWEOVVTOC...
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knows he is about to be refuted that he steals the prize without having contested for it. In
both cases, which are of a type not unusual in Galen's work, debate is figured in terms of
a competition in which spectators, both internal and external to Galen's account, observe
and join in adjudication. The event is largely public and the opponents strive for a prize,
which in medical contexts can range from reputation, to the clientele that can be gained
from that reputation, and even to a tangible award.

Let us consider, for example, Praen. XIV 641-7, where Galen reports that he was
awarded 400 aurei for curing the wife of Flavius Boethus. Throughout his corpus, Galen
is disdainful of physicians who work for fees. Nutton, commenting on this passage in
Nutton (1979: 179-80), first sketches out the sorts of fees that high-end physicians could
command in the Roman period, although evidence is more threadbare for the later
Imperial period in which Galen writes. As a comparandum, consider the thousand
drachma wager, to which I will return, made by Galen's hetairoi against a rival physician
at AA I 642. Quite apart from making the point that these are forbiddingly large sums of
money except for the wealthiest of Romans, it is worth addressing the issue of awards in
response to a series of questions Nutton asks,

This section on the desire of immigrant doctors for gain and their general

unfitness is a major example of Galen's inconsistency. He attacks

foreigners who come to Rome, though he is one himself: he criticises their

greed for gold, but rejoices in the money he gets from Boethus. Is this

rhetorical nonsense? or a display of thick skinned indifference to the

opinions of others? or a sign of Galen's psychological confusion? In trying

to solve this problem, we should not forget that moralising had entered into

the writing of autobiography... and such a motif, the revelation of one's
own righteousness and virtue, could well have been traditional .24+

244 Nutton (1979: 180)
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In both the case of the thousand drachmae wager and the four hundred aurei, the
surrounding competitive context suggests that the amount of money involved or that any
money is involved at all is less important than that there is some valuable prize for which
medical opponents contend. Hankinson (2008: 23-4) is sympathetic to this point,
although Hankinson implies that the relevant explanation for the apparent inconsistency
in Galen's attitude toward money has to do with the ends of competition, as for example
in Galen's discussion of eris in MM X 5-7. There, in a clear allusion to the opening lines
of Hesiod's Works and Days, Galen writes that competition for the sake of truth is healthy
while competition for the sake of worldly ends is despicable.?*>

The degeneracy of the interest of his rivals in competition recurs thematically.
Consider Praen. XIV 600, which belongs to the diatribe against Roman physicians that
begins On Prognosis. Before reiterating the precise complaint from Opt.Med. 1 53, that
many physicians desire glory while having an inversely proportional desire for training,
Galen charges the physicians at Rome (here he emphasizes the Methodists) with failing
to recognize the true reward of medical practice in light of the distractions of money and
social influence,

"[b]y all these things, sometimes by pleasing and sometimes by amazing

people lacking enough experience for true discernment in these matters,

they gain abundant rewards (dyaOdv mohA@v), so they believe; T would

rather say that have not [gained] real rewards (Td®v dvrwg ayoOdv) but
only those they have falsely taken to be s0."24¢

245 Works and Days 11-24
246 praen. XIV 600 éx T00TMV 0VV Advimv o pév fidovteg, T 8' énmhfTTovieg dvOohmoug
ameigovg aANOLvig ®eloeme TEAYUATWY, MG LEV OVTOL VOUTOUOoLY, Ayaddv ToAL®VY Tuy dvouaoLy,
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The language of the sophistic competitions of the second century also peppers the
passage from Purg.Med.Fac. The Asclepiadean is at a loss (GmmoQ®v) as to how to
respond to the topic of debate proposed to him (t¢ mooPefAnuéva). These proposed
topics of debate (mpoPAfuata) are a commonplace of public intellectual competitions in
the second century, in which a topic is chosen for the speaker to debate
extemporaneously (00tooyedov) in front of a crowd (dnpooiq).2*” In Galen's work,
some of the most frequent topics for public debate are anatomical displays and

doxographical exegesis.

ANTIQUARIANISM AS A MEANS TO INTELLECTUAL AUTHORITY

Doxographical exegesis, which was often philological in character, was one form
of antiquarianism common to intellectual culture in the high Roman Empire. And Galen
was, at least in this respect, representative of his times. His antiquarian interests are
manifest not only in his lexigraphical works and his frequent comments on Attic style but
also in the careful attention he pays to his own usage, which cultivates Atticism without

enslaving itself to it.>*® Throughout his works references to the past, to intellectual

g d' &y painv av oltwg dvtav dyabdv dAhwv, avtol Yevdf) vmelhfipaouy. If this passage recalls
the famous distinction between being good rather than seeming good, it is intentional. In the opening lines
of On Prognosis, Galen deploys just that apophthegm, XIV. 599: ' 00 ydo oi T0 doxelv pdihov i elvar
OTOVOACOVTEG OV HOTO TNV LOTQUATY HOVOV, GALA %Ol RATA TOG GANOG TEYVAC EMAEOVAOAV...
247 See, e.g., Gleason (1995), (2009); Swain (1996); Whitmarsh (2005); von Staden (1995a), (1997).
248 See, e.g., Morison (2008), Petit (2012)
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antecedents, abound.?*® Galen generally refers to earlier authors in order to underwrite
his own intellectual authority or to undermine the intellectual authority of his rivals; of
course, the two strategies are not mutually exclusive. Hippocrates and Plato are frequent
points of reference for Galen. And, while Galen appeals straightforwardly to the authority
of both authors in some contexts, in others it becomes necessary for him to reconcile their
views with his own in order to maintain a relatively seamless connection with the past.?>°

Interpretation of the right sort plays as powerful a role in undercutting his rivals as
it does in endorsing himself. Interpretation is a competitive act, in which Galen and his
contemporaries struggle against one another logically and philologically in order to
establish their bona fides as interpreters of the past.>! And so, one common tactic in
Galen's writing is to explain by a critical examination of a contemporary author's work,
how he fails to interpret correctly the authorities to whom he appeals. After Galen has
made the case that his contemporaries misread the author(s) on whose authority they rely,
he then engages in a second examination of that source, intended to show that it is in
some way flawed.>? Consequently, his rivals not only fail to interpret their intellectual
antecedents correctly but also appeal to predecessors whose beliefs are fundamentally
mistaken.

What Galen claims to have been an example of a public exegesis survives as On

Venesection against Erasistratus (Ven.Sect.Er.). In one of his two treatises devoted to

249 References to his predecessors abound. For a short piece on references to other authors in Galen, see
Nutton (2009a: 19-34). See also, Smith (1979) and Sluiter (1995: 519-35) for Galen's engagement with
Hippocrates.
250 See Smith (1979)
251 See, e.g., Brunt (1994); von Staden (1995a), (1997); Lloyd (2008).
252 Cf. Lonie's important article on Galen's use of Erasistratus, Lonie (1964: 426-43)
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autobibliography, Lib.Prop., Galen relates the events leading to this exegesis and one of
the common mechanisms by which these debate topics might be proposed,

And once while I was speaking on the works of the ancient physicians in

public (dnpooiq), the [treatise] of Erasistratus on On Bringing Up Blood

was proposed (QofAN0évtoc) to me and a pencil was placed in it

according to the custom; and as it pointed to that part of the book in which

he deprecates venesection, I said more against him in order that I might

upset that self-styled Erasistratean Martialus.?>3
This episode is very likely the same as the one mentioned in Ven.Sect.Er.Rom., which
means the disquisition, to which he refers in the quotation above, is a version of
Ven.Sect.Er.>>* Regardless, in this passage Galen offers slightly more detail about the
context of these debates. They were held daily, in front of a crowd, and involved a
proposed question to be resolved. So, this scenario was not an ad hoc debate but a
regularly planned performance to which speakers could come and deliver
extemporaneous lectures. The mechanism Galen reports for determining the anatomical
passage to be discussed, inserting a stylus into a book roll, implies that questions were
taken somewhat at random. The passage from Ven.Sect.Er.Rom. also reveals at least
some indirect information on the composition of some of Galen's treatises. Galen

mentions that after he gave the speech, his associate Teuthras asked him to repeat the

performance to a tachygrapher so that he might have a copy of it while traveling to Ionia.

253 Lib.Prop. XIX 14, »ai Myov yé mot' €ig 10 1OV lotedv TV makardv Biiic dnuooia
n@oBKnBevrog pot tod mepl alpotog owocymyng ’Egaomtgarov ®al yoodelov xotamayévrog eig
aTo notd 1O €006, eltal 6etxeevrog €1 £%EIVO TO €QOG ToD BiPhiov, xab' 6 v prefotopiov
nag(stwm mhelm QO AbTOV ltov, Hrtmg Avmhoau Tov Magtidhov 'Egaototodteiov givon
TOOCTOLOVEVOV.
254 Cf., for example, Brain (1986: 105-6) and Mattern (2008: 11)
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Galen claims that after he complied, the book leaked out to a wider audience, for which
leak neither he nor Teuthras were responsible.?>>

In Art.Sang., it was precisely the Erasistrateans' shamelessness (Gvaioyvvtiov)
compounded with their ignorance that most aroused Galen's exasperation. Similarly, in
Purg .Med.Fac., the Asclepiadean attempts to avoid the shame of loss by absconding with
the prize on seeing that he cannot win the argument. But Galen will not have it. Even in
his absence, Galen's refutation follows him, publicly announcing the outcome of their
contest. For Galen it is not sufficient to be in the right, it is necessary that he be
adjudicated the victor among the gathered onlookers who partly act as referees. The book
he passes along to the Asclepiadean via the latter's hetairoi is more for them, after all,
than it is for him (08¢ Yoo NTTOV TL MEOC éxeivoug 6 Adyog €otiv 1) meodg ot...). The
spatio-temporal context of the contest is a required ingredient for Galen to claim his
prize. That is, the agon is held in public (Onpooiq) and judged in part by the gathered
audience that has proposed (pof3An0¢évtoc) the topic for debate. Galen's response at
least has the patina of spontaneity, as the method of selection for the topic of debate
precludes a thorough rehearsal. And, in the absence of Erasistratus himself, Galen's

refutation is aimed at a surrogate for him, the Erasistratean Martialus.

255 This form of unregulated dissemination of Galen's ideas is a topos in Galen's references to many of his
own treatises: cf. Diff.Puls. VIII 696; MM X 458; Comp.Med.Gen. X111 362-3; Hipp.Ed. XVIIA 576; et
passim. I include the Greek for the passage, Ven.Sect.Er Rom. X1 194: cuvéfn y&o mwg v éxneivo T
$0OVQ 00" ExdoTnV Nuéoav gig T mEOoPalloueva Aéyewv év mAOeL. TEOoePAHON uev ovv DTG TIVOG,
el dedvtwg Egaoiotoatog ov #éyontar phefotopic. difhbov &', hg £d0Ee Toig TOTE AnooaoLy,
ondeMpmToTOV TEOPAN KA. 010 nol Tapexrdiecev 6 TelOoog VmoyoQeboal peTarereypéva T@ TQOg
avtod mepdpOnoouéve Tondi. ol yao tou nai péEAhav gig Tv Twviov émdnuioo ol éEogufcacbol
Tavtog Epaonev Exewv abTd PoOlecOal. £ym pgv oV EmeloOny Te T) £Taiom %ol TOV Aoyov
VITNYOQEVOAL.
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THE AGONISTIC CONTEXT OF ANATOMICAL DISPLAYS

While many of these public intellectual displays were wholly theoretical
demonstrations, where the speaker would discourse on a point or engage with an
interlocutor without recourse to evidence an audience could see, anatomical displays are
also attested. Galen refers to these occasionally, primarily to showcase his own
anatomical expertise and the corresponding failures of his opponents. And, although he
usually does not offer many details on the occasion for these competitions, inscriptional
evidence survives for some medical contests that were even state sponsored. So, for
example, four different competitive medical events (oUvVTOypa, xelQovoyia, TQoPANUaL,
and 0pydva), which were held yearly at the Great Festival of Asclepius at Ephesus in
early to mid second century CE, are attested in the inscriptional record.?¢ Two of these
categories, probléma and cheirourgia, argue for an existing tradition, in at least Asia
Minor, both of adjudicated public surgical demonstrations and extemporaneous medical
displays.?>7 Plutarch, a little over a generation older than Galen, already refers to doctors
performing surgical or anatomical procedures in theaters as a means to gain
employment.>>3

Rival physicians and especially rival Roman physicians are a common béte noire,

who figure prominently throughout Galen's corpus.?® But, even if his prose is especially

256 1 Eph 1161-9,4101b. Knibbe (1982: 136 n. 146) dates the inscription to the mid 130's.
257 See Nutton (2004: 211 and n. 72)
258 plutarch Mor. 71a xaMomMEOUEVOV QOGS TOVS TAQOVTAS, (HOTEQ OL XELQOVQYODVTES £V TOIG
Bedtoolg
loteol TEOG €pyolafiav.
259 ¢f., for example, Praen. XIV 599-605; the first two books of MM, against Methodists MM X 5-7,
Lib.Prop. XIX 20-21; et passim.
123



rife with flamboyant criticism of his contemporaries and forebears, it is not clear that an
ancient audience would have found this sort of criticism in itself out of place. Prima
facie, this claim seems at odds with Galen's own words on the subject in AA and
throughout many other texts, where Galen takes pains to assure the reader that he remains
steadfastly above the fray, as for example in AA II 449-50. After mentioning Lycus'
anatomical ignorance, he writes,

But it is not set before me to refute Lycus or any of my antecedents unless
incidentally. For I know that the books of other authors will clearly appear
[to be] full of every mistake to everyone who is industrious and eager to
discover the truth... He [Lycus] is ignorant of many more of the things that
will be stated next, some of which he alone [is ignorant], other things the
others along [with him], things which I encourage those who encounter
these sorts of writings to judge, becoming eyewitnesses (avtOmrOg) of
anatomical procedures. For I write this work for that reason, so that those
who are industrious can teach themselves, if they lack someone to show
them the way (T@v 0elEOVTM™V), since my associates (€tatgot) who have
encouraged me to write this work as a memorandum will be able to
remind themselves of what has been taught to them by me without it,
unless they turn to idleness. So 1 will leave off from refuting my
antecedents for the sake of completing this account quickly, relating only
true facts.260

Some features of this passages are worth lingering over. In particular, I would like to
begin with a consideration of Galen's coda to the this quotation, where he says that he

will leave off from criticizing (¢EeAéyyerv) his predecessors so that he may complete his

260 AA I 449-50, GAAGL Yo o mpdxertal pot Stehéyyetv ovte Axov, olT dAhov TdV mEeoPuTéQuy
008éva, TV €l heeQEYOV. 0ida Y, HTL TavTL TH PrhomovodvTL xal TdAN0Eg vl EmbupodvTL
TOUTOAA®Y GpaTNUATOV poveltal peotd To TV GAAwV BLpiic... Todv &¢ mhelw tdv £ERg
eloNOOUEVOY GyVOEL, TA UEV 0VV ahTOg HOVOS, T 8' dpa Toig dALOLS, & TUQAUAAD %QIVELY TOVG
Eviuyydvovtog Tolode Tolg YOAUUOOLY, AUTOTTAS YLYVOUEVOUS TOV AVATOUMV. EYD YO0 Lt ToUTO
™V moaypateiov Eypopa TauTNV, GOoT avToUs dLddoxre OUVaTHaL TOUS PLAOTOVOUGS, £V ATTOQMDOL
TOV SeLEOVIOV: OC Ol Ye TaQOXOAECOVTES ETOLQOL e YOAPELY QUTNV VITOUVIOEMGS EVERQL, RAL X WQOLG
ToUTNG Avappviore éovtovg duvijoovial TV VT uod ddayBévimv avTtols, el ye ) meog To

0Q BV pElY ExTEETOLVTO. TaQalePm TOlVLY €EENEYYELY TOVG TTREGPUTEQOVS VIEQ TOD HATTOV poL
negaiveaBon TOV Aoyov avTd TaANOT pova ditnyoupuévo.
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account more quickly by discussing only the things that are true (pou epailveoOat Tov
AOYOV 00T TAANOT pova dimyovpévm). How is one to take the force of the true things
(TaAnO1), to which Galen will restrict himself, in this quotation? Although it is possible
that Galen is admitting here that he sometimes indulges in saying things that he does not
believe to be true about his rivals, it is likely that he means to say here that he will restrict
himself to matters of anatomical fact alone without reference to the many anatomical
falsehoods that his rivals propound. Yet, in AA more generally and even locally, Galen
does engage in polemics. Is this because he does not keep to his own interdict against
polemics or by his own lights does he not consider himself to be engaging in it, or do his
polemics along with a disavowal of them play a role in the structure of his text?

Galen's stated adherence to dealing with anatomical truths alone persists
throughout the passage. He enjoins his reader, who is both eager to work hard and eager
to discover the truth (T® ¢prhomovodvtL nol TadAnOeg evelv ¢mbuuodvTy), to judge the
work of medical authors on their own merits, his own works included, through first hand
experience with anatomical procedures. Galen predicts that the many mistakes in the
texts of Lycus and other physicians will be apparent without his help (TopOAL®OV
auoQTNUATOV Gaveltar peotd Ta TV GAlwv Piiia). The books themselves will
make their mistakes plain to any discriminating reader (TOUTOAA®V GQUAQTUATWOV
davelton peota o Thv AAhwv Bpiic). But beyond these manifest mistakes, whoever
happens upon these texts should attend anatomical procedures as eye witnesses
(aTOTTAC YLYVOUEVOUGS TOV Avotou®V) in order to determine the truth for themselves.

Galen closes this passage as he began it, noting that he will forego criticism of his
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predecessors except when necessary in service to his stated aim, to enable students to
teach themselves in the absence of those who would show them (¢av dmoo®ol TV
0elE6vTwv). But Galen not only indulges in criticizing Lycus and others in this passage,
he appears to do so frequently.?6! For example, at AA II 469-70, Galen gives the
following account,

Those who wrote on the anatomy of the muscles were mistake about this
[anterior muscle of the scapula], as they also were about many other
muscles, just as also Lycus himself was, some of whose anatomical works
are extant in our time. I did not get to see him while he was alive, although
I associated with the students of Quintus and was not stopped either by the
length of the journey or by the sailing trip. But Lycus was a no-name
among the Greeks, when he was alive. Now that he is dead, some of his
books, taken seriously, are widely circulated. About his other works,
which I have not come across, I am able to say nothing. But, about the
anatomical works, at least the ones which I have read so far, I have found
they have many mistakes. But, as I said earlier, it is not set before me to
refute my antecedents, unless incidentally, but to write only the anatomical
procedures in my memoranda, about which Marinus also has written a
single large book, unclear in interpretation and defective in observation.262

261 Cf, AA 11 227-8, where Galen explains the need for his De muscolorum dissectione because Lycus' work
on the subject was unnecessarily long and riddled with mistakes; AA II 283, where Galen praises Marinus
for his anatomical work while expressing the need to fill in the gaps left by his obscurity and spotty
coverage; AA 11 343-4, where Galen criticizes Methodists for their lack of interest in anatomy, one of the
consequences of which is an increased chance of severing arteries when engaged in surgical procedures. In
the same passage, Galen criticizes them for treating only the location of a wound or disease citing the case
of a patient who lost feeling far from the location where he had been injured as a consequence of nerve
damage; AA II 385-6, on seeing what one wants to see in hasty anatomical procedures; AA II 395-6, on a
physician whose lack of anatomical training led him to sever a nerve rendering the patient insensate in a
limb; AA I1 416-21, on the impractical anatomical interests of some physicians who are more concerned
with the pineal gland, the heart bone, and so on. This impractical interest is contrasted with Galen's own
interests and his exposition in AA, which Galen says is useful for cotidian surgical procedures; AA I1 451,
where Galen comments on the consequences of sloppy anatomy, mentioning Lycus as an exemplar of such
sloppiness; AA II 634, where Galen mentions yet another physician whose anatomical ignorance resulted in
arterial hemorrhage and ultimately the death of the patient as a result of infection. Galen contrasts this
ignorance with his own expert skill in excising the sternum of a slave and exposing the heart. According to
Galen the slave survived; AA II 636-9, where physicians fail to ligate the pulmonary vein properly. This
episode is punctuated by the example of a rival physician whom Galen forces to vivisect ape after ape until
he admits he is incompetent. Cf. also, AA II 641-646, 648, et passim.

262 AA 1 469-70, éodpakuévol §' eiol meQl AVTOV, ME ol TEQL TOALOVS BALOVC, OL TAS TOV VGV
AVOTOUAS YOAYPAVTES, HOTEQ Kol 0TOS O AD%OG, 0V VOV Exoulo0n TIVa TV dvatouxrdv BMwy,
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The account focuses on the ignominy of Lycus' work in his lifetime and of its
inexplicable popularity in his death. Marinus is similarly criticized for being obscure and
inexhaustive. Galen closes with a final claim that he will forego criticizing his
predecessors except incidentally. All of this passage is peppered with comments that
function to underwrite Galen's own credibility. He reserves judgment on treatises he has
not yet read. He contrasts the treatises available in his own time with the larger body of
Lycus' original written work. He underscores his dedication to research, despite the
distances involved in conducting it properly. And, finally, he punctuates the passage with
his comment that he is not writing for the sake of criticism.

There are a few possible explanations for the apparent inconsistency in these
passages and others like it. His alleged change of direction to incidental refutation
suggests that he is aware of being engaged in refutation as its own end at other points in
his writing. Has Galen simply failed to notice that he continues to be engaged, and
frequently so, in the behavior from which he claims to be distancing himself? Is there a
cultural gap in which Galen's polemicism would indeed have flattened out from a second

century perspective? Or is Galen engaged in an extended form of praeteritio, saying that

OV 0% E0eacduny pev ym Lhvta, xaitol ot Toic Kotvrou padnraic ouyyevouevog, xol uio'
6800 pfjrog dnvioag pite Thodv. GAL 0% v dvopa Avxov mad Toig "EAAnow, fivix' £0n: vovi &'
amoBavovrog avtod BBAlwv Tva megipépeTal omovdalopeva. el uev ovV TV dALwYV, olg 0V
EvETuyov, 000eV Exw dpAavaL, Tag 8' dvatouags, ag YoUv dyol viv avéyvov, auagtiuoto éxoloag
£VQOV TOMG. AN, dteg EPmv, 00 mEdxeLTal poL Tovg meeoButégoug EehéyyeLy, HTL Ui} TEQEQYOV,
aOTAS 88 POVOG £V VITOUVAIAOL YOG aL TAG AVOTOXAS £YYENOELS, VTEQ OV %ol Magivog &v
é¢noinoe péya Ppriov, doadeg puev v éounveiav, EAhmeg 08 Ty Bewiov.
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he will not criticize his rivals for the sake of criticism while doing just that? In his 1991
paper on style in Galen's MM, Vivian Nutton has formulated the question as such,

At times his ebullient rhetoric, most notably in On prognosis and in Book

1, with its vigorous denunciations of others and its picture of Galen as a

saint, a genius and a social celebrity, at home with both peasant and

prince, at once arouses suspicion, and any inconsistencies that are found

there rightly create doubts. How far is Galen being sincere, how far is he

being carried away by his winged words into wildly exaggerated

statements 7263
It may be that this text and others like it are simply examples of a sort of generic
praeteritio *** Or, it may be that the inconcinnity between his claims of forbearance and
his apparent tone arises from the disconnect between us and them, the observers and the
actor in this text. Historically, scholars have either not engaged much with this question
or have just supposed that Galen was overwhelmingly self-obsessed.?%> Determining
Galen's character seems uninteresting to me in virtue of the wildly speculative nature of
the task. Attempting to isolate points at which Galen's polemic and self-representation
operate non-assertorially, however, illuminates the more global argumentative function
of passages in Galen's work. So, for example, Galen's polemical stance vis a vis
cardiocentrists explains in part the length and anatomical detail of his digression into the
structure of the heart in chapter 7 of AA.

So, I suggest the following provisional assumption. Galen is not so tone-deaf as to

say here and elsewhere, in the same breath, that he will stay above the fray while he is in

263 Nutton (1991: 21)

264 Cf., Lloyd (2008: 34-5)

265 T know of no published work that engages deeply with Galen's style except Caroline Petit's book in
progress, Galien Ecrivain, which itself has not been published at the time of writing this dissertation.
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the thick of it without some reason. If this passage is an example of praeteritio, the
frequency with which one finds examples of this sort in Galen suggests that praeteritio
prompts one to ask if this tendency is also found with some frequency in the anatomical
treatises and medical texts of other authors. Various treatises in the Hippocratic Corpus
are a testament that it is.266 The fact that medical polemics, even if more subdued than in
Galen's work, are pervasive in earlier Greek medical texts, is evidence that these
polemics are correlated with generic formulae. So, it is worth asking how Galen's self-
presentation operates in his texts, especially relative to other Greco-Roman medical
authors, rather than reducing his polemical attitudes to a reflection of his self-involved
character.

It is fitting, given the importance of anatomy to Galen's success, that an
anatomical display provided Galen with his initial entrance into medical practice; in 157,
Galen returned to Pergamum after a ten-year Wanderzeit, in which he pursued his
medical training by seeking out a variety of prominent physicians in the Greco-Roman
world. In On Recognizing the Best Physician (Opt.Med.Cogn.), which only survives in
an Arabic translation, Galen reports that on his return he entered into or perhaps even
instigated a public surgical competition with other physicians for the post of chief
gladiatorial physician of the arena at Pergamum 267 After cutting open the abdomen of an

ape and removing its intestines, Galen says that he challenged the other physicians to

266 Cf., for example, Nat. Hom. and Vet. Med.

267 For Galen's experience as a gladiatorial physician, see Scarborough (1971) generally; see especially
105-111, in which Scarborough provides a brief catalogue of the limited contribution that Galen's surgical
experience with gladiators at Pergamum may have made to his subsequent anatomical knowledge.
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replace them and suture the ape. Once they failed his challenge, Galen surreptitiously
severed some of the ape's veins and again dared gathered physicians to repair the damage;
when they could not, he did:

Once I attended a public gathering where men had met to test the
knowledge of physicians. I performed many anatomical demonstrations
before the spectators: I made an incision in the abdomen of an ape and
exposed its intestines: then I called upon the physicians who were present
to replace them back (in position) and to make the necessary abdominal
sutures- but none of them dared to do this. We ourselves then treated the
ape displaying our skill, manual training, and dexterity. Furthermore we
deliberately severed many large veins thus allowing the blood to run freely
and called upon the Elders of the physicians to provide treatment but they
had nothing to offer. We then provided treatment, making it clear to the
intellectuals who were present that (physicians) who possess skills like
mine should be in charge of the wounded. That man was delighted when
he put me in charge of the wounded- and was the first to entrust me with
their care (trans. Iskandar).268

Although the Greek is lost, the same cluster of elements is recognizable in this episode as
in the previous theoretical demonstrations: agon, epideixis, and shame. Moreover,
Galen's approach to these public anatomical displays shows a similar cultivation of
spontaneity (avtooyedidlerv) frequently found in the writing of late imperial authors,
who self-identify as rhetorical or sophistic. While Galen's account of his competition for

the position of chief gladiatorial physician emphasizes the unexpectedness of the

proposed challenge (in this case it is unexpected by his rivals), comments he makes on

268 Opt.Med.Cogn. 9 4-7 = CMG Suppl.Or.IV, 103,10-105,19 Iskandar.
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preparation for anatomical displays show that their extemporaneity is carefully
practiced.?®?

This formulation is not intended to express a sort of koan. Galen is explicit about
the training involved in preparing for extemporaneous or unexpected medical situations
and displays. Consider an example from AA illustrating the need for the sorts of
preparation necessary for dealing with emergent medical situations. Galen insists on
frequent observation of animal bodies in order that, should one come across a human
skeleton, the sight is sufficiently familiar for the observer to benefit from the observation,

But if you grow confident through reading only, without being
accustomed to the sight of the bones of apes, you will not actually take in
nor will you retain the memory of the skeleton of a man if you see it
unexpectedly. For, the recollection of perceptible phenomena requires
frequent association. And for this reason also we recognize those very
people whom we often encounter, but we pass by someone seen once or
twice after a while has passed, neither recognizing him at all nor even
recalling what he looked like before... For it is necessary to see each of the
parts in advance, with no rush, in order to recognize what is seen
suddenly, preferably in human subjects but if not, at least in animal
subjects fairly similar to a human being.?’0

269 This preparation for extemporaneous performance had deep and abiding roots in Greek performances.
Galen's approach to anatomical performance echoes the "composition in performance" that was typical of
Homeric rhapsodes, who deployed an arsenal of practiced episodes and formulae in their public
performances of Homeric epic. Cf., Nagy (1996).

270 AAT1 223-4 €1 &' dvayvhoet povy Oaddnoeig, dvev Tod meoediodfvar T Bég TV mONxreinv
00TMV, OV OV 0VTE RATAVONOULS AXQPAS AVOQWTOU OREAETOV EEQlDVNG idMV, OVTE
LVNLOVEVOALS. T) YAQ TOL TOV aioONTOV TEAYUAT®V Uviiun ouvexodg Opiiag dgttal xal 0L ToUTo
2oL AOTOV TV AVOQOTWYV Exelvoug TayLoTo YVWwEILoueY, 0l TOAAAXLS ovveyevouela, TOV 8' dmak
1] Oig 6dpOEvTa dia O VoL mhelovog Beaoduevol mdiv mapeyoueda, uhte yvoeitovies Ohwe, puite
AVaLUYTIoROUEVOL TG EUmQooBev BEag... 600000L YAQ Y01 TEOTEQOV €Tl TOAATS O OATiS ExaoTOV
TV popiwv, iv' EEatdvng 0pBEV yvwolod1), pditota pev € avBommwv avtdv: el 8¢ py, dAN' €l
COwv TaQaminoiov avemmy
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This passage is aimed at the adventitious anatomical observations made by Empiricists,
who eschewed deliberate (and a fortiori, invasive) anatomical observations.?’! The
quotation primarily bears on the importance of practiced, deliberate, and comparative
anatomical research and the inadequacies of the Empiricist approach to empeiria. This
friction between Galen and Empiricists is brought to the fore, albeit implicitly, in those
cases where Galen attempts to show the effectiveness of anatomical knowledge to his
readership as well as tell the reader of instances in which anatomical knowledge was
effective and necessary for medical practice. It is just this inability of the Empiricist to be
prepared for emergent medical situations that forms one of the bases for Galen's critique

of the Empiricist attitude toward anatomy.

PREPARED EXTEMPORANEITY

The demands that sudden and unexpected medical situations place on the
physician's ability to act with quick confidence, however, are required for anatomical
display. That is, the practiced ease required of the doctor at work is analogous to the

familiarity with the body necessary for a successful anatomical display.?’? It is precisely a

271 Empiricists occupied a range of epistemic positions on issues such as the degree of theoretical claims to
which they were willing to commit, what acceptable instances of metabasis were, and even the degree to
which anatomical information was useful for medicine. So, it may sound as if it runs the risk of being
reductive to say that Empiricists eschewed any deliberate anatomical observations. Given the emphatically
passive element in what survives of Empiricist case histories (historia) and their principled discomfort with
causal explanations, this claim appears representative of the range of Empiricist beliefs. On Empiricists'
approach to observation and on their avoidance of deliberate investigations of the human body, see von
Staden (1975: 186-92).

