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XIV.—Dynamis and Physis in On Ancient Medicine

HAROLD W. MILLER

BUCKNELL UNIVERSITY

In what is certainly the most significant passage of the *‘Hippo-
cratic’” work On Ancient Medicine, the author rejects absolutely
the speculative method of natural philosophy as a true or satis-
factory basis for medicine and medical method.! The theory which
certain physicians and sophistai had recently sought to introduce
into medicine, that the physician must first know what man is (i.e.,
his ultimate nature) before he can comprehend medicine correctly
and apply medical therapy properly, is denied. Such a theory, the
author insists, belongs to philosophia, to the reasoning of those
who, like Empedocles and others, have written on natural philos-
ophy, investigating such problems as: What man is from the be-
ginning? How did man first come into being? Of what ultimate
elements was man first composed?? But such investigations, in
his view, have nothing whatever to do with medicine.* What he
condemns more specifically and positively, however, is the practice
of such ‘“philosophic’’ thinkers of postulating as an ‘‘hypothesis”
one, or two, or more first principles as the ultimate nature of man,
and then attempting to construct an aetiology of all diseases on
the basis of their “hypothesis.”’* It was to oppose this apparently
rather new® rationale of medicine, originating in natural philosophy,
that On Ancient Medicine was written. The primary ground of the
author’s rejection of the method of natural philosophy as applied

1 On Ancient Medicine (= VM) 20 init. References to the text of On Ancient
Medicine are according to the edition of W. H. S. Jones, Hippocrates I (Loeb Classical
Library, 1923). Cf. the “Hippocratic’’ work De Natura Hominis 1 and 2, where the
same topic is discussed and a somewhat similar attitude displayed by the writer, with,
however, a different resolution of the problem.

2 VM 20.7: & épxiis 8 i éaTw &vfpwmos, kal 8mws &yévero mpdrov kal 6wdey guverdyn.

3 Contrast the author of De Victu, probably a later work, who insists (1.2), per-
haps in answer to the author of VM (cf. W. Jaeger, Paideia 3.33 ff.), that the physician
must begin with just this knowledge and must base his medicine upon it.

4Cf. VM 1.1-8. On the meaning of ‘‘hypothesis’’ and the method involved, see
the excellent notes of A.-J. Festugiére, Hippocrate, L' Ancienne Médecine (Paris 1948)
25-27.

5 Cf. VM 13 init., where the author attacks the theory of &y 76y kawdy Tpémoy
T Téxymy {nTebvTwy ¢ Vmobéaios.
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to medicine is very basic: it is impossible for anyone to determine
whether the knowledge resulting from investigation based on such
an “hypothesis’’ is in reality true or not, because there is no em-
pirical criterion by means of which such knowledge, even if it
should be true, can be demonstrated to be true and certain.® His
primary objection to the speculative method of natural philosophy,
therefore, involves actually the basic epistemological question of the
source and validity of knowledge.

It is on the basis of the same principle that the author, after he
has rejected the ‘‘hypothetical” method of natural philosophy as
not pertinent to medicine, proceeds to make a statement which
seems, at first glance, merely dogmatic and arrogant. This is his
very positive assertion’ that it is impossible to acquire any certain
knowledge of Nature from any other source whatever than from
medicine itself; that only when the investigator of Nature has
correctly comprehended (and adopted) medicine and its method?
will the investigation (khistorié) of Nature result in knowledge that
is certain and real. Two approaches to knowledge of Nature are
here consciously and explicitly contrasted: the speculative, ‘“hypo-
thetical” method of natural philosophy as against the old and well-
established dpx% and 666s of medicine, which he believes to have
evolved naturally, and which he has described in detail in the
earlier part of his work, in opposition to the ‘“hypothetical’”’ method.?
The method of medicine is basically empirical, exact, and accurate.
And medicine and its method does involve the investigation of
Nature, for (as the author here crystallizes his doctrine) the physi-
cian must strive earnestly to learn ‘““what man is in relation to
what he eats and drinks, what he is in relation to his other habits,
and what will be the effect of each food, drink, and habit on each

8 Cf. VM 1.24-27: ob vyap o, mpds 8 1i xpn drevéykavra eldévar 10 gagés. Cf.
VM 9.15-18.

TVM 20.11-17: vouifw 8¢ wepi piaios yvdval 1L cades obdaudler ENNofev elvar 7 &
inTpwds:  Tobro 8¢ oléy Te xatapabelv, drav abriy Tis THY InTpuiy Opbids TephaSy:
péxpe 8¢ TobTou TONNOD por Sokel delv:  Neyw 8¢ Tabrny THv loTopiny eldévar, dvbpwmos i
toTw kal 8t olas alrlas yiverat kal TéA\a dxpiBéws.

