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Abstract

In a late treatise, That the Capacities of the Soul Follow the Mixtures of the Body (QAM),
Galen of Pergamum infamously offered the view that the substance of the soul is iden-
tical with a bodily mixture. This thesis has been found radical and extreme in modern
scholarship and is generally considered to be at odds with Galen'’s ‘agnosticism’ on the
substance of soul. In this paper I propose a close reading of Q4 M that allows us to make
sense of it in terms of Galen’s other work, including his late work On My Own Opinions
(De Propriis Placitis).
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1 Introduction

In his late treatise entitled That the Capacities of the Soul Follow the Mixtures
of the Body (Ot tais T00 atpatos xpdaeaw al Thg Puyig Suvdpels Emovtal, com-
monly abbreviated after its Latin translation as QAM), Galen, besides arguing
that psychic capacities ‘follow’ or ‘depend’ upon bodily mixtures, flirts—to say
the least—with the thesis that the substance or nature of soul itself is nothing
else than a specific bodily mixture. Thus, it has been noted that there are two
separate theses advanced in QaMm: (1) the weaker thesis described in its title,
that the capacities of the soul follow the mixtures of the body; (2) the stronger
thesis that we encounter in the first part of the treatise, that the substance
of the soul is identical to a bodily mixture. As has been pointed out before,
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MIXING BODY AND SOUL 225

this stronger thesis provides us with some problems with regard to our under-
standing of Galen. Galen is well known for expressing his ignorance and lack of
interest with regard to speculative questions, particularly the question of the
substance of the soul. Why, then, would he advance such a strong reduction-
ism or physicalism in Qam? Notably, one of the works in which Galen repeat-
edly claims to not know the substance of the soul, is De Propriis Placitis (Prop.
Plac.), a work which is dated after Qam. Therefore, even if we were to make
Galen’s speculative wanderings in QA M itself intelligible, we are still stuck with
another question: why, then, did he refrain from maintaining the stronger the-
sis in his later work?

Confronted with these questions, previous scholarship has come up with
several strategic explanations for the presence of the stronger thesis in QaMm.
The common assumption underlying these approaches seems to be that Qam’s
bold reductionism cannot possibly be an expression of Galen’s own thoughts,
both because it conflicts with his other work as well as because it is considered
simply too radical or extreme in itself.! There has been quite a bit of schol-
arship on Qan already, but as I hope to show in this paper, its philosophical

1 Most recently, Peter Singer has ingeniously argued that Galen is not truly committed to
the positions presented in QaM, but rather presents the consequences of what he sees as
an Aristotelian position, so that any ‘more extreme statement’ or ‘apparent inconsistency’,
can be resolved by recognizing the hypothetical nature of the argument and conjecturing
a ‘conditional clause with the fundamental sense: “if Aristotle is right” (Singer 2013, 335-73).
This interpretation was previously advocated by the Spanish scholar Garcia-Ballester in an
attempt to account for QaM’s ‘vagueness. Garcia-Ballester also suggested that ‘the involve-
ment of socio-professional interests in motivating the formulation of such an extremely
radical naturalism by Galen’ (1988, 117-52, esp. 125-30). The latter approach has been worked
out in more detail by Lloyd and Donini. Donini has proposed that as long as we interpret
QAM as a ‘more or less propagandizing manifesto devoted principally to promoting the image
and the office of the doctor ... the threatened contradictions with respect to Galen’s other
works disappear’ (2008, 200). According to Donini, ‘Galen was fully conscious of the fact that
in this treatise he was speaking at a different, indeed considerably lower, level than that of
PHP’ (2008, 201). Lloyd (1988, 42) states the same idea in a somewhat more careful manner:
‘this would mean that his contributions to the debates on the relations between the soul and
body, and to moral philosophical issues, are in places subordinated to a strategic concern
with the prestige and power of the doctor’. I think that it is true that Aristotelian philosophy
and terminology play an important role in QaM, but I also think that a close reading of the
text—as we shall undertake below—simply does not allow us to discard the thesis of the
soul being a mixture as merely spelling out the supposed consequences of an Aristotelian
position. Rather, as we shall see, this thesis can be understood as Aristotelian to the extent to
which Galen’s own position could be said to be Aristotelian. Naturally, the fact that Galen is
a doctor and fervent advocate of the medical science has a strong and direct influence on his
philosophical thinking and writing. However, to explain his supposedly ‘extreme’ or ‘radical’
views on the soul in terms of a kind of power-play between doctor and philosopher, is to radi-
cally reduce the richness and originality of the text, as well as Galen’s self-understanding and
his constructive relation towards philosophy, as T hope to show.
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226 VINKESTEIJN

import and relation to the rest of the Galenic corpus has not yet been ade-
quately analysed.

What I offer in this paper is a reading that attempts to take QA M serious in its
own right and that integrates its content with other Galenic works. Particularly,
I will compare it with Prop. Plac. since, as one of Galen’s latest works in which
he again seems to be agnostic about the substance of soul, this is the most
problematic case. Building on work of previous scholars, notably Mario Vegetti
and Teun Tieleman, I aim to show that what Galen has to say on the soul in
QAM—classed by Galen himself among the works ‘on Platonic philosophy’
(De Libris Propriis xix. 46 Kithn)—can be seen as a continuation of his earlier
work and is not necessarily at odds with his repeated avowals of ignorance
with regard to the substance of the soul.?2 An important aspect of this reading
is the epistemological status awarded to the stronger thesis and Galen’s dis-
tinction between scientific knowledge and what is plausible (mt0avés).3

Since our focus will be on the stronger of the two theses, I shall limit my
analysis of QaM to the first part of the text. I shall argue that the two theses
should be understood in their interrelationship, more specifically in that the
stronger thesis is proposed by Galen as the best possible proof of the weaker
thesis. Following the order of the text, we shall move from (1) Galen’s intro-
duction of the subject and delineation of his basic philosophical outlook on
the soul involving tripartition, hylomorphism and the relation between the
notions of capacity, activity and substance; (2) the discussion of the lower two
parts of the soul in an exchange with Peripatetic philosophy; (3) the discus-
sion of the (possibly immortal) rational part of the soul in an exchange with
Platonism and the culmination of the argument in Galen’s approval—with
some adaptation—of the position of the Peripatetic Andronicus of Rhodes;
(4) the comparison between QaM and Prop. Plac. and the distinction between
knowledge and what is plausible.