272 Cf., AA TI 384, where Galen describes the indistinguishability of identical twins to all but those most
familiar with them. To those who know the twins well, they are no longer indistinct. Galen often uses these
figurative examples regarding familiarity in conjunction with an exhortation for the reader to observe and
participate in anatomical procedures with Galen, one of Galen's associates, or one of Galen's anatomical
texts as a guide to anatomical observation. It is useful to keep in mind the role of AA as a guide to
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lack of experience with anatomical procedures that leaves Galen's rivals stymied in the
passage from Opt.Med.Cogn., quoted earlier. One of the criticisms Galen makes of rival
physicians is that they lack practical experience. Indeed, Galen uses the term logiatros of
certain would-be doctors. The word is often translated to mean something like a doctor in
name alone. But the compound, otherwise unattested in this form and only once attested
in the abstract, can also levy a more specific criticism, an armchair physician interested in
arguments or abstractions rather than in therapy or medical procedures.

Throughout the corpus Galen takes to tasks physicians, like the ones in
Opt.Med.Cogn., whose experience is largely the result of "book learning". The tension
between Galen's stated purpose in documenting his anatomical procedures and the
inadequacy of the written word for medical practice comes up occasionally in Galen's
anatomical works. So, for example his comments in the later books of AA, "Whoever
does not know this [the number of cranial nerves] is, as the proverbial expression goes,
like a seaman that navigates out of a book. Thus he reads the books on anatomy, but he
omits inspecting with his own eyes in the animal body the several things about which he
is reading."?’> Nor is the sentiment expressed in this passage at all unique among the
pieces of advice Galen gives to the would-be physician and reader of AA. Galen
frequently offers the reader of AA advice on anatomical epideixis. So, for example, his

instructions near the beginning of the treatise,

anatomical practice and display that is one or two removes away from personal direction. In this sense the
treatise serves as a surrogate for personal instruction. The language of AA, in Galen's anatomical exegeses
and personal anecdotes, reflects this surrogacy by situating the reader as a participant in the procedure,
looking through the eyes of the anatomist cum author.
273 AA1X 10.12. Cf., also, AA 11 220ff.
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It is better that you train in this order (bones, muscles, arteries, veins,
nerves, viscera, etc.). And besides, it is necessary that when performing a
public display (émdetxvivra) you prepare to expose and to show the
part, which has been put before you (10 moofAn6év), as quickly as
possible in a variety of ways, in this and some other presentation, as I will
teach you.274
And again a few chapters later,
Now is the right time to say how one should proceed if one wishes to train
oneself and [how to proceed] if one wishes to make a display
(Oewevivta) for someone else, since we have previously demonstrated
(¢moeiEavtag) the fraud common to all of those who claim to be
anatomists...27
This emphasis on public display goes some way to explain the number of sections of AA
whose therapeutic value is questionable but whose epideictic value is not. Consider, for
example, Galen's discussion of neural anatomy in book IX of AA, his discussion of the
recurrent laryngeal nerve in book XI, the gonads and fetus in book XII, and the bulk of
books XIV-XV, all of which offer the reader no anatomical information that could be
used to treat patients directly in the ancient world.
Maud Gleason has analyzed these anatomical displays as expressions in a second

century discourse about power.2’¢ On her account, one explanation for the emergence of

this discourse is as an outgrowth of Antonine Roman intellectuals' anxiety over personal

2T4AA 1 226, yopvaZeoOan pgv ovv oe Thide tf) TéEel BEATIOV. BAAwe &' EmdetnvivTa TaQaoxevdooL
%01 TO TEOPANOEV VT o TOD LOQLOV OTL TAYLOoTO YUUVDOL TE nol OelEaL ToAvELdEOTEQOV, AANOTE
2not GAMV EmpPoinyv, dg OLddEw.
275 AATI 243 "Omog 8' £yyeloeiv xo1) yuuvaleoOal e foulopevov adtov, £Téom te denvivta,
2aQOG 11dM Aéyewy, EmdelEavtag TEOTEQOV ATATNV X0V TOUTOMOV AVATOMADV EIVOL
TIQOCTIOLOVUEVIV...
276 Gleason (2009)
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identity and autonomy. Galen's anatomical displays, she writes, tap into this desire for
elite intellectuals to think about social boundaries and central authority:

Galen's anatomical demonstrations, particularly his vivisections, were

culturally complex events, dense with implicit meanings. They fused the

intellectual competition of Second Sophistic performance with the violent

manipulation of bodies characteristic of Roman spectacle. Since every

disintegrated body draws attention to itself - and to the force that broke its

unity apart - where we find disintegrated bodies, we often encounter a

discourse about power.?”’
The main thesis of Gleason's article runs the risk of being reductive although she
distances herself from a single socio-cultural function for Galen's anatomical displays.
Despite this risk, many of the observations she makes to support her argument are both
acute and provide useful comparanda, in virtue of their focus on power dynamics, for the
competitive functions of Galen's agonistic anatomical displays. Features of Gleason's
overall argument are reasonable, given that dynamics of socio-political power can be a
contributing factor to the form cultural expressions such as medical performances may
take. But, to the extent that competition traditionally entails winners and losers, power
dynamics are hard-wired into it. That is, any sort of activity involving winning or losing
entails the sort of hierarchical relationship that can be interpreted through the lens of
power.

Galenic anatomical displays and, more generally, anatomical displays in the

second century should not be explained homogeneously. These sorts of explanations

ignore how overdetermined the explanation(s) for second century anatomical

277 Gleason (2009: 86)
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competitions may be (and likely are).?’® It is stipulative to suppose that these
performances are primarily, even if not simply, a reflection of the political relations
between different social classes, in terms of a particular power relation between emperor
and subject or elite and non-elite in the Late Roman Empire. So, having mentioned that
competition, traditionally construed, entails explicit relations of power between for
example winners and loser and that explanations for anatomical performance in the
second century are likely overdetermined, let us consider another account of Galen's
anatomical displays, itself stemming from the power dynamic built into agonistic
performances.

Given the frequency of radically invasive procedures in contemporary medical
practice, it is perhaps easy to lose sight of how difficult it would have been to put many
of these anatomical observations to any therapeutic use in antiquity. What use is Galen's
close observation and discussion of the formation of the embryo in an ancient context
except to address the question of what organ appeared first in the development of the
fetus, a point of contention between himself and the Peripatos? Equally, what practical
purpose could a deep knowledge of cardiac and neural anatomy have served, on the

whole, except to discredit cardiocentrists and put the physician's knowledge of the body

278 Gleason is aware of this risk. She writes early on that she does not take Galen's anatomical
performances exclusively as discourses on power. For example, "I want to make clear at the outset,
however, that in exploring this dimension of Galen’s anatomical activities, it is not my intention to offer a
reductive explanation of them—to say that his public dissections were only about power, for example.
Clearly Galen’s intellectual interest in anatomy was genuine and did not depend on an audience: alone and
unobserved on a desert island, he would have dissected whatever came in on the tide (Gleason (2009: 4))."
So, I want to take care not to suggest that Gleason's argument is reductive, just that its emphasis on political
power runs the risk of obscuring other power dynamics far less global in scope. It is my own intention, in
this chapter, to use some of the evidence that Gleason amasses while approaching its relevance to the social
and literary functions of Galen's anatomical procedures in a more local context.
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on display as a means of establishing one's credentials? That is, allowing for some
unusual case, the anatomical procedures I have mentioned above could only have
functioned as performed displays or as research into bodily function. Anatomical
knowledge of the heart and of the brain, for the most part, and particularly at the depth
that Galen engages with it would not have had therapeutic application in a medical world

in which recovery from open heart or brain surgery was at best very unlikely.?”

CREDENTIALING

In various publications, Vivian Nutton has mentioned the absence of any licensing
or credentialing body in the ancient Greek and Roman medical world(s).?8° He generally
makes this point to emphasize the importance that expressions of reputation and
experience have for the physician to establish some kind of bona fides by which to be
distinguished from other medical competitors. A corollary to this observation is that,
given a lack of credentialing bodies, very little prevented any person from competing in
the medical marketplace, from claiming medical expertise, or from accusing other
practitioners of being charlatans.?8! Anxiety over one's status as a legitimate practitioner

is a common theme in Galen's frequent comments about quacks, and charlatans.?3?

279 The evidence for trepanation dating as early as the prehistoric period is not evidence for successful
invasive procedures on the brain. See Majno (1975: 24-8)
280 Cf. Nutton (1992: 26), (2012: 40-1)
281 Dean-Jones (2003) gives a useful overview of the medical charlatan in literature of the Classical period.
282 See, for example, Praen. XIV 601-5 where Galen delivers a diatribe against physicians of his day in
Rome; MM X 5-8, 582, the first two books of MM are rife with comments on the quackery of Methodist
physicians. Indeed, whenever Galen mentions the Methodists at all he accuses them of charlatanry, often on
account of their alleged claim to educate a student medically in under six months. His preoccupation with
charlatanry is also apparent in his accusations of logiatreia in Purg.Med.Fac. X1 339; HNH XV 159,
Hipp.Prog. XVIlla; Lib.Prop. XIX 15, et passim
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Nutton's original point is right as far as it goes but he does not attempt to map out the
paths by which practitioners might establish their medical legitimacy.

A variety of other activities can be understood as satisfying the generic need for
practitioners to be invested with some sort of authority. Anatomical displays, which I
have been discussing descriptively as an extension of the agonistic tendencies in Greek
medicine, were functionally similar to contemporary displays of credentials, such as the
conspicuous presentation of medical degrees in a pattern along a frequently viewed wall,
the physician's white coat, or the stethoscope now an emblem of the medical profession.
Anatomical performances were a display of the practitioner's knowledge and command of
the body. Even if the anatomical knowledge commanded by the performer did not have
direct therapeutic application, it nonetheless showed that the performer had command
over the domain in which disease was found. It is in this context that Galen instructs the
reader of AA. For example, let us consider Galen's often quoted directions to that reader
on how best to prepare for one of his two demonstrations on the source for voice

production.

THE INTERCOSTAL NERVES

This procedure, involving the intercostal nerves, is one of a series whose root
purpose for Galen was to argue for the brain as the hégemonikon, the control center or
source of volition in the body. Galen refers to this series of procedures repeatedly
throughout his corpus, as the voice experiments powerfully demonstrated not only the

medical, if not therapeutic, efficacy of anatomical knowledge but also the source of the
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voluntary nervous system and therefore of volition.?83 For Galen, these demonstrations
are both the cornerstone and crowning achievement of his anatomical and theoretical
work.

In brief, the argument that these demonstrations are intended to prove goes as
follows. There is some one part of the body, the hégemonikon, which is responsible for
volition. In human beings, the hégemonikon must be responsible for speech production,
one of the paradigmatically rational activities, in virtue of the fact that voice production is
voluntary and speech production adds reason to volition. Wherever it is located, the
hégemonikon (h) communicates volition to the parts of the body directly through some
medium, which has earlier been shown to consist of nerves (n). Therefore, by modus
tollens, if the transmission medium 7 is incapacitated, volition transmitted from 4 should
cease. But voice production does not cease when Galen acts on the nerves of the heart.

When Galen interrupts the nerves leading from the brain to the larynx or from the
brain to the thorax phonation ceases abruptly. On its own, this only shows that the brain
is necessary for voice production but not sufficient for it. Galen proves the latter by un-
interrupting the ligated nerves. Upon release, the subject resumes voice production,
showing that all other things being equal the activity of the brain through the medium of
the voluntary nervous system is necessary and sufficient for voice production. Since
cardiocentrism just is the location of volition in the heart, establishing that the brain is the

only source for volition establishes that cardiocentrists are mistaken. And, for Galen's

283 See, AA I1 651-706; AA X1.4, 11; XIV.6-8; and UP III 278-281.
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purposes, it is crucial that the proof not only follows logically but is also shown to be true
through an empirical procedure.?8+

In some of his versions of the procedure, as above, the agonistic context is far in
the background while the epideictic context comes to the fore. Elsewhere, Galen makes it
clear that the three voice demonstrations (the interruption of the recurrent laryngeal
nerve, the interruption of the intercostal nerves, and the dissection of the intercostal
muscles) target cardiocentrists in particular. So, for example, Galen alludes to this suite
of demonstrations and their agonistic context in Praen.,

I will remind you of the doctors and philosophers who were present at my
debate (ay®va) against the Stoics and Peripatetics and some others along
with them, going over how it began in detail first so that if you want to
distribute this text (tovti TO YQAuuo) to anyone of those worthy of
sharing in these sorts of arguments (AOywvV), he may know the progression
of the things that happened and [so that] you may not spend all of your
free time explaining the number of things done by me through the works
of my medical practice, both the dissections (dvatou®v) and the
arguments (AOywv) pursuant to them, when I was refuting the invidious
doctors and philosophers.?8>

284 On the need for peira or some empirical proof for general medical claims see, e.g., Pecc.Dig. V 68;
SMT X1 459-61; Comp.Med.Gen. X111 376; Hipp .Med XVIIb 61-2. Part One of Tieleman (1996) goes
through the arguments against cardiocentrism in PHP carefully. Cf. also Temp.1 588; on the Dogmatists'
failure to demonstrate their theoretical claims, see MM X 31-2; MM X 107, where Galen cites Herophilus'
dictum that one should begin with what is observable as though it is primary even if it turns out not to be.
On the importance of argument from anatomical observation, see for example PHP V 248, "Having
promised to give an account in this book about the evident features of the heart, why would I need to take
up those arguments which take as the basis for their formulation theories and not what is observed from
anatomy?" (DTOOYOUEVOS YAQ TEQL TOV EVAQYDGS parvouévmv VIayeLy Tf) xapdig TOV AOYyov v
TS 1) yodupatt mooacOal, Tt v Tt deotuny épdmtecdal TololTWV EmyglenudTmy MV ddyuaTa
puaArov, ol TO darvouevov ex Thg dvatopdg, 1] doyT The ovotdoemg €otLy;). On the four different
sources for appropriate premises: perception, experience, technical experience, and what is evident to the
mind, see PHP V 357-8. All of the premises that Galen admits into legitimate medical argumentation are
evident either to sensation directly or are in some sense a priori.

285 Praen. XIV 626, 1OV 8¢ ®atd TOV TQOS TOVS ZTwinolg Te %ol I[Tegumatntinois dydvo modvimy
%ol GAM@V TIveV Gu attolg late®v Te xal GpLthocdpav, dvopuviown ot medTeQov 60ev fipEato
dLeMdmv v’ el val Tivarv TV AElwv xovwviag Toottov Moywv £é0elfoalg peTadodval TouTL TO
YOGQuua, TV axolovdbiav dmacov (doL TV YEVOUEVIOV: ®al W) OO TAVTOS Aooliov Exolg aTog
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Among other things, this passage is a representative example of Galen's keen sensitivity
to the distribution of his own work, as witnessed especially by the stated motives for
writing the autobibliographical works Lib.Prop. and Ord.Lib.Prop. Here, Galen briefly
dispels all pretense that Praen. is just a letter (touti T0 yodupa) to Epigenes by detailing
instructions for the dissemination of Praen. to a wider audience of suitable readers for
whom these details are specifically intended. Furthermore, in this passage Galen sets the
stage, so to speak, for the reader to understand the deep consequences of this
demonstration for the views of Galen's rivals in this agon, which he mentions was
conducted against Stoics and Peripatetics. Of course, this reference alludes to the
consequence of the recurrent laryngeal nerve and intercostal nerve experiments in
particular, which are powerfully destructive of Stoic and Peripatetic view that the heart
was the hégemonikon, the source of nerves and the control center for the human body.

In Praen., Galen relates few details of the voice experiments to the reader. The
procedure is described as two separate events, the first contracted to a few lines of text
that provide just enough information for the reader to know that the demonstration under
discussion involves the recurrent laryngeal nerve,

For, I had promised a demonstration of the most minute nerves, that there

was a hair-like pair implanted in the muscles of the larynx, on the left side

and on the right side, in the cases of which, when they were ligated with a

thread or cut the animal became voiceless although nothing caused
damage to its life or to its continued function...286

dunyolpevog 6oa Sl te TAV EQYwV TG LaTELXG TEYVNG AVOTOUDV TE HAL TOV €T AUTOIG AOYWV
Emay O pot Tovg GOovVEQOVS LaTEOVG TE KAl GLAOTOPOUS ENEYYOVTL.

286 praen. XIV 628, O€iELv YOQ DTOGKOUEVOU OV VEVQIMV AETTOTATMV (G Eival T 0eldf cuiuyiay
Twvd Tolg TOoD GAQUYYOS LUoLV EUGUOPEVNV, TOIG PEV €x TOV AOLOTEQMV HEQDV TOIG O €% TOV
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The promise in this passage remained unfulfilled. Galen showcases the behavior of
Alexander of Damascus, who Galen had hoped would explain to the audience the
inferential process (ovAloyioaoOar) by which the demonstration proceeded to its
conclusion, that the brain rather than the heart was the hégemonikon. In what Galen refers
to as a fit of philoneikia (prhovewria), Alexander expresses some doubt on the epistemic
warrant provided by empirical information.?8” At this point, Galen abandoned the
demonstration and this skeptical rube (dypolromvuoEwvelog), only to return another day

when the other elite attendees had suitably reprimanded Alexander.?88

deELv, £’ oig By ® dradndOeiow 1) TunOeiow ddwvov yiveodar 1o TPov duT’ gig Ty Cofy TL
Prastdépevov ot eig Thv Evégyelav...

287 Philoneikia is a common failing that Galen attributes to other intellectuals, in particular Roman
physicians. The word is often translated as 'disputatiousness' or something similar. The relevant
connotation, in this and many other Galenic contexts, is that it is one's love of fighting for the sake of
fighting. Galen often admits to quarreling with other physicians but also characterizes his grudging
willingness to quarrel generally as foisted upon him by the exigencies of the moment.

288 This word, GyQouomemveiog, is only attested in Galen. It appears twice, here and in Diff.Puls. VIII
711. A further question arises with respect to Alexander's skepticism. Galen has already mentioned that
despite being an expert in the doctrines of Plato and Aristotle, Alexander inclines towards the Peripatos.
The skepticism Galen ascribes to him, if genuine, suggests the more skeptical Academy. There seems to be
a great inconcinnity in a Peripatetic who doubts the epistemic warrant of sensation. An answer to this
question is not clear to me but it is worth remembering Galen's account of the Asclepiadean from
Purg.Med.Fac.Is Galen's point here that, on realizing the logical consequences (and Galen has already
singled Alexander out as being present to explain the inferential process of the demonstration) of the
laryngeal nerve experiment, Alexander jettisoned his commitment to empirical warrant rather than his
cardiocentrism? On the identity of Alexander of Damascus, see Nutton (1975: 189 n. 96,7). To sum up
Nutton's note briefly, it is unclear if this Alexander is to be identified also as Alexander of Aphrodisias. The
Arabic tradition, which is informed both by writings of Galen's lost to us and by work attributed to
Philoponus, reports that Alexander of Damascus is Alexander of Aphrodisias. The reasons to doubt the
identification have to do with chronology and with the skeptical views Galen puts in the mouth of
Alexander. Regarding chronology, Alexander of Aphrodisias did not hold a public chair at Athens at the
time that Galen had written early versions of Praen., AA, and UP (ca. 170s). Nutton thinks this is no reason
to doubt the identification, as it is abundantly clear that Galen frequently revised his work (consider also
that all three works, Praen., AA, and UP are known to have existed in two or more versions separated in
some cases by more than a decade, cf. AA 11 234-5). So, the dates of composition for AA and UP are to a
certain degree, fluid. It is more difficult to make sense of the perceptual skepticism Galen ascribes to
Alexander. This problem, however, remains regardless of whether Alexander of Damascus is identified as
Alexander of Aphrodisias or is a different Alexander who inclined towards the Peripatos. Nutton's point on
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Galen's description of Alexander's skepticism at the start of his anatomical
demonstration underscores the abruptness with which an intellectual agon could boil over
onto a public demonstration, even one that Galen reports was initiated by acquaintances.
Galen's abrupt departure from what had shaded into an intellectual competition might
evoke similar situations in which Galen criticizes his own interlocutor for leaving the
field, as in the case of the Asclepiadean in Purg.Med.Fac. X1 332 mentioned earlier. In
that case, one remembers that Galen forced his opponent back into contention with him,
in a sense, either by sending a tract refuting him or by reporting that he had done so.
Galen claims that the Asclepiadean quit the fight because he knew he had lost in advance,
but he is just as prone to accuse opponents who fight and flee of sophistry, as in the

following case of another Asclepiadean in Nat.Fac. 11 34-5.

ON THE UTILITY OF THE KIDNEYS, A DIGRESSION

This episode, on the kidneys, is useful for examining some of Galen's rules of
engagement in an intellectual contest, which I argue serve a credentialing function. At
first blush, it seems as though a hasty departure from the contest is itself a sign of
forfeiture but one recalls that one of Galen's criticisms of his forensic opponents
generally, as in Art.Sang. IV 717, was a failure to properly understand the maneuvers in
public argumentation (oUToL Gpadeic dvreg TV £v Toig AOYolg TrmpdTwy). In the case
of Purg.Med.Fac. X1 332, the Asclepiadean "seemed to his fellow Bacchants as the sort

of man who spoke well and they began applauding him while he made his exit, leaving us

chronology seems right to me, although not relevant to my argument. And, I mention a possible strategy for
dealing with the second objection above.
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behind (xotolmav Nuag dmniidtteto), clearly knowing I suppose that he was about
to be refuted."?%” In the case of Nat.Fac. 11 34-5, where the question of whether or not
there are passages leading from the kidneys into the bladder is under debate, another
Asclepiadean quits the contest with Galen with equally disastrous results,

But, in addition to these things, the Asclepiadeans of today try their hands
at making a rebuttal, although they are ridiculed by absolutely everyone
who at any time happens to be near them whenever they wrangle
(¢0(Cwou) about these things. Thus their sectarian vain-glory (1] el TAg
aigéoels prhoTiuia) is an evil that is difficult to rub off, hard to wash out
in these men especially, and more difficult to heal than any lesion. At any
rate, one of the sophists (codpLot®v) of our day, trained sufficiently in
eristic arguments (71eQL TOVG €QLOTIROVG AOYOVG ) and in other arguments
too and clever at speaking (dewvog eimelv), if anyone ever was, got into
words with me about these matters. He was so shameless in regard to any
of these issues I have mentioned that he even tried to say that he was
amazed (BovpdCewv €paoxev) when I allegedly tried to upend clearly
manifest matters with my frivolous arguments (AOyolg ANQMOEOLY).
"For," he said, "on any day it is clear (évaQy®g) to see that any bladders,
if one were to fill them up with liquid or air, then after tying off the neck
squeeze them on every side, [the bladders] will in no way let anything out
but keep everything completely inside themselves. And if in fact there
were any substantive and perceptible pathways passing into them from the
kidneys, so the liquid would be wholly expelled through those [pathways]
when the [bladders] are squeezed just as it passed into them." Saying these
things and others of this sort, rounding them off abruptly (¢€aipvng) with
an unflinching and clear voice, he departed after having leapt up to his feet
(dvammonoog), leaving us (AstheL xataiwtmv NuAg) as though we were
unable to offer some plausible rebuttal .2%0

289 Purg.Med.Fac. XI 332 ooy ofjuo pugv ovv £90Ee Toig O1aodToLg O ToloDTOg €0 MEYELY Rl TAVTEG
EmefOWV AT %l SQOUY TOAMD RoTAMTDV NUAS ATALETTETO YIyVDOoRWY, Olpa, Befaing, STt
pévov eEeheyyOnoetal.

290 Nat.Fac. 11 34-5, &AM %00 TQOGS TADT' AVTIMEYELY Of VOV A0xANTLASELOL TELQOVTAL, %A{TOL TQOG
ATAVTOV GEL TOV TAQATLYYOVOVIMV avTols, OTav TeQl ToOUTWY £Q(Cwat, notayehduevoL. oVTwg doa
OVOATOTOLITOV TL RAROV E€0TLV 1) TEQL TAS OUQEOELS GLAOTLULO X0l OUOERVLTTTOV €V TOlg LAMOTA ROl
PHEOG ATTAoNg OUOLATOTEQOV. TOV YOV B’ NUAS TS COPLOTMV TA T GAAC ROl TTEQL TOVG
€0L0TLROVC MOYOUC IHOVAS CUYREXQOTNUEVOG nal OELVOG elmelv, elme Tig GALOG, AdLndpevog énol
00" VIEQ TOVTWV €ig AOYOUS, TOoODTOV AmédeL ToD dvowmeioBat OGS TLVOS TOV ElPNUEVDY, DOTE
ot Oavpd ey €dpoonev €pod TG oadpDdg parvoueva MOyols ANeMOEoLY AVATETELY EMLYELQODVTOG.
Evaydg Yoo donpéoar BempetoBal Tag ®1OTELS ATACOS, €L TIC aUTAS EpmANoeey VOaTOG 1] dégog,
elta OMoag TOV Tedymhov mELoL mavtayodOev, o0daud0ev uedicicag 0VdEV, AN dxuBdOg Gmav
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In many respects, Galen describes this nameless Asclepiadean in terms similar to the ones
he uses to describe himself in his agon with Alexander of Damascus. He is a
pepaideumenos, trained in eristic and a variety of argumentative styles; like Galen, he
expresses amazement (Qavpdlerv Epaonev) that his opponent might attempt to overturn
what is manifest (T cophg parvopeva) with specious arguments (AOYOLS ANQMOEOLY);
he employs the same language regarding the clarity of inferences drawn from empirical
observations (€voQy®c... OeswoeloOar); and finally, he leaves abruptly (dsmeL
ROTOMITOV NUAG) when it seems clear to him that his opponent simply cannot manage
an effective argument.

The language, all in a fairly narrow cluster, that describes this Asclepiadean
presents him as a mirror image of Galen in similar agonistic contexts. There is a crack in
the mirror, however: the inadequacy of his opponent's training. The Asclepiadean's final
inference overextends his argument, since he takes it for granted that a given vessel
allows or should allow movement in two directions if it allows it in one direction. So,
why does Galen make his opponent appear similar to him? One clue lies in the syntax of
the Asclepiadean's argument, "€l Tig aUTag ¢wrinoeley VOOTog 1) G€Og... mEToL
movtayo0ev". Galen reports the Asclepiadean's speech using the optative in the protasis
of this conditional. The choice of optative emphasizes the future possibility of this

experiment's outcome. Immediately following this quotation, the Asclepiadean maintains

EVTOC £QUTOV 0TEYOVOAC. ®a(TOL Y €lTEQ oAV TIVES £% TOV VEPQOV Eig DTAS j1OVTES CioONTOL %Ol
peyaiot oOQOL, TAVIWG Av, £on, U éxelvav, Homep elonel TO VYOV eig avTds, oUtm nat BAPOVIWOV
¢Eenplveto. TadTO ROl TA TOLODT EimmV EEaidvng dmtaioTe ®al codel TH OTOROTL TELEVTDV
avamndnoag AmneL ®kaTOMITOV UGS Mg 0VOE v Tivog dvtihoyiog evmopfioal duvauévous.
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that "...if in fact there were any substantive and perceptible pathways passing into them
[bladders] from the kidneys, so the liquid would be wholly expelled through those
[pathways] when the [bladders] are squeezed just as it passed into them." Galen's
Asclepiadean discusses anatomy in hypothetical or counterfactual claims, in sharp
contrast to Galen's own habits in discussing anatomical matters. While Galen routinely
refers the reader to what can be seen, to what he himself has seen, or to what the reader
will see, the Asclepiadean only offers abstract reasons for renal anatomy. Galen's report
and the contrast between his own language and the language he ascribes to his opponent
figures the Asclepiadean's argument as a thought experiment rather than an actual
experiment, one whose future outcome has been predicted by past outcomes on at least
analogous structures.?’! It is also possible to take Galen as implicitly criticizing the
implications of the Asclepiadean's experiment, as he explicitly does with Erasistratus'
claims about the outcome of his experiment showing that the heart is responsible for the
pulsation of the arteries.

This brief episode offers two further implicit criticisms, on which Galen
elaborates at Nat.Fac. Il 36. First, a failure in reasoning: from the fact that some liquid
may pass through a channel in one direction, one cannot infer that it can pass through the
channel in the opposite direction. So, liquid will not in fact flow back into the ureters as it
had flowed out of them (dvtwg &v, €Pn, O €xelvwv, Momep eiofjel TO VYQOV E€ig

aUTtds, outm xol OMPOvVTwV €Eexnpiveto). This closes the episode and makes the point

2911 do not intend to use 'experiment' tendentiously here. By 'experiment' I only mean some artificially
constructed means of examining a question that attempts to control at least some variables.
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against which Galen objects. Second, a failure in investigative method: whenever
possible, one should verify a theoretical claim empirically. Galen's segue from his
account of the Asclepiadean to his general explanation of the ureters at Nat.Fac. II 35
expresses this criticism with characteristic sarcasm, "[i]n this way, those who are slaves
to their sects not only know nothing correctly (Uyiec) but they also do not have the
patience to learn (Vopévouot)."?92

Galen points to this two-fold failure in his opponent's reasoning later at Nat.Fac.
IT 35-6, where he criticizes him for his anatomical ignorance and for a concomitant lack
of commitment to the heuristic value of teleology (xal Oavudoor v Té€YVNV THS
¢voewg). That is, had the Asclepiadean either been more rigorous in his reasoning or had
he bothered to carry out the thought experiment he had hastily described, he would have
realized that the fact that urine does not flow back into the ureters does not imply the
ureters do not exist but that there is a good reason the flow travels unidirectionally, as
Galen goes on to describe subsequently in greater anatomical detail. And, perhaps more
importantly, a healthy regard for the teleological structure of the natural world would

have prompted the Asclepiadean to expect that the kidneys had a function and seek out an

292 Nat.Fac. I 35, obtmg o0 povov Dyieg oudey ioaoty oi taig aigéoeol doviehovteg, AL oVdE
paBety Vopévovot. I include "vyieg" and "bmouévovol” in the body of the text in order to emphasize the
effect of Galen's sarcastic word play as a marker that rounds out his anecdote about the Asclepiadean. The
immediate reason for the sentence is a diagnostic summation of his opponent's and more generally
opponents' failings. The verb "bmopévouol" plays on the general meaning of the verb and its local meaning
in this passage. As the Asclepiadean failed to wait for Galen, so do his opponents fail to wait for learning.
Galen's play on "Uyiec" is more pointed because of the local syntax, which can be taken to mean either that
his opponents know nothing about health or have no correct knowledge (Uyieg ovd¢v ioaoLy).
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explanation for them.?3 Galen's forensic conduct and the Asclepiadean's are similar; but,
whereas Galen leaves confident in the underlying methodological justifications for his
victory, his opponent's victory lap is premature. In this case, the Asclepiadean's
argumentative, anatomical, and philosophical training are all insufficient for him to
distinguish between leaving behind a bested opponent and simply leaving. This is all to
emphasize the risk involved in declaring oneself the winner of an intellectual contest
prematurely. It is not the departure, as such, that makes the Asclepiadean here and in
Purg Med.Fac. lose the competition with Galen so dramatically. Rather, like the
Erasistratean of Art.Sang., it is loss compounded with an incompetence so gross as to be

unaware that they have lost in the first place.