8 When the author says ‘“‘medicine,” it is really the method of medicine, and the
rationale of that method, which is uppermost in his mind. His whole work is an
exposition and defense of the arché and hodos of existing medicine, in opposition to the
new ‘“‘hypothetical’’ method.

? On the opposition of the two methods, so far as medicine is concerned, cf. esp.
VM 2.1-11; on the genesis and evolution of medicine, cf. esp. VM 3, and my treat-
ment in TAPA 80 (1949) 187-202.
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individual.””1® Medicine, that is to say, investigates Nature (even
if only a restricted portion) on the phenomenal level and with a
purely empirical method, so that knowledge of Nature deriving
from the method of medicine is real and certain. Underlying the
method of medicine urged by the author there is, to be sure, a con-
ception of physis. But it is a conception which has emerged from
and developed within the fabric of empirical medicine, and one
which receives its most stringently empirical formulation in this
work. The most vital concept in this conception of Nature is the
old concept of dynamis — which is, indeed, the basis of the author’s
theory of health and disease; much more important, it is the basic
concept by means of which he has attempted to understand the
nature of man.

The conception of man’s physis elaborated in On Ancient Medi-
cine is clearly, in origin and formulation, empirical. It would be
no exaggeration, probably, to say that the author’s reasoning con-
cerning Nature began with no speculative preconceptions at all.!!
He would have rejected the ‘“‘hypothesis”’ that man is composed of
air or earth or fire or water, or any one or combinations of these
elements of natural philosophy.’? He vigorously rejects the “hy-

10 VM 20.20-23. The full meaning of this statement, which seems rather simple’
becomes apparent only in the light of the author’s whole conception of the nature of
man.

111 do not suggest, of course, that his conception is totally original with himself
and uninfluenced by previous thought. His thought doubtless owes much to the
doctrines and concepts accumulated in the medicine of the past, empirical or other-
wise, and even to natural philosophy. Such concepts as he utilizes, however, he would
believe to be empirically justifiable. Despite the uncertainty as to the foruit of
Alcmaeon of Croton, it is hardly doubtful that VM reflects the central doctrine of
Alcmaeon of the krasis of the ‘“‘powers,”” isonomia of the ‘‘powers’ resulting in health
and monarchia of the ‘“‘powers’ leading to illness. How direct this influence may
have been is, I think, difficult to assess, for Alcmaeon’s thought cannot be interpreted
with much precision or limitation. There seem to be rather significant differences
between Alcmaeon's doctrine of the “‘powers’’ and that of VM (cf. Festugiére, op. cit.,
72). At any rate, however great the influences from the past upon the author, he is
deeply original in the sense that he subjects all that he may have learned from others
to a thoroughgoing empiricism, and modifies that which is not, in his judgment,
empirically demonstrable.

12 As does also the author of De Natura Hominis (1). The author of this work
begins in much the same frame of mind as the author of VM. He objects to the
natural philosophers who say that man is air or fire etc., or anything else which is not
a manifest constituent of man, and that man is a unity. He also objects to physicians
who claim that man is blood, or bile, or phlegm, adding that man is a unity which is
compelled by the hot or the cold to change its form or power and thus become sweet,
bitter, etc. This kind of reasoning is also what VM would oppose. But VM would
also reject the theory of De Natura Hominis (4 init.) that the body of man contains
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pothesis’’ that man is composed of ‘‘the hot and the cold and the
moist and the dry,” or any one or combination of the traditional
“opposites.” He would even reject what is to him ‘“hypothetical,”
that the physis of man is composed of the four humors, even though,
presumably, the theory of the four humors evolved slowly and
chiefly, at least, in empirical medicine and was accepted by physi-
cians on empirical grounds. But all such conceptions of the physis
and the systems of medicine depending upon them would seem to
the author “hypothetical.” None of them could be established by
direct observation and experience of the phenomena of physis to
be really true conceptions of the composition of the human physis.

Unlike the natural philosopher and the speculative physician,
the author does not speculate in advance about the possible ulti-
mate elements or primal stuff of which the physis is composed.
Rather, he has attempted to understand the hidden reality, to learn
what Nature is, by observing the body and its phenomena empiri-
cally. Instead of starting with any ‘“hypothetical” principle, he
has fastened his attention upon that which is manifested to the
senses and which can therefore, as he thinks, be known with cer-
tainty as real and really existing. One must learn the activities of
the human physis, both in itself and in its relationship with physis
as a whole. This is what is meant when he says that the true
physician must attempt to learn about physis what a man is in
relation to his foods and drinks, and to his habits generally, and
what effect each will have on each individual. The conception
underlying this statement of principle is that man’s body has a
physis te kai dynamis (3.43) which can be affected in certain observ-
able ways by, for instance, his foods, which also have a certain
natural strength or ‘“‘power.”” All foods have an individual natural
“power,” so that imd . . . &os édorov TobTwy Thoxel Te kal éreporodTal
0 avbpwmos 1) Tolov 4 Tolov. kal dud TobTwy was 6 Blos kal Uyalvorte kal é
voboou dvarpepouévw kal kauvovr.’® This principle is the basis of all
the author’s medical thought, as it doubtless had been the general
basis of empirical medicine from the earliest period. It involves