2 Galen’s Introduction of the Argument

Before Galen delves into the question of the substance of the soul, he makes
some introductory remarks. He starts by stating that he has already found the
weaker thesis to be true after repeated testing, both by himself and in the com-
pany of his teachers and ‘the best philosophers’ Besides being true, he has also

2 Vegetti 2000; Tieleman 2003; also more recently Marechal 2019.
3 Cf. Frede 2003; Chiaradonna 2014; Tieleman 2018.
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MIXING BODY AND SOUL 227

found it to be useful, since good bodily mixture is conducive to becoming vir-
tuous (QAM 32.9-13 Miiller = iv. 768 Kiihn):*

310 TGV EQETUATWY TE KOl TTOUATEY ETLTE TGV OTYUEPAL TPATTOMEVWY EDXPATIOY
gpyalbpeda @ cwpartt, xdx Tadg el dpetv TH Puxl) cuvteAEoopey, WS ol
mept TTuBarydpav Te xal TTAdTwva xai Tveg dAAoL T@Y TaAaidy ioTopodvtal
TpAEAVTES.

We bring about good mixtures in the body through what we eat and
drink, and also through our daily practices, and from this good mixture
will achieve virtue for the soul—as the associates of Pythagoras and Plato
are reported to have done, as well as certain others of the ancients.

Thus, at the beginning of the treatise, Galen attempts to stress the philosophi-
cal and ethical importance of what is to follow: when the soul is adequately
understood in its dependence upon bodily mixture, it can be improved through
adaptation of the mixture. Here we see that the theoretical point of what the
substance of the soul is, a question Galen often shied away from answering, has
crucial practical consequences that do concern him on a habitual basis.

In what follows, Galen takes up that theoretical question itself. First, he
stresses what he designates as ‘the starting point of the entire argument’: the
observable differences in actions and affections of small children. What does
this mean and why is it so important to Galen’s argument? He argues that these
differences imply a difference in the capacities of the souls of these small chil-
dren and that these differences in capacities imply a difference in the nature or
substance of their souls (Galen states that it is evident that the words odaio and
@baig mean the same ‘in these kinds of discussions’). For, were the substances
of their souls the same, their affections and actions would be the same too.
From this we can infer that, whatever the substance of soul will turn out to be
in the subsequent discussion, it will have to account for these differences in
small children, since that forms, as Galen says, the empirical basis of the entire
argument.

Next he attempts to clarify his notion of the terms ‘capacity’ (d0vaig), ‘activ-
ity’ (évépyela) and ‘substance’ (odaia) and their interrelation, which has often
been misunderstood by ‘many of the philosophers’ (and we shall see later that
this is exactly the point where Galen disagrees with Andronicus). The misun-
derstanding revolves around their notion of ‘capacity’. According to Galen,
they conceive of a capacity as being some kind of ‘thing’ that inhabits the

4 Translations of QaM are from Singer 2013, sometimes with modification.
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substances (twvog mpdypatog évoxodvtog tals odalaig). Instead, Galen explains,
a capacity is nothing but a name given in relation to a certain activity. The
agent of those activities, the cause, is the substance itself, as his example of
aloe makes clear; and in retrospect the substance could thus be said to ‘have’
the capacity for doing what it does. But this does not mean, then, that there is
something else required besides the substance itself to give a causal explana-
tion of what takes place (@AM 34.1-10 Milller = iv. 769-70 Kiihn):6

xail S1é TodTo TogahTag Suvdpels Exew v ovaioy papéy, Soag évepyeiag, olov
TNV GAOMV xaBopTeYV Te SOVApLY EXELY Kol TOVWTIXY]Y TTOMBYOU Xl TPOVUATWY
gvaipwy xoMnTuay <xai> icomédwy eAx@y EmovAwTia)y <xal> UypdTyTog
PAegdpwy Enpavtuaiy, ob dMmov TéVY elpnuévey Epywy Exaatov dMoL Tvdg
motodvTog Tap ad TV TV GAGYY. abty yap ot ¥ Tadta Sphaa, xal did TO
Stvaadat motelv adta TooadTag EAéYDY Suvduels Exew, oo Ta Epya.

And therefore we say that the substance has as many capacities as
activities; for example that aloe has a capacity for cleansing and toning the
mouth of the stomach, of agglutinating bleeding wounds, of cicatrizing
grazes, and of drying the wetness of the eyelids—without there being
some other thing that performs each of these actions apart from the aloe
itself. For it is the aloe that does these things; and it is because it can do
these things that it is said of it that it has these ‘capacities’, as many as
the actions.

As Jim Hankinson has put it, the notion of capacity for Galen is a kind of
‘place-holder for a proper, full-blooded causal explanation, a useful form of
words to be employed when such an explanation is not yet available, but by

5 QAM 33.7-28 Miiller = iv. 769 Kiihn.

6 Cf. Nat. Fac. 1.4, ii. 9-10 Kithn: ‘But, if the cause is relative to something—for it is the cause of
what results from it, and of nothing else—it is obvious that the capacity also falls into the cat-
egory of the relative; and so long as we are ignorant of the substance [t obaiav] of the cause
which is active, we call it a capacity [dOvouw]’ (tr. Brock 1916, slightly modified). Also Prop.
Plac. 14, p. 128 Garofalo and Lami; Caus. Puls. ix. 5 Kithn: tivog ydp 1) S0vaug €t xal v vénow
oS év 1@ Tpdg T xextpeda, xal Sia Tobto oltws adtiy dvouddopey, Stav Ty odaiov dyvooduey.
See also Frede 2003, 94 with reference to Prop. Plac. 14: ‘We know that there is a soul, because
the soul makes us do the things we as living beings do, like walk or run. But we do not know
what it is, and hence also do not know what it does such that as a result of it we walk and
run and do all the other things living beings do. Hence we introduce powers named after the
observable effects of its activity, of its exercise of its power, for instance the natural powers..
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MIXING BODY AND SOUL 229

no means a substitute for it.” Building on the example of the aloe, Galen states
that we could say the same thing about the rational soul ‘that is seated in the
brain’ That is to say, there is a substance that is doing things such as perceiv-
ing and understanding, which we do not know yet but which we have to infer
on the basis of the activities that are manifest, and therefore we say that this
substance has the capacity for doing these things.

I have put some emphasis on this point, because once we recognize that in
Galen’s view it is the substance that is primarily active and that does things,
and that we attribute ‘capacities’ to this substance on the basis of its activity, it
becomes evident that proving that the substance of the soul is a bodily mixture
is more than conducive to proving the thesis that the capacities of the soul are
dependent on the mixture of the body. That is to say: Galen establishes here
that capacities are per se dependent upon substance since they are what we
predicate of substance on the basis of its activities as long as we do not know
the actual substance itself, implying that if we do get to know the substance
and show the substance of the soul to be a bodily mixture, that is the best
proof we can get that the capacities of soul are dependent upon bodily mix-
ture. Thus, this is how the two theses are related: proof for the stronger thesis
that states that the substance of the soul is a bodily mixture is the most reliable
proof for the weaker thesis that the capacities of soul follow or are dependent
upon the mixture of the body.

Next is the introduction of the familiar tripartition and trilocation of soul
and the status aparte of its rational part. Galen first remarks that he cannot
decide on the question of the immortality of the rational soul, so that he will
postpone the discussion of this part and first discuss the souls located in heart
and liver, which he does through an exchange with Aristotelian philosophy.