THE IMPLICIT CONTEST WITH ALEXANDER

After this lengthy digression on the gamble involved in declaring oneself the
winner of an intellectual contest through abrupt departure, let us return to the agonistic
context of Galen's demonstration of the voice in Praen. and his own departure from the
contest,

When I heard these things [sc. Alexander's question on the reliability of

the senses] I departed leaving (rotohutodv) them behind with only a

word, namely that I was fooled (é0¢d&Anv) when I supposed that I had not

come into the presence of some rustic Pyrrhonists (gig TOVG
AYQOLROTTU<O>QWV<e>{0VG), otherwise I would not have come at all.2%4

293 Underlying Galen's objection is perhaps also an implicit criticism of Asclepiades' corpuscular theory,
whose channels (16Qot) and corpuscles may not be, on Galen's construal, structurally complex enough to
explain one way motion through channels or vessels.

294 Praen. XIV 628-9, dxotoag 8' Yo Tadta, nataMmdv atdtovs ¢ weictny &v pdvov ¢pOeyEduevog,
MG ETPAANY 0LOUEVOS OUX €ig TOVG AYQOLROTTU<Q>QWV<E>{0UG NneLy, 1] oUx AV ddrvetoBal. épod 08
Yy wELo0évTog of T dAhol Tod AheEGvdgou xatéyvmoay 6 T AdLavog xal 6 Anuftolog, £x0dg del
daxetpevor mOg TV drhovewiov adtod, mOaviyv dpoguiy elxov Emtufoat 6podode.
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As in the other instances of abrupt departure that I have quoted, Galen quits the
competition with some verb of departure accompanied by a participial form of
ratohelmw. As in other cases, the departure is also followed by a final word meant both
to explain his absence and to force a victory by his own decree. Unlike his account of the
cases of the Erasistratean and Asclepiadeans, Galen figures himself as victorious. He
underwrites his own verdict with the acclaim of the audience, which he takes pains to
describe in the following paragraph.

Galen tells us that a host of luminaries at Rome were present at this display of the
animal phonation. It was organized by Flavius Boethus, the ex-consul and later governor
of Syria Palestina. Galen also reports that Alexander of Damascus was present along with
Demetrius of Alexandria and Adrian of Tyre, which shows that the variety of attendees
ranged from known orators, to philosophers both named and unnamed, and finally to
ultra-elite Roman citizens.?*>

In Galen's narrative, the materials were prepared and the audience already
gathered. These two points would have been no mean feat, as displays of this sort could
last for days and involved the procurement of various animals, assistants, and the

presence of an audience.??® So, when Galen reacts to Alexander's initial question by

295 On Adrian of Tyre and Demetrius of Alexandria, see Nutton (1975: 190-1 n. 96,16 and 96,17)

296 In fact, Galen stresses the duration of the experiment in just this passage at Praen. XIV 629, ywouévng
0¢& mheloow Nuéoais tijs ovvovaiog ral delEovtog ¢uod TV uev eiomvony yiveoBar dtooteMhopuévou
100 Odeaxog, TV 8¢ éxmtvoliv ovotelhopévov, delEavtog 88 ol Tovg udg, V' MV Te diaoTélhovtal
210l QOGS TOVTO YE TA €lg AVTOVG RATEGYNUEVO VEDQO, TNV EXPUOLY €x TOD vorTiaiov puehoD

ooV peva nal o¢ PV dPiaotog EEm Gpoed ToD mvetuatog exmvony daypopov égydloito, Praiov o'
glval TV £T6QaV aOTAS YLVOREVNY peTd Yopou, 1y Exdphonow dvopdlopev:
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abandoning the demonstration, the wager he makes is high. As though to reinforce both
the stakes and the fact that he had correctly assessed the rules of engagement, Galen not
only takes great pains to detail the elite audience present at the demonstration but also

narrates at some length the reaction of the intellectuals present,

And after I left, the others reprimanded Alexander; and Adrian and

Demetrios, invariably ill-disposed toward his excessive love of argument

(meog TV Prhovewiav), had a credible pretext to rebuke him

vehemently. And when this was made known to all of the scholars (toig

PLhordyoL), so many as were in the city of Rome at the time, and to

Severus, Paulus, and Barbarus, they all rebuked him vehemently and

demanded that the anatomical demonstrations take place with them

present, once they had gathered together everyone else however so many

were well known in medicine and philosophy .27
This passage finishes Galen's account of the competitive context of the procedure. What
follows is a brief and decontextualized account of the procedure itself, without many
anatomical details. The agonistic details of this passage, however, are rich. Not only does
Galen position himself as an authority on the rules of the contest by referring to the
conditions under which he agreed to the competition in the first place, but he also
includes the opinions of two well-known orators, Adrian and Demetrios, as guarantees
that the wager he made when departing was a winning bet. In passing, Galen also

mentions one of the key phrases that indicates his competitor is acting in bad faith,

philoneikia. He further authorizes his victory on rules of engagement, by acclaim, when

297 Praen. XIV 629, ¢nel 8¢ nai toig Pprholdyolg ooy, ool xatd Ty 1OV Popaiov molv noav,
&yvio0n TodTo %ol T SePoe %ol Td oo %ol Td Bagfdom, mdvieg ovv 6poddg émetiunoay
QUTQ nal TOUQOVTWY £0VTAV NElwoav yevésOal Tag avatouds, aBgoloavteg eig <T>a0TO TOVUG
dAhovg dmavtag, 660l #oTA TV LTEWAY TE %al Pprthocodiay oav Evoogot.

150



he reports the reactions of increasingly wide circles of audience, the scholars (tolg
PLhordyolg) who hear of the event. This report not only adds another level of approval
for his departure but also cleverly does double duty: it shows that Galen's victory had
become even more public on a local level and in reporting it to his reading audience it
manages to reinforce his victory and widen its audience. This last effect is undercored by
the final mention of named elite Romans: Severus, Paulus, and Barbarus.

The episode closes with the widest possible circle of acclamation, all those
engaged with philosophy and medicine who have been brought to a repeat anatomical
performance. By the end of the passage, Alexander's loss is so great that Galen's suite of
vocal demonstrations resumes, Alexander himself fades into the background, and with his
disappearance and the cessation of the intellectual contest, Galen's language becomes
largely unmarked again. That is, references to an audience, additional spatio-temporal
linguistic markers such as adverbs, and even a spatio-temporal descriptive context no
longer drive Galen's prose outside of an agonistic narrative. To expand on what I mean
by marked and unmarked language, let us turn to Galen's account of the intercostal nerve

demonstration in AA, where both types of account appear side by side.

GALEN'S NARRATIVE STYLE

Galen's frequent authorial self-reference and tone, either as a consequence of his

polemic or as a factor contributing to it, have been a common focus of scholarship that
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discusses features of Galen's narrative style.?”® More often than not these discussions
amount to aesthetic criticisms of either Galen's character or the character of his prose.
That Galen is excessively verbose, digressive, (ant)agonistic, self-involved, and so on.
For example, Sabine Vogt writes, "Galen in his pharmacological works... shows off his
own experiences of drugs during his career (sometimes in a rather anecdotal and
frequently tediously self-praising manner)" (Vogt 2008: 316). Nigel Wilson, in the
introduction to his translation of Photius' Bibliotheca agrees with Photius' damning
estimation of Galen's style and character, "This is an accurate estimation of an author
who took great trouble to write accurately and yet offends every modern reader by his
loquacious and opinionated manner" (Wilson 1994: 16). Vivian Nutton in his paper on
Galen's style in MM writes,

Reading the first books of the Method of healing, one is constantly

reminded of the polemical prefaces of A.E. Housman, which, he said,

found purchasers among the unlearned who had heard that Manilius, I,

contained a scurrilous preface and hoped to extract from it a low

enjoyment. But, however much one might admire Galen's rhetorical skills,

which at their worst enliven the Fachprosa of his technical arguments, it

must be admitted that they do not immediately enhance his stature as a

doctor or as a man, and that at times they only serve to complicate an

already complex issue.?%?
In the same paper, Nutton refers to Galen's style in MM as a "rhetoric of hate" and even

entertains the notion that "the greater tranquility that old age brings along with

forgetfulness" (Nutton 1991: 14) may explain the abatement of Galen's polemic style

298 See, e.g., Petit (2012); Nutton (2012); (2009); Nutton (1991: 9-25) discusses Galen's style in MM
Nutton (1979: 59-63) offers a discussion of Galen's Greek style in Praen.. Although its title suggests
otherwise, Mattern (2008) does not discuss Galen's narrative style in detail. Her discussion of Galen's use
of the first person, for example, is limited to pgs. 138-40.
299 Nutton (1991: 14)
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after the first book.3% This is not to say that Galen's writing is not frequently polemic, a
claim which is patently false. Rather, it is to highlight the effect that polemic prose can
have on a range of scholars, who go so far as to associate these features of Galen's prose
with Galen's person and allow their aesthetic judgments to slide into ethical ones. So, for
example, Nutton (1991: 21) moves from Galen's rhetoric to Galen's person, saying
"Egocentric, bombastic and self-assertive he may have been, but, to my mind he was no
fool."

The reason for this list of complaints about the aesthetic quality of Galen's prose
or the quality of Galen's character is to observe the distracting effect that scholarly taste
can have on discussions of Galen's prose.’! Historically, these sorts of comments
represent the primary attentions paid to Galen's narrative style. And, even as some
scholars such as Nutton have carefully and fruitfully considered stylistic aspects of
Galen's prose, these observations serve to confirm entrenched views of Galen's character
or the character of his prose.

To take a recent example, Nutton (2009) attempts to give a measured sense of
how frequently Galen overtly inserts himself as an author into his texts by tallying the
number of self-references in one of Galen's less known and only very recently edited
works, De motibus dubiis (DMD). These statistics are then compared with two of Galen's
near contemporaries, Rufus of Ephesus and Aretaeus. Nutton concludes that his brief

survey "strikingly confirms Galen's egocentricity (2009: 61)" and then evaluates this

300 For 'rthetoric of hate', see Nutton (1991: 15)
301 Some of these references are taken from Petit (2012: 52-3 n. 10).

153



conclusion by adding "[t]hat Galen was egocentric is nothing new, although these brief
statistics do indicate more precisely the extent of that Galenic failing (2009: 62)." But,
Nutton's interest in what these data may reveal about Galen's character, itself a
questionable enterprise, obscures what aid the structure of Galen's prose may offer to the
reader.

To offer another example, Nutton quotes a passage from Niccolo da Reggio's
Latin translation of DMD to emphasize how Galen's "polemical character stands out here
even in a text that is avowedly a contribution to a shared problem (2009: 60)." Nutton's
analysis of this passage, which is included below, far more usefully describes the tools
with which Galen effects an argument, his argumentative strategy than it points to the
questionable or at least irritating character of the argument's author.

'Problematical' is what those concerned with anatomy call certain

movements in living creatures where we see clearly that a movement is

occurring, but either we fail totally to know the part of the body by which

it is produced, or, if we know, we have no idea how it takes place. The

first question to ask about movements that are absolutely clear is whether

they are actions of, or effects on, particular parts. I call 'actions' whatever

movements are said to be and are operative and effective, and 'effects'

those produced by them on other parts.30?
Nutton highlights Galen's progression from (1) the generic third person plural, vocant, in

the first line to (2) the first person plurals, videmus, nescimus, and ignoramus that follow

and finally to (3) the emphatic first person singular voco autem. Although he observes

302 DMD 1.1-3, <D>ubios motus vocant qui vacant circa anathomiam in quibus quoniam quidem est in
animalibus motus evidenter videmus, sed vel omnino nescimus {vel} a qua parte fit, vel hoc scientes
ignoramus quomodo fit. Prima igitur inquisitio in motibus qui evidenter apparent est utrum sint actiones
musculorum aut fiant secundum passionem. Voco autem actiones quidem quicumque motus operativi et
effectivi dicuntur...
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that this emphasis on the first person singular is to be expected in a passage that lays out a
stipulative terminological point, he also concludes that this pivot to the first person
singular in Galen often effects "the impression of an unchallengeable authority. What
Galen says must be right, in part because he is Galen, the T (2009: 60-1)." The
progression that Nutton observes in this passage should be familiar to readers of AA,
where Galen often makes just this sort of move from a descriptive terminological claim to
a stipulative and, in some cases, normative terminological claim .39

Recently, scholars such as Caroline Petit have begun discussing stylistic features
of Galen's texts more frequently, for their own sake and as an outgrowth of writing habits
in the late Roman Empire without the attendant aesthetic and ethical judgments found in

earlier scholarship.304

303 Galen was sufficiently concerned with systematizing language, especially anatomical language, that he
wrote an entire treatise on the subject, De dissentione anatomica, which is lost. Cf. AA 11 278, 283-85, 422,
600 (where Galen explains that the names for the pulmonary artery and vein should reflect function. And
so, the artery is called so because it contains pneuma while the vein is called so because of its own
function), IX. 9.9-10.12. See also AA II 235-243 details Galen's approach to medical terminology. In this
chapter, he mentions different ways in which previous anatomists had understood anatomical structures,
such as what constituted a single muscle. Differences on how to distinguish one muscle from another give
rise to different numbers of muscles and tendons (tendons and muscles are themselves not always distinct
in Galen's work). And so, disputes on the number of muscles can sometimes be seen largely as
terminological disputes. After detailing the methods by which other anatomists come to their muscular
taxonomies, Galen endorses a muscular taxonomy based on function rather than placement at AA II 242:
The most precise teaching holds these views. It is not at all necessary to criticize those who teach
differently, whenever they depart from this teaching a little bit. On the contrary, it is better to do the
opposite, whenever we investigate something written by many reputable men, not deviating from the
correct teaching by much, to make use of it at first for the sake of not confusing listeners while making a
pretense of genuine disagreement. (1] u&v ovv dxoBecTdT Sidaonaiio TobTOUE EYEL TOVS OROTOVG.
oV WV €YROAELY YE X0 TOlS £TéQmg OLdAoROVOLY, OTAV OAYOV QUTH|G QITOLEITOVTAL. TOUVAVTIOV
vaQ GUELVOV TTQATTELY €0TLV, EMELOAY VIO TOAADV AvOQQDV EVOOEWV eVQMUEV TL YEYQOUUEVOV, OV
TOAV TG AloTNG AmoAeLTOpEVOV ddaoKaAlaS, X ENOACHAL HAKREIVD TNV TEOTNV, EvEra TOD U
ToQdEaL Toug dxrovoviag, eig paviaciav dyovrag diapwviag.)

304 A, for example, dominates earlier work on the so-called Second Sophistic. I have in mind, for example,
Bowersock's famous Greek Sophists in the Roman Empire, which contains such anachronistic gems about
writing and writers of the late imperial period generally as, (Bowersock (1969: 1), "The quality of the
second-century works we possess (and they are many) is not high: they are often over-elaborated
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DISCOURSE TYPES AS A HEURISTIC FRAMEWORK FOR GALEN'S STYLE

Petit (2012) uses the work of Caroline Kroon and David Langslow on discourse
and discourse particles to interpret Galen's narrative style and what it can reveal about his
rhetorical strategies.35 She borrows a set of discursive distinctions from Kroon that,
taken together, form a discourse type (e.g., monologue, dialogue, and polylogue).3°¢ This
set of distinctions runs along two axes, a so-called monologal-dialogal axis and a
monological-dialogical axis. The two axes can be seen as distinguishing between
discourse on a wide and narrow narrative scope, respectively. The first parameter in each
pair describes the number of speakers with "full structural and topical control" of the
narrative. Most ancient Greco-Roman medical texts are monologal. Briefly, this category
can, for our purposes, be reduced to the basic distinction between monologue and
dialogue. That is to say, this axis distinguishes between speakers on a wide or global
scope in a text. The second parameter in each pair, however, describes the speaker or
speakers on a narrow or local scope in a text. So, for example, interlocutors that Galen
summons up in a personal anecdote in the larger context of a monologal work represent

dialogical moves. Kroon introduces a further distinction in the case of texts that are both

productions on unreal, unimportant, or traditional themes. Such works were rhetorical showpieces, whose
authors, highly trained in oral presentation, were showmen. Yet this fact does not preclude composition for
important persons and occasions. The authors were themselves important men." So also, on Galen himself,
Bowersock (1969: 74-5), "The prestige of Galen in educated Graeco-Roman society of the second century
was symptomatic... The second century was an age of hypersensitivity in literature and bodily care; the
joint efflorescence of an Aristides, a Galen, and a Herodes Atticus was not accidental. By an explicable and
almost inevitable evolution the Second Sophistic brought with it a tendency to hypochondria which seems
to mirror the excessive refinements of its rhetoric... In the midst of that glorious era [the Antonine period]
there was a real illness, but Galen could do nothing about it. Unknowingly, he too suffered from it."

305 Cf. Kroon (1995) and Langslow (2000)

306 For these distinctions between discourse types, see Kroon (1995: 109-15). Petit (2012: 58-65) uses
these distinctions to discuss Galen's construction or figuring of fictional addressees generally.
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monologal and monological. In cases where an author does not explicitly introduce a
distinct speaker into the text but reports another's speech, or refers to the "communicative
frame" in the narrative, or writes as though to an interlocutor but without responsion, she
refers to this discourse as diaphonic.307

Discourse markers, of the sort that Kroon investigates in Latin, occur frequently
in Galen's Greek. Caroline Petit, who is interested in Galen's narrative style more
generally, sees the frequency of markers such as these as part and parcel of rhetorical
habits in second century intellectual authors, citing parallels between Galen and Latin
authors self-identifying as sophistic such as Apuleius and Aulus Gellius.3%® That is,
barring a narrative of decline or the notion of cultural illness such as one finds in
Bowersock (1969), it is clear that Galen's egoistic presence, his agonistic prose, and other
such habits of his writing can be read in part as features common to literature of his time
rather than just as reflections of his own or his culture's character, to the extent that this
latter notion is even helpful. This is not to say that Galen and his prose are reducible to an
assortment of literary features common to authors of the second century. Petit is quick to

point out, there is a need for caution in assessing the difference between Galen's prose

307 For Kroon's discussion of these discourse categories as heuristic tools, see Kroon (1995) ch. 5
generally.

308 See Petit (2012: 51), Quelques siécles plus tard, la culture impériale et le mouvement de la << Seconde
Sophistique >> ont rendu 1'habilité oratoire plus cruciale que jamais, pour les savants en général et donc les
médicins: seule une solide formation rhétorique et philosophique permet de donner des conférences
publiques a la maniére des sophistes, de répondre aux objections soulevées par des confréres ou bien a
d'autres accusations publiques, parfois graves, comme l'accusation de magie et de divination. Galien lui-
méme exprime ses craintes répétées de passer pour un mage, et raconte l'infortune de son maitre Quintus,
conrait de quitter Rome, sur la foi d'une accusation de ce genre. On trouve des cas paralleles rapportés par
d'autres auteurs de cette époque, comme Apulée et Aulu-Gelle. Le contexte intellectuel agonistique dans
lequel évoluent les médecins comme Galien a Rome détermine donc en partie I'écriture, et méme plus
largement I'expression médicale de cette époque.
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and the prose of contemporary medical authors. She cites Sextus Empiricus' agonistic and
dialogic prose in Adversus Mathematicos as a point of comparison. On the other hand,
she observes that Soranus, Rufus of Ephesus, and the authors of Pseudo-Galenica all
write prose that is fairly distinct from Galen's own.3® Petit conjectures that these
similarities may have to do with 'la prétention au discours philosophique de Galien, que
l'on peut soupconner d'un mimétisme (Petit 2012: 69)."

Kroon, in the larger context of a discussion on so-called discourse particles in
Latin, details a list of markers for diaphonic discourse, that is conversational features of
an otherwise monologal-monological narrative. These include, a) first and second person
verbs or pronouns, b) a shift in the default tense of the narrative, usually from past to
present, c) metadiscursive expressions (i.e., expressions that do not or do not just report
ideas but whose use affects interaction with the reader, such as Galen's frequent second
person use of verbs of seeing and knowing directed at the reader as questions or
instructions), d) expressions of subjective evaluation (e.g., explicit authorial opinion,
belief, feeling, etc.), e) the intrusion of questions or instructions that assume an addressee
in or outside the local context of the narrative, and f) extraclausular interactional elements
such as interjections. This list of markers effects a conversational interaction with the
reader of the text. And, a reader of Galen will quickly spot that all of these markers are

quite common throughout Galen's work 310

309 Petit (2012: 69)
310 Kroon (1995: 114-5), on which Petit (2012: 59-61) elaborates with references to specific Galenic usage
and texts.
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DISCOURSE MARKERS IN DE ANATOMICIS ADMINISTRATIONIBUS

Chapter four focuses on the text of AA at greater length, with the aim of using
some of the observations regarding discourse markers and diaphonic breaks in Galen's
narrative as heuristic tools for interpreting some puzzles in anatomical episodes, in
particular Galen's narratives on elephantine dissection. But, before turning to those, it is
worthwhile to set the stage for them by discussing other episodes in AA. Although I will
begin with a set of general comments, this discussion will largely be limited to those
episodes that occur in book VII of AA, which have as a unifying theme an anti-
Erasistratean argument.

To pick up on some of Kroon's general indicators of conversational or diaphonic
indicators in otherwise monologal-monological narratives, AA, like most of the rest of
Galen's work, is rife with first person pronouns and verbs. In addition, however, the
overall narrative of AA progresses with repeat reference to unnamed second person
singular and plural addressees. The treatise begins with an explanation of the
circumstances surrounding its own composition, a prefatory move that is not uncommon
in Galen's work, especially in the treatises associated with Flavius Boethus, AA, UP, and
Praen 3! In these opening lines, Galen mentions Boethus as dedicatee. It should not be
assumed that he be identified with the unnamed second person singular addressee (AA II
215-6). In addition, he details the somewhat complicated history of AA's composition in

at least two stages: first, two books of anatomical demonstrations written as memoranda

311 For the circumstances surrounding composition, especially tropes in Galen such as composition at
friends' behest, see Petit (2012).
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(hypomnémata) for Boethus on his assumption of the governorship of Syria Palestina in
165 CE. These memoranda, Galen writes, were not intended for wider circulation as is
the general conceit with Galen's hypomnémata. Boethus dies in about 169 CE and, at his
death, Galen reports that this first iteration of AA is lost. Second, at the behest of friends,
a motive for composition common in Galen's work and perhaps to be read as a captatio
benevolentiae directed at the reader as well, Galen recomposes and expands the original
treatise that is now prepared for wider circulation and includes all that Galen has learned
since it was originally written. This second version is to be dated at around 177 CE.
Besides the unusual degree of control that this preface exhibits over the production and
dissemination of the work, itself a feature that repeats itself in Galen's work, it is notable
for its meta-discursive close,>!'? which introduces the first, emphatic, second person
address in the treatise doing so in an abrupt shift from a series of past tense verbs to a
present imperative, "but the anatomical demonstrations I wrote for Boethus, then, fall far

short of those which have been written by me now, not only in their clarity (ca¢pnveia)

312 80, for example, consider both of Galen's autobibliographical works, Lib.Prop. and Ord.Lib.Prop.. The
works themselves are unique as examples of regulation and authorization of one's own written work. For a
particularly vivid anecdote that underscores Galen's acute interest in the authentication of his corpus as his
own, see Lib.Prop. XIX. 8-10, in which Galen discusses an episode near the bookshops of the Sandalarium
in Rome, where Galen happens upon two readers debating the authenticity of a book they have in hand,
allegedly authored by Galen. One of the two readers, upon inspecting the treatise, declares that it is a fraud
on the basis of its un-Galenic title and language. Before digressing into one of his diatribes against the near
illiteracy and general intellectual and ethical failures of his contemporaries, Galen praises the man for his
education and offers up this experience as justification for writing an autobibliography. The anecdote is
quite rich, as it not only allows Galen to announce his own literary reputation (after all, his Greek is so
well-known that it can be recognized by the right sort of reader), but also his general reputation in that
counterfeit treatises are penned in his name. Cf. Galen's rejection of the vascular anatomy in Nat.Hom., in
HNH where he speculates that the counterfeit pages were inserted into the text of Nat.Hom. in an effort to
make more money from its sale to a Hellenistic king, effectively figuring himself and Hippocrates in the
same terms.
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but also in their precision (axQpeiqt). And now (xoal Tolvvv 1j0n) attend (meooeye) to
me as I begin my work (to0 Adyov)."313

Immediately following his prefatory remarks and injunction of the reader to
attend to the start of his work, Galen deploys an extended simile of the body as an
edifice, "As so-called tent poles are to stages and as walls are to homes, so is existence of
bones in animals. For the other things are naturally disposed to take their shape from it
and to change along with it."3!4 This simile is reminiscent of Aristotle's many artefactual
examples of the body and nature and sets the stage for an analogy between the goal-
oriented structure of artificially made tools and the goal-oriented structure that Galen is
committed to in his strongly teleological view of the natural world.

This opening is followed by Galen's advice to the reader on how best to study
human anatomy, starting with his own earlier isagogic osteological treatise, De ossibus
ad tirones (Oss.). Galen's reference to his isagogic work, however, bears with it an
injunction that pervades the rest of AA: anatomy cannot be learned from books alone. It

must be practiced assiduously. And, those who fail do to so are no better than iatrologoi

313 AAT1 218, 16T YOOV £m0iNo0. %ol TAG AvoTOrAS EyyeleNoelg T Bon0®, mohd Tdvde Tdv vov
KoL YQOPNOOUEVIV ATOAELTTOPEVAS, OV oadnvelg LOVOV, AAAA nal dxolBeiq. ol Tolvuv 1101 Lot
mpboeye TOV VOV GoYopEVm ToD AOYov. One also notes Galen's use of «ail Tolvuv 1101, a relatively rare
cluster of words outside of Galen and particularly Attic in its provenance. toivvv itself is usually found in
Attic prose, see Denniston (1950: 568-9) and, in particular 569: "totvuv is, then, essentially an Attic, and
colloquial, particle. Being conversational and lively, it is absent from the Timaeus, and in Plato, speaking
generally, it is much commoner in dialogue than in continuous speech: in about half the Platonic instances
it goes with imperative or hortative subjunctive." For zal Totvuv, see Denniston (1950: 578), where the
instances cited by Denniston are primarily found in Plato, Xenophon, and Aristophanes. That is to say, this
particular word cluster, followed by an imperative, is very careful Atticism in addition to being an example
of diaphonic indicators as outlined by Kroon.

314 AA 11 218-9, Omoidv TL Taig oxMVvaic ol #oholuevoL xbpaxés eiowy, nal Talg oixioug oi Tolyot,
ToloDToV €V Toig Ldolg 1] ye Thv 60TV ovoia. cuveEopototobar yao avTf) tdAha ol
ovppetafdilecOon TEPunev.
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or iatrosophistai, physicians in name alone.?!> The opening, along with this injunction,
occasions comment on one of the most notable narrative features of AA, Galen's emphatic
use of the second person. Consider a non-systematic sample from the first chapter of AA
in which Galen begins his actual discussion of anatomical demonstrations, beginning at
AA 11 243. Here, Galen writes "now is the right time (xowp0g 1{01) to explain how it is
necessary to proceed both if one wishes to train oneself and if one wishes to make a
demonstration (dewxvivta) for someone else, as I have demonstrated (émoeiEavtag)

earlier the common mistake of all those who claim to be anatomists..." 316

CLOSE READING OF AA 11 243-53

In this chapter on the muscles of the forearm, which runs from AA II 243-53 and
is not stylistically unusual in relation to AA generally, Galen uses the following second
person verbs or pronouns. At 244: el on the ligaments the reader will see; 245: oot on
what nomenclature one can use; 246: téuverv €0éhoig on the order in which parts are
dissected; 247: gadiwg €pydon on stripping fibers away with your fingers or a lancet,
then »QvtodBa pdhota mpodoexe M €Qyw... €veotl cou Ourtnyv Eyyelponowv
mowoacBou on attending to the procedure at hand and on the procedural options open to

the reader, ovvadarpnoelg and dohing as the options themselves; 248: dmoywoiong...

315 Cf. AA1X.10.12, where Galen writes of this sort of armchair physician: "Whoever does not know this
[the pairs of cranial nerves] is, as the proverbial expression goes, like a seaman who navigates out of a
book. Thus he reads the books on anatomy, but he omits inspecting with his own eyes in the animal body
the several things about which he is reading (trans. Duckworth)."

316 AA T1 243 "Omog &' £yyeloelv %01 YuuvaLeobal te Bovddpuevov aiTov, ETéop Te devivia,
2aQOG 110N Aéyewy, EmdelEavtag TEOTEQOV ATATNV XOWVTV TOUTOMMOV AVATOMADV EIVOL
TIQOCTIOLOVUEVIV...
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mel® instructing the reader on what to do when removing skin from fascia, Oedon ta
ayyelo noi T vedoa instructing the reader on the vessels and nerves that will be seen
during dissection of the forearm and indicating how best to deal with attendant structures
¢Ealpnoelg; 249: nal oov nohelv €Eeotv, g Ov €0éAnc and again £EeoTl...
mpoooaryopelEeLY on acceptable nomenclature, Oedion on what tendons the reader will see;
250: Bediom on the insertions or attachments that the reader will see in the muscles; 251:
natdoxepar instructing the reader to consider the palm carefully, dmmohing on what
happens when the reader destroys the nerve, opaheing... € ov TéUvels... GAMN...
amoteels on how the reader will botch the operation if cuts are not made carefully along
with the consequences of the mistake; 252: cagpéotegov &' v pdbolc... €l meQLTépoLg
on how the reader will learn the function of tendons by manipulating them, €yyelonoig
£€otw ool on the recommended procedure for best manipulating the tendons, Oyeu
instructing the reader on what tendons will be seen again; 253: ¢pavettor 0' dvatépvovti
oot on what will be manifest to the reader while conducting the dissection of the
ligaments of the forearm.

All told, there are twenty six instances of second person verbs or pronouns, all
here in the singular. Verbs involving vision, such as 6pdw, Oedopar, rotooroméw, and

even ¢paivopor are common constituting nearly 25% of the finite verbs in this passage.3!’