blood, phlegm, yellow and black bile, and that these are the physis of the body. For
the author of VM, this conception would also be ‘“‘hypothetical,’”’ because it could not
be substantiated empirically that only these humors make up the physis.

B3Cf. VM 14.11 ff. This principle is often expressed and repeatedly implied
throughout the work. Even the same food, e.g., bread, will have different effects
upon the body, according as it is modified by being prepared in various ways (VM 14
init.), it will have different dynameis.



188 Harold W. Miller [1952

the idea, which would arise first in common-sense naturalism, that
any existing thing has a natural active strength or ‘“power’” which
can be exerted upon other things, thus bringing about an observable
change or effect. This general principle, however, is extended to
a more precise physiological interpretation and application in the
author’s medical theory. The physician must learn by observa-
tion not only the “power’ or effect of a food or drink, but also
Tive Qv & 16 Wlpary Evebvtwy a particular food is unsuitable, with
resulting perceptible effects.* Two typical illustrations of this
principle are then described. The “power’ of wine is known, and
it is also known clearly olgi ve Qv & 78 avfpdmy Todro dlvarar paliera.
Again, in the case of some men, there is some component in the
body “‘hostile’” to cheese, so that by cheese, when it is eaten, that
particular component &yeiperal Te kal kweitar, with resulting manifest
effect. This inherent capacity of a food or drink to cause a physical
change in and have an effect upon some particular component of
the physis is very naturally thought of and described as the dynamis
of the food or drink. At the same time, the idea of the dynamis of
foods clearly necessitates a correlative capacity, i.e., a dynamis in
each of the bodily components, which are roused to action by the
dynamis of the foods. Therefore, the physician must learn the
dynameis of food and drink etc., but must also investigate the
various dynameis of the components of the human physis, to deter-
mine abrdv . . . &actos 8 T Sbvarar mwowkeww Tov &vbpwmor.’ For all
the sufferings which man experiences arise from the dynameis.'®

It is on the basis of this naturalistic and realistic principle that
the author, using the accumulated knowledge of the empirical tra-
dition and reasoning from the observed phenomena of the physis,
builds his conception of the constituents of pkysis. This conception
is reflected in his medical discussions repeatedly and set forth in
some detail in one passage in connection with his theory of health

14 Cf. VM 20.26 ff. The principle developed in the rest of this chapter, which is
also notable for its emphasis on the necessity of exact knowledge, is that each food has
an effect upon specific constituents of the body.

15 Cf. VM 24. F. Steckerl, “Plato, Hippocrates, and the Menon Papyrus,” CP 40
(1945) 166 ff., who has given a very thorough analysis of the medical method of VM,
points out (170) that the author envisages the physician as observing and studying all
the manifold physiological relations which exist between not just man in general but
the individual subject, on the one hand, and every aspect of the environment, on the
other. This would include all the poiémata of the physis, as well as the pathémata of
the organs (VM 22).

16 Cf, VM 19.26 {., and passim.
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and disease. In this place!” he says: there exist in man both salt
and bitter and sweet and acid and astringent and insipid and count-
less other constituents, having dynameis of all kinds in number
and strength. When these constituents are mingled together and
blended with each other, none of them is manifest or causes man
pain. But whenever anyone of them is separated apart and iso-
lated by itself, then it is manifest and does cause man pain. It is
76 loxvpov ékboTov (i.e., constituent) and 76 kpéooov 7is ¢loios Tis
avfpwmeins, which the physis is unable to master, that causes harm
in the body. The extreme degree of the sweet, the bitter, the acid,
etc., is the most powerful.l® édorov 8¢ mavTwy 7OV EvebvTwyr 7 dKum
(sc. éa7i). This analysis of the physis of man into various constitu-
ents is based essentially upon the idea of dynamsis, as are also the
remarks, which follow immediately, concerning the nature of foods.
Each one of the foods which are unsuitable to man and cause him
trouble is either bitter or salt or acid or something else unblended
and strong, and thus the body is disturbed by them, just as it is
also disturbed by any of the constituents of the physis being in a
state of isolation in the body. Most foods that are customarily
consumed, however, because they have been well-blended and have
nothing unblended or strong, but are one simple whole, do not cause
disturbance in man, nor do they cause an apokrisis of the dynameis
of the body. For the author, then, the physis is composed of an
indefinite number of simple real constituents, each of which he
conceives primarily as a dynamis. In the human physis, so long
as it is in a natural, healthy state, the constituents exist in a state
of krésis and mixis with no one of the constituents manifesting
itself, but all forming a whole, one and simple.’® Man is in the

17 Cf. VM 14.20-57. I have stated the essence of the author’s conception. His
own remarks, because of the manner in which he presents his argument, are somewhat
more detailed and diffuse.