3 The Souls Seated in Heart and Liver

Now, Galen states that each of these organs has its own specific substance
(11 ovaiar) and that it has been previously shown by him that the common
substance (xowr odaia) of all bodies consists of two principles, namely matter
and form, matter being without quality and form being a mixture of the four
qualities hotness, coldness, dryness and wetness. This is obviously Peripatetic
to some extent at least, but that does not mean it is not also Galenic. That is
to say, Galen clearly presents this as his own position, as we can corroborate

7 Hankinson 2003, 51; see also Hankinson 2006, 242 ff- and 2014, 964 ff; Tieleman 2003, 144-51;
Chiaradonna unpublished.
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230 VINKESTEIJN

throughout the rest of his work.® Notice also that now we have made a few
leaps from the original question about the substance (or nature) of soul: in
introducing the tripartition and trilocation, the discussion has shifted to the
substances of the organs, which are then furthermore included in a doctrine
on the hylomorphic substance of all bodies. As we shall see, Galen simply
assumes the Aristotelian definition of soul as form of the body. The simplest
bodies, that are often called ‘perceptible bodies’ or also ‘perceptible elements’
by Galen, are the homoeomerous bodies, which we cannot analyze further
except conceptually in terms of their form (mixture of four elemental quali-
ties) and matter (without qualities). In this particular passage, Galen gives the
examples of bronze, iron and gold, but also of flesh, sinew, gristle and fat. More
complex bodies, among which are the organs, are called anhomoeomerous
and are constructed out of a number of homoeomerous bodies.? So now the
question becomes: given that soul is located in these three different organs
that are made out of homoeomerous bodies that consist of form and matter,
what should be identified as the cause of its respective activities? For, given
the assumption that soul is form of the body, there are now two options open
for Galen, corresponding to the two respective levels of composition of the
organ in which the soul resides: is the cause of our activities to be found in the
homoeomerous bodies that constitute the organ, or is it rather to be found in
the organ as such? Here Galen’s answer is clear and this is a point where his
view seems to depart from most of the Peripatetic tradition (though maybe not
all) and certainly from Aristotle (@AM 37.5-15 Miiller = iv. 773-4 Kithn):
@of 8tav adtdg obtog "AploTotédng eldog elvat tob cwpartog iy v Yuyhy,
gpwTNTEOV AUTOY 1) ToUS Y &’ adTod éTepoy Y nopnv eldog elpfiobart mpdg
avToD VOY)TWHEY, WaTEP &V TOTg OpYaVIolg TWHATLY, 1) THY ETEPAV QPXV TGV
QUK TWHATWY, TRpA SYplovpyodaay 8mep OpHolopEPES T Eatl xal amAoDy
wg Tpds alabnaty, odx Exov dpyavixty ahvOeaty. drroxptvolvtat Yap €€ dvdrynng

8 Hipp. Elem.114.16 ff and 126.1 ff De Lacy; Nat. Hom. 17.28-18.15 Mewaldt (= xv. 30-1 Kithn); Prop.
Plac. 7.2, p. 86 Garofalo and Lami (cited below); Hankinson 2008, 210-36 and 2017; Kupreeva
2014, with an interesting comparison to Boethus (ap. Simplicius, In Cat. 78.10-20 Kalbfleisch)
that suggests that perhaps there were Peripatetic precedents for Galen’s particular view (see
also Chiaradonna unpublished on this). There is of course also a Stoic tradition of dualism
in which one of the principles is a prime matter without quality and the other is the active
principle (cf. Sedley 2011): there are obviously differences between that account and Galen’s,
but there are also resemblances. Interestingly, as Sedley has shown, the Stoics strongly based
this dualism on Plato’s Timaeus, which happens to have been one of Galen’s favourite philo-
sophical works as well.

9 For this distinction, which Galen takes from Aristotle (e.g. PA 2.1, 646a12-24): Nat. Hom. 6, 11 ff
Mewaldt (= xv. 7-8 Kithn); PHP 8.4, 500.3 . De Lacy; Part. Hom. Diff., including Strohmaier
1970, 87-94.
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MIXING BODY AND SOUL 231

TNV ETEPAV BpXYV TAV QUTIXRV TWHATWY, €1 Y 1) ToUTwY elTt TPWTWG EvEpyELal
(9é3enctau yop 1000’ iy ETépwdi xal vOv, dv Sevay), TdAw eipygeTal).

Therefore when this Aristotle himself says that the soul is form of the
body, one must ask him, or his followers, whether we should under-
stand form here to have been used by him in the sense of shape, as in
the organic bodies, or in the sense of the other principle of natural bod-
ies, that which crafts a body that is homoeomerous and simple in terms
of perception, not having organic composition. For they have to answer,
necessarily, that it is the other principle of the natural bodies—since,
indeed, to these the activities primarily belong (this has been shown by
us elsewhere, and will be stated again now; if you require).

Assuming these two different principles, operating at different levels of our
bodily constitution, Galen identifies the principle that crafts homoeomer-
ous bodies as the proper location of the substance of soul, since the activities
belong there primarily. This choice is also in line with Galen’s general assump-
tions about what constitutes the nature or substance of a being, as we find
throughout his work, for example in the opening passage of De Elementis ex
Hippocrate, where he states that ‘if we are to obtain precise knowledge of the
nature of man or any other being’ we need to determine which parts of it are
first and simplest and cannot be further divided.!° Likewise, in In Hippocratis
De Natura Hominis, we find Galen repeatedly citing a passage from Plato’s
Phaedrus, in which he sees the same methodological approach (Nat. Hom. 5.
1-6 Mewaldt = xv. 5 Kiihn, tr. modified from Hankinson, forthcoming):

Tp&TOV Mév €l amAodv 1) molueldég Eotv o0 mepl Bovinadueda elvat avtol Te
Teyvucol xal §Noug Suvartol motely, Emerta 8¢, &v pév amhodv 1), oxomely TV
Stvauw adtod, Tivae TTpdg Tl Tépuxe €lg TO Spav Eyov 1) Tiva gig TO Tabelv Hd
Tov, dv 3¢ mAeiw eldy) Exy, TadTa dpiBunadpevo, Smep é@’ £vdg, TobTo id¢elv ¢’
ExdaTov, T6 Tl Totelv adTO TEQUKEY ¥) TO Tl TTarbelv VTS Tov.