317 A few of these constructions also direct the reader on acceptable usage, as a variation of von Staden's
'nomenclative ego', which directs the reader on what Galen considers to be the range of correct medical
nomenclature. Galen's comments in this regard are typical of his stated opinions on language throughout
the corpus: terminology is unimportant for the most part, so long as it is clear and consistent. To this end,
standard Greek (as mediated through Galen, see Thras. V 868-9) is ideal except where certain dialects
make finer distinctions (e.g., Attic or koiné on occasion) or where technical language makes a distinction
with a difference (See MM X 44, Diff.Puls. VIII 496-7). Cf. Di.Dec.IX 788-9, "They [sc. some doctors]
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These verbs combine three of Kroon's categories a (first/second person), ¢ (meta-
discursive elements), and d (subjective evaluation).?!® The verbs manage not only to
address the reader but also to direct the reader's attention to, depending on one's view of
the practical uses of AA, either a real or imagined anatomical procedure. To the extent
that these verbs of seeing also tell the reader what will be seen, Galen is constructing
what is seen in addition to describing it. Finally, these second person addresses by
involving the reader in the procedure that Galen describes and, furthermore, by involving
the reader's perception situate the reader (and the reader's perceptions) in the imagined
anatomical demonstration.

Although she interprets Galen's second person engagement of the reader with
sensory language more radically, Maud Gleason makes a related observation to the one
above in passing. She writes about Galen's use of sensory language in the context of his

narrative in the following way,

wrangle about meaning although they don't know this following fact: that having abandoned medical
matters they are taking up research suitable for dialecticians, grammarians, or rhetoricians. It belongs to
dialectic to inquire about the correctness of names and of rhetoricians and grammarians to inquire if a name
is standard for Greeks. And some of the doctors do these things also although they understand dialectic,
grammar, and rhetoric as much as donkeys understand lyres." (git' £0{Covol el TOD oNUAVOUEVOU
panQd, Und' o td TOVTO YIVOOROVIES, G ATOYWETNOAVTES TOV LATQUMV TRAYUAT®V 1)
OLAAENTINOLG, 1] YQOUUATLROLG, 1] O1TOQOL TRETOVOAV ETAVALQODVTOL OHEPLY. OLOAEXTIROD PEV YOIQ
V7EQ dvopdtwv 6eBOTNTOC onoTElahaL, ONTOQWV OE %Al yoappaTin@v, el ohvnBeg toig "EAAnoL
ToUVOUA. %Ol TADTO TTOLODOLY EVIOL TOV LATQMV €l TOGODTOV 1) LAAERTIXAG, 1] YQOUUATLXAG, 1)
onroguriic ématovtec eic boov vol Mgac.)

Especially to be avoided are distinctions without a difference, as Galen is fond of accusing Stoics of
making. For Galen on nomenclature, see Morison (2008: 116-56 but especially 129). Galen is especially
concerned with nomenclature and precision in language on the whole, devoting a number of works (mostly
lost) to language use. On the subject of Stoic abuse of language, cf. PHP V 215-18, against Chrysippus'
etymological explanation of ego, which is a piece of characteristic Galenic abuse; cf., also PHP V 241-48,
where Galen accuses Chrysippus, Diogenes, and Zeno of Citium of equivocating by adopting obscure
rather than plain and therefore transparent Greek.

318 See Kroon (1995: 115)
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In fact Galen's insistent use of the second person (you see... you cut... you

find), combined with his way of walking the reader step by step through

various procedures, adds a virtual reality, a 'you-are-there' dimension, to

the experience of reading the text. This is a rhetoric of immediacy and

involvement, which invites the reader to imagine himself performing acts

of violence while simultaneously screening him from their messy

consequences. The ancient reader of Galen's Anatomical Procedures thus

received an affective education in the dispassionate use of physical

force...31?
Gleason's larger point in the article from which this quotation was drawn is that Galen's
anatomical demonstrations were, to offer a perhaps simplistic summation, an expression
of power that was an outgrowth of second century Roman anxiety with social relations in
a stable empire stabilized through the dominant power of the emperor.’?® Gleason's
tendency to read Galen's anatomical descriptions in terms of socio-political power
relations is outside the scope of this dissertation, which primarily concerns itself with
considering Galen's argumentative strategies and this chapter, which is concerned with
discussing performative features of Galen's language in AA as a prelude to a discussion of
the argumentative role of Galen's exotic animal dissections in chapter 4.

Throughout this chapter of AA, Galen's self-references are less common than his

explicit references to the reader. Furthermore, these references are of a piece. There are

319 Gleason (2009: 105)

320 E o., see Gleason (2009: 87), "Mapping status distinctions onto physical differences was problematic.
One might like to think that free men looked different from slaves, but the bodies of slaves and citizens
were simply not different enough to stabilise social categories. So, on the macro level, the metaphor by
which the body authorises the social hierarchy is always threatening to dissolve and, on the micro level, the
metaphor by which the unity of the individual body appears to guarantee integrity of personal identity is
also unstable. Writers of the Neronian era used images of the disintegrated body to deconstruct Imperial
ideology in the context of civil war, or to explore the paradoxes of personal identity and autonomy that
tormented aristocrats under Imperial rule. The intellectuals of Antonine Rome, who inhabited a more
orderly but increasingly stratified society, may have found the systematic violence of vivisection 'good to
think with' as regards social boundaries and central control."
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sixteen self-references, of which twelve are first person verbs or pronouns. These occur at
243: dmwg ovv MUAGS £yxelelv mooofxel, 244: DEQ OV uxEOv Votegov £oM
oadéoteQov, exatéQmwbev 08 TOV eloNUEVOV oUVOEoUWYV; 245: Ov E€Pnv duelvov
elvar Ti0eoOow Vo pdg, o elontal; 246: drohovdelv dvayxalopeda xai Mueig
gvexa tod un 8OEaL nawvotouelv, VEQ ov cadéoteQov Avefolouny €oetv; Epmv;
GoEbue0a; tg elmov; 248: Edpnv; Ve ov mEmov oL Aéymv; 250: elpntan 8¢ £v Toig
meQl TV d0TdV AOYoLS; g eipntal; 251: g eignton; 252: dg éumgoobev eipntal;
253: epl MV VoTeQOV £00.

Nearly all of these self-references are instances of what Heinrich von Staden calls
the ego dispositio, that is, self-reference as a tool for managing the direction and structure
of the overall narrative.3?! Repeatedly, in this chapter, Galen refers to how he will begin
speaking, what he has said earlier, what he will say later, why he is saying what he his
saying, that he is going to stop saying, and so on. These self-references, first person or
otherwise, call attention to Galen only in his aspect as anatomical guide. Further markers
of the sort that flag Koon's diaphonic discourse abound throughout AA.

For the most part, the conversational features of the text emphasize the reader and
the reader's experience of these anatomical procedures as directed by Galen's narrative.
To that end, AA is mostly devoid of situational context. That is, the default narrative lacks
any spatio-temporal context outside the anatomical part under discussion. Occasionally,

Galen widens the scope of his lens to include some performative advice, such as the ideal

321 On ego dispositio, see von Staden (1994: 110-11). Von Staden's article focuses exclusively on Celsus'
use of the first person but his observations are useful and have already seen use (e.g., Petit (2012).
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location in Rome for the purchase of ox heads, the places where the best iron for medical
instruments may be found, Norica incidentally, and so on. Frequently, Galen also refers
to his relationship with the reader, sometimes a distant one and sometimes an intimate
one. In the latter cases, Galen often refers to previous anatomical demonstrations which
Galen figures the reader as having witnessed.???> Similarly, Galen uses the second person
to evoke a shared past with the reader, frequently writing such things as, "as you know",
"as you have seen many times when x", and so on.

Overt polemics, which do occur occasionally in AA are frequently flagged by a
host of spatio-temporal markers, on the grammatical level by the prevalence of ara,
temporal adverbs, changes in tense, and the prominence of first person verbs in the past
tense that are clearly not the ego dispositio but are situated in some time and place. They
are, as the episodes that form the focus of chapter 4 will show, rich in circumstantial
details both on the aforementioned grammatical level but also on the broader level of
Galen's narrative. To take up the earlier lens metaphor, they are episodes taken with a
wider scope lens. They take place in Rome, in an alleyway, in the morning, yesterday,
some time ago. The audience comes into focus; attendees have names. Galen interacts
with them. And so on. In these narratives, which I will call personal anecdotes, there is
reason to doubt that the norms of assertion that seem to govern Galen's decontextualized

anatomical narratives apply. This consideration will be the focus of the following chapter.

322 For these instances as instances of meta-discursive features of Galen's narrative, see Petit (2012: 60)
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Chapter Four: Galen's Elephant, Anatomy Writ Large

In this chapter, I consider the argumentative role that exotic anatomical exegeses play in
Galen's work. In particular, I will focus on Galen's alleged dissection(s) of the elephant. I
take two episodes that figure prominently in the text of Galen's Anatomicis
Administrationibus (AA), first on the gallbladder and second on the so-called heart bone. I
also consider Galen's account of the elephantine trunk as an analogue to the human hand
in the self-titled Epode that closes his theoretical anatomical treatise De Usu Partium
(UP).

Historians of medicine have traditionally mined these episodes and episodes like
them for their anatomical accuracy, for what they can reveal about the socio-cultural
context of second century medical practice, and for the light that they can shed on the
medical debates that figure so prominently in Galen's description of medical sects in the
Roman period. I approach Galen's anatomical accounts of the elephant differently, asking
what argumentative role these episodes play in the local context of AA and then in a more
global context. I will attempt to show that, where it seems possible to verify whether or
not Galen actually conducted dissections or even passive examination of the internal
structure of the elephant, the evidence suggests Galen is likely working analogically from

oxen, as he does with neural anatomy.??® I will argue that Galen's extrapolating

323 Galen's anatomical accounts of the brain are thoroughly documented in Rocca (2003), where Rocca
shows that Galen's account of the famous retiform plexus (rete mirabile), which plays such a central role in
Galen's overall physiology, derives from necropsies performed on oxen. Of course, it is also well known
that a number of Galen's accounts of human anatomy are ultimately based on the anatomy of animals
commonly available to him (e.g., cows, oxen, pigs, sheep, the rhesus monkey, and the Barbary ape). For an
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anatomical information from other animals to the elephant provides him with an
argumentative tool whose purpose was to buttress his teleological claims at the same time
as it undercut rival theorists.

First, I will discuss the significance of the elephant as a powerful subject for
anatomical discussion from a technological perspective. That is, I will consider the
question: why the elephant? Second, I will discuss the elephant as a point of teleological
contention, focusing on Aristotle and the elephantine trunk. Finally, I will characterize
Galen's claims about both the elephant's gallbladder and its heart-bone as arguments

based on his teleological and encephalocentric beliefs rather than dissection and autopsy.

MAGNIFICATION AND THE ELEPHANT

In the later books of AA, preserved mostly in Arabic, Galen offers the reader an
ingenious solution to the problem of minute observation in the absence of magnificatory
technology,

[f]or we hold it best to investigate and to study the details that are difficult
to see in the bodies of large-sized animals, I mean in oxen, horses, asses,
mules and others like those. But even in the elephant, let alone any other
animal, we have never found arteries at the side of these veins [minute
veins, in particular the vein leading to the testicles] (trans. Duckworth).324

abbreviated list of some of Galen's anatomical claims that are not extrapolated to human beings accurately,
see May (1968: 42). For a brief account of Galen's use of non-human subjects and his extrapolation of their
anatomy to human beings, see Rocca (2003: 67-76).

324 AA X111.8 (Simon 1.214 = Duckworth (1962: 171)). This is Duckworth's translation from the Arabic
edition of the 9th century medical scholar and translator Hunain ibn Ishaq, which was itself based on his
corrected edition of an earlier Syriac translation. The Arabic text survives in two manuscripts alone
(Oxford, Bodleian MS. 158 and London, British Library, Additional Manuscript MS. 23406). These were
edited in the very early 20th century by Simon along with a German translation. The translation above is
taken from Duckworth's 1962 translation of Simon's Arabic text. For the principles of Duckworth's
translation as well as the manuscript tradition, see Duckworth (1962:xiii-xvii).
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In lieu of a device that magnifies anatomical structures, Galen resorted to observations of
minute structures in larger creatures to infer structures he believed to be analogous in
smaller creatures, such as human beings. So, he says in the later books of AA,

[w]e must then try to learn the conformation of that which is hard to

observe in any one type of animal, whichever this may be, in other

animals where that can be found and thoroughly investigated, I mean those
animals in which such details are in their nature larger and more massive

than those which in this [smaller] type are hard to see (Trans.

Duckworth).325
Of course, Galen assumes that the structures in the larger creatures are analogous to the
structures in human beings but this method and its pitfalls are well known and at least
implicitly apparent to Galen himself.

In the context immediately following this quotation, Galen offers his approach to
the first cervical vertebra in human beings as an illustration of this point. In human beings
and apes, he says, the first and second cervical vertebrae are too small to observe well
directly. In larger animals, generally larger carnivores, the first and second vertebrae are
very large and allow for adequate direct observation, from which Galen believes the
structure of these vertebrae in smaller mammals can be inferred. But he justifies this
inferential move on the grounds that "the structure of the bodies of animals... resembles
the structure of the human body in some degree (AA XV.2, p. 227)." In very small
animals, such as insects, Galen cites the sensory organs in the head and their relative

position in all animals, the thorax, some means of locomotion, and the presence of a

system for the evacuation of waste as examples of structures that one can assume across

325 AAXV 2,p. 228
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kinds. Each of these anatomical similarities is explainable in terms of Galen's more
general anatomical commitments. Certain items on the list had been defined as essential
for animals since Aristotle. So, for example, all animals must digest nutriment and
evacuate waste. In addition, animals must be locomotive. Galen's acceptance of these two
Aristotelian characteristics of animals explains their inclusion in this list.

Galen's list includes the sensory organs in the head as well as the thorax. Each of
these has special significance in his anatomical worldview. The sensory organs are wired
to the hégemonikon, which Galen normally places in the head. This faculty or organ (the
brain), 326 of course, occupies a tremendous amount of Galen's time and energy
throughout the corpus. The thorax, on the other hand, is involved in respiration and
contains the respiratory organs. The heart is, for Galen, itself a respiratory organ. Both
the heart and the brain are central to Galen's encephalocentrism and his physiology.

Even so, Galen does not always restrict himself to these structural analogies. For
example, Galen implies that gallbladders exist across some kinds for reasons
teleologically associated with the liver and his humoral theory but he is not committed to
the existence of gallbladders across all animal kinds possessing livers and a full
complement of humors. Human beings, elephants, and in a sense simians all have a tool-
using appendage but it is unclear why, to Galen, all of these do while otherwise similar

kinds do not. Some more, however, can be said about Galen's general criteria for

326 Galen sometimes refers to the brain when discussing the hégemonikon and vice versa, presumably by
metonymy.

171



analogical similarities across kinds. But it is often difficult to have a clear sense of what
strict criteria he had, if he had them, for analogical similarities between animal kinds.3?’

Indicative of Galen's sensitivity to the danger of analogy, even if his sensitivity
was sometimes insufficient and his analogical reasoning misapplied, are his comments on
direct observation versus analogical reasoning. They reveal that he strongly privileged
direct observation, at least in principle, over analogical arguments in anatomy. So, for
example, he adds in the later books of AA,

[n]evertheless it is not here my purpose to derive the knowledge of the

nature of the things which I wish to understand from analogy; for this is

not the aim of anatomy. Rather I am simply trying to give an account of

those things which manifest themselves to the eyesight (Trans.

Duckworth) 328
There is a clear tension between Galen's commitment to analogical reasoning as a
heuristic tool and his commitment to direct empirical observation. Given that the remarks
on human anatomy found in AA are largely if not wholly based on anatomical
information about human beings derived analogically, it is difficult to make sense of
Galen's claim regarding direct observation above. In light of the focus of this chapter,
which involves Galen's use of analogy extensively, this claim about analogy across kinds
requires some elaboration.

For Galen, not all animal kinds are structurally intersubstitutable. For example,

Galen advises the reader of AA to study the skeletal structure of human subjects if at all

327 On ancient criteria for analogous structures across kinds, although in regard to taxonomy more than
regarding analogical reasoning, see Lloyd (1983) ch.1.
3 AATIXT,p4
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possible and, failing that, of apes most like human beings. He cautions the reader to avoid
apes with elongated jaws and canines.’?® He adds that the reader should, in the absence of
apes choose other animals on the basis of their external similarity to human beings.33°
These animals and their differences to human beings are fleshed out at AA II 547-8,
where Galen divides the animals analogous to human beings into six classes, which
decline in the grammatical sense from man as the default form. These are, in progressive
difference from humans, apes (siBnxot), bears (doxtoL), carnivores (x0QYAQOdOVI),
rodents (udg), single-hooved animals (povovuyoa), and finally ruminants
(umovrdlovta).33! Galen adds that this schema was anticipated by his anatomical
predecessors, who insisted that subjects of dissection should be close to man in nature
(atol yeyoddaoly, en éxelvwv £EetdlecBol TV COwv, doa p) moll dieotOoav
avBpwmwv €xel TNV ¢Uowv). To what ancients is Galen referring and what is the nature
of these six classes?

Aristotle is a possible and perhaps probable candidate for this reference. In
Aristotle's own classificatory system of so-called blooded viviparous animals, which

overlap with mammals as a class, he divides viviparous animals (Cwotoxodvta) into

329 See, AA 1 222, #xheEou 02 gig TODTO TOV TOHHWV TOVS OPOLOTETOUS GvOQMITY. ToloDTOL &' EloiY,
OV o0' ai yévueg moopnuelg, 000’ ol #uvodovteg dvopalopevor peydlot.

330 See, AA 11227

331 Also, cf. AA II 429-31, which contains a slightly different list along with a possible textual crux. Singer
(1956: n. 83) expresses some unease with rendering A0yxeg as lynxes. Indeed, it seems out of place in this
passage as one might expect lynxes to belong to the class of carnivores. Then again, if the argument above
regarding Galen's point in articulating the class of polydactyls, as he has, is true the presence of the lynx in
this passage may reflect Galen's lack of interest in anything more than distinguishing human beings from
apes and apes from other polydactyls This is the Greek that contains the reference at AA I 430, dmdvtwv
Y@ Thv Lowv 6 dvBommog Exel foayuTdtny TV YEVLY OS 100G mv avaroyiov OnhovotL ToD
TOVTOG 0DPATOG, £10' £ERS AvOQmmp mON®og, eita AMbyxreg, xai odTvoOoL, ®{meld' £EfG xuvorépatot.
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three rough subclasses: four-limbed (tetodmoda), no-limbed, and flying creatures.332
Aristotle articulates four-limbed creatures, among which human beings are found, into
three further subcategories by the number of their digits. These are polydactyls
(olvoyLo1), cloven-hooved animals roughly corresponding to ruminants (dtydAa), and
single hooved or single toed animals (Lo vuya).

The members of polydactyls includes human beings, apes, and other carnivores.
The relevant observation here, however, is the importance of limbs and digits to
Aristotle's overall schema; and, by extension, the importance of limbs and digits to the
axes along which Galen may determine analogical relationships between kinds. The
importance of the hand and its fingers will be emphasized later when this chapter
discusses the significance of the elephant and its trunk in Galen's corpus. So, there is
good reason to suppose that Galen might have an interest in coopting a taxonomy so
congenial to him. But Galen's system is not identical to Aristotle's.

The main point of difference lies in Galen's elaboration of Aristotle's polydactyls
into five sometimes inconsistent subcategories:333 humans, apes, bears, carnivores, and
rodents. The inconsistency in his accounts of these subcategories relative to Aristotle's
own taxonomy is perhaps explain by Galen's interest in subdividing polydactyls in the
first place: separating humans and apes from one another. Although Aristotle's

taxonomical methods sometimes suggest that human beings are the default class from

332 For a very useful chart that lays out these classes in a single place, see Manuli and Vegetti (1977). For
Aristotle's taxonomical principles, see Lloyd (1983) ch.1. Lloyd does not mention difference in digits as a
taxonomical criterion in Aristotle's corpus but does go into some detail about Aristotle's methods more
generally.
333 ¢f. AAT1 429-31, which omits rodents and bears replacing them with the lynx and other apes.
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which other animals deviate, in Galen's work the notion of human beings as an ideal class
is far more explicit.’34

It is crucial, therefore, when considering Galen's own arguments from analogy to
recognize how many degrees away from the human norm the animal under discussion
falls. So, for example, Galen argues in various places that the chambers of the heart do
not vary from one animal to the next. But he also frequently observes that some animals,
such as fishes, have only one ventricle in the heart. The fish, however, does not fall into
any of the six classes, which Galen considers structurally analogous to human beings all
of which have a four-chambered heart.

Even if, in practice, Galen runs afoul of unwarranted anatomical analogy, his
articulation of animals into classes on the basis of their anatomical differences from
human beings suggests that, in principle, he was sensitive to the possibility of false
anatomical analogy. It is not always clear, however, by what criteria Galen determines
relative similarity and dissimilarity to humans. This view on analogy across certain kinds
arises from a combination of Galen's thoroughgoing commitment to a robust teleological
structure in the world and from brute observation of similarities across kinds such as
blooded animals (¢voupor). In this context, 'robust' is meant to contrast Galen's
teleological commitments to Aristotle's, which are weaker in the sense that Aristotle
allows for regularly occurring features of the world that are either not teleologically

determined or at least not directly so.

334 The importance of a special status for human beings in Galen's taxonomy also provides further
explanation for the frequency with which he writes about the ape as a caricature of a human being
throughout his corpus.
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This robust teleology of Galen's is explanatory of the theoretical ease with which
he makes analogical moves in anatomical contexts. A feature of an ideally structured
world is that any given natural structure is de facto ideally structured, with certain
caveats. Briefly, Galen's organizing principle works to organize the materials already
present in the world. It does not appear to be able to create a structured world ex nihilo.
Consequently, it is constrained by those materials and causal principles that in a sense
precede its organizing activities. This notion is not original to Galen. Aristotle's
teleological views also suppose certain practical constraints on the structures found in the
world, which he calls hypothetically or contingently necessary (dvoyxn ¢€§
vmoHéoemg).333

Galen and Aristotle both appear to conclude from the claim that all structures of a
certain type are end-structured that there is some one end in relation to which each
structure is directed. With this conclusion in tow, Galen can say of a given organ not only
that it is ideally structured in virtue of the teleological character of the world but also that
its structure is the ideal structure for the function that organ performs. Consequently,
Galen supposes that once he has seen an organic structure perform a function, there will
be some structurally and functionally analogous organ present in any other instance
where that function is performed.

The risk of false analogy notwithstanding, Galen's approach was perforce

comparative, as the dissection of human cadavers was either wholly or largely not

335 Cf., Aristotle PA 639b21-640a10, 642a1-13, and 642a31-b4. See also, Hankinson (1989), which
discusses Galen's teleological views as well as the role that hypothetical or material necessity plays in them.
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practiced in the second century.33¢ This solution elegantly dealt with both the
technological and social constraints of his time, for the most part.337 And, when the need
arose to consider especially minute structures writ large, elephants even if rare were the
largest available anatomical analogues. In the passage from AA above, Galen makes it
plain both that the elephant was a very unusual specimen and that it offered up a level of
anatomical amplification far beyond that of his standard fare (e.g., oxen, horses, mules,
and asses).

This, then, is a practical reason why Galen would deploy elephantine anatomy in
anatomical contexts that required observation of the most minute structures. That is, if
one accepts that organs (or at least certain organs) are analogous across kinds of
creatures, the anatomical evidence from or about elephants provides Galen with directly
observable examples of structures that would hitherto have been hidden (&0mAa) in the

more technical sense that one finds in the medical and philosophical debates still current

336 For claims that some human dissection did take place in the Roman period, see Singer (1956: 244 n.72),
which takes Galen's comments (regarding the need to practice extensively on apes in order best to take
advantage of the opportunity to dissect a human body should it arise) at AA II 384-5 to suggest that at least
occasional human dissection was normal in the second century. Also, see May (1958: 409). In an
unpublished paper, Dean-Jones argues partly on the basis of Celsus' account of the epistemological debate
between medical sects in the first century that dissection must have been taking place if the arguments
regarding its importance to Dogmatists are to be taken seriously (see De Med. 23-44). Contra this view,
see, for example, the later view of May's in May (1968: 40-1), Scarborough (1971), and von Staden (1992:
234-237).

337 This solution to the problem of magnification has its roots as early as Plato's famous analysis of the soul
by means of a larger counterpart, the polis, in book II of Republic at 368c-369d. Although I am not arguing
that Plato's soul analogy was an inspiration for Galen's use of the elephant as an enlarged subject of
observation, it is at least worth pointing out that Galen's accounts of the elephant involve minute structures
of both the liver and the heart, which are traditionally the locations for epithumia and thumos in Plato.
These organs are of crucial importance to Plato's analysis of the soul as tripartite. The remaining organ, of
course, is the brain. As I will argue, Galen's elephantine examples, especially the heart bone and
gallbladder examples, are muted attacks against cardiocentrists. Given the importance of the liver and heart
to Plato's tripartite analysis of the soul, it is worth remarking that it would be both very clever and tidy for
Galen to use a cluster of allusions to the Republic in service to a defense of encephalocentrism.
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in the second century. Besides their epistemological objections, Empiricists, of course,
denied that dissection was therapeutically useful on the grounds that dead bodies are
functionally different from live ones but that denial does not obviously range over the use
of dissection to establish structural anatomical facts. The Empiricist could, of course,
deny that organs in live and dead bodies were even structurally analogous. Regardless,
however, of the Empiricist's response to these arguments, Galen could hardly have
intended these anatomical displays to be convincing to a dyed in the wool Empiricist.
Rather, his investigation of structurally analogous but larger anatomical structures
cleverly attempts to meet a demand that he himself placed on medical epistemic claims:
the empirical confirmation of items of belief.

Elephants had already figured in anatomical descriptions predating Galen,
although not apparently as an enlarged analogue for human anatomy. Scarborough, for
example, has conjectured that the emergence of anatomical accounts of the elephant in
the 4th century BCE were likely a result of Alexander's conquests, which seems plausible
even if, as he admits, not certain (1985: 127). Aristotle makes claims about elephantine

anatomy in at least three treatises.>38

338 See Aristotle PA 666b17-21; HA 506a8-10 and passim; GA 787b17-19.
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THE ELEPHANTINE TRUNK

In the last book of UP, Galen recounts the story of his first encounter with an
elephant. He focuses on his reaction to the elephant's trunk, which at first seems ungainly
and useless to him until he sees that it is prehensile. The episode forms what Galen
himself calls an epode to the treatise (0 AOyog oUTOg HomeQ Ayabdg Tig EmWdOG
gEnyeitow (UP IV 366)).33 This last book of UP, he says, is like a hymn sung before the
altars of the gods. And, in an unusual move for an ancient author, Galen not only refers to
this book as a book division but also concludes by naming it: "likening it to [an epode], I
have given this treatise the name of [epode] metaphorically" (éxelvew tolvuv eindoog
TOV AOYOV TOVOE THY mooonyogiav altod uetiveyxa (UP IV 366)).

The prehensility of the elephant's trunk that concludes UP forms a ring
composition with the opening of the treatise, which begins with the human hand. And, as
in the case of the hand that ushers in Galen's account of the function(ality) of the parts of
the body, the elephant's trunk brings the work to a close as a proof of goal oriented
structure in the natural world. Curiously, however, Galen's account of the elephant's trunk
appears to have been based at least in part on Aristotle's accounts of the elephant's trunk

in HA, "Elephants have a long and powerful nostril; and it uses [the nostril] as a hand.

339 UP 1V 366, 6 Moyog ovtog (homep dyaddg Tig Emmdog eEnyeitar. Ayw §' Empdov ol Tov Empdaig
xomuevov: all topev yag, og [6] mod totg pelrolis mowmtais, ovg €viol Augurovg ovoudiovoly,
MoTEQ 0TQOPT TG €0TL RAl AVTIOTEODOS, OVTM KOl TOITOG EMPIOG, OV LOTAUEVOL RO TOV BWUDV
ndov, hg paowy, bpuvodvreg Tovg Beoic. xelve Tolvuy gindoag TOV Aoyov TOVIE TV oo yogiov
QUTOD UETNVEYRAL.

179



For, unique among animals, it reaches and grabs with it and draws food towards its
mouth, both liquid and solid."340

This is an abbreviated version of Aristotle's account in PA, which runs from
658b27-659a37. The longer account stresses the prehensile character of the elephant's
trunk: "the trunk, as it were using a hand, is the thing with which it bears both dry and
wet food to its mouth; and it uses it as if it were a hand (xa0dsmeQ el YowUeEVOGS) also
when it winds it around branches and pulls them down (steglelittwv dvaomd)." 3! It also
compares the elephant's trunk to the breathing machines used by Greek divers who
remain submerged for extended periods of time:

... Nature made the length of their nostrils something of this sort (i.e. a

form of snorkel) for elephants. So, if ever they make their way through

water, they breathe by raising their nostrils up through the water

(dvasvéovory davtes dvm Sl Tod VOTog TOV puxrtiea). For, just as

I said earlier, the trunk is a nose for elephants.34
May takes these passages of Aristotle's and their surrounding context as a clear indication

that Galen has used Aristotle as a source for the centerpiece of his epode.?4? Scarborough

follows suit and asks the further question, "[w]hy has Galen chosen to base his

340 Aristotle HA 492b17-21, Toig 8' éAépaoLy 6 purTiQ YIVETOL LOXQOS %Al LoYVEOC, ®al KofTaL AbT(
(MoTEQ YLl mEOoodyeTal TE YAQ HOl AOUPAVEL TOVTM KA €iG TO OTOUO TTQOGHEQETAL TNV TQODTV,
1oL TV VYAV %ol TNV ENedv, povov Tdv Chwv.

341 Aristotle PA 658b35-659a3, MuxTi|Q Y30 £0TLV @ TV TQOGNV TQOGAYETOL, 0OAUTEQ YEL0L
YOMUEVOGS, TQOG TO OTOUA, TV TE ENQAV %Ol TNV VYAV, ®al TO 0EVOQO TEQLEMTTWY AVOOoT{, %Ol
yontaL xabdmeg av i xelol.

342 Aristotle PA 659a11-15, ...tow0dtov 1) $p1o1g TO T0D puxTiog uéyedog émoinoe toig EAédpaoty.
AudmeQ avamvéouoly dpoavteg dvm S Tod VOATOg TOV LuKTiEA, AV TOTE TOLMVTL OU' VYQOD TV
mooelov: naBdmeQ YaQ elmouev, puxTiQ 0TIy 1) RO ooxis Tols EAépaaty.

343 May (1968: 725 n.3), in particular, viz.,"[i]n spite of his obvious first-hand experience, also spoken of
in AA 619-20, Galen has chosen to base this account of the elephant's trunk on Aristotle..."
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description of the anatomy and function of the elephant's trunk upon Aristotle?" 344 And
while May does not include what exactly in these passages makes it clear that Galen has
based his account in UP on them, Scarborough does appeal to excerpts of the two
Aristotelian tracts, which I have mostly included above.’*> He does not lay out what
precisely the correspondences are but, from his quotations two points emerge. First, the
trunk is like a hand; and second, it is used to breathe when the elephant is submerged in
water.