18 VM 14.27: loxvpératov &' &t ToD uév yAukéos 76 YAukbrarov, Tob 8¢ Tikpod TO
mwpéTarov, kTA. The language in this passage is somewhat ambiguous. It must be
interpreted to mean that, e.g., ‘‘the sweet,”” when it is most concentrated, i.e., not
mingled or blended with any other constituent in the physis but existing altogether
isolated by itself, is then most ‘‘powerful.”” Conceived theoretically, each constituent
could exist in its most concentrated state. It would then be at its akmé, and thus be
most ‘‘powerful,” i.e., its natural dynamis for action is not held in check as it is when
all the constituents are in a state of krésis. Thus, with reference to foods, in their
natural state, as long as they are unblended and uncompounded, they have ‘‘great’’
dynameis (VM 3).

19 VM 14.56: 8\ov & 7€ . . . kal amhodv. This description is used of foods which
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best possible condition, and the most natural, whenever wav résanra
kal & fovxin fi, undeuiny dbvauw diny amrodekviuevoy.’

What is, however, the author’s conception of these constituents?
Why does he call them dynameis, and what does this term imply?
In this connection it is especially important to keep in mind that
the author restricts himself sharply to the phenomena of the physis,
to what may be observed by the senses, and to reasoning from the
observed data.? The primary facts with which the author begins,
in trying to understand physis, are not its possible substantial
elements but the various sensible and perceptible changes and
effects manifested in the body, e.g., the manifestation of hotness,
of acridness, of bitterness, etc. These are his primary data because
they are empirically observable and knowable. Such manifesta-
tions? immediately imply, however, an activity in the physis which
results in the sensible manifestations of hotness, of acridness, of
bitterness, etc., while, in turn, the activity producing a particular
manifestation implies the action of entities, ‘‘the hot,” ‘‘the acrid,”
“the bitter,” etc. These entities are quite logically conceived by
the author as dynameis, for the only thing he really knows by
observation about ‘‘the hot,” ‘‘the acrid,” ‘‘the bitter,” etc., is
their ‘““power’’ to cause by their activity a particular manifestation
or observable effect in the body. Each manifestation or observable
effect in the body, therefore, reveals to the senses a dynamis and
its specific activity.? And since each manifestation or observable

are well-suited to man, because they are well-blended and mingled. Logically, the
description is equally appropriate to the constituents of the physis.

20 VM 19 fin. 1 follow Kuehlewein, Jones, and Festugiére in adding wav here.

2t Reasoning (logismos) is, of course, an integral part of the author’s method (cf.
VM 14.16 f.; 12.14 {., and, for “‘analogy,”” VM 22 and 23). In principle, however, his
method is basically empirical, and logismos depends upon empirical observation.
This principle is especially exemplified in the conception of the dynameis and illustrated
throughout the work. In actuality, the author no doubt often failed to separate
rigorously the two procedures or to analyze adequately his own preconceptions. One
should therefore guard against exaggerating the author's empirical method: it is
clearly embryonic and unsophisticated.

22 The author thinks of all observable changes in the body, the simplest changes
as well as complex states of illness, as the resulting manifestations of the activity of
dynameis. On the simple manifestations of “‘the hot’’ and “the cold,” cf., e.g., VM 16.
But illnesses also, e.g., fever, are likewise manifestations of ‘‘the hot’” (VM 16.40).
In VM 19, various complex bodily conditions are explained as manifestations of various
dynameis.