Concerning anything in which we both want to be technically proficient
ourselves and to be able to make others so too, we must first determine
whether it is simple or complex, and then, if it turns out to be simple, to
examine what power it has by nature for acting, and in respect of what,
and what <power> it has for being affected by something; while if it has

10  Hipp. Elem. 58.2-5 De Lacy: dMd 16 Tp@Td T€ xal ATAOVGTATY Tf) QUIEL Xl PxET €lg M
SroAvbivar Suvdpevar {tdpey, el uéMotpey 1) dvbpwmov pioEws ¥ Tvog dAkov TAV Svtwv

EmioTYY dcptBi AMpeabor.
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232 VINKESTEIJN

many forms, we must enumerate them, and then do for each of them
what we did in the case of the single one, namely what it by nature does
to what, and how it is acted upon and by what.

Galen obviously likes this passage a great deal, for several reasons. First of all,
in the immediately preceding context, Hippocrates is credited with having
described this as the proper method for investigating nature, and it is implied
that the inquiry into soul needs to build on this. In De Methodo Medendi 1.2,
Galen summarizes this point as follows: ‘Plato thinks it proper to use in the
investigation of the soul the same method as that employed by Hippocrates in
the case of the body’ (x. 13-4 Kiihn, tr. modified from Hankinson 1991). Again,
towards the end of the first book of Nat. Hom., he returns to the quotation
from the Phaedrus and says that we can now conclude that Hippocrates did
follow this method and that Plato agreed that one must apply this method also
for inquiring into soul.! Here, we must remember that Galen classified QaMm,
where he discusses the question of the nature or substance of the soul, as a
work ‘on Platonic philosophy’. That is to say, it is not unreasonable to think that
he is applying this very same method to the nature of the soul, departing from
the notion that the soul is form of the body and concluding that soul must then
be a mixture of the most elemental qualities, because these are the primary
powers of the smallest constituent parts of the organs liver, heart and brain.

Now, if we return to QAM, this is in fact what Galen does next (QAM 37.16-21
Miiller = iv. 774 Kiithn):12

ol piy elmep €€ BAng te xal eldovg dmavta cuvéotyxe Td ToladTa CWHATA,
Jouel & abT® TQ APIOTOTEAEL TAV TETTAPWV TOLOTHTWY EYYLyVopévwy Tf) UAf
TO puaov Yiyveabat a@ua, TV éx ToVTwY xpdatv dvaryxaiov adtod Tidegbat To
eldog, date Twg xal ) s Yuyhis odota xpdais Tig Eotat TdY TeTTAPWY.

11 Nat. Hom. xv. 53.15-54.12 Mewaldt = xv. 102-3 Kiihn.

12 Ifollow Miiller and Bazou and do not take over Singer’s reading a0tév for adtod (apparently
supported by the Arabic, but not in the Greek MS tradition), which would give ‘it is neces-
sary for him’ (i.e. Aristotle), and eliminate the ‘of it’ (referring to the matter) after ‘form.
Cf. Singer 2013 ad loc. (Singer’s reading supports his interpretation of Galen’s argument
being hypothetical, spelling out the consequences of an Aristotelian position.) Singer
also remarks in a note to his translation (2013, 381 n. 38) that ‘the adverb [rwg] suggests
that this is a surprising conclusion which is nonetheless drawn’ He translates mwg as ‘it
seems as if’ (‘so that it seems as if the substance of the soul, too, will be some mixture
of the four...”). In my view, mwg can be translated simply as ‘somehow’, referring to the
immediately following remark, that this ‘mixture of the four’ can be understood in several
ways (elte ... elte ...), namely as a mixture of qualities (molot/twv) or bodies (cwpdtwy).
Cf. Moraux’s translation (1984, 780).
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MIXING BODY AND SOUL 233

And surely if all such bodies are composed of matter and form, but
according to Aristotle himself the natural body comes to be because the
four qualities come to be in the matter, it is necessary to posit the mixture
of these as the form of it, so that the substance of the soul too will some-
how be some mixture of the four.

Now, it is important to note that this view, that the four elemental qualities
constitute the substance of a thing and are the primary cause of its activities,
is not something we only find in Q4aMm, which might be considered philosophi-
cally more speculative, but rather something we find throughout Galen’s work.
Just to give an example (Hipp. Elem. 132.9-13 De Lacy = i. 485 Kiihn, tr. DeLacy):

eimep odv abtar uév Bl tvwy Omdpyovat {pwv, al §& ™y Sy odalow
dMotodoal Te xal petafdMovaat Tpdtal T€ lat T PUTEL xal xowal TAVTWY
TGV Svtwy xal TéV atotyeiwy Syutovpyol, SHhov, w¢ dypdtns xal Enpémng xal
Bepudtng xat Puypdtng ExdaTov TAY SVTwY TUVITTAGCL TV odala.

If then these (qualities) are peculiar to some animals, but those that alter
and transform the whole substance are primary in nature and common
to all existing things and are artisans of the elements, it is clear that wet,
dry, hot and cold form the substance of each thing that exists.

The elementary qualities make up the substance of each individual thing.!3
Galen referred to this substance in the passage from Qam we cited earlier, say-
ing that each of the organs in which the soul resides has its own particular sub-
stance (&yovtog &' i3lav odaloy éxatépov T@V omAdyyvwv). Now we can perhaps
start to think of a different way in which the soul is seated ‘in’ the organs. That
is to say, in the sense that there are substances in the organ, that are cause of
the activities which we qualify as psychic.

From these observations we can gather that the preliminary conclusion de-
veloped in QAM in interaction with Peripatetic philosophy—that the substance
of soul must be a specific mixture of elemental qualities in the organs in which
soul resides—is consistent with (I would almost say ‘follows from’) (1) Galen’s
general methodology for establishing the nature or substance of things and
(2) his view on the primary role of the elementary qualities with regard to de-
termining substance and activity.

13 See also Hipp. Elem. 13815-17 De Lacy (= i. 492 Kiihn); Nat. Fac. ii. 134 Kithn; Nat. Hom.
1718 ff Mewaldt (= xv. 29-30 Kiihn), 22.4-8 Mewaldt (38 Kiihn), 28.10-14 Mewaldt
(51 Kithn).

PHRONESIS 65 (2019) 224-246 Downloaded from Brill.com08/27/2022 11:07:46PM

via free access



234 VINKESTEIJN
4 The Rational Part of the Soul

We return to QaM. After the conclusion that the substance of the souls seated
in heart and liver must be mixtures of the elemental qualities, Galen is now
ready to move on to the previously postponed subject of the rational part of
the soul (@AM 37.1-38,8 Miiller = iv. 774-5 Kithn):*

el tév odv 10 Aoytlépevov €ldog tis Yuxiis éott Bwntdy, Eotar xal adTd xpdotg
TIg Eyxepdiov: xal mavd obtw T ThS YPuxTis €O T xal uépy Tag Suvduelg
Emopévag £EeL Tf) xpdoel, Toutéatwy T Ths Puxiis odaiar &l & dbdvatov Eotay,
wg ITAdTwy BovAetal, Sta Ti ywplletat PuxBévtog apodps 1) UmepbeppavBévtog
1) Omep&epavdévtog 1) mepuypavBévtog Tod eyxepdiov, xaAdS Qv EmeTolmXel
Ypdupag adtdg damep ol T Ta ot THdTYY EYporey.