I agree that Galen's account of the elephant's trunk in UP may draw from other
sources and that Aristotle is at least one of them. But, I think that two further
observations may make this claim more convincing. These passages, which follow, are
the relevant section from the so-called Epode in UP,

1. At any rate, let me detail what I felt when I first witnessed
(¢0eaocdunv) the elephant. This will be apparent to those who have seen
the animal already and for those who have not seen, this will not be at all
difficult if they apply their mind to what they are about to read... this thing
[the trunk] seemed bizarre and useless to me when I first witnessed it
(¢poi Oeaoapéve). But when I saw (eldov) the animal using it, just as a
hand (Womep yewpl), then it did not appear useless any longer as the
function of the part was linked to the function of the action. For the
usefulness of a part becomes plain in the midst of its use in action
(paiveton). The elephant manipulates everything with that part at the end
(of the trunk), enfolding what it grabs, even the smallest coins, which it
then gives to those who are seated on it by stretching the trunk up to them.
For this is how they call this aforementioned part.346

344 Scarborough (1985: 129-30 & notes).

345 Cf. Scarborough (1985: 129), "Shrewd reasoning by analogy, as well as careful reading of Aristotle's
texts on comparative anatomy, led Galen to generally accurate conclusions about the elephant, even though
'dissections' might not have been performed. Therefore, one can be suspicious also of the purported
'dissections' of various exotic animals and birds as listed...".

346 UP 1V 348, £yd yobv, dmeg Emafov, e modTov £0eacdunv ELédavta, dinynoouat, Tolg uev
£WEOXOOL TO TLHOV £Tolumg vondnoduevov, dool 8' 0% €idov, el TOOTKOLEY TOV YOIV TOlg
LexOnoouévolg, ov TAVY KOAETOG... TODT' Epol Oeaoapéve TO TEMTOV E80EEV elval TEQLTTOV TE XAl
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In passage (1) Galen primarily uses verbs of seeing to tell the reader about the elephant:
when he first witnessed its trunk (spdtov €0eacdun), how useless it appeared (€uol
Oeaoouéve), and how he saw its function (¢idov). As the passage progresses, his
language becomes more ambiguous but it still seems to describe visual acts: that the part
was not useless became clear (¢pdvn) and then its use became apparent (paivetaw).
Finally in passage (1), Galen simply describes the elephant's ability to hand coins to its
riders. Galen does not say whether this information comes to him from firsthand
experience, anecdote, or some source, but there may be a connection to HA.

There is a textual crux at HA 497b29 but the undamaged part of the line begins
with a description of how the elephant brings food to its mouth with its trunk. The
following line is corrupt but reads something about the elephant driver (T® éAepavtioti))
and possibly handing him something with the trunk (dvogéyeL dvw) before it trails off.
And, although the tail end of the line is corrupt, the dative (T éhedpavtioty) is at least
clearly in the manuscript tradition and, by my lights, the sense is clear that something
must have been handed up to the elephant's rider given the context. This is hardly
conclusive but does have the same structure as Galen's account in passage (1). The trunk
is observed to function as a hand. It enfolds and draws things in. It hands things to its

riders.

dyonotov. el §' £vepyodv T TO LHov eldov homeg yewol, TOT 0v%ET Ayonotov éddav,
ovvapOeiong Td ThHG Evepyelag yonoipuw Ths xoelog Tod pogiov: dtd LEGoV yaQ ToD ®OTA TNV
EVEQYELOY YONOIMOV TO TOD poiov xeNolpov dpaivetar. 0 yoOv éédag énelvp T LoQlm ®ATA TO
TEQOLG ATTOVTOL HETOYELQICETAL TTEQUTTUOCOUEV® TOlG Aapfavouévolg dyoL #ol TOV OUKQOTATMY
voopdtov, & xol toig mnadetopévols avTd didwoly avatelvov TNV TEovopaiay € avTovg:
oVTm YaE OvouAlovot TO TEOXEIUEVOV €V TM MOY® HLOQLOV.

182



2. And when I learned (mgooemuOoun) that whenever the animal wades

through a deep river or lake and its body is completely submerged it

breathes through the trunk after extending it upwards, not only did I come

to know (€yvwv) that nature was provident because it fashions every

single part of the animal but also because it teaches the animal how to use

the parts. A fact that I pointed out at the beginning of this whole

treatise 347
In passage (2) Galen says that he has come to know nature's providential character
through what he has learned about the elephant's trunk (mgoocemvOounv). Gone is any
indication of what Galen has seen firsthand. In this context, Galen's use of mwuvOd&vouau
suggests that this information comes to him from some source. Passage (2) should recall
PA 659al11-15. The passage from UP not only offers the same vivid example of the
elephant breathing through its extended trunk while underwater, but also serves to
illustrate the same teleological point about the part.?*® Here the verbal similarities are
stronger. The elephant wades into water, extends its trunk upward into the air, and uses
the trunk to breathe.

Galen's examples of the elephant's trunk are reducible to two functions: hand and

breathing apparatus.’* These functions are illustrated by (1) manipulating everything

34T UP 1V 349, émel 8¢ mpooemu06umv, 81, #ameldav did motapod Babéog 1) hpvng 6doumoer) To
Coov, ig N)ON ratangmrecOal TavavToD TO OAOU, THV TQOVOUAOY TAUTNY AVATEIVOV €ig VYPOg
avamvel oL aUTig, EYVev oV LOVOV TO ®oToorevdlely dmavia ®aldg Td pogLa Tod Loov
TEOVONTLXTV TV GUOLY, AALA ol TQ dLOAOKELY AVTO TV XOTOLV AUTOV, OTteQ £delyON poL nal xotd
™V ANV OANg Thg meayuateiog.
348 Galen's description of the tip of the trunk that engulfs then grabs coins seems similar in important
respects to Aristotle's description of the trunk handing things to its rider(s). Of course, the similarity may be
due to the routine nature of the behavior under description rather than some allusion to Aristotle. That is,
elephants use their trunks to manipulate things, they feed themselves with their trunks, and pass things with
them. In the aggregate, given Galen's appropriation of Aristotle's account of the elephant in passage 2 and
elsewhere I think that his account is at least shaped by Aristotle's.
349 Aristotle includes a further example of the elephant using its trunk as a hand, to rip up trees, at HA
497b29.
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with the trunk and handing things to riders and by (2) breathing while submerged in
water after extending it up into the air. Hankinson, in his 1988 article, 'Galen Explains the
Elephant', which examines the role of the elephant's trunk in Galen's philosophical
beliefs, has argued that in the Epode it is emblematic of Galen's zero-sum teleological
commitments and what he calls the "no redundancy assumption", that the world is
structured with and only with the parts necessary for a given function.’>* I would like to
hold on to Hankinson's main thesis, that the episode of the elephant's trunk in UP is an
expression of Galen's teleological commitments and add something to it, which takes its
genesis from two passing comments in the same article. The first involves Aristotle's
weaker teleological commitments (1988: 137-8). The second is the observation that
elephants seem to attract quite a bit of anecdotal attention, which he conjectures may be
due to their unusual size (1988: 138 n. 9) and to their rarity (1988: 148 n. 28).

Regarding the second point first, it is important to keep in mind the following
important point made earlier. The elephant's size is, for Galen, a crucial factor in his use
of it as an anatomical example. It is not or at least not only because of the awe that the
creature's size inspires but because of what that size can show when combined with
anatomical argument from analogy to those who are witnessing an anatomical display of

it, in person or in print.

350 Hankinson (1988: 146) and (1989: 225) formally lay out Hankinson's explanation of what I am calling
Galen's zero-sum teleological commitments. In brief, the argument is that there will be no superfluities in
nature if there is a benevolent and skillful creator. There is such a creator therefore there are no
superfluities, which is to say that the world is very strongly teleologically structured. For the related "No
Redundancy Assumption" and its corollary" the Principle of Creative Economy, see his (1988: 153-4).
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Galen concludes his example of the elephant trunk with an account of what he
discovered after dissecting it,

(3) But later, when I saw (i0mV) that it was pierced at the tip and when I

learned (¢mpaOmv) that the animal breathes through these holes as sorts

of nostrils, I came to know (£¢yvwv) quite clearly that the part was also

useful for this [use]. And when an elephant died, after cutting (dvotepmv)

open the two channels, which stretch from the very orifices to the base of

the part, I discovered (¢vQov) two terminus points, as in us; one went so

far as the brain itself and the other passed through into the mouth. I was

even further amazed (¢0abpooa) at nature's craftsmanship.33!
In the larger context of Galen's Epode, one notes that Galen's language at least sometimes
reveals that he has taken some care in distinguishing between his endorsement of views
he has encountered through historia and views he has come to endorse on the basis of
autopsia. This care can be seen, for example, in the previous passage at UP IV 349,
where Galen distinguishes between what he claims to have seen and what he only claims
to have found out (mpooemvOOUN).332 As emphasized by the Greek included in key
places above, one can see that for the most part Galen's account of the anatomy of the

trunk (3) is autoptic, as is the majority of passage (1) further above. Passage (2), on the

other hand, relates what Galen has learned through historia. There he has learned

3L UP IV 349, hotegov 88 ol O TéTENTOU 20T TO TEQAS 1DV, Empadmv 8 St TV TENUATWV
TOUTOV Ole LURTNEWYV Avamvely TO TPOV, Eyvov SNAOVOTL %ol %ATA TODTO YENOLOV VITEQYOV TO
pooLov. émel &8¢ ral tebvedTog EAéPavtog avatepmv dyot Thg OiEng Tod pogiov Tovg €x TV
TONUATWV AVATELVOUEVOUS TTOQOUG EVEOV AVTMV OUOIME TOlg £V MUlv SITTNV TEALVTHYV, uiay pgv eig
AUTOV AVROVOOV TOV £YHEPALOV, £TEQOV O' €lC TO OTOUA CUVTETENUEVN YV, ETL ROl PAANOV
€0avpaoa tig GpUoEMS TNV TEXVNV.

352 To my knowledge the earliest comment on Galen's language in this passage is May (1968: 725 n.3).
Hankinson (1988: 148-50) fleshes out May's observation. He interprets Galen's language as evidence of his
eclectic or syncretic epistemological views on medical methodology. He takes this passage as being
sympathetic to Empiricist views without the added skepticism regarding anatomy and analogy.
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(mgooemuOOUN) but not necessarily seen that the elephant breathes while wading through
deep water.

What Galen comes to know (or perhaps comes to be confirmed in) by a
combination of autopsia, historia, and if it is not too precious anatomia, is ultimately that
nature is demiurgic in a very robust sense and that the elephant's trunk is structurally
analogous to the human nose. This last observation involving analogy is an important
point of contact between Galen's account of the elephant's trunk, his curious account of
the gallbladder, and the so-called heart bone, the latter two of which I have yet to discuss.
As we shall see, these other two accounts that involve the internal structure of the
elephant are far more problematic than the account of its trunk, which Galen primarily
describes from an external and non-invasive perspective. These two further accounts also
make far plainer Galen's engagement with Aristotle on anatomical issues as influenced by

teleological commitments.
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THE GALLBLADDER

Mnesitheus of Athens, a rough contemporary of Aristotle, wrote a treatise or tract
on elephantine anatomy, for which the only testimony is a passage in Galen,*>3

All blooded animals possess all of these organs (i.e., alimentary), not just
the six classes;?>* and they all possess a liver. And whichever (animals)
have a liver, these also, in all cases, have a spleen and bile ducts. But not
all of these animals have a gallbladder, which draws off yellow bile,
attached to [the liver]. Those who have written on all [animals], which
they say do not have [a gallbladder], do not tell the truth either. Just as [is
the case with] Mnesitheus on the elephant, since this animal has a
gallbladder attached to the liver, which is analogous in size to the entire
organ. And there is a single position for the animals that have a
gallbladder in every case, in the largest lobe of the liver.3>

Galen's claim at the outset of this quotation is an example of the sort of argument that his
robust teleology allows him to make regarding certain organs generally. In this case,
blooded animals, in virtue of being blooded animals, all perform certain biological
functions (e.g., respiration, digestion, hematopoiesis, and the resulting production of

humors, etc.). Where functions are the same, Galen argues that the organs performing

those functions will also be the same. Consequently, he can say of all blooded animals

333 Very little is known about Mnesitheus of Athens, except that he was active in about the 4th century
BCE. Galen mentions him elsewhere and notably remarks that in his time there were no medical experts
more expert than him (MM X 3). The claims about the elephant that Galen ascribes to him here are
mirrored in Aristotle HA 506a30-b4. It is unclear whether one of the two authors influenced the other or
this information is derived from an independent source. On Mnesitheus, see Bertier (1972), which contains
a collection of the testimonia. For this testimonium, see p. 225.

354 For Galen's six classes of animals: humans, apes, bears, carnivores, rodents, single-hooved animals, and
ruminants, see AA II 547-8 and the discussion on the six classes earlier in this dissertation.

335 See AA 11 569, Amavt' ovv oDt TAOL TOlG Evaipolg Vdoyer Ldolg, o povolg Toig EE yéveotv.
VIdEyEL 8' ahTolg xal TO N Amaoty. oig 8' Néo £0TL, TOVTOIE %l GTMV £0TL TAVTMS, X0 TOQOL
KOANOOYOL. #VOTLG O' OV TAOLY € AUTY TEDUHEV, ABQOITOVTO TNV TUWHQAY XOANV. OV UiV OVOE
dAnBebovowy ol yodpavteg ¢m vV, oig 00% eival paoty adTiv, Homeg ol Mvnoifeog meol
ELEGOVTOG. £0TL YOQ 1AL TOVTM RVOTIS €71 TOD N7TATOg, Avahoyov €xovoa To péyedog OA® Td
omAGyYvE. ol 001 ye pia Toig €xovoty avtnv Toolg £0TL SLamavTOg, 1] RATA TOV UEYLOTOV TOV
MoPdV Tod fmatog.
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that they have alimentary organs, a liver, spleen, and bile ducts consequent on the fact
that they digest food. The phlegm that results from digestion is produced in the stomach;
blood is produced in the liver, as well as black and yellow bile.33¢

This passage mentions an unnamed group of authors (oi yodpavtec) who made
false claims (o0d¢ dAnOelovowv) about all animals. And, although Galen names
Mnesitheus, Aristotle also mentions the elephant and its lack of gallbladder at HA 506b1-
3, in a longer section on the various animals that do and do not possess gallbladders from
HA 506a21-b25, "the elephant also has a liver without a gallbladder attached, although
when a cut is made around the place where a gallbladder is attached in those who have
one, a little or a lot of bilious fluid flows out."37 It is very likely that Galen would have
read this passage, given the time he devotes in AA generally to engaging with Aristotle on
biological issues and the time he devotes specifically to Aristotle's description of the
heart and elephantine heart elsewhere in HA. And, given Galen's engagement with
Aristotle in the other cases I discuss in this chapter, I believe that Galen has Aristotle's

account in mind in this quotation above.?>3

356 I will return to this point shortly. Galen gives a brief account of the production of the four humors and
the organs responsible for their purgation at Az.Bil. V 140, 6é¢deuxtan 8¢ Nuiv 6 pev 100 GpAEyuatog
LUUOG €% TOV PAeYHOTIRDV £DEOUATOVY RATA TNV TOOTNV €V TH} YAOTOL TEYLY YEVOUEVOS, (DOTIEQ O
TUQOYOMOG TE HOL O HEAOYXOMKROG €V NTTATL, LETAPAAAWDV TE RATA TNV €V TOUTW TEYPLV RAl O
PreypaTinog €ig aipo xai St TodTo UNdev yeyovog | tdov dpyavov eig xdbagowy Tod Gpréyuatog,
MomeQ ail e nYoTelg AuPpoTEQAL ROl O OTANV, i UEV TOD T TUHQOYOLOV ROl TV 0QQWODV
TEQLTTOWHATOV, O 8 OIANV TOD peharyyoixrod yuuoD. TO uev ya £v tf) yaoTtol YeEVvauevov
OoUVAVAPEQETOL TOIG €I TTTOLQ AVOILOOUEVOLS EX TOV E0OLOUEVMV TE XOL TUVOUEVWYV YUUOIG, Gua O
TOUTOLS TETTOPEVOV QUL YIVETOL TO O DTOLELTOUEVOV £V TOIG RUTO THV YOOTEQX X MEIOLS VIO THG
1OTOQEEOVONG €€ NIaTog €ig avTA XOANG AToQEUITTOUEVOVY ExrQiveTal dLd TS RATW YOOTEOS

357 Aristotle HA 506b1-3, "Eygl 8¢ nai 6 ¢Aédag 1O NaQ dyohov HéV, TEPVOPEVOU UEVTOL TTEQL TOV
16moV 0 TOig ExovoLy EmdieTar 1) Lo, 9el VYEOTNS XOADONG T} mhelwv 7} EhdTTwWY.

358 For Galen's access to and likely reading of Aristotle's biological works, see Moraux (1985: 327-44). It
is, of course, possible that Galen simply misattributed this account of the gallbladder to Mnesitheus on the
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As it turns out, Aristotle and Mnesitheus are correct. The elephant possesses no
gallbladder.?>® So, has Galen simply made an observational error? If so, why does it
matter? It is difficult to give an answer to the first question with any certainty. But, it
seems unlikely for the following reasons. The elephant's liver, which would be attached
to the gallbladder, is immense. Aristotle, in fact, singles out the elephantine liver for its
size, claiming that it was four times the size (tetrQamhdolov) of the liver of an 0x.3%0 In
an average African elephant, of the sort that would have been available in the Roman
world, the liver weighs an average of 40.5kg/901bs in cows and 63.5kg/1401bs in bulls;36!
this organ is effectively the size of a human being. As Scarborough has argued, there is
no structure analogous in size that may counterfeit for a gallbladder attached to the
elephant's liver. He writes that "the bile duct is rather wide and long and displays a large
duodenal ampulla (a terminal bile pouch), certainly a clear indication of a different
structure and arrangement that one might perceive with a true gall bladder (1985: 127)."

If Galen had observed the truly gargantuan size of an elephantine liver, surely he
must not only have expected to see a gallbladder but, as he says, a gallbladder of equally

immense proportions (dvahoyov &yovoa to péyefog Ohw T® omhdyyvw). But, again,

basis of some similarity with Aristotle's. Given the exiguous nature of Mnesitheus work, it is impossible to
gauge how (un)likely it would be for Galen to have mistaken his work with Aristotle's.
359 See, Fowler and Mikota (2006: 301); Sikes (1971: 100)
360 See Aristotle HA 507b37-508a2, Kai té omAdyyva. £xeL oQomhiola Toig Velolg, AV TO Pgv 7wa
TeTQITAGOL0V TOD Boglov nal TdAha, TOV 8¢ omhfjva EhéTTo 1) xatd Moyov. T am not suggesting that
Aristotle was precisely measuring the liver in the case of either the elephant or ox, just that the massive size
of the elephant's liver is not only unsuprising from a modern point of view but also from an ancient one
with which Galen is known to have been acquainted. This is all to say that Galen, like Aristotle, had every
reason to expect the viscera of the elephant to be massive and, at that, more massive than the viscera of an
ox by a significant amount. This expectation, in Aristotle, is underscored by the close of his sentence
regarding the spleen, which is smaller than the other organs in accordance with reason (ratd AOYOV).
361 See Sikes (1971: 99)
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why does this matter? Regardless of whether Aristotle and Mnesitheus were right and
also right for observational reasons, it is certain that Galen was mistaken about the
elephant's gallbladder and seems likely that this mistake derived from a complete lack of
observation rather than observational error. This last point, given its implicit conflict with
Galen's criticisms of the many anatomists, who fail to generalize from observations or to
make firsthand observations, prompts the reader to wonder what to make of this episode,
and others like it that involve the elephant.

One explanation for this phenomenon is that magnification of minute structures in
smaller creatures by observation of them in larger creatures elegantly solves a
technological problem. This solution is not only elegant but, so long as it holds,
argumentatively powerful. For that reason alone, it is tempting to say that Galen uses the
elephant as an argumentative reveal. But, this sort of magnification depends on a close
analogy between animals for its effectiveness, a close analogy that is also important to
Galen for teleological reasons. It is crucial for Galen's comparative anatomy that organs,
wherever they exist, are analogous to one another across kinds. If magnification is an
argumentative motive for Galen's interest in elephantine anatomy, it is all the more
important that the elephant be organically analogous to human beings in the relevant
respects.

Of course, Aristotle did not need to engage with most of these worries. He was

not a humoral theorist and his teleological commitments were not nearly so
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thoroughgoing as Galen's.3¢2 One consequence of this difference in their teleological
commitments is that, as mentioned earlier, for Galen structural analogies can and perhaps
must be made much more forcefully than for Aristotle. Among the six classes of animals
that Galen believes are analogous to human beings, he is committed to organic analogy
across kinds. Aristotle, on the other hand, takes the absence of the gallbladder (PA
676b26-33) in certain blooded creatures as evidence that the gallbladder (or bile) is a
residuum at PA 677al11-19,

But the gallbladder (yoA1)3%3 is in all likelihood either a residuum or a

waste product, as occurring in any other body; so, the gallbladder [is

probably] a residuum (mepitwppa) attached to the liver and serves no

purpose (0Uy, &verd tvog) just like what accumulates in the belly and in

the intestines. Sometimes nature uses even leftovers (megirtmpooy) for

some benefit but it isn't necessary to seek out the purpose in everything on

these grounds. Rather, while some things are by necessity, many things

occur on account of these.364
In the quotation above, Aristotle refers to the gallbladder as a residuum, a segittwpo. In
Aristotle's biological works more generally, a residuum is some structure or product that
is consequent on a teleological structure even if it cannot itself be said to be so-structured.

In other words, a residuum is a left-over or by-product that results from a goal oriented

activity and need serve no purpose outside this context. As, for example, in the passage

362 See Hankinson (1989) and von Staden (1997a)

363 Given the locution, 1) €7t T it o), I take }0Af] to refer to the gallbladder, attached to the liver,
rather than to bile. Cf. Galen at A¢.Bil. V 147: 1] €mi T® fimatt #00oTis. I do not mean the translation to be
tendentious. If Aristotle does mean bile rather than the gallbladder, it will not change his belief in the
superfluity of the organ, which would itself be the receptacle for a humor that is superfluous.

364 Aristotle PA 677al1-18, AA\' Eowev 1] xoA, %aeomsg %ol 1 ®otd To GAAo omua 'ywol,tevn
ne@trm)ua L glvan ) ovvmng, ot nal 1 &ml T® fmortt Yohn ne@trm)u(x ewm %ol ovx gvend tvog,
Ghomeg ol 1) £v Tf) xowhiq xai £v Toig évrégolg vmdoTaots. Katdyontar pgv ovv éviote 1) piotg eig to
OOEMUOV ROl TOLG TEQLTTMUAOLY, OV UV S TobTo del Tnrety mavta €vexra tivog, Ahhd Tivov dvimv
ToLoUTMV €TeQa €€ Avayuns cvuPaiver OLd TadTO TOALG.
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above where Aristotle likens the gallbladder to the feces that accumulate in the stomach
and intestines.?®> Galen's account of the elephantine gallbladder should not simply be
reduced to a false analogy arising from his teleological commitments out of hand. Galen's
need for magnification and anatomical analogy may also explain his insistence that the
elephant possesses a gallbladder. More importantly, Galen's objections to Aristotle's
account of the gallbladder point to the range of rivals against whom he inveighs, targeting
as they do on even hints of non-teleological mechanism. Furthermore, as we shall see
shortly this episode illustrates well Galen's ability to attack multiple targets at once, some
directly and some indirectly.366

Elsewhere Galen writes more on the gallbladder. He accepts that the gallbladder
does not in fact occur in all animals which have a liver, with at least some
qualification.3%” The qualification I have in mind here depends on the criteria Galen uses
for determining the degree of structural similarity between kinds. It seems clear that one
such criterion is the level of taxonomic generality under discussion. So, for example,
blooded and non-blooded creatures, on this analysis, will differ structurally from one
another far more than kinds under the category of blooded will differ from other members
of that class. Viviparous, oviparous, and oviviparous kinds might exhibit greater

structural differences from one class to another than the kinds under any one of these

365 In this context, it is useful to recall the general constraint that both Aristotle and Galen place on their
organizing principles. Although the world is teleologically structured, the materials out of which the world
is organized are themselves haphazard or, if that is too strongly put, simply a brute fact about the world.
Aristotle treats certain products of teleological activity as the necessary but useless remainders of the
interaction between goal directed structure imposed on the available materials in the world.
366 1 take this point up later when discussing von Staden's notion of "surrogate targets" in Galen's work.
367 See the passage quoted earlier at AA IT 569. See also the account of Aristotle's classification of animals
earlier in this dissertation. Cf. Manuli and Vegetti (1977) and Lloyd (1983) ch. 1.
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three classes differ between themselves. So, the six classes would differ structurally far
less from one another than they might from, for example, birds. If this interpretation of
Galen's taxonomical methodology is correct, then one should expect far more similarity
between humans and apes than between humans and elephants, as the former pair is an
even further sub-class of viviparous animals, polydactyls, while the latter are single-
hooved animals.

This attempt to reconstruct Galen's approach to taxonomy is an attempt to
address, proleptically, a puzzle raised by another passage in Galen on the absence of the
gallbladder in certain animals. In his short treatise on black bile, Galen mentions that the
pigeon does not possess a gallbladder in an argumentative context similar in both
structure and tone to the aforementioned gallbladder episode in AA 368

[t]hose people are absurd who think, on the grounds that there is no organ

that stores black bile somewhere in the body (as the gallbladder attached

to the liver [is an organ that stores] yellow bile), that this fact is evidence

that black bile, the humor, does not at all exist in very healthy bodies. For

then they would have to agree that there is no phlegm in us just as [they

would have to agree that] there is no yellow bile in pigeons. For [pigeons]

do not have a gallbladder attached to their liver, just as certain other
animals do not.3¢°

368 At present, the only translation of On Black Bile into English is Grant (2000), which seems to distort
this passage strangely.

369 At.Bil. V 147, yehoiol 8¢ €ioL xax TOD undEv elvol TEQL TO CMUN TEQLEXTIXOV PEAAIVC YOATIC
deyavov, otov 1) £mi T fimatt xhotg ol Thg EavOng Yorg, Yol uevoL TexufoLov DIIGQYE TODTO
10D PNdOLWG £V TOig AnQIBMOS VYLAIVOUOL COUAOL TOV LEAAYYOMAOV ElvaL XUHOV. 0DTW YOQ 008 TO
GAEYHO oVYYWETICOVOLY &V Nuiv elvar, xa0dmeg 0088 £v Talg megroTtegais TV EavOny xoAv- o Y
gxouoL TV &ml TQ Nt ®OoTLY, Momeg ovd' dlha Tiva THa.

193



This quotation begins very much like the gallbladder episode in AA.370 Both take as their
starting point an unnamed group, which Galen has picked out for special opprobrium. In
this case context suggests that Galen is arguing against a spectrum of anti-humoralists, in
particular Erasistrateans whom he claims deny the existence of black bile or at least of
black bile as a non-pathological fluid in the body.3”! The argument here proceeds by
modus tollens, by which Galen shows that an organ for the storage of a given humor is
not a necessary condition for the production of that humor. If it were, he argues, they
would have to concede that humans do not produce phlegm and pigeons do not produce
yellow bile.

In an instance of what von Staden has called a 'surrogate target', Galen's criticism
of Erasistratus becomes more pointed when one considers it along with Aristotle's
comments on the elephant, the gallbladder as a useless organ, and yellow bile as a
residuum, with which Galen is engaged.’’? That is, given Galen's polemic promiscuity,

there is no reason to suppose that this argumentative move is directed at a sole target. For

370 The pigeon does not belong to the six anatomical categories that Galen believes possess strictly
analogous organs to human beings, which offers a possible explanation for why the pigeon need not be
organically analogous to human beings. This explanation may be unsatisfactory but it is not clear what else
can explain this apparent discrepancy in Galen's expectations with respect to the existence of organs in
some animals. See earlier discussion.

371 Cf. Az.Bil. V 103, where Galen cites Asclepiadeans, Erasistrateans, and Methodists as some of the most
captious opponents of humoral theory. Most of the rest of A¢.Bil. is aimed at Erasistrateans in particular.
Galen's account of Erasistratus' views on humors is tendentious. Although Erasistratus did not believe in
the same humoral view as Galen, which was itself a version of the humoral view expressed in Nat. Hom., it
is not at all clear that he rejected humoralism tout court. See, e.g., Nutton (2004: 134-5).

372 See, von Staden (1997a: 197), "Refracted through the prism of Galen's radically comprehensive
teleological perspective, any limited teleology is likely to appear non-teleological. At times it is hard to
avoid the impression that, on this point at least, Galen uses Erasistratus as a surrogate target, i.e., that
although Galen's teleological cannons are explicitly aimed at Erasistratus, they are tacitly trained on the
Aristotelian versions of teleology."
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example, consider Aristotle's argument for the universal presence of the heart among
blooded animals in PA,

Consequently the heart exists in all blooded animals. The reason for this

fact was also mentioned earlier. For it is clear that it is necessary for

blooded creatures to have blood. And it is necessary that a vessel exist

since blood is a fluid, for which reason it appears that nature fashioned

veins. And it is necessary that there be a single source of these veins (for

as is possible, one is better than many); and, the heart is the source of the

veins 373
First, and in passing, this quotation lies very near the section of PA in which Aristotle
discusses the heart and the animals whose hearts contain heart bones, to which I will
return in the next section. More immediately, this passage makes precisely the argument
against which Galen argues in Az.Bil. above. The argument is simply the contraposed
form of 'if there exists some fluid f, then there must be a container ¢ that contains f'. This
form of the argument would fit the Erasistratean position, against which Galen is arguing
in At.Bil.. This attack then can serve equally as an indirect attack against Aristotle,
motivated by the cardiocentric claim that follows it. Finally, it may simply be an
argument incidentally common to both Aristotle and the unnamed yehotot, who clearly
include Erasistrateans, of At.Bil.