2 The dynamis, of course, becomes observable because of its activity in the body
only when krésis of the constituents is disturbed (VM 14.36 ff.; 19 fin.). Note that
the dynamis may exert its effect not only on man both internally and externally, but
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effect is peculiar to itself and unlike any other manifestation, each
dynamis must be peculiar and unlike any other in its essence.?
Hence, a dynamis is a simple real entity which is characterized and
identified by its specific?® activity and whose specific essential nature
is revealed to the senses by its activity. The physis is then com-
posed of an indefinite number of dynamess, ‘‘the hot,” ‘‘the bitter,”
‘“the acid,” etc., simple entities which are known primarily and in
their essence by virtue of their capacity for specific activity, which
characterizes each and by which each manifests itself in the body,
thus furnishing to the author empirical knowledge of the composi-
tion of physis. It is the activity of the dymamsis, and it alone,
which makes known, by reason of its observable manifestation, the
real nature of the entity. To know the dyramsis is therefore to
know the essential nature of the entity.? This is the decisive im-
portance of the concept of dynamsis in On Ancient Medicine. For
while the author is unable to know anything precisely and objec-
tively about the ultimate reality of physis from any other source,
the essential reality of physis does reveal itself in the activity of
the dynameis. The concept of dynamsis is in actuality the empirical

also on ‘‘leather and on wood and on many other things, which are less perceptive than
man.”” (15.22).

2 That each dynamis is wholly individual and dissimilar to any other in essence
is stressed several times. Cf. VM 14.8: the dynameis are powerful and obdév % érépn
7§} érépp éowkvta. Cf. also 13.13 ff.; 15.14 ff. The basis of this differentiation is that
the results of their activity in the body are observably different. Cf. VM 15.20 f.,
where the author, speaking of the action of various dynameis, concludes: wav robvavriov
4p’ ékatépov alTdv dmofalver.

2% The activity of a dynamis is conceived as resulting in some specific observable
effect and change in the physis. Cf. VM 19.18 ff., where, after explaining certain
physiological conditions as resulting from 8piulrns, he adds: det 6¢ dpmov Tabra alria
ékdoTov fyelabar elval, v TapedvTwy ueév TowouTéTpomov yiveohar avaykn, ueraBal\évrwy
8¢ & ANy kpHow wabeoOar.

26 Plato, in the famous passage of the Phaedrus in which he describes the method
of Hippocrates, defines (270D) the dynamis of a thing as 7iva wpos 7 mépukev els 76 dpav
éxov 1 Tiva els 70 mabety vwd T7o0. In VM, the dynamis is conceived only as active,
though the passive aspect is implied, especially in the discussion of the pathémata
arising from the structures of the body (cf. VM 22 and 23). On the significance of the
term dynamis, cf. J. Souilhé, Etude sur le term Abvaus dans les Dialogues de Platon
(Paris 1919), esp. 32-36 (a review of the usage in On Ancient Medicine), and F. M.
Cornford, Plato’'s Theory of Knowledge (London 1935) 234-239. W. H. S. Jones,
Philosophy and Medicine in Ancient Greece, Supplements to the Bulletin of the History of
Medicine, No. 8 (Baltimore 1946) 93-95, reviews the occurrence of the word in VM
especially to attempt to determine whether dyramis is there conceived as concrete or
abstract.
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principle of knowledge by means of which the author tries to deter-
mine what physis really 7s.27

This conception that the constituents composing physis are, in
essence, dynamets raises the further question as to whether the
dynameis are conceived as concrete and substantial, and, if so,
how the relation between dyrnamsis and substance is conceived. For
an empirical physician of the period of On Ancient Medicine, the
activity which is the essential characteristic of dyrnamis would sug-
gest immediately something substantial 4z activity, i.e., some sub-
stance which, as being active and manifested in its activity, is a
“power.” And it is very probable that the author did regard all the
various dynameis of physis as simple substances considered from the
point of view of their natural characteristic activity. That is to
say, the same simple entity (a real constituent of physis) could be
known in two aspects: as active and thus manifesting its essential
nature, it is a dynamis; as passive but having the potentiality of
action, it is a substance.?® The description of this relationship in
later thought and terminology would be that dynamis is the property-
or quality of a substance considered as having the power for action.
But such a description would be a somewhat false modernization, I
believe, for it is very doubtful whether the abstract idea of ‘‘prop-
erty” or ‘“quality” had as yet been consciously grasped. More
important, it would suggest that for the author’s mind substance
is prior to and more basic than dynamis. But really, in his em-
pirical conception of physis, the concept of dynamis is far more
basic than that of substance, for the simple substances are identi-
fied, characterized, and known in essence only through their specific
dynameis. The author’s conception of the interrelationship of
dynamis and substance is less sophisticated than that implied by the
terms ‘‘quality” or ‘“‘property.” The primary entities of physis
are substances which are dynameis, substances in their natural
“power” of activity. But the substances are revealed only in their

27 Cf. Souilhé, op. cit., 149, and Cornford, op. cit., 237, who make the point of the
philosophic use of the concept of dynamis in certain passages in Plato that it is at once
a principle of knowledge and a principle of diversity. Cornford was speaking with
special reference to the statement in Plato’s Sophist 247 containing the materialistic
criterion of reality, as Plato interpreted it: Tifeuar yap 8pov opifew T& dvra Gs éaTiw ol
dXNo 7t Ay dbvaus.