Thus if the reasoning form of the soul is mortal, it too will be a particular
mixture, [namely]| of the brain; and then all the forms and parts of the
soul will have their capacities dependent on the mixture—that is, on the
substance of the soul; but if it turns out to be immortal, as Plato would
have it, he would have done well, himself, to write an explanation as to
why it is separated when the brain is excessively cooled, heated, dried or
moistened, as he wrote about the other matters concerning it.

Galen adds that we unfortunately cannot question Plato himself about
this issue, given that he is no longer around (I think one can gather Galen’s
position from this joking remark alone). At this point, the interaction with
Aristotelian philosophy is concluded, but what remains is the conclusion that
the substances of the two souls that are certainly considered mortal by Galen,
are mixtures. Now, for the first time, it is suggested that the same conclusion
might be applied to the rational part of the soul as well. It is important to note
that Galen presents the discussion for the rational part in the form of a dis-
junction: if it is mortal, it is a mixture as well; if it is immortal, we would need
a different explanation, since for Galen that implies that it ‘has a nature of its
own, i.e. some nature that is separable from the body.!> Obviously, the rational

14  Here I follow Bazou’s text, except for her addition of ait after S Tl ywpiletan (which
I agree with Singer seems unnecessary) and in line 8 reading éotat in accordance with
the Mss, rather than Bazou’s éotwv in accordance with the Arabic (cf. Singer 2013, Textual
Notes 4.13-15).

15  QAM 48.5-6 Miiller (= iv. 787 Kithn) but following Singer (2013, Textual Note 4.27) not
accepting the emendation dowuatov for &@dvatov (Goulston, Miiller, Bazou); Qam
46.7-23 Miiller (= iv. 785 Kiihn).
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soul has to be either mortal or immortal: there is no further option. In what
immediately follows, Galen proceeds to argue against one side of the disjunc-
tion, namely that the rational soul is immortal or that it has a separate exis-
tence of some kind, mostly by showing how the observational evidence speaks
against it.1® Hence, given the overall structure of his discussion, these argu-
ments can be taken as supporting the other option, viz. that the rational soul
is mortal, from which it follows, according to Galen, that the rational soul is a
mixture as well, that is, as the other two souls have been shown to be.17 Also, we
can clearly see the relation between the two theses of QaM in this passage: if it
is shown that the rational form is mortal and thus a mixture, it has been proven
that the capacities of all three souls are dependent upon a bodily mixture.

This view, that all three parts of soul are mixtures, presented here in
hypothetical form, is the same as the view that Galen approvingly ascribes
to Andronicus a bit further in the text, right after he has argued against the
immortality and incorporeal existence of (the rational part of) the soul. The
structure of the text, surprisingly ignored in most scholarship, is telling in
that regard.

Let us now first have a look at the way Galen presents Andronicus’ position,
after the arguments against the immortality of the soul (@AM 44.12-45.3 Miiller
= iv. 782-3 Kiithn):18

16 This might seem surprising, given that Galen considers Qam a work ‘on Platonic philoso-
phy’, as we have mentioned, but it does fit with Galen’s general interpretation of Plato,
particularly of the Timaeus, of which he seemed to have advocated a reading in which the
opposition between body and (rational) soul is to some extent recast into an opposition
of different elemental qualities. Although the immortality or separate existence of the
soul may appear as one of the most fundamental Platonic doctrines, Galen has an elabo-
rate interaction with the Timaeus without accepting this doctrine. This comes to the fore
in his so-called Compendium of the Timaeus (which is an interpretative work at least as
much as it is a mere summary), in the fragments of his Timaeus commentary collected in
Daremberg 1848 and later re-published in Schréder and Kahle 1934, a few other scattered
places in the Galenic corpus, and finally also in the excerpts collected by Larrain, of which
the authenticity is at least doubtful, but which might have been based on Galen’s actual
commentary on the Timaeus. This topic cannot be further pursued in the present paper,
but will be treated more extensively in my forthcoming dissertation.

17  Clearly, the rational soul does have an exceptional position in Galen’s discussion, particu-
larly because it has the capacity to transform the bodily mixture to some extent, but there
is no space to pursue this further here either. When Neoplatonist authors such as Proclus,
John Philoponus and Olympiodorus refer to Qam, however, the main thesis is generally
accepted as long as the rational part is exempted: see Proclus, In Remp. i. 222 Kroll;
Olympiodorus, Commentary on Plato’s Gorgias 49.6 Westerink (ad 524d5-6); Philoponus,
On Aristotle’s On the Soul 50.32 ff Hayduck (and the notes as loc. in van der Eijk 2006).

18 I follow Bazou in omitting Miiller’s addition xp@ow # S0vauw elvar tod cwpartog after
™ ovaiav Ths Puxds in his line 14 (see also Singer 2013, n. 62 ad loc.), and following the
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Av3povixov 3¢ tov IlepimatyTindy, 6Tt pév SAwg ETOAUNaeY amognvacdat TV
ovatav Tig Puxiis g EAevBepog dvp dvev Tod TEPITAEXELY ATAPRS, ETAVE TE
AL xal dmodéyopaL TNV Tpoaipeaty TaVSpog- elploNw Yap Al TOV xal Xt GANN
ToMG totodtov: &1t 8¢ oL xpdaw elval pnaw #) Sbvapuw Emopévny Tf xpdoel,
uéugpopal T mpoodéael Thg duvdpews. el Yap 1) Puyy) ToMAS Exel SUVApELS
obaia Tig odoa xal 00T dpBAS "AploTotédet AéhexTart ... DTdpPXELY OVX EYXWPELD
8o TL Ttapa TV xpdaty, W dAlyov Eumpoadev EdeixvuTo.

And as for Andronicus the Peripatetic, because he dared to speak out on
the substance of the soul as a whole, in the manner of a free man without
beating around the bush, I praise him highly and I accept the position
of the man (and I find him similar in many other areas, too). But surely
when he says that it is a mixture or a capacity dependent on the mixture,
I disapprove of the addition of capacity. For if the soul has many capaci-
ties, while itself being some kind of substance, and this has been said
correctly by Aristotle ... it is not possible for it to be anything else but the
mixture, as has been demonstrated a little before.