But with von Staden's surrogate target in mind, consider where Galen takes

Erasistrateans and to a lesser extent Erasistratus to task for what he sees as conflict

373 Aristotle PA 665b11-16 x00dia puév ovv daowy DrdeyeL Toig Evaipolg i fiv 8 aitiav, elpnTon
20U TQOTEQOV. Ol pev ya Exewy Toig évaipolg dSflov g dvayxaiov, 1yeod & dvrog Tod aipatog
avoryraiov dyyelov DTIAQYELY, £d O 1) nal paiveton pepnyaviodol Tag GAEPag 1 phois: agymy 6
ToUTOV Avayraiov gival plav (dmov yag evdéyetar, piav BEATIOV 1) TOALGG), 1) 88 naQdia TdV
PPV Y.
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between their teleological commitments and their views on residues (eglrrtopata), at
Nat.Fac. 11 78-80. He sums up this criticism at Nat.Fac. Il 78, where he writes,
But, wisest of men, Erasistratus himself used to posit that nature was a
craftsperson and providential for animals; but he also used to say that
bilious fluid (T0 yoA®Oeg V'YQOV) was completely useless (&yonotov) for
all animals. Both these things are not consistent with one another.374
Although there is no consensus on Erasistratus' theoretical commitments, von Staden has
argued that Erasistratus is likely to have held a teleological view of the natural world that
was compatible with mechanistic explanations, taken over from Aristotle, Theophrastus,
and possibly Strato of Lampsacus.’’> Further, von Staden emphasizes that the
"historiographical prism" through which Galen viewed other intellectuals who espoused
teleological beliefs less thoroughgoing than his own often resulted in accusations that

they were producing purely mechanistic accounts dressed up in teleological clothing.

This accusation is precisely the one at the heart of Galen's arguments against Erasistratus

374 Nat.Fac. 1178, &M\, & codpdTatol, mgovonuni)v tod Lhov »al teyvirnv abtog 6 'Egaciotgatog
VrTEOeTo TV GUOWV. AAAG %al TO YOADIES VYOV HyNOTOV Elval TAVTATAOL TOIS TPOLS EPaoxeV. O
ovppaiver 8" ahinioig dupw tavta. Cf. Ven.Sect.Er. X1.158, which repeats the same language regarding
provident and artisanal nature: Bovudoelg uev Yo Ty GOV, Mg TEXVLRTY T€ GLUO ROL TTQOVONTIXN YV
o Coov...

375 On the teleological views of Erasistratus and Erasistrateans generally, see von Staden (1997), in which
von Staden proposes that Erasistratus' may have had teleological views compatible with mechanistic
explanations (see especially p. 505-6). The upshot of von Staden's account, for purposes of this dissertation,
is that teleological commitment for Galen is something of a zero-sum proposition (p. 197-99). Galen,
therefore, is likely to be undercutting both the Erasistrateans and Peripatetics in the gallbladder episode. For
an older account that sees teleology and mechanism as exclusive, see Lonie (1964) but specifically Lonie
(1964: 441 n.53). Briefly, Lonie argues that the Erasistrateans of Galen's day if not Erasistratus himself
might be said to maintain an immanent teleology, which unlike Galen's own, was not intelligently
purposive. Lonie believes that this view may ultimately trace back to Strato's Peripatos rather than
Aristotle's and is, in a sense, a view of structure as reducible to necessity (&varyx1) rather than an
intelligent engineer (volg). Lonie resolves the apparent conflict between Strato's traditionally mechanistic
view of nature and the immanent teleology that Galen and the Erasistrateans ascribe to Erasistratus by way
of Stoic influence in the second century.
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and Erasistrateans on black bile in Az.Bil. as well as his criticism of Erasistratus in
Nat.Fac. above.

Besides pointing to the blurry distinction between Erasistrateans and Peripatetics
in polemic contexts where Galen chooses to attack his rivals anonymously, the upshot of
the passage in Ar.Bil. is to show that the gallbladder is not one of the organs to whose
existence Galen is committed across kinds in al/l blooded animals, although its ought to
be found in the six classes of animals that Galen thinks are suitable anatomical analogues
for human beings. And so, a fortiori, Galen is not committed to the existence of the
gallbladder in the elephant on the same teleological grounds that form the basis for his
commitment to other organs performing the sorts of functions essential to the general
class of blooded animals.37¢ Consequently, accepting that the gallbladder does not occur
in the elephant does not threaten to undermine his robust teleology as such. It does,
however, make anatomical arguments about human beings on the basis of the elephant
more questionable.

But given that Galen seems to be basing his own account of the elephant's liver
and gallbladder on Aristotle, although Aristotle mentions it only to comment on its
absence, why does Galen differ in this one regard? Why argue for the presence of an
immense organ that was not there, in Aristotle's account or in the elephant itself? The

elephant ought not only to be analogous to human beings with respect to its viscera but

376 S0, for example, see AA 11 569, where Galen says that all blooded creatures must possess the alimentary
organs, the liver, spleen, and bile ducts, but not a gallbladder: Amavt' oUV TODTO TAOL Tolg évaipolg
Iy eL Tholg, ov pdvolg Toig EE yéveowy. vrdoyel 8' alTolg xol TO Mo dmaoty. oig d' Nmho £oTt,
TOUTOLG ®OL OTATY £0TL TAVTWGS, ROl TOQOL XOANAOYOL. V0TS O' OV TAOLY €T AVTO TEGUAREY,
abpoiCovoa TNy mxEAv YOANV.
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also possess viscera suitably larger than human ones. Aristotle's description of the
elephant's viscera, if true and to the extent that it does not maintain these analogies,
undermines Galen's use of it as an ideal anatomical enlargement of human viscera.

This last point involves magnification as I have already discussed but it also
involves a concomitant feature of Galen's approach to the magnification of organs in
relation to an increase in animal size, as mentioned for example in the quotation from AA
XIIL.8, with which I began this section. Galen's claims regarding organic analogy, when
those organs satisfy functions performed across kinds, are far stronger than Aristotle's.
Insofar as organs are ideally structured for the functions that they perform, Galen is
committed to the claim that where such a function is to be performed in nearly all cases
the organ performing that function is also, barring the very rare exception, the organ to
perform that function.’”” Galen points to his observation when he says in UP,

But just as Homer put into verse the self-moving constructs of Hephaestus

and his bellows, which as soon as the master gave the command, 'pour[ed]

forth its well-tempered, manifold blast', and those golden handmaidens

that moved on their own like their creator. So it is as far as I am

concerned. And understand that in the body of an animal there is nothing

that is either without function (d@yOv) or motion (axi{vntov); rather, that

all the parts perform (¢évepyoDvta) a well-tempered, manifold function
(évégyewav) in conjunction with a suitable structure (peto TG

377 Hankinson (1989: 224-7) makes the case for reconciling Galen's commitment to a deep directed
teleology with available empirical counterevidence. In short, Hankinson argues that Galen can be 'carried
away by his own rhetoric.' The upshot of this qualification is that Galen's demiurge, in this respect like
Plato's, is constrained by available materials. In addition, Galen's demiurge is capable of making mistakes,
albeit rarely. Therefore, as a methodological rule, one should expect to be able to analyze a given part
functionally while accepting that there will be very rare cases in which things go wrong: "[y]Jou don't have
to show, heroically and implausibly, that this world is absolutely the best of all logically or conceptually
possible worlds; you simply have to establish that it's pretty nearly the best of all causally possible worlds
(225)."
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mpemooNg notaoxrevf|g), since the creator has granted certain divine

faculties (Ouvapeig)to [the parts].378
Once again, not only are organs analogous across certain kinds, they ought to be on the
specific grounds that they are ideally or appropriately structured (peto THg mQETOVONG
rnotaoxevnc).3” For a given function there is a single or a small group of structures that
can do the job. And, in this case, the scaling size of animals from human to elephant
brings along with it a scaling need for organs as support systems.’80 Therefore, the
gallbladder, to the extent that in Galen's view it is responsible for bile storage and to the
extent that, for teleological reasons it is ideally suited for bile storage, must be attached to
the elephant's liver as a smaller version must be attached to the human liver. If, as I have
argued, Galen is using a modified form of Aristotle's classification of animals and if
structural similarity increases as taxonomic generality decreases, then it is not surprising
that Galen would see the elephant as an organically enlarged version of human beings.
Aristotle's claim that the elephant does not possess a gallbladder, then, is not only

teleologically suspect but also observationally so.

378 UP I 268-9, &' home ‘Oungog Emoinoey avtoxivito 1o tod Heaiotou dnuoveyfiparta xai
TAG pev puoag evBvg Gua T nehedool TOV deomOTNV “mavToliny ebmenxrToVv AvTUNV EEavieicag”,
Tag O¢ Bepamalvag éxelvag TG YQUOAg OUOIMS AUTD TG dNUOVEYD HVOUPEVOS €€ EaVTdV, 0OVTM
LLOL %Ol OV VOEL RATA TO TOD TQOV odua undev agyov und' axivntov, dhha mdvta mavioinv
eVTENKTOV EVEQYELAV EVEQYODVTA UETA THS TRETOVONG ®aTAOREVTS Oelog avTols Tivag duvdpelg
TOU ONUOVQYOD YAQLOAUEVOD

379 As with Aristotle, Galen believes that goal orientation has as its target a single end. As far as I know,
neither Galen nor Aristotle considers the possiblility that there could be multiply realizable ends, none
inferior to the other and with no realizable end superior to them.

380 This point figures strongly in my analysis of Galen's reasons, taken over largely from Aristotle, for the
presence of an os cordis in the elephant's heart.
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It is also necessary to consider the gallbladder's role in bile storage is also
necessary to consider. Teleological commitments aside, Galen was a humoral theorist.
Since he locates the storage of yellow bile in the gallbladder, the presence of the organ in
smaller blooded animals and absence in larger ones would be difficult to explain when
taken in conjunction with the Galen's notion of a scala naturae that exhibits larger
viscera in larger animals. But, recognizing that the gallbladder was not present in certain
larger animals (e.g., members of the six classes of viviparous animals) runs the risk of
admitting that the gallbladder was not functionally and structurally ideal for its task. Both
horns of the dilemma are pernicious for Galen.

In addition, Galen's criticism of anonymous authors in AA, anonymous as it is,
allows him to implicitly attack a range of contemporaries without explicitly criticizing
Aristotle (e.g., Peripatetics, Erasistrateans, and Stoics). The same polemic that operates in
his account of the elephant's gallbladder is systemic in Galen's accounts of the elephant's
anatomy.’8! That Galen is engaged in a polemic against Aristotle and others does not,
however, show that he did not perform necropsies on elephants or at least on an elephant.
Whatever role this episode is playing as a polemic device, does it suggest that Galen has
made a mistake in his observation of the elephant, or is it enough to make a case that
Galen is using anatomical examples of which he has no firsthand knowledge to defend
certain anatomical commitments? Let us consider another example, also involving the

elephant.

381 This observation is especially pronounced in Galen's account of the os cordis but is also a feature of his
explanation of the elephant's trunk, which although it praises Aristotle for his commitment to teleological
explanation, implicitly criticizes him for a qualified teleology.
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THE HEART

Galen describes the os cordis, the heart bone, as a part of his general discussion of
the heart in two treatises, AA and UP. And, in both treatises, he either writes or implies
that this bone or a structure functionally similar to it is found in the hearts of all blooded
animals.’8? Book 7 of AA contains Galen's larger account of the respiratory organs, which
one recalls, include the heart as well as the lungs and arterio-venal system as it relates to
the elaboration and distribution of pneuma in the blood. Interposed between his
discussion of the vessels of the heart and the chambers of the heart, Galen tells the story
of a recently slaughtered elephant and the heart bone he discovered in its heart. The story
is an exemplum of the progressive density of the os cordis and serves as a capstone to his

criticism of inadequately trained anatomists.’%3

3821t is worth mentioning, to avoid some confusion regarding chronology, that both Anatomical
Procedures and De Usu Partium have complicated "publication" histories. The latter text was begun ca.
165 CE. Its first books were given to Flavius Boethus on his departure from Rome to Syria Palestina. Galen
halted work on the text until the early 170s, then sent the remaining books to Boethus in Syria Palestina
shortly before Boethus' death. The chronology of Anatomical Procedures is more complicated. In our AA
Galen reveals that this text is a third version. The first version was dedicated to Flavius Boethus, at that
time governor of Syria Palestina, and was lost upon his death some time in the 170s CE. Galen refers to this
version as hypomnémata (bmopvrpota), which he classes as a set of more informal notes or memoranda
written up for himself or his close associates. The second version of AA was written up sometime after
Boethus' death and before the fire at the Temple of Peace in 192 CE, which fire also claimed at least half of
that version. This version appears to have been written for a wider audience. Finally, the version that
survives is whatever survived the fire along with Galen's reconstitution of the pieces lost in 192. Both texts
reference one another but it is not always clear which version of AA Galen is mentioning in UP. For my
purposes, this complication just means that it is difficult to make arguments about the relative chronology
between episodes in each text and, therefore, about the influence of one text on the other. It is clear,
however, that the two texts are closely related, following one another in the order of anatomical exposition
and in many episodes, such as the heart bone, compressing or expanding the same account.

383 1 will say more on personal anecdotes, such as the os cordis episode. Briefly, Galen closes sections of
his text with them, as he himself suggests in passing at the end of his account of the slave of Maryllus at AA
I 634 where he says, "[1]et these few details, out of the many, stand as an incidental account, indicating the
usefulness of the treatise lying before them to those who have a clue." (tavti pgv 0OV 4td oMMV OMiya
1OTO TAREQYOV €lRN00W, TOlg VOV EYoVoLy EVOERVULEVO TG TQORELUEVNS TQAYUATELOS TNV
yoelov.). Book 7 contains three of these anecdotes, each a vivid account of a Galenic view triumphant over
rival views. The first is his demonstration of the os cordis in the elephant, which I will discuss below (AA 11
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Cardiac Structure

Before returning to this general point, that even practiced anatomists like Marinus
and thinkers like Aristotle are capable of overlooking anatomical structures that are
apparent to Galen and his associates, he digresses into an anecdote about the presence of
the heart bone in larger animals,

Likewise, the bone in the heart, which [people] think exists in large
animals and not even in all of those, does exist in all the rest although it is
not precisely a bone in all of them but cartilage. For, it is generally as
follows among all animals: the valves, which as I said are called tricuspids
and the source of the arterial vessels, are attached to a substance. It is in all
cases hard, although not hard to the same extent in all animals. For in the
small animals it is slightly cartilaginous, in the bigger animals it is
genuinely cartilage, and in sufficiently large animals it is a bone-like
cartilage. Indeed, to whatever degree the species of animal is rightly said
to be large, to that degree is the cartilage a bone-like substance; and, in the
largest species where most of it [consists] of [this] bone-like substance, it
is appropriate to call it a cartilaginous bone rather than a bone-like
cartilage, since what is produced in these animals is no longer precisely
cartilage but a neuro-cartilaginous body. It is not surprising that among
small animals it is completely imperceptible to those who are
inexperienced in anatomical matters, when it often eludes them in the
cases of even the bigger animals.38

619-22). The second is his successful removal of the portion of a slave's sternum in contrast with the
compounded failures of an inexperienced physician that led to the death of the patient (AA II 632-34). And
the last episode, which runs from AA II 641-650, closes book 7 contains four smaller vignettes all of which
involve gangs of Galen's hetairoi, the humiliation of his opponents, and a review of Galen's experiments
showing that arteries do not contain blood and that pulsation is maintained, although not initiated, by the
tunics of the arteries. The three episodes are distinct from the rest of book 7 in that they all not only involve
Galen in the first person but are also personal anecdotes whose situational contexts are carefully elaborated
and put a point on Galen's impersonal first person narrative.

384 AATL 618-619, %ol yOQ 0DV xai T ®at adThv doTodV, O Toig peydlolg Tholg Ddoyew
vopiCovat, ®al ToUToLg OV AOLY, £V TAoL PHEV €0TL ROl TOlG AAAOLS, OV uNv 00TODV TAOL Ye AnQLBdg,
AL OVOQOGC. ExeL YO MOe TO olpmay dmaot Toilg Tholg: of 0' buéveg, odg dvopdlecOan
TOLYADYLVOG EDNV, 1] TE TOV AETNELWIDV dyyelwv O(Ca TEOg oVolav HOTNTAL, OHANQAV UEV TAVTMG,
oV WV €v dmool y' Opoimwg orAnEAav. év UV ya Tolg lunrQols ATtéua yovoemdng ¢otiv: év 8¢ Toig
uelCoowv aniBig xovog: v 8¢ Toig inavdg peydhols xov8og 6oTOdNG. xai 8o Y' &v 1) TO TOD
Cmov Yévog AELOAOYDTEQOV TO peYEDEL, TOOOVTM TAEOV OOTMAOVS 0VGLaG O XOVOQOC EmUENTNTAL.
1Ol 1ATA YE TA PéYLOTA, OOV TO TAEOV 0UTOD TG O0TMAOVG OVTlag Y{YVETAL, TTQOOT|XEL RAAELV
QUTOV TNVIRADTA XOoVOQMOES OOTODV, OV Y OVOQOV OGTMWON. O TeQLdUETAL YAQ €Ml TOUTWV TOV TOWV,
0Vd¢ xOvOQOGS ETL AnQPAOS €0TLY, AMAA VEVQOYOVOQMDOES O UA. BOUpPaoTOV &' OVSEV €L TOV UrQEDV
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This passage from AA engages directly with Aristotle's own account of the heart in so-
called blooded animals at PA 665bff, where his claims regarding the ventricles of the
heart can also be found.?®> In PA, Aristotle mentions that the hearts of oxen and horses
contain bones while other animals including the elephant, whose dissections also
Aristotle reports, do not.38¢ The function of the heart bone, according to Aristotle, is as a
support or scaffolding for the heart (¢geioportog xdowv 00TodV Vmeott) by analogy with
the function of the skeletal system as a support system for the body more generally 387
Galen criticizes Aristotle on two grounds, one implicit and one explicit.
Implicitly, he takes Aristotle to task for a lapse in his adherence to a deeply teleological
view of anatomy because although Aristotle shares Galen's commitment to functional
and, therefore to a certain degree, structural analogy across animal kinds, this shared
commitment does not move Aristotle to suppose that the elephant had a heart bone. How
is it, after all, if the os cordis is a support structure for the heart, that a larger heart will
not require a harder support? Explicitly, he pairs Aristotle's strange claim that the hearts

of larger animals possess three ventricles®®® with Aristotle's and his contemporaries'

Cowv ayvoelobal Teléwg avTo Tolg AYVUVAOTOLS TEQL TAS AVATOUAS, OTTOV Y€ KAl ROTO TA UelW
havBavel moAldnic avtovg.

385 The word that Aristotle and Galen use is xotA{o., which means more generally "chamber." These
chambers correspond to our modern ventricles in the heart, as the atria were not seen as true chambers but
as antechambers, thus "atria." See also Siegel (1968: 32-3).

386 See Aristotle PA 666b18-19, #0118 dvooTe0g TAVTWV o0 %al fiuelg 1e0edueda, Ty TdOV (wv
%Ol YEVOUG TLVOG Podv.; also, cf. HA 506a9-10

387 Aristotle PA 666b18-21, #0t1 & dvdoteog mavtmv doa wai fueig Tebedueda, Ty Tdv (mmov xol
YEvoug TvOg Bodv. TolTolg 88 SuLd TO péyedog olov Egelopatog Gy 0otodv Heott, xaddmeQ ©ol
Tolg OAOLG CDOUOOLY.

388 Galen does not consider the possibility that Aristotle's claim about the number of chambers in the heart
depends on a classificatory difference, a charity which he appears to grant in the case of Herophilus who
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claims regarding the presence of a bone in the hearts of larger animals, at AA II 618,
"which things [structures in the heart] it is better to examine when the heart has been
removed from the animal and especially in a large animal. For all these things are the
same, as there is no difference in animals according to size, as Aristotle supposes
erroneously."3%% Aristotle's mistake regarding the ventricles cannot but caution the reader
about his claims regarding the os cordis and by extension about Aristotle's
cardiocentrism.

Galen invokes the story of an elephant recently slaughtered in Rome, the narrative
of which will be considered in a subsequent section. The elephant's carcass provides an
opportunity for examining a usually minute structure, proportionally magnified by the
size of the creature in whose body it is found. He makes this assumption in passing and

on teleological grounds, as evidenced by comments in both AA and UP 30 After narrating

considered the auricles to be chambers of the heart and, so, numbered the chambers at four. Cf. AA II 624-
5, "It will also be said that the auricles of the heart are outside its chamber. If anyone, as Herophilus,
considering these [the auricles/atria] as parts of the organ [the heart], further increased the number of
orifices, he appears to disagree in this respect also with Erasistratus and with us, as we have said that there
are, in all, four orifices of the four vessels in the heart. (gigfjoeTar 8¢ nai &t T ThG ®aEdiag dTA TOV
XOWMAV aUTAG ExTOS E0TLV. €l O Tig altd péon Tod omhayyvou Bépevog, homep "Heodphog, £m
mhéov EEETELVE TOV GQLOUOV TOV oTtopdTwv, nai ity d0EeL dapwvelv "'EQaoiotodtw te ol Nulv,
elonrooL 8 1A TAVTa ElVaL OTOPATO TOV ROTO TV 1AV AyYElmV TETTAQWV.).

389 AATI 618, dmeg, g EPnv, Euewvov EEnonuévng tod Thov Thg xadiog EmoxémreoOar, noi
paArov Em peydhov Coov: oL UEv yae MoaTmg VIdQyeL, kndeuds ot péyebog év autoig
YLyvopévng dLadoQas, g AQLOTOTEANG oleTal..

390 In AA 11 622, for example, Galen suggests that a single observation of a structure, the heart bone, could
provide the structure's function, a functional analogue of which he was confident existed in all animals
possessing a heart. Although in AA two of Galen's assumptions for the nature of the os cordis are implicit
or at least only suggested (e.g., that nature does nothing without purpose is implied at AA II 622), he
expresses both assumptions in UP. In order to follow, this argument requires:

a) a teleological assumption, something for example like the notion that nature does nothing without
purpose (cf. Aristotle PA 661b24-5; IA 704b15; and passim). This assumption gives the os cordis that
Galen claims to have found a function. It is implicit in AA but made explicit in UP II11.502, where Galen
refers to Aristotle's own account of the heart bone as a sort of structural support for the ligaments in the
heart.
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his discovery of the heart bone in the elephant, Galen explains how the discovery was
predictable on analogical grounds. Galen underscores the dangerous consequences of
observational failure by showing that his rivals not only fail to see the heart bone in
smaller animals but also fail to see it even in the case of an animal as large as the
elephant, assuming that the os cordis will be analogously absent in larger creatures too.

Key to unraveling this passage is, I think, Galen's admission that the os cordis is
something that he came to believe in on teleological grounds before he came to believe it
on empirical ones. At AA II 622, toward the end of his narrative on the elephant's heart
bone, Galen says that while his predecessors were agnostic on the place and even the
presence of the os cordis, he undertook an investigation and claimed to have found a
heart bone at the roots of the valves and vessels of his subject's heart,

For example, I swear by all the gods that I have later seen many things not

at all visible to me earlier. And so it is in the case of the heart bone, which

I tried to find on my own by cutting the organ into little pieces, since I had

not heard from my teachers where [the heart bone] lay or even if it was

present in all animals. This way seemed to me to be the most certain for

undertaking my investigation. But when I found the roots of the valves

attached to it and the sources of the arterial vessels, I was first persuaded

that out of necessity nature as an engineer strove toward that end in all

animals. Afterwards, I was also persuaded through empirical examination

itself (tf)g meipag), once I tracked down the sources of the aforementioned
parts.391

b) not only that functional analogues will be found across kinds of animals but also that they will be
structural analogues is explicit at UP III 503 and implicit at AA I1 619.

c¢) Bearing on the second assumption, Galen must assume that these functional structures must vary in
proportion to certain variations of the animals in which they are found. Although he states this assumption
in both UP and AA, at II1.503 and I1.619 respectively, the only argument for the claim appears to be an
appeal to the intuition at UP II1.503 that since the hardness of the os cordis exists for the sake of stabilizing
ligaments, the bigger the heart the bigger will be the ligaments, and so the foundation to which they attach
must be harder in a similar way.

391 AA T 621-2, &yod Yodv EmdpvupL TOVG B0V TAVTAG, (S TOMA TOV Euteocdey ovd' dAmG
EwQapévv pot xoteldov o0 VoTeQov. kal ToloVT' €0TL TO naTa TV naEdiav daToV, O Pib' dmov
VIOKRELTAL, UNT' €l TAoL Tolg Tholg £0TL, TOQA TOV LoV droloag, Emeyelipnoa HEV avTog
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Presumably, the subject of this dissection was an ox, as it was both a very common
subject of Galen's anatomical investigations, common enough in ritual sacrifices,
cooking, and one of the only animals dissected by him that is also known to contain an os
cordis. Galen mentions that this discovery is what first convinced him that nature strove,
out of necessity (avaryraiov), for something like a heart bone as an end in all animals
(¢v dmoot Toig Chols... €éotoydobal Tovtov Tod oxomoD). It was only afterwards
(ueta O¢ TolTO) that he was persuaded by empirical examination (OU' avTAg TS
netpac). There is some question as to the precise nature of what Galen sees as
teleologically necessary in the hearts of blooded animals, since the subject of the clause
"¢v dmool Tolg CwoLg... £0TtoydobaL ToUToU TOD oxomoD" is implicit.

In the context of this account, it seems plain that he thinks some sort of anchor or
scaffolding is necessary for the valves and vessels that lead out from them. To this sort of
structure he gives or accepts the given generic name, "the bone in the heart" (t0 nata
TV radiav 60toV). Otherwise, it would be difficult to reconcile this passage with his
nearby discussion of the proportion between the hardness of the os cordis with the size of
the animal whose heart it is found in at AA II 618. I believe that this last point regarding
the proportional hardness of the os cordis cannot for Galen be separated from his

commitment to the presence of a structural support at the base of valves in the hearts of

¢EevQelv, £ig IrQO LOQLL XATATEUVWY TO OTAAYYVOV: AOPAAECTATOS YOQ 0VTOS O TEOTOG £80xEL
uoL Thig TnTioemg Ddoyew. £mel §' Gk eDEOV AVNETNUEVAS gig DT TdV 0' Vuévarv Tag OlCag xal
TOV AOTNELWOMV Ayyelwv TAS EnPUoEeLg, TEMTOV pev Emelodnv, g dvayraidv €0ty év dmaot Tolg
Cmolg v TV dvotv éotoydobor ToUtov ToD oxomod- petd d¢ ToUTOo %ol O AUTHS THS TElQag
éneloOnv, drolovBOV Taig mmTOLS EUPVOETL TOV elENUEVOV HoQlmV.
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blooded animals. Consequently, I think that the aim at which nature as an engineer
necessarily aims, for Galen, is at a structural support whose hardness is relative to the
size of the creature in whose heart it is found. This commitment to the scaling hardness of
the os cordis is also what leads Galen to suppose that the elephant in fact possesses an os
cordis when it does not.

This anecdote has as its introduction an implicit criticism of what Galen sees as
Aristotle's teleological shortcomings. Aristotle had argued, on teleological grounds, for
the presence of a structural support at the core of the heart in all animals.?*> Galen's
criticism goes as follows: given that the heart has at its core some stabilizing structure to
which the arterial vessels attach, this sort of structure should exist in all animals with a
heart. Since there are bones in oxen and horses, as Aristotle also observes, and smaller
animals have less bony structures at the core of their hearts, larger animals will have
bonier cardiac cores than smaller animals. That is, the degree of hardness in the structure
is proportionate to the size of the animal.

Therefore, on teleological grounds alone one should be able to infer a heart bone
in the elephant without recourse to observation. In fact, Galen mentions that he was so

predisposed although his teachers of anatomy denied its existence in all animals and he

392 Cf. UP 111 502-3, where Galen agrees with Aristotle's assessment of the function of the os cordis and
reiterates the need for a bonier core at the center of larger animals' hearts. His reasoning regarding the
relation of the size of an animal and its heart to the hardness of the structural support at the core of the heart
is laid out in detail here: "And so every heart has some hard structure in the same place, which is present in
all animals for the same purpose. And the fact that larger [hearts] require this sort of structure is not at all
strange, for a large heart possesses a harder structure, suitable as an attachment for the ends of ligaments
and as a foundation for the whole heart." (;aoo 8' 0VV £xeL xSl kATA TOV AVTOV TOTOV OVGIOV TIVCL
OnANQAV EVERO TOV AVTAV YEEWDV €V ATaoL TOlg TPOLS yeyevnuévny. TO d¢ Tag uellovag
onAnotégag dendfval Thg TolavTNGS oVoiag 0VdEV BovuaoTOV €ig TE YA TO TAG AEYAS TOV
ouvdéopwv aoparéotegov aviidpOal xal eig trv £dpav OAng Thg ®adiag EmtndeldTeQdV £0TL TH)
peYAA TO O*ANQOTEQOV.)
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was himself unable to find it in various animals.?*3 The context for this criticism can be
better found in UP, where Galen mentions the elephantine heart bone as well but
emphasizes its functional role in the body rather than whether or not it is manifest in
observations.
And since there is also found a certain bone at the top of the heart in large
animals, it would also be reasonable not to overlook its function. And
perhaps the function mentioned by Aristotle is right. He said that it was a
sort of support (otforypa) and a foundation for the heart and for that
reason is found in the large animals. For clearly it would be reasonable
that a large heart hanging in a large chest would also require this sort of
part.3%4
So far, Galen is in agreement with Aristotle. But, he argues, Aristotle fails to see the
consequences of the teleological argument he has correctly made. It is not enough that the
size of the animal explains the presence of the heart bone. Rather, the size of the animal
requires the presence of the heart bone in order for Aristotle's offered explanation
actually to be explanatory. That is, Aristotle has it right insofar as his account proceeds

from the notion that the heart's structure entails a certain function but Aristotle fails to see

that the heart's function also entails that particular structure. And, so, Galen offers the

393 See AA II 622, where Galen says that he became convinced of the existence of the heart bone first on
theoretical grounds then later on empirical grounds: "When once I discovered that the roots of the valves
and the outgrowths of the vessels were attached to it [the heart bone], I was first convinced it was necessary
that in all animals a structuring nature had striven for this end. After this, I was also convinced through
empirical observation (meipag), when I followed the outgrowths of the aforementioned parts." (émel '
amag VooV AvneTnuévag ig abTO TOV 0' VuEvev TG OlLag ®al TOV AETNEIWAMV dyyelwy Tag
Endloelg, TEMTOV PeV EmeloONV, Mg Avaryroidv €0ty €v Amaol Tolg COoLg TNV TeEXVIrTY GUOoLY
¢otoyaoBol ToUTou ToD o%OTTOV: petTd 8¢ ToDTO 1Al AU avTHS Ti|g Melpag émeioOnv, drohovBmV taig
TEMOTOLS EXPVOECL TOV ELQNUEVWV HOQIMV.)