28 One could express the relationship by saying that dymamis is the qualitative
aspect, substance the quantitative aspect, of the same simple entity of physis. But
such a distinction was hardly possible in the period of V.M.
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activity, i.e., as dynameis, and only under certain circumstances.?®
It is the dynamis alone which makes possible knowledge of the
essential nature of the substance.

For the author, these simple entities of physis, considered as
substance, are ‘“humors’ (chymoi), with the possible exception of
the four traditional ‘‘opposites.” But it must be noted imme-
diately that the term “humor’’ is used very broadly in On Ancient
Medicine; the author does not restrict the term to the well-known
four of the Humoral Theory. Sweet, bitter, salt, astringent, and
acid “humors’’ are mentioned in one passage,®® and the simple term
“humor”’ is used elsewhere without any limiting description,® appa-
rently just as a synonym for simple substance. The intimate rela-
tionship of “humors’ and dynameis, in the author’s conception, is
illustrated in remarks in which he speaks of ‘“humors’ in almost the
same terms as the dynameis. Thus, a “humor” is described as
predominating in the body and therefore ua\\ov &éwaorebwy &v 76
ocbuart.’? But this interrelationship of dymamis and ‘“humor” is
most apparent in the definition which he offers for dynamis: Neyow
0¢ 1L TowobTov, Slvauw uév elvar T&Y xvudv Tas dkporyTas Te kal loxiw.
This is, as he indicates, only a rough definition, and is not without
ambiguity. It must be interpreted in the light of his theory of
health and illness, already described,* and the underlying concept
of krésis. The definition does not imply that dynamis is a separate
entity or property of the ‘“humor’; dyramis is not a ‘‘thing-in-
itself.” Nor does the definition imply that the “humor,” in itself
(i.e., theoretically conceived as completely isolated), may vary in

29 When, e.g., it is concentrated and isolated, unblended and unmingled with the
other substantial constituents of the body.

30 VM 24. “Humor” first meant the ‘‘savor’’ or “flavor’’ of a particular substance
(cf., e.g., VM 14.47) and then came to mean the substance identified by the ‘“‘savor.’
On the early significance of chymos, cf. G. Vlastos, ‘*“The Physical Theory of Anaxa-
goras,”’ Philosophical Review 59 (1950) 43.

31 VM 20.44: 6 Towdros xuuds, an unknown ‘‘humor’’ hostile to cheese. Cf. 19.41-
43. The author has no other specific term for substance. :

32 Cf, VM 20.41 ff. This is a perfectly natural variation in his manner of speaking
if the same constituent of physis is a ‘‘humor,’’ considered as substantial and passive,
but a dyrnamis, considered as active. He can refer to the constituent now as a dynamis,
now as a ““humor,” according as the one or the other term is more appropriate to a
particular phenomenon. This is also the reason why he sometimes speaks of the con-
stituents of physis as being dynameis (e.g., 14.53), and again, as having dynameis
(e.g., 14.34). There is no real distinction involved in this variation.

8 VM 22.3 f. This shows how consciously the author conceives of dynamis.

3 Cf. supra pp. 188 ff. and note 18.
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intensity of force or strength. The “humor,” as a simple substance,
has only its constant, natural dynmamis. But if the “humor” is
isolated by itself, if, for instance, apokrisis has occurred among the
constituents of the body, then the “humor” will be at its ‘“‘highest
pitch” (i.e., when most concentrated), and will then have a force
(toxts) which will be most powerful ({oxvpérares). The ‘“humor,”
then being at its axu#, will accordingly be manifested as a dynamis
in the body. But as long as the “humor” is in a state of krésis with
all the other ‘““humors,” with all mingled and blended together so
that no particular one can become concentrated, it will have no
force and will therefore not be manifested as a dynamis. The
natural dyrnamsis of the “‘humor” is potential and latent; it becomes
manifested relative to the degree of concentration of the ‘“humor.”
More important than anything else, the author’s attempt to clarify
his conception of dynamis shows that it is conceived simply as the
“humor’’ or substance in activity. A ‘“humor’ and a dynamsis are
two aspects of the same simple entity, the one as substantial, the
other asactive. But it is the dyramsis which actualizes the “humor”
or substance, and thereby makes known its essential nature.