First of all, it is notable that Galen here emphasizes Andronicus’ audac-
ity. Apparently, he considers it daring to argue freely for the substance of the
soul being a mixture. Why would that be? In fact, this is a recurring motif in
Galen. A few pages earlier, when arguing against the possibility that the soul
is immortal, Galen said that he ‘dares’ to state—against Plato—that not every
kind of body is suitable to receive the rational soul (which implies that the
rational soul is dependent upon a specific bodily constitution, which implies
that it does not have a nature separate from the body, which implies that it is
mortal) (QAM 38.16-23 Miiller = iv. 775-6 Kithn):

TOMU® A€yew avtds, @ ob Ty eldog cwpatog émtndedy oty tmodéEaahou
™V Aoytatua)v Ppuxnv. dxdrovdov yap op& TodTo T¢ et Puxig ddyuartt Tod
[TAdtwvog, dmédet&y & oddepioy Exw Aéye adtod Sid To ) Yryveoxew ue v
ovatav Tig Puxig émola TIg €aTwy, €x ToD Yévoug T@V dowpdtwy bmofepévwy
MUV OTTAPYEW ADTNV.

I dare to state myself, that not every kind of body is suitable to receive
the rational soul. For I see this as consequent upon Plato’s doctrine of
the soul, but I am not able to state any demonstration for it, because I

suggestion to place vmdpyewv after the parenthesis, which renders Miiller’s conjectural
Aéyew (followed by Bazou) unnecessary. Cf. Singer 2013, Textual Note 4.21.
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wouldn’t know what kind of thing the substance of the soul is, if we take
as our assumption that it belongs to the class of non-bodily things.

Furthermore, there is a remarkable passage in his Prognosis by the Pulse (Praes.
Puls.), as Matya$ Havrda has noted,'® where Galen says that he previously did
not dare to assert anything about the substance of the capacity of pulse, but
that now he does (2.8, ix. 305.16-306.4 Kiihn, tr. after Havrda 2017, 77):

03¢ yap ovd¢ TobTo TO oYM, TPlY €V dTATL TOTG XAUTA MEPOG OUOAOYOUEVOLS
gEeupely, etoauoapey dropyvacdat viv & éneldy) menelopebd te Ty odaiav
T6v Suvdpewy 00dev dNo Tapd TV Totdv elvar xpdaty, dmavtd Te T& XAt
Tag Sryvaoelg Te xal mpoppnoelg xal Oepameiog éml TovTw TG ddyuaTt
ouppwvodvd’ ebpioxopey, edAYwS, oluat, xal Tobg Emopévous Tols dvwpdiolg
Suaxpaatialg Thg xapdiag apuypods evtadba dAdouev.

This is because I did not dare to assert this belief, before finding out if
all particular [observations] are in agreement with it. But now, since we
have already been convinced that the substance of capacities is nothing
but a particular mixture and, since we have found that all [observations]
regarding diagnosis, prognosis and therapy are in agreement with this
view, it was reasonable, I suppose, that we would also give an account on
this occasion of pulses that follow the anomalous imbalances of mixture
in the heart.

Interestingly, Galen here states the reason for his previous carefulness: first it
had to be established that all observations are in agreement with it. Here we
may recall that in am Galen placed great emphasis on the observable differ-
ences between small children as the starting point of his argument and we may
also think of the observational evidence that he presents as being at odds with
the Platonic notion of an immortal soul. In yet another work, De Symptomatum
Causis, Galen states that he might have the audacity to make a statement
with regard to the substance of the soul elsewhere.2? Now in Qam, we find
Galen applauding Andronicus for making such a statement and expressing his
approval of it, except for the fact that Andronicus said—according to Galen—
that the substance of the soul could also be a capacity dependent on the mix-

19  Havrda 2017, 77; cf. also Ut. Resp. iv. 472 Kithn.

20  Caus. Symp. vii. 191 Kithn: a0tig pev ydp tis Yuxiis v odalay lowg uév xal xat’ dAny tva
mparypateioy dmogivacbar ToAuypeody; cf. also Frede 2003, 79 on UP: ‘There clearly is some
suggestion of the inscrutability of nature’s or the Demiurge’s ways, of the impropriety of
daring (toApdy, 11 p. 342,6 and 8) to inquire into things which it is not for human beings
to know.
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238 VINKESTEIJN

ture. This is clearly at odds with Galen’s previous definitions of capacity and
substance, as we have seen. Therefore, he clarifies that a substance could be
said to have capacities, but not to be itself a capacity, and that therefore the
substance of the soul can only be a mixture, as he now takes himself to have
demonstrated already.?!

At this point, however, we are not even halfway through @am: Galen still
proceeds to give many examples, basing himself on Aristotle, Hippocrates and
Plato, that aim to show that the bodily mixture in one way or another deter-
mines the state or activity of soul. That is to say, he proceeds to argue for the
weaker thesis of Qam described in its title. There is a clear demarcation in the
text, where Galen moves from arguing for the stronger thesis to the weaker
one, in which he says the following (@AM 48.3-8 Miiller = iv. 787 Kiihn):22

el pév yap €ldés Eatwv dpotouepods ahpartos 1) Yoy, T dréddet € adtig
T ovalag EEopev Emomnpovixwtdtyy: el & dmoboiueda Tadtyy dbdvartov
vt poow Siav Exovoay, wg & TIAdTwy EXeyey, dMa 6 Ye Seomdleabat xal
SovAevewy T6 owpatt xol xat adToV Exelvov poloyelTaL.

For if, on the one hand, the soul is a form of a homoeomerous body, we
shall have the demonstration based on its very substance, which is the
most scientific demonstration possible. If, on the other hand, we would

21 Interestingly, according to Themistius, Andronicus held that the soul is cause of the mix-
ture, as a tuning that attunes itself. This seems to be at odds with the way Galen pres-
ents his view. However, we could perhaps align Galen’s depiction of Andronicus with
that found in Themistius, if we take Galen’s distinction between substance and capacity
here to refer to a specific kind of mixture and its capacity to be a cause of movement,
so that Andronicus’ position would be that soul is the tuning that causes the specific
mixture to which the capacity for self-movement belongs, which would then cause con-
fusion over which properly should be called soul: the tuning or the resulting capacity
for self-movement. Galen would then disagree with the addition of capacity, because
in QaM he rather suggests that the cause of movement is the mixture itself, that is to
say, it as a specific bodily mixture. See Themistius’ commentary on De Anima at 32.26-31
Heinze: oxe86v 0dv tardtov dmepaivovto Tolg dppoviay adtiv Tiepévols, Ty 8o capéatepoy
olrtot Tf) TpoaBy Tév Adyov émolovy, 0d mhvTa dptBpéy, EAN TéV xodvTa EduTdV TIHY Yuyiv
dpoptlbuevol, Gomep dv el xal éxelvol ui) maoay dppoviey, GAAG T dppdlovaay EquTthv: adTy)
Yép v 1) Yuxm Th xpdioeng Tad g adtio xal 1o Adyou xard ThS pikews TAY TpwTwy oTotyElwy.
(I thank Jaap Mansfeld for pointing out this passage.) Cf. Moraux 1973, 45-143, esp. 132-4;
Chiaradonna unpublished.