394 UP 1 502, "Emel 8¢ #ai 00100V 0gloneTal TL xatd TV nepaiiyv tiig »apdiag év Toig peydholg
Tpoug, ebhoyov v in nal TV Exelvou yoeiav pr) maelely. EoTL pév oV (omg %ol 1) VT
AQLoToTéAOVG ElgNUEVT AOYOV EY0Voa. 0Ty YAQ TL %0l 0tov Edav elval gpnot Thg xadiag
aUTO %ol OLd TOVT' &v Tolg peydhorg Cmolg evpioneoHar. dNAov Yo, g év peydho Bmoaxt peydiny
7000V aimeovuévny ehhoyov v dfjmov xal TololTou TIVOS dendfjvan pogiov.
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following correction, which I also think provides a strong motive for his claim in the
elephant anecdote,

But it would be better said as follows: Nature attached the ends of
ligaments to cartilage or to cartilaginous bone. She was not about to
overlook the ligaments in the heart, seeing as the membranes at the
openings of the vessels are of this type, nor the tunic of the arteries, which
is similar to a ligament in the nature of its material. Rather, she also
attached the ends of all these to this cartilaginous bone, as I have shown in
my Anatomical Procedures. In large animals the bone is cartilaginous, in
very small animals it is a neurocartaliginous structure. And so every heart
has some hard structure in the same place, which is present in all animals
for the same purpose. And the fact that larger [hearts] require this sort of
structure is not at all strange, for a large heart possesses a harder
structure, suitable as an attachment for the ends of ligaments and as a
foundation for the whole heart.39

This iteration of the heart bone, the os cordis, illuminates both Galen's strong
commitment to structural analogies that arise from teleological explanations of the
natural world as well as the effect that this commitment has on his writing. So far this
discussion has centered on the theoretical reasons for Galen's account of the heart, which
diverges in slight but significant ways from Aristotle's own account. It also differs

significantly from what Galen is likely to have observed. Of course, Galen may simply

have seen a structure that he expected to see in an actual elephant's heart. Sikes, for

395 UP 1 502-3, néAMov §' dv 118 Aéyorto. mavtoyod Tdv ouvdEoumv Tag Gy s 1 ¢phoig 1) &ig

% OvOQOV 1] €ig 60TOVV AvarTeL YOVOQMOES. 0VXOUV 0VOE TOV RATA TNV RAQOIOY CUVOECUDV, €N
TOUTOV YaQ TOD YEVOUG €L0LV OL £7TL TOLG OTOUAOL TOV Ay YelwV DUEVES, AMA' 0VOE TOD YLTOVOG TV
AQTNOLMOV, OLOLOV CUVOECUD TV TOD OOUATOS 0Vaioy OvTog, fjuerlev duehfoely, AAAG Rl TOVTWOV
Amdvtv gig TouTl TO ovOMdES OGTODV AviPe TAg AEYAS, MG £V Talg AvaTtomuxais £yyelQfoeoty
£delnvupev. &v pgv ovv toig peydlolg Loolg 00Todv 0Tt X ovOMdES, v 8¢ Toig MAVY QOIS
VEVQOYOVOQMOES TL oD pa. Ao &' 0DV Exel naEdia 1OTA TOV AVTOV TOMOV 0Vl TV OXANQALY
gvera TV aUTOV YeELMV €v dmaot Totg Tdolg yeyevnuévny. 1o 0¢ Tag pettovag oninpotéag
denofvou TS ToLavTNg oVoiog 0VOEV BOUHAOTOV: €lS TE YOO TO TAS AQYAS TOV CUVIETUMV
aocparéotegov aviidpBar nal eig Thv Edoav dAng Tig ®0diag EmTndeldTEQOV E0TL T peYAAN TO
OnANQOTEQOV.
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example, believes that Galen may just have been describing a case of advanced coronary
sclerosis that he mistook for a heart bone in an older elephant.3*¢ But this seems unlikely,
as Sikes suggests by the cluster of circumstances she mentions as necessary for this
conclusion. Furthermore, Galen not only has powerful theoretical motives for describing
an os cordis, made out of bone, in the elephant's heart but the structure and language of
the episode is marked differently from Galen's general anatomical narrative.

These markers suggest that this episode plays a different narrative role in AA. His
account of the heart bone is interesting in part because of what it reveals about the role
that narrative plays in an author whose medical treatises are often considered to be
technical and, consequently, lacking in artifice. This notion of technical writing runs the
risk of anachronism or, in the anthropological terms appropriated by Lloyd, runs the risk
of seeing Galen's writing in observers' terms rather than in the terms of the historical
actors.’*7 Up to this point, I have held off discussion of the actual episode in order to lay
out the groundwork for the theoretical context surrounding the heart and its structure
across animal kinds. Now, I turn to the narrative episode in which Galen discusses his

examination of the elephant's heart and how he observed the heart bone itself.

THE ELEPHANT

By all accounts the elephant was the largest land animal known to Galen. And, in

AA, it serves as a terminus point not only for animals with respect to their size but also

396 See Sikes (1971: 218)
397 For this distinction between actors' and observers' terms and the context relevant to ancient medicine
and more broadly to writing traditionally called 'scientific', see Lloyd (1992).
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for the hardness of the os cordis.?® This scaling increase in hardness or in density with
respect to size figures prominently in both the accounts in AA and UP. As in the case of
its gallbladder, Galen's account of the elephant's heart in AA is explicitly intended to offer
up structures normally so minute as to be hidden (.0mA), at least in smaller animals, for
direct observation in an analogous and enlarged context. Galen's account of the heart
bone in UP does not mention the elephant but I believe it is likely, given the parallels
between it and the account in AA, either that the two are accounts of the same episode
differing in their compression or that the two accounts have influenced one another
throughout the complicated editing history of the texts that contain them.?* For example,
at UP III 446 Galen mentions AA II 618-22. Among other cross-textual references, Galen
also mentions at the start of book 7 (AA II 590) that he has detailed the theoretical (i.e.,
teleological) background of the structure of the respiratory organs in UP books 6-7.
While in book 6 of UP (II1 439) he alludes to the method of dissection he recommends at
AA 1l 626-32.

Galen makes a similar claim regarding the identity of the structure of the heart
across kinds in UP as he does in AA. In UP III 442-3 he cites both the mouse and the
sparrow as the lower limit of smaller animals while he places the ox at the upper limit of

larger animals rather than the elephant,

398 Cf. AA 11 624, where Galen cites the elephant and the lark as constituting the upper and lower limits,
respectively, of non-imaginary animals in size: "[f]or it is necessary that you know well that even if it were
some air-breathing animal bigger than an elephant or smaller than the crested lark, the structure of its heart
would be similar to theirs; and it is not better to say similar but rather the same in form." (g0 ydo €idéva
xof o€, »Qv sksqoowrog 1N T peitov, n %0@116(17\01) m%@ouz@ov ¢E asgog avamvéov, dpoiov autoig
glval TV ®aTaorevn Vv TS %00diag: duevov &' oly opoiav, AAG THv adThv nat edog eimeiv.)

399 On the history of the two texts, see note above. Cf., however, the following parallels.
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The largest horse has the precisely the same cardiac structure as the

smallest sparrow, even if you should dissect a mouse or an ox and even if,

of animals, there were yet some other either smaller than a mouse or larger

than an ox, the number of its ventricles would be equal and the rest of the

structure of the heart would be the same.*°

This section of the dissertation focuses primarily on his account of the
examination of an elephant's heart bone in AA, which is more detailed than the account of
it in UP. In particular, it further develops the notion that Galen uses the elephant as a tool
for magnification and considers some of the polemic features of his account of the bone
in AA that are superfluous to his stated project of describing human anatomy
impartially 40!

I take these features to be of a piece with Galen's comments on the gallbladder in
the previous section, with an eye to Galen's use of the elephant as an argumentative tool
against rival theorists, in this case Aristotle and cardiocentrists more generally. In this
vein | also draw attention to the language which Galen uses in the os cordis episode,

which I believe marks it as different from the anatomical descriptions surrounding it.*02

Acknowledging this difference makes room for a reading of certain anatomical episodes

400 UPp 1T 442-3, TV oV Yo Ax@UBdS ExeL xataoxevlv xa.ediog immog 6 péyotog ehayiotm
0TQOVOD, %OV €L POV Avatéuolg xavel fodv xav el T TdV AV TV 1) unredTteQov Tl Huog 1)
peilov Podg, dmaotv atoig 6 T AQLOUOGg (100G 6 TOV ROV ] T dAA RATAOKREVT) THG RAQOLAGS 1)
aUTH).
401 See . for example, AA II 449-50, on which more shortly, where Galen writes that he will eschew
discussion of the many false claims of his rivals in order to more closely cleave to his subject matter, actual
anatomical facts and structures (e.g., tegaiveaBor Tov Aoyov avtd TdAn6f pova dinyobpévo).
402 For a fairly recent and very brief statement of the varieties of ancient medical style as well an example
of the generic expectations of modern scientific writing, see Nutton (2009: 57-8). Also see von Staden
(1994a: 103-4), on the tendency of ancient accounts of technical subjects, as those subjects are defined
more or less from a contemporary perspective, towards more explicit authorial self-reference as well as the
growing depersonalization of those texts post-17th century. On the tendency for self-reference in ancient
medical and philosophical literature in particular, see Lloyd (1987: 58-70).
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in Galen's work, particularly ones involving spectacular or public displays, as exempla
that may not be governed by the same norms of assertion as other less contentious tracts

in AA.

THE OS CORDIS

As a brief background on the heart bone, the os cordis is a bone found in some
mammals, mostly ruminants, between the aorta and atrioventricular openings, near the
meeting point of the interatrial and interventricular septa.*®> This area of the cardiac
skeleton is more generally called the fibrous trigone (frigona fibrosa), which is an area of
tough connective tissue. Galen and Aristotle both appear to have observed the fibrous
trigone and Galen even seems to have observed a variety of tissues of which it can consist
(e.g., fibrocartilage, hyaline cartilage, and in ruminants bone).*** Given his regular and
frequent use of ruminants for anatomical research, Galen must also have been well
acquainted with the os cordis of the ox and sheep. The cardiac skeleton of the elephant,
however, does not possess an os cordis.*%5 The human heart does not either. Furthermore,
there is no obvious fibrous structure in the elephantine heart that appears like an os

cordis, which looks to the naked eye like a section of a ring made of bone and, in the ox

403 See James (1965: 362-3), which is the source I have seen cited for the os cordis generally. Incidentally,
James includes a functional assessment of the bone that conjectures three possible accounts of its use, all
three of which are consistent and even similar with Galen and Aristotle's (1965: 363).
404 See Gopalakrishnan, Blevins, and Van Alstin (2007: 518). Cf. Galen's account of the scaling density of
the os cordis and even his terminology, which at least prima facie maps on to contemporary terminology, at
AATI 619 (e.g., veuoyovdp®oeg, x6vdoog, and doTODYV).
405 For the absence of the os cordis in the elephant see Bartlett (2006: 317) drawing on
(1969:1-104). See also Sikes (1971: 123).
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is only centimeters in length.40¢ The absence of the os cordis from the elephantine heart
has gone unnoticed among classicists and historians of medicine.*0’

I mention these features of the os cordis as it is presently understood, in order
both to create an image of the structure under discussion and in order to underscore just
how much Galen and Aristotle, by our lights, knew about the structure and function of it.
Given this amount of experience with the structure, what is it that Galen claims to have
seen in his dissection of the elephant at AA II 619-22?7 More importantly what is the
function of this structure in Galen's extended polemic against rival physicians in his

overall discussion of the human heart here?

CARDIAC ANALOGUES, THE OX

On the first point, quite a bit about this passage suggests that Galen did in fact
extrapolate the os cordis from something like an ox to humans and mammals in general,

which underscores the purpose of asking why Galen might extrapolate to the elephant at

406 The os cordis, especially in exotic animals, is difficult subject on which to find information. For general
information about the heart bone, see James (1965). For information on the os cordis in the elephant, see
Sikes (1971: 218), which actually refers to Galen's necropsy of the elephant and conjectures that what he
observed was a case of advanced coronary sclerosis. Against this view, Dr. Dennis Schmitt, a professor of
Agriculture at Missouri State University and the Chair of Veterinary Services and Director of Research
with the animal stewardship department of Ringling Brothers and Barnum and Bailey Circus, has told me
in personal correspondence that there is no likelihood of mistaking any fibrous structure in the elephant's
cardiac skeleton for a genuine os cordis, as seen for example in oxen, sheep, and other ruminants, which
Galen is known to have dissected and on which he is even known to have based large parts of his
anatomical exegesis in AA. Cf., for example, his anatomy of the brain and retiform plexus (rete mirabile),
on which see Rocca (2003).
407 50, for example, Scarborough (1985: 130), who writes "[t]he texts in Greek and Arabic show that Galen
had seen an elephant's heart, obtained its heart bone, but that he had probably not dissected an elephant's
liver since he gave the animal a gall bladder, contrary to Aristotle and his most likely source, Mnesitheus of
Athens."
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all#%% As I have mentioned already, Galen's own comments regarding the subjects for his
dissections and Rocca's work on the brain in Rocca (2003) both serve as strong support
that Galen made analogical claims from the anatomy of oxen, sheep, and goats, all of
which possess an os cordis, to human beings.*%? In fact, the retiform plexus of the ox is
the structure that Galen extrapolates mistakenly to human beings in order to explain
neural physiology. In addition to its size, the ox was easily obtainable in Rome, as Galen
mentions when advising the reader of AA to use them as subjects for anatomical
procedures on the brain: "[0]x brains suitably stripped of most of the parts of the cranium
are commonly sold in big cities."410

Siegel (1968) goes so far as to argue that Galen dissected the hearts only of oxen,
as far as I can tell, on the grounds that his description of the chamber of the heart
accurately describes the auricle of the ox but not the atria of the human or other
chordates.*!! And, although I suspect that Siegel's claim is too extreme, the fact that
Galen's description of the auricles is of the ox's auricle furthers my own view that Galen

has figured the elephantine heart in terms of the large heart familiar to him, that of the ox.

408 1 go into greater detail on these reasons below but, briefly, Galen is known to have extrapolated from
animals elsewhere. The ox is a favorite anatomical subject of his. The heart bone does not exist in the
elephant but does exist in the ox. And, finally, Galen's accounts of the elephant elsewhere in his corpus
seem largely if not wholly derived from other authors, such as Aristotle.

409 The ox was not an accidental subject for Galen's investigations into the brain in all likelihood, as Rocca
has argued (2003: 71-3). Not only was it easily available, see AA II 708, but it was also the largest non-
human brain on which Galen could operate.

410 AA 11 708, £rowpol 8¢ Tovmimay &v taig peydholg TOAeowy Eyxépaiot BOElOL MTQEOKROVTAL TRV
TLE(OTWV TOD HQOVIOU HEQODV YUUVOL.

411 Siegel (1968: 34), "Only in the ox heart, which Galen exclusively studied, both venae cavae appear to
terminate in the right atrioventricular valve without forming an atrium. Since Galen never stated that he
dissected a human heart, we should not consider his description of the relation between auricle, venae
cavae, and right ventricle as erroneous, as we so often read."
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Harris (1973) argues against Siegel while obliquely addressing the issue in his
analysis of Galen's discussion on the position of the heart at UP VI 416.412 Although he
dismisses Siegel's claim that the ox was the only animal whose heart Galen dissected, his
analysis of Galen's account of the position of the heart is based on the notion that Galen's
exposition of cardiac anatomy is derived from animal dissections, namely monkeys.*!3
Scarborough (1985) generally argues that Galen's dissection of the elephant is suspect for
a host of reasons, to which I will return and which support my argument that Galen's
account of elephantine anatomy is based primarily if not wholly on analogy with a large
ruminant.

Finally, returning to the theme of magnification, in both AA and UP Galen makes
the same claim about the identity of the structure of the heart across kinds differing in
size 414 But, he mentions the ox as the largest available animal in UP and the elephant in
AA. At AA 1T 624 the upper and lower limits of Galen's scale are the elephant and the lark,
while at UP III 442-3 the upper and lower limits are the ox and the sparrow or mouse
respectively. Given the close relationship of the two texts and the preceding arguments,
Galen's substitution of the ox for the elephant as the largest animal known to him in his
hypothetical about the scaling size of viscera across kinds suggests that the elephant in

AA is standing in for the ox in UP.

412 Harris (1973: 270 n. 1), "Dr. Siegel... insists that Galen's description of the heart is based exclusively on
that of the ox, which for some reason known only to himself he believes 'he exclusively studied'; but the
anatomical reasons given for this statement seem to me to be far from convincing."

413 See Harris (1973: 269-70) referencing Daremburg's extensive note to his translation of UP: Daremburg
(1854: 383ff).

4141 e., that the structure of the heart will remain the same if one takes even an imaginary animal bigger
than the largest animal X and smaller than the smallest animal Y.
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THE OS CORDIS IN DE ANATOMICIS ADMINISTRATIONIBUS

At AA 11 619, Galen claims that minute structures are easy for those inexperienced
in anatomy to overlook. The os cordis is just such a structure and Galen strongly implies
here that debates about its existence are due to the observational inadequacies of his
opponents when he writes, "[i]t is not at all strange for those untrained (&yvuvaoTolg) in
anatomy to fail utterly to recognize [the heart bone] in cases of small animals, given that
even in larger animals [the heart bone] frequently slips by them."4!5 As earlier, Galen
turns to an enlarged version of the structure under discussion in a larger animal .16

In the cases of ancient witnesses to cardiac anatomy, such as Aristotle, Galen
writes that these sorts of mistakes are to be expected given the paucity of anatomical
knowledge in the past generally (at AA II 621).417 Although he does not say so explicitly,
when Galen mentions the unnamed tyros (dyvpvdortolc) at AA II 619 and Aristotle as
another anatomical tyro, albeit a forgivable one, he suggests that anatomical mistakes
made by the ancients (stohatoi) more generally can be seen as a consequence of the
relatively primitive state of anatomical knowledge of the time.*!® The same excuse cannot

be made for those who fail to practice anatomy, in Galen's present.

415 AATI 619, 0oupooTtov §' 0bdeV Em TV unedv Lhov dyvoeioal Telémg abTd Toig dyuuvaoTolg
TEQL TAG AVATOUAS, OTTOV Y€ ®al ®OTA TA Mellm hAavOdvel molhdxnig avTolG.

416 50, for example, AA XV .2 pgs. 227-8; but especially 227, "[w]e must then try to learn the conformation
of that which is hard to observe in any one type of animal, whichever this may be, in other animals where
that can be found and thoroughly investigated, I mean those animals in which such details are in their
nature larger and more massive than those which in this [smaller] type are hard to see."

417 As also evidenced, Galen says here, by Aristotle's belief that the hearts of larger animals possessed
three ventricles. I will say more on Aristotle and his views on the heart shortly.

418 Although it is not inconsistent with it, this argumentative move contrasts starkly with Galen's narrative
of decline earlier in AA, where he writes that truly ancient anatomists had no need for writing. It was only
after medicine became more democratized that it was necessary to codify anatomical experience, which
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This reference to the heart bone in smaller and larger contexts should recall
Galen's comments on his method of investigation that I have discussed as his solution to a
problem of magnification earlier when discussing the gallbladder. Here too,
magnification plays a crucial role in Galen's anatomical demonstration, as the bone, like
any other structures open to analogical study, should be proportionately more apparent in
larger creatures. Although rather long, it is necessary I think to quote the passage in full,

And why do I mention the larger? Indeed, after an elephant was
slaughtered recently (¢vayyog) in Rome many doctors gathered together
for its dissection to determine whether the [elephant's] heart possesses one
or two apexes and two or three ventricles. And, even before its dissection, |
insisted that the structure of its heart would be found to be the same as in
all the other animals that breathe air, which became clear when [the
heart] was opened. I also easily found the bone in the heart along with my
associates when I inserted my fingers. But those who were untrained
assumed that not even the elephant's heart contains a bone, expecting to
find that what was unobservable [to them] in the cases of other animals
[would also be unobservable] in the large one. So, I was about to show it
to them but I stopped the demonstration when my associates, laughing,
begged me not to conduct a demonstration for people whom they saw as
insensate on account of their ignorance of the region. After the heart was
removed by Caesar's cooks, I sent one of my associates, trained in these
matters, to ask the cooks to let him excise the heart bone. And so it
happened, even now it is beside me. It is massive in size and induces in
those who see [it] a state of wide-eyed disbelief that a bone so huge eluded
these doctors. So even the biggest structures in animals elude the
untrained and it is not at all unbelievable that Aristotle both was mistaken
about many other anatomical matters and thought that the heart had three
ventricles in large animals nor ought one to be surprised that as he was
untrained in anatomical matters he stumbled regarding the discovery of

was lost as it was popularized. This narrative simultaneously maintains Hippocrates as the ultimate medical
authority while allowing Galen to criticize subsequent ancients. See, AA II 281-2 "When the art slipped
away from the tribe of the Asclepiads and then became invariably worse generation by generation, it
became necessary for notes (bmouvnudtwv) to conserve anatomical theory. Before, not only were
anatomical handbooks (¢yyelofioemv dvatouxr®v) unnecessary but also treatises (cuyyoaupdtov) of
this sort... (€xmecodoa toivuv EEw tod Yévous Tdv Aoninmaddv 1) téyvn, nimerta dadoyals
oALOIG el Y elQV YLYVOUEVT], TOV OLAPUAAEOVTMY aUTiiC TNV Bewolov Vopvnudtmy €denOnoay.
EumeooBev &' 0oV HOVOV EYXELRTOEMYV AVOATOKRODV, AAL 0V0E cuYYQAUUATWY £DElTO TOLOVTWV")
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structures. And it is appropriate to excuse him, since those who have

dedicated their entire lives to this pursuit, as Marinus, were apt to make

many mistakes. What is one to think would happen to those who pursue it

all of a sudden and to those who are convinced by things that they do not

see at first with the result that they no longer look to try their hands at it a

second time.*1?
First, and as a clarificatory matter, Galen writes in the first text I have italicized for
emphasis above that hearts are structurally and functionally analogous across creatures
that breathe air, which are themselves coextensive with blooded creatures.#20 These
viscera that are, for Galen, identical across species are structurally identical although the
viscera need not be identical in all respects, as is obvious from Galen's belief in the

proportional relation of organ size to animal size. So, for example, in AA II 619, he

reasons that although the heart bone is in a certain sense identical across kinds, it is not so

419 AA T 619-621, %ol Ti Myw To pello; peyiotov yodv éAédavtog Evayyog év Poun odpayévrog,
NBooloOnoav pev Em TV AvVATOUNV avTOD TOAOL TOV LA TEOV Evexa TOD YvdVaL, TOTEQOV EYEL dVO
©0QUPAG 1] plov 1 vaedia, nal d00 ®okiog 1) TOElS. £y d¢ nal RO THG AVATOUTS AUTOD
dLeTelvounv, evpednoecBol TV ATV RaTOOoXREVTV THS RaEdiag Talg GAlaLg TAoaLs TOV €€ GEQOg
avomvedvTwv Chmv dmeg epdvn xol dianedeiong. ooV 88 Qudimg xal TO #oT' avTV doTODYV, Ea
Toig étaigolg EmParmv Tovg dantiAovg. ol &' AyluvaoTol pev, EAmilovteg 8¢ evpioneLy, G &v
peydiw Cow, To ) parvouevov m Tdv dAAwv, VooV oV0E TV EAépavtog xodiav Exely
O0TODV. £y 8' uéAAnoa pev avtoig deviewy, Tdv 8' £Taipwv yehdviwy £¢' olg Ehowv
avaofftoug éxeivoug dtd TV dyvoLov ToD TOTTOV, TAQAURAAECAVTWY OE ur) SEVOELY, ETECKOV TNV
OelELv. apBetong pévrol i ®adiog Vo Thv tov Kaioagog payeipwv, Exeppd tiva tdv
YEYVUVOOUEVV £TAQWV TTEQL TA TOLALDTO TTOQARAAEGOVTO TOVUS HOYEIQOUG EMITQEY AL TO RAT' AVTNV
00ToDV £EELETV: nOl OVTWG EYEVETO. KAl TTOLQ' TULV €0TL VOV, OV OUXQOV UeV DTTdEYOV T) pHeYEDeL,
Bavuaotny 08 moéyov dmotiav Tolg OpMaoLy, el TNMxODTOV 00T0DV EAdvOavE TOVG L0TEOUS. 0VTW!G
doa %ol T péyLota TV €v Toilg Coolg pogimv AavidveL Tovg AyupvAaoTovs. ®al 0VH0oTOV 0VOEY,
Ao te oA 1ot TAG AvoTopds Aglototéhn dropagtelv, nai Nyelobat, el Exey xokiag ém
TOV peydhov Lhwv Ty %aediay. 8Tl pév o0y dyduvaotog v &v taig dvatouaic E0paln el TV
TOV poiwv ebgeoty, olte Baupdlewv (o1, 2ol CUYYLYOORELY QUTH TEOOT%EL. OTTOV YA Ol TOV OAOV
gautdv Plov avaBévreg T Bewoiq TavTy, xoBdmeo 6 Magivog, fjuapTtov ToALY, Tl %1 vouitety
ovpPaivew toig eEaidpvng pev ¢m adthv EM0odoL, elodeiol 8' oig TEMTOV 0% €100V, OGS UNAETL
gmyelpnoat 0eltegov 10elv;

420 One recalls that, for Galen, the heart was an organ of respiration dependent on the movement of the
thorax for its own activity. And so, when Galen talks about the class of air breathing creatures, those
creatures will have a heart, which is involved in the elaboration of blood.
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materially, saying that, "by however much the kind of animal is unusual in its size, by
that degree does the cartilage acquire a bony structure."+?!

When Galen mentions the heart bone here and elsewhere, it is important to keep
in mind, as a point of terminological use, his comments immediately after those above.
These refer to a dense substance at the junction between the aorta and the aortic valve
(the tricuspid), "the valves, which I said are called tricuspid, and the base of the arterial
vessels (aorta) are attached to a structure, in every case [a] hard [structure] but not hard to
the same degree in all animals."4??

It is clear from this passage and the subsequent context that Galen believes that
some bone or an equivalent structure lies at the core of every heart, varying in hardness
but nonetheless present in some form.*?*> But Galen refers to this structure as a bone
(6otodv) found in every animal's heart elsewhere. Galen simply uses the phrase 'the bone
in the heart' (t0 ®natd TV 2adiav 00T0VV) here as a name rather than as a description.
That having been said, it is also clear that in the case of the elephant he means the phrase

descriptively, as a bone rather as some functional equivalent.?#

421 AATI 619, o y' &v T} 1O T0D Lhov yévog GELOROYOTEQOV T( peyEdeL, TOGONT® ThEOV OOTMOOUG
ovotag 0 yOvOQOg EmuénTNTaL.

422 AATL 619, of 0' Yuéveg, odg OvoudleoOan Touyhdywvog Ednyv, ) Te TV AoTELmddV dyyeinv Oila
OGS 0VGlOY ETNTOL, OUANQAV UEV TTAVTWS, OV uNV €v dmaot y' Opolmg orAnedy.

423 That the structure varies in density in direct relation to the animal's size is explicit in the later context of
AATI 619, quoted variously in the next few pages.

424 Cf. AATI 618, %ai yOQ 0UV %0l TO 0T avTv d0TodYV, O Tolg peydholg Lholg Vmdyew vouitovot,
2«0l TOUTOLG OV TAOLY, €V TTAOL LEV €0TL ®al TOLg AAAOLG, OV PV 60TODV AOT Y AnQPOS, AALA
$OvdQOC. ExeL Yoo MOe TO ot pmay dmaot Toilg Lholg:
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The first italicized text underscores that Galen expected to see the os cordis,
proper, first on teleological grounds and only later after direct observation,*>

And, even before its dissection, I insisted that the structure of its heart

would be found to be the same as in all the other animals that breathe air,

which became clear when [the heart] was opened. I also easily found the

bone in the heart along with my associates when I inserted my fingers.*26
The second italicized passage, to which I will return, serves no heuristic purpose in the
text. At that point, where Galen reports that one of his hetairoi has brought the os cordis
back to him, he has already reported both his expectation of its discovery and its
discovery through direct observation (e0gov 8¢ Qadimg »ai O %ot adTv doToDYV,
dua toig étaipols EmpPailmv Tovg daxTUAOVG),

After the heart was removed by Caesar's cooks, I sent one of my

associates, trained in these matters, to ask the cooks to let him excise the

heart bone. And so it happened, even now it is beside me. It is massive in

size and induces in those who see [it] a state of wide-eyed disbelief that a

bone so huge eluded these doctors.#27
This last point on Galen's expectations, which occurs after Galen has brought his account

of the elephant's os cordis to a close, suggests a likely explanation for certain oddities in

his account of the elephant's heart bone that he deploys ironically as evidence for his

425 Cf. AA 11 621-2, which I will discuss in detail below. The relevant point, however, is that Galen
generalized from one observation to all animals on the grounds that nature is an ideally organizing
principle.

426 AA T1 620, £y 8¢ %ol QO THE dvaTopufc avTod dieTevouny, ebedNoec0aL THV AVTHV
1OTOOAEVTV TS ®apdlag Talg AMAALS TACOLS TV €E AEQO0G AvamvedVTWY COwV: AmeQ Epdvn xal
draugedeiong. evov 8¢ Yadimg %ol TO nat' avTV doTodV, G Toig ETaigols EmpBakiv Tovg
dantvAovc.

427 AATI 620-1, cipOeiong pévrol Thg xaediag 17O TV Tod Kaloagog payeipwv, Emeppd Tiva Tdv
YEYVUVOOUEVV £TAQWV TTEQL TA TOLALDTO TTOQARAAEGOVTO TOVUS HOYEIQOUG EMTQEY AL TO RAT' AVTNV
00ToDV £EELETV: nOl OVTMG EYEVETO. KAl TTOQ' TULV €0TL VOV, OV OUKXQOV UeV DTdEYOV T) peYEDeL,
Bavuaotny 08 moéyov dmotiav Tolg OpMaoLy, el TNMxODTOV 00T0DV EAdvOavE TOVG L0TEOUS. 0VTW!G
doa %ol T péyota TV €v Toilg Cowolg pogimv Aavidvel Touvg ayvuvdotovg.
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contemporaries' failure to make careful and accurate anatomical observations. This
digression on the elephant begins with the point that physicians generally believe a heart
bone exists in some but not all animals. It ends when Galen says at AA II 62 these
physicians that are so unpracticed at dissection and unfamiliar with observation that they
are unable to identify the bone even when it is most apparent in the largest available
specimen, the elephant. How could they be expected to identify it and its functional
analogues in smaller animals?

The expressed reason for his digression from the description of the vessels and
valves of the heart, which precede this episode, is to issue a corrective for a lack of
anatomical training among doctors. Inadequate training, for Galen, often arises from a
fundamental failure to understand the importance of empirical observation for epistemic
medical claims.*?® These two points are apparent from the opening of the digression,
where Galen cites the position against which he will argue: namely, that a bone exists in
the hearts of some but not all large animals (dotodv, O TOig peyYaAolg Tholg VITAQYELV

vouiCovaot, zol ToUToLlg oV aoLy).429

428 See AA 11 618; but also cf. Opt.Med., which contains numerous iterations of this complaint. Opt.Med. 1
54 mentions anatomical ignorance explicitly. See, however, Opt.Med. 1 53 for a flamboyant denouncement
of medical ignorance more generally, "Many athletes are afflicted with a sort of thing, although they desire
to become Olympic victors, they do not make an effort to act so as to achieve this. This sort of thing also
happens to many doctors. For although they praise Hippocrates and consider him first among all [doctors],
to make themselves like him as much as possible they do everything but this."