This conception of the relationship of dyramis and “humor”
must, however, be qualified with reference to four of the constituent
dynameis of physis — the traditional opposites, the hot and the cold
and the moist and the dry. Much of his polemic is directed espe-
cially against those thinkers who assigned a predominant importance
to one or more of these opposites as first principles of physis. It is
a prime consequence of his empiricism that for the author the
opposites are of comparatively minor importance. For him, the
hot and the cold are dyrameis, as are the other real entities of
physis, by virtue of the observed manifestations of their character-
istic activity. They may be active alone and separately from other
dynameis, thus affecting the body and causing observable sensations
and the effects by means of which they are empirically experienced,
identified, and their essence known.®® But his experience of the
perceptible manifestations of these dynameis has convinced him
that they are subordinate in the body, and that, for the most part,

3% VM 16 deals with the observable effects in the body of ‘‘the hot'’ and ‘‘the cold”
manifesting themselves separately as dynameis, and spontaneously exerting their
“‘power’’ against each other. Although such effects are rather unimportant (in medi-
cine), “the hot'” and “the cold’’ are still dynameis of the physis, and distinguishable
from the other dynameis. Cf. VM 19.21 ff.: okboa odv &m’' abriis THs Oépuns eilikpivéos
# Ybtos yiverar kal un peréxer &EANns duvduios umdeutijs KTA.
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their activity is manifested along with and parallel to that of other
dynameis.3® Further, his empiricism has led the author to an even
more basic truth concerning the opposites: the recognition that the
hot and the cold and the moist and the dry have never been dis-
covered by any one to be completely isolated by themselves and
not participating in some other eidos.3” This would mean that the
hot and the cold and the moist and the dry could not be empirically
established by the author as separate substantial constituents of
the physis, even though they had been empirically established as
dynameis; for him, the opposites would always occur with and
participate in some other substance?®® (i.e., a “humor”), simply
because they were not revealed to the senses as substantial in them-
selves. The author’s empirical observation and study of the hot
and the cold leads, indeed, to some difficulties in the conception of
their nature, which he discusses at some length but does not succeed
in completely clarifying.3® But there is no doubt, in any case, that
the hot and the cold and the moist and the dry are dynameis,
simple entities of physis, and no less real as dynameis and as con-
stituents of physis than the dynameis of ‘“humors.” Since the
author’s fundamental criterion of reality is the concept of dynamis
(and not substance), the fact that the hot and the cold are not

36 Cf. VM 16 init., 17, and 18.

WCE. VM 154 ff.: ob vap torw . . . Eevpnuévor albré i &' &wvrod Oepudv 7
Yuxpdv 7 Efpov § dypdv umdevi &NNg elder xowwvéov, and the author’s reasoning in the
rest of the paragraph. The principle is especially well illustrated, from the point
of view of the organism and medicine, in VM 18.1-16.

38 Cf. the discussion of VM 15.9 ff.: there are many kinds of hot things, the hot
and astringent, the hot and insipid, etc., as well as the cold and insipid, the cold and
astringent, etc., all with different dynameis, for it is not the hot which has the great
“power,”” but the dynameis with which it participates (VM 15.25 ff.). Again (17.8 ff.),
the same thing may be bitter and hot, or acid and hot, or salt and hot, etc., with similar
combinations of cold with other powers.

3 The nature of heat and cold are treated especially in VM 15-19; the discussion
here suggests how he has reached his conclusions concerning the opposites, by em-
pirical observation of the organism. It is to be observed that the author does not,
of course, say that the opposites are not substantial (obviously they could not be
chymoi), but only that they are not found except in participation with other eidé or-
chymoi, i.e., that they cannot be known as individual substances. At times, the author
seems almost to think of them as unsubstantial, as when he says of heat (1 7.12-15):
ovumhpeoTe 8¢ xal 76 Oepudy, phduns udv Exov Soov T6 Hyebuevov kal wapofuvbuevov ral
abtbpevov dua xelvy, dtvauw 8¢ obdeulav mhelw THs wposnkobons. However, heat and
cold may undergo mixis, krésis, and metriotés with each other (16.3—-7; cf. 19.47-51),
but may be separated from each other and thus produce observable separate effects.
Yet heat and cold do not undergo coction, alteration, thickening or thinning, as do
the “humors” (19.41-46). Jones, op. cit., 80-81, seems to be quite right in suggesting
that the concept of ‘‘temperature’ is slowly being evolved in the author’s thought.
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revealed empirically as individually substantial and concrete does
not disqualify them as real entities of physis. They are neverthe-
less dynameis, and, as such, reveal to the author a significant part
of the hidden reality of Nature.4