22 Following Singer, I stay with the mss tradition here, reading d8dvatov and not accept-
ing the emendation dowpatov (Goulston, Miiller, Bazou) in 48.7-8 Miiler (cf. Singer 2013,
Textual Note 4.27)—but for a different reason: Galen here returns to the earlier disjunc-
tion between the soul being mortal (and thus a mixture) or immortal. This also means
that the difference between d8dvatov and dowpatov is not as important as it might seem
here, since they necessarily go together for Galen in this argument.
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MIXING BODY AND SOUL 239

take it to be something immortal, having a nature of itself, as Plato said,
even then he himself agrees that it is dominated by and enslaved to
the body.

The ‘demonstration’ here refers to the demonstration of the central thesis of
QAM, as the preceding sentences make clear. The most scientific demonstra-
tion of this thesis is that proceeding from the substance of the soul, namely the
demonstration that shows that the substance of the soul must be the form of a
homoeomerous body, that is to say, the mixture of elemental qualities. Again,
such a demonstration would logically imply that the capacities of the soul are
dependent on the mixtures, since capacities are dependent on the substance
of which they are said to be capacities. But, states Galen, even if we would take
the soul to be something immortal, which would mean that the central thesis
of QaMm would not be directly proven from the substance of the soul itself, then
we could still prove the central thesis, even by means of what Plato himself
has said. Hence, in the remaining part of gAM Galen proceeds to take up the
other side of the disjunction he set out when starting the section about the
rational soul, although it has already been repudiated, and shows how even if
the immortality and separate nature of soul would be accepted, QaM’s weaker
thesis still remains true.

That, however, is not what concerns us here. What remains now, is to refine
our analysis of the argument for the strong thesis in QoM by comparison with
Prop. Plac., one of Galen’s latest works in which he again expresses his ‘agnosti-
cism’ with regard to the substance of the soul.

5 Prop. Plac. and the Distinction between Knowledge and
What is Plausible

In Prop. Plac., Galen explicitly claims several times that he does not know what
the substance of the soul is.23 Unfortunately, he does not refer to Qanm at all,
which is remarkable in itself. In this regard, it is important to note the explicit
strategic aim of Prop. Plac: Galen, finding himself in a similar situation as the
poet Parthenios, as he states, is defending himself against wrong interpreta-
tions of his works. He presents this predicament as the very reason for writing
the work.

More specifically, Galen remarks that people have often misunderstood
the status of some of the things he wrote. Thus, there has apparently been a

23 Prop. Plac. 3.4, p. 64 Garofalo and Lami [173.16-18 Boudon-Pietrobelli]; 7.1, p. 86 [179.28-9];
15.1, pp. 136-8 [188 27-30].
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mix-up of things he has claimed to know and things he has merely claimed
to find plausible (mept Gv dmepnvapny wg Pefaing émiotduevos 1) xatd pévov to
mBavdg); presumably, considering the apologetic and careful tone of the whole
text, others have taken some views that Galen has presented as plausible as if
they were presented by him as having the status of scientific knowledge.

Now, if we look at what he has to say on the substance of the soul in particu-
lar, we notice that, despite the fact that gaMm is not explicitly referred to, the
views that are elaborated there certainly do surface here as well. In Prop. Plac.
7.2, we find something quite reminiscent of what we read in Q4 M, interestingly
right after Galen again remarked that he does not know what the substance of
the soul is (p. 86 Garofalo and Lami = 178.29 ff Boudon-Pietrobelli):

elval e TobTwY Yéve(aw €x) THg Tol8S xpdoEws TAV TETTdpwY aTolyElwY, Xal
elmep (1) Yy dpa Q) StamAatt(Opevw) cwpatt, TV Yéveaw Exel, (S1d o
T(Mv) TRV TETTapwY aTolElwy xpdaty adTi Yiveabat, odx 8 (VS) (Hev) olang
T (Yu)xh yevéoews, ENng 8¢ @ alodytied cwpatt w(y yap) elval mov Ypuyic
obaiav xad” Eavthy, (&N of)ov eld6g Tt Tod cwpartog Ddpyety adTyv: dxove 3¢
pov Aéyovtog eldog &g Tpds TV T BAng dvtifeaw, v &(motov) elvat voodpev
8aov T6 €@’ EauT)).

And that the generation of them [the organs of perception] is from the
specific mixture of the four elements, and if the soul has its generation
together with the formation of the body, then it itself comes to be because
of the mixture of the four elements, since there is not one generation of
the soul, and another of the sense-perceiving body; and I suppose that
there is not a substance of the soul existing by itself, but that it is a kind
of form of the body; understand when I say form I mean the opposite of
matter, which we understand to be without quality taken in itself.

Here, pretty much immediately after saying that he does not know the sub-
stance of the soul, Galen proceeds to suggest that the soul comes to be from
the mixture of elements, that the soul does not have a generation separate
from that of the body, that there is no separate substance of the soul (remem-
ber here the disjunction from Q4anm) and that the substance of the soul is rather
a kind of form of the body. These are exactly the same views as those he ex-
pounds in QaM. How is it possible, then, that Galen can say all this about the
substance of the soul—that it is the form of the body, and that form is to be
understood as a mixture of the four elemental qualities, since it is the form of
the most basic matter—while at the same time proclaiming that he does not
know what the substance of the soul is? The answer to this question is really
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quite simple, I think, and lies in the difference he made at the outset of Prop.
Plac., between what he thinks he knows and what he thinks is plausible. The
ebvau cited at the start of this passage is dependent on a previous eAoyov vopilw,
‘I consider it reasonable’, and as we have seen Galen also adds an extra mov,
I think / suppose’, when he gives his take on the actual substance of the soul.
By contrast, at the start of Prop. Plac. 7, and again after the passage cited above,
where he denied knowledge of the substance of the soul, he expresses him-
self in a much stronger vocabulary, using forms of dyvoeiv and (00) yryvwoxw.
Hence, in this late work that seems ‘as much an apology as a career conspectus’,
as Aileen Das has aptly put it,2* Galen states that although he does not know
what the substance of the soul is, he does consider the notion that it is a mix-
ture of elemental qualities reasonable or likely. It seems as if he regards this
view as belonging to the class of plausible ones, having some persuasiveness
about it. I think that, in this case at least, that means that he distinguishes it
not only from views that have scientific status, but also from views that qualify
neither as knowledge nor even as plausible. In this regard, it is important to
realize that Galen does not only contrast what is plausible (m0avés) with what
is certainly true, but also with what is completely unlikely (dtomia).25

Further on in Prop. Plac., we find another passage reminiscent of QAM,
particularly of the passage on the relation between substance, activities and
capacities (14.1, p. 128 Garofalo and Lami = 187.14-22 Boudon-Pietrobelli):

ITept <3¢> Thig 00Tt TAV Puy iy Suvauewy, STt puyT Exopey, EiaTapal HTTep
mdvteg dvlpwmol, Bewuevol uev Evapyds Ta St Tod TLUATOS EVEPYODMEVD,
Badilévtwy xal tpexdvtwy <xal> Eof 8te xal moaAabvtwy alobavouévwy Te
TOAVEIS@G Ewvoolvteg 38 T@V Epywv TovTwy altiag Tag Umdpye €x TIvog
dErwparto puatkod T Nuiv miotod, xad’ 8 undey dvarting yiveadat vooduey,
GG SLat TO W) YWWOXEW, IS EaTiv 1) aitio T@V Epywy ToUTwy, vopa Béuevol

amd tod Sdvacbar motelv & motel, Shvauw [elvan] @V ywopévay éxdotou
O TIXNV.