(Oi6v T memdvVO oLy oi ToAhol TOV AOANTOY EmbupodvTeg pév Ohvpmovizon yevéohal, undev 8¢
TRATTELY G TOVTOV TUYELY €TNOEVOVTES, TOLOVTOV TL RO TOLG TOMAOIG TOV LATQMV CUUPEPMREV.
gmauvodol pev yae Trmoredtny #ol medOTOV Ardvimv yodvral, yevéshor &' altovg g
OPOLOTATOVGS €xelve ThvTa uaAlov 1) Tobto medttovotv.) This complaint is common throughout
Galen's work. Cf., for example, Opt.Med. 1 53-63; 1; Protr.1 1-39; Lib.Prop. XIX 9-10; Ord.Lib.Prop. XIX
49-54.

429 AATI 618, xai Y@ oUV %0l TO %aT avTi)y 00TodV, O Toig peydholg Lholg Vdyew vouiCovaot, xal
TOUTOLS OV TAOLV, €V TTAOL UEV €0TL ®al TOlG dALOLS, OV Ny 00TODV TAGL Ye AxQuBdg, AAAa xOVOQOG.
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The passage gives no more information about who holds this position besides
what can be said from Galen's various references to the doctors present at the time, that
they are contemporaries of his and what is known from Aristotle's texts on the heart bone.
Although it is clear that Galen means bone' (00TODV) to refer rigidly to a supportive
structure in the heart here, there is no reason to suppose that Aristotle meant bone
(6otoDV) as anything except descriptively. That is, as Galen introduces the term earlier in
the text, Aristotle need not disagree with him. There are two claims that Galen might be
making: first, that all large animals contain a "bone" in their hearts, by which he means a
supportive central structure that happens to be a bone in animals of certain kinds; second,
that all large animals contain a bone in their hearts.

In his own account Aristotle does suppose that some structure will serve as a
supportive junction, although it is only bone in some cases, which is consistent with
Galen's view as far as things go on the first interpretation.*3 Aristotle denies that there is
an actual bone in the elephant's heart but need not (and probably would not) deny that
some similarly supportive structure ought to be found at the juncture of the aorta and
tricuspids. That is, the point of conflict lies in Galen's belief that density of structure
varies with size. A point Aristotle shows sympathy with but does not, for him, warrant
comment when he describes the absence of a bone in the elephant's heart. In the later
context of this passage, Galen ascribes this denial to contemporary Roman physicians

generically (or at least the untrained physicians present at this scene). He also ascribes to

430 See Aristotle PA 666b17-21, discussed below.
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them, by implication, either the Aristotelian view that the heart in larger animals may
consist of three chambers or some doubts as to whether or not this view was mistaken.*3!
This later suggestion picks up Galen's criticism of Aristotle that began the
episode, as a bookend, which is one of the features of this passage that sets it aside
stylistically from Galen's otherwise dispassionate account of anatomical structures in
much of the rest of Anatomical Procedures. At AA II 618, Galen segues from a
discussion of the coronary arteries and the number of ventricles in the heart, first to
Aristotle's views on both subjects, then to the heart bone, about which Aristotle discusses
elsewhere in his biological works.*3? Setting aside the two passages from HA and GA,
which simply say that a heart bone can be found in oxen and horses or in bulls,
respectively, it is worth setting out the context for Aristotle's account of it in PA in order
to flesh out the view against which Galen is arguing.**3> A cluster of similarities, and
Galen's direct reference to Aristotle, suggest that Galen is referring to this passage from

PA while laying out his own accounts of the os cordis in AA and UP.

Bl Cf.AATL 620

432 Aristotle discusses the os cordis at PA 111.4 as well as in passing at HA I1.15 and GA V7.

433 In HA, Aristotle mentions the os cordis in passing at HA 506a7-10, "[e]xcept that in the case of oxen
there is something peculiar in the heart, although not [in] all of them, as there is a kind of ox which has a
bone in the heart. And the heart of horses also contains a bone." (TAY)v €V Tf) ®0QOlqL (OLOV TL EOTiv €M
TOV Podv: £0TL YA TL YEVOS Bodv, AAL” oU mdvteg, O €xel év T ®0Qdig doToDV. £xeL O¢ nal 1) THV
{nov nadia dotodv.) In GA 787b15-19, Aristotle explains the presence of the heart bone in oxen by
arguing that the ox has a very sinuous heart and because of the need for a tendon to attach itself to bony
substances, there is a bone at the center of its heart: dnhoi 8¢ ToadTn TV POV 0VOA 1) 2OESiC TOV
Bo@v Td nai 60TodV EyyiveoBal v éviaug abTdV- T & dotd Tntel Ty Tod vehoov oy,
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THE OS CORDIS IN ARISTOTLE

Aristotle's account of the heart in PA, after introducing its subject matter, pivots to
the appearance of the heart and other internal organs in newborn animals at 665b8 (¢v
tolg veoyvoig). I mention newborn animals to show that Galen has this passage in mind
in his own discussion of the os cordis. In addition, this passage immediately precedes the
passage in PA (665b11-18), where Aristotle claims that all fluids require vessels. If one
recalls, this claim is the one that Galen ridicules in Az.Bil. (V 147) when he also mentions
that pigeons lack gallbladders. This reference along with the evidence that follows,
suggests strongly that Galen had these pages of PA in mind while structuring the os
cordis episode in AA.

Although Galen does not mention newborns in this context in AA, in UP he
discusses animals still in utero as a coda to his account of the heart bone. After discussing
the material composition of the heart and one of its primary functions, to be the source
and a central vessel for blood in the body (PA 665b10-21), Aristotle engages with
thinkers who believe the brain is the source of blood vessels (PA 665b28ff). Then he
returns to observations of the heart in embryos (¢v Toig éufoolg), which along with
other arguments about the centrality and primacy of the heart make an implicit case for
cardiocentrism.

This progression leads Aristotle to explain how the observed position of the heart

in other animals, central, differs from that of human beings, off-center.*3* His discussion

434 Cf. De Respir. 478b3; HA 507a. Galen's accounts of the position of the heart differ in UP and AA,
where in the one case he claims that the human heart lies in the center of the chest and in the other that the
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includes the seemingly disparate case of the heart in fish, in which the apex of the heart
seems to point toward the head.** Galen takes up this peculiar aside along with a
discussion of the double apex of the heart in larger animals at AA II 624-625.

These similarities, when taken along with Galen's explicit mention of Aristotle's
views on the heart bone in both AA and UP, are evidence that Galen had this very passage
in mind while constructing his own accounts of the heart bone. His reference to this
section of PA, here and elsewhere (e.g., Az.Bil. V 147), also makes a very strong case that
this section was a point of engagement for him against Aristotle's account of the heart.
That Galen engages with Aristotle on the heart is not at all surprising. These connections,
however, make the case that the os cordis episode is not just a corrective of Aristotle's
views on the os cordis in the elephant but also, by extension, a means of undercutting
Aristotle's views on the heart more generally. That is, the more work Galen does to
undermine Aristotle's beliefs about the heart, the more Galen collaterally undermines
Aristotle's cardiocentrism.

Returning to Aristotle's account of the os cordis proper, Aristotle describes what
must be the chordae tendineae, with respect to the center of the heart itself and the need
for some sort of buttress at its core. Of course, it is unlikely that he was describing the
chordae tendineae as support cables for the tricuspids, as those valves had not yet been

identified as such. This identification would have to wait another generation, for

right ventricle is off-center. This discrepancy between the two texts is presumably the result of Galen's
changing views on the subject and the unusual editorial process both texts underwent.

435 Cf. HA 507a2ff, where Aristotle explains that the heart in fish is centered, as it is in other animals, if
one considers that in most animals the chest is oriented forwards while in fishes the head is oriented
forwards.
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Erasistratus. So although Aristotle does not identify the valves in his account, he does
explain them as structural supports for the heart analogous to the body that contains it,
The heart has a number of tendons (ve0wV), and this is reasonable as the
motive impulses (®tvioelg) proceed through [its] contracting and relaxing.
Consequently, it needs this sort of service (tola0Tng VmmEeoin)*3¢ and
strength. And the heart, just as I said also earlier, is a sort of animal in
those who have it.437
In part because he was aware that the heart beats non-voluntarily, although not aware of
the reasons why, and in part because of the associations he makes between the heart and
sensation, Aristotle writes about the heart as though it is in certain structural respects like
a living body.*3® The simile is close enough to allow for a powerful and real entailment.

A consequence of having a metaphorical body for Aristotle is that the heart must have a

skeleton at its core.**? If the metaphor holds, one might expect such a structure at the core

436 1t is worth observing that this word Drmoeoia generally refers to the groups of rowers, who power a
trireme. The image is lost in translation but in this context is informative. The bank of rowers strains to aid
the heart in contraction and then relaxation. By extension, they require some sort of brace to aid them in
their efforts. This brace is, of course, the heart bone mentioned below. Aristotle does not explicitly come to
the conclusion that all hearts, in virtue of possessing these straining vedoa, require an underlying structural
support. His argument regarding the function of the veDpa in the heart, however, make a structural support
functionally necessary, which Galen makes explicit in his own account in UP.

437 Aristotle PA 666b13-17, "Exet 8¢ ol vehoov mAf|0og 1) xa0dia, xai 1ot ebAdywg: md Tadng
Yao ai nwvioelg, megaivovral 88 did ToD Elnerv nol aviévar det ovv ToloiTng DrEEstag xal ioyvoc.
'H 8¢ %a0dia, x00dmeQ elmopev »oi mOTEQOV, 0lov LOOV TL TEGUHREV £V TOIG EYOVOLY.

438 Cf. Aristotle PA 666a19-24, Not only does it seem that this is so by way of reason but also by way of
sensation. For it is clear that the heart, of all the parts, is in motion from the start in embryos, like an
animal, since it is an engine of growth. Evidence of the aforementioned is the fact that all blooded creatures
possess [a heart]. For, it is necessary for them to have a point of blood production. (OU poévov 8¢ nata
TOV AOYOV 0UTWG ExeLy palveTal, AAAA ®al xoTd TV aioOnoLv- &v ydp toig éuPoiols eVBEmg 1)
7000(0 patveTar xvovpévn TOV poeinv xaddme i Lhov, g oyl Ths pioewe Toig Evaiuolg ovoa.
MoTtiglov g TV elgNUEVOV %Ol TO TAOL TOIG EVAIIOLS VITAQYELV AVTNV: Avayralov YaQ avTolg
gxewv TNV Gy tod aipotog.)

439 Cf. Aristotle PA 654b27-32, Flesh surrounds the bones, fastened by thin and fibrous sinews. The
skeleton is for the sake of [the flesh]. For just in the way that sculptors who are sculpting an animal out of
clay or some other wet substance set up some sort of solid body as a support or mold around [a support], in
the same way nature builds an animal out of flesh. (ITegl 8¢ Td 00TA i 0AE®ES MEQLTEDGDRAOL,

227



of the hearts of all blooded animals. Aristotle is quick, however, to point out that only the
very largest hearts contain bones, such as the ox and horse,

[the heart] of all [animals], even the ones that we have examined, is

boneless, except for horses and a certain kind of ox. And, on account of

their size, these [animals] possess a bone [in their heart] as a support

(¢oelopotog xaoLv), just as also whole bodies do.#40
This quotation shows that Aristotle, like Galen, believes that the os cordis is a bone
precisely due to the size of the animal possessing it, although some analogous structure
will support the beating heart more generally. Aristotle offers no explanation elsewhere
for how this belief can be reconciled with the absence of the bone in the elephant, which
is one of the sources of contention between him and Galen. But Aristotle does not
necessarily need to offer an explanation for his observations on the os cordis. After all,
although Aristotle's teleological views incline him to the view that the heart and heart
bone be structured in a useful fashion, his views admit of occasional structures that exist
for no reason, such as the gallbladder.#4!

The os cordis is not such a structure, however. Aristotle has explained the heart

bone exists in some animals on account of their size. That is, if an animal possesses a

TQOCEIANPUEVAL AETTTOIG %Al ivDSEDL deopoig, DV Everey TO TOV OOTOV £0TL YEVOS. ‘Qome Y ol
ThGTToVvTES £% TNAOD THOV 1] TIvog BAANG VYQGAS OVOTAOEMS DPLOTAOL TOV OTEQEMY TL OWUATWOV, €10’
oUTM MEQUTAETTOUOL, TOV AVTOV TEOTOV 1) GPVOLS dedNUOVQYNHEY EX TOV OAQROV TO THOV.)
440 Aristotle PA 666b17-21, "EotL §' Avooteog mévtwv doa xai pelg 1e0eduedo, Iy TV immwv xai
Yévoug TvOg Bodv- TolTolg 88 SuLi TO péyebog olov Eelopatog xaow d0otodv Hreott, xabdmeg xal
T0ig OAOLG CDUOOLY.
441 Certain structures, for Aristotle, may not only exist for no purpose but even to the detriment of the
creature possessing them (e.g., the antlers of deer at PA 663a8-12 are more of a hindrance to the deer than a
help).
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heart bone it will be a large animal; but, it does not follow from this claim that being a
large animal is itself a sufficient condition for the presence of a heart bone.*4?

This quotation from PA expresses three points with which Galen engages in his
own account. First, Aristotle claims that most hearts do not contain a bone, although the
hearts of a few do. In those cases, the presence of the heart bone is explained by the great
size of the creature but it does not follow that every great sized creature must have a heart
bone. Compare AA II 618, where Galen ascribes a version of this view to a group of
unnamed thinkers. Second, that the presence of this bone is explained by the size (1 TO
péyebog) of the animals. And, finally, that this bone functions as a cardiac support
(¢oelopotog xaoLv) by analogy with the skeletons of the body as a whole.

The last two points may explain, in part, why Galen feels the need to correct
Aristotle, as Galen's more thoroughgoing teleological views seem to commit him to
scaling close structural parity between the heart and the creature possessing it. So, by
Galen's lights, it is both the case that every creature with a heart bone must be huge and
that every huge creature must have a heart bone. So, contra Aristotle, Galen's
commitments to structural symmetry have him argue for a bone in the elephant's heart. In
regard to the first point, however, it is worth noticing that Aristotle does not claim that
the hearts of all animals possess a bone, although he remains silent on whether or not

they must possess some other sort of foundational support analogous to it.**3 Aristotle's

442 This, in fact, seems to be the case with the os cordis in ruminants.

443 On Galen's exploitation of other authors' silences as indicating a tacit denial of a claim, see von Staden
(1997: 195-96), especially (p. 196), "This [referring to Erasistratus] is similar to other instances in which
Galen infers an elaborate negation or negative theory- here 'in vain the spleen, in vain the omentum, in vain
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silence is relevant here because Galen appears, in his own account, not just to fault
Aristotle for believing the elephant has no heart bone but also for failing to cleave to his
own teleological commitments. That is, Galen faults Aristotle for not concluding that the
elephant's heart must contain a bone in virtue of its size and the structural demands this
size should place on the heart's support system.

Aristotle passes from the heart bone to the ventricles or perhaps the chambers of
the heart, another anatomical feature that he believes differs in relation to the size of the
body of a creature. Briefly, it appears as though Aristotle claims that the number of
ventricles of the heart ranges from one to three depending on the size of the animal (PA
666b22-667a6). This claim is difficult to explain observationally. That is, if Aristotle
meant to describe what were taken by later anatomists to be the right and left ventricles, it
is unclear what structure(s) he was taking to be the three xothiaw of large animals. Given
his claim that the number of ventricles is proportional to the size of the animal, it is
difficult to untangle the knot by supposing a taxonomical difference as in the case of the
atria, which were generally not seen in antiquity as distinct chambers of the heart but
rather as the expanded terminal points of the venae cava and the pulmonary vein.*** And,
of course, that is precisely the criticism that forms the starting point for Galen's
discussion of the heart bone generally and his personal anecdote on the slaughtered

elephant specifically.

the renal arteries, in vain numberless other things'- from an author's silence or putative silence on a given
point."
444 See . for example, Harris (1973: 98). The account is somewhat anachronistic but comprehensive.
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In this context, is important to point out that the term commonly translated as
"ventricles," ®othio, means "chambers" (although originally "hollows"). Translating
them as ventricles reflects the modern identification of the »othiaw with two of the four
chambers of the heart rather than the ancient Greek notion that the heart was divided into
two chambers (xothiaw).#45 This view of Aristotle's on the xotliow of the heart in large
animals, which appears to have no straightforward explanation, is the springboard from
which Galen, who did take Aristotle to mean the ventricles, proceeds not only to criticize
Aristotle but also other physicians of his own day for both their observational and

methodological failures.*46

THE OS CORDIS IN GALEN, TELEOLOGICAL EXPLANATION

Turning back then to the structure of Galen's account, I had mentioned earlier that
it took for its starting point a reference to Aristotle's description of the chambers of the
heart mentioned above in which Aristotle claimed that the hearts of larger animals may

possess three ®othiaw while those of smaller ones possess one or two.*47 This critique is

4435 This translation is itself an interesting heuristic tool that both clarifies and obscures. Although
"ventricles" accurately conveys the structures to which xouhioun refers, it also obscures the common Greek
view of cardiac structure by implying an atrio-ventricular distinction that would have been alien the
ancients. On a side point, Aristotle (and Galen) are correct that there are creatures that possess only one
ventricle. These are generally cold-blooded, including amphibians and some reptiles (not, however,
crocodiles or alligators). This fact, however, does not directly correlate with size.

446 On the controversy surrounding the chambers of the heart in Aristotle, see the overview provided by
Harris (1973: 121-133). Briefly, there is no consensus on what to make of this puzzle. Solutions range from
supposing that Aristotle was simply mistaken regarding the number of ventricles or was motivated by a
need for a single source (&y)) of blood and volition, to attempts to locate what his third chamber may
have been.

447 See Garofalo (1991: 663 n.53) and references contra Singer (1956: 251 n.155), who believes that
Galen's reference is to the number of vessels in the heart. Garofalo's reading that Galen's dispute with
Aristotle is over the number of chambers in the heart rather than over coronary vessels seems right,
"Galeno allude al numero di ventricoli non ai vasi come pensa Singer, nota 155." After all, the context both
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flanked by language that emphasizes the importance of direct observation and the results
of it, which to Galen are manifestly obvious,

It is better to examine (¢moxémreoOou) these things, as I said earlier, once

the heart has been removed from the animal, even more so in the case of a

large animal. For [things] obtain similarly for all animals and there is no

difference among them on account of size as Aristotle supposes (oieTau).

But, the sight (1] 0¢a) is more fully visible (cadpeotéQa) in large hearts.*48
Throughout this brief segue into his digression on the heart bone, Galen contrasts what
Aristotle supposes erroneously, implied by his use of oietau as it connotes error, with the
much clearer appearance (1] 0¢a... cadpeotéga) that one would get if one directly
examined (¢ruoxémrecOon) the heart itself. This sort of language is common in Galen,

who frequently tells the reader that his claims are not only manifest to reason but also

often visually manifest to those who possess the right sort of training and disposition.4°

CLARITY OR 'ENAPTEIA

Galen's emphasis on visual language is hardly surprising given the role that

perception, along with reason, plays for his epistemology as one of the two guarantors of

before and after this passage involves Aristotle's unusual claim that the heart in larger animals has three
ventricles.
8 AATI 618, Gmeg, Og Ednv, duevov EEnonuévng Tod Lhov Thg vadiag EmoxémrecOon, noi
paArov Em peydhov Coov: maoL HEV yae MoaTmg VIAQYEL, kndeuds Ot péyebog év avtoig
YLyvopévng dLadoQags, g AQLOTOTéANS ofetal. capeatéga &' 1 Béa natd Tdg peydiag 0Tl nodlog.
In passing it is worth drawing attention to what features Galen believes must be identical across kinds. For
example, gross structural features (e.g., the number of cardiac chambers, the number of organs, the types of
organs) must remain the same among animals analogous to human beings. Galen is less committed to the
identity of material features across kinds (e.g. the material out of which a certain structure like the os cordis
is constituted). This, at any rate, is the best explanation I can offer for the criteria by which Galen insists on
sameness across kinds.
449 See, e.g., Opt.Med.153-63; I; Protr.11-39; Lib.Prop. XIX 9-10; Ord.Lib.Prop. XIX 49-54 et passim.
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truth.#9 For Galen, premises have to be manifest (§voQyrg) either to sensation or to
reason. And so, by emphasizing both through his argument and through his pervasive use
of verbs of perception, that, unlike his opponents, his own observations are clearly
perceptible Galen advances his own position while undercutting theirs. I would like to
emphasize here that, by his argument and his diction, I mean that in addition to the
argument it expresses, Galen's choice of language presents a picture to the reader of how
vision and sensation underwrite epistemic medical claims. That is, I am claiming that
when Galen writes that the sight or image is clearer (codeotépa &' 1) O€a) this visual
language evokes the role that sensation plays in epistemic claims.

This contrast between what is not perceived and what is sensible and therefore
manifest, in both senses of the word, is noticeable here when Galen says what Aristotle
believes (oietal) versus what he himself describes as the clear facts presented to an
eyewitness of a heart separated from the body. It underscores the overall trajectory of
Galen's digression on the os cordis. That is, Galen, as I will bring out shortly, presents the
heart bone case as an example of how epistemic anatomical claims should take their
warrant from careful empirical observation, observations which by Galen's lights
Aristotle has clearly failed to make or at least make properly. Moreover, by holding up to
observational criticism Aristotle's account of cardiac chambers as scaling in number

proportionately to the size of animals, Galen also undercuts one of his bétes noires,

430 See, e.g., Opt.Doc.148-9; Temp.1590; PHP V 722-3; MM X 36-7; HNH XV 152 et passim.
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Peripatetic and Stoic cardiocentrism.*>! How can one be confident, after all, in Peripatetic
claims about the sovereign role of the heart if their observations about its basic anatomy

are transparently false?

THE OS CORDIS IN GALEN, PERSONAL ANECDOTE

Galen's account of the heart bone, which is very difficult to explain if taken as
simply a case study in dissection, is just such an example of the role that exaggeration
and even invention can play in Galen's development of philosophical and medical points.
The technical treatise is a genre of the observer, with no exact ancient equivalent. And,
while a modern reader might have certain expectations about literature written about
subjects considered technical, there is no obvious reason to suppose that Galen or his
contemporaries would have had similar expectations. In fact, economy of speech,
standardness of style, the avoidance of anecdote and personal commentary are not
pervasive features of ancient medical treatises and certainly not of the Galenic corpus,
even in procedural descriptions.*3?

The general point of Galen's digression is to reiterate a frequent complaint of his
against the practice of rival physicians. He laments that, too often, physicians make

claims without recourse to observation. For him these physicians are alternately

451 This debate occupies Galen throughout his corpus. In particular, he devotes most of his treatise, PHP to
a defense of encephalocentrism, as he ascribes it to Plato and Hippocrates, against the cardiocentrism of the
Stoics and Peripatetics. For his experiment on the recurrent laryngeal nerve, which is intended to show that
the brain is the source of volition rather than the heart, see Praen. XIV.625-630; UP 111 570-585; IV 278-
281; AA XI 101-109, 131-134,255-269; cf. AA 11 661-90 for the related experiment involving the
destruction or ligation of the intercostal nerves. Walsh (1926), on Galen and the recurrent laryngeal nerve
remains useful. For recent discussions of the debate between encephalocentrists and cardiocentrists, see
Hankinson (1991); Tieleman (1996: 38-65).
452 On these points, see von Staden (1994a); Hine (2009); and Nutton (2009).
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unobserving or unobservant, depending on whether Galen has it in mind to characterize
them as incompetent or uncommitted to observation as a fundamental criterion for
epistemic claims. Consequently, on the grounds that they do not base their claims on a
firm foundation of empirical examination (metpa),*3 Galen criticizes these sorts of
physicians, whom he calls armchair physicians or physicians in name only (AoytatQor),
as prone to reckless generalizations about medical and anatomical matters.*>*

The language with which Galen recounts the elephant anecdote is markedly
different from the language he uses elsewhere in AA, where he describes procedures
more generally. The anecdote begins, for example, with a break from the generic second
person narrative that dominates book 7 up to that point where Galen pivots from the
claim that inexperienced anatomists cannot see minute structures since they cannot see
them even in larger creatures. Galen's answer to a question put into the voice of the
reader, "larger do I say?,"+> introduces a series of expressions that place the reader in a
situational context, which is largely absent from the otherwise situationally neutral

narrative surrounding it.

453 The word meipa should not necessarily be taken to consist in something like experimentation or a well-
defined form of trial, although the word is often generically translated as "test," "trial," or "experiment." All
three of these translations can suggest a degree of standardization and rigor that is misleading. Even a
cursory look at the LSJ entry for melpa gives a sense of its breadth. See, in particular LSJ I.1-2 for its range
of expression regarding experience.
454 The vivid word hoyiatQog is only attested six times in the Greek corpus. All six of these instances
appear in the Galenic corpus (Lib.Prop. XIX 15, MM X 582, Purg.Med.Fac. X1 339, HNH XV 159, and
twice in Hipp.Prog. XIIIB 258). It is doubtful that this word is a Galenic coinage, however, as the abstract
noun, AOYLOTQE(X, is a hapax legomenon already attested in Philo of Alexandria (De congressu eruditionis
gratia 53.2). It is telling, however, that this Aoyiatpela is found in the context of Roman medical
charlatans.
435 AATI 619, noi Tl Myw pello;
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Galen's general narrative involves second person address and even detailed
directions to the reader, as if present. The narrative lacks time, place, and situational
context. The heart bone anecdote, on the other hand, not only breaks sharply with the
preceding narrative from its inception but also places the reader in a time (¢voyyoc) and
place (¢v Popn) immediately afterwards. Galen places himself in that context as a
character in the anecdote as well as its narrator, relaying to the reader what he says to the
doctors present rather than addressing the reader directly as he does elsewhere.

The narrative mirrors the claims he makes earlier. But rather than restating them,
it demonstrates those claims through the unfolding events of the anecdote. The right sort
of philosophical training is necessary for doctors, as is demonstrated by Galen's belief, at
that time, that the elephant would possess a heart bone before it was examined. Lack of
training results in an otherwise avoidable failure to make anatomical observations, as
Galen and his associates easily find the heart bone with their fingers while the other
doctors present gape blindly. Unlike other anecdotes, in this one Galen's hetairoi
persuade him not to compete with his rivals and finally he demurs. The demonstration is
left for the reader. After the heart is taken away by Caesar's cooks, the heart and its heart
bone is laid open on a table, now available for all to see. Both are found both through
Galen's philosophical training and observational skill. As a coda to the anecdote, Galen
exclaims that passersby who now look on the bone are mystified that anyone could have
been so insensate so as to have missed this immense structure to begin with. And, with
that, Galen redirects the reader to the contextually neutral narrative that otherwise

dominates AA.
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Conclusion

The purpose of this dissertation has been to consider different modes of
explanation in the work of Galen of Pergamum, in particular anatomical explanation and
the explanatory role that anatomical episodes play in Galen's presentation of his
theoretical commitments. To that end, I have questioned the use of the generic lens
through which Galen's anatomical writing is often read, as "technical treatises". In light
of the fact that the technical treatise was not an ancient genre of writing, I have argued
that it is anachronistic to judge Galen's work on subjects associated with the genre of
technical treatises by generic norms that would not have been meaningful in an ancient
context. This reading of Galen's anatomical work has led to an evaluation of certain
anatomical episodes as medical artifacts or as steps in the progression of the history of
medicine. I have tried to show that Galen's anatomical work, even where it appears most
neutral, retains a great deal of the agonistic structure that pervades medical writing in the
Greco-Roman world. His use of anatomical episodes as pieces in an agonistic contest is
not surprising given Galen's repeated calls for an empirically grounded theoretical
framework for medicine, which straddles the methodological divide between the
Empiricists and Dogmatists of his day.

In chapter two, I laid out the terms of the epistemological debate between
Empiricists and Dogmatists. In particular, I pointed to the controversial role that anatomy
played in their epistemic medical claims. The focus of chapter one was to reconsider
Galen's injunction that medical proofs must proceed, when possible, as geometric proofs

do. Traditionally, this injunction and Galen's frequent comments about how geometry
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saved him from becoming an unrepentant skeptic have been interpreted as references to
proof in a more geometrico or by way of the axiomatic-deductive system, whose
invention is often attributed to the ancient Greeks. I argued that this interpretation may
incompletely account for Galen's interest in geometry as a model for medical claims. I
adduced the context for many of these references to geometry as well as the practice of
land surveyance, geometria, in order to argue that Galen also intends to base medicine in
principles abstracted specifically from empirical observation, in the way that ancient
geometry purported to abstract spatial relations from observations in the real world.

In chapter three I tracked some of the polemic structure in Galen's anatomical
writing. There I made the case that Galen's anatomical writing acts as a surrogate for
participation in anatomical demonstrations, placing the reader beside Galen as a
practitioner through its frequent use of second person address and deictic language, such
as spatio-temporal adverbs, particles, and visual language. I discussed how anatomical
procedures and their transmission textually function as an effective credentialing device
in a world where formal credentialing did not exist. Finally, in chapter three I introduced
Petit's use of discourse markers as a heuristic tool for examining certain unusual
anatomical episodes in Galen's De Anatomicis Administrationibus.

These episodes formed the main thrust of chapter four, in which I consider
Galen's various references to elephantine anatomy. These episodes, I argue, are but for
the points at which Galen puts polemical pressure largely derivative on other authors'
accounts of the elephant. Rather than see Galen's use of the elephant as dishonest

fabrication, it is worthwhile to consider them as correctives through which he inveighs
238



directly against contemporary rivals and indirectly against his predecessors, in the vein of
Lonie's 1964 article on Erasistratus and Aristotle.

In this last chapter, I show that these episodes involving the elephant are not only
agonistic in nature but are also marked, in the case of the os cordis episode, by deictic
features that set them aside from the surrounding anatomical narrative. The point of this
demarcation, I conclude, is to signpost that the episodes are capstones intended to
communicate biological and medical principles abstracted from the preceding narrative.
So, for example, the os cordis functions as an exemplum of the importance of anatomical
research, the unreliability of cardiocentric theorists, and the anatomical inadequacies of
Aristotle and second century Stoics and Peripatetics. I have argued that these episodes are
of a piece and that their direct targets and, in von Staden's coinage "surrogate targets" can
be tracked in the local textual context and, in cases where the episodes recur in Galen's
work, in their global textual context. The upshot of this investigation has been to show
that Galen engages in sophisticated polemic argumentation in his anatomical treatises and
to examine how he does so. The episodes I have carefully considered mostly come from
AA chapter 7, which contains a series of further capstone episodes targeting
Erasistrateans. It remains to consider the structure of those episodes as well as Galen's

use of anatomical accounts elsewhere in his corpus.
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