One final concept which plays some part in the author’s analysis
and conception of physis is esdos. His use of this term, the meaning
of which in the Corpus has been much discussed,®* must be inter-
preted with reference to the author’s empirical method of investi-
gating Nature. As each dynamsis or simple substance manifests to
the senses a simple entity of physis by virtue of its various per-
ceptible and concrete effects in the body, the entity may properly
be referred to as an eidos. But this term does not, in itself, imply
an ultimately real, primal substance. Rather, eidos refers to the
“form’” of the simple entity as manifested, characterized, and
differentiated by its sensible qualities and observable effects from
another simple entity of physis. Thus, ‘‘the sweet” is one eidos,
identified and distinguished by its dynamss and all the observable
effects of that dymamis from ‘‘the acid,” which is also an eidos.
“The hot” is also an eidos (even though it is not manifested as an
individual substance) because, although it is always found in
koindnia with other eidé, it is still perceptible and distinguishable
from those other eidé by its manifested effects.®? All the simple
entities of physis may thus, in accordance with the author’s em-
pirical procedure, be known as eidé, but the term refers only to the
whole complex of sensible, observable aspects® of the entity, by

40 Nowhere is the author’s truly empirical approach to knowledge and understand-
ing of Nature better revealed than in his unusual doctrine of the opposites, a doctrine
which goes counter to the well-established view of natural philosophy. All that he
says of the opposites grows out of his observation of the effects of heat and cold in the
body, his reasoning (logismos) from those observations, and the drawing of general
conclusions.

41 Cf. A. E. Taylor, Varia Socratica (Oxford 1911), esp. 214-218; against Taylor's
interpretation, C. M. Gillespie, CQ 6 (1912), esp. 194-196; Festugiére, op. cit., 50-53.
Jones, op. cit., 93, has pointed out the difficulties of the use of eidos in VM, in which
it is applied to the ‘“humors,” to the opposites, which are also dynameis, and to the
structures of the body (23).

4 Note that ‘“‘the hot’’ and ‘‘the cold,” as dynameis, are conceived as entities
separate from other dynameis, and may at times act individually and cause their
unique observable effects (cf. note 35 supra). But as eid2, they must always partici-
pate in some other eidos (cf. note 37 supra). This distinction shows clearly that the
term eidos, as the author uses it, refers to the visible, sensible qualities of the con-
stituent considered as ‘‘substantial form.”

4 This meaning of eidos is well illustrated by a similar usage of idea in De Natura
Hominis 5. The ‘“‘forms’ of yellow and black bile, blood, and phlegm are separated
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means of which it is experienced, and differentiated from other
entities. It therefore describes, on the phenomenal level and from
the exterior aspect only, a simple entity of physis, but serves also
the additional function of logical differentiation and classification.

In the analysis of the author of On Ancient Medicine, then, the
physis of man is composed of an indefinite number of simple entities,
each of which is (and may be empirically known as) a dynamsis or
“humor”’ or eidos.®®* Incomparably the most significant concept in
this series is, of course, dynamis. For, while observation of the
simple entities merely as ‘humors’ or as eidé¢ would achieve some
valid empirical knowledge of physis, dynamis is the very essence
of the simple entity of physis; and, at the same time, it is the con-
sequence of dymamis alone that the simple entity manifests its
essential reality to the senses. The role which dynamsis plays in-
the author’s thought is, therefore, of profound importance. For,
in his attempt to determine what the physis of man ss, it is the
principle of dynamis which makes the inner reality of physis know-
able at all, and which furnishes knowledge of Nature that is em-
pirically real and certain.®® It is on the basis of this epistemology,
I think, that he insists that real knowledge of physis is unobtainable
except through medicine, and that those ultimate questions con-
cerning the nature of man with which natural philosophy begins
can be answered only though the empirical rationale and method
of medicine.¥

by nature, and none of these constituents of the physis is similar to the other. They
could not be similar to each other, since their colors are not alike to the sight, nor
their tactile qualities alike to the hand. They are not equally cold or warm or dry
or moist. These constituents of physis, then, differ in ‘“form’’ as well as in dynamis.

“Cf., e.g., VM 19.43; 23 init.; 24.5.

4 ].e., the same constituent of physis could be experienced and thought of by the
author as a dynamis, as a “humor’’ (with, of course, the exception of the ‘“‘opposites’’),
and as an eidos.

4 In VM 24, the author thinks of a “humor’ altering spontaneously (not by
synkrésis) into some other ‘“‘humor,” with a consequent alteration of dynamis. This
suggests that he would, perhaps, not deny the possibility of an ultimate, elemental
substance or reality underlying the dyrnameis, but he would deny that it could be known
empirically. )

47 Since this paper is concerned principally with the relationship of dynamis and
physis in the author’s thought, I have not attempted to discuss several other important
aspects of his conception of human nature, e.g., the importance of the ‘‘structures’
of the body (VM 22 and 23), his perception of the individualism of human nature,
and the influence of habit or custom upon the body (VM 10-12).
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