With regard to the substance of the psychic capacities, that we have a soul,
I know as all men do, because we clearly see the activities performed by
the body, walking and running and sometimes also wrestling, and sense-
perception of many kinds, and because we understand that there are
certain causes of these actions, on the basis of a natural axioma trusted

24 Das 2014, 2.
25  Anexample is Hipp. Elem. 86.14 De Lacy (= i. 442 Kithn); but on Galen’s use of mibavég, see
Chiaradonna 2014 and Tieleman 2018.
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by all of us, according to which we consider nothing to happen without
cause; but because we do not know what the cause of these actions is, we
postulate a name based on the [subject] being able to do the things that
it does, a capacity as the efficient cause of each of the things that happen.

As in the introductory passage of QaM, dVvauis is explained as a mere appel-
lation (&vopa), because the true efficient cause of the activities, the substance
(obata), is unknown. The fact that the activities are there prove that soul exists
as their cause (just as, for Galen, the existence of well-designed creatures
proves that an intelligent creator exists), but because we do not know what
soul itself is, we name the causes of the activities in terms of capacities, while
itis really the substance that is the cause.?6 As in QAM, where it was aloe, Galen
gives examples of the capacities of substances used for medical purposes,
scammony and medlar in this case.

Now Galen proceeds to enumerate two basic positions with regard to what
the soul is: there are those that state that incorporeal capacities ‘inhabit’
(evowcelv) the perceptible substances (tais aioOyrtals odoiag, this term refers
to the homoeomerous bodies), and those of the opinion that the substances
themselves act according to their own particular nature (oi 3¢ adtag évepyelv
Tag obatag xat’ idiav Exdatg uaw). The latter view is in accordance with the
notion that the substances themselves are the true efficient causes of activi-
ties, presented just a little earlier and argued for in Qam (Prop. Plac. 14.3, p. 132
Garofalo and Lami = 188.1-6 Boudon-Pietrobelli):

wabdmep dMot und elval tve Umopgy adths iSiav, A& ™y iStémyTa Thg
00 ohpaTos odalag, WV molely mépuxe, TovTwy Exew Aéyeabat Suvduels, odx
00a< >RV TVWY Exelvay Blav @daty exouadv, dMA TS Evepyodans odalag xal
a0THG TPdg Ta yvdpeva 8t alThg Te kol O ad TG Suvapels ExEly AEYOUEVYS,
@V TEQUXE Spav.27

26  Cf. Frede 2003, 94 and Tieleman 2003 on Galen’s use of these terms in their relation to
previous Platonist tradition.

27  While it is attractive to speculate on particular people Galen might have had in mind
with his Mo, the immediate context suggests that &\ot includes everyone that does not
accept either incorporeal substances or incorporeal capacities that inhabit substances
as the cause of activities considered psychic. Those that define the particular nature of
the body in terms of mixture of the four elements, in terms of atoms or in fact any other
equivalent, are all included in this category it seems, as long as they maintain that it is this
particular nature itself that is the cause of the activity from which we infer soul, rather
than another substance or capacity capable of existing by its own.
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And according to others [the soul] does not have some existence of its
own, but the particular nature of the substance of the body is said to
have capacities of those things which it does naturally, since it is not the
case that the capacities possess the particular nature of certain substanc-
es, but rather the substance that is acting is said to have capacities for
the things which it does naturally with regard to the things that happen
through it and because of it.

Again, we find the view that it is the bodily substance, and its peculiar nature,
that is the cause of the activity on the basis of which we infer the existence
of soul. In this view, it is really the particular constitution of the substance of
the body itself that is cause, rather than any capacity that follows from it—
remember Galen’s objection to the position of Andronicus in QAMm.

Galen, interestingly, proceeds to state after his enumeration of the various
possible positions that he has positioned himself somewhere midway in this
discussion: on some other subjects he has spoken clearly, some of which he has
known the truth of, and some of which he did not know anything at all, but
in the discussion at hand he goes as far as stating what is plausible (m8ovod),
although he thinks that it would be better to have a sure knowledge on this
subject. Therefore, it seems to me that we should understand the ‘middle posi-
tion’ that Galen says he has been taking, to refer to the epistemological status of
his position in this debate, rather than to a position in between the actual views
of the soul being incorporeal or not having a separate substance. As to those
views, it is clear enough, I think, from the nearly complete correspondence
between what is said in QAM and Prop. Plac. on the subject, where Galen’s sym-
pathies lie—namely with the view that the soul (i.e. the cause of activity) does
not have a separate existence and is rather a bodily mixture—but he simply
qualifies this subject as (currently) outside the domain of things he knows
for certain, and considers his views on the matter to be plausible rather than
having the status of certain knowledge.?® That does not mean, however, that
he does not find his position more plausible than that of someone who holds
that the soul is a separate incorporeal substance inhabiting the body and it

28  In Nat. Hom. 51.9-10 Mewaldt (= xv. 97 Kiithn), Galen refers to QaMm’s Adyog guaixés as hav-
ing no little plausibility (o0 opxpav &wv mbavémra). Nemesius’ analysis of Galen (with
what looks like reference to Qam, cf. Sharples and van der Eijk 2008 ad loc.) might be close
our reading: he did not make a decisive or definitive statement on the soul, but it seems as
if he considered it a mixture (NH 2, 23.24-24.4 Morani): TaAnvog 3¢ dmogaivetal pév o03ev,
GG xal StarpapTVpeTal v Tolg AmodeiTinois Adyols g 00dEY el mepl Puxig ATOPYVAUEVOS:
gouxe 8¢, €€ Gv Aéyer, Soxtpdde udov t6 xpdaty elvar Ty Yoy (tadty youp mancorovdely iy
TGV OBV Staopdv), éx TAY Trmoxpdtovg xartaoreudlwy Tov Adyov.
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certainly does not mean that he has no view on the subject altogether. It means
that Galen has an opinion on what the substance of soul is, that builds on
his previous work as well as on what he considers to be the observational evi-
dence, but that cannot (yet) be proven in a conclusive scientific manner. With
regard to QaM, I think that, more than anything else, it is Galen’s exploration
of what he considers to be a plausible view with regard to the tricky subject of
the substance of the soul.?
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